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Errata

p. = page pa. = paragraph ~> = should read

p.13, pa.2, line 16: fuses => fuse

p-13, pa.2, line 17: undergoes -> undergo

p.20, pa.2, line 9: rigourous <> rigorous

p.21, pa.2, line 14: rigourous => rigorous

p.23, linel: only languages = types of languages

p.36, pa.2, linel: insert 7he (before most)

p.47, line 1: Even = Even though. Replace fullstop with comma.

p.57, pa.2, line 1: sociolinguisitic = sociolinguistic

p.63, line 5:is > are

p.65, pa.2, line 16: pie-piped <> pied-piped

p.67, pa.2, line 14: so > less so

p.85, pa.3, linel0: add (after pilot study): such as using unclear instructions, difficuli
words and expressions in test items, grouping similar sentences together, and
running the test for too long

p.90, pa.2, lineld: after invesrigated add: It should be noted that conversational data
sampled for the informal of the styles, do not reflect truly informal speech style
because the subjects will still be monitoring their speech to a fairly high degree. As
compared with other types of data in the study, the conversational data are,
nonetheless, much less formal in style.

p-94, pa.2, lines 8-11: replace The subjects were familiar with the task situation and
would regard their participation as a practice opportunity for a real test; as a result,
undesirable effects such as the Hawthorn effect could be reduced to minimum. with
The subjects ' familiarity with the task situation including methods used therein could
help to reduce undesirable effects such as the Hawthorn effect to a minimum.

p.107, pa.2, line 5; 349 = 350, 313 > 314

p.134, line 5: add a footnote after ‘definiteness’ which reads: This intxitive claim is drawn

Jrom the fact that that is used only in restrictive relative clauses whereas which is

applicable in both restrictive and nonrestriciive relative clauses, and that that rather




than which is preferred in some restrictive relative clauses with definite antecedenis

such as the first and the most imporiant.
p.147, ine 1: filer <> filler
p.158fT, in the first line of each subsection (§4.3.1 through §4.3.6). 2.1.4 > 2.1.3.3
p.172. lines 3-4: 25¢: x* = 13.04,df = 1, p < .00] = 25¢:x* = 24.31,df = 1, p <.001
p.179, pa.2, line 12: Whereas <> However,

p.179, footnote.54: add at the end: Classified as passive voice are also those “covert
passives"” (reduced relatives with participles) as in “The dog ate the b.one found by
the boy ™. )

p.182, pa.2, line 4;: Whereas ~> Bu¢

p.185, lines 11-15: delete the two sentences beginning with “7he overall...” and “Thar
is.. " respectively, and replace with Despite these marginal differences, these
features do not seem to show amclioration over time, and they are therefore
inadequate indicators of level of achievement.

p.201, line 7: discriminate = indiscriminate

p.223, Appendix V1, last example: replace The manager sacked the man who's
negligence caused the accident. with The manager sacked the man which his
negligence caused the accident.

p.247: add the following bibliographic entries:

Song, J. J. (2001). Linguistic typology: morphology and syntax. Essex, England:

Pearson Education Limited.

Tomlin, (1986). Basic word order: functional pn‘ncipleé. London: Croom Helm.
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Abstract

This study investigates syntactic features of the English interlanguage of adult ESL
learners. The theoretical framework underlying the present study is mainly based on
theories of linguistic typelogy and universals, particularly those of Hawkins (1999).
Implicational universals such as the word order of interrogative question formation
(Greenberg 1963). the Accessibility Hierarchy regarding relative clause formation
(Keenan and Comric 1977) and a number of processing-motivated implicational
hierarchies/hypotheses in terms of filier-gap domains (Hawkins 1999) were examined in
the study in order to test the extent to which the syntactic features of the English
interlanguage of ESL learners can support the predictions made by these typological

universats.

Data for the study was collected from about sixty international students studying at
Monash University English Language Centre via a collection of written essays from the
subjects as well as a number of tasks including a conversation (comprising an interview
and a role-play), elicited repetition, sentence combination and grammaticality judgment,
Data collection was carried out both cross-sectionally (from learners of different
language-speaking backgrounds at different proficiency levels) and longitudinally (at two
intervals over a year). Results of the study show that the syntactic features studied in the
subjects’ Engiish interlanguage predominantly support the implicational universals under
examination regardless of the English proficiency levels and first languages of the
subjects, lending support to the implicational universals as valid predictors for the
phenomena of second language acquisition. More significantly. the processing-irivated
explanation for the implicational universals in terms of filler-gap domains (Hawkins
1999} provides a unifying account, which can address adequatety both the regularities
and irreguiarities of the interlanguage syntactic features under study. The theoretical

implications of counterexamples found in this study are discussed.
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Det = determiner

DO = direct object

ESL = English as a second language
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Chapter One Introduction

1.1. Research Questions

The present research is a study of syntactic features in the interlanguage of ESL learners
from the perspective of linguistic Lypology. The overall purpose of the research is to
determine to what extent syntactic features of the interlanguage of ESL learners can be
shown to reflect some of the language universals such as implicational universals and
grammatical hierarchies found in the linguistic typology. Put more specifically, the
research is to investigate which syntactic features in the interlanguage deveiopment of
ESL learners in a second language setting are in accordance with the patterns of
typological universals and which are not and why. The research aims to provide a
framework for describing and explaining the features of interlanguage development of
ESL learners; however, implications for linguistic typology will also be addressed. . he

rescarch questions for the study are:

1) How are adult ESL learners developing their interlanguage at the syntactic level?

2) Are there any syntaclic features in the interlanguage of ESL learners that reflect the
typological universals reported in the literature of typology?

3} Are there any syntactic features in the interlanguage of ESL learners that violate the

constraints of typological universals?

1.2. Underlying Theoretical Framework — Typological Approach and

Universals

Modern linguistics sees a number of different schools of thought addressing the
fundamental question, *What is a possible human language?™; among them are two major
approaches - Generative Grammar and Language Typology, both of which are engaged in
uncovering the universality of language. Though the two approaches share some
commonaities in trying (o delimit the universal constraints on language structure

(particularly at the syntactic level) and to reach the abstraction of universals, they are

P P I S S APt T YL S R P

e A e e

4
i
I
3
{:
:



diametrically opposed to each other in their basic underlying assumptions and

methodologies.

The generative approach represented by Noam Chomsky and his fellow researchers
claims that all human beings are genetically endowed with an innate language facuity.
This faculty contains a ‘Universal Grammar® (UG) that enables the child to learn rapidly
any complex and mature grammatical system in the world and the core of this innate UG
must be embedded in any human fanguage. Under this rationalist view of language, the
universality of language is deductively sought within only a limited number of languages
such as English. The UG thus formulated is consistently explained in terms of the
abstract formal constructs of syntactic structures in line with its formalist autonomy thesis
(independent of semantic and functional considerations) no matter what evolutionary
phase it is in (e.g. Chomsky 1965, 1981a and 1993 representing the classical generative

approach, principles-and-parameters approach and minimalist approach respectively).

In contrast, the typological approach represenied by Joseph Greenberg and subsequent
researchers holds that the universality of languages can only be discovered through the
comparative examination of a large variety of world languages. Thus formulated
crosslinguistic generalisations represent universal constraints on human language which
could otherwise be missed through examining a single language or a few languages.
Accordingly, empirical methods are applied in sampling a variety of languages, universal
patierns and constraints discovered in the crosslinguistic data focus on surface from and
meaning, and explanations sought for the universals are multidimensional including
language-external factors such as functional factors as well as language-internal factors

such as structural and diachronic factors.

There has been some increased interest in integrating typology into generative
grammatical theory (Greenberg 1991b; Fukui 1995), despite the fact that there have been
some atltacks on the typological approach 1o universals by generativists (e.g. Coopmans
1983, 1984). Hawkins (1988b) and Greenberg (i991b) argue that the two approaches are

complementary, cach having its own strengths. Shibatani and Bynon (1995) further
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suggest that these two approaches are converging in the sense that the 1ypologibai
assumptions have influenced the significant shifi in the orientation of UG io the
‘principles-and-parameters’ approach, which in turn has had a greater impact on
typological studies dealing with entirely unrelated languages. In fact. the typological
approach is argued by Hawkins (1988b) to have certain advantages over the generative
approach in documenting large scale variation across numerous languages, revealing
crosslinguistic patterns therein and identifying interacting explanatory principles behind
those patterns. I[n view of the nature of the present study, in which syntactic features of
the interlanguage of ESL learners from different language speaking backgrounds are
under examination, the typoiogical approach to universals is adopted as the basic

theoretical framework that underlies the present study.

Modern syntactic typology is taken to represent the tradition of cross-linguistic study of
morphosyntactic’ properties beginning with Greenberg’s word order universals and
continued largely by American linguists {Croft 1995), hence often refcired 10 as the
Greenbergian linguistic typology (Croft 1995; Song 2001). Since Greenberg's original
work on word order, typologists have developed four basic types of typological
universals — implicational universals, markedness, grammatical hierarchies, and

prototypes.

An implicational universal is a fundamental type of universal characteristic of most
typological research. it captures a patiern of’ co-occurrence regularitics between two
language parameters in the form “lf a language has P, then it also has Q. Another
important type of typological generalisation is markedness, which “is a property of a
grammatical category such that it displays one or more of a cluster of grammatical
asymmetries cross-linguistically”. (Croft 1995: 106) 1t is different from the Prague school
notion of markedness in that the former is a crosslinguistic generalisation applicable to
function as well as form and with an emphasis on behavioural and frequency criteria. A

grammatical hicrarchy characterises a pattern of crosslinguistic variation in the form of

" ‘Morphosyntactic’ instead of ‘syntactic” is used here because of the blurred division between momhology
and syntax in modern syntactic Lypolagicai studies (Croft 1995: 85).
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ranking of members within the same grammatical category. It is more complex than the
former two in that it can be derived from a chain of implicational universals or it can be
seen as a series of markedness patterns in which relative rather than absolute values of
markedness are adopted. A typological proforype is “an ideal example of a category”
(Whaley 1997: 289). which characterises a pattern of crosslinguistic variation in the form
of a cluster of grammatical values defined in other categories. An ‘ideal’ grammatical
form should possess all these grammatical values, hence prototypical, while a
grammatical form lacking one or more of these grammatical values is prototypically

marked or even ioses its category membership.

As can be seen, these types of universals do not stand alone all by themselves; rather they
are interrelated to one another, For instance. markedness underlies the various
grammatical hiera:chies and prototypes and their interactions, and the marked-unmarked
relationship of singular and plural can be captured in the implicational universal: “If the
plural is expressed by the absence of a morpheme, then so is the singular.” (Croft 1990:

chapters 4-6)

The major crosslinguistic patterns and their interactions have been applied widely by
typologists to address a range of morphosyntactic phenomena across languages. In word
order typology, emphasis has moved from simple implicational universals which prove to
be very effective in capturing patterns of word order in Greenberg (1963), to more

complex and exceptionless implicational universals such as Hawkins (1983) and

siatistically significant implicational universals such as Dryer (1992). The issue of

morpheme order is also dealt with in light of implicational universals (Hawkins and
Gilligan 1988). Markedness patterns can be found in various grammatical categories,
including hierarchies (Greenberg 1966} and prototypes (Croft 1990). For instance, in
discussing the distinction between direct-indirect object system and primary-secondary
object system, Dryer (1986) shows that direct and primary objects are less marked than
indirect and secondary objects by the {requency as well as structural and behavioral
criteria of markedness. in comparing the relative clause forming strategies used by a

number ol languages, Keenan and Comrie (1977) formulate a grammatical relations
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hierarchy of relativisation. i.e. ‘accessibility hierarchy’ (AH: subject < direct object <
indirect object < obligue); in the hierarchy, all languages must be able to relativise
subjects. all the possible relativised NP positions in a language should be contiguous, but
languages vary at different cut-off positions down the hierarchy. Hopper and Thompson’s
(1980) study of transitivity is a well-known application of prototype analysis to
grammatical categories across grammars. They propose a set of prototypical transitive
features across related grammatical categories; typologically, these features are all
concerned with the transitivity of a clause, but a particular language has conventionalised

a particular set of features that affect the transitivity of a clause.

Similarty, in the present study, some other typological universals as well as the
implicational universal regarding question acquisition order and the accessibility
hierarchy regarding relative clause formation are examined and the interlanguage data are

addressed in terms of these typological universals and their interactions.

The crosslinguistic patierns as well as the basic typological universals discovered from
the studies of the world’s languages have formed the typological proper of defining and
limiting possible variation in human languages. However, these typological universals are
in large part observational and descriptive. and are therefore low-level generalisations;
but they provide the data that a theory of language must account for. With the discovery
of universal patterns across languages, typologists have been seeking higher-level
generalisations, i.e. deeper principles that underlic the universals, from cither internal
language system or considerations outside of the language system. Since the 1970s,
modern syntactic typology has evolved into a {unctional-typological approach as a theory
of grammar, which secks deeper principles from external motivations to account for

crosslinguistic patterns (Croft 1990, 1995).

Externally motivated explanations for observed universals have beer sought in related
areas of functions such as economy, iconicity, discourse, perception-cognition and
processing. The economic motivation or ‘cconomy’ is an important principle that the

more {requently used expressions tend to have fewer morphemes. This motivation
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pervades grammatical expression and offers a plausible explanation for most markedness
patterns and some other aspects of grammar and typology (Haiman 1985). The iconic
motivation or ‘iconicity” is another imporiant principle that the form of linguistic
expressions reflects in some way the real-world structure of experience. This
semanticaliy-oriented account of grammatical structure is sought in isomorphism (one
form, one meaning) (Haiman 1980, 1985), and the relations between conceptual distance
and linguistic distance (Givon 1980; Haiman 1985; Bybee 1985). A discourse-based
external explanation is the communicative motivation, the principle that language is
capabie of expressing all the conceptual structures via some grammatical means. This
motivation underlies the typological conspiracies, in which logically independent
grammatical processes ‘conspire’ differently in different languages to achieve the same
effect (Croft 1995). A conspiracy is observed in some languages (e.g. Bantu languages:
only subjects and objects can be relativised) by Givon (1979) between accessibility of NP
relativisation and ‘promotion’ of noun phrases lower in the AH such as oblique object to
a higher position such as object: in these languages, virtually any noun phrase can be
relativised in the light of conspiracy. The perceptual-cognitive motivation is particularly
exemplified in the area of iexical semantics (Whaley 1997). The implicational hierarchy
of basic colour terms in language (white-black > green-yellow > blue > brown) proposed
by Berlin and Kay (1969) shows that there exist universal constraints on the types of
possible basic color lexicons. These constraints are perception-grounded arising (rom the

structure and function of the visual system (Kay and McDaniel 1978).

FFinally, the processing motivation is one of the most important principles that have been
used to account for crosslinguistic patterns. The fundamental assumption of this principle
is that afl humans share similar processing constraints which lead them to avoid
structures that are hard to understand and produce and to favour structures that facilitate
rapid comprehension and production, and that consequently, these processing constraints
are imposed on the structure of their grammars. The processing-motivated explanation
underlies Dryer’s Branching Direction Theory (1992) and particularly a series of works
of Hawkins. Hawkins (1985, 1988) appeals to processing evidence and principles in

psycholinguistics in addressing crosslinguistic regularities regarding suffixation
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preference and co-occurrence of affixation and basic word orders. Later, Hawkins (1990,
1993, 1994) develops a global principle — the Early Immediate Constituents (EIC) as a
major processing principle in his parsing theory of word order universals. Recently,
Hawkins (1999) has furthered his processing explanation for crosslinguistic patterns in
terms of filler-gap dependencies. The EIC and Hawkins® (1999) recent processing
account can be regarded as both internally- and externally-motivated explanations, i.c.
explanations that incorporate insights from generative grammar as well as from
psycholinguistics.

e

To conclude, the functionally-oriented typological approach to universals is “an
‘approach’ to the study of language that contrasts with prior approaches, such as
American structuralism and generative grammar. in this definition, typology is an
approach to linguistic theorizing, or more precisely a methodology of lingui. ic analysis
(Croft 1995: 86). Based on this typological approach in general and Hawkins (1999) in
particular, the present study is a test of the applicability of some implicational universals
and hierarchies in terms of filler-gap dependencies in second language acquisition.
Validating the adopted theoretical framework for the researcli is a detailed literature

review in chapter two.

1.3. Typological Approach and Second Language Acquisition

1.3.1. Typological Approach in Second Language Acquisition

It is argued by some typologists that the typological approach, which is viable in
investigating linguistic universals across languages. should also hold for language
acquisition. Hawkins holds that implicational universals for diachronic as well as
synchronic predictions should be manifested in language acquisition prediction as well;
“in language acquisition as in historical change, (he consequent may be acquired first, or
both may be acquired simuitancously, and all that we can rule out is the acquisition of the
antecedent prior o the consequent, since there are no language of this type currently
attested.” (1990: 99) Comrie has made the statement that, apart from the investigation of
a wide range of primary languages, “Another area where one can study spontaneous

innovation is in child language... Similarly, one could study the acquisition of a second

AT s e e e e ]

P e - e e e,




Saasiat MMM Y T Y g e

Y o e e,

ST —

T MR E e g

J‘g
i
i
i
i
B
3
can
&
=
3
-
i
)

st

-

i

=
D
i
&
-
Y
i
3
i
4
u
i
ke

el

O R

S R E R S e

-

L

language, to see if any universals are mirrored in its acquisition process, especially in
cases where those universals are not the subject of direct evidence in either the native

fanguage or the target {anguage.” (1981: 222)

Eckman describes the viability of the approach in SLA on two grounds: “First, its claims
about SLA are readily testable. And second, it defines a fruitful program of
research.”(1993: 64) By the *testability’ of the approach, the universal generalizations
formulated as implicational statements can be tested empirically on secondary languages
including interlanguages, and can be accounted for by “Whatever linguistic theory
ultimately proves defensible™ (Eckman 1993: 65). And by the ‘fruitfuiness’ of the
approach, “The intent of typological generalizations is 1o characterize the range of
possible variation in human fanguages” and “‘an obvious relationship can be stated
between typological generalizations and the explanation of facts about secondary
languages™ (Eckman 1993: 66). Concerning secondary-language acquisition, typological
universals are claimed to be employed to make predictions about degree of difficulty
{(Eckman 1977), language transfer (Gass 1979), and order of acquisition (Hyltenstam
1984) with respect to various target structures. From within an essentialty Chomskyan
approach, Yip and Matthews {1995) also make an attempt to include typological issues

such as topic-prominence into theories of interlanguage.

Eckman (1991} postulated the interianguage structural conformity hypothesis (ISCH)
stating that the universai generalizations that hold for the primary languages also hold for
interlanguages. The ISCH was tested against two principles of interlanguage phonetic
structure, the fricative-stop principle and the resolvability principle, and was strongly
supported by the results of his study. And again this hypothesis was confirmed by
Carlisle (1997) in a recent study that examined how frequently native Spanist: speakers

modified English two- & three-member onselts.

in a different study, Hawkins (1987) makes implicational universals as explicit as
predictors of language acquisition, through his insightful iflustration of implicational

universals based on critiquing Jakobson’s phonological universals and against some
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acquisition data. The universals can be used to predict order of acquisition in terms of

production, comprehension and direction of subslitutions quantitatively. Even more

significant is Hawkins’ claim that not only are these universals practically falsifiable,

they may provide explanation for the route and nature of language acquisition as well.

The fact that the typological approach has been effectively applied in addressing issues in

second language acquisition shows that the field of second language acquisition is a valid

field for testing language universals. Testing these universals against interlanguage may

also help to further understand the characteristics of second language acquisition,

language universals and human language capacity.

1.3.2, Typological Universals to Be Tested in the Study

The present study tests the extent to which the implicational universals can be applied to

explain the interlanguage of ESL learners in the following aspects:

yes/mo and wh-question formation;

[oh

b. relative clause formation:; and
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filler-gap dependencies in various structures.

Refer to Appendix I for details.

1.4. Significance of the Research

The typological approach is adopted in this piece of research and the typological

universals mentioned above are fested against interlanguage data of ESL learners. The

adoption of the typological approach for this study is justified on the following grounds.

First, it is believed that universal properties discovered {rom the study of primary

languages should also hold for secondary languages (e.g. Comrie 1981; Hawkins [990;

Greenberg 1991; Eckman 1993). Since typological universals reflect linguistic patterns

and variations across primary languages, the logic of testing these universals in the

secondary forms of language such as interlanguages is clear: il they do hold for

interlanguage data, then the universality of these universals can be regarded as more

deeply rooted, thereby confirming the identical functioning of human language faculty in
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both first and second language acquisition. In effect, the modern field of typology. as
Greenberg puts it, “has been able to produce concrete results in the form of
generalizations, typically implicational. which provide hypotheses that up to now have
played a major role in second language acquisition studies.” (1991: 37), and there have
been quite a few studies in which universals have beecn used to address phenomena of

second language acquisition (see 3.1).

Second. this approach implies a dynamic view of universals in relation to the process of
{anguage acquisition as opposed to language transfer; “It all dezends on our conception
of universals, which 1 take not to be a fixed and static set of principles. but rather
relational and diachronic, The first is involved in the notion ol markedness, always a
relation and a hierarchic one among linguistic propertics. The second is inherent in the
very notion of interlanguage as a process which takes place sver time.” (Greenberg 1991:
41} In fact, all the implicational universals involve, io varying degree, relational
hierarchies, which predict not only possible versus impossible co-occurrences of
language but the direction of language development as well. The dynamicity of the

approach can therefore best capture the dynamic nature of interlanguage development.

All in all, the proposed research using a typological approach attempts (o reveal how
adult ESL learners develop their interlanguage at syntactic level in an ESL setting, which
characteristics of their interlanguage are universai, and which are not and why, thereby
providing a framework for describing and explaining interlanguage development for
ESL. It was expected that the research would make significant contributions in two
respects: to reveal the extent to which a typological approach can be applied to the area of
second language acquisition and the extent to which typological universals can be
manifested in interlanguage data, and to deepen the understanding of the process of

second language acquisition.
1.5. Organisation of thie Thesis

This thesis consists of six chapters. The present chapter has introduced the basic research

guestions, the underlying typological framework for the rescarch, the viability of
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typological approach in second language acquisition, and the significance of the research.
Chapter Two presents a selective literature review relating language typology, second
language acquisition, and implicational universals and hierarchies relevant to this study.
Chapter Three describes methodological issues of the research including the design of the
study, data gathering, informants, data processing and difficulties encountered. Chapter
Four presents a discussion of the results of the study regarding question formation,
relative clause, and some other implicational universals. Chapter Five summarises major
theoretical findings of the study. Chapter Six discusses the methodologicat limitations of
e study, the use of 1.2 data for the evaluation of typological universals, and related areas

for future research.
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Chapter Two Literature Review

This chapter reviews relevant literature in both typology and second language acquisition.
Section One (2.1) includes a brief history of typology, different typological approaches,
and crosslinguistic patterns regarding word order universals and grammatical hierarchies.
Section Two (2.2) consists of an overview of theories of second language acquisition and
interlanguage and an examination of the SLA studies concerning yes/o and wh questions

and relative clause forimation with particular reference to the Accessibility Hierarchy.

2.1. Typology and Universals

This section begins with a brief account of the evolutionary process of typology from
morphological studies of languages in the nineteenth century to modern linguistic
typology with the emergence of Greenbergian word order universals (2.1.1), illustrates
different theoretical orientations and practical methodologies associated with a variety of
approaches employed in modern linguistic typology (2.1.2), then reviews modemn
typological studies concerning word order universals, grammatical hierarchies and soime
recently motivated implicational hierarchies/hypotheses (2.1.3), and ends with some

summarising remarks (2.1.4).

2.1.1. A Brief History of Typology

The morphological typology of the nincteenth and early twentieth centuries focused on a
classification of language types across languages on the basis of their morphological
characteristics. The original classification was formulated by Friedrich von Schlegel, who
divided worid’s languages into two major types: affixal and inflectional. The former used
the simple combination of morphemes as a means of forming grammatical relations,
while the latter demonstrated a more complex lype with phonological alterations of
morphemes in combination. Later, his brother, August Schiegel found that the two types
could not include languages like Chinese, and added a third type-languages with ‘no
structure’, the type that has no affixationr or inflection but relies on word order to express
grammatical refations. Another well-known German linguist, Wilhelm von Humboldt

again found that even these three types could not generalise all the languages in the
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world. In analysing sentences of world's fanguages, he noticed that some languages such
as the Eskimo and some other American Indian languages treated the verb and the object
as a whole word. As a result, he added a fourth type - ‘incorporating” or polysynthetic
language where the principal or the whole siructure of the sentence was embedded in a
single word in which grammatical relations were shown through combination of bound

morphemes.

The classical formulation of morphological classification of language types came {rom a
versatile historical linguist, August Schieicher. Influenced by Haiguer’s philosophical
idea, August Schleicher believed that language consists of form and meaning and there
does not exist a language form without meaning. Accordingly, languages were classified
into three types: isolating, agglutinative and inflectional and any language was taken to
belong to one of the three types. Under this classical formulation of types, isolating
languages refer to those where grammatical forms do not affect grammatical meaning at
all like Chinese, in other words, grammatical relations are mainly realised through
different word orders of unchanged root words as there are no affixes and inflections in
these languages. Agglutinative languages are those where language units include both
grammatical forms and meaning like Turkish, that is, these languages use free
combination of affixes onto the unchanged roots 1o express grammatical relations with
each affix denoting a singlc grammatical category. Inflectional languages denote those
where grammatical forms and meaning are synthesised through inflexion such as Latin
and Greek, namely, in these languages, grammatical relations are expressed through
aflixes which often fuses together more than one grammatical categories into a single
morpheme and often undergoes major phonological alterations when combined with roots

or stems.

As can be seen, the typological studies of language at that time locused on the structural
propertics of morphology only, which reflects the prevalent philosophical view of
language of the time, namely, any human language is thought 10 have its own abstract
organic unity. Under this view, the formal aspects of any language were thought to reflect

its inner character and morphology was regarded as the essential aspect of language;
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therefore, the study of morphological types was thought to best reveal the whole inner
organic nature of language. As a result, the early typology flourished in classifving

language types on a single parameter of morphology.

At the beginning of the twenticth century. Ferdinand de Saussure’s “Course in General
Linguistics™ ushered in a new era in the field of language studies. often referred (o as the
beginning of modern linguistics. Some fundamental concepts in Saussure’s theory such
as langue versus parole, synchronic versus diachronic study of language, syntagmatic and
associative relations, have laid the theoretical foundation for general linguistics and lent
differently 1o almost all schools of thought particularly structuralism in the twentizth
century. Under the structuralist movement, 2lthough the view of language as an organic
whole still persisted, the idea of synchronic study of discrete parts of language along with
rigidity in methodology altered the view of morphological typology of languages. instead
of focusing solcly on the whole morphological types on languages, it was now possible
and necessary to study parts of language and to make a typological classification of
various features and different parts across languages in dilferent ways. Edward Sapir

{1921) revised morphological typology along these lines.

Sapit’s contribution to typology was significant in that the typological ciassification of
languages was not to be confined to the whole structural types of languages and to
morphology solely but to be extended 1o other types and areas of languages as well. For
example, using one parameter - the number of morphemes per word, Sapir (1921)
classified languages into three types: analytic, synthetic and polysynthetic; using another
parameter - the degree of phonological alteration of morphemes in combination, he
classified languages into four types: isolating, agglutinative, fusional, and symbolic.
Incorporating a semantic component, he also postulated a complex typology in terms of
the ways that languages might vary in expressing four types of concepts: a) concrete
(basic lexicon), b) derivational (forming new words via aflixes), ¢) concrete relational
(indicating grammatical relations but with some concrete meaning) and d) pure relational
(denoting grammatical relations only). Languages can be classified into four different

types according to the combination of types of concepts they adopt: A. simple pure
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relational (a, d), B. complex pure relational (a, b, d). C. simple mixed relational (a. c. d)

and D. complex mixed relational (a, b, ¢, d).

Based on the examination of the 19" century morphological typological studies including
Sapir’s work, Greenberg {1954) used quantitative indices 1o typologise quite a8 number of
parameters for morphemes, words and grammatical relations, which furthered
morphological typology with a solution to the problem of arbitrarily forcing a specific
language into a morphological type by traditional morphological typology and with a
more sophisticated and better articulated mode! of morphological types. His work along
the fine of morphological typology. together with the work of previous typologists, paved

the way for the emergence of what is ofien referred to as modern linguistic typology.

On the basis of holistic morphological typology in the nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries, modern linguistic typology has shified its focus to “the practice of partial
typology. where specific constructions and grammatical phenomena, such as word order,
case-marking patterns, relative clauses, passives, causatives. are examined, typologized,
and classified” (Shibatani and Bynon 1995: 9),

Modern linguistic typology or modern syntactic typology in particular, ts closely
associated with the work of Joseph Greenberg., who organized the significant Dobbs
Ferry Conference on Language Universals in New York in 1961 and edited the
conference papers into a ground-breaking book entitled Universals of Language
(Greenberg 1963). Greenberg’s formulation of impiicational universals of morphology
and word order in his own paper in the volume (“"Some universals of grammar with
particular reference to the order of meaningful elements™), has founded the source of
modern study of typological universals. Over the last forty years, the field has developed
rapidly to include many research institutes (e.g. Max Plank Institute) and research centres
ie.g. Cologne), different approaches (Lo be dealt with in next section), and a huge amount
of published literature in both individual language studies (e.g. Bowe 1990) and studies

across languages (e.g. Comrie 1981; Hawkins 1983; Dryer 1988).
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2.1.2, Approaches in Typology

Apart from the modern syntactic approach from the Greenbergian tradition discussed in
section two of chapter one, research in language typology now embraces a range of other
approaches with different theoretical orientations and practical methodologies including
the Leningrad Typology Group. the Cologne UNITYP Group. the Prague Typology
Group, the Paris RIVALC Group and diachronic approach (Shibatani and Bynon 1995).°

The Leningrad (now St Petersburg) Typology Group was founded in the USSR (now
Russia) in the early 1960s with Aleksandr A. Xolodovic (1906-77) the inaugural head of
the group. Over several decades, the Leningrad Typology Group has provided detailed
descriptions of well-defined, specific grammatical constructions both in single languages
and across languages with their ‘collective typology’ method (Nedjalkov and Litvinov
1995). Researchers under this team-work approach assume that typological descriptions
rather than universals are of primary concern, and that theoretical underpinnings
subordinate to such descriptions are only behind their research questionnaire because
they believe that “the function of theory is to ask questions which empirical investigation
ought to answer.” (Nedjalkov and Litvinov 1995: 257) In consequence, this description-
oriented typology group has produced a good amount of collective publication covering a
variety of grammatical constructions such as causative, passive. resultative and iterative

in great depth.

The Leningrad Typology Group typology differs from the Greenbergian tradition of
linguistic typology in the following respects. First, the former focuses on typological
description as “the vltimate goa! of this research™ (Nedjalkov and Litvinov 1995: 259),
while the latter aims to delimit the possible range of language variation in terms of
universals or universal constraints. Furthermore, in the Greenbergian linguistic typology,
language universals reseaich is based on typological description and ““is merely the next

logical step forward” (Song 2001: 342) from such description. Second, this group’s lack

* There may be other approaches to linguistic typology such as the rescarch group in Sweden, the
EUROTYP (Typology of Languages of Europe)} project in Europe and typological studies at the Research
Centre for Linguistic Typology in Australia (Song 2001). limitations of space and focus on (Shibatani and
Bynon 1995) preclude discussion of them here.




of concern for explanation may be due to the exclusion of universais in typological
research, inherent restraints of the ‘collective method in typology’ and their reliance on
form (structural features) rather than on function (Song 2001). whereas the Greenbergian
linguistic typology seeks explanation of typological universals from funciional as well as
language internal motivations. Finally. the Greenbergian linguistic typology is concerned
with methodological issues such as statistica: d*~.ribution of types as a significant index
in explanation and sampling methods (Whaley 1997) to reduce areal and genetic biases.

which are generally out of the Leningrad Typology Group’s consideration.

In 1972, Hansjakob Seiler founded a research project on language universals and
typology known as the Cologne UNITYP Group. which is still operative and very
productive today. Influenced by the Humboldtian view of language as an activity rather
than a product, the UNITYP typologists treat language as a problem-solving system. and
“The main endeavour of UNITY® thus far has been firmly to substantiate the view that
the essence of language is the process, and not the thing™ (Seiler 1995:; 299). To identify
and reconstruct such a process in typological studies has thus become the main research
objective; a complex framework of cognitive-conceptual structure and linguistic
encoding is postulated to obtain the objective. In the framework, the dimensions of
investigation are deductively posited and construed as cognitive-conceptual domains
including nomination, concomitance, determination, possession, apprehension,
participation, situation and localization, and each dimension consists ol a number of sub-
dimensions identified inductively through analysing relevant data from a single language
or from a variety of languages. Thus that cognitive-conceptual dimension is represented
by a continuum of these sub-dimensions, out of which each language has a particular
choice via the ‘mental operation’. The mental operation is detined as comprising three
functional/operational principles — ‘indicativity’ (inherent refationship), ‘predicativity’
(established relationship), and "iconicily’ (relationship of similarity) (Seiler 1995: 278).
Only the three principles resemoling the ‘process’ are regarded as universal, the complex
operations of which link the cognitive-conceptual domains (invariant unity) to the

specific forms and meanings of the world languaz:es (variant diversity).
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Both the Greenbergian {inguistic typology and the UNITYP typology are functionally
oriented. However, the former appeals to iunction in their externally motivated
explanations for typological universais (e.g. economy and processing). while the latter’s
functional stance is couched in their view of language as a ‘problem-solving system’
whereby domains of investigation are conceptualised in cognitive-conceptial terms (e.g.
possession and determination) which in turn are expressed by linguistic means.
Moreover, the universality sought by the UNITYP typology is also closely related to the
mental operatinns of the three principles (indicativity, predicativity, iconicity) not to the
empirical crosslinguistic generalisations, in which the universals research of
Greenbergian typology mainly lies. Finally, similar to the Leningrad Typology Group.
the UNITYP seems to be less concerned with the issues of distribution of types and
language sampling (Song 2001), which the Greenbergian typology has always taken

seriously and developed rigourous methods for.

The Prague School is one of the major schools of thought in modern linguistics. The
theory of markedness developed by Praguian linguists Nicholas Trubetzkoy and Roman
Jakobson has influenced both generative grammar and modern linguistic typology, which
have adapted markedness in their respective theories in ditlerent ways (Croft 1990). The
Prague School Typology is mainly associated with Czech linguists Vladimir Skalicka and
Petr Sgall, who are, in sharp contrast 10 typologists in other approaches such as the
Greenbergian tradition, the Leningrad Typology Group and the UNITYP, ardent
proponents of holistic typology (Sgall 1995; Song 2001). Based on the traditional holistic
typology, Skalicka classified his holistic typology into five types - agglutinative,
inflectional, isolating, polysynthetic and introflexive with each type possessing a number
of basic properties from different grammatical domains. Central 1o this holistic typology
are the relations of ‘favourability’ of one property o another between propertics. While
Skalicka’s favourability is symmetrically bilateral in that if property X is favourable to
property Y, then vice versa indicating the co-occurrence of the properties, Sgall argues
for an asymmetrically unilateral favourability which means that if property X is
favourable to property Y, it is not always the case vice versa (Sgall 1995). By this

unidimensionat relation of favourability, “it is possible to substantiate the claim that each
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of the cited basic properties is favourable (o the other features of the given type,
concerning not only morphemics, but also other layers of language structure™ (Sgali
1995: 65). The holistic typology in which formal properties of grammatical values
interrelated in terms of uniiateral favourability cover not only morphology but phonology
and syntax as well, is claimed to be better than other partial typologies in terms of degree

of holism (Sgall 1995: 71-5).

Much improvement as there is in the holistic Prague School Typology as compared with
the traditional holistic morphological typology, the mainstream of contemporary
typological studies is still dominated by partial typology as practiced by many other
aporoaches. Like the Leningrad Typology Group, the Prague School Typology is not
concerned with the search for universals. and therefore is lacking in explanation.

Moreover, many issues concerning Sgall’s holistic 1ypology such as the unclear

predicative power of the basic property in the relation of favourability, the arbitrariness of

drawing distinctions between the five types, the difficulty of classifying languages into
one of the five types even in terms of prototypical and marginal, lack of systematic data
in support and language sampling methodology, are all called into question (Song 2001:
253-5).

In France, the Paris RIVALC Group (Recherche interlinguistique sur les variations

d’actance et leur corrélats) was found in 1984, dealing exclusively with the issue of

transitivity in terms of actancy variation (grammatical relationships between the verbal
predicate and the maia noun phrases in verbal sentences). They believe that universality
of language lies not in its grammatical categorisation but in its “conditions governing the
functioning of language™ (Lazard 1995: 179). While actancy and actancy variation are
defined in morphosyntactic formal terms such as verbal marking for cross-referencing,
speciftc morphological markers, sentence position and specific syntactic transformations,
those universal prelinguistic conditions, i.e. invariants, are semantically and
pragmatically motivated consisting of relationships showing possible combinations of an
actancy variation with its formal correlates.  Thus-pursued typological study can

“contribute 1o a better understanding of the relationships between, on the one hand,
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processes in the real world as reflected by the human mind (semantics) and constraints of
communication (pragmatics) and, on the other hand, the functioning of language with its
own internal dialectics, its relative inertia, and the unequal plasticity of its diiTerent

components” (Lazard 1995: 204).

As compared with the Greenbergian linguistic typoiogy, the RIVALC typology is more
‘partial’ and formal in that it deals exclusively with the issue of actancy in greater depth
and in pure formal morphosyntactic terms, even though its underlying assumption is
meaning/function-oriented. While the Greenbergian universals arise from empirical
generalisations, the RIVALC’s invariants try 1o capture relationships based on analysis
and comparison of actancy variations within and between languages. However, like the
above-mentioned approaches, the RIVALC typology too shows lack of concern for
seeking deeper explanation for the typologicai invariants and their methodology similarly
focuses on the rigourous way of forming an actancy framework rather than on the

distribution of types and language sampling.

Since the 1970s, diachronic approach has again played an important role in typological
study, yet differeni from the traditional morphological typology in its reference to a
partial typology (e.g. word order) and its role in linguistic explanation. Greenberg has
long been concerned with the diachronic as well as synchronic typological research even
when the structuralist synchronic studies in the academic circles still prevailed. Having
fiest tried to distinguish the focuses of the genetic comparison method (for genetic
classifications) and the typological comparison method (for typological universals),
Greenberg has merged them into a more comprchensive comparison method (for
language changes), ‘the processual approach’ in his data analysis “where it was seen that
the true regularity lies in the dynamic tendencies. that is, the diachronic universals™
(Greenberg 1969: 113). in this approach, the states of synchronic typological
generalisations represent stages of a diachronic process, via which those exceptions to

synchronic universals (such as a combination of SOV and N-GEN word orders) can be

explained as unstable transitory stages (Greenberg 1969). Therefore, in generalization of

internal language structure, Greenberyg (1979) proposes levels of generalisation and
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shows that diachronic typology represents the highest level over the levels of synchronic
description and explanation, and that generalizations over language processes must
ultimately repiace generalizations of language states. In his "state-process" model of
diachronic typology, whereby languages may be classified in probabilistic terms into
various typological states of a process of dynamic development with transitions in
between, Greenberg argues that it is through exploring this diachronic process that one
can “provide an explanatory key for an enormous range of superficially disparate

linguistic phenomena™ (1995: 164).

To sum up, different approaches in modern linguistic typology, albeit varying in
theoretical orientations and practical methodologies, have something in common that
differentiates themselves from the typology in the nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries. First. modem typologists classify languages using several parameters on which
languages vary, rather than a single parameter-the morphological structure of words, and
they aiso try to show how these parameters are related 1o one another. Even the holistic
typology of the Prague School covers phonology and syntax as well as morphology.
Second, modern typologists have developed a variety of more sophisticated means (as
manifested in the illustration of different approaches above: in their typological
classifications and/or universal generalisations. They also try to seek deepsy explanation
(though varying in degree of interest from each approach) for these classificati::us and/or
generalisations from both intralinguistic and external factors and from both synchronic
and diachronic perspectives (particularly from the Greenbergian linguistic typology). And
third, more rigourous methodologies such as type quantification and language sampling
methods have been developed in typological and universal studies (again particularly
trom the Greenbergian linguistic typology). In a word. all these factors not only
distinguish modern linguistic typology from the traditional morphological typology, they
contribute, in a true sense, to establishing modern linguistic typology as “an approach to

linguistic theorizing, or more precisely a methodology of linguistic analysis” (Croft 1995:
80).




2.1.3. Crosslinguistic Patterns regarding Word Order Universals and Grammatical
Hierarchies

As has been illustrated in section two of chapter one and the above section. the
Greenbergian linguistic typology is characterised as having developed different types of
typological universals (implicational, markedness. hierarchies. prototypes and diachronic)
and externally- as well as internally-motivated explanations for them. This section
presents a selective review of the crosslinguistic patterns regarding word order universals
(2.1.3.1), grammatical hierarchies (2.1.3.2), and some recently motivated implicational

hierarchies/ hypotheses (2.1.3.3). which are relevant to the preseni study.

2.1.3.1. Word Order Universals

Modern linguistic typology or Greenbergian linguistic typology began with Greenberg's
seminal paper on word crder universals (Greenberg 1963). The emergence of the word
order typology is significant in that not only does it mark the inception of modern
linguistic typology with its shifted focus from “holistic’ to ‘partial’ typological studies,
but it proves to be a productive ground-breaking arca which has inspired many
typologists and has generited empirical and theoretical insights into the nature of human

language.

On the basis of a 30-language sample. Greenberg (1963) examined word order patterns
systematically and formulated 45 separate typological universals. There are two types of
universals — unrestricted and implicational; the former being a generalisation of the
property shared by all languages on one parameter (e.g. the order of subject and object)
with the latter on two or more parameters {(e.g. subject-verb inversion and position of
question word/phrase). Greenberg’s first universal is a case of an unrestricted one. which

states (1963: 61):

(1) In declarative sentences with nominal subject and object, the dominant order is

almost always one in which the subject precedes the object.
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This unrestricted universal asserts that only languages with subject before object are
attested in world’s languages, while the other logically possible types — languages with
object before subject are not attested (or extremely rare). Accordingly. the basic word

orders dealt with in Greenberg’s universals are VSO, SVO, and SOV respectively (1963).

More significant, however, are Greenberg’'s implicational universals, most of which
(twenty-five counted by Hawkins 1983: 22) reveal correlated dependency between two
apparently logically independent parameters — basic word order (VSO, SVO or SOV) and
some other grammatical constituents (e.g. adposition). Universal 3 (Greenberg 1963; 62),
for example, is such a case in point in which the basic word order VSO correlates with

the distribution of prepositions:
(2) Languages with dominant VSO order are always prepositional.

Another implicational universal, which pertains to word order in questions and is to be
examined in this study, is Greenberg’s Universal 11 (Greenberg 1963: 65) as presented in

(3):

(3) Inversion of statement order so that verb precedes subject only occurs in languages
where the question word or phrase is normally initial. This same inversion occurs in

yes/no questions only if it also occurs in interrogative word questions.

This universal in fact contains two implicational universals (Eckman et al 1989) or an

. . - . . . - 3
implicational hierarchy. which can be expressed as 4a and 4b respectively in (4):

(4)  a. Yes/No Inversion > Wh Inversion & Wh Inversion > W Fronting

b. Yes/No Inversion > Wi Inversion > Wh Fronting (“>" means ‘implics”)

1 realise that the term Jronting is a relic of transformational gramumar, and most modern theories do not
agsume movenment has actually taken place (i.c. initial wir word/phrascs analysed as sentence-initial base-
generation as opposed to movement), However 1 find it a convenient term to use here, partly because it has
been used by other researchers such as Eckman et al (1989), and partly because altemative expressions are
tather clumsy.
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This universal (Greenberg 1963) was examined by Ultan (1978) in his 79-language

sample and found to hold true”,

Greenberg's pioneering work on implicational universals covers the areas of syntax as
well as morphology and phonology. and has given rise to more diversificd and
sophisticated research along this line (e.g. Lehmann 1973, [978: Vennemann 1974

Comrie 1981; Hawkins 1983, 1994, 1999; Tomlin 1986; Dryer 1988.1991,1992).

For his obscrved implicational correlations between word order properties, Greenberg
(1963) attempted to provide an account in {erms ol ‘dominance” (one type as more
common than the other) and ‘harmony’ (one to one correlation of word order types). For
instance, his universal 25 “If the pronominal object follows the verb, so does the nominal
object™ (Greenberg 1963: 72) can be put as: VOvem > VONom, which again can be

expressed in (5) as a tetrachoric table:’

(5 ) VONom ONom V
OrmV X X
VOrm X -

[From the table. it is clear that VOnom occurs with either OemV or V Orm down the table
and OrmV occurs with either VOnom and OnenV across the tuble, and that OnomV occurs
with OraV only and VOpm occurs with VOwnom only. Therefore, the former two (VOnNom
and OrmV) are dominant orders, while the latter two (ONomV and VOpm) are recessive
orders harmoni:; with the order that occurs with them respectively (Greenberg 1963: 76).
Greenberg summarised the rule of dominance and harmonic relations as: “A dominant

order may always occur, but its opposite, the reeessive, occurs only when a harmonic

E| . A - . . »
Ultan (1978) treats Khasi as an exception to the universals. However, based on seme other studies of

Khasi (Roberts 1891; Rabel 1961) Lickman ¢t al { (989} du not consider it as an counterexample because
there is no inversion in either Wh questions or yes/no questions and the Wh word’s initial position is
optional,

" A tetrachoric table is a table of displaying data regarding two parameters on two dimensions, it is very
useful for displaying the data of attested and unatiested language types in typological studics, and a
standard implicational universal car: de shown in the table as having three types attested .ind one type
unatiested (Croft 1990: 47-55).
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construction is likewise present”™ (1963: 76). In effect. this is the carly attempt of

explaining word order universals in terms of competing motivations (Croft 1995).

Two other word order typoiogists Lehmann (1973, 1978) and Venncmann (1974) after
Greenberg focused their typological research mainly on harmony. On the basis of
Greenberg’s (1963) work on basic word order. they reduced his tripartite typology to
bipartite OV-VO typology. Lehmann (1973, 1978) formulated the Fundamental Principle
of Placement, which assumes that verb and object are primary constituents (‘primary
concomitants’) of syntactic construction in the sentence and thz: 42 two basic orders —
OV and VO - can be used to predict the other orders, i.e. different iypes of placement of
modifiers in relation to each of the concomitants. Similarly, Vennemann (1974)
formulated rhe Principle of Natural Serialization, which assumes that in either OV or VO
languages word orders tend to be serialised in one direction in terms of ‘operators’
(modifiers) and ‘operands’ (heads). that is, either operators before operands or operators
afier operands. Attractive though this reductionist approach in dealing with word order
universals. both Lehmann (1973, 1978) and Vennemann (1974) are critiqued seriously as
empirically less adequate (han Greenberg’s original implicational universals, mainly
failing to account for those languages with one or more dominant word orders (Comrie
1981; Hawkins 1983; Croft 1990).

Hawkins (1983). which Croft (1995) regards as the first significant work on word order
tyrology since Greenberg, refined his word order universals on the basis of examining
Gireenberg’s sample as well as his own 336 language sample. In order to make his word
order universals  exceptionless and quantitatively predicative. Hawkins (1983)
formulated more complex implicational universals than Greenberg’s. For example, his
third revised implicational universal demonstrales a more constrained yet exceptionless

wulti-valued correlation between various word order properties (Hawkins 1983: 67):
(6) (")  If a language has Prep and any verb position other than SVQ, then if the

adjective follows the noun, the genitive loliows the noun: i.c. Prep & - SVO > (NA >
NG).
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Different from Lehmann (1973, 1978) and Vennemann (1974), Hawkins (1983) argued
that adposition rather than verb-cbject order can better predict modifier orders and that
his thus-formulated exceptionless universals can account for those counterexamples to
the former in a principled way. His Principle of Cross-Category Harmony tries 1o caplure
the harmonic pattern in terms of operand-operator (head-modifier) relations, that is,
operators are most likely to occur on the same side of the operands. More significant is
the quantitative dimension in this distributional principle so that the more consistent the
cross-calegory operand-operator relations, the greater the number of exemplifying
languages. Hawkins (1983) also proposed two other principles the Heaviness
Serialization Principle relating to the syntactic size of the modifier (the heavier the
modifier, the more rightward positioning it exhibits relative to its head) and rhe Mobility
Principle relating (o the syntactic size as well as variability of the modifier (the less
heavy the modifier, the more likely it moves away from the harmonic patiern). These (wo
principles act as competing motivations for different types of noun-modifier order. While
harmony and heaviness principles can account for most of the noun-modifier orders, the

mobility principle is used to address a number of exceptions therein.

Different from HMawkins® (1983) multi-valued universals which are based on an
unrepresentative sample, Tomlin (1986) made an attempt to build eniversals relating only
o clausal types on a genetically and areally representative sample. On the basis of
examining 402 language sampled from a database of 1.063 languages, Tomlin (1986)

established the frequency hierarchy of six clausal word orders as:

(7 SOV =SVO>VSO>V0OS=0VS>0sV.,

® Tomlin (1986) derived the hierarchy by using the referential statistic - Chi-square to determine whether
there exists any statistical significance between the actual frequencies of these six types in his sample (SOV
~ 180. SVO - 168, VSO - 37, VOS - 12, OVS ~ 5, OSV ~ 0). In the hierarchy, ‘=" means -statistically
equal to’ and *>" ‘statistically more frequent than’. Though the difference between VOS and OVS is
significant at the level of 0.05, Tomiin disregards the diflference on account of too few languages of both
types and uncertainty about the OVS language status,
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In order to account for the frequency pattern exemplified in his sample. Tomlin (1986)
formulated three functional principles — the Theme First Principle (more thematic
information precedes less thematic information). rhe Animated First Principle (more
animated NP precedes less animated NP) and the Verb-Object Bonding Principle (the
bondedness of verb and object is tighter than that of verb and subject). Tomlin (1986)
argued that the more of the three principles are realised in a basic word order. the greater
the number of languages will be found with that order. While the functioning of
Tomlin’s (1986) three principles seems to correlate well with the frequencies of the basic
word orders in his sample. Dryer (1989) calls into question Tomlin’s sampling technique
which is biased towards SVO, thereby giving rise to SOV = SVO in (7). Moreover, Song
(2001: 83-5) is critical of Tomlin’s three principles, which he suggests suffer from

conceptual disparity.

Another significant step in word order typology is from Dryer’s (1988, 1989, 1991, 1992)
most extensive and detailed empirical study of word order. What distinguishes Dryer
from previous word order typologists is the application of his more reliable and valid
sampiing technique to a very large database and the examination of a comprehensive
range of word order correlations in terms of statistical significance. Dryer (1988) has
found that his language sample challenges many of Hawkins’s universals regarding the
correlation between adjective-noun order and orders of verb-object, adposition-noun, and
genitive-noun. For example, in his language sample: “There is no evidence of any
relationship between the order of Verb and Object and the order of Adjective and Noun™
(Dryer 1988: 191), “There is no clear evidence for ihe correlation between Adposition-
Noun and Adjective-Noun order” (Dryer 1988: 198), and “There is no clear evidence for
the correlation between Genitive-Noun and Adjective-Noun order™ (Dryer 1988: 200).
Based on the evidence drawn from a cross-linguistic database representing 603
fanguages, Dryer (1991) argues that SVO languages do not behave as ‘mixed’ a type as
have generally been held; rather, they patiern like verb-initial languages in most cases in
spite of a few ‘mix’ characteristics. From another detailed study (Dryer 1992) in which
word order correlations between the order of the verb and object with other orders are

examined in a sample of 625 languages. he finds that VO and OV are better basic
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predictors of word order correlations, hence the return to the VO/OV bipartite typology
proposed by Lehmann and Vennemann. Dryer (1992) then argues that the Head-
Dependent Theory' is inadequate in accounting for these correlations and proposes
instead the Branching Direction Theory in terms of ordering of phrasal and nonphrasal

elements:;

(8) Branching Direction Theorv (BDT):
Verb patterners are nonphrasal (nonbranching. lexical) categories and object
patterners are phrasal (branching) categories. That is, a pair of elements X and Y will
employ the order XY significantly more often among VO languages than among OV

languages if and only if X is a nonphrasal category and Y is a phrasal category.

Based on the distinction between phrasal and nonphrasal categories, Dryer (1992) claims
that the Branching Direction Theory predicts the tendency for languages to be
consistently lefi- or right-branching, that is, VO languages tend towards right-branching
in which phrasal calegories follow nonphrasal categorics and OV languages tend towards
lefi-branching in which phrasal categories precede nonphrasal categories. He suggests
that the Branching Direction Theory proves to be more effective than the head-dependent
(heory in that some problematic correlation pairs for the latter (e.g. those of article and
noun, and of auxiliary verb and content verb) can now be adequately accounted for. In

the sense of Whaley’s (1997: 43) distinction between internal explanation (“*based on the

system of language itself™) and external explanation (drawn “on considerations outside of

the language system™) for typological universals, we can see that the Branching Direction
Theory is in effect an explanation from both internal and external perspectives in that it is
a claim involving internal syntactic properties which Dryer (1992: 128-32) also relates to

processing efficiency.

Since the 1990s, Hawkins has proposed alternative explanations of his word order

universals (Hawkins, 1990b, 1993, 1994). Hawkins (1990b) argues that many cross-

T 4 . . I . Vo
The theory assumes that in linguistic structure, dependents tend (o be placed consistentt, cittier before or
after heads.
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linguistic word order patterns follow from simple considerations of ease of parsing in
performance, in other words, the human parser in performance strongly influences the
competence grammar concerning word-ordering regularities. Instead of the several
principles in Hawkins (1983). a new major processing-motivated principle - the Farly
Immediate Constituents is put forth to account for word ordering reguiarities
crossiinguistically (Hawkins 1990b). Hawkins (1993) further illustrates his parsing theory
for crosslinguistic regularities of word order on the basis of two principles - the Early
Immediate Constituents and the Mother Node Construction; the former involves rapid
and efficient recognition of syntaciic structures while the latter exemplifies such
structures in contrast to the heads theory. In effect, this processing approach for
addressing crosslinguistic regularities of word order is most profoundly announced in
Hawkins (1994). the first book on the systematic investigation of the processing basis for
structural regularities both within language and across grammars. This represents a major

departure from the earlier head-dependency approach in Hawkins' carlier work.

Incorporating insights from typological studies of language universals, generative
grammar and psycholinguistic studies of language processing. Hawkins (1994) postulates
a performance theory of order and constituency. which. based on an in-depth analysis of
linear ordering in performance and in grammars, claims that “grammars are proloundiy
shaped by processing” (1994: xi). The Early Immediate Constituents, the major
processing mechanism is based on a few additional assumptions such as the Constituent
Recognition Domain and ithe Mother Node Construction. The Constituent Recognition

Domain is defined as (Hawkins 1994: 58-9):

(9) Constituent Recognition Domain (CRD)
The CRD for a phrasal mother node M consists of the set of terminal and non-
terminal nodes that must be parsed in order to recognize M and all ICs of M,
proceeding from the terminal node in the parse string that constructs the first [C on
the lefi, to the terminal node that constructs the last 1C on the right, and including all

intervening terminal nodes and the non-terminal riodes that they construct,
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This can be illustrated by the two sentences in (10).

(10)  a. John VP[wrote NP[the letter that was full of puzzles] PP{to Smith]]
b. John VP[wrote PP[to Smith} NP[the letter that was full of puzzles]]

In both 10a and 10b, the mother node VP has three immediate constituents — V, NP and
PP; yet the two VPs differ in one aspect — different constituent recognition domains. The
Constituent Recognition Domain for the VP in 10a starts from the first IC, the verb
wrote, through the lengthy NP in the middle. to the preposition fo that constructs PP, the
last [C in the parse string. The Constituent Recognition Domain for the VP in 10b also
starts from the verb wrofe, but through PP, the two-word IC, 1o the determiner the that
signals the construction of NP, the last IC to be parsed. The Constituent Recognition
Domain in 10b is shorter than that of 10a in terms of number of terminal and non-

terminal nodes or words to be parsed. thereby enhancing a more rapid recognition of the

constituent VP. Essential to the Constituent Recognition Domain is the principle of

Mother Node Construction, which states (Hawkins 1994: 62):

(1) Mother Node Construction (MNC)
In the lefi-to-right parsing of a sentence. if any word of syntactic category C
untquely determines a phrasal mother node M, in accordance with the PS rule of the

grammar, then M is immediately constructed over C.

Accordingly. the mother-node-constructing categories uniquely determine tie mother
node of a constituent. In (10), the V is the mother-node-constructing category of the VP,
that is, as soon as the V wrote is parsed, it determines the VP as the mother node of the
V. The same parsing decision applies (o NP and PP in (10) as well. The mother-node-
constructing category of the NP is the Det(erminer) and that of the PP is the
P(reposition). Once the parser reaches the determiner the, the NP is immediately
identified as its mother node: in a similar vein, the parsing of the preposition o
immediately determines the PP as its mother node. The Constituent Recognition Domain
is in effect a structural domain where the overall syntactic structure of a constituent, the

VP in (10) is determined upon the recognition of all 1Cs, no matier how many words arce
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lefi yet to be processed (one in 10a and six in 10b). In order to quantify relative
Constituent Recognition Domain sizes and efficiency levels, Hawkins (1994: 76-7)
proposes a metric of calculating ratios of ICs to non-ICs or words in terms of the
percentage of the number of ICs divided by the total number of non-iCs or words within
a Constituent Recognition Domain.” For example, there are three ICs for the VP
Constituent Recognition Domain in both 10a and 10b. but the (italicised) words for that
domain are nine and four respectively. As a result, the [C-to-word ratios tor the VP
Constituent Recognition Domain are different: 3/9 (or 33.3%) in 10a and 3/4 (or 75%) in
10b. The mother node of’ VP and its ICs are parsed more rapidl; and efliciently in 10b
than in 10a because the latter has a higher 1C-to-word ratio than the former. Based on the

above assumptions, Hawkins formulates the principle of Early Immediate Constituents

(1994: 77):

12y Early Immediate Constituents (E1C)
The human parser prefers linear orders that maximize the 1C-to-non-1C ratios of

constituent recognition domains,

As the 1C-to-word ratio for the VP Constituent Recognition Domain is maximized in 10b
(75%) against 10a (33.3%). the Early Immediate Constituents predicts that the former is
preferred over the latter for the efficient parsing of the mother node - VP and its
immediate constituents — V. NP and PP. The Early Immediate Constituents is applied to
test performance data in ten typologically distinct and genetically diverse languages and
is claimed to be able to account for the basic word vrder in Tomtin (1986) and a range of
word order correlations in Dryer (1992) as well as word order universals in Hawkins
(1983, 1994). Although processing assumption underties both Dryer’s branching
direction theory (1992) and the Early Immediate Constituents, the latier seems 10 be

better in making predictions about the ordering of multiple phrasal categories within the

* The IC-to-non-IC ratio for a CRD is usually higher than the 1C-to-word ratic because words alone are just
the terminal clements excluding the internal non-IC structure standing between ICs and terminal words.
Nevertheless. the actual differences between the ratios do not matter as much as the correspondence
between the two metrics in terms of relalive ranking does, hence the latter used as a shorthand for the
former. Furthermore, the 1C-to-word ratio is practically advantageous in that it deals with the observable
words avoiding varying accounts of the internal non-IC structure, though this metric itsell may be
problematic in languages with very rich word-intemal structure (Hawkins 1994: 74-6, 451).
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same syntactic domain apart from the ordering between phrasal and non-phrasal
categories, and in making predictions about distributional universals in terms of relative
occurring frequencies of different possible orders (Song 200!). The Early Immediate
Constituente is proved to provide an effective functional account for both rapid on-line
free ordering and the innate grammaticalised ordering of word orders (Hawkins 1994),
and “The EIC theory will thus play an important role in future development of word
order typology much the same way that Dryer (1992) has formed the solid empirical basis

for word-order research” (Song 2001; 110).

2.1.3.2. Grammatical Hierarchies

As has been briefly stated in the previous chapter (1.2), a grammatical hierarchy captures
a hierarchical pattern of typological variation in which members of the same grammatical
category are ranked relative to one another in a systematic way. For example, in the
grammatical category of number, the hierarchical ranking for its members is captured in
Greenberg’s Universal 34 (1963: 74).

(13) Universal 34
No language has a trial number unless it has a dual. No language has a dual unfess it

has a plural.

Taking into account Greenberg’s Universal 35 (1963: 74) which 1akes the singular as the
basic structurally unmarked number and the non-singular as the marked number, this

hierarchy of number can be expressed as:
(14)  trial > dual > plural > singular’

Recall (from 1.2) that such a grammatical hierarchy can be interpreted as a chain of
simple implicational universals or a series of markedness patlerns in relative terms.
Therefore, the presence of the trial implies the presence of the dual, which again implies

the presence of the plural and so on. In this manner, the implicatum of the first universal

3 o . .
? *>* means *implies’ or ‘is more marked than’.
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becomes the implicans of the second, whose implicatum again becomes the implicans of
the third universal. This hierarchical relation is also manifested in the relative values of
markedness between the members. For instance, the plural is marked against the singufar
but unmarked against the dual; similarly, the dual is marked against the plural but

unmarked against the trial.

Apart from the hierarchy of number, grammatical hierarchies are discovered to exist in
many grammatical aspects of language including hierarchies of grammatical relations.
animacy, person, definiteness, NP-type, bondedness and various phonological hieiarchies
(Croft 1990, 1995). One of the most influential works on hierarchies of grammaticai
relations is the Accessibility Hierarchy of Keenan and Comrie (1977), which has attracted
wide-spread attention and invited a huge amount of research in the field of first/second

fanguage acquisition as well as in the literature of typology.

Examining the syntactic form of the relative clauses in a sample of about fifly languages,
Keenan and Comrie (1977) found that languages vary systematically with respect to
relativisation on different NP positions and that certain posilions are more accessible to
relativisation than others. In order fo capiure this Lypological regularity found in relative
accessibility to relativisation of NP positions, Keenan and Comrie (1977: 66) formulated

the Accessibility Hierarchy.

(15)  Accessibility Hierarchy (AH)
SU> DO > 10 > OBL > GEN > OCOMP'"®

To better understand the Accessibility Hicrarchy, consider the English examples [6a —

161 which illustrate relativisation on cach position of the hierarchy:.

(16)  a. The boy who got the answer right is clever. (SU)
b. The boy whom the teacher praised is proud. (DO)
¢. The boy 1o whom the girl lent her car broke his words. (10)
d. The boy with whom the principal talked looks upset. (OBL)

"% *>* means ‘is moie nccessible than'; SU = subject, DO = direct object, 10 = indirect object, OBL, =
oblique object { or major oblique case NP expressing arguments of the main predicate), GEN = genitive (or
possessor) NP, and OCOMP = object of comparison (Keenan and Comrie 1977: 66).
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e. The boy whose {ather teaches law stole the jewels. (GEN)
f. The boy who you run as fast as won the race. (OCOMP)

As illustrated in {16). all the positions on the hierarchy in English can be relativised on;
however, the majority of the world’s languages behave differently from English with
different types of relativising possibilitics. Nonetheless. Keenan and Comric (1977: 67)

suggested that all languages conform to the constraints of the Accessibitity Hierarchy in

(7).

(17 The Hierarchy Constraints (HCs)
a. A language must be able 10 relativize subjects.
b. Any RC-forming strategy must apply to a continuous segment of the AH.
¢. Strategies that apply at one point of the AH may in principle cease to apply at

any lower point.

In accordance with the Hierarchy Constraints, all languages must allow relativisation on
the subject, whether the relativisation on other positions is allowed or not; therefore, a
relativisation strategy on subjects in a language is justifiably taken to be ‘a primary
strategy’ in that language. Accordingly. if a primary strategy can apply to any position on
the hierarchy, then all the higher positions can be relativised on by the same strategy in a
contigucus manner. For instance, if a primary strategy can apply to 10 in a language, it
must be able to relativise on DO and SU in that language as well. and cannot simply
*skip” DO and go back on SU again. This ¢onstraint (MHierarchy Constraint b) also applies
to non-primary RC-forming strategies such as pronoun-retention or obliteration (gapping)
strategy in a restricting clause. A primary strategy may stop at any cut-off position on the
Accessibility Hierarchy in a language. thereby illegitimising its application to the lower
positions. In effect the data provided in Keerian and Comrie (1977, 1979) lend support to

the theoretical proposals of the Accessibitity Hierarchy and the Hierarchy Constraints.
In an attempt to explain the hierarchy constraints of the Accessibility Hierarchy, Keenan

and Comrie proposed a simple processing account in terms of ‘psychological ease of

coimprehension’ (1977: 88), with which relative clauses formed on higher positions on
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the Accessibility Hierarchy are ecasier to understand than those formed on lower
positions. The psychological validity of the Accessibility Hierarchy is speculatively
suggested as based on ‘a recognition strategy” and ‘independent reference’ (Keenan and
Comrie 1977: 93-5). The former indicates a likely coincidence of the NP positions on the
Accessibility Hierarchy with those NPs that are found in simple sentences in terms of
frequencies of occurrence. The latter refers to the relative accessibility of the subject over
other NPs as being due to the inherent nature of independent reference of the subject the
other NPs lack; as a result, relativisation on a non-subject produce a structure with two
‘necessarily independently referring expressions’ (instead of one on a subject), hence

psychologically more difficult.

The emergence of the Accessibility Hierarchy has stimuiated a lot of research within the
field in an attempt to test its validity. Based on a sample of 105 languages. Comrie (1981)
observed some regularity in the application of different relativisation strategies across the
Accessibility Hierarchy, that is, within individual Janguages, more explicit relativisation
strategies are used for the lower NP positions down the Accessibility Hierarchy. while
less explicit relalivisation strategies are used for the b*gher NP positions up the
hierarchy."' He went on to propose a functionai explanation for this generalisation: “the
more difficult a position is to relativize, the more explicit indication is given of what
position is being relativized, to facilitate recovery of this information”™ (Comrie {981

156).

Lehmann (1986) examined the correlations between properties related to relativisation on
the Accessibility Hierarchy. He (1986: 672) found that relative clauses may be

nominalised to varying degrees and that the degree of RC nominalisation correlates with

the positional types of RCs (prenominal and postnominal) and with the degree of

accessibility to the NP positions on the Accessibility Hierarchy. Prenominal RCs are

found to have higher degree of nominalisation and fower degree of accessibility to the NP

"""In terms of the explicitness of relativisation strategies, the obliteration strategy (which does not encode
the head noun) is less explicit than the relative-pronoun strategy {(which encodes the head noun as a
pronominal word maybe with case, e.g. that, who, whom and whose), which in turn is less explicit than the
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positions on the Accessibility Hierarchy than postnominal RCs. Furthermore. the degree
of neminalisation and the positional type in combination can explain why pronoun-
retention and relative-pronoun strategies are found in postnominal rather than prenominal
RCs. Both personal pronouns and relative pronouns are anaphors indicating coreference
between the head and the relativised position. hence the greaier occurrence of the two
strategies in the more sentential, less nominalised postnominal RCs (Lehmann 1986:
674). The very nature of anaphoric expressions that they are assumed to be placed after a
referent (e.g. a head noun), may also contribute 10 the preference of the two strategies in

the postnominal RC type (Lehmann 1986: 676).

In terms of argument coding, the nominative-accusative relation is most common pattern
in the languages of the world, while the ergative-absolutive relation is the other very
common pattern (Comrie 1978)."> With respect to accessibility 1o relativisation in
ergative-absolutive languages. it is shown that the absolutive relations (S and P) are the
only accessible positions in the Mayan languages (Larsen and Norman 1979) and Dyirbal
(Dixon 1979). Fox (1987) reevaluated the "subject primacy” of (he Accessibility
Hierarchy and argued that the role of subject does not have a special cognitive
prominence. Through a statistical analysis of relative clauses obtained from telephone
and face-to-face conversations in English, Fox found that even in nominalive-accusative-
oriented languages such as English, the discourse preferences in relativisation favour the
absolutive — the relativisation of intransitive subject or object rather than transitive
subject (82 instances of the former versus 10 instances of the latter; Fox 1987: 858). To
modify the Accessibility Hierarchy, she proposed the Absolutive Hypothesis, which holds
that "every language which has a strategy for relativizing must be able to relativize on at
least S and P" (Fox 1987: 864). Assuming that the category absclutive rather than subject
occupies the leflmost position on the Accessibility Hierarchy, this hypothesis is found to

make correct predictions about relativisation phenomena in Dyirbal and Mayan

pronoun-retention strategy (which also encodes the head noun as a pronominal word, but maybe with case,
sender and/or number, e.g, he, him, she, them and if),

* In nominative-accusative languages, the intransitive subject S is coded the same way as the transitive
subject A (agent), hence both referred 10 as the ‘nominative’ (traditionally as the ‘subject’), while the
transitive object P (patient) is referred 1o as the ‘accusative’ (traditionally as the ‘object’). On the other
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fanguages. However. whether this hypothesis is universally valid remains to be fusther
tested crosslinguisticaily (Whaley 1997: 264; Song 2001 241).

Relative clause types (prenominal/RelN and postnominal/NRel} are shown to correlate
with word order types (VSQO, SVO and SOV} in Greenberg's (1963) data for illustration

of his Universal 24, which is presented in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1.
VSO SVQ SOV
ReIN 0 0 7
NRel 6 12 2
Both 0 1 ]

(Adapted from Greenberg 1963: 71)

Although Greenberg did not directly expound the correlation between RC types and word
order types, it is clear from Table 2.1, that SVO, like VSO, correlates significantly with
NRel, while SOV correlates predominantly with RelN. Relationships between RC types
and word order types have subsequently been examined more extensively by Mallinson
and Blake (1981), Keenan (1985) and Dryes (1991). Apart from many other {indings, all
these studies have confirmed what is embodied in Greenberg’s data, that is, verb-mediat
languages behave more like verb-initial languages rather than verb-final languages with

respect to RC types.

In seeking explanation for the distribution of RC types and the phenomena of
relativisation concerning the Accessibility Hierarchy, processing, again, plays an
important role. Kuno (1974) argued that the correlativic between NRel and VSO, and
between ReIN and SOV can be explained in terms of processing constraint by which the
human parser bound by the human capacity of short-term memory tends to avoid the
centre-/self-embedded  structure. Because centre-embedding  creates  processing
difficulties, the above two types of correlation are ideal in that they reduce such

processing difficulties to minimum by allowing only one centre-embedded restricting

hand, in ergative-absolutive languages, $ is coded the same way as P, hence both referred (0 as the
‘absolutive’, while A is referred to as the *ergative® (Comrie 1978).
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clause in each. On the other hand. VSO with RelN and SOV with NRe! will each have
three instances of centre-embedding (i.e. centre-embedded restricting clauses before three
arguments - S, A, P in VSO, and after S, A. P in SOV). thereby maximising processing

difficulties in these two types of permutations.

Mallinson and Blake (1981: 300-1) regarded Kuno's processing explanation for the two
permutations — NRel in VSO and ReIN in SOV - as particularly appealing. Extending
Kuno's account to V-medial languages which have a maximum of two centre-embedded

RCs, they (1981: 310) claimed that:

Verb-medial languages present a degree of self-embedding whichever order of
Head/RC is adopted, and the choice is therefore less clearcut than in verb-initial
and verb-final types. The fact that verb-medial languages tend to have Head-RC
order apparently supports the view that Head-RC order is the unmarked order
and is oniy abandoned if there is overwhelming pressure to take RC-Head order,

as is the case in verb-iinal languages like Japanese.

As has been shown in 2.1.3.1, the role of processing underlies Dryer’s (1992) Branching
Direction Theory and Hawkins® (1994) Early mmediate Constituents, both of which can
account for most of the observed correlations between the basic word order types and
other types of ordering including the order of N (head)/RC. However, Hawkins (1994)
takes a step further in addressing the phenomenon unaccouniable by the above theories,
namely, the evidence of both ReiN and NRel orders in V-final languages. Hawkins
(1994: 324) argues that in order to avoid ““a structural misanalysis and garden path™, the
Early Immediate Constituents may give way to “immecdiale matrix disambiguation” in
which “the parser makes an immediate decision about the main- or subordinate-clause
status of a clause”. As a result, RelN in V-final languages predicted by the Early
Immediate Constituents may be rearranged by the principle of immediate matrix

disambiguation to become NRel in V-final languages instead.
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Hawkins® (1994: 37-46) processing explanation is also exemplified in his account {or the
Accessibility Hierarchy. He (1994: 38) proposes “a complexity metric” in support of
Keenan and Comrie’s claim “The AH directly reflects the psychological ease of
comprehension™, The metric, Minimal Structural Domains, which can be used to guantify
the structural complexity associated with the positions in the sentence in a consistent

way, is detined by Hawkins (1994: 39) in (18):

(18) The Minimal SD of a node X in C consists of the smallest set of structurally

integrating nodes that are grammatically required {o co-occur with X in c.’

For a language with an English-lype syntax. for example, the minimal structural domain
of the subject (which requires only two nodes) is less complex than that of the direct
object (which requires four nodes), which. in turn, is less complex than that of the
oblique/indirect subject (which requires six nodes), and so on (Hawkins 1994: 41).
Similarly, the complexity of the relativisation domains also increases as the relativised
position goes from the SU position down the Accessibility Hierarchy. because the
relativisation domains for all postitions on the hierarchy, in addition to their respective
minimal structural domains described above, contain the same higher structure — the
dominating NP and S-bar nodes and the head noun (Hawkins 1994: 31). As structural
domains increase in complexity down the hierarchy, the processing load increases and
these performance data correlate closely with the conventionalised grammatical rules of
particular grammars, hence the conformity to the Accessibility Hierarchy across
languages (Hawkins 1994: 30). In this way, crosslinguistic generalisations such as the
Accessibility Hierarchy can be consistently accounted for in terms of processing-based
structural complexity. which is a step forward in processing account for typological

universals in terms of internal and external explanation.

" The structural domain of a node X in a tree dominated by a constituent C consists of all the nodes that
structurally integrate X in C, inciuding all nodes dominating X within C (including C itself), all or some
sisters of X, and all sisters of the nodes dominating X within C; the structural complexity of a structural
domain is measured by calculating the sct of nodes within the domain (Hawkins 1994; 25-30).
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Recently, this processing approach of Hawkins' (1999) is furthered in his examination of
cross-linguistic variation ¢omczming principally wh-questions and relative clauses in
terms of filler-gap dependencies. The processing of filler-gap dependencies is explicitly

expounded in his mode! of language processing. for he believes (Hawkins 1999: 245):

that the conventions themselves have been profoundly shaped by processing.
and that by adding processing as a central component to our grammatical theory
we can build a richer theory: better predictions can be made for grammatical
variation and for possibie versus impossible grammars: and a lot of what is

currently stipulated can be motivated and derived.

Essential to this approach are the basic concepts of filler, gap, and filler-gap domain.
Filler refers to the moved element and gap refers to its trace, an empty position which is
either subcategorised or nonsubcategorised; a filler in surface structure must be matched
with its gap or only with its subcategorisor if there is one (Hawkins 1999: 244-6).

Consider the examples in (19):

(19) a. Whoi[do you think that the lecturer taught O} ?
b. The lectureri {that Oi teaches] these students is from Japan.
¢. The studentsi [that the lecturer teaches O1] are well motivated.
d. The student: [that the lecturer gave boeks to Oi] is my brother.

The filler in a w/h-question such as 19a is the wh-word who, which is maiched with a co-
indexed gap after its subcategorisor raught. The filler in a relative clause is the head noun
such as the lecturer, the students, and the student in 19b, 19¢, and 19d respectively, while
the relativiser that’ is “a wueir copy within the relative clause, which, by being fronted (o
a position adjacent to the head, leaves a gap in the position relativized on, jusi as the
deletion strategy leaves a gap™ (Hawkins 1999: 251). The filler the lecturer is matched
with a co-indexed gap afier that in 19b, so is the students after teaches in 19¢ and rhe

student after to in 19d. Structures containing filler-gap dependencies vary greatly in these

14 . ' . ' . . » . N

Particles or words which introduce relative clauses are catled “relativizers™ or “relative pronouns™; “In
English, for example, that is a relativizer, whereas who, whom, which, and whose are relative pronouns”
{Whaley 1997. 259).
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sentences; in general these structures are difficult to process in terms of processing
complexity in identifying the correct gap with its filler. In other words, before a gap can
be correctly identified and ultimately fitled with its filler, the filler has to be held in
working memory, to be constantly processed against all the material on the path to the
gap site, and finally 10 be released from working memory by locating its correct gap site.

Hawkins defines the domain containing a filler-gap dependency as:

20) Filler-Gap Domain (FGD):

An FGD consists of the smallest set of terminal and nonterminal nodes dominated by
the mother of a filler and on a connected path that must be accessed for gap
identification and processing; for subcategorized gaps the path connects the filler to
the gap’s subcategorizor and includes. or is extended to include, the gap’s dependent
and disambiguating arguments (if any). for nonsubcategorized gaps the path
connects the filler to the gap site; all constituency relations and cooccurrence
requirements holding between these nodes belong to the description of the FGD.

(Hawkins 1999; 248)

Hawkins (1999: 251) explains that the complexity of filler-gap domains varies in
proportion to their size and in proportion to the amount of simultaneous syntactic and
semantic processing that is required. With respect to processing load, the human parser
tends to minimise filler-gap domains if possible and such filler-gap domain minimisation
can be achieved through reducing the set of nodes in the domain. In terms of the set of
nodes to be processed in the filler-gap domain, the filler-gap domain of 19b is smaller
than that of 19¢c, which, in turn, is smaller than that of 19d. The Accessibility Hierarchy
of Keenan and Comrie (1977). which has been explained by Hawkins (1994) as involving
increasing complexity for the relativisation positions down the hierarchy in terms of the
number of nodes and structural relations that need to be counted, is revisited by Hawkins
(1999) in terms of filler-gap domains. The Accessibility Hierarchy is presented in (21)
(Hawkins 1999: 253):

(21)  Accessibility Hierarchy (AH): SU > DO > [0/0BL. > GEN
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The minimal filler-gap domain for each relativisable position on the hierarchy includes
the filler N, the subcategorisor of N’s gap, the gap’s overt dependent arguments, and all
nodes dominated by the mother of N (NP) that are required for grammaticality. Hawkins
(1999: 255) sums up the set of nodes to be processed in the minimal filler-gap domain for

the positions on the Accessibility Hicrarchy as follows:

(22)  Minimal FGDs for relativizations on:"

SU=35 {N, NP, V, VP, §}
DO=7 {N, NP, Ns, NPs, S, V, VP} (requires SU)
[0=9 {N, NP, Ns, NP5, S, V, VP, No, NPo}  (requires SU & DO)

OBL=9¢ GEN-SU=9 GEN-DO=11 GEN-10=13 GEN-OBL =13

The processing complexity associated with 19b, 19¢ and 19d can thus be explained in
terms of the relative size of the filler-gap domain each of the three has. That is, the filier-
gap domain of 19b (containing 5 nodes for processing) is more accessible than that of 19¢
(containing 7 nodes), which again is more accessible than that of 19d (containing 9
nodes). This processing approach provides a possible explanation for typological
universals. Not only can the processing approach naturally explain internal and external
factors that underlie some universals, but many more descriptive insights and
implicational patterns have been motivated in Hawkins {1999), some of which are
reviewed in 2,1.3.3, and tested against interlanguage data in the present study. In
addition, “this approach provides an alternative to the assumption of innate parameterized

subjacency constraints in this area” (Hawkins 1999: 244).

More recently, Hawkins (2001) again argues that a common principle of processing
efficiency explains the patterns of adjacency both in performance data and in
conventionalized adjacency preferences of these performance data across languages. In a

word, Hawkins® (1994, 1999) processing approach not only provides an illuminating

** For the sake of illustration and space, the set nodes in the minimal FGDs for relativisation on lower than
10 are not cited. For a detailed demonstration, refer 1o Hawkins (1999; 253-5).
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account for the performance data and crosslinguistic grammatical conventions regarding
typological universals and hierarchies, it may prove equally significant in addressing the

performance data and interlanguage features in SLA as well.

2.1.3.3. Some Recently Motivated Implicational Hicrarchies/Hypotheses

As has been discussed above (2.1.3.2), the extent of accessibility to each relativised
position on the Accessibility Hierarchy depends on the structural complexity of the filler-
gap domain for that relativised position and the simultaneous syntactic processing
required for gap identification across that filler-gap domain (Hawkins 1999). The higher
the relativised position (e.g. SU) is on the Accessibility Hierarchy, the smaller its size of
filler-pap domain will be and the less its syntactic processing for gap identification is
required, hence the more accessible that positioin to relativisation, This processing
perspective of Hawkins® (1999) has not only accounted for the Accessibility Hierarchy
mo. . profoundly than previously attempted but also motivated a number of implicational

universals/hypotheses regarding grammatical variation across grammars, some of wh.}.

are addressed below.

One of the significant implicational formulations of Hawkins (1999) is the Clause
Embedding Hierarchy for filler-gap domains, which provides an alternative account of
general constraints of grammar to both the Complex NP Constraint of Ross (1967) and
the parameterised subjacency of Chomsky (1981b, 1986)."° In explanation of the
constraints of grammar imposed on movements out of complex structures, the Complex
NP Constraint (Ross 1967) allows no element contained in an S dominated by an NP with
a lexical head noun to be moved out of that NP by a transformation, and, subsequently,
Chomsky’s theory of subjacency (198 b, 1986) disallows elements to be moved out of all
environments that contain two or more bounding nodes. On tire basis of the examination
of the two assumptions and relevant data across grammars, Hawkins finds that “general
constraints of grammar have been proposed that block filler-gap dependencies in certain

environments with large FGDs, while smaller FGDs may be unconstrained and allowed

to run free” (1999: 262).

'* The italicised bold letiers arc used in this scction {or those universals tested in this study.
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By analysing the languages which have imposed grammatical constraints on filler-gap
domains differently, Hawkins concludes that: “Jt appears that infinitival phrases are most
hospitable to gaps, that finite subordinate clauses are more resistant, while complex NP
environments are most resistant of all”, and formulates a hierarchy for gaps in clause

embeddings as follows (1999: 263):

23y  Clause Embedding Hierarchy:
s[...ve[...On ).} > {8 O )L ] > s[ .. .ne[Det Nsif .. Oi.. ] ]

In the hierarchy, S stands for the clause that is immediately adjacent to the filler, VP’ for
an embedded infinitival phrase, S’ for a finite subordinate clause, and NP-S° for a
complex noun phrase comprising a dominating noun phrase over a f{inite subordinate
clause. This hierarchy can adequately address filler-gap dependencies in clause
embeddings cross-linguistically: different languages have different cut-off positions cf
grammaticality on the hierarchy with all those above the cut-off position regarded as
grammatical. Moreover, it can not only account for the violations of the Complex NP
Constraints/subjacency found in some languages, but can avoid some theory-internal

controversies of the subjacency theory such as the successtve cyclic movement of wh
(Hawkins 1999: 262-06).

This hierarchy is, in essence, motivated by the differences in the sizes of the filler-gap
domains of the respective positions of the hierarchy. The lower the position down the
hierarchy, the larger the size of its filler-gap domain and the more nodes the human
parser has to process. Consider the following examples of the relevant structures in

English cited from Hawkins (1999: 264):

(24)  a. The personi s[that you tried ve-[to see Oi}] is Harry.
b. The personi s[that you hoped s'[that you would sce Oi]] is Harry.
c. ¥The studenti s{whoi you know ne[the prolessor s[that taught Gi]]] is Harry.

The filler-gap domain of 24a proceeds {rom the filler the person to its gap’s

subcategorisor see, and includes a higher verb 1y with its subject you, and an embedded
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infinitival phrase. The filler-gap domain of 24b is more complex and contains more
nodes, since the subcategorisor of the gap now occurs within a finite subordinate clause
containing an additional overt subject vou and f{inileness-marked would (albeit the
infinitival complementiser fo in 24a is comparable to the complementiser that). As
compared with 24b. 24¢ is even more compiex in that there is an additional dominating
NP rhe professor over §° and the additional head noun professor also c-commands the
gap. From 24a to 24c, there are therefore more nodes to be processed and “thesec
additional nodes involve phonological, morphological, syntactic and semantic processing
operations that apply simultaneously with filler-gap processing... Ultimately, of course, it
is the aggregate processing load associated with these positions in performance that leads
to their ranking and to the cut-off points in grammatical conventions™ (Hawkins, 1999:

264). As shown by the examples, English cuts off at the complex NP position.

For English, permitted fitler-gap domains for both relative clause heads and wh-question
fillers cut off at the complex NP position; fillers are permitied to be matched by gaps in
infinitival phrases and finite subordinate ctause. However, in the structure with a wh-
question filler, if the subordinate clause S* contains another gap apart from the gap to be
maiched by the wh-question filler, then this type of structure cuts off at the finite
complement rather than the complex NP position on the hierarchy, as in the following

examples cited from Hawkins (1999: 269):

(25) a. Whati did you wonder [how; to bake Oi O;}?
b. *Whati did you wonder {how; they would bake Oi O;)?

Similar 1o the case of (24), 25a with an infinitival complement has a smaller size of filler-
gap domain, hence less nodes to be processed, than 25b with a linite subordinate clause.
In fact, the wi-island construction (Chomsky 1973} in 255 has no wi-island effect in 25a

that contains an indirect question infinitival.

As has been demonsirated, it is the relative size of a filler-gap domain that determines the
relative structural complexity and the processing load associated with it. From this point,

Hawkins goes on to argue for a more general minimisation hypothesis for syntactic
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representations in filler-gap domains of the same size which may exbibit subtle degrees

of preference. This hypothesis is presented as follows (Hawkins 1999: 269):

(26} Reduce Additional Syntactic Processing in FGDs: The human processor prefers to

minimize the syntactic rules and processing operations that apply in FGDs.

Based on this hypothesis and the supportive evidence across grammars, Hawkins
formulates an implicational prediction — the Subordinate Gap/No Gap Hierarchy
(Hawkins, 1999: 269):

(27) Subordinate Gap/No Gap Hierarchy:  |f a matrix filler can be matched with a gap
in a subordinate clause of complexity n containing another gap, then it can be

matched with a gap in subordinate clause of complexity n containing no other gap.

Consider the following two examples of Hawkins (1999: 269):

(28) a. What did you hope [that they would bake Oi}?
b. *Whati did you wonder [how; they would bake Oi O5]?

The surface filler-gap domains of 28a and 28b appear to contain the same quantity of

nodes for processing. However, the differences between the syntactic rules that apply in
28a and 28b respectively make the former grammatical and the latter ungrammatical in
English. That is, as compared with 28a in which the subordinate clause contains only one
gap to be matched with the matrix filler, in 28b (a wh-island construction). the
subordinate clause contains another gap apart from the gap to be matched with the matrix

filler, thus more difficult for processing.

This hierarchy also applies within the complex NP constructions. Consider the following
examples (Hawkins, 1999: 270):

(29)  a. *Whoi s{do you know ne|the professor; s[that Oj taught Qi]]]?
b. *Whati s[do you regret ne[the fact s°[that he stole Oi}]]?
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Even both 29a and 29b are regarded as ungrammatical in English. Movements out of NP
complements such as 29b should be grammatically better than out of relative clauses in

29a because 29a contains a second gap co-indexed with the head of the complex NP but

29b does not.

Apart from the human processor’s preference for reducing additional syntactic processing
within a filler-gap domain, Hawkins (1999) also argues for its preference for less
semantic processing within the domain. Hawkins (1999: 271) summarises a stmilar

minimisation hypothesis for semantic representations in filler-gap domains as:

(30) Reduce FGDs semantically: the human processor prefers to minimize the amount of

semantic information that needs to be processed in an FGD.

In review of some relevant data in the literature (Kluender 1992 and others), Hawkins
suggests that this hypothesis of semantic minimisation motivates two implicational
hierarchies — the Bridging Verb Hierarchy and the Head Moun Phrase Hierarchy
(Hawkins 1999: 271-3), which share the similar semantic/processing underpinnings as

the Hierarchy for Complementisers (Kluender 1992).

Kiuender (1992; cited in Hawkins 1999: 273) proposes the Hierarchy for

Complementisers as {ollows {(where > means “better than’):

(31)  What did John doubt (a) that she would win? >
(b) if she would win? >
(¢) whether she would win?

Kluender provides justification for the hierarchy as: “The complementizer that merely
signals that a proposition follows, while if indexes a possible state of affairs from among
an infinite set of such passible states, and whether indexes one of only two possible
(alternative) states of affairs, and can thus in a way be said o be more referentially
specific in character” (1992: 240). Therefore, within the filler-gap domain of' (31) starting
from the filler Whar and ending with its subcategorisor win, 3la (with the least
semantically loaded that) is better than 31b (with if}, which, in tum, is better than 31c

(with the most semantically loaded whether amongst the three complementisers). Or put

47

FC

P



in another way, grammaticality declines down the hierarchy as the processing foad

associated with the complementisers within the filler-gap domain increases.

Based on the previous work (Kluender 1992 and others). Hawkins (1999: 272) formulates
the Bridging Verb Hierarchy, which states:

(32)  Bridging Verb Hicrarchy: If a bridging verb or verb complex V of semantic
specificity n is grammatical in an FGD, then all verbs or verb complexes V’ with less

semantic specificity than V will alsc be grammatical.

Hawkins (1999: 272) cites the following examples ftom the previous work (Kluender

1992 and others) to justify this hierarchy:

v

(33) a. How angry did Mary say that John was?
b. How angry did Mary say soffly that John was?
¢. How angry did Mary whisper that John was?

it

in (33), say is a semantically weak verb, which has less semantic specificity than whisper
(equal to say sofily). “Degrees of specificity could be defined in terms of semantic
components or features. Whisper combines components of meaning associated with both
say angd sofily, and is accordingly semantically richer and more specific. Specificity could
also be defined in terms of entailment: whisper entails sqgy, but not vice versa” (Hawkins
1999: 272). Within the filler-gap domain (from the filler How angry to its gap site after
was) in (33). 33a with a less semantically specified bridging verb sav, which readily
permits a gap in a rhat-clause, is therefore grammatically better than 33b and 33¢ both

with more semantically specified verbs.

In his Head Noun Phrase Hierarchy, Hawkins (1999: 272) states:

(34) Head Noun Phrase Hierarchy: 1t an NP with head noun (phrase) N of semantic
specificity n oa the path from filler to gap is grammatical, then all head noun

(phrases) N’ with less semantic specificity than N will also be grammatical.
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Again, Hawkins (1999: 272) justifies this hierarchy by citing examples from the previous

work (Kluender 1992 and others) as evidence, which are presented in (35):

(35) a. Who did you see a picture of? >
b. Who did you see the picture of? >
c. Who did you see John's picture of?

Hawkins justifies this hierarchy as follows: “A definite NP adds a uniqueness claim to the
existential claim of the indefinite, as well as pragmatic appropriateness conditions
guaranteeing the satisfaction of uniqueness within some portion of the universe of
discourse (Hawkins 1991). A possessive modifier contains an additioral referting
expression and defines a relation of possession or association between this referent and
the head” (1999: 272). As a result, with the filler-gap domain of (35) beginning with the
filler Who and ending with its subcategorisor of, 35a (with the least semantically
specified indefinite article} is grammatically better than 35b (with more semanticaily
specified definite article), which, in turn, is grammatically better than 35¢ (with the most
semantically specified possessive modifier). In other words, as the amount of semantic
processing load carried by the head noun in an of~complement increases from 35a to 35c,

the grammaticality of a filler-gap structure declines simultaneously.

Finally, Hawkins (1999: 278) {ormulates a hypothesis — Valency Completeness which

states:

(36) Valency Completeness: The human processor prefers FGDs to include the

subcategorizors for all phrases within the domain that contain the gap.

Hawkins (1999: 278) claims that “valency completeness factlitates processing by making
it clear how all the phrases containing the gap are structurally connected within the FGD”
and that the processing-motivated hypothesis can account for the Sentential Subject
Constraint (Ross 1967) and other types of subject-object asymmetry in English. The

examples Hawkins (1999: 277-8) uses to justify this hypothesis are presented in (37).

(37) a. *Whoi s|did s:{that Mary disliked Oi] ve[surprise Sue]]?
b. Whoi s[did it ve[surprise Sue s jthat Mary disliked Oi}]]?
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c. *Whati s[did ne[the title of Oi] ve[amuse John]}?
d. Whati s{did John ve[read ne[the title of Qi]]]?

e. ¥*Whati s[did vr[to read Oi] ve[fascinate Sue]]?
f. Whati s[did it ve{fascinate Sue vr’[to read Oi]]]?

Among the three pairs of subject-object asymmetries in (37). thirty-seven a, 37¢ and 37¢
all have a filler extracted out of the subject component (sentential subject, prepositional
complement and infinitival complement respectively). Thus the subcategorisors (surprise,
amuse and fascinate respectively) for all the complements that contain the gap stand
outside the filler-gap domain resulting in valency incompleleness within the domain,
hindered processing and ungrammaticality of the sentences. In contrast, thirty-seven d
has a filler extracted out of the object component and both 37b and 37f have an
extraposition siructure, but the subcategorisors (swrprise, read and fascinate) for the
containing complements in 37b, 37d and 37{ respectively stand within the filler-gap

domain, hence valency complete.

In closing, Hawkins’ (1999) processing-motivated implicational hierarchies/hypotheses
are both theoretically rigorcus and empirically attested across grammars, some of which
have been demonstrated in this section and will be tested against interlanguage data of the

study.

2.1.4. Summary

While the traditional typological studies focus on morphological classification in an
attempt to find differences among languages, modern linguistic typology has focused on
research that involves studies of language universals as well as typelogical investigation.
Apart {rom typological classification of fanguages, typological comparison is used as a
powerful tool in the latter for finding what languages have in common, i.e. typological
universals. In fact the universals research of modern linguistic typology has revealed
more than the classical morphological typology about the crosslinguistic patterns in
particular and the nature of language in general. In view of what has been reviewed

above, modern linguistic typelogy is characterised as:
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)

2)

3)

In general, the study of languages is both empirically and theoretically oriented, albeit
with varying emphasis among different approaches. That is. modern linguistic
typology relies heavily on an increasing number of a wide range of languages of the
world, which in turn provide evidence for theoretical insights. For instance,
crossiinguistic gencralisations are formulated on the basis of examining empirical
data from large language sampies (e.g. Greenberg 1963; Hawkins 1983; Dryer 1992).
In order to account for crosslinguistic patterns and constraints on language,
typologists have also been seeking internal explan:tions within the language system
itself and/or external explanations outside the language system relating to discourse,

processing, economy, perception-cognition, and iconicity (Whaley 1997).

With its diversity of theoretical orientations and practical methodologies, modern
linguistic typology, particularly the Greenbergian typology has become ‘a
subdisciplire of linguistics’ or a well-articulated ‘approach’ (Croft 1990). Even in
terms of its magnitude of research publications, its numerous research centres and
institutes, and its crossdisciplinary influence, it should be regarded as a well-
established field now. The field promises a substantial development with more
languages of the world to be studied and more descriptive and theoretical insights to
be gained, and the typological studies of languages may eventually help to answer the

question “what is a possible human language?”.

Finally, no less significant is the extension of the approach and findings of modern
linguistic typology to studies in the fields of {irst and second language acquisition.
For example, the Accessibility Hierarchy of Keenan and Comrie (1977) has
stimulated a huge amount of research in both fields and the present study is another
attempt to test the validity and predictive power of this universal as well as some

others (Greenberg 1963; Kluender 1992; and Hawkins 1999).
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2.2. Second Language Acquisition

This section includes an overview of the past and current theories and practices in the
field of second language acquisition (2.2.1) and a more detailed account of the
acquisition of English relative clauses by L2 learners from a wide range of LI
backgrounds with particular reference to the Accessibility Hierarchy (Keenan and Comrse
1977)(2.2.2).

2.2.1. An Overview: Theory and Practice in Second Language Acquisition

Second language acquisition (SLA) research can be regarded as having been established
as a field of inquiry in applied linguistics around the late 1960°s (Ellis 1994). Though
with a fairly short history, there is no tack of empirical studies and theoretical discussions
in this field. The different appreaches associated with these diflerent theoretical and

empiiical orientations are briefly addressed hereinafter.

2.2.1.1. Contrastive Analysis

During the 1960’s, SLA research was predominantly conducted froin the perspective of
Contrastive Analvsis, which was based on behaviorist psychology and structuralist
linguistics. The Contrastive Analysis sought to explain SL.A by predicting the errors that
learners make through identifying the linguistic differences between their first language
and the target language. The Contrastive Analysis approach argued thai on the one hand,
learners’ errors occurred primarily as a result of interfecrence when they (ransferred L1
grammatical ‘habits’ into L2, and interference occurred whenever grammatical ‘habits’ of
L1 and L2 differed; and on the other hand, by systcmatically comparing language habits
of L1 and 1.2, errors could be predicted, avoided and even overcome through practice and

new habit formation in L2 learning.

For example, Brooks (1964) worked out a grammatical circle of pattern practice, insisting
that in SLA, structure drill is essential and should be furnished by analogy as well as by
analysis. The behaviourist underpinning of the Contrastive Analysis is clearly spelt out in
Brooks (1964: 58):
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Like sin, error is to be avoided and its influence overcome... The principal
method of avoiding error in language learning is 10 observe and practice the
right model a sufficient number of times; the principal way of overcoming it is
1o shorten the time lapse between the incorrect response and the presentation

once more of the correct model.

Simtlarly, Lado (1983), one of the leading proponents of the Contrastive Analysis,
devised both general and specific procedures for comparing two grammatical structures,
and argued that “The list of problems resulting from the comparison of the foreign
language with the native language will be the most significant list for teaching, testing,

research, and understanding” (Lado 1983: 19).

However, the Contrastive Analysis approach has been found 10 be inadequate alone as an
account for developmental patterns in SLA. That is, the approach can not account for
those non-target features of the learning processes through which learners actually
perceive, organise and use the target language. hence giving rise to the emergence of a

new approach known as the Error Analysis and Interlanguage Theory.

2.2.1.2. Error Analysis and Interlanguage Theory

Around the late 1960’s and carly 1970°s, a number of empirical studies (e.g. Dulay and
Burt 1973) showed that many of the errors which were not predicted by tke Contrastive
Analysis did occur, thereby questioning the validity of the Contrastive Analysis in SLA.
Not only was the importance of L1 interference questioned, but the theoretical basis for
the Contrastive Analysis---behaviorism was seriously attacked by the mentalist theory
(e.g. Chomsky 1959) as well. As a result, the Contrastive Analysis fell into disfavour in
SLA and to replace its dominance, a new approach — the Error Analysis (Corder 1967)
and the interlanguage theory (Selinker 1972) came into being. The focus for research was
consequently shifted from input to output, i.e., from the comparison between L] and L2

systems to the analysis of learner’s interlanguage.




Assuming that both the adult learning a second language and the child learning a primary
language may resort to the same innate mechanism, Corder (1967: 164) argued that “we
may also postulate that the procedures or strategies adopted by the learner of the second
language are fundamentally the same™. In this mentalistic view, the learner’s errors, like
the child’s non-standard forms in early stages of L1 acquisition, could provide evidence
for the development of the system of a “built-in syliabus™ (Corder 1967: 166) {or both the
child and the adult, and these errors were themselves systematic. In conirast 1o the
Contrastive Analysis, which trealed the learner’s errors as undesirable, the Error Analysis
viewed errors as providing evidence of the system of the language the learner is usia.

Corder summarised that the learner’s errors were significant in three different ways:

First to the teacher, in that they tell him, if he undertakes a systematic analysis,
how far towards the goal the learner has progressed and. consequently, what
remains for him to learn. Second, they provide to the researcher evidence of how
language is leamned or acquired, what strategies or procedures the learner is
employing in his discovery of tive language. Thirdly, (and in a sense this is their
most important aspect) they are indispensable to the learner himself, because we
can regard the making of errors as a device the learner uses in order to learn.

(Corder 1967: 167)

Selinker (1972) also argued that the process of second language learning could be studied
from three productive linguistic systems — the learner’s native language utterances, his
intermediary  language competence in the larget language (hence the term
“interlanguage™), and the system of the target language. Accordingly, most studies, while
trying to describe the systematicity of particular interlanguages, also tried 1o find what
common paths of language development of L2 learners through analysing common error
types and common sequences across interlanguages. In the 1970s, many researchers
(Brown 1973; de Villiers and de Villiers 1973; Dulay and Burt 1973, 1974a, 1974b;
Bailey, Madden and Krashen 1974; Larsen-Freeman 1975; Kessler and ldar 1979) carried
out studies to examine learners’ creative processes regarding the development of

grammatical systems, hence ofien known as creative constructions studies. These studies
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are predominantly based on the examination of grammatical morphemes aiming to

describe the natural order of acquisition, therefore also referred to as morpheme siudies.

For example, based on the findings from their two research studies on child second
language acquisition involving error analysis and comparison of the acquisition sequence
of certain grammatical morphemes, Dulay and Burt (1973) suggested that children’s
acquisition of second language svntax could be principally explained by their innate
ability to organise structure in natural communication situations. They found (1974a) that
Children’s errors made when learning a second language in these siluations were mainly
accounted for in terms of “developmental strategies™ (87.1%) rather than “first language
interference” (4.7%). Dulay and Burt (1974b) confirmed the universal developmental
learning strategies in child second language acquisition in another study. in which the
acquisition sequences of eleven English functors were compared and analysed between

children of Chinese- and Spanish-speaking background learning English.

However, like the Contrastive Analysis, the Error Analysis is ailso target-oriented (i.c.
cither the native language or the interlanguage are compared against the standards in the
target language) and unable to adequately address what learners are doing correctly and
appropriately and how learners avoid some target constructions so as to produce fewer
errors. The methodology employed by morpheme studies (e.g. suppliance in obligatory
context analysis) is criticised as striving for systematicity while obscuring variability in
individual performances (Rosansky 1976; Andersen 1978). Moreover, these studies, on
the whole. overlook contexts and functions of the linguistic forms, thus lcaving learners’

learning process unaddressed. a stance which variationists take in their research.

2.2.1.3. Monitor Theory

Based on tlie results of second language research by himself and other researchers,
Krashen (1977, 1982) put forward his “Monttor theory” which assumed a common
underlying route of acquisition for both L1 and L2 development. In his Monitor model,
Krashen assumed learning and acquisition as two distinctive processes in language

acquisition with the former leading to a consciously ‘learned system’ — explicit
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knowledge, and the latter to a subconsciously “acquired system” — implicit knowledge. He
argued that the acquired system couid act as a generator of spontaneous utterances in a
situation of communicative demand, while the learned system could work only as a check
or monitor on the output of the acquired sysiem under certain very limited conditions and

could not be converted into acquired knowledge.

For example, Krashen (1982) suggested that grammar has only two limited roles in
second language instruction either as a monitor which “is limited to easily learned, late-
acquired rules, simple morphological additions that do not make an overwhelming
contribution to communicating the speaker or writer's message” (1982: |12), or as
subject-matter through which the students’ possible progress in SLA “is coming from the
medium and not the message™ (1982: 120). Therefore, “*Neither role is essential, neither is

the central part of the pedagogical program™ (1982: §9).

[n order to reduce the undesirable effect of monitor and to promote the process of
language acquisition, (Krashen 1977) proposed the Input Hypothesis in which crucial to
the acquired system was the comprehensible input. the input of language that is a little
beyond the current level of the learner’s comprehension. Krashen arpued that the formal
structure of language does not need to be explicitly learned or taught and will be
automalically provided once there is sufficient comprehensible input and the learner
understands il and communicates successfully with others. On the basis of these basic
assumptions Krashen and Terrell (1983) put forth the Natural Approach to address
second language instruction, the underlying assumption of which is that language
acquisition occurs by understanding messages rather than formal structures, and that the

major objective {or language instruction should be 10 provide comprehensible input.

Though advocating a different theory from his contemporaries, Krashen and his Monitor
theory “owed much to early interlanguage theory and to the research that it spawned”
(Ellis 1994: 355). Krashen’s theory, like the Error Analysis and the Interlanguage
Theory, is also influenced by the rationalist view of language in that the mentatist notions

such as innate linguistic knowledge and universal grammar are inherent in his
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learning/acquisition, monitor, natural order hypotheses, albeit not quite so in his input
hypothesis. White (1987) regarded Krashen’s input hypothesis as inadequate due to its
focus on meaning and context regardless of some context/meaning-independent aspects
of grammar development, and due to its overemphasis on the role and benefits of
simplified input without precision to identify what .spects of input are relevant to what
stage of development. White (1987) argued for the inclusion of such an input hypothesis
in L2 acquisition theory on the basis of having these problems adequately addressed.
However, Krashen’s theory has attracted some serious criticism (e.g. Gregg 1984) for

lack of rigour as well as his lack-of-evidence theory-hypothesising manner.

2.2.1.4. Variation (and Functionalism)

Pidgin-creole studies and sociolinguisitic studies have influenced interlanguage research
in the direction of varation. Although engaged in research in different areas, early
prominent researchers such as Bailey (1971), Bickerton (1971) and Labov (1969) all
argued for a valid theory of language on the proposition that language is inherently
variable and this variability is systematic. In a variationist perspective, interlanguage
studies should reflect respects of variation and change through time and space in learners’
interlanguage. Therefore, SLA research conducted within a variationist paradigm is
mainly concerned with how learners’ interlanguage varies and changes as a function of
different contexts such as social, cultural, situational or task contexts in which a second

language is being learned/acquired.

Based on the findings of pidgin-creole studies as well as his own research, Schumann
(1976, 1978, 1986) developed the Pidginisation/Acculturation Model in an attempt 10
address the interlanguage development of second fanguage learners. Schumann (1978)
argued that the early stages of SLA reflect *pidginisation’ in that both are characteristic of
the simplification of language for being restricted to strictly communicative functions,
and that the later stages of SLA reflect *decreolisation’ in that both are characteristic of
the complication of language for being able to perform integrative and expressive
functions. Schumann (1978) then claborated the pidginisation model in arguing that

social and psychological distance from the target language group causes persistence of
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pidginisation in the speech of an L2 leamer. That is, the greater the social and
psychological distance there is between the learner and the target language group, the less
successful the leamer is in acquiring the target language, hence the more persistent his
pidginised target ianguage is. This was exemplified in a longitudinal case study, in which
Schumann (1976) found that the lack of development in English acquisition of a 30-year-
old learner over ten-month period was the result of pidginisation, i.¢. the result of the
learner’s social and psychological distance from native speakers of English. Schumann
(1986) clustered the social and psychological variables affecting SLA into a single
variable, acculturation, hence the Acculturation Model, which predicts how successful
learners acquire the target language is dependent upon the extent to which they
acculturate to the target language group. Since the 1990s, Schumann's focus of research
has shifted from incorporation of a cognitive component in his pidginisation/acculturation
model (e.g. Schumann 1990) to a more recent concern about psychological and

neurological basis of language leaming (e.g. Schumann 2001{).

The pidginisation/acculturation theory seems (o imply that social factors are the direct
cause of success or failure in learning an L2, which seems to offer only part of ihe picture
of language acquisition in a social setting. It cannol adequaiely explain why some
learners do succeed in learning an L2 in an adverse situation in terms of social distance,
and why other learners have their L2 remain pidginised even when they have stayed for
years in a setting where there is no social distance between these learners and the target
language group. The success or failure of the learner in acquiring an L2 depends on the

interplay of a number of factors such as motivation and maturation apart {roin

Schumann’s social factors.

Based on the examination of the data from several studies, Tarone (1983) showed that
interlanguage speech production varied systematically with elicitation tasks and argued
that the continuum paradigm could better account for the phenomenon of variability in
interlanguage systems than a Chomskyan paradigm and the monitor theory. The
systematic variability related to tasks was also shown in another study (Tarone 1985) in

which the performance of L2 learners on a certain task (e.g. a written grammar test)
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varied from their performance on another (an oral interview). Moreover, the task-related
vartability also correlated with the variability of styles used in the tasks, that is, when the
tasks were ordered in terms of degree of attention to language form required. the styles
used by L2 learners in response to those tasks could also be ordered along a continuum.
This continuum paradigm in addressing systematic variability in interlanguage systems
was more thoroughly developed in Tarone (1988), where she postulated a ‘capability
continuum’ of styles that range from the ‘vernacular’ (which demands the least attention
to language form) to the ‘careful’ style (which demands the most attention 1o language
form). In L2 production, learners will vary in using different styles required by different
degrees of attention to linguistic forms under different conditions of language use. When
new forms enter any one of the styles along the continuum, they may also permeate into
the other styles. Tarone (1988) suggested that styles towards the careful end of the
continuum are more target-like and less systematic than those towards the vernacular end,
which are in turn more internally stable and less permeable to invasion from other styles.
Consequently, the learner’s language capability develops as entry and spreading (usually

towards the direction of careful style) of new forms occur.

Ellis (1985) interpreted interlanguage variability as having tvo dimensions — horizontal
and vertical — the former referring to the learner's L2 knowledge at the specific point in
time and the latter to the stages through which interlanguage evolves. Ellis (1985, 1992)
argued that interlanguage is at once systemet:s and variable, and thal systematic
horizontal variability is a precursor of vertical growth in interlanguage. He views the
systematic variability of learners’ interlanguage as a positive phenomenon, because it is
the essential evidence of growth of an inherently unstable system still being developed.
To address such systematic variability, unlike Tarone, Ellis (1985, 1992) suggested that
learners have just one *style’ or grammar, but rules within this grammar may be variable.
In the development of the learner’s interlanguage, rules are initially constructed for
unique use. Gradually, different forms associated with the same rule may emerge to
compete for entry into the interlanguage system resulting in {ree variation, and finally
each variant of the same rule may be restricted to a specific context of use or a specific

grammatical function, Thus a form-function network in which different forms are

59

TR S PP

s g i e T | A - b A Tt TR A e e C e S




employed to perform different functions is built, and the development of the learner’s L2

systein occurs.

According to Towell and Hawkins (1994: 42), Ellis’s and Tarone’s theories of variation,
like Schumann’s pidginisation/acculturation hypothesis, suffer “from the absence of a
theory of the nature of grammatical structure”. Moreover, in view of the variation
theories of Ellis and Tarone, Towell and Hawkins (1994: 43) made the following critical

comments:

The problems that were found with these accounts are these. Transfer from the
L1 receives no explanation. New forms enter the grammar freely (randomly),
but this is in conflict with the considerable evidence for systematic staged
development, which would be inexplicable if new forms freely entered the
grammar. No account is offered for why some kinds of variation are resolved

more quickly than others.

Under the influence of sociolinguistics, there has been a tendency for SLA research to be
conducted in naturally-occurring language environments in order to examine how
interlanguages are developed in natural settings and what impact social context has on
acquisition such as in longitudinal case studies (e.g. Huebner 1983; Kumpt 1983; Sato
1990). Research along this line is based on naturally-occurring data, and if data elicitation
does not occur in natural settings, attempts are made to replicate natural conditions to the

extent possible so as to achieve generalisations in more contextualised terms.

Recently, Chinese learners’ interfanguage variation has been examined in a number of
studies (e.g. Young 1991; Bayley 1996, Wei 1997). Based on a systematic study of
variation in interlanguage morphology of Chinese learners, Young (1991) proposed a
new descriptive model for handling what the previous investigators had claimed to be
random variations in interlanguage performance. Using the technigue of VARBRUL to
examine the data regarding plural inflections in the English interlanguage of Chinese

learners, Young (1991) found that a multi-factored explanation rather than a single-
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factored explanation may account for interlanguage development more effectively. In
terms of statistical significance, his model tries to account for how factors such as the
social context of speech, the linguistic environment of a variable, and the tendency to

omit redundant information affect the developing interlanguage system.

Bayley (1996) used the technique of variable rule analysis to examine both linguistic and
social factors that constrain surface realisation of underlying forms in the interlanguage
of Chinese learners of English and thus to estimate the degree to which their production
mirrors their acquisition. This technique provides a multidimensional picture of the
English interlanguage of Chinese learners in terms of —/d deletion and affixation: their
interlanguage shows convergence with native varieties of English in phonological
environment and speech style and divergence from native varietics in syllable stress,
cluster length and grammatical category. Their English proficiency and social network
affiliation are also shown 10 play a role in their production. The interaction of competing
constraints of this technique is adequately addressed to account for the multiple factors
that aifect second language production and the technique is thus claimed to provide an
effective means of measuring acquisition of —+/d deletion and affixation in the

interfanguage of Chinese learners.

2.2.1.5. Universal Approaches

Since the 1980s, considerable attention has been attached to explaining facts about SLA
in terms of universal properties of language. According to Gass (1989), there are three
different approaches towards language universals: one advocated by Chomsky (1981a),
one by Greenberg (1963, 1976) and the other by Bates and MacWhinney (1982). The
approach advocated by Chomsky and his fellow researchers known as ise Universal
Grammar, argues that language universals, which reflect the innate properties ol the
human mind, underliec any human language and can be deductively discovered by
studying a limited number ol individual languages and consistently explained within the

formalist domain in terms of abstract formal constructs of syntactic structures.
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The typological approach discussed above (see 1.2 for details) claims that language :
universals should be formulated on the basis of observations across a wide range of 3
languages, and that thus inductively-formulated language universals can be explained
from language-externally motivated consideration (such as discourse and processing |

factors) as well as language-~internal account (such as structural properties). The third

approach developed by Bates and MacWhinney deals with language universals from a

psychological perspective, or more specifically, a processing perspective. Their
Competition Model (Bates and MacWhinney 1982) is initially developed to address how
monolingual speakers interpret sentences and some attempts have since been made to

investigate to what extent this model can be applied in accounting for SLA issues. |

Since the typological approach of language universals and its implication for and

application in SI.A have already been illustrated in sections 1.2, 1.3, 1.4 and 2.1, only the

other two univer.al approaches are briefly reviewed below.

W, 7

Universal Grammar of the Chomskyan school (e.g. Chomsky 1981a) consists of a set of
abstract and general principles. which is assumed to underlie the core grammars of all
natural languages. The set of principles is postulated to represent the human beings’
innate language faculty with which children acquire their native languages relatively
rapidly and uniformly. The observed systematic variability found among languages can |
be accounted for by a set of well-defined parameters constrained by the principles. The %
invariant principles form the basis for all natural language grammars, but the parametric [

variation of the principles account for both the specified limits of human languages and

the relative rapidity and uniformity with which all children are entitled to acquire all

natural languages.

This principles-and-parameters approach of Universal Grammar has inspired a significant
amount of SLA research, which differs to varying extent with respect to the accessibility
ol UG (evident in L1 acquisition) to L2 acquisition. Some (e.g. Epstein, et al. 1996, 1998
[Flynn 1984, 1987, 1996; White 1985; White and Jufls 1998) have argued for a full access

hypothesis which claims that the principles and parameters of Universal Grammar are
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available not only to the child L1 learner but also to the adult L2 learner. This approach
claims that differences between patterns of L2 acquisition and L1 acquisition can be
explained in terms of other factors rather than a lack of access to Universal Grammar.
Others (e.g. Bley-Vroman 1989; Clahsen 1988) argue for the no access hypothesis which
claims that the principles and parameters of Universa! Grammar is completely
inaccessible to the adult L2 learner, whose acquisition of a second language can be
explained in nonlinguistic terms such as types of problem-solving strategies. Still others
(e.g. Schachter 1989) argue for the partial access hypothesis, claiming that the adult L2
learner has partial access to the principles and parameters of Universal Grammar only if
they are instantiated in his’her L1 grammar. They also claim that other than that L2

acquisition should be explained in terms of problem-solving strategies as well.

For example, Flynn (1984) argues that the primary branching direction, which provides a
significant constraint on {irst language acquisition in carly stages, also holds in SLA.
Based on her experimental data from two different L1 groups: Spanish (whose primary
branching direction is right-branching - the same as English) and Japanese (whose
primary branching direction is left-branching), she suggests that her results, which cannot
be explained adequately in terms of either Lado’s (1983) Contrastive Analysis (which
assumes that L1 experience is important in SLA) and Dulay and Burt’s (1974a, 1974b)
strict Creative Construction Theory (which assumes that principles of acquisition
independent of L1 experience are essential to SLA) can be best accounted for in terms of
parameterisation of Universal Grammar principles. The primary branching direction is
proposed as a significant principle in SLA: SLA is facilitated when parametric values of
primary branching direction between the first and second language do match; while it is
delayed when there is a mismatch in the parametric values. In another study using again
two groups of English learners of Spanish- and Japanese-speaking backgrounds, Flynn
(1987) investigates the role of the head-initial/head-final parameter in their acquisition of
English pronoun anaphora. Given the results that both groups of learners use the head-
initial/head-final parameter as a source of structural organisation for the L2, Flynn (1987)
argues that the parameter-setting model of Universal Grammar for SLA is belter

positioned for accounting 1.2 acquisition phenomena in that what both the Contrastive
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Analysis and the Creative Construction Theory try to explain is well addressed in this

model.

The full-access-to-Universal-Grammar approach is more thoroughly expounded in Flynn
(1996), and is further evidenced in Epstein, Flynn and Martohardjono’s (1996, 1998)
recent studies in which different levels of Japanese speakers learning English were
examined via elicited imitation tasks and results show that all functiona! categories of
Universal Grammar are available at every stage of Japanese learners’ L2 acquisition and
the observed errors are attributed to problems in production, not to lack of knowledge of
a functional category, thus lending support to the strong continuity hypothesis. The
corroborative evidence for the accessibility of functional categories of Universal
Grammar also comes from White and Juffs (1998) and Prevost and White (2000). The
former is a comparative study on native Chinese (a wh-in-situ fanguage) speakers’ and
native English sprakers’ (as controls) acquisition of Universal Grammar constraints on
wh-movement in English in a timed grammaticality judgment task and an untimed written
question formation task (both designed to test long-distance wh-extraction under different
island conditions). Based on the results that in both tasks Chinese learners of English are
highly sensitive to subjacency violations (very few wh-in-situ questions: 5%-7%) and
even no less so than English-speaking controls (27%), White and Jufls (1998) argue that
even when they are exposed to the target language only in their native country, L2
learners still have access to universal grammar. In the latter study, the full-access-to-
Universal-Grammar-based missing surface inflection hypothesis was examined against
the impaired representation hypothesis in the spontancous production data from two adult
learners of French and two adult learners of German.'” The data show that aithough
learners sometimes have a problem with realisation of surface morphology, such that they
resort to nonfinite forms, generally finite forms do not occur in nonfinite contexts,

learners exhibit syntactic reflexes of finiteness, and inflected forms largely show accurate

' The missing surface inflection hypothesis means that L2 learers have unconscious knowledge of the
functional projections and features underlying tense and agreement, while the impaired representation
hypothesis means that L2 inflection is essentiaily impaired, due 1o lack of functional categories, features, or
feature strength (Prevost and White 2000).
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agreement. Prevost and White (2000) suggest that adult L2 learners represent finiteness

and agreement at an abstract level, rather than being impaired in this domain.

There is a notable commonality between the generative grammar and typological
approach in their respective application of markedness theory for predicting language
acquisition. Croft (1990: 64) claims that although both the generative and typological
approaches have adapted the concept of markedness from the Prague School of linguistic
theory, “markedness in generative grammar is considerably different from markedness in
typology”. However, White (1989) argues that as regards some of their respective
markedriess claims, the two approaches are compatibie in some of the areas they both
identify as important, and in their similarities at the level of acquisition prediction for
either first or second language. Mazurkewich (1984) and Zobl (1995) (ollowing
generative approach, and Eckman (1977, 1996) following. functional-typological
approach, both make reference to the notion of markedness in their respective account for
SLA phenomena with the similar prediction — the unmarked forms are usually acquired
earlier or more casily than the markeda forms. For example, Mazurkewich (1984) used
iwo groups of English learners: speakers of Inuktitut and French for her study of the issue
of markedness in the acquisition of dative questions. She hypothesises that the unmarked
form of dative questions, the one with the preposition pie-piped with wh-word would be
acquired prior to the marked form, the onc with the preposition stranded in situ, despite
the fact that the unmarked form may occur quite infrequently in the leamer’s language
input. An operational written test in which subjects are asked to question the underlined
phrases in a series of declarative sentences was administered and results confirm her
prediction that the unmarked dative question is acquired before the marked one. So we
might conclude that the view of full-access-Universal-Grammar proponents, is consistent
with the view of typological universals that “All universals that are true for primary

languages are also true for 1L.s” (Eckman 1996: 204).

In their mode!, Bates and MacWhinney (1982) presented two levels of language: form
uidd function, that is, the forms of language are used to express communicative intentions.

They argue that speakers use cues in determining relationships among e/2ments. Central
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to the argument is that while the range of cues is universal, the realisation of cues and the
strength assigned to specific cues are language-specific. When there are elements of a
sentence determined by cues which do not converge to the interpretation of the sentence,
competition occurs as 1o which element will fill which grammatical position. Importantly,
different languages resort to different cues in resolving the conilict. For instance, Gass
(1989: 519) argues that “English uses word order and agreement as primary determinants.
Other languages, for example, Italian in which wrrd order is more flexible, rely more
heavily on morphological agreement as well as on semantics and pragmatics.” Based on
the results of previous studies conducted cross-linguistically to investigate the interacting
cues of word order and animacy, Gass (1989) concludes that in languages that depend on
animacy for a basic interpretation strategy, speakers of those languages do not resort to a

strong word order cue.

In a more recent longitudinal study of three German-English bilingnal children in
Australia, Ddpke (1998) examined their developmental paths in acquiring word order in
the verb phrases in German and English. She analyses her data in the light of cue strength
and cue cost associated with each language. She finds that the major differences between
these bilingual children and monolingual German- and English-speaking children are
those concerning word arder and finiteness of verb phrases in their German prominently
in Phase 11, and these differerces can be best explained by the theory of cue competition.,
Dapke claims that her findings “provide support for cue compeltition as interface between
input data and UG operations™ (1998: 581) and deepen our understanding of the process
of language acquisition from a new perspective, which cannot be otherwise achieved by

studying monolingual language speakers alone.

Apart from the studies discussed above, there have been numerous other attempts at
addressing SLA phenomena {rom the universal perspective either influenced by one of
the above three approaches identified above or deveioped in their own right. Seliger
(1984) proposed a model of processing in second language acquisition at two levels:
strategy and tactic. The former refers to an innate biojogical mechanism which enables

human beings to process information received (whether fromr L1 or L2 and whether from
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the limited or elaborate system) in the same way, that is, through hypothesis formation
and testing — the mind contrasting the known with the unknown and attempting to test,
confirm or reiect the unknown by relating it to the known. The latter involves individual
learners, their learning situations and their linguistic responses in these situations. The
strategy is universal and the tactic is specific. Even though it is expected that all
individual learners resort to the same universal strategies, individual differences in L2
acquisition arise due to learners’ choice of tactics. The selection of preferred tactics by
individuals is, in turn, affected by the specific learning environment and learners’ filter,
which acts as the interface between strategy and tactic and determines what language data

is selected for attention and learning (Seliger 1984: 47).

In reviewing the different ordering of certain English morphemes in both first and second
language acquisition data obtained by Brown (1973). Dulay and Burt (1974¢) and Bailey
et al. (1974), VanPatten (1984) showed that the different orders obtained by these
researchers were fundamentally the same if viewed in terms of separale syntactic
positions (e.g., N-bound morphemes and V-bound morphemes). On the basis of this
analysis and the notions of acquisition/learning distinction and monitor (e.g. Krashen
1980), VanPatten (1984) then went on to explain why these orders of morpheme
acquisition for both L1 and L2 were the same. For example, within the acquisition order
of V-bound morphermes for all learners of English (-ing > irregular past > -s),'"® -ing is
more communicatively important (for carrying more “semantic clout™) than irregular
past, which, in turn, is more communicatively important than —s, hence the order, In other
words, -s is more likely to co-occur with other lexical ilems bearing the same
information in the speech or is less importance for sentence comprehension than
irregular past, which, in turn, is so than -ing. Therefore, the communication-based
strategy works predominantly at early stages of acquisition and the learning strategy
comes in only when learners become more proficient at meaning processing and begin to

auend to less communicatively important forms (morphemes).

1%, . . . s . .
>" means ‘is acquired earlier than” and -5 means “third person singular’ (see VanPatten 1984: 95-7 fora
detailed illustration).
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i_ To sum up, research conducted within different paradigms in the field of SLA, varies in k

its theoretical orientations and empirical endeavours. Each approach contributes in its

own right to the deveioping field. In view of the reiationship between SLA and other
disciplines, Gass (1993) argues that although SLA is already a field in its own right, SLA
must not only draw from other disciplines, but must also provide intellectual stimulation ]
1o other disciplines so as to become a recognised field of academic inquiry with i

credibility.

2.2.2. Studies of Interlanguage in Question Formation: a Typological

Approach {

There have been a number of studies of English interfanguage relating to the acquisition

of yes/no questions and/or wh questions by English learners of different L1 backgrounds

in the literature of SLA (e.g. Mukattash 1981; Saunders 1983; Eckman et al 198%; Brines §

f 1990; Kim 1999). These studies were carried out from different theoretical/pedagogical

perspectives; different from others, Eckman et al (1989} was a study conducted in a :

typological approach.

In order to directly address the question of whether primary-language universals also hold

for secondary languages such as interlanguages, Eckman, Moravcsik and Wirth (1989)

oot s b S5 it wire | R S

conducted a study to examine the validity of the implicational universal pertaining to the
word order of questions (Greenberg 1963) against interlanguage data. In the study, they
used a task of eliciting questions around story squares from {4 English learners of

Japanese- (N = 6), Korean- (N = 4) and Turkish-speaking (N = 4) backgrounds

respectively. The gathered interlanguage speech data were then used for tesling the {

implicational universal.

They reinterpreted the implicational universal pertaining to word order ol questions —
Greenberg’s Universal !l (see (3) in 2.1.3.1) — as the following two separate

implicational universals (Eckman et al 1989: 175):
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(38) A. “Wh Inversion implies ¥ Fronting™

B. “Yes/No Inversion implies Wh Inversion™

To operationalise the examination of the two universals, Eckman et al (1989: 180) first
defined some basic grammatical constructions to which relevant utierances were tied,
then tied these grammatical constructions to relevant general patterns, and finally related
these general patterns to the implicational universals to be tested. After defining
grammatical constructions such as subject, verb, yes/no and wh inversion, and classifying
the actual instances accordingly, Eckman et al (1989: 175) established the following three

patterns:

(39)  A. Wh Fronting ~ the sentence-initial (vs. non-initial) position of question words
or phrases in wh questions (“What are you doing?” vs. “You are doing what?™);
B. Wh Inversion — verb-before-subject (vs. subject-before-verb) order in Wh
questions (“What are you doing?” vs. “What you are doing?™);
C. Yes/No Inversion — verb-before-subject (vs. subject-before-verb) order in yes/no

questions (“Are you going back?” vs. *You are going back?”).

The relevant classified utterances were then related 10 one of the three patierns in (39),
calculated and 1abulated for analysis (see Eckman ct al 1989; 181-5). Results of the
subjects” performances, in compliance with the Inferianguage Structural Conformity
Hypothesis,'® predominantly support the two universals with only one exception 1o 38B
(see Eckman et al 1989: 185-7). It is significant that not only are the two implicational
universals upheld in interlanguage data (Eckman et al 1989), but their findings also

suggest that typological universals are indeed valid predictors for L2 acquisition.

This study, in a similar vein, will use a different task — the naturalistic conversation

comprising an interview and a role-play — to further examine the predictive power of the

two implicational universals for interlanguage data.

14 . . . . . '
Interlangniage Structural Conformity Hypothesis: All universals that are true for primary languages are
also true for interfanguages (Eckman et &1 1989: 195),
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2.2.3. Studies of Interlanguage in Relative Clause Formation

The acquisition of English relative clauses by L2 learners is a well-studied area and is
well documented in the literature of SLA. This phenomenon has been studied by different
researchers from different perspectives; and consequently, in addition to some common
characteristics found in the relevant studies, the research {indings may vary with respect
to underlying theoretical assumptions and methodological issues involved in the research
within the same research paradigm as well as across different research paradigms. What
follows hereafler reviews briefly the studies of relative clause formation in SLA, and then
in detaii those studies relating to the typological universal — the Accessibility Hierarchy

(Keenan and Comrie 1977).

2.2.3.1. Relative Clause Formation in SLA: an Overview

As has been demonstrated in the previous section (2.2.1). research in SLA or
interlanguage has been strongly influenced by different theoretical paradigms in the
disciplines of linguistics, psychology and sociology. There is no exception for studies

regarding the acquisition of English relative clauses by L2 leamers.

One of the early studies conducied in this area is Cook’ (1973) comparison of language
development between native children and foreign aduns. In order to supply some
concrete facts rather than the sole focus on theoretical speculation on this issue, Cook
(1973), by adapting some procedures from developmental psycholinguistics, devised two
experiments, one of which was a comparative study of the imitation and comprehension
of relative clauses between these two groups. Based on the resuits that both groups
seemed to share far more similarities than differences, Cook (1973: 20-22) concluded that
adult L2 learning is fundamentally similar to child L1 learning, in contrast to ‘the
teacher’s belief that foreign adults approach language in ways fundamentally different
from native children”. However, a very important difference between foreign adults and
native children (i.e. only children repeated the last few words of the sentence) was
attributed to mental differences in terms of memory capacity instead of language

differences. In effect, Cook (1977) confirmed this difference in another study, which
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consisted of a series of experiments including a test of English relative clause

comprehension among native English-speaking adults and children and foreign adutlts.

Tushyeh (1988) used an error analysis in examining Arabic-speaking learners’
acquisition of English relative clauses in different tasks (translation test, grammaticality
judgment, sentence combination and sentence completion). Results (Tushyeh 1938)
showed that the use of the resumptive pronoun was the most frequently occurring error
type, which was accounted for by language transfer, and that other error types included
omission of the obligatory relative pronoun, preposition omission, and use of possessive
pronouns with the antecedent. in addition, overgeneralisation of target language features

and simplification were involved to address those intralingual errors.

Kupferberg and Olshtain (1996) investigated the effect of contrastive linguistic input on
the learning of difficult English forms such as compound nouns and nonfinite restrictive
relative clauses by native Hebrew speakers. In their study, natural linguistic input was
provided for both experimental and control groups, but additional contrastive linguistic
inout was introduced only to the former. Based on the findings that the scores for
recognition and production tasks for the experimental group learners were significantly
increased with exposure to contrastive linguistic input, Kupferberg and Olshtain (1996)
suggest that contrastive input expedites noticing difficult linguistic forms and should be

incorporated into 1.2 programs.

Both the Universal Grammar-based principles-and-parameters approach and the
typological universal approach have been widely applied in examining acquisition of
English relative clauses by L2 learners. For example, Flynn (1989) investigated the role
of the head-initial/head-final parameter in the acquisition of bound variables in English
restrictive relative clauses by adult Spanish and Japanese speakers in an elicited imitation
task. Based on her experimental results that significant differences in patierns of
acquisition between Spanish and Japanese speakers did exist, she (1989: 102-5) argued
that the dilferences can be explained in terms of the differences between the head

direction of the L1 and L2 of the learners, and that the head-direction parameter
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constrains SLA. which lends support to the parameter-setting model of L2 acquisition in

particular and a theory of parameter-setting in the framework of Universal Grammar in

general.

In another study based on the generative framework, Adjémian and Liceras (1984)
examined the internal structures of restrictive relative clauses of English. French and
Spanish and the problems these structures posed for L2 learners. The acquisition of
restrictive relative clauses by adult native speakers of English leaming Freach or Spanish
and by adult native speakers of French learning English or Spanish was tested in two oral
elicitation tasks and three written tasks. Results showed that the acquisition of some
subtle differences in relative clauses between related languages could not be
straightforwardly addressed with an unidimensional explanation; rather. the emerging
interlanguage grammar of L2 learners was shaped by the interaction of several factors
including transfer, universal grammar and learner-produced hypotheses (Adjémian and

l.iceras: 107-16).

Comparable to the vast amount of SILA research conducted in the generative paradigm is
enormous amount of SLA research relating to the Accessibility Hierarchy in the

typological paradigm, to which we now turn.

2.2.3.2. Relative Clause Formation in SL.A: Accessibility Hierarchy

One of the questions addressed at the Conference on Language Universals and Second
Language Acquisition held at the University of Southern California in February 1982, is:
“What might the existence of accessibility hierarchies lead one to look for in the analysis
of interlanguages?” (Rutherford 1984: 2) With respect to this question, Comrie has
(1984: 14-5) observed that:

The cross-language study of relative clause formation presented in Keenan and
Comrie (1977) has spawned a vast amount of relevant literature in the second
language acquisition area, showing how the theoretical conclusions reached by

Keenan and Ceinrie (ranslate fairly directly into valid predictions about the
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acquisition of relative clauses in a second language. though also noting more

specific points where the fit between the two areas is less than perfect.

in effect, through examination of the relationship between language universals and
language acquisition studies in relation to relative clause formation, Gass and Ard (1980)
found that L2 acquisitior data provide a clearer window for investigation and verification
of language universals than do L! acquisition data. I.1 acquisition appears to be strongly
affected by factors rooted in cognitive development, while adult L2 acquisition sezms 1o
be affected by factors primarily based on language universals. Indeed, since the inception
of the Accessibility Hierarchy, the validity of the Accessibility Hierarchy in language
acquisition has been challenged more frequently in studies of primary !anguages (e.g.
Yeoh 1977; Manaster-Ramer 1979; Joseph 1983; Lewis 1985; Lawal 1987) than in 1.2
studies (e.g. Ito 2001). Most studies (e.g. Gass 1979, 1982; Pavesi 1986; Eickman 2t al
1988; Li and Li 1994; Sadighi 1994; Sadighi and Jafarpurin 1994; Aarts and Schils 1995;
Park 1998, 2000) in SLA relating to the Accessibility Hierarchy, in general, seem to lend

support to its validity in predictions about L2 acquisition, albeit not without

controversies.

Gass (1979) was the first researcher to test the relevance of the Accessibility Hierarchy in
SLA studies. In an attempt to better determine the nature of language transfer in relation
to the role of universals of grammatical relations, Gass conducted a study which
investigated the formation of relative clauses based on the Accessibility Hierarchy in
SLA. The subjects were 17 adult L2 learners of English with 9 different native languages
— Arabic, Chinese, French, ltalian, Korean, Persian, Portuguese, Japanese and Thai. In
order to test learners’ receptive and productive linguistic knowledge of RC formation, the
tasks of grammaticality judgment and sentence combination were used respectively. The
former involved giving acceptability judgments to 29 English sentences with each
containing a restrictive relative (13 are well-formed and 16 are not) and the latier
involved combining two separate seniences into a single sentence containing a relative

clause (with 12 pairs to complete).
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There are a number of findings reported in this study. First, L1 transfer effects are only
significant for the variable of pronoun retention but not in the other three: relative clause
marker omission. relative clause marker selection and adjacenqv.m Second, target-
language facts should be considered in the descripticn of language transfer (Gass 1979:
342). Third and most important, the percentages of the L2 learners’ sentences cotrect on
the sentence combiration task match neatly with the grammatical relations (with the
exception of GENY*' of the Accessibility Hierarchy, as shown in Table 2.2, hence

validating this typological universal by the data in this study.

Table 2.2.  Percentage of Sentences Correct by Language Groups

SuU DO 10/0BL  GEN OCOMP Language Group

48 28 27 47 10 Arabic

90 30 25 30 13 Thai

68 28 17 33 0 Romance

70 20 18 38 4 Persian

78 60 28 88 0 Chinese,  Japanese,
Korean

{Adapted from Gass 1979: 340)

As Gass put it, language universals “were found 1o play the feading role in this study
since they were dominant both in assigning relative orders of difficulty and in
determining where language transfer occurs™ (1979: 341). Based on the results of the
study, Gass (1979) proposed a model of language iransfer that predicts the conditions
most conducive to transfer, including notions of language universals, language distance,

and surface language phenomena.

In another study, Gass (1982) examined whether the Accessibility Hierarchy for SLA has
some implications for L2 instruction, that is. whether instruction on relativisation on a

low position on the hierarchy given to L2 leamners can enable them to make

* For the grammaticality judgment task, the transfer effect is on the positions of SU, DO and 10; for the
sentence combination task, it is on the positions of DO, 10 and OBL (for details of explanation, see Gass
1979: 335-9).

! Gass (1979: 341) provides two possible explanations for this. Whose in English is the only invariant
relative marker coded in GEN position, hence being salient and casily perceivable by the 1.2 learner.
Another possibility is specifically related to the study in which the learners may have interpreted the
genitive marker and the noun following it as a whole unit. which in fact covers cither SU or DO positions
(positions high on the hicrarchy) in all instances containing genitive markers.
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generalisations to the higher but not lower positions on the hierarchy. She used two
groups of L2 learners of English with Arabic, ltalian, Persian, Russian and Spanish as
their native languages respectively; one is the experimental group with thirteen learners
and the other is the control group with five learners. Pre-instruction (grammaticality
judgment and sentence combination) tests showed no significant difference between the
two groups in terms of their pre-instructional knowledge of English relative clauses.
Three days later, the experimental group received relativisation instruction on OBL
position only, while the control group was given relativisation instruction from a
textbook starting from SU, to DO, 10 and finally to GEN (with less emphasised
instruction) positions. About two days after the instruction, post-instruction tests on all
the positions on the Accessibility Hierarchy were administered to both groups, and results
showed that the experimental group had improved significantly in terms of score
difference between pre- and post-instruction tests while the control group had not.
Moreover, in the task of combining two separale sentences into one senience containing a
relative clause (production task), the experimental group demonstrated the ability to
generalise from relativisation on OBL position to all other (SU, DO. 1D, OCOMP) but
GEN positions, whereas the improvement for the contro! group was mainly confined to
what they had been taught. The results of the improvement of the two groups on the
production task between the pre- and post-tests are presented in Table 2.3 in terms of

percentages.

Table 2.3.  Improvement on the production task in the two groups

Control group Experimental group

SU 40% SuU 30%
bO 30% DO 39%
10 0% 10 42%
OBL 40% OBL 57%
GEN 10% GEN 12%
OCOMP 0% OCOMP 50%

(Adapted from Gass 1982: 138)

A number of interesting points can be seen trom the table. Firs(, the contro} group did not
impiove at all for relativisation on 1O position but did improve markedly for
relativisation on OBL position for which they received no instruction. Second, the

experimental group generalises from OBL relativisation 1o relativisation not only on
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higher positions (e.g. SU, DO. 10} but on lower positions (e.g. OCOMP) as well. Third,
both groups improve only marginally on GEN relativisation. This result runs counter io
Gass’s earlier findings (Gass 1979; cf. Note 19). Nevertheless, Gass’s (1982) hypothesis
is well supported by thc overall results of the study, which iead her to draw a pedagogical
implication for syllabus design in which she suggests difficult structures should precede

the easier ones given learners’ ‘natural’ generalising abilities (Gass 1982: 139).

Gass’s (1982) hypothesis was further examined by Eckman, Bell and Nelson (1988) who
replicated and extended the findings of the former in an attempt to test the generalisation
of instruction in L2 learning. Based on their Markedress Differential Hypothesis™
Eckman et al (1988) suggest “that it is the most marked aspects of a target language from
which it should be possible for a leamer to gain maximal generalization of his/her
fearning” (1988: 4). As regards the Accessibility Hierarchy (Keenan and Comrie 1977),
the lower the position of rejativisation, the more marked it is and if learned, the more

other higher positions on the hierarchy it can generalise to in learning.

To test more finely for generalisation of L2 learning, Eckman et al (1988) used 36 ESIL.
students who were divided into three experimental groups and one control group based
on their native languages (four Arabic speakers, three Spanish speakers, one Japanese
speaker and one Korean speaker for each group), their English proficiency level as well
as their results of a gretest on combining two sentences into one sentence with a relative
clause. Each experimental group was taught to form relative clauses on only one position
on the Accessibiiity Hierarchy (i.e. SU, DO or OBL), while the control group was
instructed not in relative clause formation but in sentence combining techniques unrelated
to relative clauses. Two days afier the instruction, all the four groups were given a post-

test. The results of the post-test showed that the OBL group scored the best, with the DO

* Eckman et al (1988: 4) defines this hypothesis as:

“The areas of difficulty that a learner will have with a given TL can be predicted on the basis of a

systematic comparison of the NL and TL, such that:

{a) those areas of the TL which are different from the NL and relatively more marked than in the NE will
be difTicult;

(b} the degree of difficulty of any aspect of the TL which is different from the NL and relatively more
marked than in the NL will correspond to the relative degree of markedness of that aspect;
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group next followed by the SU group. and the control group last, and that the
generalisation of learning generally went upward on the hierarchy — neither the SU group
nor the DO group generalised 1o the OBL position. though the SU group generalised
somewhat to the DO position. Despite the fact that Eckman et al (1988: 10-12) are unable
to explain the learners’ performance on SU and DO relativisation (no statistically
significant difference) in terms of predictions made by the Markedness Differential
Hypothesis and a larger impact of training on the OBL group than on the other groups,
the overall results do seem 10 support the pedagogical hypothesis underlying this study as
well as Gass (1982). That is, “maximal generalization of learning will result from the

acquisition of relatively more marked structures™ (Eckman et al 1988: 12).

Pavesi (1986) used the Accessibility Hierarchy to investigate English relative clause
formation by L2 learners of English with Italian-speaking background. Forty-eight
teenage learners (aged 14-18) were tested in a written task ~ sentence combinatton and an
oral task — picture description, both required to use relative clauses. Results were
analysed in terms of the relationship between markedness and intertask variability. Pavesi
(1986) found that L2 learners’ interlanguage development could be explained in a regular
manner — proceeding from unmarked to marked. Markedness in fact accounted for both
intertask variability (the written task showed more marked features than the oral task) and

most production involving non-target-like rather than targei-like performance.

Based on his previous research (Sadighi 1982) in which the acquisition of English
restrictive relative clauses by Persian native speakers was investigated, Sadighi (1994)
examined the similar phenomenon among 56 adult English learners of Chinese- (24),
Japanese- (20) and Korean- (12} speaking backgrounds. Used in this study was a
comprehension test based on Sadighi (1982) consisting 42 multiple-choice instances out
of 28 relative clause types, which were formed in the manner of combining matrix clause
head NPs (SU, DO, 10, OBL) with relativised NPs on the Accessibility Hierarchy (SU,
DO, 10, OBL, GEN-SU, GEN-DO, OCOMP) respectively. Errors were then analysed to

(c) those aspects of the TL which are different from the NL. but which are not more marked than in the
NL will not be ditficult.”
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see whether the three universal factors — interruption, word-order rearrangement. and
paralle! function could account for the processing of relative clauses among these
learners, whose native tanguages all have a relative clause order distinct from English
(i.e. ReIN vs. NRel).? Based on the results of the study and other findings in the
literature, Sadighi (1994: 147) concludes that language universal factors predominantly
constrain both L1 and L2 language acquisition even when L2 leamners’ native languages
diversify in language specificities, and that linguistic universals are accessible to both

children and adults, remaining operative maturationally.

Apart from the three universal factors in accounting for his data, Sadighi did not make
any explicit reference to what extent his data support the Accessibility Hierarchy except
for his implication for the difficulty associated with the GEN and OCOMP positions
(1994: 146):

Another important finding is related to the sentences containing possessives and
object of comparative particles. The breakdown of these sentences revealed that
they were the source of a large number of errors. Out of 436 errors made 211

(48.4%) belong 1o (hese sentences.

However, this claim is somewhat problematic. A close look at his data (Sadight 1994:
150) reveals that the 211 errors contributing to GEN and OCOMP positions came from
the 56 learners’ performance on 21 instances, while their performance on the other 21
instances (for SU, DO, 10 and OBL in all) produced as many as 225 errors (51.6%).
Regardiess of the position of matrix NP heads, Sadighi’s (1994: 150) data can be

recounted and presented in Table 2.4.

! By interruption, “seli-cmbedded sentences, that is, sentences with matrix clause NPs and VP separated
by a relativizing clause are harder (o interpret than a sentence in which the main clause is not separated by a
relative clause™; by word order rearrangement, “the subordinate clause with an SVO word order is much
easier to comprehend than the one with an OSV word order” in which the subordinate co-referential NP is
an object; and by parallel! function, “sentences with the coreferential NPs functioning as subjects or objects
are easier {o understand than sentences with non-coreferential NPs™ (Sadighi 1994: 145).
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Table 2.4. Number and percentage of errors on the relativised positions in Sadighi (1994)

Relativised NP | Total Number | Total Number | Average Error Difficulty
Type of instances of Errors Percentage Ranking
SuU 4 47 20.1 5
DO 6 48 14.3 3
10 6 55 16.4 4
OBL S 75 26.8 7 (hardest)
GEN-SU 6 44 13.1 1 (easiest)
GEN-DO 8 113 25.2 6
OCOMP 7 | 54 13.8 2

From the table, it is clear that only the GEN-EO position creates a large number of errors
ranked at the difficulty leve! 6, while both GEN-SU and OCOMP positions produce a
very small number of errors on average ranked at the difficulty levels 1 and 2
respectively. Overall, the results do not seem to suppert the Accessibility Hierarchy;
nonetheless, they are well accounted for by the three universal factors. In effect, the
overall ranking of SU at the level 5 is largely due te the number of errors in the SU-SU
type (24; 42.8%) with the DO-SU type producing the least number of errors of all 1ypes,™
a phenomenon that is well explained by the interruption hypothesis (see footnote 23).
Finally, the three universal factors involved by Sadighi (1994) in addressing the issuc
under discussion can be effectively replaced by one single processing approach in terms
of the principle of E-.ly Immediate Constituenis (Hawkins 1994) or filler-gap domain
(Hawkins 1999) (see 2.1.3 for details).

In another siudy which examined the role of learner treatment in comprehending English
restrictis e relative clauses under formal instruction, Sadighi and Jafarpur (1994) find that
althouph no significant relationship between the frequency of restrictive relative clause
types int classroom texts and the difficulty order obtained from 1.2 learners’ (104 Shiraz
University students) on a comprehension test of relative clauses. the relative
case/difliculty does relate 1o the above-mentioned universal {actors. Moreover, the
ditiiculty order corresponds closely with the NP positions on the Accessibility Hicrarchy

{Keenan and Coinrie 1977).

*In “SU-SU” and *DO-SU. the po-itien befoic the hyphen refers 1o the NP head i the matrix clause, and
that afler it refers o the relativised TP position in the relative clause (see Sadighi 1994: 144).
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The validity of the Accessibility Hierarchy in SLA is further evidenced in a couple of
recent studies. Based on a comparative analysis of relativisation in Chinese and English
and the Accessibility Hierarchy, Li and Li (1994) examined the degree of relativisation of
five positions (SU, DO, 10, OBL, GEN) on the hicrarchy in Chinese and English both as
L1 and L2 among Chinese siudents of English (N = 48) and American students of
Chinese (N = 9). Four tests were administered to them for composing five types of
sentences with each containing a relative clause and representing each of the five
positions on the hierarchy. The overall results of the study support the Accessibility
Hierarchy quite well: the results for the American students of Chinese (tests 3 and 4), in
particular, maich neatly with the hierarchy. Interestingly, the Chinese learners of English
performed similarly to the L2 learners in Gass (1979) in GEN relativisation: the former
treated GEN as more accessible than 1O and OBL positions but less so than SU and DO
positions (Li and Li 1994: 68-71), while the latter treated GEN as more accessible than
DO, 10. OBL, and, occasionally, than SU positions by Chinese, Japanese and Korean
speakers (Gass 1979: 340). However, Li and Li's (1994: 73) account for this is less

convincing than the explanation supposed by Gass (1979: 341; see footnote 21).%

Aarts and Schils (1995) conducted a study al the University of Nijmegen in order to
examine the three factors - effectiveness of lectures, the Accessibility Hierarchy, the
contrastive analysis hypothesis - in relative clause formation. Using sentence-combining
tasks, they tested 96 first-year Dutch students of English twice with a 3-month interval,
during which they had three 45-minute lectures on relative clauses. Results did not lend
support to the contrastive analysis hypothesis regarding interference from the first
language (Aarts and Schils 1995: 55), but the students’ performance after the instruction
had been greatly improved — 75 students (78.1%) scored beiter in the second test than in
the first (p. 50). Moreover, their test results support the Accessibility Hierarchy (except

for the order of SU and DO} and the claim made by Comrie (1981: 161) that the same

** The inaccuracy of Li and Li’s account for their subjects” performance on GEN position can be seen in
their statement “This may be because to the Chinese the English GEN is simpler than 10 and OBL. 10 and
OBL in English have a complicated system of relative pronouns (which/thatwho(m)), but GEN has just
whose which is very close 1o the Chinese system of relativization in terms of the simplicity of relative
pronouns.” (1994: 73) In fact, DO in English also has that same complicated system of relative pronouns,
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constituents are more difficult to relativise in a subordinate clause than in a main clause
(Aarts and Schils 1995: 52-4). The absclutive hypothesis of Fex (1987) may help to
explain the preference of DO over S8U on the hierarchy in this study and fack of

differentiation of the two positions in the results of Eckman et al (1988: 11).

In two recent studies, Park (1998, 2000) again confirms the validity of the Accessibility
Hierarchy in SLA studies concerning Korean learners of English. In the first study (Park
1988), the results of the tasks of sentence combination and grammaticality judgment
show that L2 learners’ interlanguage is constrained by universal grammar rather than
their native language and that the order of difficulty in relativisation corresponds to the
accessibility hierarchy. In the second study (Park 2000), two experiments using sentence
combination, were administered to Korcan leamers of English at different levels (middle
school: 33 & 37; high school: 33 & 37; college: 25 & 27 respectively for the two tests),
and the findings confirm the Accessibility Hierarchy. In addition, the assertion that
universal learning principles significantly influence interlanguage development is also

well supported by the study.

As has been discussed in this section, the Accessibility Hierarchy, as a typological
universal, has lent much to SLA studies, and will do alike in the future. In his closing
remarks on the relation between language universals such as the Accessibility Hierarchy

and second language acquisition, Comrie {1984: 27) stated:

Language universals of this kind lend themselves to ready transposition into
predictions about ecase of acquisition, and the large number of such universals
that have been proposed in recent theoretical work should provide a fruitful field
for interaction between language universals research and sccond language

acquisition research.

In a similar vein, a number of recently-formulated universals by Hawkins (1999) as well

as some existing typological universals in the literature such as the Accessibility

but is more accessible than GEN in their study. Nonetheless this conllict can be rasolved by Gass's (1979
34; also note 15) two plausible proposed explanations.
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Hierarchy (Keenan and Comrie 1977) and question order prediction {Greenberg 1963).
were tested in the interlanguage data of the present study, the methodology. results, maior
theoretical findings and implications of which are discussed in Chapters 3, 4, 5 and 6

respectively.
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Chapter Three Methodology

This chapter consists of three sections. Section one (3.1) — the study — introduces the
background of the study, procedure of data collection and participants, and difficulties
encountered. Section two (3.2) — the tasks — gives a detailed description of the sampling
tasks including a conversation (an interview and a role-play), repetition, sentence
combination, grammaticality judgment and free essay writing. Section three (3.3) - dala
processing — involves the procedure for transcribing, coding, tabulating and sorting out

data for data analysis.

3.1. The Study

3.1.1. Background of the Study

The present study is informed by the theoretical paradigm of typological universals.”
This project examines a number of typological universals in interfanguage data. The
universals examined include word order of interrogative questions (Greenberg 1963),
which was examined in L2 data by Eckman et al (1989); the Accessibility Hierarchy
(Keenan and Comrie 1977), which has been the subject of a number of different SLA
studies; and some recently formulated universals (Hawkins 1999), which have not been
rescarched {rom the perspective of L2 acquisition. Seliger and Shchamy (1989: 24-41)
proposed four parameters essential to L2 research — a) synthetic and analytic approaches
and b) heuristic and deductive objectives at the conceptual level, ¢) degree of control and
manipulation of the research context and d) degree of expliciiness in data collection

procedures at the operational Ievel. In terms of these parameters, the design of this study

is characteristic of an analytic approach, deductive objectives, a fairly high degree of

control and manipulation of the research context and a fairly high degree of explicitness

i data collection procedures.

By the “analytic approach’. this study focused on investigating the validity of typological

universals such as question formation (Greenberg 1963), thc Accessibility Hierarchy
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(Keenan and Comrie 1977) and some other implicational universals (Hawkins 1999) in
SLA analytically and independent of each other though at some stage the ‘holistic
approach’ was adopted as well. By the ‘deductive objective’, this study aimed to test such
specific typological universals with respect to their explanatory value for understanding
corresponding L2 phenomerna though the ‘heuristic purpose’ was involved in observing
and finding out systematic interlanguage features in the naturalistic data of the study (i.e.
the conversation). By having a ‘fairly high degree of control and manipulation of the
research context’, this study restricted its research focus to testing specific universaic,
exercised control over the variables involved, focused more on form in the tasks of
elicited repetition, sentence combination and grammaticality judgment than in the
conversation task {more on communication), and consequently involved a low degree of
researcher subjectivity except for dealing with the conversation task (see Appendix 11 for
the tasks used in this study). Finally, by having a ‘fairly high degree of explicitness in
data cotlection procedures’, the data collection procedures of the study drew the subjects’
attentien to the procedures themselves more explicitly in the tasks of elicited repetition,
sentence combination and grammaticality judgment than in the conversation task. The
theoretical framework — a typological universal approach and the four parameters

characteristic of the study — lay the basis for the whole research project.

3.1.2. Procedure of Data Collection and Participants

The design of the study, involved the collection of both comprehension and production
data from aduit ESL students. The comprehension data were collected via tasks of
elicited repetition and grammaticality judgment, while the production data were collected
via a sentence combination task as well as a near-naturally-occurring conversation and
free essays. These tasks are described in detail in view of their design, purpose, the kind
of data sought, perceived desirable and undesirable effects associated with the design and
issues of improving their reliability and validity (see 3.2 for details). The data collection
was carried out twice within a six-month span in an attempt to capture the impact of

certain developmental features on the shaping of L2 learners’ interlanguage in general

* 1 owe much to my supervisor, Dr Heather Bowe, for her puidance with expertise in my adopting the
lypological framework for the present research.
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and the typological universals tested in the study tn particular.”” The data collected were
then transcribed, coded, tabulated and sorted out for analysis (see 3.3 for details), and

analysed both quantitatively and qualitatively (see Chapter 4 for detaiis).

The ethical appropriateness of the study was checked through the Standing Committee on
Ethics in Research Involving Humans (SCERH) of Monash University. The application
for ethical clearance of the research was submitted to the committee and the {inal

approval was obtained on September 1 1™ 2000 (Project 2000/351).

A native English speaker was recruited 1o admirister the interview and the task of cued
elicitation of questions. The native English speaker recruited was middie-aged, agreeable,
eloquent and, above all, very experienced and responsible. She had some experience of
teaching English to foreign students, working as an attaché abroad and had been involved
in some cther communicatinn-oriented work. It did not take long for her to get well
acquainted with the interviewing job after training. Furthermore, a pilot study was
conducted to try out the procedure of data cotlection before the commencement of the
real study. In the pilot study, both the researcher and the native speaker were familiarised
with administering the procedure and using the research irstruments, and the problems

that arose from the pilot study were resolved in the revised procedure of data collection.

The subjects recruited were international studenis studying various courses at the Monash
University English Language Centre. The centre offers training programs in both General
English (GE) and English for Academic Purposes (EAP). The former consists of six
levels of courses (beginner, preliminary, pre-intermediate, intermediate, upper-
intermediate and advanced, i.e. GE 1 — GE 6). The latter, commencing at least at the
upper-intermediate level, comprises three streams — ETP (English for tertiary/test
preparation), ELBP (English language bridging program) and IAP (Introductory

academic program), alt of which require different entry IELTS scores. While ETP levels

*" Unfortunately, only five of the subjects recruited in the first round of data collection, participated in the
second round. By the time of the commencement of the second-round data collectior:, many of the first
round participanis had already been enrolled in various degree courses at Monash University: some (e.g.
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are compatible to GE higher levels (GE 5 & 6). ELBP and IAP levels are even higher
representing respectively the near pass and pass of university entry requirement score for
English ]:ﬂ'(:tﬁcirency.28 The students enrolled in ELBP or IAP programs were excluded
from the sampling population on two accounts. First, their levels of English proficiency
were incompatible wiih the levels of those enrolled in GE programs. Furthermore. they
attended types of universily course-oriented intensive training for only five 1o fifieen
weeks and did not need to sit an JELTS test (the speaking component of which the
designed conversation simulated), hence they were excluded from recruitment. As a
result, only GE and EPT students were targcted for sampling. These students were
normatly placed into classes of different levels according to their scores of the diagnostic
placement test (which included an interview as well as listening, reading, grammar and
writing sections) conducted upon their enrolment. Each class <vas usually made up of 14
to 16 students. Changes for class levels usually occurred at the beginning of each course

and at the beginning of week six.

The students were recruited on a volunteer basis without being paid. In the iargeted
classes copies of the explanatory statement and the informed consert {orms for the
research were distributed to the students and explained to them in detail. If they agreed to
participate, they signed and dated the informed consent forms and gave them back to the
rescarcher. Then the subjects chose a specific time siot in the timetable for participatior.
in a 35-minute data collection process which included a conversation (an interview and a
task of cued elicitation of questions) with a native English speaker and the tasks of

elicited repetition, sentence combination and grammaticality judgment. The conversation

some Japanese subjects) had finished their course and lefi Australia; a few others were not interested in
being enlisted again in the second svund.

“# International students whose native language is not PEnglish have to satisly English language
requirements so as to be accepted with a full otler in degree programs at Monash Universit+. The minimum
test score requirement set {or undergraduate courses is: TOEFL 550 with a TWE (Test of 3 viiien English)
score of 5 (Computer-based TOEFL: 213 with an Essay Rating (ER) score of 5, or IELTS-academic 6.0
with no individual band score less than 6.0. For all the postgraduale courses and some of the undergraduate
courses offered in the faculties of Business and Economics, Medicine, Nursing and Healtl: Sciences, Law
and Pharmacy, the requirement is higher: TOEFL 577 with a TWE of 5 (computer based TOEFL: 233 with
an ER of 5), or IELTS-academic 6.5 with no individual bar;.! score less than 6.0. However, students who do
not meet the entry score in these tests can be accepted with a conditional offer in the [irst instance and
given a full offer later provided that they have satisfied the English lunguage requirement. They can
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and the repetition tasks were audiotaped and the sentence combination and
grammaticality judgment tasks were done on paper. Afier that. each subject was given a
stamped return envelope with twenty cents enclosed (for copying cost) and asked to mail
{o the researcher a copy of an original essay they had done in class. The whole data
collection was carried out in pre-arranged venues (classrooms) during after-class hours

from 3:45 p.m. to 5:30 p.m.

In order to recruit sufficient representative subjects, data collection was carried out in two
rounds with a six-month interval. It was also hoped that some first round participants
could be recruited in the second round and that their interlanguage developmental
features could b= sufficiently examined afler the proposed time span. In the f{irst round,
25 out of the 30 recruited student volunteers participated in the data collection, and in the

second round, 38 out of ihe 52 took part. As a result, the total number of participants

were 63,> out of whom 60 participated in the conversation, 60 in the task of elicited

imitation, 56 in the task of sentence combination, 56 in the task of grammaticality

judgment, and 45 free essays were collected.

The students recruited at the centre fell broadly into three groups. A) Many were
accepled in different degree programs at Monash University but with a conditional offer.
B) Some did not have a university offer but wanted to improve their English through
training either for future university study or for some other purposes (e.g. work or
migration). " aere was also a special group of Japanese universily students who siudied

English for six months as part of their course requirement.

Of the actual 58 subjects, 27 were male and 31 were female and their age ranged from|(8
to 41 averaged as 23.8 years. They came from different countries speaking a variety of
native languages: Mandarin Chinese (N = 15), Japanese (N = 12), Korean (N = 9),
Vietnamese (N = 7), Thai (N = 7), Indonesian (N = 3), Spanish (N = 2), French (N = 1),

achieve this ai the English Language Centre by cither being enrolled in an ELBP course or attending other
5'9' fferent training courses according to their scores and sitting an IELTS test later with a satisfactory result.

= The actual number of subjects should be 58 because five of them panticipated in both rounds, hence the
number 63.




s

ltalian (N = 1) and Bangla (N =1). The average length of English study (mainly in their
own countries) was 10.5 years and the average length of their stay in Australia was 3.3
months. Their English proficiency levels were indicated by the types of courses they were
enrolled in, which were in turn decided by iheir scores of the placemeni iest or by their

[ELTS scores, if any. Appendix II shows the profile of the recruited subjects in detail.

3.1.3. Difficulties Encountered in tiie Sampling Procedure

Although the data collection was satisfactory on the whole, there are still a number of
issues that need to be addressed in terms of difficulties encountered in the sampling
procedure. First, due to the relatively small sampling population and the ethical
prerequisite for sampling potential subjects on a volunteer-to-participate basis, random
sampling was deemed not practically applicable in the case of the present research.
Adopted instead was the convenient stratified sampling in terms of different levels of
English proficiency of the students. However, the number of students attending different
courses at the centre varied greatly, which posed a problem to the representativeness of
the expected different-level sample among the potential population.’ In view of the
potential sampling population in the first round of data collection, it was decided that GE
1 and GE 6 were excluded for lack or insufficiency of students; studesits from GE 2, GE
3B, GE 4B. GE 4C and GE 5 were sampled for the targeted levels.’' Contrary (o the
expected sampling outcome, only two out of 14 students at GIE 2, and two out of 15 at GE
3 were recruited as subjects; while 14 out of 30 students at GE 4 and six out of 15 at GE
5 were recruited. In review of the unsatisfactory result of the first-round data coliection, it
was seen that the unbalanced sample level was mainly due to fewer volunteers among
students of lower proficiency levels no matter how hard were the efforts made 1o recruit
them. Those students were more reluctant than those enrolled at higher levels to

participate in the project possibly for lack of confidence in their English proficiency and

W0

At the time of the first round data collection, there was no class at the beginner level and one
preliminary-level class (GE 2; N = 14), three pre-intermediate-level classes (GE 3A-C), four intermediate-
level classes (GE 4A-D). one upper-intermediate-leve! class (GE 5; N = 15), and one advanced-level class
(GE 6; N = {1}, ETP classes were not sampled in the first round because the focus then was on students
enrolled in GE courses.

*! The average score for GE 3B is a bit higher than that for GE 3C and a bit lower than that for GE 3A, and
is therefore more representative of the leve! of GE 3. So is the same case 'or GE 4B and GE 4C, which are
more representative of the level of GE 4,
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lack of pressure for sitting ar IELTS test in the near future, hence less interest. A decision
was made in the second round of dala collection to shift the focus to those enrolled at
higher levels so as to be able to recruit a reasonably well representative sample at the
intermediate, upper-intermediate and advanced levels. This proved 1o be effective: apart
from the 4 subjects enrolled at the preliminary and pre-intermediate levels in the first
round, the final number of students recruited at higher levels was 18 (intermediate), 21

(upper-intermediate) and 20 (advanced) respectively.*

Another issue regarding sampling is the recruitment of the first-round participants in the
second round of data collection. This turned out to be difficult for the following reasons.
A) The planned six-month interval was a bit too long for recruiting some first-round
participants; for instance, ail the first-round Japanese participants had finished their six-
month English training and returned to their own universities in Japan and some had
passed the IELTS test score for university entry and left the centre. B) Despite great
efforts made to recruit the remaining first-round participants, some were still .wictant to
take part perhaps due to lack of interest as well as some other personal reasons. As a

result, only 5 out of the 25 first-round participants were recruited in the second round.

Despite all the difficuitics encountered in the sampling procedure for the study, every
effort was made (o resolve them and the sampling outcome was considered to be
satisfactory, albeit not ideal. Moreover, it was a valuable first-hand rescarch experience

for the researcher.

3.2. The Tasks

This section gives a dcuailed account of the tasks for data collection including a

conversation, elicited repetition, sentence combination, grammaticality judgment (see

** The variable of the English proficiency levels of the subjects was used in the examination of the results
tn different tasks of the study. Conveniently, the subjects were classified into three proficiency level groups
for analysis: the low level group (including 2 subjects {rom the preliminary level, 2 from the pre-
intermediate level and 18 from the intermediate level), the mid-ievel group {including 21 subjects from the
upper-intermediate level), and the high-lcvel group (including 20 subjects from the advanced level). Note
therefore that the proficiency levels thus classified for analysis (low, mid and high} do not match precisely
the levels at which the subjects were enrolled, nor do they indicate accurately the level differences that the
names of these classified levels might suggest.
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Appendix II) and free essay collection. The whole design of the tasks aimed 1o elicit a
variety of styles in interlanguage data in terms of Tarone’s continuum of interlanguage
styles: Vernacular — Style = — Style 3 — Careful Style (Tarone 1983: 152). Along the
continuum, the cenversation was designed to elicit data in Vernacular Style. the tasks of
elicited repetition and sentence combination were for data in Style 2 and the task of
grammaticality judgment for data in Style 3. It was hoped that interlanguage data of
various styles would provide a multi-dimensional examination of typological universals
examined in the study and a more complete picture of interlanguage features of the
subjects under investigation. What follows is a description of each of the tasks in the
study with respect to its design, purpose, administration, the kind of data sought, and

issues regarding reliability and validity.

3.2.1. Conversation — Interview and Role-Play with Cue Card

The conversation comprising an interview and a role-play with a cue card. was designed
lo elicit spontaneous English interlanguage spcech from L2 learners in a simulated
natural setting similar to sitting an IELTS speaking test. The design of the conversation
rescmbled the speaking test in the IELTS except that the cue card role-play in the former,
unlike that of the IELTS (inserted in the interview), was designed with specific emphasis
on elicitation of questions and was conducted after the interview. The interview was
aimed to get background information of the subjecis such as their country of origin, first
language, age, education, years of learning English and length of stay in Australia. The
cue card role-play, on the other hand, was specifically targeted for eliciting questions and
testing the typological universal regarding question formation (i.e. Universal i in
Greenberg 1963: 63) in comparison with findings from another study (Eckman et al
1689). In addition, both the interview and the role-play were used to establish a database
of naturally-occurring English interlanguage against which some typological universals

were tested and syntactic features of L2 learners’ intertanguage were investigated.
The interview was informal and less structured as compared with the tasks of elicited

repelition, sentence combination, grammaticality judgment, and even the role-play used

in data collection. In fact, apart from a {ew pre-planned questions regarding the subjects’
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background information. the interview was quite open in that the subjects were free to
express their ideas and to elaborate on what interested them. Moreover. those personal
guestions were not asked in a fixed order but intermingled with other questions of general
topics in a natural way. The interview in this sense was more like a natural conversation
which focused on meaning/communication rather than on form. and data thus gathered
was similar to the language produced in a natural setting. However, due to the nature of
the open interview, it was hard to obtain enough relevant data against which to test
typological universais such as the Accessibility Hierarchy though such data were
examined in this respect. Consequently, the data from the interview were mainly
examined descriptively and analysed qualitatively to explore common interlanguape
features such as in tense/aspect of the verb and singularity/plurality of the noun, and
some other prominent features. In view of all this, the interview in this study, unlike the
above-mentioned tasks, was characteristic of a synthetic approach, heuristic objective,
very low degree of control/manipulation over the research context and of explicitness of

data collection procedure.

The role-play, though communicatively oriented, also directed the subjects’ attention
towards form to the extent that in either of the two cue cards, yes/no and wih questions
were explicitly required in performing the task. This might have some impact on the
questions the subjects produced, that is, they might pay more attention to correctly
forming questions required in this task context than to those asked more naturally (though
less likely) in the interview. Furthermore, they had less freedom of elaboration than in the
interview due to the essential information-seeking role they had to fulfil as a television
buyer or a tourist with reference to the cues provided. Nevertheless, the
communicatively-ciiented role-play with certain degree of focus on form (questions)
would increase the number of instances of questions in the data against which the
typological universal of question formation was to be tested. In so doing, issues regarding
reliability and validity were carefully addressed. As compared with the interview, this
task was typical of an analytic approach, deductive objective, moderate degree in both
control/manipulation over the research context and in explicitness of data collection

procedure. The research question for this task was: Does the typological universal —
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Greenberg’s Universal 11 regarding question formation (Greenberg 1963) — make the
same prediciions for 1.2 learners’ production of English in the task of role-play? The

research question was converted into the following specific prediction hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: In the conversation task, the questions produced by individual L2 learners
are predicted to follow the implicationat hierarchy: Yes/no inversion implies wh
inversion, which in turn implies w/ fronting. In terms of quantitative prediction for
produced questions in the task, the percentages for instances of ves/no inversion
should not be higher than those for instances of wh inversion, which should in turn
not be higher than those for instances of wh fronting, regardless of the learners’

English proficiency levels and first language backgrounds.

[n this hypothesis. the predictor — the implicational hierarchy (or the two implicational
universals} concerning question formation. is the independent variable, while the
subjects’ performances on the task — actual questions produced by them becoire the
(predicted) dependent variable. The independent variable was assumed to predict the
dependent variable via a number of operational steps proposed by Eckman et al (1989). A
similar procedure to that of Eckman et al (1989) was followed to make this study
comparable to theirs. Based on operational definitions of some grammatical constructions
such as wh questions, ves/no questions and inversion, relevant utterances were classified
and tied to those grammatical constructions.” The grammatical constructions were then

tied 1o one of the three general features of word order — Features A, B and C.** Finally,

the two implicational universals can be justified or falsified in the interlanguage data of

this study by testing whether Feature C implies Feature B, which in turn implies Feature

** Grammatical constructions which are identified in this study are identical with those defined in Eckman
et al (1989: 201-4) with some modifications where necessary. For exaziple, “question pronouns™ (Eckman
et al 1989: 175) and “Wh prononn” (180) are avoided, and “question words or phrases™ (Greenberg, 1963:
83) is consistently used instead. The latter seems more accurate than the former because #h questicns
include questions formed not only with question pronouns such as who, whom, what, but with question
adverbs and question pronoun/adverb pirases as well such as where, when, why, how, how much and how
long. “Why did Sue stops drinking?" (Eckman ct al 1989: 182) is an example in point. Semantic criierion is
also used in discriminating those applicable “What is reading Mary now?-type sentences™ (Eckman et al
1989:202) from those inapplicable questions in which question words function as subject such as
“What/Who is bothering Mary now?”.

* Features A, B and C are the equivalents of Patterns A, B and C in Eckman et a) (1989).
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A. In other words, the implicational universals will be justified if they are testified in the

data in quantitative terms and they will be falsified if proved otherwise.

As compared with Eckman et al (1989). this study examined more subjects (50 versus 14)
of more diverse language-speaking backgrounds (10 versus 3). It also involved further
finer examination with controlled variables such as proficiency level and first language.
Eckman et al (1989) claimed that their task of eliciting questions around story squares
reflects a content-conscious, communicative language variety that is underlain by the
same type of unconscious knowledge in which primary languages are rooted. and that
thus elicited data stand the best chance to reveal acquired rather than learned knowledge
(cf. Krashen 1977, 1980) of interianguage learners. In coniparison. the present study uses
a different task — a natural conversation comprising an interview and a role-play, which
should elicit the same type of acquired knowledge of interianguage learners because the
task reflects a less content-conscious and more communicative interlanguage varicty.
Eckman et al’s more content-centred elicitation of questions, however, elicits more
questions from the 14 subjects than does the task of the present study from 52 subjects.
Despite these differences, this study, in essence, replicates Eckman et al (1989) in that it
aims (o examine the validity of the same implicalional universals regarding constituent
order of questions in spontaneous speech of L2 learners and adopts the same conceptual

framework and methodological procedure used in their study.

Apart tfrom independent and dependent variables that were the focus of all the 1asks in
this study, there were two sets of variables — “subject and extraneous variables™ (Seliger
and Shohamy 1989: 92) that needed to be controlled and maripulated in order to enhance
the reliability and validity of the tasks. The former related to such factors as age, sex,
native language, years of learning English, length of stay in Australia, and English
proficiency, and the latter involved variables such as the native speaker or the researcher,

the administrator of the task, and issues concerning the design of the task.

In terms of subject variables, those of age, years of learning English, and length of stay in

Australia were not greatly differentiated, and were thus treated roughly as homogeneous

93

L T Tt A n-u..‘u-u»h..;..u;.ﬂ.i‘

S T

ek e heabt ¢

p e I TR A WL s 1 e e L = e

B e T L RAE b . e

s S i S T



B e b Y

groups in their respective terms. For example, the average age for all the subjects was
23.8 years with only four over the age of 30. and the average length of their stay in
Australia was 3.3 months with only two having 8 and {2 months respectively. The
average length of their learning English was 10.5 years with four having over 15 years
and another four {(all are Vietnamese-speaking subjects) less than 5 years, and they all
shared similar English-learning experience ~ formal classroom instruction in their home
countries. The variable ‘English proficiency’ was controlled in recruiting potential
subjects, and was used. together with the other subject variable (first language). as a
moderator variable in this study. That is, the two subject variables were examined
throughout the tasks in this study 1o see whether they would *‘moderate’ or affect overall
results obtained from examining the relationship between the independent variable
(iypological universals} aind the dependent variable (the subjects’ responses in different

tasks).

The extraneous variables for this task such as the native speaker, the administrator of the
task, and issues concerning the design and administration of the task were taken into
consideration and controlled properly in the data collection procedure. Measures were
taken to ensure the effectiveness of the interview and the role-play and to enhance their
reliability and validity. First, the design of the conversation was made comparable to that
of the speaking band of an IELTS test bul was less formal than the latter because the
conversation was less structured and more personalised and conducted in an informal
situation, allowing the subject to elaborate with free responses. The subjects were
familiar with the task situation and would regard their participation as a practice
opportunity for a real test; as a result, undesirable effects such as the Hawthorn effect™
could be reduced to minimum. Moreover, the topics covered in the conversation, in
addition to their similarities (o the IELTS test, were also made as real and relevant to
their life and study as possible, hence more communicatively oriented. For example,

topics in the interview covered not only some background information about the

** Richards et al (1992: 165-6) defines Hawthorn effect as “(in research) the effect produced by the
introduction of a new element into a learning situation. For example, if a new teaching method is used,
there may be an improvement in learning which is due not to the method, but 10 the fact that it is new. Later
on, the improvemerit may disappear.”
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participants, but their study. life, hobbies. sporis. and interesting experiences as an
international student in Australia. and those of the role-play also focused on their life-
related matier {buying a secondhand television anJ visiting Melbourne). In this way, the
subjects’ naturalistic interlanguage rather than their metalinguistic linguistic knowledge

of English was expected to occur.

Next. a pilot study was conducted before the real data collection in order to try out the
planned data collection procedure including the time allotted to each task, the test items
and using test instruments. In the pilot test some problems arose concerning wording and
arrangement of test items and ways of administering each task, which were resolved
accordingly before the commencement of data collection. Conseguently, the revised tasks

and procedure were implemented in the study.

The issue concerning recruitment and training of the native speaker as the administrator
of the conversation was also given considerable attention. A suitable native English
speaker was recruited, among many candidates, on the basis of her life and work
experiences and personality. In order 10 make her task consistent and accurate across all
participants, she was trained on several occasions including the pilot study. She was well
acquainted with the format of the interview including the gambits for beginning, shifling
and ending conversalions. topics to cover, techniques for making subjects feel at ease and
relaxed to talk, tempe of the speech, control of theme and time, and even monitoring of
the tape-recorder. In effect, the native English speaker proved to be successful in
administering the conversation, particularly in motivating the subjects in a meaningful,

vivid and life-like communication with her conversational skitis.

Finally, the internal and external validity for the heuristically-examined conversation was
taken into account in both data collection procedure and interpretation of the data. As has
been illustrated above, the data collecied in the conversation were representative of
naturalistic data. The data were audio-recorded and kept for possible re-examination in

the future. The transcripts of the data were double-checked and the interpretation of the
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data was re-inspected in line with relevant current theories in an effort to minimise the

effect of subjectivity and personal bias on the part of the researcher.

3.2.2. Elicited Repetition

The task of elicited repetition was designed to test the Accessibility Hierarchy in
comprehension data of L2 learners’ interlanguage. More specifically, the research
question for this task was: Does the typoiogical universal ~ the Accessibility Hierarchy —
make the same predictions for L2 learners’ comprehension of English in the task of
elicited repetition? This research question was then converted into the following

prediction hypothesis:

Hypothesis I1: In the task of elicited repetition of English restrictive relative clauses, L2
learners’ correct instances of repetition on SU position will be greater than or as
many as those on DO position, which will, in turn, be greater than or as many as
ithose on 10 position. and so on for the other lower positions on the Accessibility
Hierarchy, regardless of the learners’ English proficiency levels and first language

backgrounds.

In this hypothesis, the independent variable is the Accessibility Hierarchy, and the
dependent variable is the subjects’ performances on the task — actual instances of
repetition produced by them. That is, the independent variabie that the degree of
accessibility varies in accordance with different relativised positions on the hierarchy
among the world’s languages, is assumed to predict the same pattern in the dependent
variable — interlanguage performances in terms of instances of correct repetition on each
relativised position. Unlike the role-play, this task has a high degree in both
control/manipulation over the research context and in explicitness ol data collection
procedure with relative focus on form in “Style 2" rather than on meaning in the
“Vernacular Style” (Tarone 1983). Similar to the role-play, the task is characteristic of an
analytic approach and deductive objective, and has the same focus on relation between

independent and dependent variables with the same set of controlled subject variables.
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Other variables that could affect Hypothesis [l were controiled in the data collection
procedure of the task. First. the items of the test were designed to the effect that they
tapped and measured the subjects’ comprehension of relativised grammatical positions in
relative clauses rather than other factors such as their literacy level or their memory
capacity. So factors such as semantic content of words, number of syllables in words and
length of sentences were taken into account in designing the items of the task. To lessen
the impact the subjecis’ varying English literacy capacity might have on their
performances, comparatively easy and common English words were used in test items.
To minimise the impact the subjects’ varying memory capacity might have on their
performances, relatively short sentences were chosen as test items with cach one
containing a relative clause and having 9 or 10 words ranging between ten to thirteen
syllables in all. To increase reliability of the task, each of the six relativised positions on
the Accessibility Hierarchy was represented by two items totaling twelve test items in the
task. All the twelve relative clauses had the same grammatical head nourn, the subject in
the matrix clause, and the six types of relative clauses were mixed up in the presentation

sequence,

To increase the validity of the task, the quality of the recorded sentences was also
attended to. A native English speaker with expertise in English phonetics and phonology
was invited to do the recording of the sentences. In the sound lab of the Department of
Linguistics at Monash University, after several rehearsals the expert read out the
sentences one by one at a normal pace with a 15-second pause between sentences. These
sentences were recorded onto a disc, which was then technically cleared of any unwanted
noise by a technician. The voice of the speaker was very clear and the quality of the

recording was very good.

Finally, the effect of the researcher on data collection of the repetition task was addressed
seriously as well. After finishing the conversation with the native English speaker, the
subject was asked to proceed to the researcher in the opposite corer of the classroom to
complete the repetition task. To administer the task consistently, the researcher followed

the same procedure: a brief and clear instructior was given to each and every subject

97




before the task to ensure that they undersiood the requirement for the task. Then they
were encouraged to iry to repeat after the recorded sentences as much as possible and

their repetition was taped-recorded.

3.2.3. Sentence Combination

The task of sentence combination was aiso designed to test the Accessibility Hierarchy in
L2 learners’ interlanguage production. The research question for this task was: Does the
typological universal ~ the Accessibility Hierarchy — make the same predictions for L2
learners’ production of English in the task of sentence combination? This research

question was converted into the following prediction hypethesis:

Hypothesis I1E: In the task of sentence combination involving English restrictive relative
clauses, L2 learners’ correct instances of combining sentences on SU position will be
greater than or as many as those on DO position, which will, in turn, be greater than
or as many " those on 10 position, and so on for the other lower positions on the
Accessibility Hierarchy, regardiess of the learners’ English proficiency levels and

first language backgrounds.

In this hypothesis, the independent variable, again, is the Accessibility Hierarchy, and the
dependent variable is the subjects’ performances on the task, actual instances of
combined sentences. The independent variable, again, is assumed to predict its
corresponding manifestation in the dependent variable: the degree of accessibility of
grammatical positions on the hierarchy should correlate quantitatively with instances of
predicled sentence combination for cach relativised position in the task. Compatible with
the task of elicited repetition, this task is also characteristic of an analytic approach and
deductive objective, and has a high degree in both control/manipulation over the research
context and in explicitness of data collection procedure. Unlike the task of elicited

repetition, however, data gathered from this task should be ranked more towards the

“Careful” end of the style continuum (Tarone 1983) as “Style 3” instead of “Style 2”

because this task involved metalinguistic knowledge as well as relative focus on form.
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Apart from the controlled subject variables of sex, first language and English proficiency,
extraneous variables concerning this task were controlled as well in designing and
administering the task. There werel4 pairs of sentences in the task and the task required
the subjects to combine each pair into a sentence with a relative clause. Similar to the
repetition task, each of the six relativised positions on the Accessibility Hierarchy was,
predictably, realised in two instances except for the position of GEN, which was divided
into GEN-SU and GEN-DO with each having two instances of predicted combination.
Different from the design of elicited repetition, however, is that for the same relativised
position, the two insiances had different grammatical head nouns in the matrix clause,
one is the subject and the other the direct object. This was designed to test more finely
whether the position of the head noun in the matrix clause might have any eftect on the
same relativised position in the relative clause. The fourteen pairs of sentences were

arranged randomly.

To ensure that this task measured the subjects’ ability to combine sentences in relation to
different relativised positions rather than something else, unfamiliar words that might
hinder (he subjects” understarding of sentence meaning were avoided in working out task
items. Care was taken in administering the task to the subjects. The task was adminisiered
by the researcher fo the subjects immediately afler the task of elicited repetition and was

expected to be fulfilled within 10 minutes. The subjects were given the task paper, briefly

instructed on how to combine a pair of sentences into a single one, and then reminded of

the illustrative example, that is, the second sentence in a pair became a relative clause.

Whatever they wrote in combining sentences constituted raw data for this task.

Properly designed and administered, sentence combination should be an ideal test tool in
studies of relative clause formation in SLA because of its high level of reliability and
validity. In a recent study which focused on cross-sectional restrictive relative clause
acquisition and relative clause test types among Japanese students, Ito (2000) examined
the reliability and validity of different types of tests and the difference in results caused
by application of different test types. Among the four types of relative clause tests used in

the study — translation, cloze procedure, grammaticality judgment, and sentence
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combination — lto finds that sentence combination shows high reliability in internal

consistency and the highest validity.

3.2.4. Grammaticality Judgment

The task of grammaticality judgment was designed to test comprehension of relative
clauses as well as a number of typological universals particularly those motivated by
Hawkins (1999) in comprehension data of L2 learners’ interlanguage. In the task were 36
stimulus sentences (statements or questions), each of which was followed by three
judgment alternatives — acceptable English, unacceptable English, and not sure. Related
to relative clauses were S1-S88, S1t and S19 in which five were formed correctly and the
other five contained five types of non-standard RC forms including resumptive pronoun,
incorrect RC marker, omission of obligatory relative marker, non-adjacency and
prenominal relative clause. Related to the position of interrogative pronouns were three
stimulus sentences in which interrogative pronouns were fronted (S9), placed in situ
(S12), and inserted in the middle (S15). The rest of the 36 stimulus sentences were
respectively targeted for examining implicational hierarchies/hypotheses such as the
Clause Embedding Hierarchy, the Subordinate Gap/No Gap Hicrarchy, the Hierarchy for
Complementisers, the Bridging Verb Hierarchy, the Head Noun Phrase Hierarchy, and
the Valency Completeness Hypothesis.’® The overall research question for the task
regarding these implicational hierarchies/hypotheses was: Do these implicational
hierarchies’hypotheses make the same predictions for 1.2 learners’ comprehension of
English in the task of grammaticality judgment? This research question is converted into

a number of null hypotheses, which are expressed below respectively.”’

Hypothesis I'V: There is no relation between the filler-gap domains in different types of

clauses as noted in the Clause Embedding Hierarchy (Hawkins 1999}, and the ESL

' Refer to Appendix 1 for an overview of the typological universals tested in the interlanguage data in this
study. Refer to Chapter 2 (2.1.3) for a detailed explanation of these hierarchiesthypotheses. Refer to chapter
;17(4.3) for the test results, detailed analysis and discussion.

" The statistical procedure of Chi-square (sec Hatch and Lazaraton 1991: 393-424) was used to test
Hypotheses IV-IX to see whether they could be rejecied. The significance level was set at .05 for all the six
nutl hypotheses. If the null hypothesis was rejected (i.c. p < .05), the related universal would be confirmed
in the second language data (specifically, in the grammaticality judgment task): if’ otherwise. the related
universal would be disconfirmed.
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iearners’ overall performance in the grammaticality judgment task. Or significantly,
the subjects’ instances of judging as accepiable the sentence containing a filler-gap
domain with the gap in a infinitival phrase will not be greater than those of judging
as acceptable the sentence containing a filler-gap domain with the gap in a finite
subordinate clause. which, in turn, will not be greater than those of judging as

acceptable the sentence containing a filler-gap domain with the gap in a complex NP.

Hypothesis V: There is no relation between the filler-gap domains containing an extra
gap and no extra gap in a subordinate clause as noted in the Subordinate Gap/No Gap
Hierarchy (Hawkins 1999), and the ESL learners’ overall performance in the
grammaticality judgment task. Or significantly, the subjects” instances of judging as
acceptablie the senience containing a filler-gap domain in which a matrix filler can be
matched with a gap in a subordinate clause of complexily n containing another gap,
will be greater than those of judging as acceptable the sentence containing a filler-
gap domain in which the matrix filler can be matched with a gap in subordinate

clause of complexity n containing no other gap.

Hypothesis VI: There is no relation between the filler-gap domains containing different
types of complementisers as noted in the Hierarchy for Complementisers (Kluender
1992), and the ESL learners’ overall performance in the grammaticality judgment
task. Or significantly, the subjects’ instances of judging as acceptable the sentence
containing thar as acceptable will not be greater than those of judging as acceptable
the sentence containing if, which, in turn, will not be greater than those of judging as

acceptable the sentence containing wherher.

Hypothesis VII: There is no relation between the filler-gap domains containing bridging
verbs of varying semantic specificity as noted in the Bridging Verb Hierarchy
(Hawkins 1999), and the ESL learmners’ overall performance in the grammaticality
judgment task. Or significantly, the subjects’ instances of judging as acceptable the
sentence containing a bridging verb (complex) V of semantic specificity within a

filler-gap domain, will be not be greater than those of judging as acceptable the
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sentence containing a bridging verb (verb complex) V* with more semantic

specificity than V.

Hypothesis VIIE: There is no relation between the filler-gap domains containing NPs

with head nouns of varying semantic specificity as noted in the Head Noun Phrase

Hierarchy (Hawkins 1999), and the ESL learners’ overall performance in the
grammaticality judgment task. Or significantly, the subjects’ instances of judging as
acceptable the sentence containing an NP with a head noun (phrase} N of semantic
specificity within a filler-gap domain, will not be greater than those of judging as
acceptable the sentence containing an NP with a head noun (phrase) N’ of more

semantic specificity than N.

Hypothesis 1X: There is no relation between filler-gap domains that are valency

complete or valency incomplete as noted in the Valency Completeness Hypothesis

(Hawkins 1999), and the ESL learners’ overall performance in the grammaticality
judgment task. Or significantly, the subjects’ instances of judging as acceptabie the
sentence containing a filler-gap domain that includes the subcategorisors for ail
phrases within the domain that contains the gap, will not be greater than those of
judging as acceptable the sentence containing a filler-gap domain that does not

g include all the subcategorisors for all phrases within the domain that contains the

gap.

In each of the above six hypotheses, the independent variable is an implicational

hierarchy or hypothesis which comprises two or more levels, and the dependent variable

is the subjects’ actual judgment choices measured in terms of {requency tally. Again, the

3 independent variable is assumed to predict the pattern for the dependent variable and the
same set of subject variables were controlled and examined to see whether they might
contribute o any variation in the relation between independent and dependent variables.
Compared with all the other tasks, this task is the most typical of an analytic approach
and deductive objective, and has a very high degree both in control/manipulation over the

research context and in explicitness of data collection procedure. In view of Tarone’s
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style continuum, the responses elicited from this task shouid definitely be ranked as
“Style 37 with a strong focus on both form of language and metalinguistic ability of the

subjects.

Most of the task items concerning testing the typological universals and hierarchies were
quoted from Hawkins (1999) in an attempt to directly test the validity of those claims
associated with his motivated universals in the L2 learners’ comprehension data of the
present study. Each of the typological universals was tested by a group of sentences.
However, the sentences of the same group were scrambled with those of other groups in
sequencing test items so as to avoid an ad hoc judgment resulting from grouping similar
sentences together. For instance, the Head Noun Phrase Hierarchy was tested in three
stimulus sentences numbered Si4, §17, and S23 respectively rather than grouped
together. it was hoped that this arrangement would better tap the subjects” intuitive on-
line judgment without being affected by immediate reference inherent in the grouping of

similar sentences together.

In the task the subjecis were told to make a judgment of each stimulus sentence by
circling or ticking only one of the three choices ~ acceprable, unacceptable and not
sure.’® The subjects were told to complete the task within ten minutes and not to spend
oo much time on some difficuit ones. If they exceeded the time limit, the researcher

would kindly remind them of the time.

The task of grammaticality judgment has been widely used in SLA to test L2 learners’
metalinguistic ability which is believed to indicate interlanguage competence. For
example, in a study which examined the rcliability of L2 grammaticality judgments
among Chinese-, Korean- and Japanese-speaking English learners, Gass (1994) found

that reliability issucs are related to a L2 learner’s indeterminacy and incomplete

" Following the common practice in a grammaticality judgment task. ! used acceptable and unuccepiable
rather than grammatical and ungrammatical as possible choice alternatives in this task in order to avoid the
subjects’ total refiance on their knowledge of prescriptive grammar of English (see Munnich et al 1994:
229). Furthermore, 1 also included another possible choice alternative nor sure indicating the status of
indeterminacy in the grammatical knowledge of the subjects, so as 1o tap their complete intuitive
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grammatical knowledge, and that grammaticality judgments can indeed reflect the

patterns of L2 learners’ grammatical knowledge of the target language.

3.2.5. Free Essay Writing

Free essay writing was not a task performed by the subjects in the test venue, but was
requested by the researcher of the subjects. In order to gain a comprehensive
interlanguage database of the subjects, apart from the data gained from the tasks
mentioned above, the researcher asked each subject to provide a copy of one of the essays
written in class as a supplement 1o the data collected. Although they had agreed in their
informed consent forms for the researcher to have access to their writing and they were
asked earnestly again at the test venue and were provided with a stamped return envelope
and 20 cents for copying, many of them still failed to do so. In the end. only 45 essays
were collected. Because less control could be exerted over the collection of the subjects’

writing, the essays collected vary with respect to topic, genre, length and depth.

These writings generally represented a “Careful Style” (Tarone 1983} in which the
subjects produced language forms far more accurately and correctly than in their
“Vernacular Style”. They were used to test against typological universals such as the
Accessibility Hierarchy, and were studied regarding interlanguage features in comparison

with the subjects’ oral English interlanguage.

3.3. Data Processing

As mentioned before, the whole procedure for data collection took about seven months,
Data processing which involved the process of transcribing, coding, tabulating and
sorting out data lasted several months. The researcher personally did all the transcribing
work and double-checked it all to ensure that all the details transcribed were true to the
original recorded material. The transcription {or the interview and the task of cued
elicitation of questions formed a database of over ten thousand words and that for the task

of elicited repetition was about seven thousand words. The background information about

knowledge of the English granmmmar instead of the traditional way of giving the subject dichotomous
preference alternatives, of one or the other of which he/she has to make a choice.
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the subjects was obtained mainly through the transcribed database and some missing
information was retrieved indirectly through personal communicaiion with some subjects

later on. This information was then coded. tabulated and summarised in Appendix 1L

Raw data in different tasks were classified accordingly, calculated when necessary, and
tabulated into various tables ready for analysis. For example, in the task of role-play, all
the questions in the conversation for each individual were first tabulated and classified
into the categories of yes/no questions and wh-questions. The yes/no questions were then
classified into those with inversion and those without, and all the instances of wh-
questions fell into the feature of Wh Fronting with no exceptions. In the case of wh-
questions, a further classification between those with inversion and those without was
made. Then all the instances of these fealures were calculated in terms of number and
percentage, and were tabulated in line with Eckman et al (1989) so as to make the results

of the study comparable to their findings.

In the repetition task, the transcribed data were first classified as belonging 1o different
features such as correct repetition, near correct repetition, partial or non-repetition,
omission of obligatory RC marker, incorrect RC marker, different meaning, different
relativisation and topic-comment structure. Thus classified data were calculated in terms
of the number of actual instances for each feature and the percentage each feature had
over all instances, and then were expressed in tabulated forms. The same method was

applied to the sentence combination task and the naturalistic data as well.

With respect to data analysis, descriptive statistics such as percentages were constantly
employed to describe relative proportions and tendencies, and at times referential
statistics such as the Chi-square test was used to examine some of the nominal data to see
whether the relation between variables wouid be statistically significant. Apart from
quantitative analysis of the data, qualitative analysis was also applied to the data in
relation to some specific methods as well as the findings in the relevant literature, The
detailed analysis of the results and related discussion is, however, the focus of chapter

four, to which we now turn.
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Chapter Four Results and Analysis of Findings

This chapter consists of four sections dealing with the results and analysis of findings
concerning both analytically and deductively investigated data (sections 4.1-4.3} and
holistically and heuristically examined data (section 4.4} in the study. Section one (4.1)
gives an analysis and discussion of results regarding implicational universals of yes/no
and wh questions (Greenberg 1963). Section two (4.2) provides an analysis and
discussion of results regarding the Accessibility Hierarchy (Keenan and Comrie {977).
Section three (4.3) includes an analysis and discussion of results regarding implicational
hierarchies/hypotheses such as Hierarchy for Complementisers (Kluender 1992), Clause
Embedding Hierarchy, Subordinate Gap/No Gap Hierarchy, Bridging Verb Hierarchy,
Head Noun Phrase Hierarchy, and Valency Completeness Hypothesis (Hawkins 1999).
Section four (4.4) is a further examination of interlanguage features in the naturalistic

data of the study with reference 1o the results of the other three sections.

4.1. Results regarding Implicational Universals of Yes/No and Wh

Questions
In this section, the results of the subjects’ performances in the conversation data relating
to the implicational universals of yes/no and wh questions (Greenberg 1963) are
presented in 4.1.1, then interpreted and discussed in 4.1.2, and finally followed with

summarising remarks in 4.1.3.

4.1.1. Results of Data
Recall (in 3.2.1) that Greenberg’s (1963) implicational universals regarding the word
order of questions were converted into a quantitative prediction hypothesis, which is

restated in (1),
(1) Hypothesis 1: [n the conversation task, the questions produced by individuat L2

learners are predicted to follow the implicational hierarchy: Yes/no inversion implies

wh inversion, which in turn implies wh fronting. In terms of quantitative prediction
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for produced questions in the task, the percentages for instances of yes/no inversion
should not be higher than those for instances of wh inversion, which should in turn
not be higher than those for instances of wh froniing, regardless of the learners’

English proficiency levels and first ianguage backgrounds.

Accordingly, all the questions in the conversation were sorted out {from raw data. then
they were classified into two groups of utterances: those that exemplified one or the other
of the three basic order features that the universal make reference to and those did not
exemplify them. Specifically, the total number of wh questions is 166 of which 153
instances involve inverston. The total number of yes/no questions is 349 of which 313
are applicable.”® Out of the 314 yes/no questions, 241 instances involve inversion. The
performances of all the subjects in terms of instances manifested in the three order
features are presented in Appendix IV. The following tables (4.1.1-4.1.3) provide the
resulting counts as relevant for the implicational universals for different proficiency

4
groups.*®

* Excluded from the study were eight subjects who produced 36 yes/no questions in all but did not produce
any wh questions at all in the task of conversation, hence inapplicability for testing the universal al issue.
* Table 4.1.1 provides uiterance counts for 16 subjects in the low-level group including a second-round re-
participant, S1, Table 4.1.2 for 18 subjects in the mid-level group, and Table 4.1.3 for another 18 subjects
in the high-level group including a second-round re-participant (M7), who, at the time of second-round data
colection, had just finished an English training course at the English language centre, passed the IELTS
test, received a full offer for a master course at Monash University. Note that the level differences might
not be as great as the names of these level groups suggest (see 3.4L.3 for details). The tables employ the
same sel of abbreviations from Eckman et al (1989: 176) for presentation:
* VS = verb-before-subject order {(Inversion);

#wh = initial positioning of wh words (Wh Fronting):

YNQ = yes/no questions: and

WHQ = wh questions.”
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Tabie 4.1.1 Token Counts and Percentages for
Yes/no Inversion, W7 Inversion and Wi Froating (low level group)

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Yes/no Questions Wh Questions Wh Questions
Total VSin YNQ Total VSin WHO #wh in WHO
Subject YNQG No. % WHQ  No, Yo No. %

Sla 50 3 67 3 100
K2 50 100 100
Ji0 50 100 100
M6 67 100 100
J11 67 100 100
J4 71 100 100
M4 80 100 100
MiI 83 100 100
J2 81 100 100
Stb 83 100 100
K3 86 100 100
K6 86 100 100
Via 100 160 100
J3 100 80 100
J7 100 100 100
M8 100 100 100
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TOTAL 77 95 100

Table 4.1.2 Token Counts and Percentages for

Yes/no Inversion, Wh Inversion and Wh Fronting (mid ievel group)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Yes/no Questions Wh Questions Wh Questions
Subject Total ¥Sin YNQ Total ¥Sin WHQ #whin WHQ

YNQ No. % WHQ No, % No. %
100
50
67
100
89
100
50
100
160
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

Mis
M2a
S2
T7
K1
T2
Inl
M3
M10
in2
K8
K5
T6
J8
K4

43
50
50
50
56
56
57
67
71
75
78
80
80
93
100
100
100
100
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Table 4.1.3 Token Counts and Percentages for
Yes/no Inversion, Wh Inversion and W Fronting (high level group)

1 2 3 4 ] 6 7 8 9

Yes/no Questions Wh Questions Wh Questions

Subject Total ¥VSin YNO Total VS.in WHO #wh in WHQ
YNQ No. % WHQ No. %o No. Yo

M9 4 25 100 100
TS 57 07 100
In3 67 100 100
T4 67 100 100
T1 75 100 100
M7a 83 33 100
V6 83 160 100
K7 83 100 100
V7 83 100 100
M7b 89 100 100
V4 100 83 100
\& 100 100 100
Bi 100 89 160
[¢l 100 100 100
M 100 100 100
Fi 100 100 100
T3 100 75 100
M5b 100 100 100
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TOTAL 94 90 100

-]
=]

83

=
(7]

Column 1 in all the three tables lists subjects by code names with a capital letler
indicating a first language and a digital figure indicating a sequential number assigned to
a subject within that particular first language group (see Appendix I1 for details). The
order of the subjects follows the order of increasing percentages for the first implicans
(i.e. percentages for Feature C — inversion in yes/no questions). The last line in each table

provides aggregate figures.

Column 2 shows the total number of ves/no questions obtained for each subject. Columns

3 and 4 bear on the first implicans of the implicational hierarchy. The former shows the

number of those ves/no questions in which Yes/no Inversion was used and the latter gives
the percentages of instances of Yes/no Inversion over the total number of yes/no questions

obtained,

Similarly, Columns 5 provides the total number of wh questions obtained for each

subject. Columns 6 and 7 bear on Feature B — inversion in wh guestions, which acts




simultaneously as both the first implicatum and the second implicans of the implicational
hierarchy. Column 6 provides the number of those wh questions in which W/ Inversion
was manifest with Column 7 showing the percentages of instances of Wh Inversion over

the total number of w/ questions.

Finally, Columns 8 and 9 bear on Feature A ~ Sentence-initial question words/phrases
(Wh Fronting), which is the sccond implicatum of the implicational hierarchy. Again,
Column 8 gives the number of those wh questions in which Wh Fronting was attested
with Column 9 providing the percentages of instances of Wh Fronting over the total

number of wh questions.

4.1.2. Interpretation of Data and Discussion

Eckman et al (1989) interpret their data in terms of what they call the Absolute Existence
Interpretation. By this approach, they set up a high percentage of 90 to determine the
existence of a pattern in interlanguage. If a pattern reaches this percentage or higher, it is
marked as plus (+); if the pattern is below this percentage. it is marked as minus (—). For
confirmation of an implicational universal such as Pattern C implies Pattern B, the
percentages for the two patterns must both reach the 90% threshold with a configuration
of “+ 4+, A violation of the universal would be a configuration of *+ -, while the other
two possible configurations (“— =" and *“— +) would not be taken to confirm, but would
nonetheless be consistent with, the universal. However, they find that an alternative
approach called the Relative Existence of Interpretation in terms of quantitative
predictions about implicational universals has two advantages over the Absolute
Existence Interpretation. The former does not have to decide arbitrarily as to the
percentage thresholds, however high they may be, for determining the presence or
absence of a grammatical pattern. More signilicantly, the former makes stronger claims
about implicational universals than the latter because it entails the foriner, but not vice

versa.

For interpretation of the results in this study, the Relative Existence Interpretation

(Eckman ct al 1989} is adopted. That is, to determine whether an implicational universal
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holds in the data, it is the comparison of relative percentages rather than the
determination of absolute threshoid percentages of implicans and implicatum that
matters. In other words, where the percentages for the implicatum are higher than or at
least as high as those for the implicans. the implicational universal is taken to hold;

otherwise it is not.

As can be seen from the tables 4.1.1-4.1.3, Column 9 shows the ceiling effect of results
for Feature A (Wh Fronting). that is, all subjects fronted the wh question word/phrase
100% of the time. This demonstrates that there are no violations for the implicational
universal Wi Inversion implies A Fronting” in terms of comparison of two percentages
for Features B (Wh Inversion) and A (W# Fronting) because percentages for the former
are never greater than those for the latter. Thus in consistence with the same results for
this implicational universal in Eckman et al (1989), the data from this study do show

support for the implicationat universal “Wh Inversion implics Wi Fronting™.

However, when comparing the percentages in Column 4 (for Feature C) and Column 7
(for Feature B), we can find that although most percentages in the latter are cither higher
or equal to those in the former, there are still some instances in the reverse order (6 out of
52). This shows that, generally, the data lend support to the implicational universal
“Yes/no Inversion implies Wh Inversion™, there are nevertheless six counter-examples to
the universal. This result also agrees with what Eckman et al (1989) find in their study.
Via comparison of relative percentages of instances for the two patterns (i.e. Yes/no
Inversion and Wh Inversion} in each individual subject’s data, they find three (out of the
14 subjects) violations, among which only one instance, after further examination, is

taken 1o be a significant violation.

An cxamination of the six counter-examples was conducted following Eckman ct al

(1989). These counter-examples are shown in Table 4.1.4.
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Table 4.1.4 Counter-examples fo “Yes/no Inversion implies Wh Inversion™

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Yes/no Questions Wh Questions
Subject Tota! VSin YNO Total VSin WHQ
YNQ No. % WHQ No. %
J3 6 6 100 5 4 80
inl 7 4 57 2 ] 50
M7 6 5 83 3 | 33
V4 1 1 100 6 5 83
B1 1 ! 100 9 8 89
T3 4 4 100 4 3 75

As mentioned before, because of the nature of the data collection (less controlled and
more communicatively-oriented), there are far fewer questions elicited from the subjects
in this study than those from those in Eckman et al’s study. In view of interlanguage
variability (Tarone 1979), one occurrence of a feature can not be taken to show
systematicity or violation of a rule and thus all those subjects who produced only one
instance in either of the two features are eliminated from analysis. Thus viewed, nine out
of the 52 subjects were excluded from analysis including two counter-examples (V4 and
B1 in the above table), and among the 43 analysable subjects, four subjects (J3, Inl, M7

and T3) are regarded as exceptions to the universal.

ifowever, a further inspection shows that the lower percentages of the implicatum for
three subjects (J3, Inl and T3) are caused by just one token, hence not regarded as
significant disconfirming instances. Only M7 coustitutes a significant violation of the
universal that needs to be accounted for. Based on the analysis so far provided, it can be
concluded that both universals in the implicational hierarchy are upheld by the data.
While the “Yes/no Inversion implies Wh Inversion™ universal has only one exception (i.e.

M7). the “Wh Inversion implies W Fronting™ universal holds without exceptions.

The issue about the validity of test interpretation that concerned Eckman et al (1989) is
also addressed in this study. Eckman et al (1989) claimed that their task of eliciting
questions around story squares reflects a content-conscious, communicative language
variety that is undertain by the same type of unconscious knowledge in which primary
languages are rooted, and that thus elicited data stand the best chance (o reveal acquired

rather than learned knowledge (cf. Krashen 1977, 1980) of interlanguage learners. In this
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study, the data collected should reflect a less content-conscious but more communicative
language variety, and thus should also stand the best chance 10 reveal acquired

knowledge of interlanguage learners.

In order to determine whether the experimental conditions under which the elicited data
were biased in favour of the universal, or specificaliy, whether the frequency of inversion
in ves/no questions was depressed in favour of confirmation-seeking type of yes/no
questions in the task of working out a sequence of events based on pictures,”’ Eckman et
al (1989) used the same elicitation procedure to test four native speakers of English and
compared their results with those of their interlanguage speakers. They found that the
native speakers did invert yes/nmo questions significantly more frequently than the
interlanguage speakers, based on which they concluded that the experimental conditions
did not bias the results in favour of the universal. In view of the experimenta! conditions
of this study, the task of role-play, in which subjects seek information by initiating
questions rather than confirming information through guessing, is less susceptible to bias

in favour of uninverted yes/no questions. Nevertheless, the effect of the native speaker

interviewer in the task of conversation needs examination. Because in the task of

conversation the role-play follows the interview in which the interviewer secks
information by asking questions. it is decided to examine whether the way the interviewer

asks questions might bear on the subjects’ periormances on question formation.

Throughout the conversations with the subjects, the native speaker produced 1,724
questions, among which 1,044 are yes/no questions. Among these yes/no questions, 974
(93.3%) are inverted and 70 (6.7%) are uninveried. On average, the native speaker used
16.2 inverted yes/no questions and 1.2 uninverted yes/no questions to converse with each
of the 60 subjects. These data show that the native speaker did invert {ar more frequently
(93.3%) in yes/no questions than did the interlanguage speakers (76.7%). Furthermore,
the differences in ranges of yes/no inversion are also clear: the range of inversion for the

subjects is 25-100%, while the range for the native speaker is 71-100%. In fact, apart

41 + [ . ] . . N . . s . -

In English, it is quite communicatively appropriate to ask a ves/no question with rising intonation but
without inversion especially under conditions that require guessing for clarilying uncertaimy and
confirming information.
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{rom three occasions on which the frequency of inversion falls below 80% (70.6%.
77.8%,. and 78.9% respectively), the frequency of inversion for all the other 57
conversations/speech samples range between 81-100%. !nterestingly, one of the three
subjects with whom the native speaker produced the lowest frequency of inversion in
conversation produced the highest frequency of inversion (100%), one produced a higher
frequency (86%) and the other one a lower frequency (71%). In fact, the average
percentage (81.3%) of the three subjects is higher than that of all the subjects under study
(76.7%). Refer to Table 4.1.5 for the comparative results.

Table 4.1.5 Token Counts of Yes/no Inversion for Native Speaker and Three Subjects

Participants Total YNQ V5in YNQ VSin YNQ (%)
M8 2 2 100

NS (10 M8) 17 12 70.6

Koé 7 6 86

NS (to K6) 18 14 77.8

M10 7 5 71

NS {to M10) 19 15 78.9

In light oi this evidence, we can conclude that the experimental conditions with particular
reference to the effect of the native language speaker did not bias the results in favour of
the universal. It is also clear that, overall, the native speaker inverts in yes/no questions
significantly more frequently than interlanguage speakers; in contrast, interlanguage
speakers vary from individual to individual. However, whatever variation there may be,
interlanguage development conforms to the universal constraints of the implicational

hicrarchy.

An important point to be made here is that the data in this study, like those reported by
Eckman et al (1989), overwhelmingly support the implicational hierarchy in question
regardless of the subjects’ English proficiency levels and first languages. Table 4.1.6
provides count details of Features A, B and C for the subjects in terms of these two

factors.
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Table 4.1.6 Token Counts and Percentages for the Three Features by Levels & Lls

Features First Languages* English Levels**
M J K \4 T In R B Low | Mid | High
ae) | (D @ 16 1 3 16y 14 (6) 1(18) (18}
Total wh 43 19 28 16 21 12 18 9 44 59 63
questions
A~ Wh 43 19 28 16 21 12 18 9 44 59 63
Fronting
B-Wh 39 18 27 15 19 11 16 8 42 54 57
inversion 91% | 95% | 96% [94% |90% | 92% (89% | 8% |95% |92% | 90%
Total yes/no | 104 | 44 49 25 46 21 24 1 83 136 | 94
guestions
C -~ Yes/no | 81 36 38 23 30 14 18 1 64 99 78
Inversion 78% | 82% [ 78% |92% |65% |67% | 75% | 100% {77% | 73% | 83%

* First languages: M = Mandarin, ) = Japanese, K = Korean, V = Vietnamese, T = Thai. In = Indonesian, B
= Bangla, and R = Romance including Spanish, French and ltahian. The subject speaking Bangla is
presented for completeness but not for analysis since it is inapplicable in terms of comparison between
groups. The same applies to the subsequent tables that tabulate data for comparison between L1 groups.

** English proficiency level: low level = levels a & b; mid level = level ¢; high level = level d. Names of
low-, mid-, and high-level groups are conveniently used for analysis. and do not necessarily indicate the
proficiency difference as their respective names may suggest (refer to 3.1.3 and Appendix 11 for details).

From the table. it can be seen that with respect to the factor of first languages, all L1
groups demonstrate conformity to the implicational universals. It is significant that the
subjects whose first languages such as Mandarin. Japanese and Korean do not
systematically exhibit ecither the implicans or implicatum of the two implicational
universals perform in the same way as those Romance-speaking subjects whose first
languages do show systematically both implicantia and implicata of the universals. This
shows that what is responsible for the acquisition of questions in relation to implicatia
and implicata of the universals at issue is not language transfer but what Eckman et al

refer 1o as Jnterlunguage Structural Conformity Hypothesis, which is presented in (2).

(2)  Interlanguage Structural Conformity Hypothesis (Interlanguage SCH). Al

universals that are true for primary languages are also true for interlanguages.

Apart from the overall conformity to the universals by all L1 groups, there do exist some
differences as to the degree of conformity to the implicational universal *Yes/no
Inversion implies Wi Inversion”, The Vietnamese-speaking group gains a much higher
percentage of Feature C — yes/no inversion (92%) against the other groups, well above

the average percentage (77%), while Thai- and Indonesian-speaking groups both have
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low percentages (65% and 67% respectively). Interestingly. the only four subjects who
have less-than-five-years experience of iearning English belong to the Vietnamese-
speaking group in which three leamed Russian as a foreign language in their secondary
schooling. It is amazing that the Vietnamese group (N = 5) with an average length of
learning English much less than that for all the subjects (4.8 versus 10.5 years), could
have performed so well. That is, they achieved higher English proficiency in general (4
befong to the high-level group; a group with the highest English proficiency level on
average), and better results of the task than the other groups in particular. Our suggestion
for this phenomenon is that they were highly motivated and attended much more to form
than the other groups as a function of the conditions under which they learned English -
mainly via self-study and/or night classes in their home country. The experience of
already learning a foreign language, Russian (similar to English in question formation).
might also have enabled them to readily compare question structures in Russian and
English, and to attend and acquire the form of English questions easily, Whatever the
reason, one point is clear: all groups conform to the implicational universals no matter

how high or low were the percentage scores of each group.

The fact that three groups of subjects with different English proficiency levels performed
similarly in the direction of structural conformity to the universals indicate that
interlanguage developmental factors do not affect the validity of the universals. In other
words, the implicational universals in question hold true for interlanguage of the subjects
whether they are at the intermediate, upper-intermediate or advanced levels. This can also
be demonstrated by the performances of the two-round participants S1 and M7. In the
first round of data collection, S1 was at the preliminary level (GE 2) and M7 at the
advanced level (ETP 6); six months later, S1 was at the intermediate level (GE 4B) and
M7 had just finished the advanced language training course, passed the [ELTS test and

received a full university offer. Their results are provided in Table 4.1.7.
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Table4.1.7 Token Counts (for S and M7) for the Three Features in
“Yes/no Inversion implies W# Inversion which in turn implies W4 Fronting”

i 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Yes/no Questions Wh Questions Wh Questions
Total VSinYNQ Total VSin WHOQ #wh in WHO

Subject YNQ No. % WHQ No. % Nu. %
Sla 8 4 50 3 2 67 3 100
Sib 6 5 83 4 4 100 4 160
M7a 6 b &3 3 ] 33 3 100
M7b 9 8 89 | ] 100 ] 100

From the table, we can see that developmental factors do seem to make some difference
in the results with respect to “Yes/no Inversion implies #Wh Inversion™ with the subjects
improving their performances in terms of higher percentages for both implicans and
implicatum of the universal. For S1, however, his improvement does not change the
pattern of implicans and implicatum; his performances in both rounds comply with the
universal constraints. For M7, on the other hand, the change from her first-round
disconfirming data for the uriversal to her second- wnd confirming data can not be
surely attributed to a function of performance improvement because of the scanty data of

implicatum (only one instance) in the second round.

As has been argued thus far, our methods are valid and sound despite a small sampling of
questions from each subject, and our data comply with the impliicational hierarchy stated
in terms of Hypothesis | despite a significant exception to “Yes/no Inversion implies Wh
Inversion™. The outcome of this study is taken to confirm the results in Eckman et al
(1989) in that findings in both studies are in compliance with the universal constraints
stated in the Interlanguage Structural Complexity Hypothesis (Eckman et al 1989: 195).
Specifically, the ceiling effect of sentence-initial wh words/phrases on the “Wh Inversion
implies Wi Fronting”™ universal, which Eckman et al doubt may be caused by high
English proficiency levels of their subjects, is also attested in this stady which involves
subjects with various levels of English proficiency. Similarly, the “Yes/no Inversion

implies Wh Inversion™ universal has one exception in this study as well as in theirs.

Notwithstanding, their tentative explanation for the exception in processing terms does

not seem (o stand to reason. They noted that their suggested processing account runs
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counter to the implicational universal, and that such processing ease should have resulted
in more exceptions to the universal, rather than only one. In effect, their explanation
seems to be paradoxically stated: if the universal holds, the processing mechanism wanes;
if the processing account prevails, the universal {ails. Whichever is the case, the validity
of the implicational universal is called into question because universals are inseparably
related to the ease with which the human mind processes language. In fact, universals and
processing are supportive (cf. Hawkins 1994, 1999) rather than contradictory to one
another. In view of this, a proposed processing account different from Eckman et al’s is

put forth.

Consider the four sentences in (3):

(3) a. Whati [has he read Qi]?
b. Has he read nofthe novel]?
¢. Has he read nefhorror novels]?
d. Has he read ne[ 19™-century horror novels]?

The structure of the wh question in 3a differs from that of the yes/no questions in 3b, 3¢
and 3d in that the former contains a “filler-gap domain™ (IHawkins 1999) in which the
filler What is matched by its co-indexed gap following read, whereas the latter three do
not.”* Since they belong to different types of structures, it seems hard to compare their
respective processing difficulties. However, if viewed in terms of the number of nodes to
be processed in a constituent structure that is valency complete, the difference between 3a
and 3b, 3¢ and 3d is clear. That is, the complete valency domain for 3a contains the same
number of nodes as that for 3b in which e constructs the NP, but contains fewer nodes
than 3c and 3d in which novels constructs the NP. Crucial to processing load, as has been
suggested, might be the number of nodes to be processed in a complete valency domain
rather than the number of syntactic operations undergone by 3a versus 3b, 3¢ and 3d (see
Eckman et al 1989 for the latter point). If this is true, then wh questions are no more
difficult than yes/no questions to process because, generally, the former have the same
number of nodes or fewer nodes (o process than the latter as shown by the examples in

(3). This seems to be a {easible processing explanation for both the implicational
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universals which are formulated via examination of primary languages. and the
interlanguage data in both studies which conform predominantly to the implicational
universals. The one exception in both studies then may be best accounted for by the

internally unstable and variable nature of interlanguage systerns.

4.1.5. Summary

The task of conversation in this siudy focuses on testing two implicational universals or
one implicational hierarchy as stated in the form of Hypothesis 1, which is construed in
terms of relative frequency rather than absolute arbitrarily-determined frequency
thresholds, against spontaneous speech of interlanguage speakers. It is borne out thai,
similar to the findings in Eckman et al (1989), our data fully support “Wh Inversion
implies Wh Fronting” without exception and predominantly support *Yes/no Inversion
implies Wh Inverston” with only one exception. More significantly, this study supports
Imterlanguage Structural Conformity Hypothesis (Eckman et al 1989: 195) regardless of
factors such as first language and English proficiency of L2 learners. All in all, the
findings of this study are yet another piece of evidence for the claim that implicational

universals that hold true for first languages should also hold true for second languages.

4.2. Results regarding the Acquisition of Relative Clauses with

Reference to the Accessibility Hierarchy

This section deals with the analysis and discussion of results regarding English restrictive
refative clauses with reference to the Accessibility Hierarchy in the interlanguage data of
the study. Analysed and discussed are results of various RC-related non-standard forms
(4.2.5) as well as results of relativisation from the tasks of elicited repetition (4.2.1.),
sentence combination (4.2.2.), grammaticality judgment (4.2.3.), the conversation an

subjects’ wrilen essays {4.2.4.). This is followed by a summary (4.2.6.).

* Refer to section 2.1.3. for a detailed discussion about Hawkins’ processing theory with particular
relerence to filler-gap domains,




4.2.1. Resuits from the Repetition Task

Recall (3.2.2.) that the task of elicited repetition was designed to test the validity of the
Accessibility Hierarchy with interlanguage data in terms of Hypothesis 1. which is re-
stated in (4).

(4) Hypothesis II: In the task of elicited repetition of English restrictive relative clauses,
L2 learners’ correct instances of repetition on SU position will be greater than or as
many as those on DO position. which will, in turn, be greater than or as many as those
on {O position, and so on for the other lower positions on the Accessibility Hierarchy,

regardless of the learners’ English proficiency levels and first language backgrounds.

The task items (see Appendix 111) are made up of twelve stimulus sentences with each
one containing a relative clause. All the twelve relative clauses have the same
grammatical head noun — SU &1 the matiix clause. Each of the six relativised positions on
the Accessibility Hierarchy is represemted by two sentences (SU - S3 & S12; DO -S1 &
S10: 10 — S6 & S9; OBL - S5 & S8, GEN - S84 & S7; OCOMP —~ 82 & S11). The
subjects’ repetition was tape-recorded, transcribed, and thien classified according to
interlanguage features. Appendix V presents definitions for these features with
illustrative examples and a table which summarises the subjects’ performances in this
iask. Due to the fact that each of the six relativised positions are represented by only two
imstances in the task, it is therefore difficult 10 make a comparison between the six
positions in termis of number of correct instances on an individual basis. As a result, the
comparison is made in relation to groups by gender, first language and English
proficiency level as well as to the overall results. The aggregate results of the task are

presented in Table 4.2.1.
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Table 4.2.1 Aggregate Counts for Different Features in the Repetition Task

Features SU: DO 10: OBL.: GEN: QCOMP: | Total
83 812 | S1 S10 | S6 89 S5 S8 54 87 52 513

i.Correct 35 48 15 11 5 3 3 4 17 12 2 155

repetition

2. Nearcorrect | 5 O 5 4 5 i 2 3 6 2 39

repetition

3. Failed 11 4 34 39 28 42 39 44 22 24 39 44 370

repetition

4. lncorrect RC 2 4 2 5 | 4 3 1 2

marker

5. Different 2 2 2 2 R

meaning

6. Omissionof | § | 1 10

obligatory RC

marker

7. Different 3 2 16 1] 12 1 14 15 21 10 114

rekativisation

8. Fopic-com- ] 2 1 { 2 2 l 10

menl structure

9. Resumgptive ! | ! 3

words

The 1able shows that, as predicted by Hypothesis 1 with the exception of GEN position,
instances of correct repetition on SU position are more than those on DO position, which
are more than those on 10 and OBL positions, which in turn are more than those on
OCOMP position. Collapsing feature 1 (correct repetition) and feature 2 (near correct
repetition), the same pattern persists in percentage terms: SU (78%) > DO (29%) >
10/0BL (10%) > OCOMP (3%) (‘>* means ‘more accessible than’)."”* The subjects’
performances on GEN position, though, are in compliance with some of the findings in
the literature (e.g. Gass 1979; Li and Li 1994). In Gass (1979), the L2 learners of English
generally performed better on GEN position than on DO and 10/OBL positions on the
Accessibility Hierarchy in a sentence combination task, and in Li and Li (1994), the
Chinese leamers of English treated GEN position as more accessible to relativisation than
10 and OBI. positions in a similar task. Overall, the resulls in the repetition task support

the Accessibility Hierarchy in terms of number of (near) correct instances of repetition.

“ Comrie (1981) uscs ‘non-direct object’ o include both 10 and OBL. Hawkins (1999) takes the same
position. explaining 10 and OBL posilions as sharing the same filler-gap domain that contains nine nodes
to be processed. Results in the repetition task of this study also show that these two positions are similar
across all categories except for the strategy of using the same relativised position o express dilferent
meaning (feature 5). Though (ask items are provided separately for these (wo positions, they are (reated
hereinafier as belonging to the same relativised position from the processing perspective in terms of the
same size in their respective filler-gap domains (cl. Hawkins 1999),
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Strikingly, relativisation on SU is much more accessible than relativisation on the other
positions in that it not only accounts for most correct instances of repetition, but it has the
fewest instances of failed repetition (15) and no exemplifying instances in four types of
non-standard forms (features 4, 5. 7 and 9).* Each of the other positions bas at least three
times as many instances of failed repetition (DO: 73; 10: 70; OBL: 83; GEN: 46.
OCOMP: 83).

Even more interesting is the fact that in terms of repetitions that involved restructuring of’
the sentence, the lower the relativised position on the hierarchy, the more the instances of
this feature were exemplified. Moreover, almost all instances of restructuring involved
relativisation on higher positions than those original relativised positions in the stimulus
sentences. For example, the pattern for instances of different relativisation is: SU (0) <
DO (5) < 10 (27) and OBL (22) < GEN (29) < OCOMP (31) (‘<” means ‘less than’),
which indicates that complex structures are more prone to restructuring to less complex
structures, rather than vice versa. This is even clearer with a close look at the direction to
which the instances of different relativisation move. Table 4.2.2 provides the results of

different relativisation.

Table 4.2.2  Token Counts of Different Relativisation in the Repetition Task

Different DO: 10: OBL: GEN: OCOMP: | Tolal
Relativisation S SIG|S6 |89 |85 |S8 |84 ({S7T |82 (81
On a lower

osition: GEN 1 1
On a a. SU 3 2 16 |2 1 s 14 15 21 8 97
higher b. DO 9 5 1 15
position: ¢. GEN 1 1
Total 5 27 22 29 31 114

From the table, it is clear that an overwhelming majority of instances of different
relativisation (113 out of 114 instances) fall on positions higher than those in the stimulus
sentences with only one exception from S5. The exception is from OBL (*The girl who
Sue wrotce the story with is proud’) to GEN-SU (‘The girl whose friends read story is

proud’} — a lower position on the hierarchy, which, however, is consisient with
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performances as regards correct repetition in the task. The subjects produced far more
(near) correct instances of repetition on GEN position (38) than on 1Q/OBL positions
(13/10).

In closing, the Accessibility Hierarchy is generally supported by the subjects’
performances in the repetition task with the exception of GEN position. This exception
may be due to the unique characteristic of the English genitive relative marker whose,
which is elsewhere reported to be more accessible to relativisation than the positions of
I0/OBL and even DO (e.g. Gass 1979; Li and Li 1994). This is discussed further in
Chaper 6.

Now we examine whether the subjects’ English proficiency levels and first languages

may affect IHypothesis Il. Results are provided in Table 4.2.3.

Table 4.2.3 Token Counts and Percentages for (Near) Correct Repetitiont by Levels & L1s

Relativised | English Levels First Languages**
positions of (mear) | Low | Mid | High | M J K A% T In R B
correct repetition™ 1 (20) | (20) [(20) [(U8) 1d®) [ | D | (D |3 |5 |H
Total number 45 54 95 68 26 21 21 27 1] 13 7
19% | 23% | 40% | 32% | 22% | 19% | 25% | 32% | 30% | 22%

a. SU 27 30 37 30 16 11 11 13 5 6 2
b. DO 9 8 18 11 5 3 5 5 2 2 2
¢. 1O/OBL 0/0 2/4 1t/6 {5/A (040 {172 170 [ 2/i 210 172 1/0
d. GEN 8 10 20 15 4 4 4 5 2 2 2
¢. OCOMP ] 0 3 2 | 0 0 | 0 0 0

* Features of correct repetition and near correct repetition are collapsed for analysis.

** First languages: M = Mandarin, ) = Japanese, K = Korean, V = Vietnamese. T = Thai, In = Indonesian,
B = Bangla, and R = Romance including Spanish, French and lalian. The figures within parentheses
indicate the number of subjects in each group.

Results show that in terms of (near) correct repetition, the relation between different
level groups and their respective performances is significant, i.e. the high-level group
scored significantly betier than both the low-level group and mid-level group (x*= 30.07,

df=2,p< .001).* Nonetheless, this does not alter the predicted order of (near) correct

:‘; Detailed analysis of RC-related non-standard forms in diflerent tasks is provided in 4.2.5.

The statistical procedure of Chi-square (see Hatch and Lazaraton 1991: 393-424) is used for some of the
nominal data of the study. Chi-square for two-way designs with the significance level of .05 is applied to
this and subsequent relevant sets of data to test whether the relation between two variables is significant.
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repetition on the relativised positions for each group. Although there seems to be an
exception in which OCOMP has one correct instance with 10/0OBL having none for the
low-level group, this exception can be disregarded for lack of disconfirming evidence.*
In fact. as compared with the high-level group and even the mid-level group, the low-
level group found it extremely hard to correctly repeat sentences that contain
relativisation on 10/0OBL and OCOMP positions. With respect to first language, although
different language groups vary in their absolute scores, all L1 groups follow the predicted
ordering pattern of relativisation in terms of instances of (near) correct repetition on each

relativised position.

To sum up, Hypothesis 1] is supported by the results from the repetition task of the study,
or in other words, the Accessibility Hierarchy is proved to be valid in predicting 1.2
performances regarding comprehension in the repetition task regardless of L2 learners’

English proficiency levels and first languages.

4.2.2. Results frori the Sentence Combination Task
The task of sentence combination (see 3.2.3.) was also designed o test the Accessibility
Hierarchy but in L2 learners’ interlanguage production in the form of Hypothesis 111,

which is re-stated in (5).

(5) Hypothesis 111: In the task of sentence combination involving English restrictive
relative clauses, L2 learners’ correct instances of combining sentences on SU position
will be greater than or as many as those on DO position, which will, in turn, be
greater than or as many as those on 10 position, and so on for the other lower
positions on the Accessibility Hierarchy, regardless of the learners’ English

proficiency levels and first fanguage backgrounds.

* As mentioned before, the occurrence of one instance does not systematically confirm or disconfirm a
pattern, Moreover, the correct instance on OCOMP pasition for the lower-level group is only one of near
cotrect repetition. So is the same explanation made for the Japanese-speaking group under the same
circumslances,
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The task items are made up of fourteen pairs of sentences and the subjects are required 1o
combine each pair into a single sentence with a relative clause following a sample
example. Each of the six relativised positions on the Accessibility Hierarchy is
represented in two instances (SU - St & S14: DO - S2 & $13;10-8S3 & §12; OBL -S4
& S11;: OCOMP - 87 & 59) except GEN, which is further divided into GEN-SU (S5 &
S6) and GEN-DO (S8 & S10). The two instances representing the same relativised
position have different grammatical head nouns in the matrix clause — in SU and DO
positions respectively. The subjects” performances in the task were sorted out and
classified according to different interlanguage features. Appendix VI presents definitions
for these features with illustrative examples and a table which summarises the subjects’
performances in this task. Like the repetition task, each of the six relativised positions is
also represented by only two instances in the task, it is therefore difficult to make a
comparison between the six positions in terms of number of correct instances on an
individual basis. As a result, the comparison is made in relation to groups by the subjects’
English proficiency levels and first languages as well as to the overall results. The

aggregate resulits of the task are presented in Table 4.2.4.

Table 4.2.4 Aggregate Counts for Different Features in the Sentence Combination Task

FEATURES S [114] 1) OBl GEN-SU GEN-DO QCOMIP T AL
1* 14 2 13 |3 12 | 4 i1 {5 6 8 10 |7 9

1. Predicted RC S5 4L 25 1z |3p2 {3y 15 {21 I4 | 10 | 339

embedding

24, Relativization ¢n 3 ] 11

a similar position

2b. Reltivization I8 133 |30 |34 (17136 (6 5 27 F26 |33 36 {3

on a higher position

3. No adjacency to 5 ! l 5 ! 1 2 43 19

the head noun

4. Inaccessible head 2 4 6

noun

5. Incorrect relative 5 2 5 O 2 3 2 7 2 1 2 37
_markers

0. Topic-comment 1 ] l 1 1 1 l 7

structure

7. Use of resumptive 2 1 1 | 1 2 7 2 4 21

woyds

8. Omission of | I 1 4 I 8

obligntory RC

marker

9. Other errors 1 1 | 3

concerning RCs

10 Failure tosupply | 1 |2 |4 (2 |9 16 |2 |1 |8 1319 |4 5 |76

» RC

* Figures in this row indicate individual tagk item numbers.
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Like the repetition task, the aggregate resulis of the combination task generally support
Hypothesis I with the exception of GEN position. That is, as regards the feature of
predicted RC embedding, the average percentage of instances on SU position (86%) is
higher than that on DO position (38%). which is higher than that on 1O/OBL positions
(32%), which is in turn higher than that on OCOMP position (21%). The order of
accessibility to the relativised positions in terms of predicted RC embedding can then be
presented as: SU (86%) > GEN (47%) > DO (38%) > 10/OBL (32%) > OCOMP
(21%) (">’ means ‘more accessible than’). The subjects™ performances on GEN position
are, again, simiiar to the results of the repetition task: better than not only those on
OCOMP but those on DO and 10/OBL positions as well {cf. Gass 1979; Li and Li 1994).
Overall, the results in the sentence combination task support the Accessibility Hierarchy

in terms of predicted relative clause embedding.

Relativisation on SU proves to be much more accessible than the other positions. No«
only instances of predicted RC embedding on this position are of the highest percentage
(86%), the preference for this position is also shown in the subjects’ performances in
relativising on GEN position. The instances of predicted RC embedding on GEN-SU
position (SU in the relative clause) are more than those on GEN-DO position (DO in the
relative clause): 69 versus 36 {or 62% versus 32%) [Furthermore, 11 out of the 36
instances of predicted RC embedding on GEN-DO position, are actually shifled onto

GEN-3U position via passive voice as shown in (6).

(6) 2. Predicted RC embedding for task item 8:
The patient whose disease the doctor regarded as incurable committed suicide.
Actual example:
The patient whose disease was regarded as incurable by the doctor committed suicide.
b. Predicted RC embedding for task item 10:
My son saw the lady whose house we bought last week.
Actual example:
My son saw the lady whose house was bought by us last week.

This can be well accounted for in terms of processing load the two relativised positions —

GEN-SU and GEN-DO - carry. The minimal filler-gap domain for the former contains
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nine nodcs 10 be processed, while that for the latter contains eleven nodes (Hawkins
1999: 255). To facilitate processing, the human processor prefers the filler-gap domain 1o
be as small as possible. Therefore, whenever a structural change occurs, the change
moves from more complex to ':ss complex structure, rather than vice versa. This is borne
out by the subjects’ performances on GEN positions: no change occurs among the
instances of predicted relativisation on GEN-SU, and among those on GEN-DO, changes
do occur in favour of processing preference, which is achieved by means of passive voice

without changing the basic meaning.

Regarding resuits from the table, there are a number of interesting observations. Firs,

with respect to the two task items intended for each relativised position, the subjects

tended 1o perform better on the one that does not have “interruption™ (matrix NPs and VP
are separated by a relativising clause) (Sadighi 1994: 145) than the one that does with
only one exception. That is, when scores differ between two task items for the same
relativised positioa, the difference tends to favour the “non-interrupted” one (SU — 55:
41: DO - 25: 18; 10 — 12: 11; OBL - 36: 12; GEN-SU - 38: 31; GEN-DO - 21: 15)

except for OCOMP position (10: 14). Therefore. the “interruption” account (Sadighi

1994} generally holds for the data with one exception. However, this account alone can
not adequately address the following question regarding 1O/OBL positions: why is there
only a single token difference for 10 position but a triple-percentage difference for OBL
position, both of which occur under similar “interruption™ circumstances? This scems

puzzling and a possible plausible answer is provided in the next point.

Second, although the subjects’ overail performances in relativising on 10/OBL positions

are predictably in compliance with Hypothesis 11, their performances in task item 4 (36;
64%) did differ greatly from those in task items 3 (12; 21%), 11 (12; 21%), and 12 (11;

20%). Look at the predicted sentence combination for these task items in (7). ;

(7) a. ltem 3: The girl saw the actori [who(m) she sent a letter o Q).
b. ltern 12: The boyi [who(m) the girl lent her car to Qi] broke his words.
c. [temn 4: The detective questioned the mani [who(m) you work with Oi).
d. liem V1: The dogi [which Sue ;old her mother about Oi] won a prize. {
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The subjects’ performances on [O position 7a and 7b and OBL position 7c and 7d can be
explained in processing terms. The filler-gap domain for 7a, 7b and 7d contains, in fact,
eleven nodes to be processed. whereas that of 7¢ contains ning nodes to be processed. For
example, the configurational assumptions of the filler-gap domains of 7c and 7d are

illustrated in (8)."

(8) NP
N S
//\
NPs VP
Ns \' NPo PP
No P NPob
7c¢c  theman you work with (gap)
7d  thedog Sue told her mother about (gap)

The filler-gap domain of 7¢ contains nine nodes (N, NP, Ns, NPs, S, V, VP, P and PP),
while that of 7d has two more nodes (No and NPo) to be processed. it seems that
regarding relativisation on {Q/OBL positions, it does not matter so much for the
facilitation of processing whether the filler (head noun) is a matrix subject or matrix
object. What really matters in this regard is the size of a filler-gap domain in which a
relative clause is processed. It is, therefore, not surprising that 7c¢ elicited far more

instances of the predicted RC embedding than 7a, 7b and 7d.

7 The illustrative tree representation “does not assume any additional Wil-movement within the relative
clause (i.e. no relative pronouns, simply a complementizer or other subordination indicator which has been
omitied here since it is constant across all the positions)” (Hawkins 1999: 254), hence the filler copies
who(n) and which omitted, NPs = subject, NPo = direct object, and NPobl = obligue object.
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Finally. the most common type of non-standard forms, again, is the feature of differens
relativisation — relativisation on a position different from the predicted RC embedding
(312 instances in total). Among the instances of this category, eleven (SU: 3 and DO: 8)
relativise on a similar position on the hierarchy, which indicates that relativisation
variation tc similar positions is confined to more accessible SU and DO positions on the
accessibility hierarchy. Moreover, there are no instances of relativising on a position
lower than the one predicted on the hierarchy, and all the other instances of different
relativisation (301) involve relativising on a position higher than the one predicied on the
hierarchy. Table 4.2.5 provides results of relativisation on higher positions in the

sentence combination task.

Table 4.2.5 Token Counts of Relativisation on
Higher Positions in the Seatence Combination Task

Relativisation DO {9 OBL GEN-SU | GEN-DO | OCOMP | Total
on higher S2 |S13 |83 |SI121S4 [SI11 {355 |S6 |S8 |S10[S7 |89
posilions
SU 18 | 33 19 | 34 12 136 |6 5 11 H] 33 18 | 233
DO 11 5 2 8 26
T4 16 13 29
QOBL 3 3
GEN-SU 10 10

Obviously, SU position is, again, the most accessible one to relativisation with a total of
233 instances across all the task items in the table. Relativisation on DO position (26
instances) occurs across 4 task items (83, S4, S9 and S10), on 1O position (29 instances)
across 2 task items (S8 and S10), and relativisation en both OBL (3 instances) and GEN-
SU position (10 instances) occurs in only one task item (S10 and S9 respectively). Even
though instances of different relativisation on positions lower on the hierarchy such as
OBL and GEN-SU de occur, these positions are still higher than the predicted relativised
positions, i.e. GEN-DO and OCOMP positions respectively. Interestingly, passive voice,
which is the sole means used by the subjects in instances of shifting from GEN-DO
position to GEN-SU position, is, again, employed mainly in instances of shiiting
relativisation from DO to SU positions on the hierarchy. For example, among all
instances of relativisation to the highest position (i.e. SU) on the hierarchy via passive

voice (35 in all), twenty-three instances come from DO position with only 2 from 10, 2
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from OBL, 2 from GEN-SU and 6 from GEN-DO. This demonstrates that passive voice
plays an important role in shifting relativised positions from DO to SU. Importantly, all
the evidence concerning different relativisation in the sentence combination task shows
that it lends strongly to the validity of the Accessibility Hierarchy in terms of direction of

relativisation variation.

Now we turn to examining the subjects’ performances on the sentence combination task
with respect to English proficiency levels and first languages, the results of which are

provided in Table 4.2.6.

Table 4.2.6 Token Counts and Percentages for Predicted RC Embedding by Levels & Lls

Relativised positions | English Levels First Languages*

of Predicted RC Low | Mid | High | M J K v T In R B

Embedding 20 120 jae) |a8) (M { (M () 1 |3) [@ ()

Total number 119 | 131 89 113 |78 53 41 32 11 7 4

43% | 47% | 40% | 45% | 56% | 54% | 49% | 33% | 26% | 13%

a. SU 32 36 28 27 18 i2 12 14 6 5 2

k. DO 15 18 10 11 1t 9 4 6 | 1 0

¢. 1O/ 8 9 6 7 9 5 1 1 0 0 0
OBL 17 19 12 16 11 8 6 4 1 ] ]

d. GEN-SU 27 23 19 28 16 9 9 5 2 0 0
GEN-DO il 18 7 16 8 6 5 0 0 0 1

e. OCOMP 9 8 7 8 S 4 4 2 1 0 0

* First languages: M = Mandarin, J = Japanese, K = Korean, V = Vietnamese, T = Thai, In = Indonesian, B
= Bangla, and R = Romance including Spanish, French and ltalian. The figures within parentheses indicate
the number of subjects in each group.

Diflerent proficiency level groups also varied in terms of their respective absolute scores.
Unlike the repetition task, it is the mid-level group that achieved the best score {131;
47%) in instances of predicted RC embedding with the low-level group (119; 43%)
scoring, surprisingly, a bit better than the high-leve! group (89; 40%). The high-level
group, however, has less within-group variation than the other two groups. For example,
the numbers for the subjects achieving 10 or more instances of predicted RC embedding
within groups of high level, mid level and low level are 1, 5 and 5 respectively, and those
achieving 2 or less are 1, 3 and 5 respectively. Notwithstanding, it is surprising that there
are more high-scorers in this task in the low- and mid-leve! groups than in the high-level
group. Examined in their performances on the repetition task, these high-scorers are

found to be ranked as average scorers or higher-than-average-but-lower-than-top scorers
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in terms of (near) correct repetition. In addition, five of the ten high-scorers in the low-
and mid-level groups belong to the Japanese-speaking group, which is mainly made up of
the Japanese university students studying English here as part of their course
requirements. All this may indicate that these high-scorers witlh: many coming from the
Japanese-speaking group may be better at producing writlen forms rather than at
comprehending spoken utterances. Despite all these differences, it is, again, significant
that all groups preformed in the predicted way — in conformity with the Accessibility

Hierarchy, quite expectedly, with the exception of GEN position.

In view of the subjects’ performances regarding predicted KC embedding by different L1
groups, all L1 groups generally support Hypothesis I, yet again with exception of
relativisation on GEN position. The results of relativisation on GEN position in this task,
similar 10 the results of relaiivisation on this position in the repetition task, are again
consistent with the findings reported in Gass (1979) and L1 and Li (1994) (see 2.2.3.2 and
4.2.1 for details). However, in the Vietnamese-speaking group, the instances of
relativisation on OCOMP position (4) are roughly the same as those on DO position (4)
and 10/OBL positions (3.5); in the Mandarin-speaking group, those on [Q/OBL positions
(11.5) are marginally better than those on DO (11). Although these cases do not
disconfirm Hyporthesis 111, why ihese two groups performed differently from other groups

in these respects remains to be explained. Now we examine the Vietnamese-speaking

group in detail 1o see why this might be the case. Results of the task for this group are
provided in Table 4.2.7.

Table 4.2,7 Vietnamese Subjects’ Performances in the Sentence Combination Task

No | Code | SU et 1) (N1, GEN-SU GEN-1) QCOMP

name | 8! 14 | 82 S13 | 83 812 | S4 S1L | 85 56 SE S10 | 87 59

Vi 2a i0 Zb 10 1 2b 1 3 0 2b 2b 2b

V3 | ! Zb b 1 1 1 1 L {* | 1
Vd 1 2b 2b 2b 2b [ 2b tsp | 2b6 | 2b 20 2h ]

b
i
V2 i 2b | 2b 2b 2b 2b [ 2b 1 2b i I* 2b 2b
i
1
V& 1 2a 2b 2h piy) 1 b 1 1 2b 2h 2b
i

Vé 2a 1 2b | 1 | 1 I 2b ] 2b 1




From the table, it is clear that performance on the task item concerning DO position (S2)
has three instances of relativisation on a similar position (feature 2a) different from the

predicted sentence combination, which are all supplied in {(9).

(9) Task item 2 (§2): The dog ate the bone. The boy found the bone.
Predicted RC embedding: The dog ate the bone that/which the boy found.
Three instances of feature 2a:
a. The boy found the bone that the dog ate.
b. The boy found the bone which the dog ate.
c. The boy found the bone which the dog ate.

Deviating from the predicted RC embedding, the three instances, though, match it
perfectly in terms of the relativised position — DO on the hierarchy. In this sense. the
three instances can be ranked as equal to those of predicted RC embedding, because the
three Vietnamese-speaking subjects know exactly how to relativise on DO position
though they reversed the order of the clauses and the resulting relative clauses were
slightly different in meaning. This may suggest that these Vietnamese subjects may have
attended more to form than to meaning in dealing with the task item. Viewed in this way,
the DO position for the Vietnamese-speaking group, in fact, comprises more instances of
predicted RC embedding (7 in all) than those for 10/0OBL and OCOMP positions (3.5 and
4 respectively), hence more accessible to relativisation. Similarly, the Mandarin-speaking
group also has 3 instances of feature 2a (see Appendix V1), and therefore also has more
instances of predicted RC embedding on DO position (14 in all) than on 10/0OBL
positions (11.5). Furthermore, within the Vietnamese-speaking group, the subject, V3,
treated the two instances on OCOMP position on a par with those on OBL position, since
whom instead of who was used in both insiances of relativisation on OCOMP position.
This may help to explain similar performances pertaining to relativisation on OCOMP
pesition and on 10/OBL positions for the group. it appears now that both the
Vietnamese- and Mandarin-speaking groups performed similarly to the other groups, all
conforming to the way predicted by the Accessibility Hierarchy in the sentence

combination task.
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In closing, Hypothesis Il is overwhelmingly supported by the data in the sentence
combination task. In spite of some variations thus far examined. they do not seem to
contradict the hypothesis. We can conclude. on the basis of our analysis, that the
Accessibility Hierarchy is generally valid in predicling L2 performances rcgarding RC
production in the sentence combination iask regardless of L2 leamncrs’ English

proficiency levels and first languages.

4.2.3. Results from the Grammaticality Judgment Task

The grammaticality judgment task comprises 36 task items (stimulus sentences), five of
which are designed {o test subjects’ comprehension of relative clauses with reference to
different relativised positions. Sentences 1, 2, 5, 6 and 19 are correct senlences with each
one containing a relative clause on one of the four relativised positions (SU: S1; DO: $6
& S19 with the RC marker omitted; 10: S5; GEN: S2). See Appendix 111 for reference to
these sentences in the task and results of individual the subjects’ performances on this
task are provided in Appendix VII. The aggregate resuits of the task are presented in

Table 4.2.8.

Table 4.2.8 Counts and Percentages involving RCs in the Grammaticality Judgment Task

Judgment Relativised Positions
choices sU BO 10 GEN
(36 subjects) Sl S6 S$19 SS S2
Acceptable 38 32 40 26 45
68% 37% T1% 46% 82%
Unacceptable 17 20 15 28 8
30% 36% 27% 50% 14.5%
Not sure ! 4 1 2 2
2% 7% 2% 4% 3.6%

Table 4.2.8 shows that the subjects’ performances on relativised positions are generally in
compliance with the Accessibility Hierarchy except, presumably, those on GEN position.
In terms of percentages of overall correct responses 10 the relativised positions, the
subjects’ performances can be summarised as: GEN-SU (82%) > SU (68%) > DO (64%)
> 10 (47%) (*>" means ‘more acceptable’). As compared with the repetition and sentence
combination 1asks, GEN position is judged to be even more acceplable than SU position

in this task, and SU position with a relatively low percentage is only marginally more




acceptable than DO position (DO in S19 is marginally more acceptable than SU
position). The relative percentage decline on SU position in this task may be partly due to
the choice of words ‘which’ and ‘poodle’ in S1 (The dog which is running is a poodle).
“That’ instead of ‘which’ is a better word for the restrictive relative clause because tae
former carries an undertone of ‘definiteness’; besides, a few subjects asked me about the
meaning of ‘poodle’ afier the completion of the task. It seems that the low acceptability
of S! was related more te the choice of relative pronowsii, and poor comprehension of the
lexical item ‘poodle’. Had ‘that’ and, say, ‘mine’ been substituted for ‘which’ and
‘poodle’ respectively, the percentage of the subjects’ correct responses on SU position

might have been increased.

Howevar, a more principled expianation may be offered if we take a careful iook at the
three task items regarding relativisation on SU and DO positions (S1. S6 & S19), which

are presented in (10).

(10)  S1: The deg which is running is a poodle.
S6:  The man hit the Lioy who you saw.,
S$19: The book she bought last week is missing.

While in the repetition and s aience combination tasks, all the instances of relativisation
on SU position involve a ccafiguration of *SU v DO’, the subject relativised on in this
task (S1) has a ditferent configuration, ‘SU vi'. In terms of argument coding, the
transitive subjeci A (agent) is coded the same (nominative) as the intransitive subject S
while the transitive object P (patient) is coded differently (accusative) in nominative-
accusative languages; but in ergative-absolutive languages, $ and P are ceded the same
(absolutive) with A being coded differently (ergative) (Comrie 1978). Based on her
study. Fox (1987) challenges the "subject primacy" of the Accessibility Hierarchy and
prof.eses instead the Absolutive Hypothesis, which holds that "every language which has
a strategv for relativizing must be able to refativize on at least S and P" (Fox 1987: 844),
in the case of the repetition and senlence combination tasks, ali those instlanices of SU
rciativisation lend support to the Accessibility Hierarchy rather than the Absolutive

Hypothesis. In this task, however, siice there are no instances of reiativisation on A,
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instances of relativisation on S (I11: Si) and on P {11: S6 & S19) seem to be better
accounted for by the Absolutive Hypothesis, though the Accessibility Hierarchy also
holds (albeit weakly). To test more thoroughly and finely which assumption holds for
what kind of data it is advisable that future research in this regard should include a
variety of tasks designed for testing relativisation on all these argument positions S, A

and P.

Now we examine whether factors of English proficiency and L1 may affect the subjects’
judgment on these items; th+ results of examination of these factors are provided in Table
4.2.9 and Table 4.2.10 respectively.

Table 4.2.9 Counts and Percentages of ‘Acceptable’ Responses

involving RCs in the Grammaticality Judgment Task by Levels
Relativised English Proficiency Levels
Positions Low Mid High

(20 subjects) {20 subjects) {16 subjects)

SU (81) 13 65% il 55% 14 88%
DO (S6 & §19) 24 60% 20 05% 22 69%
10 (585) 10 50 9 45% 7 44%
GEN (82) 18 90% 14 74% 13 8i%
Total G5 65% 60 60% 56 T0%

Results from Table 4.2.9 show that the performances of different level groups on
relativised positions are generally consistent with the overall results except for the mid-
level group’s performances concerning relativisation on SU and DO positions. That is,
the mid-level group regarded relativisation on DO as marginally more acceptable than
relativisation on SU. Apart from this, the overall results for the three groups are similar
even if the high-level group gained a marginally higher percentage than the other two
groups in regarding as acceptable the five relative clauses in the grammaticality judgment

task.
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Table 4.2.10  Counts and Percentages of ‘Acceptable’ Responses
involving RCs in the Grammaticality Judgment Task by LIs

Relativised First Languages*

Positions M J K v T 1n R B
(18) (10} (7) (6) {7 {3} (4 (1)

SU(S1) 11 61% 8 80% |6 8G% |4 67% |5 7i1% |2 67% |2 50%

DO(S6&S19) |30 83% |14 70% | 10 71% |4 33% |7 50% |2 33% |3 38% |2

10 (S5) 5 28% 15 50% |3 43% 15 83% ({5 7Ti% |2 67% |1 25%

GEN (82) 1583% (8 8% |6 86% |6 100% |5 71% |1 33% |3 75% |1

Total 61 35 25 19 22 7 9 3
8% 70% 71% 03% 63% 47% 45% 60%

* First languages: M = Mandarin. J = Japanese, K = Korean, V = Vietnamese, T = Thai, In = Indonesian, B
= Bangla, and R = Romance including Spanish, French and Italian. The figures within parentheses indicate
the number of subjects in each group.

There is more variation regarding performances on relativised positions by different

language-speaking groups. As expected, the Absolutive Hypothesis fares a bit better than

the Accessibility Hierarchy in explaining performances by different groups, there are.
however, still three exceptions: (pertaining to relativisation on DO and 10 positions) for 1
which neither of the two approaches can adequately account. 10 position is lower than ]
DO position on the Accessibility Hierarchy, and is out of the domain of ‘absolutive
primacy’ {containing DO) according to the Absolutive Hypothesis, hence less accessible
in either case. However, the Vietnamese-, Thai-, and Indonesian-speaking groups all
scored higher on 10 position (83%, 71% and 67% respectively) than on DO position

(33%, 50% and 33% respectively).

These exceptions may well be due to interlanguage variability, the nature of the 1ask, lack
of sufficient data, or a function of the three. As compared with first languages of the
subjects, their English interlanguage is in a process of less stable, more variable and ever-
changing development. The exceptions at issue might be such a case in point. It may as
well be that the L2 leamers in the study diverge more widely in the grammaticality
judgment task than other tasks owing 10 the extent to which they are familiar with the
task and to which their knowledge of grammar varies. Insufficient data with respect to
fewer items in the task for these threc groups may contribute to the exceptions. Their

performances on relativised DO and {0 positions vary by only a few iastances: the

otz S2 i

Vietnamese-speaking group by 3 instances (4 in two items for DO versus 5 in one ilem
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for [0}, the Thai-speaking group by 1.5 (7 versus 5), and the Indonesian-speaking group
by 1 (2 versus 2). In the examination of the subjects’ performances on relativised
positions in the repetition and sentence combination tasks and even in this task on the
basis of level where relatively more data are gained, no such kind of exceptions are
found. This indicates that other things being equal. the more the data are gained for
analysis, the more reliable and valid the results will be. Owing to the constraints of
designing the task, this was, unfortunately, not achieved. With more items concerning
relativisation on DO and 10 positions inciuded in this task, the results would have
probably been different. Finally, all the three proposed reasons may help to explain part

of the picture of the exceptions.

Enterestingly, with regard to the issue of relativisation, whilst the other groups (except the
Indonesian-speaking group) did similarly well in relativised positions. the Romance-
speaking group performed consistently under par in this task as well as in the repetition

and sentence combination tasks.

4.2.4. Results from the Conversation and Subjecis’ Written Essays

During the whole procedure of data collection, an English interlanguage database of
spontaneous speech production in the conversation task (totaling to about 47,552 words)
from 60 subjects, and of original writing production in the collected essays (totaling to
10,575 words) from 45 subjects, is established. The subjects’ speech and written essays
are examined and relative clauses therein are collected, tabulated, and presented in
Appendix VIH. It is found that there are only 27 relative clauses used in the subjects’
speech production with an average of one relative clause appearing in about every 1,761
words whereas there are 99 relative clauses used in their writing with an average of one
relative clause in every 107 words. This indicates that the subjects rarely use relative
clauses in their speech, but they do use relative clauses far more frequently in their

writing,

In both their speech and writing, the subjects use relative clauses that relativise mainly on

SU and DO positions with only five instances of relativisation on OBL position and one

137

R

ebea L amigl




R e A e SR AT i T D

instance on GEN position. The order of accessibility to relativisation in the subjects’
speech and writing can then be presented respectively as: SU (13) > DO (10} > OBL (3)
> GEN (1) and SU (79) > DO (i8) > OBL (2) (*>" means ‘more accessible than’). SU
position, once more, is the most accessible one to relativisation with DO position having
relatively high rate of accessibility especially in the speech and OBL/GEN positions
having a very low rate. Viewed in terms of ergative-absolutive differentiation, the
Absolutive Hypothesis also hold for the data. In fact, it accounts better than the
Accessibility Hierarchy for relativisation in the subjects’ speech — Absolutive (S & P: 17)
> Ergative (A: 5), but not as well for relativisation in their writing — Absolutive (56) >
Ergative (41). The evidence in speech lends support to the analysis of English speech on
the basis of which Fox (1987) postulates the Absolutive Hypothesis. In this regard, more
data is needed for testing further whether this is the case as well as whether interlanguage

writing differs greatly.

In sharp contrast to the results from the repetition, sentence combination and
grammaticality judgment tasks, though, relativised GEN position, on which the subjects
performed extremely well in those tasks, was only exemplified with a single instance of
use in the subjects’ naturalistic oral and written interlanguage production. Moreover,
even the only instance of relativisation on GEN position in the speech (i.e. ‘Once | took
listening practice, yeah, the, the tape, the woman in the tape who accent is terribie’)
involved incorrect RC marker. This seems to confirm the fact that relativisation on GEN
(fike relativisation on OCOMP) position occurs far more infrequently than relativisation
on the other positions on the Accessibility Hierarchy in L2 data. it also suggests that

although relativised GEN position has a cognizant prominence both in the grammaticality

judgment task (involving comprehension) and in the repetition and sentence combination

tasks (involving more controlled production than the subjects’ free speech and writing), it
may still be too complex a structure for L2 leamers to use in their naturalistic L2
production. Nevertheless, both the Accessibility Hierarchy and the Absolutive
Hypothesis can account for the overall resulis gained from the naturalistic interlanguage

data of the subjects.
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4.2.5. Results of Various RC-Related Non-Standard Forms

There are various relative-clause-related non-standard forms in the subjects’
performances across different tasks. In the repetition and sentence combination tasks, any
instances that deviate from the norm — (near) correct repetition or predicted RC
embedding respectively — are regarded as non-standard forms in this study no matter
whether these deviations are grammatical or ungrammatical in English. Refer to
Appendices V and VI for the classification of the norm and types of non-standard forms
in these two tasks. However, the types of non-standard forms vary with respect to
grammaticality or intelligibility. By ‘grammaticality’, we mean that some non-standard
forms such as those from different relativisation, different meaning and fopic-comment
structure are grammatical, while other non-standard forms such as those {rom failed
repetition, incorrect RC marker and omission of obligatory RC marker are
ungrammatical. ‘Intelligibility’ applies to those ungrammatical non-standard forms,
amongst which some are more intelligible such as instances of incorrect RC marker,
resumptive words and no adjacency to the head noun, and others are less so such as

instances of incomplete and nonsense chunks from failure to produce the required RC.

In the grammaticality judgment task, on the other hand, non-standard forms refer to
instances of judging as acceptable those task items that contain an RC-related non-
standard form such as omission of an obligatory RC marker or a prenominal RC (see
Appendix V1I). Most deviated instances in the repetition and sentence combination tasks
contain one type of noi-standard form, some may contain two types, and only one
instance contains three types. All (hese non-standard forms together with those from the
subjects’ speech and written essays are analysed and discussed in relation to both task

variety and factors of English proficiency levels and L1 backgrounds of the subjects.

4.2.5.1. RC-Related Non-Standard Forms in Different Tasks
Results of RC-related non-standard forms are first analysed in each of the tasks in this
study, and then compared across these tasks. Table 4.2.11 presents the results of different

types of non-standard forms in the repetition task.
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Table 4.2.11 Token Counts of Types of Non-Standard Forms in the Repetition Task

Features SuU: bO: 10: OBL: GEN: OCOMP: | Total
{ non-standard (537
forms) 53 (S12 | SE [S16|S6 |89 | S5 |S8 |S4 |S7 |82 | S14

3. Failed 11 4 34 139 (28 (42 (39 |44 |22 124 |39 [ 44 | 370
repetition 69%
4. Incorrect 2 4 2 5 1 4 3 1 22
RC marker 4.1%
S. Different 2 2 2 2 8
meaning 1.5%
6. Omission of | 8 1 1 10
obligatory RC 1.9%
marker

7. Different 3 2 16 11 i2 10 14 15 21 10 114
relativisation 21%
8. Topic-com- | | 2 1 1 2 2 1 10
ment structure 1.9%
9. Resumptive 1 1 1 3
words 0.6%

Results show that the majority ol non-standard forms in the repetition task come {rom

Jailed repetition (69%). by which subjects did net try, tried incompletely or uttered

thoroughly unintelligible chunks. Specifically, on average, each subject failed six of the
possible twelve instances of repetition, indicating repeating English sentences with a
relative clause is a difficult task for L2 learners. An interesting fact about different
meaning ({eature 5) and omission of obligatory RC marker (feature 6) is that all instances
of the two types of non-standard forms (8 and 10 tokens respectively) fall on higher
positions (SU, DO and 10) of the hierarchy. This phenomenon may be explained in
processing terms. Due to less processing load for positions higher on the hierarchy,
structures ol these positions are more easily perceived and comprehended than those
positions lower on the hierarchy. When the subjects were unable to remember and repeat
the words heard, they tended to retain structures with less structural complexity, i.c.
positions higher rather than lower on the hierarchy, resulting in the same structures with
choice of other words (feature 5). On the other hand, when focus is shifted onto meaning
rather than form, less complex structures of relativisatien (such as the highest position on
the hierarchy — SU) are more likely to drop the relative markers without misinterpretation
of the intended meaning, hence the case in feature 6. Omission of an obligatory relative

marker for relativised positions low on the hierarchy (such as GEN) may make the
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already complex structures even harder to comprehend and repeat, and may therefore
result in failed repetition. The instances of topic-comment structure spread across all
relativised positions; yet only one subject (K8) consistently used this structure (5 out of
10 instances of this category belong to him), which is quite idiosyncratic of his speaking

style. The use of resumpiive words is found only on three occasions.

Now we examine different types of non-standard forms in the sentence combination task,

the results of which are provided in Table 4.2.12.

Tabie 4.2.12 Token Counts of Types of Non-Standard Forms in Sentence Combination Task

Features (non- Sl DO 10 OBl GFH-SU GEN-DO | OCOMP TOTAL
standard forms) 1* 14 2 13 3 12 4 1t 5§ 16 8 10 7 9 (489)
2. Differcni 3 26 33 30 34 17 16 6 3 2 26 kX) 36 312
refativisation 64%
3. No adjacency to 5 1 1 5 ! 1 2 3 19
ihe head noun 19%
4, Inaccessible 2 4 6
head noun 1.2%
5. Incorrect 5 2 5 6 2 3 2 7 2 I 2 37
retative markers 7.6%
6. Topic-comment ! 1 | i 1 1 ] 7
structure 1.4%
7. Use of 2 t l 1 1 2 7 2 4 ul}
respipplive words 4.3%
8. Omission of ] 1 | 4 1 B
obligatory RC 1.6%
marky s

9. Other RC- l | 1 3
reizied non- .6%
stendard forms

10. Failure to | 2 q 2 4 6 2 l 10 8 13 4 4 5 76
supply an RC 16%

* Figures in this row indicate individual task item numbers,
** Features 2a and 2b (see Table 4.2.4) arc collapsed into a single onc.

Unlike the repetition task, different relativisation in this task is the most comron type of’

non-standard forms with 64% of the non-standard forms in this task falling in this
category, a detailed analysis of which has been deait with in the previous section (4.2.2.).
Failure io supply an RC is the second most common type of non-standard forms (16%),
which occurs in all the task items. Although less common than the above two, three : vpes
of non-standard forms are fairly common: feature 5 (incorrect relative markers; 7.6%)

covers all refativised positions, and features 3 (no adjacency to the head noun; 3.9%)™

** English restrictive relative clauses are usually adjacent to the head noun {non-interruption) unless they
are very heavy. Although postposed relative clauses (non-adiacent to the head noun) are acceptable i
snoken English, it is still not a standard practice in written English. For example, the two combined
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and feature 7 (use of resumptive words; 4.3%) spread across most relativised positions.
The least common types of non-standard forms ~ features 4 (inaccessible head noun;
1.2%), feature 6 {topic-comment structure; 1.4%), feature 8 (omission of obligatory RC
marker;, 1.5%) and feature 9 (other RC-related non-standard forms, 0.6%) are
characteristic of only a couple of individuals. Unlike the repetition task in which
instances of failed repetition are nearly all those of non-, partial or unintelligible
repetition, the feature of failure to supply an RC in this task involves more instances of

varied attempts, the results of which are provided in Table 4.2.13.

Table 4.2.13 Token Counts of Failure te Supply an RC in the Sentence Combination Task

Types of Faituve | SU no 10 OBl GEN-SU | GEN-DOQ | OCOMP | Total
to Supply anRC i* 114 |2 1313 [12]4 11175 Je |8 w7 9 (76)
Coordinate clause | 2 4 2 3 2 3 | 1 22
Adverbial clause 1 | 2 4 2 4 3 4 2 2 1 26
Complementiser | | 2
clause

No try, no sense 2 H | 1 4 2 7 4 { 3 26

or incompletion

* Figures in this row indicate individual task item numbers,

Results show that only 26 (34%) instances of failure to supply an RC arc real instances of
failure in terms of inability to try or to compiete a sentence, or to make the completed
sentence intelligible. Most instances of this category (66%) belong to various structures
of clauses as shown in the table. Such deviation from the required sentence combination
indicates that when the subjects fail to produce a relative clause, they do construct
intelligible sentences (50 in atl) via other sentence structures, among which they are most

comfortable with using coordinate and adverbial clauses (44% and 52% respectively).

In the grammaticality judgment task, five items are designed as unacceptable English
sentences with each one containing an RC-related non-standard form (S3: use of
resumptive pronown; S4: incorrect RC marker — animacy; S7: omission of obligatory RC
marker; S8: no adjacency to head noun; S11. prenominal RC). See Appendix 111 for

reference to these sentences in the task and results of individual subjects’ performances
) p

sentences in this task — The bookstore changed its name which sells science books and The boy stole the
Jewels whose father teaches law ~ seem non-standard in written English even if they are communicatively
accepiable in spoken English.
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on this task are provided in Appendix VIL. The aggregate results of the task are
presented in Table 4.2.14.

Table 4.2.14 Token Counts and Percentages of Types of
RC-Related Non-Standard Forms in the Grammaticality Judgment Task

Types of RC-related non-standard forms | Judgment choices
(56 subjects) Acceptable Unacceptable Not sure

| 1. wse of resumptive pronoun (S3) 22 39% 31 55% 3 5%
2. incorrect RC marker — animacy (S4) 4 7% 52 093% O
3. omission of obligatory RC marker (87) | 17 30% 38 68% 1 2%
4. no adjacency to head noun (S8) 18 32% 35 63% 3 5%
5. prepominal RC (S11) 4 7% 47 84% 5 9%

As for the five types of non-standard forms, the subjects are most sensitive to incorrect
RC marker involving animacy and prenominal RC in English (a postnominal relative
clause is canonical order in English) with only four subjects (7%) from cach type
considering them acceptable in English. This indicates that they are highly aware of the
non-standard forms involving animacy and the position of a relative clause in relation to
its head noun. It is interesting that most subjects, whose first languages (Mandarin,
Japanese and Korean) have prenominal RC as a basic word order, consider it

unacceplable in English with only four subjects considering the opposite and another five

undecided in their judgment. The types of use of resumptive pronoun, omission of

obligatory RC marker and no adjacency to head noun are difticult for subjects to
recognise: as many as 22 (39%), 17 (30%) and (8 (32%) subjects in each task item judge
them as acceptable in English. It may be tentatively said, so far as the subjects” judgment
performances on the five types of non-standard forms at issue are concerned, that these

three types of non-standard forms are common among L2 learners at least in this study.

In the speech and written essays of the subjects, there are 27 and 99 relative clauses
respectively (see Appendix VHI). Among the 27 relative clauses in the speech, three
instances (11%) involve incorrect RC marker, two instances (7%) involve relalivisation
on the topic component in a topic-comment structure, and two instances (7%) involve
omission of obligatory RC marker. Among the 99 written relative clauses, there is only
one instance (%) for both incorrect RC marker and relativisation on the topic

component in a topic-comment structure, and three instances (3%) of no adjacency fo the

143

S

e e R b e e LT

e A MR e




head noun, but there are eight instances (8%) of omission of obligatory RC marker. As
has been shown, there are more relative clauses in the written essays than in the speech
(99 versus 27), but the percentages of instances exemplifying the types of RC-related
non-standard forms in the conversation data are much higher than those in written essays

(26% versus 13%).

Now we consider the occurrence of the types of RC-related non-siandard forms across

different tasks, the overall results of which are provided in Table 4.2.15.

I —

Table 4.2.15 Token Counts and Percentages of Types
of RC-Related Non-Standard Forms across Different Tasks

Features (types of RC- | Repetition Sentence Grammaticality | Conversa- | Written Total
refaied non-standard combination | judgment** tion essays
forms) {N =720)* (N =784) (N = 28() (N=27) (N =99
1. Different 14 21% 312 64% ek — _ 426
relativisation
2. Failure to produce 370 69% | % 16% _ L e 446
the required RC
3. Incorrect RC 22 43% |37 8% 4 7% 3 | 67
marker
4. Ne adjacency to the 19 39% 18 2% 3 10
head noun
5. Topic-comment i0 19% |7 1.4% . 2 1 20
structure
6. Resumptive 3 0.6% | 2t 4.3% 22 39% 46
words
7. Omission of 10 19% |8 1.6% 17 30% 2 8 45
obligatory RC marker )
8. Presominal relative 4 7% 4
clause
9. Different 8 1.5% L L . 8
Meaning
10. Inaccessible head 9 1.8% . 9
noun and others
Total 537 489 65 7 13 {11

* Figures in parentheses indicate respectively the agpregate number of refative clauses repeated, combined, judged, and
produced in naturalistic speech and writing across different tasks.

** Only the results of the five fask ilems involving RC-related non-standard forms are presented in the table,
Pereentages provided in this column are on a single-item basis (see Table 4.2.14).

*#% . " means "not applicable’,

Instances of different relativisation (features 1) and fuilure to produce the required RC
(feature 2) from the repetition and sentence combination tasks constitute the
overwhelming majority of all RC-related non-standard forms (79%). These two features
are not relevant for the remaining tasks. Understandably, the repetition task has more

utstances of failure to produce the required RC than the sentence combination because
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the former involves more demanding lisiening comprehension (hearing only once) and
oral production while the latter involves written production with more time and chances

of back-reference.

Incorrect RC marker (feature 3) is a very common type of non-standard forms which
spreads across all tasks. The majority of non-standard forms of this type come from the
repetition task (22 non-standard forms by 16 subjects) and the sentence combination task
(37 non-standard forms by 22 subjects). There are only three non-standard forms of this
type found in the conversation data, and only one in the subjects’ writing. There are also
four exemplifving instances of this feature in the grammaticality judgment task.
Specifically, this feature involves the misuse of case or animacy for relative pronouns, or
the replacement of an RC marker with a word other than a relative pronoun (see
Appendices V and VI for illusirative examples). In terms of misused relative pronouns
relating to animacy, four subjects failed to recognise such non-standard forms in the
grammaticality judgment task, three subjects made five such non-standard forms in the
repetition task and nine subjects made eleven such non-standard forms in the sentence
combination task. Excluding the comprehension-oriented grammaticality task, the
subjects’ non-standard forms of this feature in various production tasks involve mostly in
case (40 instances), followed by animacy {16 instances) and only a few in the use of other
words in lieu of relative pronouns (7 instances). In a word, incorrect RC marker is a
common type of non-standard forms, and when the subjects use such forms in their
interlanguage, they tend to use more of those concerning case than those concerning

animacy.

No adjacency to the head noun (teature 4) seems to be confined to the sentence
combination and grammaticality judgment tasks and the subjects’ written essays. Ten
subjects produced instances of this feature in the sentence combination task, so did three
subjects in their writlen essays. There were also about one third of the subjects who
judged the instance of this feature (S8) as acceptable in Cnglish in the grammaticality
judgment task. There were no such non-standard forms used in the repetition task and the

conversation data. As has been discussed above, the tokens of this feature are acceptable
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in inforinal spoken English, but usuallv not in formal written English. Even if this is the
case. in both the repetition and speech of the subjects, there was no exemplifying
example of this feature; whereas in the sentence combination and grammaticality
judgment tasks they tended to produce and accept instances of no adjacency to the head
noun to a considerable extent. The subjects’ performances relating to this feature across
different tasks with the absence of such a feature in their oral production may be due to a
function of the processing load carried by the relevant structures as well as the nature of

the various tasks.

As compared with the sentence combination and grammaticality judgment tasks and even
with the naturalistic written essays, the repetition and conversation tasks involve more
demanding constraints on language comprehension and production in terms of on-line
processing. With a relative clause involving no adjacency io the head noun, the size of its
filler-gap domain is larger than an RC which is adjacent to its head noun because the
filler-gap domain of the former will include additional irrelevant nodes to process, hence

more processing load. Consider the two sentences in (11).

(11)  a. The bookstorei s[whichi Qi sells science books] changed its name.
b. The bookstorei changed its name s[whichi Oi sells science books].

The italicised part of the sentence in 1la and | 1b indicales the size of their respective
ftller-gap domains. Obviously, the filler-gap domain in 11a is optimised because it is
minimalised in terms of the set of nodes to be processed within the domain, whereas b
has a much larger filler-gap domain with more nodes 10 be processed within the domain.

The filler-gap domains of | 1a and | 1b are shown in the tree diagram in (12).
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(12) S

Ni S v 1\ip A

The bookstore NP VP changed its name
/\"‘"-..
whichi (filler copy which + ‘gap’) V NP

sells science books
(NP1 = mother of filler; Ni = filler; NPi = gap. ct. Hawkins 1999: 254)

From the tree diagram of (12}, it can be seen that the filer-gap domain of | 1a contains 5
nodes (Ni, NP1, V, VP, S1) for processing, but the filler-gap domain of 1 1b includes both
that of 11a and an extra set of nodes (V, VP, NP, S). This extra set increases processing
load within the filler-gap domain not only by adding more nodes to process, but also by
delaying gap identification with an interrupting constituent structure changed its name. in
the linear on-line parse of 11b, the bookstore is first interpreted as the subject of changed
and is not interpreted as a filler until it reaches the gap site. hence involving more
complex processing. In view of all this, it is, therefore, suggested that since both the
repetition and conversation tasks involve time- and/or memory-constrained on-line
processing, it is unlikely that the subjects will resort to a more processing loaded
structure (that of no adjacency to the head noun) than a less loaded one (that of adjacency

1o the head noun) in expressing the same meaning,.

Topic-comment structure (feature 5) in which the topic is relativised on, is not really a
non-standard form in English even though it is a rare phenomenon in Erglish which is
predominantly a subjec!-;prominent languagz (cf. Li and Thompson 1976). It is
considered as a type of non-standard forms, however, in the repetition and sentence
combination tasks, because such topic-comment structures are considered as deviating
from the norms set in the tasks (stimulus sentences for the former and predicted RC

embedding as required for the latter). No item with this featurc was included in the
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grammaiicality judgment task, and there were only three instances of this structure found
in the subjects’ speech and writing. Even in the repetition and sentence combination
tasks, this type of non-standard forms is only characteristic of a couple of individuals:
seven subjects produced 17 instances of this structure, eleven of which were used by only

two subjects.

Resumptive words (feature 6) include both nouns (3) and pronouns (43) which were
redundantly used in the relative clause:; the 46 resumptive words were used for all the
relativised positions but SU on the Accessibility Hierarchy. This type of non-standard
forms occurred in the tasks of repetition, sentence combination and grammaticality
judgment, but not in the subjects’ speech and writien essays. Although there were only
three such non-standard forms produced by three subjects in the repetition task, 13
subjects in the sentence combination task made 21 such instances, and 22 subjects treated
this feature as acceptable in English in the grammaticality judgment task (with three more
subjects undecided in this issue). Therefore, it is still a common type of RC-related non-

standard forms among the subjects particularly in the atter two tasks.

Omission of obligatory RC marker (feature 7), like incorrect RC marker, is another
common type of RC-related non-standard forms across all the tasks. Ten subjects
produced 10 instances of tnis feature in the repetition task, four subjects produced 8 such
instances in the sentence combination task, 17 subjects failed to recognise such a non-
standard form in the grammaticality judgment task, and 9 subjects produced 10 such
instances in the naturalistic speech and writing. Omitted obligatory RC markers usuaily
include those that are obligatorily required for relativised SU and GEN positions. Results
of this study show that there are no instances of this category on GEN position, and all
the 18 instances in the repetition and sentence combination tasks involve relativised SU

position,
Features 8, 9 and 10 are very uncommon task-specific types of non-standard forms. As

for prenominal relative clause, there are only four subjects who failed to recognise it as a

non-standard form in English in the grammaticality judgment task (with other five
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subjects undecided on this issue), and no non-standard form of this type was found in any
other task of the study. This suggests that the subjects in this study are well aware of the
basic word order of relative clauses in English, i.e. postnominai rather than prenominal
relative clauses. The feature of different meaning applies only to the repetition task when
subjects retained the original relativised position but not the original words of the
stimulus sentences in their repetition, and there were only eight instances of this feature
in this task. Finally, the feature of inaccessible head noun and others is specific only to
the sentence combination task in which six instances of relative clauses with inaccessible
head nouns, two instances of double relativisation without a matrix clause, and one

instance of omission of the subject in a relative clause were found.

To sum up, RC-related non-standard forms vary in types and quantities according to
different types of tasks performed. The majority of non-standard forms come from
different relativisation and failure 10 produce the required RC, which are confined to the
repetition and sentence combination tasks with the former having more instances of
failure to produced the required RC and the latler more of different relativisation.
Incorrect RC marker and omission of obligatory RC marker are very common types of
non-standard forms across different types of interlanguage data. No adjacency to the head
noun, and resumptive words are also fairly common types of non-standard forms in the
subjects’ interlanguage. The former is not found in the more demanding on-line
processing tasks such as repetition and conversation, and the latier is not found in the
naturalistic data. Topic-comment structure, though found across different types of
interlanguage data, is a feature characteristic of only a few individuals. prenominal
relative clause, different meaning, and inaccessible head noun and others are uncommon
types of non-standard forms, which are characteristic of infrequency, task specificity

and/or idiosyncrasy.
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V.

4.2.5.2. RC-Related Non-Standard Forms via English Proficiency Levels

RC-related non-standard forms are analysed and discussed in relation to the factor of
English proficiency levels of the subjects. Results in terms of aggregate counts are
provided in Table 4.2.16.%°

Table 4.2.16 Token Counts and Percentages of Types
of RC-Related Non-Standard Forms across Different Tasks by Levels
Features (types of RC-relaied | English Proficiency Levels
non-standard lorms) Low (N = 20; Mid (N = 20: High (N = 20:;
N =20} N =20) N=16)

1. Different A* |39 2% i3 20% 40 22%

relativisation B 101 538% 105 65% 106 69%

2. Failure to produce A 44 80% 139 78% 87 49%

the required RC B 31 18% 32 20% 13 8.4%

3. Incorrect RC A 5 3 % 12 7%

marker B 16 92% 14 8.46% 7 4.5%
C 1 2 1

4. Noadjacencyte B 7 % 1 0.6% H 71%

the head noun C 7 35% 7 35% 4 25%

5. Topic-comimment A 6 4

structure B 7 4.5%

6. Resumptive A 1 2

words B 9 5.2% 6 3.7% 6 3.9%
C 7 35% 3 J0% 7 44%

7. Omission of A 6 3 i

obligatory RC B 5 3

marker C 5 25% 7 35% 5 31%

8. Prenominal C 3 1

refative clause

9. Different A | 2 5

meaning

10. Inaccessible head B 4 2.3% 1 0.6% 4 2.6%

noun and other crrors

* A = repetition task: B = sentence combination task; and C = grammaticality judgment task.

** The first figure refers to the number of participants in the repetition task, and the second figure 1o the number of
participants in the sentence combinatici and grammaticality tasks.

*e* Results are presented in percentages, where necessary, as well as actual counts. In the repetition and sentence
combination tasks, all percentages are caleulated against the total number of non-standard forms 4 group produced
across all features, whilst in the grammaticality judgment task, percentages are counted against the total number off
performances on a single-task-item basis,

With regard to English proficiency levels of the subjects in the repetition task, the high-
level group gained overall better resulis compared to the low- and mid-level groups.

Recall (from 4.2.1.) that the high-level group scored much better in instances of correct

repetition (40%) than the low- and mid-level groups (19% and 23% respectively);

* Due 10 the small number of non-standard forms found in subjects’® speech and written essays (20 in all),
the conversation and written essays are not listed in this table and subsequent tables in this section.
However, the non-standard forms therein may be referred to, where necessary, in subsequent analysis and
discussion,
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consequently, this group had overall lower rates of non-siandard forms. As for the two
major types of non-standard forms, while the results are similar in different relativisation
among the three groups, the high-level group, significantly, produced much fewer non-
standard forms (49%) in failure to produce the required RC than the low- and mid-level
groups (80% and 78% respectively). As regards the less common types of non-standard
forms in this task, there is not much difference in resumptive words between the three
groups, the high-ievel group has more instances in incorrect RC marker and different
meaning and fewer instances in omission of obligatory RC marker than the other two
groups. The occurrence of topic-comment structure is confined only to the mid- and high-
level groups. In terms of the number of instances of correct repetition (45; 54; 95), the
distribution of types of non-standard forms’ (analysed above), and the total number of
such forms produced (196; 192: 149) for low-, mid- and high-ievel groups respectively, it
seems that the subjects’ English proficiency levels do account for their interlanguage
performances. In a word, in the repetition task, the high-level group performed
significantly better than the mid-level group, which, in turn, performed better, though

marginally, than the low-icvel group.

In the sentence combination task, on the other hand, the overall results seem to indicate
that the high-level group performed no betier than the other two groups either in
predicted RC embedding or in types of non-standard forms. Recall (from 4.2.2.) that in
instances of predicted RC embedding, the mid-level group scored marginally better
(47%) than the low-level group (43%), which, in turn scored marginally better than the
high-level group (40%). Consequently, the mid-level group (162 non-standard forms; 8.1
non-standard forms per person) also had slighily lower rates of non-standard forms than
the low- (173; 8.7 non-standard forms per person) and the high-level group (154; 9.6 non-
standard forms per person). However, an examination of the types of non-standard forms
produced by the three groups shows another picture. The high-level group made more
RC-related non-standard forms (in differemt relativisation and topic-comment structure)
that are grammatical than the fow- and mid-level groups: 113 (73%) versus 101 (58%)
and 105 (65%), or 7.1 versus 5.1 and 5.3 non-standard forms per person respectively. In

other words, with regard to non-standard forms that are ungrammatical including those in
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failure to produce the required RC, the high-level group performed better than the low-
and mid-level groups: 2.5 versus 3.6 and 2.8 non-standard forms per person respectively.
A further examination shows that among the 26 instances of no fry. incomplete and
nonsense chunks in failure to produce the required RC, the high-fevel group made fewer
such non-standard forms (4; 2.6%) than the low- and mid-level groups (11 for both
groups; or 6.4% and 6.8% respectively). Specifically, the high-level group produced all
the instances in topic-comment structure, no instances in omission of obligatory RC
marker, and fewer instance in incorrect RC marker and more instances in no adjaecency 1o
the head noun than the other two groups. If all those grammatically constructed relative
clauses are treated as correct instances via a less rigid norm than originally set for the
task, the high-level group will have higher rates of correct instances of sentence
combination than the low- and mid-level groups (90% versus 79% and 84%
respectively). Based on the analysis of non-standard forms, we can therefore conclude
that, generally, the high-level group performed better than the mid-ievel group, which in
turn performed better than the low-level group even though the level difference in this

task is not as striking as that in the repetition 1ask.

[n the grammaticality judgment task, the differences between the three groups in their
judgment of RC-related non-standard forms are not as obvious as those in the above two
tasks possibly due to tack of sufficient data. As is shown in table 4.2.16, the group
differences occur only by one or a couple of tokens. Nevertheless, the overall results
show that the high-level group made marginally fewer non-standard forms in their
judgment than the low- and mid-level groups (17 versus 23, 25 non-standard forms, or
21% versus 23% and 25% respectively). Recall (from 4.2.3.) that in judging relative
clauses with different relativised positions, the high-level group also performed
marginally better than the low- and mid-level groups (56 versus 65 and 60 correct
instances of judgment, or 70% versus 65% and 60% respectively). In sum, the high-level
group performed ccmsistehlly betier than the other two greups in all the three tasks albeit
o varying degree; however, the mid-level group performed marginally better than the

low-level group in the previous two tasks but not so in this one
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4.2.5.3. RC-Related Non-Standard Forms via First Languages
RC-related non-standard forms in different tasks are analysed and discussed in relation to
the factor of the subjects’ first languages. Results in terms of aggregate counts are

provided in Table 4.2.17.

el b i v e il

* A = repetition task: B = sentence combination task; and C = grammaticality judgment task.
** [First fanguages: M = Mandarin, J = Japancse, K = Koreaa, V = Vietnamese, T = Thai, In = Indonesian,
B - Bangla, and R = Romance including Spanish, French and ltalian. The figures after A, B and C refer to the

Table 4.2.17 Token Counts and Percentages of Types
of RC-Related Non-Standard Fornmis across Different Tasks by Lls
Features {iypes of RC- | First Languages™* ;
related nori-standard M J K v T In R B b
forms) A: 18 A 10 A9 A7 A7 A3 AsS Al 5,
B,Ci8 | BC: 0 | BC:7 B,C:6 BC. 7 B,C:3 B,C:4 B.C:1 i
1. Different A* [ 52 35% |16 17% |18 20% |9 14% (11 19% |5 20% |3 6.3% :
relativisation B |99 66% |33 53% | 3] 60% | 39 89% | 44 54% | 26 70% | 34 62% | 6
2.  Failure to A | 86 57% {73 77% |63 69% | 47 73% |42 72% | 16 64% | 38 79% | 5
produece the B J21 1% [2032% |5 10% [3 08% |14 17% |2 54% |9 16% |2
required RC ,
3.  Incorreet A |5 33% |3 32% |3 33% {1 3 52% |1 6 13%
RC marker B |6 4% 3 48% | 8 l6% 5 62% |6 16% |9 16%
C (i 1 2
4. No-adjacency B |9 6% 1 1 1 4 5% | 2 i
to head noun C |7 2 4 o 2 1 f
5. Topic-com- A 6 65 47% |1 K
ment structure B R 0 7.4% 4
6. Resumptive A |1 i 1 ;
words 6 4% 4 7.8% 7 8.6% {2 54% |2 3.6%
C |8 2 i 2 3 ! 4 ! !
7. Omission A4 2% [2 21% |1 1 1 1 i
of obligatory B |3 2% {5 %1% i
RC marker C |5 5 2 3 | ] 4
8. Prenominal  C |2 { ! :
relative ¢lause E
9. Different A2 3 47% |1 2 8% 3
nicaning i
10. Inaccessible B |5 3.4% 2 39% ! 1 :
head noun and others K
Total A | 150 95 92 64 58 23 48 i
B | 149 62 51 44 81 37 55 10 4
C |23 10 9 4 6 1 9 3 F

number of’ participants in the tasks of repetition, sentence combination and prammaticalily judgement respectively,
*** Results are presented in pereentages, where necessary, as well as actual counts. In the repetition and sentenee
combination tasks, all percentages are caleulated against the wial number of non-standard forms a group made across

i_'_"ffi all featurcs, whilst in the grammaticality judgment task. percentages are counted against the total namber of

performances on a single-task-itei basis.

in the repetition task, the average rate of producing non-standard forms is the lowest for
the Mandarin-, Thai- and Indonesian-speaking groups (all with a rate of 8.3 nion-standard
forms per person), followed by the Vietnamese- (9.1), Japanese- (9.5) and Romance-

speaking (9.6) groups with the Korean-speaking group having the highest (10.2).

L L S e N A




However, regardless of those non-standard but grammatical forms (in differens
relativisation, lopic-commen! structure and different meaning), an examination of those
non-standard and ungrammatical forms made by each group shows a different picture. It
is the Mandarin-speaking group that has the lowest rate of ungramniatical non-standard
forms per person (5.3), followed by the Indonesian- (6), Thai- (6.4), Vietnamese- (7),
Korean- (7.6), and Japanese-speaking (7.9) groups with the Romance-speaking group
having the highest rate (9). It is interesting that the difference between the Mandarin- and
Romance-speaking groups in making ungrammatical non-standard forms is as huge as
about four instances per person on average. A further examination shows that the
Mandarin-speaking group has the highest percentage in different relativisation (35%) and
the lowest percentage in failure to produce the required RC (57%) amongst all groups.
The Romance-speaking group, on the other hand, has the lowest percentage in different
relativisation (6.3%), and a higher percentage not only in failure to produce the required
RC (79%), but in incorrect RC marker (13%) than any other group. A closer examination
reveals that large variation within the Romance-speaking group contributes greatly to the
performances of the group as a whole. Three subjects in the group whose first language
is Spanish made 33 of the 38 instances in failure to produce the required RC, while the
other two subjects, very fluent interlanguage speakers whose first languages are French
and ltalian respectively, used all the six incorrect RC markers of the group. The
performances of the three Spanish-speaking subjects may well be due to the fact that their
English proficiency levels are relatively low (low level: 2: mid level: 1), and, particularly,
they are not good at listening and speaking (exemplified in the conversation and
repetition tasks). For the performances of the French and lialian speakers, it is also
tentatively suggested that the more proficient and confident the two subjects feel with
their English speech, the more their attention is directed to meaning and fluency rather

than to form and accuracy.

In the sentence combination task, it is the Japanese-speaking group that has the lowest
rate of making non-standard forms (6.2 per person), followed by the Korean- (7.3),
Vietnamese- (7.3), and Mandarin-speaking (8.3) groups with the Thai- (11.6),

Indonesian- {12.3) and Romance-speaking (13.8) groups al! exceeding ten such forms per
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person. If only ungrammatical non-standard forms are taken into account. i.e. those in
different relativisation and topic-comment structure are disregarded, the results are
somewhat different. The Vietnamese-speaking group, surprisingly, has a much lower rate
of ungrammatical non-standard forms (0.7 per person) than any other group. The
Mandarin-speaking group comes out second ¢2.8) followed by the Japanese- (2.9).
Indonesian- (3.7), and Thai-speaking (4.4) groups, still with the Romance-speaking group
having the highest rate (5.3).

Recall (from 4.1.4) that we suggest for the Vietnamese-speaking group’s better
performance on English question formation 10 be a function of their high motivation,
special learning conditions and great attention to form. Recall also (from (10) in 4.2.2)
that their attention to form rather than to meaning is exemplified in three instances (more
than any other group), in which grammatically formed relative clauses contain slight
alterations to meaning. Again, this tentative account seems 10 be further justified in the
present task in which they are not only amongst the groups that performed better in
predicted RC embedding, but they far surpass ail the other groups by producing the

fewest ungrammatical non-standard {orms.

As for the Romance-speaking group, all the four subjects contribute to the highest rates in
both non-standard forms and ungrammatical non-standard forms. However, the very high
percentage of instances of incorrect RC marker (16%) for this group results from only
one subject (S1a, Sib), who had eight out of the nine such instances for the group in two
rounds of data collection. Such tdiosyncratic performances in relation to different types
of non-standard forms can also be found amongst some other groups. For the Mandarin-
speaking group, two subjects (M1 and M7) produced all the nine instances in non-
adjacency to head noun and four out of the five instances in inaccessible head noun, and
one subject (M4) had four out of the six instances in resumptive words. For the Thai-
speaking group, one subject (T1) produced all the six instances in fopic-comment
structure, and for the Indonesian-speaking group, one subject (In2) produced all the two
instances in resumptive words and four out of the six instances in incorrect RC marker. It

seems a bit surprising that the topic-comment structure is employed by the Korean-,
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Vietnamese- and Thai-speaking subjects, but not by the Mandarin- and Japanese-
speaking subjects whose first languages do use such structure quite frequently

particularly in the case of Mandarin.

In the grammaticality judgment task, it is the Indonesian-speaking group that scored the
lowest in terms of the number of overall instances of making an tncorrect judgment (1:
7%). The Vietnamese-speaking group is the second lowest (4; 13%) followed by the
Thai- (6; 17%). lapanese- (10: 20%), Mandarin- (23; 26%), Korean-speaking (9; 26%)
groups, once again, with the Romance-speaking group with the highest (9; 45%). Ali the
four Romance-speaking subjects contribute, roughly equally, to the group’s under-par
performances. Specifically, only one subject was able to judge as unacceplable the
instance of omission of obligatory RC marker; more interestingly, all the four subjects
Jjudged as acceptable the relative clause with a resumptive pronoun. It is indeed surprising
that the Romance-speaking subjects, whose first languages (Spanish and italian) are more
compatible with English in relative clause formation, performed consistently in
producing more instances of (ungrammatical) non-standard forms across the three tasks
than all the Asian-language-speaking groups. There is no straightforward explanation for
it. This is perhaps partly due to the performances of the low-level subject (S1a, Sib), who
participated in both rounds of data collection and scored even below the average low-
level subject on both occasions. Yet the other subjects in this group scored no better than
the average scores achieved at their respective proficiency levels. All this at least
suggests that the subjects’ different L1 backgrounds do net seem to affect their L2
performances, for instance, as shown in their judgment of the relative clause with a

resumplive pronoun.

4.2.6. Summary

In conclusion, the data concerning relative clause formation with reference to the
Accessibility Hierarchy in vartous tasks in the study seem to overwhelmingly support the
validity of the predictive power of the typological hierarchy. Not only do the subjects’

performances in terms of the predicted relative clause formation support the predictions

made by the Accessibility Hierarchy, but their deviations from the predicted in terms of
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different relativisation also lend strongly to the hierarchy. The processing-based
Accessibility Hierarchy (Hawkins 1999) is more convincingly accountable for
interlanguage data in this study than not only other interpretations but also the approach
of the Accessibility Hierarchy interpreted otherwise. Nevertheless, two issues concerning
the predictive validity of the Accessibility Hierarchy do arise. The first pertains to the
relativised GEN position in the data: the Accessibility Hierarchy alone can not adequately
address the subjects’ performances on this relativised position, which is discussed in
Chapter 6 (see 6.2 for details). The second issue concerns the relative clauses used in the
spontaneous interlanguage specch: the Absolutive Hypothesis (Fox 1987) seems to
account a bit better for the naturalistic interlanguage speech than the Accessibility
Hierarchy. In spite of these issues, the Accessibility Hierarchy interpreted from a
processing perspective proves to be a valid tool in interpreting and predicting the

interlanguage data of this study with respect 1o relative clauses.

As far as non-standard forms in various tasks are concerned, they demonstrate that L2
learners’ performances on English relative clauses do vary according to the types of
tasks, their English proficiency levels and first languages. Importantly, however, all these
variations seem to little affect their performances in the way predicied by the

Accessibility Hierarchy.

4.3. Results regarding Other Implicational Universals

This section provides an analysis and discussion of results in the grammaticality
judgment task regarding testing in interlanguage data some typological universals, either
revisited or newly motivated, in Hawkins (1999). The implicational hierarchies/
hypotheses tested in the task include the Clause Embedding Hierarchy (4.3.1), the
Subordinate Gap/No Gap Hierarchy (4.3.2), the Hierarchy for Complementisers (4.3.3),
the Bridging Verb Hierarchy (4.3.4), the Head Noun Phrase Hierarchy (4.3.5), and the
Valency Completeness Hypothesis (4.3.6), which is then foliowed with a summary
(4.3.7). The subjects’ performances on the task items in relation to these implicational

universals are presented in Appendix 1X.
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4.3.1. Results regarding the Clause Embedding Hicrarchy
The Clause Embedding Hierarchy (see 2.1.4 for details) is examined in the

grammaticality judgment task in the form of Hypothesis 1V (3.2.4). which is re-stated in

(13).

{(13) Hypothesis 1V: There is no relation between the filler-gap domains in di{ferent
types of clauses as noted in the Clause Embedding Hierarchy (Hawkins 1999), and
the ESL learners’ overall performance in the grammaticality judgment task. Or
significantly, the subjects’ instances of judging as acceptable the sentence containing
a filler-gap domain with the gap in a infinitival phrase will not be greater than those
of judging as acceptable the sentence containing a filler-gap domain with the gap in a
finite suberdinate clause, which, in turn, will not be greater than those of judging as

acceptable the sentence containing a filler-gap domain with the gap in a complex NP,

This hypothesis was tested in two sets of task ttems. The first set includes S25, S29 and

S33, which are presented in (14).

(14)  S25 The person that you tried 1o see is Harry.
S29 The person that you hoped that you would sce is Harry.
S33 The student who you know the professor that taught is Harry.
(833° The person that you thought that Bill said Harry wanted to sec has gone
oVerseas., )

The three task items (825, S29 and S33) were tested in the first round of data collection.
In the second round, however, §33° instead of $33 was used with 825 and S29 remaining
the same. The overall results of the subjects’ performances on these ilems in the two

rounds of data collection are provided in Table 4.3.1.
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Table 4.3.1 Token Counts and Percentages for
Task Items Relating to the Clause Embedding Hierarchy (1)

Data Task item Judgment choices
colliection number Acceptable Unacceptable Not Sure
[ Round one | 525 18 783% |4 174% |1 4.3%
(23 subjects) | $29 14 61% 7 30% 2 9%
S33 6 26% 16 70% ] 4%
Round two S25 25 76% 7 21% 1 3%
(33 subjects) | 829 10 30% 23 70% 0
S33° 13 39% 16 49% 4 12%

The overall results from the first round of data collection show that the subjects’
performances on S25, 8§29 and 833 are in compliance with the Clause Embedding
Hierarchy. Results via a Chi-square analysis show that the relation between the filler-gap
domains in different types of clauses and the subjects’ responses (o them, is significant
(x* = 13.12, df = 2, p < .01.* That is. significantly, S25 (containing an embedded
subcategorised gap in an infinitival phrase) is regarded as more acceptable than S29
(containing such a gap in a finite subordinate clause), which is, again. more acceptable
than $33 (containing such a gap in a complex NP environment), Since the null hypothesis
(Hvpothesis 1Y) is rejected. it can therefore be concluded that the first-round

interlanguage data predominantly support the hierarchy.

In the second round, the original 833 was changed into $33° in an attempt to see whether
the increased [iller-gap domazin in terms of extraction of the filler from the extended
subordinate structure (S33°) rather than (rom the complex NP siructure (S33) also created
the increased unacceptability in the subjects’ judgment. Results from the second round
show that as compared with the first-round instances of ‘acceptable’ judgment in
percentage terms, while §25 is judged similarly, there is, surprisingly, a sharp drop for
§29 (from 61% 1o 30%). However, the significant difference between $29 and $33 in the
first round does not exist between S$29 and S33’ in the second round. In effect, the
second-round instances of S33” being judged as acceptable are marginally more than

those for S29, indicating that extracting the filler from the extended subordinate structure

50
Due 1o the small number of ‘not sure” responses, ‘not sure® and ‘unacceptable® responses are collapsed

into one level of measurement, as opposed (o the other level of measurement — ‘acceptable’, in running

Chi-square, hence the degree of freedom of 2 instead of 4 fthe formula of caleulation: (2~ 1) x (3 - 1)].
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(S33") as compared with extracting a filler from a closer subordinate structure (529) does
not create extra processing difficulty in the subjects’ judgment. Notwithstanding this,
when the extracted filler comes from a more complex structural environment — the NP
complex structure as in S33. the processing difficulty does increase, hence the fewer

instances of regarding such a structure as acceptable.

Due to the relatively fewer exemplifying instances when the data are analysed separately
in two rounds, it is not considered as adequately appropriate to examine the data further
in terms of the subjects’ English proficiency levels and first languages. Now we turn to

the examination of the second set of task items S22 and $28, which are presented in (15).

(15 S22 What did you wonder how they would bake?
S28 What did you wonder how to bake?

The overall results (see Appendix IX) of the subjects’ performances on the two items are

presented in Table 4.3.2,
Table 4.3.2 Token Counts and Percentages for
Task Items Relating to the Clause Embedding Hierarchy (11)
Task item number | Judgment choices
(56 subjects) Acceptable Unacceptable Not Sure
S22 24 43% 24 43% 8 14%
S28 126 46% 23 41 % 7 13%

It is obvious from the overal!l results in the table that the subjects performed similarly on
S22 and S28 across the three judgment choices, hence there is no need for a Chi-square
test and no rejection of the null hypothesis (Hypothesis 1V) in this set of data. Although
the Clause Embedding Hierarchy is not supported, it is not disconfirmed either in the
subjects’ performances. The indiscriminate responses of the subjects to the two stimuius
sentences may indicate that such rarely occurring structures in English are too complex
(containing two gaps in an infinitival phrase and a finite subordinate clause in S28 and
522 respectively) for them to comprehend fully. Some students reflected afier the task

that they had seen interrogative sentences beginning with two wh-words such as when

160




and where, how and why, but hardly met with one wh-word at the beginning and another
in the middle of a sentence. As has been illustrated in section 2.1.4, filler-gap domains
are complex structures to process. and fifler-gap domains containing another gap. which
border on grammaticality, are even more complex for processing. In fact. more than half
of the subjects (30) treat the two task items exactly the same way, namely. both as
‘acceptable’, both as ‘unacceptable’. or both as ‘not sure’. We now examine whether
factors of the subjects’ English proficiency levels and first languages may affect the

overall results. Results are provided in Table 4.3.3.

Table 4.3.3 Token Counts and Percentages for Task Items
Relating to the Clause Embedding Hierarchy (11) by Levels and Lis
Task English Proficiency Levels First Langusges*4*
item Low Mid High |M J K v T tn R B
number | 200** | (20) (16) (iR (10} (N (6} (N (3 4) 1L}
S22 1* | 1050% | 9 45% | 5 31% | 7 39% | 4 40% | 3 43% | 4 67% | 4 57% | 1 33% | 1 25%
2 9 8 7 9 5 3 ! 2 2 1 ;
3 ! 3 4 2 | | I i 2
S28 & 9 33% | 1155% | 6 38% | 1056% | 5 50% |4 57% { 4 67% | 2 29% | 1 33%
2 9 5 9 7 5 1 2 2 2 3 i
3 2 4 1 ; 2 3 ]

* Coded judgment choices: 1 = acceptable: 2 = unacceptable; and 3 = not sure,

*¥* Figures within parentheses indicate the number of subjects in each group.

**¥ First languages: M = Mandarin, J = Japanese, K = Korean, V = Vietnamese, T = Thai, In = Indonesian,
B = Bangla, and R = Romance including Spanish and lialian

Results from the table show that disregarding those one-token differences between S22
and S28 in terms of instances of judging them as acceptable, the performances of the
mid-leve!l group and Mandarin-speaking group tend to confirm the hierarchy while the
Thai-speaking group tends to disconfirm it. The differences, however, are not significant,
and, overwhelmingly, the performances of all groups are consistent with the overall

results.

To sum up, the Clause Embedding Hierarchy is supported by the performances of the
subjects on the first set of task items pertaining to this hierarchy in the grammaticality
judgment task, but not by those on the second set which involve extremely complex

structures to process.
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4.3.2. Results regarding the Subordinate Gap/No Gap Hierarchy
The Subordinate Gap/No Gap Hierarchy (see 2.1.4 for details) is examined in the

grammaticality judgment task in the form of Hypothesis V (3.2.4). which is re-stated in

(16).

(16) Hypothesis V: There is no relation between the filler-gap domains containing an
extra gap and no extra gap in a subordinate clause as noted in the Subordinate

Gap/No Gap Hierarchy (Hawkins 1999), and the ESL learners’ overall performance

- AP

in the grammaticality judgment task. Or significantly, the subjects’ instances of

P

judging as acceptable the sentence containing a filler-gap domain in which a matrix
filler can be matched with a gap in a subordinate clause of complexity n containing .'-1-
another gap, will be greater than those of judging as acceptable the sentence
containing a filler-gap domain in which the mairix fiiier can be matched with a gap

in subordinate clause of compiexity n containing no other gap.

This hypothesis was tested in task items $24 and S3 1, which are presented in (17).

(17)  S24 Who do you know the professor that taugh:?
S31 What do you regret the fact that he stole?

The overall results (see Appendix IX) of the subjects’ performances on these two items

are presented in Table 4.3.4.

Table 4.3.4 Token Counts and Percentages for :
Task Items Relating to the Subordinate Gap/No Gap Hierarchy
Task item nomber | Judgment choices
(56 subjects) Acceptable Ungcceptable Not Sure
S24 11 20% 42 75% 3 5%
831 26 46.4% 26 46.4% 4 %

Recall (from 2.1.4.) that although both sentences are ungrammatical, S31 (containing one
gap within its filler-gap domain), is still regarded as more grammatical than S24
(containing two gaps within its filler-gap domain), and may “even border on

grammaticality” (Hawkins, 1999: 270). This was actually borme out in the subjects’
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judgment of the two sentences: S31 was indeed regarded as more acceptable (46.4%)
than S24 (20%). Using a Chi-square test, the relation between the types of filler-gap
constructions and the subjects’ overall performance is statistically significant (x* = 7.91.
df = 1, p <.01).”' Consequently, the null hypothesis (Hypothesis V) is rejected, and the
Subordinate Gap/No Gap Hierarchy is upheld by the interlanguage data. Again, we now
examine whether the overall results are subject to the impact of factlors of the subjects’
English proficiency levels and first languages. Results of the examination are presented
in Table 4.3.5.

Table 4.3.5 Token Counts and Percentages for Task Items
Relating to the Subordinate Gop/No Gap Hierarchy by Levels and L1s
Task English Proficiency Levels First Languages***
item Low Mid Migh | M I} K v T o R B
anmber | QO | (20) (16) (18) {10y (N {0 (M »H {4 th
524 1* | 6 30% | 3 15% | 2 13% | 4 22% | 5 50% | 14% I 25%
2 13 15 14 13 5 6 6 5 3 3 |
3 | 2 ! 1 ;
831 1 9 a5% | 9 45% | 8 30% | 1056% | 5 50% | 2 29% | 5 83% | 2 29% | | 33% | | 25%
2 10 9 7 7 4 5 ! 3 2 3 1
3 1 2 1 1 ! 2

* Coded judgment choices: 1 = acceptable; 2 = unacceptable: and 3 == not sure.

¥* Figures within parentheses indicate the number of subjects in each group.

¥ First languages: M = Mandarin, J = Japanese. K = Korean, V = Viethamese, T = Thai., In = indonesian,
B = Bangla, and R = Romance including Spanish and ltalian

Results from the table show that apart from the Japanese- and Romance-speaking groups
that treated S24 and S31 indiscriminately, all the other groups regarded S31! as more
acceptable than S§24. All the data are, nonetheiess, in conformity with the Subordinate
Gap/No Gap Hierarchy. In short, the Subordinate Gap/No Gap Hierarchy proves to be

thoroughly supported by the interlanguage data under examination.

4.3.3. Results regarding the Hierarchy for Complementisers
The Hierarchy for Complementisers {(see 2.1.4 for details) is examined in the
grammaticality judgment task in the form of Hypothesis V1 (3.2.4), which is re-stated in

(18).

*! Since it was a two-way test with df = 1, Yates' Correction Factor was used (Hatch and Lazaraton: 404-5).
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(18)  Hypothesis V1: There is no relation between the filler-gap domains containing
different types of complementisers as noted in the Hierarchy for Complementisers
(Kluender 1992), and the ESL leamers’ overall performance in the grammaticaiity
judgment task. Or significantly, the subjects’ instances of judging as acceptable the
sentence containing rhat as acceptable will not be greater than those of judging as
acceptable the sentence containing if; which, in turn, will not be greater than those of

E judging as acceptable the sentence containing whether.

Task items S10, S13, and S16 were used 1o test the hypothesis with item S20 used as a
comparative sentence containing a less compiex structure than the other three. The four

task items are presented in (19).

(19) S10 What did John doubt whether she would win?
S13 What did John doubt if she would win?
S16 What did John doubt that she would win?
S20 Whal did John doubt the truth of?

The overall results (sce Appendix 1X) of the subjects™ performances on these itemis are

presented in Table 4.3.6.

Table 4.3.6 Token Counts and Percentages for
Task Items Relating to the Hierarchy for Complementisers

Task item number | Judgment choices

# (56 subjects) Acceptable Unacceptable Not Sure

$10 (whether) 1 20% 32 58% - |12 22%
813 (if) 24 43.6% 24 43.6% 7 12.7%
S16 (that) 26 46% 23 41% 7 13%
S20 31 35.4% 13 23.2% 12 21.4%

Results of a Chi-square analysis indicate that the null hypothesis (Hypothesis VIy is

rejected (2= 10.02, df = 2, p < .01), and that the subjects’ overall performances on S10,

S13 and S16 significantly support the Hierarchy for Complementisers. That is, S16
(containing that, the least semantically loaded complementiser to be processed) is
regarded as more acceptable (albeit slightly) than §13 (containing #f, a more semantically
foaded complementiser), which is, in turn, more acceptable than S10 (containing whether,

the most semantically loaded complementiser). The processing account is further justified
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in the subjects’ even betler performances on S20, which has a much less complex filler-
gap domain in which the gap is subcategorised by the preposition of in a simple
(interrogative) clause rather than subcategorised by a verb within a complementiser-
clause in the above three examples. We now turn to the examination of the results on the
basis of proficiency levels and first languages of the subjects to see whether these they

may affect their overall performances. Results are provided in Table 4.3.7.

Table 4.3.7 Token Counts and Percentages for Task Items
Relating to the Hierarchy for Complementisers by Levels and Lls
Task English Proficiency Levels First Lanpuapes***
item Low Mid High | M J K Y T In R B
nomber {200 20 (16) (18 (10} (N (6) th 3 (4) {1}
S10 1% [ 7 35% |4 20% T10% |4 0% J 1 14% [ 1 1% |1 17% [ 1 33% [ 1 25%
2 1 1 10 12 6 4 2 4 2 1 1
3 2 4 6 4 2 3 | 2
813 1 1050% | & 40% | 6 40% | 7 39% | 5 50% | 2 29% | 2 33% | 3 S0% | 3100% | 2 50%
2 9 9 6 & 4 5 3 2 ! !
3 ] 3 3 3 [ 1 | 1
S16 1 7T 35% | 1055% | 8 S0% | 9 50% | 4 40% |2 29% |4 67% | 4 57% | 2 67% | 1 25%
2 1 7 5 7 5 4 2 1 1 2 1
3 2 2 3 2 [ | 2 i
S20 1 [153% [ 1155% |9 56% | & 44% [ 8 80% |3 41% | 5 83% | 2 2%4 | 3100% | 2 50%
2 5 3 5 7 2 1 3
3 4 6 2 3 3 3 2 1

* Coded judgment choices: 1 = acceptable; 2 = unacceptable; and 3 = not sure.

** Figures within parentheses indicate the number of subjects in each group.

*** First languages: M = Mandarin, J = Japanese, K = Korean, V = Vietnamese. T = Thai, In = Indonesian,
B = Bangla, and R = Romance including Spanish and ltalian.

With regard to the subjects’ English proficiency levels, results show that the mid- and
high-level groups’ performances are in compliance with the Hierarchy for
Complernentisers, whilst the low-level group’s performances are not. For the low-level
group, S13 containing if was judged to be more acceptable (50%) than S10 containing
whether and S16 containing fhat, both of which were judged to be equally acceptable
(35%). This may tentatively indicate that the low-level subjects may have difficulty
understanding the semantic implications of the three complementisers, and may also have
used if more oflen in their interlanguage, be it a condirional or complementiser, hence the
result. Nonetheless, all the three groups treat S20, with a less complex filler-gap domain
as more acceptable than (or at least as equally acceptable as) the three sentences with a

complementiser-clause.
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Amongst L1 groups, the performances of the Mandarin-. Korean-, Vietnamese- and Thai-
speaking groups comply with the Hierarchy for Complementisers, whereas the Japanese-.
Indonesian- and Romance-speaking groups do not, all judging S13 (with if) as more
acceptable than S16 (with rhar). However, in each case the difference between S:3 and
S16 is just one token, which, as indicated in our previous analysis, is not considered as a
valid piece of evidence for either proving or disproving a pattern of occurrence. As for
the acceptable status of S20, the Japanese-, Vietnamese- and Indonesian-speaking groups
all have a much higher level of acceptance over that of the other three items, while the
Thai-speaking group has a relatively [cwer level of acceptance of S20 over that of S13
and S16.

In closing, the Hierarchy for Complementisers is generally supported by the subjects’
performances in the grammaticality judgment task with the exception of the low-level

group, the issue of which we will return to in the next section of this chapter.

4.3.4. Results regarding the Bridging Verb Hierarchy
The Bridging Verb Hierarchy (see 2.1.4 for details) is examined in the grammaticality

judgment task in the form of Hypothesis VI (3.2.4). which is re-stated in (20).

(20)  Hypothesis VII: There is no reiation between the filler-gap domains containing
bridging verbs of varying semantic specificity as noted in the Bridging Verb
Hierarchy (Hawkins 1999), and the ESL learners’ overall performance in the
grammaticality judgment task. Or significantly, the subjects’ instances of judging as
acceptable the sentence containing a bridging verb (complex) V of semantic
specificity within a filler-gap domain, witl be not be greater than those of judging as
acceplable the sentence containing a bridging verb (verb complex) V' with more

semantic specificity than V.

This hypothesis was tested in task items S18, S21 and $26, which are presented in (21).
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(21) S18 How angry did Mary say that John was?
S21 How angry did Mary say softly that John was?
S26 How angry did Mary whisper that John was?

The overall results (see Appendix 1X) of the subjects’ performances on these items are

presented in Tabie 4.3.8.

Table 4.3.8 Token Counts and Percentages for
Task Items Relating to the Bridging Verb Hierarchy
Task item number | Judgment choices
(56 subjects) Acceptable Unacceptable Not Sure
S18 (say) 24 43% 31 55% ] 2%
821 (say softly) 14 25% 29 52% 13 23%
826 (whisper) 13 23% 28 50% 15 27%

Results of a Chi-square test show that the nulf hypothesis (Hypothesis VII} is rejected (x?
= 5.35, df = 1, p <.025), and that that the subjects’ performances on S18, S21 and 526
comply with the Bridging Verb Hierarchy.”™ That is, S18 (containing say — the least
semantically loaded bridging verb in the hierarchy) was regarded as signiticantly more
acceptable than S21 and $26 (containing say sofily and whisper respectively. both of
which are more semantically loaded than say and were regarded as more or less equally
acceptable). Again, we examine whether the subjects” English proficiency levels and first

languages may affect the overall results. Results are provided in Table 4.3.9.

Table 4.3.9 Token Counts and Percentages for Task ltems
Relating to the Bridging Verb Hierarchy by Levels and L1s

-8 Task English Proficicney Levels First Languapes***
itemn Low | Mid High [M $ K v T In R B
o nomber | (20 120 (16) (I18) {m (N (0 &) (3} (£} ("
SIS 1% |6 30% | 1050% | 8 50% | 1161% | 3 30% | 2 29% |3 50% | 3 43% 2 30%
2 14 10 7 7 7 5 3 3 3 2 l
- 3 | i
3 s21 1 4 20% {5 25% | 5 % |6 33% |2 20% |1 14% |4 67% | [ 14%
] 2 12 f0 7 8 8 5 2 3 ( ! {
E 3 4 5 4 4 ! 3 2 3
S26 1 T 15% | 7 35% | 3 (9% | 4 22% || 10% | 3 43% | 4 67% | 1 14%
4 2 13 8 7 9 8 3 3 2 2 !
3 3 4 5 6 5 ] I 2 3 { 2

* Coded judgment choices: = acceptable; 2 = unaceeptable: and 3 = not sure.
** Figures within parentheses indicate the number of subjects in each group,

S: a . * - - *
Because S21 and S26 are trealed as semantic equivalents, they were collapsed into one fevel in running
the Chi-square test.
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**¢ [jrst languages: M = Mandarin, J = Japanese, K = Korean, V = Vietnamese, T = Thai, In = Indonesian,
B = Bangla, and R = Romance including Spanish and [talian.

In view of the English proficiency levels of the subjects, the performances of all the three
groups are in general conformity with the Bridging Verb Hierarchy. S18 was judged to be
more acceptable than S21 and S26. All the L1 groups except the Korea- and Vietnamese-
speaking groups also performed in the way predicted by the hierarchy. The seemingly
disconfirming performances of the Korcan- and Viethamese-speaking groups. however,
can be disregarded on an account of a one-token-only difference between S18 and
$21/826 in each case. it can be conciuded, therefore, that the Bridging Verb Hierarchy is
overwhelmingly supported by the performances of the subjects in the grammaticality

judgment task.

4.3.5. Results regarding the Head Noun Phrase Hicrarchy

The Head Noun Phrase Hierarchy (see 2.1.4 for details) is examined in the
grammaticality judgment task in the form of Hyporhesis VI (3.2.4). which is re-stated in
(22).

(22) Hypothesis VIII: There is no relation between the filler-gap domains containing
NPs with head nouns of varying semantic specificity as noted in the Head Noun
Phrase Hierarchy (Hawkins 1999), and the ESL learners® overall performance in the
grammaticality judgment task. Or significantly, the subjects’ instances of judging as
acceptable the sentence containing an NP with a head noun {phrase) N of semantic
specificity within a filler-gap domain, will not be greater than those of judging as
acceptable the sentence containing an NP with a head noun (phrase) N* of more

semantic specificity than N.

This hypothesis was tested in task items S14, $17 and §23, which are presented in (23).

(23) S14 Who did you see a picture of?
S17 Who did you see the picture of?
523 Who did you see John’s picture of?
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The overall results (see Apperdix IX) of the subjects’ performances on these items are

presented in Table 4.3.10.

Table 4.3.10 Token Counts and Percentages for
Task Items Relating to the Head Noun Phrase Hierarchy

Task item number | Judgment choices

(56 subjects) Acceptable Unacceptable Not Sure

S14 (a) ' 18 32% 28 50% 10 18%
$17 (the) 30 53.6% 19 33.9% 7 12.5%
8§23 (John 's) 22 39% 28 50% 6 11%

Results from the table show thal the subjects’ overall performances do not conform 1o the
Head Noun Phrase Hierarchy (Hawkins 1999). According to the hierarchy, an NP with an
indefinite head (S14) is less semantically specific (readily permitting a gap in an of-
complement) than one with a definite head (S17; making the filler-gap structure less
acceptable), which is, in turn, less so than one with a possessive modifier (S23; the lecast
acceptable). Grammaticality declines as the amount of semantic processing increases
from 814 10 S17. then to S23. It is surprising, however, that S14, the most grammatical of
the three predicted by the hierarchy, was judged to be the least acceptable despite the fact
that S17, in accordance with the hierarchy, was judged to be more acceptable than S23.
Without running Chi-square, the null hypothesis (Hypothesis VI is thus taken not 1o be
rejected. This disconfirming evidence against the hierarchy, though not statistically
significant (x*=5.49, df = 2, p <.10), may suggest that the processing account in terms of
filler-gap domain alone can not address adequately the L2 learners’ interlangnage
behaviour under examination. Now we examine further whether the subjects’ English
proficiency levels and first languages may contribute o their overall performances.

Results are provided in Table 4.3.11.
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Table 4.3.11 Token Counts and Percentages for Task Items
Relating to the Head Noun Phrase Hierarciiy by Levels and Ll1s
Task English Proficicacy Levels First Languages***
item Low Mid High M J K v T In R B
nember | GO | (20 {16) {18) (0 N () (N (3) (3) (M
SI4 I+ |7 35% [ 6 30% [ 5 31% [ 4 22% [ 4 40% |4 57% | 2 33% [ 3 43% [ 1 33%
2 9 1 8 1 5 2 3 | 2 3 i
3 4 3 3 3 I 1 ] 3 1
SI7 1 1155% [1470% [ S 31% | 7 39% |8 80% |4 57% | 3 50% | 5 71% | 2 7% | 1 25%
2 7 5 ? 8 2 3 1 I 1 2 {
3 2 1 4 3 2 | 1
S13 1 1050% | & 40% {4 25% | 7 39% [ 5 50% |4 57% [ 1 17% |2 29% | 1 33% {1 25% | !
2 9 n 8 9 4 3 5 2 2 3
3 1 1 4 2 ] 3

* Coded judgment choices: 1 = acceptable; 2 = unacceptable; and 3 = not sure.

** Figures within parentheses indicate the number of subjects in each group.

*** First languages: M = Mandarin, J = Japanese, K = Korean, V = Vietnamese. T = Thai, In = Indonesian,
B = Bangla, and R = Romance including Spanish and ltalian.

From the table, it is clear that apart from the performances of both the high-level group
and (he Korean-speaking group who judged the three sentences roughly equally in terms
of acceptability, the performances of all the other groups are consistent with the overall
resuits analysed above. Although it scems apparent that the subjects’ English-learning
background may have an impact on their perf‘ormanccs,5 Vit is more tikely that the
semantic complexity of the English articles contributes greatly to the counterexample,
which is discussed in chapter six (6.2). In a word, whatever may be the reason, the Head

Noun Phrase Hierarchy is not supported by the interlanguage data under examination.

4.3.6. Results regarding the Valency Completeness Hypothesis

The Valency Completeness Hypothesis (see 2.1.4 for details) is examined in the
grammaticality judgment task in the form of Hypothesis X (3.2.4), which is re-stated in
(24).

(24) Hypothesis IX: There is no relation between filler-gap domains that are valency
complete or valency incomplete as noted in the Valency Completeness Hypothesis
(Hawkins 1999), and the ESL learners’ overall performance in the grammaticality

judgment task. Or significantly, the subjects’ instances of judging as acceptable the

hE] . . + “ . . . . . .

In many Asian countries, grammar/structure-oriented English instruction is still the norm; with such an
approach, there tends to be an emphasis on an NP with a definite head before an of-phrase. The point is
made on the basis of my personal experience of learning and teaching English as a second language.

170

B S f- T T AP JPEP - S -t NP SO JPR | S

.
i
]
!
;




sentence containing a filler-gap domain that includes the subcategorisors for all
phrases within the domain that contains the gap, wili not be greater than those of
judging as acceptable the sentence containing a filler-gap domain that does not

include all the subcategorisors for all phrases within the domain that contains the

gap.

This hypothesis was tested in three sets of stimulus sentences. The first set includes S27
and S34, the second S30 and S35, and the third S32 and $36, all of which are presented
in (25).

(25) a. 827 Who did it surprise Sue that Mary disliked?
S34 Who did that Mary disliked surprise Sue?

b. S30 What did the title of amuse John?
S35 What did John read the title of?

¢. $32 What did (o read fascinaic Sue?
S36 What did it fascinate Sue to read?

The overall results (see Appendix IX) of the subjects’™ performances on these items are

presented in Table 4.3.12.

Table 4.3.12 Token Counts and Percentages for
Task Items Relating to the Vaiency Complieteness Hypothesis

Task item number | Judgment choices

(56 subjects) Acceptable Unacceplable Not Sure

a. | S27 9 16% 35 63% 12 21%
834 14 25% 33 59% 9 16%

b. | 830 15 27% 37 66% 4 7%
S35 35 62.5% 15 26.8% 6 10.7%

c. | 832 7 12.5% 48 85.7% | 1.8%
SJé 33 59% 20 36% 3 5%

Hawkins® processing-motivated hypothesis ~ the Valency Completeness Hypothesis
states that “The human processor prefers FGDs (filler-gap domains) to include the
subcategorizors for all phrases within the domain that contain the gap™ (Hawkins 1999:
278). Results show that the subjects performed on the last two sets (25b and 25¢) in the

way predicted by the Valency Completeness Hypothesis, but that their performance on

171

1 e

|
i
!



TRC R W LA

the first set (25a) runs counter to the prediction of the hypothesis. As a resuit, the null
hypothesis (Hypothesis IX) can not be rejected in the first set of data, but is. in fact
rejected in the other two sets (25b: x2 = 13.04, df = 1, p < .001; 25c: x* = 1304, df = 1,
p <.001). The Valency Completeness Hypothesis is thus supported in the last iwo sets of

interlanguage data, but not in the first.

In the second set (25b). a subject-object asymmetry, in which the filler extracted from the
object (835) is grammatical and that extracted from the subject (S30) is not, can be
accounted for by this processing motivation. In the filler-gap domain of both S30 and
S35, the filler what proceeds to the subcategorisor of the gap of. But S35 has a filler-gap
domain within which the subcategorisors read and of for all the phrases containing the
gap are structurally connected and will have been processed prior to gap identification,
hence processing is facilita ed in this case. Whereas in 830, the filler-gap domain does
not include amuse, and thus the filler-gap domain ~ What did the title of — is valency
incomplete, which results in processing hindrance. Results show that the instances of the
subjects’ judging S35 as acceptable, are significantly more than those for S§30 (35 versus
15; or 62.5% versus 27%). which lends support to the hypothesis of Valency
Completeness of Hawkins (1999).

The third set (25¢), in which S36 is grammatical and S32 is not, can be similarly
explained. The path from the filler to the subcategorisar of the gap proceeds from what to
read in both sentences. But the verb that subcategorises for the containing infinitival
complement o read, namely, fuscinate, stands outside the filler-gap domain in S32. On
the other hand, in the extraposition structure of S36, fascinate stands within the filler-gap
domain, hence the valency is complete, and the complete valency of all the
subcategorisors within the filler-gup domain will facilitate rather than hinder gap
identification. The performances of the subjects on these two items appear to uphold this
processing hypothesis: instances of their judging S36 as acceptable are significantly more

than those for S32 (33 versus 7; or 59% versus 12.5%).
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In the first set (235a), again, the path from the filler 1o the subcategorisor of the gap
proceeds from who to disliked in both sentences. Yet the verb - surprise - which
subcategorises for the sentential complement fhat Mary disliked, stands within the filler-
gap domain in the extraposition structure S27, but outside the domain in S§34. The
subjects’ performances on these two items, however, do not accord with the processing
hypothesis of Valency Completeness. That is, the Hypothesis predicts that S27 would be
more acceptable than 534, however, the reverse is the case (S27: 9 or 16%; S34: 14 or
25%). Although the reverse case is not statistically significant (x* = 0.88, df = 1, p > .10),
it may indicate that sentential subjects involve a high degree of processing difficulty for
L2 learners, and that this processing difficulty may contribute to their inability to
discriminate between the two sentences containing sentential subjects. In fact, thirty-one
(55%) out of the 56 subjects judged the two items either as both being acceptable (9,
16%) or as both being unacceptable (22, 39%). Regardless of Valency Completeness
within the filler-gap domain, the size of the filler-gap domain in $27 is much larger than

that in S34. The processing difficulty for sentential subjects in combination with the

larger filler-gap domain in S27 may contribute to its relatively lower degree of

acceptability than that for S34. A further comparison between S27 and S36 may help

shed some light on this case. Results of comparison are provided in Table 4.3.13.

Table 4.3.13 Token Counts and Percentages for Task items
Relating to the Valency Completeness Hypothesis (for Comparison)

Task item number | Judgment chojces _

(56 subjects) Acceptable Unacceptable Not Suic

827 9 16% 35 63% 12 21%
$36 33 59% 20 36% 3 5%

$27 and S36 are both valency complete, but the former contains a sentential complement
and the latter an infinitival complement. The percentage of predicted response for S36
(59%) is much higher than that for 8§27 (16%) and a Chi-square test shows that the
relation between the valency complete filler-gap domains across different clause types
and the overall performance of the subjects is highly statistically significant (x* = 20.15,
df =1, p <.001). As seen above, the subjects can not discriminate between S27 and $34

in terms of valency completeness, both of which contain sentential complements.
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However, when the sentential complements are converted into infinitival complements as
in 832 and $36, valency completeness does come into play in the subjects’ judgment of
the two sentences (see Table 4.3.12). It seems that the Clause Embedding Hierarchy, in
which infinitival phrases are more hospitablie to gaps than f{inite subordinate clauses, can
best account for the difference between S27 and S36 (see Tabie 4.3.13). Now we
examine whether the subjects’ English proficiency levels and first languages may have an
effect on their performances on the ilems related to the Valency Compleleness. Results

are provided in Tabie 4.3.14.

Table 4.3.14 Token Counts and Percentages for Task Items
Relating to the Valency Completeness Hypothesis by Levels and Lis
‘Fask English Proficiency Levels First Languages***
item Low Mid tigh [ M J K v T In R B
number | (2O [ 20 (16} (18) (10} (N (6 (N 3 (4) ()
e S271% |2 10% | 6 30% | | 6% |4 22% | | 10% | 3 43% I 14%
2 |16 10 9 10 8 4 5 3 2 2 i
32 4 6 4 ! 1 3 1 2
$34 1 |5 25% |6 30% |3 19% | 5 28% | 1 10% |3 43% § 2 33% | 2 29% I 25%
2 | i 12 7 8 9 3 4 3 3 3
3 2 6 5 i 2 1
b, S30 1 | 4 20% | 6 30% | 5 3%% |4 22% | 1 10% | 3 43% | 1 17% | 4 57% L 1 33% 1
2 | to il 10 13 9 2 5 2 2 4
3 3 1 1 2 i
S35 1 [3575% | 1050% | 1063% | 1478% | 7 10% | 4 57% | 6 100% | 2 29% t 25% | 1
2 |3 B 4 4 1 2 2 3 3
3 [2 2 2 2 1 3
. S321 (2 10% |4 20% |1 6% |2 N% || 10% 2 39% [ 1 33% |t 25%
2 |18 16 14 15 9 7 6 5 2 3 1
3 1 1
$361 18 0% | 1575% | 1063% | 1267% | 6 00% |4 57% | 2 33% | 4 57% | 1 33% | 3 15% | |
2 10 4 6 G 3 2 4 3 1 t
3 |2 t 1 1 I

* Coded judgment choices; 1 = acceptable; 2 = unacceptable; and 3 = not sure,

** Figures within parentheses indicate the numiber of subjects in each group.

*¥¥ First languages: M = Mandarin, J = fapanese, K = Korean, V = Vietnamese, T = Thai, In = Indonesian,
B = Bangla, and R = Romance including Spanish and Halian

Results from the table show that differences can be found in some cases. In the first set
(a: 827 and S34), the mid-level group Mandarin- and Korean-speaking groups have
higher percentages for instances of judging sentential subjects as acceptable, while the
high-level group and the Japanese-, Indonesian- and Romance-speaking groups tend to
have low percentages. In the second set (b: S30 and S$35) regarding subject-object
asymmetry, the Thai-speaking group has more instances judging S30 (with incomplete
valency within the filler-gap domain) as acceptable than those for S35 (with complete

valency), which is against the Valency Completeness Hypothesis. Nevertheless, results in
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terms of the subjects” English proficiency levels and their first languages are consistent

with the overall resuits analysed above.

4.3.7. Summary

In this section (4.3.), six of the implicational hierarchies/hypotheses revisited or
motivated by Hawkins (1999) are tested against interlanguage data in the grammaticality
judgment task in the study. The overall resulis tend to lend support to these universals as
valid predictors for interlanguage performances with one significant exception,
specifically. The Subordinate Gap/No Gap Hierarchy (4.3.2), the Hierarchy for
Complementisers (4.3.3), and the Bridging Verb Hierarchy (4.3.4) are fully supported by
the subjects’ performances, the Clause Embedding Hierarchy (4.3.1) and the Valency
Compieteness Hypothesis (4.3.6) are mostly supported, but the Head Noun Phrase

Hierarchy (4.3.5) is not supported.

In the case of the Clause Embedding Hierarciy, it is supporled by two sets of comparison
- $25, S29 & S33 (Table 4.3.1) and S27 & S36 (Table 4.3.13), but another sect of
comparison — S22 & S28 (Table 4.3.2) seems indiscriminate. Similarly {or the Valency
Completeness Hypothesis, which is supported by (wo sets of comparison — S30 & S35,
and S32 & 836 {Table 4.3.12), another set of comparison — S27 & S34 is also
indiscriminate. However, in both cases of indiscriminate performances of the subjects,
the sentences involved are far more complex in structure than those in the other sets of
comparison. That is, for the Clause Embedding Hierarchy, the indiscriminate set involves
structures of wh-islands which contain two gaps in the complementiser phrases (both
finiie and nonfinite), while all the other sentences involve no such structure but structure
that contains one gap in infinitival phrase, finite clause and complex NP respectively.
For the Valency Completeness Hypothesis, the indiscriminate set involves filler-gap
domains in sentential complements as subjects in both sentences. whereas all the other
sentences pertain to less complex structures such as f{iller-gap domains in prepositional
complements and infinitival complements respectively. This supgests that these
universals hold in the interlanguage of L2 leamers to the extent 1o which the complexity

of the English structures they encounter is within their scope of comprehension. In nther
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words, when the English structures such as swi-islands and sententiaj subjects are 100
complex for L2 learners to comprehend. it becomes unlikely for them to recognise the

minute differences that reside in the structures.

In the case of the exception to the Head Noun Phrase Hierarchy in the subjects’
performances, we can only say at this phase that thi~ universal does pot hold for the
interlanguage data under examination. The reason for the exception is similarly suggested
as being a function of the complexity of the use of English articles and the level of
competence of the L2 learners in this study particularly in their acquisition of the English
articles. The English articles are very complex in usage, especially for L2 learners whose
first languages (such as Chinese) do st have such a category. and the subjects may have
not yet reached the stage in which they can comfortably use definjte and indefinite
articles in different types of contexts. As a result, they could not decipher the implications
carried by the use of the definite and indefinite articles within a complex filler-pap
domain (as provided in the stimulus sentences used for examining the Head Noun Phrase

Hierarchy).

The subjects’ English proficiency levels and first languages usually do not aflect the
overall results. Although there are a couple of disconfirming cases In these respects such
as the low-level group’s performances pertaining to the Hierarchy for Complementisers
and the Thai-speaking group’s judgment on sentences with subjecl-object asymmetry in
relation to the Valency Completeness Hypothesis, all groups overwhelmingly conform 1o

the universals under testing.

In sum, the implicational hierarchies and hypotheses of Hawkins (1999) tested in this
study are predominantly supported by the interlanguage data in this study. This not only
confirms the validity of predictive power of these universals for second language
acquisition but suggests that the universal constraints from the processing perspective
play a substantial role in second language acquisition as well as in first language

acquisition.
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4.4. Resuits regarding Interlanguage features in Naturalistic Data

In this section. interlanguage features of the naturalistic data are examined and analysed
with reference 1o the results in previous three sections. The examination and analysis are
presented first with respect to the overali results gained from both the speech and writien
essays of the subjects (4.4.1). The results are also examined in terms of different English
proficiency level groups (4.4.2) and in terms of different L1 groups (4.4.3). Section 4.4.4

provides some summarising remarks.

4.4.1. Overall Results from the Conversation and Written Essays

Interlanguage features relating to some of the analytically and deductively analysed
results were further examined, in the speech and written essays of the subjects. The
features examined here include filler-gap constructions, passive voice, coordinate and
subordinate structures. topic-comment structure, the non-standard use of subject-verb
agreement and noun number, and omission of required indefinite articles. The
performances of all the individual subjects in the conversation task and the written essays
in terms of token counts and occurrence rates for the above grammatical features are
presented in Appendices X and XI respectively. the overall results of which are provided
in Table 4.4.1.
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Table 4.4.1 Counts and Rates for the Use of Different
Grammatical Features in Naturalistic Speech (S) and Writing (W)

Grammatical Total number of instances Average number of Average rate of occur-
features (8: 60 subjects instances per person rence (one instance in
W: 45 subjecis) every nowords: 1/n)
1 filler-gap S |23 (incl.27 RCs) 4.3 (0.5) 17186 (1/1761)
construction W | 130 ({incl, 29 RCs) 29 (2.2} 1/81 (1/107)
2 passive voice 5§ |47 08 /1018
W |93 21 i/114
3 finite coordinate §$ |57 96 1/83
clauses w177 39 1/60
4 finite complement S | 94 (incl. 34 that/ifclauses) 1.6 (16) 1/506 (1/1399)
clauses W | 123 (incl. 64 that/whether- 27 (1.4) 1/86 (1/143}
clauses)
5 finite adverbial S | 4406 74 11107
clauses W | 152 3.4 1770
6 topic-comment S |37 0.6 /1285
structure W | 18 0.4 /588
7 non-standard oscof S 143 24 1/333
subj-verb agreement_ W | 37 0.8 1/286
8 non-standard S | 180 30 17264
use of noun number W { 79 1.8 1/134
9. omission of required S | 120 2.0 1/396
indefinite articles W | e 0.4 17557

Results from Table 4.4.1 show that instances of all grammatical features except omission
of required indefinite articles (feature 9), are more frequent in the subjects’ wrilten essays
than in their speech atthough to varying extents. The overall results pertaining to each of’

the features in both the speech and written essays are addressed respectively hereinafter.

There are quite a number of instances of filler-gap consiructions (feature 1; see 2.1.3.2
for details) in both the speech and written essays of the subjects. However, such filler-gap
constructions in the written essays (1/81) were used over twice as frequently as in the
speech (1/186). Moreover, the majority of the filier-gap constructions in the speech are
very simple wh-questions (either direct or indirect), while the majority of such
constructions in the wrilten essays are relative clauses (99 versus 27 in the speech), which
involve more complex filler-gap domains. The use of relative clauses in the written
essays (1/107) is over 16 times as frequent as that in the speech (1/1761). This suggests
that subjects” use of complex filler-gap constructions such as relative clauses is more
characteristic of a careful/more complex style in their essay writing than of a casual/less

complex style of their speech.
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It is, nevertheless, significant that the use of relative clauses in both the speech and
written essays conform to the Accessibility Hierarchy. In the conversation data, there are
13 instances of relativisation on SU position (48%). 10 on DO position (37%). 3 on OBL
position (11%) and only one on GEN position (4%), whereas in the writing samples,
there are more instances of relativisation on SU position (79; 80%) than those on DO (18:
20%) and OBL (2; 2%). The use of relative clauses in the naturalistic data therefore

strongly supports the prediction made by the Accessibility Hierarchy (sec 4.2.4).

The use of passive voice (feature 2)> in the -written essays is about 9 times as frequent as
in the speech (1/114 versus 1/1018), and there are more subjects who used passive voice
in their written essays than in their speech (30; 67% ver<us 27: 45%). The incidence of
passive voice also varies with respect to the range of variation, choice of words, and
focus of themes in the naturalistic data. The range of the use of passive voice in the
speech is between 0-5 instances, but that of the written essays is between 0-11 instances.
In the speech in which the themes of conversations for all subjects remain the same, there
are more instances of the use of passive voice with the same commonly used verbs such
as 10 instances of was/were born, S instances of he/get married and 4 instances of be
used. There are also 6 instances invoiving the misuse of passive voice. when active voice
should be nsed, for instance, [ have been lived in Fushan, and Is the Sony's one included the
remote control?. Whereas in the written essays that vary greatly in themes of writing, the
use of passive voice is characteristic of more diversities of verbs and structures. For
example, uniike the 10 stereotyped instances of wasAvere born in the conversation data,
two of the five instances of fo be born in the wrillen essays were used respectively as No

one is born a eriminal and Also the children will be genetically born.

The higher frequency of the use of passive voice in the written essays than in the speech
seems to be reflected in the subjects’ performances on the sentence combination task. In
that task. among the 301 instances of relativisation from a predicted lower position 1o a

higher position on the Accessibility Hierarchy, 35 instances (12%) involve the use of

& . . . . .. .y . . '

Passive voice is classified as “be + past participle™ in this study, but excluded from analysis are instances
such as “Train is very developed” and “1t's not so crowded”, in which past participles are preceded with
such modifiers as very, so or 100, and function as a predicative.
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passive voice (sec 4.2.1), or, put differently, the subjects used passive voice in different
relativisation at the average rate of 1/95, which is quile comparable to 1/114 in the
written essays. In view of the results of the subjects” use of passive voice in the sentence
combination task and in their naturalistic speech and writing production, it can be
concluded that passive voice is far more frequently used in L2 learners’ writing than in

their speech.

The use of finite coordinate clauses (feature 3}, finite complement clauses (feature 4) and
finite adverbial clauses (feature 5) was examined in the naturalistic data for the purpese
of showing the frequencies of these clause types therein and of comparing the results with
those relevant results in other tasks. Results show that all the three types of clauses
occurred very frequently in both the speech and written essays except for the use of {inite
complement clauses in the speech (1/506), which was about 5-8 times as infrequent as the
use of any other type. This shows that it is the frequency of the use of finite complement
clauses rather the other two types that distinguishes the styles of the use of finite clauses

between the subjects’ naturalistic oral and written interlanguage production.

Concerning the filler-gap construction across a complement clause introduced by the
complementisers fhat, if and whether respectively, which are comparable to the examples
used for the Hierarchy for Complementisers (see (15} in 4.3.1), there is no single instance
of such complex filler-gap constructions in the naturalistic data, However, the subjects
did use complement clauses introduced by rhat, if or whether in their naturalistic
interlanguage production, although far more frequently in their writien essays (1/165)
than in their speech (1/1399). Specifically, there were 29 that-clauses and 5 if~clauses in
the subjects’ speech, and 63 that-clause but only one whether-clause in their written
essays. LEven if there is no direct evidence in support of the Hierarchy for
Complementisers (Hawkins 1999) duc to the lack of use of filler-gap constructions across
that/ifwhether-introduced complement clavses in the naturalistic data, the vse ¢f such
clauses therein still seems 1o lend indirect support to this hicrarchy. That is, the

predominance of thar-clauses over the other two types scems 1o suggest that thar-clauses

are more accessible to the subjects possibly due to the less semantic content carricd by
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that as compared with if and whether. One point is, however, clear: a filler-gap

construction across clause boundaries is indeed too complex a structure for L.2 learners to

master, especially in their interlanguage production. ?'

Furthermore, the comparison between the use of finite coordinate and subordinate clauses

and that of that/ifAvhether-clauses suggests that the subjects were more comfortable using

the former two clause types than the latter type, which was consistent with the results in
the sentence combination task (see Table 4.2.13 in 4.2.5). Among the 50 instances of
various types of finite clauses produced by the subjects as alternatives to the predicted
relative clauses i the sentence combination task, there are 22 finite coordinate clauses,
26 finite adverbiai relative clauses, but only 2 finite complement clauses with the

complementisers rhas and if respectively.

With respect to topic-comment structure (feature 6). although the use of such a structure 1
in the written essays of the subjects is twice as frequent as that in their speech (1/588
versus 1/1285), the number of the subjects who use this structure in their wrilten essays

(9; 20%) is smaller than the number who use this structure in their speech (25; 42%).

':_: Among all the 37 instances of topic-comment structures and the 27 instances of relative

clauses in the subjects’ speech, there are only two examples of relative clauses that

relativise on a noun in the topic component of a topic-comment structure. Similarly, there
is only one such example among all the i8 instances of topic-comment structures and the

09 instances of relative ciauses in the subjecis’ written essays. Similar cesults can also be

il
1
|
i
g

found in the repetition and sentence combination tasks: only seven subjects (out of 116

subjects in the two tasks) produced 17 instances (out of 1504 instances in the two tasks)

of relativisation on a noun in the topic component of a topic-comment structure (see

Table 4.2.15 in 4.2.5.1). Overill, the use of topic-comment structure is a fairly common

i A e arT e

phenomenon amongst the subjects in their naturalistic interlanguage production;
however, when the topic component involved relativisation, suchi a structure became so
structurally complex in terms of an extra filler-gap construction {or processing that only a

few subjects used il.
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| have included an analysis of non-standard use of subject-verb agreement (feature 7),
non-standard use of noun niumber (feature 8) and omission of required indefinite anticles
(feature 9) because these three types of non-standard forms, among others, are quite
characteristic of both the spoken and written interlanguage of the subjects. The three
grammatical features (non-standard forms) can thercfore be used as indices of the
grammatical ability of the subjects and can be compared with the results of their use of
ungrammatical non-standard forms in other tasks so as to gain a comprehensive picture of

the grammatical features of their interlanguage.

In the conversation data, the length of speech of the subjects ranges between 154 to 1742
words with an average of about 800 words per person, and examples exemplifying one or
more of the three types of non-standard forms are found in the speech of every subject
(see Appendix X). Whereas in the written essays, the length of essays of the subjects
ranges between 55 to 498 words with an average of 235 words per person, and there are
seven subjects wito did not produce any instance of the three types of non-standard forms
in their writing {(sece Appendix XI). The resulis (Table 4.4.1) showed that the non-
standard use of subject-verb agreement and noun number in the written essays (1/286 and
1/134 respectively} was a little more frequent than that in the conversation data (1/333
and 1/264 respectively), but the omission of required indefinite articles in the written
essays was a little more infrequent than that in the conversation data (1/557 versus
1/396). However, there were bigger differences between individual performances on
these three types, for example, the non-standard use of noun number ranged between 0-
11 instances in the conversation data and between 0-9 instances in the writlen essays (see
Appendices X and X1). Despite these individual differences, the non-standard use of
subject-verb agreement and of noun number, and the omission of required indefinite
articles are common interlanguage features of the subjects in both their speech and their

writien essays.




4.4.2. Results Examined by Different English Proficiency Level Groups
Now we examine the extent te which different English proficiency level groups may
differ from one another with regard to the use of grammatical features examined in 4.4.1.

Results of the examination are provided in Tab'e 4.4.2.

Table 4.4.2 Counts and Rates for the Use of Different Grammatical Features
in Naturalistic Speech (S) and Writing (W) by Different English Proficiency Level Groups

Grammatical | English Proficiency Levels
features Low Mid High
(8: 22 subjects (S: 19 subjects (S: 19 subjects
W: 16 subjecis) W: 16 subjects) W: 13 subjects)
1 filler-gap construction S |51 (1/307)* 96  (1/168) 107 (1/148)
W32 (11102) 35 {11100) 63  (1/57)
2 passive voice S |13 (1/1203) 17 (1/946) 17 (1/932)
w17 (1/193) 29 (1/128) 47  (1/76)
3 finite coordinate c¢lauses S 1186 (1/84) 184 (1/87 206 (117D
W52 (1/63) 68 (1/55) 57 (1/63)
4 finite complement clauses S | 24 (1/651) 32 (1/503) 8 (1/417)
W43  (1/76) 36 (1/103) 44  (1/82)
S finite adverbial clauses S 1135 (1116) 130 (1/8%) 31 (112D
w34 (i1/61}) 47 (1/79) 51 (1/70)
6 topic-comment structure S |16 (1/977) 13 (11237) 13 (1/1218)
w2 (1/1638) 8 {1/464) 8 (1/448)
7 non-standard use of S 146  (i/340) 47  {1/342) 50 (1317
subject-verb agreement W i8 {1/409) 14 {1/265) 15 (1/239)
8 non-standard S$ 164 (1/244) 57 (1/282) 59 (1/268)
use of noun number W[ 24 (1/136) 30 (1/124) 25 (1/143)
9. omission of required S 143 (1/3649) 42 (1/383) 35  (1/453)
indefinite articles W |35 {1/655) 11 (1/371) 4 {1/897)

* The lef} figure indicates the total number of instances of a grammatical feature used by a group, while the

right figure (within parentheses) refers 1o the average rate of the use of thal grammatical feature in terms of

“once in every n words”, hence comparable across groups.

With respect to filler-gap constructions (feature 1), the high-level group used such
coustructions far more frequently than the low-level group in their speech and
significantly more frequently than both the low-level and mid-level groups in their
written essays. The mid-level group used such constructions significantly more
frequently than the low-level group in their speech. This suggests that the more proficient
in English the subjects are, the more frequently they use filler-gap constructions in their

naturalistic speech and writing.

With the use of passive voice {feature 2), again, the high-level group used more instances

of passive voice than the other two groups in both their speech and written essays. In the
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written essays in particular, the high-level group used passive voice more frequently than
the mid-level group, which, in turn, used passive voice more frequently than the low-
level group. A close examination, however, shows that the apparent differences in the use
of passive voice in the written essays between different level groups can be attributed
more to the differences of the types and themes of the subjects’ written essays than to the
level differences. For example, there was only one instance of the use of passive voice
found in the written essays of seven low-level subjects with a frequency (1/739) far lower
than this group’s average frequency (1/193). however. all of the seven essays were
personalised narratives with the same topic “Who am 17", Two subjects (Bl and V35)
from the high-level group, on the other hand, used passive voice more frequently (10 and
11 instances respectively) than any other subjects in the study with a combined frequency
(1/19) tar higher than this group’s average {requency (1/76); their written essays, entitled
“Benefits given to man-kind through space exploration” and “Explaining a diagram™
respectively, were more of a depersonalised nature involving argumentation and
description respectively. In the conversation task in which the themes of the conversation
remained the same for all the subjects, the differences between different level groups in

the use of passive voice arc not as big.

There is no big difference between the three level groups in the use of finite coordinate,

subordinate and complement clauses (features 3, 4 and 5) in cither the conversation data

or the written essays. In fact, each of the three groups used two of the six features
{(leatures 3, 4 and 5 in speech and writing respectively) marginally more frequently than
the other two groups (sec Table 4.4.2). This suggests that the L2 leamers of English in
this study performed similarly in the use of varicties of {inite clauses regardless of their

English proficiency levels.

Again, there is no big difference between the three level groups in the use of topic-
comment structures (feature 6) in either the conversation data or the written essays.,
However, the low-level group used such structures marginally more frequently in their
speech and less frequently in their wrilten essays than the other two groups (see Table
4.4.2).
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With regard to the non-standard use of subject-verb agreement (feature 7), noun number
(feature 8) and indefinite articles (feature 9), it is a bit surprising that there are no big
differences between different Jevel groups in either the conversation data or the written
essays. However, amongst the six features (features 7, 8 and 9 in speech and writing
respectively), the high-level group used non-standard forms of noun number in written
essays and non-standard forms of indefinite articles in both speech and written essays
marzinally less frequently than the other two groups; the mid-level group used non-
standard forms of subject-verb agrecnient in speech and non-standard forms of noun
number in speech marginally less frequently than the other two groups; and the low-level
group used non-standard forms of supject-verb agreement in writing marginally less
{requently than the other two groups (see Table 4.4.2). The overall results therefore seem
to be indicative of the proficiency levels of English grammar for the three different level
groups, albeit weakly. That is, overall, the high-level group performed marginally better
in the grammatical aspects under examination than the mid-level group, which, in turn,

performed marginally better than the low-level group.

4.4.3. Results Examined by Different First Language Groups
We now examine the extent to which different L1 groups may differ from one another
with regard to the grammatical features examined in 4.4.]1. Results of the examination of

the conversation data are provided in Table 4.4.3.
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Table 4.4.3 Counts and Rates for the Use of Different Grammatical
Features in the Conversation Data by Different First Language Groups

Grammaticsl First Languages*

features M J K Y T In R B
(N=18: | (N=11. | (N=8: (N=T7: (N=T: (N=3: (N=35; (N=1;
836} 651) 801) 924 G98) 77T) 919y 652)

1 filler-gap G b 36 38 26 28 15 28 14

construction 17212 1/199 1/169 1/249 1174 1/155 1/164

2 passive voice 20 2 11 5 3 3 3
1/753 1/3582 1/583 171293 11628 1/1531

3 finite coordinate 166 121 86 64 54 19 61) 6

clauses 1/91 1/59 1/75 1101 1/90 1/123 1/77

4 finite complement 27 11 6 17 5 g l& 3

clauses 1/558 1/651 1/1068 1/380 1/977 1/259 11257

5 finite adverbial 151 70 48 (33 52 20 33 4

clauscs 1/100 17102 1/134 1/95 1/94 /117 1/139

6 topic-comiment 14 8 3 7 3 2

structure 11075 17895 1/2136 1/928 1/1628 72297

T non-standard use of | 34 14 21 37 17 4 15 1

' sultj-verl agreement 1/443 1/512 1/305 17175 1/287 1/583 1306

8 nen-standard 52 2 18 27 26 8 I8 7

use of noun nember 1290 1/298 1/356 1/239 1/188 1/291 1/255

9, omission of required | 28 27 22 19 9 3 1

indefinite articles 1/538 11265 1/291 17340 /543 1/777 1/418

* First languages: M = Mandarin. J = Japanese, K = Korean, V = Vietnamese, T = Thai, in = Indonesian, B
= Bangla, and R = Romance including Spanish, French and Italian, The figures within parentheses refer
respectively to the number of participants and the average number of words spoken per participant in cach
group.

** The upper figure indicates the total number of instances of a grammatical feature used by a group, while
the lower figure refers to the average rate of the use of that grammatical feature in terms of “once in every
words”, hence comparable across groups.

Results show that, generally, the interlanguage features under investigation are
characteristic of all L1 groups, albeit to varying degrees. Specifically, the Mandarin-
speaking group performed around average in all categories. The Japanese-speaking group
had the highest frequency of finite coordinate clauses (1/59). topic-comment structurcs
(1/895) and also the omission of required indefinite articles (1/265). The Korean-
speaking group had the highest frequency of utterances containing passive voice (1/583),
but the lowest frequency of finite complement clauses (1/1068) and non-standard forms
involving noun number (1/356). The Vietnamese-speaking group had the highest
frequency of non-standard forms in subject-verb agreement (1/175) and one of the two
highest frequencies of finite adverbial clauses (1/95), but the lowest frequency of filler-
gap constructions (1/249). The Thai-speaking group had the highest frequency of iinite
adverbial clauses (1/94), and the highest frequency of non-standard forms conceming

noun number (1/188). The Indonesian-speaking group did not produce any utterances
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using passive voice and topic-comment structure, they had the highest frequency of filler-
gap constructions (}/155) and finite complement clauses (1/259), but the lowest
frequency of finite coordinate clauses (1/123), non-standard forms of subject-verb
agreement {1/583) and omission of required indefinite articles (1/777). Finally, the
Romance-speaking group had the second highest frequency of finite complement clauses

(1/287) but tne lowest frequency of finite adverbial clauses {1/139).

We now turn to the examination of these grammatical features in the written essays by

different L1 groups, and the results are provided in Table 4.4.4.

Table 4.4.4 Counts and Rates for the Use of Different Grammatical
Features in the Written Essays by Different First Language Groups
Grammatical First Languages*®
features M J K v T In R Others
(N=15; | IN=6; IN=351 J(N=§& (N =3 (N=3; (N=4; (N=2:
273) 152y 175) 303} 246} 271 180} 206)
I filler-gap S0** B2 6 210 17 16 3 5
construction 1/82 1/76 17146 1712 1/72 1/51 1/240
2 passive voice 24 8 13 16 1t 5 6 10
1/171 1/114 1/67 1/95 I/H12 1162 17120
3 finite coordinate 69 14 18 26 13 15 16 5
clauses 1/39 1/65 1/49 1/58 1795 1/34 1/45
4 finite complement 51 15 9 16 13 7 9 3
clauses 1/80 /61 1/97 1195 1795 1116 1/80
£ Ninite adverbial 64 16 12 13 16 12 11 8
clauses 1/64 1/57 1473 /116 1/77 168 1765
6 topir-comment 4 2 4 4 4
structure 1/1026 1/457 1/378 1/203 1/180
7 non-standard usc of | 20 3 O 3 4 1
subj.-verb agreement 1/205 1/304 1/146 17504 1/308 /812
8 non-standard 28 9 13 5 18 i 4 l
use of noun number 1/147 /101 1/67 1/303 i/68 17812 1/180
9. omission of required | 8 1 2 | 3 2 1 |
indefinite articles 1/513 11913 1/437 171513 1/411 1406 1/719

* First languages: M = Mandarin, J = Japanese, K = Korean, V = Vietnamese, T = Thai, In = indonesian, R
= Romance including Spanish, French and ltalian, and Orhers (listed but not for analysis) include two
subjects speaking Bangla and Malay respectively with the Malay-speaking subject participating only in
essay collection. The figures within parentheses refer respectively to the number of participants and the
average number of words written per participant in cach group.

** The upper figure indicates the total number of instances of a grammatical feature used by a group, while
the lower figure refers to the average rate of the use of that grammatical feature in terms of “once in every n
words”, hence comparable across groups.

Results from Table 4.4.4 show that, again, the interianguage features examined in the
writlen essays of the subjects are characteristic of all L1 groups though the absolute

scores in terms of occurrence rates for different grammatical features vary from group to
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group. Similar to the results from the conversation dala. the Mandarin-speaking group
performed around average in ail features except passive voice in the written essays: they
had the lowest frequency of the use of passive voice (1/171). Generally, this group
performed consistently between the highest and the lowest scores in all iypes of tasks.
For example, they had the second highest score of (near) correct repetition (31.5%) in
the repetition task (see Table 4.2.3 in 4.2.1), the fourth highest score of predicted RC
embedding (45%) in the sentence combination task (see Table 4.2.6 in 4.2.2) and the third
highest score of correct responses to RC-related items (68%) in the grammaticality
judgment task (see Table 4.2.10 in 4.2.3). However. in terms of making ungrammatical
non-standard forms in the repetition and sentence combination tasks, the Mandarin-
speaking group scored the best in the former (5.3 forms per person) and the second best

in the latter (2.8 forms per person) (sce 4.2.5.3).

The Japanese-speaking group, in contrast to their performances in the conversation
(having the highest frequency of finite coordinate clauses and omission of required
indefinite articles), had the highest {requency of finite complement clauses (1/61) and
finite adverbial clauses (1/57) but onc of the lowest in omission of required indefinite
articles (1/913) in the written essays. It shows that the Japanese-speaking subjects tend to
use a lot more {inite coordinate clauses in their speech and a lot more finite complement
clauses and adverbial clauses in their writlen essays as compared with the subjects of the
other L1 groups. It also shows that they omit required indefinite articles quite frequently

in their speech, but when they write in English, they rarely omit such articles.

Considering their performances in other tasks, it is not surprising that the Japanese-
speaking subjects should behave like this. They had the second lowest score of (near)
correct repetition (22%) in the repetition task, but the highest score of predicied RC
embedding (56%) in the sentence combination task and the second highest score of
correct responses to RC-related items (70%) in the grammaticality judgment task.
Similarly, the Japanese-speaking group had the second highest rate of making
ungrammatical non-standard forms in the repetition task (7.9 forms per person) but the

third lowest in the sentence combination task (2.9 per person). On the whole, the
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Japanese-speaking subjects performed consistently across all the tasks: in the repetition
and conversation (involving listening and speaking), they made more ungrammatical
non-standard forms: but in the sentence combination, grammaticality judgment and
writing tasks (involving wring and grammatical knowledge). they made much fewer such

forms.

The Korean-speaking group had the highest frequency of the use of passive voice (1/67).
the non-standard use of subject-verb agrcement (1/146), the non-standard use of noun
number (1/67), and one of the highest frequencies of the omission of required indefinite
articles {1/437) (see Table 4.4.4). They consistently used passive voice in their speech
and writlen essays more frequently than any other group; however. surprisingly, their use
of noun-standard forms of noun number was more frequently than the other groups in the

written essays but less frequently than the other groups in the conversation data.

It is even more surprising if ‘we look at their performances in the other three tasks, in
wh.ch they performed exactly the same as the Japanese-speaking groups. They had the
lowest score of (near} correct repetition (19%) in ihe repetition task, but the sccond
highest score of predicied RC embedding (54%}) in the sentence combination task and the
highest score of correct responses to RC-related items (71%) in the grammaticality
judgment task. Generally, the Korean-speaking subjects performed much better in the
sentence combination and grammaticality judgment iasks than in the repetition task; in
naturalistic production of English. they, nonetheless, performed better in speech than in
writing in the use of noun number — one of the indices for measuring the subjects’
English grammatical knowledge. The examination of the performances of the Korean-
speaking group across difterent tasks shows that the interlanguage features of this group

ai¢ inconsistently variable.

As for the Vietnamese-speaking group. two features stand out in comparing their
pertormances in speech and writing. The first has to do with the use of finite adverbial
clauses: they produced such clauses most frequently in their speech (1/95) but least

frequently in their writing (1/116) as compared with other 1.1 groups. The second
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involves use of non-standard forms in speech and writing. In writing, they had the lowest
frequency in omission of required indefinite articles (1/1513). the second lowest in non-
standard use of noun number (1/303) and the third lowest in non-standard use of subject-
verb agreement (1/504) (see Table 4.4.4). In speech, on the other hand, the miror image
occurs: they had the highest frequency in non-standard use of subject-verb agreement
(1/175), the second highest in non-standard use of noun number (1/239) and the third
highest in omission of required definite articles (1/340) (see Table 4.4.3). This suggests
that the Vietnamese-speaking subjects used non-standard forms less frequently in their

written essays but more {requently in their speech than the other groups.

Although the Vietnamese-speaking subjects performed consistently at the average level
across the tasks of repetition, sentence combination and grammaticality judgment in
terms of predicted correct responses, their use of ungrammatical non-standard forms in
the repetition, sentence combination and grammaticality judgment tasks shows a different
picture. While they had an average of ungrammatical ron-standard {orms (7 per person)
in the repetition task, they had a surprisingly low rate of such forms in the sentence
combination task — 0.7 forms per person (the lowest), which is far better not only than the
irighest rate (5.3) but than the second lowest rate (2.8) as well. In judging RC-related non-
standard forms in the grammaticality judgment task (sece Table 4.2.17), they had the
second lowest percentage (13%) of judging those forms as acceptable — the second best
after the Indonesizn-speaking group. All this seems to indicate that the Vietnamese-
speaking subjects generally performed well in grammatical aspects of English across
different tasks particularly in sentence combination, grammaticality judgment and written
essays; however, when they produced spontaneous speech, ungrammaticai non-standard
forms accrue drastically at least in the as'pccts under examination. Their better
performances in grammatical forms has been suggested as a function of several factors
including their unique experience of learning English in their home country (see 4.1.4,
4.2.2, and 4.2.5.3 for details).

The Thai-speaking group had the lowest frequency of finite coordinate clauses (1/95) in

their written essays in comparison with the highest frequency of {inite adverbial clauses
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(1/94) in their speech. Prominently, they had one of the two highest frequencies in both
non-standard use of noun number (1/68) and omission of required indefinite articles
(1/411) in their written essays. which is consistent with the highest frequency in non-
standard use of noun number (1/188) in their speech. It shows that this group tends to use
finite adverbial clauses more frequently in speech but finite coordinaie clauses more
frequently in writlen essays, yet in both their speech and written essays. they seem to
have difficulties using noun number correctly more: frequently as compared with other L1

groups.

In the other three tasks, they achieved the best score of (near) correct repetition (32.1%)
in the repetition task, the fifth in predicted RC embedding (33%) in the sentence
combination task and the joint fourth score of c¢oirect responses to RC-related items
(63%) in the grammaticality judgment task. Concerning ungrammatical non-standard
forms made by different L1 groups in terms of ranking from low to high rates, the Thai-
speaking group, however, comes out the third (6.4 forms per person) in the repetition
task, and the sixth (4.4 forms per person) in the sentence combination task. It therefore
suggests that no matter whether the Thai-speaking subjects scored best as in (near)
correct repeltition in the repetition task or around the average as in other tasks, they were

prone to using ungrammatical nen-standard forms a bit more frequently than expected.

With regard to the Indonesian-speaking group, their performances in writlen essays as
well as speech exhibit the following features. First, they iended to use filler-gap
constructions most frequently in both their speech (1/155) and their written essays (1/51).
Second. they had the second lowest frequency of the use of passive voice in their written
essays (1/162) and the lowest in their speech; actually they did not produce any passive
utterances in Whe conversation. Third, they used finite compiement clauses most
frequently (1/259) in their speech. but least frequently (3/116) in their writing. Finally,
both their speech and writing are characteristic of very few non-standard forms {(i9
instances in total): in writing, they had the lowest frequency in non-standard use of noun
number (1/812), the second towest in non-standard use of subject-verb agreement (1/812)

but the highest in omission of required indefinite articles (1/406: but only 2 tokens in
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total): in speech, they had the lowest frequency in subject-verb agreement (1/583) and

omission of required indefinite articles (1/777).

In the other three tasks, the performances of the Indonesian-speaking group varied from
task to task. [n the repetition task, they were among the top three groups in terms of
(near) correct repetition (30% with the other two being 31.5% and 32.1% respectively;
see Table 4.2.3 for details). However, they came out penultimate (the sixth) both in the
sentence combination task in terms of predicted RC embedding (26%) and in the
grammaticality judgment task (related to types of relative clauses) in terms of correct
judgment (47%). Notwithstanding in terms of ranking the rates/percentages of making
ungrammatical non-standard forms from low 10 high, they came out the second (6 forms
per person) in the repetition task, the fifth (3.7 forms per person} in the sentence
combination task, and the first (7%) in the grammaticality judgment task (related to types
of non-standard forms of relative clauses). All in all, the Indonesian-speaking subjects
seem to be more competent in naturalistic production of English (speech and writing) and
the repetition task than in the sentence combination and grammaticality judgment tasks
(related to types of relative clauses) in terms of predicted results; nevertheless. they are

even more competent in avoiding ungrammatical non-standard forms across all tasks.

Finally, the Romance-speaking group had the highest frequency of finite coordinate
clauses (1/45) but the towest frequency of filler-gap constructions (1/240) and of non-
standard use of subject-verb agreement (in fact, none at all) in their writing. They also
had the second highest frequency in finite complement clauses both in their writing
(1/80) and in their speech (1/287). Apart from the above results, most statistics regarding
the categories examined for this group in both speech and writing, fall at the average
level, i.e. either at the third or fourth place (among 7 L1 groups) ranked in terms of
occurrence {requencies of a category. For example, regarding the frequencies of non-
standard forms (categories 7 and 8) made by this group in both speech and writing, all the
frequencies are ranked either as third or fourth except the frequency for non-standard use

of subject-verb agreement in the writing, which 1s ranked the first - the lowest. All this

192

kol e et b A" e Tan st T iy i



suggests that the Romance-speaking group performed at least at the average level as

compared with all the other groups in both speech and writing.

The performances of the Romance-speaking group in speech and writing are, however, in
sharp contrast 10 their performances in the other three tasks. In terms of predicted correct
responses in the three tasks, they came out equal fifth (22%) in the repetition task, and
last in both sentence combination (13%) and grammaticality judgment tasks {related to
types of relative clauses; 45%). In terms of ungrammatical non-standard forms made in
the three tasks — repetition, sentence combination, and grammaticality judgment (related
10 types of non-standard relative clauses). they fared even worse: they scored the highest
rate/percentage in all the three tasks. Tentative explanation for all this has been suggested

in section two of this chapter (see 4.2.5.3 {or details).

The striking differences between their performance on the naturalistic speech and writing
on the one hand, and those on the other three tasks on the other, can be accounted for
partly by intragroup differences and partly by the nature of the tasks in point. For
example, the intragroup differences between the three Spanish-speaking subjects and the
other two (French and Italian) in the conversation are greater than similar differences in
any other task. The three Spanish-speaking subjects produced 43 instances of the non-
standard use of subject-verb agreement and noun number, and the omission of required
indefinite articles in their speech, whereas the two French- and Halian-speaking subjects
produced only 3 such instances in their speech (see Appendix X). So is the case in the
writing in which the three Spanish-speaking subjects produced five such instances but the
ftalian-speaking subject produced none (see Appeadix XI). Furthermore, the groups as a
whole seems to perform better in naturalistic data than in the other three tasks; even the

Spanish-speaking subjects seem 1o improve their performances in writing.

4.4.4. Summary
Interlanguage features in relation to some of the findings in the previous sections (4.1-
4.3) are examined in the naturalistic data — the speech and written essays of the subjects

in this study. Results of the examination are summarised below.




._Btvrv-

Filler-gap constructions are widely used in L2 learners’ speech and written essays, and
those used in writing are far more complex than those used in speech. Although relative
clauses are the most complex filler-gap constructions produced by the subjects, they are
mostly relativised on the higher positions — SU and DO — on the Accessibility Hierarchy
with only five (out of 115 instances) relativised on OBL position. There are no
exemplifying examples of relativisation on the lower positions — GEN and OCOMP — on
the hierarchy in the subjects’ speech and writing. let alone those more complex filler-gap
constructions that are tested in the grammaticality judgment task such as those involving

wo gaps.

Passive voice, a means via which many subjects relativised on a position higher on the
Accessibility Hierarchy than the one predicted in the senience combination task, is found
to be common in the written essays of the subjects rather than in their speech. In effect,
the use of passive voice in instances of different relativisation in the senfence
combination task but not in the repetition task, can be at least partly ascribed to the

subjects’ preference of using passive voice in their writing rather than in their speech.

Finite coordinate and adverbial clauses, which the subjects used most frequently when
they failed 1o produce the required relative clauses in the sentence combination task (sec
Table 4.2.13), are, in fact, used very frequently in both their speech and written essays.
The finite complement clauses, on the other hand, are used far more frequently in the
subjects’ writlen essays than in their speech. With respect to finite complement clauses
introduced by the complementisers that, if, and wherther, there is a predominant
preference of rhat-clauses (92 instances) over if- (S instances) and whether-clauses (1

instance only), which lends indirectly to the Hierarchy for Complementisers (Hawkins
1999).

Although the use of topic-comment structure in the repetition and sentence combination
tasks is confined to only a couple of Korean-, Vielnamese- and Thai-speaking subjects

(see Table 4.2.17Y, this structure is widely available to all L1 groups in their naturalistic

194




TP TR

English interlanguage production (i.e. in speech and/or written essays). Relativisation on
a noun in the topic (comparable to those in the repetition and sentence combination tasks)
is. however, very infrequent both in the speech (2 out of 37 instances) and in the written
essays (1 out of 18 instances) of the subjects. Therefore all the results concerning the use
of topic-comment structure in the study suggest that topic-comment structure is a
common interlanguage feaiure among different L1 groups including the Romance-
speaking subtects in their naturalistic speech and writing, yet that when the topic involves
complex filler-gap constructions such as relative clauses, such a structure is found far less
frequently both in the repetition and sentence combination tasks and in their speech and

written essays.

The three features of non-standard use of subject-verb agreement, noun number and
indefinite articles were intended to be used as indices for confirming differences between
the English language proficiency of the subjects placed in different instructional levels.
However these features were found to be very similar in both the speech and written
essays of the subjects (though with varying degrees). However, the subjects’ use of such
non-standard forms in naturalistic data is only weakly indicative of the leve! of English
grammar of different level groups, and is generally consistent with the use of

ungrammatical non-standard forms by different L1 groups in other tasks.

in closing, the examination and analysis of the naturalistic speech and written essays of
the subjects with respect to their overall performances, English language proficiency
levels and first languages, help to address some of the issues that emerged from the
deductively-contrived tasks of this study, thereby providing a richer picture of the

interlanguage features under investigation.
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Chapter Five Summary of Major Theoretical Findings

This chapter summarises the theoretical findings of the research, which f{ocuses on the
study of syntactic features of the English interlanguage of ESL. learners. Section one (5.1)
provides a summary of the {indings conceming the acquisition of English interrogative
questions, section two (5.2) of those concerning ihe acquisition of English restrictive
relative clauses, section three (5.3) of those concerning the acquisition of various filler-
gap constructions, and section four (5.4) summarises the most significant findings of this

study.

5.1. Findings regarding the Acquisition of English Interrogative

Questions

Comparable (o a study conducted by Eckman et al (1989), which tested Greenberg’s
(1963) impiicational universal concerning questions via an elicitation task among L2
learners of English, this study further examines the same universal in a naturajistic task
among interlanguage learners of English with more diverse L1-speaking backgrounds.
This study further examines whether L2 learners’ English proficiency levels and first
languages may have some impact on their performances relating to the universal under
examination. Greenberg’s implicational universal regarding cunstituent order of yes/no
and wh questions, which was postulated on the basis of a 30-primary-language sample
and was first testified in interlanguage data by Eckman et al (1989), was again validated
by the interlanguage data in this study. That is, the aniversal “yes/no inversion implies wh
inversion which, in turn, implies initial w/ question word” is predominantly supported by
the jrerformance of the subjects in this study regardiess of their English proficiency levels

and tireir respective first languages.

Both this study and the study by Eckman et al (1989) have one exception to the “ves/no
inversion implies wh inversion”, yet it is significant that the overall results of both studies
overwhelmingly suppo:i the universal. 1t is even more significant that despite the

differences in the performances between different proficiency groups (low. mid and high)
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and between different Lf groups (7 in all), the performance of all these groups supports
the universal. The fact hat the three different proficiency groups performed all in the
direction of structural conformity to the universal seemis 1o suggest that interlanguage
developmental factOrs Qo Nt affect the validity of the universal under test, Similarly, the
factor of first languagé ypnsfer does not seem to aftect the performances ofall L1 groups,
whether the implicans apd7/or implicatum of the universal are exhibited systematically in

their respective fipst lfl"tguagcs or not.

All this seems to Sugesl, however, that it is the Interlanguage Structural Conformity
Hypothesis — al] univesals that are true for primary languages are also true for
interlanguages (Eckmaty ¢l af 1989: 195) — that is accountabie for the results of the study.

In other words, al| 2rolys conform (o the implicational universal relating to interrogative
questions no matter ho¥ high or low percentages each group scores, Whether they are at
the low, mid or Ligh Proficiency levels, and whether their first janguages similar to or
different from English- jo sum, the findings relating to the implicational yniversal lend
strongly to the clajm thay implicational universals that hold true for first languages should
also hold true for secongd fanguages, and aiso 10 the implication that interlanguages, like

primary languages, ar¢ Ry<essed alike by human beings.

5.2. Findings reganding the Acquisition of English Restrictive Relative
Clauses

Studies on the acquisitign of English restrictive relative clauses by L2 leamers with
respect to the AccessiDyjity Hierarchy have been well documented in the literature of
SLA (see 2.2.2 for detdi)s). A large part of the present study is devoted to the research in
this area. What differegiiaes this study from the previous ones is its focus on a
processing-motivaed Ypological approach and its methodology of cross~task/style data
collection and anglysis. The processing approach proposed by Hawkins (1994, 1999)
which associates proceSyipg load With structural complexity in filler-gap Constructions is
adopted in addresging ‘he data. The data under examination include those collected from

the naturalistic productign of speech and writing of the subjects as wel| as from the
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analytically and deductively designed tasks ~ elicited repetition, sentence combination

and grammaticality judgment.

Results of the study show that, overall, the Accessibility Hierarchy is supported in all
types of data, albeit to varying degrees, that is, predicted instances of relativisation on SU
position are more than those on DO position, which are, in turn, more than those on
IO/OBL positions, and so on, with the exception of GEN position in the latter three tasks.
The Accessibility Hierarchy is supported in terms of (iear) correct repetition in the
repetition task (see 4.2.1), in terms of predicted RC embedding in the sentence
combination task (see 4.2.2), in terms of correct instances of judgment in the
grammaticality judgment task (see 4.2.3), and in terms of use of RCs in the subjects’
speech and writing (see 4.2.4). Support for the Accessibility Hierarchy is also found
within each English proficiency level and within each first language group, for which
there was relatively sufficient data. Even when the subjects provided relativisations that
were different from the predicted ones their performances conformed 1o the Accessibility
Hierarchy — among the 426 instances of alternative relativisations in the repetition and
sentence combination tasks, 414 involve relativisation on a higher position with only

eleven on a similar position and one on a lower position.

As for the subjects’ performances relating to relativisation on GEN position in different
tasks, the resuits show that GEN position is treated as more accessible to relativisation
than DO, [I0/OBL and OCOMP positions in the repetition and sentence combination

tasks, and even more so than all the other positions including SU in the grammaticality

judgment task. Nevertheless, this exception to the Accessibility Hierarchy, presumably

caused by ihe unique characteristic of the English genitive relative marker whose (Gass
1979), does receive a more natural explanation when viewed in terms of the processing
load associated with the structural complexity of this position as weli as its cognisant
salience. In fact, similar cases have been well documented elsewhere in the literature of
SLA studies (e.g. Gass 1979; Li and Li 1994). In contrast, however, this high levei of

accessibility evident in the three deductively designed tasks is not able (0 be assessed in
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the naturalistic speech and writing of the subjects because there was only one instance of

relativisation on GEN position which involved the use of an incorrect RC marker.

In view of all the results and analyses, we can conclude that the Accessibility Hierarchy
is overwhelmingly supported in the repetition and sentence combination tasks in terms of
both the predicted RC formation and different relativisation regardless of English
proficiency levels and first languages of the subjects, and that it is also supported in the
grammaticality judgment task and their specch and writing as well. Thus, the research

shows that the Accessibility Hierarchy is a valid predictor for 1.2 performances.

It is significant that the processing explanation for the Accessibility Hierarchy (Hawkins
:999) provides a more unifying approach than others in addressing types of regularities
and irregularities found in the data under examination. For example, the subjects’
performances in conformity with the Accessibility Hierarchy in various tasks are well
accounted for in terms of processing load associated wilh the structural complexity of
cach relativised position. While the Absolutive Hyvpothesis (Fox 1987) seems to account
better for the use of relative clauses in the subjects’ speech, it fails 10 address the same
phenomenon in their writing; the Accessibility Hierarchy, on the other hand, can validly
predict both cases. Furthermore, the processing-motivated explanation can adequately
and convincingly address the case of irregularity pertaining 1o the senience combination
task (see 4.2.2), for which the Inferruption account (Sadighi 1994) fails to {ind an answer
even though it can address adeguately many cases in that task. In short, the Accessibility
Hierarchy interpreted from a processing perspective provides a unifying and natural
explanation for predicting and interpreling interlanguage data with respect to relative

clauses in this study.

5.3. Findings regarding Other Implicational Universals

Six of the implicational hierarchies/hypotheses, either revisited cr newly motivated by
Hawkins (1999), are tested for the first time against inerlanguage data in the

grammaticality judgment task of the study (sec Appendix 1). The subjects’ performances
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pertaining to these typological universals are presented in Appendix IX, and detailed

analyses of their performances are provided in 4.3.

The validity of these implicational universals as predictors for interlanguage
performances is justified in most cases in this study. While the subjects’ performances
fully support the Subordinate Gap/No Gap hierarchy, the Hierarchy {or Complementisers,
and the Bridging Verb Hierarchy. and mostly support the Clause Embedding Hierarchy
and the Valency Completeness Hypothesis. they disconfirm the Head Noun Phrase

Hierarchy.

The evidence from the grammaiticality judgment task in the present study fully supports
the Subordinate Gap/No Gap hierarchy, the Hierarchy for Complementisers, and the
Bridging Verb Hierarchy. With regard to the Hierarchy for Complementisers, the filler-
gap construction across a 7hat-clause is regarded as more accepiabie (albeit slightly) than
that across an if-clause, which is, in turn. regarded as significantly more acceptable than a
whether-clause (see 4.3.1). There is also indirect evidence in support of the hierarchy in
the naturalistic data. In spite of the non-existence of a filler-gap construction across a
that/ifAvhether-clause in the naturalistic speech and writing, the subjects’ use of the three
complementisers in sentential compiements (sce 4.4.1) complies (albeit to varying
extents) with their performances in the grammaticality judgment task. As rzgards the
Bridging Verb Hierarchy, this study found that the filler-gap construction across a that-
clause with the matrix verb say is regarded as significantly more acceptable than filler-
gap constructions with either the matrix verb say sofily or the matrix verb whisper, both
of which are more semantically loaded than say and are judged as equally acceptable,
hence fully validating the hierarchy (see 4.3.3). With respect to the Subordinate Gap/No
Gap hierarchy, the filler-gap construction across an NP complex with one gap within its
filler-gap domain, is regarded as significantly more acceptable than that with two gaps
within its filler-gap domain (see 4.3.5). In fact both constructions are ungrammatical in
English; therefore the subjects’ performances in this regard are even more significant in
that they strongly support not only the validity of the hierarchy but its underlying

processing motivation as wetl.
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In the case of the Clause Embedding Hierarchy and Valency Completeness hypothesis,
this study provides two sets of confirming data and one set of undiscriminating data for
each of these implicational universals. Interestingly, however, the structure of fiiler-gap
constructions in the set of undiscriminating data for both universals is far more complex
than the structure in the confirming sets of data. For the Clause Embedding Hierarchy,
the filler-gap construction of wir-islands with two gaps in the complementiser phrases (in
the discriminate set), is structurally more complex than the filler-gap construction with
one gap in an infinitival phrase, finite clause or complex NP (in the confirming sets) (see
4.3.4). For the Valency Completeness Hypothesis, the filler-gap domain across a
sentential complement/subject (in the indiscriminate set) is structurally more complex
than the filler-gap domain across a prepositional complement or infinitival complement
(in the confirming sets) (see 4.3.6). All this suggests that these two universals do hold for
the interlanguage data unless the {iller-gap constructions such as wh-islands and

sentential subjects are too complex for L2 tearners to comprehend.

The Head Noun Phrase Hierarchy was not found to hold for the interlanguage data under
examination. According to the hierarchy, the filler-gap construction across an NP with an
indefinite head a (less semantically specific) should be regarded as more acceptable than
that with a definite head the, which should, in turn, be regarded as more acceptable than
that with a possessive modifier such as John's. However, contrary to these predictions,
the subjects in this study judged the filler-gap construction with g as the most
unacceptable despite the fact that they treat the filler-gap construction with she as more

acceptable than that with John 's (see 4.3.2).

To sum up, the implicational hicrarchics and hypotheses of Hawkins (1999) tested in this
study are predominantly supported by the interlanguage data in this study. All this
evidence suggests (hat processing-motivated implicational universals/hierarchies of
Hawkins (1999). not only provide a rich source of hypothetical assumptions to be tested
against L2 data, but prove to be valid predictors for L2 acquisition as well. On the other

hand, the theoretical implications drawn from SLLA studies in this regard have 10 do with
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the applicability of these universals in secondary languages such as interlanguage, hence
lending support to the universality of the universals. That is, if the universals are upheld

in L2 studies, they are ali the more predictive.

S5.4. Summary

Significantiy, this study, which focused on the examination of syntactic features of the
English interlanguage of ESL ‘zarners via typological (implicational) universals,
overwhelmingly confirms the validity and predictive power of these universals for
interlanguage phenomena. The typological (implicational) universals under examination
include the word order universal pertaining to question formation (Greenberg 1963), the
Accessibility Hierarchy concerning RC formation (Keenan and Comric 1977), and a
number of recently-formulated implicational hierarchies/hypotheses (Hawkins 1999),
which are predominantly supported by the results of the study. Variable as the
performances of the subjects in this study may be in terms of English proficiency levels.
first languages, and/or types (styles) of data, these universals are still found to be, on the

most part, valid predictors for interianguage behaviour.

It is no less significant that the processing account in terms of filler-gap domains
(Hawkins 1999) can not only explain consistently why typological universals are
postulated the way they are, but can adequately address both regularities and
irregularities of interlanguage performances relating to the universals as well. As
compared with other approaches, this processing approach promises a more unifying,
consistent and natural account for the interlanguage data at least as has been
demonstrated in this study, which suggests that universal processing constraints may play

a substantial role in second langi:age acquisition as well in first language acquisition.
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Chapter Six  Concluding Remarks

This chapter provides somme concluding remarks concerning the findings of this study.
Section one (6.1) addresses some methodological limitations of the study. Section two
(6.2) discusses the issue of the use of SLA data for the evaluation of typological
universals in linguistic typology. Scction three (6.3} suggests some theoretical issucs

arising from the study thal warrar: fuiure research.

6.1. Methodological Limitations of the Study

Apart from the major findings of the study. there are some perceived sampling limitations
of the research that need addressing. The first has (o do with the sampling of the subjects
on the basis of their English proficiency levels (also used as a variable of the study) at the
Monash University English Language Centre. As was mentioned in chapter three (3.1), it
was difficult to recruit participants at the lower levels - preliminary and pre-intermediate
— because there were fewer international students studying at these levels and even far
fewer recruited participants among the targeted population at these leveis as compared
with the other higher levels. In order to achieve a balanced sample of the study in terms
of English proficiency levels, the second round data collection aimed to recruit
participants at the higher levels — intermediate, upper-intermediate and advanced. The
low-, mid- and high-levels conveniently used in this study were therefore intermediate,
upper intermediate and advanced levels respectively rather than the originally attempted
range of levels from preliminary to advanced (see 3.1 and note 4 in Appendix !l for
details). As a result, the differences between subjects from different English proficiency

icvels were not always very big and some results in this respect are cven indiscriminate,

Relating to the above sampling factor, different L.t groups, used as another variable of the
study, could not be controlled and were thercfore unevenly represented in the sample.

Seven L1 groups were classified in the study with varying number in each group across

different tasks., For example, the Mandarin-speaking group had the largest number of

subjects (18) and the Indonesian-speaking group the smallest number (3) across all the
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tasks. In view of the unbalanced representation of L1 groups. the results examined via

this variable across various tasks should thercfore be read with caution.

Finally, a sampling limitation can also be found in the design of the Accessibility
Hierarchy-related items in the grammaticality judgment task (see 4.2.3). There were only
five task items designed to test the four relativised positions — SU, DO, 10 and GEN on
the Accessibility Hierarchy with two task items testing DO position (one of them was
originally designed as a postnominal RC in contrast to a prenominal RC (S11) in the
task). The inclusion of task items for testing OBL and OCOMP positions and also two
task items for testing each of the relativised positions would have led to the data in this
task being more sufficiently constituied and therefore more comparable to the results of
other tasks in this regard. The lack of sufficient data in the examination ol the subjects’
performances via factors of different English proficiency levels and first languages, may
have contributed to some exceptions to the Accessibility Hierarchy in this task, whereas
in the repetition and sentence combination tasks in which there were relatively more

sufficient data, there were no exceptions under the same examinations.

6.2. Use of SLA Data for the Evaluation of Typological Universals

The use of SLA data for the evaluation of typological universals is significant on two
grounds. First, typological universals, which are formulated on the basis of the
examination of primary languages of the world, will be more predictive if they are upheld
in secondary languages such as interlanguages. I these typological universals are indeed
motivated by the processing constraints of the human mind, these constraints should
fogically apply not only to primary languages but also to secondary languages such as
interlanguages since human beings tesort to the same processing mechanism in the
acquisition of languages, be they primary or secondary. Studies ol secondary languages
{otlowing a typological approach can also inform the study of language universals. The
typological universal approach, amongst other approaches, has enriched the inquiries in
the field of SLA and the present research is an example of the appflication of this

approach in interlanguage studies.
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For this study, the interlanguage data collected from L2 learners of English with a variety
of Ll-speaking backgrounds forms the basis for testing a number of typological
universals. On the one hand, the typological universals are overwhelmingly supported by
the interlanguage data of the study, no matter whether these universals have been tested
widely such as the Accessibility Hierarchy (Keenan and Comrie 1977), less widely such
as those of question formation (Greenberg 1963), or tested for the first time in this study
such as those of filler-gap constructions (Hawkins 1999). This is quite significant becauise
most of these universals hold for the interlanguage of the L2 subjects in this study
irrespective of their different Enzlish proficiency levels and different first languages they
speak. On the other hand, despite the interlanguage variability in terms of the differences
between individual performances in different types of tasks of the study, common
interlanguage syntactic features are found to exist in the way predicted by the typological

universals under examination.

Importantly, the subjects’ performances have been shown to support the universals in
most cases with the exceptions identified. The small number of counterexamples in this
study, though not discrediting the overwhelming validity of the universals tested, can also
inform these universals nonetheless. When faced with counterexamples, there are three
possiblities open (cf. Comric 1981: 158). The three options for addressing the
counterexamples in this study are: 1) the universal as stated is defective in some way; 2)
the universal is not relevant to certain structures; or 3) the universal does not apply 10

secondary languages such as interlanguages. We now examine these cases respectively.

1) The universal as stated is defective in some way — either the universal is a tendency
rather than an absolute or coumterexamples suggest thai it should be modified or

abandoned.

| do not believe | have discovered any cases such as this in this study. In Greenberg’s
(1963) 30-language sample, both implicational universals ~ * ¥Yes/no Inversion implies Wh
Inversion™ and “Wh Inversion implies Wh TFronting” are absolute. The one

counterexample to the universal *Yes/no Inversion implies ¥/ Inversion™ in this study as
p Y
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well as in Eckman et al (1989), as compared with the overwhelming confirming evidence
in both studies, does not suggest that this universal is not absolute, let alone modified or
abandoned. The exception in this study has more to do with the idiosyncratic features of
interlanguage development of one subject (M7), whose performances were found to

violate the universal in the first round collected data but not in the second round.

2) The universal may not be relevant to certain structures, which, on the surface, seem as

though they ought to be subject to the particular universal.

I argue here, that the English possessive ‘s construction which is found in this study to be
a counterexample to the Accessibility Hierarchy, may be regarded as a non-canonical

genitive construction, and therefore not be subject to the Accessibility Hierarchy.

Apparent exceptions to the Accessibility Hierarchy relating to the subjects’ performances
on relative clauses which relativise on GEN position were found in the repetition,
sentence combination and grammaticality judgment tasks in this study (see 4.2.1, 4.2.2,
and 4.2.3). Specifically, there are more instances of (near) correct repetition and of
predicted RC embedding on GEN position than on DO, 10/0BL, and OCOMP positions
in the repetition and sentence combination tasks respectively. and there are more
instances of judging reiativisation on GEN position as more acceptable than relativisation

on any other position on the Accessibility Hierarchy in the grammaticality judgment task.

These findings are consistent with some similar findings in the literature such as in Gass
(1979), and Li and Li (1994}, both of which tried to account for their counterexamples
from different perspectives. Gass (1979) suggested two possible accounts for her
counterexamples in terms of perceivable salience of the English invariant RC marker
whose and her L2 subjects’ specific interpretation of the RC marker and the noun
tollowing it as a whole unit, which covers either SU or DO positions (positions high on
the Accessibility Hierarchy). Li and Li’s explanation for their counterexamples is less
convincing, which is similar to Gass’s first proposed explanation, but less accurate (see

note 24 for details).
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Keenan and Comrie (1977) formulated the Accessibility Hierarchy on the basis of a 49-
language sample in which about 40 languages have one means or another to relativise on
GEN position. Two thirds (27 languages) of the 40 fanguages demonstrate the preference
for the strategy of pronoun retention for relativisaiion on GEN positiori (a position that
exemplifies the most frequent use of this strategy compared to any other relativised
position).>® Keenan and Comrie (1977: 92) suggested that the pronoun retaining strategy
is used “in proportion to the difficulty of the position being relativized”; that is, the lower
the relativised position down the hierarchy, the more the languages using the strategy will
be found as long as relativisation is allowed. English is among the languages that do not
use the pronoun retention strategy but allow relativisation on GEN position. For example,
although the English genitive RC marker whose is functionally similar to the French dont
and the Swedish vars, the latter two are, nevertheless, preferably replaced in praciice by
an alternative relativisation on SU position in a causative construction (Keenan and
Comrie 1977: 9l). 1t thus seemed that ithe freedom with which English allows
relativisation on GEN without a pronoun copy via the RC marker whose is different from

that in the majority of the world languages.

It is crucial here to recall that English has two ways of forming possessives, one with the
possessive s, and one with the of~construction. I would argue that it is the latter rather
than the former that may be more comparable to typical genitive constructions in the

world’s languages.

Croft (1990: 28-32) enumerated ten typologicaily different genitive constructions, among
which Linker is a “rare strategy”.’® He argues that “The English genitive - is a unique

possessive morpheme”, and “would probably best be analyzed as a linker, because it

> Refer to Tables | and 2 in Keenan and Comirie {1977: 76-9, 93) for details. Keenan and Comrie (1977;
93) listed 26 languages that have pronoun retention in relative clauses, but Hawkins (1999: 258) mentioned
27 languages, adding Tongan, an ergative language, in the list.

% w“Linker: A rare strategy, found chiefly in adjectival, genitive and other noun-noun constructions, is to
use an additional morpheme called a “linker.” The linker is normally invariant marker used for modifiers in
noun phrases but not in predicate-argument (verb-noun-phrase) relations in clauses. The linker is invariant
or contrasts only with simple juxtaposition, and functions merely to link the possessor and head noun
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contrasts primarily with noun-noun juxtaposition, it does not occur in the same syntactic
position as the English prepositions, and is not used for verb (predicate)-argument NP
relations™ (Croft 1990: 32). In genitive constructions, it is the case marker and the
adposition — “the independent counterpart of the case marker” (Croft 1990: 30) — rather

than the /inker that are more typologically attested.

The structures of the possessive morpheme s in English (as in the lady's house) and of-
genitive construction (as in the house of the lady) might be illustrated in the tree

representations in m.>

(1)  a. possessive s b. of-genitive

NP NP

i
DP/NP  (linker) N NP pp
T T e

Det N . N  Prep NP
d/\\

Det N
| !

the lady s house the  house of the lady

The structure in 1b involves two full NPs and a preposition, whereas the structure in la
has only one full NP (It is not possible to have independent determiners for both nouns in
the English possessive s construction). When relativisation on GEN position occurs in
English, there are also two alternatives involving whose or of-relative pronoun as shown

in (2).

(2)  a. The lady whose house we bought teaches Spanish.
b. The table, the top of which we scratched, lost a lot of its value.

grammalicaily. The linker may be bound to one (or both) of the constituenis, or function as an independent
article.,” (Croft 1990: 32)
71 believe that within the Chomskyan approach, ’s is not assigned to a category but treated in some places
as a kind of spelling cut feature.
** The invariant English RC marker whose can be similarly analysed as “who + a linker -s” or “who’s”,
which is exemplified in the subjects’ performance in the sentence combination task.




£

Similarly, it may well be that of which in 2b rather than whose in 2a is more comparable
to the typical structure of GEN relativisation in the world’s languages, and more
comparable to the relativised GEN position on the Accessibility Hierarchy as well.
Because GEN position, fow on the Accessibility Hierarchy, involves processing
complexity in gap identification, the majority of the languages that allow relativisation on
GEN position at all, resort to the pronoun retaining strategy by avoiding the gapping
strategy (Hawkins 1999). English does not have the pronoun retaining strategy for
relativisation on GEN; instead, it has the gapping strategy by using uniquely an invariant
RC marker whose, which is more frequently used than the ‘of-relative pronoun’ structure
and is probably perceivably salient (Gass 1979).”° In Hawkins’ terms, the filler-gap
domain with a gap (whose) in the possessive ’s construction such as la, contains fewer
nodes to be processed than the filler-gap domain with a gap (of-relative pronoun) in the
of-genitive construction such as 1b, and could therefore be expected to be more
accessible. If the examination of relativisation on GEN positior: was restrictd to the ‘of-
relative pronoun’ structure only, the results for English interfanguage would predictably

support the Accessibility Hierarchy without exceptions.

Provided the above argumentation holds, we can tentatively conclude that since the
English possessive s construction is typologically unusual, the L2 learners’ performance
on relativisation on GEN position in English (as shown by the results of this study as well
as those in Gass 1979, and Li and Li 1994) is irrelevant to the examination of the
Accessibility Hierarchy. In that case, the exceptions relating to English relativisation on
GEN position are not damaging to the validity of the Accessibility Hierarchy nor to its

underlying processing motivated assumption.

3) A third way to approach apparent counterexamples to proposed universals is to
consider whether: certain universals may not apply to secondary languages such as
interlanguage at ceriain stages of acquisition due fo the semantic or syntactic complexity

they involve.

59 . . . A .
The use of whose and of-relative pronoun also has to do with animacy. Compared with (2), “The lady,
Y
the house of whom we bouglt teaches Spanish” seems awkward in English, while “The table whosc top we
scratched fost a lot of its value™ seems acceptable.
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The exceptions to the Head Noun Phrase Hierarchy may be explained in terms of the
semantic complexity involved. It is proposed that the exceptiens to the Head Noun Phrase
Hierarchy (Hawkins 1999) are due more to the complexity of the use of English articles

and the level of competence of L2 learners than to the implicational universal itself.

The English articles are very complex in that the appropriate or correct use of them
nvolves comprehending and discriminating between a whole set of semantic features
including definiteness, specificity and anaphoric reference as well as syntactic contexts
such as number. For L2 learners, especially for those whose first languages do not have a
category of articles, it seems difficult for them to use the English articles appropriately
especially in contexts that require fine discrimination. For example, in the English
sentence “The book is on the table”, the definiteness of book and rable is expressed with
the preceded definite article she, but in Chinese the definiteness is expressed with bare
nouns shu (the book) and zhwozi (the table). Therefore, it is likely that the subjects in this
study have not fully acquired the set of semantic and syntactic features of the English
articles, let alone in a coniext involving more complex structures of filler-gap
dependencies, which contributes primarily to the counterexample to the Head Noun

Phrase Hierarchy.

The case of indiscriminate responses of the subjects to both the Clause Embedding
Hierarchy and the Valency Completeness Hypothesis (see 4.3.7) appears to be a function
of the structural complexity of wh-islands and sentential subjects in English that are
beyond the competence of the subjects in some way. It is not the case that ESL learners
have the same competence as L1 speakers. What has been observed in this study is that
the subjects have differential mastery of structures that accord with the relative
complexity of structures as characterised by the relevant universals. It is perhaps not
surprising that there is a limit to the degree of complexity second language learners can

process.
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6.3. Some Theoretical Issues Arising from the Study That Warrant
Future Research

On the basis of the findings of this study, some possible areas for future rescarch are
suggested. First, the implicational universals pertaining to question formation (Greenberg
1963) were predominantly supported by this study as well as the study of Eckman et al
(1989). However, there was one exception 1o the universal “Yes/no [nversion implies Wh
Inversion™ in both studies, and there was a ceiling effect in the usc of initial wh words in
the universal “Wh Inversion implies Wh Fronting™ among all the subjects in both studies
as well. The subjects in both studies were L2 learners of English at the English
proficicncy levels well above beginner or preliminary levels. 1t might therefore be
interesting to see whether more exceptions would arise and whether the ceiling effect of
the use of initial w/ words in wh-questions will persist in {uture studies using beginning

L2 fearners of English as subjects.

The Accessibility Hierarchy (Keenan and Comrie 1977) was supported by all types of
data in this study. Interestingly, although both the Accessibility Hierarchy and the
Absolutive Hypothesis (Fox 1987) bold in the naturalistic speech and writing, stronger
support for the former is found in the written essays and stronger support for the latter
comes {rom the conversaiion (see 4.2.4). To gain a better understanding of the extent to
which each of the two implicational universals holds for what type of interlanguage data,
it i1s suggested that future research include a variely of tasks apart from naturalistic data 1o
examine the relativisation on the arguments — S, A and P. The discussion pertaining to
the exceptions to the Accessibility lierarchy (see 6.2) suggests that it will be
theoretically interesting to see whether exceptions will still arise in studies that use the

‘of-relative pronowr’ structure instead of the whose structure for relativisaiion on GEN

position.

Finally, since this study is the first tentative attemipt (as {ar as the writer knows) to test the
recently motivated implicational hierarchies/hypotheses of Hawkins (1999) in L2
settings, more research is warranted. Furthermore. it will be interesting 10 see whether the

processing account in term of filler-gap domains associated with various (ypes of
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structural complexity, which explains L2 phenomena adequately in this study, is further

supported in second language acquisition studies to come.
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APPENDICES
Appendix 1

Table of Universals Tested,

Data Collected and Methods Used in the Study

Implicational Universals*

Daia

Methods

Universal 11 of Greenberg (1963):
If yes-no inversion, then Wh inversion; if Wh

inversion, then initial Wh words/phrases

Naturalistic oral

production

Conversation task (including an

interview & a role-play)

Accessibility Hierarchy
sU > DO > 10 > OBL > GEN > OCOMP
(Keenan and Comrie 1977)

Oral & writlen;
comprehension

& production

Tasks of conversation. repetition,
sentence combination, &
grammaticality judgment, and

coliected written essays

Filler-gap dependencies (Hawkins 1999)
a. Clause Embedding Hierarchy

Comprchension

Grammaticality judgment task

b. Subordinate Gap/No Gap Hierarchy

Comprehension

Grammalicality judgment task

¢. Hierarchy for Complementisers (Kluender
1952)

Comprehension

Grammaticality judgment task ]

d. Bridging Verb Hierarchy

Comprehension

Grammaticality judgment task

e. Head Noun Phrase Hierarchy

Comprehension

Grammaticality judgment task

f. Valency Completeness Hypothesis

Comprehension

Grammaticality judgment task

* For detailed illustration of these universals, refcr {0 chapter 2,
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Appendix 11 Profiles of the Subjects
No. | Code Gender | Age Country First Yearsof | Months Class
Name* of Origin Lanpuage | Learning | of Stay in | Level****
English Australia
1 M1 F 25 Taiwan Mandarin [3%* 2 b-GEAC
2 M2a/ F 37 China Mandarin 24 | c-GES/ ETP6A
M2b**
3 M3 M 23 Hong Kong [ Mandarin 20 1& 172 c-GlE5
4 M3 M 29 China Mandarin 15 3 b-GE4B
5 MSa/M5b | M 26 China Mandarin i3 3 b-GE4B/EPTOA
6 Mo M 20 China Mandarin 7 2 h-GE4C
7 M7a/M7b | IF 25 China Mandarin 12 3 d-ETP&/F, offer
8 M8 M 2 Taiwan Mandarin 12 12 b-GEAB
9 MO M 19 China Mandarin 7 2 d-EPT6A
10 M0 F 26 China Mandarin 14 I ¢-ITPSA
11 M1 F 23 China Mandarin 11 4 d-EPT6A
12 Mi2 g 23 China Mandarin 11 2 cITPSA
i3 M1 G |26 China Mandarin 6 3 c-ETPSA
14 M4 M 24 China Mandarin 12 ] c-EPTSA
15 MI5 I’ 23 China Mandarin 13 | c-ETPSA
6 | N I 28 Japan Japanese 15 1& 112 b-GE4C
17 J2 ¥ 20 Japan Japanese 8 | a-Gli33
18 143 M 20 Japan Japanese 8 | & 1/2 b-(HA4AC
19 |4 M 20 Japan Japanese 8 1 b-Gl4l3
20 Js M 20 Japan Japanese 10 1& 172 bh-GE4D
2l J6 5 20 Japan Japanese 9 2 h-GE4R
22 J7 r 20 Japan Japanese 8 [ a-Gli2
23 | J8 ¥ 21*** | Japan Japanese i | ¢-0Oli5
24 149 M 21*** | Japan Japanese grer 2 b-GLE4B
25 J10 M 27 Japan Japancse 14 1 b-GE4B
26 | H11 F 20*** | Japan Japanese govx 4 b-GLE4C
27 | 12 F 22 I lapan Japanese 9 2 c-GliSA
28 | Kl ¥ 26 “Kurea Korcan 13 5 c-GLS
29 K2 M 20¢¢* | Korea Korcan bl 3 b-GE4B
30 K3 M 23 Korea Korcin 10 2 h-GE4B
3l K4 M 27 Korea Kaorean 14 6 c-GESA
32 K5 M 21 Korca Korean 8 7 c-GIESA
33 Kb M 23 Korea Korean 10 3 b-Gli43
3 k7 M 20 Korea Korean 7 2 d-GLlEGA
35 K8 M 21 Korea __| Korean 8 3 ¢-LEPTSA
36 K9 M 23 Koren Korean 10 4 c-OESA
37 Yia/Vih M 25 Viclnam Vietnamese | 4 4 a-GEIBMAPTOA
38 V2 I 19 Vicinam Victnamese | 13 4 -GS
39 V3 i 23 Vielnam Victnamese | 13 4 b-Gl24B
40 v M 23 Vietnam Victnamese | 2-3 4 d-LEPToA
41 Vs I 41 Vietnam Victnamese | 2-3 4 d-LIF16A
42 Vo I 27 Vietnam Victnamese | 14 ] d-1ETP6A
43 V7 M 25 Victnam Vietnamese | 1 [ d-LPTeA
44 11 B 23 ‘Thailand Thai 10 4 d-GL6A
45 12 I 23 Thailand Thai 13 3 C-EPT5A
46 13 F 23 Thailand Thai 10 7 d-GL6A
47 T4 i 21 Thailand Thai 8 8 d-GlE6A
48 TS M 23 Thailand Thai 10 7 d-GE6A
49 T i 23 Thailand Thai 10 5 c-LETPSA
50 7 F 23 Thaitand Thai 1 5 ¢ETPSA
51 Ini M 19 indonesin Indonesian | 10 2 c-GliS
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52 In2 M 23 Indoncsia Indoicsian | 10 3 c-EPTSA

33 In3 F 20 Indencsia Indonesian | 9 3 d-ETP6A

54 S1a/Stb M 33 Colombia Spanish 6 2 a-GE2/ Gl:4B
55 52 I 37 Colombia Spanish 25 4 c-GESA

56 | F1 F 19 Switzerland | French 6 6 d-ETP6A

57 |1t r 26 Switzerland | Halian 5 5 d-LEPTHA

58 Bl F 29 Bangladesh | Bangla 19 4 d-EPT6A

NOTE:

*: The code name for each subject is composed of a letter (or 1wo) indicating his/her first language,
and a number indicating the order he/she is assigned within his/her first language group. Those
subjects who participated in none of the tasks but the written essay collection were not listed here
(see Appendices VI and XI for their performances in the written essays).

**.  Subjects who participated in both rounds of data collection with a referring to the first round and b
to the second round.

Approximate age entered when raw data was deficient or years of learning English approximated
when numerical figures were not specifically stated (e.g., since Junior High School).

¥¥*%: There were seven class levels for the subjects;: GE2 (N=2).GE3(N=2),. GE4(N=18), GE5S (N

=113 GE6 (N=5),ETP 5 (N = 10) and ETP 6 (N = 15) (Those who participated in both rounds.
were counted separately).

According to their corresponding levels, the seven class levels were re-grouped into four levels:

a. preliminary to pre-intermediate: GE2 & 3 (N = 4)

b. intermediate: GE 4 (N = [8)

c. upper-intermediate: GE 5 & ETP 5 (N = 21)

d. advanced: GE 6 & ETP 6 (N = 20)

For the purpose of the analysis and reporting of the results in the main text, these were {urther
reduced to three levels by collapsing levels @ and b into one, conveniently labeled as low level (g
and b). mid level (¢}, and high level (d) respectively.

kK.
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Appendix [II  Tasks for Data Collection (Approx. 35 minutes)

I Conversation

A. Interview (Approx. 5 — 8 minutes)

The native English speaker will talk with each participant fol'owing the guidelines set

below:

a. Exchange greetings and setile the participants down.

b. Ask basic questions about personal background information (age, country of origin,
native language, years of studying English, years of staying in Australia, etc.)

c. Ask the participants to describe their studies (importance of learning English, learning
methods, difficulties and problems, differences between English and their native
languages, etc.), interests/hobbies, campus life, work and/or some other topic that
they can talk about in detail.

d. Ask the participants about their future plans afler their studies at the Language
Centre.

e. Conclude the interview and go to the next task.

B. Cued Elicitation of Questions (Approx. 3 — 5 minutes)

Information about wh and yes/no questions will be elicited in the following ‘information
gap’ task. Each participant will be given one of the two cued cards to start a conversation
with the native speaker and gain information as specified by the cues from her.

Card One: Buying a secondhand TV set: You want to buy a secondhand TV set. The
native speaker is in charge of a shop that selis secondhand TV sets. Ask her for information
about the TV set you want by using yes/no questions and/or questions with words like who, what,
where, why, how, how much, and so on.
Find out about: brand

size

price

remote control

delivery

warrantee

Card Two: Melbourne: You are interested in going sightseeing in Melbourne. The
native speaker comes from Melbourne. Ask her for information about Melbourne by using
yes/no questions and/or questions with words like who, what, where, why, how, how much, and so
on.

Find out about: weather
size
places of interest
shops
transport
entertainment
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Il Repetition (Approx. 5 minutes)

Ask participants to repeat the following sentences afier the native speaker recorded on the
tape.

The dog which Penny bought today is very gentle
The man who Neil is as rich as gave less.

The girl who got the answer right is clever.,

The boy whose brother tells lies is always honest.
The girl who Sue wrote the story with is proud.

The man who Ann gave the present to was old.

The girl whose friend bought the cake was waiting,
The food which Chris paid the bill for was cheap.
The dog which Mary taught the trick to was clever.
10 The tetter which Dick wrote yesterday was very long,.
1. The boy who Mike writes better than was listening.
12. The boy who told the story was very young,.

WP NNk~

III.  Sentence Combination (Approx. 5 minutes)
Read the following pairs of sentences and combine each pair into one sentence containing
a relative clause like the following example.

Example: The boy ran to school.
The boy was singing.  =>  The boy who was singing ran to school.

The policeman caught the thief. The thief stole the car.

The bookstore changed its name. The bookstore sells science books.

The dog ate the bone. The boy found the bene.

The speech impressed the audience. The chairman made the speech.

The girl saw the actor. The girl sent a letter to the actor.

The boy broke his words. The girl lent her car to the boy.

The detective questioned the man. You work with the man.

The dog won a prize. Sue told her mother about the dog,.

The manager sacked the man. The man’s ne_ligence caused the accident.
lO My son saw the lady. We bought her house last week.

11. The boy stole the jewels. His father teaches law.

12. The patient commiitted suicide. The doctor regarded his disease as incurable.
13. The man won the race. You run as fast as the man.

14. The man saw the lady. His wife is less beautiful than the lady.
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IV. Grammaticality Judgment (Approx. 5 — 10 minutes)

Read the foliowing sentences and circle one of the choices at the end of each sentence.
V : acceptable English
X : unacceptable English

? . not sure
(1) The dog that is barking at the chiid is a poodle. V X ?
(2) The lady whose purse was stolen went to the police station. V X ?
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(3) The problem that we tatked about it for a long time has been
solved now.

(4) Tony lost the dictionary who you borrowed last week.

(5) The boy who Mary sent a posicard to is her brother.

(6) The man hit the boy who you saw in the supermarket.

(7) The lady talked to John yesterday is his mother.

(8) The student was very happy whose paper got the highest score.

(9) What did she tell John about?

(10)  What did John doubt whether she would win?

(1) He interviewed the man yesterday has come.

(12)  Has Mary told you to do what?

(13)  What did John doubt if she would win?

(14) Whodid you see a picture of?

(15) Do you think who the mayor will meet?

(16) What did John doubt that she would win?

(17)  Who did you see the picture of?

(18) How angry did Mary say that John was?

(19)  The book she bought last week is missing.

(20)  What did Iohn doubt the truth of?

(21)  How angry did Mary say softly that John was?

(22)  What did you wonder how they would bake?

(23)  Who did you see John’s picture of?

(24)  Who do you know the professor that taught?

(25)  The person that you hoped to see is Harry.

(26) How angry did Mary whisper that John was?

(27)  Whodid it surprise Sue that Mary disliked?

(28)  What did you wonder how to bake?

(29)  The person that you hoped that you would see is Harry.

(33)  What did the title of amuse John?

(31)  What do you regret the {act that he stole?

(32) What did to read fascinate Sue?

(33)  The student who you know the professor that taught is Harry.

(33’) The person that you thought that Bili said Harry wanted to see

has gone overseas.*

(34)  Who did that Mary disliked surprise Sue?

(35)  What did John read the title of?

(36) What did it fascinate Sue to read?
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* Task item (33) was used in the first round of data collection and task item (33°) in the second round.
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Appendix 1V Counts of Instances in Features of Question Word Order

Code Neme
of Subjects

Tota}
WHQ YNQ

Festure A
('} Frounting)

Feature 3
{H'% Inversion)

Feature C
{ Yes/no Inversion)

M1

3 6

3

-t

M2b

—
(3]

M3

M4

ad D]

M3b

Mé

M7a

M7b

ME

10

M3

Y R | e | e | a2

MIG

12

M1l

13

Mi2
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14

i3

~1

15

Ml4

16

MI5

17

J2

18

J3

19

J4

20

Jb

L] B ] By Lo RN | RPH)

21

J8

F-"

12

Ji0

23

Jti

24
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25

K1
k2

26

K3

27

K4

28

29

K6

30

K7

31

32

33

34

35

36
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39

40

41

42

whsd|w] Ll opmlS ool =l Ll Sl ] wa] Ll ra S ] o

43

o

44

45

St td] e fr o] e

46

-

47

48

49

50

51

el e e 1 LT Bl T Kl K ]

52

LY=] IR I T LA G Y - RS L B D W LR N L RN LR R R P LR b (RN B ) RFEY JIEY §NEY DESNY DIV MY BWL R Y IO Y RSN RO [ ] R - SR F ] Y £

Total
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66
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33

Lid ol and Rt d et %57 B EoT ey I AV Y -7 J N ) Y 8

40

Note: in the table, Column | shows the sequential number of subjects (50 in all with M7 and $1 in boih rounds). Column 2 lists code
names of the subjects with letters indicating the fiest lanzuage (8 = Bangla, F = French, | = Indonesian, It = ltalian, ] = Japanese, K, =
Korean, M = Chinese, 8 = Spanish, T = Thai, V = Vietnamese) and digital figures indicating the sequential namber of the subjects
within that particular first-danguage group. Column 3 provides the &val number of wh and yes/no questions obtained from each
subject. Columns 4-6 provide figures involving the three features resp Jtively. Column 4 shows the number of instances of Initial wh
wordsfphrases, Column 5 shows the number of instances of wh inveesion, and Column 6 shows the number of instunces of yesfie
inversion for cach subject.




Appendix V  Definitions of Features for the Repetition Task (A)

1. Correct repetition: Sentences are considered as correct if subjects miss or
misuse no more than two words which do not occupy the positions of S, V, O or
Complement. In addition, words with incorrect number, tense, aspect, or agreement,
and omitted non-obligatory RC markers are disregarded.

e.g. The dog which Penny bought today is gentle.
The dogs Penny bought today were very gentle.

2. Near correct repefition:  Sentences are considered as nearly correct if subjects
misuse a verb, miss or misuse one word which occupies the positions of S, O or
Complement (no more than two missed or misused words in total) or if the verb is in
the passive instead of the active voice. In addition, words with incorrect number,
tense, aspect, or agreement, and omitted non-obligatory RC markers are disregarded.
e.g. The dog which/that Penny put/bring today is very gentle.

The dog which Penny bought today is very...

3. Failed repetition: Classified in this feature are examples that include non- or partial
repetition, and attempled repetition that cannot be classified according to the other
categories.

e.g. The dog which Penny today is very gentle.
The dog with Penny today is very gentle.
Dog is Penny today is very gentle.

4. Incorrect RC marker: Examples classified in this feature includes sentences in
which subjects have used an incorrect RC marker such as ‘who’ instead of *whose’ or
‘who...with'.

e.g. The girl who triend bought the cake is waiting.
The girl who Sue wrote the story is proud.

5. Different meaning:  Sentences which have the same structure of relativisation as the
original sample sentences, have quite different meaning due to choice of different
lexical items.

e.g. A bog | bought yesterday is very dangerous.
The bog which Penny paid today is gentle

6. Omission of obligatory RC marker: Classified in this category is a sentence which
omits an obligatory relative clause marker, the insertion of which would make the
sentence either as an instance of correct repetition or one of near correct repetition.
e.g. The girl got the answers right is clever.

The dog is taught a trick to is clever.
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7. Different relativisation:

meaning.
e.g. The dog which born Jenny today is very gentle.

8. Topic-comment structure:

The dog which played today is very gentie.

Sentences which relativise on different positions {from
those of the sample sentences. Such examples may inciude sentences that are quite
similar in meaning to the original, and sentences that have a significantly different

The sample sentence is expressed in a topic-comment

structure in which the topic is relativised on.

9. Resumptive words:
resumptive pronoun or nout is used.
e.g. The girl who his friend bought the cate is waiting.

e.g. The girl who wrote this story, she is proud.

The boy who Mike write better than, he is listening.

Classified in this category is a relative clause in which a

The letter which was Dick wrote it was long.

Individual Performances in the Repetition Task (B)

No [ Code ; SU DO 10 OBl GEN QUCOMP
Name | &3 512 S1 S10 56 §9 S5 58 54 57 82 Sti
| M1 3 3 6 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 7
2 M2a* || [ 3 3 7 3 3 3 2 1 7 3
3 Mz2b i { 3 2 2 7 2 3 l | 7 3
4 M3 6 1 7 3 7 3 3 3 4 2 3 3
3 M4 3 2 3 1 3 7 3 3 ] 7 3 3
6 M5a 6 1 3 3 3 7 3 3 3 3 3 7
7 M5h 6 1 3 3 7 3 3 4,7 3 3 7 1
3 Mo 1 1 1 7 7 3 3 3 1 7 3 3
9 M7 1 1 7 1 2 7 7 7 1 { 7 7
10 1 M7b 1 1 1 1 2 ! 7 | i | 7 3
I | M8 1 | 3 3 7 7 4 7 7 7 7 7
12 | MY 1 | | 3 3 3 | 3 3 7 3 [
13 | M1 1 ! | 3 3 3 3 7 2 3 3 3
14 | MI! I | 3 7 7 3 7 3 7 7 7 3
15 | MI2 2 | 7 3 3 3 3 3 7 3 3 3
iv | M1 1 1 3 3 ] 7 i } 7 4 7 7
17 1 MI14 i 1 3 | 2 3 7 3 i 4.9 7 3
18 | M15 I 1 ] | 7 3 7 3 ! 1 7 7
19 1 J1 6 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
0 1n I ] 1 3 4 3 3 3 1 7 3 2
20 18 3 | 3 3 3 3 7 3 3 7 3 7
22 | 44 { 1 1 3 4 7 4 3 1 2 3 3
23 | J5 2 ! 3 3 3 3 3 3 7 7 7 3
24 [J8 2 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 | 3 7 3
BNM 1 t 1 | 3 3 3 7 7 7 7 K
26| J10 1 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
27 141 3 1 3 2.9 3 3 3 3 7 7 7 3
28 1 J12 6 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
29 | Kt ! 2 3 ] 7 3 3 3 7 3 7 3
30 [ K2 I ! 3 A 3 6 7 3 ! 2 3 3
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Appendix VI Definitions of Features

1.

for the Sentence Combination Task (A)

Predicted RC embedding: Classified in this feature are sentences that are
combined in accordance with the requirement — the combined sentence shouid
contain a relative clause with the first sentence in a pair becoming a matrix clause and
the second embedded in the first as a relative clause. Words with incorrect number,
tense, aspect, or agreement, and omitted non-obligatory RC markers are disregarded.
e.g. The dog ate the bone the boy found.*

a. Relativisation on a similar position: Sentences classified in this {eature include
those that relativise on a position different from the predicted relativised position but
ranked as the same on the hierarchy. Words with incorrect number, tense, aspect, or
agreement, and omitted non-obligatory RC markers are disregarded.

e.g. The boy found the bone that the dog ate.

b. Relativisation on a higher position: Sentences classified in this feature include
those that relativise on a (different) position that is higher than the predicted
relativised position on the hierarchy. Words with incorrect number, tense, aspect, or
agreement, and omitted non-obligatory RC markers are disrcgarded.
e.g. The dog ate the bone which was found by the boy.
The boy found the bone which was ¢aten by the dog.

¢. Relativisation on a lower position: Sentences classified in this feature include
those that relativise on a (different) position that is lower than the predicted
relativised position on the hierarchy. Words with incorrect number, tense, aspect. or
agreement, and omitted non-obligatory RC markers arc disregantid. No
exemplifying examples are found in this category.

No adjacency to the head noun: Classified in this feature is a relative clause that is
separated from its head noun.
e.g. The man saw the lady whose wife is less beautiful than the lady.

The bookstore changed its name that seils science books.

Inaccessible head noun: Examples classified in this teature include relative clauses
whose head nouns are either in possessive case or non-existent.
e.g. The man’s negligence caused the accident who was sacked the man.

Incorrect relative markers: Examples classifted in this feature include relative
clauses that use incorrect case marking or animacy on a relative pronoun, or omit an
obligatory preposition used with a refative marker.

¢.g. The bone who found by the boy was ate by the dog.

The manager sacked the man who’s negligence caused the accident.
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6. Topic-comment structure: Sentences classified in this feature contain a topic-
comment structure in which the topic is relativised on.
e.g. The boy who found the bone the dog ate it.
The man who saw the lady his wift is less beautiful than the lady.

7. Resumptive words: Classified in this feature is a relative clause in which a
resumplive pronoun or noun is used.
e.g. The man saw the lady who his wife is less beautiful than her.
The man whose his wife is less beautiful than the lady saw the lady.

8. Omission of obligatory RC marker:  Classified in this feature is a sentence which
omits an obligatory relative clause marker, the insertion of which would make the
sentence cither as an instance of predicted sentence combination or one of
relativisation on a higher position.

e.g. The bookstore sell science book has changed its name.
Sue told her mother about the dog won a prize.

9. Other RC-related non-standard forms: Classified in this feature are errors
concerning relative clauses such as double relativisation without a matrix clause,
which can not be classified according to category 2, 3,4, 5, 6, or 7.

e.g. The man whose wife is less beautiful than the lady who he saw.

10. Failure to supply a relative clause: Examples classified in this feature include no
try, incomplete sentences, unintelligible sentences as well as different types of
sentences other than relative clauses.

e.g. The manager sackcd the man’s accident.
The dog ate the bone alter a boy found the bone.,

* Examples are cited from the subjects’ performances in task items §2, §5, §9, S11 and
S14, which are presented as follows along with their respective predicted RC embedding:

S2: The dog ate the bone. The boy found the bone. - The dog ate the bone that/which
the boy found.

85: The manager sacked the man. The man’s negligence caused the accident, - The
manager sacked the man whose negligence caused the accident.

§9: The man saw the lady. His wife is less beautifui than the lady. > The man saw the
lady who his wife is less beautiful than.

S11: the dog won a prize. Sue told her mother about the dog. > The dog thatwhich Sue
told her mother about won a prize.

S14: The bookstore changed its name. The bookstore sells science books. = The
bookstore that/which selis science books changed its name.
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Individual Performances in the Sentence Combination Task (B)

Ne | Code | SU DO 10 OBL GEN-SU GEN-DO OCOMP
Name | S1 S14 | 82 S13 1 83 §$12 | 54 811 | S5 56 S8 S10 | 8§87 59
1 M1 1 3 2h 2b. [ 2b. | 2b 2h 2b 2h, 3 2h. 2b 2b 2b
5 3 4 4
2 Mla* | | ] I 1 2h 2b | 2h 1 l 1 1 2b b
3 M2b 1 ] 2a 1 1 1 2h 1 1 1 1** {1 2b 2b
4 M3 1 1 2h 2b 10 2b 2h 2h 10 10 10 2b 10 2b
5 M4 | 1 2a 7 ] 7 } 7 1 1 2h 2b ] 7
6 M5a 1 | 2b ] 2b 2b 2h 2b 1 | (D 2b 7 2h
7 M5hb | 5 ] 2b 2b 2b 1 2b 1 10 2b, ** i1 2b
4
3 Mo 1 3 2h 2h 10 2b 2b 2h 1 i I** 1 1** | 2b 2b
9 M7a 1 3 2a 2b 2b. 10 1 2b 1 3 2b. ¢ 3 2h,
3 4 3
0 | M7bh ! 3 b 2h 1 3 | 2b ! i 2h, 2b 7 i
4
1| M8 ! 2a 2h 2b 2h 2h 1 2b 1 ] 2h 2b ] 2b
12 | MY 1 | | 2h 1 2h 1 2b 1 ] 1 | 2b 2b
13 | M10 ] 8 i 2b 10 2b 1 8 10 ! 10 1 3 1)
14 | Miti | i 1 2h 2 12 1 2b 1 | 2h 2b | 2h
5
15 1 M12 1 1 2h 1 2h 2b i 2b 1 1 1** i1 | 2b
i6 | Mi3 ] | | 1 2b 5 1 | 1 i | | 1 1
17 | Mi4 10 10 10 2h 10 10 1 2h 10 1 10 1** { 2b 2b
18 | MI5 i 1 2h 2b 1 1 1 | ] | 1** 1 2h 2h
19 | M ] 3 10 8 10 8 2b 8 lsp | 10 10 10 10 10
20 1 02 | 1 1 ] 5 1 1 5 1 | 1 i 2h 2h
21 |43 ] 14 1 2b 10 1o 1 8 i 10 10 10 10 2b
22 | M ! 1 1 i 1 5 1 1 1 1 10 10 1 b
23 | IS 1 1 2b b 1 b 10 $ ! | b 1** | 2b b
24 1 I8 i 1 1 ] 1 | 1 1 | 1 2b 1 2b 2b
25 |49 ! I 2h 2h 2h 2b Zh 2b 10 10 10 2h 2h 2h
26 | MG ] 1 1 I 1 1 1 i | | b 1 1 1
27 |1 | l 2a 2b 26 2h | 2b 1 | | b 2b 2b
28 | 12 1 1 1 1 1 ! ] 1 ! ] i 1 1 1
29 | Ki { I 1 l 5 2b 1 2b | | ! l 2b il
0 | K2 1 ! 1 i 2b | 1 1 1 | | ] ] i
3 | K3 i I 1 i 9 ! ) ) | i i 0 2b 9
12 | K4 | 1 2h 2bh, ! 1 I b 57 |1 2b 2b b 2b,
5 7
33 | KS 1 5 2h 2b. | 2b 2b 2b 2b 2b 2b 1o 2b 2b 2b
5
34 | Ké 1 2a 1 7 2b 2b 10 | 57 | 2b 2b 10 3515
35 | K9 ] 1 1 ] 2b 1 ! 2b ] | 1 | 1 1
36 | Via | l 2a 10 2b 10 | 2h 1 3 10 2b 2b 2b
37 |1 V2 | 1 2b 2h 2b 2b 2h b 1 2h ] I** | 2b 2
38 | V3 1 1 1 | 2b b 1 | ] 1 1** 11* |1 |
9 [ vy i 1 ] 2b 2b b 2b b 1sp | 2h, b 2b 2b i
L]
40 | V§ 1 1 2a 2b 2b 20 | 2b { | piy) 2h 2b 2b
41 | V6 1 1 2a 1 2h | 1 | | | 2b 1 2b |
21Tt ] l 2h. 2b 2h 2b 2by, 2b. 10 5.7 1 2b. | 2b, 2h, 2b,
9 6 6 6 6 [{] 6
43 {12 1 l i | b 2b 1 b | 57 | 2b 2h 2bh 2h,
44 113 I l | 2h 10 b 7 10 1) 57 116 2h 2b 7
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45 |14 i 1 ] 2b 1 2b I 2b 1 3.7 |2b Zh 2b 1
46 | TS 1 1 I 2b 2b b 2b b i 3 2b b, | 2h,
3 3
47 1 16 1 1 10 2b 10 10 | 2b 10 10 10 10 10 10
18 | 17 1 1 I 2b 5.7 [ 2b 1 2b I l 2b Zb 2b 2b
49 | Inl | 1 2h, | 2b 2b 2b 1 5 2b 10 2b i0 2b 2b
3
50 [ In2 1 1 | 2b. | 2b 2b 2b 2b 2b. |57 | 2b 2b. t 5.7
5 4 3
51 | In3 | 1 2b Zb Zb 2b 2 2h 1 | 2b b b 2b
52 | Sla | 2a 10 2b 5 2b 2 2b 2b 57 |10 2b, [ 2b i0
3 5
53 | Stb | 3 5 2b. | 2b 2b 2b 2b, | 2b 57 |2 2u b 2b
5 5
54 | 82 1 1 2b 10 2b 2h 2b 2b 10 2b 2b 2b 2b 10
55 [ | 3 2a i 10 2b j 2h 10 10 2b 2b 2b b
36 | Bl 1 1 2b 2b 2b 10 ! 2h 10 3 3 1 2b 2b

second round.
** Relativisation on GEN subject in licu of GEN object.

* Subjects who participated in both rounds of data collection with a referring to the first round and A 10 the
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47 ] T6 2 [ 2 1 | 2 ]2 [2 T2 T2
48 | T7 1 3 2 i i 2 2 1 2 2
49 | Inl 1 2 | 1 —— 1 2 2 2 2
50 | In2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
N In3 1 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 2 2
g 52 | Sia 2 2 2 1 1 ] 2 2 3 2
g 53 | Sth 2 3 3 2 1 1 1 1 1 3
3 54 |82 1 2 1 2 3 ] 2 2 1 2
1 k' 55 |ttt ] 1 1 2 ] 1 1 2 2 2
56 | B1 2 1 i 2 i i 2 1 1 2
i * Subjects who participated in both rounds of data collection with a referring to the first round and 4 10 the
! 2 second round.
E - ** Types of non-standard forms: T.use of resumptive pronoun; 2. incorrect RC marker — animacy; 3.
omission of obligatory RC marker; 4. no adjacency to head noun; and 5. order of Rel N - preposed RC. i
*** Coded judgment choices: 1 = acceplable English; 2 = unacceptable English; 3 = not sure . |
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Appendix VIII Counts of Relatives Clauses
in the Subjects’ Speech and Written Essays ;
No | Cede The Conversation Written Essavs Total
Name* | SU DO OB, GEN SU Do OB, :
1 M2a I 1+ I n :
I#it*# ]
2 M2b Tr 1 4 _
Imt‘tt ]
3 M3 Jresex 1 "
4 Md 1+ I 4 :
Ztlttill
5 M5a 1 1 2
6 M6 3 3
7 M7a 4 i 5
3 M7h i 2 1 4
9 M8 i 3 1 3
10 | M1 i |*ire 1 3 ;
1| M1 3 1 4
12 | MI12 e 1 _
13 | MI3 ] [+]%** 3 ;
14 | MIS 2 1 3
15 |92 ]** 2 3 o
16 |38 1 1#%/ [ 3 6 : §
*REN s
i7_ | T I 2 .
19 | Kl 1 1 .
20 | K7 1 1 S
21 k¥ [Fee¥ | :
22 | KX 1 ! g
23 | Via 3 3
2 [ v2 : i
35 | va 4 3
26 | VS T 2 3
27 | Ve R Gr1c*** | D 10 !
28 |71 2 2
29 112 R 3 4
30|13 | 1
3 T4 1 2 3
32|15 ‘ 3 )
33 1717 2 3 .
34 | int 1 pes 2
35 In2 3 3
36 Inl 2 S+ reryt 9
]peeax
37 Sth [Hreed 1 2 4
38 | ¥l 3 3
39 | Bi 1 dereer | 1 5
Total 13 10 3 1 79 1% 2 126
* Code names ending in small letiers vefer to those who participated in both rounds of data collection, Code ¢

names ending in X refer to those who dropped out from all the tasks but this one. B
** RCs whaich involve incorrect RC marker. -
¥** RCs which involve no adjacency 1o the head noun, "
**++* RCs which involve relativisation on the topic component in a topic-comment structure,

¥xx¥* RCs which involve omission of obligatory RC marker.
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46 | TS 1 3 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 1
47 | T6 1 2 2 3 3 1 2 2 2 1 1
48 | T7 2 2 1 2 1 2 ] ! 3 1 3
49 | Inl 3 1 1 2 2 2 | 1 1 1 1
50 | 1n2 1 2 3 1 1 2 2 2 1 1 1
51 | In3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 ]
52 | Sia 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3
53 | Sib 2 1 2 1 2 2 2 | 2 2 3
54 | 82 2 1 1 3 3 1 1 3 1 ] 1
55 11t 1 2 1 3 2 2 2 2 1 2 1
56 | Bl 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3

* Subjects who participated in both rounds of data collection with a referring to the first round and b to the

second round.

** (Coded judgment choices: 1 = acceptable English; 2 = unacceptable English; 3 = not sure

Individual Performances in the Grammaticality
Judgment Task (Items Relating to Implicational Universals) (B)

Ne | Code | Bridging Verb Head Noun Phrase | Valency Completeness Hypothesis
nate | Hicrarchy Hicrarchy
SI18 | S21 | 826 |SI4 | Si7 823 [ 827 |S34 [S30 [ 835 |S32 | 836
1 ML (1% 12 1 2 2 1 2 ! 2 1 2 1
2 M2a* [ 1 2 3 2 1 2 2 2 2 ] 2 1
3 M2b |1 1 3 2 3 2 2 3 2 1 2 1
4 M3 1 ] | 1 1 1 1 2 l 1 2 1
s M4 2 ] 2 2 2 1 2 2 | 2 | 2
6 MSa (2 3 2 3 2 1 2 3 2 1 2 2
7 Msh |1 3 3 1 2 3 3 3 1 1 3 1
8 M6 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 1 2 |
9 M7a |2 3 3 3 1 2 1 ] 3 2 2 |
10 |M7b |1} 3 3 1 3 3 3 3 2 | 2 1
11 | M8 1 2 2 2 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 2
12 | M9 1 1 2 1 1 1 3 3 2 i 2 2
13 | M10 |1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 ]
i4d [ M11 |2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2
15 [ M12 |1 1 1 2 1 Z | 2 2 1 1 |
16 [ MI13 |2 2 1 3 K 1 2 1 1 ] 2 2
17 [ M14 |1} 1 2 2 2 2 | ] 2 2 2 |
18 | M15 |2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 |
19 1 J} 2 2 2 3 ] 1 2 ] ] 1 1 ]
20 jJ2 1 ] 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
21 |1J3 1 ] ] 2 1 1 ] 2 2 ] 2 ]
22 jJ4 2 2 2 I 1 3 2 2 2 3 2 3
23 | J5 2 2 3 ] 1 } 2 2 2 1 2 1
24 | J8 1 2 2 2 ] 1 3 2 2 3 2 1
25 19 2 2 2 1 ] 1 2 2 2 | 2 1
26 | JI10 2 2 2 2 ] 2 2 2 2 1 2 2
27 1211 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 2 | 2 2
28 1 Ji2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 | 2 ]
29 | K1 2 2 1 ! 1 1 2 1 I | 2 1
23
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1

(]
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Lol

[ |

[

Lt}
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ol

™

ol

1

[

Lol ]

[t

ol

L]

[
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(ot ]

ol

ol

[t

o1

ol

ol

(o]

ol

o™

K5

K6

Via
V2

V3

V4

V§

Vé

T1

T3

T4

T6

inl

In2

In3

Sla

Sib
S2

BI

30
31

33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41

2
43
44
45
46
47
a8
49
50
51

53
54
55
56

= acceptable English; 2 = unacceptable English; 3 = not sur¢

* Subjects who participated in both rounds of data collection with a referring to the first round angd b to the

second round.
** Coded judgment choices: |
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Appendix X Aggregate Counts of Instances

of Different Features in the Conversation Data

No | Code | Total Words | Features**

Name | Spoken 1 2 3 4*** [ 5 6 7 8 9
] M1 929 2 2 6 10 | i 4 ]
2 M2a* | 706 3 4 3i(h |6 ]
3 M2b | 1268 6 8 2(1) 9 1 3 [
4 M3 T804 3 ! 4 ! 15 i 4 6 2
5 M 762 3 10 3 3 1 2 !
6 | Msa_ |38s1 1 I 3 7 2 6 2 :
7 Msbh | 829 3 3 ) |6 2 4 2
8 M6 870 1 2 12 2 15 1 3 2
9 [ M7a | 899 4 23 1 1 4 6 2
10 [ M7p | 797 3 3 19 2 6 ] 5 2 :
11 [ M8 731 2 1 12 10 2 2 1
12| M9 [519 5 2 7 3 I 3 2 ﬂ
13 [MI0 | 1ie4 9 3 6 2 16 1 3 6 ]
14 | M11 [ 585 5 1 2 i 7 1
15 | MI2 | 952 4 1] 1 8 1 3 2 S
16 | M13 [ 1129 7 14 2 1 1 4 2 3
17 | Mi4 ] 637 4 15 4 ] 4 1 2 1
18 [ M1s [ 3592 3 4 7 (.20 1 4 2 i i .
19 [ 581 7 8 i 1
20 | J2 605 3 10 2(h |2 i 1 2 :
21 | J3 802 ) 17 15 ] 1 1
2 | 493 4 9 ] 3 ] 2 3 :
23 |28 778 13 (n |9 4 5 2 -;
32 | 16 304 3 7 2 6 6 ;
25 |7 154 1 2 i :
26 | J8 1239 17 ! 2 6 17 2 1 4 5
27 | J9 497 7 3 2 ]
28 jJ10 1079 I ! 18 5 3 4 3
29 (411 531 2 i0 4 3 6 _:
30 | Kt 1742 10 5 1R 21 2 3 3 3
31 [ K2 700 4 I 11 2 1 3
32 | K3 704 4 3 o ] 1 4 2 2
33 | K4 363 4 2 5 5 3
34 | K5 656 2 1 11 2 6 2 2
35 | Ké 739 3 9 TE: _ 1 2 :
36 | K7 664 5 13 1 3 I 14 2 5 :
37 | K8 841 6 ] 16 2() |6 173 2 5
38 {Via | 734 4 2 6 N |7 4 b :
39 |v2 205 2 13 2y |11 ! 3 1 5
40 | V3 632 2 10 18 i 1
41 | vd 1023 6 i4 2 6 | 3 4 2
43 |vs 1221 7 1 12 2 10 4 3 2
13 [ ve 1122 3 ] 8 1 i6 s 6 5 5
IR NE 929 4 1 9 3 8 9 I 5
45 |1 747 2 7 6 1 3 2
46 |12 665 5 4 14 3 4 3
47 1713 710 5 15 | 4 4 7 1
R 520 4 i 0 ] 4 2 4 3
49 15 607 3 2 6 10 2 1 2
50 [T6 1003 5 1 () {8 [ 3 4 {
51 117 632 4 5 (M |6 4
52 [ n1 55() 3 5 (1 |9 1 {
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53 In2 915 3 8 2 9 ] 5 1
34 in3 865 9 6 23 |2 2 2 2
35 Sla 1071 3 2 2) 14 8 $ 2
56 Sib 986 5 8 (211 | 5 | 3 4 6
37 82 686 4 ] 8 (0 |8 3 4 3
58 Il 1081 10 1 25 5 6 1
59 1t 770 6 1 17 3 10 1 1 1
(1.1i)
60) |+ 3] 652 14 3 O 3 4 ] 7
Total 47352 256 47 5% 60/ 446 37 143 180 120
(34)

coordination; 4

* Subjects who participated in both rounds of data collection with a referring to the first round and 4 to the
second round.

** Coded features are as tollows: 1 = filler-gap construction; 2 = passive voice; 3 = structure of sentential
= structure of sentential subordination (finite complement clauses); 5 = structure of
sentential subordination (finile adverbial clauses). ¢ = topic-comment structure; 7 = non-standard use of
subject-verb agreement; 8 = non-standard use of noun number; and 9 = omission of required indefinite
articles.

*** Figures within parentheses and outside refer respectively to finite complement clauses containing fhat,
if and whether and other types of finite complement clauses.
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Appendix X1 Aggregate Counts of Instances of
Different Features in the Subjects’ Written Essays

No Code Tolal Words Features**

Name* | Written 1 b A K] qren b 6 7 . 9
1 M1 82 ) 2 2 1 1
2 M2a 352 4 1 6 EXR)) 8 o 3
3 M2Zh 470 7 2 9 6(5) 9 f 2 !
4 M3 8 2 (4] 3 |
5 MA 248 5 5 1 {6 2 2
[i] MSa 238 2 I 5 6 1
7 M6 425 5 I 5 4{N 9 3 4 2
8 M7a 266 5 3 k] 4 2
9 M7h 205 3 4 b [} 1 ! 1
18] M$ 498 5 3 10 4 R
11 MI10 170 2 1 6 i) 4 3
12 M1 266 5 3 5 | 2 5 9
13 MIi2 55 2 (N
14 MI3 65 2 3 7 (3 3 1 i 1
15 MI5 154 3 3 3 1 2 4 }
16 J1 99 i H 1 i
17 32 149 2 2 i 3 ]
IR 33 91 4 2 1 |
19 [T 373 7 1 5 1) [] 2 1
20 Ji [d6 2 3 T() 2 5 i
21 154 55 | 1 1
22 i 193 2 2 [13) 5] | 1
23 K3 260 [ 2 4 I (3} 5 4
24 K5 176 8 5 2 4 4 1
25 K9 9 2 3 3 I 1 1 2
26 kX 118 - ! q (1) i
27 Via 246 4 | 3 |
28 V2 374 1 I 4 5 2 u
29 V4 284 4 2 5 1{2) 2 2
30 Vs 136 X i ] 1
31 Yo 473 1 2 6 6(3) 8 2 |
12 T1 157 5 q 2 3 3 ! 3 1
i3 12 348 3 5 1 4 1
34 T4 300 b 2 4 1(3) 5 2 } 1
15 T8 201 4 3 1{2) 3 ] 7
i6 T7 226 4 in | 7
37 Inl 261 3 2 10 2 2 4 1 § 2
38 in2 276 4 1 2 2
39 Ind 215 9 2 3 1(4) B
) Sia 139 2
41 %1b 310 k) 3 7 (3.1w) | 9 2 I
42 82 7 1 1 (4} 2 1 |
43 It 163 2 ] () 2
44 Bi 270 4 10 2 1(1} 3 1 I
45 MaX 141 | k) ] .
Totat 10575 {30 93 177 59/ 152 i8 17 79 |9

(04)

* Code names ending in simall letters reler to those who participated in both rounds of data collection, Code names
ending in A refer to those who dropped out from all the tasks but this one, (MaX: o subject speaking Malay),

** Coded teatures are as follows: | = filter-gap construction: 2 = passive voice: 3 = structure of sentential coordination;
4 = structure ol sentential subordination (finite complement clauses); 5 = structure of sentential subordination (finite
adverbial clauses); 6 = topic-comment structure: 7 = non-standard use of subject-verb agreement; 8 = non-standard use
of noun number; and 9 = omission of required indefinite articles,

**E Figures within parentheses and outside refer respectively o finite complement clauses containing rhae, {f and
whether and other types of Tinite complement clauses.
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