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This paper’s narrow focus is the morphological and syntactic deviations from the
target-language featuring in the interlanguage of a multilingual of late adulthood
learner of Greek as a Second Language - L1s/ Mexican Spanish & American English.
For our research purposes an error-tagged learner’s corpus was composed,
consisting of the participant’s written production during a four- year period
of instructed language acquisition. Furthermore, we sought to investigate any
correlation between the total number of errors and year of instruction and again,
each class of errors and their yearly distribution. Overall, the learner produced
higher rates of errors in syntax, whereas the investigation of errors in grammatical
categories, underscores the participant’s significant difficulty in noun phrase
sequences.
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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1. SLA & Interlanguage: Theoretical background

Language is a spectacular, yet incredibly complex natural phenomenon.
Whether we seek to fathom its formal properties- how and why they change
over time- or its relation to human cognition and how it is acquired so seemingly
effortlessly, when it comes to our mother tongues (L1), its intricacy gets
further amplified, when research focus shifts onto how a non- mother tongue
develops. Therefore, an array of theoretical and experimental approaches and
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interpretations has emerged (Larsen-Freeman & Long 1991: 387) to cope with this
knotty undertaking, i.e., the learner’s L2 production or the learner’s interlanguage.

The term interlanguage was initially introduced by Selinker (1972) to
describe the distinct characteristics of a L2 learner language, specifically the
divergences from the target language (TL) and L1, which account for the learners’
differences concerning final attainment. Therefore, erroneous realizations were
incorporated into a distinguished linguistic system and were defined by contrast
to L1 and TL. Consequently, the twofold notion of the term was inevitable;
interlanguage describes the L2 user’s surface structure utterances and the
transitional stages that the learners undergo as a latent psychological process
(Selinker 1972: 211). Accordingly, behavioral studies, carried out within the scope
of linguistics, have been approaching the L2 development in a contrastive way,
with the TL and L1 being the main frame of reference.

During the last 40 years, ever since the shift from Contrastive Analysis to
Error Analysis (Corder 1967) and the theory of Interlanguage, Second Language
Acquisition (SLA) has been established as an autonomous, overarching field
that seems to be expanding in leaps and bounds (Larsen-Freeman 2020). On
the theoretical level, two main perspectives have forged the field of language
acquisition and development: according to the first regard, L1- and subsequently
L2- acquisition and development constitute a linear process with (pre-)defined
stages, including an identifiable onset and end state (De Bot et al. 2007: 7).
Accordingly, L2 has been gazed at as a subsequent stratum of our nativeness.
In other words, all added language systems cannot be interpreted outside L1,
underscoring, thus, a rather unilateral relation.

On the opposite end, constructivist approaches like Cognitive Linguistics
and Emergentism, as well as processing theories like the Competition Model (Bates
& MacWhinney 1987; MacWhinney 1987) and the Unified Model (MacWhinney
2005), advocate for the non-linear and interactive notion of language (for an
overview see Ellis 2003, 1998). In a similar but expanded view, Complex Dynamic
Systems Theory (CDST), a relatively novel theoretical approach, is primarily
concerned with the dynamic and interconnected nature of language development
over time (Larsen-Freeman 1997). CDST addresses questions pertaining to how
language (L1 & L2) develops overtime while adopting a multicausality point of
view (Smith & Thelen 2003). Interestingly, language stages are construed as a
continuous process -rather than a product- and complexity is brought about by the
mechanisms of self-organization and coadaptation. Therefore, research adopting
this particular perspective depends mainly on longitudinal data and case studies
in order to detect the transitional stages a learner goes through (Lowie 2022).
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2. METHODOLOGY
2.1. The Present Study

In the present study, we set forth longitudinal data of a case study of Greek
as a L2. By focusing on errors in written production, we seek to investigate how
the learner’s behavior changes over time with respect to morphology and syntax.
Based on previous empirical evidence on Gr/ L2, we expect that the participant
will demonstrate a higher rate of errors in the nominal morphology throughout
the four years of instruction, whereas the number of syntactic deviations will
increase after the second year. We postulate that Greek nominal morphology,
and consequently the respective syntactic relations, especially the DP-internal
structure, will challenge more our learner. Our hypothesis is being explored
through the following research questions:

1. Do most errors concern morphology or syntax?

2. Does the learner struggle more with nominals or verbs?

3. Isthereany correlation between errorsin specific linguisticor grammatical

category and each year of instruction?

2.2. Research Type

The longitudinal data presented here constitute only a part of a larger
study in which all types of errors were annotated and analyzed quantitatively and
qualitatively®. Though here the data are only quantified, our project still satisfies
the main principles of case studies: i) it is an empirical, mainly descriptive, study
of a “bound system” over time, i.e. one learner and an array of language uses; ii)
it is a longitudinal action research, since it comprises data from a 4-year period
and was carried out by a practitioner (a language teacher); iii) the research data
are contextualized, as they were produced in the classroom; and iv) we recorded,
described and analyzed the learner’s interlanguage in order to interpret them
(Duff 2008: 23). Although the analysis process took place after the courses, the
learner’s justification in the case of overlapping errors was noted down and
taken into account on several occasions, as his comments contributed to the
interpretation of certain misuses.

2.3. Corpus & Classification of Errors

For the purposes of our research, we composed a longitudinal learner’s
corpus of Gr/L2. The corpus (CL) consists of the learner’s written texts stemming
from semi-elicited and free production, from April 2017 until September 2020 and
as a result of explicit teaching/learning. Text selection was based on originality,
time of production, and range of use (Xatinéaxn 2018). Therefore, we included

3 Available at https://apothesis.eap.gr/archive/item/72856
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texts produced for the purpose of the classes and collected in several successive
phases. Furthermore, the CL can be classified as of general usage since texts
of various types (narration, description, reviews, letters, recipes, summaries),
registers, and communication settings were employed. Throughout the learning
period, 67 texts were written, consisting of 6835 words in total. Interestingly,
nearly half of them were produced solely during the 4% year of instruction (Table
1).

After the texts were selected (randomly and from the beginning, middle,
and end of each year), we recorded them chronologically in a Word file and
proceeded with the manual annotation of grammatical errors, which amounted
to 461 morphological and syntactic/morphosyntactic deviations. Following
Tantos and Papadopoulou (2014), errors were classified into linguistic categories
(morphology, syntax, and morphosyntax), whereas those regarding the use of
articles and prepositions were categorized based on surface structure criteria, i.e.,
substitutions. The distinct classification into purely morphological and syntactic
deviations was either dictated by the divergences themselves, e.g., o driuapyog
¢ moAn* tou Meéiké**, or categorized as such based on the participant’s
justifications. Only in the case of gender assignment, errors were classified as
morphosyntactic.

Year 2017 2018 2019 2020
No. of Texts 15 16 14 22
No. of Words 919 1245 1435 3236

Table 1. Written Production per Year

The taxonomical system was defined at large by the learner’s errors.
Thereupon, in the grammatical category «Nominals» we included errors
concerning nouns, adjectives, pronouns, articles, participles and quantifiers. Errors
in each grammatical class are also being explored based on the morphological
and syntactic features of the TL. Accordingly, nominal deviations in morphology
comprise errors in the inflectional and derivational forms, for example twv
Tpoewv* instead of Twv tpopwy, or in the case of participles errors in the
stem variations, for example: @Tiayuévoc instead of prayuévoc (Appendix I-a.).
As syntactic, we classified errors concerning the article usage, i.e., omissions,
additions and substitutions (Appendix Il). Finally, the morphosyntactic category
pertains to erroneous gender assignment and agreement (Appendix IIl).

4 Although the form “tou Me€wd” could be regarded as a correct realization, in the case of our
learner, we included it in morphological errors stemming in fact from cross-linguistic influence.
Our choice was verified by the learner’s justification, since he found the formation of the genitive
challenging at that time.
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In the “Verb” category, morphological deviations comprise wrong
formations of suffixes, voice, number, and past or perfective stems, for example
TOUG yopto@ayou¢ *ueivouv Aemrtol, oto tpameldl €ivouv ta SUO KAVATETEG
(Appendix I-b.). In the category Syntax, we classified errors related to agreement
violations in number, additions or omissions of prepositions, as in the case of
introducing a verb complement, for example, okeptouat yta* to onitt oto Meiko
instead of oképtouat to omitt pou. Wrong use of aspect was also classified into
syntactic deviations, provided that there were no morphological violations.
Admittedly, as different types of errors overlap on several occasions, we turned to
the learner to resolve such issues.

2.4. The Learner’ s Characteristics

The learner, a multilingual male of high academic background, relocated to
Athens, Greece, from the United States of Americain 2017 at the age of 58. He was
raised as a simultaneous bilingual in Mexico, and his mother tongues are Spanish
(Mexico) and English (U.S.), with the former being the dominant language up until
the age of 18. By the age of 27, he was an independent user of French and Italian
after attending intensive courses in each language. His first acquaintance with the
Greek language took place almost immediately after his arrival in Athens in the
form of self-study. Nonetheless, his endeavor was marked by unsurmountable
difficulties in both morphology and syntax and so he took up private courses in
person, for three hours a week, from April 2017 to December 2022.

We assume that the learner’s attitude and motivation function as facilitative
factors to his development and could account for the relatively low number
of errors (Ellis 1994: 198-201; Larsen-Freeman & Long 1991: 303-320); to our
knowledge respective studies on Gr/L2 are scarse at best. The fact that Greek
was not a prerequisite for his work nor his personal life, alongside his effort to
learn the language on his own, attest to high motivation, which for many SLA
researchers is the only differentiating factor between L1 and L2 (MméAAa 2011:
26). Besides, a strong correlation between high motivation and the development
of learning strategies is often underlined in research (Mitits & Gavriilidou 2014:
304). Usage frequency was rather limited and, systematic solely in the frame
of classes, though the learner always sought opportunities to communicate in
Greek. Consequently, we regard that low frequency has an adverse impact on
his overall trajectory. Age of onset costitutes one of the central issues in SLA
and has been extensively studied (for an overview see Wang 1999, on age and
morphosyntax in L2 see Ortega 2013: 12—-30; on the non-determinative role of
maturation: Singleton & Pfenninger 2018), particularly in relation to variability,
final attainment and attrition (from the perspective of U.G. see White 2003).
Despite the vast body of work on this matter, research seems to be far from
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providing a coclusive answer. Concerning his late adulthood, we draw on research
within the scope of linguistics, as mention above, and neurocognition (Singleton
& Pfenninger 2018) and we presuppose that his late onset plays a role, both
facilitative and unfavorable, in the acquisition of morphosyntactic features, but
further remarks go beyond the scope of this particular study.

3. RESULTS
3.1. Nominals

In the grammatical category “Nominals”, we annotated 218 erroneous
productions. 28% accounts for morphological deviations, of which more than
half concern the proper formation of nouns, while errors in the subcategories
Adjective and Article are represented almost equally (Fig. 1). Regarding the annual
distribution of errors in morphology, more than half emerge in the first two years
of instruction while they peak during the 2™ year, in 2018, after which there is a
gradual decrease until 2020 (Fig. 2).

NOMINALS: MORPHOLOGY

TOTAL DISTRIBUTION Annual Distribution

= NOUN
-
23% 58% = ADJECTIVE .

ARTICLE

2017 2018 2019 2020

Figure 1. Nominals- Morphological Errors Figure 2. Nominals-Morphological
Errors per Year

Errors concerning article substitutions (syntax) and gender assignment and
gender agreement (morpho-syntax) amount to 78% in the category “Nominals”.
Specifically, all three subcategories are represented almost equally (35%, 38%, and
27% respectively). Interestingly, they present a very similar pattern of fluctuation
throughout the four years of acquisition, with the errors concerning article
substitutions demonstrating a slightly steeper fluctuation from the beginning
until 2019 (Fig. 3).

Said similarity led us to further examine the subcategories of gender in
terms of DP-internal and number. Accordingly, out of 102 errors, 75 concern the
DP-internal structure, whereas most errors occur in singular feminine and neuters
(Fig. 4). Regarding the annual distribution of the former, there is a significant
increase in errors in the period 2019-2020.
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Nominals: MorphoSyntax
Annual Distribution

2017 2018 2019 2020

=g Gender Assignment —s=#==Gender Agreement === Article Substitutions

Figure 3. Nominals- Morphosyntactic Errors per Year

GENDER per NUMBER

NEUT
FEM | ‘

MASC | ‘
| |

m SINGULAR PLURAL

Figure 4. Gender Assignment per Number

3.2. Verb

In the grammatical category “Verb”, we encountered 243 errors. Only 68
(28%) concern morphological deviations and the rest 190 (79%) syntactic relations
(Table 2). Regarding morphology, 51% concerns the suffixes, while the rest is
located in the stem formation, in both temporal and dependent forms.

SV & OV
MORPH SELECTION | ADVERBIALS+ PREP | ASPECT MARKERS
o8 ’8 35 32 35

Table 2. Verb- Total Distribution of Errors
The annual distribution of the morphological errors is illustrated in Fig. 5.

Overall, the fluctuation is rather symmetrical; in 2018 and 2020 the errors are at
ceiling and approximately double compared to 2017 and 2019.
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Verbal Morphology
Annual Distribution

2017 2018 2019 2020

Figure 5. Verb- Morphological Errors per Year

With respect to syntactic errors, the vast majority (41%) concerns wrong
case selection either for the Subject or in the predicate (58% and 42% respectively
of the subcategory SV/ OV). Interestingly, both groups are marked by a significant
proliferation in errors from 2018 onwards. Prepositional phrases/adverbials and
markers are equally represented in the corpus (18% each). Overall, the learner’s
development across time is characterized by great variability dependable on each
grammatical feature. Specifically, the errors in the category

“Markers” show a steep increase across time (Fig. 6), while those in
“Adverbials & Prepositional phrases” generated a somewhat non-canonical
U-shape pattern (Fig. 7).

Markers Adverbials & PrepP
2017 2018 2019 2020 2017 2018 2019 2020
Figure 6. Markers- Errors per Year Figure 7. Adverbs & Prepositional

phrases- Errors per Year

The usage of grammatical Aspect is the last category of syntactic errors
which amounts to 18%. Based on our analysis, approximately 65% are realizations
of Perfective in contexts where non-Perfective is mandatory, concern va
structures and adverbial clauses (62% and 38% of Perfective use respectively).
In the remaining 35% of Perfective aspect instead of non-Perfective, again the
majority is classified in va structures and the rest in temporal uses (Fig. 8). All
erroneous utterances were produced in 2019 and 2020.
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Aspect

ADVERBIAL

TEMPORAL

NA- STRUCTURE

Non Perfecive instead of Perfective m Perfective instead of Non Perfective

Figure 8. Aspect- Total Distribution of Errors

3.3. Data Analysis

In most cases, our data have similar distribution and patterns as in previous
studies; grammatical aspect, for example, seems to be in free variability, while
learners show a slight preference to perfective forms (see MatBatouddkn 2011;
MamnadomnovAou 2005). Said tendency seems to be explained by the fact that GR/ L2
learners get acquainted early on with the perfective stem, thanks to nouns of high
frequency, as é-maté-a < mayvidt, E-pay-a < paynto e.t.c. Furthermore, it seems
that at least in the case of aspect, L2 learners follow the same developmental
patterns as native speakers of Greek (Adon 2016). However, we cannot move
beyond a simple comparison of errors, since there are no longitudinal data to
compare. Besides, most studies on GR/ L2 concern children, teenagers and young
adults (among others Avactaolddn-2upewvidn et al. 2008; AxAadn et al. 2015;
HAlomoUAou 2009; lopdavidou & Aumatn 2007; AvtwvoroUAou et al. 2006;
Tl{uwkag 2018).

On the other hand, we found certain dissimilarities in relation to previous
studies on greek as a L2. Concerning the acquisition and development of
grammatical gender, a higher rate of errors in relation to agreement is reported
in most studies (see TolumAn 2002; Alexiadou et al. 2021). However, our data
yielded more errors in gender assignment. In addition, with regard to the use of
articles, previous studies on students report high rate of substitutions between
the definite and zero articles. In that sense, our results are in-line, but they differ in
terms of time; the learner of our study produced more errors in the two final years
of the study, whereas in previous research the participants follow the opposite
direction. That could be an indication that older adults cannot fully acquire formal
elements in a L2, however, our CL provides no such evidence, since we attribute
the higher rate of errors at later stages to the increase of grammatical and lexical
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input. Consequently, the learner’s attention turned onto the morphosyntactic
components and proper use of the newly acquired features. Unfortunately, as we
have already mentioned, direct comparisons cannot be made at this point when
the participants differ on so many levels.

Furthermore, since we processed a longitudinal CL, we were able to identify
how our learner makes use of chunks in his process of acquiring and using new
lexical and grammatical elements. For instance, we observed that at initial stages
the learner uses mainly the nominative as the default case to denote the object
of the verb, and only in later stages the correct case appears. That provides strong
indications that the participant first acquires the semantic properties of a new
word and then its morphosyntactic features.

4. DISCUSSION
4.1. The 1% Research Question

Regarding the first question, whether most errors concern morphology or
syntax, our analysis revealed that the majority of errors are syntactic and related
to the VP. Specifically, most erroneous realizations are expressed by the learner’s
tendency to use accusative to denote for the Subject of the VP violating, thus, the
S-V agreement relation. Said behavior is observed in both post- and pre- verbal
position of the subject almost equally, indicating, thus, that case selection is not
affected by the word order and it is an element in free variability. Furthermore,
we also found the same realizations with the verb «eiuat» in its stative and
not existential meaning. A closer look to our CL provided a covert pattern of
systematicity: when the subject is modified by an indefinite quantifier, like ueptxoi
or 0Aot, the learner selects accusative, which points toward a generalized use of
chunks with these adjectival modifiers. With regard to the annual distribution of
these types of errors, wrong subject case selection starts to increase from 2019
onwards, whereas errors in the object case show an augmentation towards 2020.
This pattern can be accounted for by the steep increase of the linguistic output
during the last two years.

The results contradict our initial hypothesis, and surprising so for two main
reasons. Firstly, according to the general assumption shaped through behavioral
and cognitive studies, morphology is sensitive to AoA due to age-related effects,
i.e. brain’s plasticity and declarative memory. Therefore, we would expect alearner
of later adulthood to strive with the highly complex Greek inflectional system of
nouns and adjectives, which is also characterized by several exceptions. Second,
since both his mother-tongues lack the morphological feature of case, but mark
for number, and only Spanish gender nominals mark for gender, we would expect
a higher rate of morphological errors in nominals due to negative transfer. Add
to that, both English and Spanish demonstrate a higher degree of systematicity
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than Greek, when it comes to nominal inflections. Specifically, English mark only
for plural and only in adjectives, and the Spanish nominal system is considered
less opaque and more systematic than Greek, since it morphologically marks for
masculine and feminine nouns, singular and plural but not for case. In fact, the
implications of a language’s systematicity on L2 acquisition and development,
have been underscored in a recent study by Raviv et al. (2021: 13). According to
their results, higher rate of linguisitc structure can fuction as a facilitative factor
during adult L2 acquisition. Nonetheless, the fact that the participant seems to
gradually acquire the morphological markers of nominals, despite his advanced
age, becomes evident when we look closer to the annual destribution of errors
(Fig. 2); after the 2" year the number of deviations drop steadily and until 2020
they seem to further decrease (especially after July 2020).

4.2. The 2™ Research Question

When comparing rate of errors in grammatical categories, the participant
struggles more with the nominals. His difficulty particularly in DP-internal structure
reflects possible challenges pertained to syntactic computation while trying to
apply morphological rules onto the syntactic components. Accordingly, when we
take into consideration errors in the subcategory of gender assignment, which
contrary to previous studies (see among others TQpwkag 2018; NanadomnovAou
& TQuwkog 2015; HAomoUAou 2009; TowumAn 2002), exceed those of gender
agreement, then, our data bespeak the learner’s difficulty in processing the
morphosyntactic feature of Gender in both Determiner and Noun. Furthermore,
the high complexity of the acquisition of grammatical gender is also evident in the
syntactic agreement relations through the phonological matching between the
adjective and the noun. The learner’s behavior is in-line with previous research
(Alexiadou et al. 2021; Agathopoulou et al. 2008; TowurtAr 2002). Though several
interpretations have been given, for example difference in processing, result of
transfer, in the case of our learner it becomes fairly clear that two forces are
at the making; both L1 transfer and difference to the order of precessing. First,
syntactic relations of DP-agreement in Spanish, among other Romance languages,
are expressed through a strong morphophonological marking (Beatty-Martinez &
Dussias 2019; Costa & Caramazza 2002). In other words, phonological matching is
a rather dominant element in the DP internal and external structure. As a direct
impact of the transparency described, said languages may favor the processing
of grammatical gender on the surface structure (Salamoura & Williams 2007).
On the other hand, the greek inflectional system of adjectives and nouns vary
significantly, at least compared to the Spanish language, and gender assignment,
and subsequently, agreement seems to be resolved during DP production.
Consequently, the learner’s difficulty in processing, retrieve and, therefore,
produce correct utterances efforrtlessly, might in fact depict the strong influence

588



MORPHOLOGICAL & SYNTACTIC ERRORS IN WRITTEN PRODUCTION

of Spanish, in terms of both transfer of morphophonological features and process
due to the distinct differences between L1 and TL.

4.3, The 3rd™" Research Question

The aim of our third research question is to investigate whether the
participant’s interlanguage is marked by transitional stages. In our CL, there
is a peak of errors during the 2" and 4% years of instruction and this is in-line
with the IL observation that when L2 is dominant errors seem to decrease;
but this interpretation does not seem to explain everything in our CL. Overall,
only the verbal morphology (Fig. 5) shows a clear pattern of fluctuation across
time, indicating, thus, systematicity and the emergence of developmental
stages. The rest of the patterns, if approached separately, examining only the
linguistic categories, illustrate a rather unsystematic production of errors across
time. However, in most cases a closer and combining look at the grammatical
categories reveal repeated patterns across grammatical and linguistic categories
of errors, and time. In the first case, i.e., errors in morphology, or syntax and
morphosyntax, the learner’s production is characterized by variability and not
systematicity, whereas if we co-examine the nominal morphology and syntax of a
specific grammatical feature across time, then a very similar pattern of fluctuation
emerges, as in Fig. 9 and 10 for example, illustrating stages of transition.
Moreover, what the longitudinal approach of the data indicate in the case of our
participant, is his behavior in relation to the order of acquisition. In Fig. 9 and Fig.
10, for example, we can observe that up until 2019, the learner was in process of
nominal morphology, but the acquisition of syntactic components of nouns, e.g.
the grammatical gender, was at a latent state, as the low rate of errors implies.
Importantly, these differences, which indicate either variability or systematicity,
may be stemming from the type of L2 learning, in our case, explicit meaning and
form-focused learning.

Gender across time

1 2 3 4

==g==Gender Assignment === Gender Agreement

Figure 9. Gender Assign. & Agr. per Year
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Annual Distribution

:.—

2017 2018 2018 2020

Figure 10. Errors in Nominal morphology

According to a growing body of research, explicit or implicit learning
approaches play a significant role in the development and acquisition of a L2,
particularly in the case of adults of late adulthood (Roehr-Brackin 2020; and for a
relative ERP study see (Morgan-Short 2012: 942—-943).

5. CONCLUSIONS

In exploring erroneous realizations in grammatical and linguistic categories,
we illustrated the developmental stages a late multilingual learner of advanced
adulthood goes through while learning modern Greek. Our assumptions with
regard to his linguistic behavior draw from the main theoretical and experimental
approaches of SLA. Albeit the plethora of studies and evidence in L2 development
during the last 50 years, central issues remain at large unresolved.

Our research study seeks to contribute empirically to the research of Greek
as a L2 in general, and particularly in the study of the L2 interlanguage of adult
learners of advanced adulthood. Though research in the respective field is fairly
limited, especially with regard to Modern Greek, the benefits would be of major
significance for both research and pedagogical purposes, since the influx of non-
native residents grow continuously. Furthermore, we aimed at drawing attention
to the need for more longitudinal case studies of instructional acquisition. Such
data, not only are most suitable for investigating a learner’s differences, but
also for discovering the linguistic processes underlying core mechanisms of L2
development, like variability. In our case variability did not become solely apparent
through the investigation of errors across time and categories. His erroneous
realizations often cannot be attributed to either cross-linguistic influence nor to
the particularities of L2. Therefore, if we want to explore common patterns in
learners, it is best to trace development in individual cases (Verspoor et al. 2017).
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Mipéla Baooou
EAANVIKO AvOLKTO Mavemiotipo, £XoAl AvOpwmnioTIKWV EMotnuwv

ABavdoiog Kapaoipog
Bon04¢ Kabnyntn, ApiototéAelo Naveniotuio Oscoalovikng, Turpo AyyAikrg
Mwooag kat Puloloyiag, Topéag Oswpntikng Ko Epappoopévng NMwocoloyiag

MOP®OAOrIKEZ & ZYNTAKTIKEZ ANOKAIZEIZ XTH rPANTH NAPATQrH: AMOAEIZEIZ
ANO MIA AIAPKH MEAETH NEPINTQZHZ TQN EAAHNIKQN QX AEYTEPHZ TAQ23AZ

NepiAnyn

To mapov apBpo £oTldlel OTIC MOPPOAOYIKEG KOl GUVTAKTIKEG QTOKALOELS, OL
omoie¢ gudavifovral otn Stayhwooa MOAUYAwooou evAllka (mpoxwpnuévng nAwkiag)
pabntevopévou tng EAANVIKAG we §eUtepng YAwooag. H lomavikn (Me€ko) kat n AyyAkn
(H.N.A.) elval ol UNTPLKEG YAWOOEC TOU padntevopévou. Ma TG avAYKEG TNG £PEUVOC
OUOTABONKE SLOXPOVIKO CWHA KELWMEVWV Tapaywyng ypamtol Adyou pabnteuouévou
™G eMnvikng wg bdeltepng (learner corpus GR/L2), oto omoio emionuewdnkav
HopdOAOYLKA KOl GUVTAKTIKG AABN. Ta Keipeva mapdaxOnkav Katd tn SLApKELO TETPAETOUC
mapakoAouBnong WOLTéEPpWY HaBNUATWY TNG EANVIKAGC. Ta €PEUVNTIKA €pWTHHATA
adopolv T cuxvoTnTA TwV AabWwVv ava YpauUoTIK KoTnyopla Kat ava £To¢ ekpudadnong.
H tafvounon twv Aabwv éywve BAOEL TWV YPAUUATIKWY Kathyoplwv PrAua (P) kat Ovopa
(0), wote va amelkoviotoUV oL amoKALoELS oL omoieg adopoUV CUVTOKTIKEG SOUEC TNG
Pnuatikng kat Ovopatikng @pdong avtiotoixws. Avadoplkd HE CUYKEKPLUEVO TUTIO
AaBwv, n KATNYOpPLOTOLNGT] TOUG WG ALYWE LOPPOAOYIKWY } GUVTAKTIKWY UTIOYOPEVUTNKE
and TNV atttohdynon tou pabntevopévou. H avaluon twv dedopévwv avedelEe tnv
Slaitepn Suokolia Tou pabntevopévou adevog otig akohouBieg Tng OD kol adeTépou
otn pnuoatik popdoloyia. H mAelovotnta twv Aabwv Tng MPpwtng Katnyoplag adopd
Kuplwg TNV ecwteptkn Sopn tng Opaong Npoaodloplatr, SnAadn Tig oxEoeLg ouudwviag
TWV OVOLOTIKWY OTOLXELWV Kal cuyKekpLpéva Kedalng kat Mpoadloplotwv. Ooov adopd
Tov 6eUtepo TUTO AaBwV, N SLayAwooa Tou HabNnTEVOUEVOU OTTOKAIVEL ONLAVTIKA Ao TN
pNUATLKA KALON TNG YAWOOOC- 0TOXOU, KUPLWG 0To 20 Kal 30 MPOCWTo ViKoU aplOpou.
Evw n gudavion avamtuélakwy otadiwv, ta omola xapaktnpilovral and molkAOTNTA,
daivetal va  e€nyel amokAioelg oe eminedo Mpood.®, n AavBacuévn mapaywyn TG
pNUATIKAC popdoloylag cuviotd Kupiwg mpolov (Hopdo-)dwvoloyikng petadopdg
and tnv lomavikn. Télog, e€etdoape TNV UMAPEN CUOXETIOMOU UETAEY TOU GUVOALKOU
apBuoL AavBacopévwy ekbwvnuATwy Kot KaBe €toug Stbaokaliag Kat ev cuvexeia, kabe
katnyopiag Aabwv kat tng kat £T0¢ KATAVOWNG Touc. H v Adyw avdAuon amokdAue
enavalappavopeva potifa Slakvpavong, Ta omola cuvadouv pe TtV auvénon Tng
YAWOOLKAG TTapaywyng v YEVEL, KaBwg emiong Kat pe Ty otadlakd avfavouevn mapoucia
TIOAUTTIAOKOTEPWY SOUWV TOOO OTO YAWOGOLKO €L0AYOUEVO 00O Kol OTo £€ayopevo. Ta
TapAMAvVW Toplopata MPBERALWVOUV TNV APXLKH EPUNVELQ TWV CUYKEKPLUEVWY AaBwv
WG avamtuélakwy Kabwg eviote mapouctdlouv oUoLOTNTEG e AavBaopéva ekdwvrpata
TaPayOUEVA KOTA TNV KATAKTNON TG EAANVLKAC WG UNTPLKNAG.

NEé€erg-kAeldLa: Avaluon AaBwv, EAANVIKA w¢ 2, YAWOGOLKA KOTAKTNGN, EVAALKOC
mpoXwpPNUEVNE NAKiaG , Zwua Kelpévwy pabntevuopévou, HopdhocuVTAKTIKA AdBn
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Appendix I: Morphological Errors

a. Nominals

1. Nouns

Chunk_default_case

Adnoe *tov ylo¢ oou* va ta SLaAEEeL

To guxapLoTo eival OTL 6ev KOAROAE
Kopovoioc* péxpl twpa

To ortitL pou €xel éva opodog

SladopeTikog *amo tov TwpLvog mpoedpog*

AEw va aAAA€w TOV UTTOAOYLOTIG HOU.

H Sidpketa tng urtotpodio*

O 6ApapxoG TG mOAN*

Phonological association

téooepa oAuBpova*

Sladopetika eidla* mole

VOULKEG BeATlwoeg*

TEPLYPADEL TIC YEVOELG TWV TPOPEWV™ TOU
KOGUOU

O 6Apapxog TG mOAN*

Lexical/ syntactic transfer <eng.

Etmat amo Meéiko oAt L
§ “Mexico city”

Mpwteiveg anod to kpea®

Difficulty in Nouns ending in -ua

Tou 61ebvng mpoypappa*

Ta 6vopd* Toug

Mévw kovta amo tnv MAatsia Tuvtaypa*

£€\eyan aoteiec*

TOTO IOV €XEL GPOUTEG

otnv 080¢* ITLoLOpOoU

ii. Adjectives

H Maipn elvat mo maxuc* and EAévn

Tou 61ebvnc* mpoypapua

bTioxpévo™ amd éva katdotnua
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Me€lkaviky calata dtiopévn®

dTiaxpévn amno katolkiolo yala

O EPN ewa veapdotepoc* and tov AMLO

KbOpte unevBuvoc*

*rtad\a BiBAia

*TTOAAQ TIOALTIKA KOUOTAL

b. Verb

lupw oTo Tparmell eivouv* Ta SU0 KAVATIETEC

H moudika maxuvoapkia *yivate éva coBapo
PORANUA

Mou movouoa 6Aa To oW

Umopeoe va PeAeTdg photoshop

OlyQ Olyd TO CWHA Hou éuaba va Pelvel pe Alyotepo
daynto

AV TO KAVELG KOL TIEWVAC, *Tpwel Alya dppouta f
Aaxavika

MpooéxeL To aAdTL Ko TRV {axapn otnv dtatpodr cou

Kol Toug xoptodayoug *ueivouv Aemrol, Suvatol kot
gvepynTKol

emoTpEdw oto ypadeio kat *epydlw péxpl €€L

Voice

*JUVaVTA PE TOUG CUMABNTEG TOU

Oa *uAnBoupe avplo

va_Structure

£TIPETIE VAL LElWOE™ TO TIUPETO

< +Perfective/ +Past_Stem

Na pnv *tpwyelg £€tolpo dpaynto

Na pnv Stalegec ta SpaotnploTnTd Tou

otav Eadvika Evav avdpag ou MEPMATOVUOE oW
Hou apxloe *va tpetel

Appendix II: Syntactic Errors

Case_SV

eniong tnv AvatoAwkr) kouliva emnpealetat and tnv
EAANVIkA
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auéavovtal *Tig TIUEG

Avokatete ouvéxla pexpt *tig tortillas yvovrtat
XPUOEG

Yta SuTIKA Bouva tou MeikoU pévouv *toug Kopag

Autn *tnv dwrtoypadikr) cuvBeon*Seiyvel *Tpla €ldn

Makapl va TEAELWOEL *Tnv kapavtiva

MAyo 0TO VOOOKOWELO KOl e EEETACEL *TNV yLATPO

Otav erotpédel* *1o pwvn* Hou og mAUE yla Kade

OAn *Tnv otopia Tou oiplaA givat TOAEUO pE TN
FroAAia

3TO TTAVETLOTA L0 Hou *apeca oAU *tnv prlohoyia

Impersonal_Strructure

Tpitn to mpwi eiyo mMUPETO (tpLdvta evvéa Babuoulg),
Kat *uou moveoe moAU *to Aatpud

AV TOU QpECEL TN LOUOLKN

Case_OV

KoL €XEL *Evag UIET TOLYOG

bev gpeL n aAnbela

EmavaAappavoupe auth *n Aé€n moAAEC dopég, aAAG
TIaVTO TV EEXVAUE

AaBalw *ol eldroelg oto ipad pHou aANO LEPLKEG
dopég *tig Slapaiw otnv ebnuepida

EUTUXWG beV €xouV amoAUoel *Kavévag akoua

OV_PP_Substitution

SKEMTOMAL LOVO *yLa AUTO TIOU €lval yUpO Hou

E€nynoe *tnv ypappatéa otL

YkedteTaL *OTIG SLOKOTEG OTO KAAOKaipL

‘Otav *okédptopal yLa to omitt pou Kat *yia tnv
YELTOVLA OU

Xopnyouue emiong *toug mpomtuylakoUs GoLTNTECG e
umotpodia

NUM_S/VERB_Agreement

Auta ta AoyLa dev pe *kavorolel

HOALG OTav dpxLe *Ta BadTtiola

H mAnoydia twv avBpwnwv *voullouv
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Case_2_Nouns

oTnV xwpa toug* Kopag

Y& auth TV LotooeAida Bploketal eniong pia Aiota ta
TIOVETILOTA UL OTO TIPOYPOAL

o ouyypadéag neplypddel and tnv anoPn *tTig
BpNOKEVUTIKEG CUYKPOUOELG*

arnd *ta mAeloPndia toug Me€ikavoucg*

Aspect_Substitution: va &

Ja Structure

Oé\w va 1o *emotpédw pe taxudpopueio

-Perf instead of +Perf

Ag mape oto Bepvo ovepd *poOALC avoiyet

Mepikég dilouc* Ba épxovtal oto ormitt pou avpLo

|II

Mo coAdata Ba etolwdlw “ensalada de Nopa

+Perf instead of -Perf

Me tpehaivel va *mdaw oto owvepd, aAAG 6V TO KAVW
ouxva

yUpLa oto oTtitL Je ta modLa dtav dapylos va *Bpétel

ETpETE va Habw va dw

EEPELG KOAG OTL N LA AaTtpeUeL va *payelpe et

Articles_Substitution

Aeunmw *oto eva. vnol

£€val VIOKUaVTEp amd * 1973

KaBwe *untépa pag eixe Tov XapaKkTpa amno Eva
KaAALTEXVN

niow arod to Mpoedpikd Méyapo, amévavtt anod
*ekkAnota

Kowpdtat otn pia *wpa

H untpikn pou yAdooa eival *lomavikd

AUTO TO TTOUKAWULOO gival SLadopeTIKO amod *tov
€KELVO

oMol *moAttikol dev kAvouv aflompemnelg mpdyuaTa

Adverbials & Prepositions

*Tnv SLapKeLla TNG KAPOAVTIVAG UMOPEDTE VA LEAETAG

H apuySaAld pou avbnoe* évag unvag npwv
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*OL GAAEG pepeG TINyaivw oTLG SeELWOELG TWV
npeoPelwv

Tov eAelBepo xpovo pou, PAEnw tnAedpaon, Stopalw
apBpa kat BLpALa

ninyaivw yla UTvo *tig Swoeka pe pia

*EOWTEPLKO, ONa Ta maTWpOTa ivat VAV

Ta matdia dev kabovrtat pmpootd *pia 086vn 6An Tnv
pépa

UETalL *o kaBoAIKLOMOG KoL TNV apxaia Bpnokeia

n oxéon Petafl *n matdikn maxuoapkia pe Tig
Slotpodec

O okUAoG Toug KoluaTal péoa *amo to omitt

Kabe pépa pelyw *to ypadeio pou

Appendix lll: Gender Assignment & Agreement

TPV TN XELpOUpPYELQ* EMPETE VA UELWOE TO MIUPETO

Assignment

*To MeydAn MNapaokeun

*eva UIKPO SWUATLO yLa *Tov mAuvTnplo

*gva KapeKAa

*unapyel *€va KNMo oto Bootwvn

*H noinpa «HSumdBesLa» meplypAdeL TG yeUOELS

Agreement

Movo *uepka Meéikavol

Chunk_Default_Form

MepKd pepeo

800 *KbOKKLVO ToiyoL

*@AAa SU0 KAVATIETEG

Kavouv *alompeneic mpayuota

*MoAAEG SLadopeTikoug mapadootakoug xopoucg (i.e.
Xopoug)

£Xw *moAl SpactnpldTNTES

£€va onport (praline) dtioyuévn anod Katolkiolo yoAa

TV €6VIKO KaTAOoTOON

€xouv *&ladopetikd Opnokela

Phonological association
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H Mapia eivat n *kaAutepa pabntpla

H Seltepa efSopada

H maudikd mayuoapkia

Mpooexe *ta moooTNTA TOU Payntol
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