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Abstract

Tsimpli and Dimitrakopoulou (2007) observed that
uninterpretable features are unavailable in secondanguage
acquisition after the critical period. In this paper, we verify
this claim by providing evidence from Persian spedhg
learners of English as an L2 on the status of resuptive
pronouns (RPs) as uniterpretable features. Unlike Bglish
which does not allow RPs, Persian shows various bmliors
across different relative clauses (RCs). In PersianRP is
ungrammatical in subject, optional in object, and equired in
object-of-preposition RCs. To examine the statusfdRPs in
these learners' interlanguage, a grammaticality jugment test
and a translation test were developed and administed to 111
adult Persian learners of English at four proficierty levels and
18 English native speakers. Repeated measures ANOVA
results, tracing the effect of proficiency on diffeent RC types,
suggest that as their proficiency improves, learner become
more native-like in rejecting RPs in English. Howeer, in
comparison with the native speakers, even advancddarners
show marked performance deficits notably in objectand
object-of-preposition RCs. These results are in li with the
predictions of the Interpretability Hypothesis proposed by
Tsimpli and Dimitrakopoulou. The findings also provide some
implications for the age-related issue in L2 teachig.
Keywords: relative clause, resumptive pronoun, interpreighilypothesis
persian EFL learners, consistency analysis

1. Introduction
The status of resumptive pronouns in the interlagguof second language
(L2) learners has been extensively studied (G&&&9;1Hyltenstam, 1984;
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1990; Pavesi, 1986; Rezai, 2011; Tarallo & MyhilB83; among others)
which shows the importance of these pronouns inptiteeess of second
language acquisition (SLA, henceforth). This studwestigates the

acquisition of three types of English RCs (subjetiject, and object-of-

preposition), by Persian speaking learners, foguem the status of RPs in
their interlanguage. Persian, as a null-subjecgudage with SOV word

order, has distinctive syntactic features which enéika good data point for
cross-linguistic studies. Like English, Persian R€€s NP initial and are
always introduced by an “invariant complementize’r(Taghvaipour, 2004,

p. 276). Persian shows various behaviors acrofsraift RCs: RPs are not
possible in subject RCs (1), optional in object R€fs and obligatory in

object-of-preposition RCs (3) (Taghvaipour, 2008n all the Persian

restrictive RCs, -i represents relative particleE(R henceforth) which is

attached to the head noun and OM stands for otvjadter.)

(1) Subject RC (only -RP)

Anha meerd-i [ke— /*u inja zendegi mikeerd] ra peyda keerd-aend.
They man-REL [that— /he here life do-PAST] OM find did-3pl
They found the man [whe /*he) lived here].

(2) Object RC (both -RP and +RP)

Maen meerd-i ra [ke anha- /u ra ferestad-aend] peida keerd-sem.

I man-REL OM [that they— /he OM send-PAST-3pl] find did-1sg
| found the man who they sent.

(3) Object-of-preposition RC (only +RP)

Meen meerd-i ra [ke Soma aez*/u pul qaerz gereft-id] dideem.

I man-REL OM [that you from— /him money borrow get-PAST-you] see-
PAST-1Sg

| saw the man [who you borrowed money from (*him)].

RPs are pronominal variables occurring in positidram which
movement has taken place. Whereas in some languRBssand traces
alternate freely, in English, “their distributiog very limited and appears to
be influenced by linear distance, depth, and etalality (i.e., whether a
trace is acceptable)” (McKee & McDaniel, 2001, p4)1 In other words, the
larger the distance between the relativized pasitind the head noun, the
more likely an RP would occur in place of a gap.

As noted above, unlike English, which only allowaspg in one-level
embedded RCs, Persian allows both gaps and RP&ese tstructures
depending on the relativized position. So, Engpsissesses the narrower
grammar and is a subset to Persian regarding ythtactic element. In this
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way, when Persian learners start learning Engtisty already have access
to a wider grammar and, based on the Subset Plen¢gerwick, 1985;
Wexler & Manzini, 1987), may accept RPs in thelr

Tsimpli and Dimitrakopoulou (2007), referring to ethdifference
between LF-interpretable (features with semantijeart) hence visible at LF
(Logical Form) interface) and LF-uninterpretableafiures having no role at
LF with just syntactic import and possibly PF (Pabo Form) realization)
features, proposed the Interpretability Hypothgs$i$ henceforth). This
hypothesis argues for the unavailability of uniptetable features in SLA
after the critical period. In other words, pointing resistance against
resetting the parametric values related to thetarpretable features in, they
claim that because of “persistent, maturationadigddl L1 effect” acquiring
the uninterpretable features of L2 input is verfficlilt for adult learners,
but the interpretable features are highly accesgpl 217). Of course, this
claim has not been unchallenged. Another groupeséarchers claim that
L2 learners have access to all features in thenp@ti(e.g., Lardiere, 2009).

Tsimpli and Dimitrakopoulou (2007) proposed thatdese of the
inaccessibility of uninterpretabfeatures after the critical period, L1
parametric values associated with these featunesotaeset. Méndez and
Slabakova (2012) argue that this may cause the d#&tnérs to use
“morphology of L2 with the feature specificationtbeir L1” and develop
a grammar different from native speakers (p. 2eréhs no such problem
for LF-interpretabldeatures and they are accessible regardless aigief
acquisition.

RPs are among the uninterpretatdatures (Chomsky, 1995; Kong,
2011; Rezai, 2011; Tsimpli, 2006; among others), dvabed on IH, not
available to adult learners in SLA (Tsimpli & Dimakopoulou, 2007). The
IH has been appraised by some researchers (Konfl; 2dendez &
Slabakova, 2012; Rezai, 2011) investigating thdustaf RPs in the
interlanguage of L2 learners mostly focusing on thequisition of
interrogative structures. But there is not any aede on the appropriateness
of this hypothesis for the acquisition of RCs bydran learners. Based on
obvious differences between Persian and EnglistheiflH holds true, the
prediction is that Persian adult learners would bet able to set the
appropriate parameter for RPs in English RCs.

Most of the hypotheses of language acquisition Isaveied acquisition
focusing on the role of single factors and eleméhiipovi¢ & Hawkins,
2013). For instance, Pienemann (1998 & 2003) irPhaxessability Theory
associates acquisition with the architecture of ghecessing capacity; or
Tsimpli and Dimitrakopoulou (2007) in their IH refo the unavailability of
uninterpretabldeatures after puberty. But, some researchers Vieelibat
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language acquisition cannot be explained by a ainfgictor without

considering the role of other factors at the samee.t For instance,
Gell-Mann (1992) points to the interaction of mpi factors in producing
different kinds of interlanguage; and Filipé\and Hawkins (2013) arguing
for the role of multiple factors in SLA introduceAGP (complex adaptive
system principles) model containing multiple int#niag principles. They
claim that to investigate SLA, factors such as 6ipgical relationship

between L1 and L2, general principles of learning aritical ages, general
principles of language processing (production aachgrehension), social
factors . .., as well as pedagogical factors including teagtmethods and
materials and types of assessment” (p. 146) shdadd taken into

consideration.

CASP explains different levels of SLA based on fogeneral
principles: a. Minimizing learning efforts; b. Mmizing processing efforts;
c. Maximizing expressive power; and d. Maximizingnonunicative
efficiency. It asserts that negative transfer caepkon as far as it does not
impede expressive power and communicative effigiemd can be tolerated
by the hearer. Based on CASP, we can make soméciwad about the
results of the present study. Based aand b, the learners tend to use
structures which need the least amount of effohusT we predict that
Persian learners frequently use RPs in their smegtage especially at low
levels. Because of the ungrammaticality of RPs ubject RCs in both
languages the prediction is that they face ledgcdify in recognizing the
ungrammaticality of RPs in this RC type than objectd object-of-
preposition RCs. Based on principlesndd, the more proficient learners
who are more concerned about optimal communicatrenpredicted to use
fewer RPs.

The aim of this study is to scrutinize the integaage of Persian
learners of English focusing on the status of RPtheir L2 RCs. The data
obtained from two developed tests are analyzedsess some theories such
as the Interpretability Hypothesis, Subset Primgigiultiple Factors in
Language Acquisition, etc. To do this, Persian kpgaEnglish learners at
different proficiency levels and a group of Englishative speakers are
compared regarding the use of RPs in three Endk€htypes (subject,
object, and object-of-preposition). Specifically veee investigating the
effect of L1 at lower proficiency levels and whathihis effect will
disappear at a more advanced level of L2 profigienc
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2. Method

2.1 Participants
The participants included 221, male and femaledoarly selected L2
learners studying English literature, nursing, @edture, and physical
education at different universities in Iran (IslamAzad University,
Sabzevar School of Medical Sciences, Shahid RajBeehnical and
Vocational College of Kashan, and University of figat). Their mother
tongue was Persian and had started learning Engfish the age of 13.
Their ages ranged between 18 and 35. Eighteen adtilte speakers of
English from Oklahoma State University and Univigrsof Kentucky
serving as the control group participated in thislg. The only language
these participants knew was English and just tbféleem reported that they
have some familiarity with another language, suek@nch or Spanish.

The L2 learners were given the Oxford Quick Plagenest (OQPT,;
developed by Oxford University Press and UniversityCambridge Local
Examinations Syndicate) to determine their levehe Toutliers were
excluded. Different filters were used to selectyathlose participants who
had taken the tests seriously. In this way, thereained 111 L2 learners
plus 18 English natives. The L2 learners were @dithto 4 levels. In the
long run, there were 36 participants in the elesn®6 ones in the lower-
intermediate, 31 in the upper-intermediate, andnl&e advanced level,
along with 18 English native speakers who knew angliage other than
English

2.2 Instruments

2.2.1 The grammaticality judgment test

The grammaticality judgment test (GJT, hencefomicjuded 65 sentences
with two options in front of each: grammatical andgrammatical; the
participants were asked to select one of the ogtiblased on the
grammaticality status of the sentences. The fikgt Sentences served as
warm ups. Half of the remaining 60 sentences wese gentences and the
other half were fillers. The 30 test sentences vaveled into three sets;
each set had ten sentences allocated to each RCfiyg with RPs and five
without RPs. As for the 30 fillers, half were graatinal and half
ungrammatical. To control for the animacy effedt, NPs in subject and
object positions were animate. In all the test eseees, RCs modified the
direct object of the matrix sentences and the ivelgbronoun “who” was
used for all the RCs. The reliability of the tastnied out to be .88 based on
KR-20 formula. Examples are provided below.
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Subject RC
(4) a. | know the man who drives the car.[-RP]
b. *I know the man who he drives the car.[+RP]
Object RC
(5). a. She loves the boy who we met yesterday][-RP
b. *She loves the boy who we met him yeste{d&P]
Object-of-preposition RC
(6) a. They arrested a man who she worked with][-RP
b. *They arrested a man who she worked with.[fiRP]

To control for the ordering effect, three versiamsre provided with
different orders of the test sentences. The testesees were distributed
randomly. The vocabulary used in the test was waleitom words familiar
to the participants and they were allowed to askrtieaning of the words
they did not know.

2.2.2 The production test

The production test was a translation test whiciuired the participants to
translate some Persian sentences. The test hader®neses (12 test
sentences and 8 fillers) randomly distributed. Té& sentences included
three [-RP] SRCs, three [-RP] ORCs, three [+RP] ORa&hd three [+RP]
OPRCs.

To control for the ordering effect, the test wagpared in three
versions. The production test was rated quite obpy (see the scoring
system below). The reliability of the test turrad to be .89.

For each sentence the first part of the Englishstedion, up to the RC,
was provided and the participants were asked tqtEimit. An example is
provided below:

205 ClEBle 3y S Cany 5l b Ll aS ) 5 e (7)
I met the boy...

2.3 Procedure
First, the GJT and the production test were deweslognd their reliability
rates were determined through a pilot study coretlion 30 L2 learners at
different proficiency levels. In order to make stimat the tests could validly
measure what they were aimed for, easy and famv@arabulary and
structures were used and the participants whos®rpences were not
stable on the tests were excluded through diffefittats: 18 through Rasch
model analysis and 61 who judged both grammatiodl @angrammatical
RCs as incorrect.

The tests were administered by the learners' owfegsors who were
given instructions about test administration. Tingt test was the OQPT test
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for which 30 minutes were allocated. The GJT wagmito them the next
session and they had about 30 minutes to compleTéhe production test
was given in another session; they were given 3@utes to translate the
sentences. They were told that these tests maganupf their final score.
The native group took only the GJT.

2.4 Scoring system

To determine the acceptability rate of each stmectthe number of the
sentences selected as grammatical by each pantidiaa certain RC type
was considered as the acceptability rate for thaicwire. Each sentence
selected as grammatical (correctly or incorrectigs given a score of one
and those selected as ungrammatical (correctlynoorrectly) zero. For
example, the acceptability rate of subject RC \Rihfor student X was 2 if
he selected two out of five sentences containingaRgrammatical. So the
higher the acceptability rate of a structure, th@eracceptable the structure
is from the viewpoint of that participant. Regaglihe production test, each
translation without RP in the RC was scored oneeswth with RP, zero.

3. Results

3.1 Results obtained from the GJT

Table 1 presents the percentage of responses ¢br R@ type with and
without RP across the levels. As can be seen, wieertieere is an RP in the
RC, the advanced group rejects it; that is whyntfeans are so low. But for
the other groups, the means indicate that theyodl@onsider RCs with RP
as ungrammatical and the means are so high, gkéehe means for RCs
without RP.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics for the percentagan of RCs with and
without RP across levels
Objectof

SubjectRC ObjectRC
prep. RC
[[RP] [+RP] [-RP] [+RP] [-RP] [+RP]

Elementary Mean 73.4 65.00 68.33 75.00 48.33 63.89
N=36 SD 2293 2883 19.92 24.08 29.62 26.11
Lower Int. Mean 76.15 66.38 68.46 79.23 50.77 71.54
N=26 SD 20.1 20.83 22.75 19.17 30.58 22.03
Upper Int. Mean 78.06 47.74 74.84 77.42 60.00 70.32
N=31 SD 20.88 34.12 23.07 26.20 29.21 31.78
Advanced Mean 87.77 17.77 84.44 27.77 74.44 2445
N=18 SD 21.84 29.01 2229 41.81 2455 36.66
Native Mean 9555 4.44 93.33 6.7 86.66 8.88
N=18 SD 10.96 10.96 13.71 11.88 15.34 19.67
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3.1.1 Within group analysis

Repeated measures ANOVAs were performed at eadltipnzy level on
mean percentages of responses, treating RC andsRReawithin group
variables. The analysis of the data from the eleéargnevel participants
showed a main effect of RC type{FRo~13.146,p=.000); no main effect
for RP (R, 3571.299,p=.262). But the interaction between the two was
significant (kp, 7073.778,p=.028).

The significant interaction means that RP has wdffe effects across
different RCs. Further analysis showed that RPeldped acceptability of
object-of-preposition RCs §t=3.154,p=.038). This effect was not observed
for subject and object RCp<>.05.

In the lower-intermediate level, the RC type hadignificant effect
(F2, 5075.9,p=.000). Quite like the elementary level, RP had no n&ffact
(Fa, 2572.345,p=.138). But the interaction was significant {Fso=7.391,
p=.002). This means that there was an asymmetry in theRRs affected
acceptability of different RCs. Further analysi®whd that quite like the
elementary participants, they accepted object-eppsition RCs with RPs
significantly more than those withou£t2.717,p=.012). But the presence
of RP did not affect the acceptability of subjeati @bject RCsfs>.05.

For the upper-intermediate level, RC type showesigaificant effect
(F2, 6075.93,p=.004). RP type had no effect ¢F3,=1.009,p=.323. But the
interaction between the two tuned out to be sigaift (F, =12.319,
p=.000). Further analysis showed that RPs reduced aduéfptaf subject
RCs (85=3.72, p=.000), not object or object-of-preposition RQss¢.09.
Generally speaking, the deleterious effect of RPhag uniform across
different RCs, rather it adversely affects the ptaaility of subject RCs
only.

In the advanced level, the type of RC had no efbecthe participants’
performance (f, 3271.569,p=.223). RP had a main effect {F;7,=30.828,
p=.000). But the interaction turned out not to be sigrafit (k, 34=1.597,
p=.172. As the means clearly show, RCs with RPs actusbboard are less
acceptable for the advanced participants.

Analysis of the English native speakers’ data shibttat RC had no
main effect (b, 347.418, p=.661), but RP had a main effect (F
17~ 744.445,p=.000). This group’s means were significantly higher whe
RCs had no RP. The interaction between RP and R@duout not to be
significant (., 3473.95,p=.063).

3.1.2 Between-group analysis

At this stage, the participants’ performance onheatcthe RC types was
compared. The results of the one-way ANOVAs showed groups are
different from each other in all RC types (in atlatysesP was less than
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.005. Post-hoc LSD test results showed that in RChawit RP, advanced
L2 learners, though significantly better than thkeneentary, lower-
intermediate, and upper-intermediate levels, peréal similar to the native
speakers. But as far as RCs with RP are conceaws@nced L2 learners’
performance is similar to native speakers onlyubject RCs. In object RCs
with RPs, advanced L2 learners’ acceptance isfgignily more than the
native speakers.

3.1.3 Consistency analysis

To determine the status of RP in each participaniter-language, a
consistency analysis was run. In the GJT, thereewenm test sentences for
each RC type divided into two sets: five with R &ime without RP.

As some variations were observed in each partitgpamswers to the
sentences in each set, it was necessary to sé@eaocr based on which to
determine the consistency each participant shoaed particular RC type.
Thus, to determine the type of grammar each ppaiti had regarding the
status of RPs in RCs, two criteria were used. Titg¢ €riterion was the
consistency in their judgments for at least thrae af five tokens X60%
consistency) of each set of RC types. The secatelion was stricter and
was based on consistent judgments for at leastdiouof five tokensX80%
consistency) of structure sets. The second critesias set because the first
one may be criticized as a weak one (See Hamilt8A6; Wakabayashi,
1996). In this way, different possibilities emergedach having an
implication about the status of RP, including:

1. The participants consistently judged a certain g% ttontaining RP

as ungrammatical and the same RC type lacking Rffamsmatical.
This performance implies that they considered Ri?bidden in
that RC type.

2. The participants consistently judged a certain Rypet as
grammatical, whether it had or lacked RP. It impliat they
believe inoptionality of RPs in that structure.

3. The participants consistently judged a certain R} ttontaining RP
as grammatical and the same RC type lacking RPig&onmatical.
This performance implies that they considered Rfgsiired in that
RC type.

4. The participants consistentl»@0%) judged a certain RC type as
ungrammatical, whether it had or lacked RP. Thelicapon was
that, these participantead not acquired English RCs These
participants (61 participants) were excluded frbm analysis.

5. As for the second criterion, some participants weaoé consistent
enough in their judgments for one or both setseosftences. These
participants were labelathcertain.
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Table 2 summarizes these possibilities and thepligations across

both consistency criteria.

Table 2. Type of judgment and the implications

[+RP] [-RP] Consistency Criteria Status of RP
U G (>60%) & =80%) forbidden
G G £60%) & 80%) optional
G U (60%) & =80%) required
U U >60% not acquired
<80% Uncertain

(only for the second criterion)
Note: G: grammatical, U: ungrammatical
3.1.3.1 RPsin subject RCs
Table 3 presents the number and percentage otipariis regarding the
status of RP in their grammar across levels inesttbiRCs through both 60%
and 80% criteria. Regarding the former criteriaralalevels the percentage
of those who think that RP is required is the leesmpared to all the other
possibilities. Moreover, there is a great diffeehetween lower and higher
proficiency groups regarding the two other possjibtlgments. The majority
of the participants at lower levels considered REooal but most of those
at higher levels considered it forbidden. Besidesults of the stricter
criterion (i.e. 80%) showed that most of the pgrtats at first three levels
were uncertain about the status of RPs in SRC®alydthe advanced level
participants confidently rejected all subject RCsntaining RPs and
accepted the ones containing gaps. Excluding tbasertain participants,
the results of this criterion are in line with leemer one.

Table 3. The number (percentage) of RPs in suBj€st

60% consistency criterion

N Required Optional Forbidden
Elementary 36 6(16.7) 20(55.6) 10(27.8)
Lower Int. 26 3(11.5) 19(73.1) 4(15.4)
Upper Int. 31 209.7) 12(38.7) 16(51.6)
Advanced 18 15.6) 1( 5.6) 16(88.9)
Native 18 0(0.0) 0( 0.0) 18(100)

80% consistency criterion
N Required Optional Forbidden Uncertain

Elementary 36 3(8.3) 9(25.0) 4(11.1) 20(55.6)
Lower Int. 26 0(0.0) 9(34.6) 1( 3.8) 16(61.5)
Upper Int. 31 1(3.2) 5(16.1) 10(32)3 15(48.4)
Advanced 18 1(5.6) 15.6) 15(83.3) 1(5.6)
Native 18 0(0.0) 010.0) 16(88.88) 2(11.12)
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3.1.3.2 RPsin object RCs

Table 4 shows the number and percentage of patitspwith different
possible views regarding the status of RPs in obRCs through both
criteria. As the table shows, based on the firgemon, there is a great
difference between the advanced level and the athes. Most of the
participants at first three levels considered RRioopl and the least
percentage considered it forbidden, whereas thoshd advanced group
mostly considered it forbidden. Like the previoususture, the second
criterion (80% consistency) showed that most of paeticipants at first
three levels were uncertain about the status oinRRis RC type, whereas
the majority of those who were certain enough manto no difference
between the presence and absence of RP in objextiRCthey considered
it optional. It was just the advanced participawtso confidently rejected
object RCs with RPs and accepted just the onesouiitit. Excluding the
uncertain participants, the results of this craerare in line with the former
one.

Table 4. The number (percentage) of RPs in obj&d R

60% consistency criterion

N Required Optional Forbidden
Elementary 36 7(19.4) 24(66.7) 5(13.9)
Lower Int. 26 4(15.4) 21(80.8) 1( 3.8)
Upper Int. 31 5(16.1) 22(71.0) 4(12.9)
Advanced 18 15.6) 4(22.5) 13(72.2)
Native 18 0(0.0) 0( 0.0) 18(100

80% consistency criterion
N Required Optional Forbidden Uncertain

Elementary 36 1(2.8) 14(38.9) 1( 2.8) 20(55.6)
Lower Int. 26 1(3.8) 9(34.6) 1( 3.8) 15(57.7)
Upper Int. 31 0(0.0) 14(45.2) 2( 6.5) 15(48.4)
Advanced 18 1(5.6) 2(11.1) 13(72.2) 2(11.2)
Native 18 0(0.0) 0( 0.0) 15(83.34) 3(16.66)

3.1.3.3 RPs in object-of-preposition RCs

Table 5 depicts the reaction of the participantgarals the status of RPs in
object-of-preposition RCs. As it is clear from nuenb and percentages
obtained from 60% consistency criterion, greatedédhces were observed
among levels. Those at the lower levels judged B&t required and

optional with a tendency towards the former. Thaste the upper-

intermediate level considered RP as optional. Betd is a great shift in the
judgments of the advanced group compared to ther agnoups. They

mostly rejected object-of-preposition RCs with Ritl aaccepted the ones
without it. Quite like the other two structuresethesults of the analysis
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based on the stricter criterion reveal that mogiasticipants in lower levels
were uncertain about the status of RPs and onbketl the advanced level
confidently rejected RPs. Excluding these uncenparticipants, the results
confirm the ones from the former criterion.

Table 5. The number (percentage) of RPs in objepteposition RCs

60% consistency criterion

N Required Optional Forbidden
Elementary 36 17(47.2) 11(30)6 8(22.2)
Lower Int. 26 13(50.0) 11(42 B 2(7.7)
Upper Int. 31 8(25.8) 18(58.1) 5(16.1)
Advanced 18 1( 5.6) 3(16.7) 14(77.8)
Native 18 0( 0.0) 2(11.12) 16(88.88

80% consistency criterion

N Required Optional Forbidden Uncertain
Elementary 36 6(16.7) 4(11.2) 2(5.6) 24(66.7)
Lower Int. 26 5(19.2) 5(19.2) 1( 3.8) 15(57.7)
Upper Int. 31 29.7) 8(25.8) 5(16.1) 15(48.4)
Advanced 18 156.6) 3(16.7) 13(72.) 1(5.6)
Native 18 0(0.0) 0( 0.0) 18(72.23) 5(27.77)

3.2 Results obtained from the production test

From the 111 participants of the study, 95 tookpghmluction test. Table 6
presents the percentage of correct translatiorengdy each level for each
of the four structures. As mentioned before, bodpsyand RPs are
acceptable in Persian object RCs. As can be #eehjghest percentages of
correct translations belong to the advanced leariggsides, regarding the
RC type, the highest percentages belong to thesuBL.

Table 6. Descriptive statistics for percentagemudahe correct
translations of RCs across levels

Subject RC Object Object of Prep.
RC RC

[-RP] [-RP] [+RP] [+RP]
Elementary Mean 88.00 70.33 31.00 27.33
N=28 SD 27.33 30.33 33.66 30.00
Lower Int. Mean 91.00 79.66 29.00 24.66
N=23 SD 22.33 27.66 23.00 35.00
Upper Int. Mean 93.00 70.00 44.66 40.33
N=29 SD 22.33 31.00 44.66 43.00

Advanced Mean 100 100 97.66 97.66

N=15 SD 00.00 00.00 08.33 08.33
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3.2.1 Within group analysis

Repeated measures ANOVA results for the elemeiegagl showed that the
type of RC had a main effect §Fg;=33.39, p=.000). The pair-wise
comparisons showed that subject RCs are significdmgtter than object
RCs; and both are significantly better than obfeCs with RP and object-
of-preposition RCs. In other words, SRC>ORC>0ORCRPRO.

At the lower-intermediate level, too, RC type hadnain effect (I3,
66~44.67, p =.000). And pair-wise comparisons shotedsame results as
for the elementary level, i.e., SRC>ORC>0ORCRP=0PRC.

RC type showed a main effect even at the upperamgdiate level (f,
84=22.335,p=.000). The pair-wise comparisons revealed exactly #raes
finding as for the elementary and the lower-intaltrate levels.

However, at the advanced level, RC type had noceffigs, 40=.651,
p=.583). The advanced participants produced all RC tygethe ceiling
level.

3.2.2 Between-group analysis

To see if different levels performed differently each of these RC types,
and to have a picture of the developmental pattel@arning RCs, one-way
ANOVAs were conducted. No significant differencesaabserved among
the groups in subject RCs{F1=.928,p=.430). But for all the other RC
types, the level of proficiency played a signifitesle (allPs<.009.

Post-hoc LSD results showed that in object RCs aithRP, the
advanced level was significantly better than a# tither levels. But the
other groups performed similarly.

In object RCs with RP, the same pattern aroseadwanced level had a
significantly higher mean than the other levels, there was no difference
between the other levels. In other words, at theaaced level, the
participants were highly accurate in translatingsR& object RCs both with
and without RPs into [-RP] English RCs.

As for the object-of-preposition RCs, those in thdvanced level
performed significantly better than the other gmupNo significant
differences were observed among the other grougisein performances on
this RC type.

3.2.3 Consistency analysis

In the production test, there were three tokensémh possible structure of
these three RC types in Persian regarding the uB®®. To determine the
status of RP in the inter-language of each pa#didiptwo criteria were used.
The first criterion was based on their consisteincat least two out of three
translations (about 70% consistency) of each afehC types regarding the
use of RPs. The second criterion was based onstensitranslations of all
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the tokens (100% consistencies) of each RC typeereTtwere three
possibilities:

a. The participants consistently used RPs in theinsletions of the
RC. This performance implies that they consider®d Required for
that RC type.

b. The participants did not consistently use RPs @urttranslations of
the RC, implying that they considered RPs forbidflenthat RC
type.

c. There were some participants who were not congigeaugh in
their translations and were considered as unceatadut using RPs
in the structure. This possibility just occurredthee case of the
stricter criterion and those whose consistency bas than perfect
(< 100%) were considered uncertain.

Table 7 summarizes all of the possibilities mergosbabove.

Table 7. Implications based on participants’ tratish of Persian RCs

Translations Consistency Criteria Status of RP
[+RP] G70%) & (=100%) RP required
[-RP] (=70%) & (=100%) RP forbidden

<100% uncertain

(only for the second criterion)

Because in Persian, object RCs are acceptableviitithand without
RPs, in the production test there were three tolke#nsach condition. So
there were six sentences containing object RClsdrtdst. The same criteria
were used to determine the consistency, i.e. cemgig in 70% (four out of
six) and 100% (six out of six) of their translagorBecause there were six
object RCs in the test, the status of RP in theril@nguage of participants
who used RPs in half of their translations and inothe other half, was
considered as optional.
3.2.3.1 RPsin subject RCs
Table 8 shows the number and percentage of patitsgbased on their use
of RPs in subject RCs. As it is obvious from botitecia, the highest
percentage of participants in each level belongthtése who consistently
rendered their translations without RPs and consdlét forbidden. The
results of the stricter criterion also show tharéhare some participants at
each level who are not certain about the ungrancaldyi of RPs in this RC

type.
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Table 8. The number (percentage) of RPs in translaf Persian SRC

70% consistency criterion 100% consistency
criterion
Required Forbidden Required Forbidden Uncertain
Elementary 2(7.1) 26(92.9) 2(7.1) 22(78.6) 4(14.3)
N=28
Lower Int. 1(4.3) 22(95.7) 1(4.3) 20(87.0) B.7)
N=23
Upper Int. 2(6.9) 27(93.1) 1(3.4) 26(89.7) B.9)
N=29
Advanced 0(0.0) 15(100) 0(0.0) 15(100) M.0)
N=15

3.2.3.2 RPs in object-of-preposition RCs

Table 9 illustrates the number and percentage aicgants with different
options for the status of RP in object-of-prepositRCs. The first criterion
shows that the majority of the learners at all Isexcept the advanced level
considered RP required in this RC type. But thera igreat change from
upper-intermediate to advanced; and all the learaethis level considered
RP forbidden which is more native-like. The secarniterion confirms the
first one and just adds the number of uncertaitigyants at each level
which shows a decrease from low to high levels. Tdrge number of
uncertain learners at lower levels shows the difficthey face in producing
correct translations of the L2 structure whichiféedent from their L1.

Table 9. The number (percentage) of RPs in traoslaf Persian OPRC

70% consistency criterion 100%consistency coteri

Required Forbidden Required  Forbidden  Uncertain
Elementary  23(82.1) 5(17.9) 12(42.9) 2(7.1)  14(50.0)
LOV\I/\le:rzlﬁt. 19(82.6) 4(17.4) 13(56.5)  3(13.0) 7(30.4)
Upg)\le:rzlit. 18(62.1) 11(37.9) 13(44.8)  8(27.6) 8(27.6)
AdvE\EE:Ed 0( 0.0) 15(100) 0(0.0) 14(93.3) 1( 6.7)

3.2.3.3 RPsin object RCs

As mentioned above, the classification of data ftbenconsistency analysis
of translations of object RCs regarding the us&§ is different from the
other RCs. Because there were six tokens of oB€d, the term Optional
in the table refers to those who had three trapsigatwith RP and three
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without. Table 10 shows the number and percentdgeheo participants
regarding their options for RPs in object RCs tlglowoth criteria. The
results of the stricter criterion show that mosttloé participants in each
group, except the advanced group, were uncertaontabhe status of RP.
Their uncertainty is also confirmed by the weaketedon. On the other
hand, the high performance of the advanced leasterws that they have
acquired the structure.

Table 10. The status of RP in translation of Par€i&Cs

70% consistency criterion

N Required Optional Forbidden
Elementary 28 10(35.7) 8(28.6) 10(35.7)
Lower Int. 23 4(17.4) 10(43.5) 9(39.1)
Upper Int. 29 12(41.4) 3(10.3) 14(48.3)
Advanced 15 0( 0.0) 0( 0.0) 15(100)

100% consistency criterion

N Required Optional Forbidden Uncertain
Elementary 28 0(0.0) 8(28.6) 3(10.7) 17(60.7)
Lower Int. 23 0(0.0) 10(43.5) 1( 3.8) 13(56.5)
Upper Int. 29 1(3.4) 3(10.3) 7(24.1) 18(62.1)
Advanced 15 0(0.0) 0( 0.0) 14(93.3) 1( 6.7)

4. Discussion

4.1 Grammaticality judgment test

Participants at the elementary and lower-interntediavels consider RP
mandatory in object-of-preposition RCs but optiomaithe other two RC

types. It seems that the learners at these lexeas different English RCs
differently. If they were transferring the L1 fee¢s to L2, they should not
have accepted subject RCs with RP. But the opityrfalature observed in
object RCs seems to have its roots in their L1. fEHgeliredness of the RP in
object-of-preposition RCs also seems to have i¢srm Persian. Generally
speaking, the elementary and lower-intermediatetigiaants have

transferred the RP feature to their L2, irrespect¥ RC type. This finding

is in line with the Subset Principle.

The participants at the upper-intermediate leveehgbandoned the use
of RPs in the subject RCs but still deem it optlanaobject and object-of-
preposition RCs. Of course, in contrast to the lovwevels, they have
abandoned the “requiredness” of RP in object-oppséion RCs. As the IH
predicts, they have not yet dropped the uninteapiefeature.



|| Acquisition of English Relative Clauses by Adult Pesian Learners: Focus on ... 35

At the advanced level, RPs highly reduce the aetdpy of all RC
types. Contrary to the lower levels, the advaneedners were successful in
dropping the L1 uninterpretabfeature.

Comparison of the advanced participants with th@veaspeakers
shows that despite their significant differencenfrthe lower levels, they are
not as accurate as the native speakers in rejeBiitgy especially in object
and object-of-preposition RCs. This is in line witke IH, and shows that
even advanced learners did not completely abaridoRP.

The results of consistency analysis showed that ofabe lower level
participants considered RP optional in subject alnj@ct RCs, and those at
advanced level had a more native-like behavior9@sfor subject RCs and
72.2% for object RCs) but still not as well as tfaive speakers (100%).
Regarding the object-of-preposition RCs, the lowerels considered it
either required or optional (with a tendency towerduirement at first two
levels and a tendency toward optionality at uppégrmediate level). Those
at advanced levels again mostly rejected RPs B1R@ type (77.8%) but
not as well as the native speakers (88.88%).

Results of the consistency analysis through atstrizriterion revealed
high levels of variation and uncertainty in lowek#l participants in their
judgments on the status of English RPs in all Rigsy It seems that the first
consistent view the learners have about the sw@iftuRPs in subject and
object RCs is the optionality status. This might lobee to the
conspicuousness of object clitic pronouns in Persaad the learners’
mistake in taking English RPs as the representatibrihese syntactic
features. The high consistency the advanced learsbowed in their
rejection of RPs in these two RC types indicates they have noticed their
inaccuracy. Comparing them with the native speakeessee that they are
not treating RPs in a native-like manner (83.3%8&8% in subject RCs
and 72.2% vs. 83.3% in objet RCs).

As for the object-of-preposition RCs, the trendsasnehow different.
Here the first consistent judgment the lower lelegrners make is the
uncertainty of RPs; very few of them consider RRbifiden. In Persian,
prepositions are never used alone and always aroM&n object clitic
follows them. So, the direct transfer of this pmap@f Persian prepositions
may be the main cause of their behavior. At theegpintermediate level,
the majority of the learners notice this point aahsider RPs as optional
and some still deem RPs as required and it iseatitivanced level that the
majority of the learners (72.3%) consider them ifdalbn. We see the same
treatment from the part of the native speakers.



36 The Journal of Teaching Language Skills 5(4), Winter 2014, Ser. 73/4”

4.2 Production test

At the three lower levels, [+RP] object and objet:preposition RCs were
mostly translated into English incorrectly, usingn &P in the L2

counterparts. But the translation of subject afP]-object RCs had less
RPs. This might be due to different reasons: L&afbr just the test effect,
i.e. the presence of RP in their translations isabee of word by word
translation.

On the other hand, the advanced learners showe® Hi@uracy in
their translations of [-RP] RC structures but theanslations of [+RP] RCs
were not perfect (97.66%).

In consistency analysis of the production test mdigg subject RCs,
the results of the strict criterion show that thajonty of learners at all
levels abandon RPs in their translations. Thisifigds compatible with the
predictions based on the L1 effect.

Regarding the object RCs, lower level participarts uncertain about
the status of RPs in RCs but at the advanced 18868% of the participants
consider RPs forbidden.

The results of the translation of object-of-prepos RCs showed that
most of the participants were either uncertain &being RPs or considered
them required which can be the result of directttdnsfer. But at the
advanced level, 93.3% considered RPs forbidden.

Since, unlike the GJT, we don’t have data fromrthgve speakers in
the translation task, direct comparison with theammeot possible. But the
finding that the advanced learners' performandientranslation of subject
RCs is 100% accurate, the 93.3% accuracy for thecbland object-of-
preposition RCs needs explanation. Based on IH, lage not been able to
reset the parameter.

4.3 Theories

4.3.1 Interpretability hypothesis

Tsimpli and Dimitrakopoulou (2007), investigatinget inter-language of
Greek learners of English, proposed that resettrfigthe language
parameters related to LF-uninterpretable/PF in&tgiefeatures cause
learnability problems for L2 learners and prevdmn from achieving a
native-like syntax of L2 beyond the critical periddenying the parameter
resetting of RPs in the learners’ inter-languabeytassociated learners’ L2
performance with the accessibility of interpretafdatures, such as animacy
and d-linking. Unlike Greek, Persian is quite likmglish regarding the
interpretabldeatures of animacy and d-linking in RCs. Animacy i
distinctive in Persian personal pronounsvé. an). Besides, Persian uses a
special wh-question worckd@dan) for discourse-linked wh-phrases. So we
cannot claim that these two interpretafdatures can help Persian learners
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in acquiring the uninterpretabfeatures represented by RPs. Moreover, in
all the token sentences, the complex NP was tleetdobject of the matrix
sentence and all NPs in subject and object positieere animate. So their
possible effects were completely controlled in 8tigdy.

In spite of their high performance in rejecting RRsall RC types, our
advanced learners were observed to be significamtge tolerant than the
English native speakers towards these pronounsbjacband object-of-
preposition RCs and only for subject RCs no sigaiit difference was
observed between these two groups. So their pesforenis compatible with
the IH hypothesis and shows that they have problemsesetting the
parameters represented by this un-interpretableurizaThis learnability
problem was also observed in the translation ta&khough their
performance could not be compared with that ofweaipeakers' (native
speakers only took the GJT), their performance hjead and object-of-
preposition RCs lagged behind the subject RCs.

4.3.2 L1 transfer

Regarding the similarities and differences betwaglish and Persian and
the role of L1 transfer in SLA, it was predictedathithe Persian learners
should reject RPs in subject RCs even at lowerdemed accept RPs in the
other two RC types, especially object-of-preporitRC. But the results of
the GJT especially at lower levels are not in lingh this prediction.
Strangely enough, the first two levels have alnibst same acceptability
rates for subject and object-of-preposition RCshwikPs and the
acceptability of the [+RP] object RCs are even mihi@n these two RC
types. The results of the upper-intermediate |lewel somehow better, and
the acceptability of [+RP] subject RCs is signifittg lower than the [+RP]
object-of-preposition RCs. Moreover, at this leJelRP] object RCs and
[+RP] object-of-preposition RCs have almost the esaanceptability rates
which again is not compatible with the predictian$.1 transfer.

On the other hand, the results of the translatisk tire completely in
line with the predictions of the direct L1 transia&. there was significantly
more accuracy in not producing RPs in subject R@s tthe object-of-
preposition RCs especially at lower levels.

4.3.3 Subset principle

Some behaviors of the Persian learners can bdigdsthrough the Subset
Principle proposed by Berwick (1985) and Wexler avidnzini (1987).
Considering the two languages, it can be preditied Persian learners
facing positive evidence for the presence of thp gaEnglish RCs will
know it is correct, and because of lack of negatesddence for
ungrammaticality of RPs, they transfer this inteith.2 and overgeneralize
it to all structures even to subject RC which hagsgn their L1 and L2. The
results of the GJT completely verify this prediatiand show the wrong use
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of RPs in all RC types especially at lower lev8lst as the learners develop
their proficiency and receive more input, they oetithis wrong
overgeneralization and improve their L2 performargg the high accuracy
of lower level participants in the translation eRP] Persian RCs is not in
line with this hypothesis. This incompatibility cdre due to task effect;
they may have translated the sentences word by wwoddif there were an
RP, they translated it and if not, there was narRiReir translation.

4.3.4 Multiple factors in language acquisition

Based on CASP model (Filipa@vi& Hawkins, 2013) , at initial stages,
minimizing the learning and processing efforts, tbarners look for the
easiest ways to acquire the L2. Thus, the easigtfor Persian learners of
English to acquire L2 RCs is the direct transfeL bfrules. As noted before,
unlike English which only permits gaps, Persiamptr both gaps and RPs
in RCs. Obviously, using an RP in the RC decreéisedoad on memory
and is easier to process, so the Persian leareaeesdize this rule and use
RPs for all RC types, even subject RCs which alRi#s neither in English
nor in Persian. But at the higher levels, to mazartheir expressive power
and communicative efficiency, the Persian learnemstice the
ungrammaticality of RPs in English RCs and graguatiandon them.

5. Conclusion

The present study was an attempt to investigatestdteis of RPs in three
English RC types (subject, object, and object-@jgoisition) in the inter-

language of Persian learners of English at diffeproficiency levels. The

data obtained from the two self-developed testsstilated that the Persian
learners at lower levels used RPs more in objext thbject-of-preposition

RCs, a finding which is against L1 transfer efféethe learners at lower
levels accepted RPs in English RCs, even when trearis forbidden in

Persian, i.e. subject RCs. However, the findingggsested that as their
proficiency improves, they become more native-likaejecting RPs. The

comparison of the advanced learners with the napesakers showed that
they fail to achieve native-like language in ake tRCs except the subject
RC. In other words, they seem to be significantlgrentolerant than the
native speakers towards the RPs in object and wbfjgmreposition RCs,

which supports the predictions of the InterpretgbiHypothesis proposed
by Tsimpli and Dimitrakopoulou (2007).

Though there is no agreement concerning the proloiethe starting
age for teaching L2, the findings of this study nf@we implications for
language educators. Starting to learn a languagendea certain age will
not lead to native-like attainment.
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