
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. Introduction 
 

In line with the improvements in technology and mobility among countries, multilingualism has rapidly 

increased all over the world in recent years (Kachru, 1992). Thus, this has had its reflections on the 

scientific inquiry which seeks to understand the underlying mechanisms of multilingualism from 

different perspectives (Cenoz & Genesee 1998; Herdina & Jesner 2000, 2002; Aronin & Hufeisen 2009; 

Szubko-Sitarek, 2015 among many others). Yet, the studies have been diverted into two major areas as 

purely structuralist ones highlighting the linguistic differences mostly (i.e. Clyne 1997; Williams & 

Hammarberg 1998; De Angelis & Selinker 2001; Falk & Bardel 2011; Garcia-Mayo & Rothman 2012; Hall 

& Ecke 2013) and as studies stressing the sociolinguistic aspects (i.e. Appel & Muysken 1987; Harris & 

Campell 1995; Clyne 2000; Thomason & Kaufman 2001; Auer 2005). Studies in the former group 

indicate “variability” in the overt use of linguistic tools, which is highly dependent on factors such as 

instruments, modality (spoken vs. written), age of acquisition, previously acquired languages, etc. 

Similarly, studies in the latter group also reveal variability which predominantly resulted from context 

(formal vs. informal), register, modality, etc. All these studies diverge to a great extent in terms of the 

first language, linguistic phenomenon under investigation, theoretical background and data collection 

tools. 
 

Thus, the aim of the current study is to investigate factors such as task modality, formality and cross-

linguistic influence of L1 morpho-syntax on both spoken and written English in a multilingual context. 

More specifically, the study investigates whether the availability of an aspect marker –(I)yor (i.e. 

progressive) in Turkish has an impact on Turkish heritage speakers’ (who were born in Germany and 

learned English as a foreign language in a formal setting) use of aspectual morpheme (i.e. progressive 

suffix -ing) in English spoken and written productions at both formal and informal settings. 
 

1.1 Literature Review 
 

There are a number of attempts to understand multilingualism from different perspectives. 

Nevertheless, when compared to Second Language Acquisition (henceforth SLA) studies, research on 
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multilingualism, third language acquisition (i.e. L3A) or Ln acquisition has been in its infancy. Until 

recently, many researchers tended to involve any study including more than one language under SLA 

studies. However, a number of researchers caution that SLA and multilingualism are fundamentally 

different. To illustrate, following  Grojean’s (1989) analogy of “a bilingual is not the sum of two 

monolinguals”, “a multilingual is not three or more separate monolingual brains in one individual’s 

head” (Slabakova, 2017). Moreover, in the case of multilingualism cross-linguistic influence (henceforth 

CLI) may come from a variety of sources. These theories have based their accounts on CLI coming only 

from L1 (Hermas, 2010; Jin 2009; Leung, Slabakova, Montrul & Prevost, 2006), only from L2 (Bardel & 

Falk, 2007, 2012; Falk & Bardel, 2011), from a cumulative account of previously acquired languages (i.e. 

CEM: Cumulative Enhancement Model) (Flynn et al., 2004) or either from L1 or L2 based on 

(psycho)/typological similarities (i.e. TPM: Typological Primacy Model) (Rothman, 2011, 2015). In brief, 

there is no consensus on what transfers where in multilinguals’ brain.  

Especially, in countries like Germany and the US with a long migration history, studies on 

multilingualism have been notably significant. Particularly in Germany, since the classrooms consist of 

a large number of heritage speakers in addition to monolingual speakers, acquisition of a third language 

namely English turns out to be an intriguing area for research purposes.  

For the sake of clarity, monolingual as a descriptor will be used to refer to English native speaker 

participants residing in United States and German native speaker participants who were monolingually 

raised, learned English as L2 in school contexts, and reside in Germany at the time when this study was 

conducted. Their language background was crosschecked via Linguistic Background Questionnaire and 

none reported early exposure to any other languages. In a similar vein,, multilinguals were those 

participants with either heritage language backgrounds (i.e. Turkish speakers residing in Germany) or 

early exposure to the target language (i.e. German speakers residing in the US).  
 

Under these circumstances, English language could be presumed to be the third language acquisition for 

heritage speakers and second language acquisition for native speakers residing in Germany. Although 

the definitions for these terms might be blurry in some contexts it is highly probable that acquirers 

follow distinct paths in their acquisition process due to a number of variables involved. For instance, 

morpheme order studies of English suggested that the progressive marker was one of the earliest 

morphemes emerging in both native and non-native speakers’ grammar (Dulay & Burt, 1974; 

Goldschneider & DeKeyser, 2001). Yet, whether it holds true for multilingual contexts where at least 

two typologically (dis)similar languages involved calls for further scrutinization. Thus, there are some 

studies which investigated acquisition of English by multilingual speakers in Germany. These studies 

target children or adolescents different from the current study targeting adults, and they provide 

invaluable insight as to type of CLIs and intervening factors. 
 

One of these is Sağın-Şimşek’s (2006) study. In her study, 14 Turkish heritage speakers who were 

students at various secondary schools in Hamburg at the time of the study were employed and their 

written productions in English were analyzed in terms of CLIs in word order. The results revealed that 

although there were CLIs from both heritage Turkish and majority German, the latter had a predominant 

effect multiplied with (psycho)/typological influence. More specifically, German being V2 language was 

particularly a source language for CLIs related to topicalization in word order. Thus, Sağın-Şimşek 

(2006) claims that participants were resorting to German by overriding their Turkish-mode based on 

the typological similarities shared by German and English. 
 

Likewise, Şahingöz (2014) examined L3 English written and spoken productions of Turkish-German, 

Russian-German bilingual ninth graders and German monolingual speakers. The results signaled 

German effect in object placement and verb-raising while all groups differed from one another 

fundamentally.  
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Another study was conducted by Hopp and Lemmerth (2018) to search for possible transfer effects on 

receptive and productive skills of Turkish-German bilingual children in English as L3. In the study 31 

Turkish-German bilingual and 31 German monolingual children (who were strictly matched in linguistic 

and cognitive tests such as vocabulary, grammar, working memory, phonological awareness, etc.) were 

compared and contrasted in their word order, verb raising, and subject and definite article omissions. 

Data collected via sentence repetition and picture story production tasks revealed no statistically 

significant difference between monolingual and bilingual participants. The analysis of grammatical 

transfer indicated that participants in both groups transferred from German irrespective of task type 

and their L1s. Yet, Hopp and Lemmerth (2018) warn that this might also be related to language 

dominance since all participants were born and raised in Germany. More explicitly, Turkish heritage 

speakers might have German as their dominant language, which was also supported by their high scores 

for productive vocabulary in German than in Turkish (Hopp & Lemmerth, 2018, p. 580). In terms of 

theories of multilingualism, Hopp and Lemmerth (2018) further argue that the findings support TPM 

while L2 status factor model was ruled out due to its basis on maturation argument and age of 

acquisition. In brief, in line with findings of Sağın-Şimşek (2006), Şahingöz (2014), Hopp and 

Lemmerth’s (2018) study demonstrate that German (either because of typological similarities or being 

the dominant language) is the source language for transfer in acquisition of English as L3. 
 

There is another project called Linguistic Diversity Management in Urban Areas conducted between 

2009 and 2013. It consisted of written data in English gathered from both heritage speakers (i.e. Turkish, 

Russian, Vietnamese) and monolingual English, German, Russian, Turkish, and Vietnamese speakers 

aged between 12 and 16 years. The study tested whether there was a multilingual advantage resulting 

from multiplied metalinguistic awareness supported by access to grammar of more than two languages. 

Specifically, Lorenz (2018) checked whether the multilingual participants outperformed the 

monolinguals in the accurate use of the progressive aspect in English. 209 picture story telling texts 

were collected in total. In this task participants were shown six pictures and requested to write at least 

two sentences for each picture within a total amount of 30 minutes. The results demonstrated that two 

groups differed in the number of missing auxiliaries signaling a monolingual advantage. Also, 

monolingual English, Turkish and Russian participants wrote more “typical” progressive constructions 

sticking to “be Ving” frame. On the other hand, the results revealed a high correlation between “formal 

correctness” and “school types” (Lorenz & Siemund, 2019). In particular, Vietnamese-German 

participants attending Gymnasium (one of the top high school types) produced more “target-like” 

progressive constructions than Turkish-German participants who were students in schools 

Gesamtschule, Stadtteilschule. All in all, Lorenz (2018) claimed that researchers could not find a 

multilingual advantage over monolinguals in the use of progressive in English. Besides, participants’ 

proficiency in their heritage languages as well as other intervening factors such as type of school, type 

and amount of formal instruction in English were not controlled, which might have a crucial significance 

in multilingual acquisition.  
 

In brief, even though there are studies stressing the acquisition of English at a multilingual setting in 

Germany from different perspectives, none of them have targeted adult multilinguals’ acquisition of the 

progressive marker in English broader repertoires (i.e. both written and oral productions in formal and 

informal contexts). Thus, the current study aims to fill this gap by providing data from both written and 

spoken productions of Turkish heritage speakers residing in Germany and comparing it to data from 

both heritage and native speakers residing in the US. 
 

2.1. The issue under investigation 
 

The present study will focus on one of the inflectional morpho-syntactic units in English. There are eight 

English inflectional morpho-syntactic units (i.e. plural -s, third person singular -s, possessive -s, past 

tense -ed, comparative -er, superlative -st, past participle -en, progressive -ing). Among these, the 
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progressive aspect suffix -ing was chosen to understand the heritage language’s effect on L3 English. 

Specifically, in German there is no inflectional morpheme that marks the progressive although it is a 

Germanic language as English. However, in heritage Turkish, aspect is grammaticalized in the form of a 

suffix (-(I)yor and -(A)mAktA) similar to English. Then, the investigation of the progressive in English 

will reveal whether the availability of such a suffix in heritage language facilitates L3 acquisition of 

English progressive. In a similar vein, whether the non-availability of it in non-heritage German has an 

impact on the same process will be shown. Additionally, possible CLIs will provide support for L3 

acquisition theories, revealing which theory (L1 transfer, L2 status factor, CEM, or TPM) has more 

explanatory power. The research questions are as follows: 

(1) Do L3 (or Ln) English multilingual speakers residing in Germany differ from monolingual 

English speakers residing the US in their correct suppliance of -ing? [L1 vs. L2 & L3] 

(2) Do L3 (or Ln) English multilingual speakers with the same level of English proficiency differ 

from monolingual German speakers residing in Germany in both written and oral 

production of -ing in English? [L2 vs. L3] 

a) If yes, are there any CLIs or transfer effects stemming from previously acquired 

languages (i.e. Turkish)? 

(3) Are there any context/register differences in correct suppliance of -ing  as formal tested via 

imaginary police call and official report vs informal in the form of Whatsapp texts among 

groups?  
 

2.2. Linguistic background 
 

In the grammar of languages, verbs are inflected for tense, aspect and modality. Tense marks the time 

of the event while aspect refers to viewpoint (Comrie 1976; Smith 1999). Specifically, if the event is 

viewed as a  whole (with specific references to the starting and endpoints) it is called a perfective. If not, 

then it is referred to as imperfective. Within imperfective aspect, events may be either viewed as 

“specific incomplete” (i.e. progressive) or “incomplete repetitive” (i.e. habitual). In this study, the 

progressive aspect that is grammaticalized in various ways will be discussed for the languages under 

investigation. In addition to the grammatical aspect, there is also lexical aspect in languages, which is 

also called “Aktionsart, actionality, aspectual class or situation aspect” (Filip, 2012) and it refers to the 

inherent viewpoint of verbs’ semantic content. As for the purposes of the current study grammatical 

aspect, that is the overt use of -ing in English, will be investigated. 

In English, the progressive is marked with an auxiliary and -ing suffix on the verb. Besides, the use of 

progressive aspect with statives and achievements yield ungrammatical sentences in English (de Swart, 

2012). However, it has been noted that there might be cases where the progressive suffix is also used 

with stative verbs like “love” as it is the case in McDonald’s slogan “I’m loving it”) (de Swart, 2012; p. 5). 
 

Being another Germanic language, German differs from English in the progressive aspect. That’s, there 

is no overt morpheme to mark progressive aspect. Instead, as Blevins puts it “while there is no standard 

morphological marking for the progressive aspect in Standard German, there are several colloquial and 

dialectical constructions that can be used to express progressivity, or something similar to it.” (2018, p. 

76). König and Gast (2012) state that a German equivalent for the following sentence “Charles is 

working.” will be “Karl arbetitet gerade.”; “Karl ist am Arbeiten.”; “Karl ist beim Arbeiten.”; “Karl ist 

arbeiten.” (p. 93). 
 

On the other hand, one of the agglutinative languages, Turkish is highly rich in inflectional morphology. 

Thus, Turkish marks aspect as perfective and imperfective (Taylan 2001). Within imperfective category 

there are both progressive and habitual aspects all of which are overtly realized in the form of suffixes 

(Göksel & Kerslake, 2005). As for progressive aspect, there are two suffixes (i.e. -(I)yor and -mAktA) 

which can be used to refer to progression interchangeably with a slight difference in formality. The 
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former is way more common than the latter and both can be used to extend the meaning of a sentence 

to habitual aspect in combination with time adverbials. Hence, it is possible to use suffixes for aorist and 

progression interchangeably as can been seen in 2a and 2b. Besides, different from English, the 

progressive suffix in Turkish can be used with statives and achievements.  
 

(1) a. I know this book very well. 

 b.  *I am knowing this book very well. 

 

(2) a. Ben bu kitab-ı çok iyi bil-iyor-um. 

  I this book-ACC very much know-PROG-1SG 

  ‘I know this book very well.’ 

 b. Ben bu kitab-ı çok iyi bil-ir-im. 

  I this book-ACC very much know-AOR-1SG 

  ‘I know this book very well.’ 
 

To sum up, although none of the languages under investigation have exactly the same progressive aspect 

morpheme as English, Turkish seems to have more features in common than German. In brief, both 

English and Turkish mark progression with an explicit and regular suffix attached to the verb, which 

might alter how acquirers attain it. 
 

3. Method 

3.1. Participants 
 

Data for this study come from two groups of speakers. The first group consists of 32 participants who 

are Turkish heritage speakers and German monolingual speakers residing in Berlin, Germany. 

16Turkish heritage and 16 German native speakers were recruited to compare L1 vs. L2 effects on L3 

English acquisition. They were found via convenient and snowball sampling. The criteria for the 

participants were as follows:  They were adult heritage speakers of Turkish or German native speakers 

aged between 25 to 35, either born in Germany or migrated to Germany before the age of 2, earned at 

least a high school degree in Germany (i.e. to make sure that they get similar type of English language 

exposure). They were paid 15 Euros for their participation.  

The second group of speakers were 14 randomly chosen L1 English and 10 heritage German speakers’ 

data in RUEG corpus which was compiled in the USA as exactly the same way via the same data collection 

tools (Wiese et al. 2019). The same inclusion criteria with the first group (i.e. aged between 25 and 35, 

born in the US or migrated to the US before the age of 2, and at least a high school degree) were applied. 

Data were downloaded from ANNIS corpus version 3.7.1 (http://corpus-tools.org/annis/.) The aim was 

to compare and contrast monolinguals to multilinguals in two settings. In short, data coming from four 

distinct groups of speakers were utilized. The following labels will be used to refer to each group.  

(1) EngM: English monolinguals residing in the US 

(2) H-Ger: Heritage German speakers in the US 

(3) GerM: German monolinguals residing in Germany 

(4) H-Tur: Heritage Turkish speakers in Germany 
 

3.2. Instruments 
 

There were three data collection tools in this study. The first one is called “Language Situations” which 

help to elicit a wide range of data across speakers and registers within a controlled setting (Wiese, 

2018). More explicitly, participants are shown a silent video of a car accident and requested to imagine 

themselves as a passer-by. Then, they are asked to recount what happened to both their close friend (i.e. 

as an informal setting) and to a police officer (i.e. as a formal setting). Also, both written and spoken 

descriptions of the same event are collected. In brief, although no statistical analysis of the instrument 



Gulumser Efeoglu 

313 
 

(i.e. reliability) is available, its design has been based on longitudinal comparisons of both naturalistic 

and elicited data (Wiese, 2018). Hence, it has been claimed to enable researchers to collect data in an 

efficient way for a variety of research foci since it triggers natural language productions in a controlled 

setting (Wiese, 2018). 

The second data collection tool is Linguistic Background Questionnaire in which participants’ language 

habits are investigated via both online and pen-and-paper tests. With the online questionnaire the aim 

is to identify language(s) and contexts where these languages are used. Including English monolinguals 

all participants responded to it. Some of the participants (13 of them) have already taken it since they 

have already participated in the German and Turkish phases of the study. 19 new participants were 

asked to fill this online questionnaire at the end of the elicitation period. In addition to this online 

questionnaire, all participants were also asked to fill out a pen-and-paper questionnaire in English, 

which targets their English learning history with questions such as when and where they started to learn 

English or if they have ever been to English-speaking countries. 
 

The third and last data collection tool is a C-test that was used to make sure that any difference among 

groups is due to some other variables but not their English proficiency. Also, Grotjahn, Klein Braley, and 

Raatz (2002) claim that c-tests are one of the most effective instruments to test foreign language 

proficiency as they assess distinct linguistic competencies in a contextualized manner. Thus, two texts 

with 20 gaps in total were chosen to measure English proficiency of all participants and administered at 

the very end. A one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare means of all groups. Results revealed 

significant differences between EngM and others F(3, 56) = 15.25, p < 0.05 although H-Ger (H-Tur, 

p=0.623; GerM, p=0.347), H-Tur (H-Ger, p=0,632; GerM, p=0.076), and GerM (H-Ger, p=0623; H-Tur, 

p=0.076) groups did not differ from one another in terms of their English proficiency. 
 

3.3. Data collection 
 

In line with RUEG project and requirements of Language Situations, data collection was carried out by 

two researchers (one playing the bad cop to elicit formal data and handle with paper work for the 

purposes of creating a more formal setting and the other playing the good cop to elicit informal data and 

carry out the informal ice-breaker chit-chat session). Thus, one of the researchers was the bad cop and 

a student assistant from a project was the good one. Two rooms at the university were determined and 

prepared as formal and informal settings. Also, the technical devices such as a voice recorder, a laptop 

(15inch laptop borrowed from Humboldt University) and a smart phone were set and all necessary 

software was downloaded. Consent forms (i.e. ethical approval by the Deutsche Gesellschaft für 

Sprachwissenschaft (– no: #2017-06-171120) as well as all other paper work were prepared and 

copied. The researchers at different meetings rehearsed the study. Then, a call for participants was sent 

and elicitation sessions were set up in accordance with participants’ and researchers’ schedules. The 

order of elicitation was randomized with all eight possible cases (see Table 1). Each participant started 

the study with the consent form and ended with the c-test. Prior to the elicitations, the video was shown 

and they were asked if they had any questions. The voice recorder was on throughout the whole session. 

Informal written (henceforth IW) data were collected via Whatsapp text messages while for formal 

written (henceforth FW) data participants were instructed to write the text directly on the blank page 

on the laptop. All spoken data (both formal and informal as indicated FS and IS) were collected via the 

voice recorder. Each session took 45 minutes to one hour depending on the participants’ pace. 

 

 

 

 



Sakarya University Journal of Education, 14(2) 2024, 308-323 

 

314 
 

Table 1 

Order of Elicitation. 

Order1 Order2 Order3 Order4 Order5 Order6 Order7 Order8 

IS IW IS IW FS FW FS FW 

IW IS IW IS FW FS FW FS 

FS FS FW FW IS IS IW IW 

FW FW FS FS IW IW IS IS 

 

3.4. Data analysis 
 

Both qualitative and quantitative analyses were conducted. Initially, to identify -ing progressive use two 

sets as exclusion and inclusion criteria were determined. In specific, exclusion criteria suggest that -ing 

constructions in all gerund uses, reduced relative clauses and in adjectives (i.e. The accident was 

shocking/annoying) were excluded. Similarly, S-V agreement violation was ignored since it is beyond 

the scope of the study. On the other hand, all “be Ving” constructions were accepted based on the 

inclusion criterion. Then, all communication units (henceforth CUs) were examined in line with the 

following classification: 

• Accurate Use (i.e. He was walking.) 

• Variation 1 (V1): missing -ing (i.e. *I am see it.) 

• Variation 2 (V2): missing aux. (i.e. *A guy playing with it.) (making sure that it is not a gerund 

use or reduction in relative clause)  

• Variation 3 (V3): there constructions (i.e. There was coming a woman.) 

• Variation 4 (V4): verb type: non-activity verbs (i.e. He was stopping.) 

There was only one researcher who coded the data to group the variations. In cases of uncertainty, the 

researcher discussed variations with the project coordinator but no formal assessment was carried out 

to check the interrater reliability. Then, in line with the purposes of the study, since variables are 

categorical Chi-Square tests were run in SPSS 23.0 to figure out distinctions among and within four 

groups. 
 

4. Results 
 

As there were two diverse groups in two countries, each setting was examined separately at the initial 

stage. Thus, first of all groups in Germany were examined to reveal the effects on multilingualism on -

ing uses in L3 English setting. All groups were found to be highly accurate in their both oral and written 

productions while slight differences were observed in terms of the types of variations based on the 

above inclusion criteria. Table 2 and Table 3  below demonstrate the distribution. 
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Table 2 
 

Heritage Turkish (H-Tur) Speakers’ Progressive Use (N=14) 
 

 Accurate V1 V2 V3 V4 

FS 46 1 1 - - 

FW 28 - - 1 1 

IS 24 - - 1 1 

IW 21 - - - - 

TOT 119 1 1 2 2 

% 95.2 0.8 0.8 1.6 1.6 

 

Table 3 
 

German Monolingual (Germ) Speakers’ Progressive Use (N=14) 
 

 Accurate V1 V2 V3 V4 

FS 60  1 1 2 1 

FW 48 - - 1 1 

IS 62 - - 2 2 

IW 27 - - 2 1 

TOT 197 1 1 7 5 

% 92.9 0.5 0.5 3.6 2.5 

 

As it is obvious from   Table 2 and Table 3, all participants were highly accurate in their -ing suppliance 

irrespective of their being mono or multilingual. In specific, availability of progressive morpheme in 

Turkish heritage language seems to have no facilitative effect. More explicitly, German monolingual 

speakers produced more -ing although there is no such morpheme in German. Yet, “There 

constructions” (V3) seemed to pose a problem for GerM speakers more than heritage speaker groups, 

which might stem from V2 property of German language (i.e. which suggests that the finite verb must 

occur in the second position of the sentence).  
 

All groups in Germany were compared and contrasted statistically as well. The comparison of GerM and 

H-Tur revealed no statistical difference (X2 (1, N = 32) = 17.83, p = .429). Then, in an English as a Foreign 

Language context previously acquired languages (be it either L1 or L2) seem to have no statistically 

significant effect on the acquisition of English progressive morpheme. This again suggests no facilitative 

effect of L1 Turkish.  
 

The second setting in the US was required to discern multilingual vs. monolingual dichotomy. 

Furthermore, English data from H-Ger speakers were also involved to further discuss the same issue. 

Table 4 indicates the results across four tasks. 
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Table 4 
 

Heritage German (H-Ger) Speakers’ Progressive Use (N=10) 
 

 Accurate V1 V2 V3 V4 

FS 28 - 1 - - 

FW 27 - - - - 

IS 27 - - - - 

IW 11 - - - 1 

TOT 93 - 1 - 1 

% 97.9 - 1.05 - 1.05 

 

Table 5 
 

English Monolingual (Engm) Speakers’ Progressive Use (N=14) 
 

 Accurate V1 V2 V3 V4 

FS 36 - - - 1 

FW 30 - 1 - - 

IS 26 - - - - 

IW 16 - - - - 

TOT 108 - 1 - 1 

% 98.2 - 0.9 - 0.9 

 

Following the same reasoning, all groups in the US were scrutinized. EngM and H-Ger speakers were 

found to be similar in their progressive use (X2 (1, N = 24) = 15.61, p = .85) obscuring the effects of an 

additional language.  
 

As Table 2, Table3, Table 4, and Table 5 indicate, four groups differed in their progressive aspect marker 

-ing uses to a great extent. The results indicated that the difference between language background and 

progressive morpheme use was statistically significant X2 (3, N = 56) = 11.78, p = .019. More specifically, 

further comparison of H-Ger and GerM groups showed that they differed in their progressive use 

significantly (X2 (1, N = 26) = 14.92, p = .029). GerM used English progressive morpheme more often 

than H-Ger. This might be interpreted as some other factors such as English language proficiency, place 

of acquisition, type of exposure (natural vs. instructional), amount and type of input having a prominent 

role in multilingual acquisition.  
 

Further analyses were run to see whether -ing use in overall CU ratio differs. More explicitly, all groups 

did not produce the same number of CUs. Isolation of -ing might obscure some groups producing 

significantly few CUs. Thus, for each group CUs were also found and the ratio of -ing marked verbs to 

overall CUs was calculated as shown in Table 6. 

 

 

 

 



Gulumser Efeoglu 

317 
 

 
Table 6 
 

Ratio of -Ing Marked Verbs 

 TOT CUs TOT -ing Ratio (%) 

EngM  492 108 21.9 

H-Ger 374 93 24.8 

H-Tur 404 119 29.5 

GerM 770 197 25.5 

TOT CUs 2265 593 26.1 

 

Although the statistical comparisons of CU/-ing ratios revealed no significant effect; X2 (3, 56) = 26.4 (p 

= .22), it is evident that H-Tur had higher -ing/CU ratio than other groups. This might stem from the 

similarity between their heritage languages (namely Turkish) and English in terms of the progressive 

use. That is, participants in this group might find it far easier to employ -ing in English than other groups. 

Furthermore, the difference between H-Ger and GerM that was found in the comparison of total -ing 

uses faded away. Lastly, the number of ing- productions by H-Tur exceeded the ones produced by EngM, 

which calls for closer investigation. Within the framework of this study, the only difference between two 

groups is their proficiency. Thus, it could be speculated that higher proficiency might equip native 

speakers with a variety of linguistic tools that could have masked the necessity to use progressive 

marked verbs.   
 

In brief, the results revealed that all groups irrespective of their linguistic background were highly 

accurate in their -ing uses. However, there are some differences among groups based on the distinctions 

in data analyses. To begin with, the results of the first analysis revealed that groups residing in Germany 

and the US differ with respect to quantity of their -ing. There might be some possible reasons for this 

finding. Firstly, English language proficiency and input might be significant variants in these contexts. 

No statistical differences were found in English proficiency tests between groups GerM and H-Ger. Yet, 

this might be closely related to the construct validity of the c-tests. These are supposedly the most 

prominent differences between H-Ger and GerM speakers. Yet, the inverse proportion of -ing uses of H-

Ger and EngM speakers might stem from the likelihood of employing some other linguistic tools 

available to them (i.e. time adverbials and other tense aspect and modality markers) instead of the 

progressive morpheme. Similarly, their being more proficient may equip them with such linguistic tools. 

Secondly, the way English language is acquired might result in such a difference. More specifically, all 

participants in Germany learn English in an EFL context at schools while in the US participants are also 

immersed in English language and culture. This would typically have an effect on the type and amount 

of input.  
 

On the other hand, the second data analyses indicated that groups’ -ing/CUs ratios differ signaling 

heritage language effect. More specifically, H-Tur preferred to use more -ing marked verbs within their 

all CUs. This might stem from language specific properties of Turkish. As such, availability of a similar 

unit that carries morphosyntactic information may cause acquirers to exploit their heritage language 

resources in acquiring another language. This might also be accepted as a further support for TPM 

(Rothman, 2011, 2015) since typological similarities seem to have a facilitative effect in the frequent use 

of English progressive in this highly multilingual context.  
 

In terms of variations, divergent -ing marked CUs are highly limited when compared to accurate uses in 

general, which might be a further support for the first claim related to English language proficiency. 
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However, there is a slight difference between the type of variations between participants residing in 

Germany and the US. There are more V3 and V4 type variations in EFL context whereas this was not the 

case for H-Ger and EngM speakers. Then, similar to results of many other studies (Stutter-Garcia 2019), 

it might be claimed that less proficient multilingual learners are more prone to cross-linguistic effects 

of previously acquired languages. Yet, this argument calls for further investigation which would examine 

these linguistic phenomena in isolation.  
 

Task-wise analyses of data indicated that all groups produced more English progressive in spoken than 

in written tasks based on frequencies. Likewise, they used -ing least in IW task. As for the comparison 

of different registers, four groups employed -ing more in formal ones instead of informal ones. 

Specifically, in Germany, H-Tur and GerM speakers tended to use -ing more in formal contexts. The 

following table indicates the use of -ing across four registers for each group from mostly employed to 

the least employed ones. 
 

Table 7 
 

Registers and Tasks Across Groups 
 

Group Frequency order  

H-Tur FS > FW > IS > IW 

GerM IS > FS > FW > IW 

H-Ger FS > FW = IS > IW 

EngM FS > FW > IS > IW 

 

–ing marked units were calculated as in Table 6 and the frequency order across various registers and 

modalities was formulated. As it is indicated in the Table 7, task modality appears to be related to the 

use of progressive marker in English. Particularly, oral data tended to involve more -ing while this was 

not the case for written one. In terms of the registers, even though the tendencies do not reveal clear-

cut results, it is possible to claim that formal contexts dominate its use more than informal ones.   
 

5. Discussion 
 

The current study tested the acquisition of -ing in a multilingual context in Germany. The first research 

question taps whether there is a difference in English progressive morpheme suppliance between EngM 

and multilingual speakers residing in Germany. The results indicated that multilingual speakers in 

Germany produced significantly more -ing marked CUs than EngM and H-Ger residing in the US. Yet, 

divergent forms for both groups were very restricted. Besides, heritage languages in Germany (i.e. 

Turkish) had facilitative cross-linguistic effect on English. 
 

The second research question of the current study investigated the use of -ing by heritage and 

monolingual speakers in Germany. Results revealed no significant difference among groups in terms of 

accurate uses in isolation while comparison of -ing/total CU ratios signal some distinctions. More 

specifically, H-Tur group was found to employ -ing marked verbs more than any other groups. As 

discussed earlier, this might have its roots in linguistic similarity of progressive aspect in these 

languages, which would provide further support for Rothman’s (2011, 2015) TPM. 
 

Even though multilingual speakers in Germany signaled some difficulty with “there constructions” and 

“stative verbs”, there were only few cases. Still, this might signal L2 (German) effect instead of L1 which 

is structurally more similar to English in terms of progressive aspect for heritage speakers, which was 

also echoed in many other studies as Sağın-Şimşek (2006), Şahingöz (2014), Hopp and Lemmerth 
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(2018). However, these singled out cases of CLIs do not provide any support for any specific L3 

acquisition theories. 

Additionally, the data seem to unveil task and formality effects on the use of progressive morpheme in 

English. For instance, -ing was used more frequently in spoken data than written one. Also, all groups 

employed more -ing in formal contexts than informal ones, which might stem from speakers’ urge to be 

more precise in their aspect choices. Thus, the study revealed that formality and task modality are two 

prominent factors in L3 acquisition in addition to many other factors. 
 

6. Conclusion 
 

Overall, the study indicated that the English progressive morpheme is used differently in Germany and 

US in terms of both variations and total CU/-ing ratios. Moreover, within the same contexts such as 

Germany this difference is evident among H-Ger, H-Tur, and GerM in their use of –ing. Thus, although 

the comparisons did not reveal statistically significant differences regarding the accurate suppliance of 

–ing the results demonstrated that heritage languages in multilingual contexts might influence the 

acquisition of English as a foreign language. Furthermore, English proficiency and exposure, task 

type/modality (as spoken and written), and formality seem to play substantial role in the use of 

progressive aspect in English. Besides, linguistic feature to be acquired might have strong influence on 

L3 acquisition as well. More specifically, compared to other seven inflectional suffixes in English, -ing 

might be less troublesome to acquire with highly restricted and straightforward contexts to appear.   

In brief, the study unveiled error-free acquisition of English progressive marker with some probable L1, 

context, proficiency, task, and formality bound effects on it. Yet, the current study is not without its 

limitations. It might be better to investigate CLIs such as V3 and V4 in isolation in future studies as there 

are varied approaches to account for the structural information provided by them.  
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