Pro-drop realization in heritage Greek, Russian and Turkish is
modulated by typological differences.
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Greek, Russian and Turkish are different types of null subject languages. Greek is
a strict pro-drop language. Russian is claimed to be either a partial or a non-pro-
drop language with abundant subject ellipsis. Turkish is a topic pro-drop language
where overt subjects are necessary in underspecified contexts. Despite the
typological differences, these heritage-varieties show similarities in pro-drop
realization. Previous studies found that overt pronominal subjects are more
frequent in heritage-varieties (Dubinina & Polinsky, 2013; Haznedar, 2010;
Tsimpli et al., 2004). Based on this, we derive the following research questions:

RQ1: Does Greek, Russian and Turkish heritage speakers’ (HSs) expression
of (pro)nominal reference align with monolingual speakers’ productions?

RQ2: How do heritage Greek, Russian and Turkish diverge in their realization
of (pro)nominal reference?

We predict changes in pro-drop realization in HS based on the Interface
Hypothesis. To prove this, we conducted a study on the RUEG corpus (Wiese et
al., 2021) containing manually annotated data of 548 speakers. For each language,
we ran binomial generalized linear mixed-effects models with independent
variables Country (Germany, USA, the homeland), Formality (formal vs.
informal), and Mode (spoken vs. written), and random effects by participant. Our
results indicate significant medium effects for Country, Formality and Mode which
confirms our preregistered hypotheses. Due to typological differences, we found
effects of pro-drop in HS of less strict languages, Turkish and Russian, unlike in
Greek HS. Our study offers cross-linguistically comparable data that can be
generalized on dynamic heritage communities in Germany and the USA. This
unique study design provides evidence of heritage languages’ pro-drop use with
respect to the different communication settings.
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