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Dil 6greniminde hedef dilin yapisinin 6nemi inkar edilemez. Bu yapinin nasil ve
neye gore Ogrenildiine dair bir ¢ok agiklamalar yapilmustwr. Yapilarin belirtilik
derecesinin Ogrencinin 6grenme siirecinde 6nemli bir rol oynadig1 iddia edilmistir.
Ogrencilerin belirtisiz yapilari, belirtili yapilara gore hem daha 6nce hem de daha az
hatayla 6grendikleri 6ne stiriilmiigtiir. ' ‘

Bu gahsinamn amaci belirtilik ve dil 6grenimi konusundaki iddialari, daraltma
islevli ilgi tﬁmceleri-aglsmdan ele almak ve Ad Obeklerinin Erigimlik Swalamas:
(NPAH) ile ilintisini arastrmaktir. Cahgmanin cevaplamayr amacladifi sorular
sunlardir: a) Ingilizceyi yabanci dil olarak 6grenen yetiskin Tiirk 6grenciler Ingilizce
ilgi tiimeelerini grenirken NPAHyi takip ediyorlar m?, b) eger etmiyorlarsa, Ingilizce
ilgi tlimcelerini O6grenme siralar1 nedir?, ve c) orta-diizey alt1 ve orta-diizey iistii
seviyedeki Ingilizce 6grencilerinin ilgi tiimcelerini edinim siralar1 farklihik gosteriyor
mu?.

Bu amagla toplam 80 dgrenciye (orta-diizey alt1 seviyede 40 6grenci ve orta-
diizey tistii seviyede 40 6grenci) ilgi tiimceleri iizerine ti¢ farkll veri toplama araci
verilmistir. Bunlar; dilbilgisel dogruluk saptama testi, ciimle baglama ve geviri
smavlarindan olusmaktadir. Bulgular NPAH ile kiyaslandifinda, iyelik eki tiimcesi
yapismin siralama agisindan farkhilik gosterdigini ve bu ylizden 68rencilerin NPAH’yi
takip etmediini ortaya g¢ikarmugtir.  Bulgular dogrultusunda, ilgi tlimcelerini
ogrenmedeki sira 6zne ile baslamakta, tiimleg, ve dolayl tiimleg veya yalin-dis1 durum

ile devam etmektedir.



iii

ABSTRACT

While learning a language, the importance of the target language syntax cannot
be denied. However, how this syntax is formed and developed in the learners’
interlanguage has undergone mé.ny different explanations. Markedness is thought to
play a role in learners’ selection of syntactic items in the learning process; that is, it is
claimed that students learn unmarked structures earlier and with a higher rate of
accuracy than marked structures.

This study aims at investigating this claim by studying Restrictive Relative
Clauses in English within the framework of the Noun Phrase Accessibility Hierarchy
(NPAH). It tries to find answers to three main questions: a) Do Turkish adult learners
of English follow the NPAH while acquiring Restrictive Relative Clauses?, b) If not,
what is the order of acquisition in Restrictive Relative Clauses for these learners?, and
¢) Do lower-intermediate and upper-intermediate students exhibit the same learning
order while learning Restrictive Relative Clauses?

To answer the research questions, 80 subjects (40 lower-intermediate and 40
upper-intermediate students) have been given three different tasks eliciting the five
relative clause types on the NPAH. These included Grammaticality Judgement Test,
Sentence Combining Task, and Translation Task. The findings suggest that the
Genitive construction seems to violate the otherwise existing hierarchy, and thus neither
of the groups follow the NPAH while learning English Restrictive Relative Clauses.
Instead, the error rates refer to an order starting with Subject relativization, followed by

Direct Object relativization, and Indirect Object or Oblique relativization.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1.Overview of the Chapter

‘Language Universals’ and ‘Markedness’ have been one major focus of interest in
explaining Second Language Acquisition (SLA) as a process. The basic trend has been
the attempt to understand the relationship between ease or difficulty of learning a
structure and the degree of markedness of a feature in the syntax of the target language.
That is, learning a structure has been associated with its level of markedness, claiming
that more marked structures are learned later and with more difficulty whereas less
marked ones are learned earlier and with more ease (Greenberg, 1991).

This study concerns itself with this phenomenon by concentrating on
implicational language universals (see Section 1.4.4). Within implicational universals,
it specifically investigates Relative Clauses as acquired by adult Turkish learners of
English. :

This chapter, briefly, touches upon the theoretical background of this
framework, defines the relevant terminology, and states the variables and the research
questions prompting the study.

1.2. Background of the Study

Teachers of English as a Foreign Language (EFL) have always been trying to find
explanations to understand their students’ process and progress in language learning,
their level of linguistic knowledge and their quality of production. Within this language
learning framework, for many students as well as teachers, the process entails the
development of the basic skills of listening, speaking, reading, and writing. As the
ultimate goal, learners are expected to become as proficient (native-like) as possible in
the language area they want to get trained.

In the task of learning a language, the terms ‘acquisition’ and ‘learning’ have
brought about differences in meaning. Acquisition implies acquiring a new language or
native language subconsciously and naturally, whereas learning requires conscious
learning under instruction. However, as it is quite difficult to come up with a borderline
between what is actually learned subconsciously or what is learned consciously, these

two terms have frequently been used interchangeably. Having adopted this perspective,



second/foreign language acquisition/learning will be used to refer to the same process of
mastering a new language (Dulay, Burt &. Krashen, 1982).

Without differentiating between ‘learning’ or ‘acquisition’, from the point of view

of the language teacher, en route to making the learner as proficient as required, the
importance and the role of the grammar (syntax) of the target language have always
been the center of debate. Although controversial views exist--mainly those which
support that grammar instruction in the classroom should be minimized (Prabhu, 1987),
and those which claim that grammar should be dealt with intensively (Long, 1991;
Celce-Murcia, 1991)--the discussion of teaching grammar has hardly reached the level
of eliminating grammar completely from the syllabus. Rather, the concern has been the
issue of whether formal instruction makes a difference, or whether the learners follow a
- natural acquisition order, irrespective of the nature of the instruction they receive
(Pienemann, 1989; Pica, 1992). Or, like others claim (see Ellis, 1994), is this
acquisition sequence a combination of several interacting and overlapping processes?
In the attempt to understand the factors involved in determining how, why and if
students learn certain structures or items in a given order, various explanations have
been provided and tested by linguists and researchers of second language acquisition. A
vast body of findings and claims come from researchers concerned with interlanguage
studies, which base most of their explanations on input (language which the learner is
exposed to, or the language directly addressed to the learner) and the process of intake
(the internalization of the imposed data and rules) (Gass & Madden, 1985; Troike-
Saville, 1985; Ellis, 1985; Pica & Doughty, 1985; Hirvonen, 1985). Within these input-
intake considerations, the claims,depending on different factors like input frequency
(see Section 2.5.1.) or L1 transfer (see Section 2.5.2.), have been investigated.
However, results have indicated that neither the learners’ L1 nor the frequency of the
input provided are powerful enough to account for the actual data on interlanguage
grammars.

In relation to input and how it becomes intake, Linguistic Universals, Language
Typology, and Markedness Theory in particular have come up with quite strong claims
highlighting that input, while becoming intake, is, for most, controlled by the degree of
markedness of a given structure (the less marked a structure, the easier and earlier it
becomes intake) (Broselow, Chen, & Wang; 1998). Although the primary aim of



Linguistic Universals and Markedness is not to explain SLA, the findings of the studies,
still have had an indirect impact on providing evidence for the acquisition process of
second-language learners. The main focus of interest has centered on the issue of
system-external factors (ie., input) and system-internal factors (ie., cognition and
linguistic processes). Of special concern is one of the system-internal factors, known as
linguistic universals, which is assumed to play a vital role in the acquisition order of
grammatical structures (McLaughlin, 1987).

What linguistic universals, in particular, have to explain in SLA can be defined
in terms of the Markedness Theory (see Section 1.4.3.): an outcome and extension
concerning linguistic universals. The markedness value of some syntactic categories
focused is expected to predict a universal acquisition order of similar structures under
the same category. The hypothesis is that most structures within a language have a
marked-unmarked distinction which is expressed in terms of degrees of markedness
(Croft, 1990). Thus it is claimed that language learners, while acquiring a second
- language, would follow a route starting from the unmarked towards the marked
category. This, in turn, provides an understanding of how, and according to what,
language learners establish their acquisition order within their current state of
interlanguage; following this route while processing available input into intake. In other
words, learners acquire the unmarked structure first, and, in the course of their
development of the interlanguage system, they move on towards the more marked end
of the continuum. Thus, the proficiency level of the learner increases in accordance
with the degree of marked structures in his or her interlanguage. The interlanguage of a
highly proficient learner is supposed to contain both marked and unmarked forms,
whereas the less proficient learner is expected to have acquired basically unmarked and
fewer marked elements of the target language.

Although the findings of the Markedness Theory, in terms of language learning,
suggest that the acquisition order determined by the markedness degree of a
grammatical category under study is universal, some subjects with different native
language (L1) backgrounds, and at different proficiency levels, have exhibited results
that partly contradict the suggested acquisition order of a given universal. For example,
the Noun Phrase Accessibility Hierarchy, which shows the markedness relationship of

relative clause formation with respect to Subject, Direct Object, Indirect Object,



Oblique, and Genitive has been frequently investigated (Hyltenstam, 1983; Eckman,
1988; Sadighi, 1994; Hamilton, 1995) without any conclusive results about the
application of this hierarchy in second language acquisition. Neither has proficiency
level been given special focus in most of the studies, and consequently it has an
inconclusive place in literature with regard to its effect on acquisition order as assigned

by markedness degrees.

1.3. The Purpose of the Study
There is a vast body of research foregrounding markedness as a determinant factor

in the acquisition order of syntax of the target language (L2). It is claimed that the
degree of markedness of forms within the same structure is important in the
establishment of the interlanguage of a learner at a given proficiency level. Relative
Clauses, especially, in the light of the Noun Phrase Accessibility Hierarchy (NPAH)
(see section 1.4.5.) have been one major focus as fhey lend an example to various
degrees of markedness within the same structure. Studies with subjects of different L1
backgrounds (ie., Korean, Chinese, French, Persian) (Hyltenstam, 1983) have
introduced supporting, as well as partly contradicting results for the acquisition order of
relative clauses in English; especially Genitive on this hierarchy has experienced
findings violating the NPAH.

Having taught English Writing skill courses for a long time, the researcher
herself has observed that Turkish students of English exhibit errdrs while producing
relative clauses. Colleagues teaching in the same setting have also confirmed this
observation. However, whether the rate of errors is in accordance with the NPAH is not
conclusive. In addition, whether this observed rate of errors has any relationship with
the proficiency levels of the students is not clear. That is, does one’s proficiency level
follow the NPAH, and cross-sectionally, is it possible to demonstrate that the
interlanguage system of the learners develops in the way determined by the markedness
degree of the relative clause function?

The purpose of this study is to see whether adult Turkish learners of English
follow the NPAH in terms of error rates. It further aims at investigating whether
learners’ interlanguage development (as determined by their proficiency level) exhibits

the same pattern suggested by the markedness value of the relative clause types on



NPAH. If the NPAH does not apply to Turkish learners of English, what kind of an
order do they exhibit?

1.4.Definitions of Terms

1.4.1. Interlanguage
“The term “interlanguage’ was coined by Selinker (1969, 1972) to refer to the

interim grammars constructed by second language learners on their way to the target
language (McLaughlin, 1987, p.60). That is, it refers to the language that the learner
makes use of while acquiring the new system; it consists of structures both evident in
L1 and L2. In literature, it is possible to see the terms ‘approximative system’ or
‘transitional competence’ carrying the same meaning as interlanguage (McLaughlin,
1987). It is argued that the interlanguage of any learner, at any stage, should be
analyzed linguistically as rule governed behavior. Consequently, interlanguages, like
any other language, can be idealized linguistically, and are supposed to obey the
constraints set by linguistic universals (McLaughlin, 1987). That is why the study of
interlanguages, with respect to language universals and markedness, is expected to
provide valuable data on the learners’ developing system of the target language.

1.4.2. Input-Intake

In language learning, the language exposure directed to the leérner is considered
essential for acquisition. In its broadest sense, Gass and Madden (1985) define input as
“what is available for going in” and intake as “what actually does go in” (p.3). This
means that learners hear or read a lot of things in the target language and are being
corrected or reinforced with respect to their production; this is called inpur. However,
the actual process of acquiring and internalizing the input data by extracting rules and
converting these rules into accurate usage is considered as infake (Robin & Oxford,
1992). However, mere input does not always facilitate intake because not all input

serves language development.



1.4.3. Markedness
There are two approaches to ‘markedness’; namely, one based on a binary system

(either marked or unmarked), and one relying on degrees of markedness (less marked
and more marked). The Typological Universal Approach uses the terms less marked and
unmarked to refer to what is expected, or normal in human languages. This approach
does not necessarily establish the ‘marked’ form because many instances involve a
series based on a scale of naturalness of some sort (McLaughlin, 1987, p. 103). Thus,
whereas in its classical sense introduced by the Prague School, it is a binary system of
either marked or unmarked features, language typology sees markedness primarily as a
relative phenomenon differing in the degree of markedness (Ellis, 1994). This study is
going to adapt the relative degree framework where features of a language are scaled
from ‘more marked’ towards ‘less marked’ (Ellis, 1994). Croft (1990) has introduced
three criteria effective in the determination of the degree of markedness in a given set of
forms of the same structure:

1. STRUCTURE: this concerns the presence or absence of a feature. For example,
plural can be considered more marked than singular because it typically involves the
addition of a morpheme. ‘

2. BEHAVIOUR: this concerns whether one element is grammatically more ‘versatile’
than another — the more versatile it is, the more unmarked it is. Versatility is
evident both in the number of inflections a specific grammatical category possesses
(for example, singular third person has three forms in English — "he,’ ‘she,” and ‘it’
— whereas plural third person has only one: ‘they’) and in the number of syntactic
contexts in which a specific grammatical element can occur (for example, more
constructions occur with the active voice than with the passive voice).

3. FREQUENCY: the unmarked value is likely to occur with greater frequency than
the marked value, both in actual use (i.e., in actual texts) and also in all languages of
the world.



1.4.4. Implicational Universals

Studies on Language Typology and Typological Language Universals have
come up with a distinction of implicational and non-implicational universals (Croft,
1990; Hawkins, 1988). Non-implicational universals are true for all languages, but one
feature does not imply the existence of another feature in the same language. However,
cross-linguistic comparisons have highlighted the fact that there are connections
between two or more features. That is, they say that the presence of one feature implies
the presence of another or others, so that implicational universals have the form of
‘if/then’ statements. These can be simple where the implicational universal consists of
just two elements; or they can be complex, where several elements imply one another.
Complex implicational universals sometimes take the form of a universal hierarchy,
which covers a chain of interrelated implicational universals, which differ in their
degree of markedness within the same chain. One of the most widely known universal
hierarchies is the Noun Phrase Accessibility Hierarchy (NPAH) introduced by Keenan
and Comrie in 1977 (cited in Croft, 1990).

1.4.5. The Noun Phrase Accessibility Hierarchy (NPAH)

Before explaining how the NPAH works within the markedness framework, it is
essential to define the notion of relative clauses (RC) in English. As Sadighi (1994)
notes “English...is an SVO language in which the restricting relative clause stands to the
right of the head NP [noun phrase] called post-nominal relative clausés. A RC variable
marker is substituted for the relativized NP in all positions, except for the direct object
position which is optionally deleted on the surface” (p. 143). Further, restrictive
relative clauses “allow, in addition to who and which, the relative pronoun (or
conjunction) that in most instances, or even suppression of the relative pronoun”
(Croteau, 1995, p. 139) as in the clause the cat I saw was drinking milk. In its spoken
form, the relative clause is not set off intonationally from the main clause; in its written
counterpart, this is reflected by the absence of the commas.

Within this definition, it is possible to relativize NPs in six different functions
within the relative clause. These functions, as proposed by Keenan and Comrie in 1977,
exist within an implicational hierarchy and the degree of markedness of these six types .

differs with respect to the function of the relative pronoun in the relative clause. Thus



the hierarchy consists of grammatical relations beginning with the subject at the highest
level (the less marked) and continuing with direct object, indirect object, oblique,
genitive, and object of comparison (see Figure 1.1) (Hamilton, 1995, p.102).

Studies of world languages have borne out the fact that if a language can
- relativize on position n (for example indirect object relativization), it has to be able to
relativize on position n-1 (for example direct object relativization). Accordingly, if a
language can relativize on position #, and necessarily on n-I; n is more marked in
relation to n-1. This is how the degrees of markedness are assigned to the specific

relativization types. Each n-1 is less marked than n.

Subject . (SU) The man who knows the woman

<Direct Object (DO) The man that the woman knows

<Indirect Object 10) The man that the woman gave a pencil to
<Oblique (OBL) The desk that the woman put the pencil‘ on
<Genitive (GEN) The man whose pencil the woman took
<Object of Comp. (OC) The man that the woman is taller than

Figure 1.1. The Noun Phrase Accessibility Hierarchy

If we are to formulate this relationship of relative pronoun functions in a relative
clause, reflecting the degree of markedness for each, it can be said that subject is the
least marked, whereas the object of comparison is the most marked extreme of the

hierarchy. This is displayed as follows:

SU<DO<IO<OBL<GEN<OC

It is worth pointing out that the object of comparison is problematic in English
because many native speakers of English do not accept these kinds of sentences as
grammatical. That is why, in this study, the object of comparison will not be included

or taken into consideration.



1.4.6. Natural Acquisition Order (Developmental Sequence)

Ellis (1991) points out that “one of the main findings of L2 research is that
learners pass through a series of identifiable stages in acquiring specific grammatical
structures such as negation, interrogatives, and relative clauses” (p. 705). This order, he
claims, is to a large extent irrespective of the L1 of the learner, the nature of instruction,
or the age group of the learner. Although accepting that second language development
is not a uniform phenomenon, Robin and Oxford (1992) also agree that the task of
acquiring a new language continues in remarkably similar ways for most types of
learners. Acquisition order in SLA is usually determined in terms of the rate of errors
subjects exhibit in the use of a given grammatical category or structure. That is, when
the feature under study is fully acquired, the learner makes almost no errors. The
" number of errors thus determines the level of acquisition of one item or items in relation
to each other (Bailey, Madden, Krashen, 1973).

1.5. Variables of the Study

Dependent Variable: The acquisition order of the different relative clause types.

(Acquisition order will be determined in terms of the rate of errors exhibited in each

type).

Independent Variable: The degree of markedness of the different relative clause types

Moderating Variable: The English Language Proficiency levels of the students (lower

intermediate, upper-intermediate).
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1.6. Research Questions

There are two main questions to be answered in this study:

1.

2.

Do adult Turkish students of English follow the NPAH while acquiring Restrictive

Relative Clauses?

a) Do lower-intermediate learners of English follow the NPAH while acquiring
Restrictive Relative Clauses?

b) Do upper-intermediate learners of English follow the NPAH while acquiring
Restrictive Relative Clauses?

If the answer to the first Research Question is “No”; what is the order of acquisition

in Restrictive Relative Clauses for Turkish adult learners of English?

a) What is the order for lower-intermediate learners?

b) What is the order for upper-intermediate learners?
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Introduction

A ot of people nowadays agree on the importance of learning English as a
second or foreign language. This means they either attend a language course or school
and learn the new language under instructional guidance in a non-native environment--
what is called English as a Foreign Language (EFL); or they enjoy the opportunity of
learning the language in the country where it is spoken for the purpose of integrating
into that society--what is called English as a Second Language (ESL). Under either
circumstance, the learners are expected to undergo certain changes and improvements
so as to be able to accomplish given tasks in the target language.

Learners engage their ability to listen/read and understand, and then, to react,
either in written or spoken form. In all of these cases, learners need a frame, a system, a
rule governed linguistic mechanism to account for their accuracy, and that is the -

grammar of the language.

2.2. Language Learning and the Role of Grammar
For many decades, the role of grammar in language learning has been the center

of debate and has attained a “‘touchy’’ place within the field of ESL and EFL. Before
discussing its role, however, different understandings and interpretations related to
grammar should be reviewed. The way people have viewed grammar has also changed
the way it is defined. Bowen, Madsen, and Hilferty (1985) have summarized some
definitions of grammar which have survived and hava been highlighted in literature on
SLA.

1. To some it is a matter of etiquette: students are given prescriptive rules that help them
achieve correct usage. This philosophy is evident in classes for native speakers of
English. The most visible purpose seems to be the correction of certain forms and
constructions that are considered erroneous or substandard.. This is called a usage
grammar or sometimes a school grammar.

2. Others think of grammar as a massive compendium of sentences and examples,
explaining in great detail the rules and the exceptions, usually reaching back to literary
sources for examples. Often these are multi-volume studies, containing thousands of
pages, and usually following classical models. This is called scholarly grammar.
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3. For others, grammar is a study of a language that deals with the forms and structures of
words (morphology) and with their customary arrangement in phrases and sentences
(syntax). There are of course several ways of looking at the forms and arrangements of
words in sentences. One way utilizes ‘signals’ which identify some of the relationships
such as (a) word order, (b) intonation, (¢) function words, and (d) affixation. This is
called a signals grammar. ’
4.The last concerns a set of ‘rewrite 'rule@s’ followed by a set of ‘transformational rules’
that ideally can correctly (i.e., grammatically) produce any sentence in the language, but
no utterances that would be judged nonsentences. This is called generative grammar.

’ (pp. 161-163)

Some linguists have even subsumed phonology and semantics under grammar
(Lyons, 1981). In the area of ESL and EFL, however, grammar is taken by its simplest
definition referring to rules “by which we put together meaningful words and parts of
words of a language to communicate messages that are comprehensible” (Bowen et al,
1985, p. 161). This definition requires the competence of knowing the rule and
applying the rule; that is, reflecting that the graminar is followed by the application of
the gramrhatical rules into the- production, either spoken or written.

There are researchers who have minimized the importance of grammar by
claiming that ‘communication’ should be emphasized and grammar would arise
automatically (Krashen, in Ellis, 1993); whereas others insisted on grammar instruction,
saying that grammar is the skeleton of a language without which perception, as well as
production, would be retarded (Ellis, 1990; Staczek, 1992; Batstone, 1994).

Nowadays, these two distinct approaches to grammar are backgrounded by an
agreement in favor of grammar and its vital role in language learning. However,
discussions have centered on the question of how grammar should be taught. Whether
inductive or deductive, whether conscious or unconscious, the common ground is that
grammar is a part of a language and it has a determinant effect on the whole learning-
teaching process (Celce-Murcia, 1991; Ur, 1988; Woods, 1995).

Accepting the fact that grammar has an effect on the development of a learner’s
new language, it should be logical to assume that if we want to assess the learners’
current stage of development, we have to consider the existing grammatical features in
the learner’s productions. Prompted by this idea, studies which are referred to as
‘interlanguage studies’ have gained considerable value within the scope of language

learning.
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2.3. Interlanguage

In the process of learning a language, learners start from one end of the
continuum, which is usually referred to as complete beginner, and, in the course of time,
they hopefully reach the level of advanced, or even become native-like. However, it
usually takes years to become competent in a new language, and meanwhile, learners
have to manage with a language in between; i.e., neither their native language nor the
language they aim at learning. This language in between is called ‘interlanguage’.

Interlanguage is used to refer to the interim grammars produced and used by
second language learners on their way to the target language (McLaughlin, 1987). As
the definition also suggests, interlanguages are not stable but dynamic, so they go
through different developmental stages. These interim stages are characterized by the
grammars and grammatical features that they contain and exhibit. Every other stage of
the interlanguage is thought to come closer to the target form and develop more
complex structures and linguistic features when compared to the previous one. What is
more is that terlanguages, by nature, are rule governed and systematic so that “the
internal organization of the interlanguage can be idealized linguistically, just like any
other language” (McLaughlin, 1987, p.63). |

By analyzing different learners at different stages of interlanguage, it is then
possible to come up with stage by stage properties of the interlanguage. This means
that every learner goes from one stage to another without omitting or skipping any of
the stages, which brings us to the idea of a ‘developmental sequence’ (also called
‘natural acquisition order”) in language learning (Lightbown & Spada, 1977).

2.4. Developmental Sequence
Interlanguage studies, thus far, have mainly oriented themselves towards

morpheme studies (like Dulay and Burt) and have come up with a number of learning
sequences, which have found their place in the literature as ‘Natural Acquisition Order’
or ‘Developmental Sequence.” In its broadest sense, Lightbown and Spada (1977)
define this sequence as “the order in which certain features of a language are acquired in
language learning” (p.121). To put it in another way, it is stated that the rules of a
language are acquired in a predictable order -- some are acquired earlier, whereas others

emerge later on. In addition, it is asserted that this natural acquisition order is
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independent of the order in which rules have been taught (Mellow, Reeder & Forster,
1996), the age or L1 background of the learner (Lightbown and Spada, 1997). Although
some stages of this developmental sequence can be accelerated, depending on the
instruction or the similarities in L1 and L2, learners still go through them, but may be in
different paces (Pica, 1992). For example, Dulay and Burt (1973, cited in McLaughlin,
1987) reported that child second language learners followed a similar developmental
sequence in their use of functors, although they had quite a different amount of
exposure to English. A ﬁnding( which eliminates exposure in determining
developmental stages in language learning. Similarly, studies by Bailey (1’973) and
Larsen-Freeman (1973) (cited in McLaughlin, 1987) with adult and children groups
from different native language backgrounds supported the claim that developmental
sequence is minimally affected by age and native language, suggesting a common
natural order in language learning.

This developmental sequence has also been evident in the errors learners have
exhibited while learning a language. It has been stated that errors, to a great extent, are
developmental in nature, eliminating or minimizing the effect of L1, age, exposure and
even instruction. Further, this acquisition or developmental order is said to be similar to
the route followed by children acquiring their first language. For example, VanPatten
(1984) has identified an invariant order of acquisition, which is said to hold true for
both L1 and L2 learners. He suggests that age or L1 cannot be determinant or dominant
in the order of the acquisition of some morphemes. Neither does input play an
important role as his subjects had different amounts of exposure to the forms. Tables
2.1 and 2.2 illustrate the order of these morphemes.

Table 2.1.
Invariant Order for L2 Learners by Category

N \% AUX
-S -ing cont.COP
articles irreg.past cont. AUX

-s (poss) -s (3" pers)
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Table 2.2.
Invariant Order for L1 Learners by Category

N \% AUX

-S -ing cont.COP
-s (poss) irreg.past cont. AUX
articles -s (3™ pers)

(p. 89)

As it is also obvious from Tables 2.1. and 2.2., the only variation exists in the
order of the acquisition of articles. That is, L2 learners acquire articles before the
possessive —s, whereas L1 learners acquire the article system after the possessive —s.

Similarly, Hatch & Wagner-Gough (1976) have come up with an acquisition
order for question formation. Their sequence is also claimed to be unaffected by the

native language background of the learner, and thus is universal:

1. Rising Intonation

2. Tag Questions

3. Wh-Fronting

4. Modal Inversion

5. Be-Inversion

6. Embedded Questions : (p40)

Despite being unable to give satisfactory sources for this kind of an order,
researchers, like Dulay et al (1982), claim that there is an organizer in the brain of
every person that “guides the acquisition process, limiting what can be learned to
material that fits into the growing organization of the new language system, and
rejecting material which does not yet fit into the emerging system” (p. 56). The
question, then, is related to the nature of the organizer. Is it something cognitive and
intuitive, taking place in the human brain; or is it something linguistic, referring to some
characteristics of the language itself that is being learned?
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In spite of the findings suggesting a non-variant order for acquisition in language
learning, researchers and teachers have always been trying to promote learners in their
interlanguage development. In this attempt, they have also sought for explanations on
what affects the development and improvement of learners while struggling with new
rules of the target language. Several explanations and assumptions have been provided,
all of which claimed to explain and shed light on the effects upon language learning.

Although there are various theories and approaches explaining SLA, the most
widely accepted one has been related to the importance of input.  'What now follows is
a brief summary of some input considerations and factors which have attracted great
attention in second language acquisition and learning.

2.5. Input-Intake

Classroom oriented research and interlanguage studies have borne out the fact
that second-language leameré’ errors remain consistent in a remarkable way. The
procedure has been that students make errors and teachers keep correcting them.
However, many of the corrected errors continue to appear on a regular basis and with
frustrating frequency in students’ productions (Chastain, 1980). |

This means that students have access to input (either natural language exposure
or instructional guidance) consisting of positive evidence, which comes from the input
and is comprised of a limited set of well-formed utterances; and, negative evidence,
which is comprised of information to a learner that his/her utterance is deviant with
respect to the target language norms (Gass & Lakshmanan, 1991). In spite of this input
available, students have difficulties turning this exposure into intake. That is, they are
unable to internalize the rules and structures either given to them directly or inductively
extracted from the input sample. This fact, as Chastain (1980) also points out, is
evident in the consistent errors the students exhibit in their productions.

The most important outcome of this finding is that it led researchers to assume
that not everything given is necessarily taken. There are different kinds of strategies
and processes going on in the students’ brains so that they select bits of input, and, stage
by stage, they internalize them and transform them into intake. Some rules and
structures are ‘taken in’ early and successfully, whereas others show a delayed and

sometimes erroneous production (Lightbown & d’Anglejan, 1985).
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The outcome that not everything is internalized but chosen from the input, has
been attributed to the different characteristics of input. Researchers, like Troike-Savile
(1985), have highlighted the cultural aspect of input claiming that with the integration
of culture, it is possible for the learner to convert input into intake. On the other hand,
Ellis (1985) supports that input should be modified, then it is easier for the learner to
make efficient use of the exposure received and develop his interlanguage system. Still
others, like Pica and Doughty (1985) and Hirvonen (1985) find interaction to be the key
concept in input processing; when the input is generated through interaction, it is
expected to be more useful in terms of language development.

However, even without culture, interaction or modification, input is claimed to
be processed into intake when necessary conditions are met. Slobin (1971) and Brown
(1973) (cited in Hatch & Wagner-Gough, 1976) have identified some universal learning
strategies based on first language acquisition, but which, as they claim, hold also true
for second language learners. They postulate that input is converted to intake in light of
these processes. So, these processes also determine what is going to become intake, a
premise consistent with the fact that learners go through some common developmental

sequences. The most useful ones they have summarized as:

(1)  Perceptual salience-that which is easily perceived is easier to learn. For
example, articles, which in English do not receive stress, are not as easily
perceived as nouns, verbs, etc. which do receive sentence stress.

(2)  Number of forms-the learner will begin with one form, then add others
first in correct ways, then use the forms in variation, then gradually sort out the
correct use of each of the forms. For example, children may acquire the /s/
plural first, then add the /z/ plural, add a few /iz/ plurals correctly, then mix them
all up, then gradually sort out the forms according to the environment in which
it appears.

(3)  Number of functions-if a form has only one function, it should be easy to
learn; if it has many, and if the forms overlap in some of the functions, it will be
more difficult.

(4) Communication importance-if a form is not crucial for communication, it
will not appear in initial acquisition data. The late development of the
morphological system of English by most learners is a case in point. Articles,
the copula, and most of the auxilary system are not necessary for communication
and they usually are developed rather slowly. (p.52)
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So, according to those strategies, learners, while developing their interlanguage
and making use of the input data, set up some priorities and activate the intake process
accordingly. However, it is obvious from this list of strategies that there are some
overlapping ones (like the explanation for the acquisition of the article system); and
unfortunately, these strategies are based on assumptions rather than a well-developed
SLA theory. Moreover, these strategies are the result of children acquiring their native
language; that it also applies for second language learners is again an assumption, which
may or may not be true.

Accepting that learners “do not assimilate all the language data they are exposed
to and...that their interlanguage contains rules and constructions which do not occur in
L2 input” (Liceras, 1985, p. 354), we should now turn our attention to some theories
that are claimed to have an impact on the interlanguage development, and thus, the
input-intake process at large. It is essential to learn which characteristics of input are

highlighted and more dominant in students’ preferences for intake.

2.5.1 Input Frequency

In explaining interlanguage development, researchers have claimed that the
more frequent the learner is exposed to the target structure the earlier it is acquired
(Lightbown & d’Anglejan, 1985). Thus, the development of interlanguage is parallel to
the density of the input provided.

Prompted by this claim, Larsen-Freeman (cited in Dulay et al, 1982) has
conducted a 4-year study with children, seeking a relationship between 14 grammatical
structures and their frequency conveyed in the input. She has found out that there was
no correlation between structure acquisition order and frequency; the errors that these
children made were irrespective of the input frequency of those structures; however, all
of them learned the same structures in the same order.

For example, Lightbown & d’Anglejan (1985) have conducted a study to see
whether input frequency accelerates the process of intake. The focus of the
investigation was interrogation, negation, and sentence word order (SVO). The subject
samples were children and adults learning French. Interestingly enough, the findings
suggested that there is no one-to-one correspondence with learners’ output and the input

they received in these structures. The learners seemed to follow a route of their own.
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Thus although the input provided was controlled in terms of its frequency, the output
did not reflect this at the production stage.

To sum up, students make use of the input they receive while forming and
developing their interlanguage system, but the frequency of a structure evident in the
input does not thoroughly account for the intake of that structure. That is why, no
matter how frequent learners hear or read the third person —s in the simple present tense,
they acquire it late. This, like many other examples, made researchers seek for more
specific explanations, and they came up with the learners’ L1 as a determinant factor in

the input-intake process.

2.5.2. Input-Intake and Contrastive Analysis

While looking for reasons why learners have problems overcoming some
difficulties in language learning, researchers, for a very long time, traced the source
back to the learners’ first language. That is, it was assumed that the learners’ native
language plays an important role in the learners pace and accuracy in learning the target
language; mostly it was considered an obstacle in language learning.

Based on this idea, the Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis (CAH) came into
existence and gained reputation over large period of time among researchers.
Contrastive Analysis or Contrastive Linguistics can roughly be defined as “a
subdiscipline of linguistics concerned with the comparison of two or more languages or
subsystems of languages in order to determine both the differences and similarities
between them™ (Fisiak, 1981, p.1). The position taken by Contrastive Analysis was that
the learner’s first language would somehow interfere with the acquisition of a new
language. The hypothesis mainly held two positions: the first being that where
structures in the L1 differed from the ones in L2, the learner would exhibit errors that
reflect more the structures of L1. That is, the learner’s L1 habits would interfere with
the learner’s L2 production, and thus, ‘negative transfer’ would take place. Thus,
irrespective of the input (initially) L1 and L2 differing structures would be delayed in
becoming intake (Rivers, 1981). Sridhar (1981) summarizes the causes for negative

transfer and says:
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1. That the prime cause, or even the sole cause, of difficulty and error in foreign-
language learning is interference coming from the learners’ native language;
2. that the difficulties are chiefly, or wholly, due to the differences between the two

languages;

3. that the greater these differences are, the more acute the learning difficulties will
be;

4. that the results of a comparisc;n between the two languages are needed to predict

the difficulties and errors which will occur in learning the foreign language;

that what there is to teach can best be found by comparing the two languages and
then subtracting what is common to them, so that ‘what the student has to learn
equals the sum of the differences established by the contrastive analysis.

(- 211)

The second position concerned a positive effect of the native language on
learning the target language. This would take place where the L1 structures are similar
to the ones in L2. This process was labeled as “positive transfer’ as it promoted the
acquisition of the target forms (Dulay, Burt, and Krashen, 1982).

This kind of reasoning forced researchers of CAH to compare and contrast the
L1 and L2 structtires, and, then, design a syllabus according to the difficulties predicted
on the basis of this analysis. In this way, they expected to accelerate the development
of their learners’ interlanguage and avoid errors before they even turned up. It was
assumed that the input directed to the learners alone would not be able to account for
intake. What the learners prefer to take in would, for most, be dictated by the contrast
of the L1 and the L2. However, mostly, studies contradict with these assumptions and
expectations. For example, Flynn (1984) conducted a study on the effect of CA in
terms of left and right branching languages called the ‘principle branching direction’
(PDG). She has studied this in terms of the pre- and postposed subordinate adverbial
clauses both with and without pronominal anaphoras which varied in direction. One
group of subjects consisted of 51 Spanish learners of English (a right branching
language like English) and the other group consisted of 53 subjects whose first language
was Japanese, principally a left-branching language (unlike English or Spanish). The
results indicated that the difference resulting from the nature of these two languages
alone could not explain and account for the data at hand. This means that there was no
significant relationship between the native language of the subjects and their acquisition
of those structures.
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A lot of research, like the one by Flynn (1984) or (Scott & Tucker, 1974) on the
effectiveness and implications of the findings of CAH, found out that learners are
affected from their native language minimally while learning a new language. The
errors that learners exhibit in their stage of interlanguage could not be completely traced
to their L1; just the contrary, only 5% in children and 20% in adult errors, the native
language could have been the source (Dulay, Burt, and Krashen, 1982). This means
that while learners make use of the input they receive, they are minimally affected by
their native language in the process of intake (Morton, 1981).

The findings contradicting with the expectations and claims of the CAH can be

summarized shortly as:

1. In neither child nor adult L2 performance do the majority of the grammatical
errors reflect the learners® L1.

2, L2 learners make many errors in areas of grammar that are comparable in both the
L1 and L2 — errors that should not be made if ‘positive transfer® were operating,

3. L2 learners® judgments of the grammatical correctness of L2 sentences are more
related to L2 sentence types than to their own L1 structure.

4. Phonological errors exhibit more L1 influence than do grammatical errors.

(Dulay, Burt & Krashen, 1982, p. 97)

As these findings also suggest, the CA has emerged as a weak predictor of the
performance of the learner, lending little explanatory support to the
syntactic/grammatical development of learner interlanguage system (Gass, 1987
Sanders, 1981).

The conclusion that can be arrived at, in light of the different explanations on the
process of input-intake with regard to language development of second language
learners, is that there is a-common flow of structure acquisition. This acquisition
process and sequence is irrespective of the learners’ L1, and also irrespective of the
frequency of the input in which the target structure is provided: there is a shared
acquisition order or developmental order that the learners go through, stage by stage.
However, explanations like input frequency and language transfer have failed to provide
a well-developed theory that corresponds with the production of the learners in the
target language.
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Despite being unable to account for all the commonalties and variations in the
interlanguage development of students and how they make use of the input they receive,
researchers, like Dulay et al. (1982), claim that there is an organizer in the brain of
every person that controls the acquisition process, choosing items to be learned and
material that fits into the developing organization of the target language system, and
rejecting input which does not match with the existing system. The question is, then,
related to the nature of the organizer. Is it something cognitive and intuitive, taking
place in the human brain; or, is it something linguistic, referring to some characteristics
of the language itself that is being learned?

2.6 Teachability-Learnability

Teachers, in helping students to overcome the obstacles of learning a new
language, have tried different methods and approaches so that it would be easier for the
learner to master the items under study (Widdowson, 1991; Rivers, 1981; Cargill,
1992). However, not always has this attempt resulted in success. The failure of these
approaches and techniques in teaching has guided researchers to the idea that, with
some structures or items of a language, whatever you do as the teacher, students only
learn it when they are ready for it. This, in turn, has prompted and accelerated the
studies on teachability and learnability (Pienemann, 1987; Bardovi-Harlig, 1994;
Nunan, 1995).

According to Quitero-Wolfe (1992) “learnability theory is an investigation of the
cognitive principles that determine developmental stages and eventual success in
language acquisition” (p.39). If we take learnability from the students’ point of view, it
is the degree to which an item is appropriate to be learned in terms of the students’
cognitive and developmental readiness. From the teachers’ point of view, “teaching is
ineffectual since L2 acquisition can only be promoted when the learner is ready to
acquire a given item” (Pienemann, 1989, p. 61). As learning and teaching are
interrelated, it is very important to accommodate these two processes to make
instruction beneficial (Gagne, cited in Gredler, 1992). Ellis (1994) outlines this
relationship in the following words:
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The teachability hypothesis predicts that instruction can only promote language
acquisition if the interlanguage is close to the point when the structure to be taught is
acquired in the natural setting (so that sufficient processing prerequisites are developed.

(p. 634)

Here, natural setting refers to the developmental stage at which a learner is ready to
acquire the target grémmatical structure.

It should not be interpreted that teaching and the efforts put in it are in vain.
Rather, it should be noted that while selecting pieces of input and structures of the target
language, special attention should be placed on the nature of that structure. Whether or
not it is suitable to the learners’ current competence is claimed to determine the degree
to which the structure would be assimilated into the interlanguage system. The teaching
and instruction just accelerates the learning process (Pica, 1992; Pienemann, 1989).

The whole problem, then, is to decide what the appropriate structure for the
student’s readiness is. Hudson (1993) believes that in language learning motivational
factors are important (learners’ emotional readiness), but the complexity of the structure
also plays an important role which refers to the cognitive readiness of the learner.
Taking it a step further, some researchers claim that structure complexity is the most
dominant factor determining what is going to become intake. |

Starting with Language Universals (see Section 2.7.) and the Markedness
Theory in particular, some linguistic explanations have been provided and universally
accepted. The reason why a structure is labeled as complex, why it is not feachable in
any stage, is linguistically acknowledged depending on the degree of markedness of that
particular structure and the criteria for the degree of markedness that is notified. Such a
linguistic explanation relies on the fact that structures of a given language have a
markedness degree and this particular degree determines the acquisition order of most
structures (Wurzel, 1998).

2.7. Language Universals

The term °‘language universals’, although referring to the same or similar
linguistic characteristics among languages, has had two distinct methodological
approaches. Regarding the ways we gain information on linguistic universals, one is
associated with the work of Greenberg, which bases its data on a representative sample

of the world languages to extract universal patternings; whereas the other, associated



24

with Chomsky, is less straightforward as the methodology relies on the hypothetical
assumption of linguistic innateness with which every child is born (Hyltenstam, 1983).

Because of the reliability of their findings and their relationship to SLA, the
Greenbergian approach—which is basically data driven and not theory driven-- is more
convincing and relevant to the present study on language universals and specifically
‘markedness’. McLaughlin (1987) claims that “there is general agreement among
linguists that language universals exist; the question is to what extent different
languages are structured according to universal principles” (p.83). Bearing in mind that
interlanguages of learners also constitute a language because of their being rule
governéd and systematic, it is valid to assume and expect interlanguage (in each of its
stages) to parallel the findings of linguistic universals.

White (1989) accepts the fact that L2 learners’ competence can be represented
by a number of internalized grammars. This concurs with the interlanguage hypothesis
in that it underlies the assumption that learners approach the L2 in a systematic and rule
governed behavior which is accounted for by a series of transitional systems. She
further claims that the language learning process, in itSelf, is constrained by Universal
Grammar and Language Universals. This means that the underlying ¢components of a
stage of interlanguage shows evidence to, and accords with, the language universals at
operation (Thomas, 1991).

The position taken by White (1989) completely focuses on the linguistic side of
the process (system-internal factors). Supporting White, McLaughIixi (1987) identifies
two distinct, but interacting, parts of the language learning process; basically system-
external factors (like the input provided) and system-internal factors, which are referred
to as the cognitive and linguistic aspect of the process. Language Universals, in relation
to language learning, “take that the input alone or the input interacting with non-
linguistic cognitive principles cannot account for the ultimate attainment of child and
adult language learners” (p. 82). The claim is based on the belief that for the
explanation of the acquisition of the formal properties of the language (the grammar), it
is essential to assume an innate, and universal, linguistic component.

This means, according to the supporters of Language Universals and their
determinant effect on language learning, there are universals for languages; and these

universal facts determine the route of the learning process. This is how developmental
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sequences are identified, and this is also why every learner goes through them; because
they are universal.

These patterns and principles, which are called ‘language universals’, can
be defined and explained in terms of four categories, depending on the nature of the
universal (McLaughlin, 1987):

a) Absolute Universals: These are universals which do not allow exceptions, i.e.,

hold true for all languages studied or to be studied.

b) Tendencies: These are universals which allow exceptions; however, they hold
true for most languages. | .

c) Non-Implicational Universals: These refer to the properties of language that are
said to be present or absent in all languages, without reference to another
property of the same language. They do not imply any absence-presence
relationship between structures or grammatical forms.

d) Implicational Universals: These relate the existence of one grammatical item to
the presence of another item in the same language. That is, if item A is present

in a given language, this implies that item B is also present.

These four categories, however, should not be considered in isolation because
absolute universals and tendencies interact with non-implicational and implicational
universals. For example, that all languages have vowels is an absolute universal and a
non-implicational universal at the same time because it holds true for all languages, and
it does not imply the existence of any other item. On the other hand, that all languages
have nasal consonants is a non-implicational tendency, because it allows for exceptions
(like some Sulishan languages), and it does not imply the existence of another item.
Similarly, the fact that ‘if a language has VSO as its basic word order, it has
prepositions’ constitutes an absolute implicational universal because there are no
exceptions; and the existence of VSO implies the existence of another category:
prepositions. However, the statement ‘if a language has SOV, it will have
postpositions’ is an implicational tendency because there are exceptions and there is an
implication between two categories (McLaughlin, 1987; Hawkins, 1988).

The category of implicational universals, whether absolute or tendency, has,

especially, prompted researchers towards studies on the relationship between, or
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sometimes among, items belonging to the same implicational universal. Within this
framework, they arrived at markedness conditions, which explains the implicational
relationship between categories and which is believed to have an impact on the
acquisition order of structures, both in the native language as well as the foreign or
second language.

2.8. Markedness

Markedness (see Section 1.4.3.) is said to play an important role in language
learning. Gair (1988) notes that unmarked elements of the language being learned
exhibit a “first in, last out’ order, which he claims to hold true for both first and second
language learners. However, without knowing the underlying idea and characteristics
behind this markedness issue, it is hard to build a bﬁdge between language learning and
the results and findings of studies on markedness.

The notion of the marked-unmarked distinction of a given category was first
developed with respect to the phonological system by Nicholas Trubetzkoy, and applied
to morpho-syntactic categories by Roman Jakobson. Since then, the markedness value
has received a great deal of attention in linguistic studies focusing on grammatical
structures and their degrees of markedness (Croft, 1990).

The essential notion behind markedness in typology is fact of asymmetry or unequal
grammatical properties of otherwise equal linguistic elements — inflections, words in word
classes and even syntactic constructions. '

(Croft, 1990, p.78)

Within this definition of markedness, it is important to keep in mind the asymmetry
feature, because this is what links markedness as a concept to implicational universals,

hierarchies and prototypes in grammatical structures.

2.8.1. Markedness and Morphosyntax
Related to morphosyntax, Croft (1990) summarizes eight criteria identified by
Joseph Greenberg in 1966. The properties being looked for in morphosyntax are as

follows:

Criterion 1: The surface realization of the unmarked vs. marked value is frequently that
of zero vs. non-zero morpheme (more generally, the realization of the marked value will
involve at least as many morphemes as the realization of the unmarked value).

Criterion 2: The marked member will display syncretization of its inflectional
possibilities with respect to the unmarked member (that is, there will be at least as many
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distinct forms in the paradigm with the unmarked value as in the paradigm with the
marked value).
Criterion 3: The form that normally refers to the unmarked value will refer to either value

in certain contexts (“facultative” use); the “par excellence” use of the unmarked term for
the supercategory including the marked and unmarked term.

Criterion 4: In certain grammatical environments, only the unmarked value will appear
(contextual neutralization).

Criterion 5: An unmarked form will have at least as many allomorphs or paradigmatic
irregularities as the marked form.

Criterion 6: An unmarked form will display at least as great a range of grammatical
behavior as that of the marked form (defectivation).

Criterion 7: (Grammatical number only) The plural form of the unmarked gender is used
to refer to collections consisting of objects of both genders (“dominance™)

Criterion 8: In text counts, the unmarked value will be at least as frequent as the marked
value.

(p- 86)

These 8 criteria have been identified to determiné the markedness value of a
given item. However, these are not explanatory and effective enough to be adapted to
syntax. So additional criteria are needed to account for the determination of markedness
in syntax: a set of parameters which are not specific to phonology, morphosyntax, or
syntax; rather, which are broad and clear enough to account for all linguistic aspects of

the language.

2.8.2. General Criteria for Markedness

The first thing to be changed in all of the previously mentioned criterion is the
underlying idea that marked and unmarked values are considered ‘absolute’ properties,
which, nowadays, has little support among linguists. Instead, the notion of markedness
is now being treated as a relative property; that is, one feature is ‘more marked’ or ‘less
marked’ than its counterpart or counterparts (as is the case with Implicational
Hierarchies). This refers to a continuum, the most marked feature at one end and the
least marked one at the other. Consequently, the criterion in operation should highlight
the ‘degree’ of markedness rather than the value of either marked or unmarked.

Croft (1990), again by reviewing Greenberg’s early work on linguistic
universals, identifies three main types of evidence for the determination of degree of
markedness between or among structures or items within the same category. These

criteria, to a great extent summarize and explain the previous eight. Croft provides a
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kind of modification and simplification of these criteria in a more operational and
straightforward Way.

1. STRUCTURE:  This concerns the presence or absence of a feature. For example,
plural can be considered more marked than singular because it typically involves the
addition of a morpheme.

2. BEHAVIOR: This concerns whether one element is grammatically more
‘versatile’ than another — the more versatile it is, the more unmarked it is. Versatility is
evidentin  both the number of inflections a specific grammatical category possesses
(for example, singular 3™ person has three forms in English — ‘he,” ‘she,” and ‘it’ —
whereas plural third person has only one — ‘they’) and in the number of syntactic
contexts in which a specific grammatical element can occur (for example, more
constructions occur with active voice than with passive voice).

3. FREQUENCY: The unmarked value is likely to occur with greater frequency than

the marked value, both in actual use (i.e., in actual texts) and also in the world’s

- languages.

Obvious from the criterion is that this view of markedness (the Typological
Approach) considers markedness to be a relative phenomenon (i.e. one form is more or
less marked than the other). This means that certain structures within the same category
experience a markedness relationship in that each of the structures differ in their degree

of markedness.

2.8.3 Markedness and Language Learning

Having taken these criteria as a basis, several researchers have studied its
importance in language learning. With special respect to how input is processed into
intake, markedness is said to play a leading role. Since input frequency, as well as the
place of L1 within the input-intake process, has l{;ckleﬁ\ &513%3?5@ the actual
interlanguage data, studies have focused on other explanations, of which markedness
has gained support. Sharwood-Smith (1985), Beebe (1985), Kandiah (1994) and Zobl
(1985) have focused on and highlighted the fact that learners do not process and
assimilate every single knowledge within the input data. Just the reverse, learners have

the capacity to choose what Beebe (1985) calls “the right stuff.” The question is “What
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is the right stuff?” Learners bave a kind of a system which evaluates incoming data and
selects items to be acquired prior to others. Zobl (1985) relates the criteria for this
selection of certain items to their degree of markedness. He claims that there are two
leading factors in forming the interlanguage grammar: “l1) acquisition via markedness
implicaitions; and 2) acquisitions via correlations between markedness values of
different but related parameters” (p.330).

Guided by this belief, researchers have conducted studies probing the validity of
markedness in language learning. Smith (1983) was one of those who has taken this
issue from the students’ point of view by identifying an unmarkedness strategy. She
has determined the unmarkedness strategy as being the second out of five initial
developmental stages in language learning and has described the way students make
use of it: o
1. The learner accepts evidence for unmarked structures in the target language.

2. The learner (initially) rejects evidence for marked structures in the target language
irrespective of their presence or absence in the first language.

To see whether learners of English as a second language really use the
unmarkedness strategy, Chaudron and Parker (1988) designed a study with 40 Japanese
learners of English and looked at their noun phrase acquisition development. One of the
significant results suggests that the frequency of structurally more marked forms
increase with the proficiency level of the subjects. “They use more bare nouns and
pronouns at the lower levels, and increase in use of both articles and existential of left-
dislocated noun phrases as proficiency level increases” (p. 18). The findings of
Chaudron and Parker’s study suggest that the unmarkedness strategy is in operation for
the acquisition of noun phrases.

Mazurkewich (cited in Rutherford, 1982) has investigated the markedness
application in SLA with respect to dative prepositional phrase complements (give NP1
NP2) and double noun phrase (NP) complements (give NP2 NP1). The findings show
that the dative prepositional phrase complements are learned and used after the double
NP complements because they are more marked; a finding supporting both Smith
(1983) and Mazurkewich (cited in Rutherford, 1982).

Clark (cited in Rutherford, 1982) has studied the acquisition of certain

prepositions and investigated how markedness might be an important determinant in the
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order of their acquisition by L2 learners. He found that prepositions which only bear a
semantic feature of location like at, in, and on, are learned easier and earlier as they are
less marked. However, prepositions like 70, onto, and into are marked as they have the
additional feature of location+direction, and so, are acquired later.

Zobl (1985) has studied the two possessive forms of the masculine his and
feminine her. He sets out from the fact that in English these two forms do not have
equal distributional privileges; for example, lion-lioness or poet-poetess. In these
forms, both lion and poet do also cover the feminine equivalent; whereas lioness and
poetess refer only to the feminine party. Thus, he claims “whenever the sex is not
known or is irrelevant, it is the masculine form which neutralizes the sex distinction”
(p-332). Keeping the input frequency also under control, he conducted a study with
low-proficiency French learners of English using a picture elicitation task. The results
suggest that the experiment “provides evidence that the matching values interact in
intake” (p.338). That is, the markedness value is in accordance with the expected order
of acquisition.

In light of the Markedness Theory, Mazurkewich (1988) has suggested that the
acquisition order of infinitives and gerunds may be affected by the degree of
markedness of these forms. He has set out from the assumption that infinitives and
tensed clauses are unmarked, whereas gerunds are marked because they “can only
appear if licensed by the strict subcategorization frame of the matrix verb” (p. 129).
The findings suggest that the infinitive is really acquired before the gerunds, and;
therefore, students exhibit more errors on gerunds because the infinitive is relatively
less marked.

In most of the studies cited so far, the concern has been the two extremes of a
continuum, marked versus unmarked (for example, gerund versus infinitive). However,
as pointed out before, marked-unmarked relationships may exist in the form of a
continuum involving not only the extreme ends but also the structures or items in
between. On this continuum, there may be an order of several constructions of the same
structure which differ in their degree of markedness, and which we call Implicational

Universals.
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2.9. Implicational Universals ‘

As mentioned earlier (see Section 1.4.4.), within language universals there is a
distinction between absolute universals and universal tendencies, and a distinction
between implicational universals and non-implicational universals (Hawkins, 1988).
However, cross-linguistic studies have revealed that we are frequently faced with
implicational universals, which can be expressed in the form of ‘iffthen’ statements.
This means that the presence of a feature in a language refers to the presence of another
feature in the same language, or vice versa. If this statement is two-sided, involving
only two features in their conditional relationship, then we are talking about simple
implicational universals (Ellis, 1994). An example for simple implicational universal is
the one provided by Hawkins (1983, cited in Ellis, 1994) who shows evidence to
demonstrate that “if a language has a noun before a demonstrative, then it has also a
noun before a relative clause” (p. 418).

Not always do only two features interact in such a relationship, but sometimes it
is possible to have more than two items, implying each other’s presence or absence, still
keeping the conditional relationship. In this case, we are talking about complex
implicational universals (Ellis, 1994). For instance, the statement that if a language has
a SOV word order, and if the adjective precedes the noun, the genitive is also supposed
to precede the noun. In this case, there are three interrelated grammatical facts
operating within the same implicational universal.

These linguistic findings, on their own, seem to have little impact on the learning
process of second or foreign language learners. They also seem to have no explanatory
input on the development of the interlanguage system with respect to its stages.
However, complex implicational universals sometimes take the form of a universal
implicational hierarchy, which conveys more than implying another feature.

Implicational hierarchies exhibit two linguistic properties. The first is that they
carry the presence/absence relationship within their features. For example, feature A
implies the existence of both features B and C. Or, the absence of feature B also
implies the absence of feature A. The second property, the one more crucial and
relevant to SLA, is that all of these features exist within a markedness relationship,
differing in their degree of markedness from each other. Taking the same example from
this point of view, if feature A implies the existence of features B and C, feature A is
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more marked than both B and C. And if the absence of feature B implies the absence of
feature A, then B is less marked than A (Croft, 1990). This chain of relationships can
be demonstrated as follows:

C<B<A
Here ( <) means ‘less marked than’ and (> ) means ‘implies the presence of’.

When we refer back to language learning process and the interlanguage
development, the markedness relationship of the implicational hierarchy is expected to
shed light on structure acquisition order. As White (1989) states “...markedness has
been used to make predictions about first and second language acquisition, the usual
assumption being that marked properties of language are harder to learn than unmarked
and will emerge later” (p. 117). Mazurkewich, in this sense, agrees with White (1989)
by claiming that no matter which language (L1 or L2) the learner is engaged in, he will
first go through a stage of using the unmarked form. This also predicts that 1.2 learners
will go through the same developmental pattern, no matter their L1.

The most well-known example for implicational hierarchies is the one identified
and investigated by Keenan and Comrie: The Noun| Phrase Accessibility Hierarchy
(NPAH), which demonstrates the relationship between structures in the process of
relativization; that is, relative clause with respect to| their functions in terms of the
relative pronoun. The reason why this hierarchy has attracted the attention of many
researchers is that it lends itself to various degrees of markedness and structures which

can be studied in relation to each other.

2.10. Relative Clauses

To understand the NPAH better, it is essential to highlight what relative clauses
are and what types they exhibit in English. There are two types of Relative Clauses
(RCs): Restrictive and Non-Restrictive. Each of these RCs has a different function
within sentences. Restrictive RCs aim at “delimiting the potential referents” of a noun;
that is, to identify the noun (Comrie, 1981, p. 138). is means that without the RC

within the sentence, the noun that is being referred to

not clear. Thus, it can be said
that this clause provides the hearer/reader with sufficient information to identify the
noun phrase. For example, “The man that I saw yesterday left this morning.” In this

sentence, that I saw yesterday is the relative clause without which the noun —the man —
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could not be identified. So, restrictive relative clauses, besides forming a grammatical
structure, also carry a semantic feature to make a meaningful referent out of a noun
(Comrie, 1981).

In non-restrictive relative clauses, on the other hand, it is assumed by the
speaker/writer that the receiver is able to identify the noun, even without adding the RC.
The RC by itself only serves as a means to give additional information about the noun,
not to identify the noun. For example, “Fred, who gave me his car, wanted it back.”
The assumption here is that the hearer already knows who Fred is. The function of the
relative clause — who gave me his car — only provides additional information about
somebody who is already identified.

Non-restrictive relative clauses in English require the relative pronouns who,
which, whom, and whose; and, they are set off from the main clause by a comma (in
written) and by intonation (in spoken). The restrictive relative clauses, in addition to
who, which, whom, and whose, also allow the usage of that; and, they are not set off
from the main clause, either intonationally or by commas (Comrie, 1981).

Although both restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses have similar
syntactic constructions, there is (as is evident from their explanations and examples
also) a semantic or pragmatic difference. The restrictive relative clause uses
presupposed information for the identification of the noun, while its counterpart, the
non-restrictive relative clause presents new information based on a noun which is
already identified.

As this study focuses on restrictive relative' clauses only, more detailed
information about its definition and types will be reviewed, so that the NPAH within

which these clause types operate is put into an operational framework.

2.10.1. Restrictive Relative Clauses

Sadighi (1994), in his study, defines the notion of restrictive relative clauses by,
first, highlighting that English is an SVO (has a Subject — Verb — Object word order)
language. He says that “the restricting relative clause stands to the right of the head NP
called post-nominal relative clauses. An RC variable marker is substituted for the
relativized NP in all positions, except for the direct object position which is optionally
deleted on the surface” (p. 143).
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In English restrictive relative clauses, it is possible to relativize the NP in six
positions: Subject, Direct Object, Indirect Object, Oblique, Genitive, and Object of
Comparison. To relativize on a particular noun phrase refers to the role of the NP in
question within the relative clause, not the main clause (McLaughlin, 1987). It is
possible to make the above explanation more concrete by exemplifying these NP

positions.

1. NP in the position of Subject (S)
The child who got ill recovered soon.
that functions as the subject of the clause.
[In subject relativization, the Wh-extraction, in terms of transformational grammar,
is made directly from the Inflection Phrase (IP)]

2. NP in the position of Direct Object (DO) -
The child that he hit recovered soon.
that functions as the direct object of the clause.
[In direct object relativization, the Wh-extraction, in terms of transformational
grammar, is made from the Verb Phrase (VP) within the IP]

3. NP in the position of Indirect Object (1I0)

The woman fo whom he sent the book could not receive the parcel.

whom functions as the indirect object of the clause.
[In indirect object relativization, the Wh-extraction, in terms of transformational
grammar, is made from the Prepositional Phrase (PP) within the VP within IP]

4, NP in the position of Oblique (O)
The table under which he put the toys is in the living room.
which functions as the oblique of the clause.
[In oblique relativization, the Wh-extraction, in terms of transformational
grammar, is made from the Prepositional Phrase (PP) within the VP within IP]
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5. NP in the position of Genitive (GEN)
I saw the woman whose child went out.
whose functions as the genitive of the clause.
[In genitive relativization, the Wh-extraction depends on the function of the NP
on which the genitive is formed]

6. NP in the position of the Object of Comparison (OC)
He got the amount less than which he was expecting.

which functions as the object of comparison in the clause.

The order in which these six types of relative clauses have been demonstrated is
by no means random. As was stated in the section of Implicational Hierarchies (section
'1.4.4.), sometimes it is possible to find more than two features or structures within the
- same hierarchy (Complex Hierarchies), and these features experience a two-sided
relationship; implying each other’s presence or absence, and implying the degree of
markedness evident in each. The functions of the relative clauses also exist within such
a kind of hierarchy, which is referred to as the Noun Phrase Accessibility Hierarchy in
literature on SLA.

2.10.2. The Noun Phrase Accessibility Hierarchy (NPAH) ‘

The structure of relative clauses lends itself to six different NP functions, basically
Subject, Direct Object, Indirect Object, Oblique, Genitive, and Object of Comparison.
These six categories, within the relativization process, make up what Keenan and
Comrie in 1977 identified and termed as The Noun Phrase Accessibility Hierarchy. This
hierarchy bases its ranking on Grammatical Relations (GRs) like Subject, and Direct
Object. It does not account for the syntactic formation for each of these types. That is,
GRs determine the order, not the syntactic realization of the relative clause.

The NPAH, on pure linguistic grounds, implies and predicts what is possible and
may exist in natural human languages. The findings on this area show evidence in
support of an order within the hierarchy, which is:

S <DO <10 < OBL < GEN < Obj. of COMP
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This illustration means “if a language can relativize clauses on a given position on the
hierarchy, then it can also form relative clauses on all positions higher (to the left) on
the hierarchy; moreover, for each position on the hierarchy, there is some possible
language that can relativize on that position and all positions to the left, but no position
to the right” (Comrie, 1981, p. 156). ‘

Accordingly, it is possible to find languages which can only form relative
clauses on the subject position, and Malagasy forms such an example. This means that
in this language, the lower functions (to the right) on the hierarchy are by no means
possible. Another example is the langnage Kinyarwanda, which can only relativize the
subject and the direct object, but not the rest. Languages like the Fering dialect of North
Frisian allow relativization on the first three categories (Subject, Direct Object, and
Indirect Object) but lack relativization of Oblique, Genitive, or Object of Comparison.
English and Turkish, on the other hand, are among languages which permit
relativization on all of the functions of NP within the NPAH (Comrie, 1981).

To put these findings in another way, if a language allows relativization from the
OBL (Oblique) position (like, Here is the book that you were asking about), it will, and
must, allow the relativization from IO (Indirect Object), DO (Direct Object), and S
(Subject) positions. Croteau (1995) states: “an implicational relationship exists through
the Hierarchy such that relativization on a loWer position implies, for any language, the
acceptability of relativization on a higher position, but not vice versa” (p. 112).

This pure linguistic side about the NPAH sheds light on further linguistic
analysis, in that it predicts the structure of any possible human language. However,
some other kind of relationship among the hierarchy structures is needed to relate these
findings to language learning. This relationship is the one that has been referred to as
markedness.

It has been pointed out that the features in the NPAH are not in random order,
but exist in a hierarchy. The linguistic and universal findings of implying the presence
or absence of one item are closely related to the degree of markedness that those
structures exhibit. The degree of markedness assigned to each category in the NPAH
follows the cross-linguistic findings in that the Subject relativization is the least marked
while the relativization of the Object of Comparison is the most marked item. This
relationship together with examples are illustrated in Table 2.3.
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Table 2.3.

The Noun Phrase Accessibility Hierarchy
Subject (S) The man who knows the woman
<Direct Object DO) The man that the woman knows
<Indirect Object 10 'The man that the woman gave a pencil to
<Oblique (OBL) The desk that the woman put the pencil on
<Genitive (GEN) The man whose pencil the woman took
<Obj. of Comparison (OC) The man that the woman is taller than

(here < means less marked than)

It is important to note here that the (Accessibility Hierarchy) AH for relative
clause formation implies a hierarchy in the degrees of markedness of each feature. It is,
then, misleading to assume that the relativization of IO is marked in an absolute sense.
The fact is that 10 is marked when compared to S, but less marked when compared to
OBL and GEN. '

Another thing to be mentioned is that the Object of Comparison, although
possible linguistically, has been graded by English native speakers as incorrect usage
(ungrammatical). Consequently, most studies (like the present one) have not taken this
construction into account, both in the data collection and data analysis procedure.

Having highlighted the markedness relationship in operation within the NPAH,
we shall now turn back to its application to SLA. How does the fact about the AH
affect the development of second language learners’ interlanguage? Does the
markedness relationship of the items in the hierarchy predict anything in terms of the
acquisition order of each category? And, are these predictions universal, as claimed by
- the language universals? A lot of research on the NPAH, and how it relates to the
answers to these questions has been conducted; mostly in support of the hypothesis but
sometimes also contradicting with ﬁniversal findings. Now, an overview of the basic
studies in this area will be given and the universality of the NPAH, in terms of language
learning, will be discussed.
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2.10.3. The NPAH and Language Learning

Linguists and researchers involved in SLA have conducted a number of studies
prompted by the NPAH and whether or not it relates to language learning with respect
to the markedness element. Gass (1979) took a large number of subjects from different
native language backgrounds to find out whether, irrespective of the native language,
learners follow a certain routine in the acquisition of relative clauses. Her data
collection procedure involved three different tasks: ‘Grammatical Judgment Test” where
students were asked to state the accuracy or inaccuracy of a given sentence with relative
clause; a ‘Sentence Combining Task’ requiring the students to combine two sets of
sentences into one that contains a relative clause; and finally, a ‘Free Composition Task’
where students produced a composition in a spontancously written way. There was a
high correlation within tasks, all referring to the fact that learners, no matter what their
L1 was, followed the constraints and sequence of the NPAH. That is, the subjects had
more correct responses to subject relativization than to direct object, and so forth.

The study by Hyltenstam (1983) lends support to the findings of Gass (1979).
Hyltenstam, although with a limited data elicitation task, conducted a study on foreign
language learners, asking them to identify pictures orally. The relative clause types,
after being analyzed according to their NP functions within the clause, were ranked in
terms of their accuracy. The results reveal that the students exhibited the same pattern
for correctness as suggested by the AH. The findings of this study thus imply that the
sequence on the NPAH seems to be an influential factor determining students’ rate of
accuracy in relative clause formation.

Aarts and Schills (1995) took 96 Dutch learners of English and investigated their
production on relative clauses. The data collection procedure involved a Sentence
Combining Task with 20 sentences which elicited the different functions of the NPs in
the clauses. When analyzed in terms of these functions, it was found and stated that the
results confirmed the general findings on the NPAH. As Aarts and Shils put it, “the
relativization of NPs functioning as prepositional complements and as possessors
produced more errors than the relativization of NPs functioning as subjects and indirect
objects” (p. 53).

Eckman (1988) conducted a study with adults of different native language -
backgrounds, like Spanish, Greek, Persian, and Finnish. The focus of this study was
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limited to resumptive pronoun usage only. The aim was to see whether the use of
resumptive pronouns correlate with the NPAH in respect to the errors exhibited for each
type. The results suggest that, irrespective of their L1 backgrounds, subjects produced
resumptive pronouns in this task, and interestingly, the patterns arrived at the end of the
study, “corresponded with a high degree of scalability to the Accessibility Hierarchy”
(p. 426). Eckman summarizes his study noting: “if the subjects produced relative .
clauses in the interlanguage with resumptive pronouns in the object of the preposition
position, the subjects also produced relative clauses with resumptive pronouns in all
positions lower on the hierarchy, but not necessarily higher on the hierarchy” (p. 426).
That is, the use of resumptive pronouns in interlanguage accords to a very high degree
of accuracy with the NPAH.

" Sadighi (1994) took the acquisition of restrictive relative clauses from the
comprehension point of view. His subjects consisted of 24 Chinese, 20 Japanese, and
12 Korean learners of English whose ages ranged between 19 and 29. The data
collection procedure involved the comprehension of individual sentences which
contained relative clauses of different NP functions. Sadighi summarizes his results by
pointing out that “based on the results found for Chinese, Japanese and Korean adult
native speakers in this study, and the relevant data from other language backgrounds
such as Sheldon (1977) L1 English learners, one can conclude that the processing of
ERRCs [English Restrictive Relative Clauses] by adult L1 and L2 learners of English
was substantially governed by the universal phenomena engaged in the formation of
these complex syntactic structure” (p. 147). An additional conclusion to be arrived at
from these results is the fact that adult L2 learners, just like L1 learners, have access to
linguistic universals while learning a language; a finding consistent with the results of
Bley-Vroman et al (1988).

Partly supporting evidence for the NPAH and its operation in SLA is provided
by Eckman, Bell, & Nelson (cited in Ellis, 1994) and Jones (cited in Ellis, 1994).
Subjects with mixed L1 backgrounds were tested on their accuracy of relative clauses
including all the functions on the NPAH. The task was limited to sentence combining.
The results suggested that, to a high degree, the subjects followed the NPAH; however,

exceptions related to the Genitive were also observed. Thus, the elicited data was not in
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accordance with the hierarchy in the function of the genitive, which had lower error
rates than expected (violating the sequence hypothesized).

Of special importance is the study by Hamilton (1995). He has carried out his
study with 98 learners from different native language backgrounds, such as Japanese,
Arabic, Korean, Spanish and Chinese. He required his subjects to combine two
sentences into one by using relative clauses. He aimed at finding out whether learners,
while forming relative clauses, were more sensitive to grammatical relations (as claimed
by the NPAH) or to syntactic configurations of the structures. He found out that the
Genitive construction has not exhibited as many errors as expected. Conseqﬁently, his
findings contradicted the predicted ease of learning by the NPAH. He attributed this
result to the fact that Genitive, actually, should not be a part of the hierarchy, rather it
should be integrated into Subject, Direct Object or Oblique relativization because it is
possible to form the Genitive on all of these structures. He claimed that the genitive
nature of the NP was not the dominant factor, rather it was the NP (subject or direct

object) on which the Genitive was formed.

2.11. Conclusion

In literature on Second or Foreign Language Acquisition, researchers have
oriented themselVes towards understanding how interlanguage grammars come into
existence, develop, and even achieve native-like properties. In this attempt, they have
dealt with the nature or frequency of the input the learners are exposed to, and the native
language background of the students. However, studies in both of these areas have
shown that results and findings can not thoroughly (sometimes not even partly) explain
how, and according to what, input is processed into intake. Why are certain language
properties internalized earlier than others? What are the criteria in the selection and
preference of these items?

The claims on Language Universals, Markedness, and the Noun Phrase
Accessibility Hierarchy have been quite strong with respect to both L1 and L2
acquisition. The hypothesis is that every kind of student (implying L1 background) at
any age, and in any instructional circumstance, or input environment, is going to acquire
the relativization of Subject, Direct Object, Indirect Object, Oblique, and Genitive in the
order predicted by the NPAH. The reason attributed to this hypothesis relies on the
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degrees of markedness assigned to each of these structures; the less marked being
learned easier and earlier than the more marked ones. Most of the studies cited, either
completely or partly, support this claim; however, some do not (Hamilton, 1995).

The present study is going to investigate this hypothesis within an EFL setting
with Turkish students learning English at the ages between 17-21. If the results of this
study support the NPAH, the hypothesis will gain strength in terms of its universality.
However, if it does not, other explanations will be sought depending on the outcome of

the results.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

3.1. Introduction

This study has been designed as a descriptive, cross-sectional study so that the
subjects’ current state of interlangﬁaée on relative clauses and the error rates on the five
different types of relative pronoun functions could be identified. The main aim in
designing this kind of research was, firstly, to identify and describe the subjects’
performance on relative clauses, and then relate these findings to the claims about the
NPAH in terms of acquisition order in relation to the markedness degree of syntactic

items within the same structure.

3.2. Subjects and Setting
The study was conducted at two different faculties of Anadolu University, Eskisehir,
Turkey. All the subjects have Turkish as their Li background and they represent adult )
Turkish learners of English whose ages are between 17 and 21. The subjects are
students enrolled at an intensive English preparatory class of which the class hours
range between 24 and 30 hours a week. At the time of data collection, all students were
at the end of the first semester. So, they had an instruction of about 11 weeks.

First, the Michigan Placement Test was administered to a total of 207 students,
all of which were enrolled either at Anadolu University, Faculty of Education, English
Language Teaching Program, or at Anadolu University, School of Civil Aviation. As
this study aimed at discussing results in relation to the students’ level of English, it was
considered appropriate to choose two distinct levels: either beginner and advanced,
elementary and intermediate, or lower-intermediate and upper-intermediate. The first
(advanced-elementary) was not possible as there were only five students placed at the
advanced level and the teachers of the beginner level students pointed out that they
might not be able to cover relative clause in their syllabus. The second combination
was also not feasible since there were only 17 students placed at elementary level. So
the 51 students placed at upper-intermediate and 57 placed at lower- intermediate have
formed the subject sample of this study (n=108).

However, in the data collection procedure, while administering the Grammatical

Judgment Test, the Sentence Combining Task, and the Translation Task, some of the
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students did not complete the tasks as required. So, excluding those from the data, the
subject sample of this study consists of 40 lower-intermediate students and 40 upper-
intermediate students.

Thus, after having administered the Michigan Placement Test to all the students of
the preparatory classes, only those who hgxé fell into the following proficiency levels
and who had completed the tasks as required were lyén chosen as the subjects for the
study (a total of 80 students; n=80):

a) 40 students at lower-intermediate level: their Michigan Placement Score is between

31-45; an average group score of 41.7. _

b) 40 students at upper-intermediate level: their Michigan Placement Score is between

61-75; an average group score of 72.9.

3.3.Instruments

3.3.1. Placement Test

One week before collecting the data, a standard placement test (The Michigan
Placement) was administered to determine the levels of the subjects. This Michigan
Placement Test has been chosen as it has been used both at the Faculty of Education and
The School of Civil Aviation successfully for the past several years; it has also been the
proficiency basis for many of the researchers in these institutions (Canturk, 1998; Ipek,
1998). Thus, this test is believed to shed light on the students’ curreht level of English.
In determining the levels, the evaluation scale suggested by the Faculty of Education,
ELT Department has been used.

The subjects have been given two hours to finish the test which consists of:

20 Listening comprehension items,

30 Grammar and Structure items,

30 Vocabulary items, and

20 Reading Comprehension items.

Obvious from the item distribution of the test, it does not cover or evaluate the
learners on their speech production, neither does it evaluate their writing as a productive

skill. However, these have not been considered as a drawback for this study as the data



collection instruments do not require spontaneous speech or writing; rather the focus is
on sentence-level production.

The students have been given scores out of 100, which is the total number of
items in the test. The evaluation scale as suggested by the ELT Department is shown in

Figure 3.1.
76-100 Advanced
61-75 Upper-Intermediate
46-60 Intermediate
31-45 Lower-Intermediate
16-30 Elementary
0-15 Beginner

Figure 3.1. The Evaluation Scale for the Michigan Placement Test

According to this scale, the distribution of the scores obtained by the students is
given in Figure 3.2.

Scores Levels n
76-100 Advanced 5
61-75 Upper intermediate 51
46-60 Intermediate 32
31-45 Lower intermediate 57
16-30 Elementary 19
0-15 Beginner 43

TOTAL 207

Figure 3.2. The Distribution of the Michigan Placement Results
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3.3.2. Grammaticality Judgment Test

Grammaticality Judgment test can be defined as “the conformity of a sentence,
or part of a sentence, to the rules defined by a particular grammar of the language; also
called well-formedness” (Crystal, 1992, p.36). A grammaticality judgment task was
administered because it is one of the best ways of accessing students’ intuition about
what they think is grammatically acceptable in the target language that they are learning
(Sorace, 1985). This test was partly adapted (from Aarts, 1995; and Hamilton, 1995)
and developed according to the five relative clause types under study. It should be
noted that the errors integrated into the ungrammatical sentences contain mistakes of
various types (for example, resumptive pronoun, relative pronoun misusage). The
analysis and discussions will be based on errors, without any reference to the type or
difficulty level of the mistakes. In the task, there are four sentences for each relative
clause types; i.c., Subject, Direct Object, Indirect Object, Oblique, and Genitive. For
each set of sentences, there are two grammatical and two ungrammatical items, thus the
task consists altogether of 20 items.

The random distribution of the items in terms of the relative clause types is

demonstrated in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1
Distribution of the G.-J. Items in Terms of Pronoun Functions
Function of the Rel. Pronoun SU DO IO ‘OBL GEN
Item No 3,7,11,19 4,12,14,18 5,6,15,20 1,8,13,16 2,9,10,17

In items 3, 7, 11, and 19; the relative pronoun functions as the subject in the relative
clause.
For example: 1 cooked Italian food which actually tasted Indian and

*The girl who she had disappeared suddenly could not be found.
In items 4, 12, 14, and 18; the relative pronoun functions as the direct object in the
relative clause.
For example : The book which I am reading now was written by Stephen King.

* The boss called the secretary who he employed last week.

In items 5, 6, 15, and 20; the relative pronoun functions as the indirect object in the

relative clause.
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For example : I love my girlfriend to whom I bought all the flowers in the city.
*I saw the bank manager to who I gave my cheque.
In items 1, 8, 13, and 16; the relative pronoun functions as the oblique in the relative
clause.
For example : This is the diary in which I keep my memories.
* I found the taxi in whose I forgot my purse.
And in items 2, 9, 10, and 17, the relative pronoun functions as the genitive (possessor)
in the relative clause.
For example : The woman whose dress was torn got very upset.
* Jane discussed with the woman whom child had stolen her bag.
The random distribution of the items in terms of grammaticality and
ungrammaticality is demonstrated in Table 3.2.

Table 3.2. -
Distribution of the Items in Terms of Grammaticality
SU DO IO OBL GEN
Grammatical Items 3,11 12, 14 5,6 8,13 2,17
Ungrammatical Items 7, 19 4,18 15,20 1,16 9,10

In the task, items 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, 11, 12, 13, 14 and 17 are grammatical, whereas
items 1,4,7,9, 10, 15, 16, 18, 19 and 20 are ungrammatical.

In this task, students were required to judge the sentences either as grammatical
(by putting a tick next to the sentence) or ungrammatical (by putting a cross) without
indicating why they think it is ungrammatical. The correct judgments for the items
were calculated with respect‘ to the relative clause type they reﬁresent. At the end,
students got raw scores out of four for each of the relative clause levels in the NPAH.
The administration of this task lasted about 10 to 15 minutes.
(For the original Grammatical Judgment Test, see Appendix A.)
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3.3.3. Sentence Combining Task
The students were given 20 pairs of sentences to be combined with a

relative clause. The operations that the students were expected to achieve can be

outlined as:

L Relativization of a particular constituent which is co-referential with a
constituent in the first sentence.

2. Movement of the relativized constituent within the second sentence. There are
three types of movements:

a) vacuous movement. The movement rule applies vacuously when the
relativized constituent is the subject of the second sentence.

b) short movement. This rule applies when the relativized constituent has a
function other than subject in the second sentence and has to be moved to
sentence-initial position.

¢) long-movement. This rule applies when the relativized constituent has to be
raised out of a subordinate clause in the second sentence and is moved to
sentence-initial position across two clause boundaries.

3. That-deletion. When the subject in a subordinate clause is relativized, the
subordinator that is obligatorily deleted.

4. Insertion of the second sentence into the first sentence. This is the case if the
antecedent is not the final constituent of the first sentence.

5. Attachment of the second sentence to the first sentence. This is the case if the
antecedent is the final constituent of the first sentence.

There are four sentences for each of the relative clause types under study. The
students were expected to combine each pair of sentences in an accurate way. The
distribution of the items with respect to the relative clause types they represent is

demonstrated in Table 3.3.

Table 3.3
Distribution of the Items in the Sentence Combining Task
SU DO IO OBL GEN

ItemNo 1,8,12,17  6,10,14,18 2,5,11,13 4,9,16,19 3,7,15,20
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In items 1, 8, 12, and 17; the relative pronoun functions as the subject in the relative
clause.
For example : a) The man was fired by his boss.
b) He had forgotten to pay the salary.
ANSWER: The man who had forgotten to pay the salary was fired by his
boss.
In items 6, 10, 14, and 18; the relative pronoun functions as the direct object in the
relative clause.
For example : a) The idea was excellent.
b) My father suggested it.
ANSWER: The idea which my father suggested was excellent.
In items 2, 5, 11, and 13; the relative pronoun functions as the indirect object in the
relative clause.
For example : a) I always visit the child.
* b) 1 told my life story to the child.
ANSWER: I always visit the child to whom I told my life story.
In items 4, 9, 16, and 19; the relative pronoun functions as the oblique in the relative
clause.
For example : a) I found the bag.
b) I had hidden her present in the bag.
ANSWER: I found the bag in which I had hidden her present.
And, in items 3, 7, 15, and 20; the relative pronoun functions as the genitive (possessor)
of the relative clause.
For example : a) I spoke to the manager.
b) His hotel is at the seaside in Florida.
ANSWER: I spoke to the manager whose hotel is at the seaside in
Florida.

While doing the sentence combining task, no time limitation was given, but the

whole task lasted about 25 to 30 minutes. If students had committed any of the -



49

following errors, their sentences were labeled as ungrammatical, and they got a a score

of one (1). Each correct answer was given a score of zero (0).

a) Beginning with sentence B rather than sentence A (violating the direction);

b) The passivization of NP target of relativization. This is a form of avoidance,
because it always results in the relativization of the SU (subject), the most easily
relativizable NP type;

¢) The omission of the preposition;

d) The substitution of a different preposition for the target preposition. This involves a
change in meaning, in violation of direction;

€) The use of resumptive pronoun or noun;

f) A non-relative clause like an adverbial clause using where, when...;

g) An incomplete response or no response.

(For the original task, see Appendix B.)

3.3.4. Translation Task

The students were given 20 Turkish sentences containing a relative clause. This
task was used because it requires the learner to incorporate different skills. This task
necessiates comprehending the relative clause in Turkish, and producing the same
meaning and structure equivalent to English.

There are four sentences for each of the relative clause types in the NPAH. The
random distribution of the items, with respect to the function of the relative pronoun in

the relative clause, is indicated in Table 3.4.

Table 3.4.
Distribution of the Items in the Translation Task
SU DO IO OBL GEN
Item No 1,4,15,18‘ 7.9,10,14 2,8,13,17 5,6,12,19  3,11,16,20

In items 1, 4, 15, and 18; the relative pronoun functions as the subject in the relative
clause.

For example : Bu yaz emekliye ayrilacak olan arkadasim Izmir’e tasinacak.
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ANSWER: My friend who is going to retire this summer will move to
Izmir.
In items 7, 9, 10, and 14; the relative pronoun functions as the direct object in the
relative clause.
For example : Onun satin aldigr arabayr gordiim.
ANSWER: ] saw the car which he bought.
In items 2, 8, 13, and 17; the relative pronoun functions as the indirect object in the
relative clause.
For example :Doktor, yanhs ilag verdigi hastasim ziyaret etti.
ANSWER: The doctor visited the patient to whom he had prescribed
wrong medicine.
In items 5, 6, 12, and 19; the relative pronoun functions as the oblique in the relative
clause.
For example : O, hakkinda kitap yazilan iinlii bir politikacidir.
ANSWER: He is a famous politician about whom a book was written.
And in items 3, 11, 16, and 20; the relative pronoun functions as the genitive
(possessor) in the relative clause. |
For example : Sagim kestigim miisteri parasini vermeyi unuttu.
ANSWER: The customer whose hair I cut forgot to pay.
(For the original task, see Appendix C.)

The students were asked to translate the given sentences into English by using a
relative clause. The administrators of the test were given the flexibility to tell the
students the English equivalents of the words that they did not know, because, as the
focus was on syntax, vocabulary was not tested or taken into consideration. So, both
the students and the teachers were informed about the freedom of asking and providing
vocabulary. There was no time limitation set; however, the whole task lasted for about
25 to 30 minutes.

While evaluating the translation task, the guidelines for sentence-combining
evaluation were used. That is, when the student had committed any of the errors
outlined in Part 3, his/her translation was considered erroneous, and he/she got a score

of 1. If no mistakes were detected, the score given was 0.
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In this study, three instruments were used for the collection of the data. Each of
these tasks elicits knowledge of relative clauses at a different level. Grammaticality
Judgment Test was used to test students’ intuition. Thus, this task requires knowledge at
the recognition level. Two production based elicitation tasks were preferred to make
the subjects produce data that was being investigated, which, in naturally occurring
data, might not always be possible (Nunan, 1986). The Sentence Combining part is a
productive task as it requires the learners to form their own sentences; however, the two
sentences to be combined are given in the target language. The Translation Task also
requires production, but this time, the students have to create their own English
sentences depending on the given Turkish version. So, it can be said that these three
tasks are different in nature and the difficulty level although they elicit the same
structures. The variety of the tasks in collecting the data is expected to account for the
reliability of findings and results (Turan, 1998).

3.4. Pilot Study

The Grammatical Judgment Test, Sentence Combining Task and Translation Tasks
were given to similar groups before the study in order to test the reliability and validity
of the instruments to be used. According to the results of the pilot study, some items in
the instruments were either changed or excluded from the instrument. To account for
the reliability and validity of the tests, necessary procedures were carried out. The
subjects used in the pilot study, and the procedures which were carried out, are outlined

in this section.

3.4.1. Subjects and Setting
The three tasks (Grammatical Judgment, Sentence Combining and Translation)

were administered to 23 learners (10 from the Faculty of Education, ELT Department,
and 13 from the School of Civil Aviation). The proficiency levels of these students
reflected the same proficiency level of the subjects (12 upper-intermediate and 11
lower-intermediate students); however, they were first year students and not preparatory
class students. So, it can be said that the sample of the pilot study was similar to the
subject sample of the study. The results of the pilot study in terms of test validity were
then calculated.
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3.4.2. Validity

Validity is simply defined as the degree to which one has measured what one
really wanted to measure (Johnson, 1992; Nunan, 1992). Thus the validity of a test or
data collection instrument shows the degree to which it measures or elicits the target
structure under study.

To account for the content validity of the tasks used in this study, a panel of non-
native experts, comprised of five teachers at the Faculty of Education, ELT Department,
were asked for feedback. The experts were given the three instruments; their opinion on
what it measures and requires on the side of the students was taken. Upon their
feedback, the instruments were either rearranged or changed until there was an
agreement that the items in each of the tasks are appropriate for the aim of the study.
Their feedback on the instructions given in the tasks was also considered to avoid
possible problems during the data collection procedure. Some of the changes upon this
feedback is given below:

1. Feedback on items:
“My brother whom I gave my bag did not return it”
This sentence was found ambiguous because it was stated that it was not clear
whether this is a restrictive or non-restrictive relative clause. It was mentioned the if
the person has only one brother, it would be non-restrictive,v so this item was
changed.

2. Féedback on instruction:
In the task instruction concerning sentence combining, it was noticed that there was
one pronoun missing (the pronoun whom), so this was added into the instruction to

avoid errors induced by the researcher herself.
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3.4.3. Reliability
The reliability of a test refers to the stability and consistency of the results
obtained from the test (Brown, 1988). This means that the same test given to the same
people again should be consistent enough to bring about the same, or very close, results.
For the reliability of the instruments, the 23 subjects of the pilot study were given
the three tasks in the order they would be given later to the actual subject sample. After
two weeks, the same tests were given in the same order again. Thus using the test
re-test technique, the reliability of these tasks was calculated. The results suggest that
the reliability coefficient (rx) is 0.79 for the Grammatical Judgment Test, 0.82 for the
Sentence Combining Task, and 0. 84 for the Translation Task. As all values are over
0.70 (Nunan, 1992), it can be said that these tasks have a satisfactory level of internal

reliability and can be used in the actual data collection procedure.

3.5. Data Collection Procedure
The data collection procedure for this study consists of basically twe phases:

Phase 1: The Michigan Placement Test was administered to a large number of students
(217) at Anadolu University, ELT Department, and The School of Civil Aviation.
According to the results of this test, the students who were labeled as lower-
intermediate and upper-intermediate were selected as the actual subjects of the study.
Thus, 40 students from each level (altogether 80) have participated in phase 2.

Phase 2: To account for consistency and validity of the data, all subjects were given the
Grammaticality Judgment Test, Sentence Combining Task, and Translation Task two
weeks after they had been instructed in relative clauses. All tasks were given on the
same day, but at intervals. Before the administration of the instruments, all students
were informed that this data collection was done for a study and would not affect any of
their grades. As different teachers gave the tests, the researcher herself went into each
of the classrooms and made the same explanation. The students were not given any
time limitation in any of the tasks; however, in most of the classes, the whole procedure
lasted about 70 to 80 minutes. First, the Translation Task was administered. The
second task was Sentence Combining. Grammaticality Judgment test was given as the
last one. This order was followed so that students did not get distracted by the

ungrammatical sentences they had seen in the Grammaticality Judgment Test.
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The analysis for each of these tasks was done three times by the researcher,
herself, to account for intrarater reliability (at one month intervals). These three
analysis results indicated that the scoring did not change. After the final evaluation, the
three tasks were given to another rater (a non-native English teacher). The results of
both raters was then compared. Some problems in the scoring of the translation task
and sentence combining task arose, which were eliminated through negotiation and
reference to the criteria for evaluation. Thus, conformity in interrater reliability was
arrived at. The results of these three tasks in the second phase have formed the actual
database for this study.

3.6. Analytical Procedures
After having administered the Grammatical Judgment Test, Sentence
Combining Task, and Translation Task, every item in each of the tasks was evaluated in
terms of correct or wrong. As the focus of this study is directed towards the error rates,
each correct answer received a score of (0) and each incorrect answer received a score
of (1). Atthe end of this procedure, two sets of scores were obtained.
1) Lower-Intermediate Group: |
a) Error rates on the Grammatical Judgment Test
b) Error rates on the Sentence Combining Task
¢) Error rates on the Translation Task
2) Upper-Intermediate Group:
a) Error rates on the Grammatical Judgment Test
b) Error rates on the Sentence Combining Task

¢) Error rates on the Translation Task

These scores were then grouped according to the relative clause functions in NPAH. At
the end of this procedure, the subjects had again two sets of scores:
1) Lower-Intermediate Group:
a) The frequency distribution of the errors on the Grammatical Judgment Test
in terms of Subject, Direct Object, Indirect Object, Oblique, and Genitive

relativization.
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b) The frequency distribution of the errors on the Sentence Combining Task in
terms of Subject, Direct Object, Indirect Object, Oblique, and Genitive
relativization.

¢) The frequency distribution of the errors on the Translation Task in terms of
Subject, Direct Object, Indirect Object, Oblique, and Genitive relativization.

2) Upper-Intermediate Group:

a) The frequency distribution of the errors on the Grammatical Judgment Test
in terms of Subject, Direct Object, Indirect Object, Oblique, and Genitive
relativization.

b) The frequency distribution of the errors on the Sentence Combining Task in
terms of Subject, Direct Object, Indirect Object, Oblique, and Genitive
relativization.

¢) The frequency distribution of the errors on the Translation Task in terms of

Subject, Direct Object, Indirect Object, Oblique, and Genitive relativization.

After these distributions were obtained, in-group comparisons and comparisons
between groups were made. Additional frequency distributions and error ratios were
calculated to explore whether there is a difference in terms of the tasks the students
were exposed to. Finally, by looking at the errbr frequencies and rates exhibited by the
students, a relative clause acquisition order for Turkish learners of English was arrived

at.
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CHAPTER 4
DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSIONS

4.1. Introduction

This study was aimed at probing the universality of the NPAH suggested by
Keenan and Comrie in 1977 by investigating its application to foreign language
learning. It also aimed at finding the order of acquisition of relative clauses by Turkish
learners of English, if they are not in accordance with the NPAH. That is, do the errors
increase from the unmarked end of the continuum towards the marked end, as given in
the AH?

The research questions prompting this study were:

1. Do adult Turkish learners of English follow the NPAH while acquiring Restrictive
Relative Clauses (RRCs)?
a) Do lower-intermediate learners follow the NPAH while acquiring RRCs?
b) Do upper-intermediate learners follow the NPAH while acquiring RRCs?

2. If learners do not follow the NPAH, what is the order of acquisition in RRCs for
Turkish adult learners of English? |
a) What is the order for lower-intermediate learners?
b) What is the order for upper-intermediate learners?

The types of relative clauses included Subject (S), Direct Object (DO), Indirect
Object (10), Oblique (OBL), and Genitive (GEN) relativizations. The relativization of
the Object of Comparison was not included in the study as it was judged ungrammatical
by most of the native speakers of English in previous studies.

The subject sample consisted of two groups (lower-intermediate and upper-
intermediate) each of which was comprised of 40 students: a total of 80 learners. The
data collection procedure involved three different instruments; namely, Grammatical
Judgment Test (G-J), Sentence Combining Task (S-C), and Translation Task (Tr.). The
data was collected two weeks after the students had been instructed on the target
structures.
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4.2. Scoring

In studies related to acquisition order, it is usually assumed that the number of
errors plays an important role in determining what is acquired prior or later. That is
why, in this study, every error has been counted and received a score of (1), whereas
correct answers received (0). The analysis and discussions are all based on error ratios
and frequency distributions.

In the three different data collection instruments, there were four items for each
of the RC types. As Figure 4.1. also shows, every type was elicited by a total of 12

items.

Task
G-J
S-C
Tr.
TOTAL 12 12 12 12 12

DO I0 OBL GEN

S O N 7

Figure 4.1. Possible Number of Errors in Each Task

With respect to the instruments, the maximum possible error for each student
was 4, a total maximum score of 12 when all instrument results are considered. In
group analysis, as the number of students is 40 (n=40) in both groups, the maximum
possible error score was 160 (n x 4) for every relative clause type. In total evaluations,
the subject number was 80 (n=80), and thus the maximum possible error score was 320
nx4).
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4.3.  Analysis and Discussion of the Data

The analysis and discussion of the data has been done from three different
perspectives. First, the group results have been analyzed and discussed focusing on
group total error rates for each group. The second analysis concerns total group results
in terms of the three different data collection instruments. The third analysis has been
done with respect to each individual student in the two different groups.

In each of the groups, the errors in terms of the RC types they represent have
been counted and their frequency distributions have been calculated. Dulay, Burt, and
Krashen (1982) have suggested that, in acquisition order studies, 80% of correct
responses are enough for a structure to be labeled as “learned.” However, in this study,
as the maximum possible answer is 12, 80% corresponds to 9.6 correct responses. To
account for the feasibility of calculations, in this study 9 correct responses have been
labeled as “learned.” Thus, if we think in terms of error rates and error numbers, the
labeling has been done as outlined in Figure 4.2.

number of errors 01 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
rate of errors 0% 25% 75% 100%

Figure 4.2. The Guideline for Acquisition Order

If students have exhibited errors between 0-3, or in total calculations a rate
between 0-25%, they have been assumed as having mastered that structure. If the
students have exhibited errors 9 or above, or in total calculations more than 75%, they
have been assumed as not having mastered the structure. Any values in between have
been labeled as ‘in the process of learning’ depending on their deviation from the cut off

values.



4.3.1. Overall Group Results

4.3.1.1. Lower-Intermediate Total Group Results and Discussion

To get an idea of the error rates of the subjects (n=40), the results of all three

instruments have been calculated and the error percentages found.
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Table 4.1.

demonstrates the results for the lower-intermediate group. (For a detailed analysis, see

Appendix D).
Table 4.1.

Lower-Intermediate Group Error Frequencies
TASK S DO I0 OBL GEN

% f (% f % |F % f |%
G-J 35 |21.87149 |30.62{66 |41.25|67 |41.88 48 |30.00
S-C 58 [36.25|101 |63.12|142 |88.75|148 |92.50 |55 |34.38
TR. 71 |44.37 (69 [43.13 (157 |98.12 (156 [97.50 |111 | 69.37
TOTAL 164 |34.17 |219 |45.62 {365 |76.04 |371 |77.29 | 214 |44.58

As can be seen in Table 4.1, lower-intermediate learners have exhibited the least

number of errors in Subject relativization (34.17%) followed by Genitive (44.58%),
Direct Object (45.62%), Indirect Object (76.04%) and Oblique (77.29%). The

percentages reveal that Subject, Genitive and Direct Object display similar rates

whereas, starting with Indirect Object (including the Oblique), the percentages rise up to

76.04% (a difference of 30.42% when compared to Direct Object).

Looking at the total error scores and percentages, it is easy to conclude that
lower-intermediate students’ error rates do not go in accordance with the rising

markedness degree of the structures within the NPAH framework. The order reflected

by this group is demonstrated in Figure 4.3.
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S <[ GEN <DO] < [IO < OBL]
Figure 4.3. Exhibited Order in Terms of Total Error Rates (Lower-intermediate)

When we compare this order with the NPAH (S<DO<IO<OBL<GEN), Genitive
relativization seems to violate the order by changing its place from the end to a place
between Subject and Direct Object. It is interesting to note that the Genitive and Direct
Object, and Indirect Object and Oblique are quite close in error rates; a difference of
only 1.04% and 1.25% respectively. A finding suggesting that, even though following
an order, the error rates are almost equal.

It can be suggested that, in light of these error rates, lower-intermediate students
do not follow the NPAH while learning relative clauses. The place of the Genitive
seems to be the construction that violates the suggested order in NPAH. This, in turn,
implies that students do not find Genitive relativization as hard as claimed by its
markedness degree. Lower-intermediate students have placed Genitive between Subject
and Direct Object, suggesting a lower level of difficulty for learning than expected. |

Important to highlight is the fact that, depending on total error rates, none of the
relative clause types seem to be fully mastered by the students, as all of them exceed the
error rate of 25%. This means, including Subject relativization, students have problems
in relative clauses. However, it nﬁay be assumed that the Subject relativization is most
likely to be the first item for intake, as its error rate is relatively lower than the other

constructions.

4.3.1.2. Upper-Intermediate Total Group Results and Discussion

Upper-intermediate group (n=40) results have also been calculated by including
the results of all three instruments. Keeping in mind that every structure has been tested
with 12 items, the total scores reflect the ratio of errors of 480 tokens (n x 12). Table
4.2. illustrates the findings for the upper-intermediate group. (For a detailed analysis,
see Appendix E).



Table 4.2.

Upper-intermediate Group Error Frequencies

TASK S DO IO OBL GEN
f | % f{ % f| % f i % f | %
G-J 12 | 7.50 | 28 [17.50] 50 {31.25{ 52 {32.50( 15 | 9.38
S-C 14 | 8.75 | 45 (28.13| 93 {58.12| 94 |58.75{ 8 | 5.00
TR 8 1500} 13812 |114(71.25|116|72.50| 60 |37.50
TOTAL 34 | 7.08 | 86 [17.91]257|53.54|262|54.58| 83 |17.29

Upper-intermediate students have exhibited the least number of errors in Subject
relativization (7.08%), followed by Genitive (17.29%), Direqt Object (17.91%), Indirect
Object (53.54%), and Oblique (54.58%). The results show that Subject relativization
has a significantly lower error rate when compared to the others. However, the
percentages of Genitive and Direct Object, as well as Indirect Object and Oblique, are
quite close to each other; a difference of 0.62% and 1.04%, respectively.

In light of total error rates, it can be said that upper-intermediate students’ order
in learning relative clauses differs from the order in the NPAH. The order exhibited by
* this group can be seen in Figure 4.4.

S <[GEN<DO]<[I0O <OBL]
Figure 4.4. Exhibited Order in Terms of Total Error Rates (Upper-intermediate)

When this order is compared to the NPAH, Genitive comes out as the type
which violates the order; an order which otherwise would follow the NPAH. The
Genitive has been placed between the Subject and Direct Object by upper-intermediate
students, which means that this group finds Genitive relativization easier than expected.

When we reconsider the error rates in terms of the RC types they elicit, certain
structures seem to be “mastered” as their rate of errors falls below 25%. Subject
relativization, with a very low rate of 7.08% of errors, can be claimed as having entered
students’ interlanguage system and internalized. Genitive and Direct Object, although

with higher error rates, are within 25%; 17.29 and 17.91 respectively. These structures
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can be said to have been mastered, too; but when compared to Subject relativization,
there are still some problems. However, Indirect Object and Oblique show error rates
over 25%, actually higher than 50%, which may mean that students are still in the

course of internalizing these structures, but have not mastered them yet.

4.3.1.3. Comparing Total Group Results

The group analysis has revealed that both groups follow an order other than the
one suggested by the NPAH. Table 4.3. illustrates the total scores of both groups. (For
lower-intermediate group, see Appendix F; for upper-intermediate group, see Appendix
G).

Table 4.3.
Total Error Rates of Lower- and Upper-intermediate Groups

Group SUBJECT | DIR. OBJ. | IND. OBJ. | OBLIQUE | GENITIVE

fl1 % f{ % | F| % f1 % f| %

LOWER-INT. | 164 |34.17 | 219 | 45.62 | 365 | 76.04 | 371 | 77.29 | 214 | 44.58

UPPERINT. | 34 | 7.08 | 86 |17.91|257 [53.54|262 |54.58| 83 {17.29

As displayed in Table 4.3., the lower-intermediate group has exhibited a higher
rate of errors than the upper-intermediate group; a finding which was expected because
of the different levels of the students. However, although the rate of errors between
groups differs significantly (for S, 34.17% vs. 7.08%; for DO, 45.62% vs. 17.91%; for
10, 76.04% vs. 53.54%; for OBL, 77.29% vs. 54.58%; and for GEN, 44.58% vs.
17.29%), the order of the structures seems to be the same. Figure 4.5. demonstrates the
order, together with the error rates of both groups.

S GEN DO IO OBL
Lower Group 3415 < 44.58 < 45,62 < 76.04 < 7129
Upper Group 708 < 17.29 < 1791 < 5354 < 5458

Figure 4.5. Exhibited Order and Corresponding Error Rates for Both Groups
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Interestingly enough, in both groups, Genitive violates the order when compared
to the NPAH by placing itself between the Subject and Direct Object. Another
interesting finding is that in both groups Genitive and Direct Object, and Indirect Object
and Oblique are very close to each other whereas Subject relativization, in both groups,
is significantly lower than all other types. In the lower group, the difference between
Genitive and Direct Object is 1.04%, which is 0.62% in the upper group. The
difference between Indirect Object and Oblique is 1.25% for the lower and 1.04% for
the upper group. This suggests that both Genitive and Direct Object, as well as Indirect
Object and Oblique, are learned almost simultaneously, rather than at highly distinct
time spans.

Another point is that in both groups, there is a significant increase in error rates
between Direct Object and Indirect Object. For the lower group, this difference is
30.42%, which is 35.63% for the upper group: a finding that suggests high difference of
the complexity and ease of the structures as reflected by students’ errors. |

Putting these findings in a different kind of formula, it may, then, be suggested
(considering the results of both groups) that the learniﬁg order goes as follows:

S < [GEN, DO] < [10, OBL]
Figure 4.6. Suggested Hierarchy for Both Groups

This means that Subject relativization, in both groups, is learned prior to all
other RC types. However, the Genitive, together with the Direct Object construction, is
learned at almost the same time and with similar accuracy. This is followed, distinct
from Genitive and Direct Object, by Indirect Object and Oblique constructions. Again,
the Indirect Object, together with the Oblique relativization, is learned almost
simultaneously with close error rates.

Even though the total rate of errors for each group has borne out a common
order, as shown in Figure 4.6., it is also essential to look at the data from the tasks’

perspective to see whether the individual task results accord with this order.



4.3.2. Group Results in Terms of Tasks

In this study, three different instruments have been used to arrive at reliable data
for each of the five relative clause types under study. The aim was to see whether
students are consistent in their performance on each of these tasks. Although the
reliability and validity of these tasks has been accounted for (see Section 3.4.), it is
sometimes possible that the results are due to the dominance of one task, but not
confirmed by another or all others. That is why, for each of the tasks, the data is
analyzed and discussed comparing both groups.

4.3.2.1. Results and Discussion of Grammaticality Judgment Test

In the Grammatical Judgment Test, there were 20 items, four of each elicited
either Subject, Direct Object, Indirect Object, Oblique, or Genitive relativization. - The
number of subjects being 40 (n=40) for each group, the percentages have been
calculated out of 160 responses (n x 4) for each type. The total has been calculated out
of 320 responses (n=80). (For the detailed analysis, see Appendix H). The results are
displayed in Table 4.4.

: Table 4.4.
Group Results for Grammaticality Judgment Test

Group SUBJECT | DIR. OBJ. | IND. OBJ. | OBLIQUE [GENITIVE

fl % f | % f | % f| % f | %

LOWER-INT. | 35 |21.87| 49 [30.62| 66 {41.25 67 [41.88| 48 {30.00

UPPERINT. | 12 | 7.50 | 28 [17.50] 50 |31.25| 52 |32.50] 15 | 9.38
TOTAL 47 |14.68| 77 |24.06] 116 |36.25) 119 )37.18| 63 |19.68

When we look at the results of the lower-intermediate group, it can be seen that
Subject relativization has exhibited the least number of errors (21.87%) followed by
Genitive (30.00%), Direct Object (30.62%), Indirect Object (41.25%), and Oblique
(41.88%). The upper group, again starts with Subject (7.50%) followed by Genitive
(9.38%), Direct Object (17.50%), Indirect Object (31.25%) and Oblique (32.50%). In
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total calculations, the RC types occur in the same order: Subject (14.68%), Genitive
(19.68%), Direct Object (24.06%), Indirect Object (36.25%) and Oblique (37.18%).
The results of the Grammatical Judgment Test bear out a common order for both

groups, which is demonstrated in Figure 4.7.

S <GEN<DO <[10 <OBL]
Figure 4.7. Order as Suggested by the Grammaticality Judgment Test

The total error rates (including all three task results) had suggested the same
order with the Grammatical Judgment Test; however, the slight difference between
Genitive and Direct Object is not quite evident as far as the results of this test are
concerned. For example, in both groups, Subject has come closer to the Genitive,
which was not the case with total error rates. Similarly, the difference between Direct
Object and Indirect Object decreased down to about 10% in total scores for
Grammatical Judgment. Except for the lower group, the slight difference between
Genitive and Direct Object has increased up to 4.38%. The small difference between
Indirect Object and Oblique has stayed the same, exhibiting a difference of only 0.63%
for the lower, 1.25% for the upper, and 0.93% for total group results.

To conclude, although in terms of Grammatical Judgment Test results, the
students in both groups accord with the order that has been arrived at previously
(S<GEN<DO<IO<OBL). There are minor differences regarding the error percentages
in relation to each other. Thus, the assumption that Direct Object and Genitive might be
learned simultaneously can not be derived from these results, but the claim that Indirect

Object and Oblique go together is confirmed with Grammatical Judgment Test.

4.3.2.2. Results and Discussion of Sentence Combining Task

In the Sentence Combining Task, there were 20 items, four for each of the
relative clause types. As the number of subjects is 40 (n=40), every relative clause type
has a database of 160 tokens. The total results have been calculated as n=80 and
number of tokens=320. (For a more detailed analysis of the results, sce Appendix I).
The results are shown in Table 4.5.
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Table 4.5.

Group Results for Sentence Combining Task

Group SUBJECT | DIR. OBJ. { IND. OBJ. | OBLIQUE { GENITIVE
f1 % £ % f | % f| % f 1 %
LOWER-INT. | 58 |36.25| 101 | 63.12| 142 | 88.75| 148 1 92.50| 55 {34.38|
UPPERINT. | 14 | 8.75 | 45 |28.13| 93 [58.12{ 94 {58.75] 8 | 5.00

TOTAL 72 122.50) 146 {45.62 {235 |73.43|242|75.62| 63 |19.68

Looking at the error rates of the lower group, we can see that the Genitive has
the lowest rate with 34.38%, followed by Subject (36.25%), Direct Object (63.12%),
Indirect Object (88.75%), and Oblique (92.50%). For the upper group, the ranking
starts with Genitive again (5.00%), followed by Subject (8.75%), Direct Object
(28.13%), Indirect Object (58.12%), and Oblique (58.75%). In total results, the same
order is evident, starting with Genitive (19.68%), followed by Subject (22.50%), Direct
Object (45.62%), Indirect Object (73.43%), and Oblique (75.62%)

Based on the results of the Sentence Combining Task, both groups of students
seem to go through the same order, which is different from the one arrived at with total
error rates (including all tasks) or the one implied by the results of the Grammatical
Judgment Test. The order has been illustrated in Figure 4.8.

GEN <S<DO < [IO <OBL]
Figure 4.8. Order as Suggested by the Sentence Combining Task

The results of the Sentence Combining Task in terms of the order it refers to
deviates from the ones found previously; it also deviates from the order in the NPAH.
According to this task, students in both groups seem to have started with the Genitive,
then following the hierarchy as suggested by NPAH (S<DO<IO<OBL). 1t is
interesting, however, that again it is the Genitive construction that violates the order by
changing its place from the end to the very beginning of the hierarchy. These results do
also not support the assumption of Genitive and Direct Object being learned

simultaneously as the difference in error rates has risen up to almost 25%. However,
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there is support for the same case with Indirect Object and Oblique, a difference of only
2.19% in total error rates.

4.3.2.3 Results and Discussion of Translation Task

The Translation Task consisted of a total of 20 items, four for each of the
relative clause types. The number of subjects is 40 (n=40) in each group and the total
token number for each of the types is thus 160. The total percentages and numbers
including both group subjects have been calculated out of 320. (For a detailed analysis

and responses to each of the items, see Appendix J). Table 4.6. demonstrates the results
of the Translation Task.

Table 4.6.
Group Results for Translation Task

Group SUBJECT | DIR. OBJ. | IND. OBJ. | OBLIQUE | GENITIVE
f| % f % fl % f % f %
LOWER-INT. | 71 4437 69 |43.13| 157 |98.12] 156 | 97.50| 111 | 69.37

UPPERINT. | 8 | 5.00| 13 | 8.12 | 114}71.25{116 |72.50| 60 |37.50

TOTAL 79 [24.68| 82 {25.62|271 |84.68| 272 (85.00] 171 |53.43

The lower group students’ error rates show that in this group, Direct Object
relativization has experienced the least errors with 43.13%, followed by Subject
(44.37%), Genitive (69.37%), Oblique (97.50%), and Indirect Object (98.12%). The
upper group, in the same task, starts with the Subject (5.00%), followed by Direct
Object (8.12%), Genitive (37.50%), Indirect Object (71.25%) and Oblique (72.50%).
The total distribution of the sum of the two groups’ error rates goes as follows: Subject
(24.68%), followed by Direct Object (25.62%), Genitive (53.43%), Indirect Object
(84.68%), and Oblique (85.00%).
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According to these results, two different orders come out:

Lower-intermediate DO S GEN OBL IO
Upper-intermediate S DO GEN IO OBL
Total S DO GEN IO OBL
Figure 4.9. Order as Suggested by Translation Task Results

The results of this task, as evident in Figure 4.9., refers to two different orders
when compared between groups. With the lower group, Direct Object, Genitive and
Oblique seem to have changed places (when the NPAH is taken as basis), Direct Object
being the first construction of the order. However, when we look back at the error rates
of Direct Object and Subject, it is only 1.24% of errors which causes a change in the
ordering, not a significant percentage to determine the whole order for this group. The
same holds true for the change in places of the Oblique and Indirect Object; a difference -
of only 0.62% is exhibited.

In the upper group, the Genitive construction is the only one that seems to be at a
different place when compared to the NPAH. It has found a place between the Direct
Object and Indirect Object. If we look at the order arrived at by the total scores of this
task, we can see that the upper group’s order has been dominant. It starts with the
Subject, followed by Direct Object, Genitive, Indirect Object and then Oblique. This
dominance may be due to the fact that the difference observed between Direct Object
and Subject, and Oblique and Indirect Object in the lower group is very slight.
Consequently, this small difference has been eliminated and surpressed in total scores.

The idea that the Direct Object and Genitive might be learned at almost the same
rates has not been supported by either of the groups. The difference is 26.24% for the
lower group and 29.38% for the upper group. However, the same assumption for
Indirect Object and Oblique find support. The differences for the lower group and
upper group are 0.62% and 1.24% respectively.
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4.3.2.4 Evaluation of All Three Task Results
The analysis of the three tasks has borne out consistent as well as contradicting
results. In general terms, what is most evident is the gradual increasing number and rate
of errors; starting with the Grammatical Judgment (a total of 265 errors for the lower
and 157 for the upper group), followed by Sentence Combining (504 for lower and 254
for the upper group), and Translation (564 for the lower, and 311 for the upper group).
A finding which was expected because of the increasing difficulty levels of the tasks
that the students were required to fulfill.
Even though the rate of errors differs, there are certain aspects which have
remained the same throughout all three tasks. These can be summarized as follows:
1. Considering total scores, the students at both levels (except the lower group in
Translation Task) follow a common order, even though this order is different for
each of the tasks.

a) S<GEN<DO<IO<OBL (Grammatical Judgment)
b) GEN <S<DO<I0O<O0OBL (Sentence Combining)
¢) S<DO <GEN <IO<OBL (Translation)

In all of these three patterns, Genitive comes out as the construction which
changes the order that otherwise would be consistent for all tasks, and also corresponds
to the order in the NPAH. If the Genitive is excluded from all of these orders (as
suggested by Hamilton, 1995), we are left with a common hierarchy that goes as:

d) S<DO<IO<OBL

The situation of the Genitive and how it violates the NPAH is to be discussed later in
in this chapter. For now, it is important to highlight that it plays a crucial role in the
overall organization and pattern involved in learning relative clauses by both groups of
students under study.
2. In all of the groups and in each of the tasks, the difference in error rates between
the Indirect Object and Oblique is minimum, mostly below 1%. This brings about the
question whether Turkish learners, while acquiring relative clauses, master these two
constructions with similar accuracy at almost the same time. If markedness plays a role
in transforming input into intake, do these constructions experience a high difference in

their degree of markedness, or are they samples of close markedness values?
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3. In all three tasks, the lower group can be said to have mastered none of the
constructions of relative clauses (it seems that the Subject is learned in Grammatical
Judgment Test; however, the percentage of errors is quite close to 25%, it is 21.87%).
This means that, although Subject relativization is most likely to be internalized at the
first stage, lower-intermediate students are still at the beginning of the whole hierarchy.

The upper group seems to have acquired Subject relativization thoroughly as
evident in all three tasks (in Grammatical Judgment, 7.50%; in Sentence Combining,
8.75%; and in Translation 5.00%). All rates are quite low and under 25%. In two of
the tasks, Direct Object relativization has also experienced error rates below 25% (in
Grammatical Judgment, 17.50%; in Translation, 8.12%), which may mean that the
acquisition rate is quite high, but below the values of Subject relativization. Similar
results are exhibited for the Genitive construction; in two of the tasks, the error rates are
below 25% (in Grammatical Judgment, 9.38; in Sentence Combining, 5.00%). This
means that, following the Subject relativization, -the upper group seems to have also
mastered the Genitive and Direct Object; however, their actual order is not quite
obvious.

The results, so far, have revealed that Turkish learners of English do not follow
the NPAH (neither the lower- nor the upper-intermediate group). However, a
conclusive order for the acquisition of relative clauses by the subject samples has not
been arrived at. The analyses have borne out three different hierarchies. To understand
which of these hierarchies is dominantly followed, a further analysié in terms of every

single student in each group has been carried out.

4.3.3. RC Learning Orders as Exhibited by Individual Students

To arrive at a final order for both groups’ students, or at least to identify their
dominant tendency, the hierarchy for every single student has been found. For carrying
out this kind of an analysis, students’ errors on each of the relative clause types have
been calculated and the number of errors has been ordered from the lower to the higher
number. While this ranking was done, some of the constructions turned out to have
equal numbers of errors; in such cases, the ordering according to the NPAH has been
preferred. For example, if a learner had 4 errors in both Subject and Direct Object, the
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order has been done in favor of the Subject, which also comes before the Direct Object
in the hierarchy. The analysis has been carried out for the students in both groups.

4.3.3.1. Individual RC Orders of Lower-intermediate Students

The detailed analysis of the 40 students in the lower intermediate group has
brought about 16 different patterns suggesting a learning order. The distribution of
students in terms of the hierarchy they exhibit has been illustrated in Table 4.7. (for a
detailed analysis, see Appendix K).

Table 4.7.

Individual RC Learning Patterns (Lower-intermediate)

Pattern f{n) %
1 S <DO <GEN <JIO <OBL 7 17.50
2 S <GEN <DO <10 <OBL 6 15.00
3 S <DO <GEN <OBL <IO 5 12.50
4 S <GEN<DO<OBL<IO 4 10.00
5 DO <S <GEN <10 <OBL 3 7.50
6 DO <GEN <S <I0O <OBL 2 5.00
7 GEN <S<DO<OBL<IO 2 5.00
8 S <D0 <10 <GEN < OBL 2 5.00
9 S <I0O<GEN <DO <OBL 2 5.00
10 S<GEN<IO<DO <OBL 1 2.50
11 S <GEN <OBL <DO <IO 1 2.50
12 GEN<DO<S<OBL<IO 1 2.50
13 DO <S<GEN <OBL <IO 1 2.50
14 GEN <I0<S<DO <0OBL 1 2.50
15 GEN <S <DO <I0 <OBL 1 2.50
16 S <DO <I0 <OBL <GEN 1 2.50

TOTAL 40 100.00

As Table 4.7. displays, there are 16 different patterns exhibited by altogether 40
students in the lower-intermediate group. 7 (17.50%) students are in accordance with
pattern 1; 6 students (15.00%) with pattern 2; S students (12.50%) with pattern 3; 4
students (10.00%) with pattern 4; and 3 students (7.50%) with pattern 5. Patterns 6,7,8,
and 9 are followed by 2 students (5.00%) each; and the rest, patterns 10, 11, 12, 13, 14,
15, and 16 are followed by only 1 student (2.50%) each. Pattern 16 reflects the NPAH

hierarchy as suggested by Keenan and Comrie, however, it is only followed by one



72

student. This means that 97.50% of the lower group students do not follow the NPAH
while learning relative clauses.

It is interesting that none of the patterns accord with the majority of the students.
Although the first pattern is followed by the largest number of learners, it only makes
up 17.50% of the sample population. Thus, before coming to a conclusion regarding
students’ tendency in learning relative clauses, it would be appropriate to analyze the
patterns first.

Keeping the NPAH in mind (S<DO<IO<OBL<GEN), first the position and
place of the individual relative clause types in each pattern have been examined. That
is, in how many of these patterns are the Subject, Direct Object, Indirect Object,
Oblique and Genitive in the places they are expected to be when compared to the
NPAH. '

In 9 out of 16 patterns (patterns 1, 2, 3, 4, 8, 9, 10, 11, 16), the Subject is in its
expected place. The number of students who have placed the Subject in the first order
is 29, which makes up 72.50% of the whole group.

In 5 out of 16 patterns (patterns 1, 3, 8, 12, 16), the Direct Object relativization
is in the second position. The number of students who have placed the Direct Object in
its suggested position is 16, which makes up 40.00% of the whole group.

In 3 out of 16 patterns (patterns 8, 10, 16), the Indirect Object is in the third
place (the place on the NPAH). 4 students have placed it in this position and this
corresponds to 10.00% of the group.

In 6 out of 16 patterns (patterns 3, 4, 7, 12, 13, 16), the Oblique is placed in the
fourth position. 14 students have done this in the expected order, and this number
corresponds to 35.00% of the subjects in this group.

In 1 out of 16 patterns (pattern 16), the Genitive is in the final position. Only
one student (2.50%) has placed the Genitive correctly; this is also the only subject in
this group who has followed the NPAH as it is.

The most striking result is exhibited by Genitive relativization, as it was also the
case in the previous group and task analysis. In only one pattern and only by one
student has Genitive received the expected ranking, when compared to the NPAH.
Together with the findings of task and overall group results, it seems that the Genitive

construction does somehow not fit into the hierarchy. It does not only occur in the
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wrong places, it also affects the positions of the other items on the hierarchy. Accepting
that the Genitive violates the order of most of the patterns exhibited in this group, Table
4.8. demonstrates how the hierarchy would look if Genitive is excluded from the

patterns.
Table 4.8.
Individual Patterns Without the Genitive (Lower-intermediate)
Pattern f(n) %
1 S <DO <10 <OBL 17 42.50
2 S <DO<OBL <IO 11 27.50
3 DO <S <I0 <OBL 5 12.50
4 S <I0<DO<OBL - 3 7.50
5 S <OBL <DO <IO 1 2.50
6 DO<S<OBL<IO 2 5.00
7 I0 <S<DO <OBL 1 . 2.50
TOTAL 40 100.00

When Genitive is excluded, the variety of patterns is reduced to seven. Within
these seven patterns,v pattern 1 is followed by 17 students (42.50%), pattern 2 is
followed by 11 students (27.50%), pattern 3 by 5 students (12.50%), pattern 4 by 3
students (7.50%), pattern 6 by 2 students (5.00%), and patterns 5 and 7 by only one
student each (2.50%).

It is interesting that 4 of these patterns start with the Subject (80.00% of the
students) as the first item of the hierarchy. More striking is the fact that all of the
patterns end either with the Indirect Object or the Oblique. This cannot be attributed to
coincidence as 100% of the students at this level have exhibited the same result. When
we refer back to the findings related to Group Error Rates (Tables 4.1. and 4.2.) and the
results regarding the different task types (Section 4.3.2.4.), the interchangeable places of
the Indirect Object and Oblique find support. It was stated that the difference between
Indirect Object and Oblique, in terms of error rates, had been observed to be about 1%
only. That is, in number of errors, the difference was either one or two errors. These
findings, as well as the result of pattern analysis, support the assumption that these two
constructions might be learned simultaneously. The individual pattern analysis for this
group supports this view, thus suggesting an order illustrated in Table 4.9.
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Table 4.9.

Suggested Patterns without Genitive (Lower-intermediate)

Pattern f(n) %
1 S <DO <{I0, OBL] 28 70.00
2 DO <8 <[I0O,0BL] 7 17.50
3 S <I0<DO <OBL 3 7.50
4 S<OBL <DO<IO 1 2.50
5 10 <S<DO <OBL 1 2.50
TOTAL 40 100.00

= means ‘learned at the same time and with similar error rates’

When we look at Table 4.9., we can see that treating Indirect Object and Oblique
under the same degree (relying on the previous analysis) has borne out a pattern that
70.00% of the whole sample agrees. This pattern is followed by the second pattern with
17.50%, pattern 3 with: 7.50%, and patterns 4 and 5 with 2.50% each.

As a result of the analysis of the lower group students, it can clearly be said that
lower intermediate students (with a percentage of 97.50%) do not follow the NPAH
because in most instances, Genitive seems to violate the pattern, thus preventing
possible generalizations. If the Genitive is not considered, and the Indirect Object and
Oblique are treated under the same position, the distribution of students is more
consistent; at least, the results refer to a general tendency of stﬁdents comprising
70.00% of the whole sample. Thus it can be concluded that lower-intermediate students
have a tendency to follow the pattern shown in Figure 4.10.

S <DO<[IO, OBL]

Figure 4.10. General Tendency for RC Acquisition (Lower-intermediate)

It should still be noted that this pattern refers to “tendency”, keeping in mind that
30% of the students show deviation. This deviation and its possible reasons will be

discussed in detail later.
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4.3.3.2. Individual RC Orders of Upper-intermediate Students

After a detailed analysis of the 40 students in the upper-intermediate group, 13
different patterns have been arrived at. The distribution of the students regarding the
patterns they exhibit has been displayed in Table 4.10. (for a detailed analysis, see
Appendix L).

Table 4.10.
Individual RC Learning Patterns (Upper-intermediate)

' Pattern f{n) %
1 S <DO <GEN <10 <OBL 11 27.50
2 S <GEN <DO <I0<OBL 8 20.00
3 S <DO <GEN <OBL <10 8 20.00
4 S <GEN <DO <OBL <10 2 5.00
5 DO <S <GEN <OBL <10 2 5.00
6 GEN <S <DO <IO <OBL 2 5.00
7 DO <S <GEN <10 <0OBL 1 2.50
8 S <GEN<OBL <DO <IO 1 2.50
9 S <DO <I0 <GEN < OBL 1 2.50
10 S <DO <I0O <OBL < GEN 1 2.50
11 DO<GEN<S<OBL<IO 1 2.50
12 GEN <S<IO<OBL <DO 1 2.50
13 S <10 <GEN < DO <OBL 1 2.50
TOTAL 40 100.00

Evident from the table, there are 13 different patterns for the order of acquisition
of relative clauses in the upper-intermediate group. 11 students (27.50%) follow pattern
1; patterns 2 and 3 are followed by 8 students (20.00%) each. Patterns 4, 5 and 6 are
followed by 2 students (5.00%) each. And the rest, patterns 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13,
are followed by only 1 student (2.50%) each. Only one student in pattern 10 has
exhibited a hierarchy like the NPAH, which means that 97.50% of the students in this
group do not follow the NPAH.

In the upper-intermediate group, none of the patterns seem to be followed by the

majority of the subject sample. Thus, by looking at the data, it is not possible to come
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up with one pattern common or appropriate to account for the tendency of the whole
sample, or at least the majority of the group.

When we examine the patterns with respect to the NPAH, the following comes
out as interesting results:

In 8 out of 13 patterns (patterns 1, 2, 3, 4, 8, 9, 10, 13), the Subject seems to be
in its expected position; that is, in the initial position of the hierarchy. The number of
students who have placed the Subject in this position is 33 (82.50%).

In 4 out of 13 patterns (patterns 1, 3, 9, 10), the Direct Object is placed in the
second rank; the suggested place according to the NPAH. This has been done by 21
students, a number corresponding to 52.50% of the group.

In 3 out of 13 patterns (patterns 9, 10, 12), the Indirect Object is placed in the
third position. This can be observed in 3 students; 7.50% of the whole group.

In 6 out of 13 patterns (patterns 3, 4, 5, 10, 11, 12), the Oblique, according to the
NPAH, has been placed correctly in the fourth position. This is evident in 15 students,
corresponding to 37.50% of the subjects. )

In only one out of 13 patterns (pattern 10), the Genitive occurs in the final
position. Only 1 student (2.50%) has placed this construction into the position as
required by the NPAH. This very student is at the same time the student who has
followed the overall NPAH.

The results, especially of the Genitive, bear important outcomes supporting the
findings of the previous analysis on total group and task results. In the upper-
intermediate group, one single pattern followed by one single student exhibits the
expected result in terms of the place within the hierarchy. This finding foregrounds
Genitive as the construction violating the hierarchy and also forcing the other
constructions to violate the ranking by placing itself between different types each time.
Thus, it would be logical to assume that Genitive might be treated as a different
category apart from the other RC types in the NPAH (supported by Hamilton, 1995).
Thinking from this point of view, the order for the upper-intermediate group (without
Genitive) would look like the ones presented in Table 4.11.
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Table 4.11.
Individual Patterns without the Genitive (Upper-intermediate)

Pattern F(n) %
1 S <DO <10 <OBL 23 57.50
2 S<DO<OBL<IO 10 25.00
3 DO <S<OBL <IO 3 7.50
4 DO <S <10 <OBL 1 2.50
5 S<OBL <DO<IO 1 2.50
6 S<IO<OBL <DO 1 2.50
7 S <I0O<DO <OBL 1 2.50

TOTAL 40 100.00

Excluding the Genitive from the patterns, the number of all possible patterns for
the upper-intermediate group has been reduced to 7. Within these, pattern 1 is exhibited
by 23 students (57.50%); pattern 2 by 10 students (25.00%); pattern 3 by 3 students
(7.50%); and patterns 4, 5, 6, and 7 by 1 student (2.50%) each.

It is worth pointing out that 5 of these patterns start with the Subject (90.00% of
the students), and 6 of these patterns end either with the Indirect Object or Oblique
(97.50% of the students in this group). It was noted earlier that for the upper group,
task results, as well as group total results, indicated that these students had mastered the
Subject relativization. Thus it is not surprising that 90.00% of the whole group has
placed it at the first level. The findings related to the changing places of the Indirect
Object and Oblique can also be attributed to previous results. In total group analysis
and task-based analysis, Indirect Object and Oblique exhibited quite close error rates
suggesting simultaneous acquisition of these two constructions. Thus Indirect Object
and Oblique can be taken under the same rank order. Table 4.12. demonstrates the

patterns, considering the close error rates of these two constructions.
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Table 4.12.
Suggested Patterns without the Genitive (Upper-intermediate)

Pattern f(n) %
1 S <DO <[I0, OBL] 33 82.50
2 DO <S <[10,0BL] 4 10.00
3 S <OBL <DO <IO 1 2.50
4 S <[10,0BL] <DO 1 2.50
5 S <I0<DO <OBL 1 2.50
TOTAL 40 100.00

= means “learned at the same time and with similar error rates”

We can see that by treating the Indirect Object and Oblique under the same
category (basing it on the previous analysis and findings), it is possible to come up with
a pattern with which the majority of the students (82.50%) agree. The second pattern is
followed by 4 students (10.00%), the rest of the patterns (3, 4, and 5) are followed by
only 1 student (2.50%) each. '

To conclude, we can say that upper-intermediate students do not follow the
NPAH as in most of the cases (97.50%), the Genitive creates problems in the order of a
common pattern. In the patterns, when Genitive is excluded and Indirect Object and
Oblique treated as similar degree constructions, the distribution of the students displays
a more common order. As it is too strong a claim that upper-intermediate students
follow a certain order, the pattern exhibited by the majority will be called a tendency
rather than a hierarchy. Figure 4.11. shows this tendency for the acquisition order of

relative clauses by upper-intermediate students.

S <DO<[IO, OBL]
Figure 4.11. General Tendency for RC Acquisition (Upper-intermediate)
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4.3.3.3. Evaluation of Individual RC Orders for Both Groups

The evaluation of individual RC orders as exhibited by the two different groups

refers to similarities as well as to some minor differences. The findings of this section,

when the two groups are compared, can be summarized as follows:

1.

In none of the groups (lower-intermediate and lipper-intermediate) is tﬁere a
common pattern corresponding to the error rates of each of the students. The
lower-intermediate group has exhibited 16 different patterns, whereas the upper-
intermediate group has exhibited 13 (Tables 4.7 and 4.10, respectively).

In all of the patterns (exhibited by both lower- and upper-intermediate 'students),
the Genitive (except for 2.50%) is in a position that does not reflect the NPAH
of Keenan and Comrie.

In all of the patterns and by the majority of students in each group (72.50% for
the lower-intermediate and 80.00% for the upper-intermediate), the Subject
reflects its position in the NPAH,; that is, it is in the initial position.

In both groups, the Genitive comes out as the construction violating the NPAH
to a very high degree (97.50% for both groups).

The pattern distribution without the Genitive brings about a more common
pattern for both groups, yet, it does not account for the majority of the groups.

In both of the groups, the Indirect Object and the Oblique (except for one pattern
in the upper group, see Table 4.12) are at the final stage of the patterns. This has
been followed by 100% of the lower and 97.50% of the upper-intermediate
students; very high rates for both groups, showing 2.50% of deviation in only
one of the groups.

For both groups, when Indirect Object and Oblique are treated as constructions
having similar rankings within the pattern, there comes out a pattern agreeing
with the majority of the students (70.00% for lower-intermediate and 82.50% for
upper-intermediate).

The final finding for this section is that the tendency pattern for both groups is
exactly the same: S<DO<[IO,OBL]

Thus irrespective of their levels, students follow the same hierarchy, but with
different rates of deviation (30% of deviation for lower-intermediate, and

17.50% of deviation for the upper-intermediate).
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4.4. Conclusion

This study aimed at providing answers to three interrelated research questions.
From three different perspectives, the data has been analyzed to provide a reliable
answer to these questions. The total group analysis in terms of error rates, the task-
based analysis regarding the error rates, and the individual patterns exhibited in the two
different groups all provide support to the answers.

The answer to the first research question --Do adult Turkish learners of English
follow the NPAH while acquiring Restrictive Relative Clauses? -- is “No, they do not.”
In both of the groups, 97.50% of the whole subject sample follows an order other than
the NPAH while learning relative clauses.

The second research question was an extension of the first one: If the learners do
not follow the NPAH, what is the order of acquisition in RRCs for Turkish learners of
English? The total group results (Tables 4.1. and 4.2.), task-based resﬁlts (Tables 4.4.,
4.5. and 4.6) and the results on individual patterns (Tables 4.7. and 4.10) have providéd
evidence for the fact that when the Genitive construction is included, no common order
for either of the groups can be observed. However, when the Genitive (the construction
violating the hierarchy most) is excluded and the Indirect Object and Oblique treated
under the same difficulty level, the groups exhibited a tendency toward one pattern.
. Both groups tended to follow a hierarchy starting with the Subject, followed by Direct
Object, which is then followed by either the Indirect Object or the Oblique (see Figure
4.10 and 4.11).

An additional question was-- Do lower- and upper-intermediate learners exhibit
the same/different order for acquisition while learning RRSc in English? The answer is
that they exhibit the same order. However, this order cannot be stated as an absolute
hierarchy. It can be claimed to be a tendency in determining the order for RRC
acquisition. Even though, both groups have been found to agree with the same pattern,
the degree of deviation is higher in the lower-intermediate group (see Table 4.9) but

lower in the upper-intermediate group (see Table 4.12).
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CHAPTER S
CONCLUSION

5.1. Summary of the Study _

In learning a language, teachers and researchers in SLA have always discussed the
role of knowing grammar; finally agreeing that grammar is really the skeleton of a
language that needs to be acquired to account for linguistic accuracy in the target language.
While learning a new language, the language that the learner is exposed to (input) seemed
to have an important place. However, studies have shown that the acquisition of syntax
cannot be accounted for by the bare input the learner experiences, because not all input has
turned out to become intake. That is, learners have selected certain structures prior to
others in acquiring grammar, even though all of them were presented in the input. What
this selection is determined by has been explained in terms of social interaction, input
frequency, or the native language of the learners. However, most of them have lacked,
either partly or completely, to account for the distribution of structures and the order in
which these structures occurred; so, mostly they have failed to account for the
interlanguage data at hand.

It has, then, been claimed that input is converted into intake by considering the
markedness degree of the syntactic items to be mastered. That is, less marked items are
more likely to become intake than highly marked ones. Especially structures like
Restrictive Relative Clauses in English, have attracted attention in research as they lend
themselves for several interrelated degrees of markedness within the same structure.

This study has investigated the importance of markedness conditions in language
learning in terms of the NPAH and the differing degrees of markedness of the components
involved (Subject, Direct Object, Indirect Object, Oblique, and Genitive relativizations). It
has been guided with questions such as: Do Turkish learners of English follow the NPAH
while learning relative clauses; and, does the difference in their levels of proficiency
change the order that they reflect?

In order to provide answers to these questions, two groups have been selected as the
target sample: one lower-intermediate (n=40) and one upper-intermediate (n=40). The
subjects have been given three different tasks eliciting the five relative clause types on the
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NPAH. These tasks included Grammatical Judgment, Sentence Combining, and
Translation. ”

The results suggest that the NPAH is followed by only one student in each group
(making up 2.50%) of the whole population. Turkish adult learners, while learning relative
clauses seem to follow a pattern other than the one suggested by Keenan and Comrie
(NPAH). The order for acquisition has come out as S<DO<[IO,0BL].

To sum up, this study can be considered as a descriptive study aimed at identifying
learners’ current stage of development in relative clause formations and relating these
findings to the claims of the NPAH. The results, despite contradicting partly with the
NPAH, find support in the literature on SLA.

5.2. Evaluation of the Results

The NPAH has been introduced by Keenan and Comrie in 1977. This hierarchy
consists of five different relative clause types; namely, Subject, Direct Object, Indirect
Object, Oblique and Genitive relativizations. As it is also evident from their names, these
five types are based on grammatical relations. These grammatical relations are claimed to
operate within different degrees of markedness (Subject being the least marked and
Genitive being the most marked). From a linguistic point of view, every marked
construction implies the existence of a less marked 6ne. Typologically, this means that if a
language is able to express the marked item, it also has to be able to possess the less
marked one(s). From a pedagogical point of view, less marked structures in the input are
to be learned and converted to intake more easily and with a higher rate of accuracy than
marked structures.

Bearing this in mind, this study has borne out results contradicting with this theory
and operational framework. In the first part of the analysis, concerning total group results,
both groups have exhibited the same hierarchy for relative clause acquisition; however, it
is distinct from the NPAH. The only difference has been observed in terms of the place of
the Genitive construction (the other being in accordance with the suggested hierarchy).
Although Genitive relativization, on the NPAH, seems to be the most marked construction
and so the hardest one to learn, students have placed it between the Subject and Direct

Object; quite close to the least marked ones.
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Interesting, again, is that the task analysis in terms of error rates has brought about
similar results. Although the hierarchies exhibited by the groups were for the most the
same, the patterns for each task turned out to be different. The difference has been
attributed to the position of the Genitive construction because in all three patterns (one for
each task), only the Genitive seemed to violate the hierafchy. In Grammatical Judgment,
the Genitive has come between the Subject and Direct Object; in Sentence Combining, at
the beginning, before the Subject; and in Translation, the Genitive has been located
between the Direct Object and Oblique.

Looking at individual patterns for each group’s students, only one student in each
group seemed to have placed the Genitive into its correct and expected place; indicating
that in 97.50% of the students, Genitive has been observed either between Subject and
Direct Object; or Direct Object and [Indirect Object and Oblique].

Considering that in all three types of analysis, Genitive is found to violate the
global hierarchy of the students, it is essential to know why this has been the case. Why do
students’ intuition (Grammatical Judgment Test) and performance (Sentence Combining
and Translation Tasks) on the tasks indicate that Genitive, in spite of its highly marked
value, is actually not as hard to learn as claimed by its position on the NPAH?

To provide a comprehensible explanation to the fact that the ease of learning
Genitive relativization does not correspond to its markedness degree, the first thing to be
discussed is the NPAH itself. As stated earlier, this hierarchy operates in terms of
Grammatical Relations like Subject, Direct Object, and so forth. However, putting the
Genitive under the same category could be misleading as Genitive can be formed on
Subject, Direct Object or Oblique. For example, in the man whose wife got ill could not
find a doctor, relativization is done on the Subject but it is Genitive in nature. In the
example, The man whose wife I saw yesterday did not notice me, the relativization is done
on the Direct Object, the noun phrase, again having a genitive nature. However, these two
sentences differ in their degree of complexity, the first being easier as relativization is done
on the Subject, the latter being one step harder as it requires relativization on Direct
Object. Thus, Genitive should be analyzed with respect to Noun Phrase (NP) function in
which it is involved; not barely in terms of the Genitive nature of the NP. This, to a great
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extent, explains why the Genitive construction has not been placed in the position expected
by the NPAH.

As Hamilton (1995) highlights, there are different things evident in the relative
clause structures of a language. One involves the grammatical relations (on which the
NPAH is based); the othér one involves the NP extraction; i.e., configurational differences.
To put it another way, “the varying degree of the different relative clause types is due to
the degree of phrasal discontinuity set up by Wh-extraction in each type” (p.102). This
means that whereas the Subject relativization requires a less complex structure in terms of

extraction, Direct Object, Indirect Object, and Oblique require more complex extractions.

5.3. Linguistic Implications

Structures like Relative Clauses can be ‘distinguished both in terms of the
grammatical relations of the NP and the | phrasal discontinuity of the NP involved.
Grammatical relations refer to the function of one NP in a sentence or clause, whereas
phrasal discontinuity or configurational analysis is more concerned with how a particular
sentence or clause comes into existence. That is, how is it formed, and what kind of
extraction does it experience in its realization. Basing the characteristics of a construction
only on one of these, and developing hierarcﬁjes, might undermine the importance of the
syntactic complexity of that structure. In this respect, especially adapting findings into
language pedagogy, some hierarchies need to be expanded because the vcomplexity of the
phrase structure may not correspond to the ranking of markedness as established by the
markedness degree in terms of grammatical relations.

When we look at the NPAH as a point in case, regarding grammatical relations, it
exhibits an order like the one suggested by Keenan and Comrie: S<DO<IO<OBL<GEN.
However, when we consider the complexity of the phrase structure in the relativization
types, we also have to look at the Wh-extraction in the clause; that is, how far is the
relative clause removed from the head noun while forming the relevant construction.
Subject relativization is the easiest to learn as it only requires an extraction from Inflection
Phrase(IP). For Direct Object, it is harder as it requires extraction from Verb Phrase (VP)
within IP. The bhardest to learn are the Indirect Object and Oblique as they both require an
extraction from Prepositional Phrase (PP) within VP within IP (Hamilton, 1995). That also
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explains why students had similar error rates on Indirect Object and Oblique relativization
types.
The Genitive construction, as stated earlier, should be considered in relation to the noun
phrase function in which it operates. That is, the Genitive nature of the noun phrase is not
the determinant factor in assigning markedness; it is rather the function of the noun phrase
itself. Consequently, this construction might be analyzed as a subcategory within the
hierarchy which consists of only Subject, Direct Object, Indirect Object, and Oblique.
Although this study has not specifically been designed to gather data on these two
aspects of relative clause formation, for pedagogical purposes, the findings refer to an
order as shown in Figure 5.1. This order has been arrived at by integrating the complexity
of the Wh-extraction of the relative clause types and the genitive nature of the noun phrase
into the already existing NPAH.

[S, S-gen] < [DO, DO-gen] < [10,10-gen, OBL, OBL-gen]

Figure 5.1. Alternative Hierarchy for Relative Clauses

This finding does, by no means, indicate that hierarchies depending on grammatical
relations are not valid as there is a lot of support for this in Language Typology. However,
in terms of language learning, some problems arise because structure complexity
(configurational analysis) is not completely in accordance with the analysis regarding
grammatical relations; like it is the case with the NPAH. If structure complexities are
really important, this would imply that, to a certain degree, such structures and their level
of markedness is determined by the syntactic realization of that specific structure. That is,
despite grammatical relations being the same, if one language realizes a particular relative
clause type in a way other than English (or contradicting with English), for example, it
might refer to language specific differences rather than absolute universals.

The aim of this study is not to question the NPAH on linguistic grounds; however,
the findings, as well as the literature (Hyltenstam, 1983; Hamilton, 1995), refer to some
gaps in the factors determining hierarchies and assigning relative degrees of markedness.

As language learning and teaching, a part of Applied Linguistics, make use of the findings
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of linguistics, this result was considered to deserve attention in this study and its relevant

implications.

5.4. Pedagogical Implications

Grammar and Language Learning are accepted to be indispensable parts of a whole.
However, how this grammar is developed and converted into intake (internalized) has been
discussed, and most probably, will continue to be discussed for a long time. This study has
provided insight on how grammatical structures in the input might be selected by the
learners and put in an order of acquisition. Markedness has been claimed to shed light on
this process of intake; pointing out that students are ready to learn every other marked
structure in the order of their markedness degree.

As teachers of English, most of us have probably noticed that with certain
structures, learners keep making errors whereas with others, only few problems occur.
This reflects the nature of the structure being learned and the cognitive readiness of the
students to learn this structure. This study has shown that, although under the same
structure --Relative Clauses--, some types are learned with ease (like Subject and Genitive)
but others with more difficulty (like Indirect Object and Oblique) when instructed at the
same time.

One of the most important implications of this study highlights the role of readiness
in language learning. A set of structures differing in their degree of markedness and
structure complexity are suggested to be given in their respective order. This brings to
mind Krashen’s famous i+1 comprehensible input hypothesis. Krashen has been severely
criticized on his comprehensible input hypothesis, basically because there was a gap in
identifying what really was comprehensible (McLaughlin, 1987). Assuming that i
represents the learners existing interlanguage system, in determining one level above (+1)
markedness could be one of the criteria. After having assessed students’ current stage of
interlanguage, the order to be followed in presenting new structures should be in
accordance with the idea “one level above.” This study supports this as it is evident from
the increasing error rates towards the marked and complex structures. Even though it is

not intended to mean that markedness degree is the factor determining comprehensible
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input, it is suggested that it might shed light on defining this type of input by considering
the markedness relationship as one of the criteria in operation.

Interrelated with this is the issue of testing. Giving all related structures at the same
time (irrespective of their markedness or complexity, like relative clauses) requires also
testing and evaluating (causing to pass or fail) students on these structures. This means
that students are asked and expected to perform immature and not yet internalized or
mastered structures. This, in turn, causes problems in testing students on real cognitive
process in their language learning task. If grammar is taught in accordance with the
learners’ readiness, the results of tests given to students to assess their improvement would
not be disappointing, as it usually is the case.

The fact of learner readiness and the learnability of the item under study has
important implications for language teachers, textbook writers, and syllabus designers.
Usually, grammar books designed for language classrooms (like How English Works,
Swan & Walter, 1997; English Grammar in Use, Murphy, 1985; Oxford Practice
Grammar, Eastwood, 1992) present and aim at teaching all types of a given structure at the
same time. For example, structures like Modals, If-Clauses, and Relative Clauses actually
exhibit differences within themselves. Setting up the content of a book, bearing in mind
that students cognitively are ready for one aspect or type of a structure before another
aspect, is hoped to make textbook writers and syllabus designers reconsider previous
applications. One example for such an approach to language teaching is integrated in the
“Spiral Method,” which comes to one structure again and again, each time adding more
marked forms to what has already been taught or covered. The grammar books Grammar
Dimensions by Riggenbach & Samuda (1997), Grammar: Strategies and Practice by
Briggs (1994), or Grammarway by Dooley & Evans (1998) provide good examples for
such a grammar course content and organization.

Seeing that (although with minor deviations) students, irrespective of their level of
general linguistic knowledge, follow a common order in learning grammar, there are also
some implications to be mentioned concerning the predictive side of language learning. If
teachers know what will occur next in learners’ productions and why this is the case, they
will also have the chance to make some predictions on learners’ current and coming |

interlanguage system (based on hierarchical relationships). Accepting learners’ already



88

existing knowledge, and building on this, considering logical cognitive processes (like
readiness in input processing and structure complexity), would provide a chance to use
data for prediction and further implementation within the language learning program at
large. }

This study has also .shown that, despite keeping the same accuracy order, students’
reflection of competence changes according to the tasks at hand. The rate of errors
exhibited in one task is not the same when compared to the results in another task of the
same student. Thus, alhough the competence of a given student is always the same, the
degree to which that individual student reflects it, is closely related to the difficulty level of
that task. Especially in evaluating students’ performance, a high variety of tasks should be
integrated into the testing instrument; relying on the results of only one type of task could

be misleading.

5.5. Limitations of the Study

From the methodological point of view, the analysis has shown that the number of
subjects included in this study caused some problems in the generalization of the findings.
Frequency distribution of only 40 students in each group has borne out frequencies like 1,
which corresponds to 2.50% of the whole popuiation. In interpreting the results, this has
brought about some difficulties. Thus the number of subjects (a total of 80) could be
considered as a limitation for the external validity of the findings and generalizability of
the results.

The second limitation concerns the number of tokens for each relative clause type
investigated in this study. Although 12 tokens have given an idea of the tendency of the
students learning order, if the number had been higher, slight differences in error rates (like
the ones between Indirect Object and Oblique) could have become more evident. Thus,
stronger claims and conclusions could have been arrived at.

While designing the data collection instruments and developing the relevant items,
the NPAH has been investigated relying on Grammatical Relations. The aspect of Wh-
extraction, as it was not the focus of the study, has not been controlled for in developing
the items in each task. That is why, when conclusions have been drawn relating to

structure complexity and extractions in the different types of relative clauses, these are
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only in the form of assumptions or possible explanations; no direct evidence can be
provided by the results of this study.

While analyzing the data with respect to the different task types, three different
orders have been reflected by the rate of student errors. This brings to mind that if more
than three tasks had been used when collecting the data, a richer database would be
formed. Consequently, the number of task variety seems to be a limitation on the
generalizability of results and conclusions.

During the specification of the scope of the study, it was decided that the concern
would be relative clauses at the sentence-level only. That is why, in this study, no aspect
of the function of the structure at the discourse-level has been taken into account. The
findings and results only reflect the accuracy and errors exhibited at the sentence-level,
focusing on the formal structure. Whether the functional aspect would somehow invalidate
or support these findings is open to discussion. These results, by no means, provide insight
into form-function relationship.

The items in the grammaticality judgement test contain errors of various types;
surface errors like wrong relative pronoun usage, as well as errors like the use of
resumptive pronouns. The same holds true for the evaluation and scoring of the sentence
combining task and translations task. That is, surface errors and deep-structure errors, like
inaccurate wh-movement have both been considered wrong, without differentiating
between their error level of difficulty. Consequently, no interprétaiions or discussions
have been done with respect to error difficulty and how it relates to the NPAH.

In determining the tasks to be used, the focus has been students’ intuition
(Grammatical Judgment) and their written production at the sentence level (Sentence-
combining and Translation) concerning the target structure. That is, these findings cannot
account for spontaneous language production of the students; neither written nor spoken.
The speech of learners, especially, has not been investigated at sentence- or discourse-
level, so that speech production cannot be explained or interpreted depending on the results

of this study.
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5.6. Suggestions for Further Research

In conducting a study, the number of subjects that are included plays an important
role in both the generalizability and interpretation of findings. As this issue has been
considered as a limitation in this study, further studies can be carried out taking a larger
subject sample. This would be valuable in terms of comparing results and, if similarities
are found, suggesting stronger claims about the population at large.

In this study, the number of tasks, as well as the number of tokens, for each of the
relative clause types was limited. Studies are needed that look at different tasks which
include more tokens of the same constructions. As tasks have been found to suggest
different orders, the variety of tasks and items could give a more reliable understanding,
either in support or contradiction of the findings of the present study.

The NPAH, in this study has only been investigated as suggested by Keenan and
Comrie. That is, the configurational side of the clauses involved have not been taken into
consideration, neither while forming the database, nor in the analysis itself. A study
looking at relative clauses from both aspects (grammatical relations and configurational
characteristics) would be very valuable in providing evidence on which type of analysis is
dominant in language learning.

Further studies are needed that investigate relative clauses or other structures at
sentence-level as well as discourse-level, seeking a relationship between the acquisition
orders that both data types exhibit. This would give an understanding of whether accuracy
of a structure and appropriacy of that structure within a discourse bring about similar or
different results in terms of their acquisition order.

Spoken language is quite different from written language and the processes that
they require on the side of the learners are also distinct in nature. Learners, when faced
with a written task, have a chance to monitor and evaluate their own performance, which in
spoken tasks is not possible. Consequently, it is possible that data arrived at by spoken
tasks and written tasks of the same student turns out to reflect different error rates and
reflections of learning order. A study examining this relationship could fill some gaps in

arriving at an acquisition order consistent with various types of data on the same structure.
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Markedness is a very general phenomenon affecting not only relative clauses but
also other constructions of the language being learned. To have a conclusive right to say
whether it has a determinant role in processing input into intake, studies investigating other
structures within the framework of language learning are needed.

The study lacks input on whether error difficulty (i.e., surface errors like wrong‘
relative pronoun usage or deep-structure errors like inaccurate wh-movement) has any
relationship with the markedness degrees of the various relative clause types. A study
controlling for error types might be valuable to provide insight on whether error difficulty
plays an effective role in determining the hierarchy. That is, do students make more
surface level errors with unmarked ones and more deep-structure errors with marked
types?

In this study, input factors, like frequency, have not been taken into account. To
come to a decision on whether markedness is really more dominant than the frequency of
the structure in the input, studies controlling input frequency would be very valuable.

One of the pedagogical implications of this study was the suggestion of using a
spiral method in teaching grammar. That is, it was suggested that teachers should teach a
structure by returning to it from time to time, in each instance adding a new aspect of the
same structure; a process from easy to difficult or from marked to unmarked, but leaving
time for the students to process the formerly given item. The effectiveness of such a
method was, however, only assumed on the basis of the results of the study. A study
investigating this method in grammar teaching would provide both teachers and

researchers with valuable insights.

5.7. Conclusion
This study has aimed at probing the application of the NPAH by Keenan and Comrie
to language learning. The results suggest that the NPAH is not sufficient enough to
account for the outcomes of Turkish learners of English. However, this study has borne
out results that are important both linguistically and pedagogically.
The NPAH relies on the operation of different grammatical relations, each being
assigned a degree of markedness value. This markedness value has been claimed to be

effective in determining the process of intake. However, the findings of this study
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tentatively suggest that it is the configurational aspect of the structure, not grammatical
relations, that account for the complexity of the constructions. That is, students are found
to be more sensitive to configurations (phrasal discontinuity) than to the grammatical
relations evident in relative clause formations.

From the pedagogical aspect, it ﬁpdates the issué of comprehensible input from a
different perspective. This study has suggested an alternative, based on markedness as
assigned by configurations, to account for the learning order of a given item. Thus every
new item to be presented to a learner should exhibit +1 degree of markedness so that
learning goes in accordance with learner readiness, complexity of the item and the degree
of markedness of the item. However, it has also highlighted that, while assigning relative
degree of markedness, the markedness criteria should be reviewed so that it considers both

aspects: grammatical relations and configurations.
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APPENDIX A
Grammaticality Judgement Test
NAME/SURNAME:
CLASS :

Indicate whether the following sentences are grammatical or ungrammatical. If you
think the sentence is grammatical, put a tick ( ); if you think the sentence is
ungrammatical, put a cross (X) in the blanks provided.

Please do not make any corrections.

1. _ I'found the taxi in whose I forgot my purse.

2. _ The woman whose dress was torn got very upset.

3. __ Icooked Italian food which actually tasted Indian.

4. __ The boss called the secretary who he employed last week.

5. ___ Mary likes the children to whom she gives presents every week. |

6. __ Ilove my girlfriend to whom I bought all the flowers in the city.

7. ____ The girl who she had disappeared suddenly could not be found.

8. __ This is the diary in which I keep my memories.

9. ____ Jane discussed with the woman whom child had stolen her bag.

10.  One olf my roommates whose father is a famous lawyer he will be a lawyer, too.
11.____ Our neighbour’s son who had broken our window did not apologize.

12. _ The book which I am reading now was written by Stephen King.

13. __ That is the wall over which the athletes are going to jump tomorrow.

14. _ Ibroke the vase which Mary had bought me as a present.

15.__ I saw the bank manager to who I ga%/e my cheque.

16. __ The little boy wanted the chair which I was keeping my books under it.

17. __ The journalist whose interview I watched yesterday has a programme on TV.
18. _ The homework which our teacher had assigned it was rather difficult.

19. _ Ibought a wonderful car which it is right at the corner.

20. I saw the man to whom the woman gave her ticket to.



APPENDIX B
Sentence Combining Task

NAME/SURNAME:
CLASS:

Please combine the following pair of sentences with a relative clause.
Use who, which, that, whose, and whom.

1.a) The man was fired by his boss.
1.b) He had forgotten to pay the salaries.

1.

2.a) I always visit the child.

2.b) I told my life story to the child.
2.

3.a) The man was taken to hospital.

3.b) His wife was killed in the accident.
3.

4.a) I found the bag.

4.b) I had hidden her present in the bag.
4.

5.a) I know the woman.

5.b) He offered the money to the woman.
5.

6.a) The idea was excellent.

6.b) My father suggested it.
6.

7.a) I spoke to the manager.

7.b) His hotel is at the seaside in Florida.
7.

8.a) I have a list of words.

8.b) They are not in the dictionary.
8.

9.a) We noticed the train.

9.b) I lost my bag on the train.




10.a2) He wants to see the students.
10.b) He interviewed them yesterday.

96

10.
11.a) Everyone respects the headmaster.
11.b) I gave a present to the headmaster.
11.
12.a) John’s colleague has left quite early.
12.b) He was present at the meeting.
12.
13.a) We watched the students. ‘
13.b) The teacher handed the paper to the students.
13.
14.a) The film was directed by David Lean.
14.b) Mary had seen it in Venice.
14,
15.a) The woman was very upset.
15.b) Her child had been drawned in the river.
15.
16.2) I sold the sofa.
16.b) The boy used to put the cat under the sofa.
16.
17.a) She used an English idiom.
17.b) It did not mean the correct thing.
17.
18.a) I was teaching two Spanish students.
18.b) Jane had met then in Madrid.
18.
19.a) The students wanted the paper.
19.b) The teacher put a grade on the paper.
19.

20.

20.a) I used to have a strange friend.
20.b) My friend’s father was believed to be a spy.




APPENDIX C

Translation Task
NAME/SURNAME:
CLASS:

Please translate the following sentences into English by using a relative clause.
(Use who, which, that, whose, and whom).

1. Bu yaz emekliye ayrilacak olan arkadagim izmir’e tagmacak.
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2. Kitab verdigim kiz1 diin gordiim.

3. Sagmu kestigim miigteri parasmi vermeyi unuttu.

4. Aniden aglamaya baglayan kiz sandalyeye oturdu.

5. O, hakkinda kitap yazilan iinlii bir politikacidir.

6. Igine ciizdanimi koydugum ganta masann iistiinde.

7. Onun satin aldig1 arabay: gordiim.

8. Doctor, yanhs ilag verdigi hastasin: ziyaret etti.

9. Bana verdigi kitabi kaybettim.

10. Tarif ettigi evi bulamadim.

11. Raporunu gérmek istedigin 6grenci okulda yoktu.

12. Ahmet’in dogumgiiniinii kutladifimiz lokanta ¢ok pahaliyda.




13. Odevimi verdigim 6gretmen okuldan atilds.
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14. Gegen hafta kaybettigim ciizdam buldum.

15. Smavlardan gegemeyen 6grenci gok lizgiindii.

16. Arabasi ¢alinan adam polisi ¢agirdi.

17. Fotografim verdigim sekreter para da istedi.

18. Kullanilacak olan arabanin tamire ihtiyaci var.

19. Meyveleri kestigim bigag kaybettim.

20. Kizin1 terk ettigim kadini otobiiste goérdiim.
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APPENDIX D
Lower-intermediate Group- Number of Errors in Each Task
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APPENDIX E
Upper-intermediate Group- Number of Errors in Each Task

Translation

Gen

60

Obl

116

10

114

DO

13

S

Sentence Combining

Gen

Obl

94

10

93

45

S

14

Grammatical Judgment

Gen

15

Obl

52

I0

50

28

12

10
11

12
13
14
15
16
17
18

19
20
21

22

23

24
25

26
27

28

29
30
31

32
33

34
35

36
37
38

39
40

Tot.
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APPENDIX F
Lower-Intermediate Group-Number of Errors According to RC Types

Gen.

10

10

214

Obl.
10

11

11

11

10

10

10
10

10

10
10

10
10
11

11

11

10

10

10

371

10

11

10

10

10

10

11

10

11

11
10

10
10

10
10

10

10
10

10
10

365

11

10

11

219

10

164

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

23

24
75

26
27
28

29

30
31

32
33

3
35
36

37
38

39

40

Total
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APPENDIX G
Upper-Intermediate Group-Number of Errors According to RC Types

Gen.

83

Obl.

10

10

10

10

10
262

IO

10

10

10

10
257

86

34

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

21

22

23

24

25
26
27
28

29

30
31

32

33

34
35

36
37
38
39
40

Total
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APPENDIX H

Grammaticality Judgement Test Results
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GRAMMATICAL JUDGEMENT UPPER GROUP

SUBJECT DIR.OB.J. IND.OBJ. OBLIGUE GENETIVE
317111119 4 |12|14/18 56 (15|20 1]8 (13|16 2|9{10{17
1 . X X X x\i.
2 X . X X X X
3 X X . X
4 . . X X
5 X X X .1 x
6 X X X X| X
7 X X . D
8 X . X X|x]x .
9 X X . X xXi.
10 X X X X . x
11 X X . X x|.
12 . x|.lx I x X | x
13 x| X|x X|{x . X
14 X X . X b'¢
15 X . X X
16 X X .l x
17 X X . x| x
18 . . . X . X
19 X . X . X X X X
20 X X X x]. X
21 X X . x X .
22 X x x| x X
23 . . X xX|x X
24 X X X X |
25 X X X . X
26 X| X .
27 . X P x
28 X X X|x
29 . X X
30 X X . x
31 . X X x| x .
32 X . L x X
33 X X . . X
34 . X X X
35 X|. . X .
36 xlx X .l x X
37 . X X | x
38 X X x|. . X
39 . X . x|.|x . x . .
40 X X X X X | X X|x X X
12 28 50 52 15

X= Wrong answer
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GRAMMATICAL JUDGEMENT LOW GROUP

SUBJECT DIR.OBJ. IND.OBJ. OBLIGUE GENETIVE

3 7|111|19 4/12]14|18 5 6]15/20 1] 8/13/16 2] 9110|117
1 xt.[.1. X xX|x 1o x)x N
2 X|x]|x X xXi{x].|x Sl x)x
3 X XX X{x X|x|x X | x
4 X X|x X .
5 X X X X XX . X X|x|x
6 . . X X X
7 X . X X . X .
8 X X X X X}].|x}]x X | X
9 . X X . X .
10 X X X X X|x|x X|x x|x]|.
11 X . Ix X x). X|.[Xx|x X
12 X|{x]|x x|x{x X|x|x X|Xx . X X
13 . X|x x|.|x .
14 X X X X|x X X|{x L x
15 X X X x| x X|x
16 X X
17 X X xX|x X X X X
18 ix X x|x ..
19 . X X x| x
20 . X X X X{x Xix].
21 X X x|x X X x| . X|. x| x|x
22 X X X X X X
23 X X . X X|{x]|.
24 X X ixix X{x x|x
25 . X X x| x x|.
26 X|Ix|x{x x I x)x X X X|{x|x xX|{x|x
27 X X|x X .
28 X X X . X X
29 X X|X X X . X|xix X[x{x
30 X . X X .l x X|x]|x X
31 X X X Jax) Lt x XX x{x
32 X X .- . .
33 X X X X i X . X X|.{x
34 . X X . x|x X|.|x
35 X X X X X X
36 X X x].|x X X
37 x| x X|x
38 . X X
39 xft.|.}|. xt.|.|. x|.].|x X
40 x!.]. x|.].]. et x

35 49 66 67 48

X= Wrong answer
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Gen

Obl

94

I0

93

Upper Intermediate

45

14

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22
23
24
25

26
27
28

29
30

31

32
33

34
35

36
37
38

39
40

Tot.

Gen

55

Obl

148

APPENDIX I
Sentence Combining Task Results

I0

142

Lower Intermediate

101

58

10

11

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22

23

24

25

26
27

28

29

30
31

32
33

34
35

36
37
38

39
40

Tot.
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SENTENCE COMBINING UPPER GROUP

SUBJECT DIR.OBJ IND.OBJ. OBLIGUE GENETIVE

1| 8|12|17 6/10;{14/18 2| 5(11]13 4) 9/16/19 3| 7115|20
1 X
2 X Lix X
3 X X X xix|x].
4 X X x| x
5 x| .
6 X X|. X|x|x|x
7 X . X|x{x X | X
8 X X x|. xix|x|x .
9 X X X|Ix|x|x X|xlIx|x X[x|x|x X X
10 . X . .
1" X JdxIxtx Ixt.
12 X X X|x X|x|x]|x
13 X XIxfxlx X|{xpx|x
14 X X Xix|x|. xix|x|x
15 X[x|x|x X X
16 X X O X .
17 L x X
18 X X|x|{x|x xIx|x
19 |.].1.]1x .. . X|x{x XIXix|x
20 x{.].]. x|x}.|x Jhx I xpx xIx|x|x .
21 1 x]. X|x]x|x Ixix]x X X
22 X|Xpx]x X{x|x|x
23 Xix|x|x x| x|x
24 01 x). Jxx)x o ix]x X
25 Jxd L x xX{x|x}|x X
26 .10 x X
27 . . . . xi.
28 X{.1.1. X{x|x}x X|x|x|x .
29 x}.|x]. I x I x X|Xx X . X X
30 Jx] . x x|.]x|x xIx|x|. X
31 x|.].}. oix | x . X X|x|x|x
32 el x Xix|x|x x|x|x|x
33 X|x|x}. X|x]|x|x
35 Chx X X|xix X
36 R I B ¢ X|x]|x]x Xixixix
37 x|.1.1. L x o x ] x X\lx
38
39 ixpxlx L ixix X|X|x]|xXx I I D
40 x o d. x|x|x|x X|x|x}x
14 45 93 94 8

X= wrong answer
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SENTENCE COMBINING LOW GROUP

Mm.. x| x .| % x| x| x spx x| x| x| ofx]x|x|x| x|x

_:l._..1u. x x x| | x | x| x| x x| x| -fx|x || x|

m7 x x % x x x X

O (e x aE b x| x x| x| x]|x b * k.

Dix|x|x | ol o] oc|och ] o] o] o] oef o]l oe| o] o] aef o] o] o] xhoc] ]| || x|x]|x]|x]|xix|x

w

Wﬁxxx sl o] o] x| o] o] o] oe]se] o] x| ofoc]oc| )] o] sc]oc] ]| )] s|xlx|x]|x|x]x]|x]x]x]x

ale| x| x| x *x > x| 2] x| x| x| x| x|x]|x]x sefdfoc] o] o] o] ]| x| o] ]| hx]x]x| -]x|x|x]|x

Ofar|x|x|x| -[x x| x| x| x x| x|[x]|x|x|x x| 5] x| 3¢ x| x| 2| x| x| x|x]x x| x| x| x|x

D ]| x| ]| x| se] o] o] o] o] )] se] || x]s|x]x]sx]x]x]x]|x]x x| )] x] x| x| -] x]x x| x

Nﬂxxx x| s | o] ]| oc] o] x| s o] 2| x| o] ] x| o] )] ]| x| x| x| >]x]x|x|x]|x]x| -]x]|x|x]|x

M.Sxxx.xxx.xx.xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx.xx.xxx.xxx x

Zlea| x| x|x x| x| x]x]|x x| x| x| «fx|x|x|x]|x]x x| x| x x x| xfx] -]x|x|x]sx]x]x]|x]|x
Qx| xlx x| x x| x| x]|x|x x| x| x| x x| x| ] x]x]x]|x]x]| |x x| x| x| x| x]x|x

NM x x| x x| | x x| x || )] x!x| fx|x| [x x| x| x| x|x x

mexx > | xef o] o o] o] o] o] o] o] -[>|x|x]|x|s]]x]x|x|x]x]|x|x|x|x]|x|x] |x x

alo . x NIIBE x x| x| x x| o[ x|x|[x

-5 x| - % X * % x| x x x

c1

Eﬂ.xx > x| o] x| ] x|x]|x|x{ |x x| x sl xe] D] | x| x| x]x|x »

WS d%) X x| x A% x

D [e= | x O xx] x| % I I v S| x] o] xlx . * NES

S ARICFIRGEIERIE IR I[=) RINARIEHAR IR IR

N CINP@I2IZINSITIRICITIR2IKISINIQIN|QIQIRIRKQBS DSB8 %8B

55

148

142

101

58

X= Wrong answer
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APPENDIX J

Translation Task Results

1
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TRANSLATION UPPER GROUP

GENETIVE

OBLIGUE

DIR.OBJ.

SUBJECT

~IND.OBJ.

Q x s[> [x|x| «|x| -[x}x]x o[ %] x x| x x
o ks
- P x| x> x| -] x| x x| - x x| x x| <|x|x]| <]x | x| =
“ x x| 1 x]x| fx]|x x o % x| x| x x| % x| x| x| x X x| x| x
2% x > || x| o] x| )] x]xfx]|x x| x| x| x x x e x| x| x| x| x X | x| x|
Dl x x ] x| x| x| x| ) x| x| x| x || x| x| x| -fx]x ||| x]x|x x| x| x
©w

x x x| x] +|x x| x| x xi o] xfx|x]|x]|x X x| x
i <] | x| <] el ] x| x| x| x || x| oc] ]| ] x| o|x]x| |x]x]|x X x| |x|x
Bl x - x| x| x| x S x| x| % x| x| x]x|x )% -fx]x]x|x|x]x x x x
Rix x el x| xed x x|l x x x el x| x x I x|l o1 x x
® x| fx x| x| x| x > ] x| x| x|x || ] xix|x|x x I IEIEIREEIEIES x x| x
N x x )ixpxpaserx] -fxioc]x)xt -1o¢] )]l <] ofx]x]x]x)xix]x] -|x x| x| )%
h x x
e x NE | x
bl dx A x
~ % x
® x| x x| x x
2 | x
< ™
- *

™ ™~ =] =1 ) ) 10 NEIRIE)
= o~ e R R R RRN R RRE R R R RE R EER

60

116

114

13

X= wrong answer
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TRANSLATION TASK LOW GROUP

Qx| x| x| x| x|]s|x]x|x|x| Ix|x > | x| x| x| x| sl x| cPxfx|xt -]x|x]x|x
w
mﬁxxxxx x| x| -{x| [x|x]|x]| - x[x]x|x|x|>x]| -[x]| -[x x| x| x| x | %
mﬂ‘x x| x| x|x x| x| x x| o} x| x|x x| x| o] ] x| ] x| x| x| x| x]x]|x|x|x
O fea x| x| x| x| x]x|>x]x]|x]|x] |x | x| x| | x| x| | x]|xix|x]x]x]x|x]x]| |x[x
D x)x| || x|]x|]5]s||o|>]x]x|s|o|x]x|x]s|x]|x|]|x]x]|x|sx]x|x|x|sx]|x|x]x|[x]x|x]>x
w
...nwﬂxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
B o] x| x| Ix|x[x]|x]x]|x| -|x| |x]x|x|xfx|x|x]|x]|x]|x]x|x|x|x]|x|x]|x]x]|x|x|{x|x]|x]|x]|x]|x
O fun | 5| 5| x| s> <|s<]o]oc] ]| 5c]5¢|5<|| || o] o] o] <] > 5¢] 55| o<|<]><|<| |
B ] < e s ] o< f x| x| x| <[ x| pe] x| s ||| )] x| ]| x]oe] ]| x| x| ]|x]x|x]x]x]|x]|x
mﬁxxxxxxxx s | 3| x| o[ x| o) x| ||| x| ]| x| x|]x|x|x|]|x|x]|x|>x]|x|x]x|[>x]|x]x|x
o
O oo [ x| x| ] x| x| ||| ]|]x|>]o]]|>]x|x]|xf>x]|x]x]|x|x]|x|>x]|x|sx]|x]x|x]|x|x]x|{x]x|x]|x]|x]|x|x
4
et x| I o] x|l oct sl sl o] <|eloc] ]| >e] et se]oc]se|x]sets|xfx]xt]xlsx]xlx]x]x]|xix
NM x x| I xt -|x| «|x x| x x| x x| x x| x| x x
ole x| xlx] «|x IR I EIREIE dx] x| x| x| x x x| % x
i x| [x]|x X NEIE x|!x]| - <]t >t x| x -1 SEIE] -
(=
NEIREIREIRE: IEIES * [l Pl xfx]x] ]x x| x| o]x]| ]x|x %
ﬂmxxxxxxxxxxxx.xx x| x| x| x| x|x]x| -|xfx|x|x|x|x x x| %
F_ﬁxx x IEIEIETES x X x . x| x| %
Q= x IEIEIEINE x| x x| % et x| x| | x x| x
D . x| % . x| x| x]x x| x| | |
I o[ [O ~[®©]0 IR ] NEIRIE
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111

156

157

69

7

X= wrong answer



APPENDIX K

Lower-Intermediate Group RC Hierarchy

1 3 DO GEN OBL 10
2 %) s GEN 10 OBL
3 3 GEN Io DO OBL
r s DO GEN OBL o
5 s GEN %) OBL 10
6 S DO GEN OBL 10
7 s GEN DO OBL 10
g s Do GEN o OBL
9 5 %) GEN 10 OBL
10 3 GEN DO 10 OBL
11 DO GEN S o OBL
2 s GEN OBL DO )
13 GEN Do OBL 10
14 GEN DO s OBL io
15 3 DO 6 GEN OBL
16 3 GEN DO 10 OBL
17 s GEN %) OBL 10
18 %) GEN OBL 10
0 DO GEN 10 OBL
20 S GEN DO 10 OBL
21 s DO GEN 10 OBL
2 3 DO GEN 10 OBL
3 S 10 GEN %) OBL
2% 3 DO GEN 10 OBL
25 S DO GEN 10 OBL
26 s GEN DO 10 OBL
27 S DO GEN OBL 10
38 GEN %) 3 DO OBL
9 s DO 10 GEN OBL
30 %) s GEN 0 OBL
31 h%) GEN s 10 OBL
E7) S 10 GEN %) OBL
3 s DO 10 OBL GEN
3 s GEN DO 10 OBL
35 GEN DO ) OBL
36 3 DO GEN OBL %)
37 Do GEN 10 OBL
33 GEN DO 10 OBL
39 GEN Do OBL 10
) GEN s DO OBL 10

112



APPENDIX L

Upper-Intermediate Group RC Hierarchy

1 s DO GEN OBL 10
2 s DO GEN OBL I0
3 s GEN DO 10 OBL
4 S DO GEN 10 OBL
5 s DO GEN 10 OBL
6 S DO GEN 10 OBL
7 S DO GEN OBL 10
8 S GEN DO 10 OBL
9 s GEN DO 10 OBL
10 3 DO 10 GEN OBL
11 DO GEN S OBL 10
12 s GEN 10 OBL
13 s DO GEN OBL 10
14 s GEN 10 OBL
15 3 DO GEN OBL 10
16 s 10 GEN DO OBL
17 S DO GEN OBL 10
18 s GEN DO OBL 10
19 DO S GEN 10 OBL
20 GEN S DO 10 OBL
21 DO S GEN OBL 10
2 DO S GEN OBL 10
23 S DO GEN 10 OBL
2 GEN s 10 OBL DO
25 s DO GEN OBL I0
26 s DO I0 OBL GEN
27 s DO GEN 10 OBL
28 s GEN DO 10 OBL
29 s DO GEN OBL 10
30 s DO GEN 10 OBL
31 s GEN DO 10 OBL
32 s DO GEN 10 OBL
33 S GEN OBL DO 10
34 s GEN 10 OBL
35 S GEN OBL 10
36 s GEN 10 OBL
37 GEN S 10 OBL
38 s DO GEN 10 OBL
39 GEN DO 10 OBL
40 DO GEN 10 OBL

113



114

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Aarts, F. & Schils, E. “Relative Clauses, the Accessibility Hierarchy and the Contrastive
Analysis Hypothesis”. IRAL, 33, 1, 47-63. 1995

Bailey N., Madden, C. & Krashen, S. D. “Is There a Natural Sequence in Adult
SecondLanguage Learning?”. Language Learning, 24, 2, 235-243, 1974.

Bardovi-Harlig, K. “Reverse-Order Reports and Acquisition of Tense: Beyond the
Principle of Chronological Order”. Language Learning, 44, 2, 243-282, 1994.

Batstone, R. Grammar. Oxford: OUP, 1994.

Beebe, L. M. “Input: Choosing the Right Stuff”’. In Gass S. M. and Madden, C. G. (eds.)
Input in Second Language Acquisition. Cambridge: Newbury House
Publishers, 1985.

Bley-Vroman, R. W., Sascha, W. F., Ioup, G. L. “The Accessibility of Universal
Grammarin Adult Language Learning”. Second Language Research, 4, 1, 1-32,
1988.

Bowen, D. J., Madsen, H. & Hilferty, A. Tesol Techniques and Procedures. Cambridge:
Nuwbury House Publishers, 1985.

Briggs, S. J. Grammar: Strategies and Practice. Illinois: Scott, Foresman and

Company, 1994.

Broselow, E., Chen, S. & Wang, C. “The Emergence of the Unmarked in
SecondLanguage Phonology”. SSLA, 20, 261-280.



115

Brown, D. B. Understanding Research in Second Language Learning. Cambridge:
CUP, 1988.

Cantiirk, B. “Explicit Grammar Instruction: A Comparison of Comprehension- Based and
| Production-Based Instruction for EFL Learners.” Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation.
Anadolu University SBE, 1998.

Cargill, C. “ESL Grammar: Using Meaning, Form, and Distribution in Teaching English
to Speakers of other Languages”. In Cargill, C. (ed.) A Tesol Professional
Anthology: Grammar and Composition. Illinois: NTC Publishing Group. 1992

Celce-Murcia, M. “Grammar Pedagogy in Second and Foreign Language Teaching”.
TESOL Quarterly. 25, 3, 459-480. 1991

Chastain, K. Towards a Philosophy of Second Language Learning and Teaching.
Boston: Heinle and Heinle Publishers, 1980.

Chaudron, C. & Parker, K. “Discourse Markedness and Structural Markedness:
theAcquisition of English Noun Phrases”.  Presented at the Annual

BostonUniversity Conference on Language Development. 1988.

Comrie, B. Language Universals and Language Typology. Oxford: Basil Blackwell,
1981.

Croft, W. Typology and Universals. Cambridge: CUP, 1990.
Croteau, K. C. “Second Language Acquisition of Relative Clause Structures byLearners of
Italian”. In Eckman F.R. et al. (eds.) Second Language Theory and Pedagogy.

New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Publishers, 1995.

Crystal, D. Introducing Linguistics. Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1992.



116

Dooley, J. & Evans, V. Grammarway. Blackpill: Express Publishing. 1998.

Dulay, H., Burt, M. & Krashen, S. Language Two. Oxford: OUP, 1982.

Eastwood, J. Oxford Practice Grammar. Oxford: OUP. 1992.

Eckman, F. R., Bell, L. & Nelson, D. “On the Generalization of Relative Clause Instruction
in the Acquisition of English as a Second Language”. Applied Linguisitics. 9, 1-
11. 1988.

Ellis, R. “Teacher-Pupil Interaction in Second Language Development”. In Gass S. M.
and Madden, C. G. (eds.) Input in Second Language Acquisition. Cambridge:
Newbury House Publishers, 1985.

. Instructed Second Language Acquisition. Oxford: Blackwell, 1990.
. “The Structural Syllabus and SL.A”. TESOL Quarterly. 27, 1, 91-113. 1993.

.The Study of Second Language Acquisition. Oxford: OUP, 1994.

Fisiak, J. Contrastive Linguistics and the Language Teacher. Oxford: Pergamon
Press Ltd. 1981.

Flynn, S. “ The Nature of Development in the L2 Acquisition and Implications for
Theories of Language Acquisition in General”. In Flynn, S. and O’Neil, W. (eds.)
Linguisitic Theory in Second Language Acquisition. Dortrecht: Kluwer
Academic Publishers, 1984.



117

Gair, W. J. “Kinds of Markedness”. In Flynn, S. and O’Neil, W.(eds.) Linguisitic Theory
in Second Language Acquisition. Dortrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers,
1988.

Gass, S. “Language Transfer and Universal Grammatical Relations”. Language Learning,
29, 327-344. 1979

Gass, S & Madden, C. Input in Second Language Acquisition. Cambridge:
NewburyHouse Publishers. 1985

Gass, S. “A Review of Interlanguage Syntax: Language Transfer and Language
Universals”. Language Learning, 34, 2, 115-131, 1987.

Gass, S. & Lakshmann, U. “Accounting for Interlanguage Subject Pronouns”. Second
Language Research, 7, 3, 181-203, 1991.

Gredler, M. E. Learning and Instruction: Theory into Practice. New York: Prentice
Hall. 1992.

Greenberg, H. “Typology/Universals and Second Language Acquisition”. In Hueber, T.
and Ferguson, C. (eds.) Crosscurrents in Second Language Acquisition and
Linguistic Theories. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 1991

Hatch, E. & Wagner-Gough, J. “Explaining Sequence and Variation in Second Language
Acquisition”. Langnage Learning, 4, 39-57, 1976.

Hamilton, R. L. “The Noun Phrase Accessibility Hierarchy in SLA: Determining the Basis
for its Developmental Effects”. In Eckman F. R. et al. (eds.) Second Language
Theory and Pedagogy. New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Publishers.
1995.



118

Hawkins, J. A. Exploiting Language Universals. Oxford: Blackwell Publishers. 1988.

Hirvonen, T. “Children’s Foreigner-Talk Peer-Talk in Play Context”. In Gass, S. M. and
Madden, C. G. (eds.) Input in Second Language Acquisition. Cambridge:
Newbury House Publishers, 1985.

Hudson, T. “Nothing Does Not Equal Zero”. SSLA, 15, 461-493, 1993.

Hyltenstam, K. “Markedness, Language Universals, Language Typology, and Second
Language Acquisition”. In Pfaff, C. (ed.) First and Second Language
Acquisition Process. Cambridge: A Devision of Harper & Rav Publishers, Inc.
1983.

Ipek, H. “Using Listening as a Pre-reading Activity in the Reading Classes”. An
Unpublished MA Thesis. Anadolu University SBE. 1998.

Johnson, D. M. Approaches to Research in Second Language Learning. New York:
Longman. 1992.

Kandiah, T. “Exploiting the Theory of Universals in Adult Second Language Teaching”.
IRAL, 32,2, 111-139, 1994.

Liceras, J. M. “The Role of Intake in the Determination of Learners’ Competence”. In
Gass, S. M. and Madden, C. G. (eds.) Input in Second Language Acquisition
Cambridge: Newbury House Publishers, 1985.

Lightbown, P. M. & Spada, N. How Languages are Learned. Oxford: OUP. 1977
Lightbown, P. M. & d’Anglejan, A. “Some Input Considerations for Word Order in

French L1 and L2 Acquisition”. In Gass, S. M. and Madden, C. G. (eds.) Input in
Second Language Acquisition. Cambridge: Newbury House Publishers, 1985.



119

Long, M. “Focus on Form: A Design Feature in Language Teaching Methodology”.
IndeBot, K., Ginsberg, K. and Kramsch, C. (eds.) Foreign Language Research
in Cross-cultural Perspective. Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing Co.
1991.

Lyons, J. Language and Linguistics. Cambridge: CUP. 1981
Mazurkewich, I. “The Acquisition of Infinitive and Gerund Complements by Second
Language Learners”. In Flynn, S. and O°Neil, W. (eds.) Linguisitic Theory in

Second Language Acquisition. Dortrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers. 1988

McLaughlin, B. Theories in Second Language Learning. New York: Routledge,
Chapman & Hall, Inc. 1987.

Mellow, J. D., Reeder, K. & Forster, E. “Using Time-Series Research Designs to
Investigate the Effects of Instruction on SLA”. SSLA, 18, 325-350, 1996.

Morton, W. “Pedagogical Implication§ of Contrastive Studies”. In Fisiak, J. (ed.)
Contrastive Linguistics and the Language Teacher. Oxford: Pergamon Press
Ltd. 1981.

Murphy, R. English Grammar in Use. Cambridge: CUP. 1985.

Nunan, D. Research Methods in Language Learning. Cambridge: CUP. 1992

“Closing the Gap between Learning and Instruction”. TESOL Quarterly, 29, 1,
133-158, 1995.



120

Pica, T. & Doughty, C. “Input and Interaction in the Communicative Classroom: A
Comparison of Teacher-fronted and Group Activities”. InGass, S. M. and
Madden, C. G. (eds.) Input in Second Language Acquisition. Cambridge:
Newbury House Publishers, 1985.

Pica, T. “Language Learning Research and Classroom Concerns”. FORUM, 30, 3, 2-9,
1992.

Pienemann, M. “Is Language Teachable? Psycholinguistic Experiments and Hypotheses”.
Applied Linguisitcs, 10, 1, 52-79, 1989.

Prabhu, N. S. Second Language Pedagogy. Oxford: OUP. 1987.

Quintero-Wolfe, K. “Learnability and the Acquisition of Extraction in Relative Clauses”.
SSLA, 14, 39-70, 1992.

Riggenbach, H. & Samuda, V. Grammar Dimensions. London: Heinle and Heinle
Publishers. 1997.

Rivers, W. M. Teaching Foreign-Language Skills. Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press. 1981.

Robin, S. R. & Oxford, R. L. The Tapestry of Language Learning: The Individual in
the Communicative Classroom. Boston: Heinle and Heinle Publications, 1992.

Rutherford, W. E. “Markedness in Second Language Acquisition”. Language Learning,
32, 1,1982.

Sadighi, F. “The Acquisition of English Restrictive Relative Clauses by Chinese,
Japanese, and Korean Adult Native Speakers”. IRAL, 32, 2, 141-154, 1994.



121

Sanders, C. “Recent Developments in Contrastive Analysis and their Relevance to
Language Teachers”. In Fisiak, J. (ed.) Contrastive Linguistics and the
Language Teacher. Oxford: Pergamon Press Ltd. 1981.

Scott, M. & Tucker, G. “Error Analysis and English Language Strategies of Arab
Students”. Language Learning, 24, 69-98, 1974.

Sharwood-Smith, M. “From Input to Intake: On Argumentation in Second Language
Acquisition”. In Gass, S. M. and Madden, C. G. (eds.) Input in Second
Language Acquisition. Cambridge: Newbury House Publishers, 1985.

Sheldon, A. “On Strategies for Processing Relative Clauses: A Comparison of Children
and Adults”. Journal of Psycholinguistic Research, 6, 305-317, 1977.

Smith, M. S. ‘“Role of Linguistic Theory in Explanation of Second Language
Developmental Grammars. 1983.

Sorace, A. “Metalinguistic Knowledge and Language Use in Acquisition-poor
Environments”. Applied Linguisites, 6, 239-254, 1985.

Sridhar, S. N. “Contrastive Analysis, Error Analysis and Interlanguage”. In Fisiak, J. (ed.)
Contrastive Linguistics and the Language Teacher. Oxford: Pergamon Press
Ltd. 1981.

Staczek, J.J. “Performance and the Teaching of Grammar”. In Cargill, C. (ed.) A Tesol
Professional Anthology: Grammar and Composition. Illinois: NTC Publishing

Group 1992

Swan, M. & Walter, C. How English Works. Oxford: OUP. 1997.



122

Thomas, M. ‘“Universal Grammar and the Intemretation of Reflexives in a Second
Language”. Language, 67, 2, 211-239, 1991.

Troike-Saville, M. “Cultural Input in Second Language Learning”. In Gass, S. M. and
Madden, C. G. (eds.) Input in Second Language Acquisition. Cambridge:

Newbury House Publishers, 1985.

Turan, U. D. Personal Interview on the Instruments of Grammaticality Judgement,
Sentence Combining, and Translation. Eskisehir, 1998.

Ur, P. Grammar Practice Activities: A Practical Guide for Teachers. Cambridge:
CUP. 1988.

VanPatten, B. “Processing Strategies and Morpheme Acquisition”. In Eckman, F. R,,
Bell, L. H., Nelson, D. (eds.) Universals of Second Language Acquisition.

Rowley: Newbury House Publishers, Inc. 1984.

White, L. Universal Grammar and Second Language Acquisition. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins Publishing Company. 1989.

Widdowson, H. G. Aspects of Language Teaching. Oxford: OUP. 1990.

Woods, E. Introducing Grammar. Middlesex: Penguin Books. 1995.

Waurzel, W. U. “On Markedness”, Theoretical Linguistics, 24, 1, 53-71, 1998.

Zobl, H. “Grammars in Search of Input and Intake”. In Gass, S. M. and Madden, C. G.

(eds.) Input in Second Language Acquisition. Cambridge: Newbury House
Publishers, 1985.





