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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background of the study

Relative clauses (RCs) in English are adjectival postnominal modifiers, which
often pose problems for learners not only in English as a second language (ESL) but
also in English as a foreign language (EFL) contexts. Even those who have learned
English for several years are found not to be.able to fully master English relative
clauses (ERCs), thus producing certain types of persistent errors in their speech as
well as writing (Doughty, 1991, 2003). Celce-Murcia and Larsen-Freeman (1999), in
discussing the work of Sehachier (1974), identify three major aspects which probably
cause troubles for secondilanguage learners when acquiring target RCs. The first and
foremost aspect deals with'the position in which the RC occurs in relation to the head
noun, i.e. the noun being modified. For instah‘ée,‘ learners whose native language is
Japanese are accustomed to prenominal RCs, éo _tﬁ_ey are inclined to have problems
with the different branching in English. Second-, |r10w RCs are marked differs from
one language to another.=if the learners” first language (1) marks RCs in a way
different from English, they gould be easily confused about learning how to mark RCs
in English. Third, the presence or absence of a-pronominal reflext plays a significant
role. In English, pronoun retention and the existéfice of a relative pronoun are
mutually exclusive. This may cause difficulties for non-native speakers whose L1 has
a pronominal reflex.

The position of RCs is a very important factor that influences the L2

acquisition of RCs. ERCs are right-branching. This means RCs follow their head

! A pronominal reflex or a resumptive pronoun is a pronoun used after a noun to refer to that noun
(Gass and Selinker, 2001), e.g. the pronoun her in “He cannot remember the lady whom he danced
with her the other night.”.



nouns in English. This is also true of most RCs in European languages such as
French, German, Spanish, etc. Not all languages, however, adhere to this syntactic
structure. Some Eastern languages like Japanese, Chinese, and Korean require that the
RC precede the head noun. Not surprisingly, a number of studies have revealed that
English learners who are native speakers of these Eastern languages really have a
problem in processing this ordering difference (Yip & Matthews, 2000, 2006; Ozeki
& Shirai, 2007; Jeon & Kim, 2007).

Another problem involves the way RCs are marked. Different languages mark
RCs differently. For English, relative ‘pronouns, e.g. who, whom, which, are used to
mark ERCs. Different relative pronouns are used depending on the preceding head
noun. For instance, the relative propoun who ié'.applied when the head noun is human,
whereas which is obligatory.for.@ non-human h-'éad noun (Master, 1996). Some other
languages, such as Persian, Arabic, French, aléc_i é'-mploy similar markers between the
head noun and the RC (Comrie; 1989). These s‘pe"ak_ers are therefore likely not to have
much difficulty using the markers-in English. In other.words, to these speakers, the
concept of marking an ERC with a relative pronoun should not cause undue hardship
in learning ERCs (Cook, 1993).

In contrast;-speakers of-some;otherlanguages mark-RCs in-a different manner.
According to Yabuki-Soh (2007), Japanese, for example, does not have an overt
marker like a relative pronoun, Instead, it uses particles in the RC itself to mark its
function. For this reason, Japanese learners of English may require additional practice
with English relative pronouns so that they will become comfortable in using RCs in

English.



The other area of difficulty proposed by Celce-Murcia and Larsen-Freeman
(1999) lies in the existence of a pronominal reflex. In English the relative pronoun

substitutes for the identical noun/NP in the embedded clause.
1) Brian came across the girl; whom; he admired t;.

For instance, in (1) the relative pronoun whom is equal to and replaces the NP
the girl at the end of the embedded clause. It is ther-moved upwards to mark the RC
and link this RC to the preceding proposition, leaving its trace (t) behind (Letourneau,
2001). Here the subscriptedsi indicates coindexation. This means all the elements
marked with ; have the same reference. Howé'.ver, ungrammaticality will come up if
the NP the girl is retained asin (2).

(2 * Brian came across the girlywhom; he a'dmi,red the girl;.

This NP is sometitnes retained in a form of a pronominal reflex as in (3).
3) * Brian came ageross the-girliwhom; he.admiredshery:

Although such prenoun retention is not permitted in standard English, it is
common in many languages, e.g. Welsh, Hebrew, Persian. Also resumptive pronouns
or pronominal reflexes are extensively used in some Romance languages, e.g. French,
Italian, Spanish, and even in some non-standard dialectal varieties of English
(Comrie, 1989). This is why some English learners natively speaking these languages

or dialects are prone to the use of pronoun retention in their ERCs.



In the study of second language acquisition (SLA) of RCs, language universals
also come into play. Typological universals are claimed to affect the development of
learners’ RCs. The universals in question are implicational in the sense that if a
language has feature X, it will also have feature y (Greenberg, 1963). The most well-
known typological universal regarding RC acquisition is the Noun Phrase
Accessibility Hierarchy (NPAH) proposed by Keenan and Comrie (1977). The basic
principle is that it is possible to predict the types of RCs in a language on the

following hierarchy:

subject (SU) >  direct @bjeet /(DO) > Indirect object (I0) > object of

preposition/oblique (OPREPR) > genitive (GEN) > ohject of comparison (OCOMP)?

Two claims are worth being discussed-he'r-e. First, all languages have subject
relative clauses. Second, predictionscan be ma;:lieﬁSuch that if a language has a relative
clause type x, then it will also have-any relative clause type higher on the hierarchy or
to the left of type x. For instance, since Thai Is a language that allows relativization of
indirect objects (10), it also allows relativization of directobjects (DO) and subjects
(SU) — the less marked types on the;left ef the-hierarehy (Gass, £980). However, the
reverse is not true.'If a language can relativize 10, it will not necessarily allow
relativization of NPs onithe more marked end of the hierarchy:

There have been further claims that the NPAH reflects the relative
psychological ease of relativization. To put it in a nutshell, relativization at positions
on the right or lower on the hierarchy is claimed to be more difficult to process than

that at positions higher on the hierarchy (Comrie, 1989).

2> means ‘more accessible or less difficult than’



A second important aspect of the NPAH is the implication concerning the use
of resumptive pronouns or pronominal reflexes in RCs. Keenan and Comrie (1977)
remark that pronoun retention is unmarked, while pronoun deletion is marked, as in
English. There is an inverse relationship between the hierarchy and resumptive
pronouns in such a way that resumptive pronouns are more likely to be used in the
lower or more marked positions than in the higher ones in the hierarchy. The fact that
in languages all over the world there are more speakers whose mother tongues allow
resumptive pronouns indicates-that the speakers can-e expected to have problems in
learning RCs in English (Celce-MurcCia & Larsen-Freeman, 1999; Braidi, 1999)

Many studies on first language acquisition of ERCs have found support for the
NPAH (e.g. Tavakolian, 1981; Romaine, 1984.; Bates, Devescovi & D’Amico, 1999;
Diessel & Tomasello, 2000, 2005). Likewise, mijch research on ERC second language
acquisition have also supported the NPAH (eg Gass, 1979, 1980, 1982; Pavesi,
1986; Doughty, 1988, 1991; Hamilton,1994; Izuml 2000, 2003, 2004).

In spite of the fact that findings of a considerable amount of research seems to
support the NPAH, there are also some researchers who report their findings against
this hierarchy (e.g. Maxwell, 1979; Gass, 1979, 1980; Hamilton, 1995), presenting
orders of difficulty-and jaequisitienidifferent. from, what thesNRAH suggests. Many
recent studies, furthermore, on L2 acquisition of East Asian languages, namely,
Japanese, €hinggse, and/Korean, all of which have prenominal RCs;! report findings
against the NPAH. That is, the predictions of acquisition and difficulty order proposed
in the NPAH do not hold true in these studies (e.g. Hsiao & Gibson, 2003, Hasegawa,
2005; Ozeki, 2005, Ozeki & Shirai, 2007; Yip & Matthews, 2006, 2007; Jeon & Kim,

2007). Thus, the NPAH, though well accepted in the RC acquisition of English and



many other European languages, should not be applied to the acquisition of RCs in
East Asian languages, most of which have different linguistic aspects.

In addition to language universals, second language acquisition of ERCs is
also influenced by learners’ native language. According to Odlin (1989, 2005), first
language transfer has more tendency to be observed in the interlanguage of low
proficiency learners. With regard to ERC acquisition, Chiang (1981) discovered L1
interference in ESL Chinese learners’ writing: Similarly, Chang (2004) also found in
his study that the ERCs used by Chinese learners.reflect some influence from their
native language. That is to say, Chingse learners commit errors that seem to be caused
by major differences between'Chinese and English. Eirst, @ RC in Mandarin Chinese
occurs to the left of the head neun, whereas t.hat in English follows the head noun.
Such difference in the ordering of RCs cauld Iead Chinese learners to confusion when
using ERCs. |

Second, in Chinese, RCS arg always m;ifl;ed by the invariable relative marker
de (Lau, 2006). English, by contrast, has many relative pronouns, such as who, whom,
which, and whose, and also the complementizer that serving as another relative
marker. The difference inhow to mark RCs In the two languages can explain the
difficulty with whieh Chinese-learners;are confrented: The third=difference concerns
the presence or absence of a resumptive pronoun. This kind of pronoun is commonly
found in Mancarin Chinese (in all RC types except subject-RC (Yip & Matthews,
2007). On the other hand, an existence of such a pronominal reflex is considered
ungrammatical in standard English. It is probable that EFL/ESL Chinese learners will
transfer pronoun retention in their L1 to their ERC acquisition.

Even though there have been several studies investigating ERC acquisition by

learners of various L1 backgrounds (e.g. Gass, 1979, 1982; Pavesi, 1986; Hamilton,



1994, 1995; Izumi, 2003, 2004), research conducted with Thai learners is relatively
rare. One of the very few studies was undertaken by Gass (1979), who examined the
acquisition of ERCs by learners of nine different native languages, including Thai.
She discovered that the unmarked positions in the NPAH are produced with more
frequency and more accuracy than the marked ones. The study also revealed the use
of resumptive pronouns by learners whose L1s allow them and even by those whose
L1s prohibit pronoun retention. Thai learners are.also found to produce pronominal
reflexes although their native language does not atfow-them.

However, the above study.enly provides a broad overview of how L2 learners
acquire RCs in English, focusing en two groups of participants: speakers of languages
with pronoun retention and thosg withoutthis feature. inthis case, Thai is included in
the latter together with Freneh, Portuguese, Italri-an, Korean, and Japanese. The study
places emphasis on reporting the overall findihgé from the two groups rather than
paying attention to how learners fram each L1 béékground acquire the ERCs.

Another study examining the use of English structures by Thai learners of
English is Lekawatana et al (1969), which concentrated on @ contrastive analysis of
Thai and English. The research project indicated that RCs i English is among other
complex structures-that cause proklems for fhai-speakers..Nevertheless, this study did
not pay attention t@ how the interlanguage ERCs of Thai learners of English was
developed over time.

Satayatham and Honsa (2004) also studied Thai medical students’ errors in
writing. The participants were asked to translate sentences and a paragraph from Thai
into English and to write an opinion paragraph in English on medical ethics. The error
analysis showed that relative clauses in English seemed to trouble the students most in

the sentence-level translation, followed by the paragraph-level translation and the



paragraph writing respectively. One of the significant errors is the overgeneralization
of the relative pronoun that to non-restrictive RCs, as in (4), which leads to

ungrammaticality in the target language.

(4) Bill, that had a great sense of unconventional morality...

(Satayatham and Honsa, 2004, p. 176)

As it is shown above that there has been-alimest no research to date that aims
to investigate in depth the interlanguage of Thai learners of high and low proficiency
in relation to the ERC acquisition, it was for this reason that the present study was
carried out to do so. A cross=segtional studyj\)-\'./as conducted to compare and contrast
the acquisition by a high-proficiency group aﬁd a low-proficiency one, coming up
with the typical acquisition pattern of each gl_’-q'ub-. The research methodology in the
present study involved two major tasks: a descr‘i-p"ti‘e;e essay and a descriptive speaking
task. The former focused on eliciting written ERCs that the learners used, whereas the
latter was intended to elicit spoken data of ERCs. The two tasks yielded substantial
data, which would subseguently form a learner corpus. The spoken data of ERCs
probably made this-research project-academically outstanding:sinece few interlanguage
studies on the ERC construction in relation to Thai learners have investigated oral
ERCs.

It was found that the information from the Thai EFL learner corpus revealed
their characteristics of ERC acquisition, many of which conformed to those of
learners from other L1 backgrounds, while some exhibited special traits unique to

Thai learners. The study also aimed at examining the common problems Thai learners

had when dealing with ERCs. These problems, apparently, resulted from learning



strategies and first language transfer. The findings are expected to shed lights on the
ERC acquisition by Thai as well as other EFL learners and help them surmount the
difficulties found in their interlanguage development. Also the results would provide

EFL teachers with a basis for ameliorating their instruction of ERCs.

1.2 Research questions

The research questions addressed in the study were:

(1) What are the types of ERCs on the NPAH (Keenan & Comrie, 1977) used by
Thai EFL learners?

(2) What is the evidencgsof transfer found in the ERCs in Thai EFL learners’
interlanguage?

(3) What are the similagities and differencés in the interlanguage of Thai EFL
learners of high and low proficiency Iev-e'ls'-with respect to ERC acquisition?

(4) What are the problems underlying the use 0f ERCs for Thai EFL learners?

1.3 Objectives of the study
The objectives of the study were:
(1) To examine-the ERCs usediby Fhai ERL-learness:
(2) To investigate the transfer in the ERCs used by Thai EFL learners.
(3) Torcompare jand contrast the linterlanguage ERCs' between“Thai learners of
high and low proficiency levels.

(4) To identify and explain the problems of Thai EFL learners in using ERCs.

1.4 Statement of hypotheses

The formulated hypotheses were as follows:
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Hypothesis 1:

The subject relative (SU) is the most common in the interlanguage of Thai
EFL learners. Furthermore, the learners avoid using marked ERC types. Resumptive
pronouns are also employed, especially in the marked types, to clarify the ERC
meaning although these pronouns are allowed neither in the learners’ native language

nor in the target language.

Hypothesis 2:

Transfer facilitates and‘hampers the ERC acquisition of Thai EFL learners.

Hypothesis 3:

The ERCs produced by high-proficieﬁéy'-Thai EFL learners comprise more
marked ERC types on the NPAH:than thbé‘ea— used by low-proficiency ones.
Additionally, the learners with™ tow- level of proficiency . produce more ERCs
introduced by that and who, the salience of which Is ‘remarkable in English;
furthermore, more resumptive pronouns are found in the interlanguage of low-

proficiency learners:

Hypothesis:4:
The problems with which Thai EFL learners are faced are attributed to

transfer, avoidance, and overgeneralization.

1.5 Scope of the study

1.5.1 Bound relative clauses
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The present research covered only bound relative clauses. According to Baker
(1989), relative clauses are of two major types: free relative clauses (F-Rel) and
bound relative clauses (B-Rel). A free relative clause does not have an antecedent

right before it, as in (4).

4) Karen ate [what Fred offered __to her].

(Baker, 1989, p. 165)

The function of the"F-Relan.(4) is like that of a'NP. That is, it serves as a
direct object of the verb ate_inside this F-Rel, there is a blank indicating the position
of the missing noun phrase, whigh is equal to What. Apart from what, the only other
two wh-words which can introduce free RCs arervvhere and when. Where is joined to a
sentence with either a missing locative phrase as in (5a) or a missing motion phrase as

in (5b), while when is used to introduce a sentence with a missing time phrase as in

(50).

(5) a. Nathan put theimoney-[where Billy toldher to put.it=y, ]
b. The admiral goes [where he wantsto go ]
c. The concert started [when the bell rang | ]

(Baker, 1989, p. 168)

Another requirement for an occurrence of a F-Rel is that it needs to be in a
finite clause. Although (6a) and (6b) are similar in meaning, only the bracketed

structure in (6a) is considered a F-Rel since its relative structure is finite.
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(6) a. Jacob always knows [what he should wear __].
b. Jacob always knows [what to wear ___].

(Baker, 1989, p. 169)

In contrast, the bracketed structure in (6b) is just an indirect question, not a
F-Rel, because it contains an infinitival phrase:

It should be noted that-the previously discussed constructions are specifically
called definite free relative"clauses: Fhe other subcategory of F-Rels is an indefinite
F-Rel, which always has the*suffix -ever attached to the wh-word, e.g. whatever,

whichever, whoever, etc. Here (7a)-(7¢) are eg_émples of indefinite F-Rels.

(7) a. Fred will say [whatgveryou tell him td_;sfiy AN
b. Keith will read [whichever-beok you leave _for him].
c. Rhoda dances with [whoever -~ asks her to dance].

(Baker, 1989, p. 170)

The present-study,choweverdid inetideal with-free-relative clauses. Rather, it
aimed to investigate the other type of RCs defined by Baker (1989) as bound relative
clauses (B:Rels). A B-Rel, refers to and modifies the antecedent that'precedes it. This
kind of RC can be introduced by three types of element: wh-words as in (8a), that as

in (8b), and zero or nothing as in (8c).

(8) a. The journalists [who __ exposed the fraud] are being sued.

(Baker, 1989, p. 236)
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b. We read the article [that Smith recommended __].

(Baker, 1989, p. 235)

c. The problem [ ¢ you told us about __ ] has been resolved.

(Baker, 1989, p. 235)

These three examples, (8a)-(8c), alse show-that B-Rels, like F-Rels, also have
missing NPs inside. Additionallys the relative structure of B-Rels must be finite as
well. B-Rels, as opposed tosF-Rels are in fact what people in general refer to as
relative clauses or adjective€lauses modifyiﬁg-:their preceding heads. For this reason,
when this study mentions the tesm relative clau;e, it always refers to a bound relative

clause.

1.5.2 Relative clauses introduced by r’egléit'i'\?e pronouns

English relative.clauses can begin with two main types of relative words:
relative pronouns and relative adverbs. A relative pronousis defined as a pronoun
that links a RC to'theshead beingimodified (Richardsy 2002):"Acrelative pronoun, in
addition, is coreferential with the particular head which the ERC modifies (Master,
1996). English has five'relative pronouns, i.e. who, which, whom, whose; and that, to
be thoroughly discussed with examples in 2.1.2.1.

It is also found that nouns denoting a place, a time, or a purpose can be

followed by OPREP (object-of-preposition) RCs, as illustrated in (9).

9) a. That’s the gas station at which I am working now.
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b. How well | remember the day on which he was born.
c. | have forgotten the reason for which the trust fund was established.

(adapted fromCowan, 2008, p. 434)

The combinations of the preposition and the relative pronoun which in (9a),
(9b), and (9c) can be replaced by where, when, and why respectively, as shown in

(10).

(10) a. That’s the gas station whereI am working now.

b. How well | remember the day when he was born.

c. | have forgotten the'reason why the trust fund was established.

" (adapted from Cowan, 2008, p. 435)

In (10), the wh-word relative markers,‘-r"eferred to as relative adverbs, fulfil
adverbial functions. That is, they modify the verb phrases within the RCs. In (10a),
the relative adverb where modifies the verb phrase am working. Likewise, the relative
adverbs when in (10b) maodifies the verb phrase was born, whereas why in (10c)
modifies the verb phirasejwas established.

The RCs which relative adverbs introduce are known as adverbial relative
clauses. Relative adverpsidiffer from relative pronouns in that whilesthe-functions of
relative pronouns in RCs are like those of nouns in general (e.g. a subject, a direct
object, an indirect object, or an object of preposition), relative adverbs, used to
reinforce the meaning of the preceding head, cannot have these functions within RCs

(Crystal, 2004). Rather, relative adverbs modify the following verb phrases in the RC.
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It is worth noticng that, regarding ERCs, such adverbial functions are unique to

relative adverbs as opposed to relative pronouns (Cowan, 2008).

1.5.3 Descriptive essays and descriptive speaking task

The type of writing used to elicit data from the participants was a descriptive
one. As experimented by plenty of researchers (e.g. Gass, 1979; Doughty, 1991;
Sadighi, 1994; Sakamoto & Kubota, 2000; lzumi, 2003; Chiang, 2004; Yip &
Matthews, 2007), this sort of writing, in compartson-with others, is the most capable
of making learners come up'with.RCs. In writing descriptive essays, the participants
were supposed to define, modify,‘or icentify someone or something, so they should
find it useful to incorporate/RCs in their qurR. Furthermore, in the present study, a
survey was also made to find jout which typé of writing could elicit the highest
number of RCs (to be discugSed in 3.2.1). Thé result was in line with the previous
studies’. That is, the RCs used in descriptivé-(;Ss_ays selected from online English
articles outnumber those in narrative and argumentative.ones. This should confirm the
idea that descriptive writinig Is the most appropriate tool for the'present study of ERCs
(see more details in 3.2.1).

Apart from-theawriting task; a speaking-taskawas alse used-in the present study.
The type of speaking task used in eliciting data from the participants was descriptive
in nature. The topics controlled and assigned ini the study' corresponded to those used
for descriptive writing so that as many ERCS as possible would be elicited. Assigning
the same topics for the writing and the speaking tasks should facilitate the participants
in the sense that they would be familiar with the topics they had written and then

capable of talking about such topics with less difficulty. Details of the speaking task

will be supplied in 3.2.2.
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1.6. Limitations of the study
Even though the present study aimed at investigating the use of ERCs by Thai
learners and providing a clearer picture of their ERC acquisition, there are some

limitations as follows:

1.6.1 Because in the present study the data were collected from the learner
corpus derived from the descriptive essays and stories about which the learners could
write and speak freely with nowerry about being assessed, it was highly probable that
they would use the ERC types to.which they were most accustomed, e.g. the subject
relative, which is the most basic'and least marked. Extremely marked types were
hardly found. In other words, usSing descriptiVe writing and speaking tasks, which
were aimed at eliciting naturally-occurring Iinéhistic data of ERCs, might not have
reflected the learners’ entire knowledge, of ER_-CS'.'-OnIy the RC types they were used
to showed up, while more marked types tended‘to" be avoided.

1.6.2. With respect to the descriptive essays, the participants were allowed
two-week time to produce each of their work outside class. This means they could
consult dictionaries<or, others ;o imprevethe.quality of their-writing. Probably their
production of ERCS might not represent entirely spontaneous language use as they

had time taxreconsiderand, revise their essays before submission.

1.7. Definition of terms
1.7.1 English as a foreign language (EFL)
Learning EFL refers to English language learning in a country where the

population does not speak English as the mother tongue, and where learners have few
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opportunities to use English outside the classroom. English is not an official language,
nor is it used widely for communication among the people in the country. An EFL
situation is common in a country where there is only one official language, such as
Thailand, Japan, or Korea. Therefore, in this study, Thai learners are considered EFL
learners.

1.7.2 First language acquisition

The term first language acquisition, sometimes known as child language
acquisition, is the process of learning and develepmient-of a person’s native language.
In first language acquisition, children-are claimed to subconsciously develop the rules
of their mother tongue by being exposed to examples of the language and by using the

language for communications

1.7.3 Second language acquisition

The term second language acquisition, 7rref‘e‘rred to in plenty of research as SLA
or L2 acquisition, is the process by which one develops proficiency in a second or
foreign language. It is “acquisition of another language after the first or native
language has been acquired. In this study, L2 acquisition refers to Thai learners’

acquisition of the English language.

1.74 Interlanguage (IL)

In this study, the term interlanguage refers to the linguistic system evidenced
when adult L2 or foreign language learners try to express meanings in the target
language (Selinker, 1992). It is the system created by the learners during their L2
learning, and this system is clearly different from both the learners’ native language

(NL) and the target language (TL) being learned. However, IL is linked to both NL
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and TL by interlingual identifications in the perception of the learners. According to
Corder (1981), the interlanguage rules, which merge from the stage of development of
the learners, can be changed over time as the learners continuously revise them in

their learning process.

1.7.5 English relative clause (ERC)

An English relative clause is defined as a subordinate or dependent clause that
modifies a preceding noun withif.a noun phrase-in.the-main clause. A relative clause
is introduced and linked to"the _head noun, known as an antecedent, by a relative
pronoun, such as who and which"and the complementizer that (Cook, 1993). The
relative pronoun can function differently in 'the RCs, such as subject, direct object,
indirect object, etc. RCs are usually placed |n subject or object positions (Swan,
2005). In the present study, the terms relati-v'e'bronoun, relative marker, relative

word, and relativizer are interchangeably used. =

1.7.6 Resumptive pronoun

A resumptive pronoun is a pronoun occupying the position that the NP
replaced by the relative pronoun had hefosesitawas maved-to.the.beginning of the RC
(Cowan, 2008). For example, the pronoun it in “Usually they give you a thing that
you don’t want it.” (acapted from Cowan, 2008, p. 426) is a resumptive pronoun,
which is coreferential with the head a thing and the relative pronoun that. In the
current study, the term resumptive pronoun is interchanegeble with resumptive,
pronominal reflex, pronoun copy, and pronominal copy. In addition, the abstract noun

referring to using resumptive pronouns is known as pronoun retention.
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1.7.7 Marked and unmarked features

In languages around the world, some linguistic features are marked, whereas
certain others are considered unmarked. Unmarked features are more common, basic,
and frequent than those referred to as marked features, which are rare, unnatural, and
difficult to acquire (Richards, 2002). In second language acquisition of RCs, an
example of an unmarked feature is a subject relative (SU), which is found in every
language and easy to acquire. By contrast, an object of comparison (OCOMP) is an
example of a marked feature sinee it occurs only-ifi. seme languages and is much more

difficult to acquire than SU.

1.8. Significance of the study

The present study is significant for the foilowing reasons:

1.8.1 There has been no study to date that examines in a thorough manner
the ERC acquisition by_Thai learners-of high'and low. proficiency. Although Gass
(1979) included Thais as her subjects of her study, she only presented her findings
regarding the acquisition-of L2 learners in general. It did-not discuss in detail the
characteristics of the acquisition by, learners wheses Ll is+Thai.«Neither did it show
and fully analyze the arising problems pestering Thai learners. The present study
therefore aimed, to bridge these 'gaps. It was expected to-investigate- how native
speakers of Thai acquired ERCs and how they used ERCs in authentic contexts such
as descriptive writing and speaking. Additionally, the study demonstrated a list of real
problems occurring in Thai EFL learners’ interlanguage, providing explanations for

the major sources of errors and avoidance.
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By far no study has been carried out to explore the acquisition of ERCs by
Thai learners with high proficiency in comparison with low-proficiency ones. Chang
(2004) observed that Chinese learners differing in English-proficiency levels
exhibited different ways of ERC acquisition. According to Liu (1998), who studied
the ERCs produced by low-proficiency learners, L1 interference was perspicuous and
accounted for several errors. By contrast, Chiang (1981) and Yip and Matthews
(1991) reported different findings that their advanced learners’ ERC acquisition
corresponded to the universals-that account for otherL.2 learners’ acquisition. Little
L1 evidence was observed.

However, the above glServation was made across studies. There has probably
been no single research work: that compafés and contrasts in depth the ERC
acquisition by Thai EFL learners of different broficiency levels. This was why the
present study was aimed at examining suct-w'E-RC acquisition by high and low
proficiency learners whose L1Is Thai: It is h(;bédr,that the findings of the study will
really benefit English teachers-in Thaifand, who need to know how differently high
and low proficiency learners acquire ERCs. With the findings of the present study,

they can prepare their lessons or materials which best suit each type of learners.

1.8.2 Notonly does the present study reveal the acquisition of ERCs by Thai
learners, but it'also helps*pinpaint the major problems that confrant'them in learning
the RC system in English. The errors found in the learners’ speech are real problems
which teachers should take into consideration in ERC instruction. Once they are
aware of what the real problems look like, they should be more capable of focusing on
coping with these problems and finding the best exercises or some other solutions to

enhance their students’ linguistic competence in relation to ERC.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

In the previous studies on L2 ERC acquisition, there were attempts to identify
the causes of problems L2 learners have. It has been claimed that such difficulty is
created as a result of the followings. First, the degree of markedness of RC types
proposed in the NPAH (Keenan & Comrie, 1977) determines the degree of difficulty
of each RC type. Second, the center-embedded RE"1s said to be more difficult for
learners to comprehend and. use-than the right-embedded one (Kuno, 1974). Third,
transfer of some linguistic Teatures‘or properties of learner’s L1 also plays a role in
leading learners to commit same kinds of errors.

In order to clearly understand-the SLVA of ERCs, it 1s advisable that the first
language counterpart be taken'into account as well. Furthermore, the RC systems in
Thai and English should also be discussed |n de,t__ail. The interlanguage concept is
important to be reviewed as well. In-short, therrliitgrature review will be divided into

three major parts:

I. Relative clauses in'English and Thai
ii. Interlanguage

ii.First and-secondilanguage-acquisition of\Englishrelative etauses
2.1 Relative clauses in English and Thai
2.1.1 Definition of relative clauses

A relative clause (RC) is a subordinate or dependent clause which modifies a

noun, a noun phrase (NP), and a pronoun. In English and Thai, relative clauses follow
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the head noun or head NP they modify. Because of this noun or NP modification
function, relative clauses are sometimes known as adjective clauses (Letourneau,
2001). Occasionally a RC can also modify a sentence that precedes it (see more
details in 2.1.2.4). RCs in English and Thai are introduced by a relative pronoun

which helps link them to the main or matrix clause.

2.1.2 English relative clauses
2.1.2.1 Relative markers in English

A relative marker or relaivizer is an element that introduces and links a
relative clause to a main clause /There are eight relative markers in English: who,
whom, which, whose, where,When, why, and that (Richards; 2002).

Specifically, English.relativizers are of t\;\}o types:
(11) Relative pronouns: who, wham, which, \;vt;()s_e, and that

a. A man who is concerned about global'warming.is doing his research in

Poland.

b. The students whom he met yesterday attend Durham University.

c. The dogwhighjisisleepingnean mejbelongs te Alex.

d. I know the boy whose bicycle was stolen.

e. Angels and Demons was a book that aroused considerable interest many

years ago.

Who and whom are the relative pronouns for persons, whereas which and that
are used for things and animals. Still, that can be used to refer to persons as well in

impersonal contexts such as definitions as in “A geologist is a person that studies the
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composition of the earth.” (Master, 1996). Compared to who, the use of that sounds
less formal (Azar, 2003). As for whose, it is the possessive relative determiner for

persons as well as things (Swan, 2005).

(12) Relative adverbs: where, when, and why
a. The building where she lives is very old.
b. I cannot forget the day when | first methim.

c. | understand the reasen-why SarahJcame to-Bangkok.

Where, when, and why are relative adverbs referring to a place, time, and a
reason respectively. As mentioned/earlier, r’ql'ative adverbs were excluded from the

present study. Only relative pronouns were in@*/eé'tigated In detail.

")
B |

2.1.2.2 Grammatical functions of ERCs
ERCs bear the same range of grammatib&*’functions as ordinary NPs. When
they are combined with the head noun or head NP, their resUIting functions are as

follows:

(13) Subjects

a. [¢ The students wha wonthe scholarship s] attend Durham WUniversity.

Direct objects

b. The professor introduced [po his teaching assistant whom | had not known

before po].
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Indirect objects

c. She lent [io her friend whom she loves 0] a camera.

Obijects of preposition/Obliques

d. The success of the project depends on [oprep the strategies which are aimed

at maximizing the company’s profits oprep].

Subjective complements

e. Our mother is [sc@woman who always smiles to'everyone sc].

Objective complements

f. We elected him [ogthe/leader who WQLJJ-Id fight against the corruption of

some Ministers oc].

2.1.2.3 Grammatical functions of English relative pronouns
Aside from the. grammatical functions of the whole relative clause in the
matrix clause, we can alsa.examine the grammatical function of the relative pronoun
within a RC. Relative prenounscin, English .can; fungtion, differently. Who usually

functions as a subject or object, whereas whom serves as an object. Whose is genitive.

Which andithat can beeither a subject or an object (Swan, 2005).

(14)  Subject relative (SU)

a. The person who is hired for this position is in a meeting until 4:30.
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Direct object relative (DO)

b. The candidate whom we hired for this position received her Ph.D. from

a well-known university University.

Indirect object relative (10)

c. The author whom the committee had awarded the first prize was very proud.

Object-of-preposition relative (OPR!__EP)

d. The house which helivesinas very beautiful. (less formal)

e. The house in which.i€ lives is very beautiful. (more formal)

Genitive/ possessive gelative (GEN)

f. Rachel met the manawhase house she i’{{/dhted to buy.

it ol

Object-of-comparison relative (OCOMP‘}'-"?‘ '

g. She is the woman whom Mary is taller than.

2.1.2:4 Discourse functions of Englishorelativeymarkers
As can be‘seen earlier, the choice of relative marker is grammatically
determineds by the role of the gap or trace, e.g. subject, direct abject, or indirect
object, in the RC. For instance, whom and the zero relativizer are used only with
object gaps. In addition, the choice among relativizers is also influenced by discoursal

factors. Major discourse functions of English relative markers are listed below:
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1. Elaboration

The relative pronoun which can help elaborate on the message in another
preceding clause by giving more details or clarifying it in some way (Lock, 1996, p.
255). This function is specific to non-restrictive relative clauses (to be discussed in

2.1.2.5) only.

(15) 1 managed to get two A’s and a B, which is.not too bad, | reckon.

(Lock, 1996, p.255)

In (15), which refers o the whole preceding clause | managed to get two A’s
and a B. In this case, whigh functions as a sentential relative pronoun because it
modifies and elaborates on another clause. Furthermore, which in this context always

requires a singular verb form.

2. Linkage and RC marking SN
According to Sarnhiran (1978), a relative marker can also serve as a linker
which connects a RC to the antecedent. Meanwhile, it also-functions as a RC marker

indicating that the fallowingclause is aRC.
(16) The teacher greeted the boy whe was reading a newspaper.
In (16), who acts as a relative linker which connects the RC who was reading

a newspaper to its head the boy. At the same time, this relative word helps mark the

RC status of the embedded clause.
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3. Register markers

Relative markers in English are used differently in different registers. From
the outstanding corpus findings by Biber, Johansson, Leech, Conrad, and Finegan
(1999), who, which, and that are the most common relativizers across registers,
compared with the remaining five. The relative markers which and that are the most
common overall; however, they have notably different distributions across registers.
In academic prose, which occurs with the mest.frequency. That is also common
though with less frequency than-wiich. In news and-fietion, which and that both occur
as relativizers with moderately high frequencies. Which 1s'more common than that in
news, while that is more cammon than which in fiction. In conversation, which is
comparatively rare, whereasthatis moderaterty-:common.

The register distribution of which-and 'thaét reflects the stylistic associations of
these forms. The relative prenouns beginning-'_;vﬁth wh- are often considered more
literate and appropriate to careful language. Tr_lé_:[‘has a more colloquial flavor and is
preferred in conversation and contemporary. ficti"o'h'V{Biber etal., 1999, p. 612).

It is also intriguing to find that, in addition to serving as a relative marker, that
can also function as a demonstrative pronoun, a demonstrative determiner, and a
complementizer. Thus; when the RC head;is azdemonstrative:pranoun, e.g. this, that,

these, or those, the relativizer that is strongly dispreferred since it would result in a

sequence of two identical‘or like elements.

(17)  Irecognized a silence like that which pervades a church after a service.

(Biber et al, 1999, p.617)
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In (17), which is more preferable than that. Likewise, RCs with an indefinite

pronoun as head have a strong preference for that, as opposed to which, as in (18).
(18) It is just something that we can’t do, I’m afraid. (Biber et al, 1999, p. 617)

Also it is equally common for RCs with indefinite pronouns as head to have a

zero relative marker, as in (19).
(19)  I’ll give him anything @ hewants now.

2.1.2.5 Restrictive and non—reSfrictive RCs
RCs in English arg diyided into twd- major types: restrictive and non-
restrictive relative clauses. J/Acgording - to L-e'thrneau (2001), restrictive relative
clauses (RRCs) restrict the referenge of the héé&‘NP through the information in the
RC. RRCs are also known as defining relative clauses since they define or identify the
head NP so as to differentiate it from other similar NPs. In this case, the head NP is

usually indefinite (Master;.1996). RRCs are commonly found in definitions as in (20).

(20) A therm@meter is an instrument that measures temperature.

(Master, 1996, p. 257)

In (20), the RRC that measures temperature serves to differentiate the
instrument called a thermometer from other instruments, such as a speedometer, a
television, a computer, and so forth. The most obvious indicator of a RRC is the fact

that it has no commas. Moreover, the complementizer that can be used in RRCs but
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never in the other type called non-restrictive relative clauses. Another important point
defining RRCs is an omission of a relative pronoun used as an object in a relative

clause as in (21).

(21)  The couple really loved the boy (whom) they adopted.

Contrary to RRCs, non-restrictive relative clauses® (NRCs), as the name
implies, do not restrict the reference of the, NP modified by them. They only supply
extra information about that head NP whose referent is already known. Put
differently, the head NP is definite. The meaning of a NRC could be clearer when

contrasted with a similar RRC.

(22) My uncle who lives inTexas is a psychol_béj-ist. (RRC)

(23) My uncle, who lives in Texas.is-a psychbldg—ist. (NRC)

(22) implies that the speaker has at least two uncles. The one living in Texas is
a psychologist. On the other hand, (23) implies that the speaker has only one uncle,
who happens to liveiinsTexas.

Interestingly, the head NP of a NRC is often a proper noun as in (24).

(24)  The Eiffel Tower, which is the pride of Paris, was built in 1889.

Additionally, only wh-relativizers are permitted in NRCs; the use of that is

never allowed in NRCs (Azar, 2003), as in (25).

® They are also known as non-defining relative clauses (Master, 1996).
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(25) *The Eiffel Tower, that is the pride of Paris, was built in 1889.

Further, a relative pronoun functioning as an object in a NRC is obligatory.

That is, it cannot be deleted as in (26).
(26)  *All the children admire Ms Browns, g her husband is very proud of.

It is clearly seen that*NRCs are always sei~off by a comma or commas
(Eastwood, 2005). Furthermore, la-a. NRC, las discussed earlier in 2.1.2.4, the relative
pronoun which can also refer.io the whole preceding clause (Swan, 2005), as shown in

(27).
(27)  He got married again last year, which shocked his ehildren.

Here which refers to the whole previous clause He got married again last

year.

2.1.3 Thai/Relative clauses
2.1.3.1 Relative markers in Thai

Thexmast common,_and useful relative jpronoun in Thai is thii, which can be

used to modify both animate and inanimate nouns in any function, while different
pronouns in English are required according to particular types of head noun (human
or non-human) and their functions (e.g. subject or object), as illustrated earlier

(Suktrakul, 1975).
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Apart from thii, Thai also has other relative pronouns, such as syrn. The
relative pronoun syz is preferred for inanimate nouns or pronouns as in (28), though it

can refer to any noun phrase. Not only does it occur in a formal or literary text, but it

can also be used in everyday conversation (Iwasaki & Ingkaphirom, 2005).

(28)  khdoy syn  waanjuu naj hon haajpaj

Something  which lay in roem lost

‘Something that was laid in the room was lost.”

Additionally, sypean modify the whole preceding clause as in (29).

(29) khaw phaa degdeg paji - duu « nap %)
He  take children 10 séég = Jmovies which
pen  kaan dii maag - -
be consider good very

‘He took the children to the movies, which was considered very good.’

The relative'marker ?an generally refers to a noun phrase that is non-human. It

is often used inwritten language (Suktrakul, 1975), as_in (30).

(30) khaw haj bodrian ?an  miikhaa kee chan

He give lesson which valuable to me

‘He gave me a lesson, which was valuable.’
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2.1.3.2 Grammatical functions of Thai RCs
According to Chumnilokasant (1968) and Suktrakul (1975), while RCs in
English have aforementioned six different functions, Thai RCs have only four

functions, short of a subjective complement and an objective complement, as follows:

1. Modifying a subject
(31) /S+RC/+V

/deg  tHii kamlan rab... raagpwan/ naarag maag

child who being get*™ _#Drize lovely very
“The child, who is getting the'prize, isvery lovely.’

(Suktrakul, 1975, p. 96)

2. Modifying a direct object (DO)
(32) S+V+/DO+RC/

chan kin  /khandm thii ~ khun ' haj/  lgew

I eat  sweets which you  give already
‘I have already eaten the sweets, which you gave me.’

(Suktrakul, 1975, p. 100)

3. Modifying an indirect'object (10)
(33) S+V+DO+/IO+RC/

khruu ta ceeg raagwan /ndgrian tHii  rian  dii/

teacher will  give prize student who study well
“The teacher will give the prizes to the students who study well.

(Suktrakul, 1975, p. 101)
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4. Modifying an object of preposition (OPREP)

(34) S+V+/P+OPREP +RC/

nansyy juu  bon /to? tHii  juu  trop  mum-hdon/
book be on table which be at corner-room
“The book is on the table, which is in the corner of the room.’

(Suktrakul, 1975, p. 102)

2.1.3.3 Grammatical functions of relative pronouns in Thai
According to Sornhiran«(19/8), relative pronouns in Thai have grammatical

functions as follows:

(35) Subject
négrian tHii  maa /sdaj pen Iaykphaaj kh3onchan
student who come late e sorir my

“The student who came late is my son’

(36) Direct object

nagrian tHii® chan- | chdob ‘maa ' sdaj

student whom _| like. come _late

‘The student.whom [ like came late.’

(37) Indirect object

nagrian tfii  chdn hjj dinsdo jim  kwaan

student whom | give pencil smile broad

“The student whom | gave the book to smiled broadly.’
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2.1.3.4 Discourse functions of Thai relative markers
Thai relative markers also have functions in the discourse level. The following

functions are outlined based on the studies by Sornhiran (1978) and Suktrakul (1975).

1. Linkage and RC marking

Similar to those in English, relative markers in Thali, i.e. thii, syn, and Zan, all

serve as invariant markers introducing the RC.“Moreover, these markers link the

following embedded clause, a.RC, to the antecedent.

(38) dek tHii  maa rogfian SAyY ...

child REL come sehool late ...

“The child who came to;school late...”

In (38), the relative marker thii introduc’eé;a RC, which is thii maa rogrian

sayy, and it also connecis:this RC to its head dek “child”.

2. Elaboration

The relativizer Syy'can give more details or information regarding the previous
clause (Suktrakul, 1975).+In this way, syn, like which lin English, reiers-to the whole

preceding clause.

(39) khadw phaa dekdek pajduu nan syn thamhay

He take  children go see movie which make
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chdn phoojay

me  pleased

‘He took the children to the movie, which pleased me.’

In (39), syy refers to the whole previous clause khaw phaa dekdek pajduu

nag, connecting this to the proposition of the RC.

3. Stylistic markers

Sornhiran (1978) suggests‘that the differences in the use among thfi, syn, and

Zan are matters of style rathewthan syntax. Precisely, these differences depend on the

degree of the formality of eoniext. That is, thii is generally used in all contexts,

especially in conversation; s¥z, ‘usually: occurs in more formal situations, such as

general writing, formal speech, or in-situations Whéffe emphasis is needed. As for Zan,

it conveys a formal tone and is often used in highly formal writing like religious texts

or formal speech.

(40) dek thii/syp chdan’ lag maa......

child, (REL: | hring up COMEe 2. .¢

‘The‘child that | brought up ...” (Sornhiran, 1978, p. 177)
(41) phét thii/ syp/ Zan mii  khda mahdasdan

diamond REL have value tremendous

‘the diamond that has tremendous value...’ (Sornhiran, 1978, p. 177)
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It seems that Zan is not supposed to be used in an informal context as in (40),
while thii, syz, and Zan can all be employed in a formal context like (41).
Moreover, it is discovered that syy is usually selected when the antecedent is

a proper name, as in (42).

(42) n6p sYyn pen  hdanadahdy...

Nop REL be classleader...

‘Nop, who is the class-leader...” (Sornhiran, 1978, p. 177)

All things considered, discourse functions represented by Thai relative
markers are similar to thosesin English, espéci'ally in elaboration, linkage, and RC
marking. Nevertheless, English relative markers are differently used in different
registers, while Thai relative markers do have -s‘f:;/-iis}ically different uses.

2.1.3.5 Restrictive and non-restrictive RCs in Thai

Suktrakul (1975) suggests that in general non-restrictive relative clauses
(NRCs) in Thai occur_more often_than restrictive_relative clauses (RRCs). As can be
seen earlier, the differences between RRCs and NRCs in English lie in the fact that
NRCs in written language are-set-aff byl comma(s) from its headnouily Also either the
use of the complementizer that or an omission of any relative marker is never
allowed. Furthermore, English NRCs are distinguished by a pause in speech. In
contrast, RRCs are not used with commas, and it is possible to use that. Moreover, a

relative pronoun functioning as an object can be omitted.
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However, According to Suktrakul (1975), in Thai, RRCs and NRCs differ in
that in RRCs a noun classifier is usually added so as to place emphasis on the
preceding noun, pronoun, or noun phrase. Examples of RRCs and NRCs are given

below.

RRC (43) degphQujin  Kkhon tfii  maa myawaannii pen

girl (classifier) ~ who .+ come yesterday be

pHiisaaw kKh3snchan

elder sister _my
“The girl who came yesterday isimy elder sister.”

(Suktrakul, 1975, p. 106)

RRC (44) paagka diam thir, juu  bon  t6?
pen (classifier)  which be on desk
pen kh3onchan
be my

“The pen which is on the desk is.mine.’

(Suktrakul,'1975, p. 107)

NRC (45)% maalii tfii  maa myawaannii pen

Malee who come yesterday be

pHiisaaw kh3onchan

elder sister ~ my

‘Malee, who came yesterday, is my elder sister.’
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(Suktrakul, 1975, p. 108)

NRC (46) paagka tfii  juu  bon  t6?
pen which be on desk
pen kh3onchan
be my

‘The pen, which is on the desk, is

pronoun + pen ‘be’ + N’E}it"i’é'fourid that the relativ together with be can be

omitted (Sornhiran, 19 .
j j

o s o] ] ) 1145 148 ) o
A eIt TnE Ry

‘Suda, who is Mr. Mee’s daughter, will go to Bangkok.’
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In (47), the relative pronoun thii and pen ‘be’ together can be deleted, but an

omission of either element is not grammatical. This is similar to whiz-deletion in
English, a rule that allows an omission of both a wh-relativizer and be in a RC, as in

(48), (Letourneau, 2001, p. 331).

(48) A person (who is) in your position can’t afford to negotiate aggressively.

(Letourneau, 2001, p.331)

2.1.3.7 Reduced RCs'in Thai
The concept of redueed relative clauses has been discussed in a number of
works on Thai RCs. Basically, reduced RCs as in (49) are equal in meaning to RCs

with relativizers as in (50).

(49) khon dii
person good

‘a good person’

(50) khon thiia! i

person that  good

‘a person‘that is good’

According to Savetamalya (1989, 1996), a reduced RC, labeled in her work as
a verbal RC, is identified by two major syntactic characteristics. First, it immediately

follows its head. Second, it contains a missing NP that is coreferential with the head.
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In (51), there is a missing subject NP in the reduced RCs rak rot, and it modifies the

preceding noun khon.

(51) khon rak  rot

person love car

‘a person who loves cars’ (Savetamalya, 1996, p. 634)

Savetamalya (1989) alse-suggests-that reduced-RCs in Thai cannot modify

pronouns or proper nouns.

(52)  *chdn chdop thoat [stlay]

I like you™ heautiful

(53) *chdn chdop pik [suay]

I like Puk—beautiful

(Savetamalya, 1989, p. 75)

(52) is ungrammatical ‘since the reduced RCs suay is used to modify the
pronoun thoo.“In (53);-the-reduced RC suay modifying the'proper-ioun puk causes

ungrammaticality as well.

Kuno and Wongkhomthong (1981) propose two semantic characteristics of
reduced Thai RCs. First, they are compositional in meaning. That is, the meaning of
reduced RCs can be predicted from their elements, while the meaning of compound

nouns, which are very similar in form to reduced RCs, cannot. For instance, the
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meaning of the reduced RC in (51) is ‘a person who loves cars’, whereas khon-khap-

rot, which is a compound noun, refers to ‘a driver’ rather than ‘a person who drives a

car’. The second semantic characteristic lies in the fact that reduced RCs as in (54)

give general description, general characterization, or general evaluation to its head. In

contrast, RCs with relativizers as in (55) provide the head with personal judgement or

evaluation.

(54) khon [phdut phaasda rankrit kénj-mék-ca pen  khon
person speak language English well frequently be person
hua-dii
head-good

(55)

‘A person who (peoplein general think) speaks English well is frequently

clever.’

(Kuno & Wongkhomthong, 1981, p. 215)
miawaannii  phdm cos  khon [thii phiut phaasda Pankrit
yesterday | meet. . person.REL . . speak..language English
kep]
well

“Yesterday | met a person who (I think) speaks English well.’

(Kuno & Wongkhomthong, 1981, p. 215)

Prasithrathsint (2000) also proposes another semantic characteristic of a

reduced RC in Thai. A reduced RC is employed when the concepts expressed by the
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head and the RC are semantically related, while a RC with a relativizer is used when

the two concepts are distant.

(56) phra? [dii] mii mdak tée coon [thii dii] mii  ndoy

monk good have many but thief REL good have few
“There are many good monks but few good thieves.’

(Prasithrathsint, 2000, p. 260)

In (56), the concept of .ihe head phra? ‘monk’ is essentially positive and its

concept is semantically close tosthe verb dii ‘g_ood’ in the RC. Thus, a reduced RC is
used here. On the other hand, the concept of trherhead coon ‘thief’ is typically negative
and distant from the meaning of dii, so an ordina_ry_ RC with a relativizer is selected.

Another observation ‘on semantic characteristics of reduced RCs is made by
Kullavanijaya (2006), who remarks- that the :he‘aibl modified by a reduced RC is
indefinite, but that modified by a RC with a feléti‘\/-izer IS defipite. In (55), the head
khon *“person’ is definite"since the referent of the head iIs already presupposed in the
speaker’s thought. Therefore, a normal RC with a relative marker is used. However,
in (54), the speaker has no particular-reterent in his/her mind, so a reduced RC is
suitable in this context.

Yaowapat and-Prasithrathsint /(2006) ‘also ‘argue that-'the noun-modifier dii
‘good’ in the construction khon dii in (49) is considered a RC known as a reduced RC,
which is introduced by a verb and there appears no relativizer in this type of RC. It is
regarded as a RC because it shares three universal characteristics of RCs in general.
First of all, it follows the head which it modifies. In (49), dii follows the head khon.

Second, the reduced RC, as in (49), contains a gap coreferential with the modified
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noun, where the gap is in the subject position like the head. Third, the coreferential
gap can function as subject, direct object, oblique, or possessor.
Nevertheless, reduced RCs differ syntactically from normal RCs in three

principal ways. First, a reduced RC begins with a verb, e.g. the verb rak in the
reduced RC rak rot in (51), repeated here for convenience, while a normal RC is

introduced by a relativizer.

(51) khon rék  rét

person love car

‘a person who loves cars’ , (Savetamalya, 1996, p. 634)

The second difference is a reduced RC always has (0 be placed adjacent to the

head. In (51), the reduced RC rak ret‘appears next to the head khon. In contrast, a

normal RC and its head can sometimes be separated by some elements such as the

prepositional phrase nai Baan ‘inside house’ in-the RC khon nai bdan thii rak rot ‘a

person in the house who loves cars’. This prepositional phrase occurs between the

head khon and the reduced.RC thii. rak.rot. Einally, unlike.a normal RC, a reduced RC

can never have a coteferential gap functioning as an indirect object.

2.2 Interlanguage (IL)

The term interlanguage was coined by Larry Selinker (1972) to refer to the
linguistic system evidenced when adult second-language learners make an attempt to
express meanings in the language being learned or the target language. The

interlanguage is regarded as a separate linguistic system which is different from both
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the learners’ NL and the TL, yet this system is somehow linked to the NL and the TL

by interlingual identifications in the perception of the learners (Tarone, 2006).

2.2.1 Origins of the concept of interlanguage

Before the introduction of the notion of interlanguage, Contrastive Analysis
(CA) had gained a lot of popularity among language researchers and linguists.
According to Lado (1957), both similarities anddifferences between NL and TL are
very important for second language acquisition in‘thaisuch similarities are believed to
facilitate learners’ TL acquisition” 4f NL and TL share some similar linguistic
features, then it should be easy for learners to master those features in TL as a result
of positive transfer from N On the other h'énd, when NL and TL are very much
different, learners are expgCted t0 have diffiéulty in acquiring TL. Due to the
differences between NL and TL, CA'is claime-d'tb- have its predictive power. In other
words, it is said to be able to predictthe area of'id‘iff,iculty or problems that could arise
in TL learning (Ellis, 1987).

However, many. scholars began to question the predictability of CA as they
had often noticed its flaws. That is, some potential errors.ar problems predicted by
CA did not occursin reality: In, addition,sseveralyerrers that-actually arise were not
anticipated by CA“Some even argued that CA was not supported by reference to
“data obtained from the systematic study of learner language itself, but usually only to
utterances which contrastive analysts happened to have noticed and remembered.”
(Tarone, 2006, p. 747). Furthermore, it was likely that these analysts tended to notice
data that CA predicted and ignore data that did not fit CA. Learners’ utterances that
represented L1 transfer were taken into account or quoted, while those not providing

evidence of such transfer went unnoticed.
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The decline in popularity of CA gave rise to Error Analysis (EA), an
enterprise born of the attempt to validate the predictions of CA through systematically
gathering and analyzing the speech and writing of second language learners (Tarone,
2006). For EA, the focus is on the systematic observation of learners’ language as EA
is viewed as a tool for scientific study that could reveal the real problems of second-
language learners. According to Corder (1981), not only do learners’ errors stem form
L1 transfer, but they could also have an origin in the complexity of the target
language itself. Moreover, the-errors might come from other strategies employed by
learners in TL learning. Richards(1980) classified different types of errors based on
different processes learners use tosimplify their learning, such as overgeneralization,
simplification, developmental errors, commUhication-based errors, induced errors,
and errors as avoidance.

It was Corder (1981), who firstly sugééstéd that secondlanguage learners, in
learning TL, do not start with their-NL but réfﬁér,-with a universal built-in syllabus
which guides them in the development of theif own linguistic system referred to as
transitional competence, This kKind of competence Is different/from the learners’” NL
or TL since it probably begins with a universal grammar. Corder also remarked that
errors found in Tk learning showthe jidiesyncraticalinguistic«system learners are
creating, aiming to'reach TL competence. The transitional competence had been in
many schalars’’ consideration and had been developed through time ‘until a more
popular and acceptable term interlanguage was introduced by Selinker (1972), who
argued that the interlanguage hypothesis is intended to bring about systematic
research on the development of the language created by adult L2 learners.
Interlanguage is also aimed at identifying L2 learners’ psycholinguistic processes that

shape their language, explaining how learners form interlingual identifications across
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linguistic systems, and accounting for the problems that tend to occur to L2 learners

or even make them stop learning (Tarone, 2006).

2.2.2 Defining interlanguage

Selinker (1972) defines interlanguage as the separate linguistic system
evidenced when adult L2 learners try to express meaning in a language they are in the
process of learning. This linguistic system includes almost all aspects of human
language, such as phonology; morphology, syntax;-lexicon, and pragmatics. The
interlanguage differs from both the'NiL and the TL of learners. First, interlanguage is
generally considered as characieristic ©f adult L2 learners only. Unlike children,
adults are believed to have passed puberty and"are not supposed to be able to employ
the language acquisition device (LAD).

According to Selinker (1972), adult_-l__'z"- learners, since they have passed
puberty, are inclined not to become successtul in"developing a linguistic system to the
level achieved by child learners: Moreover, interlanguage of adult learners could enter
into the stage of fossilization, a process in which the learners interlanguage stops
developing permanently. ‘Fossilization Is one of the key factors that distinguish the
development of interlanguage~from the qproeess; of c(Lil-development (Mclaughlin,
1987).

Selinker (1972)yalso ;states that interlanguage is the-product of five central

cognitive processes involved in second language learning:

a. Language transfer: It is claimed that learners’ first language plays such a
major role that some linguistic features from L1 transfer to the learners’

interlanguage. This process corresponds to what contrastive analysts
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primarily rely on when comparing and contrasting the systems of L1 and
L2. For instance, Chinese learners of English in learning English relative
clauses may be believed to transfer their head-final property into their

production of English RCs, which are head-initial.

Transfer of training: This can be seen when L2 learners apply rules they
have previously learned from instruigtors or textbooks. This strategy may
work on some occasion, however, semetimes errors can occur as a result

of learners’ misunderstanding of some L2 rules:

Strategies of L2 dearning: These 'Sfrategies are used by L2 learners who
have conscious attempt to master the 'TL. For instance, they may use
mnemonics to remembper target vocébuiary in L2 or to remember textbook
dialogues. Such strategies are ofien gﬁéeessful, but they can result in errors

as well.

Strategies of L2 communication: When the interlanguage system seems
inadequatecon upequal tovassituation; learners may-employ these strategies
to resolve communication problems. That is to say, those who find that the
linguistic item, they need iis not available! can use suchy'communicative
strategies to get the meaning across. For this reason, the linguistic forms
and patterns used in such attempts may become permanent parts of the
learners’ interlanguage. For example, when a learner does not know the

English word for a calculator, he or she may attempt to describe it using
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words like ‘It is a small machine with numbers.” so that the meaning can

be imparted to the interlocutor.

e. Overgeneralization of TL rules: Overgeneralization can occur when
learners have not internalized all the rules in TL. This means they have
learned a TL rule without being aware of all the exceptions to it, thus
possibly committing errors through. overgeneralizing the rule. For
example, a beginner-level learner may attach the suffix —ed to the verb
pay, resulting in“payed-without being aware that the correct form of this

irregular verb is paid.

Subsequent studies were undertaken to 'provide evidence showing that all of

these five cognitive processes could affect the construction of learners’ interlanguage.

2.2.3 Revised interlanguage hypothesis

There have beersome modifications and expansions of the concept of
interlanguage since it was firstly proposed in 1972, although the central claims of the
Interlanguage Hypothesis remain basieally unchangeds: First af,all;with respect to the
original interlanguage hypothesis, this term applied only to adult L2 learners.
Nonetheless, research done later ‘on indicates that children-in language immersion
programs may also produce an interlanguage. Researchers can observe these
children’s fossilized linguistic systems with considerable influence from L1 transfer.
The second revision of the interlanguage hypothesis concerns the influence of
universal grammar (UG) on the development of interlanguage. In the early period of

the introduction of the term interlanguage, it was regarded as not a natural language
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since it can fossilize and evidence NL transfer. Thus, it has nothing to do with UG
(Selinker, 1972). Adjemian (1976), however, opposed to this notion, stating that
interlanguage is a natural language, and as a natural language, interlanguage has to
conform to language universals.

The third modification lies in the fact that interlanguage development seems to
vary in different social contexts or discourse domains. Tarone (2006, p. 751) suggests
that learners can produce “a significantly more fluent, grammatical, and transfer-free
interlanguage in some social eontexts than in etheis™ L2 learners may show more
fluency and grammaticalityin diseussion of a topic with which they are more familiar
than another. Furthermore, skey processes such as fossilization may be more
prominent for learners in ong'context than'in aﬁother.

Fourth, it was propesed by early inte"r-language scholars such as Selinker
(1972) that fossilization is inevitable, which _-rr_ie"a-ms that it is nearly impossible for
adult L2 learners to achieve native-like compet(‘en;:‘e,.-in TL. Nevertheless, scholars who
argue that fossilization is caused by sociolinguistic forces also remark that
fossilization is not unavoidable. Therefore, learners are thought to be able to continue

learning the TL until theirproduction and perception are indistinguishable from those

of native speakers(Cohen1990).

2.24 Interlanguage hypothesis in relation to Universal Grammar
2.2.4.1 Universal Grammar in L1 acquisition
According to Chomsky (1981, 1986), all children are claimed to be capable of
acquiring their mother tongue through language acquisition device (LAD), supposedly
equipped in their brain from birth. Chomsky proposed the concept of Universal

Grammar (UG) to account for native-speaker knowledge of language and for the
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acquisition of such knowledge. With UG, native speakers of any language are
believed to be able to recognize grammaticality, ambiguity, and semantic well-
formedness in their language. UG, in fact, is the innate component which functions as
LAD; UG comprises an abstract set of principles and parameters which serve to
define the core aspects of all natural languages. The child in the L1 linguistic
environment is born equipped with UG. The L1 linguistic input to the child interacts
with UG to constitute the core grammar of the child’s L1.

UG includes invariant principles, which are generally true across languages, as
well as parameters, which allow_fer variation from language to language. Grammars
of children and adults conform io0 the principles and parameters of UG. For child
language acquisition, UG forms/the child’s irﬁtial state, where the child is equipped
with basic linguistic knowledge before being eibosed to any input. Then the primary
language data come to assist the child in d-e'te"fmining the precise form that the
grammar must take. With the input,-a Iangij-a;;‘e_.-specific lexicon is built up and
parameters of UG are set to values-suitable for the language the child is acquiring. It
should be noted that the grammar of the child’s L1 can be restructured over the course

of time when they are exposed to different properties ofthe input. Finally, in due

course, the child reachesjaisteady stategrammar-for the native-language (White, 2003,

p. 2).

2.2.4.2 Universal Grammar and interlanguage in L2 acquisition
In second language acquisition (SLA), L2 learners are also confronted with a
similar task as L1 acquirers do. That is, L2 learners need to arrive at a system
accounting for L2 input. Furthermore, they also face a logical problem of language

acquisition; there are abstract, complex, and subtle properties of L2 grammar which
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are underdetermined by L2 input. This means that L2 input alone is not sufficient for
learners to induce all the L2 linguistic rules from. Because of this, they must also
depend upon universal principles of UG, with which they have already been equipped.
This fact is strongly indicative of UG principles constraining interlanguage (IL)
grammar, parallel to the situation in L1 acquisition (Braidi, 1999).

However, Bley-Vroman (1990) and Schachter (1990) argue that, unlike L1
acquirers, L2 learners already have a means of representing language, namely the
grammar of their native language. Accordingly, there might be no problem of
underdetermination. In other weords; if L2 learners show the relevant kind of
unconscious linguistic knowledge; probably: it may be the case that they are drawing
on their L1 grammar rather than UG.

In order to demonstrate that L2 Iearners’- IL grammar is really constrained by
UG principles, two conditions arg necessarily fd be mt. Eirst, the phenomenon being
investigated must be underdetermined by the Lé‘i,nput. That is to say, it cannot be
something that could be acquired by observation of the L2 input, including statistical
inferencing based on frequency of occurrence or on the basis of analogy. Second, the
phenomenon must also be-underdetermined by L1 so that.transfer of any properties
from L1 cannot be-attsibuted to,as angexplanatiom of any-knawledge that L2 learners

attain (White, 2003).

2.3 First and second language acquisition of English relative clauses

A great number of studies so far have been dedicated to an investigation of
child language acquisition of RCs both in terms of comprehension (e.g. Brown, 1971;
Sheldon, 1974, 1977; Flynn & Lust, 1980; Hakuta, 1981; Correa, 1982; Labelle,

1996; Schuele & Nicholls, 2000; McKee & MaDaniel, 2001; Eisenberg, 2002; Diessel
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& Tomasello, 2005) and production (e.g. Menyuk, 1969; Limber, 1973, 1976; Slobin,
1986; Dasinger & Toupin, 1994; Jisa & Kern, 1998).

In addition, the difficulties that L2 learners are confronted with when learning
English relative clauses (ERCS) are so inspiring that many research studies have been
carried out to find an explanation for the problems as well as for L2 acquisition of
ERCs. Scholars have tried to propose linguistic universals which predict acquisition
and difficulty order (e.g. Kuno, 1974; Keenan' & Comrie, 1977; Hamilton, 1994),
whereas some have discovered-the impact of learfiers” L1 on ERC acquisition (e.g.
Chiang, 1981; Gass, 1984; Yip & Maithews, 1991, 2006, 2007). There have also been
studies on how instruction gi*some /RC types can influence learners’ acquisition by
enabling them to acquire uninstructed Iessfﬁarked types (e.g. Gass, 1981, 1982;
Doughty, 1988, 1991; Hamilton 1994).

2.3.1 L2 RC acquisition theories supp‘ol:t‘e,d by those in L1

2.3.1.1 The Perceptual Difﬁculty Hypothesis (PDH)

Formulated by Kuno (1974), the Perceptual Difficulty Hypothesis, which is
based on perceptual considerations of the human memory system, predicts that center
embedded RCs are-mere; perceptually difficult-to pracess than-right or left* embedded
RCs. Such difficulty lies in the fact that center-embedded RCs as in (57) are inserted
and thus interrupt the processing of the matrix sentence, whereas righi-embedded RCs
as in (58) are easier since they occur at the end of the sentence and this means there is

no interruption.

* It should be noted that left embedded RCs are irrelevant in the case of English, so it is not further
discussed here.
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(57)  center-embedded RCs

The cheese that the rat ate was rotten.

(58)  right-embedded RCs

The rat ate the cheese that was rotten.

The prediction made by the PDH is thaty ne matter what the RC is, sentences
with RCs embedded in the matrix subject position are-more difficult than sentences
with RCs embedded in the matrix-object position. Many studies on L2 acquisition of
ERCs found support for the BDH(e.0: loup & Kruse, 1977; Schumann, 1980; Izumi,
2003). '_

The PDH is really /consistent with-l'thaé noninterruption hypothesis in L1
acquisition, which posits that.an intefvéning el_é_fnént can easily exceed the hearer’s or
speaker’s memory span, especially when th-é-_-in_'.tervening element is a complex
grammatical unit such as a center-embedded reIét’i\ré‘clause (Diessel, 2004).

Generally the strugture of RCs can be characterized by two main features: (i)
the syntactic role of the matrix clause element functioning as the head of the RC; and
(i) the syntactic rolecof the gap,qise. theselement that jis-relativized within the RC.

When put together, these two features result in four types of RC constructions

(Diessel &Tomasello, 2005):

1. SS-relatives: the matrix clause subject is modified by a RC including a subject gap

(59) Thedogthat  jumps over the pig bumps into the lion.
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2. SO-relatives: the matrix clause subject is modified by a RC including an object gap

(60)  The lion that the horse bumps into __ jumps over the tiger.

3. OS-relatives: the matrix clause object is modified by a RC including a subject gap

(61) The pig bumps into the horse that __ jumps over the tiger

4. OO-relatives: the matrix clause object is modified by a RC including an object gap

(62)  The dog stands on the herse that the tiger jumpsover __ .

According to the nomintesruption hypothesis, difficulties become greater for
children to process RCs thatdinterruptthe matki.x clause than those that follow it. That
IS, SS- and SO- relatives, which are center-embedded relatives, are more difficult than
OS- and OO- relatives, which are right—ﬁréhbhing ones. This noninterruption
hypothesis is consistent with one of'Slebin’s (ié%?r‘) operating principles. Both have a

similar notion in that

Processing a discantinuous grammatical unit involves holding an incomplete
parse in workingy memery while jinterpreting; (orjconstructing) the intervening
element. This can exceed the hearer’s (or speaker’s) memory span...

(Diessel; 2004, p. 118)

Many studies (e.g. Brown, 1971; Correa, 1982; Roth, 1984; Clancy et al,
1986; Kidd & Bavin, 2002) found that children are inclined to misinterpret center-
embedding RCs more often than they do with RCs that are right-branching or even

left-branching (e.g. Japanese, Korean).



55

2.3.1.2 The SO Hierarchy Hypothesis (SOHH)
This hypothesis, proposed by Hamilton (1994), posits an implicational

relationship among four types of RC sentences which differ in the followings:

a) The positioning in the matrix clause of the noun serving as the head of the RC
(The noun in question is usually referred to as the head noun or antecedent.)

b) The role of the NP relativized in the RC

Hamilton also proposes_a unified motivation for the SO (subject-object)
hierarchy based on the notion.of progessing discontinuity (O’Grady, 1999).

Processing difficultysis defined in tw& major ways. One is the discontinuity
created by the center embedding0f @ RCn the fhatrix clause as in (63).

(63) The giraffe which is eating cherries Iook'jed at the zebra.

The other is a discontinuity produced by phrasal boundaries within the RC
that separate the relative pronoun and the wh-trace created by relativization, as

illustrated in (64).

(64)  Jane fedithe dagi [ep Whichi [ip We [ve Saw t;i ]]].

In (59), two discontinuities are caused by two phrasal boundaries, VP and IP,
which separate the relative pronoun which from its trace t;.
The order of difficulty predicted by the SOHH is determined by the number of

the whole discontinuities in the structure. Such order of difficulty is as follows:
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0OS > 00/SS > SO°

This order demonstrates that OS is easier to understand and acquire than OO,
which is as difficult as SS. SO is considered the most difficult.

The OS sentence, as in (61), is expected to be the easiest to process since it has
just one discontinuity in the RC. The OO, as in (62), is supposed to be more difficult
than the OS as it consists of two discontinuities: a discontinuous S and a
discontinuous VP. The SS, as«in (59), is claimed to-be as difficult as the OO since
both contain two discontinuities. Unlike the OO, one of the discontinuities of the SS is
within the RC and the other is Created by the center embedding in the matrix clause.
Of all the four RC types, the SO, as in (60) IS viewed as the most difficult type
because it is made up of three discontinuities: tv§)0 within the RC and the other caused
by the center embedding of the RC in the matri_-x_' clause.

Furthermore, object-of-prepasition (OPRER—) relatives can also be considered

in the SOHH. This RC type itself is-assumed to have three discontinuities as in (65).
(65) The man [cp whoj [ip-We [ve thought [, about t]]]1.

Additionally, if a RC like the one in (65) is placed in the matrix subject
position of:a sentence as‘in (66), there will be four levels of-discontinuity, including

the one created by the center embedding of the RC.

(66) The man [cp whoi [ip we [vp thought [y, about t]]]] suddenly emerged at the

party.

® > means “is easier than’; / means “is as difficult as’
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In (66), apart from center embedding, there are three phrasal boundaries,
namely, IP, VP, and PP, separating the relative pronoun from its trace. These create
four discontinuities in total.

In contrast, if this RC appears in the matrix object position, there will be three

levels of discontinuity, all created within the RC itself as in (67).
(67) We saw the man [cp who; [» we [ve thought{,gabout t;]]].

In (67), three discontinuities are found since there are three phrasal
boundaries: IP, VP, and PP.

Furthermore, when OPREP s taken intb consideration, the OOPREP (OPREP
placed in the matrix object position) is placed at the same difficulty level as the SO
and the SOPREP (OPREP placed in the matri-x SUbject position) at a higher level of
difficulty than the SO and OPREP./At this point, including the OPREP relatives, the

revised order of difficulty will be:
OS > 00/ SS > SQ./ OOPREP > SOPREP

This states that OS is easier than OO, which is as difficult as SS. SO is more
difficult than SS but isas difficult as OOPREPR, which is in turn easienthan SOPREP.

According to Hamilton (1994), the SOHH is considered a language universal
that can be used as a predictor of difficulty and developmental order in second
language acquisition. His study on adult L2 learners found support for the SOHH.
Also, Izumi (2003)’s study on processing difficulty in comprehension and production

of RCs by ESL learners who are university students in the United States reveals that
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its results also conform to the predictions by the SOHH, although its predictions
become less reliable in relation to OPREP relatives.

The SOHH is in fact consistent with two first language acquisition hypotheses:
the noninterruption hypothesis, which has already been mentioned in 2.3.1.1, and the
filler-gap hypothesis.

The filler-gap hypothesis postulates that the processing load of RCs is
determined by the varying distance between thefiller, i.e. the head of the RC, and the
gap, i.e. the relativized element= A RC includinga subject gap, as in (68) and (69), is
interpreted more easily than'that with-an object gap, as in"(70) and (71), since, for a
subject gap, the distance betweensthe filler and the gap is minimal. That is, the filler

and the gap is interrupted only by arelative prénoun or the complementizer that.

(68)  SS: NP [that Vv NP] \ANP

The dog; [that __ ; chased the cat] saw th,e, rat.
(69) OS: NPV NP;[that iV NP]

Jones liked the dog;/that __; chased the cat].

On the other hand, in RCs with an object gap, the filler and the gap are

separated hy the relative' word, the'subject, and the verb, as in«(65) and (66).

(70) SO: NP;[that NPV __ ]V NP
The cat; [that the dog chased ;] ate fish.
(71) OO: NPV NP; [that NPV __]

Janet liked the cat; [that the dog chased _j].
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According to Wanner and Maratsos (1978), it is difficult for the human
processor to keep the filler in working memory until it encounters the gap. This means
one might forget what the filler is if it is very far from the gap. Gibson (1998) also
remarks that the longer the processor has to retain unintegrated information, the more
difficult the RC is to parse because the information of the filler may be lost before the
gap is reached. In addition to the distance between the filler and the gap, the degree of
embeddedness of the gap is also important. These is, in fact, a correlation between the
filler-gap distance and the degree of embeddedness.ihe longer the distance, the more
deeply embedded the gap. “Hawkins(1994, 1999) states that the number of nodes
being processed so as to recognize all elements between the filler and the gap
determines the processing load of RCs. This |s definitely in line with SOHH in that
high number of phrasal boundaries; e.g. \/P, IP-,'-or PP, makes a RC more difficult to
read and comprehend. |

Another support for the filler<gap hyp;o-t-hesis stems from children’s use of
pronominal reflexes or_resumptive pronouns ‘in RCs.. It has been observed by a
number of studies (e.g. Labelle, 1996; Goodluck & Stojanovic, 1997; McKee &
McDaniel, 2001; Diessel, 2004; Diessel & Tomasello, 2000, 2005) that young
children frequently-insert aresumptivesprenoun-in thesplace ofthe-gap, as in (72) and

(73).

(72)  * Here is the girl; [cp who; [jp the boy borrowed a ball [p from heri]]].

(73)  * | hurt my finger; [cp that; [, Thomas stepped [pron it; ]].
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Diessel (2004) suggests that the use of a resumptive pronoun seems to
correlate with the degree of embeddedness. The more deeply embedded the
relativized element, the more likely the occurrence of a resumptive pronoun.

When the distance between the filler and the gap is concerned, it is advisable
that the concept of subjacency, in addition to the filler-gap hypothesis, be discussed
here in detail. According to Braidi (1999), subjacency is a UG (Universal Grammar)
principle that controls wh-movement in two ways: a) the limitation in terms of
distance that a wh-element can-move across phrase-erclause boundaries, and b) the
types of structures out of ‘which.a wh-element can be moved, e.g. embedded wh-
questions, relative clauses, and complement clauses. Whether a movement of a wh-
element will lead to ungrammaticality or nort'. depends on the type and number of
syntactic boundaries that are.€rossed. These syniéctic boundaries mark the boundaries
of different types of syntactic structures, e.9. élédée boundaries (IP), complementizer
boundaries (CP), noun-phrase boundaries (NP‘)-, "an.d prepositional-phrase boundaries
(PP).

While the filler-gap hypothesis states that the more the distance between the
filler and the gap is, the more difficult it becomes for the reader’s understanding, it
does not determine chow, ffary they gapafrom the Afiller, that=zmakes a sentence
ungrammatical. In‘contrast, subjacency condition clearly specifies the grammatical
boundary for & wh-element ta be moved. In English, subjacencyprohibits a wh-
element from moving across more than one bounding node in a single step, where

bounding nodes in English are IP and DP (Ouhalla, 1999, p. 262).

(74)  [cp Which car did [ip you think [t; (that) [;p John would fix t; ]]]]?

\/
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(Ouhalla, 1999, p.262).

(74) is grammatical since the wh-element which car moves out of an IP first

and then makes another move across another IP to the beginning of the sentence.

(75)  *[ce Which car j have [ jp you met [y» someene who [p can fix t; ]]]?

'\

(Ouhalla, 1999, p. 262).

In (75), the wh-element which car, wffen it moves out of the first IP, has no
site to rest, so it has to go agross NP and another IP to the current position. Crossing
three bounding nodes at a/time Violates sU‘[ﬁjéicency requirements, making (70)

ungrammatical. 32y
However, there are parametric differences between languages which relate to
the types of boundaries.that count as barriers to movement for each language. While

the extraction of a wh-element out of IP is not allowed in English, French does permit

this type of movement; as in(76).

(76) Combien; [ipasituwu [ne ti[p de personnes]]]?
‘How many did you see (of) people?’

(Braidi, 1999, p. 58)
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The wh-element in (76) combien *how many’ has moved out of NP and IP,
two bounding nodes, in a single step; nevertheless, unlike English, this is not
considered ungrammatical in French. It seems that subjacency is language-specific.

Schachter (1989, 1990) tested the subjacency principle by eliciting
grammaticality judgments from native speakers of Indonesian, Chinese, Korean, and
Dutch learning English. The study aimed at examining the presence of subjacency
effects in the L2 grammar of English learners from different language backgrounds.
The native languages of the participants differ ifi-requirements on subjacency. In
Korean, there is no evidence of subjacency, so no exiraction is permitted at all. In
Chinese and Indonesian, therefis some evidence of subjacency even though in both of
these languages wh-movement is more Iimited.than in English. That is, Chinese does
not have wh-movement but exhibits relative prdhoun extractions out of complex DPs
and sentential subjects, whereas Indonesian- allows extractions out of sentential
subjects, relative clauses, and embedded questiiﬁrr‘rsr.,- In Dutch, subjacency restrictions
are much the same as in_English. Dutch speakers are, in other words, constrained by
the principle of subjacency (Cook & Newson, 2007).

Schachter proposed in her work that UG is not ‘directly accessible and it
should be evident in‘the L2 when it is present in-the L1 In-support-of this proposition,
she found that the “native languages of the learners had the greatest impact on their
ability to detecr, subjacency violations. That is to say, the Dutch speakers exhibited
little knowledge of subjacency violations, with the Chinese and Indonesian ones
falling somewhere in the middle (i.e. the speakers of Chinese and Indonesian seemed
to have slightly more awareness of subjacency violations than the Dutch speakers).

Johnson and Newport’s study (1991) revealed a relationship between the

duration of L2 exposure and subjacency violation acceptance. The participants of the
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study were adult Chinese in the United States, who were first exposed to L2 at
different ages, ranging from age 4 to adulthood. They were tested on a grammaticality
judgment task involving ungrammatical subjacency violations. It was discovered that
the higher the length of residence in the United States and the greater the extent of
their contact with English as L2, the more they rejected subjacency violations. This
means those who came to the United States at the young age had better English
proficiency than those who came as adults: The adult learners tended to accept
sentences with subjacency violations. Johnson and Newport conclude that subjacency
is subject to a maturational“decline and that ultimate attainment of adult learners is
essentially different from that of child learners. The adult learners’ interlanguage

grammar tolerates violation of universal constraints such as subjacency (White, 2003).

2.3.2 L2 RC acquisition and language- t.y-[-)ology

2.3.2.1 Defining language typoibé’y:

Human languages around the world are claimed to have some properties or
features in common. In spite of some differences among these languages, they are all
recognized as representing.an underlying unity to human languages. This has been an
inspiration for linguists who are concerned-directly jwith the<disecovery of such unity
through studying the structural variation found in the languages of the world. The
linguistic imvestigationyas, such gave rise to a study of language typology (Song,
2001).

According to Whaley (1997), language typology or linguistic typology refers
to “the classification of languages or components of languages based on shared formal
characteristics” (Whaley, 1997, p. 7). Linguistic typologists need to begin with

identifying a phenomenon to be studied. Then they are supposed to classify the
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phenomenon, depending upon cross-linguistic comparison. That is, they have to
gather data on such a language phenomenon from a representative sample of the
world languages. The data should be drawn from an adequately large number of
different languages, especially from genetically distinct language families, so that it
will be possible to make some generalizations on the findings. For example, a cross-
linguistic typological study of word order based upon world language reveals six
possible basic word orders: SOV, SVO, MSO,.VOS, OVS, and OSV®. Further
investigations indicate that SOWV-and SVO are the:moest.common (Croft, 1990).

The aforementioned™ word orders, SOV and SVO, occur statistically
significantly and thus are censidered structural tendencies in human language. In
linguistic typology, whatever statistically sighificant patterns or tendencies found in
world languages are referred to as language uﬁiversals (Croft, 1990). Typologically
speaking, language universals are of four types-, based on two parameters: (i) absolute
vs. non-absolute (ii) implicational”vs. non-i;ﬁg;l‘icational. Absolute universals are
exceptionless. For instance, all languages allow changing an affirmative sentence into
a negative one. Non-absofute universals or universal tendencies, as the name implies,
are not without exceptions; e.g. the preponderance of SOV.and SVO word orders in
the languages of the:weorld:(Meravesiks 1997).

Implicational universals work when one property implies that of another. An
example ofithis type of\universal is a verb-initial language, e:g. VSO or-VOS, which
implies an existence of prepositions. Implicational universals will be thoroughly
discussed later when NPAH is concerned. In contrast, non-implicational universals do

not involve the prediction of property x on the basis of property y. The abundance of

®S=subject  V =verb O = object
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SOV word order is an example of such universal since it does not imply any property
(Croft, 1990).

It is found that linguistic typologists first need typological classification so as
to discover language universals. For this reason, language typology is said to “provide
material for establishing language universals” (Mallison & Blake, 1981, p. 7).
However, it should also be noted that typologists are required to carefully select
languages to be used as data for their stucy. Fwe languages which are genetically
related cannot serve as good language samples since-the similar language patterns or
properties they both share“tend te be due to the fact that they are from the same
language family. Thus, genetie'biases have to be avoided. Furthermore, two languages
which are spoken in close rggions or.come info contact for a long time do not act as
suitable samples either. Thisds because they can -influence each other and their shared
characteristics might stem from the Iong—terr_ﬁ _fc'('j-ntact. Also this kind of areal bias
needs to be eliminated. The geneticand areal blases may confuse typologists, making

them wrongly believe that certain common features are.as a result of human language

similarities (Comrie, 1989).

2.3:22d.anguage typology;of relativeclauses
Relative clauses (RCs) play a key role in language typology. A RC consists of
two majorgparts; the head and|the restricting clause. The function/of the head is to
establish a set of entities known as the domain of relativization, while the restricting
clause serves to identify a subset of the domain by imposing a semantic condition on

the domain of relativization referred to by the head (Fox, 1987).

(77) [The boy whom Michael taught]won a scholarship.
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In (77), the domain of relativization is denoted by the head the boy. This
domain is limited or narrowed down to the only entity that satisfies the condition

expressed by whom Michael taught, which is a restricting clause.

2.3.2.2.1 The position of the head in relation to the restricting
clause

RCs in general are divided into two main‘types according to the position of the
head in relation to the restricting clause: the exteérnal=headed RC and the internal-
headed RC. The former refers to-a RC whose head appears outside the restricting
clause, whereas the latter refers to.@ RC the head of which occurs inside the restricting
clause.

The external-headed RC €an alsobe claééified Into two types: prenominal and
postnominal. The external-headed RC . is po_s;t_hf)-minal when the restricting clause
follows the head as in English in (77) ot in Mal;iy"in (78).

(78) Malay
Ali bunoh oyam yang Aminah sedang memakan
Ali kil chicken dthat~Aminah Progressive-eat]
‘Ali Killed the chicken that Aminah is eating.’

(Song,12001, p. 212)

On the other hand, the external-headed RC is regarded as prenominal if it

precedes the head as in Basque in (79).
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(79) Basque
gizon-a-k liburu-a eman dio-n emakume-a
[man-the-SUBJ  book-the give has-REL] woman-the
‘the woman that the man has given the book to.’

(Keenan & Comrie, 1977, p. 72)

From cross-linguistic evidence, Keenan (1985) remarks that there are more
languages which favor postnominal RCs than preneminal ones. In addition, even in
languages having both typesof RCs,.it'is the postnominal type that is less constrained
in application than the prenominalone:

With respect to the internal-headed;_'-I:?C, cross-linguistically speaking, the
internal-headed RC occurs with far less freqaency than the external-headed RC.
Languages with the internal-headed RC. are such as Bambara, Murin’pata, Navajo,

Quechua, Tibetan, and Wappo. For-instance, in Tibetan, as in (80), the head thep

‘book’ is located within the restricting clause.

(80) Tibetan
Peem-g thepy i khii-pa the | ~nee yin
[Peem (Ergative) book carry] the I(GEN) be

“The book Peem carried is mine.’

(Song, 2001, p. 213)

Another clear example is from Murin’pata in (81), which demonstrates that the

head mut’inga is placed inside the restricting clause.
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(81) Murin’pata
Mut’inga-g pananduwi  mundakpayya-ie payi pannibad
old woman [arrive earlier-Ergative me  hit]

“The old woman who arrived earlier hit me.’

(Mallison & Blake, 1981, p. 359)

The head in the internal-headed RG is usually not marked in any distinctive
way to indicate its status as the head.of the RC. This is the tendency of languages with
this RC type. The tendencysin guestion is viewed as a distinguishing feature of the
internal-headed RC because it may lead.to ar;biguity especially when there is more
than one NP within the restgicting clause. For i_n-.s-,tance, Diegueno in (82) has two NPs
in the restricting clause. Each of them can p.c_)_iéntially serve as the head for the

internal-headed RC.

(82) Diegueno
xatokcok- g wi:m ?tuc-pi-c n’iLY
dog [rock I-hit was black]
“The rock I hit the dog with was®black.’

or “The'dog'l hit with the rock was-black.”

(Mallison & Blake, 1981, p. 359)

2.3.2.2.2 Relativization strategies
Different relativization strategies can be employed to constitute RCs in

languages. Some languages are found to allow more than one relativization strategy,
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whereas some others rely on only one strategy. There are at least three major
relativization strategies in languages across the world (Keenan & Comrie, 1979) as
follows: the relative-pronoun strategy, the pronoun-retention strategy, and the

obliteration strategy.

1. The relative-pronoun strategy
Regarding this relativization strategy, a special type of pronoun called relative
pronouns is used to mark a RC:Fhese pronouns are.identical in forms to interrogative

pronouns or demonstrative €Xpressions.
(83) The boy whom Michagl taught wona scﬁblarship.

For example, in English as in (83), th_-e_' relative pronoun whom, whose form
happens to function as an interrogative pronOl‘Jn"as well, is employed to express the
grammatical relation of the head the boy as direct object in the restricting clause.
Moreover, the relativization strategy In (83) can also be considered [+case] or case-
coding, for the relative pranoun whom encodes an accusative (direct object) case.

It is worth /beingimentioned hese that the selative-prongun-strategy is, in fact,
not very prevalent ‘or widespread in languages all over the world (Comrie, 1989). It

has been pointed out“that this strategy is the most frequently found-in European

languages, such as German and Russian in (84) and (85) respectively.

(84) German
der  Mann [den Marie liebt]

the  man  who(DO) Mary love
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‘the man whom Mary love’
(Keenan, 1985, p. 149)
(85) Russian
Ivan  videl devusku [kotoruju Petr  ljubit]
Ivan saw the girl who(DO) Peter loves
‘Ivan saw the girl whom Peter loves.’

(Keenan & Comrie, 1979, p. 344)

An interesting fact about the relative-pronoun strategy lies in the fact that there
is a very strong tendency forthe relative pronoun to occur leftmost in the restricting
clause. To illustrate this, thesrelative pronouns{.den in (84) and kotoruju in (85) really
appear leftmost in the restrigting clause. Anothéf significant point is that the relative-
pronoun strategy is used maialy in conjunctio_ﬁ _W'i-th the postnominal external-headed

RC type, in such languages as English; Modern Cz‘e,ch, Modern Greek, Slovenian, etc.
2. The pronoun-retention strategy

This strategy is concerned with a use of a personal-pronoun in the restricting
clause. Such a pranguny oceasionally; referreds to cas -a resumptive pronoun, is
coreferential with the head. In other words, the reference to the head in the main
clause is provided or retained in suitable personal pronominal form in the restricting
clause (Song, 2001, p. 218). Examples of languages which apply pronoun retention in
RC formation are such as Aoban, Arabic, Hebrew, Gilbertese, Kera, Urhobo, etc. (86)
and (87) exemplify the pronoun-retention strategy in Gilbertese and Persian

respectively.
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(86) Gilbertese
te mane are  oro-ia te aine
the man that hit-him the  woman
‘the man whom the woman hit’

(Keenan & Comrie, 1979, p. 337)

In (86), the pronoun ia *him’ is coreferential with te mane ‘the man’, which is

the head of the RC.

(87) Persian

man  zan-l ra ke John “be u sibe  zamini dad
I woman-the DO o that & John to_- her = potato  gave
misenasam -

know

‘I know the woman to whom John gave the potato.”

(Keenan & Comrie, 1979, p. 343)

Likewise, i1 (87), the pronoun-u ‘her’ ‘hasithe same reference as zan-1 ‘the
woman’, the RC head.

Comrie (1989)-states 'that‘the proRoun-retention Strategy is generally specific
to the postnominal external-headed RC type. Exceptions are Chinese and Korean,
which exhibit the pronoun-retention strategy although they belong to the prenominal
external-headed RC type. Nonetheless, the use of this strategy is highly restricted in
these two languages. In Chinese, this strategy is employed only when the head has

grammatical relations other than subjects and direct objects. In Korean, the strategy is
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only seen in the restricting clause in which the head has the role of possessor.
Additionally, even in this case, pronoun retention is not always applied for unknown

reasons (Song, 2001).

3. The obliteration strategy

As regards this kind of relativization strategy, sometimes known as gapping,
there is no expression of the head in the restricting clause. To clarify how the
obliteration strategy works, an-example of a Japanese RC is provided in (88) in

comparison with the corresponding-independent clause in (89).

(88) Japanese (RC)

Yamada-san ga ka’t-te i-ru- sa’ru
Yamada-Mr SUBJ  keep-PARTICLE a4 monkey
“The monkey which Mr.Yamada keeps’

(Song, 2001, p. 217)

(89) Japanese (independent clause)

Yamada-san ga sa’ry 0 ka’t-te i-ru
Yamada-Mr SUBJ “./ monkey DO  keep-PARTICLE be-PARTICLE
‘Mr.Yamada Keeps the'monkey.’

(Song, 2001, p. 217)

In (89), the noun sa’ru ‘monkey’ is marked a direct object with o in an

independent clause. However, this noun in the RC in (88) has lost its original
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accusative-case marking o. To put it another way, the restricting clause in (88)
contains no explicit formal traces of direct object.
Apart from Japanese, languages employing the obliteration strategy are such

as Basque and Turkish (Keenan, 1985).

2.3.2.2.3 Accessibility to relativization

There have been unending attempts .o find formal constraints on
relativization. One of these is the.most celebrated ifvestigation, pioneered by Keenan
and Comrie (1977), which resulied-in the Noun Phrase Accessibility Hierarchy
(NPAH) The NPAH focusegs®onshow hard one can have access to each type of
relativization. The NPAH places emphasis orr]_rfhe grammatical relation of the head in
the restricting clause (Comrig; 1989).

Keenan and Comrie (1977) examined_-'fiﬁy languages across the world and
discovered that not all grammatical relations i_ri_-a‘ll_.--the languages can be relativized.
Despite this fact, they also discerned certain régijlér patterns through cross-linguistic
evidence. For example, all languages have at least one relativization strategy whereby
subjects are relativized. This basic strategy Is referred ta.as the primary strategy.
More intriguing is{ their cdiscovery, of; a very ¢strong tendeney for relativization

strategies which they claim to be a language universal. That is, the study reveals a

hierarchy af relativizabie grammatical relations for world languages,as shown below:

NPAH: SU >DO > 10 > OBL > GEN > OCOMP
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(N.B. *>” = *is more accessible to relativization than’
SU = subject, DO = direct object, 10 = indirect object, OBL = oblique, GEN =
genitive, OCOMP = object of comparison).

English is one of the very rare languages which allow relativization on all the

grammatical relations proposed by the NPAH, as illustrated below:

(90)  That’s the man [who ran away]. (SU)
(91) That’s the man [whom i-saw yesterday]. (DO)
(92) That’s the man [to whom lLgave the letter]. (10)
(93) That’s the man [whom! was talking about]. (OBL)
(94)  That’s the man [whase sister | know].i('éEN)
(95) That’s the man [whom | am tallerthan]. (OCOMP)
(_;a_débted from Keenan & Comrie, 1977)

Most languages.of the “World are not as generous as English in their
relativizability. Keenan ahd Comrie’s (1977) observation shows that there are more
languages which allow relativization on the subject than thase which can relativize on
the direct object, onithe direct.object thanon the indirect ohject, on the indirect object
than on the oblique,.and so on. This means that cross-linguistically it is more difficult
to relativize 'on the grammatical relations on the right of the NPAH than-those on the
left. With this observation being mentioned, it is claimed that if a language allows
relativization on grammatical relation X, it should also allow relativization on the
other grammatical relations on the left (or higher) of the NPAH. For instance, if a

language can relativize on OPREP, it is claimed to permit relativization on 10, DO,
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and SU as well. It is unlikely for relativization possibility to skip any grammatical
relation along the way from OPREP to SU (Keenan & Comrie, 1979).

It is also discovered that if a language can relativize on only subject with the
help of the primary strategy (with relativizers), it may also express RCs on other
grammatical relations through the pronoun-retention strategy. For example, in Welsh,
the primary strategy of relativization applies only to subject and direct object. Other
grammatical relations are relativized by ' different relativization strategies. For

instance, to form a RC on OPRER; the pronoun-retention strategy must be applied, as

in (96).

(96) Welsh

dyma r lyfr oy darllenais' y stori  ynddo
here-is the  book that l-read " the story in-it

‘Here is the book that | read the stonyin.”

(Song, 2001, p. 225)

In conclusion, primary strategy may stop at any point.on the NPAH, e.g. SU or
DO. If this happens and if relativizationgis, allowed toj takesplace further down the
hierarchy, non-primary strategies, such as pronoun retention, should come into play.

ThexNPAH is expected to predict the order of acquisition in that the unmarked
types of RC tend to be acquired before the marked ones. Moreover, the difficulty
order that L2 learners would face in the acquisition of RCs can be predicted by the
NPAH as well. Such an order largely depends on the psychological ease of
comprehension (Keenan & Comrie, 1977, 2002; Gass & Selinker, 2001). Gass (1979)

found support for the NPAH through her study on the ERC acquisition by learners
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with a wide range of native languages: Italian, Arabic, Portuguese, Farsi, French,
Thai, Chinese, Korean, and Japanese. Based on the data from (i) free compositions (ii)
sentence combining, and (iii) acceptability judgments, the study revealed that the
production of RCs by L2 learners and the accuracy order are consistent with the
predictions of the NPAH. To clarify this, the learners found SU the easiest. DO was
easier than 10, OPREP, and OCOMP respectively, with the exception of GEN.

Gass found that the participants” perfermance with GEN had the second
highest accuracy rate, which gees against the prediciions of the NPAH. Gass, as well
as Hamilton (1995), attributed this result to the fact that the construction whose +
noun can have a unique grammatical role, e.g. subject or object, in the RC. Probably
the participants treated the €onstruction Whoéé + noun as a unit which is either a
subject as in (97) or an object as in (98). Botﬁ are positions in the hierarchy. This

explains its relatively high number of correct res_fpb-nses.

(97)  The doctor whose car is-expensive works hard.

(98) The doctor whose'ear the hooligans smashed IS experisive.

Another significantiaspectiof, the; NPAH- is thesimplication-concerning the use

of resumptive pronauns, such as her in (99), in RCs.

(99) *The famous singer whom my cousin and my close friends are gossiping about

her broke up with her boyfriend.

Keenan and Comrie (1977) proposed that it is more likely that resumptive

pronouns will be used in the lower or marked hierarchical positions than in the higher
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ones. Thus, the following Resumptive Pronoun Hierarchy is a reverse version of the

NPAH.

Resumptive Pronoun Hierarchy

OCOMP > GEN > OPREP > 10> DO > SU

Results from many research studies: correspond to the NPAH prediction
(Schumann, 1978; Gass, 1979,1982; Hawkins, 1994,+1999). It is found that English
learners whose mother tongues de-have resumptive pronouns, e.g. Chinese, Arabic,
Persian, tend to allow and pieduee ERCs with such prenoun retention. Surprisingly
those who speak native languages which do not have resumptive pronouns also
produce these pronouns in ERCs. Braidi (1999)"-states that learners’ use of a pronoun
retention strategy in relative ¢lause formation may be based on markedness. Because
pronoun retention is crosslinguisticatly unmark‘ed",‘l__-z learners may apply this strategy
in their L2 acquisition regardless of the existence of pronominal reflexes in the L1.
For instance, Japanese Iéarners, whose L1 does not allow pronoun retention in SU,
DO, 10, and OPREP positions, are found to produce resumptive pronouns in these
positions in L2 English, which-prohibits them.

Braidi (1999) also provides another reason to explain why pronoun retention is
widely used. Pronounsiare inclingd to be retained in more marked positions, as the
NPAH asserts, since learners want to make the meaning clearer and more transparent.
A sentence containing a RC of a marked type, such as ‘He came across the girl whom
his father and elder brother often talk about (her).” is considered difficult to process,

as posited in the filler-gap hypothesis. In order to assist their working memory,

learners have a tendency to insert a resumptive pronoun in the gap position, whether
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or not their L1s permit this. An insertion of such a pronominal copy helps the RC to
be processed more easily.

In summary, Gass and Selinker (2001) insist that the results from studies on
the universal predictions of the NPAH support the notion that learner grammars are
constrained in a similar way to natural language grammars. Several studies on English
learners of different L1 backgrounds support the NPAH (Gass, 1979, 1980, 1982;
Pavesi, 1986; Eckman et al, 1988; Doughty, /1988, 1991; Wolfe-Quintero, 1992;

Izumi, 2003, 2004).

2.3.3 L1 RC acquisition theovies

Aside from the theories/of L2 acquiSition of RCs mentioned before, some
theories in L1 acquisition sheuld be taken into Cbnsideration as well since they might
be able to help explain, to a'certain extent, tﬁé occurences of ERCs and problems
which Thai EFL learners have when“earning tr71irs;‘structure. This is because it is found
that some L2 learners’ acquisition is sometimes similar.to native-speaking children’ s

language acquisition (EMIS, 1985). Here three major hypotheses will be discussed.

2.3:3{1The:NV.N-schema hypeothesis
The NVN (Noun Verb Noun)-schema hypothesis, first proposed by Bever
(1970), asserts that English-speaking children acquire a'canonical ‘sentence schema
based upon a prototypical transitive clause. Seen as a basic grammatical construction,
it consists of a noun denoting an actor, a verb describing a transitive activity, and
another noun denoting an undergoer or patient.
According to Townsend and Bever (2001), the NVN-schema hypothesis is

applied by children not only to simple transitive clauses but also to many other
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structures that involve a noun-verb-noun sequence. For example, as to passive
constructions, children under the age of five tend to interpret them as active sentences
if they are semantically possible. That is, on semantic grounds, if the first NP can be
interpreted as the actor of the activity described by the verb, and if the second NP can
be a possible undergoer, it is likely for children to interpret the sentence with the
NVN-schema. For instance, in (100), children might treat the NP a woman as an actor
of praise and the NP a priest a patient. For young English-speaking children, the word
order NP-V-NP seems to be-more dominant than-the grammatical morphemes

marking a passive construction NP=beV.q4-hy NP (Slobin & Bever, 1982).
(100) A woman was praised by.a priest.

AKin to passive structures, sentences W-it.h- RCs can often be interpreted based
on the NVN-schema. Bever (1970).-and briré‘ssel (2004) found that, in cleft
constructions, two-to-five-year-old-children easily comprehend a RC including a
subject gap. This is becalse the RC in question involves a noun-verb-noun sequence

as in (101), which correspends to the NVN schema.

(101) It was the dag that __ bit the cat,

N V. N

Conversely, a RC including an object gap is difficult for children to interpret
since it involves a noun-noun-verb sequence as in (102), which does not match the

NVN schema.
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(102) 1t was the cat that the dog bit __.

N N V

2.3.3.2 The parallel-function hypothesis

The parallel-function hypothesis posits that children find RCs in which the
head and the gap have the same syntactic roles (i.e. SS- and OO- relatives as in (103)
and (106) respectively) easier to interpret than/RCs in which the roles are different
(i.e. SO- and OS- relatives as in(104) and (105) respeetively). Sheldon (1974)’s study
found support for this hypothesis because 3-to-4-year-old children made fewer
mistakes with RCs in which*the head and the gap are distinct. In other words,
children’s answer to SS- and'OQ-relatives cf{h-t.ained a significantly higher proportion
of correct responses than their answers to SO-‘aﬁd OS- relatives.
(103) The dogthat  jumpsoverithe pig bur_lig)s{i-nto the lion. (SS)
(104)  The lion that the horse bumps into . jljmﬁs' over the giraffe. (SO)
(105)  The pig bumps.into the horse that __ jumps over the giraffe. (OS)
(106) The dog stands on.the horse that the giraffe jumps over . (OO)

(Sheldon, 1974, p. 275)

It was also discovered in Sheldon (1974) that OS-and OO- relatives are often
interpreted by children as if they were attached to the matrix clause subject. For

instance, a sentence such as (107) can be misinterpreted as (108).

(107) The dog bumps into the horse that the giraffe jumps over.

(108) The dog that the giraffe jumps over bumps into the horse.
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(adapted from Sheldon, 1974, p. 275)

2.3.3.3 The conjoined-clause hypothesis

This hypothesis states that children interpret sentences including RCs as
conjoined clauses or co-ordinate sentences. According to Tavakolian (1977), in early
child grammar, the core of the conjoined-clause analysis comprises two rules: (i)
complex sentences that children cannot sucgessfully process are interpreted as
conjoined clauses and (ii) any=missing noun phrase«is viewed as the subject of the
second clause and interpreted as<heing coreferential with the subject of the first
clause. Concerning this hypaihesis, children are claimed to ignore relative pronouns,
complementizers, and othegsfunction words*that may. occur between the verbs and

NPs.

(109) The dog; [that __; chased the cat] saw the rat. (SS)

(110) Jones liked the dog; [that — - chased the'cat]. (OS)

According to this-analysis, children combine the string of NPs and verbs to
simple nonembeddedgclauses;~cenjoin jthey two cresulting, clauses to a co-ordinate
construction, and ‘interpret the missing subject of the second clause as being
coreferential with the subject of the first clause. This way, SS-and OS- relatives as in
(109) and (110) respectively involve the same sequence of NPs and verbs as two co-
ordinate clauses in which the subject of the second sentence has been omitted. The
string given is “ NP_V_NP_V_NP”. Because SS- and OS- relatives are similar in

pattern, children’s responses to them are alike. That is, children’s interpretation is that
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in (109) the NP the dog did two actions chased and saw, and in (110) the noun Jones
also did two activities, namely liked and chased.
By contrast, SO-relatives involve the string ‘NP_NP_V_V_NP’ as in (111),

and OO-relatives have the form ‘NP_V_NP_NP_V’ as in (112).

(111) The cat; [that the dog chased ;] ate fish. (SO)

(112) Janet liked the cat; [that the dog chased” i}« (O0O)

Such strings of SO and QO telatives do not correspond to the conjoin-clause

hypothesis and thus are left uatoughed here.

2.3.4 Other major issues in second lanéuage acquisition of RCs
2.3.4.1 Markedness |

The concept of markedness is closely réiét‘ed to that of universals. Features or
structures that are consistent with-universals are considered unmarked, while those
that go against universals.are viewed as marked (Finegan, 2007). Unmarked features,
found in most languages all over the world, are normal, cammon, natural, and basic.
In contrast, features which aresmarked jare; less common-ang, less natural; they are
thought to be more“difficult to acquire than the unmarked counterparts. In relation to
the NPAH:(Keenan &' Comrie, 1977), SU relatives are claimedsto be the most
unmarked and the easiest to understand and acquire as they occur in all languages of
the world that allow relativization. Conversely, OPREP relatives are more marked and
exist only in some languages, so they are more difficult to acquire.

Markedness can be viewed in an implicational sense. If a language has a

feature X, that language also has other features that are less marked than x. For
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instance, if a language has 10 relatives, it will have DO and SU types, which are less
marked.

Markedness may also be viewed in a statistical sense: feature x is more
marked than feature y if x is rarer than y (Parker & Riley, 2005). For example, GEN
relatives are more marked than DO relatives since the former occurs in fewer of the
world’s languages. In addition, markedness can also be associated with parametric
differences. As to RC head directions, RCs which are head-initial, such as those in
English and Thai, occur more frequently than these which are head-final, i.e. the head
follows a RC, such as RCs"in Chinese and Japanese. Head-initial RCs are, therefore,
unmarked, whereas head-finalfones are marked.

With regard to markedness, Eckman'-" (1977, 1985) proposed a hypothesis
known as Markedness Diffegential Hypothesis (-'MDH), which shows how typological
markedness can be incorporated into a theo_r-y_' of transfer and contrastive analysis
(CA) in SLA research. According to°Eckman, MDH aims at combining the theoretical
background of typological universals and the concept-of transfer so that MDH can
provide a stronger predictive power than CA. With the use of typological analysis of
the NL and the TL, it is possible to predict the areas of problems which L2 learners

would have, based:on ithe ymarkedness ©f; the structures. inwthe NL and the TL.

According to Eckman (1985), the MDH states the following:

Markedness Differential Hypothesis (MDH)

The areas of difficulty that an L2 learner will have can be predicted on the
basis of a comparison of the NL and the TL as follows:

a. Those areas of the TL that are different from the NL and are relatively more

marked than in the NL will be difficult;
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b. The degree of difficulty associated with those aspects of the TL that are
different and more marked than in the NL corresponds to the relative degree of
markedness associated with those aspects;

c. Those areas of the TL that are different from the NL but are not relatively

more marked than in the NL will not be difficult.

MDH can apply to L2 acquisition of RCs. For instance, English is a language
that allows relativization on all-the RC types proposed in the NPAH, where in Thai

only three RC types can be relativized (Gass, 1979; Braidi, 1999).

English ~ SU> DO > 190> OPREP >GEN > OCOMP
Thai SU>DO > 10

Due to this difference in acgessible pos‘i-t{ot}s for RC formation, Thai learners
of English are predicted. to be faced with difficulty when learning how to relativize
OPREP, GEN, and OCOMP relatives since these three types are not existent in Thai
and are relatively more marked.

A number~ofy UG (Universal (Grammar)s linguists<(e.g: Chomsky, 1981;
Lightfoot, 1989) have agreed upon the notion that unmarked features are acquired
before marked ones. Nevertheless, this Is not always the case. Bardovi-Harlig (1987)
conducted a study on the L2 acquisition of wh-constructions, paying particular

attention to preposition pied-piping and preposition stranding in relative clauses.

(113) The man to whom Cathy gave the book was John.

(114) The man whom Cathy gave the book to was John.
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In English, the number of the pied-piping constructions as in (113) is lower
than that of the preposition stranding ones as in (114). Van Riemsdijk (1978)
suggested that pied-piping was the unmarked form and preposition stranding was
considered marked. This proposition is based on two criteria. The first criterion is
cross-linguistic evidence which reveals that preposition stranding is rare across
languages around the world. This type of construction is limited to only the Indo-
European family, whereas pied-piping IS much more common and prevalent in many
language families. As for the seeond criterion, which-is-concerned with the theoretical
syntactic grounds, preposition stranding results from an extraction of a wh-element
from the prepositional phrase (PP). Such an extraction, in most languages, is
impossible since a PP is viewed as an islan'd.and a bounding node’. Moving some
elements within a PP to the/beginning of the séntence IS usually prohibited (White,
2003). This explains why preposition strandintj is not as natural and common as pied-
piping, and thus it is claimed to be miarked. %

The study by Bardovi-Harlig (1987) on L2 English. learners from fifteen
different L1 backgrounds, namely Arabic, Chinese, Malay, Korean, Japanese, French,
German, Italian, Hungarian, Portuguese, Hebrew, Fulani; Spanish, Persian, and
Sudanese, providestcounter-evidencegagainst=the jacquisitionyorder of marked and
unmarked features.“The researcher discovered that the participants first employed the
strategy ofiusing no/preposition: at ‘all (NO-PREP)! in' RCs. Then they acquired
preposition stranding prior to pied-piping, which is unmarked.

The fact that preposition stranding, a marked construction, is acquired before
pied-piping, its unmarked counterpart, goes against the markedness hypothesis

previously mentioned. In this case, Bardovi-Harlig claims that salience, i.e. the

" A node that plays a role in determining whether a movement is local enough (Cook & Newson, 2007)
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availability of language data, should come into play; its role is likely to dominate that
of markedness in this context. As discussed above, the preposition stranding structure
outnumbers the pied-piping one. Chances are English learners are exposed to more L2
data on preposition stranding and are able to acquire it before pied-piping. This
suggests that the evidence for pied-piping in English is too scant to allow learners to
acquire it first despite the fact that it is unmarked. In other words, high salience can

bring about the acquisition of a marked construciion before an unmarked one.

2.3.4.2 L1 Transfer

Even though the flaws©f the strong claim made by Contrastive Analysis have
been shown in a large amaunt of research, it.is not necessary for us to discard the
first-language transfer when studying the interlahguage of L2 learners. L1 transfer, as
stated in James’(1998) study, refers to the- influence of a learner’s L1 on the
acquisition of a second language(L2). The &éﬁsfer could be positive or negative
depending upon the outcome ©Of learning. Language distance is an important
determining factor in L2 acquisition in the sense that the more similar the two
languages are at some poiat, the more likely the L1 is to facilitate development in the
L2 (Kellerman, 1995).;By; eontrasty learners- framsa typelogically more distant
language may noti'become as successful in learning the L2 as those from a
typologically claser language (Odlin, 1989).

Because of such L1 transfer to learners’ interlanguage, several studies have
been undertaken to examine two different languages and to find out how and to what
extent the learners’ L1 can have an impact on their L2 learning. For instance, many
researchers have conducted studies on Chinese learners of English. It is assumed that

Mandarin Chinese, which is the learners’ L1, is likely to influence their L2, English,
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acquisition because both languages are different in many ways (Chang, 2004). First,
RCs in Mandarin Chinese appear to the left of the head NP, whereas those in English
occur to the right of the head NP. Second, Mandarin Chinese and English differ on
how RCs are marked. To be specific, while in Mandarin Chinese there is only one
invariable relative marker de, English has more relative pronouns, such as who,
whom, which, and whose. The third difference lies in the fact that in Mandarin
Chinese a pronoun can be retained In all ‘relativized positions except for subject
position (Yip & Matthews, 2000). In contrast, stch-resumptive pronouns are never
allowed in English RCs.

Chiang (1981) examined the errors in the writing of ESL Chinese learners in
Taiwan and found that L1 interference is corﬁmon but not a main source of errors.
Moreover, Liu (1998) investigated ERCs produ'c-:ed by junior high school students in
Taiwan, collecting data from picture-identiﬁéa't-ion, ordering, and grammaticality
judgment tasks. The researcher observed Iittlé'il;la-interference in the process of L2
acquisition of these learners. Yip and Matthews (1991) studied.the ERCs produced by
advanced Chinese learners of English and found that most of the errors committed by
the subjects resembled thase observed in other L2 contexts father than were caused by
L1 influence.

Despite the‘above studies, Chang (2004) argued that the reason why little L1
transfer was' observed might be due to the high proficiency level of‘the-subjects and
the tasks used to elicit RCs in the previous studies. As Odlin (1989) remarks,
linguistic proficiency can affect the likelihood of transfer. In other words, L1
interference is more likely to occur in the interlanguage of lower proficiency learners.
It was discovered that although Liu (1998)’s subjects were junior high school students

whose English proficiency levels were quite low, the tasks she employed such as
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grammaticality judgment might have inhibited L1 transfer thanks to the more
conscious effort placed on the grammatical rule.

Chang (2004) conducted a study on ERCs produced by Chinese learners. In
this study, two tasks were employed. One is a composition and the other is a multiple-
choice grammar test.

From the data in this study, especially the compositions, it seems that the
learners are not used to the head-initial properties of RCs in English; as a result, they
tend to come up with an infrequent use of ERCs tn-thewrwriting. This finding parallels
Schachter’s (1974) observation that learners might iry to avoid RCs in English due to
the difficulties arising from differences between L1 and L2 relativization. Apart from
the avoidance of ERCs, errars found in the sijbjects’ writing reflect L1 interference

since some of them probablygot'confused and then produced a construction similar to

their L1’s as in “*I can read many books I like or buy | love books.”. The underlined
part which is ungrammatical in English reflects the word order of Chinese RCs as

illustrated in (115).

(115) wo mai wo- ai de shu
I buy~t d loves 1 RE; o nbeok
‘I bought the'book I love’

(adapted from Chang, 2004, p. 11)

The L1-influenced structure like this can be seen elsewhere in the
compositions, which manifests the learners’ incomplete control of ERC structure.
Another piece of evidence of L1 transfer in these Chinese learners’ ERCs

concerns the Chinese relative marker de. The problem arises since de also occurs in
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various structures of pronominal modification in Mandarin Chinese, one of which is
Chinese possessive. It is not surprising to see Chinese learners use of instead of
relative pronouns as the relative marker.

More evidence of L1 transfer in Chinese learners’ ERCs comes from the error
of pronoun retention. As predicted earlier, the occurrence of resumptive pronouns is
noticeable in this study. This is because resumptive pronouns are allowed in Mandarin
Chinese except for subject position. The learners may transfer this feature from their

NL to their interlanguage as in(116) and (117).

(116) *There are some big placesthat we can play baseball on it.

(117) *I want to join the piano elub where 1 cbuld learn and enjoy it.

The study done by Chang (2004) confirms the notion that L1 transfer really

exists in the interlanguage of L2 learhers.

2.3.4.3 Avoidance

Avoidance is an-important phenomenon in secenad language acquisition.
According to Richards ;(2002); aveidance~occurs: when~a .earner, in speaking or
writing a second of foreign language, often tries to avoid using a difficult word or
structure and turn to assimpler word. Avoidance primarily results fram the|differences
between learners’ L1 and L2. One of the pioneering studies by Schachter (1974) in
RC acquisition clarifies this point. In the study, the researcher shows some
weaknesses of error analysis (EA) as the approach is incapable of explaining the

occurrence of avoidance. To be precise, she focused her study on the use of ERCs by
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native speakers of four different languages, namely Persian, Arabic, Chinese, and
Japanese, in comparison with the ERCs used by American English speakers.

Chinese and Japanese participants committed significantly fewer errors on
ERCs than did Persian and Arabic speakers. This result might lead one to believe that
ERCs were easier for the Chinese and Japanese learners of English, compared with
those who speak Persian or Arabic as L1. As a matter of fact, this is not the case.
Schachter explained that the way RCs are formed in Japanese and Chinese is different
from how they are constructed-in Arabic and Persian=RCs in Arabic and Persian are
similar to those in English™in that they follow the heads. This similarity probably
made them produce RCs in Enghish with greater frequency. This was perhaps why
they were likely to producesmare errors: As for Chinese and Japanese learners, the
RCs in their native languages are placed béfore the heads. Thus, they are not
accustomed to the placement of RCs in Ehgiish, which is the opposite. Not
surprisingly, they used the ERC construction Iess frequently and what followed was
their production of fewer errors. Sehachter also suggested that Chinese and Japanese
learners tended to use'ERCs when they were sure of getting it right. This helps
explain why they committed fewer errors.

This study=indicates that;thes native<language; is, a~determining factor in
accounting for the facts of RC production and avoidance. When learners’ L1 differs
considerably from L2,"L.2 learners are inclined to come up with avoidance. They are
said to avoid structures in L2 that differ from those in L1 or that cause them difficulty
(Kleinmann, 1977; Odlin, 1989).

Chiang (1980) carried out a study for the purpose of investigating predictors of
RC production in adult SLA. This was a replication and extension of Schachter’s

(1974) study but was based on oral instead of written production. In Chiang’s view, to
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avoid using a structure implies that learners probably know the structure but choose
not to use it. In order to make sure that the participants, who were 83 foreign students
from the University of Southern California, really had an opportunity to choose
whether to avoid using ERCs or not, he presented them with question stimuli designed
to elicit ERCs. In this case, not producing RCs means the participants avoided the
structure. The study reveals that they used fewer ERCs in their responses to the
questions, compared with native speakers” answers. Chiang found that the variable
which correlated with avoidanee most strongly-Wwas-overall language proficiency,
followed by language background.

Gass (1980) also examined the /issue of avoidance in two tasks: a sentence-
combining task and a writien composition.i '-I.n the first task, Gass found that L2
learners avoided structures 0n the/marked end of the NPAH. For them, the more
marked the structure, the moge difficulty they have to face. In the composition task, a
similar result was shown when the'learners pr(;dl;Ced more RCs on the unmarked end
of the hierarchy. They produced 76% for the SU and only 15% for the DO positions.
Such results gave a clearér picture of the notion of avoidance since her study related
avoidance to markedness in'L2, as opposed to the differences between L1 and L2.

Another researehy work-related was done by, Bley-Vroman-and Houng (1988),
who suggested that‘Chinese and Japanese learners may not intend to greatly avoid RC

using in 2 but they simply transfer! the distribution| of ‘RCs |from ‘their mother

tongues.
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‘...two languages may have essentially the same range of structures available,
but in one language one structure may be particularly frequent, while the
corresponding structure in the other language may be quite rare.’

(Bley-Vroman and Houng, 1988, p. 93)

They examined the issue of comparative frequency of RCs in Chinese and
English by counting RCs in the first five chaptersiof an American literary work The
Great Gatsby and its well-aceepted Chinese transiation. They claim this method
solves the problem of what'would.eonstitute appropriate equivalent texts in L1 and L2
because the problem of comparability: of content, register, and style would not arise.
The findings show that only.about ene-third (3';'.2/93) of the original English RCs were
translated as RCs in the Chinese \ersion. Thisrmay imply infrequent use of RCs in
Chinese. |

Zhao (1989) used a translation:to com‘pa-l-r‘e,.-the frequency of RCs in English
and Chinese. She collected her data from the bilingual collection of English language
impressions of China! Written by Chinese Canadians and Chinese Americans,
accompanied by their Chinese translations. Zhao concluded-that Chinese might make
less use of RC constructionsjthan Englishibecause;a) Chinese:employs other syntactic
structures to perform the focused information function associated with restrictive
relativization in'English, and b) Chinese does not have non-restrictive\RCs,

Zhao (1989) also studied the functions of certain RCs in English. It was

discovered that some ERC types do not have equivalent counterparts in Chinese due

to their special functions, such as
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Extraposed restrictive RC:

A girl is studying with me who has an 1Q of 200.

Existential sentences introduced by there be

There were certain aspects of China which I was very interested in examining.

Restrictive RCs which have adverbial function oi cencession

Mother who was married at sixteen had been very-aceurate about village life.

(cf. Although mother was married.at 16, she still remembered details of the life at her
home village.)

(Zhao, 1989, p. 109)

Chinese speakers cannot translate thes-e' RCs into their L1. As a result, they
have to employ other structure to present sucﬁ 'ii;lformation instead. This is probably
the reason why ERCs used by Chinese are smaller in-number, compared with those
native speakers produce (Zhao, 1989).

Kamimoto et al (1992) also compared The Great Gatsby and three respected
Japanese translations (Nozaki;1974; ©@onuki,«1957; Hashimeto1974), applying the
Bley-Vroman and Houng method of counting. They found that only approximately
half of theaRCs in theysource text have been, translated into the Japanese versions.
However, they suggested that RCs in Japanese are in fact as frequent as RCs in
English, but there are some pragmatic functions of RCs in Japanese that do not match
those in English and vice versa. Therefore, several ERCs cannot be directly
transformed into the corresponding Japanese RCs in the translations. The difference in

terms of functions may inevitably result in avoidance of RCs in English.
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Li’s (1996) study supports Zhao (1989) and Kamimoto (1992). Conducting the
study with Chinese ESL learners in Canada, Li suggests that the major syntactic
difference between English and Chinese, i.e. the placement of RCs with respect to the
heads, does not cause much difficulty to Chinese learners. What is actually
problematic concerns the RCs in English which have special pragmatic functions.
Chinese learners are not familiar with these RCs and then naturally use other
structures which are closer to correspondingsstructures in Chinese to serve the
pragmatic functions. They can-aehieve the same communicative purposes through this
means. The pragmatic differencesy Li claims, are too subtle for Chinese learners to
perceive and make them subconsciously underproduce ERCs. He concludes that
underproduction does not ngcessarily mean thscious avoidance, which occurs when
learners intentionally choosemnotito use a particu-'l-ar structure.

Maniruzzaman (2008) examined Beng-a_'lirEFL learners’ avoidance behavior.
More than 90% of the participants;-who were‘-ﬁ-ndergraduates, admitted both in the
questionnaire and the interviews that they adopted avoidance behavior in the learning
and performance in EEL: The study also reveals that 95.50% of the participants
avoided using some structures on purpose, e.g. relative clauses, passive, and etc. and
90.45% did so in writing. /A greatynumber; of participants-aseribed their avoidance to
the dissimilarities between L1 and L2, and to the difficulty of L2 (English) structures
itself. Thearesearcher states: that' this ‘avoidance behavior apparently -reduces and
hampers the learners’ ability and fluency in using the target language. This could be
attributed to the shortcoming of the teaching English through the grammar-translation
method, which fails to help learners apply theories to practice and use forms in

communicating meaning effectively (Ellis, 1985).
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2.3.4.4 The effect of instruction on ERC acquisition

Gass (1981, 1982) proposed the Implicational Generalization Hypothesis
(IGH), which claims that instruction focused on one level of an implicational
hierarchy such as Keenan and Comrie’s NPAH (1977) may generalize to uninstructed
hierarchy levels. Thus, the learners having been taught will acquire both the instructed
and the other uninstructed constructions that are higher in the hierarchy. The
instructed level, however, will not implicate lower er more difficult RC types.

The IGH is broken down-into two major subpredictions which are explicit to
varying degrees. The first subprediciion is that implicational generalization (1G) is
strictly unidirectional to hierarchy. level implicated by the instructed level. For
example, if the OPREP level s dnstructed ".[o learners, they tend to acquire the
uninstructed SU, DO, and 1Q'levelsas well. Thé-other claims that 1G is maximal. That
is to say, learners who benefit from instructioﬁ'v{/-ill acquire both the instructed level
and the other types which are less/marked. Thég r%iaximality prediction in conjunction
with unidirectionality states that where 1G occurs at all,.the learners will necessarily
acquire the instructed level and all implicated levels. In other words, the learners will
inevitably begin their acquisition from the instructed level-all the way up to the least
marked one in the<hierarehy,~which ds the SU devek jFor .instance, if learners are
instructed in the OPREP level, maximality rules out the possibility that they will
acquire only the SU but.nat the DO and 10 levels (Hamilton, 1994).

According to Gass’s studies (1981, 1982) on the IGH and the L2 acquisition of
ERCs, the researcher used three days of instruction in ERCs to two groups of low-
intermediate adult ESL learners. The first group received instruction only on the
OPREP level, while the other group was taught on a variety of RC levels with

concentration on SU and DO with less 10, OPREP, and GEN. It was found that the
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results of this study confirmed the IGH in that those in the first group, who were
instructed only on the OPREP level, seemed to succeed in acquiring all the levels
higher in the hierarchy, namely 10, DO, and SU types respectively.

Nevertheless, the study also revealed a more surprising and challenging
finding that those learners in the OPREP-instructed group even did better on the
OCOMP by approximately 50%. This OCOMP was not implicated by the IGH, but
significant generalization did occur to this mosimarked level. This generalization to
the level not implicated by the IGH goes agatnst-the concept of unidirectionality
(Hamilton, 1994).

Doughty (1988, 1991) instructed the OPREP position to the subjects, who
were also ESL learners, in asSimilar fashion td.see what would appear to be IG to the
unimplicated GEN and OCOMP: pasitions. it wés discovered that the subjects made a
significant improvement on/the GEN  and -O'(':-OMP positions, which were not
implicated by the IGH. Again the result did poiirlrtﬁagainst unidirectionality.

Even though unidirectionality at this point may. be considered invalid, there
are reasons to question the evidence against unidirectionality. As for the OCOMP
type, Gass (1982) argued-that the participants may have interpreted the comparative
conjunction than sas ¢a preposition; therebyingenporatings©COMP into OPREP
positions. Because'.of this, no true generalization to OCOMP took place. This
explanation, could alse be jextended 'to: the; OCOMP. unexpected acquisition in
Doughty’s study. With regard to the unexpectedly high accuracy score on GEN
relativization in Doughty’s research, this can be accounted for with several particular
features of GEN in English, which may make it relatively easy to acquire, including
its unique coding for case or grammatical relation and its concurrence with a

possessed NP with which it might be treated as a unit (Doughty, 1991).
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This concurrence is notably relevant. Doughty remarked that almost all of the
possessed NPs found in her study were subjects and direct objects. As a result, these
learners might have processed the genitive (whose) + NP in terms of the role of the
NP. Whether the genitive (whose) + NP is a subject or direct object is not a problem
for the learners since both positions are higher and so easier in the hierarchy and
implicated by the instructed position (OPREP).

For all of the above reasons, we cannot be certain that the gains or
improvement on the GEN and OCOMP levels in-Gass’s (1982) and Doughty’s (1991)
studies truly constitute IG toa levelnet implicated by the instructed level. In addition,
Eckman et al. (1988) provided additional evidence of unidirectionality in a study
using relativization and the NPAHto test ther'.IGH. It was done on low-intermediate
and intermediate adult ESL Jdearners. There we?e three experimental groups, each of
which was given one hour ofinstruction.in.a di_fférent NPAH level, namely SU, DO,
and OPREP, and there was also a cenirol gro‘u;-)-‘instructed in an unrelated sentence
combining technique. It was revealed that the overall pattern of generalization tended
to be unidirectional in their data.

However, to the researchers’ surprise, the SU-instructed group did improve on
the unimplicated PO devel from 36ytetalerrors en the pretest, ta-25 on the posttest.
This finding is obviously against the prediction concerning unidirectionality made by
the IGH. Nevertheless; this gain isialso substantially less thanthe gains made by every
experimental group on the implicated levels. Furthermore, Eckman et al. (1988) did
not supply a statistical analysis that would tell us whether this particular gain is
significant. Thus, the consequences for the unidirectionality hypothesis are again

unclear.
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2.3.4.5 Corpus-based studies on RCs
Several studies in both theoretical and applied linguistics have now been
carried out on the basis of language corpora, since it is widely accepted that corpora
can provide researchers, teachers, and even learners with more useful information
which is now and then unavailable through native speakers’ intuition. As to the

definition of corpus, according to Hunston (2002, p. 2),

‘Linguists have always-used the word cOrpus to describe a collection of
naturally occurring examples of-language, consisting of anything from a few
sentences to a set of written texts.or tape recordings, which have been collected for
linguistic study. More recenily, the'word-has béen reserved for collections of texts

(or parts of texts) that are stored and accessed eléctronically.’

From the above definition, corpora at éféSe,nt principally have to do with the
use of computers, which can contain and process large amounts of information.
Electronic corpora are! convenient as they are much larger than the paper-based
collections previously used to study linguistic aspects (Biber, Conrad & Reppen,
1998). Language ,corporasare~generally planned; and; designed«=for some linguistic
purpose. The specific purpose of the design determines the text selection.

Corpora are @aimed /at, other than /just preserving texts for linguistic
investigation, providing information on how a language works that might not be
accessible to native speakers’ intuition, such as word frequency or a variety of
collections a particular word can have in actuality. Furthermore, exploring language
corpora by themselves can also help learners observe some major aspects and even

make their own generalizations or hypotheses from the corpus data; consequently,
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they may begin to realize how they can study language on their own in a systematic
way (Burnard & McEnery, 2000).

There are many kinds of corpora, each of which offers its own different
benefit. Closely related to research in applied linguistics is a learner corpus, which is a
collection of texts or essays written by language learners. The purpose of this type of
corpus is to identify in what respect learners are different from each other and from
the language of native speakers. In the latter ¢ase, a comparable corpus of native-
speaker texts is to be obtained:The worldly, known learner corpus is the International
Corpus of Learner English"(ICLE), & collection of corpora of 20,000 words each.
Each of the corpora is made up” of ‘essays produced by English learners from a
particular language background, €.g. French, Grérman, Swedish, etc. (Hunston, 2002).

In relation to RCs, one of the early corphs—based studies of RCs is Cornilescu
(1981), who makes some significant observati_(-)_r'lsrabout the restrictions on RRCs and
NRCs. The study indicates that RRCs-are the n‘or"m,.-when head nouns are modified by
words such as any, no, and every; and that NREs are_normally used after proper
names. Yashimata (1994); using the Lancaster/IBM Spoken English Corpus, reveals
that NRCs are more likely.to be found In sentence-final position due to their tendency
to present long and complex mfermation./Guy and Bailey(1995) investigated the
choice of relative pronouns used by English speakers. The data were drawn from two
sources. The spokendata were derived from The White -House Transcripts, the
published version of the recordings made by Richard Nixon during the Watergate
Crisis. The written data were obtained from a variety of academic articles which
represent formal style.

The study reveals that NRCs and genitives are always realized as wh-forms,

e.g. who, which, whose, as can be seen in (23), repeated below for convenience. In
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addition, wh-forms are favored in formal writing and for human antecedents in the

embedded-clause subject position, as in (23).

(23) My uncle, who lives in Texas, is a psychologist.

By contrast, that is favored in informal speech and for non-human

antecedents, as in (109).

(118) | forget most of the films thatd see.

(Swan, 2005, p. 478)

Zero or relative pronoun deletion 'i-s moderately favored for human
antecedents, particularly in embedded-clause diréct object positions and in informal
speech. However, zero is very strongly diéfz;\‘/ored in embedded-clause subject
positions in both speech and writing. {t'is also found in-this study that zero is strongly
disfavored when the RCis separated from the antecedent by a phrase. Moreover,
many more pied-piped prepositions are discovered in writing-than in speech.

Karasawa #(2001) qmaintains, thatgsobservations jand «deseriptions of learner
language through corpus analysis can result in a better understanding of linguistic
features used by L2 learners./ Variations of language use tend-to be seen-among these
learners in different stages of language acquisition. This is why it is necessary to carry
out a comparative analysis of corpora produced by learners at different proficiency
levels. Such an idea led to another study, Karasawa (2003), which aimed to examine
the patterns of elaboration for noun modification used by non-native English speakers

at different levels of proficiency in writing. The corpora analyzed in this study were
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collected from three groups of English learners in the United States, namely high-
proficiency, intermediate-proficiency, and low-proficiency learners. In addition, there
are also two corpora of essays written by high and intermediate native speakers.
Concerning the use of RCs, the low-proficiency learners were found to use more RCs
to modify nouns than the other two groups did, probably due to the fact that their
proficiency was still so limited at this level that they could not write in a brief
meaningful fashion or use some pronominal madifiers such as attributive adjectives.
In addition, all levels of the nen-native essays indieate a higher use of wh-relative
clauses than the native ones. This-Could be interpreted as transfer of learning from
formal L2 writing instruction where wh-forms as opposed to that-clauses are
explicitly taught, while that<Clauses are morer;highly favored than wh-clauses in the
native speakers’ essays (Karasawa, 2003).

Another important corpus-based stud)-/_' of wh-clauses is Crompton (2005),
designed to thoroughly analyze Malay-speaki‘ng-;-‘English learners’ use of the word
where in their writing. The learner corpus, known as.the Brunei Learner Corpus
(BLC), was collected frotn 200 writing assignments from several faculties. Also two
native-English-speaker (NES) corpora, 1.e. the Longman-Corpus of Spoken and
Written English (LLSWE) and theBritish National «Carpus+(BNC); were used for the
comparison with the learner corpus. The results of the study point out considerable
overuse ofawhere in RCs, This can be explained, as proposed by Crompton, as a
consequence of various patterns of misuse of where and non-use of standard forms of
relativization, i.e. prepositional relativizers like in which or from which, which are

characteristic of academic written English.



102

Based on the learner corpus data, the researcher performed an error analysis,
listing types of errors regarding the use of where as a relative marker. Some are given

below:

Where is used in respect of time rather than place
(119) *Thus, in today’s life, the number of children in family in Brunei may only at
least 3-4 children rather than before where almost.all the family may have more than
8-10 children.

(Crompton, 2005, p. 164)
Resumptive pronouns
(120) *This is proven by Japanese and Koreahs companies where team work is vital
to them.

(Crompton, 2005, p. 165)

An incorrect use of relativizer
(121) *The main religion in Brunel Is Islam and they follows the concept of MIB
where it stands for ‘Melayu Islam Beraja’.

(Crompton, 2005, p. 165)

In (221); which'shauld be used in place of where.

Crompton (2005) attributes the overuse of where in RCs produced by the
Bruneian learners to the fact that the learners were perhaps not aware of prepositional
relativizers as an alternative to where. The data from the BLC lends support to this
since the use of such prepositional relativizers is very low — actually lower than that

for the LSWE academic subcorpus. He suggests that the learners might have realized
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that using which alone is incorrect but did not know how to supply a proper
construction of a prepositional relativizer. They then ended up using where, which
they probably guessed “would convey the more particular location-related meaning
they have in mind.” (Crompton, 2005, p. 171).

Carter and McCarthy (2006) compiled an English grammar reference based on
the Cambridge International Corpus (CIC), which contains over 700 million words of
English. The work is composed of real texts takenfrom everyday written and spoken
English. These texts cover a wide Variety of different genres and examples drawn
from various contexts, e.g. newspapeis, journalism, advertising, literary texts, debates
and discussion, university tutorials, formal speechs, families talking at homes, etc.
The study by Carter and MeCaithy (2006) is'-'.c:laimed to be specially different from
other corpus-informed references inthat it also iﬁcludes information from CANCODE
(Cambridge and Nottinghama Carpus of Discq-u_'rsre in English), a unique collection of
five-million words of naturally-occutring spokén "Bcitish English.

With regard to ERCs, Carter and Mc€arthy (2006) presented findings that
correspond to the traditional grammar rules. For example, it confirmed the fact that
the relative marker that-cannot be employed In non-restrictive RCs. It is also
interesting to see some change-of (ERG use For instance, thesrelative pronoun whom,
which was traditionally used to refer to the human object of a RC, is now limited to
very formalstyles, particularly in writing. However, inivery informal'speech of native
English speakers, a violation of standard grammar rules is sometimes noticeable, e.g.
a use of resumptive pronouns. For example, in (122), the pronoun it, which has the

same reference as one, is unnecessarily repeated.



104

(122) If you have one that you’re really desperate to tell us about it, then give us a
ring on 01223...

(Carter and McCarthy, 2006, p. 568)

Loock (2007) conducted a study to investigate appositive relative clauses
(ARCs), or non-restrictive relative clauses (NRCs), and their functions in discourse.
The data used for the analysis are from a eogpus consisting of 450 utterances
containing an ARC. The utterances were taken from-quality newspapers, tabloids,
fiction texts, and specialized texts; mostly from the fields of psychology and
medicine. Through the corpus data; the researcher proposed a taxonomy based on
syntactic, semantic, and pragmatie criteria.i '-I.t Is found that ARCs bear different
discourse functions, which lead to three subcaiégories of ERCs as follows. First, a
continuative ARC refers to aspecific kind of_-AIiC that enables a movement within

narrative time by depicting two consecutive eve'rnrts;,.-as In (123), where an adverb such

as now is seen. s

(123) Zenia herself was-present only In spirit, said the lawyer, and also in the form
of her ashes, which-they weuldnow preceedto-the;Mount Pleasant-Cemetery to inter.

(Loock, 2007, p. 340)

Second, a relevance ARC, as in (124), is defined as a discursive strategy
employed by the speaker out of consideration for the addressee(s). In other words, it is

used to make relevant the antecedent or the predicate in which it appears.
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(124) It is hard to square his action with the Energy Policy and Conservation Act,
which authorizes the presidents to tap the reserve.

(Loock, 2007, p. 346)

In (124), the speaker is afraid that the addressee(s) might not be familiar with
the referent of the antecedent the Energy Policy and Conservation Act, so he/she
simply provides the background knowledge to reduce the gap between the informed
addressee and the uninformed one.

The last ARC type proposed by Loock (2007) is the subjectivity ARC, which
conveys an opinion, a judgement,0ra comment from the speaker. It usually contains
markers of modality, e.g. modals; and vocabu*léry denoting judgement or appreciation.
The speaker, especially ia the journalistic '-genre, moves from objectivity to
subjectivity by providing a ceamment on the reférént of the antecedent or the subject-
predicate relation. (125) is an example of é ;sﬁu‘bjectivity ARC as it conveys the

speaker’s own judgement.

(125) The men’s 4 x 100.m. team, who might not have qualified anyway, went out in
the heats when they-burgled a change-over; straying out ofthe-preseribed area.

(Loock, 2007, p. 353)

Kachru (2008) emphasizes the benefits of corpus data in that the real
distribution in patterns of use revealed by analyses of corpora can enable learners to
perceive the differences between what the principles of grammar say about and what

occurs in reality. An example regarding relative clauses as postnominal modifiers is
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given in this work, cited here as (126), in comparison with (127), which represents a

prepositional phrase as a modifier.

(126) I have left the books on the table which is in the hallway.
(127) 1 have left the books on the table in the hallway.

(Kachru, 2008, p. 3)

Kachru states that RCs-as in (126) are diseussed extensively in grammar
references and teaching texts'in great detail, whereas prepositional phrases as in (127)
receive far less attention informal instruction. However, according to Biber et al.
(1999), prepositional phrases .oceur nore rfrequently than RCs. Unfortunately,
prepositional phrases, in language pedagogy; héve not been considered as important
to be taught as RCs. |

Despite its more frequency:in corpora}- -b‘repositional phrases should not be
taught first or before RCs because RCs are claimed.to be better understood than
prepositional postnominal modification. At this point, Kachrt proposes that language
teachers should bear in mind that they are not supposed to campletely rely on corpus-

based information:{Rathes, practicality should che the -firsty thing to consider in

presenting a grammatical construction to students.

2.3.4.6 RCs in spoken language
As can be seen in the previously reviewed literature, most studies in RCs have
been dedicated to written language since RCs are main features commonly found in

written rather than spoken language (Biber et al., 1999). This spells out the fact that a
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few number of RC studies have concentrated on spoken data. There, nevertheless,
appears some works focusing on spoken RCs, which are worth being mentioned here.

Menyuk (1969) and Limber (1973, 1976) are early studies on RCs in spoken
language. They discuss a few aspects of children’s spontaneous use of RCs in
English. Slobin (1986) compares the development of RCs in the speech of English-
and Turkish-speaking children. Additionally, Dasinger and Toupin (1994) and Jisa
and Kern (1998) analyzed the discourse-pragmatic functions of RCs produced by
children in a picture book task:

The first research study thatprovides a systematic analysis of the development
of RCs in natural child speech<is Diessel and Tomasello (2000), a large-scale
examination of RC acquisition based on obseﬁ/ational oral data. It is discovered that
the earliest RCs English-speaking children use ére semantically simple. In particular,
the RCs in question consists of a presentationéi ébpular clause and a relative, which

normally includes an intransitive verb,as in (128).

(128) That is the sugar. that goes in there.

(Diessel & Tomasello, 2000, p. 136)

In (128), the.main clause is a copular clause as it contains is as the main verb.
The verb gees in the RC is intransitive. Although (128) comprises two finite clauses,
it expresses only a single proposition represented by the RC. In other words, the focus
of the sentence is what the RC carries.

Moreover, the study also reports that children’s early RCs are often attached to

an isolated head as in (129), where the head is a simple NP The girl.
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(129) The girl that came with us.

I. (Diessel & Tomasello, 2000, p. 135)

Diessel (2004) evidently confirms the findings above. That is to say, more
than 90 % of the earliest RCs found in the speech of four children speaking English as
their mother tongue occur in copular constructions or in similar constructions with an
isolated head. Such constructions seem to be characteristic of children’s early RCs in
other languages as well, e.g. French (Jisa &Kern,1998), German (Brandt et al, 2005),
Hebrew (Dasinger & Toupin, 1994), and Indonesian (Hermon, 2005).

As children grow older; they. begin to produce more complex constructions of
RCs in their speech. In pagticular, they tend r'.to use a RC to modify a main-clause
object. Conversely, the main=clause subject is bérely modified by a RC because there
will arise an interruption between the subject_-ér{d the predicate of the main clause,
which definitely increases the degree of difficul‘ty" to process the whole sentence.

Diessel and Tomasello(2005) examinéd RCs.in spontaneous speech of an
English-speaking child. and found two major points. FifSt; as expected by the
researchers, RCs attached.'to the predicate nominal, e.g.~the sugar in (128), of a

copular clause cause ifewer; prablems; thany R€spattaghed ta~the-direct object of a

transitive main clause, e.g. the boy in (130).
(130) Many saw the boy who Peter played with in the garden.
The study also indicates that S-relatives, RCs with an intransitive verb and a

subject gap as in (131), are easier than A-relatives, RCs with a transitive verb and a

subject gap as in (132).
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(131) There’s the boy who played in the garden yesterday. (S-relative)
(132) There’s the man who saw Peter on the bus this morning. (A-relative)

(Diessel & Tomasello, 2005, p. 886)

It is suggested that S-relatives cause fewer errors than A-relatives since S-
relatives are less complex. Denoting a simpler situation than A-relatives, S-relatives
contain a single referent characterized by the R€._In contrast, A-relatives incorporate
at least two referents that are engaged in a transitive.activity. A-relatives are therefore
conceptually more complex'than S=relatives in that A-relatives include an additional
referent, which is usually a direct ebject (Diessel & Tomasello, 2005).

The second importaat issue concern{ the distance between the filler and the
gap. The study supports the filler-gap hypothesié, discussed in 2.3.1.2, in that a long
distance means greater difficulty. The data from this study show that for English-
speaking children object relatives, which invol_\-é‘longer distance, significantly cause
more problems than subject relatives. However, it §hou|d be noted that GEN-relatives
as in (133) are more difficult for children than object relatives although GEN-relatives

involve a relatively short distance between the filler and the.gap, especially if the head

of the genitive functions asisubject;(Diessel & Tomasell0,,2005).

(133) This’s the woman whose cat caught a mouse yesterday. (GEN-=relative)

(Diessel & Tomasello, 2005)

Brandt, Diessel, and Tomasello (2008) studied the RC development in the
speech of Leo, a German-speaking child from 2 to 5 years. Having examined the

boy’s spontaneous speech for three years, the researchers found that his RC
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acquisition originates from simple main clauses. In German main clauses, the finite
verb occurs in second position, i.e. the position after the other verb and other
elements. In contrast, RCs in German, which are subordinate clauses, require all the
finite verbs to be at the end of the clause.

It is found that most of the RCs Leo used reflect the main-clause word order.
Additionally, the majority of the early RCs are attached to an isolated NP that
resumes a previous discourse. These RCs ustally contain an anaphoric pronoun in
nominative case and assert new information. Mosi~of the verbs in the RCs are
intransitive. The existence of such-€arly RCs is atiributed to the influence from the
caregivers who produced a large .number of such RCS, providing a model for Leo’s
early RCs.

The development of the ¢hild’s RC in éérman is parallel to that of RCs used
by English speaking children. In both Iangﬁ_égjés, children’s early RCs function
semantically like simple main" clauses. Still :c,-o"me minor differences can be seen.
While English-speaking children~ produce meost of .their_early RCs in focus

constructions, consisting 0f a RC and a copular clause as in (128), most of Leo’s RCs

in the early stage occurred.in topicalization, comprising a RC and an isolated NP as in

(134).

(134) Ne Scheilbey die kKann' 'mann auch | darunter
a disk that-ACC can  you-NOM also  under
roller lassen
roll  let

‘A disc that you can roll under there?’

(Brandt et al., 2008, p. 340)
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In addition to English RCs, Leo’s early German RCs are similar to those in
French, Spanish, Hebrew, and Indonesian in that these RCs develop from
constructions which are a little different from simple sentences (Brandt et al., 2008).
The study demonstrates that children across languages seem to draw on their previous
knowledge of simple main clauses in the acquisition of RCs. Furthermore, it is also
proposed in the study that, in addition to linguistic complexity, communicative factors
play a crucial role in determining children’s production of RC types. They may not
use a particular type of RC, despite having an-ability-to understand it, because the
structure deals with a communicatiVe situation that does not happen in parent-child
interactions. Also they probably choose to produce alternative constructions which
they find easier.

Though this is a longitudinal study the -'data of which were drawn from only
one child, its results are claimed to be geﬁérélizable to other German-speaking
children because they are consistent'with other ‘stgjd_ies, e.g. Brandt (2004).

Aside from first_language acquisition, there are.also SLA studies on RC in
spoken language. Schumann (1980) investigated naturally occurring speech of non-
native English speakers living in the United States. The study shows that, in accord
with Kuno’s (1974)hypothesis;diseussed:in 2:3.1:1; ©0 and:©Sssentence types were
preferred to SS and'SO types. Furthermore, there arises some evidence that RCs may
develop inxa Sequence; characterized by a zero relativizer,as in (135), a pronoun
relativizer as in (136), and finally a relative pronoun, which is the acceptable version

in standard English.

(135) And now | want one thing @ you have here.

(Schumann, 1980, p. 122)
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(136) He got a friend he speaks Spanish.

(Schumann, 1980, p. 122)

In (136), the pronoun he is used as if it were a relative pronoun linking the RC
to the main clause. The pronoun relativizer stage for L2 learners, as suggested by
Schumann (1980), seems to be much less obvious.

Hyltenstam (1984) studied RCs in L2 Swedish, a language which does not
allow resumptive pronouns. The subjects, were 45-adult learners from different
language backgrounds: Finnish, Spanish, Greek, and Persian. Pictures were used to
elicit oral sentences for each selativizable function propoesed in the NPAH (Keenan &
Comrie, 1977). The study demonstrates that rééumptive pronouns are produced by all
language groups in their Swedish RCs, even by"-those whose native languages do not
permit them, i.e. the Spanish and Finnish Ieéfnérs. However, there is a difference
between the learners speaking different L 1s. :F(;‘be precise, the Persian and Greek
learners whose L1s allow pronoun-reténtion supply more resumptive pronouns than
the Spanish and the Finnish, whose L1s disallow this type of pronoun.

With respect to the Resumptive Pronoun Hierarchy (iKeenan & Comrie, 1977),
which predicts thatresumptive-prenouns areilikely: to eceurin-mare marked RC types,
as discussed in 2.3.2:2.3, this study found support to the hierarchy. There were fewest
learners who used resumptive pronauns: for the subject type, which-is the most
unmarked, and pronoun copies appeared with the most frequency for the genitive type
rather than the object-of-comparison type as expected in the hierarchy.

Flynn (1989) also examined RCs used by two groups of learners whose native
languages differ in head directions. The subjects, Spanish and Japanese speakers, are

different in that RCs in Spanish, like English ones, are head-initial, while Japanese
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RCs are head-final, i.e. following their antecedent. The instrument used in the study
was an elicited imitation task, which required the participants to repeat each sentence
after they were presented with batteries of randomized stimulus sentences.

From the results of the study, as hypothesized, the Spanish speakers did
significantly better in the task than the Japanese ones, even though these two groups
are equal in basic ESL level. This is because the Spanish are more familiar with the
head direction in English, i.e. head-initial. Their L1 is claimed to facilitate the
acquisition of ERCs. In contrast, since the head direction of RCs in Japanese is
opposite to that of ERCs, it'Is undoubtedly more difficult for Japanese speakers to
acquire the RC system of English.

The difference in head/directions bétween Japanese and Spanish as the
learners’ L1 also results in adifférence in terms of arrors these learners made. That IS,
the errors committed by the twio groups differ aniitatively. With respect to patterns of
errors, the Spanish speakers indicate ne signifi;:a;]t',structural difficulty with the head-
direction configuration, principally-having lexical errors rather than structural ones,
whereas the Japanese  Speakers show significant structural’ difficulty with ERC
formation.

Ozeki and~Shirai 1(2007) sanalyzedRCspused by, Japanese L2 learners at
different levels of proficiency. The data are from an oral interview corpus from 90
learners divided inta three groups of thirty accarding to itheir nativelanguages. 1005
RCs were extracted from the learner corpus. The study focused on the three RC types,
SU, DO, and OPREP, as proposed by the NPAH (Keenan & Comrie, 1977). Although
SU is predicted by the NPAH to be the easiest and most frequently used by novice

learners, it was discovered that the L2 Japanese learners produced all the three types,
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not restricting themselves to only SU. This suggests that SU might not be easier than
DO or OPREP for L2 learners of Japanese.

By contrast, the advanced learners, regardless of L1, used SU most frequently,
which is similar to native Japanese speakers’ pattern of use. For English and Chinese
speakers, the higher the proficiency level, the higher the ratio of SU, which indicates
that it is not the case that SU is more likely to be produced at the earlier stage of L2
Japanese development. This goes against the prediction of the NPAH.

Also found in this study-was a strong correlaiion between animacy of the head
NP and RC type. It appears that thelearners are guided by the animacy of the head NP
rather than grammatical relations<in using different RC types. The research reveals
that when the head was inanimaie, the Iearnéxr_g were inclined to use DO and OPREP.
On the other hand, SU tended to be used witﬁ animate heads by the Japanese L2

learners, with the exception ofithe Koréan speakers.

i
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CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1 Research procedure

3.1.1 Population and sample

Ninety Thai EFL learners participated in this study. They were first-year
undergraduate students from various faculties at Thammasat University, all of whom
were taking an English foundation course. The reason why the students were from
different faculties was that at Thammasat the students taking English foundation
courses were assigned to seetionsraccording to their English proficiency. Those who
were more or less in the same range of ability were grouped together despite studying
in different faculties.

As for the participant ecruitment, permission from-all the potential learners’
parents needed to be asked for prior-to the'béginning of the data collection. The

learners’ parents, in other words, were asked tq 'c_o}rjplete the consent forms showing
their agreement to allow their children to partici-parte in the study. In addition, it was
also necessary to ask for the permission from the Language Institute of Thammasat
University, which has been responsible for all the English foundation courses.

The participantsqwere divided; according totheir O-NET(Ordinary National
Education Testing). scores, into_two proficiency. groups. High and-~Low, with 45
learners placed in each group. O-NET is a standardized test desighed by respected
scholars from National Institute of Educational Testing Service (N-IETS) under
Ministry of Education to be used as a university entrance exam for grade-12 Thai

students. Having been used since 2006, O-NET is considered an acceptable test as it

passed all the validation processes (www.niets.or.th).
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In this present study, High learners, whose O-NET scores range from 69-80,
took English Course 3 (EL172), whereas Low learners, whose scores were between
32 and 56, had to register for English Course 2 (EL171). The students studying
English Course 1 (EL070), which is a remedial course, were low in proficiency that
they were not qualified to be recruited as the participants of the study as they might
produce few or no RCs.

With respect to the cut-off score specificatien, convenience was given the first
priority. That is, according to-Thammasat Registration Office, the students in the
Academic Year 2008 were assigned 0 EL 172 if their O-NET scores were from 65-
80, to EL 171 with the scoresd#rom 32-64, and to EL 070 if the scores were lower than
32. The recruitment of the participants relied on Intact groups and it conformed to the
aforementioned course arramgement. The 45 I—:|-igh learners were from the EL 172
section comprising those witlithe highest scor_é_é (69-80), compared to other sections.
Similarly, the 45 Low learners were those fr‘or-ﬁ'_the section of the lowest O-NET
scores (32-56). The participant selection as such was beneficial since the study did not
have to involve a sectior rearrangement, which has been very difficult to do or even
impossible at Thammasat-University.

In terms of<the participants’ English-language;education; they had learned
English for at least12 years (from grade 1) according to the government compulsory
education golicy (www.onec.go.th). In addition, they ‘must| not have- come from
international schools where English is entirely used as a medium of instruction. This
was because the students’ proficiency might be native-like or near native and this did
not represent the actual reflection of Thai learners’ interlanguage. Further, none of the
learners in these two groups had been in an English-speaking country for more than

three consecutive months.
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As a matter of fact, there were also students whose English competency was
so excellent that they were exempted from taking any foundation course; their O-NET
scores were higher than 80. However, this group of students was not recruited in the
study as they were low in number, being scattered in many different faculties. It
would be difficult for them to participate in the study. Moreover, some may have
studied in English-speaking countries, or some were from international schools, where
English was a primary medium of instruction./Because of these, the students with the
highest proficiency were excluded from the present siudy.

Regarding the context of.the-experiment, the researcher assumed two roles
concurrently, that is, the resgarcher and teacher. The High and the Low groups were
taught every Thursday from#9.30-11.00 hrs. ia{hd from 11.00-12.30 hrs. respectively,
from November 2008 to February 2009.-The cf)-urse contents were not related to the
language features to be elicited.  The reason why the researcher chose to teach the
participants lies in the fact that they:would bu}I(;‘u.p a rapport with the researcher as
their teacher and thus become more willing to cooperate.in the study. The tasks they
were asked to do were graded so that they would feel the tasks were worth their effort.
However, they were informed in the beginning of the first class that grammatical
accuracy would netibe graded:Rather; ifsthey-punctually-submitted the tasks which
met the criteria, e.g..the number of words for an essay, they would get the whole five
points for gach task. This was to prevent them from copying their peers’ work or
involving themselves in any other kinds of plagiarism. This way, the participants’
work should reflect their true ability in using ERCs in authentic contexts.

A questionnaire with a list of questions about the learners’ demographic
information and their English language education background were administered to

recruit the participants (to be discussed in detail in 3.2.4).
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3.2 Research instruments
The instruments used in this study are as follows:
(1) descriptive essay
(2) descriptive speaking task
(3) translation task

(4) questionnaire

3.2.1. Descriptive essay

An essay is considered.-an appropriate method of eliciting productive
knowledge of L2 learners. ThiS can be used to investigate how they really produce a
particular grammatical feature, such as RCs, |n an authentic way. With essays, we
should be able to find out which type of RCs |s used the most and which the least.
Moreover, with the RC type used the least, w_t-a_'ni-ay also see the learners’ avoidance
strategy. That is, they might seem/io avoid usi‘néj‘s_ome RC types which they are not
familiar with and overproduce some other types (Schachter, 1974).

However, if this IS an essay on any topics, the participants might use a small
number of or even no RCs:in their writing. Thus, it is advisable that we ensure that a
particular type of-essay; is likelysto elicitrsubstantial use, of\RCs (Sadighi, 1994).
According to Gass {1982), a descriptive essay should be used as a tool to obtain data
on learners’ productive knowledge 'of RCs. Since they need to describe, define, or
explain something, they may be more inclined to use more RCs, compared to writing
other types of essays. The topics of essays should be controlled in a way that they are
not too difficult for the participants to write about.

In addition to the past research, | also discovered that descriptive essays had a

tendency to elicit more RCs than other kinds of writing. | conducted a small-scale
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survey on the frequency of RCs in three types of essays: descriptive, narrative, and
argumentative. Each type of essays was randomly selected from articles, with
approximately 7,000 words in total, from bbc.co.uk, cnn.com, and readersdigest.co.th.
The result showed that up to 45 RCs were seen in descriptive essays written by native
English speakers. In contrast, 22 instances of RCs were observed in narratives and
only 14 sentences with RCs were found in argumentative writing. This means that it
appeared to be the descriptive essay that could bestserve as a tool for eliciting RCs.

In the present study, the participants were-asked to write four descriptive
essays of approximately 200 woras, each of which was assigned every two weeks.
The data collection of essaysdlasted.@bout 3 months from June to August in the first
semester of Academic Year,2008. For each eééay, they had an opportunity to choose
one of the two topics provideds They were infbrmed that their work would not be
assessed according to grammatical correctnés_é;"-therefore, they should be relaxed
enough to produce the work which truly refle‘ct"s‘their real ability in using English.
Both the high-proficiency group and the low-proficiency one were also assigned the

same topics, such as my best friends, my home, my favorite pet, the book I like most,

or the career | want to do-in the future.

3.2.2. Descriptive speaking task

A speaking taskiis,considered another effective method to elicit interlanguage
data from Thai EFL learners’ speech. This can be used to investigate how they really
produce a particular grammatical feature, such as RCs, in an authentic way. When
speaking, learners’ degree of monitoring their speech production is low, so they tend
to come up with more natural language use, compared to performing a writing task in

which they can spend more time carefully watching their work.
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In order to elicit as many RCs as possible from the participants, the most
appropriate speaking task should be a descriptive one, which provided them with a
chance to recount their experience, ideas, or feelings in a relaxing way. The topics
given should be parallel to those used in the descriptive writing, which has proved to
successfully elicit RCs from learners (Gass, 1982; Sadighi, 1994).

As for the present study, only ten participants were randomly chosen from the
High group and another ten from the Low group..The topics, four in total, were the
same as those they had written-for their essays, and ihe-descriptive speaking task took
place every other week afterthe participants’ submission of each essay. Being asked
to speak about the same topi€s as those for the writing, the participants should be
accustomed to them and able to/proeduce their 'speech with ease. They were also told
they did not need to follow all of the contents 6f their essays. As a result, they were
supposed to tell the stories in @ natural manneré'nd- receive the whole points.

The time allowed for €ach participanfif‘(jr,-a topic was approximately 7-10
minutes. The researcher did not ask any question while eliciting data from the
participants. The process of data collection from the speaking task lasted from

November 2008 to February 2009.

3.2.3 Translation task

A translation task (see Appendix 2) was alsa used as a-supporting-task because
the data from only the essay and the speaking task might not give an overall picture of
the learners’ interlanguage. This means in writing and speaking the learners could
choose to produce only RC types with which they were familiar and avoid more
marked types. However, non-use of some marked types of RCs did not imply that the

learners did not know how to produce them. This was why the translation task should
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be used after the essay and the speaking task since it was expected to more clearly
reflect the learners’ true knowledge of ERCs. If they were successful in doing so, it
means they really knew how to form RC types which are difficult and marked but
intentionally chose to avoid them in their writing as well as speech.

In order to investigate the avoidance strategy of the learners in depth, a mini-
survey was made on the English textbooks used in high schools. Six major textbooks
endorsed by Ministry of Education, namely Touchstone, Opportunity, New Headway,
Matrix, New Streetwise, and Cuiting Edge, were all-found to contain up to the content
of how to use object-of-preposition -RCs and genitive RCs. This suggests that the
students by now should kmow" hiow to produce these types of RCs. Thus,
underproduction of some ERC types may imply avoidance.

As regards the translation task, the pafficipants were asked to translate ten
Thai sentences into English. Five ERC types, n-a'rri-ely SU, DO, 10, OPREP, and GEN,
were tested here. Each type was tesied twice,isr(r)‘ there were two sentences for each.
The OCOMP type was_not included-in the translation task since the pilot study
showed that OCOMP, which is the most uncommon and urinatural (Ellis, 1994), did
not occur at all in the learners’ essays. This was to prove.whether they were really
able to use it due to-theincompetence rathersthan conjecture, All ef-the sentences were
approved of by aniexpert in Thai to make sure that they were grammatical and
acceptablerto native Thai'speakers. Also, an expert in translation was asked to check
these test sentences to ensure that the specific RC types, as opposed to some other
possible variations, would certainly be elicited in translations.

It should be noted that the reason why the translation task was not used as one
of the main research instruments for the present study lied in the fact that asking the

participants to translate may be viewed as forcing them to produce the target
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language, which could result in unnaturally-elicited language data. In comparison
with the translation task, the descriptive essay and the oral descriptive task seemed to
be more capable of eliciting far more natural language use since the learners had more

opportunity to use the language features with which they were more familiar.

3.2.4 Questionnaire

The questionnaire used in this study was administered to the participants on
the first day of the class before-any research tools‘were-administered. This was to sort
out the qualified participants for_the study. Although the questions were in English,
the researcher orally translated them into Thai so that the participants whose English
proficiency was low would ke able to fully u'rj_d'erstand and give appropriate responses
to them. They were allowed/to answer in Engrlias-h or Thai and were asked to provide
truthful responses. The questionnaire .(see A_p[iéndix 1) adapted from Modhiran
(2005), comprises two parts and it took approxi_@_-ate-ly 20 minutes to complete.

The first part was designed to elicit fhé'ﬁarticipants’ personal information,
such as their age, faculty, .country of birth, or when they started learning English. The
second part aims to collect.information regarding the participants’ EFL experience.

This type efiquestionnaireshelpedirecruit the proper participants and exclude
those whose EFL" 'backgrounds did not count (e.g. students who were from
international schools, or students who stayed in'an Englishispeaking country for more

than three consecutive months).
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3.3 Data collection

The data collection was conducted in 2 phases:

1) Two groups of Thai EFL learners were recruited from Thammasat University
according to their English proficiency based on their O-NET scores. They were asked
to complete the questionnaire provided so that it would be possible to select the

appropriate ones as participants.

2 Each of them was asked teWwrite a descriptive essay every two weeks. They
were supposed to submit theirwriting through their emails as well as in papers. The
reason why their work should be in electroniicr;forms lies in the fact that the data can
subsequently be processed by the concordance"-program ANCONC 3.2.1, developed
by Laurence Anthony from \Waseda Univeréi_'ty:,- Japan, which is a free software
program presenting all overt relative weords foimud'_in learners’ writing. This program
can promptly show the search-words (i.e. relative words) in context as well as word
frequencies, so it was eaSier and more accurate, to great extent, to find and study the
information needed. However, for the omitted relative words, they were manually
studied.

Additionally, the participants were asked to talk about the topic they had
chosen forawriting. Their, speechiwas recorded and subsequently /transcribed to be
used as the spoken data for this study.The translation was then typed and stored in

Microsoft Word so that the recorded speech would also be able to be processed by the

concordance program.
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3.4 Data analysis

3.4.1 Framework for ERC analysis

The present study based its analysis of ERCs on the framework proposed by
Baker (1989), who has claimed that even though his framework follows the
generative grammar, it does not conform in detail to any of the particular generative
theories. According to Baker (1989, p. 235). An ERC? is composed of an ERC-
introducing element and a finite structure. The niroducing element, usually referred
to as relative markers, can be-one of the, relative-pronouns, namely, who, whom,
which, and whose, or the relative wotdthat, or nothing’. The finite structure contains a
finite verb phrase agreeing insnumber with the preceding noun phrase, called a head,
modified by the whole relative €lause. In adaition, every ERC has a missing noun
phrase which has the same reference as the relatiVe marker.

Figure 1 shows the companents of ERC-S_..

ERC Ly

Nprel/\slvp
relative pronodn; who, whom, which, whose  [+finite]

relative word: that
nothing (an omission of relative marker)

(adapted from Baker, 1989)

Figure 1: Components:of ERCs

Examples of ERCs are given below:

& Baker (1989) calls it a bound relative clause, as mentioned in 1.5.1.

° It is noted here that the framework does not cover relative adverbs used as relative markers (i.e.
where, when, and why) since they behave syntactically differently from relative pronouns, as discussed
earlier in 1.5.2.
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(137) The report [which Karen submitted ] implicated several of her friends.

(Baker, 1989, p. 234)

The bracketed part in (137) is considered an ERC since it meets the criteria
mentioned above. First of all, it is introduced by the relative pronoun which. Second,
it has the finite structure Karen submitted. Moreover, there is a missing noun phrase
in the RC-object position, equal to it, which'is  cereferential with which. The ERC

modifies the head the report.

(138) The people [that __ voted for Bill] dislike his policies.

(Baker, 1989, p. 235)

In (138), the ERC, which is bracketed, consists of the relative marker that and
the finite structure voted for Bill. The missing noun phrase, equal to they, is in the RC-
subject position and has_the same reference as that. The. ERC modifies the head The

people.

(139) The accident-{Jason gaused o r Jewilk be.investigated:

(Baker, 1989, p. 235)

The ERC in (139) is bracketed. Here, it is introduced by nothing or zero. The
finite structure is Jason caused, whereas the missing noun phrase is in the RC-object

position. The whole ERC modifies the head The accident.
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Baker (1989) also suggests that the deletion of relative markers is allowed
only when the missing noun phrase is in an object RC position. When a missing noun

phrase functions as a RDC subject, zero cannot be used, as in (140).

(140) *The journalists [ ___ exposed to the fraud] are being sued.

(Baker, 1989, p. 237)

In (140), the missing noun phrase is the-subjeet of the ERC, so omitting the
relative marker causes an ungrammatical construction. In other words, the relative
pronoun who or the relative weord that is required here.

There appear two major types of ERés: restrictive RCs (RRCs), as seen in
(137)-(139), and non-restrictiver RCs (NRCs).:Baker (1989) distinguished between
these two ERC types, based on the following (_:-r_i'té-ria. First, a RRC defines or restricts
the noun (head) it modifies, while’a NRC onl3‘/- édds some further information about

the head. For instance, (141a) is fegarded as a'RRC, whereas (141b) is considered a

NRC.

(141) a. The booksiwhichswere written by foreign authors-were burned.
b. The books, which were written by foreign authors, were burned.

(Baker, 1989, p. 271)

In (141a), the RRC shows that a particular subset of books is picked out, and it
is asserted that all the books in this subset were burned. By contrast, in (141b), the
NRC indicates that all the books were burned, with the added assertion that these

books were all written by foreign authors.
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The second distinction between RRCs and NRCs lies in the presence/absence
of commas in written English. A RRC, as in (141a), does not involve the use of
commas, while a NRC, as in (141b), is always set off by commas (Baker, 1989, p.
273). In a similar vein, in spoken English, intonation breaks or pauses are used to
differentiate NRCs from RRCs. That is, A NRC is set off by a pause, whereas a RRC
IS not.

The third main RRC-NRC difference concerns the fact that NRCs can only be
introduced by wh-relative markers, namely whe, whem, which, and whose. As for
RRCs, any relative words are permitied. For example, the use of who(m) in (142a) is

grammatical, while using thatsresultsin an ill-formed structure, as in (142b).

(142) a. Reagan, who(m) the Republicans nomihated in 1980, now lives in
California.
b. *Reagan, that the Republicans nominated in 1980, now lives in California.

(Baker, 1989, p. 272)
Another difference between RRCs and NRCs pertains to an omission of a

relative marker, which jis; allowedyin RRCsz-1n 1(143),~zero or a relative-marker

deletion is applied in'the RRC. However, the NRC in (144) disallows such a deletion.

(143) The man the Republicans nominated in 1980, now lives in California.

(Baker, 1989, p. 272)

(144) *Reagan, the Republicans nominated in 1980, now lives in California.
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(Baker, 1989, p. 272)

Figure 2 below summarizes the key distinctions between RRCs and NRCs.

Figure 2: Distinctions between RRCs and NRCs

ERE
I I

RRC NRC
-restricting/defining its head -providing extra information about its head
-no commas needed (inawriting) -set off by commas (in writing)
-no pauses used (in speaking) -set of by pauses (in speaking)
- introduced by any relative word -introduced only by.a wh-word relative word
-zero allowed -zero prohibited

With regard to the analysis.of interlangtlage ERCs used by the participants in
the current study, a head was identified first, followed by a relative pronoun, namely
who, which, whom, whasg, and that, and was followed by a finite verb or verb phrase.
An omitted relative pronoun functioning as a RC object was-also counted. Thus, a RC
which corresponded o] these abovei criteria~was | classified) as: a target-like RC.
However, there were many other learners’ RCs that seemed to deviate from the norm
to a certainrdegree. Foriinstance, some.of the RCs contained a verh/VP that does not
show an agreement with the head, as in (145). Some were found to have a resumptive
pronoun, as in (146). Further, it was found that some NRCs were not set off by a
comma, as in (147), despite the definiteness of the head. Based on the definite head, it

was still considered a NRC. Additionally, when a RC head was definite, the RC was
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also regarded as a NRC although the relative pronoun that was used to introduce it, as

in (148). Some RCs, moreover, lacked an obligatory preposition, as in (149).

(145) * 1 think the one who be there for me not only when | depressed or grieve but
also when I joypus and happy. That one is my best friend.

(146) * If you have a good job which you like it, I believe your life will nice and
wonderful too.

(147) * 1 have dream to join in-faculty of law in-Thammasat Univerisity which is the
best university in Thailand.

(148) * However, my favoritespetis Moo-Moo, that | loved more and more.

(149) * She gave me the bestadyvice that | nevef thought __.

These errorneous leafners’ ‘RCs. were identified: and analyzed to find the
underlying causes. That is, the'major problems with ERC learning and using will be

explained in detail in Chapter 5.

3.4.2 Classification'of ERC types

The ERC-type;classficationywas based- en agcombination of two linguistic
universals: the NPAH (Keenan & Comrie, 1977) and the PDH (Kuno, 1974). The
NPAH, dealing/with typological markedness, focuses on'the-function of the relative
marker in a RC. These functions are SU, DO, 10, OPREP, GEN, and OCOMP.
However, since OCOMP is considered very complicated and even unacceptable in
some native speakers’ view (Ellis, 1994) and since the results of the pilot study did

not show its use at all, this RC type was not included in the analysis.
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As for the PDH, which is based on the limitation of the human temporary
memory, the function of the head NP, whether it is in the subject or object matrix
position, is also taken into account. When merged together, the framework for the
present study results in ten types, namely S-SU, S-DO, S-10, S-OPREP, S-GEN, O-
SU, O-DO, 0O-10, O-OPREP, and O-GEN. The first letter stands for the matrix
functions of the head NP, whereas the following code represents the relative marker
function in the NPAH. In addition, as the pilotStudy indicated many tokens of RCs
used as matrix subject complement right after be, ii-was advisable that the functions
of relative markers in thisposition be investigated. Thus, five more RC types were
involved: SC-SU, SC-DO, SCI0,SC-OPREP, and SC-GEN.

Examples of all the RC types examine'd.in the study are as follows:

Matrix position RC type Example

Subject SU The boy who speaks Italian is my friend.
DO The boy who(m)/z | met.was being angry.
10 The dog which/that/z | gave a bone to was
polite.
OPREP The man who(m)/w | voted for graduated from
England.
GEN A cat whose leg is injured is playing around me.
Object SuU I know the bookshop which/that has many

Japanese magazines.
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OPREP

GEN

Subject Complement SU

OPREP

GEN

3.4.3 Types of data analysis
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Tim dislikes the boy who(m)/o | met.
Everyone likes the girl who(m)/e | passed

a note to.

She found the rabbit which/that/o | was looking

for.

\We saw a‘man whose arms are strong.

He is the boy who/ that speaks Italian.

He owns the snake which/ that /| hate.
She was the girl who(m)/ &1 passed a note to.
This:is th(_e book which/that/ 2 | am interested in.

He is a mah.whose arms are strong.

The data gathered-for the study were both guantitative and qualitative in

nature. The data analysis was,then conducted quantitatively and qualitatively.

Quantitative data analysis

The specific'quantitative analyses focused ‘on-differences' in performance on

relative clauses used between both groups of participants’ speech. The tabulation and

calculation dealt with frequency of ERC types, embedding, relativizers etc. The

statistics used was the chi-square test. According to Dornyei (2007), the Chi-square

procedure is suitable for analyzing nominal data, i.e. data concerning facts that can be

sorted into various categories such as proficiency, L1 backgrounds, sex, etc. For the
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present study, in order to find relations between the two nominal variables, namely
low-and-high proficiency learners and the use of various ERC types, it was necessary
to compare the frequencies of ERC types observed in both proficiency groups with
the expected frequencies (Seliger & Shohamy, 1989).

According to Hatch and Farhady (1982), the first step in using the Chi-square
test is to state the null hypothesis, e.g. there is no relationship between the use of ERC
types and the learners’ proficiency.

With the raw data on frequencies, it is possibie to test whether the difference
between the obtained and the expected frequencies is large enough to reject the null

hypothesis. The formula of the*Chi-square test used for the comparison is:

x? = X (observed-expected)?

E

According to the formula, the Chi-square value is derived from the sum of the
square of the difference between the observed and the expected values divided by the
expected value. The calculation tool offered In the SPSS- software program today
makes it easy to gaif the x4 value and the prvalues If theip-value is-less than 0.05, it is
possible to reject the null hypothesis by stating that the two variables are significantly

related.

Qualitative data analysis
The qualitative data analyses concentrated on explaining the occurrence of

ERCs, the difficulty, transfer, and similarities as well as differences between high and
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low proficiency learners’ performance with regard to their ERC acquisition. The data
were synthesized and analyzed from:
(1) data from the descriptive essay

(2) data from the descriptive speaking task

| ,,
AULINENINYINS
AR TN TN
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CHAPTER 4

FINDINGS AND DATA ANALYSIS

This chapter presents the findings of the interlangauge ERCs produced by
Thai EFL learners. It also compares the use of ERCs in the written and spoken data by
high-and-low proficiency learners, paying particular attention to the sentence
positions of the ERCs as well as the ERC, types as stated in the NPAH (Keenan &
Comrie, 1977). Frequency and distribution of:relaiive markers, in addition, are also

shown in tables.

4.1 Analysis of learners’ ERCs

Thai EFL learners weres found tor pr_oduce ERCs which are not only
grammatical (target-like) but also ungrammati_cgl _(non target-like) in the written and
spoken data. An ERC was 1identified according, to the criteria suggested by Baker
(1989). To sum up, an ERC begins with an :int‘rlbducing element which can be a
relative pronoun (e.g. whe, whom, which, or whos-e‘),- the relative word that, or zero. It
is also followed by a finiie structure; furthermore, there _must be a missing noun
phrase within an ERC. (150)-(152) illustrate the ERCs used by Thai learners of

English.
(150) I just wonder why'they'don’t wory about the boy'[who ' didn’t ge to school].

In (150), the bracketed part is viewed as an ERC since it is introduced by the
relative pronoun who. The ERC contains a finite structure didn’t go to school, and it
has a missing noun phrase in the subject position of the ERC. This ERC modifies the

noun phrase the boy.
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(151) I could see many beautiful views [that | never saw __before].

In (151), the ERC is put in the brackets, introduced by the relative marker that.
The EC comprises the finite structure | never saw before. Also, it contains a missing
noun phrase in the RC-object position. The head modified by the ERC is many

beautiful views.

(152) They taught me everything | @ I should know-—to survive in Germany].

Unlike the ERCs in(150)-(151), which begin with overt relativizers, the one in
(152) is introduced by a zero relative marker, which is grammatically correct as the
missing noun phrase inside the ERC occupies ah object position. Additionally, this
ERC contains a finite structure | should know to survive in Germany. The head which
the ERC maodifies is everything.

It is noticeable“that (150)-(152) are examples of restrictive RCs (RRCs)
because they correspond t0 the criteria identifying RRCs (Baker, 1989). In brief, the
ERCs in these examples seem‘to modity and restrict the heads. Moreover, these ERCs
are set off by commas. In addition to the punctuation use, the relative.marker that and
zero, which are allowed“only in RRGCs; are employed, (as in (151) and (152)
respectively.

The learner corpus also reveals a use of non-restrictive RCs (NRCs), which
conform to the criteria proposed in the framework (Baker, 1989). That is, A NRC is
used to modify but not restrict the head, which is definite. Also, a NRC is set off by

commas in the written data, whereas those in the spoken data were identified by
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pauses as well as the definiteness of the heads. Further, wh-relativizers and zero are
not allowed in NRCs. (153)-(155) are examples of NRCs derived from the learner

corpus.

(153) The reward is a chance to get alive again but he must live in the body of
Kobayashi Makoto, who is a frail manner body that just committed suicide.

(154) Additionally, my favorite character is Femila Dienpentire, who has many
abilities such as she canplay the piano really-well and she can use magic
about fire.

(155) The teachers liked my.friend called Wipawee, who we also love so much.

(153) is regarded as.@ NRC since the EFQC, set off by commas, modifies the
definite head Kobayashi Maketo. The relative-r'nérker is who, which is an overt wh-
word relative marker. In (154), the head FemiiléﬁDienpentire is definite as well. The
ERC is set off by a comma and is-introduced by the relative pronoun who, an over
wh-relativizer. Thus, this.ERC is considered a NRC. Likewise, (155) is also a NRC
since the modified head Wipawee is definite. A comma, in-addition, is used to set off
the ERC, and the relative praneunwhasis & whewerd relativizer\which is not omitted.

In contrast to the target-like ERCs, the participants also produced non target-
like constructions of [ERCs./ These are ERCs which! deviate frontthe- standard or
criteria suggested by Baker (1989). They are still regarded as ERCs since they do
have some major ERC characteristics. That is, they follow and modify head
nouns/NPs, and they start with a relative marker. These ERCs, however, seem to lack
finite verb phrases, as in (156). Some contain verbs which do not agree in number

with the heads, as in (157). Furthermore, it was shown that there were non-standard
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ERCs which are composed of resumptive pronouns, as in (158). Some ERCs in the

data lack an obligatory preposition, as in (159), where with is required.

(156) * I think the one who be there for me not only when | depressed or grieve but
also when | joypus and happy. That one is my best friend.

(157) * Everybody who come to my life is good friend because those people come into
with friendship.

(158) * Although the story is exeiting, | think it hide geod ideas that you can use it in
your life.

(159) * In our life, we meet everyeng we talk, play, and work .

Further, some ERCs are ill-formed since-'they contain interim structures, as in

(160) and (161), which seem 10 be a failure to us,'e"fhe genitive RC in English.

(160) * This organization manages the people who their.age between fourteen to

seventeen years old to be the exchange students.

(161) * The first work is Thai’s drama that drama name is Full Hut.
Errors also“appeared to be committed with regard to the RC structure of
quantity asxin (162), in which the proper construction each-af which is required in

place of that each hobby.

(162) * Everybody has own hobby that each hobby is different.
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Regarding NRCs, the learners apparently had problems of using the relative
pronoun that in this ERC type, which results in an ungrammatical structure, as in
(163). In addition, commas are missing in the learners’ NRCs, which also violates the

NRC rule, as shown in (164).

(163) *When | am 13 years old, I study at Mahasarakham University Demonstration
School, that locates at Mahasarakham province.

(164) *Now, I’m in Bangkok, where is far away frommy house.
The sources of these grrors'will be thoroughly discussed in Chapter 5.

4.2 ERC:s in the written data

4.2.1 High-proficiency learners’ use o-f.E-RCs

From the essays written by the partic%bénts of high proficiency, 525 ERCs
were produced.

4.2.1.1 ERC embedding

As predicted by Kuno (1974), center embedding, as-in (165) is claimed to be
more difficult to ,acquine ;and-thusyoecurs withplesssfrequency;~compared to right
embedding as in (166). This is because, for center embedding, the RC is inserted
between the subject of, the matrix clause and the predicate; which, makes learners
become burdened with processing the heavy matrix subject comprising the RC. As for
the right embedding, in contrast, the RC follows an element appearing at the end of
the sentence, so such a sentence having a RC in the end is easier to understand and

produce.
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(165) center-embedded RCs
People who take physical exercise live longer.

(Swan, 2005, p. 479)

(166) right-embedded RCs
It’s a book which will interest children of all ages.

(Swan, 2005, p. 477)

It was discovered, as'illustrated in Table 2, which focuses on ERC embedding
types, that the findings do support Kuno (1974)°s Perceptual Difficulty Hypothesis
(PDH) in that ERCs in right embedding (8._2"..'.29%) occurred much more frequently
than those in center embedding (17:71%). Thé_ RCs\with right embedding can also be
classified into two subtypes: RRCs aftached to_-z'i_: matrix object, as in (167), and those
added to a subject complement, as-in (168).—'|-_r-1't_his study, there arose more ERC

modifying an object (53.71%) than “those aé"c'bfnpanying a subject complement

(28.57%).

(167) The cow pushes the;kangaroo that jumpedoverthe-goat:
(Diessel & Tomasello, 2005, p. 882)
(168) That is the sugar that goes inthere.

(Diessel & Tomasello, 2000, p. 136)
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Table 1: Distribution of relativizers in different sentence positions (high group)
who whom which that whose zero Total %
relativizers
ERC types
center-
embedding
S-SU 17 - 1 18 - - 36 6.86
S-DO 4 2 4 29 - - 39 7.43
S-OPREP - 1 2 1 - 13 17 3.24
S-GEN - - - - 1 - 1 0.19
Total 21 3 7 48 1 13 93 17.71
(4%) (0.57%) (1.33%) (9.14%) 0.19%) | (2.48%)
right-
embedding
(object)
0-SU 63 1 47 60 - - 171 | 3257
0-DO 1 5 7 65 - 11 89 16.95
O-OPREP 1 - 5 5, - - 21 4
O-GEN - - - - 1 - 1 0.19
Total 65 6 S9 140 1 11 282 53.71
(12.38%) |  (144%)" | (11.24%) | (26.67%) | (0.19%) (2.10%)
right- r
embedding -
(subject =
complement) N 4
SC-SU 48 - 6 Tj 29 - - 83 15.81
SC-DO 3 y 2 1rrkh 43 - 5 55 10.48
SC-OPREP 3 il Tre ol 6 - - 11 2.10
SC-GEN - - R - 1 - 1 0.19
Total 54 W S Tk 8 1 5 150 | 28.57
(10.29%) (0.57%) " 3.71%) | (14.86%) 0.19%) | (0.95%)
% 26.67 2.29 —liw14.29 . 50.67 0.57 5.52 100
Table 2'°: Distribution of telativizers in center and right embedding (high group
who whom which that whose zero Total %
relativizers
ERC types
Center-embedding 21 3 7 48 1 13 93 17.71
(subject)
Right-embedding
- object 65 6 59 140 1 11 282 53.71
-subject complement 54 3 9 78 1 5 150 28.57
Total 119 9 68 218 2 16 432 82.29
Total 140 12 75 266 3 29 525 100
% 26.67 2.29 14.29 50.67 0.57 5.52 100

% Table 2 is a summary of Table 1.
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Table 3: Distribution of RCs in different RC types (high group)

RC types | frequency %
SU 290 56.24
DO 183 34.86
OPREP 49 9.33
GEN 3 0.57
Total 525 100
4.2.1.2 ERC types

According to the Noun Phrase Aceessibility Hierarchy (NPAH), proposed by
Keenan and Comrie (1977); six passible typé; of RCs are existent in English (from
the least marked to the maost marked): subject_ -.(-SU) > direct object (DO) > indirect
object (I0) > object of preposition (OPREP) >_g.e__r:1-itive (GEN) > object of comparison
(OCOMP). 444

However, the results of the current stUdy' indicate only four types: SU, DO,
OPREP, and GEN. The learners were not found to use 10 and OCOMP at all. Non-
existence of OCOMP is not at all surprising as it is the most marked RC type. With
respect to 10, although! it' is”Claimed’ to' be “less 'markedthan“OPREP, it was not
produced at all, whereas the use of OPREP can be noticed.

Table 3'demonstrates the RC, types.found in the learners’ essays. ' The results
found strong support for the NPAH. That is, SU (56.24%) is the most frequent ERC
type produced by the learners. Second to SU in frequency is DO (34.86%), while
OPREP ranks third (9.33%). The least frequently-produced RC type is GEN (0.57%),
which is the most marked of all the four types found, with only three tokens. The

examples from the findings are shown in (169)-(172).
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(169) Friends are someone who can listen your problem and help you sometime®*,
(SU)

(170) You’ll learn many things that you never know before when you stay with your
friend. (DO)

(171) Kunming was the first place that | went to. (OPREP)

(172) Doctor is a person whose profession is to treat sick people. (GEN)

Within the framework emplayed in| this study, which is a combination of the
NPAH and the PDH, only twelve iypes of ERCs are spotied, as can be seen in
Table 1, namely S-SU, S-D@, S<OPREP, S-GEN, 0-SU, O-DO, O-OPREP, O-GEN,
SC-SU, SC-DO, SC-OPRER; and SC-GEN. As}nentioned earlier, the RCs with right
embedding occurred more frequently than t_h_é 'RCs with center embedding. The

hierarchy (173) below presents these:RC types af;c‘Qrding to frequency:
(173)
O-SsU> O-DO> SC-SU> SC-DO > S-DO > S-SU =0-OPREP > S-OPREP >
(32.57%) (16.95%)¢ (15.81%)+(10.48%) o(7.43%)1(6:86%) (4.0%) (3.24%)
SC-OPREP > S-GEN/O-GEN/SC-GEN
(2.10%) (0:19% each)

> means ‘occurred more frequently than’

/ means ‘occurred with the same frequency as’

11t should be noted here that the presented sentence examples are derived from the authentic learner
corpus. All the grammatical errors are left uncorrected as the way they were originally produced by the
learners.
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From this hierarchy, the least frequent ERC types are S-GEN, O-GEN, and
SC-GEN, all of which belong to the GEN type, which is, according to the NPAH,

viewed as the most marked type found in this study.

4.2.1.3 Use of relative markers

The participants were found to use ERCs with six different relative markers:
who, whom, which, that, whose, and zero. Even though they also produced relative
adverbs, e.g. when, where, and-why, these relative-words were excluded from the
present study since they did noifit" into the framework of the data analysis as
mentioned in 3.4.1. It is discovered that the most frequent relativizer is the
complementizer that, (50.67%) as in (174). iT-".he second most frequent goes to who
(26.67%), as in (175), while whigh, @s in (176), |s ranked third (14.29%). Zero relative

marker (@), as in (177), is the fourth in frequﬁeﬁcy (5.52%). Whom (2.29%), as in

(178), occurs less frequently than zero, thus coriéid’iéred the fifth. The least frequently-

used is whose as in (179)0ceufring only 0.57%.

(174) 1 could see many wonderful views that | never saw before.
(175) I just wonderwhy they don’t worry aboutime who didn’t goto school.
(176) They want a pet which can make them happy when they alone at home.

(177) They taught me ‘everything & I'should-know to survive in.Germany.

(178) | feel very happy that | now I have best friend whom I love and care very much.
(179) The teacher whose textbook is about politics in Thailand gave a speech at the

meeting.
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When taken into consideration with RC positions in a sentence, more relative
markers were found in right-embedded RCs (82.29%) than in center-embedded ones
(17.71%). In particular, regarding right embedding, relative words occurred more in
those attached to the matrix object (53.71%) than in those affixed to a subject
complement (28.57%). Each relativizer being considered seems to occur more in right
embedding than center embedding.

From Table 1, the relative markers that,,who, which, and whom belong to the
same pattern of distribution in-that they all were-used more frequently in right-
embedded RCs with a matrix objeet (51.43%) than in right-embedded RCs added to a
subject complement (27.43%)andqin/center-embedded RCs (15.04%) respectively.

As regards that, 26.67% s found in ricjht-embedded RCs with a matrix object
and 14.86% in right-embedded  RCs with a éhbject complement. That in center-
embedded RCs occurred 9.14%. In regard to _Wha, It was produced with the highest
frequency in right-embedded RCs with an obje‘ct--(l,2.38%). The second most frequent
position for who is right embedding with a subject complement (10.29%), and who is
found with the least frequency in center embedding (4%). With respect to which,
11.24%, 1.71% and 1.33-% occurred In right-embedded RCs with an object, right-
embedded RCs with & subject-complement; and centersembedded RCs respectively.
Like the other threé previously discussed, whom appeared with the most frequency in
right-embedded RCs attached to an abject (1.14%), with 'second most frequency in
right-embedded RCs accompanying a subject complement (0.57%) as well as in
center embedded RCs (0.57%).

Zero and whose have different distributional patterns. Zero or omitted
relativizers were produced with the highest frequency in center-embedded RCs

(2.48%), with the second-highest frequency in right-embedded RCs affixed to an
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object (2.10%), and with the least frequency in right-embedded RCs with a subject

complement (0.95%). Regarding whose, only one token was found in each of the three

positions (0.19%).

4.2.1.4 resumptive pronouns

Table 4: Distribution of resumptive pronouns in different sentence positions in writing

(high group)
embedding relativizers— who | whom. jthat zero Total %
types m
center S-DO 1 1 2 1 5 27.78
embedding
(27.78%)
right O-SU - - 3 - 3 16.66
embedding O-DO X v “ - 5 27.78
(72.22%) SC-DO - - 4 - 4 22.22
SC-OPREP 1 - - - 1 5.56
Total 3 Qadp- 12 1 18 100
% 16.67 | 1111 1 66.671.556 100

According to Table 4, 18 tokens of resumptive pronouns were produced in the

learners’ writing. J/As to' thel ERCS in sentence positions, pronominal reflexes were

found more in right embedding (72.22%), as in (180), than in center embedding

(27.78%), as in (181).“Such a result“is‘predictable due to the-fact'that R€s were also

found more in right-embedded RCs than in those with center-embedded ones, as

mentioned earlier.

(180) Although I think like that, now I found the one whom | can call her my best

friend.
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(181) Inmy life, I have many friends but the friend who I call him best friend is Po.

Regarding the RC types proposed in the NPAH, the participants employed
only three tokens (16.66%) of resumptives in SU, whereas 15 tokens are found in the
other types (83.34%), which corresponds to the Resumptive Pronoun Hierarchy in the
NPAH in that marked RC types have more likelihood to contain pronominal copies
(Keenan & Comrie, 1977). In the current study,.marked types of ERCs that have

resumptives are DO, as in (182);and OPREP, as 11 (183).

(182) Golden Retriever is thesonespecies that many people like and have it although
it has big size and sometimeg‘has fear,mode. (Sb-DO)
(183) The people in my room talked about tﬁé crime case which the police were
interested in it very much. (SC-OPREP) |

The present-study framework yields results of five RC types that have
pronominal reflexes: S-DO, O-SU, O-DO, SC-DO, and SC-OPREP. Table 4 indicates
that pronoun copies in $-DO, as in (184), and O-DO, as in (185), were equally
supplied with the most;frequeney (27.78%) riThe second:mast-frequent type is SC-DO
(22.22%), as in (182), and the third one is O-SU (16.6%), as in (186). Finally,

pronoun retention occurred only once in SC-OPREP (5.56%),as in (183):

(184) The other quality that I like it is honesty. (S-DO)
(185) I will proud in my success that I do it by myself and | will share my happiness to

others especially my parents certainly. (O-DO)
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(186) Except, artworks and sports or any activities that they are useless | am better

than him. (O-SU)

With respect to the relativizers in which pronoun retention occurred, the most
frequent relative marker is that (66.67%). Who is the next most common one used
with pronominal reflexes (16.67%), and whom is ranked third with 11.11%. Only one

token of pronoun retention (5.56%) is found with arelative pronoun deletion (o).

4.2.1.5 Non-restrictive RCs

High-proficiency learness produced 38 tokens of non-restrictive relative
clauses (NRCs), equal to 7424% of the whole .humber of RCs. The presented number
of NRCs comprises not only NRCs used ac;éurately, as in (187), but also those
attempts to employ NRCs. The latter réfers tq-;i_r;rcorrect uses of NRCs, e.g. without
commas or with the relative marker that, whi'cﬁ"’ére always forbidden in standard
English. The major criterion to decide whether |t is an attempito use a NRC lies in the
definiteness of the head:WWhere the head is definite, the following RC is regarded as a

NRC, as in (188).

(187) When 1 arrived in Bavaria, which is the one of the states of Germany,
everything was new for me.
(188) I met lots of friends there, but the most especial one is Philippe(,) who was very

helpful to me throughout my year in Belgium.
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Table 5: Distribution of NRCs in different sentence positions in writing (high group)

embedding relativizers | who | whom | which | that Total %
types m\
center S-SU 1 - 3 - 4 10.53
embedding S-DO - - - 1 1 2.63
(15.79%) S-OPREP - 1 - - 1 2.63
right O-SU 5 - 13 3 21 55.26
embedding O-DO - < - 4 4 10.53
(84.21%) O-OPREP - e 1 - 1 2.63
SC-SU 2 |y - 1 3 6 15.79
Total 8 1 18 11 38 100
% 2105|1263 | 47.37+.28.95 | 100

With regard to the sentence positior;ts- gf NRCs, Table 5 reveals that more
NRCs were used in right embedding (84.21%_).t_han in center embedding (15.79%).
Where RC types are concerned, SU is found td. bé the position most frequently used
with NRCs (81.58%). The second-mest frequeﬁt type for NRCs to occur with is DO
(13.16%), while the NRC type occurring with th—e least frequency goes to OPREP
(5.26%).

Through an analysis within the present framework, it is indicated that O-SU
appeared as the most common NRC 'type (565.26%), as in (189), and SC-SU is shown
to be the second (15.79%), as in (190).£There existedstwo NRC types.with the third-
highest frequency (10:53%), namely’ S-SU; as in (191) and“©-DO,"as in (192). The
least frequent fall on three types of NRCs: S-DO, as in (193), S-OPREP as in (194),

and O-OPREP, as in (195), each of which occurred 2.63%.




(189)

(190)

(191)

(192)

(193)

(194)

(195)
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He teaches me English(,) which is my favorite subject. (O-SU)

My memorable experience has been happened recently. It was the ‘Say Good
Bye Event’(,) that was set in the last day of grade 12 testing date. (SC-SU)
Singing, which is often contrasted with speech, is the act of producing musical
sounds with the voice. (S-SU)

The teachers liked my friend called Wipawee, who we also love so much.
(O-DO)

Furthermore, the jobs, that | state above, will.give me a chance to know and
talk to the great investors orthe experts in another job to gain knowledge and
unknown things. (S-D@)

The most significantreason why 1 Iover'.this person is she gave me birth. The
teacher(,) whom | amutalking about(,) 1s my mother. (S-OPREP)

She soothes me and provides me.a guid_é_ﬁﬁé to pass the problems, which I am

faced with. (O-OPREP) } 2

Concerning the relative markers used in the NRCs, which, as in (189), (191),

and (195), is ranked first'in frequency (47.37%). That, @s in (190) and (193), is

viewed as the secend:(28:95%), in sspite of-the-fact; that /its wse«s ungrammatical in

NRCS. The third-most frequent is who (21.05%), as in (192), and the least frequent is

whom (2.63%), @s in (194),
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4.2.2 Low-proficiency learners’ use of ERCs

Overall, 406 ERCs were used in low-proficiency learners’ essays.

Table 6: Distribution of relativizers in different sentence positions in writing (low

group)

who whom which that whose zero Total %
relativizers
ERC types
center-
embedding
S-SU 16 - 1 10 - - 27 6.65
S-DO - - /s Da - 11 70 17.24
S-OPREP - - - - - - 1 0.25
S-GEN - - < - - - - -
Total 16 - 8 63 - 11 98 24.14
(3.94%) @.97%) [4(15.52%) (2.71%)
right- ]
embedding T
(object) =
0-SU 49 - 15 ¥ 3 - - 101 24.88
0O-DO 2 5 8 \ 39 - 5 54 13.30
O-OPREP - - 1 i 5 - 1 7 1.72
O-GEN - - il o - - - -
Total 51 - 24 281 - 6 162 39.90
(12.56%) (5.91%) | (19:95%) (1.48%)
right- I sk Tl
embedding —
(subject L] =
complement)
SC-SU 48 — 6 27 - - 81 19.95
SC-DO 3 2 2 42 - 5 53 13.05
SC-OPREP 3 i i 6 - - 11 2.71
SC-GEN - b - - - 13 - 1 0.25
Total 54 3 9 75 1 5 146 35.96
(13.30%) | (0.74%)" | (2.22%)_| (18.47%)_| (0.25%) | (1.23%)
% 29.80 0.74 10.10 53.94 0.25 5:42 100
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Table 7: Distribution of relativizers in center and right embedding in writing (low

group)*?

who whom which that whose zero Total %

relativizers

ERC types
Center-embedding 16 - 8 63 - 11 98 24.14
(subject)
Right-embedding
- object 51 - 24 81 - 6 162 39.90
-subject complement 54 3 9 75 1 5 146 35.96
Total 105 3 33 156 1 11 308 75.86
Total 121 3 41 219 1 22 406 100
% 29.80 0.74 10.10 5394 0.25 5.42 100

4.2.2.1 ERC embedding

According to Table 7, which highlights ERC embedding types, right-

embedded RCs (75.86%) Cbviously outnumbgr center-embedded ones (24.14%), as in

(196) and (197). When RCs with right embedd'i_ng,_has been thoroughly examined, it is

discovered that more right-embgdded"RCs attachied to an object (39.90%), as in (198)

were produced than those added to a subject coﬁp_l‘_e_ment (35.96%), as in (199). Such

an occurrence confirms:the PDH, which claims that center-embedded RCs are more

complicated and more difficult to perceive and produce than right-embedded ones.

(196) Food that she likes'is grill-lover..(DO)

(197) The-petswhich.l always keep.are rabbits.and fish.(DO)

(198) We oance had a fight that nearly break us apart. (SU)

(199) Next is Kay, she is the one who make me comfortable being with lastly. (SU)

12 Table 7 is a summarized version of Table 6.
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4.2.2.2 ERC types

Table 8: Distribution of RCs in different RC types in writing (low group)

RC types | frequency %
SU 209 51.48
DO 177 43.60

OPREP 19 4.73
GEN N 0.25
Total 406 100

Of all the six ERCutypes posited ih;ihe NPAH, four were produced in the
essays, as demonstrated in Table 8. In othef_\;\-/ords, they used RCs the relativized
element of which serves as subject (SU), dir_é_é:trobject (DO), object of preposition
(OPREP), and genitive (GEN). There is no usé;df;-"indirect object (10) and object of
comparison (OCOMP). 10O, claimed to be less rﬁvaifk"-éd than OPREP, was not produced
in the essays of low-profigiency learners although OPREP was-found. In addition, that
there existed no production of OCOMP does not come as a‘surprise as it is the most
marked type for learnersfas'well'as the hative speakers(ENis, 1994).

Table 8 exhibits all the four RC types used in the learners’ writing. The
occurrence-@f each type corresponds to.what is'predicted by the NPAH. That is to say,
the participants produced SU, as in (198) and (199), the most (51.48%), followed by
DO (43.60%), as in (196) and (197), and OPREP (4.73%), as in (200), respectively.

The least frequent type is GEN (0.25%), as in (201), with only one token.
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(200) Teacher that I want to learn with is kind teacher.

(201) I have one friend whose house is near my house in the same village.

According to Table 6, ten subtypes of ERCs, according to the present-study
framework, are found: S-SU, S-DO, S-OPREP, O-SU, O-DO, O-OPREP, SC-SU,
SC-DO, SC-OPREP, and SC-GEN. To be precise, O-SU is the most common and
frequent type (24.88%) occurring in right embedding and the relativized element is in
subject position (SU). This strengly supports the NPAH and the PDH. The least
frequent ones belong to S-OPREP.and'SC-GEN (0.25% each).

The hierarchy presenied in (1202) below begins with the most frequently-

produced type to the least frequent ane:

(202) 7
O-SU > SC-SU > S-DO > 0-DO > SC-i[;)V("Jf,-> S-SU > SC-OPREP >
(24.88%) (19.95%) (17.24%) (13.30%) (13.05%) (6:65%) (2.71%)
O-OPREP > S-OPREP/ SC-GEN
(1.72%) (0.25% each)

> means ‘occurred more-frequently;than’

/ means ‘occurred with the same frequency as’

4.2.1.3 Use of relative markers

According to Table 7, six different relative markers, namely who, whom,
which, that, whose, and zero, were produced in the learners’ writing. Other relative
words categorized as relative adverbs are not included in the present study. In terms

of frequency, that, as in (200), is regarded as the most common (53.94%) and who, as
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in (203), the second (29.80%). The third most frequent is which (10.10%) as in (204),
whereas zero, as in (205), is found to be the fourth (5.42%). Whom (0.74%), as in
(206), occurred less frequently than zero, thus ranked fifth. The least frequent one is

whose (0.25%), as in (201).

(203) In high school I have teacher who I like most.
(204) Teacher is one occupation which make human have knowledge and quality for

develop country, so everybody should give respect and always think of favor.

(205) The food o they love 10 eaiisrice and fish.

(206) Actually, I have magethan one for teacher whom I'like, but teacher Yaowanit

is really special.

Where RCs are attached 0 the matrix cléﬁée, relative markers were used more
in right embedding (75.86%) than- center embed&ing (24.14%). Furthermore, with
regard to right-embedded RCs, relativizers vvéré 'rhade more in RCs affixed to an
object (39.90%) than in‘those added to a subject complement (35.96%).

The relative words that and which are of the same distribution pattern since
they both occurrethmast frequently in right-embedded. RCs with an object. They are
found in right-embedded RCs attached to a subject. complement with the second-
highest frequency. (The least frequent (asition for them _fo oceur is in center
embedding. 19.95% of the occurrences of that was in right-embedded RCs with an
object, 18.47% in right-embedded RCs with a subject complement, and 15.52% in
center-embedded RCs. With respect to who, its frequency in right-embedded RCs

with an object (12.56%) and the frequency in right-embedded RCs with a subject
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complement (13.30%) are very close. Who occurred with the least frequency in center
embedding (3.94%).

As for which, it occurred 5.91% in right-embedded RCs with an object, 2.22%
in right-embedded RCs with a subject complement, and 1.97% in center-embedded
RCs. Concerning zero, it is found that an omission of relativizer was employed the
most in center-embedded RCs (2.71%). Like who, zero occurred approximately with
the same frequency in right embedding with an object (1.48%) and in right embedding
with a subject complement (1.23%).

Whom and whose have a similar pattern of occurrence as they were used only
in right-embedded RCs attached to a subject complement. Specifically, whom
occurred 0.74%, while 0.25% of whose was spatted.

When each of the relativizers was takeﬁ INto account, it is clearly seen that
each appeared more in right embedding than ir_u- _{:e"'r-]ter embedding, except for zero, for

which its frequency in both positions was equal -(é:Z—l%).

4.2.2.4 Resumptive pronouns

Table 9 clearly indicates how resumptive pronouns were employed in the low-
proficiency participants’; essays, Insrelationte-the;positions<of ERCs in a sentence,
resumptive pronouns were supplied considerably more in right-embedded RCs
(88.88%) than in center-embedded anes (11.12%). This may result from-the fact that

more RCs were used in right embedding than center embedding.
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Table 9: Distribution of resumptive pronouns in different sentence positions in writing

(low group)
embedding relativizers | who | which | that zero Total %
types %
center S-SU 1 - - - 1 5.56
embedding S-DO - - 1 - 1 5.56
(11.12%)
right O-SU - 1 3 - 4 22.22
embedding O-DO - 3 3 1 7 38.88
(88.88%) O-OPRER - - 1 - 1 5.56
SC-DO - - 4 - 4 22.22
Total 1 | ¢ Y 1 18 100
% 556 | 22,22 | 66.67 |"5.56 100

As regards the NPAH, resumptive prénour_ls occurred less in the subject (SU)

type (27.78%), as in (207), which is the least marked, whereas most of them are seen

more in more marked RC types, namely DO, asﬁrj'f(208), and OPREP (72.22%), as in

(209). This does conform to the Resumptive Pfohoun Hierarchy under the NPAH,

which postulates that resumptive pronouns are more likely to be used in more marked

RC types.

(207) Although you can use many words that they are not just the same, they are all

the same'meaning.(0-SU)

(208) Job is important in our life because if you have a good job which you like it, |

believe your life will nice and wonderful too. (O-DO)

(209) You can meet new people for take care them and people that you care for

them very respected. (O-OPREP)
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(210) Pet is an animal that we keep them to be companionship or for our enjoyment.
(SC-DO)

(211) 1think it like the magic and the people who can make it they are like the
magician and like the feeling of the magician. (S-SU)

(212) The pet which | keep it is cat. (S-DO)

Within the framework of the present study, the results reveal that the most
frequent type in which pronoun-retention occurred-is-O-DO (38.88%), as in (208).
Then O-SU, as in (207), and"SC-DO,as in (210), were used with the same frequency
(22.22%), second to O-DO. The lgast frequent ones are S-SU, as in (211), S-DO, as in
(212), and O-OPREP, as in (209); each of WhICh has only 5.56% of pronoun copies.

In regard to the relative markers with wﬁich resumptives co-occurred, Table 9
demonstrates the complementizerthat as the m-c'{étfcommon one to occur with pronoun
retention (66.67%), as in (207). Secend to tha_t; _;s‘-l_which with 22.22% of resumptive

pronouns, as in (208). Who, as in (211), and zero; as in (213), co-occurred with

pronominal reflexes withthe least frequency for each (5.56%).

(213) So when yau find someonei g you think:hesisiyourbest friend, you should be

nice to themand try to make good relationship.with him.

4.2.2.5 Non-restrictive RCs
Learners with low proficiency employed 35 NRCs, equivalent to 8.62% of the
total number of RCs in their writing. These NRCs are made up of grammatical ones

and those with some problems, as mentioned earlier in 4.2.1.5.
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Regarding the sentence positions of NRCs, it is discovered in Table 10 that
right-embedded RCs (82.86%) tremendously outnumber center-embedded ones
(17.14%). As regards the RC types according to the NPAH, SU is the most common
type (82.86%), as in (214), is obvious. The next most frequent type falls on DO
(11.43%) as in (215). OPREP, as in (216), is seen as the least common NRC type

(5.71%).

(214) The reward is a chanceto get alive again put-he-must live in the body of
Kobayashi Makoto, Who Is.a frail manner body that just committed suicide.
(O-Sv) '

(215) Even if we had left the old school, Wé:éiways come back to this school(,) that
we love. (O-DO) .:’ e

(216) My hobby is playing internet. | do. it e\;éfygday and in my free time when |

play internet, MSN, that'| can-chat with-m friends (on). (O-OPREP)

| el

Table 10: Distribution o'f,NRCs in different sentence positions in writing (low group)

embedding relativizers | who | whom | that - Total %
types %
center S-SU 3 3 1 4 11.43
embedding S-DO - - 2 2 571
(17.14%)
right O-SU 9 6 3 18 51.43
embedding O-DO - - 1 1 2.83
(82.86%) O-OPREP - 1 1 2 571
SC-SU 5 - 2 7 20
SC-DO - - 1 1 2.86
Total 17 7 11 35 100
% 4857 | 20 |31.43| 100
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With the framework used in this study, O-SU, as in (214), is the type where
NRCs were produced the most (51.43%). The second-most frequent type is SC-SU, as
in (217) produced 20%, and S-SU, as in (218), is considered the third (11.43%). There
arose two types, equally ranked fourth, namely S-DO, as in (219), and O-OPREP, as
in (216), occurring 5.71% each. The last two types, with the lowest frequencies, are
SC-DO (2.86%), as in (220), and O-DO (2.83%); as in (221).

As for the relativizers found in the NRCs; thieerelative markers, namely who,
whom, and that, were produced..Of the three, who, as in (214), occurred with the
highest frequency (48.57%)..Second to whois that (31.43%), as in (215), although it
is not allowed in NRCs in standard English. Thé least frequent one is whom (20%), as

in (221).

(217) Additionally, my favorite characier is Féfﬁila Dienpentire, who has many
abilities such as she can play the piano reatly well and she can use magic
about fire. (SC-SU)

(218) Now I have imporiance teacher, his name Is Somsak,who has kind, fun, and
come in class in time. (S-SU)

(219) The single of Shanye Ward(,) that I like is back at one the meaning inform
about process af.love make me more understand love. (S-DO)

(220) However, my favorite pet is Moo-Moo(,) that I loved more and more.
(SC-DO)

(221) Actually, I really want to meet Rain, whom I like indeed. (O-DO)
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4.2.3 Comparison between high-and-low proficiency learners in writing

In terms of how ERCs were embedded into matrix clauses, learners with high
and low proficiency of English are similar in that they produced more ERCs in right
embedding (H, L: 82.29%, 75.86%) than in center embedding (H, L: 17.71 %,
24.14%). In particular, right-embedded RCs attached to an object (H, L: 53.71%,
39.90%) outnumber those affixed to a subject complement (H, L: 28.57%, 35.96%) in
both groups, which confirms the prediction of the.PDH (Kuno, 1974) in such a way
that RCs in right embedding are easier than those in.center embedding.

As to the ERC types'as quilined in the NPAH (Keenan & Comrie, 1977), the
two groups of proficiency presented the same types of ERCs and similar frequency

order as shown in (222):

(222)
suU > /DO >  OPREP >

(H, L: 56.24%, 51.48%) (H; L:34.86%, 43.60%) (H, L: 9.33%, 4.73%)
GEN

(H, L: 0.57%, 0.25%)

When the Subcategories of ERCs are concerned, high-proficiency learners
produced ERCs in a slightly different’' manner than low-proficienCy ones. That is,
those with high level of proficiency used twelve ERC types as in (173), repeated

below for convenience:
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(173)

O-SsU> O-DO> SC-SU> SC-DO > S-DO > S-SU > 0O-OPREP > S-OPREP >
(32.57%) (16.95%) (15.81%) (10.48%) (7.43%) (6.86%) (4.0%)  (3.24%)
SC-OPREP > S-GEN/O-GEN/SC-GEN

(2.10%) (0.19% each)

By contrast, low-proficiency learners produced ten types of ERCs shown in
(202) repeated here for convenience, all of which arethe same as those produced by
the high-proficiency group above,eXeept S-GEN and O-GEN, which are not existent

in the data of the low group.

(202)
0-SU > SC-SU > SDO /&> 0-00 = SC.D0 >5-5U > SC-OPREP >
(24.88%) (19.95%) (17.24%) (13:30%) (13.65%) (6.65%) (2.71%)
0-OPREP > S-OPREP/.SC-GEN

(1.72%) (0.25% each)

(173) and (202) are alike dnythe highest and the lowest frequent ERC types,
namely O-SU (HAIL: 32.57%, 24.88%) and SC-GEN (H, L: 0.19%, 0.25%)
respectively. A slight difference lies in the fact that high-proficiency learners also
produced S-GEN and O-GEN, which are not existent in the essays of the low group.
In contrast, for low-proficiency learners, S-OPREP is also found to be the least

frequent type along with SC-GEN.
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Table 11: Comparison between the proficiency groups of the use of ERC types from

the written data

ERC Type Total
Proficiency
SuU DO OPREP&GEN
High 290 183 52 525
Low 209 177 20 406
Total 499 360 72 931

Table 12: Results of a Chi-square test on the relationship between ERC types and

learners’ proficiency from the written data

Chi-Sruare Tests

’ Asymp. Sig.

Walue it .{Ejsided}
Pearson Chi-Square 12 4F4= 4 - ooz
Likelihood Ratio 12786 2 e a0z
M ofvalid Cases 931 i

3. 0cells (.0%) have expectad colnt [Bss than 5. THe minimum expected count is
a1.40. .

With respect to the relationship betwee_n; the use of ERC types and the
learners’ proficiency, “the-Chi-square-test revealed that there was a significant
relationship between the ERC types used and the proficiency of the participants, x* =
12.464, p = 0.002, as illustrated-in Table 12.

High-and-low proficiency learners, in addition;“demonstrate a similar pattern
as far as .the cuse~of «relativesmarkers i, cancerned:, Toybe jprecise, the orders of

frequency of relativizers used by the two groups are the same, as illustrated in (223)

below:
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(223)
that > who > which >

(H, L: 50.67%, 53.94%) (H, L: 26.67%, 29.80%) (H, L: 14.29%, 10.10%)
zZero > whom > whose

(H, L: 5.52%, 5.42%)  (H, L: 2.29%, 0.74%) (H, L: 0.57%, 0.25%)

(224) One occupation which make human have knowledge and quality for
develop country is teacher,s0.everybody should give respect and always think
of favor.

(225) In school, a teacher’siduty is teaching ]ﬁe subjects which are necessary in real
life such as Mathematics; Seience, Langﬂage or a specific subject like Law.

(226) Harry Potter is a bookwhich'is about a y_;o[j-ng boy wizard.

When relativizers are considered in detail, |’t seems that which and that in both
groups are of similar patterns. As for which, it 1s found with'the highest frequency in
right-embedded RCs added to an object (H, L: 11.24%, 5.91%), as in (225) and it
occurred with thersecondghighest; frequency .in- right=embedded-RCs with a subject
complement (H, L:"1.71%, 2.22%), as in (226). The least frequent position for which
is in centemembedding(H, Lt 1.33%, 1.97%), as in (224)./In-a similar vein, that was
used with the most frequency in right-embedded RCs with a matrix object (H, L:
26.67%, 19.95%), as in (227). Also, that in right-embedded RCs with a subject

complement, as in (228) and that occurring in center embedding, as in (229), are

ranked second (H, L: 14.86%, 18.47%) and third (H, L: 9.14%, 15.52%) respectively.
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(227) You’ll learn many things that you never know before when you stay with your
friend.

(228) Pet is an animal that we keep them to be companionship or for our enjoyment.

(229) Furthermore, the jobs, that | state above, will give me a chance to know and
talk to the great investors or the experts in another job to gain knowledge and

unknown things.

The relative pronoun whe-is found in different-orderings in the high and low
groups. That is to say, in the"high-level group, 12.38% of its occurrences was seen in
right-embedded RCs with a matrix object, as in (230), and 10.29% occurred in those
attached to a subject complement, @as in (iél). Who was used with the lowest
frequency (4%) in center-embedded RCs as in -'(-232). In the low group, more use of
who appeared in right-embedded RCs with a_-s_,'ub-ject complement (13.30%) than in
those affixed to an object (12.56%)./As with th;e- l;igh group, who in center embedding

is found with the least frequency (3:94%). YT

(230) The final purpose for being a lawyer of myself is to hielp those who get
disadvantages:ifrom justice;system;
(231) Friends are'someone who can listen your problem and help you sometime.

(232) The firstteacher whoeverybody must have is mother.

Whom, for high-proficiency learners, was produced with the highest frequency
(1.14%) in right-embedded RCs attached to a matrix object, as in (233). Those added

to a subject complement, as in (234) and those in center embedding, as in (235), were
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produced with the same number (0.57%). In low-proficiency learners’ writing, whom

appeared only in right-embedded RCs with a subject complement (0.74%).

(233) | feel very happy that I now | have best friend whom | love and care very
much.

(234) They can be your friend, your colleague, or even a person whom you really do
not know.

(235) Humans whom the monsters attacked on the-plane became seriously injured

finally.

As regards the occurrence /of relativiier omission, the use of zero in both
groups exhibits the same pattern of distributibn. It occurred the most in center-
embedded RCs (H, L: 2.48%, 2.71%), as in (-2'3'6), and the least in right-embedded
RCs added to a subject complement{(H, L: 095% 1.23%), as in (237). Relative
pronoun deletion in right-embedded RCs with an object;.as in (238), is found with the

second-most frequency (H, L: 2.10%, 1.48%).

(236) The food they love toeatisrice and fish:
(237) Harry Potter is the novel o1 likeamost.

(238) They:taught me everything &1 should know to Survive ih Germany.

As for whose, high-proficiency learners produced it in the three positions,
namely in a RC added to a subject complement, as in (239), in a RC modifying an

object, as in (240), and in a center-embedded RC, as in (241), with the same number
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(0.19%), whereas those with a low level of proficiency used it only in right-embedded

RCs affixed to a subject complement (0.25%).

(239) Doctor is a person whose profession is to treat sick people.

(240) 1 lived with and loved my aunt whose house was far from my school. So in the
morning | have to get up early and go to school by myself and also go back by
myself, too.

(241) This friend whose nameis Namtan study at-Thammasat University.

A statistical analysis was also applied to find a relationship between the use of
relativizers and the way ERCs were embedded Into @ matrix clause. Interestingly, a
Chi-square analysis revealed‘that there was a significant relationship between the use
of relative markers by high-proficiency. Iearners'end the nature of embedding, x* =
16.926, p = 0.000, as illustrated ‘in“Table 13. Similarly, as for low-proficiency
learners, it is worth noticing that the “analysis also indicated that there was also a
significant relationship bétween the relativizer use and the Embedding manner, x* =

19.124, p = 0.000, as can be seen in Table 14.

Table 13: Result of‘a Chi-square test of the relationship between relative markers and

ERC embedding, from the written data of the high group

Asymp. Sig.
YWalue df (2-sided)
Fearson Chi-Square 16.92F2 2 .00a
Likelihood Ratio 13.793 2 001
M ofYalid Cases A28

2'1['4':8”5 0% have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected countis
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Table 14: Result of a Chi-square test of the relationship between relative markers and

ERC embedding from the written data of the low group

Asymp. Siog.
Yalue df C2-sided)
Fearson Chi-Sguare 19,1243 2 .ooon
Likelihood Ratio 18814 2 .0oo
M ofvalid Cases 407

a. 0 cells (0%} have expected count less than 9. The minimum expected count is
5.30.

According to Table 15., In high-and-lew-profieiency learners’ essays, there
was a significant relationship-between.the use of relative markers and how ERCs were

embedded into the matrix clause.

Table 15: Comparison of the dise,0f felative pronouns and ERC embedding in the

written essays by the high and fow proficiency groups

Vo e '
‘AWritten data ive Pronoun — ERC Type)
P e
Group ) -t e I i Contingency
Pearson's Chi-square Significance )
L — — :f’f Coefficient
High 16.926 0.000 0.17
Low 19.124 0.000 0.212

With, respeet to, resumptive pronauns, -the, two proficiency-groups supplied
more pronoun copies in right-embedded RCs (H, L: 72.22%, 88.88%), as in (242) and

(243) than in center-embedded ones (H, L: 27.78%, 11.12%), as in (244).

(242) Although you can use many words that they are not just the same, they are all

the same meaning. (O-SU)
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(243) Pet is an animal that we keep them to be companionship or for our enjoyment.
(SC-DO)

(244) The pet which I keep it is cat. (S-DO)

The two groups were also alike in that they produced such resumptive
pronouns in more marked positions, i.e. DO and OPREP, which are now merged into
a broader category called an object. It appears from the written data that both groups
employed more pronoun retention in. RC objects (H;l=:83.34%, 72.22%), as in (243)
and (244), than RC subjects'(H, L:16.66%, 27.78%), as in'(242).

Concerning the subtypes of RCs; three subtypes were found in right-embedded
RCs in both groups, namely.©O-SU (H; L: 16.66%, 22.22%), as in (245), O-DO (H, L:
27.78%, 38.88%), as in (246), and SC-DON(H, L 22.2206, 22.22%), as in (247).
Moreover, only high-proficiency learners p_-rg')d'ljced pronominal reflexes in SC-
OPREP (5.56%), as in (248), whereas the prod‘ué—t’lon of resumptives in O-OPREP, as
in (249), was exclusive to those with 16w proficiency. In center embedded RCs, both
groups produced resumpitve pronouns in S-DO, as in (250), however, only low-

proficiency learners used such a pronoun copy in S-SU, as in(251).

(245) Except, artworks and sports or any activities that they are useless | am better
than him, (O-SU)

(246) 1 will proud in my success that | do it by myself and I will share my happiness
to others especially my parents certainly. (O-DO)

(247) Golden Retriever is the one species that many people like and have it although

it has big size and sometimes has fear mode. (SC-DO)
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(249)

(250)

(251)
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The people in my room talked about the crime case which the police were
interested in it very much. (SC-OPREP)

You can meet new people for take care them and people that you care for
them very respected. (O-OPREP)

The other quality that I like it is honesty. (S-DO)

| think it like the magic and the people who can make it they are like the

magician and like the feeling of the magician. (S-SU)

In addition, pronoun retention was found to co-occur with five different

relativizers: who, whom, whigh, that; and zero. Whom and which are exclusive to the

high group and the low group respectively;.The order of frequency of pronoun

retention in the high group is:

(252)

(253)

that > who e whom' > Zero

(66.67%) (16.67%) (11.11%) (5.56%)

By contrast;the frequency ordes of thedow;group is+

that > which > who/zero

(66.67%) (22.22%) (5.56% each)

With regard to non-restrictive RCs (NRCs), high-proficiency learners

produced 7.24% of NRCs in comparison to the whole number of RCs, whereas those

with low proficiency used 8.62%. It is clear that the number of NRCs made by both
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groups is close. Similarly, the two groups are also alike in that they used more NRCs
in right embedding (H, L: 84.21%, 82.86%), as in (254), than in center embedding

(H, L: 15.79%, 17.14%), as in (255). In relation to the RC types in the NPAH, the
orders of frequency of the NRCs employed by the two groups are the same, as

illustrated in (256).

(254) The teachers liked my friend called Wipaweg; who we also love so much.
(0-DO)
(255) Singing, which is often"contrasted with speech, is the act of producing musical

sounds with the voice. (S§-SU)

(256)
suU > DO - > OPREP

(H, L: 81.58%, 82.86%) (M, L13.16%, 11.43%) (H, L: 5.26%, 5.71%)

Moreover, considering the subtypes of the NRCs, both groups were found to
use seven subtypes of NRCs, most of which overlap. In particular, the high group

used the following-typesiofiNREspaccording to-frequency:

(257)
O-SsU >  SC-SU > $-SU/O-DO > S-DO/S-OPREP/O-OPREP
(55.26%)  (15.79%) (10.53% each) (2.63% each)

On the other hand, the next sequence reveals the NRC frequency of the low

group:
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(258)
O-SsU >  SC-sU > S-SU > S-DO/O-OPREP > 0O-DO/SC-DO
(51.43%)  (20%) (11.43%) (5.71%each)  (2.86%)

From the two sequences above, NRCs appeared in S-OPREP, as in (262), only
in the high group, while those found in SC-DO, as in (264), are exclusive to the group
of low proficiency. Furthermore, it Is evident that the first three most frequent
positions for the NRC occurrenee are O-SU, as in{259), SC-SU, as in (260), and
S-SU, as in (261) for both groupsywith an exception of O-DO, as in (263), which is

the least frequent in the low groups

(259) He teaches me English(,)which is'my fa\}brite subject. (O-SU)

(260) My memorable experience has bgen ha_;-)pe"r-led recently. It was the ‘Say Good
Bye Event’(,) that was set inthe last da;f c;fgrade 12 testing date. (SC-SU)

(261) Singing, which is often contrasted with speech; is the act of producing musical
sounds with the voice. (S-SU)

(262) The most significant reason why I love this person.is she gave me birth. The
teacher(,) whom | amtatking-abkouty(,) is:my mather-(S=OPREP)

(263) Even if we had left the old school, we always come back to this school(,) that
we fove. (O-DO)

(264) However, my favorite pet is Moo-Moo(,) that | loved more and more.

(SC-DO)

As regards the relative markers introducing the learners’ NRCs, high-

proficiency learners employed four different relativizers, as in (265), whereas low-
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proficiency ones used three relative markers with a different order of frequency, as in

(266).

(265)

High group: which > that > who > whom
(47.37%) (28.95%) (21.05%) (2.63%)

(266)

Low group: who >

(48.57%)

.:& -

) A\ \ slative marker that was used

It is noticeable th he low group’s NRCs.

Furthermore, the two hierar

e

in the NRCs to a certain degree in both s even though such use led to
LTRTIN I

ungrammaticality.

X

AULINENINYINS
RINNTNUNINYAY



4.3 ERC:s in the spoken data

4.3.1 High-proficiency learners’ use of ERCs
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Table 16: Distribution of relativizers in different sentence positions in speech (high

group)
who whom which that zero Total %
relativizers
ERC types
center- embedding
S-SU 4 - il 2 - 7 6.36
S-DO - - 2 7 4 13 11.82
S-OPREP - s : 3 - 3 2.73
Total 4 - 3 12 4 23 20.91
(3.64%) 2T3%) | (10:91%) | (3.64%)
right-embedding
(object)
0O-SU 7 - 9 12 - 28 25.45
0O-DO 1 ' 2 19 5 28 25.45
O-OPREP - il 4 4 ) 2 5 4.55
Total 8 2 - 32 7 61 55.45
(7.27%)| (1.82%) | 30.91%) | (29.09%) | (6.36%)
right-embedding \ N
(subject /i
complement) 7
SC-SU 7 - 2 6 1 16 14.55
SC-DO - - 1A 6 1 8 7.27
SC-OPREP - - - il ™ 1 2 1.82
Total 7 - I—= 13 3 26 23.64
(6.36%) e (2.73) | (11.82%) | (2.73%)
% 17.27 1.82 16.36 51.82 12.73 110 100

Table 17: Distribution of relativizers in center and right embedding in speech (high

group)®
relativizers who whom which that Zero Total %

ERC types
Center-embedding 4 - 3 12 4 23 20.91
(subject)
Right-embedding
- object 8 2 12 32 7 61 55.45
-subject complement 7 - 3 13 3 26 23.64
Total 15 2 15 45 10 87 79.09

Total 19 2 18 57 14 110 100

% 17.27 1.82 16.36 51.82 12.73 100

13 Table 17 is a summarized version of Table 16.
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The high-proficiency learners produced 110 ERCs in speech, compared with

525 ERCs which they used in the written task.

4.3.1.1 ERC embedding

According to Table 17, learners with the high level of English proficiency
produced, in speech, 79.09% of right-embedded RCs and 20.91% of center-embedded
RCs in comparison with 82.29% of right-embedded RCs and 17.71% of center-
embedded RCs in writing. "With more detailed analysis, two subtypes of right-
embedded RCs can be found with 55.45% of occurrenees in right-embedded RCs
modifying an object, compared‘with 53.71% ip writing and with 23.64% of those in
right-embedded RCs follewing a subject corﬁpl,ement, compared with 28.57% in the
written data. : _

The fact that the right-embedded RCS:’-yfal_stIy outnumber those with center
embedding provides support for the PDH (K_ui(_).,i1974), which posits that RCs in
center embedding are really more Vdifficult to p-ro::ess and produce than their right-

embedded counterpart.

4.3.1.2 ERC types

Table 18: Distribution of RCs in different RC types in-speech (high group)

RC types | frequency %

SU o1 46.36
DO 49 44.55
OPREP 10 9.09

Total 110 100
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There existed three different RC types, as stated in the NPAH (Keenan &
Comrie, 1977), in the high-proficiency learners’ spoken English, as shown in Table
18. They are SU, DO, and OPREP. SU, as in (267), was found to be produced with
the most frequency (46.36%), compared with 56.24% in writing, and DO, as in (268),
is ranked second with slightly lower degree of frequency (44.55%), compared with
34.86% in writing. The learners used OPREP, as in (269), with the least frequency
(9.09%), while OPREP was produced 9.33%:1n the written task. GEN was not
produced at all despite three tokens of GEN seefin-the written data. Likewise, 10,
which is less marked than OPRERand OCOMP, the most marked type in the NPAH,

cannot be spotted either.

(267) When | know the biography of them it méde me know the story in the past that
have the effect at now.and I know the irﬁpdftant suecess of them. (SU)

(268) Everyone has different hobbies that he or'she would like to do for fun or
relaxation. (DO)

(269) She’s the one person 2 | can tell everybody to, and she’ll look me in the eyes

and listen. (OPREP)

In regard to the subcategories of‘RC types, as.mentioned in the, framework of
the present'study, ninesRCitypes were produced according to Table 6. To be precise,
the most frequent RC types are O-SU, as in (270), and O-DO, as in (271) (25.45%
each). Second to those two is SC-SU, as in (272), used 14.55%. S-DO (11.82%) as in
(273) and SC-DO (7.27%), as in (274), are ranked third and fourth in frequency

respectively, while the fifth and the sixth belong to S-SU (6.36%), as in (275), and
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O-OPREP (4.55%), as in (276), resepctively. S-OPREP, as in (277), occurred 2.73%,

and hence considered the seventh in the ranking, whereas the least frequent type is

SC-OPREP, as in (278), used only 1.82%.

(270)

(271)
(272)

(273)

(274)
(275)

(276)

(277)

(278)

Or when I read newspaper, I’ll know news daily that tell me something change
in this day. (O-SU)

I have one book that I like most. (O-DO)

I’m one of those that have hobbies when - havefree time. (SC-SU)

I like all of them but'the onethat | like most is “Rai-sud-kua-kab-chua-sud-
kid’. (5-DO)

What is the kind of heok that you read’.; (SC-DO)

The writer who wrotg'this book is Baisoni (S-SU)

In my leisure time I’ll.do something to _r-e'dijce my stress from learning or
working in each day and toget-more kn;)v-\-/le;.dge that 1" tell you (about) ore
later. (O-OPREP) SN

The important hohby that | tell you (about) next is growing plants. (S-OPREP)

Hobbies are something that we feel happy (about). (SC-OPREP)

It is not astenishing at all to discover O-SU and O-DO as the most frequent

RC types since both /are\in right embedding; iwhich' are assumed™io be easier for

acquisition. The frequency of the RC types described above is outlined in (279).

(279)

0O-SU/s-DO > SC-SU > S-DO > SC-DO > S-SU > O-OPREP >

(25.45 % each) (14.55%) (11.82%) (7.27%) (6.36%) (4.55%)
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S-OPREP > SC-OPREP

(2.73%) (1.82%)
4.3.1.3 Use of relative markers

(280)
a. in speech
that > who > which > Zeregs. > whom

(51.82%)  (17.27%) “"(16.36%) | (12.73%)  (1.82%)

b. in writing
that > who > which > Zero > whom > whose

(50.67%)  (26.67%)  A1429%) .. - (5.52%) (2.29%) (0.57%)

Five relative markers, in addition to relative adverbs, which are left untouched
in the current study, were employed in the learners® speech, namely who, whom,
which, that, and zero. According to (280 a), the complementizer that, as in (281), is
ranked number one-in:the frequeney; (51.82%)-compared te 50,67% in writing, while
the relative pronoun who, as in (282), is ranked second with 17.27%, compared to
26.67% inawriting, whichuis slightly higher than which (16.36%), asin (283), ranked
third in frequency, compared to 14.29% in the written data. The fourth is the zero

relative marker (@), as in (284), which was produced 12.73%, in comparison to 5.52%

in the essays. The relativizer occurring with the lowest frequency is whom (1.82%), as
in (285), as opposed to 2.29% in the written task. However, whose, occurring 0.57%

in writing, is not existent in the learners’ speech.
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(281) Hobby is activity that a person does for pleasure.

(282) He is a Renaissance man who is a perfect Italy man.

(283) For me, 1 like to read about a detective story, a historical story or book which
involve Leonado da Vinci because he is a hero for me.

(284) The book & I like most is “‘Questions and answer about faith’ by Fethullah

Gulan translate by Mr. Banjong Binkasan.

(285) Everybody has her or his friends with winom you share good or bad things.

In connection with how" R€s were embedded into a matrix clause, more
relativizers were used in right-embedded RCs (79.09%) than in center-embedded ones
(20.91%). As for the right<embedded RCs, i't.ris noticeable that those with an object
(55.45%) outnumbers RCs modifying a subjec_t-complement (23.64%). Moreover, all
relative words including zero'were used more i[};t__r-;e former than in the latter.

Regarding that, 29.09% is discovered m ,r‘iéj'ht-embedded RCs with an object,
as in (286), while 11.82% was employed in trhrdéér With a subject complement as in

(288). Additionally, thateccurred 10.91% in center-embedded-RCs, as in (287).

(286) | have one'baok that | like most.
(287) 1 like all of them but the one that:l like most is.‘Rai-sud-kua-kab-chua-sud-
kid™,

(288) Hobby is activity that a person does for pleasure.

With respect to who, 7.27% appeared in right-embedded RCs with an object,

as in (289), and 6.36% was found in right-embedded ones affixed to a subject
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complement, as in (290). In center-embedded RCs, as in (291), who was produced

3.64%.

(289) | feel that I have a person who stay with me.
(290) The writer who wrote this book is Baison.

(291) He is a Renaissance man who is a perfect Italy man.

In addition, the learners were seen to produee 10.91% of which in right-
embedded RCs added to an objeet, .a@s in (292), and 2.73% in those attached to a
subject complement, as ing#(293). Also,  which produced with RCs in center
embedding, as in (294), is equalto2:73%, sor"does the right-embedded ones with an
object.

(292) To be honest, | am not a great reader, SO"‘l "s:Qmetimes read a book which is not

a book for my subjects: S
(293) The each hobby isiactivity which you like or love to do.

(294) Activity which | often use in internet, Is chatting, loaking information, music,

clip, news andgames ete,

Asegards zero, 6.36% and 2.73% were discovered-in right‘embedded RCs
attached to an object, as in (295), and those following a subject complement, as in
(296), respectively. Zero is, further, found in RCs with center embedding, as in (297)
with 3.64%. Finally, as for whom, it occurred 1.82% only in right embedding RCs

with an object, as in (298).
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(295) People must have impressive book & they like most, me too.
(296) She’s the one person & | can tell everybody to, and she’ll look me in the eyes

and listen.

(297) The book &1 like most is “Questions and answer about faith’ by Fethullah

Gulan translate by Mr. Banjong Binkasan.

(298) My dog always loves anyone whom | admire really.

4.3.1.4 Resumptive pronouns

Table 19: Distribution of resumptive pronouns in different sentence positions in

speech (high group)

embedding relativizers /| -which | that |  zero Total %

types m Z/

center S-DO ; B 1 2 40
embedding ST

(40%)

right 0-BO - 1 - 1 20
embedding SC-SU 1 - - 1 20

(60%) SC-PO - 1 - 1 20

Total 1 3 1 5 100
% 20 60 20 100

Table 19 shows the use of resumptive pronouns in the high-proficiency
participants’ speech. Concerning the positions of ERCs in a sentence, resumptives
were used more in right-embedded RCs (60%) than in center-embedded RCs (40%),
in comparison to 72.22% of pronominal reflexes in right-embedded RCs and 27.78%

in center-embedded RCs in writing. With respect to the ERC types in the NPAH,
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resumptives were inserted in SU and DO. 80% of pronoun copies were found in DO,
compared to 77.78% in the same RC position in writing, whereas only 20% were seen
in SU, compared with 16.66% in SU in the written task. Furthermore, no resumptive
pronouns were used in OPREP in speech, whereas OPREP in the written data
comprises 5.56% of pronoun copies This result supports the Resumptive Pronoun
Hierarchy, which postulates that more pronoun retention tends to be found in marked
RC types. In this study, DO, which is morg marked than SU, contained more
resumptive pronouns than SU. This conforms.ie~the hierarchy of resumptive
pronouns.

With the framework of the present study, It was discovered that pronominal
reflexes occurred most freguently in S-DO'.(40%), as in (299). The other three
positions, namely O-DO, as‘in (300), SC-SU, és in (301), and SC-DO, as in (302),
comprise the equal number of resumptives (26%). When relative markers are taken
into consideration, that is ranked first as a 7rérliativizer co-occurring with pronoun
retention (60%), as in (300) and (302), compared to 66.67% of that in writing. Which,
as in (301), and zero, as’in (299), are equal In frequency since they both were used
with 20% of pronoun reteqtion. It should be noted that, in the written data, which was
not found to co-oceurawithya resumptive proneun:and:zerosoeeurred only 5.56% with

pronoun retention.

(299) AnNd the book &1 like most it is Kam Tit Cheewit by Thitinad Na Phattalung.

(S-DO)
(300) Sometime | have some big problems that | can’t find a way to solve it but do

not forget to think about my best friend. (O-DO)
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(301) Inconclusion, the Da Vinci Code is the renowned story which it is very
interesting. (SC-SU)

(302) This is some part that my best friend has it. (SC-DO)

4.3.1.5 Non-restrictive RCs

Table 20: Distribution of NRCs in different sentence positions in speech (high group)

embedding relativizers | who | whieh.| that | zero Total %
types m
center S-DO : 3 L 1 2 25
embedding
(25%)
right O-SU 1 , 2 - 3 37.5
embedding 0O-DO - 1 - 1 12.5
(75%) SC-SU - 1 - - 1 12.5
SC-DQ S T AN - 1| 125
Total .| b 5 1 g | 100
% 125 | 125 6.25 | 125 100

High-proficiency learners produced 8 tokens of non-restrictive RCs (NRCs) in
speech, equivalent to 7.27% of the entire number of RCs. The number of NRCs in this
table encompasses both correctly-used ones and those attempted NRCs. The latter
concerns ungrammatical NRCs, e.g. with the use ofsthat as a relative marker. The
determination of'a NRC'in'speech-was alse based on the definitenessof the head.

From Table 20, more NRCs were used in right-embedded RCs (75%),
compared with 84.21% in writing, than in center-embedded ones (25%), in
comparison with 15.79% in the written data. With respect to the RC types, NRCs
were equally produced in SU, as in (294), and DO, as in (295), each of which takes up

50% of frequency, whereas SU in the written NRCs occurred 81.58% and DO was
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used 13.16% in NRCs. Moreover, 5.26% of OPREP was also found, while no OPREP
was produced in spoken NRCs of high-proficiency learners.

Regarding the framework of this study, O-SU, as in (303), is the position
where NRCs appeared most (37.5%). Second to it is S-DO, as in (304), occurring
25%. In addition, O-DO, as in (305), SC-SU, as in (306), and SC-DO, as in (307),
were each used 12.5% and ranked third.

Considering the relative markers in the/NRCs, that is regarded as the most
common (62.5%). The others, namely who, which, and zero, were produced with the

equal number (12.5% each).

(303) The central story arg‘comcerns Harryf"s-'. struggle against the evil wizard Lord
Voldermort,* who killecHarry’s parents. (Q-SU)

(304) PePe, which my Dad got from his friend-,_'often plays with plastic ball. (S-DO)

(305) You can find football" campetition i}m "th.e internet, that make life more
comfortable. (O-DO) S

(306) But I am happier. that he is Note, who 1S my best friend. (SC-SU)

(307) J.K. Rowling was-the writer of Harry Potter, who every children around the

world know:(SCsDO)

1 A comma is added here to mark a NRC in speech
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4.3.2 Low-proficiency learners’ use of ERCs in speech

Table 21: Distribution of relativizers in different sentence positions in speech

(low group)
relativizers who which that zero Total %
ERC types
center- embedding

S-SU 4 2 2 - 8 8.89
S-DO 1 2 6 2 11 12.22
S-OPREP - 1 2 - 3 3.33
Total 5 5 10 2 22 24.44

(5.56%) | (5:56%) | (11.11%) | (2.22%)

right-embedding
(object)

O-SU 7 4 ) 10 : 21 23.33
0O-DO - - 8 3 11 12.22
Total 7 4 18 3 32 35.56

(7.78%) | #(4.44%) 20%) | (333%)

right-embedding ‘
(subject complement)

SC-SU 12 4 L 3 - 28 31.11
SC-DO - - . 0 1 7 7.78
SC-OPREP - - A i - 1 1.11
Total 12 4 19 1 36 40.00

(1333%)| (4.44%) | 2111%) | (1.11%)

% 26.67 14.44 52.22 6.67 100

Table 22: Distribution of relativizefs in center and :'r“i'ght embedding in speech (low
group) = e

relativizers whe which that zero Total %
ERC types
Center-embedding 5 5 10 2 22 24.44
(subject)
Right-embedding
- object 7 4 18 3 32 35.56
-subject complement 12 4 19 1 36 40.00
Total 19 8 37 4 68 75.56
Total 24 13 47 6 90 100
% 26167 14.44 52.22 6.67 100

4.3.2.1 ERC embedding
According to Tables 22 and 23, the participants with low proficiency level
evidently used more RCs in right embedding (75.56%) in speech, in comparison with

75.86% in writing, than those in center embedding (24.44%) in speech, compared
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with 24.14% in writing. As regards the right-embedded RCs alone, 40% were found
in those placed adjacent to an object, compared with 39.90% in the essays, whereas
right-embedded RCs attached to a subject complement were produced 35.56%,
compared with 35.96% in the written data. That the right-embedded RCs greatly
outnumber the center-embedded ones is not unusual as it has been posited in the PDH
(Kuno, 1974), which has proposed that RCs in center embedding are assumed for

cause more problems to learners than those in rightembedding.
4.3.2.2 ERC types

Table 23: Distribution of RCs indifferent RC types in speech (low group)

RC types | frequency %
SU 57 63.33
DO 29 32(22

OPREP 4 4.44
Total 920 100

Three types'of ERCs can be observed from the speech of the low-proficiency
learners: SU, DO, ORRER. It appears.from Table 23 that the most commonly used
type is SU (63.33%), as in (308), while they produced 51.48% of SU in writing. DO,
as in (309), is ranked second in frequency (32.22%), compared to 4.73% in writing,
which is approximately half of SU. The least frequent one found is OPREP (4.44%),
as in (310). These occurrences of RC types obviously conform to the prediction of the

NPAH in that more unmarked types are inclined to be produced more frequently than
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marked ones. Here, SU is the most unmarked type produced with the largest number,
while OPREP, the most marked type discovered, occurred with the lowest frequency.
In addition, 10 is not found although it is considered less marked than OPREP.
Furthermore, GEN and OCOMP did not occur in speech of the learners with low

proficiency.

(308) Pulakong is story about the developer who is an orphan girl. (O-SU)
(309) The chronicles of Narnia-is the one that I wanite present. (SC-DO)

(310) But the home that I'am going.io talk (about) is my home. (S-OPREP)

With regard to the frameweork used ln the present study, it seems that there
appeared eight ERC subtypes produced«in threfparticipants’ speech, as indicated in
Table 21. In particular, SC-SU,as in (311),_-'_j's"-viewed as the most frequent type
produced 31.11%. Second to it'is Q=SU; as in _(;3_-08_.) and (312), occurring 23.33%. S-
DO as in (313) and O-DO, as in (314), are botﬁ-"ré'nked third_in frequency (12.22%).
The fourth-most common goes to S-SU (8.89%), as in (315), while SC-DO, as in
(309), holds the fifth rank (7.78%). The sixth and the least frequent ones are S-

OPREP (3.33%), as1in(310); and SC-OPREP (1:11%)pasin (316);-respectively.

(311) Myufavorite petis'dog whichiis Siberian Husky. (SC-SU)
(312) But we have many groups of animal that is different. (O-SU)

(313) The book &1 like most is “The Secret’. (S-DO)

(314) When | have homework that | don’t understand they usually help me and

teach me. (O-DO)
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(315) I and my family, which is composed of my father, my mother, my sister, my
cousin, my aunt, my uncle, my nephew, and my niece, are happy living
together. (S-SU)

(316) I can be someone that my friends can lean on when they have love situation by

using others experience and opinion. (SC-OPREP)

It is normal to see SC-SU as the most freguent-RC type as it occurred in right
embedded RCs, corresponding to.the-PDH (Kuno, 1974)." Additionally, the fact that
SC-OPREP and S-OPREP belong to rare types is probably because OPREP is the
most marked among all the RC types used in._s‘b.eech.

The frequency of the discussed RC ty[jgsris illustrated in (317) below:

(317) )

SC-SU > 0-SU> S$-DO/ 0-DO > 5-5U > SE-DO >S-OPREP > SC-OPREP

(31.11%) (23.33%) (12.22 each) (8.89%) (7.78%) (3.33%) (1.11%)
4.3.2.3 Useof relative;markers

(318)
a. in speech
that > who > which > Zero

(52.22%)  (26.67%)  (14.44%)  (6.67%)
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b. in writing
that > who > which > zero > whom > whose

(53.94%)  (29.80%)  (10.10%)  (12.73%)  (0.74%) (0.25%)

There arose four different relative markers found in the speech of the low-
proficiency learners, other than relative adverbs which are beyond our framework of
analysis. The relative markers used are who, whichy that, and zero. The most common
one is the relativizer that (52.22%), compared t-53.94% in writing. Second to that is
who, occurring with 26.67%, compared to 29.80% in writing. The third-most frequent
is which (14.44%), compared«to 10.10% in the written data, whereas the rarest one is
zero (6.67%), in comparison 10,/12.73 % in itrﬁe essays. Whom and whose, found in
writing, were not used in their speech.

Concerning the way RCs were embed_d(_édrinto a matrix clause, more relative
markers were found in RCs with right embeddiﬁé'_(75.56%), compared to 75.86% in
the essays, than those with center embedding (24.44%), compared to 24.14% in
writing. As for the right-embedded RCs, 40% of relativizers were produced in those
following a subject complement, in comparison to 35.96%.in the written data, while
those affixed to an-ebject were-used 3%:56%; as-opposed;te-39:90% in writing.

When each ‘of the relative words was analyzed, it was found that the relative
marker that, as in (319)) was used most (21:11%) in right-embedded-RCs with a
subject complement, in comparison to 18.47% in writing. Moreover, 20% of that is
discovered in right-embedded RCs with an object, as in (320), compared to 19.95% in
the written task, whereas 11.11% occurred in center-embedded RCs, as in (321),
compared to 15.52% in writing. With respect to who, this relative pronoun was used

with 13.33% in right-embedded RCs attached to a subject complement, as in (322),
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compared with 13.30% in writing, and 7.78% in those added to an object, as in (323),
compared with 12.56% in the written data. In center embedding, who, as in (324), was

produced 5.56%, while 3.94% was found in writing.

(319) Home is not only the place @ we hide the sun and rain but it is the place that

give us warm and love.
(320) sometime they know something that my.own brother not know.
(321) The first activity that we did was singing and dancing.
(322) 1 was someone who_imade" these| children happy though it was a little
happiness.
(323) For me, friend means a person who ha's.rthe same interests and opinions as
myself. |
(324) The man who are superstar like most woman
As regards which, 5.56% of its occufféhaé was found in center-embedded
RCs, as in (325), compared to 1.97% in writing. Additionatly, 4.44% of which is
found in both types of right-embedded RCs, as in (326) and (327), while in writing
2.22% of which oceurred in right-embedded RCs added to a subject complement and
5.91% was found inthose attached to an-object. Lastly, zero was found with 3.33% in
right-embedded RCs madifying an abject; as in(328); campared t0:1.48% in writing,
and with 1.11% in those with a subject complement, as in (329), compared to 1.23%
in writing. In center-embedded RCs, 2.22% of zero is seen, as in (330), compared to

2.71% in writing.
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(325) I and my family, which is composed of my father, my mother, my sister, my
cousin, my aunt, my uncle, my nephew, and my niece, are happy living
together.

(326) My favorite pet is dog which is Siberian Husky.

(327) Juay likes to tell me about her lifestyle in Switzerland, which is interesting and
I like to tell my lifestyle in Thammasat University to her as well.

(328) My father always bought the book & | like.
(329) Home is not only the place @ we hide the sun.and.rain but it is the place that

give us warm and loye:

(330) The book & | like most is* Fhe Secret’.

4.3.2.4 Resumptive pronouns
Table 24: Distribution of resumptive pronouns-iﬁ'di‘fferent sentence positions in

speech (low group)

embedding relativizers— - who - which—that - Total %
types m
center S-SU 1 - - 1 16.67
embedding S:DO - - 1 1 16.67
(50%) S-OPREP = - 4 - 1 16.67
right O-DO - - 1 1 16.67
embedding SC-SU - 1 - 1 16.67
(50%) SC-DO - - 1 1 16.67
Total 1 2 3 6 100
% 16.67 | 33.33 | 50 100

According to Table 24, resumptive pronouns were used in three types of RCs:

SU, DO, and OPREP. DO was found to be the position in which resumptive pronouns
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occurred most (50%), as in (331), compared to 66.67% in the essays, whereas SU
contains 33.33% of pronominal reflexes, as in (332), compared to 27.78% in writing.
OPREP, as in (333), is considered the least common type where pronoun copies were
made (16.67%), in comparison to 5.56% in writing. The occurrences of resumptive
pronouns as a whole lend support to the Resumptive Pronoun Hierarchy, which
postulates that pronoun retention is more likely to be found in marked RC positions.
That is, from the data, resumptive pronouns in‘object positions, i.e. DO and OPRREP,

are higher in number than thosein SU.

(331) Itisthe first dog that my father bought it for me. (DO)
(332) Someone who he or she passes in my li'-f'e are my best friend. (SU)
(333) Some animals are tame which you are téke care of them while some animals
are fierce. (OPREP) |
Related to the relative markers that co-occurred with resumptive pronouns,
that shows its most frequency of use with pronominal reflexes (50%), as in (331),
compared to 66.67% in the written task. Second to that is which, produced 33.33%, as
in (333), compared to 122.22% dny writing, swhereas, who «occurred with pronoun
retention, as in (332), with the least degree of frequency (16.67%), compared to

5.56% in writing.
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4.3.2.5 Non-restrictive RCs

Table 25: Distribution of NRCs in different sentence positions in speech (low group)

embedding relativizers | who | which | that | Total %
types m
center S-SU - 2 - 2 28.57
embedding S-DO - - 1 1 14.29
(42.86%)
right O-SU 2 1 - 3 42.85
embedding SC-SU 1 - - 1 14.29
(57.14%)
Total 3 3 1 7 100
% 42485 (142,85 | 14291 100

7 tokens of NRCs were neticed in théjspeech of the low-proficiency learners,
equal to 7.78% of the whole number of RCs. if'._i_s noted that the NRCs shown in Table
25 not only include correct NRCs but also att'é:_i_’npf_s_ to use NRCs, i.e. those with the
relative word that. It is clearly seen from Tab[é_és that more NRCs were found in
right-embedded RCs (57.14%) than center-embedded RCs (42.86%). Respecting the
RC types, only two, i.e. SU and DO, were found to contain NRCs. To be precise, SU,
as in (334), apparently has more NRCs (85.71%), compared to 82.86% in the essays,
than DO (14.29%), ‘asin (335), compared to 11.43%.in writing'Unlike the written
data, the spaken-ones da not demenstrate the use of OPRER in NRCs:.

Withi the framework of the current study, it is found that there are four
subtypes comprising NRCs: S-SU, S-DO, O-SU, and SC-SU. The most frequent type
where NRCs appeared is O-SU (42.85%), as in (336), while the second goes to S-SU
(28.57%), as in (337). The least frequent ones belong to S-DO, as in (335), and

SC-SU, as in (334), with 14.29% each.
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(334) The important one is Pook, who cheers me up every time I’m down. (SC-SU)
(335) Later, Kaka, that | fed him since 3 years ago. (S-DO)

(336) I accidentally knew Sopak Suwan, who is a famous writer. (O-SU)

(337) Satoon, which is one of the very nice place in south of Thailand, was the place

to travel with friends. (S-SU)

With regard to the relativizers used in'the NRCs, who, as in (334) and (336),
and which, as in (337), were proeduced with the same-highest frequency (42.85%). The

relative marker that, as in (335), ocectsred with the lowest frequency (14.29%).
4.3.3 Comparison hetween high—and—iow proficiency learners in speech

According to the spoken data,. the _-h'ig'h-proficiency and low-proficiency
learners were in common in the way: they embéd"ded ERCs into a matrix clause. That
is, most of the ERCs they producéd are right-embedded (H, L: 79.09, 75.56%) rather
than center-embedded (H; L: 20.91%, 24.44%). However, it was discovered that, as
regards right-embedded constructions, the high group used more RCs modifying a
matrix object (55.45%) thanthose:accempanying@subject-complement (23.64%). By
contrast, the low-proficiency group produced more RCs attached to a subject
complement (40%) thanthe RCs added to a matrix object (35:56%).

Aside from the manner of RC embedding, the learners with high and low

levels of proficiency similarly used three RC types: SU, DO, and OPREP. They also

produced these in the same frequency order, as illustrated in (338) below:
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(338)
SU > DO > OPREP
(H, L: 46.36%, 63.33%) (H, L: 44.55%, 32.22%) (H, L: 9.09%, 4.44%)

It should be noted that the difference between the SU frequency and the DO
frequency is minimal (1.81%) in the high group, whereas the difference in the low
group is noticeable (31.11%).

with regard to the subtypes of RCs presented-in the framework of the present
study, high proficiency learners~produced nine different ERC types in speech,

demonstrated below in (339).according to frequency:

(339)

0-SU/S-DO> SC-SU> S-BO/> §6-00> 5:5U > O-OPREP >
(25.45 % each) (14.55%) (11.829%) (7.27%) 7(i6ﬁ.36%) (4.55%)
S-OPREP > SC-OPREP

(2.73%)  (1.82%)

In contrast;-the leasners,of low proficiengy jused. eight, types of ERCs, as in

(340):

(340)
SC-SU > O-SU > S-DO/ 0-DO > S-SU > SC-DO > S-OPREP > SC-OPREP

(31.11%) (23.33%) (12.22 each) (8.89%) (7.78%) (3.33%)  (1.11%)
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From the above hierarchies, it is clearly seen that all the ERC subtypes used
by both groups are identical except O-OPREP, which is unique to the high group.
Nevertheless, the sequences of these types in the two groups are different, except SC-

OPREP, with the lowest degree of frequency in both (H, L: 1.82%, 1.11%).

Table 26: Comparison between the proficiency groups in the use of ERC types from

the spoken data

ERC Type Total
Proficiency
su DO OPREP
High 51 49 40 140
Low 57, 29 4 90
Total 108 '\ 78 44 230

Table 27: Results of a Chi-square test-of the relationship between ERC types and
learners’ proficiency from the spoken data

Chi-Square Tests

Asvmp. Sig.
Walue df (2-sided)
Fearson Chi-Square 25 230a 2 .ono
Likelihood Ratio 28,752 2 .ooo
M ofvalid Cases 220

a. 0 cells (0%) have expected count lessthan 5 The minimum expectad count is
17.22.

Table 26 shows a comparison between the use of ERC types in the spoken
data drawn from both groups of proficiency. A Chi-square analysis revealed that there
was a significant relationship between the ERC types the learners used and the

proficiency of the participants, x* = 25.239, p = 0.000, as illustrated in Table 27.
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Concerning the relative markers used in speech, both the high and low groups

seemed to bear a close resemblance to each other, as can be seen in (341).

(341)
that > who > which >
(H, L: 51.82%, 52.22%) (H, L: 17.27%, 26.67%) (H, L: 16.36%, 14.44%)
zZero > whom

(H, L: 12.73%, 6.67%) (HyL:1.829%, 0%)

According to the ordew®f freguency above, whom, as in (345), was found only
in the high group’s speech. Fhatis the mostr1x‘_rréquent relativizer in the two groups. In
the high group, that occurred'the'most frequentlﬂ) in right-embedded RCs attached to a
matrix object, as in (342). Moreover, that m right-embedded RCs with a subject
complement (11.82%), as in (344), and that in_é;\h{er-embedded RCs (10.91%), as in
(343), are close in frequency. As for the groub-'bf'low-proficiency learners, that in
right-embedded RCs wiith a subject complement (21.11%) and that in those

accompanying a matrix -object (20%) occurred with slightly different degree of

frequency. Only 11:119%;o0f,the-aceurrence:of thatywasusedsin:eenter embedding.

(342) | have ane baokithat I'like most.

(343) 1 like all of them but the one that I like most is ‘Rai-sud-kua-kab-chua-sud-
kid”’.

(344) Hobby is activity that a person does for pleasure.

(345) Everybody has her or his friends with whom you share good or bad things.
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As to the occurrence of who, center-embedded RCs, as in (346), were
produced with the least frequency in both groups (H, L: 3.64%, 5.56%). Further, who
in right-embedded RCs added to a matrix object, as in (347), occurred 7.27% in the
high group’s speech and 7.78% in the low one’s. In those affixed to a subject
complement, as in (348), high-proficiency learners used 2.73% of who, while 13.33%
of who in such a position occurred in those with low level of proficiency. On the
whole, the low-proficiency learners used' who.more frequently than the high-

proficiency learners did.

(346) The writer who wrote thiS baok is Baison.
(347) | feel that | have a person who stay with fﬁe.

(348) He is a Renaissance man who'is a perfect ftaly man.

With respect to the relative pronoun 7Which, the high group was found to
produce it the most frequently in right-embedded RCs following an object (10.91%),
as in (349), whereas Iow-proficiency learners equally used it with the highest
frequency in center-embedded ones (5.56%), as in (350). Furthermore, the high-
proficiency learnersiused 2,73%, of whichgim bothiRCs:in center embedding and those
in right embeddingiwith an object. Likewise, the learners of low proficiency were

seen to equally produce\4:44% in both kinds of right-embedded RCs:

(349) To be honest, | am not a great reader, so | sometimes read a book which is not

a book for my subjects.
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(350) I and my family, which is composed of my father, my mother, my sister, my
cousin, my aunt, my uncle, my nephew, and my niece, are happy living

together.

Zero in both groups occurred in a similar fashion. That is, the position with the
highest frequency for both groups is the RC added to an object of the main clause
(H, L: 6.36%, 3.33%), as in (351). The RC in center embedding, as in (352), is viewed
as the next in frequency (H, L:3.64, 2.22%). Finally; the least frequent one for the
two groups is the right-embedded RCs adjacent to a subject complement (H, L:
2.73%, 1.11%), as in (353). Overall, the high group was found to produce more zero

than the low-proficiency counterpart.

(351) People must have impressive book gth_ey i'ike most, me too.

(352) The book &1 like most Is “‘Questions and answer about faith’ by Fethullah

Gulan translate by*Mr. Banjong Binkasan.

(353) She’s the one persen o | can tell everybody to, and she’ll look me in the eyes

and listen.

A Chissquare 2analysis interestingly gevealed- that, thereswas noj significant
relationship "between such use of relative words by the high-proficiency learners and
the way ERCs were embedded, x*= 0.704, p = 0.717, according to Table 28. Similar
to the high group, a Chi-square test showed that there was no significant relationship
between the relative marker use and the nature of ERC embedding, x*= 0.646,

p = 0.680, according to Table 29.
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Table 28: Result of a Chi-square test of the relationship between relative markers and

ERC embedding from the spoken data of the high group

Asymp. Siog.
Yalue df r2-sided)
Fearson Chi-Sguare TO4a 703
Likelihood Ratin ETAa T4
M ofvalid Cases 110

a. 1 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count

iz 2.93.

Table 29: Result of a Chi-square testof the relationship between relative markers and

ERC embedding.from the spoken data of the low group

Chi-Snuare, Tests

AsTmp. Sio. Exact Sig. (-
Yalle oif - sided) sided)
Fearson Chi-Sguare F4GA 2 T4 680
Likelihood Ratio B33 {720 a1
Fisher's Exact Test 811 680
M ofvalid Cases an

3. 2 cells (33.3%) have expected countless than & Theminimum expected count

is1.47.

Table 30: Comparison of the use of relative pronouns and ERC embedding in the

spoken data by therhigh and low proficiency groups

Written data (Relative Pronoun - ERC, Type)

Groyp Contingency
Pearson's Chi-square Significance
Coefficient
High 0.704 0.717 -
Low 0.646 0.680 -
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Both groups of learners were found to use relativizers independently of the
ERC embedding manner. In other words, there was no significant relationship
between the two variables. This means levels of proficiency do not affect the learners’
use of relative markers in relation to embedding of ERCs.

With respect to pronominal reflexes used in speech, more resumptive
pronouns were added in right-embedded RCs (60%), as in (354), than center-
embedded ones (40%), as in (355), in high-proficiency learners, while an equal
number of pronoun copies were-seen in hoth positiens (50%) in the speech of the
learners with low proficiency. Moreover, as it is proposed in the Resumptive Pronoun
Hierarchy, which claims thatspronoun retention is inclined to appear in more marked
RC positions, the high group used 80% of reéﬁmptives in direct object RCs, and the
low group supplied 66.68% in RC formatio"h on direct objects and objects of
preposition. In contrast, only20% and appro*i_'métely 33.34% of pronominal copies

were employed in subject RCs by the high groupra‘n,d the low group respectively.
(354) Sometime | have Some big problems that | can’t find a way to solve it but do
not forget to think-about my best friend. (O-DO)

(355) AnNd the bagk 2 Ilike mostitisiKam Tit:Cheewit/by, Thitinad Na Phattalung.

(S-DO)

Regarding the ERC subtypes, the same three types were spotted in right-
embedded RCs in both groups, namely O-DO, as in (354), SC-SU, as in (356), and
SC-DO, as in (357), with the same frequency each (H, L: 20%, 16.67%). In center

embedding, learners with high proficiency produced pronominal reflexes only in
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S-DO (40%), as in (355), while those with low proficiency produced the same
frequency of resumptive pronouns (16.67%) in three subtypes of center-embedded

RCs: S-SU, as in (358), SC-DO, as in (359), and S-OPREP, as in (360).

(356) In conclusion, the Da Vinci Code is the renowned story which it is very
interesting. (SC-SU)

(357) This is some part that my best friend has.it. (SC-DO)

(358) Someone who pass in my-life he or she are my-best friend. (S-SU)

(359) It is the first dog that'my faiherbought it for me. (SC-DO)

(360) Some animals are tame which you_are take care of them while some animals

are fierce. (S-OPRER)

With respect to the relative markers us_é_d with resumptives, it was discovered
that for both groups of learners; that; as in (35%),"i3,.-the first in frequency (H, L: 60%,
50%). In addition, which, as-in (356), and zero, as.in (355), in the high group,
occurred with the same afmount (20%). For those with low level of proficiency, which
was used 33.33% and who, as in (358), with the lowest frequency (16.67%). It is
important to note that:the use of zero with prenoun rretention:is exclusive to only the
high group, whereaswho with a resumptive pronoun was only found in the low group.

Asregards non-=restrictive RCs (NRCs)/in the learners’ speech, the learners of
high proficiency were found to produce 7.27% of NRCs, compared with the total
number of RCs in speech, whereas the low-proficiency ones used 7.78%, which
means both groups produced a very close number of NRCs in their speech.

Furthermore, both were seen to employ more NRCs in right-embedded RCs (H, L:
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75%, 57.14%), as in (361), than center-embedded ones (H, L: 25%, 42.86%), as in

(362).

(361) But I am happier that he is Note, who is my best friend.

(362) PePe, which my Dad got from his friend, often plays with plastic ball.

Both the high-and-low proficiency learners are similar in the main types of
NRCs. That is, according to (363), both producgd-SU and DO, but with different
amounts. The high group used 50%0i'SU and DO, while the other used up to 86.71%
of SU and 14.29% of DO. The difference between the frequency of SU and that of

DO in the low group is significant (71.42%). :

(363)

SU > DO s

(H, L: 50%, 85.71%) (H, L:50%; 14.29%)

With regard to the ERC subtypes as outlined in the framework of the present
study, high-proficiency learners,used NRESs in:five subtypes;shewn below in (364),

according to frequency.

(364)
O-SU > S-DO > O-DO/ SC-SU / SC-DO

(37.5%) (25%) (12.5% each)
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As for the low group, only four subtypes having NRCs can be noticed,

indicated below in (365), according to frequency:

(365)
0-SU >  S-DO > S-DO/ SC-SU

(42.85%)  (28.57%) (14.29% each)

From the orders above; it is remarlfable that-the two groups are common in
their production of O-SU with the most frequency. Moreover, SC-SU is viewed as
one of the least frequent typesin both. '

When relative markers are taken intd:g;bnsideration, the high group employed
four different relativizers in NRCs:who, Whi.'cdh:'-that, and zero, whereas the group of
low-proficiency learners used‘who, which, and-"_;{hét. Zero was only found in the high
group (12.5%). The two groups aré€ alike sincg\iv_ho and which were used with the
same quantity in each group. That'is; the high g?éﬁf)'produced 12.5% of who and 12.5
% of which, whereas, in the low group, 42.85% of who as well as which was noticed.

Furthermore, that is the most frequent marker in the high-group (62.5%), while it

occurred with the lowest;degree-of frequency in-theilow group:(14:29%).
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS

5.1 Acquisition stages of English relative clauses of Thai EFL learners

5.1.1 Acquisition of ERC types

Upon the analyses of both written and spoken data, it is likely to draw a
conclusion on how Thai EFL learners acquire RCs in English. First of all, the results
reveal that the acquisition orders of ERC types in both groups of proficiency tend to
conform to the Noun Phrase-Acecessibility-Hierarchy-(NPAH), proposed by Keenan
and Comrie (1977), in such away that the subject relative (SU) was the first ERC
type the learners acquiredrowing Ao its high_est number of use. In other words, a
feature is claimed to be acquired prior-to éﬁqther It its oecurrences are higher in
number (Brown, 1973; Dulay & Burt, 1973, l1_974; Krashen, 1978; Gass & Selinker,
2001). In this case, the learners produced SU Wl_th the most frequency in writing (H,
L: 56.24%, 51.48%) and speech (H; k: 46.36%,%553%).15

Table 31: Percentage of 1earners’ accuracy in the translation-task

% of correct translation of RCs from Thai to English
RC types High group Low group
SU 83.06 70.18
DO 7115 61.09
10 68.63 58.14
OPREP 66.23 57.70
GEN 58.72 52.85

1> The frequency order is used to determine the order of acquisition in several SLA works, e.g. Brown,
1973; Dulay and Burt, 1973, 1974.
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This is also supported by the findings from the translation task, according to
Table 31, which shows that SU is the RC type which the learners apparently master
most (H, L: 83.06%, 70.18%).

They seemed to acquire the direct-object relative (DO) after SU since both
groups used this RC type with the second-most frequency in writing (H, L: 34.86%,
43.60%) as well as in speech (H, L: 44.55%, 32.22%). Again, the translation task also
lends support to this as the learners used DO with.an accuracy of 71.15% in the high
group and 61.09% in the low one; their performance-sranked second in grammatical
correctness. The third RC type thairthe learners acquired appeared to be the object-of-
preposition relative (OPREP)yWhese occurrences rank third in frequency in the essays
(H, L: 9.33%, 4.73%) and the retold stories (H L: 9.09%, 4.44%). Furthermore, the
accuracy order of OPREP, which is lower than :t-hat of DO, in the translation task for
both groups (H, L: 66.23%, 57.70%) confirms _ifs order of acquisition.

The last type of ERC acquired by the Iez‘iféegs is the genitive relative (GEN),
which is found with the lowest degreé of frequency. From the written data, GEN
occurred 0.57% and 0.25% In the high group and the low group respectively.
However, it is interesting that GEN was not at all producedin the speech of either
group.

The hierarchy (366) below reflects the order of acquisition of ERC types:
(366) SU > DO > OPREP > GEN
The order of acquisition corresponds to the one posited by the NPAH, except

that the indirect-object relative (10) and the object-of-comparison relative (OCOMP)

are not seen in the learner corpus. As for 10, it is often merged into OPREP in several
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studies since these two types are very similar in nature. In other words, these two
positions should be collapsed into one category due to their analogous behavior in
ERCs (Gass, 1979; Cowan, 2008'°). (367), which belongs to 10, and (368),
representing OPREP, are alike in structure in such a way that each involves a
preposition inside the RC. A minor difference between 10 and OPREP lies in the fact
that the relative pronoun whom in 10 in (367) serves as an indirect object as well as
the object of the preposition to, while whom infOPREP in (368) has only one function,

i.e. as an object of the preposition to.

(367) The woman whom | gave a dictionary to was very happy.

(368) The woman whom I loek forward to was Mary.

Apparently, there is n@ use of 10.in the-pré-sent study although the learners are
capable of producing it, as indicated in theifrr;'inslation task. It appears from the
translation task that the percentage of ‘accuracy for 10.(H, L: 68.63%, 58.14%) and
that for OPREP (H, L:66.23%, 57.70%) confirm the structural affinity between the
two RC types. It is expected that some tokens of 10 may be evidenced by future
research involving-more data.

With regard'to the non-existence of OCOMP, this is not unpredictable because
OCOMP igiregarded as the most marked RC type in the' NPAH. According to Gass
(1979, 1980), the participants who were of different L1 backgrounds, namely French,
Portuguese, Italian, Arabic, Persian, Chinese, Korean, Japanese, and Thai, seemed to
be troubled most with OCOMP in the sentence-combining task. In other words, they

made the most errors in the OCOMP position. Moreover, they scarcely used this RC

16 According to Cowan (2008, p. 423), 10 relatives are limited to only two prepositions, namely to and
for, while for OPREP relatives, a wider range of prepositions can be used.
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type in free compositions. Pavesi (1986), in a comparative study of instructed and
naturalistic Italian learners of English, discovered from elicited oral data that both
groups of learners acquired ERCs in the way predicted by the NPAH; they obviously
acquired the unmarked before the marked types. Interestingly, GEN and OCOMP
were almost entirely missing in the naturalistic group. Ellis (1994, p. 419) remarked
that OCOMP is very problematic, considered the most complicated, as a number of
English native speakers do not accept that semtences comprising this RC type are
grammatical. As a result, diseovering no use 0i~OCOMP in English learners’
production as well as child native speakers’ did not come as a surprise.

According to the ChisSguare analysis, It was revealed that Thai learners in
both writing and speaking used. different ERC types in relation to their proficiency.
There was somehow a significant relationship bétween the learners’ proficiency and
the types of ERC. |

In summary, the order of ERC acquisitiiorr; In Thai EFL learners’ interlanguage
clearly follows what is_predieted-by ‘the NPAH: This_is also supported by other
previous studies focusing.on the acquisition of ERCs by spéakers of different native
languages. As mentioned-before, Gass (1979, 1980) found support for the NPAH
when the participants;of mine~different L1s.revealed such.an.acquisition order of
ERCs stated in the"NPAH. Pavesi (1986) conducted a study on how Italian speakers
acquired ERCs; relying on aral picture-cued production task.' The;study! discovered
the same order of ERC acquisition as the NPAH prediction. In addition, Eckman,
Bell, and Nelson (1988) revealed that once the ESL learners were taught a more
marked RC type, they were successful in generalizing this to other less marked ones.
Such markedness presented by the NPAH was then claimed to determine the order of

difficulty and acquisition of ERCs. Also, Doughty (1988, 1991) used a written
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sentence combination test, a grammaticality judgment test, and an oral picture-cued
production test in studying ERC acquisition by adult L2 learners of English. The
studies lent support to the NPAH.

Aarts and Schils (1995), investigating the acquisition of ERCs in Dutch
learners of English, have provided partial support for the NPAH acquisition order,
with an exception that the participants produced fewer errors in DO than SU, which
means SU might not have been acguired before DO. 1zumi (2003) examined ERC
acquisition by learners of different native languages,-namely Chinese, Arabic, French,
Japanese, Kazah, Korean, Persian,Polish, Portuguese, Spanish, Thai, and Turkish. He
found support for the NPAH. N predicting processing difficulty as well in a sentence
combination test and the grammaticality judgrﬁént test. In Chen (2004), the researcher
scrutinized a use of ERC feund in TaiwaneserEFL learners’ essays, presenting an
order of ERC acquisition which generally accc_)-r_'dé- with the NPAH. Similarly, Chou’s
(2006) study on an ERC acquisition By Taiwz;m" EFL college students demonstrated
that the learners’ order of ERC type acquisition'is largely constrained by the universal
markedness postulated by the NPAH, except GEN and the order between 10 and
OPREP.

These studies gitedyabovegby andslarge; evidently-bear eut the results of the

current research, with regard to the prediction by the NPAH.

5.1.2 Acquisition of ERC embedding

The high-and-low proficiency Thai learners of English seemed to prefer right-
embedded RCs to center-embedded ones since the number of ERCs in right
embedding (H, L: 82.29%, 75.86%) is higher than that in center embedding (H, L:

17.71%, 24.14%) in writing. In the same vein, right-embedded ERCs in the speech of
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both groups of learners (H, L: 70.09%, 75.56%) significantly outnumber center-
embedded ones (H, L: 20.91%, 24.44%). Such results in both types of data correspond
to the prediction of the Perceptual Difficulty Hypothesis or PDH (Kuno, 1974), which
pays particular attention to the memory system of human beings in processing
language. The PDH, in theory, states that center-embedded RCs have to do with an
interruption of the way the matrix sentence is processed, making the whole
proposition perceptually difficult. By contrast, right-embedded RCs, which involve no
interruption, since they appear-finally, are considered-ess difficult to process. For this
reason, RCs in right embedding.arc-€asier to learn and use, compared to those in
center embedding, in a nutshell (1zumi; 2003).

Moreover, right-embedded RCs are aISb abundant in the language of English-
speaking children. According to Diessel and Tbmasello (2000) and Diessel (2004,
2005), most of the earliest RCs found in the épeéch of children speaking English as

L1 occur in copular constructions, as:-in-(159), repeated here for convenience.
(168) That is the sugar. that goes in there. (Diessel & Tomasello, 2000, p. 136)

That is, the=RECsarejusedatythejend of the sentencesthus regarded as right-
embedded RCs. This is probably indicative of the fact that the right-embedded RC is
acquired before' the center-embedded \counterpart. /Additionally, Prideaux and Baker
(1986) studied the L1 acquisition of RCs by adult English speakers, using three main
means of data collection, i.e. a written sentence comprehension task, a written recall
task, and a written video narration task. The findings give support to the PDH
prediction in that RCs in right embedding were easier in terms of production and

comprehension.
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Plenty of research works in second language acquisition of ERCs evidently
lend support to the central claim of the PDH. loup and Kruse (1977) used a
grammaticality judgment task in their study on learners whose mother tongues were
Chinese, Japanese, Arabic, Persian, and Spanish. This study strongly supports the
PDH since center embedding was seen to cause more errors than right embedding.
Furthermore, Schumann (1980) examined ERCs produced by non-natives in the
United States and found that right-embedded RCs were preferred to center-embedded
ones. This means center embedding conveys greater.complexity than the other, which
apparently confirms the PDH"as well.

Sadighi (1994), in analyzing the acguisition of ERCs by Chinese, Japanese,
and Korean adult native speakers, finds suppr(;)rt for the interruption hypothesis, the
claim of which is similar to that'of the PDH. Tﬁat Is to say, the learners encountered
more difficulty when RCs were inserted betwe_é_h the matrix subject and the predicate.
Flanigan (1995) tested the comprehension and ;)-r-t-)‘d_uction of restrictive ERCs of those
whose first languages were Chinese; Indo/Malay, Korean, Icelandic, Arabic, Spanish,
Sinhalese, and Hebrew, The findings reveal the order of accuracy in which right-
embedded RCs preceded’ center-embedded ones. The “learners, put differently,
performed better onREs;with right embedding;:which:strongly-supports the PDH.

Izumi (2003) lends support to not only the NPAH, as discussed earlier, but
also the PDH since allhthe tests used to elicit the data showed that center-embedded
RCs, as opposed to right-embedded RCs, hampered sentence processing in the
learners. Chou (2006), in addition to giving support to the NPAH, presents the results
that indubitably followed the PDH in that the learners experienced more difficulty in

center-embedded RCs than right-embedded ones.
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All of the previous studies, which find support for the PDH, do corroborate the
findings of the present research, which revealed that right-embedded RCs were

acquired by Thai EFL learners earlier than those occurring in center embedding.

5.1.2.1 Right-embedded ERCs attached to a subject complement

Right-embedded ERCs attached to a subject complement are worth an in-
depth discussion thanks to their considerable oceurrences in both written and spoken
data. The essays show that ERCs of this type-Were-employed by both groups of
participants with second-most freguency, following those attached to a direct object
(H, L: 28.57%, 35.96%). In the speaking task, the high group produced 23.64% and
the low one used 40% ofsthis ERC typé;_éccompanying a subject complement.
Obviously, lower-proficiency learners used mpré ERCs in right embedding to modify
a subject complement. Moreaver, it'is also dis_-(':_;o\"/-ered that, in the spoken data, those
with low proficiency even producedthis type o;‘;éR_Cs the most frequently.

What makes the learners -come up W'rt*rf Substantial production of right-
embedded RCs added to”a subject complement i1s probably that the meaning of the
whole sentence essentially falls on the RC’s, which makes the sentence easy to
understand (Diessel; 2004), In, this, ease; /the-matrix; subjects «are often pronouns,

especially it, as in (869), or the demonstrative pronoun this, as in (370), or that, as in

(371).

(369) It’s a period of time that is romantic.
(370) This was the thing that everybody always did.

(371) That is the book I like most.
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The occurrences of such an ERC type are equal to copular clauses, i.e. clauses
containing be as the main verb, found in children’s spontaneous use of ERCs in their
native language. Diessel and Tomasello (2000) revealed their discovery of copular
clauses in observational oral data; children speaking L1 English created the
constructions as such since they are semantically simple in nature with the principal
meaning on the RC rather than the entire sentence, as can be seen in (168), repeated
here for convenience. Such constructions aresalso characteristic of early RCs in
children speaking other native languages, such as Hebrew (Dasinger & Toupin, 1994),
French (Jisa & Kern, 1998), German-(Brandt et al, 2005), and Indonesian (Hermon,

2005).
(168) That is the sugar thatigoes in there. '-(Diessel & Tomasello, 2000, p. 136)

The past studies cited above give suppti)rrtﬁ to the findings of the current study,
explaining why such ERC types affixed to subject complement primarily occur in the
speech of low-proficiency learners. That is, the child English speakers who are in the
initial state of L1 acquisition can be equated with learners having low level of
proficiency who /have inet; much scempetence ¢in; applying+seme more complex
structures in L2 (EHNis, 1994). This is why these learners are found to vastly produce a
simple construction like'a\copular clause. Additionally, probably because the learners
do not have much time or chance to monitor their speech or create more complicated
structures, it follows that these simple copular clauses are abundant in the spoken

data.



5.1.3 Acquisition of relative markers

(372) The order of relative marker acquisition from the written data
that > who > which >

(H, L: 50.67%, 53.94%) (H, L: 26.67%, 29.80%) (H, L: 14.29%, 10.10%)
zero > whom > whose

(H, L: 5.52%, 5.42%)  (H, L: 2.29%, 0.74%) (H, L: 0.57%, 0.25%)

(373) The order of relative marker-acguisition from the spoken data

that > who ) which
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(H, L: 51.82%, 52.22%)  #(H/L#17.27% 26.67%) . (H, L: 16.36%, 14.44%)

Zero > whom
(H, L: 12.73%, 6.67%) (H,JL:"1.82%, O%)' .
5.1.3.1 That

In terms of the relativizer acquisition order, Thalr EFL learners in writing and

speaking generally demonstrate a very similar order, except whose, which is not

existent in the spoken data; Overall,qit appearsfrom beth.groups of data that the

learners of either proficiency level are claimed to acquire the relative marker that first

as it occurs with the highest frequency (Brown, 1973; Dulay & Burt,-1973, 1974;

Krashen, 1978). This is probably because of the following reasons. First and foremost,

that is a multipurpose relativizer in terms of grammatical functions. It can function as

a subject or an object of a RC. It can also refer to a human or non-human (Master,

1996). This means that and who can be interchangeably used in a RC subject when

the head is human, and that can be substituted for whom and who for a human
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antecedent and for which in a RC subject or object for an antecedent which is non-
human. Since that has an ability to occur in different grammatical environments, it is
normal for the learners to produce it more often than others, which implies its first
rank in the acquisition order.

The findings of the current work in respect of that are supported by two
corpora of English. The first corpus, compiled by Quirk (1968), is based on
impromptu talk between educated English speakers. That in an object position with a
human antecedent, according-te-the corpus data,-eeeurs the most frequently, i.e.
almost twice as frequently as whe and whom. The second corpus by Svartvik and
Quirk (1980), consisting of 34 conversations between educated speakers of English,
indicates a similar use of that in.an/object posi-iion with a human head. To be precise,
that, as opposed to who and whaom, is Clearly préferred. The corpus-based information
on the occurrence of that in such a particular cé_htéxt, explaining why that is prevalent
in this position, i.e. with an object function m‘OAifying a human antecedent, accords
with the results of the current study: S

As regards the usg of that in the written data, the data show that this relative
marker was found with the'highest frequency. Such a result-is backed up by Biber et
al (1999), which havesreperted-the highest frequency of; that.n fiction. As the essays
written by the learners concern their personal life and experience, they share several
features with fiction. This.confirms a large number of that in-the participants’ written
data.

In addition, Biber et al (1999) also found strong support for the abundance of
that in the learners’ speech because the corpus data point out the greatest frequency of

that in conversation, in subject and object positions.
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To summarize, all the data from the above corpora clearly corroborate the
findings of that found in the present study. Consequently, that is claimed to be the

first relative marker acquired by Thai EFL learners.

5.1.3.2 Who

The relative pronoun who is viewed as the second relativizer that Thai EFL
learners acquired according to the written and.Spoken data. The learners used who
with high frequency to refer to-a-iuman head since-it+is allowed in both subject and
object positions (Azar, 2003), while'iis objective counterpart, whom, has a limited use
to appear only in an object position.

Table 32: Distribution of wha indifferent RC pdéitions in the written data

Proficiency | Relativizer | Subject Objects
Direc;;(;l‘)ject Object of preposition
High who 128 T 4
(24.38%) (1.52%) (0.76%)
Low who 113 5 3
(27.83%) (1523%) (0.74%)
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Table 33: Distribution of who in different RC positions in the spoken data

Proficiency | Relativizer | Subject Objects

Direct object Object of preposition

High who 18 1 0

(16.36%) |  (0.91%)

Low who 23 1 0

(25.56%) | | (1.119%)

From the written data in.Fable 32, it is clear that, in both proficiency groups,
who was used in a subjecirposition with' the highest frequency (H, L: 24.38%,
27.83%), in comparison to_the low percentarg‘é of who in the object positions (H, L:
2.28%, 1.97%). In brief, the.occurrence of who |n writing resembles that in the speech
of the learners. The preponderance of who in su:bjé-cts In the written data is predictable
because in a very formal style, e.g. writing, yvhb is the most frequent relativizer
referring to a human head and occupying a subj'e'i:f' position, while whom is preferred
in an object position (Swan, 2005). More use of whom implies the rare production of
who in objects.

As for the spoKen datasin Table33;who:was foundwith,the greatest frequency
in subject positions’ (H, L: 16.36%, 25.56%) in both high-proficiency and low-
proficiencyrlearners, whereas it is.rare in object|positions (H, L: 0.91%,1.11%). This
is also borne out by corpus-based information from native speakers of English. The
two mentioned corpora, created by Quirk (1968) and Svartvik and Quirk (1980),
strongly support the findings of who in the spoken data, showing that who in subject
positions vastly outnumbers who in object positions (385:8 tokens on average in the

two corpora).
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The fact that the learners acquired who after that is confirmed by a native-
speaker corpus compiled by Biber et al (1999), which illustrates that the frequency of
who is second to the frequency of that in conversation and that who as well as which

appears to be less frequent only than that in fiction.

5.1.3.3 which

In the written and spoken data of both groups of learners, which is considered
the third marker acquired, aceording to its third-mest frequency seen in the data.
Which is widely used perhaps because it is the single wh-word used to refer to a non-
human antecedent. Which, medifying & non-human entity, can have its head ranging
from a thing or an animal to.@ven aplace (Swan 2005). Unlike who and whom, which
has only one invariable formathat can be used |n an either subject or object position
and, for this reason, it is likely to see plenty of_\-)\_{'h'i-ch in the learner corpus.

Its occurrence being ranked third in theé;qu-isition and frequency order, which
was also found to appear less -frequently ’ih‘aﬁ' that and. who respectively in
conversation of native speakers (Biber et at, 1999). Comparing between that and
which in the same context where these two refer to non-human heads, the present
study has discoveredsthat thes usey of jithat (H,ok: 63.41%;+60:65%) in speaking
outnumbers that of Which (H, L: 36.59%, 39.35%). This also holds true for the written
data (H, L:261.52%, 58:16% for thatand H, L: 38.48%, 41.84% for which). This result
is in line with the corpus-informed data in Biber et al (1999), which have revealed
that is preferred in conversation and most contemporary fiction since it has more
informal associations. Specifically, 75% of the fiction texts in the corpus contain that

in RCs.
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5.1.3.4 zero (o)

Zero or an omission of a relativizer is permissible when the relativizer
functions as a RC object. It is clearly seen in the present study that more use of zero
occurred in speaking rather than writing. Precisely, in the spoken data the high group
used 12.73% of zero, whereas only 5.52% was produced in the essays. For low-
proficiency learners, 6.67% of zero was used in speaking, while 5.42% occurred in
writing. All things considered, a deletion: of relative markers seems to be
characteristic of spoken rather than written English, as indicated in Thompson (2002)
and Fox and Thompson (2007)sb0th of which reported that spoken English of native
speakers has much more use®of zero'than the written counterpart.

Regarding the acquisttion order, zero IS ranked fourth, in speaking and writing.
This accords with Biber et al (1999), which ha\}e shown that in fiction the frequency
of zero is lower than that of that and which respéétively; zero approximately occurs as
frequently as who. However, Biberet al (1999) :ha‘\]/’e found that zero is more frequent
than who and which invconversation, meanihg iérb IS thesecond to be acquired,
contrary to the result of'the present study. The reason why zero occurs less frequently
than who and which in this study may lie in the fact that the learners produced a
greater number of:subject relatives than 'object ‘ones. In writing, both groups of
learners used over 50% of SU, as discussed earlier, and in speech, the low-proficiency
learners used up'to 63.33%.of SU; whereas; far the high-proficiency:ones, almost half
of the RCs belong to SU (46.36%). Because zero is never allowed in a subject
position in standard English, it is less likely to be found in the present study in which
the preponderance of the subject relative (SU) is manifest. Moreover, in an object
position, the learners have a choice to use an overt relative marker in place of zero.

This might reduce the likelihood of the occurrence of zero in the spoken data. Another
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probable reason is when some of the learners are not sure as to in which context they
can omit a relative word, they may avoid zero and use an overt relativizer instead. In
addition, according to Carter and McCarthy (2006), zero is not allowed in non-

restrictive RCs, which leads to its low use than some other relative words.

5.1.3.5 whom

Whom may be claimed to be the second‘from the last acquired by Thai EFL
learners. High-proficiency learners used whom enly-2:29% in writing and with lower
frequency in speech (1.82%). These with low proficiency produced only 0.74% of
whom, while no use of whom was found at all in the speaking task. The very low
percentage of this relative gronoun does not:'.come as a surprise due to its limited
distribution in use. To clarify, whom can be uséd only in an object position referring
to a human head (Master, 1996). According té _B"i-ber et al (1999), native speakers of
English use a very small number (0f ‘whom i‘n "news, fiction, and academic prose,
despite the fact that whom is said to be mostly existent.in a formal style as in written
language (Carter & McCarthy, 2006). Moreover, the corpus also indicates that whom
is really scarce in conversation. The Information based on the corpus of authentic
English may account fon the infrequent occurrences; of whem-in.the learners’ written
and spoken language.

More evidence supporting the low: use of whom can be seemin the corpus of
spoken English by Quirk (1968), which has revealed that only 2.94% of whom is
found in native speakers’ language. In addition, Svartvik and Quirk (1980) have
yielded a supportive result, pinpointing only 1.14% of whom in the spoken language
of English speakers. The low use of whom may be due to the fact that in the

environment where whom is used, i.e. in an object position with a human antecedent,
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it is also possible for other relativizers to occur, namely who, that and zero. Many
ESL/EFL learners choose who or that when they are not certain or confused about the
proper use of whom (Celce-Murcia & Larsen-Freeman, 1999). This is probably
because they are not familiar with whom, the occurrence of which is rare. On the other
hand, they are more used to the relative markers who and that, whose saliency is
much more noticeable and which are capable of appearing in subject as well as object
positions.

The written data from the two groups of proiieiency level confirm this notion
in such a way that whom, compared.t0 who and that in the same context where the
relative marker acts as an object:modifying a human head, is found to be the least
frequent (H, L: 23.40%, 10:34%). Additiona'l-'.ly, the findings from the spoken data
show that, although whom wsed by the<high droup Is not the lowest in frequency
among the three markers, it oecurs only 50%, _e-zqu:a-ll to a combination in percentage of
who and that. This means whom occurs very i;rf-r-équently since it can appear only in
this environment, whereas the others ¢an be employed.elsewhere. From the spoken
data of low-proficiency. learners, no use of whom was noticed, which supports the
claim that whom is not a frequent relative marker.

It is interesting to mote-that-whom; in .general joccurs«more in the high group
than in the low one. This probably demonstrates that low-proficiency learners are in
the beginning process of*acquiring whom, so they have not-completely: internalized
the use of whom. By looking at the interlanguage of those with higher proficiency, it
may be assumed that more use of whom stems from their more experience of and
exposure to English RC system. Therefore, they can produce more use of whom than

low-proficiency learners.
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5.1.3.6 Whose

The possessive relative marker whose may be viewed as the last relativizer
acquired by Thai EFL learners of high and low proficiency. It was produced with the
least frequency in the written task (H, L: 0.57%, 0.25%) and does not show up at all
in the spoken one. Such results do correspond to the corpus of native speakers’ use
(Biber et al, 1999) in that the occurrence of whose is extremely low even in written
genres, i.e. fiction, news, and academic prose. [Furthermore, seldom does whose
appear in spoken English, aceording to the corpus.«in other words, it is the most
infrequent relativizer in conversation.

The fact presented abeve dndicates that even native speakers use whose with
considerably low degree of frequency. This enfébles us to conclude that it is normal to
find a very low number of whose in the EFL Ieérner corpus. Another possible reason
why whose occurs very infreguentlyis that it c_;a_hﬁbt occur alone but has to have a NP
attached to it at all times (Master;-1996). Tr‘lis: ‘makes whose different from other
relativizers, resulting in_more difficulty to produce or.comprehend. Moreover, the
combination of whose + NP functioning as a RC object, as'in (374), could be more
problematic than the one serving as a RC subject, as in (375), since the former deals
with moving the relativized element-tothesbeginning to introduce:the RC. Further, the

complexity will beéome more intense if the genitive construction functioning as an

object occurs incenterembedding; as In (376) (Kuno, 1974).

(374) It was a meeting whose purpose | did not understand.
(Swan, 2005, p. 496)
(375) Isaw a girl whose beauty took my breath away.

(Swan, 2005, p. 496)
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(376) A meeting whose purpose | did not understand was eventually postponed.

(adapted from Swan, 2005, p. 496)

For the two groups of learners, it is found that the frequency of whose in the
high group is higher than that in the low one, meaning that the low-proficiency
learners, who represent beginner EFL learners, have not fully acquired the use of this
possessive relativizer. As a result, they used it withdower frequency. In contrast, those
of high proficiency, representative of upper-interimediate EFL learners, may have a
better control over the use of whose and produced more tokens of whose with more
accuracy.

To sum up, the learners with high proﬁr'c.iency produced more ERCs than those
whose proficiency is lower Additionally, therformer can use more marked ERC
types, especially OPREP and GEN, than the Iét_te?. As regards ERC embedding, both
proficiency groups are alike since they producx;d"m_ore ERCs in right embedding than
center-embedded ones. With respect -to the relative.marker use, the Chi-square
analysis showed that the 'Use of relativizers in writing IS connected in some way with

the types of ERCs, regardless of the learners” proficiency..There was no significant

relationship between the use of-relativesmarkers-and the ERC.types:

5.2 Universality and Second language acquisition

5.2.1 The Perceptual Difficulty Hypothesis (PDH)

The Perceptual Difficulty Hypothesis (PDH), by Kuno (1974), as mentioned in
2.3.1.1, is strongly borne out by the findings of the present study in the learners’
writing and speaking. In brief, most of the ERCs used by the participants occurred in

right embedding because RCs in this manner are easier for processing by the human
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memory system as well as for production. Center-embedded RCs, which interrupt the
NP subject and its predicate, are considered more complicated. Hence, they are
naturally produced in a lower number.

As previously discussed, the PDH proves true in predicting the processing
difficulty of ERCs and the majority of embedding type to be seen in the learner
corpus. For this reason, the PDH may be claimed to be a language universal which

accounts for L2 acquisition of ERCs across learners from different L1 backgrounds.

5.2.2 The Noun Phrase Aecessibility Hierarchy (NPAH)

The Noun Phrase Acgessipility Hierarchy (NPAH), the claims of which have
been discussed in 2.3.2.2.3postulated by Kéénan and Comrie (1977), also derives
tremendous support from the findings of the chrent research. The posited hierarchy
holds true in Thai EFL learners’ production ir_1- _ﬂ/v'fiting and speech in that the subject
relative (SU) is the most common and-the firs‘t- -z-;l‘cquired ERC type, followed by the
direct-object relative (DO), the ebject-of-preposition. relative (OPREP), and the
genitive relative (GEN) respectively. As can be seen In the previous discussion,
OCOMP is assumed to be-1oo advanced and too complex farthe learners to acquire at
this stage. In addition,:/Q shares,several cemmon featureswith~OPREP, so its non-use
is not surprising. The use of marked types, OPREP and GEN, is lower in the group of
low-proficiency: level, which:supports the claim by the NPAH that more marked RC
types are acquired later than less marked ones.

Now that the NPAH is largely supported by the present study, so is it by many

other previous ones, it can also be regarded as a language universal which is useful to

second language researchers aiming to investigate RC acquisition.
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5.2.3 Resumptive pronouns

As stated in Chapter 4, more pronoun retention was discovered in right-
embedded ERCs than center-embedded ones, in both writing and listening. This is in
line with the PDH because it predicts that more RCs are found in right embedding and
S0 more resumptive pronouns should be seen more in that position as well.

The existence of pronoun retention is also closely connected with the
Resumptive Pronoun Hierarchy, introduced: in2.3.2.2.3, which is under the NPAH
(Keenan & Comrie, 1977). Aeccording to, the hierarehy, resumptive pronouns are
claimed to be supplied more'in marked RC types. The findings of the present study
clearly lend support to the Resumptive Pronoun Hierarchy. To be specific, in the
essays the learners with high preficiency emipri.oyed 83.34% of pronominal copies in
objects and only 16.66% ingsubjects, the most -'Unmarked RC type. Low-proficiency
learners, in a similar vein, used 72.22% of resm_J-r_hb-tives In objects and only 27.78% in
subjects. As for the learners’ speech, high-profi‘ci“e‘n_c-:y learners supplied 80% and 20%
of pronominal reflexes in objects and subjects respectively. By the same token, those
with a low level of proficiency produced 66.68% of pronoun retention in objects and
33.34% in subjects.

It should be noted that resumptive pronouns are, not .existent in standard
English as well as“standard Thai (Gass, 1979), the native language of the learners.
Nevertheless, the participants produced pronoun copies in their ERCs. As a matter of
fact, resumptive pronouns are universal since they are noticeable in L2 acquisition of
RCs, regardless of the learners’ first language. Hyltenstam (1984) revealed that, in his
study on Swedish RC acquisition by speakers of Finnish, Spanish, Greek, and Persian,
the Finnish and Spanish speakers, whose L1s do not have pronominal reflexes, were

found to use resumptive pronouns, which are not allowed in the target language,
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Swedish, either. The findings as such confirm the universality of pronominal reflexes
and also support the findings of the present research.

With regard to resumptives in L2 acquisition of ERCs, Gass (1979) found that
English learners whose native languages, namely French, Portuguese, Italian, Thai,
Korean, and Japanese, do not have pronoun retention used resumptive pronouns, most
of which appeared in marked positions, such as 10, OPREP, and OCOMP. The
percentages of pronominal reflexes distributed in the RC types conform to the
Resumptive Pronoun Hierarehy in that the more=marked RC type, the more
pronominal reflexes.

Gass and Ard (1984).mavealso provided supportive evidence that pronominal
reflexes are most likely in OCOMP; the most fharked RC type, and least likely in SU,
the most unmarked ones, which/was true for aI'I- the participants in their study. Such
findings give strong support o the Resumpti\-/e' Pronoun Hierarchy. Pavesi (1986),
which examines ERC acquisition by ltalian spieré‘kers, found support for Gass (1979)
and Gass and Ard (1984). From the study, Italian does.not permit pronoun retention,
yet the Italian learners' 0f English were found to use resumptive pronouns in their
ERCs. To be specific, Pavesi divided her subjects into two groups: formally instructed
English learners and informal fearners;whoylearned; English.in aznatural setting. She
discovered a pronoun-retention strategy employed by the two groups, each of which
indicated am interestingly ‘different result. That is, the formal learnerswused resumptive
pronouns, whereas the informal ones produced resumptive noun phrases .

As can be seen from the use of resumptive pronouns in second language ERCs
of those learners no matter whether their first languages have pronoun retention or
not, it seems that resumptives are universal, usually occurring in the ERCs of L2

learners. The findings of the present study confirm the prediction of the Resumptive
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Pronoun Hierarchy, which posits that pronoun copies tend to be used in more marked
positions, so it is sensible enough to state that such a hierarchy is another language
universal that explains the occurrences of pronominal reflexes in second language
acquisition of ERCs. This is also supported by Braidi (1999), who has proposed that
pronoun retention is cross-linguistically unmarked; consequently, L2 learners
normally apply this strategy in their L2 ERC acquisition regardless of the existence of
such pronoun copies in the L1. Braidi also remarks that pronouns are usually retained
in the more marked positions en-the NPAH becatse-@doing so makes the meaning of
the RC more transparent. In“particular, if the distance between the head and the trace
IS great, supplying a resumptive pronoun may help the interlocuter better understand
the message in the RC (Ramat, 2000).

There is also evidenee of pronominal réflexes In native speakers’ language,
especially in very informal speech, as in (377); whichis derived from the Cambridge

International Corpus.

(377) So with this Amirak thing then, basically that’s just a voucher that | take
it to the station.

(Casterr& McCarthy, 2006, p. 568)

Anether support, (378), is from Loock (2007), based on the spoken section of

The British National Corpus (BNC)

(378) My foot is narrow in the arch area, which | would’ve expected it to widen.

(Loock, 2007, p. 72)
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In addition, Biber et al (1999) have reported an existence of resumptive
pronouns in native speakers’ authentic conversation, according to Longman Spoken
and Written English Corpus (LSWE Corpus). Such pronoun copies are associated
with the difficulties of online production. These difficulties cause the speakers to
employ a non-standard construction of resumptive pronouns so as to make the RC

meaning clearer, as in (379) and (380).

(379) There was a case of one-gitli who; back in-1968she; killed two boys when she
was eleven.

(Biber et al, 1999, p. 622)

(380) Usually, they give you a,a thing to returh it, you know, a thing; that; you don’t
want it;.

(Biber et al, 1999, p. 622)

In (379), the resumptive pronoun she in the RC and the relative pronoun who
are coreferential with the head one girl.

In (380), the resumptive, pronaun it oecupying thesRE, direct object position,
and the relativizer that both refer to the head a thing.

All:of the information from the above discussed corpora gives' credence to the
findings of the present study, as far as pronoun retention is concerned. That is to say,
even native speakers are found to use resumptive pronouns in informal speech, so it is
not strange at all to see such pronoun copies in the learner corpus. To put it
differently, L2 learners in acquiring ERCs produce resumptive pronouns to clarify the

meaning of RC, particularly in marked ERC positions.



228

5.3 Learning strategies and learners’ problems

According to Selinker (1992), when learners are faced with problems or
difficulties in second language acquisition and communication, they are often seen to
rely on some strategies based upon cognitive processes in order to surmount these
linguistic barriers and put the meaning across. The present-study participants were
found to apply the following strategies below, some of which prove successful,

whereas many result in deviations in L2.

5.3.1 First language transfer

Learners are inclinedsto depend on their native language (L1) when they
encounter certain kinds of problems™ in '.their second language learning or
communication. They then transfer the forms and meanings from L1 to the production
and perception in the target language (Lado, 19-5'7')-. Such a strategy could facilitate L2
learning on the condition that L'l and L2 share ;Qb}ne similarities in that respect. In this
manner, transfer is considered to be positive. In contrast, L1 transfer is frequently
viewed as interference sifnee It causes a negative effect on second language acquisition
when the distance between.the two languages Is great (James, 1998).

Positive transfer iniTharEEL learners is-evident as-the-RE-systems in English
and Thai bear a resemblance in several ways. First of all, in terms of head-directions,
the two languages are right-branching. That is, the RCs'in both languages follow its
head (Sornhiran, 1978). Learning RCs in English, Thai learners can transfer the right
branching of Thai RCs to their English RC production and comprehension. The
second similarity between RCs in the two languages concerns the relativization
strategy. Both English and Thai RCs are constituted through the relative-pronoun

strategy (Keenan & Comrie, 1977). Explicitly, they similarly used relative markers to
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introduce RCs. With the same strategy of relative clause formation, Thai learners
could feel comfortable enough to apply the relative-pronoun strategy in producing
ERC, so do they with their native RCs. The third affinity between RCs in English and
Thai lies in the fact that they disallow the pronoun-retention strategy, using the
relative-pronoun strategy instead (Song, 2001). The absence of resumptive pronouns
in Thai, which is in line with the same phenomenon in English, probably prevents
Thai learners from using a number of pronominal.reflexes in ERCs. Such transfer of
resumptive pronoun absence in-Thai may confirm. ihe findings of the present study
that the pronoun retention employed by the learners should originate from some other
sources, e.g. language universals as proposed in 5.2.3.

The evidence of the positive transfef. in the learners’ ERC acquisition is
obvious in a huge number of ERCs they produCéd. Learners are less likely to use L2
RCs whose head direction is/different from th-a't in their pative language (Schachter,
1974). The present study shows that the partiiéi‘pants used a substantial number of
ERCs in writing and speaking; thus meaning they did.not have problems with the
ERC direction. In addition to the head direction, the present research work obtains
some evidence that Thai learners really carry over the relative-pronoun strategy from
their native language into ERC-learning because they mostly.tised-relative markers to
introduce ERCs. Ifithis were not as a result of transfer, they should be found to
produce cansiderably more resumptive pronouns, which jare eross-linguistically more
common and less marked than a use of relative pronoun (Comrie, 1989).

The transfer of non-existence of pronoun retention in standard Thai to English
may account for the very low percentage of resumptive pronouns found in the
learners’ writing (H, L: 3.43%, 4.43%) and speaking (H, L: 4.55%, 6.67%). As

mentioned before, pronoun copies were used as a result of the universality when
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learners want to elucidate the RC meaning, even though such copies do not occur in
L1. This can be seen as well in other learners speaking different L1s which do not
have resumptive pronouns (Gass, 1979). They employ these pronouns in ERCs to
make the meaning of the ERCs more transparent (Comrie, 1989; Ramat, 2000).

Aside from the positive transfer, the present study also found evidence of
negative transfer in learners’ interlanguage. From the current research work, both
high-and-low proficiency learners seemed /t@ be troubled with the object-of-
preposition relative (OPREP). In the written and Spoken data, the learners apparently
transferred the lack of preposition.stranding and pied piping from Thai to the OPREP
construction of ERCs, which leadsto ungrammatical target structures.

The problems arise because Thai does'-'.r]ot have the structure of OPREP in its
RC system (Gass, 1979; Suktrakul, 1975). P-'r-ecisely Thai has merely three less
marked RC types on the NPAH (Keenan & bomrie, 1977): SU, DO, and I0.
Naturally Thai EFL learners who resort to the{r }nother tongue RCs may transfer the
absence of preposition to the OPREP in ERCS. That.is, they omit a preposition in

OPREP where there mustbe one as in (381)-(384).

(381) *She gave me the hest advice that hnever thought ~ «
(She gave me'the best advice that | never thought about/ of.)

(382) *Inwour life, we'meet everyone we talk; play, and work- . .
(Inour life, we meet everyone we talk, play, and work with.)

(383) *My favorite hobby that I tell you __ first is playing internet in my free time.
(My favorite hobby that | tell you about first is playing internet in my free

time.)
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(384) *They make great companion they are very loyal .

(They make great companion they are very loyal to.)

All the above examples are ungrammatical due to the lack of preposition. Each
represents an attempted use of English preposition stranding, without an obligatory
preposition. The preposition about or of is needed in (381), whereas with in (382) is
missing. As for (383), the preposition about is required. Similarly, (384) lacks the
preposition to. In English RGs; either preposition-stranding or pied piping is of
necessity in forming an OPREP.«(Swan, 2005; Cowan, 2008). However, because
OPREP does not exist in ThailRCs, Thal EFL learners are perhaps not aware of either
construction in English, endingsup not incluaing a preposition in such a structure,
which causes errors in the target language.

Previous studies on second language a_(;q'u"i-sition of ERCs have also presented
evidence of L1 transfer, so does the eurrent r‘es"e‘a,rch work. Chang (2004) analyzed
and described the difficulties facing Chinese learners of English in the ERC
acquisition. The study has pointed out that, upon assessing the learners’ receptive
knowledge of ERCs, they-had more problems with OPREP-than SU and DO. Chang
attributed these problemssto theclearners’ slack ©f  knowledge .of the need for the
preposition in OPREP. Being unaware of the necessity of the preposition was partly
influenceddy L1, Chinese, in which there does not exist prepasitionstranding. Xiao-
rong, Yip, and Li-xia (2008) lend support to Chang (2004) when the Chinese EFL

learners omitted prepositions in OPREP in a sentence combination task, as in (385).

(385) *The bed which the baby slept __is expensive.

(Xiao-rong, Yip, and Li-xia, 2008, p. 4)
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In (385), the preposition in is missing, which brings about the ill-formed
construction. Erdogan (2005) also strongly supports the present research in that
Turkish learners of English left out a preposition in OPREP, as Thai EFL learners do,
since Turkish does not have RCs in the OPREP position. The learners were seen to
resort to their native language and transfer such an absence of preposition to their
ERC embedding, ending up creating a deviation in L2 grammar. Odlin (2003) found
that, for several times, the absence of obligatory prepositions in a learner’s
interlanguage is concerned with-the learner’s native-anguage. This observation may
support the omission of prepositioninOPREP discovered in the present study.

Apart from L1 transfer'in OPREP, Thal EFL learners also seemed to transfer
from their first language when using DO. This IS exelusive to the high-proficiency
learners in both speaking (1.82%) and writing (0-.19%). The learners probably applied
direct translation from Thai, emitting RC subje-zc'ts'-as seen in (386)-(388). The subject
pronouns | and they in (386) and (387) respectii\}éﬂly,-are required in English. Likewise,

the omitted position in (388) needs the pronounshe.

(386) * I not like other hobby such as tennis which __ cannet play without tennis ball.
(387) * People think; wealth; fame; honour is thing that 1 ~need.

(388) * She hates difficult questions that _ must answer.

Thai, in fact, is a pro-drop language like Chinese (Song, 2001). That is, a noun
deletion is permissible if that noun is understood in the context (Panthumetha, 1982).
It follows that an omission of RC subject is likely in Thai and the learners might
transfer this deletability of RC subjects into the RC use in English, resulting in

unacceptable structures in the target language. On the other hand, English is a non-
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pro-drop language, prohibiting the subject in declarative sentences form being deleted
(White, 2003).

The present research also finds support for Tan (2008), which analyzed errors
in compositions written via the researcher’s web blog by Chinese EFL learners. Tan
found that one of the common errors was missing subjects. The Chinese learners are
likely to omit a subject because Chinese, which is also a pro-drop language, allows
null subjects, while English does not. Chinese, .in actuality, is a topic-prominent
language, so the role of a subjeet is not so importantas-that of a topic. Because of this,
an omission of subject is permitied-in-Chinese (Chen, 2004), and the learners seemed
to transfer this feature in L lsnto‘their English learning, committing an interlingual
error of subject deletion. Like/Chinese; Thz;i Is also a topic-prominent language
(lwasaki & Ingkaphirom, 2005). Thus, an omi:s-sion of a RC subject in English by
Thai learners is common when the context is_-(_:'léér enough and the identification of
that deleted RC subject is possible (Panthumeﬂ;a,"1982).

However, it should also be-hoted that such errors in (386)-(388) might be
caused by the learners™ attempt to form passive constructions in English. They
probably failed to use correct forms of passive voice, omitting be and using verbs in
the base form rather thangverbs insthe past participle; form.cAceordingly, the target
passive constructions of (386), (387), and (388) should be like (389), (390), (391)

respectively.

(389) I not like other hobby such as tennis which cannot be played without a tennis
ball.
(390) People think, wealth, fame, honour are things that are needed.

(391) She hates difficult questions that must be answered.
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Furthermore, high-proficiency learners were probably influenced by their L1
in the SU position as well. This is spotted when they used the construction that +

each + noun in place of the quantity structure each of which in writing as in (392).

(392) *Everybody has own hobby that each hobby is different.

The source of error in (392) is perhaps attributed to direct translation from

Thali, as in (393).

(393) thiikkhon mii _faanadireek khaantuaeen YN
everyone havet™ ohby ' own REL
rJaanéd\iréek teela naan tésktéar]kan
hobby each classifier different

‘Everyone has their own hobby, each of which is different.”

(392) could be the carresponding Thai wersion of (393). The learners directly
relied on the word ordefrin.L1 instead of the rélative constructionof quantity each of
which in English; which is,mere-appropriate.Anoether, possible reason may lie in the
fact that the learners do not have enough knowledge of L2 English, ending up
producing such an interim deviant form in (392) (Littlewood, 1984).

GEN is also another position, where the learners with high and low

proficiency are associated with negative transfer in writing the essays.
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(394) *This organization manages the people who their age between fourteen to
seventeen years old to be the exchange students.
(This organization manages the people whose age between fourteen to

seventeen years old to be the exchange students.)

(395) *The first work is Thai’s drama that drama name is Full Hut.

(The first work is Thai’s drama whose name/the name of which is Full Hut.)

In (394) and (395),"the censiructions who their age and that drama name
reflect those in the learners’ ke1. Fhey might directly translate Thai RCs into English
RCs with dependence on theg'Structure of theiirr'.native language. Probably, the learners
have not fully internalized the use of whose m English, eoming up with ill-formed
interlanguage constructions in (894) and (3_95)"- (Celce-Murcia & Larsen-Freman,
1999). To rectify the errors, whosg age shoul‘d "r‘e,place who their age in (394) and
whose name or the name of whichiis preferred to that drama name in (395).

The errors pertairiing to the direct translation from L1 may also be explained
by incomplete application.of L2 rules, which involves “a-failure to learn the more
complex types of=structure becausesthe rlearnen ifinds~he:~can- achieve effective
communication by“using relatively simple rules.” (Ellis, 1985, p. 53). From the
present study,  the lIearners probably ‘have not learned  the ~quantifying RC
constructions, which are rarely present in most EFL textbooks having been explored,
nor have they mastered the use of genitive RCs. Moreover, they may not realize that

RC subjects cannot be omitted. Such incomplete application of rules in English leads

to deviant structures as illustrated above.
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5.3.2 Avoidance

Avoidance is another significant phenomenon in second language acquisition
of RCs. Its occurrence is possibly due to several factors. According to Gass (1980),
L2 learners’ avoidance can be caused by high degree of markedness of structure they
are learning. The findings of the current work strongly bear out Gass (1980) since
marked ERC types on the NPAH seemed to be avoided. The overall learners were
found to use more unmarked RC types, SU and DO. Meanwhile, more marked
positions, OPREP and GEN, were produced with-low-frequency. In the written data,
those with low proficiency used.dess” OPREP (4.73%) and GEN (0.25%) than the
high-proficiency learners, whe'preduced 9.38% of OPREP and 0.57% of GEN. As for
the spoken data, 9.09% and4.44% of OPREP were employed by the learners with
high proficiency and those with low proficienéy respectively. However, no use of
GEN was seen in the speech of bath groups. The lower use of marked RC types in the
low-proficiency learners lends support to C_h;i_-dng (1980), which found out that
avoidance is closely related to language profiéiénﬁy in.such a way that those with
lower proficiency tend toavoid an L2 structure than higher-proficiency ones.

Both OPREP and GEN are claimed to undergo- avoidance because the
translation task, as-shewngin Fable/31; repeated heresfor-eonvenience, indicates that
both the high-and-law proficiency learners were able to use these two marked types to
a certain extent; the high‘group’s performance /being better than the low-ane’s. Thus,
the very low frequency of these types in writing and speaking confirms the learners’

avoidance.
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Table 31: Percentage of learners’ accuracy in the translation task

% of correct translation of RCs from Thai to English
RC types High group Low group
SU 83.06 70.18
DO 71.15 61.09
10 68.63 58.14
OPREP 66.23 57.70
GEN 58.72 52.85

In addition to OPRER"and GEN, OCOMP is claimed to be avoided too. The
high degree of markedness probably accountrs:;for the absence of OCOMP, the most
marked position on the NPAH. Even though O(SOMP was not tested in the translation
task, the extremely low use of OPREP as well_aé -éEN and the non-existence of GEN
in the spoken data may imply non-appearance of OCOMP, which is the farthest on the
marked end of the NPAH, =

Regarding types. of ERC embedding, a center-embedded RC is considered
more marked than a right-embedded one since the former is more complex and
difficult for humari processing system:(Kuno1974). Farthis-reason, ERCs in center
embedding were prebably avoided, according to the present research. Only 17.71%
and 24.14%,of center-embedded RCs has been/spotted. in the essays'of the high group
and the low group respectively. Likewise, in the speaking task, merely 20.91% and
24.44% of center-embedded ERCs were used in the high group and the low one in the
order given.

Avoidance is also prominent as far as relative markers are concerned. As

discussed earlier, GEN seems to be avoided in this study, which in turn results in low
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use of whose as it is an important relative marker of genitive RCs. Precisely, only
0.57% and 0.25% of whose were found in the essays of the high and low groups
successively. As explained in 5.1.3, whose appears to be the last relativizer acquired
by Thai EFL learners due to its complicated construction of whose + noun. The fact
that the low-proficiency learners avoided slightly more use of whose than the learners
with high proficiency gives support to Chiang (1980), which has claimed that those

with lower proficiency are more liable to avoidance:

Table 34: Use of overt relative markers as a RC object with'a human head in writing

(high group)
relativizers who whom : '-t.hat
ERC types
S-DO 4 2 i 4
S-OPREP - 1
0-DO 1 5 8k
O-OPREP 1 - 7y
SC-DO 3 2 6
SC-OPREP 3 i -
Total 12 11 24
% 25.53 23.40 51,03




239

Table 35: Use of overt relative markers as a RC object with a human head in writing

(low group)
relativizers who whom that
ERC types
S-DO - - 8
S-OPREP - - 1
O-DO 2 - 3
O-OPREP - - 3
SC-DO 3 e 3
SC-OPREP 3 T -
Total 8 3 18
% 27.59 10,84/ |\ 62.07

Apart from whose, the relative,prondﬁn. whom seems to be avoided as well.
From the written data of the high group, as cafib_%__seen in Table 34, whom occurred
with the lowest frequency (23.74(7)%), in co_rﬁb_a_l.gi_son to that (51.03%) and who
(25.53%) in the same environment. Likewise, in the low group;.according to Table 35,
only 10.34% of whom was employed, compared with 27.59% of who and 62.07% of
that in the particular positian,.i.e. in a RC object referring to a human antecedent.
Hence, whom should betregarded as an.avoidedrelativizer.

According to the data-from the speech_ of.the high-proficiency learners as in
Table 36, although the use of whom (50%) outnumbers that of who (25%) and that
(25%), it should be noted that only 2 tokens of whom occurred, which is a very small
number. In contrast, whom was totally avoided in the speech of the low-proficiency
learners. The reasons why whom and whose were low in frequency are provided in

5.1.3.
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Table 36: Use of overt relative markers as a RC object with a human head in speech

(high group)
relativizers who whom that
ERC types
S-DO - - 1
S-OPREP - - -
0O-DO 1 1 1
O-OPREP - 1 -
SC-DO - - -
SC-OPREP - - J -
Total 1 2 1
% 25 50 B %

In addition to the fow Jlevel of L2 knéSNIedge and high degree of markedness,
avoidance is also associated swith. the role‘:"q.f the mother tongue. According to
Kleinmann (1977), L2 learners often avoid":’_'st_rf_J_ctures or features in the target
language that are different from those in th_efr_lé-_.t_ive language or those that pose
problems for them. This notion bears out the present-study results as to marked ERC
types. Thai allows relativization only in three positions on the NPAH, i.e. SU, DO,
and 10 (Gass, 1979). The other three more marked in English RCs, OPREP, GEN,
and OCOMP do notexist in.Thai. It is'possibleithat the.learners transferred the lack of
these three.marked.RC.types in L1.into their L.2.acquisition of ERCs,-Which has given
rise to theircavoidance of these marked positions in the interlanguage. In short, L1
transfer apparently works in conjunction with markedness in making learners avoid

marked types of RCs in English.
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5.3.3 Transfer of training

Another learning strategy on which learners rely in acquiring ERCs is transfer
of training. There can be some influences on L2 acquisition from the way learners are
taught (Selinker, 1972). Occasionally some influences from previous instruction may
be of benefit to the learners. However, they may sometimes suffer from committing
errors as a result of such influences. In this present study, it has been discovered that
many commercial English textbooks selected tobeused in highschool offer plenty of
explanations and exercises on subject relatives (SU).an-almost all the levels starting on
average from grade-9 to grade-12.texibooks. The contents regarding relativization on
object-of-preposition relatives'(ORPREPR) and possessive relatives (GEN) are relatively
low in frequency. Doubtlegssly; informatiori' on object-of-comparison (OCOMP)
relatives is not present at all in the explored textbboks.

From the above survgy, the learners séérﬁed to gain more benefits from the
abundance of information on SU, thus produciﬁrgﬁ SU with the highest accuracy. They
were found to use less DO than SU. That the learners produced OPREP and GEN in
very low frequency and agcuracy, and that there occurred no'use of OCOMP possibly
resulted from the influence of the contents in these textboaks about which they have
been taught.

One more interesting drawback of transfer of training can be seen in the use of
relative markers. Most of.the textbaoks investigated show a-number of-examples of
who used in different grammatical positions, i.e. subjects and objects, while its
objective counterpart whom is found in a very small number of instances. This could
account for why the Thai EFL learners avoided whom, the usage of which they are not

accustomed or not much exposed to, and then produce more use of who instead.
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5.3.4 Overgeneralization

According to Richards (2002), overgeneralization is a process in which a
learner extends the use of a grammatical rule of linguistic item beyond its acceptable
uses in the target language. This phenomenon is often seen in the language of children
acquiring their mother tongue as well as in the interlanguage of L2 learners
(Littlewood, 2004). In the present study, the learners used the relativizer that with the
highest frequency and also extended it to non-restrictive RCs. The application of that
in NRCs, as in (396)-(398) vielates the English-rule-which prohibits that in this RC

type, resulting in an ungrammaticalstructure in English.

(396) The single of ShanyeMWard(,) that Iike. is back at one the meaning inform
about process of loveimake me meore undérstand love.

(397) However, my favorite petis Moo-Moo(-,) that I loved more and more.

(398) About 8 years ago, | went te:Chiang Mar with my family, that consist of my

father, mother, and sister.

In detail, the high-proficiency learners used 28.95%.0f that in NRCs, whereas
those with low proficiency jproduced:3143%:0f;thesrelativesword in NRCs in the
essays. For the spoken data, 62.5% of that was found in NRCs used by the high
group, andenly 1.11% of'the low group’s NRCs contain that.

The findings concerning the use of that in NRCs provide support for
Sattayatham and Honsa (2004), in which Thai medical students were found to rely on
overgeneralization or system-simplification and violate the grammatical rule by
employing that in NRCs. In a similar way, Turkish learners of English also

overgeneralized the use of the relativizer that to NRCs (Erdogan, 2005). Erdogan
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suggested that such an overextention could be influenced by Turkish, in which there is
no differentiation between restrictive and non-restrictive RCs. The prohibition of that
in English NRCs is considered an arbitrary grammar rule. It is quite difficult for
English learners to naturally realize the rule unless they have enough exposure to
English. This may explain why Turkish as well as Thai learners of English, especially
those whose English proficiency is rather low, have failed to observe such a rule
governing non-use of that in NRCs.

For Thai EFL learners; it seems that the learners” L1 could have an impact on
their use of that in NRCs. In Thaiy all the three relative markers are allowed in both
RRCs and NRCs (Sornhirany 1978).. Therefore, Thai learners can have difficulty

learning the restriction of that and finally tised it in English NRCs.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS

The present research project was aimed at investigating the ERC acquisition
by Thai EFL learners with special emphasis on the types of ERCs postulated in the
NPAH. Also in this study, the way ERCs were embedded into a matrix clause was
examined in order to find which type of embedding, i.e. center or right embedding,
caused more difficulty for the learners and which was acquired earlier. Furthermore,
the acquisition of relative markers-in English-was-siudied in great detail. As the
present study was based onethesinterlanguage of Thai learners of English, the
participants were divided into two proficiencyr_groups, i.e. high and low, to satisfy the
need of a cross-sectional design. That is, Ieérne_rs’ proficiency division was done to
enable the researcher to clearly seethe developmer_wt of Thai learners in acquiring RCs
in L2 English. The ERCs produced in the writing and the speech of the two groups
were also compared and contrasted. The wﬁtféh data were obtained from the
descriptive essays, while the story-telling was Qsed‘tb elicit.their spoken ERCs.

The present study_was also carried out to search for the evidence of native
language transfer, which by some means could facilitate as well as hinder the process
of the learners’ ERC acquisition. Finally, the learning strategies based upon cognitive
processes on which Thai learners dealing with ERCs depended were thoroughly
analyzed. Some of them'were considered effective in assisting-the'learners in learning
and using ERCs. However, several strategies proved to be sources of the learners’
errors. The explanations, in addition to the error identification, for these problems
were supplied, which should be useful to English teachers who would like to know

what real problems of ERCs do occur to their Thai students and what reasons underlie
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these difficulties. In other words, the findings of this study could help the teachers
enhance their ERC instruction to Thai and probably even other EFL learners.
In parallel with all the above objectives, the present study had primary goals to

provide answers for the following research questions addressed in Chapter 1:

1 What are the types of ERCs used by Thai EFL learners?

2 What is the evidence of transfer found in‘the ERCs in Thai EFL learners’

interlanguage?

3 What are the similarities'and differences in the IL of Thai EFL learners of high

and low proficiencylevels with respeét to ERC acquisition?

4 What are the problemstinderlying the use of ERCs for Thai EFL learners?

The following hypotheses were therefore formulated and tested:

Hypothesis 1:

The subject relative (SU) is the most common in the interlanguage of Thai
EFL learners. Furthermare, the learners avoid using marked ERC types. Resumptive
pronouns are also employed, especially in the marked-types, to clarify‘the ERC
meaning although these pronouns are allowed neither in the learners™ native language

nor in the target language.
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Hypothesis 2:

Transfer both facilitates and hinders the ERC acquisition of Thai EFL learners.

Hypothesis 3:

The ERCs produced by high-proficiency Thai EFL learners comprise more
marked RC types than those used by low-proficiency ones. Additionally, the learners
with low level of proficiency produce more ERCS introduced by that and who, the
salience of which is remarkable-in English; furthermore; more resumptive pronouns

are found in the interlanguage of lew-proficiency learners.

Hypothesis 4:
The problems with which'Thai EFL Iearhérs are faced are attributed to

transfer, avoidance, and overgeneralization.

This final chapter comprises three sections. The first one will discuss the
major findings of the “current study. The second section will provide some
recommendations for further research in this area. In the final section, certain

implications to languagejpedagogy;are-offered:

6.1 Majordfindings of the study

In response to the first research question, all of the ERC types were sought in
the written and spoken data. Generally speaking, four types of ERCs on the NPAH,
i.e. SU, DO, OPREP, and GEN, were produced in the essays of the high-and-low
proficiency learners. As for the speaking task, no production of GEN was noticed in

both proficiency groups, which might be because of its far higher degree of
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markedness compared to the other existing types. Moreover, no existence of GEN
may be attributed to the fact that GEN is uncommon in spoken English (Biber et al,
1999; Carter & McCarthy, 2006). This may also imply that GEN was acquired later
than the others, which were less marked. SU, regarded to be the most unmarked ERC
type, occurred in both groups of learners with the highest frequency in writing (H, L:
56.24%, 51.48%) and speaking (H, L: 46.36%, 63.33%). The preponderance of SU in
the two tasks strongly confirms the first hypothesis, which has predicted that the
subject relative would be the mest common type of ERCs found in the learner corpus.

As regards resumptive pronouns, it has been predicted in Hypothesis one that
pronoun retention would appear in ihe interlanguage ERCs of Thai EFL learners in
spite of the fact that the learners® mother tongﬁe does not have such use of pronouns.
The results of the present study apparently Béar out this hypothesis because the
learners with high and low levels of proficier_l-c_:'yrproduced resumptive pronouns not
only in the written data (H, L: 3.43%,6.67%) ‘bt-J-f,aIso in the oral data (H, L: 4.55%,
6.67%). The existence of resumptive pronouns did net result from the role of the
learners’ native language in the second language acquisition of ERCs. To be precise,
the Resumptive Pronoun-Hierarchy (Keenan & Comrie, 1977) was claimed to be
responsible for the-preduction-of preneminal reflexesn Fhaizlearners’ ERCs. Across
languages, resumptive pronouns are unmarked and occur in many languages of the
world (Comrie; 1989)y As jproposed in: Zobl (1980) jand- Ramaty (2000), to use
resumptive pronoun can help learners make the meaning of a RC more transparent
and clearer. Even native English speakers are found to use such resumptive pronouns
in spoken language to repeat the head when a RC is too long and complex (Carter &

McCarthy, 2006).
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Accordingly, it is normal and natural for English learners in general, e.g. the
participants of the present study, to employ pronoun retention in their ERCs,
irrespective of the presence of pronoun copies in L1.

In the light of the Resumptive Pronoun Hierarchy, which posits that
resumptive pronouns are likely to be used in more marked RC positions, the present
research evidently gives support to such a claim. From the written data, high-
proficiency learners and those with low level ©f proficiency supplied 83.34% and
72.22% of pronoun copies respectively in object-pesitions, which are more marked
than subject positions containing only16.66% and 27.78% of resumptive pronouns in
the high and low group in the given order. The data from the speaking showed a
similar result. That is, the high group of Iearnéfs was seen to use 80% of resumptives
in objects, while the low ong came up with 66.6-8% In the same position. In contrast,
the subject position, which ds the least ma-rke'd, had only 20% and 33.34% of
pronominal reflexes used by the ‘high and Iow groups respectively. The fact that
resumptive pronouns in objects tremendously outnumbered those in subjects confirms
the Resumptive Pronoun Hierarchy as well as the first hypothesis of this study.

The second research question concerns transfer in the acquisition of ERCs by
Thai EFL learners~The transfer-came in two,types: first language-transfer and transfer
of training. With respect to the transfer from the native language, it played a role in
facilitatingathe "ERC /fearning| process, due to the similarities between Thai and
English. To be specific, RCs in both languages have the same head direction,
occurring to the right of the head (Sornhiran, 1978). In addition, Thai and English rely
on the same relativization strategy. They both constitute a RC with a relative pronoun,
whereas some other languages depend on different strategies. The other similar point

is that the two languages, in standard forms, do not permit resumptive pronouns.
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Therefore, Thai EFL learners tended to transfer such a lack of resumptive pronouns in
L1 into their ERC production, enabling them to be more successful in using the target
RCs in English.

Apart from the positive transfer mentioned above, L1 transfer also had a
negative effect on the learners’ acquisition of ERCs, leading them to commit errors in
L1 learning. Most of the problems stemming from negative transfer lied in the
OPREP position. OPREP is not existent in the native language of Thai EFL learners
who are more familiar with the-three less markea positions, i.e. 10, DO, and SU. That
is, a preposition does not oceur as-an.abligatory element to form a RC in Thai. When
they transferred the absencesof preposition in L1 RCs to OPREP production in
English, deviant constructions in the target Iahguage could emerge. In this study, the
participants omitted an obligatory preposition m OPREP, which is ungrammatical in
English. |

Moreover, when the learners depended ;(;nadirect translation from Thai, they
produced errors in DO and SU positions. For DO, the learners were found to omit a
RC subject. This was influenced by L1, which allows a noun deletion in case the
particular noun is understood in the context (Panthumetha,1982). In the position of
SU, some of the learners failedte;usesa relative structure-of-quantity and supplied a
deviant structure based on their L1 knowledge. Also, negative transfer from Thai can
also be seen in GEN, where some of the learners showed an attempt to employ a stage
in their interlanguage which will develop towards the target language end. In other
words, they are expected to eventually master the use of whose when their proficiency
increases.

In addition to L1 transfer, there was also some evidence of transfer of training

in this study. The learners seemed to be able to use SU with the highest frequency and
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accuracy, as a result of the fact that the information about RCs in several commercial
textbooks used in Thailand has been geared towards the use of SU. By contrast,
OPREP and GEN appear in a relatively low quantity in more advanced textbooks.
This probably made the learners not proficient in using RCs in these two positions,
thus producing them in far less quantity and quality. Also, that no textbooks in the
survey contain any information of OCOMP may explain why the learners did not
produce any token of OCOMP.

Furthermore, transfer of-training could aiso.aeecount for the more use of who
than whom in the learner corpus«~The investigation of EFL textbooks in Thailand
indicated that most of the explanations and examples were given to who rather than
whom. This was why the learners were probabiy less exposed to the use of whom and
then avoided it in the writing/and speaking tasks'.-

The evidence of native language inflﬁéﬁce and transfer of training in the
present study, up to this point, is Clearly seeinr.ﬁAs described above, both kinds of
transfer played a positive role-inaiding the ERC acquisition of Thai EFL learners.
Meanwhile, they also negatively impacted on their ERC learning, creating a range of
difficulties. The evidence‘of positive and negative transfer proves Hypothesis 2,
which claimed that' transfer facilitated; and .nampered; the Jdearners’ acquisition of
ERCs.

In terms, of thev'cemparison between the high-and-low proficiency learners,
both similarities and differences were discovered in many respects. First, the orders of
acquisition of ERC types on the NPAH, according to the written and spoken data,
were the same in the two groups. In other words, the learners appeared to acquire SU
before DO and OPREP respectively; GEN was apparently the last they acquired. A

major difference between the two groups lies in the fact that, as predicted in
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Hypothesis 3, the learners with high proficiency used more ERC types which have
higher degree of markedness than the low-proficiency ones. In the essays, the high
group produced 9.33% of OPREP, while the low one used only 4.73%. As for GEN,
0.57% was employed by the high group, whereas those with low proficiency used
merely 0.25% of GEN. Regarding the spoken data, those with high level of
proficiency used 9.09% of OPREP, while only 4.44% of this type was found in the
low group.

With regard to the acquisition of ERC embedding, both proficiency groups in
the two tasks were similar‘in preducing more right-embedded ERCs than center-
embedded ones, which are_more” marked ‘and more perceptually difficult. In the
essays, the high group used#82.29% and-the '-I"ow one produced 75.86% of ERCs in
right embedding. On the other hand, only 17.?1% and 24.14% of ERCs in center
embedding were discovered in the high.and 'QW ijroups respectively. Concerning the
spoken data, 70.09% and 75.56% ‘@f right emLJe-Lje!.ed ERCs were used by high-and-
low proficiency learners in the given order. Only 20.91% and 24.44% of center-
embedded ERCs were found in the speech of the high and fow groups respectively.
All in all, it appeared from the data that the RC in right.embedding was acquired
earlier than the one in center-embedding, which jsupports the PDH (Kuno, 1974),
which has claimed that right-embedded RCs are easier to understand and acquire than
center-embedded ones:

The ways the learners from both groups acquired relative markers are identical
in the same sequence of relativizer acquisition, as shown below:

that >!” who > which > zero > whom > whose

7 >means “acquired earlier than’
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However, there are some differences in frequency of certain relative markers
between the two types of learners. That is, the low-proficiency learners produced
more use of that (53.94% in writing and 52.22% in speaking) than the learners of high
proficiency (50.07% in writing and 51.82% in speaking) Likewise, who was made
with higher frequency in the low group (29.80% in writing and 26.67% in speaking),
whereas those whose proficiency was higher used who less frequently (26.67% in
writing and 17.27% in speaking). On the other hand, the low-proficiency learners
used the other relativizers, i.esswhich, zero, whom,-and whose, less frequently than
those with the high level of‘proficiency. Such findings could be explained on the basis
of salience. Since that and who are viewed as the most common and salient relative
markers, English learners are then mare Iikely .to pe exposed to their uses in learning
English. Learners, chances are,; could conside'r- that and who to be the easiest in
comparison with the other markers. This was-vx'/hy beginner learners, represented by
the low-proficiency learners in the present studiyr,ﬁproduced more uses of that and who
and less frequently employed the other relative markers.which are less salient or more
difficult to use. Nonetheless, as the learners” experience and development increased
over the time, they tended to use more relativizers which-are uncommon and less
salient. Such learners at ahigher stage;ofdnterfanguage thavesbeen-represented by the
high-proficiency learners of this study. The findings as to that and who discussed here
prove Hypothesis 3, which claimed that the low-proficiency-learners used these two
relative words more than the high-proficiency ones.

In comparing the use of pronominal reflexes between the two groups, it was
shown that both groups of proficiency similarly produced more reflexes in marked RC
positions, i.e. objects, than the least marked one, subjects, as illustrated earlier.

Nevertheless, these two groups slightly differed in frequency of pronoun retention.
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The low group appeared to use slightly more resumptive pronouns than the high
group, both in writing (L, H: 4.43%, 3.43%) and in speaking (L, H: 6.67%, 4.55%),
which confirms the third hypothesis. Presumably, this occurred as a consequence of
the different levels of proficiency between the two groups. The low-proficiency
learners, who have been the embodiment of English learners whose L2 knowledge
was at the beginning level, might not have had much experience of L2 and then
supplied pronoun copies to clarify the RC .meaning without awareness of the
ungrammaticality in L2 caused by the copies as=such. Conversely, the high-
proficiency learners seemed to have-developed more L2 competence and probably
realized the constraint on pronoun: retention in English. Hence, they used fewer
resumptive pronouns than these with lower prdficiency.

As regards the fourthiresearch question, |t was demonstrated in this study that
the learners’ problems were caused by Iearn-ihg-strategies in L2 learning, namely
transfer, avoidance, and overgeneralization. E;)iaence of L1 transfer and transfer of
training that caused problems for Thai-EFL learners has been fully discussed earlier.
In addition to transfer, avoidance was also another strategy that the learners relied on
when encountering some-difficulties in L2 (Ellis, 1994).-According to the present
study, marked types' of ERCs, such-assORPRER-andi GEN ,-were, avoided because their
uses were quite lowtin writing. In speech, furthermore, GEN was not at all produced,
which wasgprobably owing to avoidance as well:

In terms of ERC embedding, center-embedded ERCs were found to be
avoided as the learners produced more right-embedded RCs instead. It has also been
discovered that, as far as relative markers were concerned, whose and whom dealt
with avoidance behavior as well. Whose was avoided as a result of the low use of

GEN. As for whom, the learners had other options, such as who, that, and zero, in this
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particular context, so they could find it easier to avoid whom, which is less salient,
and use any other relative markers with which they were more acquainted. Like
transfer, avoidance was closely connected with the degree of markedness in that more
marked features were often avoided as the learners were probably not completely
certain of their proper use. Although avoidance does not lead to ungrammatical
construction in L2, it is considered an overt error since it causes the learning pace to
slacken. The deceleration of learning could end up with fossilization, meaning the
learners cannot have any more development of theirinterlanguage (Corder, 1981).

Another source of errors _pertaining to the strategies employed in L2 learning
was overgeneralization. ThesCurrent /research indicated that the learners probably
assumed that the relative marker that were 'able to be used with no limitation and
extended its use to non-restrictive RCs (NRCS)-. Doing so resulted in an ill-formed
grammatical structure in the target language. |

To sum up at this point; evidently iﬁé‘flearners’ main area of problems
involved the learning strategies which frequently led them to deviations in L2
English. The strategies, based upon cognitive processes found in the study, were
transfer, avoidance, and-overgeneralization. Such findings do support the fourth

hypothesis of the present study:

6.2 Recommendations'for further research

Owing to the time constraints in conducting the present study, not all the
aspects of ERC acquisition by Thai EFL learners could be explored. As stated in the
limitations of the study, the current research project focused only on the study of
relative markers that fitted into the framework of the study, viz. who, whom, which,

whose, that, and zero. This means relative adverbs, namely where, when, and why,
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were beyond the scope and so left untouched here. For this reason, it should be
interesting and useful to undertake a further study on ERCs introduced by these
relative adverbs. In addition, in the present research, there existed some sorts of ERCs
that could have been examined but were not, due to the restriction of our framework.
For instance, the RC in an existential construction there be + NP + RC, as in (399),
was often seen to be both properly and incorrectly used by the participants. Thus, a
research design for a future study could be developed for an investigation of such a

construction of ERC.
(399) There is a car which Lwanitoown.

The next point in which esearchers in thé field of second language acquisition
of ERCs might be interested gongerns free ERCS.' Because the present study aimed to
examine the bound ERC, as menticned in the; ;s;:‘ope of the study, a future research
work can also be carried out on the free relative construction of English found in the
interlanguage of Thai EFL learners. Aside from the free ERC, it is also useful to do
research on how Thai EFL learners acquire reduced ERCs, which begin with a verb in
the present or past-parsticiple form.iThe redueedsconstruetions as-such appear to be
problematic to EFL/ESL learners (Celce-Murcia, 1999), so a study on them can make
a valuable eontribution towards English language teachers and researchers.

Those who have an interest in English instruction may conduct a study to find
out the most effective method to teach ERCs to Thai EFL learners. Furthermore,
teachers whose interest is in material development may also rely on the results of the
current study to create such materials that best provide knowledge of ERCs for

students.



256

6.3 Pedagogical implications of the study

As discussed earlier, Thai EFL learners acquire ERCs in a similar way as other
learners speaking different native languages. In other words, the acquisition of ERCs
by Thai learners is primarily governed by language universals, so is the ERC
acquisition by other EFL learners. This way, the results of the present study can be
beneficial to EFL teachers in general, in addition to those teaching EFL in Thailand.

It is advisable that EFL teachers introduge the least marked type of ERCs, i.e.
SU, to the learners, especially-these in the beginnér-devel as this is the easiest one to
learn. Later, once the learners arg-aceustomed to the RC formation in English, more
marked and complicated types'may then be instructed in a step-by-step fashion. Also,
10 and OPREP can be merged iato/one Iessornr'.since they are syntactically very close,
as noted in Chapter 5. Additionally, maore e"r-nphasis should be placed on GEN
teaching because it is the position which Iearn_éré find extremely difficult and commit
various types of errors on, through:such Iearnir{g "str_ategies as native language transfer
and avoidance. As can be seen in-Chapier 5, most commercial EFL textbooks used
widespread in Thailand contain little information on marked ERC types like OPREP
and GEN, those teaching-Fhai EFL learners and the instructors fundamentally using
these internationally-seld textbeoksyin; other countries shouldycensider adding more
details, explanations, and exercises to their lesson planning so that their students will
have moresopportunity, to_ become familiarized with these marked ERC types and
ultimately be able to use them in a more accurate manner. As for OCOMP, which is
the most marked ERC type, EFL teachers may not have to include this in their ERC
instruction because it is very rare in real use (Carter & McCarthy, 2006) and even

considered to be grammatically unacceptable in some native English speakers’ view
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(Ellis, 1994). There will be minimal chance for the students to come across or produce
OCOMP in daily life.

In regard to teaching the way ERCs are embedded into a matrix clause, the
present study suggested that it should be more sensible to first instruct right-
embedded ERCs, which are perceptually simple as there is no interruption between
the matrix subject and the predicate. Once the learners appear to have developed a
skill in forming a RC in English, the teachers.may then try introducing center-
embedded ERCs, which are now-mare challenging forthe learners at this stage.

For an instruction ofrelative markers in English, EFL teachers could see from
the results of this study that"the" relativizers that, which, and who are not much
problematic to Thais, excepifor.the misuse ofr'.that in NRCs. As for zero, the learners
should be reminded of its ungrammaticality |n a subject position. Since zero is a
major feature found in spoken English, teach_éfs are supposed to emphatically point
out its occurrences in such a genre or prO\;i(;é',.-the students with examples and
exercises of relativizer omission, based on spoken-English corpora. In a similar vein,
in teaching whom, EFL '{€achers are advised to present the texis derived from corpora
of written English. The learners should be taught to have-awareness of the fact that
whom is more formalythan othercequivalent relativizers.-Mareaver, as explained in
Chapter 5, whose “is regarded as the most problematic since it has to have an
accompanying noun. Thus, whase should be carefully taught throughplenty of sample
sentences based on authentic English from corpora as well.

To successfully teach English relative markers, EFL teachers are
recommended that they encourage an inductive learning method. That is to say, the
learners should be given a lot of information on L2 relative words and how they really

occur in sentences. Then they can learn individually, in pairs, or in groups to draw a
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comparison and make a distinction between the relativizers. After this, they may
exchange their findings with their classmates’ and revise their generalizations. The
teachers may ask them to present what rules they have discovered for each relative
marker, and they can give corrective feedbacks when some of the formulated rules
seem to be inappropriate. Also, the teacher can supply some additional information
not included in the learners’ findings. The instruction of relativizers as such is
possibly more exciting and challenging for the'lgarners who play an active part in
looking for new knowledge of English grammar e their own.

The present study also _demenstrates actual problems pestering Thai EFL
learners. These problems should be directly paid attention to since they prove to be
real sources of the learners™ errors. The foi'.lowing points need to be taken into
consideration. First of all, sthe/ problems thatrresult from L1 transfer should be
prevented. When teaching OPREP, the EFL_-t_éalc-:hers are expected to pinpoint the
importance of obligatory prepositions -in cor;st"ituting preposition pied-piping and
preposition stranding. Furthermore; the teachers should make it a point that a RC
subject deletion is impassible in standard English, even thotgh this deletion is often
acceptable in Thai. Having taught the basic rules of ERC formation, the teachers are
also expected to introducesajquantity constructiom;of ERCs, e:g..each of which, all of
which, some of whom, etc, otherwise the learners not knowing the proper structure in
question may resort to their L1land produce some farms-of dewiations. Further,
correct usage of GEN has to be instructed as well so that the learners would not create
certain ill-formed constructions reflecting their L1 influence as described in Chapter
5.

The second kind of problems originates from learners’ avoidance strategy

when they are confronted with difficult or marked features in English. A solution to
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this problem is possibly to highlight such marked structures, e.g. OPREP and GEN, in
pedagogy perhaps by providing more exercises and instances to help make them more
familiar with the marked features in the hope that the learners will so improve the
ability to use them. Another source of problems arises when the learners transfer what
they have been taught to ERCs learning at the present time. As discussed earlier, this
could make them overproduce some features presented repeatedly in those textbooks
or by the previous instructors at the expense of:Certain structures rarely found in the
learning experience. EFL teachers Who are conscious-of this problem should prepare
some extra materials or supplements-on these features, alongside the selected main
textbooks. This will probably tacrease the learners™ opportunity to expand their
horizons on what is scarcely.mentioned inthe téxts.

The last variety of problems has io dd with the overgeneralization of the
relative marker that in non-rgstrictive RCs. Tﬁié fule is somewhat arbitrary and hard
for learners to observe from the corpus data aléhé;flt is necessary for EFL teachers to
directly inform them of the main differences in'meaning. between restrictive and non-
restrictive RCs comprising the same words. The teachers are also required to point out
that only wh-relatives are-allowed in NRCs. in other words, that-relatives cannot be
used in this particularitype of ERC~The explicit instruction likesthis is likely to help
prevent the learnersifrom producing that in NRCs.

Sample lesson plans are also available in Appendix 3: Theselessan plans are
based on form-focused instruction, which concentrates on teaching linguistic form,
e.g ERCs, when learners appear to have problems with it in L2 communication (Long
& Robinson, 1998). Here the ERC is the highlighted construction which will be
presented to the learners. Teaching ERCs should be planned to do alongside

communicative tasks. Thus, not only will the learners practice the communicative
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English skills, but they can also have direct access to the grammar points which they

need to produce well-formed target structures of ERCs.
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Appendix 1: questionnaire

English Language Exposure Questionnaire

Guidance Information:

This questionnaire is composed of 2 parts: 1) personal information, and 2) English by
exposure. The second part has 3 sections: A, B, and C. Please provide your answer by
placing a cross (X) or writing down on the space given according to your true
experience.

1. Personal Information

1.Faculty

2.Major

3.Age years old
4.1wasbornin __ Thatland

___othegCountrigs (please specify)

5.The first language I'fearped o speak'is” «
__hai

__other Janguages (plee_tse specify)

6.The language I usually use with my famiij{ 1., 1.

2.
7. The language/languages | comfortably use is/are:
1) 2) 3)
8. I have studied English for years.
9. I studied in ___an English/international program

| aTharprogram at/'schaol

I1. English, Language Exposure
A.Please place a cross(X) on one'of the boxes to indicate yourtrue experience at
school.

1.) On average, my grades in English courses at school were.

Grade 1 2 3 4

2.) On average, this was how long my English Thai teachers at school spoke

English to me in English course within an hour. ( 60 minutes)
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Min: 1hr.

0 min.

1-10 min.

11-20

min

21-30

min

31-40

min

41-50

min

51-60

min

B. Please thoroughly read every situation in this section and write down your answers

according to your true experience. If any of these situations do not correspond with

your experiences, you may omit them.

1. I have done some extra curricular activities/part-time jobs using English:

2.

English tutor:
tour guide :
correspondent:
public relations:

operator :

hours per week

hours‘per week

houts per week

a. | have been to some English-speaking eountries

1% time: country name:
2" time: country name:

3" time: country name:

~ hours per-week

hours per week

time(s):
:":_from to
from to
'f:;'ggn_ to

it

b. While staying in the country/countries reported above;.L could place a cross (x) to

indicate the average extefi-to-which-thinic-t-used-English:

No use of English

Exclusive use of English

v

&
<«

0 %

1-20%

21440 %

41-60 %

61:80:%

81-100 %

3. | have taken'some English ‘course(s) in an'English speaking-country

time(s).

1* time: country name:

from

to

English study time :

2" time: country name:

hours per week.

from

to

English study time :

hours per week.
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3" time: country name: from to
English study time : hours per week.

4. | have taken intensive course(s) of English in Thailand time(s).
1% time: an intensive course of hours per week: from

to
2" time: an intensive course of hours per week: from

to
3" time: an intensive course of hours per week: from

to

C. Please place a cross (x) to indicate the extent to which you think you had or have
opportunities to expose to English ai'school or now by estimating on average how

many hours per week.

Time
. . Never, Less 1 4-8 8-12 12-16 16-20 More
Situations than | hours a | hours a | hours a | hours a than
4 week week week week 20
hours v hours
a . a week
week —

1. I had English classes at 2

school

2. | studied English with a
native English speaking

teacher.

3. I studied English with a
foreign teacher (whous &

non-native English speaker)

4. | studied in an English
lab.

5. | presented

reports/projects in English.

6. | read English textbooks.

7.1 wrote
papers/assignments in

English
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8. | joined extra-curricular

activities

9. | attended extra English
courses besides the school

time.

10. 1 listen to English
songs.

11. I watch English
films/DVDs.

12. I read English fiction/

cartoon books.

13. I read English

newspaper/magazines.

14. | read information from

English websites.

15. | play computer games
in which the information is

in English.

16. 1 watch English news/

documentaries.

17. | practice speaking
English or have English -

conversations with

foreigners.

18. | write letters/emails in

N3

English. ﬂ u ':
U

LRI

N0ANE0AL..,
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Appendix 2: translation task

Al 9 ] 1]
e vaulatlse Teade liilumusingu Tae@eudulaasuunnanmuua i

Directions: Translate the following sentences into English, writing your translation
on the space provided.

1. masiisnluilerui lmsizann

awlanmmvangy The song to which we listened last night was very beautiful.
2. fuveuSusnnuiinuiTen

awlammoangy | like the essay which you wrote.

3. @ndndeauiisuzmania i aeds

dwlanmwoangy The girl whowon the campetition laughed loud.

o |

4, wltwouypadivduls ginn

a =
NYIAUN

-pivy

awlanmmoingy The womanto whom.l gave a dictionary is very studious.
v Yo 9 Ao :"

5. fujindmeauninsergny e

aulanmmisangy | know the man whose bicyele was stolen.

. "y ik

6. WU T A0 UaNNUIF DU UNS 1T —

awlanmwoingy The two books which he bought yesterday were expensive.

7. @ndaneauinuyensealiaaed liouning

awlanmwoingy The boy for whom | bought a wallet smiled broadly.

8. yaveadluiwimsheideinueuls

Auaniwieangy Football is the only kind of sportsdn which | am interested.

9. iniFauauilidRLMaeuTEY

awlanmmoingy The student who is sitting next to me is sleeping.

10. esamvosnulignaednudiingia

awlanmoingy My sister has a son whose hair is brown.
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Appendix 3: Sample lesson plans

Sample lesson plan 1
Grammar focus: Introduction to English relative clauses
Level: grade 9-10
Time: 60 minutes
Introduction

English relative clauses (ERCs) are postnominal modifiers, introduced by
relative markers such as who, which, that, etc. EFL learners are required to know what
they look like and what functions they perform so that they can effectively use them
in their writing and speaking.

Step 1 (5 minutes): The teacherreviews the basic concept of adjectives, providing
students with 5-6 pairs of anunderlined adjéctive and a noun, e.g. big houses, brave
soldiers, kind teachers, etc. Then the teacher asks students about the relationship
between the adjective and‘the poun in each pair.. They should identify the relationship

in such a way that the preceding'word (adjective) modifies the following word (noun).

Step 2 (5 minutes): The teacher shows colorful pictures, one by one, on the visualizer
and also gives students a prompt under each picture, such as

John is a boy who
They are cats which always

Then the teacher randomly asks-students;to complete the blanks with a verb
phrase appropriate for the pictures. The teacher writes all the students” answers on the
whiteboard:“After thatyhe/she tells them that the underlined parts,referredito as
relative or adjective clauses, function as adjectives and contain a finite verb agreeing

with the antecedent.

Step 3 (5 minutes): After students are taught about the function of a RC as a noun-

modifying clause, the teacher provides them with nine sample sentences containing
who, which, and that functioning as RC subjects, in order that students can observe
the basic use of these relative words. That is, from the data given, they should come

up with some fundamental rules governing the use of these markers. For instance,
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who is used with a human antecedent, which modifies a non-human antecedent, and
that can be employed when the head is human or non-human. At this stage, the
teacher is expected to limit the sample sentences to restrictive RCs in order not to
confuse or put more burden on students. Moreover, the sentences should comprise
only right-embedded RCs becauses this RC type is easier for beginner learners to
process or understand (Kuno, 1974; 1zumi, 2003).

After that, students are asked to work in pairs to figure out how and in what
context each relative marker is used. The teacher then randomly asks some to present
their findings or observations. He/ she should also ask for some peer comments. The
teacher can help refine the rules they have and finally*Supply them with the final

complete version of the usage of these relativizers.

Sample sentences: All the seniences should be jJumbled over so it takes students time

and effort to discover the use of each relative word.

| have a cat which is'cute.

Sally introduced me tg'a man who wears_fa"'-red shirt.

Mary bought a new pengil which fooks é}(bg_nsive.

We are the school representatives who ¢an make a decision on this matter.

Please give me the book that has my pictUré%.

They met a docterwho loves children.

My dog chased the thief that broke into my house last night.
Joe wanted the ice that was in the freezer.

My friend will lend-me a magazine that includes lots of colerful images.

Step 4 (25/minutes)’Now. it is time' fon studentsito practice using.theselative words
they have learned. The teacher uses a gap-fill exercise which requires students to
complete each blank with a proper relative marker. Again, all the RCs should be right-

embedded, and the relative markers should be RC subjects.

Sample exercise

Daisy usually reads novels are about romance.

Teachers like students study hard.
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It is advisable that the relative word that be not allowed in this exercise as it
can be filled in every blank. This is to prevent them from taking advantage of that as a
muti-purpose relative marker.

After finishing the task, students are asked to compare their answers with their
classmates’. The teacher may randomly ask some students to provide their answers
with the supporting reasons. The teacher finally gives them the correct answer and
reason for each item.

9
U
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Sample lesson plan 2
Grammar focus: relative clause formation/ direct-object relatives
Level: grade 9-10
Time: 60 minutes
Introduction

In this lesson students will be familiarized with how to form RCs in English.
A sentence-combination exercise will be used as the main task to make students
clearly see how a complex sentence with a RC is transformed from two independent
clauses. At the end of this lesson, the object relaiive will be introduced through

corpus-based information.

Step 1 (5 minutes): Students at.his point are supposed to know how RCs look like
and what kind of function it has. Fheteacher may begin this lesson by reviewing the
usage of who, which, and thatyby.relying on the table below:

Relative When to use ‘ _ examples
markers !
who with human head ";](')hn is @ man who cares for other people.
which with non-human head #‘or%ises are animals which live in the sea.
that with human/ non-hufman head | John i§ aman that cares for other people.
Jortoises.are-animals that live in the sea.

Step 2 (10 minutes): The teacher shows two simple sentences on the board:
a. Mary needs,a;mobile phone:

b. A moblilg phone-can‘take phetographs.

Then he/'she asks students-toidentify the shared phrases a moebile phone in a.
and b. Students are then asked to supply a suitable relative word to replace a mobile
phone. In this case, which is the one. After they are able to select the right marker, the
teacher shows how to join a. and b. with which, producing c. as a result.

c. Mary needs a mobile phone which can take photographs.
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The relative clause should be underlined or highlighted to make it more
prominent. The teacher can even show the relationship between the RC and the head

it modifies, a mobile phone.

Step 3 (20 minutes): Now the teacher shows five more pairs of sentences (one by one)
and asks a volunteer from the class to combine each pair on the board. After each
complex sentence containing a RC is produced, the teacher may ask another student to
judge whether it is correct or not. If not, he/ she has to correct it. In order not to
confuse students, the teacher should make it a pointthat it is b. that will be made a
RC. Please note that of all the five pairs, two should-e devoted to RCs in center

embedding like:

a. Adog is healthy.
b. A dog barks very leudly.

Result c. A dog which barks very loudly:is healthy.

Step 4 (25 minutes): Now the teacher asks stud'é;n'ts]t_o match the main clauses in
Column A. with the RCs in Column B: They are di\)ided into two large groups. Each
member of the first group;has a card containing a rﬁéin clausey while each from the
other group has one with a RC. They have to find the other card from the other group
that help them form a grammatical and meaningful sentence by walking around and
ask others about the message-in. the card. They are not allowed to look at the message
in others’ cards. Ner can they show their.own. Those who canfind'the right air
immediately sit down. The last pair of students will be considered the losers.
However, the teacher also has:tocheck theicorrectness ofieach pair sitting down. If
the combination yields an incorrect result, they will'be disqualified.

It is also important for the teacher, after the activity, to point out the sentences
with object RCs on the prepared slides, indicating that whom and who can be
interchangeably used in object RCs, whereas which has only one invariable form in
such a position.
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Sample exercise

1. A television is an instrument (e.) a. who lives in a small town in Thailand

2. Mrs. Jones is a great teacher (d.) b. which is used to cook food

3. An oven is atool (b.) c¢. whom all the villagers feared

4. She gave me a dictionary (f.) d. who every student respects

5. The police finally arrested the murderer (c.) e. which the family members enjoy watching
6. She is a fantastic singer (i.) f. which | always use in my writing class

7. She knows an old woman (a.) g. that licks its long tail

8. | have a pretty white cat (g.) h. who cares for his adopted son

9. Mr.Smith is a great father (h.) the audience admires

10. Durham Castle is a wonderful place (j.) L |+ that'wewisited last year

9
U
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Sample lesson plan 3
Grammar focus: object-of-preposition (OPREP) relatives
Level: grade 9-10
Time: 60 minutes
Introduction
This lesson introduces the object-of-preposition (OPREP) relative, which is
one-step more difficult than the direct-object (DO) relative, to students. Pictures can
be used to elicit this type of RCs from learners. It should also be emphasized that an

omission of an obligatory preposition is ungrammatical in English.

Step 1 (10 minutes): the teacher reviews the major concept of how direct-object (DO)
relatives can be formed, placing-emphasis upon the relativizers that marek this RC
type. He/ she may write sentenceswith DO RCs on the board to help remind students

of the previous lesson.

The dog which / that'he rescued from the street is healthy.
The woman who/ wham/ that he.loves b(_étféyed him.

The teacher should also suggest an omission of relativizers () as another

possible alternative when-the relative markers serve as RC objects.

Step 2 (15 minutes): Students are supposed to have a clear understanding of RC
formation on direct-objects now, sa it should be easy enough for them to learn
OPREP. The teacher shows them a picture of a man sitting on a chair labeled B
among other chairs. Then; the'teacher asks which one is Table B andwrites the

prompt below on the board:

It is the table which

Students are expected to complete the blank with a man is sitting on. The
teacher can try asking three or four students at random before supplying them with the

correct answer. It is necessary for him/ her to highlight the importance of the
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preposition on, which they tend to ignore since a preposition is not existent or
obligatory in Thai RCs (Gass 1979; Panthumetha, 1982).
Afterwards he/she can elicit more RCs with some other pictures until students

become familiar with this RC type.

Step 3 (10 minutes): Now the teacher gives students around 20 concordance lines,
asking them to identify the preposition in each line. He/she is advised to include five
examples of preposition pied-piping, where a preposition is placed right before a

relative marker, such as

This is the best method on which mast people depend.

The teacher asks themeto findthose lines with preposition pied-piping, which
look different from the majority. :

The teacher then shows'a slide of these five sentences with preposition pied-
piping, telling them that these sentences.are edual in meaning to but more formal than

the preposition stranding counterparts.

Step 4 (15 minutes): A sentence-combination task (iO items) is used to check whether
students are able to constitute OPREP RCs. They are askéd tarcome up with both

versions of OPREP (prepgsition stranding and pied-piping).

Step 5 (10 minutes): Students are randomly asked to write the answers on the board
before these will undergo peer-correction. Finally the teacher can give them some

useful guidance or appropriate answers.
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