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Lee, Miseon. 2008. The Role of Structural Complexity in Learning English
Relative Clauses. Korean Journal of Linguistics, 33-3, 481-497. This experimental
study investigated the generalization of relative clause instruction in foreign
language learning. Three groups of Korean middle school students were given
an hour formal instruction in the formation of one type of English relative
clauses (i.e.,, subject, direct object, or object of preposition). Another group that
served as a control group received no instruction in relative clause formation.
Statistical analyses of pretest and post-test results showed first that the
experimental groups significantly improved in the scores on the formation of
relatives targeted in instruction and that instruction in more complex relatives
resulted in generalization to uninstructed less complex relatives, and not
reverse. Also the results suggested that the difficulty of genitive relatives was
decided by the structural distance between the gap and the head. (Hanyang

University)

Key words: acquisition of relative clauses, generalization of instruction, genitive
relative clauses, markedness, structural complexity
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A1 A 91| (implicational hierarchy) % 222 ¢
AeAw aun € $E59 T2 S 03 5 ks 2]t Doughty
1991; Eckman, Bell & Nelson 1988; Ellis 1997, Gass 1982; Ito 2006; Jones 2000).
AAH A hEAQ o 2, Keenan & Comrie(1977)2] HAF-H A (Noun
Phrase Accessibility Hierarchy, NPAH)= Aol+8 202 714 BH Q1 434
o] 77 R A unmarked)] L $5517] 418 W, dolfr@H o Apg =B

vehbe WmgRAde] 7 fIEAeln Beb b Sl gEHtha 24,

* Alaleh =03 AR 3 FA A A Al £ ZAIERT o] RS ghltishal Ayt
APo g AT 5 U5(HY-2005-G).



482  °]v]A

(1) HAFHZHA (Keenan & Comrie 1977)

24 BAAEU) 3
A3 527 dA%(DO) A
HH=2H BAA(IO)
X A2 A #AH(OP)
27 #AH(GEN) v
M52 2 #7)4(OCOMP) e

NPAHS| #E4& B8] 725 B304 (complexity) 2 LHE Bo] S,

TE F2H o o Egsit) AAEY 24 BEE AAste & Q0=
Aol FAA Wo] FH(gap) 1t 724 ARlE S 4 Utk OGrady(1987)7}
A Qkek 22 A2} 714 (Structural Distance Hypothesis)< A1 8JAFe} 3-8 Ao] o]
= vHtimode)d] 2 F2A AR S0t ol wet A 724 534
7 dol=r} AR Akl A3 ok (22 dolM Bo], FARALL YA}
o} Fu Atole] 1 7] wit](node)7t U WA HAAAALL 2 7)< vir]7}
NolA, FA7t At vls) 724 ARyt v 23 mebA $5517] o ofHn
(O'Grady, Lee & Choo 2008). ©]= NPAHIA ZHZA#A Ho] FHABAHE K}
o FEAY A AT

(2) a. FHHAA(SU):
the man that [s __ likes the woman |
AeAksh 24 7 v mode)e] 5 = 1 (9)!
b. 524344 (DO):
the man that [s the woman [yp likes __ ]
AghAret 3w 7k it (node)d] 4= = 2 (S, VP)

NPAHO) A FARA D1 54 ARAR B} v FHA AANEAADA 2
o Al Bu zke 72A A o Ao

1 dPAket 2H 3be] wir] & FAtol el wel gebd 4 Slth o & £0, Collins(1994)= ol
oAt o] XPe] & APt g9 7he] A E 2T 22y} ofH FAO|E O HHE
FHAHARY F2A At EHABAAE Bt Ahe ole Mol
a. FAB/AA: the man [cp that [p __ likes the woman ||
Aeatel 39 2t witi(node)d] 4+ = 2 (CP, IP)
b. ZHABAA: the man [cp that [ the woman [vp likes __ ]]
Meabel 39 2t witi(node)d] 4+ = 3 (CP, IP, VP)
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(3) AAAFEH 4948 (OP)
the man that [s the woman [yp waited [pp for __ ]]]
Aggarel 3w 7k vlt(node) ] 4 = 3 (S, VP, PP)

oM H WA Fg WAL T 7k F2F Al wE 2 E34
I H@ehe], o] i &k WA BAEY 24 SR SIS
Q0o HA =tk @oll s 2ol & VA whosed] 57+ AR} 51
e Aol FFE FA @71 "Eold.

(4) &2 374 (GEN):
a. the man whose wife [s __ was sick |
b. the man whose book [s the girl [vp borrowed __ ]]
c. the man whose son [s the girl [vr talked [pp with __ ]]]

Gass(1980), ]0nes(2000), 47 (2000), A3 (2002) & A2 Z A9 o]
(ESL)®] #AEEFS AFolAM LA BAE(GEN)S] 5501 NPAHS 1A1E w2
X] 5 BASY o5 A7l wE W, GENY *E **1“ A e
B ool Fue) 724 9] wel SU > DO > 0P <A E 59| do|=7}
AREE 207 Btk & 3] 97t #AES] FoiQ] Z-¢da )“ A3 E2 0]
(o)L} HRALY EH0)(4o)Q] 7B¢-HTE WA FEET ¥, Fuo] HA]ALY FA
ofell HAIF F+(do)= F5°] W =l AT} LfrAolete AHdEG
WA el He] suo] 94]9} ol mhe T2 o] O T23 848 Agshes
Aot} Jones(1991)9} Ito(2006) %= ESL BAH H5oM &4 5o we
Aol FofrlehAl kES sl glojA, BE AFARARS R He
Keenan & Comrie(1977)2] NPAHE.UR= 3lo] 724 3]0 TAG AF4 2
A doleg dFste %%2*7%?47}”01 Eﬂ B Aoz Hd.

o 5L MY F5EA 3lEe =g o]o] A NE B
F2A B9 Adle] e ﬁrgo}aL A EE 314 tHGass 1982 Eckman,
Bell & Nelson 1988; Doughty 1991; Jones 2000; Ito 2006). ©] $I7-5& A3 o=
O Aol o 535 dAEN FRAo|IL 72H 07 ¢ AR SFh
7} Y9kl (generalization) AT Raslth & F1A Q0 BAE(: 544
WAE)E WA 53 B4 SaotA e FRAQ AR FHBAHE) 9
F50] o] FARES HolHA, A SAS ] AFHARI SEEAE AXSHA
o} o]H3t A+ AFEol gk A¥ 22 Hamilton(1991) x4 Gutsl7hA
(Markedness Generalization Hypothesis, MGH)< A }3tct.
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(5) FrEA LRSI (Hamilton 1991, pp.9-10)

.. instruction focused solely on a relatively marked structure of a hierarchy
like the NPAH may generalize such that the learners additionally acquire
all less-marked structures without direct input of these less-marked
structures. This generalization is understood to occur unidirectionally to
less marked members of the set, not to more marked members, and is
made possible by the universal grammatical relations holding within the
hierarchy.

o] 7Hdel| w2 NPAHS’Jr 22 oA YA FEA PR
aHg A es 9 GEAQ T2t BE A2 FEHUTL B
Adutsls ¥ A TN LR T2 Uk o 7 wale Bt
ek e d §RAQ X7} BF SEHUE HYALS A s T
o 7Md& 7Hg FEAQ] 725 5T W SFase] dusts S
ikl Fgg.
ey <38(2000)
SHAHQ LZE SEAAL u) ZHZHO LRk SEFyy

= T1n
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Py AR ob= o FEH P29 F5E olFoiAnkn BuHGLh. of
Astel 2T} AL e LB} REA PR DPPHOE WA

Brhe AHEoR v fHA9 FREE A
gulsly} Aol veke] R E
Stk FAh

B AT A4 Ssane] duksl ﬂlt‘& ﬁﬁﬂ AT, %ﬁl Eckanan et al.(1988)
o] AFE nlgro g FFL At o] &
I P29} Ao #Ed, ofF i%é} A &% °‘° B ;in 3t EJM °‘HP§}%
T AEAY RS At date] gniste] EAle At AAR Segdt
2 olds Wi U7t EBAOIBR vig- Fa3dlth A% BE & U 7tEAE
il A% 72 M E e a9E AS F dthd 1 Ave 9aro] mSd s
TR AHS AN F S Aotk T o] 9 wdste] g EFL StgAtol
& ATE 1H (200009 A7t fYata, o] Ao AFE Eckman et al.f]
AT As}el 2} webd 2 AFE O'Grady(1987)9) 724 A2 7Hdd) e}
FzAoZ U EA% BAALS WA §459Le u) p2Fos ° e B AR
o] Iwalyl ojUeAE AEs AL, BAES ofF MR wEshe Zo] S0l
O AN &S MAeA A¥Ees AS ATEER I

F WA AFEEE NPAHS 2 9A1A 91A17} EFLAA 9] #A)1% §E¢HE
A A5E F AeAE Auste Aotk AM B2 dgATEd w2

=
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ESL/EFLY #AE F5&Ae &4 3AAVL §le 25 NPAHSE 21 9t
(¢]: Gass 1979; Hwang 2003; 3743 2007, £1] - 3 2007, L. 2004). 121}
obx AFg %] BE AYPATES GENS OPE T} fH 208 HE NPAHY
AT GoAHAA Y FE5EAGL XA FoS B ATHGass 1980; Jones 2000;
Ito 2006; Kim 1991; Z<=3 2000; A &3] 2002). 4 224 A2| 7} (O’ Grady
1987 % F22 02 Fuo] MaAtet 71 7k SUZL 74 F5617] 4laL 727
A=)7H | OP7F A 02 o off& Zloleke Hollxe NPAHS 53 o35
stk 28y GEN9| A, &F74 #AAL fFe dgatel 39 7k 24
Ao G F= 8%lo] of B =, Fulo] 9jX|of we} GSU > GDO > GOP4J
THE F52 20E gt o] B9 (6)F 2ol &4 ALY friol whet
=9% F 7 9AE 7P AY (7)F 2ol AFA BAA fri-oF FHSH
Tl YARHS 1y g e AAE 7T 4 At

(6) a. &fr4 FAXL §le #AA: SU > DO > OP
b. 2874 FAA} = #AZ: GSU > GDO > GOP
(7) SU, GSU > DO, GDO > OP, GOP

AYATELS AFAWAANE Ue 9= T 724 93] w2} whosetSU
> whose+DO > whose+1O > whose+OP > whose+tOCOMPE= & ThE NPAH7}
Aokl F3IAA, o] SHE Aol wEt GENS 55547 Al St
(Hamilton, 1994; Jones 1991; Kim 1991). Z1&{1} o] AFEL (7)) 74 WAl
SAE AFSIA X3tk ol& AA] Helixle AR $5 P 2 Srad
UkglE A EE Aol Tfo] E 4 3tk (6 2o] Fol9 whosetNPE X 3h=
FA-] 5P AAE we} desle Aolghd, AAEY 5 Pl ks of
GSU7} 7H8 WA 5531 GOP/F 9 =4 52 #vtk ofug}, whosetNP7}
gle AATE Y F5TAE Uekd ASZ 448 5 7] wiEolth
M, (7) 2ol A A9 5= FHgle] T 2 A ZATY
shue] QA EAd g 7HYshE A%, GSUE & DOXRT A, GDO+
OPET} WA 548 Z02 o5 4 ot T3 OPY 852 GOP it ope}
GDO, DO, GSU, SUY #5% £38 Aol

] - 1
WA 3t wgo] FrhHos & FHA0lA F2HOE d 5345 ¥4
F5& F8=A AR, (i) BFLe Sgehe 9 sHEe] dAd S5A7t
NPAH®] o33} dAah=A] AHEe oz %% 4 ot
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2. A7HH

B 7= Eckman et al(188)0] AHE-3H

WS wje} SU, DO, OP #AE 9] shsay
= ZARIY T, o]d 7123t GSU, GDO

GOP #A A= st

21 9+ FAA

£ 97 A &7 YUFH Sl A5, 28 Golurh gt
a}t o 4 g B A A SR 5

Qo U S0% oA A 0 PSS A0 20E AT

Sl A SsigEt 29 of Il Ashe Folushie pa 2,

2 Q78 A3 330 197] Fx A4 B 0] ] ANsIon,
>

T2 SUS DO #AHEINT GENS §ISSS & & AUH<HE > #a)3
AT FAEO] U wo = BAE S T Z S0l g BAIA A2 AAH
A 9k, o] gl PoluAES WAL E FIMARAA 1 Fol BAA
e EHAES WAHLR g Aol glas skl

7t S 2zt Adolgt #AEEA AR def FHE ekt & FAAAES
St 3k SH(SU group), 52 A @A ta) Sk SHE(DO group), A AT
ABAA thaf et (0P group), BAAIE FHS HEALE S5
S A A D(Control group)°lth. AFHH 7H(pretest), WALHA 9, AREH7}

(posttest) = SHEHEE WA Z P AT Fo]HAA 671 €Y o AF3 HE o]
A= A ARFTIG ARSI T 247 002 U S A
XA A)Qsth. AA o2 vk 141549 Y A F 9 o] FIHSFE

2 APA71BolG ANEAE 5 F3A BA- A3 THAEE kv SHE A 199 FF
T4 DAl A 9= ATk

3 <FE D2 ARIH7EE AAE] o7 waAel AAE BAE 78 9 Rms] i £4
ﬁﬁra HojZ}



221 AFA % 7H(pretest) S} ALF-3H 7} (posttest)
APAB7FE A7 A ofel (§)9] ellst o] F FHe] &
AME o] &Ell A AL E e BRARIAE AAst, A A E 0]
A BFANHALE AA FHAJ] BAEES

8) T FolA F #%4 (A)% (B)E who, whom, which, whose 2] 3 T &
AHgste] g o E AddAL.
a. (A) The other day I saw a little boy.
(B) A woman was talking to the little boy.
b. Answer : The other day I saw a little boy

AP 7RE AR T 247 6570 9] 502 o] FoiHH. SU, DO, OP, GSU,
GDO, GOP7} 74zt 704 74880 & ol ar, ofol] %A 37]9] AFaEo]
AANE AT BE FEA A Merte F2 9 H2oj2 Agtatgitt. distractor 2+
BANEAL 219} HEANand, but, when, becuse) S ©1&3to] F 4& Aot
ke B 200 E AXSAT 24 5 7 Fod ARk 152 Aldsta, b
15% vith 558 Aego] SEH thy slofAd] QA the FE02 Hotes
A A8k STk 4

A 7Rzl st IPate] S5 A AL AR PR o R
w2l A5 Aetint AL A8 B 91A), BAA W ol AA EgA
AL A7} LutEA AFEE O AHo R Atk Ml 2 f{u Fol-5
A ELA], BAWEAL A (A whom DAL whott thats & 7%) 58 LFE
TR gkt BANE A Bee BEEA Gkt

222 #AAEIA +4

AR A F AR FUL Stk BARRY S U 087
ARHYT, NGBS AP BAES BEE B0 g BEAQ
4} B2 FF AHOE ol TOHHEE I> Fa). 50 AHE AFEH
o A - A ANE AT 2 FRoIUT 4 BRE Aad Fol

e A

4 AN 1525 B A7 A 2AAE pilot studye] Ao A A
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3. 94725
3.1 AR H 7t A3

AR A B4 A3 4 S el FATIE Aol7t (IITHE =
p > 05). o] A= BAM Y TP 7] Holl= Aol Fq3 4 fi%
Y] BAEFA Sl Aot ANES etk ey #A £33 1
o)t 2po) 7k AIM(F = 76979, p = .000), SAES] BAREA 5] AAA
fraol wek A Zol7k He & & o

HPAE] BALYAY THE NPAH7} o Z38}%o] sudl W A7t 71
=931, DO7F 2§12 o|Yth<E 1>). 221} GENS 3huE Folx] BRges
), NPAHS] o 3= 2e] GENell that 3<=7F DO} OPell thit Hritt wobA
3= AALEA 4L SU > GEN > DO > OP9 £A & vrebyitt

F1

r1r 11L1

<% 1> BAEZAY A AHB7E BEHS (out of 7)

17 O &
e AAH 3 SU DO oP GEN
SU group 3.62 1.83 0.17 2.50
DO group 3.24 1.76 0.76 287
OP group 3.15 1.42 0.81 2.62
Control group 3.35 1.05 0.80 2.65
Ezkiy 3.33 1.55 0.64 2.66

WA, <¥ 2>9} o] GENS e 723 ¢x]9] ule} GSU, GDO, GOPE

ted whose7h = #AAF ¥las) B9, 2724 AL e #AE
WE S DA e B A2 BAH02 felve o))
(F = 65985, p = .000). =&+ GSU, GDO, GOP Ate]¢] o] +<]u]st
wuk ol 2l = 54915, p = 000), GSU > GDO > GOPY] #M 2 & 355

A 7HA] 8] #AEE I 1sE SU > GSU > DO > OP > GDO
> GOPY A& Hth 23y AR AR S AAE A9}, GSUSE DO zHe] zjo]e}
OP, GDO, GOP 7t¢] zkol& #9w]atA] ¢kobAl, SU > GSU, DO > OP, GDO,
GOP9 47} B¢}



< 2> 25ABARIA HA ARG HFHS (out of 7)

83 A 4 SU DO oP GSU GDO  GOP
SU group 3.62 1.83 0.17 221 0.29 0

DO group 3.24 1.76 0.76 1.90 0.59 0.38
OP group 3.15 1.42 0.81 204 0.35 0.23
Control group 3.35 1.05 0.80 1.45 0.45 0.75
ChiY 3.33 1.55 0.64 1.92 0.42 0.32

32 A3 7t 23

The <3 3>2 WAAIA 74 oF AAE ARFH7E Fgoltt. o] FolA Bz,
2t #AE FREE M 52 AE 715 e 2 #AE A dis) Sk
ot &, SU tj A= SU groupel, DO tj#jA= DO groupe], OP
A= OP groupel 7Hd M7k =gtk @9 dA A F83t F5) o
8153 Control group AR 7ol vl A o] A4 gttt

<E 3> WABYY A AFAL BEES (out of 7)

3 O &)
87 A #9 SU DO OoP GSU GDO  GOP

SU group 4.92 2.33 0.58 4,00 0.33 0.04
DO group 441 3.45 1.38 3.07 0.96 0.52
OP group 4.65 2.62 2.23 3.92 0.88 0.73
3 S+ B 4.66 2.80 1.40 3.66 0.72 0.43
Control group 3.80 1.30 0.80 3.00 0.50 0.50

WARGA S5 A3, whose?t $i= BAER] 735, Al S5 E5F NPAH
&) d==E £#5¢AE Wk SU > DO > 0P A2 & H-E 7123
g AR WA 49 GSU > GDO > GOPY] &AM 5 EAAT, GSUS A4l
H]3] GDOSH GOP] A7} frolw]shA wekd whd(p = .000), GDOS} GOP&
g3 2 HEE ME Aot fIBHp > .003).5

5 f94+FS Bonferroni correction®] &3] A2 E.
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3.3 At W 7tsh A7 v g 3

ARG FUS W2 Al 3 AR7E A AR7E el vls) HA1 A L.
Z o3t S HATHE = 96348, p = .000). ol BALIA 4 Ml
SEY BALYA Yol AvtHor FFHUSS et 22y B
PAde] FUsHA E Alo] ozt BAA 3l wet Fofn]g 2ol & i&iv}
(F = 206923, p = 000). o] 3FE=E 77 b2 #AE & oﬂ ERCEE =S
THY Bt wrgE BAE FEEE HF Aort @SS UERITH

SUgroup DOgroup

Wpre

post

score

G oW s om oo
score

G oW s om oo

su Do oe GsSU GDO GOP su Do orP GsSU [clale] GOP

Type of Relatives Type of Relatives

OP group Control group

score

O e omow s owm oo
score

[ T

suU oo oe GsSU GDO GOP su oo or GSU GDO GOP

<ER 1> 7 R A £3YE 3 ATt ol9A e eEAE
HoE o] EHAA —E—Ol SU 3434 tall +9< & SU groupe
PAERY 79 F 2 A KA Hart e Ao, SU BAHHA
A7k 71 ol FEHATH: = 3825, p = 001). DOY OP 34 TE FdH7]=
6}%04 frofrlatAle gskth DO @43l tis) 92 e DO group™
T WAA F8lA H7t =okla, DOt SUS A FofnlshA St
(SU. t=-3686, p = .001; DO: t = -4.629, p = 000). Z&} OP] AMA - A5 7}

6 Fo)4FL Bonferroni correction®] o3| ZAE.
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i)

He Zol7h FonlatA] gbe(t = 2585, p > 008). OP Aol taf 4
Hke. Op groupﬁ x{ﬂ]x% o= 7].x} = ;g/k Uk)\LO y_gvd\q. Eg] OP 6:]/‘4_\/]4}]
HgolM frejuigt s Bt = 3860, p = .001), SUSH DO 4% fojwst
z}o] 7k QLAM(SU: t = 4.262, p = .000; DO: t = -3398, p = 002), F+H 2 FZ0l|A]
FRAH TE2E AW dojREe BoET

TR AL &2FATANL g FAA A FHE e AR
SRABAAL e WA e FFEATE Aotk a8y FHe T
WA FREG 399 ARV FRA0R d A F9o] dAdE ks
7} ol oA e £4E BTk £, DO group®] 74-F, GSUS| AR-ARE7F 2427}
Folu|3 Zpol & BHI(t = 4627, p = .000), OP group?] -5 GSUSF GDOSI|A]
Foug A4S Bl Ao|tHGSU: t = -4.8887, p = .000; GDO: t = -3.195, p

=.004). 3¥ SU group®] 4% GSUS| AFA-ARF-H7} 4= 2fol7} 2w 6tA]
%3kaL, DO group} OP group®] 7-¢-%= 22 GDOS GOP9| 4= 2fo)7} frelm] s}
A skt

AN AL} T B HEAES AHste] 2709 S-S Adshe Fo Tl
TU= 2 Control group A2 2 oF7ke] H4= ol lley 1 Zpel7h
frolvlskA] gtar, OP= A zkol7k /13l GSU9l 757t folu| g Aol &
BTt = -3.168, p = .005).

o)

2 el 23k 9o} WAEE $5 $A7k OCrady(1987)2) T2 Az M)
FRAUWE T 724 X0 o8 2= AL Hogr 54 AAE
ek Fde 27 A9 BAA |5 ZéEi Hrgshe Ag7E A3kE BH, SU
>DO > 0P} £MZ 2 A5E 71538ke] NPAHZL EFLS] #Ad s5cXE
A dSshe Aoz A = EAE} a2y - ABAE7IA st SU
> GSU, DO > OP, GDO, GOPY] +5 A& Ho|=H|, o= SU > DO > OP
> GEN®| 9415 7Hske NPAHZ = A% e 4 §ick o] Avhs Fe] #9H7]%
% 723 %0 nie} 559 dolwsh 29 wek ohiel, RE 477 BARE
shte H7|Eg guje] upgt FEe A EAsok F& HolFe Aotk 53],
2FABALL ()3 2L shte] A7 okyzt (6)% 2ol SHAY AAE
qu.#q.ﬁ 7].24 o lﬂtﬂ—;‘dsﬁ o},
& gk WA 0l B3 $e) A3 FAS A 2 W
74;1 o] FAHE Aty slE 2 4 ddivke Qo 5
499 BARIY 13 ) £E e Fols A<= A0om)el 9% 2ol 4
Aoz g 1A A A-Ma ol2} ¢ 31329 o)

2
r o]
e
il
el
~
kY
Kt
o
_1
N
-~
OO{
o
oz,
%



o 2y FAALE frou g Zpol7t AW BAETE st dukste]
Eds FRAQ o2 Uehy, Hamilton(1994) 0] 32 s 23l
1 F frolvl

o B £ e FREEG FUEo R d FRA #AES BT
g4S HolA HA Hamilton(1994)0] 33 2 Hul4dS Yehdoh
vkt e AR AL fle BARS S5 W 2857 AL
AWkl dofyith= Aolrh :LEM © GENo| F¥9atA €
OME} skt WAAET F2A 02 d FE2<Q] GENYF =AU oS
=0, OPd tht =<8 w2 842 OP, DO, SUY A4} 84 GDO, GSU=
FAEAEH, ole SFERY It £G4 FRETE FHY T2
AR el met 2FEs BoF= Aole stk F SU > DO > OP¢F GSU >
GDO > GOPE A& =4 97 o] A%}, SUSH GSU, DO%t GDO, OP$} GOP7}
M2 93 TS Zete HolA XA #dol 7] el OP —
GDO/GSU, DO — GSUS’Jr 2 Sgade] dwslrt 7hs gk Aol webA DO
SUY A7t e A OPET o d R F2017] o],
Gorxth ¢ %ﬁjL GDOY GSU¢ {;‘—:.E 23 Aoz AYd 4 gtk
o]
_]

i

_1

Wi

[¢]
&9 GOP= OPs} vRI7HA 2 guje) E97)5o] 27] W] 724 f34d&
Orst Fdsttt. 12ju} OP<] ﬁk’iﬁﬂﬁ} TXAHOE Bdd GOPY :;Egi
ololAA e AL aftd WANRE AP dolE T wELR B F gtk
= 399 %%“é. 7150l BHEE, &frA WAAE PR Zhe WHLA R

N F

[}

7271 83 WRe] 2440l 2474 WAL g A vl
B $587] ofee Ao ANE & gk

o] ABE AofEH O FEA|D FRHOT BT FUF WA G4
0 AnE @ fEAln P20 o 48 FU7h 3¢ ol #5H%E
Fokaan e al(1999)2) 4 A709e) ol $A A4 Bhahe Ao
FRE FoA A Aol o] Befelel FYTE B4 TRE JrjHoe
9 549 722 B WEBA) 7] hitel, B TES WA H5
7 PRs $AE FAAAS AP S5 Fol O A 7o BAA
Aol Belaht @ Bae PRI $50] AFH O o|FoAE Ao HHY
% olek Webd Qolgton BAE AAL FRIA G T2 Aolols ol @

St YUHE 1Y e
olg DUATE A FL 55 G dol3Ae SoE R0
%

B AT Oﬂf\iﬂ g,
%A}Xﬁ*&i HHHA G2 7 dole FAaH IusEA %»}E}(Doyle,
Goldstein & Bourgeois 1987; Fink, et al. 1995 Thompson, Ballard & Shapiro
1998, Thompson, et al. 1997). §HH, A C.2 Js A 2 7lole FH a7}
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ol Bk ofye}, #2208 ¢ B3 7S FHAA
g 5o LA AHA v o] A= Aj o] #EEA|
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1 8d 1~123} 0 0 0 0
2 8 1% 0 0 0 0
2 3} 0 0 0 0
3 3} 23 0 0 0
4 7} 0 0 0 0
5 3} 3 0 0
6 7 26 4 0 0
7 %} 2 0 0 0
8 7} 2 0 0 0
9 7} 0 2 0 0
10 1 2 0 0
1 % 3 3 0 0
12 % 10 1 0 0
A glehey 2 0 0 0
3 8 17 5 1 1 0
2 3} 4 5 0 0
3 3} 12 10 0 0
4 7} 3 2 0 0
5 3} 12 0 0 0
6 7} 5 7 1 0
A 110 40 2 0

HE ID> SEXHFAAEZAL F499 4

(1) ol 22 93 BAAE VS
I saw a little boy. A woman was carrying the little boy.
The boy was wearing a hat. There was a feather in the hat.
A man got the feather from a big bird. He caught the bird with a net.
The man gave the feather to the boy. He got the feather from a big bird.
The little boy was wearing short pants. His mother had made the short pants.
The little boy was eating a banana. His mother gave the banana to him.

2 F MY dES ddsted #AAE e
a. T TFNAM FFE ©o] 27
A: I saw a little boy.
B: A woman was carrying the little boy.
b. F& WolE WAWIAZ w7
A: I saw a little boy.
B: A woman was carrying whom.
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B: whom a woman was carrying.

d AN A A2 olFete] T ¥4 AT
A + B: I saw a little boy whom a woman was carrying.
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