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The interpretation of ambiguous pronouns is controversially discussed. Three main
strategies include i) First mention: pronouns co-refer with the NP which was mentioned
first (Gernsbacher & Hargreaves 1988), ii) Subjecthood: pronouns co-refer with the
subject NP (Crawley et al. 1990), iii) Parallelism: subject pronouns co-refer with the
subject NP and object pronouns co-refer with the object NP (Smyth 1994, Chambers &
Smyth 1998, cf. Gagarina 2010).

Previous eye-tracking studies showed - in English and Finnish - a preference for the
syntactic role and parallelism in the prounoun resolution; data come from two and a half
year old children and adults (reference). The results of the other study on English
showed that participants interpret ambiguous pronouns as referring to the first
mentioned (subject) character of the preceding sentence (Arnold et al. 2000, Song &
Fisher 2005, Song & Fisher 2007, Hartshore et al. 2011).

Kaiser & Trueswell (2008) studies anaphora resolution in adults with native language
Finnish. Participants were tested with short narratives containing SVO or OVS sentence
structures and personal pronouns “HAN” (H/SHE). The results showed that adults
preferably interpret the subject pronoun “HAN” as referring to the subject in sentences
with canonical (SVO) and non-canonical (OVS) word order. This results supports the
subjecthood account. Pyykkonen & Jarvikivi (2010) conducted another study on adult
Finnish. Participants saw pictures while listening to two-sentence stories with canonical
word order (SVO). The results showed that after the pronouns “HAN” and “HANET”
participants preferred to look at the subject. This provides evidence for the subject
preference in the pronoun resolution.

Aim: The study aims to find out the impact of word order (non/canonical) and pronoun
type (subject/object pronoun) on anaphor resolution in children acquiring a language
with a flexible word order (Russian).

Method: A visual world paradigm (eye-tracking) with 5-year old monolingual TD and
SLI Russian speaking children (in St. Petersburg) and adults were used.

2x2 design: third person masculine pronoun in a subject/object ON/EGO) in the
canonical SVO word order and non-canonical word order OVS (table (1)).

Word order | Sentences
SVO Turp BuauT sibBa. OH 30BeT xupada.
The tiger sees the lion. HE calls the giraffe.
SVo Turp Bugut sibBa. EI'O 30BeT xxupad.
The tiger sees the lion. HIM calls the giraffe.
OVS JIbBa BuAuUT TUrp. OH 30BeT xKupada.
The lion{OB]} sees the tiger {SUBJ}. HE calls the
giraffe.
OVS JIbBa BUAUT TUTrp. ET'0 30BeT xupad.
The lion{OB]J} sees the tiger {SUBJ}. HIM calls the




‘ giraffe.

Table (1)

Results: The experimental data showed an influence of word order on the
interpretation of ambiguous pronouns in adults and TD children. A clear discrepancy
between the preferential looking in TD and SLI children was found. TD children showed
a clearer preference to look at the subject or the object referent, whereas in SLI children
exhibited no preference for either of the referents.

References:

Arnold, J.; Eisenband, J.; Brown-Schmidt, S. und Trueswell, J. (2000): The rapid use of
gender information: evidence of the time course of pronoun resolution from
eyetracking. In: Cognition 76/1, S. B13-B26.

Crawley R., Stevenson R. & Kleinman, D. (1990): The use of heuristic strategies in the
interpretation of pronouns. In: Journal of Psycholinguistic Research, 19. S. 245-264.

Chambers, C. & Smyth, R. (1998): Structural Parallelism and Discourse Coherence: A
Test of Centering Theory. In: Journal of Memory and Language 39 /4. S. 593-608.

Gernsbacher, M.A. & Hargreaves, D.J. (1988): Accessing sentence participants: The
Advantage of First Mention. In: Journal of Memory and Language, 27.S. 699-717.

Hartshore, J.; Nappa, R. & Snedeker, J. (2011): Ambiguous Pronoun Processing
Development: Probably Not U-Shaped. In: Proceedings of the 35th Annual Boston
University Conference on Language Development. Volume 1. S. 272-282.

Kaiser, E. & Trueswell, J. (2008): Interpreting pronouns and demonstratives in Finnish:
Evidence for a form-specific approach to reference resolution. In: Language and
Cognitive Processes 23 /5. S. 709-748.

Pyykkonen, P. & Jarvikivi, ]J. (2010): Activation and persistence of implicit causality
information in spoken language comprehension. In: Experimental Psychology 57/1. S. 5-
16.

Smyth, R. (1994): Grammatical determinants of ambiguous pronoun resolution. In:
Journal of Psycholinguistic Research 23/3.S.197-229.

Song, H. & Fisher, C. (2005): Who's “she”? Discourse prominence influences
preschoolers’ comprehension of pronouns. In: Journal of Memory and Language 52/1. S.
29-57.

Song, H. & Fisher, C. (2007): Discourse prominence effects on 2.5-year-old children’s
interpretation of pronouns. In: Lingua 117/11. S. 1959-1987.



