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Abstract: This study presents a comparative linguistic analysis of Turkish-Dutch (TD) children living in the
Netherlands who acquire Turkish as a heritage language, use Dutch as the dominant language in school and
wider social life, and are exposed to English through school-based foreign language instruction (TD group, n
=9), and Turkish-dominant children (T group) living in Tiirkiye for whom Turkish functions as the dominant
language at home, at school, and in the wider social environment, and who are exposed to English as a
foreign language subject within the school curriculum (T group, n = 9). The study focuses on patterns of
subject realization and reference chain coherence in Turkish oral narratives. Drawing on Sorace's (2011)
Interface Hypothesis, the study predicts that structures requiring syntax—discourse interface coordination will
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be more vulnerable in multilingual speakers than syntactically well-determined structures. Data were
collected using Mercer Mayer's (1969) wordless picture book Frog, Where Are You? and analyzed along two
primary variables: the rate of redundant overt subject use and the rate of reference chain coherence. Mann-
Whitney U tests supported both hypotheses: the TD group produced significantly higher rates of redundant
overt subjects (28.7%) compared to the T group (8.7%), and showed significantly lower reference chain
coherence (70.2%) than the T group (90.8%). Complete group separation (U = 0.00, p < .001) and large
effect sizes (r > .80) were obtained for both variables. The findings demonstrate that interface vulnerability is
systematically observable in trilingual contexts and highlight the determining role of language exposure
patterns in the consolidation of Turkish discourse norms.

Keywords: Subject realization, interface hypothesis, Turkish narrative, reference chain, syntax—discourse
interface

Oz: Bu calisma, Hollanda’da yasayan, Tiirkceyi miras dil olarak edinen, Hollandacanin okul ve toplumsal
yasamda baskin dil olarak islev gordiigii ve Ingilizceye okul temelli yabanci dil dersi kapsaminda maruz
kalan Tiirk-Hollandali ¢ocuklar (HK grubu, n = 9) ile Tiirkiye’de yasayan, Tiirk¢enin ev, okul ve sosyal
cevrede baskin iletisim dili oldugu ve Ingilizceye okul miifredati kapsaminda yabanci dil dersi olarak maruz
kalan Tiirk¢e baskin ¢ocuklar (TK grubu, n = 9) arasindaki karsilastirmalir bir dilbilimsel analizi sunmaktadir.
Aragtirmanin odagin1 Tiirkge sozlii anlatilarda 6zne gergeklestirimi Oriintiileri ve gonderim zinciri tutarliligt
olusturmaktadir. Sorace'm (2011) Arayiliz Varsayimi'ndan yola ¢ikan c¢alisma, sdzdizim—sdylem arayiiziinii
gerektiren yapilarin ¢ok dilli konusucularda s6zdizimsel agidan tam belirlenmis yapilara kiyasla daha kirilgan
bir seyir izleyecegini 6ngormektedir. Veriler, Mercer Mayer'in (1969) sozsiiz resimli kitabi Kurbaga
Neredesin? araciliiyla toplanmis ve iki temel degisken lizerinden analiz edilmistir: gereksiz acgik G6zne
kullanim orani ve gonderim zinciri tutarlilik orani. Mann-Whitney U testi sonuglart her iki hipotezi de
desteklemis ve HK grubu gereksiz acik 6zne kullaniminda (%28.7) TK grubuna (%8.7) kiyasla istatistiksel
olarak anlamli diizeyde yiiksek bir oran sergilerken, gonderim zinciri tutarliliginda (%70.2) TK grubuna
(%90.8) oranla belirgin bicimde diisiik kalmistir. Her iki degisken icin tam grup ayrismasi (U = 0.00, p <
.001) ve biiyiik etki biiyiikligii (r > .80) elde edilmistir. Bulgular, arayiiz kirilganliginin Tiirk¢enin miras dil
olarak edinildigi, Hollandacanin baskin dil konumunda oldugu ve ingilizcenin okul temelli yabanci dil dersi
olarak deneyimlendigi ¢ok dilli baglamlarda sistematik bicimde gézlemlenebilir oldugunu ortaya koymakta
ve Tirk¢e s6ylem normlarinin pekismesinde dil maruziyeti 6riintiistiniin belirleyici roliine isaret etmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ozne diisiirme, 6zne gerceklestirimi, arayiiz varsayimi, Tiirk¢e anlati, génderim zinciri,
s0zdizim—sodylem arayiizii
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Structured Abstract:

Research on multilingualism and heritage language development has shown that grammatical
structures requiring coordination between syntax and discourse may be particularly vulnerable in bilingual
and multilingual speakers. Turkish is a pro drop language in which subject reference can be maintained
without overt lexical subjects when the referent remains accessible in discourse. For Turkish dominant
speakers, the alternation between null subjects, overt noun phrases, and pronouns is guided not only by
grammar but also by discourse continuity, referential accessibility, topic maintenance, and pragmatic
appropriateness. In heritage language contexts, however, reduced exposure to Turkish, dominance of a
societal language, and contact with additional school languages may affect how children manage reference in
oral narratives. This study examines Turkish subject realization and reference chain coherence in the
narratives of Turkish heritage children living in the Netherlands and Turkish dominant children living in
Tiirkiye.

The study aims to compare the use of subject realization patterns and reference chain coherence in
Turkish oral narratives produced by two groups of children. The first group consists of Turkish heritage
children living in the Netherlands, who acquire Turkish primarily at home, use Dutch as the dominant
language in school and social life, and are exposed to English through school based foreign language
instruction. The second group consists of Turkish dominant children living in Tiirkiye, for whom Turkish is
the main language of communication at home, at school, and in the wider social environment, and who are
exposed to English only through the national school curriculum. Drawing on the Interface Hypothesis
proposed by Sorace, the study predicts that structures requiring syntax and discourse coordination will be
more fragile in the heritage group than in the Turkish dominant group.

The study employed a comparative linguistic design with two groups of participants. The heritage
group included nine Turkish origin children living in the Netherlands, aged between 10 and 15. These
children used Turkish mainly in the home environment, received no formal education in Turkish at school,
and used Dutch as the dominant language in educational and social settings. They also received English
instruction at school for approximately two to four hours per week. The Turkish dominant group included
nine children living in Tiirkiye, also aged between 10 and 15, who attended state schools and used Turkish as
the dominant language in the home, school, and social environment. They received English instruction for
two or four hours on a weekly basis as part of the school curriculum.

Data were collected through Mercer Mayer (1969) and his wordless picture book Frog, Where Are
You. Each participant was asked to examine the picture book and produce an oral narrative in Turkish. The
narratives were audio recorded, transcribed, coded, and analyzed. The coding focused on two main
dimensions. The first dimension was subject realization, including null subjects, overt noun phrases, overt
pronouns, and redundant overt subjects. Redundant overt subjects were defined as cases in which an overt
subject was used despite the fact that the referent was already accessible in the discourse and a null subject
would have been more appropriate according to Turkish discourse norms. The second dimension was
reference chain coherence, which evaluated whether the main characters were tracked consistently
throughout the narrative. Breaks in reference chains, ambiguous pronoun use, and topic shifts were identified
as problematic links. Quantitative comparisons between the groups were conducted using the Mann Whitney
U test because of the small sample size and the non normal distribution of the data.

The findings supported both hypotheses. The heritage group produced substantially higher rates of
redundant overt subject use than the Turkish dominant group. The mean rate of redundant overt subject use
was 28.7 percent in the heritage group and 8.7 percent in the Turkish dominant group. This difference was
statistically significant. The result indicates that the heritage children tended to overtly repeat subject noun
phrases or pronouns in contexts where Turkish discourse norms would normally favor a null subject. This
pattern suggests an overexplicit style of reference management that may reflect the influence of Dutch and
English, both of which require overt subjects more systematically than Turkish.

The second set of findings concerned reference chain coherence. The heritage group obtained a
mean coherence rate of 70.2 percent, whereas the Turkish dominant group reached a mean coherence rate of
90.8 percent. This difference was also statistically significant. The heritage group showed more frequent
reference chain breaks, ambiguous pronoun use, and topic shifts. By contrast, the Turkish dominant children
maintained character reference more consistently and used null subjects more effectively to sustain narrative
continuity. For both major variables, complete group separation was observed, with U values reaching 0.00
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and significance levels below .001. The effect sizes were large, indicating a strong and systematic difference
between the two groups.

Qualitative observations supported the quantitative findings. In the heritage narratives, children
frequently repeated accessible subjects, used ambiguous pronouns such as o and bu, and occasionally showed
lexical retrieval difficulties in naming animals, objects, or spatial relations. These difficulties sometimes
disrupted narrative flow and weakened referential continuity. In the Turkish dominant narratives, reference
tracking was generally more fluent, null subjects were used appropriately, and overt noun phrases were
introduced mainly when a new character entered the story or when a shift in focus was required.

The study demonstrates that Turkish subject realization and reference chain coherence are sensitive
to multilingual language exposure patterns. The findings provide empirical support for the Interface
Hypothesis by showing that syntax and discourse interface structures are more vulnerable in Turkish heritage
children living in a Dutch dominant environment than in Turkish dominant children living in Tiirkiye. The
results suggest that heritage children may possess the grammatical resources required for Turkish subject
realization, yet experience difficulty coordinating these resources with discourse level requirements in real
time narrative production. The dominance of Dutch, limited formal Turkish input, and additional school
based exposure to English appear to shape how Turkish discourse norms are consolidated. The study
contributes to research on Turkish as a heritage language, multilingual narrative development, and interface
vulnerability. It also highlights the importance of sustained and varied Turkish exposure for the development
of discourse pragmatic competence in heritage language contexts.

Keywords: Pro-drop, subject realization, interface hypothesis, Turkish narrative, reference chain,
syntax—discourse interface.
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Résumé Structuré:

Les recherches sur le multilinguisme et le développement des langues d’héritage ont montré que les
structures grammaticales nécessitant une coordination entre la syntaxe et le discours peuvent E&tre
particuliérement vulnérables chez les locuteurs bilingues et multilingues. Le turc est une langue a sujet nul
dans laquelle la référence au sujet peut étre maintenue sans sujet lexical explicite lorsque le référent demeure
accessible dans le discours. Chez les locuteurs a dominance linguistique turque, I’alternance entre sujets nuls,
syntagmes nominaux explicites et pronoms est régie non seulement par la grammaire, mais également par la
continuité discursive, ’accessibilité référentielle, le maintien du topique et I’adéquation pragmatique. Dans
les contextes de langue d’héritage, toutefois, une exposition réduite au turc, la dominance de la langue
sociétale et le contact avec d’autres langues enseignées a I’école peuvent influer sur la maniére dont les
enfants gerent la référence dans leurs récits oraux. Cette étude examine la réalisation du sujet en turc et la
cohérence des chaines référentielles dans les récits d’enfants locuteurs du turc comme langue d’héritage
résidant aux Pays-Bas et d’enfants a dominance linguistique turque résidant en Turquie [Officel].

L’¢étude vise a comparer les modes de réalisation du sujet et la cohérence des chaines référentielles
dans les récits oraux en turc produits par deux groupes d’enfants. Le premier groupe comprend des enfants
locuteurs du turc comme langue d’héritage résidant aux Pays-Bas, qui acquiérent le turc principalement au
sein du foyer, utilisent le néerlandais comme langue dominante a 1’école et dans la vie sociale, et sont
exposés a 1’anglais dans le cadre de I’enseignement scolaire des langues étrangéres. Le second groupe
comprend des enfants a dominance linguistique turque résidant en Turquie, pour lesquels le turc constitue la
principale langue de communication au sein du foyer, a 1’école et dans ’environnement social élargi, et qui
ne sont exposés a 1’anglais que dans le cadre du programme scolaire national. S’appuyant sur ’hypothése de
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I’interface proposée par Sorace, 1’étude prédit que les structures nécessitant une coordination entre la syntaxe
et le discours seront plus fragiles dans le groupe de locuteurs d’héritage que dans le groupe a dominance
linguistique turque.

L’étude a adopté un protocole de recherche linguistique comparative comprenant deux groupes de
participants. Le groupe de locuteurs d’héritage comptait neuf enfants d’origine turque résidant aux Pays-Bas,
agés de 10 a 15 ans. Ces enfants utilisaient le turc principalement dans I’environnement familial, ne
recevaient aucun enseignement formel en turc a I’école et utilisaient le néerlandais comme langue dominante
dans les contextes éducatifs et sociaux. Ils suivaient également des cours d’anglais a 1’école a raison
d’environ deux a quatre heures par semaine. Le groupe a dominance linguistique turque comprenait neuf
enfants résidant en Turquie, également agés de 10 a 15 ans, scolarisés dans des établissements publics et
utilisant le turc comme langue dominante dans les environnements familial, scolaire et social. Ils
bénéficiaient de deux ou quatre heures hebdomadaires d’enseignement de 1’anglais dans le cadre du
programme scolaire [Office2].

Les données ont été recueillies au moyen de I’album sans texte de Mercer Mayer (1969), Frog,
Where Are You? [Office3]. Chaque participant a été invité a examiner 1’album et a produire un récit oral en
turc. Les récits ont été enregistrés, transcrits, codés et analysés. Le codage portait sur deux dimensions
principales. La premicre concernait la réalisation du sujet et distinguait les sujets nuls, les syntagmes
nominaux explicites, les pronoms explicites et les sujets explicites redondants. Les sujets explicites
redondants ont été définis comme les cas dans lesquels un sujet explicite était employé alors que son référent
était déja accessible dans le discours et qu’un sujet nul aurait été plus approprié au regard des normes
discursives du turc. La seconde dimension concernait la cohérence des chaines référentielles et évaluait si les
personnages principaux faisaient I’objet d’un suivi référentiel constant tout au long du récit. Les ruptures de
chaines référentielles, les emplois pronominaux ambigus et les changements de topique ont été considérés
comme des maillons problématiques. Les comparaisons quantitatives entre les groupes ont été réalisées a
I’aide du test U de Mann—Whitney, compte tenu de la petite taille de 1’échantillon et de la distribution non
normale des données.

Les résultats ont corroboré les deux hypothéses. Le groupe de locuteurs d’héritage présentait des
taux d’emploi de sujets explicites redondants nettement supérieurs a ceux du groupe a dominance
linguistique turque. Le taux moyen d’emploi de sujets explicites redondants atteignait 28,7 % dans le groupe
de locuteurs d’héritage, contre 8,7 % dans le groupe a dominance linguistique turque. Cette différence était
statistiquement significative. Ce résultat indique que les enfants locuteurs d’héritage avaient tendance a
répéter explicitement les syntagmes nominaux ou les pronoms sujets dans des contextes ou les normes
discursives du turc privilégieraient normalement un sujet nul. Cette tendance suggére un mode de gestion de
la référence caractérisé par une explicitation excessive, susceptible de refléter I’influence du néerlandais et de
I’anglais, deux langues qui imposent plus systématiquement que le turc la présence de sujets explicites.

Le second ensemble de résultats concernait la cohérence des chaines référentielles. Le groupe de
locuteurs d’héritage obtenait un taux moyen de cohérence de 70,2 %, tandis que le groupe a dominance
linguistique turque atteignait 90,8 %. Cette différence était également statistiquement significative. Le groupe
de locuteurs d’héritage présentait davantage de ruptures de chaines référentielles, d’emplois pronominaux
ambigus et de changements de topique. A I’inverse, les enfants a dominance linguistique turque maintenaient
la référence aux personnages de maniére plus constante et utilisaient plus efficacement les sujets nuls pour
assurer la continuité narrative. Pour les deux variables principales, une séparation compléte entre les groupes
a été observée, avec des valeurs de U égales a 0,00 et des valeurs de p inférieures a 0,001. Les tailles d’effet
étaient importantes, indiquant une différence forte et systématique entre les deux groupes.

Les observations qualitatives ont corroboré les résultats quantitatifs. Dans les récits des locuteurs
d’héritage, les enfants répétaient fréquemment des sujets dont les référents étaient accessibles, employaient
de maniére ambigué des pronoms tels que o et bu [Office4] et manifestaient parfois des difficultés d’acces
lexical pour nommer des animaux, des objets ou des relations spatiales. Ces difficultés perturbaient parfois la
fluidité du récit et affaiblissaient la continuité référentielle. Dans les récits des enfants a dominance
linguistique turque, le suivi référentiel était généralement plus fluide, les sujets nuls étaient employés de
maniére appropriée et les syntagmes nominaux explicites étaient introduits principalement lorsqu’un nouveau
personnage apparaissait dans I’histoire ou qu’un déplacement du centre d’attention était nécessaire.

Turkish Studies, Language and Literature, 21(O1)



Subject Dropping (Pro-drop) and Pronoun Resolution in the Narratives... 1747

L’étude montre que la réalisation du sujet en turc et la cohérence des chaines référentielles sont
sensibles aux modalités d’exposition linguistique en contexte multilingue. Les résultats apportent un soutien
empirique a I’hypothése de I’interface en montrant que les structures relevant de 1’interface syntaxe—discours
sont plus vulnérables chez les enfants locuteurs du turc comme langue d’héritage vivant dans un
environnement & dominance néerlandaise que chez les enfants a dominance linguistique turque résidant en
Turquie. Ils suggérent que les enfants locuteurs d’héritage peuvent disposer des ressources grammaticales
nécessaires a la réalisation du sujet en turc, tout en éprouvant des difficultés a coordonner ces ressources avec
les exigences discursives lors de la production narrative en temps réel. La dominance du néerlandais, la
quantité limitée d’input en turc dans un cadre formel et I’exposition supplémentaire a I’anglais en milieu
scolaire semblent fagonner la maniére dont les normes discursives du turc se consolident. L’étude contribue
aux recherches sur le turc comme langue d’héritage, le développement narratif multilingue et la vulnérabilité
a l’interface. Elle souligne également 1’importance d’une exposition soutenue et diversifiée au turc pour le
développement de la compétence discursive et pragmatique dans les contextes de langue d’héritage.

Mots-clés: Sujet nul, réalisation du sujet, hypothése de ’interface, récit en turc, chaine référentielle,
interface syntaxe—discours.

Resumen Estructurado:

Las investigaciones sobre el multilingliismo y el desarrollo de las lenguas de herencia han
demostrado que las estructuras gramaticales que requieren coordinacion entre la sintaxis y el discurso pueden
ser especialmente vulnerables en los hablantes bilingiies y multilingiies. El turco es una lengua de sujeto nulo
en la que puede mantenerse la referencia al sujeto sin recurrir a sujetos 1éxicos explicitos cuando el referente
sigue siendo accesible en el discurso. En los hablantes con predominio del turco, la alternancia entre sujetos
nulos, sintagmas nominales explicitos y pronombres esta regida no solo por la gramatica, sino también por la
continuidad discursiva, la accesibilidad referencial, el mantenimiento del topico y la adecuacion pragmatica.
Sin embargo, en los contextos de lengua de herencia, una menor exposicion al turco, el predominio de la
lengua de la sociedad y el contacto con otras lenguas escolares pueden influir en la manera en que los nifios
gestionan la referencia en sus narraciones orales. Este estudio examina la realizacion del sujeto en turco y la
coherencia de las cadenas referenciales en las narraciones de nifios hablantes de turco como lengua de
herencia residentes en los Paises Bajos y de nifios con predominio del turco residentes en Turquia [Officel].

El estudio tiene como objetivo comparar los patrones de realizacion del sujeto y la coherencia de las
cadenas referenciales en las narraciones orales en turco producidas por dos grupos de nifios. El primer grupo
estd compuesto por nifios hablantes de turco como lengua de herencia residentes en los Paises Bajos, que
adquieren el turco principalmente en el hogar, utilizan el neerlandés como lengua dominante en la escuela y
en la vida social, y estan expuestos al inglés mediante la ensefianza escolar de lenguas extranjeras. El
segundo grupo esté integrado por nifios con predominio del turco residentes en Turquia, para quienes el turco
constituye la principal lengua de comunicacion en el hogar, en la escuela y en el entorno social mas amplio, y
cuya exposicion al inglés se limita al curriculo escolar nacional. A partir de la hipdtesis de la interfaz
propuesta por Sorace, el estudio predice que las estructuras que requieren coordinacion entre la sintaxis y el
discurso seran mas fragiles en el grupo de hablantes de herencia que en el grupo con predominio del turco.

El estudio adopté un disefio de investigacion lingiiistica comparativa con dos grupos de
participantes. El grupo de hablantes de herencia incluyd a nueve niflos de origen turco residentes en los
Paises Bajos, de entre 10 y 15 afios. Estos nifios utilizaban el turco principalmente en el entorno familiar, no
recibian educacién formal en turco en la escuela y empleaban el neerlandés como lengua dominante en los
ambitos educativo y social. Asimismo, recibian clases de inglés en la escuela durante aproximadamente entre
dos y cuatro horas semanales. El grupo con predominio del turco estuvo compuesto por nueve nifios
residentes en Turquia, también de entre 10 y 15 afios, que asistian a escuelas publicas y utilizaban el turco
como lengua dominante en el hogar, en la escuela y en el entorno social. Recibian clases de inglés durante
dos o cuatro horas semanales como parte del curriculo escolar [Office2].

Los datos se recopilaron mediante el libro ilustrado sin palabras Frog, Where Are You?, de Mercer
Mayer (1969) [Office3]. Se pidio a cada participante que examinara el libro y produjera una narracion oral en
turco. Las narraciones se grabaron en audio, se transcribieron, se codificaron y se analizaron. La codificacion
se centro en dos dimensiones principales. La primera fue la realizacion del sujeto e incluy6 sujetos nulos,
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sintagmas nominales explicitos, pronombres explicitos y sujetos explicitos redundantes. Los sujetos
explicitos redundantes se definieron como aquellos casos en los que se empleaba un sujeto explicito pese a
que su referente ya era accesible en el discurso y un sujeto nulo habria resultado mas adecuado segun las
normas discursivas del turco. La segunda dimension fue la coherencia de las cadenas referenciales, mediante
la cual se evalu6 si se mantenia un seguimiento referencial consistente de los personajes principales a lo largo
de la narracion. Las rupturas de las cadenas referenciales, el uso ambiguo de pronombres y los cambios de
topico se identificaron como eslabones problematicos. Las comparaciones cuantitativas entre los grupos se
realizaron mediante la prueba U de Mann—Whitney, debido al reducido tamafio de la muestra y a la
distribucion no normal de los datos.

Los resultados respaldaron ambas hipotesis. El grupo de hablantes de herencia presentd tasas
considerablemente mas elevadas de uso de sujetos explicitos redundantes que el grupo con predominio del
turco. La tasa media de uso de sujetos explicitos redundantes fue del 28,7 % en el grupo de hablantes de
herencia y del 8,7 % en el grupo con predominio del turco. Esta diferencia fue estadisticamente significativa.
El resultado indica que los nifios hablantes de herencia tendian a repetir explicitamente sintagmas nominales
o pronombres en funcion de sujeto en contextos en los que las normas discursivas del turco normalmente
favorecerian un sujeto nulo. Este patron sugiere un estilo de gestion de la referencia caracterizado por una
explicitud excesiva, que podria reflejar la influencia del neerlandés y del inglés, lenguas que exigen sujetos
explicitos de manera mas sistematica que el turco.

El segundo conjunto de resultados se relaciond con la coherencia de las cadenas referenciales. El
grupo de hablantes de herencia obtuvo una tasa media de coherencia del 70,2 %, mientras que el grupo con
predominio del turco alcanzé una tasa media del 90,8 %. Esta diferencia también fue estadisticamente
significativa. El grupo de hablantes de herencia mostré una mayor frecuencia de rupturas de las cadenas
referenciales, usos ambiguos de pronombres y cambios de topico. En cambio, los nifios con predominio del
turco mantuvieron la referencia a los personajes de manera mas consistente y utilizaron los sujetos nulos con
mayor eficacia para sostener la continuidad narrativa. En ambas variables principales se observd una
separacion completa entre los grupos, con valores de U de 0,00 y valores de p inferiores a 0,001. Los
tamafios del efecto fueron grandes, lo que indica una diferencia marcada y sistematica entre los dos grupos.

Las observaciones cualitativas respaldaron los resultados cuantitativos. En las narraciones de los
hablantes de herencia, los nifios repetian con frecuencia sujetos cuyos referentes ya eran accesibles,
utilizaban de manera ambigua pronombres como o y bu [Office4] y, en ocasiones, mostraban dificultades de
recuperacion 1éxica al nombrar animales, objetos o relaciones espaciales. Estas dificultades interrumpian a
veces la fluidez narrativa y debilitaban la continuidad referencial. En las narraciones de los nifios con
predominio del turco, el seguimiento referencial era, en general, mas fluido, los sujetos nulos se empleaban
adecuadamente y los sintagmas nominales explicitos se introducian principalmente cuando aparecia un nuevo
personaje en la historia o cuando era necesario desplazar el foco de atencion.

El estudio demuestra que la realizacion del sujeto en turco y la coherencia de las cadenas
referenciales son sensibles a los patrones de exposicion lingiiistica en contextos multilingiies. Los resultados
aportan respaldo empirico a la hipdtesis de la interfaz al mostrar que las estructuras de la interfaz sintaxis—
discurso son mas vulnerables en los nifios hablantes de turco como lengua de herencia que viven en un
entorno de predominio del neerlandés que en los nifios con predominio del turco residentes en Turquia. Los
resultados sugieren que los nifios hablantes de herencia pueden disponer de los recursos gramaticales
necesarios para la realizacion del sujeto en turco y, aun asi, experimentar dificultades para coordinarlos con
los requisitos discursivos durante la produccion narrativa en tiempo real. El predominio del neerlandés, la
limitada exposicion formal al turco y la exposicion adicional al inglés en el &mbito escolar parecen configurar
la manera en que se consolidan las normas discursivas del turco. El estudio contribuye a la investigacion
sobre el turco como lengua de herencia, el desarrollo narrativo multilingilie y la vulnerabilidad de la interfaz.
Asimismo, destaca la importancia de una exposicion sostenida y variada al turco para el desarrollo de la
competencia discursivo-pragmatica en los contextos de lengua de herencia.

Palabras clave: Sujeto nulo, realizacion del sujeto, hipdtesis de la interfaz, narracion en turco,
cadena referencial, interfaz sintaxis—discurso.
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CTpyKTypupOBaHHAsA AHHOTALMSA:

UccrmenoBanust MHOTOSI3BIYMSA W PAa3BUTHS HACIECAYEMOTO SI3bIKAa ITOKA3ajH, YTO TPaMMaTHUCCKUE
CTPYKTYpBI, TpeOYIOIHEe KOOPIAMHAIIMM CHHTAKCHCAa M TUCKypca, MOTYT OBITh OCOOCHHO YS3BUMBIMHU Y
OMJIMHTBAIbHBIX H MYJIBbTUJIUHI BAJIbHBIX HOCHTEJIEH. TprHKHﬁ OTHOCUTCA K A3bIKaM C HYJCBbIM
MOJICXKAIIUM, B KOTOPBIX pedepeHIHs K CYOBEKTY MOXKET MOANCPKUBATHCS 0€3 IKCIUTUIIMTHO BHIPAXKEHHOTO
JICKCHUYCCKOTO TIOJJIKAIIEro, eciu pedepeHT ocTaéTcst IOCTYMHBIM B JHCKypce. Y HOCHTENEH ¢
JOMHUHHUPYIOMUM TYPCUKUM A3BIKOM YE€PCAOBAHUC HYJICBBIX IMOJIC)KAINMNX, SKCINIMIUTHBIX UMCHHBIX I'PYIII
W MECTOMMEHHWH OIpenessieTcss He TONBKO TIpaMMAaTHKOH, HO W JUCKYPCHBHOW HENPEPHIBHOCTHIO,
pedepeHnnanbHON AOCTYMHOCTBIO, COXpaHEHHEM TOIMKA WM IIparMaTHYecKOW yMecTHOCThI0. OIHaKo B
YCIIOBHSAX HACIEAYEMOTO SI3bIKa COKPAICHHE KOHTaKTa ¢ TYPEIKUM, JOMHHAPOBAHHE S3bIKa OKPY>KAIOIIEero
oOImecTBa M OCBOCHHE [OIMOJHUTEIBHBIX S3BIKOB B IIKOJIE MOTYT BIHSTH Ha CIIOCOOBI YIIPaBIICHHS
pedepeHnyeit B YCTHBIX HappaTuBax jAeTeil. B HacTosmieM HcciaeOBaHWU pacCMAaTPHUBAIOTCS pealln3anus
MOJUTEKAMIETO B TYPELKOM SI3BIKE M CBS3HOCTH pedepeHIMaNbHBIX IeT0oYeK B HappaThBax AeTedl —
HOCUTENICH TypeLKoro Kak HacleAyeMoro s3blka, MpoxuBaooummx B Hunepmanmax, u neted ¢
JOMHHHUPYOLIUM TypPELKHUM sI3bIKOM, npoxkuBaronux B Typuun [Officel].

Ilens wuccimenoBaHus — CONOCTAaBUTh MOJEIM PEAIM3ALMU  IOMJEXKAIETO U CBSA3HOCTh
pedepeHnnanbHBIX 1IETIOYEK B YCTHBIX HappaTUBax Ha TYPELKOM SI3bIKE, CO3JIaHHbIX ABYMsI IPYIIIIAMU JETEH.
IlepByro rpymniy COCTaBJSIIOT AETU — HOCHUTENIU TYPELKOIO KaK HAaCIelyeMOro s3blKa, IPOKUBAIOLIUE B

Hunepnannax, KoTopble yCBaWBaIOT TYPELKUI NMPEHMYIIECTBEHHO B CEMbE, UCIIONIB3YIOT HUICPIAHACKUNA B
Ka4yecTBE JOMUHHMPYIOLIETO sI3bIKa B INKOJE W COLNUAIbHOW XHM3HM M H3y4alOT aHTIMHCKHH B paMKax
IIKOJILHOTO OO0ydYeHMs1 WHOCTPAaHHBIM sI3bIKaM. Bo BTOpyr0 TIpymily BXOAAT AETH C JIOMHHUDPYIOUIHM
TypelKUM S3bIKOM, HpokuBaromue B Typuuu, Aas KOTOPBIX TYpEUKUH SBISETCS OCHOBHBIM S3BIKOM
oOmmeHnst 1oMa, B IIKoJe M B OoJjiee IIMPOKOM COIMAIBHOM OKPY)KCHHH, a KOHTakT C aHTJIMHCKUM
OTPAaHWYMBACTCS HAIMOHAIBHOM INKONbHOM mporpamMmoi. Ommpasice Ha rumoresy HHTepdelica,
npemioxkeHHyro  Copade, HCCIEIOBAaHME IPEIONATraeT, 4YTO CTPYKTYpbl, TpeOyrolmmne KOOpAWHALNH
CHHTaKCHCa U AUCKYypca, OyayT OoJiee ySI3BUMBIMH B IPYIIIE HOCUTEINEH HACIeyeMOro si3blKa, YeM B IpYIIe
C TOMHMHHUPYIOIINUM TYyPEIKUM SI3BIKOM.

B uccienoBanuy UCIonb30BaH CPaBHUTEbHBIN JTMHIBUCTUYECKUI JU3alH C y4aCTUEM JBYX I'PYILIL.
I'pynma HocuTeNeH HACIeAyeMOro sI3bIKa BKIIIOYaNa JIEBATh JIETE TypEeLKOro MPOUCXOXK/ICHHS B BO3PACTE OT
10 mo 15 mer, mpoxxuBatomux B Humeprmanmax. OTH OeTH HCTIONB30BAIM TYPEUKUI NMPEHMYIIECTBEHHO B
JIOMaIIHed cpeze, He Moyvaan GOopMalbHOrO 00pa3oBaHUs Ha TYPELKOM SI3BbIKE B INIKOJIE W MCIOJIB30BaJIH
HUJICPJIAHJICKUH KaK JOMMHHUPYIONIMH s3bIK B 00pa3oBaTeNbHOM M coluaibHOW cpene. Kpome toro, oHm
M3y4yajad aHIVIMHCKUH B HIKOJE NPHOJM3UTENGHO OT JBYX JIO YeTHIpEX YacoB B Hexemo. [pymma c
JOMHHHUPYOIMM TYPELKUM SI3bIKOM BKJIIOYaa AEBATH JAETeH, NPOKUBAIOIINX B Typlun, Takke B BO3pacTe
or 10 ngo 15 mer, xoTopble MOCEIANN T'OCYAAPCTBEHHBIC IIKOJBI WM HCIOJBb30BAIM TYPELUKUI Kak
JOMHHHUPYIOIMH S3bIK JIOMa, B IIKOJIE M B COLMAILHOM OKPY)XEHHH. B pamMkax MIKOJIBHOI IporpaMMbl OHH
W3ydany aHTIMHCKUI 1Ba WU YeThIpe Jaca B Hepemo [Office2].

Jlanaple Obu coOpaHbl C HCIIOJIB30BAHMEM WILTIOCTPUPOBAHHOW KHHUTH 0Oe3 Tekcta Mepcepa
Maiiepa (1969) «JIarymka, tae te17» (Frog, Where Are You?) [Office3]. KaxxnoMy ydyacTHHKY Mpeniaraioch
paccMOTpeTh KHHWTY W COCTaBHTh YCTHBIM paccka3 Ha TyperKoM s3bike. HappaTuBsl ObUIM 3ammcaHbl Ha
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ayJIMOHOCUTETb, TPAHCKPUONPOBAHBI, 3aKOIUPOBAHBI U MIPOaHAIN3NPOBaHbl. KoaupoBaHue 0XBaTHIBAIO 1B
OCHOBHBIX M3MepeHHs. [lepBoe Kacanoch peanu3aliy IMOAJTEKAIIEr0 W BKIOYAN0 HyJIEBBIC MOUIC)KAIIHUE,
SKCIUIMIUTHBIE HMMEHHBIE TPYIbBI, OKCINIMIUTHBIE MECTOMMEHMS W W30BITOYHBIC 3KCIUIMIUTHBIC
nognexamipe. Ilon W30BITOYHBIMH  SKCIUIMOWTHBIMH — IOMJIEKAIMMMH I[OHUMAINCh CIy4ad, KOTAa
MOZJIEKAIIEE BBIPAXKaIOCh 3KCIUIMIIUTHO, HECMOTPSI HA TO YTO €ro pedepeHT yke ObII HOCTYICH B JUCKypCe
¥ HCIOJIB30BaHUE HYJIEBOTO ITOJUIC)KAINETO OBLIO OBl OOJIee YMECTHBIM B COOTBETCTBHHM C AWUCKYPCHUBHBIMU
HOpPMaMH TYypeLKOro s3blka. BTopoe u3MepeHHe Kacaloch CBSI3HOCTH pe(epeHIHATIbHBIX [ENoYeK H
MO3BOJISUIO OLCHUTDH IOCIIEAOBATENILHOCTh pe(EepeHIMANBEHOIO OTCIC)KUBAHUS TJIABHBIX IIEPCOHAXKEH Ha
NPOTSHKEHUH TIOBECTBOBaHMS. Pa3pbiBbl pedepeHIMaIbHBIX LEMoYeK, HEOAHO3HAYHOE YIOoTpeOeHue
MECTOMMEHHH W CMEHbl TONHMKAa pPacCMaTPUBAIMCh KaK NpoOJieMHbIe 3BeHbs. KonmuecTBeHHbIE
MEXXTPYNIOBBIE CPABHEHUS MPOBOAWINCH C UCHOab30BaHUeM U-kpurepus MaHHa — YUTHHU BBUAY Majuoro
00bEMa BEIOOPKH M OTKJIOHEHUSI pacipeieNieHHs JaHHbIX OT HOPMaJbHOTO.

INomydeHHbIe pe3ynbTaThl IOATBEPAWIN 00€ THIIOTE3Bl. B rpynme HocuTene HacieayeMoro si3bIKa
4acTOTa yMOTPEOICHNSI N30BITOYHBIX KCIUIMIUTHBIX MOJIEKAMNX ObIIa CYIIECTBEHHO BBIIIE, YEM B IPYIIICE
C JOMHMHHPYIOIIUM TYpPEUKHM s3bIKOM. CpemHsas moss ymnoTpeONeHWH WM30BITOYHBIX OSKCILIHIUTHBIX
nojuiexamux cocrasuna 28,7 % B TIpynne HOCHTENEH HaclemnyeMmoro sisplka u 8,7 % B rpymnme c
JOMHUHHUPYOIIAM TYPELKUM S3BIKOM. JTO pa3iIuyue ObUIO CTaTUCTUYECKH 3HAYMMBIM. Pe3yrbraT yKa3siBaeT
Ha TO, YTO JETH — HOCHTENIM HACJIEYyEeMOTO S3bIKa OBUIM CKJIOHHBI IKCIUIMIUTHO ITOBTOPSTH MMEHHBIC
TPYNIIBl WM MECTOMMEHHUS B IMO3UIMM IOAJIEKAIIEr0 B KOHTEKCTaX, B KOTOPBIX AMCKYPCHUBHBIC HOPMBI
TYPELKOro s3bIKa OOBIYHO IMPEINONIAraroT INPEANOYTUTEILHOE HCHONb30BAHUE HYJIEBOTO IOATEXKAIIEro.
Takass 3aKOHOMEPHOCTH CBUJETEIBCTBYET O YPE3MEPHOM OSKCIUIMIMTHOCTH YIpaBieHHs pedepeHuue,
KOTOpas MOYKET OTpakaTh BIHMSHUE HUJIEPJIAHACKOTO M aHIJHMHUCKOrO S3BIKOB, 0oJiee IMOCIEA0BATENbEHO
TPEOYIONIMX SKCIUTUIUTHOTO BBIPAKEHHS MOJICIKAIIETO, YEM TYPELIKHH.

Bropas rpymma pe3yipTaTOB Kacalack CBSI3HOCTH pedepeHIMaIbHBIX IIeToYek. B rpymme
HOCHUTEJIEN HacleayeMoro si3blka CpelIHUN NoKazaTenb cBsi3HOCTH cocTaBmil 70,2 %, Toraa Kak B IpymIe
JOMUHHUPYIOIIUM TYperKuM s3pIkoM OH goctur 90,8 %. Dro pasmmume Takke OBUIO CTaTUCTHYCCKH
3HaYNMBIM. B Tpymre HocuTeneld HacleXyeMoro si3blka 4alrie HaOIIoNalIHuCh pa3phIBE pedepeHInaTbHBIX
[EToYeK, HEOJHO3HAYHOE YHOTpeOJieHHe MECTOMMEHHH ¥ CMEHBI Tomuka. HampoTuB, nmeTu ¢
JIOMUHHUPYOIIUM TYPEIIKAM S3BIKOM 00JIee TIOCIIeJOBATEIFHO IMOAICPKUBAIH peepeHIIHIO K IIepcoHaKaM 1
s dexTrBHEE MCIOIB30BaIN HYJIEBbIE TOJJISKAIINE IS COXPAHEHHs TIOBECTBOBATENILHON HENPEPHIBHOCTH.
[To 06erM OCHOBHBIM TEpeMEHHBIM HAOJI0ANOCH TOJIHOE pasfeneHnue rpymni: 3Hadenus U coctasmiu 0,00,
a 3HavyeHus p Obutn Hke 0,001. Benuuunsl agdexra ObuiM OOJMBIIMMHU, YTO YKa3bIBAaCT HA BBIPAXKEHHOE U
CHUCTEMATHUYECKOE Pa3lIniyre MEXIy ABYMs TPyIIaMH.

KauecTBeHHBIC HAOMIOCHNS TOITBEPIMIIN KOJIMYECTBEHHBIE pe3ynbTaThl. B HappaTuBax HocuTeneH
HaCllelyeMOro S3bIKa JETH 4YacTO IMOBTOPSIM MOJUIeXkAI[Me C YXKe JOCTyNHBIMH pedepeHTamu,
HEO/IHO3HAYHO YNOTPeOJsuIn Takue MecronMeHus, kak o u bu [Office4], a Takke WHOTJA HMCHBITHIBAIH
TPYIHOCTH JISKCHYECKOTO IIOMCKA TPH HAa3bIBAHMM O KUBOTHBIX, MPEAMETOB WIH 0O0O3HAYECHUH
MPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIX OTHOLIEHMH. OTH 3aTPyJHEHHs B HEKOTOPBIX CIlyyasX Hapyllaad IJIaBHOCTb
MIOBECTBOBAHUS M OCNaOIsIN pedepeHIaibHy0 HETIPephIBHOCTE. B HappaTtnBax JeTeil ¢ JOMUHHPYIOINIM
TYPELKUM S3bIKOM pe(epeHIIATbHOE OTCISKUBAHUE B 1IEJIOM OBII0 OoJIee TIIaBHBIM, HyJICBBIE MTOUIC)KAIINE
WCIIONIB30BAIMCh YMECTHO, a OKCIUIUIUTHBIE HMEHHBIC TPYNNbl BBOAWINCH INPEHUMYIIECTBEHHO IMPH
MOSIBIICHUH HOBOTO MEPCOHAXa MIM HEOOXOIUMOCTH CMECTUTH (POKYC BHUMAHHUS.

HccnenoBanne TOKa3pIBAECT, YTO PEANIM3ANMS TOJIEKAIIETO B TYPEIKOM SI3bIKE M CBSI3HOCTH
pedepeHIuanbHBIX  [EeMOYeK YYBCTBUTENBHBI K XapakKTepy S3BIKOBOTO BO3JCUCTBUS B  YCIOBHSIX
MHOTOs13b19us1. [ToTydeHHbIe pe3yIbTaThl 00€CTIEYNBAIOT IMIUPUIECKYIO TIOIJIEPKKY TUITOTE3BI HHTEpdeiica,
JIEMOHCTPHUPYSI, YTO CTPYKTYpPHI Ha CTBHIKE CHHTaKCHCa M ITHUCKypca Ooyiee ySI3BUMBI y JeTeld — HOCHUTENeH
TYpPELKOIo KaK HacJlelyeMOoro si3bIKa, IPOXKUBAIOLIUX B CPEJe ¢ JOMUHUPYIOLIUM HUIAEPIAHACKUM S3BIKOM,
yeM y JAeTedl ¢ JOMHHHUPYIOIIUM TYPELKHUM S3bIKOM, MPOXKHUBaOIIMX B Typuuu. Pe3ynbrarhl MO3BOJSIOT
MPEJIOIOKNATh, YTO JETH — HOCHUTEIW HACIEAyeMOro s3blka MOTYT oO0JajgaTh TpaMMAaTHYCCKUMHU
pecypcaMu, HEOOXOIUMBIMH [UISI PEaTU3aluy MOIJICKAIETO B TYPEIIKOM S3bIKE, HO IPU 3TOM UCIBITHIBATH
TPYAHOCTH B KOOPAHMHAIIMHM 3THX PECYpPCOB C TPeOOBaHUSAMH IHCKYPCHBHOTO YPOBHS IIPU ITOPOMKICHUH
HappaTMBa B peEaJlbHOM BpeMeHH. JIOMUHHpOBAaHWE HUACPIAHACKOTO S3bIKa, OTPAaHHYCHHBIH 00BEM
TYPEUKOTO S3bIKOBOTO HWHIYTa B YCIOBUAX (POPMAILHOTO OOYYeHHS W JIOTIOJHUTEIbHBIM KOHTAKT C
AHTJIMHACKUM B IIIKOJIC, TO-BUANMOMY, BIIHSIFOT Ha TO, KAKUM 00pa3oM 3aKpeIUIsSIOTCs TUCKYPCUBHBIE HOPMBI
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Typenkoro s3pika. MccnenoBanne BHOCHT BKIIA B M3Y4YEHHUE TYPELKOTO KaK HACIEAyeMOTO SI3bIKa, Pa3BUTHS
HAappaTHBHBIX HAaBBIKOB B YCIIOBHSIX MHOTOS3BIYMS W yS3BHUMOCTH MHTepdeiica. OHO Takke MoguIEpKuBaeT
3HA4YEHHE MOCTOSHHOTO M Pa3HOOOPa3HOTO KOHTAKTa C TYPEIKHM SI3BIKOM IJISl Pa3BUTHA IUCKYPCHBHO-
IparMaTu4ecKoi KOMIIETCHIINH B KOHTEKCTaX HACIEyeMOro sI3bIKa.

KnaroueBble cioBa: OmymieHne MECTOMMEHHOTO MOAJIEKAIIETO, pealnu3anis HOAJIEkKAIIETo,
runore3a uHTepdeiica, HappaTHB Ha TypeNKOM s3bIKe, pedepeHnuanbHas M[eN0YKa, CHHTaKCHKO-
JIICKYPCHBHBIN HHTEpdeEHcC.

R OR:

U SR AR W1 o faehrer Hefel Srgeier=l & H1d gen & fob arerifa=ure 3R fawef &
19 T Bt U FRA AT ATHIVG TRTTE FgHT SR TgHTS aaradl & faviy 0 & Wdg-=ia
B gobdll 81 TbT Tb TATH-AIY B SFTARY S arelt wmwr B, et famrsf & Tefifa 3o &t garvar s+t
B R U WMfeads Hat & fomm W Haf-Tey 998 a1 S Gt 81 g T-0u™ aadsit & X Hatsi,
U A yes el SR ol & 7 fased BT YR bae o A 781, afcsp fowsi @ o,
T gavar, fawg ot FARaRdT SR USRI Sugadar ¥ +f giar 8 | gTalos, faRmad | & Tauf
A gl O iy duds, TraTfore afkat &t U &1 Ty 3R faenaa & ugrs 9 are sifafvad yrorst §
U, AR SMReAT! § Fedi & He-Uaee &1 THTdd B Tabd o | T8 g Hiexcs H g ard gl
foRTId-uTet s SR fehd H T8 aTel b -UUT o= & SRAT | ! el 1 Sifiafaa aur de-
AT BT T BT UKAEUT BT § [Officel ]|

Y T BT I g & <l IYg! gRT URdd bl Hirae el § ddl-sfiafdd &
TiRey! SR - oiad 31 GEd &1 a1 BT 5 | U5l 9g H Alaxcis & g a1al g | faRTad- 1Tt
= A €, S T TR R ot ifid R, faere iR Iriiires Siia # 9 o7 Ui UV & =Y
o IUIRT FRd © T e snenid fagef urer Rieror & Arem & oilieh & Wus & o1d § | gus ugg 4
IfHA H e I Uy I i €, e e W, faarem ok e amiiie aftaw § qaf
AR BT Y- UV © a1 o Siiieh & Hus bad AP fGemerdt uTeashd & [ ¥ gl ¢ | SR
SRT UITTed SfTR1YY IR & YR WR 3T I8 Yargar Pl § fob araia=ary SiR famsl &
é@ﬁwﬁaﬁwwﬁmﬁﬁﬁqﬁuwwaﬁwﬁﬁw-wWﬁmw

|

g B ufquiiat & & Iqgl & 1Y gaHTdd USR-S AU Sfided =TT Tl
faRrag- vt Ty o erel's T X8 a1d ol 9o & A 5= fda O, et erg 10 ¥ 1s af s A ot
o d: IR URAY & ! &1 ITINT I 2, faeme & gl wion 8§ dis siuaiie e o gt
IR ¥ 3R e quT YT uRaxt § 9 &1 UgE WTW & F9 § IuaiT Hd A1 3 fagmea J ufa
TTITE TIHT & F IR °e 3 & e ot v FRa A1 Jol-uue g & iy # g ara A g =
v A, oAt 3y it 10 T 15 I & o ot 3 AR faererat & ugd A 9ut R, faeneg iR arfore
ORA & bl BT T W & =0 H IUANT xd | et ureasha & sidvfa o ufa 9wime &) a1 ar
He USH D1 RIS U #Rd 3 [Office2] |

Wﬁm(l%%ﬁmﬁa-WFmg, Where Are You? &1 30N HXPb &WWW
T [Office3] | TA® UfTHTT ¥ RE-GXd® HT Saaid &3 3R | H U AR SRS Udd B
DI BT T | ARAT! BT eaf-SHfRE, Rreiaror, wre SR fawewor fdar war| His < Jey S
TR hied U1l e W waf Bt ifieafad o, S = wdl, Udel U9 ey, Yde 9y iR
SFAID T Hll MAA Y| GRS T Pl I (Al o1 7= T, foFd dehia s &
fomel & ugd @ AU 8 IR gl & fAu=iTd AFS! & SIUR [ Sl & TanT 31 Iuged §i- &
SIaoIe Udel Hdl BT SUTANT fodT T oT| GERT S Ag-ofaen &t guwfa o1, fores sidqilid I8
et far mar for @ e & e url o7 e - SR AR 3R a1 = & fasar 1w a1 =1
eH-sjaaref & fowe, T4l & SrRuy TN iR favg-uRad=i & THwnRd siedl & w4 ¥ fafgd

Turkish Studies, Language and Literature, 21(O1)



Subject Dropping (Pro-drop) and Pronoun Resolution in the Narratives... 1753

foram | B AT SMHR SR Sibe! F R-UHRI fARU & HRU YT & o AETHS Je-d -
el U TRI&01 H1 ST HReh 1 Ts |

st 3 g uReredrelt o1 T fan farrga- vt Tug & sHawas udie wdl & JanT
B R THI-UYH THE FI a1 & vafd T F oifiw ff1 sFraxas ude waf & TR B ST )
Ryt g # 28.7 Ufa=rd 3R qbl-ue™ g H 8.7 Ufawrd Rt 78 iR wifegeig U ¥ e
7| g IR g=1far & fob -yt = 39 Seuf & waf & wu § wyad 931 ugad! a1 Ja-ma ol
Uy 0 ¥ e Pt TRt ad 3, oFH gl & fousid Ards wmmia: - &dl & YA &
WA &d &1 I8 Ufaed dey-udeq &1 sfied uger ifiaafad arelt el 31 3R Ybd HRal &, o
9 3IR 3 & THIT I UfIfSId PR el 8 1 a1 HIWISH H bl 1 goiTl H Ueae el 1 3R
fafta o sifardar gt 8|

fTshul &1 GERT g HeH-4ud S GEIa § Hafia o1l foRrd- v wHg & gad o
3Id &R 70.2 Ufard o, Siafes genl-uer T & I8 90.8 Ua=rd a% ugdt | a8 iR +f gifereg ®ud
m%wﬁwuﬁwﬁwﬁwﬁ%ﬁ%z JAH & SR TN 3R fawg-afkad= s
IR UIE 7Y | 9% fAudtd, Ja!l-Uem a=i 3 Ul & e &1 i JUTd &1 § 91T 3T 3R SR
FRARAT ST I8 & e R0 ddfef &1 s guTet SuanT far| aFl e o1 & dey & 99g! &
o9 gof guawmRoT @1 T U JF 0.00 A 3R I1fddT TR 0.001 ¥ HH A GUIT MHR & 3, S gl
THEI & STe T Uael 3R HafRud 3k &1 Gbd 3 B

U el - AT &bl 1 FHUA fobar | foRrard- it sr=eif o SrerHl H o< Ui
S Bt B GeRId A Rre! e seTsal uset A Jau o, o 3R pu ORI I BT SRYY TANT B
¥ [Officed], 3R HH-FH uggafl, axgaft a1 wife Teet & 9 <7 § Wsg-gAuiftT ek Hid-rgar
TelRfd #rd U1 7 wfoagal ¥ Hi-wt smer &1 vare S1fdd giar Ut SR e AR iR
gt | THI-TUH T & HRAT! B Y- SIuR0r Jrard: 3ifie Fareyqul AT, [ darst & Iugad
IUGNT T 7T T 3IR Ycdes T3 sy Jod: a9 Ugad gU o Hel-t § dig a1 U ST a1 H-dg
T uRadH sfa=ae® gal

3y gt § b ol & ol &1 sifiveafeky o Hawl-sfaen &1 gEmia sgaifie Judkb &
gieRedl & Uit Hdegieita €1 Fspe uﬁwmaﬁmuﬁﬁwahwmﬁ | i 3 i
g o aroafoara-famsf siarmgy a%wq%ﬁﬁwﬁa@gﬁqmaaﬁﬁmﬁﬁﬂm
Hﬂéﬂﬁwﬁaﬁﬁm—mﬁﬁﬁﬁmﬁéﬁﬁﬁa%lmﬂ%W%ﬁﬁﬁw-w
i & U gl § sl Bt fiafdd & forg siawas i Iameq gt 9dd §, it arafas
TG H RAT TRdd Hd THT 3¢ 31 SareH &1 far=l-wxiy snaxgaarsil &y -ag o3 o
HfSTS 8l Yobclt 81 S BT IYd, 3NU=Rep TR & bl W1 379 o1 W Iucrsdr 3R faenea
& M1 ¥ Siel ¥ Sifaad WU, qol & [0 HFcS! & Yegdrul $I Uihal Bl STHR <d Ydid
29 21 T8 Sfer RRIGG WIS % w0 § qoY, g SR Re T SR SIaRIyS # Waeier
et gy & de T 81 U8 favrd u & Fauf F fameia ekl gerdr & e &
forg gepf & Ty FRER 3R fafae UeR & Tudh & e &1 Wi Ywifed a=ar g1

U XMeg: JAM-AY, Hal & AfNaafad, IRgy uRebedr, ol e, dey-oadr,
qraafa-are- sl SfaRTys|

Yapilandirilmis Ozet:

Cok dillilik ve miras dil gelisimi {izerine yapilan arastirmalar, s6zdizim ile sdylem arasinda esgiidiim
gerektiren dilbilgisel yapilarmm iki dilli ve ¢ok dilli konusurlarda o&zellikle kirilgan olabilecegini
gostermektedir. Tiirkce, gonderimde bulunulan 6genin sdylem iginde erisilebilirligini korudugu durumlarda
0zne gonderiminin agik sozciiksel 6zneler kullanilmadan siirdiiriilebildigi bir 6zne diisiirme dilidir. Tiirkge
baskin konusurlar agisindan sifir 6zneler, agik ad 6bekleri ve zamirler arasindaki se¢im yalnizca dilbilgisel
kurallarla degil, ayn1 zamanda sdylem siirekliligi, gonderimsel erisilebilirlik, konu siirdiirimii ve
edimbilimsel uygunlukla da yonlendirilmektedir. Bununla birlikte, miras dil baglamlarinda Tiirk¢eye sinirh
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maruz kalma, toplum dilinin baskinlig1 ve okulda 6grenilen ek dillerle temas, ¢ocuklarin sozlii anlatilarda
gonderimi nasil yonettiklerini etkileyebilir. Bu ¢alisma, Hollanda’da yasayan Tiirkge miras dil konusuru
cocuklar ile Tiirkiye’de yasayan Tiirkce baskin ¢ocuklarm anlatilarinda Tiirkcede 6zne gergeklestirimi ve
referans zinciri tutarliligini incelemektedir.

Calismanin amaci, iki ¢ocuk grubunun firettigi Tiirkce sozlii anlatilarda 6zne gergeklestirme
ortintiileri ile referans zinciri tutarliligin1 karsilagtirmaktir. Birinci grup, Tirkgeyi agirlikli olarak ev
ortaminda edinen, okul ve toplumsal yasamda Hollandacay1 baskin dil olarak kullanan ve Ingilizceye okul
temelli yabanct dil &gretimi yoluyla maruz kalan, Hollanda’da yasayan Tiirk¢e miras dil konusuru
cocuklardan olusmaktadir. ikinci grup ise Tiirk¢enin evde, okulda ve daha genis toplumsal cevrede temel
iletisim dili oldugu ve Ingilizceye yalnizca ulusal okul miifredat: araciligryla maruz kalan, Tiirkiye de
yasayan Tiirk¢e baskin ¢ocuklardan olusmaktadir. Sorace tarafindan onerilen Arayiiz Varsayimi’na dayanan
calisma, sozdizim ve sdylem esgiidiimii gerektiren yapilarin miras dil grubunda Tiirk¢e baskin gruba kiyasla
daha kirilgan olacagimi dngdrmektedir.

Calismada iki katilime1 grubunu igeren karsilagtirmali bir dilbilimsel desen kullanilmigtir. Miras dil
grubu, Hollanda’da yasayan, yaslar1 10 ile 15 arasinda degisen Tiirk kdkenli dokuz ¢ocuktan olusmaktadir.
Bu cocuklar Tiirkgeyi agirlikli olarak ev ortaminda kullanmakta, okulda Tiirkge egitimi almamakta ve egitim
ile toplumsal yasamda Hollandacayi1 baskin dil olarak kullanmaktadir. Ayrica okulda haftada yaklasik iki ile
dort saat ingilizce dersi almaktadirlar. Tiirkge baskin grup ise yine 10 ile 15 yaslar1 arasinda olan, Tiirkiye’de
yasayan ve devlet okullarina devam eden dokuz ¢ocuktan olusmaktadir. Bu ¢ocuklar Tiirk¢eyi ev, okul ve
toplumsal ¢evrede baskin dil olarak kullanmakta ve okul miifredati kapsaminda haftada iki ya da dort saat
Ingilizce dersi almaktadir.

Veriler, Mercer Mayer’in sozsiiz resimli kitabi Kurbaga Neredesin? araciligiyla toplanmistir. Her
katilimcidan resimli kitabr incelemesi ve Tiirkge sozlii bir anlati tiretmesi istenmistir. Anlatilar ses kaydina
alinmis, yaziya aktarilmisg, kodlanmis ve ¢oziimlenmistir. Kodlama iki temel boyuta odaklanmistir. Birinci
boyut; sifir 6zne, acik ad Obegi, acik zamir ve gereksiz acik Ozneyi kapsayan Ozne gerceklestirimidir.
Gereksiz agik 6zneler, gonderimde bulunulan 6genin sdylem icinde zaten erisilebilir olmasina ve Tiirkce
sOylem normlarina gore sifir 6znenin daha uygun olmasina ragmen agik 6znenin kullanildigt durumlar olarak
tammlanmustir. ikinci boyut, ana karakterlerin anlati boyunca tutarli bigimde izlenip izlenmedigini
degerlendiren referans zinciri tutarliligidir. Referans zincirindeki kirilmalar, belirsiz zamir kullanimi ve konu
kaymalar1 sorunlu baglar olarak belirlenmistir. Orneklem biiyiikliigiiniin kiigiik ve verilerin normal dagilim
gostermemesi nedeniyle gruplar arasindaki nicel karsilagtirmalarda Mann—Whitney U testi kullanilmustir.

Bulgular her iki hipotezi de desteklemistir. Miras dil grubunda gereksiz agik 6zne kullanim orani
Tiirkge baskin gruba gore belirgin bicimde daha yiiksektir. Gereksiz acgik 6zne kullaniminin ortalama orant
miras dil grubunda %28,7, Tiirkge baskin grupta ise %8,7 olarak bulunmustur. Bu fark istatistiksel olarak
anlamlidir. Sonug, miras dil konusuru ¢ocuklarin, Tiirk¢ge sdylem normlarinda sifir 6znenin tercih edilecegi
baglamlarda 6zne ad 6beklerini ya da zamirleri agik bicimde yineleme egiliminde olduklarini gostermektedir.
Bu oriintii, 6zne kullaniminda Tiirk¢eye kiyasla daha sistematik bigimde agik 6zne gerektiren Hollandaca ve
Ingilizcenin etkisini yansitabilecek asir1 belirtik bir génderim ydnetimine isaret etmektedir.

Ikinci bulgu grubu referans zinciri tutarlihigiyla ilgilidir. Miras dil grubunun ortalama tutarlilik orani
%70,2 iken Tiirk¢e baskin grubun ortalamast %90,8’e ulagsmistir. Bu fark da istatistiksel olarak anlamlidir.
Miras dil grubunda referans zinciri kirtlmalari, belirsiz zamir kullanimi ve konu kaymalari daha sik
goriilmiistiir. Buna karsilik Tirk¢e baskin gocuklar, karakter génderimini daha tutarli bigimde siirdiirmiis ve
anlat1 stirekliligini korumak icin sifir 6zneleri daha etkili kullanmistir. Her iki temel degiskende de U
degerinin 0,00’a ulagsmast ve anlamlilik diizeyinin .001’in altinda kalmasiyla gruplar arasinda tam ayrisma
gozlemlenmistir. Etki biiyliklikleri yiiksek olup iki grup arasinda giiclii ve sistematik bir farkliliga isaret
etmektedir.

Nitel gozlemler nicel bulgulari desteklemistir. Miras dil anlatilarinda ¢ocuklar erisilebilir 6zneleri
siklikla yinelemis, o ve bu gibi zamirleri belirsiz bicimde kullanmis ve zaman zaman hayvanlari, nesneleri ya
da mekansal iliskileri adlandirmada sozciik bulma giigliigii yasamistir. Bu giigliikler bazi durumlarda anlati
akisii kesintiye ugratmis ve gonderimsel siirekliligi zayiflatmigtir. Tiirkge baskin anlatilarda ise gonderim
takibi genel olarak daha akici olmus, sifir 6zneler uygun bigimde kullanilmig ve agik ad 6bekleri gogunlukla
yeni bir karakter anlatiya girdiginde ya da odak degisimi gerektiginde kullanilmistir.
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Calisma, Tiirkgede 6zne gerceklestirimi ve referans zinciri tutarliliginin ¢ok dilli dil maruziyeti
oriintiilerine duyarli oldugunu goéstermektedir. Bulgular, s6zdizim—sdylem arayiizii yapilarinin Hollandacanin
baskin oldugu bir ¢cevrede yasayan Tiirk¢e miras dil konusuru ¢ocuklarda, Tiirkiye’de yasayan Tiirkge baskin
cocuklara kiyasla daha kirilgan oldugunu ortaya koyarak Arayiiz Varsayimi’na ampirik destek sunmaktadir.
Sonuglar, miras dil konusuru cocuklarmn Tiirkgede Ozne gerceklestirimine iliskin gerekli dilbilgisel
kaynaklara sahip olabileceklerini, ancak gergek zamanli anlati iiretiminde bu kaynaklari s6ylem diizeyindeki
gerekliliklerle esglidiimlemekte giigliik yasayabileceklerini diisiindiirmektedir. Hollandacanin baskmligi,
smirli resmi Tiirkge girdisi ve okul temelli ek Ingilizce maruziyeti, Tiirkge sdylem normlarmnmn pekisme
bicimini etkiliyor goriinmektedir. Calisma, miras dil olarak Tiirk¢e, ¢ok dilli anlati gelisimi ve arayiiz
kirilganlig1 iizerine yapilan arastirmalara katki sunmakta; ayrica miras dil baglamlarinda sdylem-
edimbilimsel yeterligin gelisimi i¢in siirekli ve ¢esitli Tiirk¢e maruziyetinin 6nemini vurgulamaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ozne diisiirme, 6zne gerceklestirimi, Arayiiz Varsaymmi, Tiirkge anlati,
referans zinciri, s0zdizim—sOylem araytizii
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Subject Dropping (Pro-drop) and Pronoun Resolution in the Narratives of Turkish Heritage-
Speaking Turkish-Dutch Children and Turkish-Dominant Children in Tiirkiye A
Comparative Study at the Syntax—Pragmatics Interface

Introduction

Research on multilingualism and language acquisition has focused on how the grammatical
and pragmatic competence of speakers who are exposed to two or more languages simultaneously
or sequentially varies as a function of language dominance, domains of use, and patterns of
exposure. The present study offers a comparative analysis of Turkish-Dutch children living in the
Netherlands who acquire Turkish as a heritage language, use Dutch as the dominant language of
schooling and social life, and encounter English through school-based foreign-language instruction
(the TD group), and Turkish-dominant children living in Tiirkiye who use Turkish as the dominant
language at home, at school, and in their social environment and encounter English as a foreign
language through the school curriculum (the T group). The study focuses on pro-drop, one of the
critical syntax-pragmatics properties of Turkish, and the associated patterns of pronoun resolution.

Turkish marks subject-verb agreement through suffixes and therefore does not require
discourse-accessible subjects to be overtly realized (Kornfilt, 1997). Consequently, in Turkish
narrative production, a large proportion of subjects may be realized as null, depending on
contextual continuity and discourse-informational accessibility. By contrast, when required by the
discourse context, an overt subject becomes grammatically and pragmatically necessary.
Monolingual Turkish speakers’ command of this system is reinforced through sustained first-
language acquisition and consistent linguistic input.

For multilingual speakers, however, this pattern may differ substantially. This expectation
is grounded in the Interface Hypothesis developed by Antonella Sorace (Sorace, 2011; Sorace &
Filiaci, 2006). According to the hypothesis, syntactically well-specified structures are acquired
relatively stably by bilingual speakers, whereas structures requiring coordination with discourse
context are more vulnerable at the interface. Sorace and Serratrice’s (2009) study documenting
interface vulnerability in child bilinguals strongly supports this prediction. Research conducted in
Tiirkiye has also demonstrated concrete manifestations of this issue in Turkish. Haznedar (2010)
showed that subject realization, a property associated with the syntax-pragmatics interface in
Turkish, is open to cross-linguistic influence in simultaneous Turkish-English bilingual acquisition;
the bilingual child used pragmatically redundant overt subjects more than ten times as frequently as
a monolingual peer. Sagin-Simsek and Antonova-Unlii (2021) examined how Turkish-English,
Turkish-German, and Turkish-Russian bilingual children acquired Turkish word order at the
syntax-pragmatics interface and found that bilingual children displayed word-order patterns
different from those of monolingual Turkish children. These findings strongly indicate that
vulnerability at the syntax-discourse interface is observable across different bilingual contexts
involving Turkish. The present study extends this literature to Turkish-Dutch multilingual children
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for whom Turkish is a heritage language, Dutch is the dominant language, and English is
experienced through school-based foreign-language instruction.

The study tests two principal hypotheses: (1) the TD group will display a statistically
significantly higher rate of redundant overt-subject use than the T group, and (2) the TD group will
display a statistically significantly lower rate of referential-chain consistency than the T group.
Mercer Mayer’s wordless picture book Frog, Where Are You? was used as the elicitation stimulus
(Berman & Slobin, 1994).

Theoretical Framework

Subject drop, or the null-subject phenomenon, is a systematic grammatical property that
permits a subject to be included in discourse without being lexically realized. Because Turkish
verbal inflection encodes person and number, overt expression of the subject is not syntactically
obligatory. The conditions under which a subject is overtly realized, however, are governed by
discourse-pragmatic principles (Rizzi, 1986). The first introduction of a new referent, focus, and
contrastive functions make an overt subject pragmatically functional, whereas maintaining an
already active character through a null subject supports grammatical continuity and coherence.

Within this system, monolingual Turkish speakers select between null and overt subjects in
a discourse-sensitive manner. Although redundant overt-subject use is not grammatically excluded,
it is expected to occur infrequently under Turkish discourse norms.

The Interface Hypothesis

The Interface Hypothesis proposed by Sorace (2011) was developed to explain asymmetric
patterns in bilingual grammatical competence. According to the hypothesis, syntactically fully
specified structures are acquired relatively stably by bilingual speakers, whereas properties situated
at the syntax-discourse or syntax-pragmatics interface are more vulnerable. This vulnerability is
attributed to the requirement that interface processes coordinate discourse and pragmatic
information simultaneously with syntactic computation. Sorace and Filiaci (2006) provided
experimental evidence that bilingual speakers of Italian increased their use of redundant overt
subjects in discourse contexts.

The present study extends this theoretical framework to a multilingual context in which
Turkish is acquired as a heritage language, Dutch is the dominant societal language, and English is
encountered through school-based foreign-language instruction. Because the TD group is in contact
with Turkish, Dutch, and English at different levels and in different domains, cross-linguistic
influence at the interface may assume a more complex form. In particular, the dominance of Dutch,
a non-pro-drop language, in school, peer interaction, and social life may create a systematic
tendency toward overt-subject realization in Turkish narratives.

Referential Chains and Narrative Coherence

A referential chain is the consistent tracking of a character or entity through grammatical
devices across a narrative. In Turkish, successful referential-chain formation depends on the
discourse-appropriate and consistent use of null subjects, overt noun phrases, and pronouns (Ariel,
1990; Gundel et al., 1993). In the present study, referential chains were coded independently for the
main characters in each participant’s narrative, and the percentage of consistency was calculated as
the ratio of consistent links to all referential links.

Method
Participants

The study included 18 participants from two groups. The TD group (n = 9) consisted of
children of Turkish origin living in the Netherlands who acquired Turkish as a heritage language,
used Dutch as the dominant language of schooling and social life, and received English as a school-
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based foreign-language subject. Their exposure to Turkish occurred largely in the home, and they
received no Turkish-medium instruction at school. Dutch was dominant at school and in their
social environment, whereas English was taught for two to four hours per week within the school
curriculum.

The T group (n = 9) consisted of school-age Turkish-dominant children living in Tiirkiye.
All attended public schools. Public-school attendance was specifically controlled because private
schools frequently provide more intensive English instruction in addition to Turkish-medium
education.

Children in the T group received two to four hours of English instruction per week under
the Turkish public-school curriculum. English instruction began in Grade 2 and increased gradually
across grade levels. The T group therefore consisted of children who used Turkish as their
dominant language and acquired English through the school curriculum. Participants ranged from
10 to 15 years of age. Mean age was not matched across groups; this limitation is discussed below.

Table 1. Demographic and Linguistic Profiles of the Participants

Participant Group Age Grade Language Turkish anhSh .
profile exposure instruction
TDI1 TD 10 Primary school EEEEZE_DMC}]_ Home only 2 hours/week
TD2 TD 10 Primary school EE:E:}}:-DMC}I- Home only 2 hours/week
TD3 TD 11 Primary school EE:E:}}:-DMC}I- Home only 3 hours/week
TD4 TD 11 Primary school EE:E:}}:-DMC}I- Home only 3 hours/week
TD5 TD 12 szhcggld ary/high E;lg;::l}: -Dutch- Home only 4 hours/week
TD6 ™D 12 szlfgg;iary/hlgh ggﬁ;}:_])uwh_ Home only 4 hours/week
TD7 TD 13 szlfggld ary/high gzgﬂ:ﬁ -Dutch- Home only 4 hours/week
DS ™D 14 szlfgg;iary/hlgh ggﬁ;}:_])uwh_ Home only 4 hours/week
TD9 TD 15 szl‘llggldal’y/hlgh Ezrgl;il:E_Duwh_ Home only 4 hours/week
Turkish heritage; Home Turkish;
TD mean TD — — Dutch dominant; no Turkish at 2—4 hours/week
school English school
Turkish Full exposure
Tl T 15 Grade 9 dominant; school 'l exposu 4 hours/week
English (school + home)
Turkish Full ex .
T2 T 10 Grade 5 dominant; school ' exposure 4 hours/week
English (school + home)
Turkish Full ex "
T3 T 10 Grade 5 dominant; school W' exposure 4 hours/week
English (school + home)
Turkish Full exposure
T4 T 15 Grade 10 dominant; school h ler h 4 hours/week
English (schoo ome)
Turkish Full exposure
T5 T 11 Grade 6 dominant; school u'l exposu 4 hours/week
English (school + home)
T6 T 12 Grade 7 Turkish Full exposure 4 hours/week
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T7 12 Grade 7 dominant; school 4 hours/week
English (school + home)
Turkish Full exposure

T8 11 Grade 6 dominant; school P 4 hours/week
English (school + home)
Turkish Full

T9 13 Grade 8 dominant; school W1 exposure 4 hours/week
English (school + home)
Turkish .

T mean T 10-15 Grades 5-10 dominant; school Turkish at school 2—4 hours/week
English and home

Note. TD = participants of Turkish origin living in the Netherlands; Turkish is a home-based heritage
language, Dutch is dominant in school and social life, and English is a school-based foreign language. T =
Turkish-dominant participants living in Tiirkiye; Turkish is dominant at home, at school, and in the social
environment, and English is taught as a foreign language through the school curriculum.

Table 1 presents the demographic and linguistic profiles of both groups. The nine TD
participants were 10—15 years old, lived in the Netherlands, acquired Turkish as a heritage
language, used Dutch as the dominant language at school and in social life, and encountered
English through school-based foreign-language instruction. Their exposure profile was distinctly
asymmetric: they encountered Turkish only at home, received no Turkish instruction at school, and
received two to four hours of English instruction per week depending on age and grade level. The
younger participants (TD1-TD4, ages 10-11) attended primary school, whereas the older
participants (TD5-TD9, ages 12—15) attended secondary or high school. The nine T participants
were also 10—15 years old and attended public schools in Tiirkiye. Their Turkish exposure covered
both home and school, and Turkish functioned as the primary language in both contexts.
Participants in the T group were distributed from Grades 5 to 10 and all received four hours of
English instruction per week. Although the groups were broadly similar in weekly English
instructional hours, they differed markedly in the quality and contextual functions of their language
exposure.

The study was approved as ethically appropriate by the Social Sciences and Humanities
Research Ethics Committee of Adana Alparslan Tiirkes Science and Technology University at its
meeting dated March 26, 2025 (meeting no. 02, decision no. 5; verification code 7KPB-ZLO1-
8756).

Data Collection Instrument

Mercer Mayer’s (1969) 24-page wordless picture book Frog, Where Are You? was used as
the elicitation material. The book contains core narrative structures involving a search, adventure,
and resolution and has become an international standard in cross-linguistic child-language research
(Berman & Slobin, 1994). Participants examined the picture book individually and were instructed
to produce an oral narrative in Turkish. The narratives were audio-recorded and transcribed by the
researcher for analysis.

Coding Scheme

Coding comprised two main components. The first was subject-realization analysis: (a)
null subject, (b) overt noun phrase, (c) overt pronoun, and (d) redundant overt subject. The second
was referential-chain analysis: the extent to which the principal characters were consistently
tracked throughout the narrative was assessed, and chain breaks, ambiguous reference, and abrupt
topic shifts were coded separately.
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Category 1: Null Subject (NS)

Because Turkish verbal morphology carries person and number information, an active
discourse subject need not be overtly realized. When reference is already maintained in discourse,
the null subject is the default preference of monolingual Turkish speakers (Kornfilt, 1997; Rizzi,
1986).

(1a) Ahmet igeri girdi. [(] Oturdu. [Q] Kitabin1 agti. [Ahmet entered. [@] Sat down. [@] Opened
his book.]

(1b) “Kaciyormus.” / “Ariyormus.” / “Diisiiriiyor.” [“Apparently (he/she) was escaping.” /
“Apparently (he/she) was searching.” / “(He/she) is dropping it.”]

In (1a), the subject is overtly established in the first sentence and is subsequently omitted
because verbal suffixes carry person information; the referential chain therefore continues without
interruption. In (1b), the identity of the person escaping, searching, or dropping something can be
recovered only from the preceding discourse. These examples clearly demonstrate the dependence
of null subjects on discourse continuity.

Category 2: Overt Noun Phrase (ONP)

An overt noun phrase is used when the subject is introduced as a noun or noun phrase. It is
pragmatically required or preferred when a new character is introduced, when multiple potential
referents are available, or when focus or contrast is expressed.

(2a) Diin bir kedi gordiim. Kedi ¢ok kiigiiktii. [ Yesterday I saw a cat. The cat was very small. ]

(2b) “Kopek diistii.” / “Geyik ¢ocugu alip gotiiriiyor.” / “Kurbaga kagiyor.” [“The dog fell.” /
“The deer is carrying the boy away.” / “The frog is escaping.”]

In (2a), the cat is introduced into the discourse for the first time; the overt noun phrase is
therefore syntactically and pragmatically necessary. In (2b), each character enters a new scene or
action. Both uses conform to discourse norms.

Category 3: Overt Pronoun (OP)

The overt-pronoun category includes subjects realized through pronouns such as o
(he/she/it), bu (this), onlar (they), and o da (he/she too). A pronoun was coded as coherent when it
referred to an accessible referent. When more than one active referent was available, however,
interpretation became ambiguous and could disrupt the referential chain.

(3a) Ahmet ve Ayse kosuyordu. O yoruldu. [Ahmet and Ayse were running. He/she became tired. ]

(3b) “Onlar artyorlar.” (TD2) / *“O uyuyor.” (TD3) [“They are searching.” / *“He/she is
sleeping.”]

In (3a), o may refer to either of two equally accessible antecedents; the intended referent
cannot be identified, so reference becomes ambiguous and the chain is broken. In (3b), “They are
searching” is coherent, whereas **He/she is sleeping” contains ambiguous reference and overlaps
with the Ambiguous Reference category.

Category 4: Redundant Overt Subject (ROS)

A redundant overt subject occurs when a null subject would be sufficient—namely, when
the same referent was the subject of the preceding sentence, no competing referent was present, and
no focus or contrastive function was intended—ryet the subject was overtly realized. This category
corresponds to the overexplicitness pattern described by Sorace and Filiaci (2006) and is treated as
a primary indicator of vulnerability in syntax-discourse coordination under the Interface
Hypothesis.
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* (4a) Ahmet igeri girdi. *Ahmet oturdu. *Ahmet kitabini agti. [*Ahmet entered. *Ahmet sat
down. *Ahmet opened his book.]

(4b) *“Cocuk ve kopek yatiyorlar. Cocuk ve kopek sok oldular.” (TD1) / **Kopek bakiyor.
Kopek diisiiyor.” (TD2)

In (4a), the subject is redundantly repeated in every sentence; a null subject would be
expected under monolingual Turkish norms. The repetitions in the naturally occurring examples in
(4b) violate the discourse norm and were coded as overexplicitness (Ariel, 1990; Carminati, 2002).
The consistency rate was calculated as the number of coherent referential links divided by the total
number of referential links, expressed as a percentage. The data were normalized per 100
propositions.

Statistical Analysis

The normality assumption was first tested with the Shapiro-Wilk test. Given the small
sample size (n = 9 per group) and the violation of normality, the nonparametric Mann-Whitney U
test was used for group comparisons. Statistical significance was set at a = .05, and effect size was
calculated as r = Z / \N. All analyses were conducted in R version 4.3.0 (R Core Team, 2023).

To assess coding reliability, a second coder who was independent of the researcher coded
the transcripts of three participants selected from each group (TD1, TD5, TD9; T1, T4, T8). This
procedure covered 60 propositions. Intercoder reliability was calculated using Cohen’s kappa
(Cohen, 1960). Kappa was « = .73 for subject realization, indicating substantial agreement
(McHugh, 2012), and « = .39 for referential chains. The relatively low kappa for referential chains
was attributable to the prevalence paradox, while percentage agreement was 95.0% (Cicchetti &
Feinstein, 1990).

Results

This section presents the quantitative and qualitative findings for the TD and T groups.
Quantitative findings are organized under two main headings: subject-realization patterns and
referential-chain consistency.

Subject Realization: Quantitative Findings

When redundant overt-subject rates normalized per 100 propositions were examined, the
mean for the TD group was 28.7 (SD = 2.3), whereas the mean for the T group was 8.7 (SD = 1.2).
This difference was highly significant, U = 0.00, p < .001. A marked contrast also emerged for
null-subject use: the T group produced a mean of 19.7 null subjects, whereas the TD group
produced a mean of 5.3.

Table 2. Individual and Group-Level Raw Counts and Normalized Rates for Subject Realization

T T it P
TD1 8 22 5 14 49 28.6
TD2 5 18 4 11 38 28.9
TD3 3 12 2 8 25 32.0
TD4 6 16 3 10 35 28.6
TD5 4 14 3 9 30 30.0
TD6 7 19 4 12 42 28.6
TD7 5 17 4 11 37 29.7
TD8 4 13 3 8 28 28.6
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TD9 6 18 4 11 39 28.2
TD mean 53 16.6 3.6 10.4 359 29.1
T1 22 14 8 48 8.3
T2 18 12 6 3 39 7.7
T3 20 13 7 3 43 7.0
T4 24 15 9 5 53 9.4
TS 21 14 8 4 47 8.5
T6 19 13 7 3 42 7.1
T7 16 11 6 3 36 8.3
T8 17 12 6 3 38 7.9
T9 20 14 7 4 45 8.9
T mean 19.7 13.1 7.1 3.6 43.4 8.2

Note. ROS per 100 propositions is a normalized rate. TD = Turkish-Dutch group; T = Turkish-dominant
group.

At the individual level, Table 2 shows that the TD pattern was consistently repeated across
participants. Redundant overt-subject rates ranged from 28.2 to 32.0 in the TD group, with the
highest rate for TD3 (32.0) and the lowest for TD9 (28.2). This narrow and consistent distribution
suggests that the pattern was systematic at the group level rather than driven by individual
differences. In the T group, rates ranged from 7.0 to 9.4, with the lowest rate for T3 (7.0) and the
highest for T4 (9.4). This narrow distribution indicates that Turkish-dominant speakers consistently
internalized discourse norms and that redundant overt-subject use remained exceptional. The
contrast was equally clear for null-subject use: individual values ranged from 16 to 24 in the T
group but from only 3 to 8 in the TD group. This result indicates that Turkish-dominant speakers
effectively monitored discourse context and preferred null subjects in accordance with Turkish
norms (Kornfilt, 1997; Sorace & Filiaci, 2006).

Referential-Chain Consistency

Table 3 presents individual- and group-level findings for referential-chain consistency. The
mean consistency rate was 70.2% for the TD group and 90.8% for the T group. According to the
Mann-Whitney U test, this difference was statistically significant, U = 0.00, p < .001. The TD
group produced a mean of 7.7 chain breaks, whereas the T group produced a mean of 3.1.

Table 3. Referential-Chain Consistency: Group- and Participant-Level Findings

Total Total

Participant r.eferential (Cnl)nain breaks il;:egiegnl:zlsls(n) Topic shifts (n) p'roblematic Saotl:s(i:/t e)ency
links links
TD1 35 9 4 3 2 74.3
TD2 28 8 4 2 2 71.4
TD3 18 6 3 2 1 66.7
TD4 26 7 3 2 2 73.1
TD5 22 7 3 2 2 68.2
TD6 30 9 4 3 2 70.0
D7 27 8 3 3 2 70.4
TD8 21 7 3 2 2 66.7
TD9 28 8 4 2 2 71.4
TD mean 26.1 7.7 3.4 2.3 1.9 70.2
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T1 38 3 1 1 1 92.1
T2 30 3 1 1 1 90.0
T3 34 3 1 1 1 91.2
T4 42 4 2 1 1 90.5
TS 37 3 1 1 1 91.9
T6 33 3 1 1 1 90.9
T7 28 3 1 1 1 89.3
T8 30 3 1 1 1 90.0
T9 35 3 1 1 1 91.4
T mean 34.1 3.1 1.1 1.0 1.0 90.8

Note. Consistency rate = (total referential links — total problematic links) / total referential links x 100. TD =
Turkish-Dutch group; T = Turkish-dominant group.

In the TD group, the total number of referential links ranged from 18 to 35, with a group
mean of 26.1. Chain breaks ranged from 6 to 9, with a mean of 7.7. The mean number of
ambiguous references was 3.4 and the mean number of topic shifts was 2.3. Accordingly, the mean
consistency rate was 70.2%; individual values ranged from 66.7% for TD3 and TDS to 74.3% for
TD1. In the T group, total referential links ranged from 28 to 42, with a mean of 34.1. Chain breaks
were largely limited to three, with four observed only for T4; the group mean was 3.1. Ambiguous
references and topic shifts were also infrequent, with means between 1.0 and 1.1. The mean
consistency rate for the T group was 90.8%, and individual values ranged from 89.3% to 92.1%.
This pattern indicates that Turkish-dominant speakers internalized discourse norms and maintained
referential chains through effective use of context-sensitive grammatical devices (Ariel, 1990;
Berman & Slobin, 1994).

Statistical Group Comparisons

Table 4 summarizes statistical comparisons between the groups on the principal variables.
For both hypotheses, the observed U values reached the theoretical minimum, U = 0.00, indicating
complete separation between the groups. Effect sizes (r > .80) corresponded to very large effects
for both variables.

Table 4. Statistical Comparison of the TD and T Groups

Variable TD M (SD) T M (SD) U value p
Redundant overt

subjects per 100 28.7 (2.3) 8.7(1.2) U=0.00 <.001%*
propositions

Referential-chain _ s
consistency (%) 70.2 (2.8) 90.8 (0.9) U=0.00 <.001
Chain breaks (raw 7.7 (0.9) 3.1(0.3) U=1.00 <.001%*
count)

Null-subject use (raw 5 5} 5 19.7 (2.3) U =0.00 <.001%*

count)

Note. Mann-Whitney U tests were used (n = 9 per group). **p <.001. Effect size was calculated asr=Z /
VN.

The analyses revealed statistically significant group differences for all four variables, all ps
<.001. Redundant overt-subject use was substantially higher in the TD group (M = 28.7, SD = 2.3)
than in the T group (M = 8.7, SD = 1.2). The opposite pattern occurred for referential-chain
consistency: the T group (M = 90.8%, SD = 0.9) substantially outperformed the TD group (M =
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70.2%, SD = 2.8). The TD mean for chain breaks (M = 7.7, SD = 0.9) was more than twice the T
mean (M = 3.1, SD = 0.3). Null-subject use was much higher in the T group (M = 19.7, SD = 2.3)
than in the TD group (M = 5.3, SD = 1.5). The minimum U value for both primary hypotheses
indicates complete separation between the groups. This pattern provides strong evidence that
vulnerability in structures requiring syntax-discourse integration may emerge consistently and
systematically in multilingual contexts where Turkish is a heritage language, Dutch is dominant,
and English is experienced as a school-based foreign language (Sorace, 2011).

Qualitative Observations: Illustrative Discourse Excerpts

The quantitative results were supported by qualitative discourse observations. In the TD
group, lexical-retrieval difficulty was especially apparent for animal names and spatial concepts,
subjects were redundantly repeated across consecutive clauses, and ambiguous pronouns were
observed. In the T group, referential chains were largely maintained through null subjects, and
shifts to overt noun phrases at character changes conformed to discourse norms.

Table 5. Qualitative Discourse Observations: Illustrative Excerpts and Categorical Evaluation

Participant Group Discourse excerpt Observation Category

The subject phrase is

“Cocuk ve kopek repeated in consecutive
TDI1 ™ yatiyorlar. Kurbaga sentences although it Overexplicitness
kagiyormus... Cocuk ve remains contextually
kopek sok oldular...” accessible; a null subject
is not used.
“O uyuyor. Bu gitmek Ambiguous use of o and
TD3 D istiyor. Kurbaga. Kopek bu; difficulty tracking Ambiguous reference
de yatiyor.” reference.
P - Lexical-retrieval
TD6 TD Kdpek ve kiigitk gocuk. ,  difficulty and disruption Cross-linguistic influence
Sonra... Bunu... Ugurum. . L
of narrative continuity.
dg?;:g;]‘:gi\;amm yere Consistent character
Tl T 5 ) tracking; null subject used ~ Coherent chain

Diistiriiyor ve arilar onu

kovaliyor.” functionally.

“Geyik ¢iktyor. Onun

boynuzuymus tutundugu
T4 T - .

sey. Cocugu alip bir yere

gotiirmeye bagliyor.”

Fluent referential chain
maintained through null Coherent chain
subjects; no focus shift.

“Cocuk nehire diisiiyor .
? g Sy A subordinate-clause
kopekle birlikte. Nereden . .
. linker and null subjects .
T9 T ¢ikiyorlar? Bir tane . L Coherent chain
agacin yaninda jointly maintain discourse
bekliyorlar.” coherence.

Note. Excerpts are reproduced directly from participant transcripts. Overexplicitness = redundant overt-
subject use where a null subject is licensed; ambiguous reference = a pronoun or noun phrase with an unclear
antecedent; cross-linguistic influence = reflection of structures from another language in Turkish discourse.

The qualitative differences between the groups are visible in the representative excerpts in
Table 5. The TD examples reflect three recurring patterns. In TD1, the subject phrase ¢ocuk ve
kopek (“the boy and the dog™) is repeated across consecutive clauses even though it remains
accessible from context; a null subject is therefore not selected. This pattern corresponds to the
overexplicitness described by Sorace and Filiaci (2006) and directly reflects vulnerability at the
syntax-discourse interface. In TD3, o (“he/she/it”) and bu (“this”) are used where more than one
character is active, creating referential ambiguity and making the chain difficult to follow. A
further salient pattern in the TD group was lexical-retrieval difficulty, particularly for animal labels
and spatial concepts. TD6’s fragmented expression bunu... ugurum (“this... cliff”) reflects both a
lexical gap and a disruption in discourse continuity. By contrast, the T excerpts demonstrate fluent
and coherent referential-chain management. No comparable lexical gaps were observed, and the
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narratives were richer in discourse-linking devices. T1 functionally used a null subject and
maintained character reference without interruption; T4 maintained a fluent chain without a focus
shift; and T9 combined a subordinate-clause linker with null subjects to strengthen discourse
coherence. These observations converge with the quantitative findings and provide direct discourse
evidence that Turkish-dominant speakers had internalized Turkish discourse norms.

Discussion

The findings are strongly consistent with the central predictions of Sorace’s (2011)
Interface Hypothesis. Unlike structures for which syntactic knowledge alone is sufficient, the
null/overt subject choice at the syntax-discourse interface was markedly more vulnerable in the TD
group, who acquired Turkish as a heritage language, used Dutch as the dominant language, and
received English as a school-based foreign language. The particularly high rate of redundant overt
subjects (28.7 per 100 propositions) provides strong evidence that interface vulnerability is
observable and measurable in multilingual contexts involving heritage Turkish. This result is
consistent with the interface-vulnerability pattern previously reported by Sorace and Filiaci (2006)
for Italian and by Hulk and Miiller (2000) for French-German and Dutch-French bilingualism,
supporting the view that this is a systematic pattern recurring across language combinations.

Two complementary mechanisms may account for the findings. The first is cross-linguistic
influence. Dutch and English are non-pro-drop languages in which an overt subject is syntactically
required. The TD children’s exposure to Turkish primarily at home, combined with the dominance
of Dutch as the language of schooling, may weaken the discourse coordination underlying Turkish
pro-drop in interface contexts (Lardiere, 2007). This account is also consistent with Paradis and
Navarro’s (2003) naturalistic study of Spanish-English bilingual children, which found
substantially more pragmatically redundant overt subjects in bilingual Spanish than in monolingual
Spanish and attributed the pattern to the joint role of cross-linguistic contact and input
characteristics. The second mechanism is increased processing load. Coordinating Turkish, Dutch,
and English across different levels and domains may impose additional demands on linguistic
processing. Such demands may be particularly consequential for interface processes that require
simultaneous integration of syntactic and pragmatic information. Sorace and Serratrice (2009)
showed that syntactically specified structures are more stable than syntax-discourse properties in
child bilingualism and that the interface is especially vulnerable under simultaneous processing
pressure. The TD input profile—limited Turkish at home, dominant Dutch at school, and additional
English instruction—constitutes a context in which this processing burden may be intensified.

The findings also align closely with research conducted in Tiirkiye. Haznedar (2010)
reported that pragmatically redundant overt subjects occurred more than ten times as frequently in
Turkish-English bilingual children as in monolingual peers, demonstrating vulnerability at the
syntax-pragmatics interface in Turkish. Sagin-Simsek (2009) likewise showed that Turkish
monolinguals and Turkish-German bilinguals implemented the pro-drop parameter differently.
Antonova-Unlii and Sagin-Simsek (2022) compared connective devices in the oral narratives of
Turkish-English and Turkish-Russian bilingual children with those of monolingual Turkish
children and found significant deviations from monolingual norms in temporal connectives and
inflectional morphology. Because these deviations directly affect discourse continuity and
character tracking, they parallel the referential-chain findings of the present study. Taken together,
these studies suggest that discourse-level vulnerability in Turkish narrative production is not
limited to subject selection but extends to broader discourse-management abilities, including
connectivity and character tracking.

Comparison with the international literature reveals striking similarities pointing to a cross-
linguistically recurrent vulnerability rather than a Turkish-specific phenomenon. Serratrice et al.
(2004) found that an Italian-English bilingual child used more redundant overt subjects in Italian
than monolingual Italian controls and interpreted the result as stable evidence of cross-linguistic
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influence at the syntax-pragmatics interface. Hulk and Miiller (2000) similarly showed through
object-omission patterns in French-German and Dutch-French bilingual children that interface
vulnerability emerges under conditions of structural overlap.

The dominance of Dutch in the TD group is directly compatible with this structural-overlap
mechanism. Because both Dutch and English require overt subjects, Turkish null-subject
production may be exposed to converging pressure from two non-pro-drop systems. Slabakova and
Garcia Mayo’s (2015) study of English as a third language among Basque-Spanish bilinguals
further demonstrated that the explanatory predictions of the Interface Hypothesis may extend
across different language combinations and multilingual-acquisition contexts. Their findings are
therefore compatible with the present multilingual context of heritage Turkish, dominant Dutch,
and school-based English.

The marked group difference in referential-chain consistency (70.2% for TD vs. 90.8% for
T) is compatible not only with the Interface Hypothesis but also with earlier narrative research.
Berman and Slobin (1994) demonstrated that monolingual speakers establish narrative structure
and character tracking more consistently in accordance with discourse norms than multilingual
speakers. This provides a basis for interpreting the T group’s 90.8% consistency rate as compatible
with the profile expected for monolingual discourse organization. Serratrice (2007) also
documented lower referential cohesion in the narratives of bilingual English-Italian children than in
monolingual peers, directly linking the TD referential-chain results to international evidence.
Overall, the present findings occupy a coherent position within both Turkish studies of the
Interface Hypothesis and international research on syntax-discourse vulnerability across language
combinations. This convergence points to a systematic pattern that should be tested in larger,
carefully controlled studies.

Limitations

The findings should be interpreted in light of several limitations. First, the sample size (n =
9 per group) restricts statistical generalizability. Age was not controlled between the two groups,
and the broad age range (1015 years), particularly within the TD group, cannot be disregarded as a
potential source of variation. Mean age was not statistically compared, limiting conclusions
regarding age as an independent variable. Detailed information was also unavailable concerning the
TD participants’ amount and frequency of Turkish exposure and their language-dominance
profiles; the quantity and quality of Turkish input in the home were not measured. Differences in
narrative length were likewise not treated as a control variable. Nevertheless, complete group
separation for both hypotheses (U = 0.00) and convergence with the international literature suggest
that the observed pattern is substantive and interpretable.

Conclusion

The study demonstrated clear and statistically significant differences in Turkish narrative
production between the TD group—heritage speakers of Turkish living in the Netherlands,
dominant in Dutch, and exposed to English through school—and the T group—Turkish-dominant
children living in Tiirkiye and receiving English through the school curriculum. Both hypotheses
were supported. The TD group displayed a significantly higher rate of redundant overt subjects and
substantially lower referential-chain consistency than the T group.

These results strongly support the Interface Hypothesis, which predicts that structures
requiring syntax-discourse integration are more vulnerable in multilingual speakers than syntax-
internal structures. The TD children’s exposure to Turkish only at home, lack of Turkish instruction
at school, and use of Dutch as the dominant language constitute critical contextual factors that may
explain the greater interface vulnerability in this group. The findings indicate that patterns of
language exposure affect not only syntactic competence but also interface structures requiring
discourse coordination.
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The study makes three principal theoretical contributions. First, it provides empirical
support for the explanatory value of the Interface Hypothesis not only in bilingualism but also in a
multilingual context involving heritage Turkish, dominant Dutch, and school-based English.
Second, referential-chain consistency demonstrated strong discriminatory power as an indicator of
discourse-level vulnerability. Third, the wordless-picture-book narrative paradigm was confirmed
as a productive method for examining discourse organization in multilingual and heritage-language
contexts.

Future studies should increase sample size and control age, language dominance, domains
of language use, and exposure more systematically. Measuring TD participants’ proficiency in
Turkish and Dutch, weekly exposure to Turkish, and degree of school-based English exposure
would permit a more precise estimate of the direction and magnitude of cross-linguistic influence.
Comparable measurement of English as curriculum-limited foreign-language exposure in the T
group would also strengthen group comparability. Finally, experimental paradigms and
longitudinal designs could provide valuable evidence regarding the developmental course of
interface vulnerability.
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Tiirkce Miras Dil Konusuru Tiirk-Hollandah Cocuklar ile Tiirkiye’deki Tiirkce
Baskin Cocuklarin Anlatilarinda Ozne Diisiirme ve Zamir Ciizi.imleme: S6zdizim—Edimbilim
Arayiizii Baglaminda Karsilastirmah Bir Inceleme

Giris

Cok dillilik ve dil edinimi alaninda yapilan arastirmalar, iki ya da daha fazla dile eszamanl
ya da ardisik bicimde maruz kalan konusucularin dilbilgisel ve edimbilimsel yeterliliklerinin, dil
baskinligi, kullanim alanlar1 ve maruziyet Oriintiileri dogrultusunda nasil farklilagtigini anlamaya
odaklanmaktadir. Bu g¢alismada, Hollanda’da yasayan, Tiirk¢eyi miras dil olarak edinen,
Hollandacanin okul ve toplumsal yasamda baskin dil olarak islev gordiigii ve Ingilizceye okul
temelli yabanci dil dersi kapsaminda maruz kalan Tiirk-Hollandali ¢ocuklar (HK grubu) ile
Tiirkiye’de yasayan, Tiirk¢enin ev, okul ve sosyal ¢evrede baskin iletisim dili oldugu ve Ingilizceye
okul miifredati kapsaminda yabanci dil dersi olarak maruz kalan Tiirk¢e baskin gocuklar (TK
grubu) arasindaki karsilastirmali bir analiz sunulmaktadir. Arastirmanin odak noktasini, Tiirk¢enin
sOzdizimsel-pragmatik acidan kritik 6zelliklerinden biri olan 6zne diigiirme (pro-drop) ve buna
bagli zamir ¢oziimleme Oriintiileri olusturmaktadir.

Tiirk¢e, 6zne fiil uyumunu sonekler aracilifiyla isaretleyen ve bu sayede sdylemde
erisilebilir olan 6znelerin agikc¢a gerceklestirilmesini zorunlu kilmayan bir dildir (Kornfilt, 1997).
Bu 6zellik, Tiirk¢e anlat1 liretiminde dznelerin biiyiik boliimiiniin baglamsal siireklilige ve soylem-
bilgisel erisilebilirlik kosullarina bagl olarak sifir bigiminde gerceklestirilebildigi anlamina
gelmektedir. Buna karsin sOylem baglaminin gerektirdigi durumlarda agik 6znenin kullanilmasi
dilbilgisel ve edimbilimsel acidan zorunlu hale gelmektedir. Tek dilli Tiirkge konusurlarin bu
sistem i¢inde gosterdikleri yeterlik, uzun soluklu birinci dil edinimi siireci ve tutarli dilsel girdi
yoluyla pekismektedir.

Cok dilli bireylerde ise bu tablonun 6nemli dlgiide farklilagabilecegi ongoriillmektedir. Bu
beklenti, Antonella Sorace tarafindan gelistirilen Arayiiz Varsayimi ¢ergevesine dayanmaktadir
(Sorace, 2011; Sorace & Filiaci, 2006). S6z konusu varsayima gore, s6zdizimsel acidan iyi
belirlenmis yapilar iki dilli konusucularda kararli bi¢imde edinilirken, sdylem baglamiyla esgiidiim
gerektiren yapilar bu kesisme noktasinda daha kirillgan bir seyir izlemektedir. Sorace ve
Serratricemin (2009) cocuk iki dillilerde arayiiz kirilganhigini belgeleyen c¢alismasi bu 6ngoriiyi
giiclii bicimde desteklemektedir. Tirkiye'de yiiriitiilen arastirmalar da bu tartigmanin Tiirkce
baglamindaki somut yansimalarini ortaya koymaktadir. Haznedar (2010), Tiirkgenin sézdizim—
edimbilim arayiiziiyle baglantili bir &zellik olan &zne gergeklestiriminin, Tiirkce—Ingilizce
eszamanli iki dilli edinimde dillerarasi etkilesime agik bir alan olusturdugunu gostermis ve iki dilli
¢ocugun tek dilli akranina kiyasla pragmatik agidan gereksiz agik 6zne kullaniminda on kattan
fazla artis sergiledigini belgelemistir. Sagn-Simsek ve Antonova-Unlii (2021) ise Tiirkge—
Ingilizce, Tiirkge—Almanca ve Tiirkce—Rusca iki dilli cocuklarn sézdizim—edimbilim arayiiziinde
Tiirkge sozclik dizimini nasil edindiklerini incelemis ve iki dilli ¢ocuklarin tek dilli Tirkce
cocuklardan farkli so6zciik dizimi oriintiileri sergiledigini ortaya koymustur. Bu bulgular, sézdizim—
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sOylem arayiiziindeki kirilganhigin Tiirkgeyi iceren farkli iki dillilik baglamlarinda da
gbzlemlenebilir oldugunu giiclii bigimde desteklemektedir. Mevcut c¢alisma, bu alanyazini
Tiirkgenin miras dil olarak edinildigi, Hollandacanin baskin dil konumunda oldugu ve Ingilizcenin
okul temelli yabanci dil dersi olarak deneyimlendigi Tiirk-Hollandali ¢ok dilli ¢ocuklar baglamina
genisleterek katki sunmay1 hedeflemektedir.

Bu calisma iki temel hipotezi sinamaktadir: (1) HK grubu, TK grubuna kiyasla gereksiz
acik 6zne kullaniminda istatistiksel olarak anlamli diizeyde yiiksek bir oran sergilemektedir; (2)
HK grubunun gonderim zinciri tutarlilik orani, TK grubuna kiyasla istatistiksel olarak anlamli
diizeyde diisiik oldugu gozlemlenmektedir. Veri toplamada Mercer Mayer'in sozsiiz resimli kitabi
olan Kurbaga Neredesin? (Frog, Where Are You?) uyaranindan yararlanilmistir (Berman & Slobin,
1994).

Kuramsal Cerceve

Ozne diisirme ya da sifir 6zne olgusu, bir dilde 6znenin sozciiksel olarak acikca
gerceklestirilmeden soyleme dahil edilebildigi dizgesel bir dilbilgisel ozelliktir. Tiirkcede fiil
cekimi kisi ve sayr bilgilerini ekler aracilifiyla tasidigi i¢in Oznenin agikga dile getirilmesi
sozdizimsel agidan zorunlu degildir. Ote yandan oznenin hangi kosullarda acik bicimde
gerceklestirilecegi sdylem-edimbilim ilkelerine baglidir (Carminati, 2002; Rizzi, 1986). Yeni giris
yapan bir gonderimin ilk tanitimi, odak vurgusu ya da karsitlik islevi gibi durumlar agik 6zneyi
pragmatik agidan iglevli kilarken soylemde zaten aktif olan bir karakterin siirdiiriilmesinde sifir
Oznenin tercih edilmesi dilbilgisel siirekliligi ve tutarlili1 saglamaktadir.

Bu ¢ergevede, tek dilli Tiirkge konusucularin sifir 6zne ve agik 6zne arasindaki se¢imi
sOylem baglamima duyarli bicimde yaptiklar1 goriilmektedir. Gereksiz agik 6zne kullanimi ise
dilbilgisel acidan dislanmamakla birlikte, Tiirk¢e sdylem normlarinda diigiik siklikta beklenen bir
kullanim olarak degerlendirilmektedir.

Arayiiz Varsayim (Interface Hypothesis)

Sorace (2011) tarafindan ortaya konulan Arayliz Varsayimi, iki dilli konusucularin
dilbilgisel yeterliliklerindeki asimetrik Oriintiileri aciklamak amaciyla gelistirilmistir. Varsayima
gore, sdzdizimsel agidan tam belirlenmis yapilar iki dilli konusucularda kararli bigcimde edinilirken,
s0zdizim—sdylem ya da sozdizim—edimbilim arayiiziinde yer alan Ozellikler daha kirillgan
olmaktadir. Bunun temel nedeni olarak arayiiz siireclerinin so6zdizimsel hesaplamaya ek olarak
sOylemsel ve edimbilimsel bilginin eszamanli koordinasyonunu gerektirmesi gosterilmektedir.
Sorace ve Filiaci (2006), Italyanca iki dillisi olan konusucularda sdylem baglaminda gereksiz acik
6zne kullaniminin arttigini deneysel kanitlarla ortaya koymustur.

Mevcut calisma, bu teorik cergeveyi Tiirkgenin miras dil olarak edinildigi, Hollandacanin
baskin dil konumunda oldugu ve Ingilizcenin okul temelli yabanci dil dersi olarak deneyimlendigi
cok dilli bir baglama genisletmektedir. HK grubunun Tiirk¢e, Hollandaca ve ingilizceyle farkli
diizeylerde ve farkli kullanim alanlarinda temas hélinde olmasi, arayiiz siireglerindeki diller arasi
etkilesimin daha karmasik bir goriiniim almasina yol agabilir. Ozellikle Hollandaca gibi 6zne-
belirgin bir dilin okul, akran ve toplumsal yasamda baskin dil olarak islev gérmesi, Tiirk¢e anlati
iiretiminde agik 6zneye yonelik sistemli bir yonelimin ortaya ¢ikmasina zemin hazirlayabilir.

Gonderim Zinciri ve Anlati Tutarhih@

Gonderim zinciri, bir anlati boyunca belirli bir karakterin ya da varligin dilbilgisel araglarla
tutarli bigimde izlenmesini ifade etmektedir. Tiirkgede gonderim zincirinin saglikli bigimde
kurulmasi, sifir 6zne, acik ad Sbegi ve zamir gibi bigcimlerin sdylem durumuna uygun ve tutarh
bicimde kullanilmasina dayanmaktadir (Ariel, 1990; Gundel vd., 1993). Calismada gonderim
zinciri, her katilmcinin anlatisinda ana karakterler iizerinden bagimsiz bigimde kodlanmis ve
tutarl1 baglarin toplam gonderim baglarina oran tutarlilik yiizdesi olarak hesaplanmistir.
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Yontem

Arastirma, iki farkli gruptan toplam 18 katilmciyla yiiriitiilmiistiir. HK grubunu (n = 9),
Hollanda’da yasayan Tiirk kokenli, Tiirk¢eyi miras dil olarak edinen, Hollandacanin okul ve
toplumsal yasamda baskin dil olarak islev gordiigii ve Ingilizceye okul temelli yabanci dil dersi
kapsaminda maruz kalan Tiirk-Hollandali ¢ocuklar olusturmaktadir. Tiirk¢eye biiyiilk oranda ev
ortaminda maruz kalmaktadirlar ve okul ortaminda herhangi bir Tiirk¢e egitimi bulunmamaktadir.
Hollandaca, okulda ve sosyal cevrede baskin dil olarak islev gérmekteyken Ingilizce okul
miifredat1 ¢cercevesinde haftada iki ile dort saat ders olarak verilmektedir.

TK grubunu (n = 9) ise Tiirkiye'de ikamet eden ve Tiirkgeye maruz kalan okul cagi
donemindeki Tiirk¢e baskin konusucu ¢ocuklar olusturmaktadir. Bu grubun tamami devlet okuluna
devam etmektedir. Devlet okulu tercihinin kontrol degiskeni olarak 6zellikle gézetilmesinin temel
gerekgesi, dzel okullarda Tiirkge egitimine ek olarak daha yogun Ingilizce 6gretimi yapilmasidir.

TK grubundaki gocuklar, Tiirkiye devlet okulu miifredati kapsaminda haftada iki ile dort
saat Ingilizce dersi almaktadir. Bu egitim okul ortaminda gerceklesmekte olup Ingilizce, soz
konusu ¢ocuklarin dil repertuarinda Tirk¢enin yaninda yer alan bir dildir. Tiirkiye'de devlet okulu
miifredatinda Ingilizce ogretimi ilkokul 2. simftan itibaren baslamakta ve kademeli olarak
artmaktadir. Bu diizenleme ¢ercevesinde TK grubu, Tiirkgeyi baskin dil olarak kullanan ve okul
miifredati aracihiryla Ingilizce 6grenen cocuklardan olusmaktadir. Yas araligi 10-15 arasinda
degismekte olup gruplar ortalama yas bakimindan kontrol edilmemistir ve séz konusu sinirlilik
ilgili boliimde ele alinmaktadir.

Tablo 1: Katilimcilara iliskin Demografik ve Dilsel Profil Bilgileri

. . Tiirkce Ingilizce
Katilimci Grup Yas Simf Dil Profili Maruziyeti Dersi
HK1 HK 10 flkokul ".Fur'k'gefHollandacaf Yalnizca ev Haftada
Ingilizce ortami saat
HK? HK 10 ilkokul Tur.k.gefHollandacaf Yalnizca ev Haftada
Ingilizce ortami saat
HK3 HK 1 ilkokul Tur}(ge—Hollandaca— Yalnizca ev Haftada
Ingilizce ortami saat
HKA4 HK 1 flkokul ".Fur'k'gefHollandacaf Yalnizca ev Haftada
Ingilizce ortami saat
HKS HK 12 O.rtaokul-i- tFur.k.g:e—Hollandaca— Yalnizca ev Haftada
Lise Ingilizce ortami saat
HK6 HK 12 O'rtaokul+ fl"ur'k.gefHollandacaf Yalnizca ev Haftada
Lise Ingilizce ortami saat
HK7 HK 13 O.rtaoku1+ ifur.k.g:e—Hollandaca— Yalnizca ev Haftada
Lise Ingilizce ortami saat
HKS HK 14 O'rtaokul+ fl"ur'k.gefHollandacaf Yalnizca ev Haftada
Lise Ingilizce ortami saat
HK9 HK 15 Ortaokul+ Tiirkge—Hollandaca—  Yalnizca ev Haftada
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HK Ort.

TK1

TK2

TK3

TK4

TKS

TK6

TK7

TK8

TK9

TK Ort.

HK

TK

TK

TK

TK

TK

TK

TK

TK

TK

TK

15

10

10

15

11

12

12

11

13

10-15

Lise

9. Simif

5. Smif

5. Smif

10. Sif

6. Siif

7. Smif

7. Sif

6. Siif

8. Smif

5.-10. Stmf

Ingilizce

Tirkce miras dil
konusuru;

Hollandaca baskin;
Ingilizce okul dersi

Tiirkge baskin; okul
temelli Ingilizce
maruziyeti

Tiirkge baskin; okul
temelli Ingilizce
maruziyeti

Tiirkge baskin; okul
temelli ingilizce
maruziyeti

Tiirkge baskin; okul
temelli Ingilizce
maruziyeti

Tiirkge baskin; okul
temelli ingilizce
maruziyeti

Tiirkce baskin; okul
temelli ingilizce
maruziyeti

Tiirkge baskin; okul
temelli ingilizce
maruziyeti

Tiirkce baskin; okul
temelli ingilizce
maruziyeti

Tiirkge baskin; okul
temelli ingilizce
maruziyeti

Tiirkge baskin; okul
temelli ingilizce
maruziyeti

ortami

Ev ici Tiirkce;
okulda Tiirkce
egitimi yok

Tam maruz (okul
+ev)

Tam maruz (okul
+ev)

Tam maruz (okul
+ev)

Tam maruz (okul
+ev)

Tam maruz (okul
+ev)

Tam maruz (okul
+ev)

Tam maruz (okul
+ev)

Tam maruz (okul
+ev)

Tam maruz (okul
+ev)

OKul + ev ortami
tam Tiirkce

1771
saat
Haftada 2-
4 saat
Haftada 4
saat
Haftada 4
saat
Haftada 4
saat
Haftada 4
saat
Haftada 4
saat
Haftada 4
saat
Haftada 4
saat
Haftada 4
saat
Haftada 4
saat
Haftada 2-
4 saat

Not. HK = Hollanda’da yasayan Tiirk kékenli katilimcilar, Tiirkce ev i¢ci miras dil, Hollandaca
okul ve toplumsal yasamda baskin dil, Ingilizce ise okul temelli yabanci dil dersi olarak yer
almaktadir. TK = Tiirkiye 'de yagayan Tiirkce baskin katilimcilar, Tiirkce ev, okul ve sosyal ¢evrede
baskin iletisim dili, Ingilizce ise okul miifredati kapsaminda yabanci dil dersi olarak yer
almaktadir. Anlat uzunlugu degerleri yaklasik sozciik sayilarina dayanmaktadir.
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Arastirmaya katilan her iki gruba iliskin demografik ve dilsel profil bilgileri Tablo 1'de
sunulmaktadir. HK grubunu olusturan dokuz katilimcinin yaglari 10 ile 15 arasinda degismekte
olup tamami Hollanda’da ikamet eden, Tiirk¢eyi miras dil olarak edinen, Hollandacanin okul ve
toplumsal yasamda baskin dil olarak islev gordiigii ve Ingilizceye okul temelli yabanci dil dersi
kapsaminda maruz kalan Tiirk kdkenli cocuklardan olusmaktadir. Bu grubun dil maruziyeti profili
belirgin bicimde asimetriktir: Tiirkgeye yalmzca ev ortaminda maruz kalmakta, okul ortaminda
herhangi bir Tiirk¢e egitimi almamakta ve Ingilizce ise yas ve smif diizeyine bagli olarak haftada 2
ile 4 saat arasinda degisen bir okul ortami maruziyetiyle edinilmektedir. Kiiciik yastaki katilimcilar
(HK1-HK4, yas 10-11) ilkokul diizeyinde egitim goriirken biiyiik yastaki katilimcilar (HK5-HK9,
yas 12—15) ortaokul ve lise diizeyinde egitimlerini siirdiirmektedir. TK grubunu olusturan dokuz
katilimecinin yaglart da 10 ile 15 arasinda degismekte olup tamami Tirkiye'de devlet okuluna
devam eden Tiirk¢e baskin konusucu ¢ocuklardan olugsmaktadir. Bu grubun Tiirk¢e maruziyeti hem
okul hem de ev ortamimi kapsamakta ve Tiirk¢ce her iki baglamda da birincil iletisim dili olarak
islev gormektedir. TK grubundaki katilimcilar 5. smiftan 10. simifa uzanan bir simif dagilimi
sergilemekte olup tamamu haftada 4 saat Ingilizce dersi almaktadir. Iki grup karsilastirildiginda
Ingilizce ders saati agisindan benzer bir maruziyetin s6z konusu oldugu gériilmekte ve ancak dil
maruziyetinin niteligi ve baglamsal islevi bakimindan gruplar arasinda belirgin farkliliklar
bulunmaktadir.

Bu aragtirmanin yiiriitiilmesi, Adana Alparslan Tiirkes Bilim ve Teknoloji Universitesi
Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimler Arastirmalar1 Etik Kurulu tarafindan 26.03.2025 tarihli toplant1 sayis1 02
ve 5 sayili karar ve 7KPB-ZLO1-8756 dogrulama kodu ile etik agidan uygun bulunmustur.

Veri Toplama Araci

Veri toplama siirecinde Mercer Mayer'in (1969) sozsiiz resimli kitabi Kurbaga Neredesin?
(Frog, Where Are You?) uyaran materyali olarak kullanilmistir. Bu kitap;arayis, macera ve ¢6ziim
gibi temel anlati yapilarin1 barindiran 24 sayfadan olusmakta olup ¢apraz-dilsel ¢ocuk dili
arastirmalarinda uluslararasi bir standart arag olarak benimsenmektedir (Berman & Slobin, 1994).
Katilimcilar resimli kitab1 tek tek inceleyerek Tiirkce sozlii anlati iiretmeleri yoOniinde
yonlendirilmistir. Anlatilar ses kaydina alinmis ve arastirmaci tarafindan yaziya dokiilerek analize
hazir hale getirilmistir.

Kodlama Semasi

Kodlama iki ana bilesenden olusmaktadir. Birinci bilesen 6zne gerceklestirimi analizidir:
(a) sifir dzne, (b) acik ad dbegi, (c) acik zamir ve (d) gereksiz acik dzne. ikinci bilesen gonderim
zinciri analizidir: ana karakterlerin anlati boyunca tutarli bigimde izlenip izlenmedigi
degerlendirilmis ve zincir kirilmalari, belirsiz gonderimler ve ani konu kaymalart ayri ayri
isaretlenmistir.

Kategori 1: Sifir Ozne (SO)

Tiirkcede fiil ¢cekimi kisi ve say1 bilgisini sonekler araciligiyla tasidigindan, sdylemde aktif
olan bir 6znenin agikca gerceklestirilmesi sozdizimsel agidan zorunlu degildir. Sifir 6zne, sdoylem
baglaminda gonderimin zaten siirdiigii durumlarda tek dilli Tiirk¢e konusucularin varsayilan tercihi
olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir (Kornfilt, 1997; Rizzi, 1986).

(la) Ahmet iceri girdi. [O] Oturdu. [O] Kitabint agti.
(1b) "Kagryormus." / "Arryormus."” / "Diigiiriiyor."”

(1a) ciimlesinde 6zne ilk ciimlede agik¢a kurulmus, ardindan fiil ekleri kisiyi tasidigindan
sifir 6zne tercih edilmis ve gonderim zinciri kesintisiz siirmektedir. (1b) climlelerinde ise kimin
kactig1, aradig1 ya da diisiirdiigli yalmzca bir dnceki sdylem baglamindan anlasilabilmektedir. Bu
durum, sifir 6znenin sdylem siirekliligine olan bagimliligini agik¢a ortaya koymaktadir.
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Kategori 2: Acik Ad Obegi (AAO)

Acik ad Obegi, Oznenin bir isim ya da isim tamlamasi olarak sOyleme dahil edildigi
durumlarda kullanilmaktadir. Yeni bir karakterin anlatiya ilk girisinde, birden fazla potansiyel
gonderimin bulundugu baglamlarda ya da odak ve karsitlik vurgusu tasiyan durumlarda acgik ad
Obegi pragmatik acidan zorunlu ya da tercih edilen bigimdir.

(2a) Diin bir kedi gordiim. Kedi ¢ok kiigiiktii.
(2b) "Kopek diistii." / "Geyik ¢ocugu alip gotiiriiyor." / "Kurbaga kagryor."

(2a) ctimlesinde "kedi" sdyleme ilk kez girmektedir. Bu nedenle agik ad 6begi sdzdizimsel
ve edimbilimsel agidan zorunludur. (2b) ciimlelerinde ise her karakter anlatida yeni bir sahneye ya
da eyleme ilk adimini atmaktadir. Her iki 6rnekte de kullanim sdylem normuna uygundur.

Kategori 3: Acik Zamir (AZ)

Agik zamir kategorisi, Oznenin o, bu, onlar, o da gibi bir zamir araciligiyla
gergeklestirildigi kullanimlari kapsamaktadir. Zamir erisilebilir bir génderima isaret ediyorsa tutarli
sayllmakta ve baglamda birden fazla aktif gdnderim bulundugunda ise gonderim belirsizleserek
gonderim zinciri sorunlarina yol agabilmektedir.

(3a) Ahmet ve Ayse kosuyordu. O yoruldu.
(3b) "Onlar arryorlar.” (HK2) / *"O uyuyor." (HK3)

(3a) ciimlesinde "o" zamiri baglamda iki esit potansiyel gonderima isaret etmektedir ve
hangisinin kastedildigi belirlenemediginden goénderim belirsizlesmekte ve gonderim zinciri
kirilmaktadir. (3b)'de "Onlar artyorlar." tutarliyken, *"O uyuyor." belirsiz gonderim igermekte ve
Belirsiz Gonderim (BG) kategorisiyle ortlismektedir.

Kategori 4: Gereksiz Acik Ozne (GAO)

Gereksiz agik Ozne, sOylem baglaminda sifir 6znenin yeterli oldugu — yani Onceki
climlede ayni génderim 6zne konumundayken, rakip gonderim bulunmuyorken ve herhangi bir
odak ya da karsitlik iglevi tasinmiyorken — 6znenin yine de agik¢a gergeklestirilmesi durumunu
ifade etmektedir. Bu kategori, Sorace ve Filiaci'nin (2006) asiri-belirtme (overexplicitness) olarak
tanimladig1 Oriintiiyle Ortlismekte ve Arayliz Varsayimi baglaminda sézdizim—sOylem
koordinasyonundaki kirilganligin temel gostergesi olarak degerlendirilmektedir.

(4a) *Ahmet iceri girdi. *Ahmet oturdu. *Ahmet kitabini actt.

(4b) *"Cocuk ve kopek yatiyorlar. Cocuk ve kopek sok oldular." (HKI1) / *"Kopek
bakiyor. Kopek diisiiyor." (HK2)

(4a)'da 6zne her ciimlede gereksiz bigimde yinelenmektedir. Tek dilli Tiirk¢e normunda
sifir 6zne beklenir. (4b)'deki gercek veri 6rneklerinde sdylem normunu ihlal eden bu yineleme,
asiri-belirtme olarak degerlendirilmektedir (Ariel, 1990; Carminati, 2002). Tutarlilik orani, tutarl
gonderim baglarimin toplam gonderim baglarina boliinmesiyle elde edilen yiizde deger olarak
hesaplanmugtir. Veriler 100 6nermede normalize edilmistir.

istatistiksel Analiz

Grup karsilastirmalart i¢in 6ncelikle normallik varsayimi Shapiro-Wilk testiyle sinanmistir.
Kiigiik 6rneklem biiyiikliigi (n = 9) ve normallik kosulunun saglanamamasi g6z Oniinde
bulundurularak parametrik olmayan Mann-Whitney U testi tercih edilmistir. Istatistiksel anlamlilik
esigi a = .05 olarak belirlenmis ve etki biiyiikliigii r = Z / YN formiiliiyle hesaplanmustir. Tiim
analizler R 4.3.0 yazilimi kullanilarak gerceklestirilmistir.
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Kodlama giivenirligini sinamak amaciyla dilbilim ve ikinci dil edinimi alaninda uzman
aragtirmacidan bagimsiz bir ikinci kodlayici, her iki gruptan segilen iicer katilimcinin
transkriptlerini (HK1, HKS, HK9; TK1, TK4, TK8) bagimsiz olarak kodlamistir. Bu islem toplam
60 6nerme lizerinde gergeklestirilmistir. Kodlayicilar arasi giivenirlik Cohen'in kappa katsayist ile
hesaplanmistir (Cohen, 1960). Ozne gerceklestirimi i¢in k = .73 (substantial; McHugh, 2012),
gonderim zinciri i¢in k¥ = .39 olarak hesaplanmistir. Gonderim zinciri kappa degerinin diisiik
kalmas1 prevalans paradoksundan kaynaklanmakta olup yiizde uyusma %95.0 diizeyindedir
(Cicchetti & Feinstein, 1990).

Bulgular

Bu boliimde, HK ve TK gruplarina ait nicel ve nitel bulgular sirasiyla sunulmaktadir. Nicel
bulgular 6zne gergeklestirimi oriintiileri ve gonderim zinciri tutarliligl olarak iki ana baglik altinda
ele alimmaktadir.

Ozne Gergeklestirimi: Nicel Bulgular

100 6nermede normalize edilen gereksiz acgik 6zne oranlari incelendiginde, HK grubunun
ortalamasinin %28.7 (SS = 2.3) oldugu, TK grubunun ortalamasinin ise %8.7 (SS = 1.2) diizeyinde
kaldig1 goriilmektedir. Bu fark istatistiksel olarak son derece anlamlidir (U = 0.00, p < .001). Sifir
0zne kullanimi agisindan da belirgin bir ayrisma gozlemlenmektedir. TK grubunun anlatilarinda
sifir 6zne kullanimi1 ortalama 19.7 iken bu deger HK grubunda 5.3'e diismektedir.

Tablo 2: Ozne Gergeklestirimi igin Bireysel ve Grup Diizeyinde Ham Sayilar ve Normalize

Edilmis Oranlar
Katihmer Sifir  Ozne é(}lk Ad Ack Zamir gereksiz Ack Toplam Gerelf.siz Ozne
(n) Obegi (n) (n) Ozne (n) Onerme /100 Onerme

HK1 8 22 5 14 49 28.6

HK2 5 18 4 11 38 28.9

HK3 3 12 2 8 25 32.0

HK4 6 16 3 10 35 28.6

HKS 4 14 3 9 30 30.0

HK6 7 19 4 12 42 28.6

HK?7 5 17 4 11 37 29.7

HKS 4 13 3 8 28 28.6

HKO9 6 18 4 11 39 28.2

HK Ort. 53 16.6 3.6 10.4 35.9 29.1

TK1 22 14 8 4 48 8.3

TK2 18 12 6 3 39 7.7
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TK3 20 13 7 3 43 7.0
TK4 24 15 9 5 53 9.4
TK5 21 14 8 4 47 8.5
TK6 19 13 7 3 42 7.1
TK7 16 11 6 3 36 83
TK8 17 12 6 3 38 7.9
TK9 20 14 7 4 45 8.9
TK Ort.  19.7 13.1 71 3.6 434 8.2

Not. SS = Standart sapma. Gereksiz Ozne / 100 Onerme degeri normalize edilmis oran olarak
hesaplanmistir. HK = Hollandali Katilimcilar, TK = Tiirk Katilimcilar.

Not. SS = Standart sapma. Gereksiz Ozne / 100 Onerme degeri normalize edilmis oran olarak
hesaplanmustir.

Bireysel diizeyde Tablo 2 incelendiginde, HK grubundaki bu egilimin katilimcilar arasinda
tutarlt bi¢cimde tekrarlandig1 goriilmektedir. Gereksiz agik 6zne oranlart HK grubunda %28.2 ile
%32.0 arasinda seyretmekte olup en yiiksek oran HK3'te (%32.0), en diisiik oran ise HK9'da
(%28.2) gozlemlenmektedir. Bu dar ve tutarli dagilim, s6z konusu Oriintiiniin bireysel
farkliliklardan bagimsiz olarak grup genelinde sistematik bigimde ortaya ¢iktigina isaret
etmektedir. TK grubunda ise bireysel farkliliklar cok daha smirli kalmakta ve oranlar %7.0 ile
%9.4 bandinda seyretmektedir. En diisiikk oran TK3'te (%7.0), en yiiksek oran ise TK4'te (%9.4)
gbzlemlenmektedir. Bu dar bantli dagilim, Tiirk¢e baskin konusuculardaki sdylem normlarimin
tutarli bigimde igsellestirildigine ve gereksiz acik 6zne kullaniminin bu grupta istisnai bir Oriintii
olarak kaldigma gii¢lii bigimde isaret etmektedir. Sifir 6zne kullanimi agisindan da iki grup
arasindaki karsitlik belirgindir: TK grubunda sifir 6zne kullanimi bireysel diizeyde 16 ile 24
arasinda degisirken HK grubunda bu deger 3 ile 8 arasinda kalmaktadir. Bu bulgu, Tiirk¢e baskin
konusucularin séylem baglamini etkin bigimde izleyerek sifir 6zneyi Tiirk¢e normlariyla ortiisen
bigimde tercih ettigini gostermektedir (Kornfilt, 1997; Sorace & Filiaci, 2006).

Gonderim Zinciri Tutarhhg

Tablo 3, gonderim zinciri tutarliligina iliskin bireysel ve grup diizeyi bulgularini
sunmaktadir. HK grubunun ortalama tutarlilik oran1 %70.2 iken TK grubununkinin %90.8 oldugu
goriilmektedir. Bu farklilik, Mann-Whitney U testi sonuglarina gore istatistiksel olarak anlamlidir
(U =0.00, p <.001). Zincir kirilmalarinin ham sayis1 incelendiginde, HK grubunda ortalama 7.7
kirilma gozlemlenirken TK grubunda bu degerin 3.1'e diistiigli gorilmektedir.
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Tablo 3:Gonderim Zinciri Tutarliligi: Grup ve Katilime1 Diizeyinde Bulgular

Toplam Zincir B(ilirsiz. Konu Toplam
Katihhmci Ref. Bag Kirilmasi Gonderim Kaymasi Sm:unlu Tutarhhk Oram (%)
() () () Bag

HK1 35 9 4 3 2 74.3
HK2 28 8 4 2 2 71.4
HK3 18 6 3 2 1 66.7
HK4 26 7 3 2 2 73.1
HKS5 22 7 3 2 2 68.2
HK6 30 9 4 3 2 70
HK7 27 8 3 3 2 70.4
HK8 21 7 3 2 2 66.7
HK9 28 8 4 2 2 71.4
HK Ort.  26.1 7.7 34 2.3 1.9 70.2
TK1 38 3 1 1 1 92.1
TK2 30 3 1 1 1 90
TK3 34 3 1 1 1 91.2
TK4 42 4 2 1 1 90.5
TKS 37 3 1 1 1 91.9
TK6 33 3 1 1 1 90.9
TK7 28 3 1 1 1 89.3
TKS 30 3 1 1 1 90
TK9 35 3 1 1 1 91.4
TK Ort. 34.1 3.1 1.1 1.0 1.0 90.8

Not. Tutarlilik Oram = (Toplam Génderim Bagi - Toplam Sorunlu Bag) / Toplam Génderim Bagi
x 100. HK = Hollandali Katilimcilar; TK = Tiirk Katilimcilar.
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Her iki gruptaki katilimcilarin génderim zinciri tutarliligina iliskin bireysel ve grup diizeyi
bulgular1 Tablo 3'te sunulmaktadir. HK grubunda toplam goénderim bagi sayisi katilimcilar arasinda
18 ile 35 arasinda degismekte olup grup ortalamasi 26.1'dir.HK grubunda toplam gonderim bagi
sayist katilimcilar arasinda 18 ile 35 arasinda degismekte olup grup ortalamasi 26.1'dir. Zincir
kirilmasi sayist HK grubunda bireysel diizeyde 6 ile 9 arasinda seyretmekte ve grup ortalamasi 7.7
olarak hesaplanmigtir. Belirsiz gonderim ortalamasi 3.4, konu kaymasi ortalamasi ise 2.3'tiir. Bu
degerlerin bir yansimasi olarak HK grubunun ortalama tutarlilik oran1 %70.2 diizeyinde kalmistir
ve bireysel degerler incelendiginde en diisiik oranin HK3 ve HKS8'de (%66.7), en yiiksek oranin ise
HK1'de (%74.3) gozlemlendigi goriilmektedir. TK grubunda ise toplam génderim bagi sayisi 28 ile
42 arasinda degismekte ve grup ortalamasi 34.1 olarak hesaplanmistir. Zincir kirilmasi sayist TK
grubunda biiyiik Olgiide 3 ile sinirlt kalmakta ve yalnizca TK4'te 4 kirilma gozlemlenmektedir.
Grup ortalamasi 3.1 olan bu deger, HK grubunun ortalamasimin yaklagik dortte birine karsilik
gelmektedir. Belirsiz gonderim ve konu kaymasi degerleri de TK grubunda oldukga diisiik
seyretmekte ve her iki degisken icin de grup ortalamasi 1.0 ile 1.1 arasinda kalmaktadir. Bu
bulgular, TK grubunun ortalama tutarlilik oranina (%90.8) yansimakta olup bireysel degerlerin
%89.3 ile %92.1 arasinda degistigi goriilmektedir. Iki grup arasindaki bu belirgin driintii, Tiirkce
baskin konusucularin sdylem normlarint tutarli bicimde igsellestirdigine ve gonderim zincirini
baglam temelli dilbilgisel araglar1 etkin kullanarak siirdiirdiigiine isaret etmektedir (Ariel, 1990;
Berman & Slobin, 1994).

Istatistiksel Grup Karsilastirmasi

Tablo 4, iki grup arasindaki temel degiskenler iizerindeki istatistiksel karsilastirma
sonuglarin1 6zetlemektedir. Her iki hipotez i¢in de gozlemlenen U degerleri teorik minimum
degerine ulagsmis (U = 0.00), bu da gruplarin tam ayrisma sergiledigini gostermektedir. Etki
biiyiikliigli degerleri (r > .80) her iki degisken i¢in de ¢ok biiyiik etki diizeyine karsilik gelmektedir.

Tablo 4: HK ve TK Gruplar1 Arasindaki Istatistiksel Karsilastirma Sonuclari

Degisken HK Ort. (SS) TK Ort. (SS) U / t degeri p degeri
Gereksiz Agik Ozne / 100 g 7 5 5y 8.7 (1.2) U=0.00 <.001%
Onerme

ggﬁe({}/f)‘ Zineiri Tutarhllk 5 5 5 g) 90.8 (0.9) U=0.00 <001
Zincir Kirtlmasi (ham say1) 7.7 (0.9) 3.1(0.3) U=1.00 <.001**
Sifir Ozne Kullammi (ham 5 5 ) ) 19.7(2.3) U=0.00 <001

say1)

Not. Mann-Whitney U testi uygulanmistir (n = 9 her grup). ** p < .001. SS = Standart sapma. Etki
biiyiikliigii r = Z / \N formiiliiyle hesaplanmistir.

HK ve TK gruplari arasindaki istatistiksel karsilastirma sonuglar1 Tablo 4'te
Ozetlenmektedir. Analiz sonuglari, incelenen dort degiskenin tamaminda iki grup arasinda
istatistiksel olarak anlamli farkliliklar bulundugunu ortaya koymaktadir (p < .001). Gereksiz agik
6zne kullanimi agisindan HK grubunun ortalamasi (Ort. = 28.7, SS = 2.3) TK grubunun
ortalamasimi (Ort. = 8.7, SS = 1.2) belirgin bigimde asmaktadir. Gonderim zinciri tutarhilik
oraninda ise ters yonde bir oriintii gozlemlenmekte ve TK grubu (Ort. = %90.8, SS = 0.9) HK
grubuna (Ort. = %70.2, SS = 2.8) kiyasla ¢ok daha yiiksek bir tutarlilik sergilemektedir. Zincir
kirilmas1 bakimindan da HK grubunun ortalamast (Ort. = 7.7, SS = 0.9) TK grubunun
ortalamasinin (Ort. = 3.1, SS = 0.3) yaklasik iki katindan fazladir. Sifir 6zne kullaniminda ise TK
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grubu (Ort. = 19.7, SS = 2.3) HK grubuna (Ort. = 5.3, SS = 1.5) kiyasla ¢ok daha yiiksek bir deger
sergilemektedir. Her iki hipotez i¢in de U degerleri teorik minimum olan 0.00'a ulasmis ve bu
durum gruplar arasinda tam ayrisma oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu Oriintii, sézdizim—sdylem
arayliziinii gerektiren yapilardaki kirilganligin, Tiirkcenin miras dil olarak edinildigi,
Hollandacanin baskin dil konumunda oldugu ve Ingilizcenin okul temelli yabanci dil dersi olarak
deneyimlendigi ¢ok dilli baglamlarda da tutarli ve sistematik bi¢imde ortaya cikabildiginin giiclii
bir gostergesi olarak degerlendirilmektedir (Sorace, 2011).

Nitel Gézlemler: Ornek Soéylem Parcalar

Nicel bulgular nitel sdylem gozlemleriyle desteklenmektedir. HK grubunda soézciik bulma
giicliigii o6zellikle hayvan adlarinda ve mekansal kavramlarda kendini gostermekte, ardisik
climlelerde 6zne gereksiz bi¢cimde yinelenmekte ve belirsiz zamir kullanimlar1 gézlemlenmektedir.
TK grubunda ise génderim zinciri biiyiik dl¢lide sifir 6zne kullanimiyla siirdiiriilmekte ve karakter
degisimlerinde agik ad dbeklerine gecis soylem normlariyla ortiisen bigimde gergeklesmektedir.

Tablo 5: Nitel Séylem Gozlemleri: Ornek Soylem Ornekleri ve Kategorik Degerlendirme

Katilmc1  Grup Ornek Soylem Gozlem Kategori
"Cocuk ve kopek yatiyorlar. Ardisik ciimlelerde ozne
Kurbaga kagiyormus... Cocuk ve agikca yineleniyor;
HK1 HK kopek sok oldular..." baglamdan erigilebilir ~ Asiri-belirtme
olmasma karsin sifir 6zne
kullanilmiyor.
"O uyuyor. Bu gitmek istiyor. 'O' ve 'bu' zamirlerinin Belirsiz
HK3 HK Kurbaga. Kopek de yatiyor." belirsiz kullanimz; . .
- . o . gonderim
gonderim takibinde gii¢lik.
"Kopek ve kiigiik cocuk. Sonra... Soézcik bulma giigligi; Diller arasi
HK6 HK Bunu... Ugurum." anlat biitiinligiinde S
etkilenim
kirtlma.
"Kopek ari kovanin1  yere Tutarli karakter takibi; sifir
TK1 TK diigiirmesin mi? Disiiriiyor ve artlar  6zne  islevsel  bicimde Tutarli zincir
onu kovaliyor." kullaniliyor.
"Geyik ¢ikiyor. Onun boynuzuymus Sifir 06zneyle siirdiiriilen
TK4 TK tutundugu sey. Cocugu alip bir yere akici  gonderim  zinciri; Tutarli zincir
gotiirmeye basliyor." odak kaymasi yok.
"Cocuk nehire diisiiyor kopekle Yan tiimce baglaci ve sifir
TK9 TK birlikte. Nereden ¢ikiyorlar? Bir 6zne birlikte soylemi tutarli  Tutarli zincir

tane agacin yaninda bekliyorlar."

kiliyor.

Not. Tablodaki alintilar katilimci transkriptlerinden dogrudan aktariinustir. Asiri-belirtme =
soylem baglaminda gereksiz agik ozne kullanimi; Belirsiz gonderim = gonderimi belirsiz zamir ya
da ad obegi kullamimi; Diller arasi etkilenim = baska bir dildeki yapilarin Tiirk¢e séylemine
yansimast.
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Iki grup arasindaki nitel farkhiliklar, Tablo 5'te sunulan temsil edici sdylem ornekleri
tizerinden somut bicimde gozlemlenebilmektedir. HK grubundan secilen oOrnekler iic farkl
Oriintiiyii yansitmaktadir. HK1'in séyleminde "Cocuk ve kdpek" 6zne Obegi ardisik ciimlelerde
yinelenmekte ve baglamdan erisilebilir olmasina karsin sifir 6zne tercih edilmemektedir. Bu
durum, Sorace ve Filiacimin (2006) asiri-belirtme olarak tanimladigi oriintiiyle ortlismekte ve
s0zdizim—sdylem arayiiziindeki kirilganligin dogrudan bir yansimasi olarak degerlendirilmektedir.
HK3'lin séyleminde ise "o" ve "bu" zamirlerinin baglamda birden fazla aktif karakterin bulundugu
durumlarda kullanilmasi gonderim belirsizligine yol agmakta ve gonderim zincirinin takibini
giiclestirmektedir. HK grubunda dikkat ¢eken 6nemli bir nitel oriintii, sézciik bulma gili¢liigiiniin
ozellikle hayvan adlarinda ve mekénsal kavramlarda kendini gostermesidir. HK6'nin sdyleminde
ise sozcilik bulma giicliigii belirgin bigimde kendini gostermektedir. "Bunu... Ugurum" gibi kesintili
yapilar hem sozciiksel bogluklar1 hem de soylem biitlinliigiindeki kirilmay1 yansitmaktadir. Buna
karsin TK grubundan secilen Ornekler tutarli ve akici bir gonderim zinciri yonetimini
sergilemektedir. TK grubunda ise sozciiksel bosluklar gozlemlenmemis ve anlatilar soylem
baglayict unsurlar bakimindan daha zengin bir yapi sergilemistir. TK1'in sdyleminde sifir 6zne
islevsel bi¢imde kullanilmakta ve karakter takibi kesintisiz siirdiiriilmektedir. TK4'lin séyleminde
sifir 6zne araciligiyla kurulan akici gonderim zinciri odak kaymasi olmaksizin devam etmekte ve
TK9'un sdyleminde ise yan tiimce baglaci ve sifir 6znenin birlikte kullanimi sdylem tutarliligini
pekistirmektedir. Bu nitel gézlemler, nicel bulgularla 6rtiismekte ve Tiirkge baskin konusucularin
sOylem normlarini i¢sellestirdigini somut soylem kanitlariyla desteklemektedir.

Tartisma

Bu c¢alismadan elde edilen bulgular, Sorace’in (2011) Arayiiz Varsayimi’nin temel
ongoriileriyle giiglii bir uyum igindedir. Sozdizimsel bilginin tek bagina yeterli oldugu yapilarin
aksine, sozdizim—sOylem arayiiziinii gerektiren sifir/agik 6zne se¢imi, Tiirk¢eyi miras dil olarak
edinen, Hollandacanmin baskin dil konumunda oldugu ve Ingilizceye okul temelli yabanci dil dersi
kapsaminda maruz kalan HK grubunda belirgin bicimde daha kirillgan bir yapi sergilemistir.
Ozellikle gereksiz agik 6zne kullanimindaki yiiksek oran (%28.7), arayiiz kirilganhigmin Tiirkgenin
miras dil olarak edinildigi, Hollandacanin baskin dil konumunda oldugu ve Ingilizcenin okul
temelli yabanci dil dersi olarak deneyimlendigi ¢ok dilli baglamlarda da gozlemlenebilir ve
Olciilebilir olduguna giiclii kanit sunmaktadir. Bu bulgu, alanyazinda daha once Sorace ve
Filiaci’nin (2006) italyanca baglaminda, Hulk ve Miiller’in (2000) Fransizca—Almanca ve
Hollandaca—Fransizca ¢ift dillilik baglaminda ortaya koydugu arayliz kirillganligi orgisiiyle
ortiismekte ve bu oriintliniin farkli dil kombinasyonlarinda tutarli bigimde tekrarlanan sistematik bir
yapiya isaret ettigini dogrulamaktadir.

Bu bulgunun yorumlanmasinda iki tamamlayici agiklama mekanizmasi 6ne ¢ikmaktadir.
Birincisi diller aras1 etkilenim mekanizmasidir. Hollandaca ve Ingilizce gibi &zne-belirgin diller
acik 6zneyi sozdizimsel olarak zorunlu kilmaktadir. HK grubundaki ¢ocuklarin Tiirk¢eye yalnizca
ev ortaminda maruz kalmasi ve okul dili olan Hollandacanin baskin dil konumunda olmasi,
Tiirkgenin  6zne diisiirme oOzelliginin  sdylem koordinasyonunu gerektiren baglamlarda
zayiflamasina zemin hazirlamaktadir (Lardiere, 2007). Bu mekanizma, Paradis ve Navarro’nun
(2003) Ispanyolca-Ingilizce ¢ift dilli ¢ocuklarda gerceklestirdigi dogal konusma verisi
baglamindaki ¢aligmada ortaya konan bulgularla da ortiismektedir. S6z konusu ¢alismada, c¢ift dilli
cocuklarin Ispanyolcasinda edimbilimsel acidan gereksiz agik o6zne kullaniminm tek dilli
akranlarina kiyasla belirgin bi¢imde yiiksek oldugu saptanmis ve bu Oriintiiniin kaynag1 olarak
diller aras1 temas ile girdi dzelliklerinin birlikte belirleyici rol oynadigi vurgulanmustir. Ikincisi
bilissel yiik hipotezidir. HK grubundaki cocuklarin Tiirkge, Hollandaca ve Ingilizceyle farkl
diizeylerde ve farkli kullanim alanlarinda temas halinde olmalari, dilsel islemleme siireclerinde ek
bir koordinasyon gerektirebilir. Bu durum, ozellikle so6zdizimsel ve edimbilimsel bilginin es
zamanli olarak biitiinlestirilmesini gerektiren arayiiz siireclerini daha gii¢ hale getirebilir. Sorace ve
Serratrice (2009), ¢ocuk c¢ift dillilerde s6zdizimsel agidan tam belirlenmis yapilarm sézdizim—
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sOylem araytiziine kiyasla daha kararli bir edinim seyri izledigini ve s6zdizim—sdylem arayiiziiniin
ise es zamanli biligsel islemleme baskisi altinda kirillganliga ozellikle agik oldugunu ortaya
koymustur. Mevcut ¢alismadaki HK grubunun dil girdisi profili, yani ev ortaminda sinirli Tiirkce
maruziyeti, okulda baskin Hollandaca, ayrica Ingilizce bu islemleme baskisim &zellikle
yogunlagtiran bir baglam olusturmaktadir.

Mevcut bulgular, Tiirkiye’de yiiriitiilen arastirmalarla da onemli Olgiide Ortiigmektedir.
Haznedar (2010), Tiirkge—Ingilizce cift dilli cocuklarda pragmatik agidan gereksiz acik Ozne
kullaniminin tek dilli akranlara kiyasla on kattan fazla arttigin1 belgelemis ve bu bulgu sézdizim—
edimbilim arayiiziiniin Tiirk¢e baglaminda da kirilgan oldugunu giiglii bicimde gdstermistir. Sagin-
Simsek (2009) ise adil diistirme degistirgeninin Tiirkce tek dilli ve Tiirkce—Almanca cift dilliler
tarafindan farkli bicimlerde isletildigini ortaya koymustur. Bu bulgu, 6zne-belirgin bir dile sahip
konusucularin Tiirk¢e 6zne diisiirme sistemini séylem koordinasyonunu gerektiren baglamlarda
nasil farklilagtirdigini dogrudan gostermesi agisindan mevcut calismayla dogrudan iligkilidir.
Antonova-Unlii ve Sagin-Simsek (2022) ise Tiirk¢e—Ingilizce ve Tiirkge—Rusca ¢ift dilli cocuklarmn
sOzlii anlatilarinda baglantisallik unsurlarinin kullanimini tek dilli Tiirk¢e ¢ocuklarla karsilagtirmig
ve ¢ift dilli gocuklarin zamansal bagla¢ ve ¢ekim bigimbirimi kullaniminda tek dilli normlardan
anlamli bicimde saptigin1 gostermistir. Bu sapma, sdylem siirekliligini ve karakter izlemeyi
dogrudan etkileyen bir oriintli olarak mevcut ¢alismanin génderim zinciri bulgulariyla yakin bir
paralellik sergilemektedir. S6z konusu bulgular bir arada degerlendirildiginde, Tiirk¢e anlati
iiretiminde sdylem diizeyi kirilganliginin yalnizca 6zne se¢imiyle sinirli olmadigi, baglantisallik ve
karakter takibi gibi daha genis sylem yonetimi becerilerini de kapsadigi goriilmektedir.

Mevcut bulgularin uluslararasi alinyazinla karsilagtirilmasi, Tiirkge’ye 6zgili olmayan ve
dilleraras1 evrensel bir kirilganlik Oriintiisiine isaret eden carpict benzerlikleri giin yiiziine
cikarmaktadir. Serratrice, Sorace ve Paoli (2004), italyanca—Ingilizce ¢ift dilli bir ¢ocugun
Italyancasinda gereksiz agik 6zne kullaniminin tek dilli Italyan kontrol grubuna kiyasla belirgin
bigimde yiliksek oldugunu saptamis ve bu sonucu sézdizim—edimbilim arayiiziindeki diller arasi
etkilenimine iliskin kararli kanit olarak degerlendirmistir. Benzer bicimde Hulk ve Miiller (2000),
Fransizca—Almanca ve Hollandaca—Fransizca ¢ift dilli ¢ocuklarda nesne diisme Oriintiisii tizerinden
arayliz kirilganligimin yapisal 6rtiisme kosullari altinda ortaya ¢iktigini gostermistir.

Mevcut calismadaki HK grubunda Hollandaca’nin baskin dil olmasi, bu yapisal ortiigme
mekanizmastyla dogrudan uyumludur. Her iki dil de (ingilizce ve Hollandaca) agik dzneyi zorunlu
kildigindan Tiirkge’deki sifir 6zne iiretimi ¢ift yonlii etkilenim baskisina maruz kalmaktadir.
Slabakova ve Garcia Mayo’nun (2015) Baskca—Ispanyolca iki dillilerin {igiincii dil olarak Ingilizce
edinimine iligkin ¢alismasi, Arayliz Varsayimi’nin ¢oziimleyici ongoriilerinin farkli dil bilesimleri
ve cok dilli edinim baglamlarinda gecerli olabilecegini gostermektedir. Bu sonug, mevcut
calismada Tiirk¢enin miras dil olarak edinildigi, Hollandacanin baskin dil konumunda oldugu ve
Ingilizcenin okul temelli yabanci dil dersi olarak deneyimlendigi ¢ok dilli baglamda elde edilen
bulgularla ayni1 dogrultuda degerlendirilebilir.

Gonderim zinciri tutarliligindaki belirgin grup farki (%70.2 HK vs. %90.8 TK), yalnizca
Arayiiz Varsayimi’nin Ongoriileriyle degil, ayn1 zamanda anlati dil bilimi alanindaki 6nceki
bulgularla da uyumludur. Berman ve Slobin (1994), tek dilli konusucularin ¢ok dillilere kiyasla
anlat1 yapisini ve karakter takibini s6ylem normlariyla daha tutarli bicimde kurdugunu goéstermistir.
Bu bulgu, ¢alismamizdaki TK grubunun anlatidaki génderim zinciri tutarliliginin (%90.8), anlati
dil bilimi alanyazininda tek dilli normlar i¢in beklenen profille ortiistiiglinii dogrulayan bir zemin
sunmaktadir. Serratrice (2007), Ingilizce—Italyanca c¢ift dilli cocuklarin anlatilarinda génderim
tutarliliginin tek dilli akranlara kiyasla daha diisiik oldugunu belgelemistir ve bu sonug,
calismadaki HK grubunun gonderim zinciri bulgusunu uluslararasi caligmalarla dogrudan
iliskilendirmektedir. Bulgular bir biitiin olarak ele alindiginda, caligmanin hem Arayiiz
Varsayimi’n1 Tirkge baglaminda test eden onceki Tirkiye arastirmalariyla hem de sézdizim—
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sOylem kirillganligini farkl dil kombinasyonlarinda ele alan uluslararasi ¢alismalarla tutarli bir yere
sahip oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu ortiisme, genis Olgekli ve kontrollii bir galigmayla sinanmasi
gereken tutarli ve sistematik bir Oriintiiniin varligina isaret etmektedir.

Simirhhiklar

Bulgular bazi 6nemli simirhiliklar ¢ergevesinde degerlendirilmelidir. Her seyden Once
orneklem biiyiikliigii (n = 9 her grupta) istatistiksel genellenebilirlik acisindan kisitlayicidir. iki
grup arasindaki yas farkliligi kontrol edilmemis olup 6zellikle TK grubundaki genis yas araligi (10—
15) bir degisken olarak goz ardi edilemez. iki grubun ortalama yas degerleri istatistiksel olarak
karsilagtirilmamis olup bu durum yasin bagimsiz bir degisken olarak etkisini sinirlandirmaktadir.
Ayrica HK katilimcilarinin Tiirkgeye maruziyeti, kullanim siklig1 ve baskin dil profilleri hakkinda
ayrintili veri bulunmamakta ve ev ortamindaki Tiirk¢e girdi miktar1 ve kalitesi Sl¢iilmemistir.
Bunun yam sira gruplar arasindaki anlatt uzunlugu farkliliklar1 kontrol degiskeni olarak ele
almmamistir. Bununla birlikte her iki hipotez i¢in tam grup ayrigsmasi (u = 0.00) elde edilmesi ve
bulgularin uluslararasi alan yazinla ortiismesi, gézlemlenen Oriintliniin ger¢ek ve yorumlanabilir
olduguna isaret etmektedir.

Sonug¢

Bu calisma, Hollanda’da yasayan Tiirk¢e miras dil konusuru, Hollandaca baskin ve okul
temelli Ingilizce maruziyetine sahip HK grubu ile Tiirkiye’de yasayan, Tiirkcenin ev, okul ve
sosyal gevrede baskin iletisim dili oldugu ve Ingilizceye okul miifredati kapsaminda yabanci dil
dersi olarak maruz kalan TK grubu arasinda, Tiirkce anlati iretiminde 6zne gergeklestirimi ve
gonderim zinciri tutarlilign bakimindan belirgin ve istatistiksel olarak anlamli farkliliklar
bulundugunu ortaya koymustur. Her iki hipotez de elde edilen verilerle desteklenmistir. HK grubu
gereksiz agik 6zne kullaniminda anlamli bigimde daha yiiksek bir oran sergilemis, gonderim zinciri
tutarliliginda ise TK grubuna kiyasla belirgin diizeyde daha diisiik bir performans gostermistir.

Bu bulgular, s6zdizim—sdylem arayiiziinii gerektiren yapilarin ¢ok dilli konusucularda
s6zdizim-i¢ yapilara oranla daha kirilgan oldugunu 6ngoren Arayiliz Varsayimu ile giiclii bir uyum
icindedir. HK grubundaki c¢ocuklarin Tiirkceye yalnizca ev ortaminda maruz kalmasi, okulda
herhangi bir Tiirk¢e egitimi almamasi ve baskin dil olarak Hollandacanin islev gormesi, arayiiz
kirilganliginin bu grupta neden daha belirgin bicimde ortaya ¢iktigini agiklamak acisindan kritik bir
baglamsal degisken olarak 6ne ¢ikmaktadir. Bu bulgu, dil maruziyeti 6riintiisiiniin salt s6zdizimsel
yeterlilik iizerinde degil, sdylem koordinasyonu gerektiren arayiiz yapilar {izerinde de dogrudan
etkili olduguna isaret etmektedir.

Caligmanin teorik katkisi bakimindan {i¢ 6nemli nokta 6ne ¢ikmaktadir. Birincisi, Arayiiz
Varsayimi’nin yalnizca iki dillilik baglaminda degil, Tiirk¢cenin miras dil olarak edinildigi,
Hollandacanin baskin dil konumunda oldugu ve Ingilizcenin okul temelli yabanci dil dersi olarak
deneyimlendigi ¢ok dilli bir baglamda da agiklayici bir ¢er¢eve sunduguna dair empirik destek
saglanmustir. Ikincisi, gonderim zinciri tutarlilig: 6lgiitii, sdylem diizeyi kirilganhigim degerlendiren
giiclii bir gdsterge olarak belirgin bir ayrim giicii sergilemistir. Ugiinciisii, sozsiiz resimli kitap
anlat1 paradigmasinin, ¢ok dilli ve miras dil baglamlarinda sdylem orgiitlenmesini incelemek igin
elverisli ve iiretken bir ara¢ olmaya devam ettigi dogrulanmustir.

Gelecek aragtirmalar igin birkag oneri sunulabilir. Oncelikle &rneklem biiyiikliigiiniin
artirllmasi ve yas, dil baskinligi, dil kullanim alanlar1 ile dil maruziyeti degiskenlerinin daha
sistematik bicimde kontrol edilmesi, bulgularin genellenebilirligini giiclendirecektir. Ayrica HK
grubunu olusturan ¢ocuklarin Tiirk¢e ve Hollandacadaki yeterlilik diizeylerinin, Tiirk¢eye haftalik
maruziyetlerinin ve Ingilizceye okul temelli yabanci dil dersi kapsaminda ne olgiide maruz
kaldiklarinin belirlenmesi, diller arasi etkilenimin yoniinii ve biiyiikliigiinii daha kesin bi¢imde
saptamaya olanak taniyacaktir. Benzer bigimde, TK grubunda da Ingilizcenin okul miifredatiyla
sinirlt yabanci dil maruziyeti olarak olgiilmesi, iki grup arasindaki karsilagtirmanin daha dengeli
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bicimde kurulmasini saglayacaktir. Son olarak, deneysel paradigmalar ve uzunlamasina tasarimlar,
arayiiz kirilganliginin gelisimsel seyrini izleme agisindan degerli veriler sunabilir.
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