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Abstract 
This study examines how Turkish child heritage speakers (HSs) in Norway interpret verb-
medial sentences using prosodic and overt accusative case-marking cues in isolation. 
While prior research has emphasized the combined role of word order and case 
morphology in sentence processing, the present study expands this scope by isolating 
prosodic manipulation in scrambled Turkish sentences. Building on a previous finding 
from data we collected with Turkish monolingual adults—where prosody was used 
weakly—we hypothesize that prosodic cue development requires substantial input, 
unlike morphosyntactic cues such as accusative marking. In the present study, we 
recruited 46 HSs in Norway (M_age = 11.01) and 46 age-matched monolingual peers in 
Türkiye (M_age = 10.03), who completed oWline and online comprehension tasks using a 
visual world eye-tracking paradigm. 
 
Results reveal that both groups rely on overt accusative case marking for thematic role 
assignment, with heritage children showing weaker and delayed sensitivity compared to 
monolinguals. Specifically, case marking on NP1 elicited incremental processing eWects 
in both groups, though heritage children exhibited reduced robustness and later onset of 
sensitivity. Case marking on NP2 produced minimal eWects, with only monolingual 
children showing a brief late response. In the absence of overt cues, both groups 
defaulted to surface word order, with heritage children relying on it more strongly—likely 
reflecting cross-linguistic influence from Norwegian and reduced exposure to marked 
Turkish structures. Prosodic cues did not significantly influence interpretation in either 
group, suggesting that prosody functions as a weak and developmentally late-acquired 
cue. These findings support the Unified Competition Model, indicating that 
morphosyntactic cues like case marking are more robustly weighted than prosodic cues, 
particularly in heritage language contexts where input quantity and quality may be 
reduced. 
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