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ABSTRACT.

This thesis examines the theory of Markedness and the predictions of the Mapkedness
Differential prothwis (MDH) in second la.nguagé acquisition, with sp'eciﬁ' eference to
the acquisition of pied-piping and preposition-stranding by native adult Francophones

A learning English as L2.

The theory of Universal Grammar (Chomsky 1982) states that the grammar of a-
1adxguage can be divided into a Core and-a Periphery. Core gr'é'"'gmar contaj:}s rules and
conditions that are easily accessible to the language learmer, and that ‘are either invariant
across languages, or fall within a irery Iimitem defined by restricted parameters. Core
grammar may be supplcmcntec_l by a periphery, which contains rules that are relaxed, .*
marked, less accmsfble, and generally language-specific. The theorjly'l bredi&s that more

L

marked grammars are less accessible or harder to acquire than less marked grammars.

The potcnual cxt.racuon of an NPfrom a number of phrasal categories ig defined bg

\ syntactic pa:a.meter that is beheved to have marked and unmarked options. For instance,
the extraction of an NP from a Pr,epositiona.l Phrase {Van Riemsdijk 1978; Hornstein and
Weinberg 1981; Kayne 1981) is so defined. When the NP is extracted together with the

preposition and preposed, the movement is referred to as pied-piping. For example:
John is talking to whom?

/ \ To whom is John talking t ?
i i

Anothcr possibility is that only the NP may be extracted and preposed, leaving the

\\_/ preposition stranded to the right of the verb. Such a movement is referred to as

@m; For example:

John is talking to whom? </

Who(m) is John talking to t ?
) i i
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pied-piping is made possible by a rule of core grammar, while preposition-stranding is a

o r
There are a number of arguments which suggest that the movement involving

marked alternative that requires thcaapplication of a language-specific rule of rean_alfsis -a
' pcr_iphex:al Yule - for ii; to be acceptable in English. This reanalysis rule, which transforms
&e verb and the preposition into a cbmplcx verb, is considered marked because it is
restricted to just a few languages and is limited to elements in the VP only. Picd-piping,
on the other hand, is unma:rked since it does not violate any universal constraint and is

acceptable in almost every language that allows movement rules.

-
.

The theory of Markedness, ideally, predicts an earlier and easier acquisition of the
pied-piping form as compared to the acquisition of the preposition-stranding form. In
English, however, preposition-stranding is more frequently used in everyday c\olloquial
conversation, while pied-piping tex_1ds to be reserved for formal registers. Thus, the
learner’s linguistic input‘ will very likely have a.predom'mance of stranded prepositions,

and this could result in the acquisition of preposition-stranding earlier than pied-piping, -

contrary to the predictions of the theory of Markedness.

*

I set out to test this with learners of English asl a second language. I conducted an
experiment consisting of both written and oral tasks, covering productive and
comprehension abllities with French speaking adult learners of English as L2. TIn this
ci iment, the subjects almost consistently produced more correct responses with J stranded
prg;ons than with pied-piped prepositions. .Furthermore, the rate of
preposition-stranding increased with proficiency, and was a more pronounced increase than
the rate of pied-piping. This suggests that intra-language frequency of a particular form

or structure may have an important role to play in second language acquisition.
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INTRODUCTION.

.

A major goal that researchers in language acquisition are trying to achieye is to come.
up with an adequate, unified theory that will explain the process of acquisition. Earlier
research has concentrated on L1 acquisition, though in recent years there has ‘been an

increasing interest in the process of L2 acquisition. Initially much of the research was

mainly descriptive, not éxplanatory, usually focussing on the pattern of 12 acquisition,

" and the extent to which it was similar to, or different from, L1 acquisition.

r

+
Generally there has been less controversy on most of the principles governing L1

acquisition than those governing L2 acquisition. L2 acquisition has produced varied and
often conflicting results, since regearchers have to take -into account a number of variables
such as Native Laoguage interference, attitudf, and motivation, which are not relevant to
L1 acquisition. Two basic but conflicting hypotheses have emerged in recent research to

explain the process of L2 acquisition:

1. That L1 is used as a reservoir which can be dipped into when L2 data proves

inadequate; that L1 syntactic structure may be substituted in place of L2 syntactic

‘structure, sometimes resulting in erroneous L2 constructions.

2. *hat 12 acquisition proceeds in much the same manner as L1 acquisition, and 1.2

develops without significant influence, if any, from L1. ‘

The introduction of the theory of Generative Grammar and the concept of Universal

Grammar by Chomsky during the sixties almost led to the demise of the Contrastive

o

Analysis Hypothesis (CAH) which predicts the influence of L1 in L2 acquisition.

However, some researchers are now beginning to focus attention once again on how the
4

Native Language could become a source of explanation and prediction of errors and
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_..difficulties in L2 acquisition, and this is linked with the emergence of the theqry of

Markedness and its prcdié’tions in L2 acquisition.
i

. ' In this thesis, I propose to study the acquisition of pied-piping’ and -
preposttion-stranding by native Francophone adults who are learning English as a second
language.-'. The theory of Markedness and the Markedness Differer;tial Hypothesis (MDI)
are examined, to determine the effects of their predictions on the acquisition of pied-piping

and preposition-gtranding.

In chapter one, Chomsky’s theory of Universal Grammar (UG) and the setting of
parameters in a language are discussed. The theory of Markedness is also introduc;d and
the notion that the grammar of a la.nguage-is divided into a Core and a Pcrliphcry.l 'I_‘hc_
application of core grammar rules yields structures that are considered unmarked, and a
relaxation of these rules may result in marked alternate structures. These markedl
alternatives are usﬁally made grammatical by the application of peripheral ahq

language-specific rules.

Different languages employ different parameters of UG, and parametric variation
between languages is believed to create learning problems in L2, as a result of inadequate

resetting of the parameter{s) involved.

In chapter two, the movements involving pied-piping and preposition-stranding are
|

_introduced. These movements are made possible by the application of the rule of
move-alpha. This rule accounts for the movement of a relative pronoun from its subject
or object position to the COMP slot at the beginning of the sentence. Such a movement
may involve a relative pronoun that is the object of a preposition. If the relative pronoun
is preposed together with the preposition, the movement is referred to as pied-piping. For
example :

To whom is John talking t ?
i i
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.Alternanvely. only the relative pronoun.may be moved to the uut:al COMP, while the
‘s prepomtion is left stranded to the right of the verb. This movement is rcfen-ed to as
preposition-stranding. For example :
Who(m) iis John talking to : ?

There are a num.ber of arguments whic}rysuggest that preposition-stranding is marked
relative to pic.d—piping. The Ippvement'mvoiwmg pied-piping, it is argued, does not violate
any universal constraint, and it is acceptable in almost every lmguage that allows
movement rules. The movement involving preposition-stranding is languagé-specific, and
it is ?cccptable in very few languages. It is believed that all languages that accept

preposition-stranding also accept pied-piping, but not vice versa.

In chapter three, some of the studies on pied—piﬁing and preposition-stranding in L1

and L2 acquisition are presented, with different and conflicting results,

French (1984) conducted a study to test the comprehension and production of

L3

pied-piping and preposition-stranding in English children. Her results, she claims, lail to
7support the j:rcdictions :of the Developmental‘ Hypothesis that the unmarked form
(pied-piping) should be acquired before the marked form fprepbsition—stranding) in L1
acquisition. - |
¥

Mazurkewich (1984, 1985) conducted a written experiment on the acquisition of

dative questions in English by native Francophones and native Inuktitut speakers. She
l ;
claims that her results support the prediction of a dcvelopmental sequence in acquisition

from the unmarked form (pied-piping) to the ma.rkcd form (preposmon—stra.ndmg) Wlutc
(1983), however, questions this claim since the data of the Inuktitut speakers did not have
any cvidence of a developmeniql sequence. She does not rule out"the possible influence of
transfer on the French speakcm\‘sincc they have the pied—pipigg form in their L1 while

V'
4

the Inuktitut speakers do not. . —

¢ -

(4
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With this in mind, T decided to conduct an experiment on this subject, and the results

I have obtéined and niy éna.lysis and conclusions are presented in chapters four and five.

In atmost all the tests, the subjects consistently produced more correct regponses with
preposition-stranding (considered marked) than correct responses with pied-piping
(considered unmarkcd). Preposition-stranding is considered marked but is more frequently
used in English. Pied-piping is almost non-existent in ‘m'forma/l everyday English. As a
result, L2 learners acquiring English"in an informal situation Will be formulating
hypotheses from data containing preposition-stranding rather than pied-piping structures.

.

This could lead them to conclude that preposition-stranding is the norm in English. This -
. . s

l

could result in an carlier acquisition of prcposition@mnding. and a preference for the use

of stranded prepositions over pied-piped prepositions, when both forms have been acquired.
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CHAPTER I : THE THEOCRY OF MAREEDNESS AFD THE SETTING OF

PARAMETERS.

1.1. INTRODUCTION.

B

This chapter dintroduces the. notion of Markedness as
presented 1n the theéry of Unlversal Grammar !LUG), and
discusses the Markedness ﬁypothesis and itg implications in
first- and second-language acquisition, and its ‘role in
explaining second-language errors aﬁd difficulties. The
chaptgr also discusses the 1dea of parameters and parameter
setting, aﬁd how parametric variation-between ianguages may

be the prime source of errore in the acquisitlion of a second

language.

1.2. UNIVERSAL GRAMMAR, MARKEDNESS AND THE SETTING OF

PARAMETERS.
(4

The notion of Markedneés 18 linked with Chomsky's theory
of Universal Grammar (UG), which claims that human ﬁeings
are born equipped with an innate Xknowledge of unigersal
principles of grammar, and that they are predisposed to

acquire any natural human language.

The theory of UG, Chomsky (1982) claims, has to fulfil

two basic conditions:
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It must be compatible with the diversity of
existing (indeed possible) grammars. At the same
time U3 must be sufficlently constrained and

. ‘'Testrictive 'in the options 1t permits so as to
account for the fact that each of these grammare
develops 1in the mind, on the basis of quite
limited evidencs.

. . P ‘

¢ (Chomsky 1982 : 3)

|3

' &
¥e should-thus expect to find.eghomsky adds:

A highly structured theory of UG based on a number
of fundamental principles that sharply restrict
the class of attainable grammars and narrowly .
constrain their form, but with parameters that *
have to be fixed by experience. If these
parameterg are embedded in a theory of UG that is
sufficlently rich in structure, then the languages
that are determined by fixing thelr values one way
or another will appear to be quite diverse, since
the consequences of one set of choices may be very
different from the comsequences of another set...

(Chomsky 1982 : 3 - 4)
1.2.1. CORE GRAMMAR AND PERIPHERY.

fhe\%ﬁrémeﬁers may be opon and set for a particular value
on the bhasis of the'linguisﬁiolinput received, and fixing
these parameters in one of the options permitted by UG leads
to the development of a particular grammar called "core
grammar”, which languages 1deally should coﬁfprm to.
Realistically, however, as a result of the ﬁeterogeneous
nature of speech communities, a real language ‘“"will
incorporate a periphery of borrowings, historical residues,

inventlons, and so on, which we ocan hardly expect to
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incorporate within a principled theory of UG" (Chomsky 1982
8). Chomsky believes that UG determines a~set pr core
grammars, which generally consist of unmarked options, and-
that UG makes allowance for the extenslon of core Qrammar to

a marked periphery, which coEtains marked alternatives.

Core grammar 1s the unmarked part of a grammar, and is
"optimally accessible" (Koster 1978). It is8 the most rigid
part of a language, with rules gnd cq&fitions that are
"elther invariant across languages, or fall within a very
limited range" (Koster 1978 : 566). Rutherford and
Sharwood-Smith describe core grammar as the part of a

grammar whlch conslsts of:

...the constralnts on the movement of elements
within the sentence (i.e. constraints on alpha-
movement), ... and the result of having set the
parameters ... with varying degrees of markedness.
The (relatively unmarked) core 1s supplemented by

8 marked periphery contalning language-specific
~ rules

(Rutherfprd ¥ Sharwood—Smith 1985 : 277)

The periphery contains rules-that-hre relaxed, rules that
often require "a more elaborate +triggering experience”
(White 1981), and are thus considered marked. These rules
may violate core constraiﬂ?é\and may generate 'irregular'

! congtructions. Thié'is the area in which languages differ a

great deal.
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1.3. THE NOTION OF MARKEDNESS.

Generally the theory of Markednesd is a studj of how one
language may differ from another. Itiattemﬁts to examine
vhether variation across languages may or may not be
unlimjited and arbitrary. .As White (1981):puts it, the
théor} of Markedness 18 "a means of establishing the limits
of possibie grammars and the accessibility of grammars

within those limits" (White 1981 : 257).

The unmarked c#se is generally considered to be more
basic or central, possessing fewer features and conveying
less information. It is implied in the marked case, which
is  considered 'unnatu;al', infrequent, complex, and
language-particular. S

There are different types of Markedness and Ferguson
(1984) c¢laime that the most common for;\or Markedness is an
implicational series such as : A >» B > C > D > E , where 'E'
is believed to be present in the repertoire of all languages
and 'A' 1s believed to be present in the repertoire of wvery
few ianguages; andl "any point in the series (implies) the

presence of the element(s) to the right of it" (Ferguson

¢

According to implicational Markedness least marked

1984 : 248).

structures are believed to be present in the repertoire of
almost every human 1anguagé, and the more marked a structure

is, the fewer languages it will be present in, with the most

Py



PAGE &5

marked structures being present in very few languages.

1.4. MARKEDNESS AND FIRST-LANGUAGE ACQUISITION.

Margot French . (1984) outlines two conceptions of
Markedness in Ll acquisition: _ \\

N

1. DEVELOPMENTAL HYPOTHESIS - A more popular view which.
claimg that the child initially assumes the unmarked setting
and prﬁceeds developmentally from +the \unmarked to the
marked.

2. LEARNABILITY HYPOTﬁESIS - +that acquisition does not
necessarily imply proceeding developmentally from the
unmarked to the parked. Where both marked ﬁnd unmarked
settings are present, there is EEﬁ/ probability of
simultaneéus realization of the two structures.

(French 1882 : 132)

The Developmental Hypothesis predicts that the child, .in
L1 acquisition, 4is predisposed to 1n£tially agsume the
unmarked setting, according to the theory of UG, and will
later acquire the marked setting as a result of positive
evidence of 1ts existence in Ll. The implication therefore
is that the marked setting will nelther be realized before
the unmarked:;etting nor will it be realized at the same
time a3 the unmarked'eefting. The Learnability Hypothesis,

however, rejects the theory of a developmental process. It

claims that where both the marked and unmarked settings are

Pl

present 4in L1, the two structures may be realized
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simultaneously;

Chomsky (1982) apparently supports the Deve?opmentél
Hypothesls when he claims’ that the child approaches the task -
of language acquisition equipped with UG and anp assoclated

theory of Markedness which serves two functions:

it imposes a preference structure on the

parameters of UG, and 1t permits the extension of
core grammar to & marked periphery. Experience is
necessary to fix the values of parameters of core
grammar. In the absence of evidence to the
contrary, unmarked options are selected.

(Chomsky 1982 : 8)

According to White (1981), Markedness assumes that "a
more highly valued or less marked grammar 1is ... eagier to
acqulre than a. marked cne, requlring less elaborate
triggering experience" (White 1981 : 257). * Tq? theory of
Markedness {based on the Developmental Hypothesis§ thus
predlcts that the more marked grammars are less accessible
or harder to acquire than the less marked grammars in L1
acquigition, where the notlon of Markedness connotes some
form of complexity as opposed to sgimplicity, which is
assoclated with unmarked grammars. Marked alternatives may
only be considered after less marked options have been tried

" and have falled. Thus in a language with a high degres of
Markedness, the child will first proceed through less marked

optione, and will weventually acquire the more marked
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alternatives. All other things being equal, the theory of
Markedness predlcts that- there will be a stage auringﬁ'l
acquigition when the L1 learner will have assumed the
unmﬁrked but not the marked 8gtting, iy splte \of positive

evidence for the marked settlng in hile 1inguistfg input.

1.5. MARKEDNESS AND SECOND-LANGUAGE ACQUISITION.

In second-language acqulsition studles, there are a.

number of definitlons of +the term 'Markedness', the most

popular belng EcLman's (1977) distributional definition

1%

‘ :
A phencmenon A 1n some language 1g more marked
g than B -if the presence of A 1in a language 1implles

the presence of B; but the presence of B does not
imply the presence of A.

whlch mtates that:

(Bckman 1977 : 320)

According to this definition the presénce of a. more

marked structure- in a particular language impllies <the

’“‘h’}resence of its léﬁ@%ﬁ&fked counterpart %p that language,

but not wvice versa. That is, there 1s hardly any language

in which a more marked structure 1is péesent, but 1its
unmarked optlion 1a unacceptabls.

;
Recently some attempts have been made to apply Chomsky's

Government Binding Framework.in second-language acquisition,
to determine the roles of UG and the marked and unmarked '
properties of Ll and L2 and thelr effecte on the speed and

order of the acquisition of L2. As we have seen in Ll
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ﬁoquisition. the child is believed to initially assume the .
unmarked aetting°and later acquires the marked setting on
the basié of specific evidence of its operation in the
kanguage. In L2 acquisitlon, however, the learner may be
faced with conflicting evidence. from two different
languages, where L1 and L2 have parameters of UG set in

different ways. .
*1.8.1. THE MARKEDNESS DIFFERENTIAL HYPOTHESIS.

Though differences do exlst among languages, Eckman
(1977, 1981) points out that not all differences between Ll
and L2 cause learniﬁg problems in L2 acquisition. This 18 a
modification of the Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis (CAH)k

AN
whose strong version claims that all L2 errors are the

result of L1l interference, and that the more similar Ll and
L2 aré, the less problems the learner willl encounter in L2
acquisition. Conversely, tHhe greater +the differences
between L1 and L2, the more prdblems the learner will have.
The weaker version of the CAH however makes allowance for
the influence of other facdtors, but maintains that a
Bignificant proportion of L2 errors stems from the effects
of Ll interference.

Eckmqn suggests that +thereé should be a means of
deterﬁining which differenées are significant and which are
not, 4in explaining second-language acquisition errors.

There should be & procedure for assigning values to

avallable grammars and ranking them in order of relative
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optimality; +that 4s, a hierarchy of .difficulty, which,
according Eckman, should fulfil certaln basic
‘requirementy.! Such & hierarchy should alsc be universal,
(that is, i1t should be independent of any language, but-’yet
applicable to all languages). An attempt to define such a
procedure 1s the Markednéss Differential Eypothesis (MDH)
first proposed by Eckman (1677). The MDE claims that areas
of ’dirficulty in L2 may be determined by a systematic
comparison of L1 and L2 grammars, and the markedness
Telations stated in UG. This hypothesis makes three
prqgictiona:

a. Those areas of the target language which differ from the

nag%:e language and are more marked than the native language
will be difficult. |

b. The relative degree of difficulty of the areas of the
target language which are more marked than the native
languags will corregspond to the relative degres of

Markedness.

I.
e
¢. Those areas of the target language which are diffeient

from the native language, but are not more marked than the.

native language will not be difficult.

(Bckman 1977 : 321)

Gundel (1982) however 1limits RBckman's hypothesis to

typological markedness. Citing counter-examples to the
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predictions of Eckman's hypothesis, she suggests that the
o«
clags of implicational universals be limited in determining
difficulty 1in language learning by proposing a Revised
Markedness Differential Hypothesis (RMDH) which states that:
oo
Those phenomena in the target language which
(differ ' from and) are more marked than
corresponding phenomena in the same context ‘in the
native language will be difficult; those phenome
which differ from and are not more marked than
corresponding phenomena in the same context in the
native language will not be difficult. \
(Gundel 1982 : 16)
R '

According to the predictions of the MDH and RMDH, the L2
learner will initially assume the unmarkedisetting and will
.later acquire the marked setting -oniy on the basis of
positive evidence. .If L2 hag an unmarked value and L1 has
the marked, there will be no difficulty in the acquisition
of the unmarked getting of L2. Conversely if L2 has the
marked value and Ll. has the unmarked, the learner will

encounter some difficulty acquiring the-marked setting of
L2. ‘ j

e

1.68. PARAMETRIC VARTATION AND SECOND-LANGUAGE ACQUISITION.

Parametric variqtion between languages 1g generally
belleved to be. an important source of errors i1n L2

acquigition, as a result of inadequate resetting of the

—

parameters 4involved (Van Riemsdijk 1978; Hormstein @

Weinberg 19881). Lydia White (1984a) proposes that the L2
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learner will be affected by L1 parameters gased on the
rollowing conditions '

~

&. Ll and L2 have the same principls set in the same way
there should be mno pransfér problems and there may be
"positive transfer”. . -

b. L1 does not have some principle activated which is
Tequired 1in L2 : there should be no transfer. L2 data will
motivate the principle in question and there will be no
competition from an L1 setting.

c. L1 and L2 both instantlate some 'principle with
Parameters get in difrérent ways : there will be transfer of
the L1 parameter until the learner realizes, on the basis of
L2'data, that the L1 setting i1s not appropriate.

d. Ll has some parameter get at the + value but L2 has the
- value : there will be transfer of the Ll wvalue until the
learner realizes that the L1l parameter is not operative in

+
L2.

Vs (White 1984a }!7)

/ ' /f
White believes that where L1 does gbb~—¢nvoive a
particular parameter and L2 has the marked value, the
learner will not necessarily go through the unmarked value
first as Mazurkewich (1984) claims. In an e;periment
Mazurkewich (1984) conducted, Francophone subjects prbduced

more unmarked forms - pled-piping -~ and there was a

developmental sequence towards producing the marked form -



PAGE 12
'preposition-stranding. She further noted that the advanced
subjects stranded¥hore than the intermediate subjects who,
in turn, stranded more than the beglnners. For White the
possibllity exi«uts f;r the f:;rner to acquire the marked
form without mnecesgarily having to acquire the unmarked form
first. Shé believes that if L1 is unmarked, the parameter
setting will not affect the initial hypothesis and the L2
lesarner will choose the unmarked setting. Where L1 has the
marked setting and L2 has the unmarked, the marked form may
cccur and even perqiét ln the early interlanguage, since
there has been positlve evidence of 1ts existgnce in L1 -and
the" legrner may not immediately notice 1ts absence in L2
grammar. This.assumption is however contrary to the popular

congensgus that the L2 learner will first try the unmarked

option, eince it is more basic and less complex.
1.7. CONCLUSION. .

Based on the predictions of the theory of Markedness, one
could conclude that errors in L2 acqulsition may be the
resgult of parametric variation betweeﬁ. L1 and L2 and an
inadequate resetting of the parameters involved. Structures
¥hat are unmarked in Ll as wéii as in L2 are predicted to
create no problems for L2 leafgsrs. while structures that
are unmarked in Ll but are marked in L2 are expected to
create learning problems. The +theory further predicts

increasing difficulty as the degree of markedness ilncreases.
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CHAPTER II : PIED-PIPING AND PREPOSITION-STRANDING.

2.1. INTRODUCTqu.

Universal Grammar, according to Chomsky (1982), has the

following basic fundamentaiﬁcomponents:

Syntax

S Structure

ANl

Phonetic Form Logical Form

(Chomsky 1882 : 17)

The Phonetlc Form is the sound representation of the output

of the S-Structure while the Logical Form gives meaning to

the output. - 4

Structures created Py Phrase Structure rTules 1in the
Syntax may be transformed into new structures in the -8-
Structure by the rule of transformation, which has the form
‘move-alpha', where ‘'alpha' 1is an arbiltrary cateé%ry.
Languages have the option to employ the transformational
rule of 'move-alpha’ which, 1f emplof;d. may 63‘%ubject to
gome parametric variation. (Chomsky 1982 : 18). This rule,
for ilistance, 1s responsible for the derivation of passive
sentenc3s 1n‘English. For example, the phrase Peter was

hurt has been derived from the D-Structure -~ np-e— was hurt

peter: ) o
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g - '
/ [ \ .
. o ,ff'f, ) 3
NP INFL VP . A
| s ‘
e PAST V VP
| / \
be v NP

hurt peter
since the verb hurt is subcategorized to require an object
(in;this case - pgggg).' The S-structure 1s derived as a
Tesult of alpha-movement, or more gpecifically, NP-movement.
Thay'is. the NP, peter, which is the object of the verb,
hurt, is moved to the empty NP slot at the beginning of the

sentence.

RN
S-Structur%;

S
A
NP INFL VP
o | v
peter, PAST 'V " vyP
1 | / \
be v NP
| |
hurt t

(peter is co-indexed with the trace - the object of the V)
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2.2. PIED-PIPING, PREPOSITION-STRANDING AND MARKEDNESS.

rl

¥h-movement ie another instance of the rule of 'move
alpha', and 1t is in operation in many languages of the
world. This involves the mbvement of a relative NP from its
underlying position and its attachment to an empty slot in
the COMP node. For example: |

[ [ John [ killed [ & snake]]]]
S NP VP NP

[ [ John [ killed [ what]]]]
S NP VP NP

D-Strugcturs

[ e [ John killed what]]
S! S

S-Structure

[ what [ did John kill t ]]
s i s i

(Note: extraction of NP from a VP.)

The potential extraction of an NP from various types of
pParasal categories is defined by a syntactlc parameter that
is helieved to have marked and unmarked options. The
extraction of an NP from a VP (see aﬁove) is considered
unmarked relative to the extraction of an NP from & PP (Van
Riemsdijk 1978; Hornstein & Welnberg 1981; Kayne 1981).
Sometimes the whole PP in a sentence may be preposed and
such a movement 1s referred to as pled-piping. At other

times the NP may be extracted from the PP and preposed,
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while the preposition 1s left stranded to the right of the
verb. This movement 18 referred to as. preposition-

stranding. For example:

t [ John [ is talking [ to [ whom ]1]111]
P ' ‘ P NP

S NP v L P -

To whom is John talking? (Pled-piping)

Who(m) is John talking to? (Preposition-stranding)

Pled-piping is assumed to be unmarked and to belong to
the core grammar of English, while preposition-stranding is
congldered a marked Phenomenon that reguires thé application
0;. & Reanalysis rule - & marked, language-specific,
peripheral rule - for it to be acceptable in English. A
number of explanations have been put forward td'justify the
claim that pied-piping ‘is unmarked relative to preposition-

stranding.

2.3. THE MAIN PROJECTION RULE.

Eoster (1978) proposes the Main Projection Rule (MPR)

which(ﬂtates that in core grammar, empty nodes are only .

possible in posiﬁions immediately dominated by categories of
the Main Projection. " Such categories include S', S and VP.

For example:

N
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o/ A
(COMP) S
| / \
@) VP
/N /] N
Det N1 ¥
7\ /N7 A
N PPL  Det NL P NP5
VA
N PP2
/ \
N NP4

(Koster 1978 : 570)

Only the encircled nodes may be empty. The other
nonencircled phrase nodes (PPl, PP2, NP4, NKNP5) are too
deeply embedded to be empty in core grammar. As a result,
the NPs that are objects of prepositions may not be empty.
Thus movement involving pled-plping is a conditlon of core
grammar since it satisfies the requirements of the MPR.
Movement; involving preposition-stranding_is a violation of

the ¥PR, and is made possible only by & relaxatlon of this
condition. '

2.4. YREPOSITION-STRANDING AND SUBJACENCY.

The rule of 'move alpha’, Chbmsky suggests, has to be

constrained, and one general property of this rule is that
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wvhen it 1s applied ‘'alpha' cannot be displaced 'too far'
(Chomsky 1981 : 48). One constraint to this rule therefore
ig that 1lts application may not cross more than one bounding
_nodé (that 1s, a phrase or clause boundary), in order that
the principle of Subjacency may not be violated. The

principle of Subjacency states that:

S

In the structure
. X ... Lo... [F"‘ Y ... 1 ... 1]

where alpha and beta are boundihg nodes and alpha doee not
exhaustively domlnate beta, no rulse max‘ involve the

" positions Y and X.

Subjacency imposes restriétions on the application of the
Tule of 'move-alpha' - that alpha-movement may not cross
more than omne bounding node. Thus, a popular argument to
account for the rarity of preposition-stranding across
languages 1is that 1t violates the universal principle of
‘Subjacency. Van Riemsdijk (1878) argues that PPs dre also
bounding nodes in English “since they behave like syntactié
islands in a number of comnstructions, and are totai lslands
in many languages, with English and Dutch being possible
exqutions slnce they allow the movement of the object of
the preposition which 18 left stranded. Pled-piping does
not violate Subjacency because the whole PP is moved. The
learner, confronted with positive evidence of & violation

like preposition—stfanding in a language, later acquires 1t.
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Thus cross-linguistically, preposition-stranding may be
considered marked since 1t 18 acoceptable in very few
languages in the ‘world. In addition. though 1t 1is a
frequent and regular phenémenon in ¥h-movement in Engligh,
prepositions cannot be indiscriminately stranded. For

example:

*

What did they leave nothwithstanding?
* This 1s the journallst that Bill resigneg/aCCOrding.to.

* Which break should we leave during? (
e

(van Riemsdljk 1978 : 145)

2.4.1. THE ESCAPER-HATCH THRORY.

N According to Van Riemsdljk, PPs are essentially islands
.in English, and Wh-movement requires speclal rules to yleld
prepositlion-stranding. He proposes the "Escape—hatcﬁ"
Théory which statés that the position inside the FP is a
special "escape-hatch” position that is beyond the scope of
constraints. ‘ It 1s possible for Wh-movement to extract
eiements from a VP, which is & binding category, because the
elements are moved into the COMP position. Because of the‘
absence of a COMP positidn in NPs qnd APs, extraction is not
permitted in these categories. Van Riemsdl )k proposes that
a PP in English probably has something like a COMF which
acts aé an "escape-hatch" to which the NP of the PP 1s

attached before it is moved to the initial COMP:
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vlll

\

P {N''',(+¥n) }

s

el - e _— o —— — -
S

(Vvan Riemsdijk 1878 : 227)

Only one bounding node is crossed during each movement,
and Subjacency is not violated. In other languages (e.g.
Romance languages), there is no COMP in the PP, and movement
'1nv01v1ng stranding violat B Subjacency. Phrase structure
rules generating PPs with COMPs are thus .more marked
relative to phrase structure rules generating PPs without

-

COMPsB.

Hornstgih.qnd ¥einberg (1881), however, think that Van
Riemsdljk's "Escape-hatch” Theory 1is 1nadequate[to account
‘for the grammaticallity of preposition-stranding in English.
A problem they find with Van Riemsdijk's analysis is that it
railé'to account for the ungrammaticality of structures with

preposition-stranding in languages, such as French and
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Italian, that have S' and not S as a bounding node. In the
following sentences, movement of +the object of ‘the,

preposlition to the COMP is across only one bounding node -

the PP - but the sentenoes'are 8t1ll unacceptable:

a. La fille de qui 11 parlait

The girl of whom he spoke

FRENCH
b. * La fille qu'll parlait dE

The girl who he spoke of : r

¢. L'auto con la quale Giovanni ha portanto Mario

The car with which Giovanni‘drove Mario 'y

ITALIAN
d. * L'auto la quale Giovanni ha portanto Mario con

The car which Giovanni drove Mario with /,5’

(Horngtein & Weinberg 1981 : 57)

2.5. THE RULE OF SYNTACTIC~REANALYSIS.

Hornsteln and Welnberg (1981) propose a rule of
syrtactic reamalysis to account for the grammaticality of
preposition-stranding in English. Thig rule 1s based on
Chomsky's (1981) idea that the verb and preposition undergo
& markad rule of reanalysis to creéte a 'comp;px verb', to
prevent the wviolation of a universal grammatical constraint
on movem3nt. Preposition-stranding, they claim, is made
poeslible ss8 a result of the operation of three different

mechanisms:

y I
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1. A universal filter blocﬁing obligque traces : An empty
category (e.g. =& traoex cannot be assigned oblique case.
That is, where an NP has~no lexlical material and is marked
oblique by the Case-marking convention, 1t should be ruled

uﬁgrammatical. i.e.: .
¢
* I 8 I
NP oblique '
& - (Hornstein & Weinberg 1981 : 60)
2. A language—spec%;ic rule of syntactic reanalysis whiéh
states that "in the domain of VP, a V and any set of

contiguous elements to 1ts right can form a complex V".

That is ":
vV —— vV (where V c-commands all elements in V*) e

For example, structure (a).may be reanalyzed as either (b)

or (¢) :

(a) [ John [ [ talked [ to Harry] [ aﬁout Fréd. 1111
S vep V PP PP

(b) { John-[ [ talked to Harry about Fred. ]]] Y
s = vP Vv CoN

(e) [ John [ [ talked to Harry about ] Fred. ]]
S VPV ¢
(Hornstein & Welnberg 1881 : 60)

-

This rule is optional and 1t applies in the underlying

&

gtructure.

3. A universal Case-marking convention : Every lexical NP
must be assigned casey after the application of =all

transformational rules and before fllters apply, as follows:
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a. An NP is barked [ + objective ] if it is governed by V;
b. An NP is marked [ + oblique ] -if it is %grerned by P.

(Hornstein ¥ Weinberg 1981 : 81)
. ) A

'government’ belng defined as:

X governs ¥ if and only if

1. X is a governmor (l.e. N, V, A, P)
i1. X c-commands Y (X ¢-=commands Y if the first branching

node dominating X also dominates-Y); X does not dominate Y,

nor Y, X.

11i. There is no intervening phrasal category (NP, VP, AP,

PP, or 8') hetween X and Y.

According to Hornsteiln and Weinberg, the reanalysis rule

should be crucially ordered before case-marking.

Thus when a Wh-element that i1s dlrectly governed by a
preposition is moved, prevent its trace from belng marked
oblique, the reanalys;j%;ﬁle should be appliéd 1f the PP is
immediately dominated by the VP. By reanalyzing the verb

and the preposition as a complex verb, the Wh-trace will be

marked [ + objective ].

2.5.1. THE EMPTY CATEGORY PRINCIPLE.

Hornstein and VWelnberg's analyslie i1s similar to
Chomsky's (1982) rule of reanalysis. The difference,
however, ie that Chomsky proposee that thie rule works 1in

conjunction with the Empty Category Principle (ECP) rather
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than the Oblique Case Filter. According té the ECP, an
empty category [00 e ] must be properly governed : where
proper government 1ls restricted to only categories ﬁith the
features [+N] or [+V]; that is, nouns, verbs and adjectives,
but not prepositions. 'By reanalyzing the verb and
preposition as a complex verb, ﬁhe conditions of the ECP are

"not violated.
The Case-marking Convention thus makes two predictions

l. Reanalysis is limited to the elements in the VP, thus
restricting stranding to only PPs that are in the domain of
V.

oS¢ .
2. Preposition-stranding is considered a.marked phenomenon
in assuming that Reanalysis is & marked rule of grammar.

(Hornstein & Weinberg 1981 : 63)

The reanalysis rule is language-specific and is
generélly abgsent 1n Romance ,}anguagea such as French,
Spanish, and Italian, where preposition-stranding will be a
‘violation of the Oblique Case Filter or the Empty Category

Principle, as demonstrated by the following examples:

a. FRENCH : A qul a-t-il donné 1'invitation?
ENGLISH : To whom did he give the invitation?

b. FRENCE : * Qui a-t-11 donné 1'invitation & t 2
ENGLISE : Who did he give the invitation to? S
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2.5.2. KAYNE.

*

Eayne (198l1) does mnot disagree with ‘Hornsteln and

Weinberg's (1981) proposal that there exlsts a reanalysis

&ule in English but not in French. He, however, claims that .

there are other reanalysis rules in French, such as the ones

operating in sentences involving causatives and idiomatic

expreésions. For example : -

mettre fin & --> "put an end to"

-/ ‘
(Eayne 1981 : 362)

Here, a verb (mettre) and a noun (fin) are amalgamated into

one constituent
[ mettre { fin & ] ]
v NP A
He concludes that French has a reanalysis rule of V -— NP,

as shown in the followlng:example:

i

Je veux que so0lt mis fin & la guerre.

I want that be put an end to the war.
(KEayne 1981 : 363)

Eayne further claims that there can be #n amalgamation of
two verbs into omne constituent in French, and he proposes
another reanalysis rule of V -- V. French, he clains, does
not ha&e a reanalysis rule of vi(x) P (the amalgamation of
the V and the P into one constituent. where X 1s an optibnal_

NP), which English does have.

™

-
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Kayne further notes that in French, P assigns og}ique

case in the base, while Vv assigns objective case elsevhere

than in the base (Kayne 1981 : 363), and he guggests that

reanalysis between two lexical categories may only be
poesible if fhey assign case inthe sﬁme way (Eayne 1981

363). Hie canclusion 18 that the difference bhetween Frenchg

\
and English, with reference to ‘preposition-stranding, is |

1
3

that while P and V do not govern in the same way in French,
they do in English, as . P-can govern structurally like V¥
does. Thus two categories may 'be amalgamated into one

constituent only when they govern in the saﬁs\gay.

\

2.6. PREPOSITION-STRANDING IN FRENCEH.

This does not mean, however, that there is no form of
stranding whatsoever in French. In the Québécois French
dialect |in'—particu1ar. and %o Bome, extent 1in some
~Continental French dialects, there 1s evidence of stranding,
especlally with the prepositiaiﬁa'avec' and 'pour’'. Vinet
(1979) attempts to. outline when a preposition may or may not
be stranded in colloquial French. Though most of her data
are from the Québécois dlalect, s8he clalms+ that the
following struétures angxflso acceptable in other d%alects
of colloguial  French around the world. Preposition-

stranding, she c¢laims, 1s acceptable when:

l. An intransitive preposition appears at the end of a

gentence. For example:
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La fille que je suls sorti avec

. (The girl that I went out with)

Les gens que tu travaillles pour
(The people that you work for)

- (Vinet '1979 : 109)

hd

2. An intransitive preposition appears at the end of clefts

and topicalized structures. For example:

C'est lul que j'aime parler avec
(It is him that I 1ike to talk with)

(Vinet 1979 : 111)

Preposition-stranding 1is, however, not acceptable in
Root Wh-movement question forms and in indirect question

forms, as noted by Vinet. For example:

1. . qul_sors-tu avec?
* qui tu sors avec?
(who are you going out ﬁith?)
avec qui que tu sors?

(with whom are you going out?)

2. * qu'est-11 parti avec?
* quol 11 est parti avec?

(what did he go away with?)

3. *? Se me demande®qul elle parle avec

(I wonder who she 18 talking with)
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4. *? elle sait pas qul elle part avec

(she doesn't know who she is leaving with)

Je ne sals pas avec qui qu'elle part

(I don't know with whom she is leaving)

d (Vinet 1979 : 111)

Vinet further points out" that stranding is generally not
allowed for certaln dintransitive Prepositions usually

Teferred to as 'weak' prepositions. For example:

dans, sur, chez , vers, &, and de.

1Y
N

(Vinet 1979 : 114)

2.7. MARKEDNESS AND PREPOSITION-STRANDING.

The reanalysisr rule of VvV (X) P ié considered marked
since it is restricted to just a .rew languages, and is
limited %o elements 4in the VP only. In psome of the
languages in which +this rule opefatas. it 4is further

q-rea:a’c:L'ic:'l:ed to only struétures in which tﬁe V governs the PP;
that 1ig, there is no intervening phrasal caxegory-between
the V and thé PP. Extraction is thue allowed only from a PP

governed by the V. For example:
'W¥ho did John talk to?'

Other languages, like English, further allow extraction from
. & PP that is c-commanded by an NP which, in turn, is also c-

commanded by the V or from & PP that is within an NP which
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is c-commanded by the V. That 1s, there is an intervening
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NP bétween the V and the PP. For example:
'Who did John give the book to?'

Because the PP 1s sgeparated from the V by an NP, this
gtTucture is more oompltgabed gyntactically and 18
considered more marked in relation to a structure in which
the V governs the PP. It is generally believéd that a
language which allows extraction from & structure in which
an NP intervenes between the V and the PP also allows
extraction from/ a PP governed by the V. The converse is,
however, not true. 1In Dutch, for instance, extraction from
& PP governed by the V is acceptable while extraction from a
PP that 18 c-commanded by an NP or is within the NP i1s not.
Dutch’ will therefore permit the movement in structure (a)
but not the movement in strﬁétures (b) and (e¢), while the

three types of movements will be permitted in English:
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(a) | |
[ who [ [ John [ did talk-[ tot 11111
s' i 8 Np VP PP i

'Who did John talk to?'
(v
[ who [ [ John [ did give [ the book [ tot 111111
S' 1 &8 NP VP NP ' < PP 1

—

'Who did John give the book to?'

NOTE : The verb glve is subcategorized to have a PP. 1'

(o)
[ what [ [ John [. did hit [ the dog [ with t ]]]]]]
S! S KNP VP ] NP PP_ i

'W¥hat did Jdohn hit the dog with?'

ROTE : The PP is c-commanded by the NP, which is the direct
object of the verbd.

This is illustrated in the following examples in Dutch:

¥aar heeft hij e mee gewerkt?
what has he e with worked
'What hgs he worked with?'
(e = empty category)
(Koster 1978 : 577)
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Je zag een foto van lemand

You saw a plcture of gomsons . E : -3

* Wie zag Je een foto van e ?
who saw you & plcture of e ?

'Who did you see a picture of?’

\

Je wantrouwt de kwalltelt van het hout van een schip,

You suspect the quality of the wood of a ship.
o,

-

f ¥elk schip waptrouw je de kwalltelt van het hout van e ?
which ship suspe¢t you the quallty of the wood of e ?
'Which ship do you suspect the quality of the wood of?'

( e = empty category)

(Roster 1978 :573)

2.8. CONCLUSION.

Or the basig of the above arguments, pled-piping is
considered unmarked relative to preposition-stranding which
is considered marked. Pied~g;ping does not violg&gdgany
universal constraint and'is present in alm?gt\gyery language
that allows movement rules. ‘Preposition~stfanding is made
possible by the application of a marked rule of syntactic
reanalyels, which 1s 1n operation in only a few languages.
Extraction from a PP governed by the V is further considered
lesg marked than extracﬁ&on from a PP separated from the V
by an ﬁP, whichls bYelleved to be the most marked and is

claimed to be thémiéagf fregquent and very language-specific.
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Ideally then, if one should apply the theory of
Markedness to L2 acquisition, the 12 learner's acquisition
of the pled-piping structure should-be easier and earlier
than his acquisition of the preposition-stranding structure.
He éhould further encounter more dirficuity producing the
gtructure of extraction from a PP c-commanded by an NP or
from & PP within an NP, than producing the structure of
extraction from a PP governed by the V. The theory further
pPredicts that there will be a stage duriﬁg L2 acquisitionm
when tﬁe learner will have Pled-piping in his Interlanguage
(IL) but not preposition-stranding. He will later have the
structure of extraction from a PP governed by the V in his
IL, and, finally, as he becomes more proficient in L2. he
will be ablg to pfoduce the structure of extraction from a

[ .
PP c-commanded by an NP or from a PP that is within an NP.
One of the predictions of the MDH is that:

Those areas of the target 1anguage wvhich differ
from the native language and are more maTked than
the native language will be difficult.

(Bckman 1977 : 321)

Prepositlion-stranding 1s generally unacceptable in
Frenﬁh while it is acceptable in English, but 1s considered
marked relative to pled-piping. The hypothésis therefore
predicts that native Francophones (who have been expoeed to
the ummarked form - pled-piping - in their Ll) are likely to
-encounter difficulty producing the' marked form -

preposition-stranding - in English.
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_A problem, - however, with this hypothesis is\ﬁhat the
unmarked form is used less frequently than the marked form
iﬁ'English. #ﬁgposition~stran&1ng fs considered marked as a
result of cross-linguistic rarity,” but this does not
correlate with its frequenmcy in Englinh:compared to the use
of pied-pliplng which, though unmarked, is very unprodu;%ive
and has almost disappeared from spoken Engligsh. L2 learners
acquiring English in an  informal setfing wlll very likely be
exposed tQ data with preposition-stranding, and that may
lead to 1ts acquisition earlier than pled-piping, contrary
to the predictions Sf the Mafkedness hypothesis.

These - are, +then, 8ome of the &fsues that need
investigating to determine +the real effects of the
predictions of the theory of Markedness on the acquisition
of pied-piping and prepoaition—stfanding in second language
acquisgition; and this 18 the reason for my. experiment which

is presented i1n the following chapter.
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CHAPTER III : THE PROJECT.

2

3.1. INTRODUCTION.

Given the dlscussions in the preceding'chapters. I have
get out to study whether the predictions of the Markedness
theory hold for Francophones learning Engli&h as a ;Zceﬁa
language. Will they encounter problems producing or
processing structures containing stranded prepositions, as
the theory predicts, or will there not be any pfoblem at
all, since preposition—strandiﬁg is more frequently used
than pied-piping in everyday spoken Engligh? <The thedry
also pfedicts the most difficulty at the beginners level,

and less difficulty as proficiency in Enélish incresases., A

structure containing an intervening NP between the V and the

PP 18 consldered more marked than a structure in which the V
immediately precedes the PP (i.e. the V governs the PP).
The theory thus predicts‘more difficulty when L2 1eérners of
English are confronted with the former structure and less
difficulty with the latter. This should also be most marked
at the beginners leJel and should be 1less marked with

increasing proficiency.

3.2. PREVIOUS WORK.

[ el

French (1984) conducted & study in which thirty-three
(33) English children were tested on their comprehenslion and
production of pied-piping and preposition-stranding. The

chlldren were classlfied under three age categories:
|
L]

e

\
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1. 5.6 (years, month) - 4.7 ' :

2. 4.5 - 3.9 . -

A\ v
3. 3.5 - 2.11 - 2 . | -
L |
French's data revealed no slgnificant differences in both
the comprehenslion and production tests. - There were no
4 .

glgnificant differences both within and across age groups.
She concludes that her results falled to support the claim
of the Developmental 'Hypothesia that the unmarked fo:m
(pied—piping) is. acquired Tbefore the marked form
(preposition-stranding) in L1 acquisition.

3 '
Sa
Mazurkewich (1984, 1985) conducted a study on the

-gbquisition of dative queé%ions by native French speakers
~and native Inuktitut speakers. Her subjects were classified
under three categorlies - Begilinners, Intermediate and
Advarniced. This was'a written task in which the subjects
were provided with & number of declarative sentences which
//fﬁ%hey were asked to change into questlion forma by questioning

an underlined phrasge. For example:
Cathy gave a book to EKevin.
Expected grammatical responses would be:

To whom did Cathy give the book? (pied-piping)

¥ho(m) did Cathy givé the book to? (preposisioﬂLstranding)

~. Mazurkewich's results. showed - that there  wes a
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developmental sequence towards acquiring the mark§d form
with the subjects learning dative questions by first using

-the pronoun who(m) without a preposition. That is, there
wadg ﬁoddiatinction made betwéen the grammatical functions Pf
the direct and indirect object pronouns. Mﬁzurkewich noted
that this omisslon of the prepositioﬁ in dative questionsa
was prominent in the responses of the subjects classified as

t
.

Beginners, and there was a progressiyé decrease in dmitting
~
N

; A
the preposition through the Intermegigte and Advanced

/. .
levels. She clailms thég her subjec¢ts later learned the
{

unmarkeg; form of dative gquestions (piedtﬁgping) before
finally learning the marked form (preposition-strahding).

Mazurkewich further proposes that there 1s an intermediate
stage in the process of the acquisition of dative questions
during which L2 iearnera produce \atructures containing
double preposiéﬁons; that 1s, +the preposition is Dboth

stranded and pled-piped, as in:

to whom did she give the book to?
.

The French subjects produced more unmarked forms, while
the.Inuit gubjects produced a higher peréentahe of nm:k;a‘.
férms thaécunmarked forms. .Mazurkewich's conclusion i1s that

S both French and Inuilt subjects acquired unmarked datives
before marked ones, but the Inuit  subjects produced more
-markedlforms than their French counterparts because they
(the Inuit subjects) were more advanced in their knowledge
of Englieh than the French subjects.
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¥hite (1983), hoﬁever. does not completely rule out the
posslble influence of - fransfer s;nce- the results of the
Inuit subjeéts did not support the claim of a developmental
sequence. She suggests that the predominance of pied-piped
prepositions in the data of the French subjects may be
attributed to the fact that the pied-piped dative question
form is present. in their L1, and the Inuit subjects pied-

Plped less because such a structure is not present in their
Ll.

3.3. THE PILOT STUDY. '

I conducted a pilot study in March/April 1987, in which
six adult” Francophone subjects were used. Four of the
| subjects had taken formal courses in English for two years
or more. The. other two had only twelve weeks of formal
courseg, but one of them was very proficient in English.
The tests conducted were very similar to the tésts in thie
study (see below). Results showed that Egﬁéb,subjects
generally ©produced more pled-piped prepoéitibns than
stranded prepositions. About one-third of all the stranded
prépositions were produced by the single advanced subjéct
- who had only twelve weeks of formal‘éourses in English. It
is also important to note that the subject that was the
least proficient in English produced a significant nhmber of
structures in which the prepositions were omitted. Because
the number of subjects (six) used in the pilot study was so

small, I could not use the results to make any strong



PAGE 38

clalms.

3.4. THE PRESENT STUDY.

' 3.4.1. SUBJECTS.

Twenty-four subjects were selected for this study; They
vere 511 adult Francophgnes_(with ages ranging from 18 - 27
years), and were learning English as a second language at
the Centre for Second Language Studies, Unive%ﬁ}ty of
Ottawa. The =subjects fall under three categories as

determined by the Centre as follows:

Group I : Advanced-Elementary Level khenceforth Elementary
Level)

Group II : Intermediate Level (Low and High Intermediates)
Group III : Advanced Level.

Each group comprised of eight subjects.
3.4.2. THE TESTS.

The English sentences used in this study were judged
acceptable 1n English by native Anglophones, and the French
sentences were provided by an adult Fgancophone, and Jjudged
acceptable Yy other ﬁative speakers, though some had
reservations on the grammaticality of the sentences with
stranded prepositions. The number of prepositions used in
the experiment was limited to five - at, to, om, for, with.
(The last two were included as their translatlon equivalents

may be stranded in colloquial French ' under certain
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.clrcumstances.) - T
The sentences used were mainly of four types:

1. Sentences with extraction ffom a.PP governed by the V
(this term will used throughout the thesis to identify those

prepositional phrases that are strictly subcategorized by

the verb). For example:

PIED-PIPING (P/P) : To whom is Peter talking?

PREPOSITION-STRANDING (P/S) : Who(m) 1s Peter talking to?

2. Sentences wlth extraction from a structure in which

there is an i1ntervening NP between the V and the PP. For

example: g

P/P : To whom did John give the book?

P/8 : Who(m) did John give the book to?

This structure is syntactically more marked tHan the

preceding structure as far as movement ipVolving the

preposition is concerned. /
1
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P

3. Sentences with verbs that together with.a preposition

may constltute a semantic unit and could be reanalyzed' as

»

complex verbs, such |as: work for, rely on. For example:
23 -
P/P : This i1s the professor for whonm he is working.-

P/S : This is the professor vho(uf/tnht he is working for.

This 18 to determine whether the functioning of &4 verb and
-

pPreposition as one semantic unit may significantly favour

the use of stranded  prepositions over pled-piped

prepositions in sentences they appear in.

4. Sentences with verbs that require a preposition in

English but do not in French, such as: écouter : listen to,

attendre : walt for. For example:

P/P : For whom are we waitiné?

P/S : ¥ho(m) are we walting for?

This 1is to determine whether prepositions omitted are the
result of Transfer or thelfactsthat movement of a WH-word in
& sentence containing' a"preposition 18 considered more
}marked;in'relation to movement of a WH—Vord in a =gsentence

that does not contain a preposition.-

These four types of gentences were present in all the

_~"tests. . N

There were two forms of tests. : Oral and Vritten.

'r'ﬂ
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ORAL TESTS.

The oral section was dividea 'into three parts.. The
first part (Completion) was & Produetion test that was
designed to elicit responses that could be stranded or pied-
Piped. The example was designed so +that the respégge
stimulus did not.cqntain & preposition whose positlion might

have influenced the subjects' responses:

The dog bit the man.

ooooooooo

The gentences in the tests, however, contained

prepositions that could be stranded or piled-pipec. For
. o

S

example:

The boy explained the problem to the man.
P/P : This is the man to whom the boy explained the problem.

. *y .
P/§ : This is the man whom the boy explained the problem to.

John paid the cashier for the ring.
P/P : This is the ring for which John pald the cashier.

P/S : Thie is the ring that John paid the cashiler for.

The second part was a Repetition test. Ten sentences
(including the four types mentionsd above) were heard by the
subjects, and each sentence was to be repeated within ten
geconds, in order that the responses would be spontaneous.
Half of the total number of sentences contalned pled-piped

'\.f‘\

By
\

=



PAGE 42
prepositions, and the remaining half contained stranded
prepositions. Here are samples of the sentences in thié

test:

That was the police officer whom John reported the matter

to. . oo

1

She ,is the woman whom he was walting for.
Here 1%‘the gun with which the hunter killed the elephant.

He 1s the kind of person on whom we can rely.

In part three, a Comprehension\test, {thel subjects
make Grammatical Judgements on_-“ten sentences containing
stranded as well as' pled-piped prepositions. These
sentences were. Judged gr atical by three native
Anglophones. The subjects were to determine, in thedir
opinion, whether the sentemces were (a) acceptable in
English, '(b) unacceptable in English, (c¢) they had no ldea.
This exercise Qas degigned to test whether sentenceg with
ce;£ain-structures would be difficult to process within ten
seconds, and thus declared ungrammatical. Sentences used in

-

this test included the following:

To which programme 18 he listening? £
Which bed did she put the bag on?
- There is the girl at whom Joﬁgfaas-staring.
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YRITTEN TESTS.

N
~

The written section, which conglsted Production tests,
was8 divided into four parts. In part I (Conjoining), the
subjects were presented with five palrs of s?ntenceq and
they had to join each rair to form single sentences. The
objective of this test was to elicit responses that could
contain either stranded or Piled-piped prepositions. The
example did not contain any prepositlon as its position

might have influenced the choice of the subjects:

This is the man. The dog bit the man.
this ie the man whom/Abat. 7h¢ g )

ooooo

Samples from this test are as follows:

This is the chair. The boy is sitfing on the chair.
P/P : This is the chair on vhich the boy 1s sitting.

P/§ : This is the chair whichXthat the boy is sitting on.
Here is the cloth, The boy is washing the car with the
cloth,

P/F : Here 18 the cloth with which the boy is washing the'
car.

P/S : Here is the cloth whiéh/that the boy 1 washing the

car with, =«

In part II (Rearrangement), the subjects were presented

with five sentences in which the words had been jumbled up.

7
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The sentences contained prepositions which could be stranded
or pled-piped. The subjects were to r;arrange the words to
form questions. This was to determine whether the subjects
‘Qare inclined +to strand or pied—pipg preposlitions -inj
indirect questions. The example for this +test did not |
contain any preposition as 1ts locatioen might have

influenced the responses of the subjects:

L]

o ' she where going “is?
‘where 1s she going?

Samples from the test inolude the following:

did party throw a whom they for?
P/P : For whom did they throw a party?

P/S : Whom did they throw a party for$

conclusion they which did at arrive?
P/P : At which conclusion did they arrive?

P/S : Which concluaion did they arrive at?

Part III (Questions and Answers), was also designed to
elicit responses that could contain pied-piped or stranded
prepositions. -Sub%;cts wefe presented with gemeral

questions for which they had to provide answers that should

3

contain prepositions. For examplb:
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¥hich radio station do you listen to often? H
P/P : The radio station. to which i listen often is CHEZ 106
FH. .

P/S : The radio station that I listen to often 1s CHEZ 106
FM. . d

¥Which newspaper or magazine do you rely on most in

Canada?

P/P : The newspaper on which I rely most 1s The Citizen.

P/S : The newspaper that I rely on most is The Citizen.

!

Part IV was & Translation exercise. Subjects were
predbnted with temn esentences 1in French, gontaining
prepositions, which they had to tfanslaﬁe into Enélish. In
the English translatioﬁ the prepositions cbuld be stranded
dr pled-plped. For example: ‘

Le professeur qu'll travallle pour s'appelle Stephan.
P/P : The préfessor for whom he works is callqd Stephan.

P/S : The professor that he works for 1s called Stephan.

Voicl le baton. avec lequel Pierre a battu le chien.
P/P : Here is the stick with which Peter hit the dog.

P/S : Here is the stick that/which Peter hit the dog with. -

In all the written tests and also in the first oral test,
the subjects had to produce responses which, i1deally, should.
o

contain prepositions that could: be ed-plped or stranded.

These tests have thus been olasgified as broduction tests.

~ i
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The second oral test was a Répetitioywtest and the third

oraljﬁést was a Comprehension teqt. since the subjects had
to understand the meqpinga_or the sentencés before making
grammatical Judgements on them. The results of these tests
and the subseqﬁent dlscussion are presented in chapters IV .

and V respectively.
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CHAPTER IV : RESULTS.

4.1. INTRODUCTION.

According to thé predictions of the theory of Markedness
A and the Markedness Differential Eypothesiﬁ%; Francdphones
should, experience less problems'with structures containiig
Pled-piped prepositions. The degree of difficulty should
increase 1f the preposition is stranded, and the difficulty
should be more marked 1if there is an intervening NP between
the Verb (V) and the Prepésitignai Phrase (PP), and
relatively less marked 1f the PP is governed by the V. The
theory further predicts that the degres af difficulty should -
decrease with increasing proficiency in English. 'Ideally,
therefore, the data for the Elementary subjects should
contain a predominance of piled-piping, and less stranding,
especially when an NP intervenes between the V and the PP.
The occurrence of stranded prepositions should increase at
the Intermediate Level, and the highest number of stranding

should occur at the Advanced Level.

There wasg a total of seven (7) tests. I have classified
all four of the written tests plus the first oral test
(Completion) as Production Tests since the sBubjects were
éxpected to produce responses with prepositions that could
be stranded or pied-piped. The second oral test was a
Repetition Test, and the third oral test was a Comprehension
Test in wﬁich the subjects were expected to pass grammatical

Judgements on mentences in English. Some of the sentences

< o )
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contained stranded prepositions and others had the

prepositions pied-piped.

-

The Chi-square test has been done on the results of all
_the tests = to determine whether dirﬁprences were

statistically significént-or not.

4.2, . PRODUCTION TESTS.

The responses of the subjects have been classified under

the following categorles:
1. Pled-piping (P/P) - when the preposition is piled-piped;

2. Preposifion—stranding (P/S) - when the preposition is

stranded;

L

3. Preposition omitted (P/0) - when the preposition is.

omltted;
}

4. Double prepositions (D/P) - when two prepocsitions are

produced, i.e. both piled-piping and stranding, as in:
This is the girl with whom he has decidsd to go out with.

5. VWrong Response (W/R) - this includes all no responses

and the attempted responses that are wrong.

The differences in the ‘Production Tests correlated with
levels of proficiency were statistically significant (p «
0.001). 'Below 18 a tabulatlon of the “Observed Frequenciles
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(F) of the different variables and thelr corresponding
percentages (table 1).

Table 4.2.&8

|| ELEMENTARY ||INTERMEDIATE || ADVANCED || TOTAL

et % [ 7| = j[ F | % |]?T0] %
P/P || 12| 5.0 || 26 | 10.83 || 64 | 26.67 || 102 | 14.1%
P/S || 51| 21.25 || 101 | 42.08 || 115 | 47.92 |] 267 | 37.08
P/O || w7a | 30.83 || 58 | 24.17 || 31 | 12.92 || 163 | 22.64
o/p || -] - || %] 2.2 || 10| .17 || 17| =2.36
W/R || 108 | 42.92 || 48 | 20.0 || =20 | 8.33 || 171 | 23.75
TTL []| 240 || 220 || 240 || 720

There was a marked decrease in the number of wrong
responses, corresponding +to i1ncreasing proficiency in
EnZiish. A total of 42.92% -of the responses at the
Elementary Level were wrong. This was more than twlce that
at the Intermediate Level (20%), whose wrong responses also
more than doubled those at the Advanced Level (8.33%).. This
waB eipected as the Elementary subjects (the 1least
proficieit) had the most dAifficulty with English relative
clauses contalning preponitions, which are considered more

marked than relative clauses without prepositions. ' Thig
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difficulty became less marked as proficlency in English

increased.

Significant increases were also - recorded in  the
production of both stranded and ﬁied—piped. prepositions,
correspbnding to increasing levels of proficiency. Howevei.
contrary to the predictions of the Markedness Hypothesis;
the total percentage of stfandings produced - 37.07% - was
vas much much higher than that of of pled-pipings -14.17%. |
It 18 also important to note that fhe decrqasing number-of
wrong responses with with increasing proficiency was made up
for by a notilceable increase in the production of pied-piped
prépositions than stranded prepositioni, contrq&y to what
one might have expected (see fig. 472.a). Though each level
produced Rore stranding than pled-piping, thq difference was
most. oonspicuoﬁglat the Elementary Leyel. ghd became less
conspicuous with 4increasing levels Sr proficiency; The
Elementary subjects produced over four times more gtranding
than pied—piping. The Intermediate éubjects produced over
three times but less than four times more stranding than

pied—piping,'while the Advanced subjects produced less than

twice more stranding than pied-piping.¢

.

The production of pled-piping ay the Intermediate Level
waﬁ about twice that produced at the Elementary Level, while
the amount produced at the Advanced Level was about two and
a half times that produced at the Intermediate Level. Over

62% of the total number of pied-pipings was recorded at the
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Advanced Level compared to 43% of stranding.

As Mazurkewi&h(lsaé. 1985) predicted, the Elementary
subjects omitted +the highest number of prepositions -
(30.83%). This was higher than thedir correctiifsponses for
both pled-piping and prépositionlstranding. It was also
higher than that produced at the Intermediate Level
(24.17%), and there was a sharp decline at the Advanéed

Level where only 12.82% was recorded.

Mazurkewich also suggested an intermediate stage in the
acquisition of ©prepositions in English, &uring which
subjects produce double prepositions (i.e. both pied-piping
and prepositidn—stranding). There was no occurrence of this
at the Elementary Level, whlile the Interﬁediate and Advanced
subjects produced seven (?7) and ten (10) double prepositions
respectively. However, the gccurrence of double
prepositions was so few (accounting for only 2.36% of the
total number of responées) that they were probably @he
effects of per;ormance factor rather than the results of a
stage or level belng attained. This could be supported by
the fact that native speakers of English sometimes‘make this
mistake in speech. The following percentage graph (fig.
4.2.) shows the degree of increases and decreases of the

different variables-among the three levels.
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* . _ In the Production Tests, 77 iz: of a total number of 432

responses (17.82%) for struct
A

governed by the V (henceforth V-PP structure) were wrong.

es 1in which the PP is

This was almost half of that recorded in structures that had
NPs intervening between the V and the PP (henceforth V-NP-PP
structure), where 94 out of a total number of 288 responsges

(32.64%) were wrong.

There was & highef~percentage or‘correct responses for
the V-PP structure than for the V-NP-PP structure. The
percentage of stranded prepositions for the former structure

- 47.68% - was higher thaﬁ that for thé latter structure -

£1.18%. There was, however, &a higher peréentage of pled-

piping for the V-NP-PP structure - 19.1% - compared to

10.88% for the V-PP structure.

. " "
A higher percentage, of prepositione were omitted in more

markéd Btructures (V-NP-PP) - 25.35% - as they were more
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difficult ﬁo procees,\”compared to . 20.83% - omitted for

sentences with the V-PP structure.

\.

These statistics are presented in table 4.2.D.

Table 4.2.1 !

+ 4 ()
L vV-PP || V-NP-PP || TOTAL
H-F % I F | % J|TIL] =

P/P || 47 | 10.88 || 58| 19.1 || 102 | 14.17

'P/S || 206 | 47.69 || 61 | 21.18 || 267 | 37.08

P/o’|1 90 | 20.83 || 73 | 25.35 || 163 | 22764

D/P || 12 |. 2.78 ||. 5| 1.74 || 17| 2.38

W/R {| 77 | 17.82 || 94 | 32.64 || 171 | 23.75
|| 432 || 288 | | 720

(.
— L]
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: 4.2.1. COMPLETION (ORAL TEST I).

In this tésﬁ, differences in the responses among -tﬁq\
“three levels were statistically significant (p « 0.00Ijij
See table:4.2.1. a. for results.

Tabls 4.2.1.8

\

|| BLEMENTARY ||INTERMEDIATE\1| ADVANCED |] TOTAL
s || F ;l * || F | % ] P | % ]|]TIL| %
¢ 0
e |] -| - | 1].2.8 || 8] 15.0 7] 7| 5.83
P/s || Q\l‘ 2.5 || 6] 1i5.0 || 13 | 32.58 || 20 | 16.67
P/0 || 11| 27v.5 || 19 | 47.5 || 8| 20.0 || B8 | 31.67
/e || -] - || 2] s0 || 1] 25 [| B3] 2.5
W/R || 28 | v0.0 || 12 | 30.0 || 12 | 30.0 || s52 | 43.353

|1 <0 || 4o ~ |1 40 || 120

The most striking factor about the data at the Elementary

Level was that 70% of theif responses were wrong. This

sharply decreased to 30% at both the Intermediate and

" Advanced Levels. The fairly high percentage of wrong

Tesponsges was,not too surprieing as this was an oral test,
and the subjects did not have a lat of time to produce a

Tesponse.
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No pled-piping was produced at the Elementary Level and

only 2.5% and 15% were recorded at the Intermediate’ and

=
. Advanced Levels respectively. Again .the increase’ in the
. percen¥ages of ©piled-plping as levels of proficiency

Ancreased was very significant, with 88% of the total number

of pled-pipings helng recorded at the Advanced Level. On
the other hand, the 1ncrease 1ﬁ the use- of stranded
prepos;tions was more gradusal, with the least being produced

at the Blementary Level and the most being produced at the

" Advanced Level (see fig 4.2.1.). The production of

preposition-stranding was significantly higher than that of
pied—piping; with each level producing more stranded than
pled-piped prepositions. -

The highest number of omitted prepositions was recorded
at the Intermediate Level (47.5%) compared to 27.5% at the
Elementary Level and 20% at the Advanced Level. One might
have expected the Elementary Bubjecfs (the least proficient)
to have omitted the highest number of prepositionéﬁ Howéver
the number of wrong responsges they produced was 80 high that
even though the prepositlons were omitted in almost all of
their remaining responses, the number was st#ll less than
those omitted by the Intermedlate subjects, who produced a
significantly lower number of wrong responsesg. The Advanced
gubjects omitted the fewest number of prepositions aé thelr
correct responses were much ﬁigher than the correct
responseg of the other levels. The only three cases of

double prepositions were recorded at the Intermediate Level
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(2) and. the Advanced Level (1). See figure 4.2.1.
B 'l = , ) ‘ . ‘
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Differences in the responses were also significant with
regards to sentences with V-PP structure ‘and - V-NP-PP

structure (table 4.2.1.b). .
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Table 4.2.1:b 4

i V-PP || v-@pPp || TOTAL

el s |l r | % |l «x
/P ] 2] 417 || 5| 6.94 || 7| 5.84
75 Ti~x1 | 22792 || o | 12.5 || =20 | 16.67
P/0 || =21 | 45.75 | 17 | 28.61 || 38 | 31.67
/P || 2| 417 || 1] 139 || 53| 2.5

N J

W/R || 12 25.0 || 40 | 55.56 || B2 | 43.33

|| 48 || 72 || 120

35.56% of the total number of respofises for sentences
with the V-NP-PP structure were wrong. This was more than -
twice the percentage of wrong responges for sentences with
the V-PP structure. The numﬂer of correct responses
decreased from 27.09% (4.17% - P/P, 22.92% -~ P/S) for
sentences with the V-PP structure, to 19.44% (6.94% -~ P/P,
12.5% - P/S) for the V-NP-PP gtructure. ‘A8 a Tesult of the
relatively low number of wrong responses for V-PP structure,
more prepositions were omitted -~ 43.75% - compared to
23.61% for the V—NP—P@ structure. More double prepositions
were recorded for the V~PP astructure than for the V-NP-PP
structure, though the total output for both struétures vag

éery emall (only 2.5%).



4.2.2.  CONJOINING (WRITTEN TEST I).

Differences in this test were statimtically significant

-
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with regards to levels of proficiency (p <« .0.001).

|| ELEMENTARY ||INTERMEDIATE || ADVANCED || TOTAL

r % (1 F | % [ P | % |7
PP || -| - .|| 2] 80 || 8| 2.5 |] 11] 9.17
P/s || 4| 10.0 || 22| 55.0 || 24| 60.0 || 50 | 41.67 ,
P/0 || 25 | e2.5 || 16| 40.0 [] 4| 10.0 || 45 | 37.5
[ - .- |l -1 - Il 8] 75 || 3| a5
¥R 11 |e?es || - - || -~ -~ |} 1| e.17

|| 4o || <0 [| 120

The total percentage of wrong responses was much lower

than that of the Completion test.

This was not surprising

because as a written test the subjects had more time to

declide on and review their responses. All the wrong

responses were recorded at the Elementary Level. ©No pied-

Piping was recorded .at this Level and the use of pled-piped.

prepositions increased as proficiency increased. The

Intermediate subjects produced 2 (5%) prepositions that were

pied-piped compared to 9 (22.5%) produced by the Advanced
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subjects. o

The total number or'fied-pipings‘VAH also fewer than the
total number of stranded prepositiona. with the Rlementary
subjects accounting for the' 1least and the Advanced subjects
the most. The use of prepositidn-stranding increased fairly
significantly from 10% at the Rlementary Level to 55% at the
IntermediQ;e Level. Though the Advanced Eubjects produced
to highest percentage of stranding - 60%, the increase over
that produced by the Intermediate subjects was not d%

significant (see fig. 4.2.2).

62.5% of the responses at the Elementary Level had the
prepositions omitted, compared to 40% at the Intermediats
Level and down to only 10% at the Advanced Level. The
Advanced subjects accounted for the only thres double

prepositions produced.

-

Figure 4.2.2
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in‘this teat there was no slgnificant difference between
the percentages of. wrong responses recorded for both V-PP
and V-NP-PP atructures. The percentage of correct respohses
for the V-PP structure - 58.95% - was somewhat higher than
that for the V-NP-PP "structure - 41.66%, with the V-pp
structure recording 51.39% and 5.56%, and tﬁe V-NP-PP
structure recording 27.08% and 14.58% for stranded and pled-
Plped prepositions Tespectively. As a result, fewer
prepositions were omitted- 1in sentences with +the V-PP
structure (30.56%), the 1léss marked, than iﬁ sentences with
the V-NP-PP structure (47.92%), which is consldered more
marked (see table 4.2.2.b).

[ V-PP || v-np-pP || TOTAL
el % { F | % |lom| s
P/P || 4| 5.5 || 7| 14.58 || 11 | 9.17
P/s || 37 | 51.39 || 13 | 27.08 || 50 | 41.67
P/0 || =22 | 30.56 || 23 | av.92 || 45 | 37.5
D/P[| 2| =278 || 1] 2.68|] 31 z.5
WR || 7| s.72 || 4] 8.33 || 11 |, 9.17
[| 72 || 48 || 120
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4.2.3. REARRANGEMENT (WRITTEN TEST II).

Regponges in this test as a result of dlfferent levele of
proficliency were statistically significant (p <« 0.001).
This teset was more difficultl than the CONJOINING fest
- because the subjects had to construct grammahtical sentences

out of meaningless strings of words. See table 4.2.3.a for

results. ' éﬁ

| |, ELENENTARY | | INTERMEDIATE || ADVANCED || TOTAL
F | % 1 F | % [ F | % [jrn]| =
p/p || 3] %.5 || 9| 2.5 || 16| 40.0 || =28 | 23.33
A :
p/s |} 18 | 37.5 || 18 | 45.0 || 19 | 47.5 || 52 | 43.33
/e || - = || -] - |l s8] 75 || 5] 25
W/R || 22| 585.0 || 13| 82.5 || =2 ] 5.0 || 37 | 30.83
|| 40 . || 40 || 40 || 120

As a result of this difficulty, 30.83% of the total
number of responses were wrong. The highest percentage of
wrong responses was recorded at the Elementary Level - 55%,
followed by the Intermediate Level with 32.5% -~ which is
almést the same as the average responses for all the groups

(30.83%) - and only 5% at the Advanced Level.
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Generally more stranded prepositions (43.33%) were
recorded than pled-piped prepositions (23.33%).l The
Elementary sBubjects produced the least numbers of both
stranded and pied-piped prepositions, <followed 'by the
Intermediate and Advanced subjects respectively. However,
thJ'increase in thé use of piled-plping was more pronounced
than the increase in the use of preposition-stranding (seé
fig. 4). The Elementary BubJectsJ pied-piped the
prepositions in 7.5% of their responses. This iﬁcreased
sharply to 22.5% at the Intermedia?e Level and 40% at the
Advanced Leveli?//ﬁis\’Increadk in the use of stranded
prepositions was slight - from 37.5% at the Rlementary Level
to 45% at the Intermediate Level and 47.5% at the Advanced
Level. -No prepositions were omitted and the 6nly three
occurrences of double prepositions were recorded at the

Advanced Level (see fig. 4.2.3.)

Figure 4.2.3.
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The percentage of correct fesponses sharply declined‘from
81.4i% for the V-PP structure to 54.17% for the V-NP-PP
gtructurs. The percentage of stranded pfepositionr for the
V-PP structure (70.83%) was higher than that for pibd-piping

(14.58%), while the V-NP-PP gstructure recorded

29.17% of stranded and pied-piped preposltions respectlvely.

The percentage of wrong responses was almost three times

higher for the V-NP-PP structure (41.67%) — the more marked

- than that for the V-PP structure (14.58%) - the lesé
marked (see table 4.2.3:b).
\

Table 4.2.3.b

| | V-PP || v-NP-PP || TOTAL

<

F % |l F | % || %
p/P || 7 | 14.58 || 21 ) 29.17 || =28 | 23.33
P/S || 34 | v0.83 || 18 | 25.0 || 52 | 43.33
o/ || -} - |- 8] 4.17vy|] B3| 2.5
W/R || 7| 14.58 || 30 | 41.67 || 37 | 30.83

|| 48 || 72 1| 120
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4.2.4. QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS (WRITTEN TEST III).

Responses in this test as a result of differences in

levels of proficiency were statistically significant (p «

0.01).

This test was different from the other Production

tests in that all the stimulus questions contalned stranded '

prepositions which could have influenced the decisions of

the subjects in determining? the place of the Preposition.

Secondly only sentences with the V—PP structure were used in

the,test.

|| BLEMENTARY ||IﬁTERMEDIATE ||

|L1_3P - || 4o

ADVANCED || ' TOTAL
. Z=
e % [l 7P| % || F [ % [|]Tmm| -%
_ &
®P || -| - || 3| 7.5 || 4]11w0.0 || v | 5.8
P/8 || 19 | «7.5 || =27 | 67.5 || 26 | e5.0 || 72 | 60.0
P/0 || 18 | 40.0 || 5] 12.8 || 8| 20.0 || 20 | 24.17
el -1 - Il -1 - |l 2] 80| 2| 1ev
¥R || s|ws || 8|15 [| -| - ||-10] 8.33
[| 40 || 120

As was expected, given the natura\gf ‘the test material,

the total percentage of pféd—piping was very low - 5.83% -

‘compared to 60% of preposition-stranding.

At the Elementary
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Level, no pied-piping was recorded, compared to 18% of
preposition-stranding at that éame'level. The percentages
increased to 7.5% and 67.5% at the Intermediate Level for
pied-piping and preposition-stranding respectively. The
percentage or‘pieq—piping increased to lb% at the Advanced
Level, while there was a decrease in preposition-stranding

to 65%.

The highest number of omitted prepositibns was recorded
at the Elementary Level (40%), compared to 12.5% and 20% at
the Intermediate and Advanced Levels réspectively. The -
Advanced subjects omitted .more prepositions <than the
Ihtermedi&te subjects since they did not produce any wrong
regponse. 5% of the responses at the Intermediate Level as
well as at the Elementary lLevel were wrong. The two cases
of double prepositione were accounted for by the Advanced
subjects. .

Pigure 4.2.4.
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4.2.5.  TRANSLATION. (WRITTEN TEST IV).

If one had e:ipected & predominance of preposition-

stranding in the preceding test, then piled-piping should

dominate the reepenees in this test, given the_nature of the

test materials. Out of a total of ten stimulus sentences,
eight contained prepositions that were pied-piped compared

to only two whicéh contained stranded prepositions.

‘gggig 4.2.5.2

|| ELEMENTARY | |INTERMEDIATE || ADVANCED- || TOTAL

L I R N I T
. . S . . e
P/p || 9] 11.25 || 11| 13.25 || =20 | 36.25 || 49 | 20.42
P(s || 12 | 15.0 | 28 [.38.0 || 83 4;41.25 [| 73 | 30.42
P/0 || . 22 |-27.6 || 18 | 22.8 .|| 11 | 1345 || 51 | 21.25
p/p [l -1 - || s| e25|] ‘1| 125 || 6| 2.5
WrR || 37| 48.25 || 18 |22.5 || €| 7.8 || 61 | 25.42.

TS I so ]| so || 240

: : "

e

o

The percentage of pied.—piping ~ 20.42% - was generally‘

high but was still 1ower than the percentage of pied.—piping
~in the Rearrangement test - 23.33%, wh.ich did not have

Btimulue sentences that contained’ pied—piped prepositions

In the Translation “test, the percentage of preposition-

+
[l MR B
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Stranding - 30.42% - was still higher than that of pled-
’piping.' The Elementary subjects produced the lowest
percentage of pled-piping - 11.25% - thougn this was the
highest they prcducedr in all the Production teene. The

production of pied-piping increased to 13:75% at . the

Intermediate Levgl, and up to 36.25% at thb Advanced Level.

The increase of preposltion-stranding from 15% at the
Elementary Level to 35% at the Intermediate Level was fairly
_pronounced. This 18 probably the result of an increaee in
the use of piled-piping in this test by the Elementary
eubjecte:l The ., use of stranded prepoeiticne increased

slightly at the Advanced Level to 41.25%.

The Elementary euﬁjecte produced & fairly high percentage
of wrong reepcneee - 46.25% —-which might be partly due to
their limited English vocabulary. Thie wag down to 22.5% at

the Intermediate Level and cnlyg?.5% at the Advanced Level?

-

In 27.5% of their responses, the Elementary subjects

-omitted the prepositions, and. there was a gradual_decreaee'

to 22.5% and 13.75% at the Intermediate and Advanced Levels
reepectively: Onlﬁ\gvgcuble prepoeit;cne (2.5% of the total
"number of responses) were reconded.'s at the Intermediate
Level and 1 at the Advanced Level. The Elementary subjects

aid not prcdnce any double preposltions.
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As'in the other tpsts. the total percentage of correct
respdnses in Bentences wifh the V-PP Btructure - 54.86% -
was higher ﬁhan that roﬁ the V—N?—Pg Btrucfure - 44l8%.
fhough the latter structure recorded‘more pled-piped than
stranded prepositions. The. V-PP structure recorded 36.11%
and 29.4% while fhe V-NP-PP structure recorded 21.88% and
22.82% of siranded and pied-pifed prepoaitioné respegtively.
More prepositions were algo omitted 1in more marked
structures - 054.36% - compared to 30.6% 1n less marked
structures. The € double prepositions recorded were in
sentences with the V-PP structure. Unlike the results of

a4

the other tests, the percentage of wrong responses foT

sentences with the V-PP structure was highef‘than that for

. q
sentences with the V-KRP-PP structure (see table 4.2.8.b). A,
One should not however rule out;ﬁhe poesible influence of

vocabulary prodblems as one factor ' responsible for the -

production of wrong ?tjfiijfs' ; .
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‘Table 4.2.5.b

|i ~ v-pp || v-wp-pP || TOTAL
S _ 4
el % e s [[m| %
P/P || 27 | 18.75 || 22 | 22.92 || 49 | 20.42
P/s || s2 | 36.11 || =21 | 21.88 || 75 | 30.17
P/O || T8 | 12.5 || 33 | 34.38 || 51 | 21.25
2R || e aw || -| - || e 2.
W/R || 41 | 28.47 || =20 | 20.83 || 8L | 25.42
|| 144 || o6 || 220
, ‘
4:3. COMPREHENSION TEST : GRAMMATICAL, JUDGEMENT (ORAL TEST
IIT).

B+

S

This was & listening and collprehension test in which the
subjecte had to determine whether the sentences they heard
in English were grammatical, ungrammatical, or whether -they
had no idea. Since this was an oral test, the subjects had
limited time to respond to the stimulus sentences. Because
all the sentences were grammatical, I have claséifﬁzd thoge
Judged ungrammatical as well aé ose the subjects had no
idea ebout as wrong responses, bec¢ause the correct response
for all the senteﬁces should be ammatical. Unfortunataly,

\ﬂ./:l

there were mno élgnificant differences in the Trespo of

the three groups and neither could any tremd or pattern be

‘ +
ot -_1
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determined (see table 4.3.&).

Table 4.3.a
—_ — -
|| ELEMENTARY | |INTERMEDIATE || ADVANCED || TOTAL
el % JLF | % [ 7| % || =
- .
cor P/P || 17 | 21.25 || 28 | 85.0 || 24 | 30.0 || 69 | 28.75
cor P/S || 22 | 27.5 || 20 | 25.0 || =23 | 28.75 || 65 | 27.08
wrg P/P || 23 | 35.0 || 12 | 15.0 || 18 | 20.0 || 51 | 21.25
wrg P/S || 18 | 22.5 || 20 | 25.0 ||, 6 17 | 21.25 || S5 | 22.92
T
|| 8o || 80 || 8o || 240 )

My conclusion for this result 1s that the subjects were

,of the impression +that some of +the sentences were

grammatical and some were not. Because it was an oral test,

they did not have enough time to dhalyse each sentence and

- come up wilth a response within ten secondE\\ I conclude that
. L

¥ their responses were sometimes arbitrary.

This conclusion is reinforced by the figures obtained for
sentences with the V-PP structure and the V-NP-PP structure

(Bee table 4.3.b).
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Table 4.3.Db
| | V-PP, || V-NP-PP || TOTAL .
el % |1 F | % ||7mn| =
cor P/P [| 21 | 17.5 || 48 | 40.0 || 69 | 28.75
cor P/S || 31| 25.83 || 34| 28.33 || 65 | 27.08
wrg P/P || 27 | 22.5 || =24 | 20.0 || 51 | 21.25
wrg /S || 41 | 54.17 || 14 | 11.67 || 58 | 22.92
IR _
|| 120 || 120 || 240

Contrary to what one would have expected, the

Percentage of

correct responses for sentences with the V-PP structure was

lower than that recorded for sentences with the V-NP-PP

structure, for both Pied-piping anad Preposltion-stranding.

The percentage of wrong responses for sentences with the V-

PP structure was surprisingly higher than that for sentences

wlth the V-NP-PP gtructure.

A

-

The results of +this Comprehension test were thefhiore

inconclusive.



4.4. REPETITION (ORAL TEST II).

In this test, 10 sentenoes.'éome conﬁaining pied—piped
brepositions and others stranded prepositions, were to be

répeated by the subJects.zy The results are presentéd in

table 4.4.4a.

Table 4.4.
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" || ELEMENTARY | |INTERMEDIATE ||. ADVANCED || TOTAL
el % L ® | % || F | % [|1n]| %
cor P/P || 10 | 12.5 || 20 | 25.0 || 30 | 37.5 || 60 | 25.0
cor P/§ || 14 | 17.5 || =26 | 32.5 || 28 | 35.0 || 68 | 28.33
P/0 || 11| 13.78|] 9| 11.25 || 4| 5.0 || 24| 10.0
o/p || 1] 125 || 85| 6.25 || 12| 15.0 || 18] 7.5
WR || 42| 55.0 || 18] 22.5 [| 5| 6.235 || 67 | av.92
p/eoP/s || -] - || 2] 2.5 || 1] 125 || 3 | 1.25
. ¥
|| 8o || 8o || so - || 240

Note : P/P»>P/S - Pled-piped preposition in stimulu® sentence

is stranded in the response.

At the Elementary lLevel, 55% of the responses were wrong,

and there was a ma.rke_d' decline as 1levels of proficiency

lncreased, with +the Intermediste

and Advanced ILevels

Tecording 22.5% and 6.25% of wrong responges respectively.
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Generally more sentences with stranded prepositions
(28.33%) were repeated correctly than gentences with pied-~
Piped prepositions (25%). However, the difrerence between
the two was much less than the differences in the Production
tests. The Elementary subjects correctly repeated the
fewest number of sentences with stranded ag well as pled-
plped prepositiogs, and there were corresponding increases
&8 levels of proficiency increased. However the increase in
the number of correct sentences with pied~p{ging vas more
marked than the increase for those with stranded -
prepositions (see fig. 4.4.). As a matter of fact, 50% of
the total- number of correct seﬁtences with pled-piping were
accounted ror(?y the Advanced subjects, compared to 41.18%

of the tota; number of correct sentences with stranded

&
prepositions that they accounted for.

As was expected, the highest percentage of prepositions
omltted was at the Elementary Level - 13.75% - compared to
11.25% and 5% at the' Intermediate and Advanced, Levels
respectlvely. The highest percentage of double prepositions
was recorded in this test - 7.5%. .This vas not surprising
as this was an oral test, éndinative English’ ppeakers are
sq&etimes guilty of +the use. of double ﬁrepositions,'

unconsclousgly, usually in spesch.

There were three instances (g at the Intermediate Level
and ong/ at. the Advanced ILdvel) in which pied-piped

P sitions in stimulue sentences were -stranded in the
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responses. There was however nc occurrence of & preposition
being pied-piped in a response whose stimulus sentence
contained. & stranded preposition. This gseems to suggest
that the suﬁjeofﬁ had less difficulty with, or preferred the

use of stranded<prepositions over pled-piped prepositions.

[

Figure 4.4.
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There was a higher percentége of correct responses for \\\\Q\
both piled-piping and preposition-stranding for sentences
!

with the V-PP structure than for sentences with the V-NP-PP
structure. Ther;%Were also, more wrong responses when éhe
sentences had tﬁermore marked structure - 37.5% -~ compared
to only 21.53% ﬁhen the sentences had the less markéd
structure. Higher percentages of both omitted prepositions
and- double prepositions were also recorded for the V-PP
structure than :or the Q-NP—PP atructufé, Blnce sentences

vith the V-PP structure accounted for a comparatively lower
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percentage of wrong'responses (see table 4.4.Dh).

Table 4.4.b
| V-PP || v-NP-PP || TOTAL
™S
. e 1 % [f 7 [ % Jjrm| %
. L
cor P/p | 37 | 25.69 || 23 | 23.96 |l\f§o | 25.0
cor P/S || 43 | 29.86 || 25 | 26.04 || 68 | 28.33
/0 || 16| 11.0 || 8| 8.33 || 2¢ | 10.0
b/p || 15| 10.42 || 3| B.13 || .18 | 7.5
L || %1 ] 21.58 || 36 | 37.5 || 67 | 27.92
P/PeP/Ss || 2] 1.89 || 1| 1.0¢4|] 3] 1.25
|| 144 ‘ || o8 || 240
4.5. FURTHER OBSERVATIONS. : §

. | ¢,
There .was no conclusive evidence thatlLl ilnterference
E}ayed an important role in determining the Trosponses of the
subjects. Even if it did, it was probably limited to the
Elemeﬁtary LevelY As T mentiﬁned:in Chapter. III, eome of
the verbs used in the experiment require prepositions in
English but do not in qunchf For example: listen_fg

écouter, pay for : payer, walt for : attender. The theory -

of Transfer would predict the omission of these prepositions
by Francophones learning English. In the Production tests,

out of a total nqé%er ci 163 prepositions omitted, only 32
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were 1n constructlons containing these vérbs. (The
Elementary -aubjécts accounted for - 14, and +the number
decreased to 12 and 7 at the Intermediate and Advanced
Levels. respectively). There was no such omission in the
Completlon test. ‘Theaerrigures are howe#er_not significant
enough to conclude +that prepositions were omitted as a

result of Transrer..

In English also, some verps together with a following
Preposition may constitufe semantic units, aﬁd sucﬁ
constfuctions are belleved to favour the.use éf preposition-
stranding over the use of piled-piping. Some of these verbs
were used in thelexperiment. For exzample : Rely omn; look
at, arrive at, walt for, pay for. About one-third of the
total number of stranding in the Production 'tests (84 oﬁ%;gf
2675 were in constructions 3bntaining theéé verbs - 38¢at
~the Advanced Level, 33 at the Intermediate Level and 13 at
the Elementary Level. This might be one of the factors
responsible for the large number of Btrgndings in the

experiment. ay

Iggidentally, a construction like wait for maf constitute
a semantic unit in Eﬁglish. but also does not have ‘an overt
Preposition in Prench. For Francoghones learning English as
a .second language, the theory o: gransrer predicts the
opission of the preposlition while the fact that the
construction constitutes a semantic unit predictd stranding

of the prepoq}tion.

N
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Included in the Translation test was the following

_ sentence :

Le taxi qu'il attendait n'est pas arrivé.

P/P : The taxi for whibh he was waiting did ﬁot arrive.

P/S : The taxl that he was walting for did not arrive.

Out o? & posslble total of 24 responses, 15 .contained
stranded prepositions and only 7 bhad the preposiﬁions
omitted. Thers vas no stranding at the Elementary Level,

while 1% accounted for 8 of the omitted prepositions. Thisg
could be an added reasoﬁ@ror acknowledging the claim that
verbs and prepositions that constitute semantic units may be

partly responsible for the decision to strand & preposition.

!
i
]

L

-
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CHAPTER V : DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION.

5.1. DISCUSSION.

Across languages, the presence of preposition-strandipg
implies the presence of pled-piping, but not vice versﬁ.
Thus, according to Eckman'ﬁ (1977) distributional definition
of Markedness (see chaptei I), pled-piping is unmarked and
preposition-stranding is the marked - glternative.  Eckman
further suggests thagﬁin second—lgpgﬁggé acquisition, there
1s the need for a prochbe developed that should
asslgn values to available grammars, and rank them %n order
of relative optimality: that is, a hierarchy of difficulsy
which should be uni#ersal. He proposes that the MDH is an
attempt to define such a procedure. One of the predictions

of this hypothesis states that:

Those areas of the target language which differ
from the native languaje and are more marked than

" the native language will be difficult.

Eckman 1877 : 321) ' -

In an ideal ‘situation, +therefore, +the production and
comprehenéion of' structures with prepoéition—stranding,
which is considered marked and is generally unacceptable in
French, should be daifficult for Francophones learning
English as a second language. Thig difficulty should becoms

less pronounced as proficiency increases.

i
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The resulte -of my expefiment, however, reveal the
oppoéite, not only for the experiment as a whole, but also

for the' individual +tests. In the Production 'Bests, the

- percentages of prepositions stranded were much higher than

Epé percentages of ©prepositions pied-piped. In the
ﬁépetition test, however,' though there was a higher
percentage of stranding in the number of correct responses,
the dirferende was not as signiflicant as it wae in the
Production tests. One reaébn for this might be theﬂfact
that in the Productionitests,uthe subjects had thesoptioﬁ}to
strand or pled-pipe the prepbsitions. Thaf 18, 1t was a
matter of preference. The décisioh_to strand did not aiﬁays
imply difficulty producing constTuctions with pied-piped
Prepositions. 1In the Repetition test, wrong Tesponses were
probably the results of difficulty“iﬁ. COmprghending and
reproducing the sentences, and not a matter'of.préierence.
In any case, with the exception of the Grammatical Judgement ‘

test, there was generally a higher incidence of preposition-

stranding than pled-piping.

The * Elementary Bubjects‘ were more comfortable with
preposition-stranding than with 'pied—piping. . In all +the
tests (excluding the Grammaticai Judgement test), they
recorded more correct responses with stranded prepositions

than with pied-piped prepositioms. In fact, in three out of

- the five Production tests,ethey did not produce any pied-

:

,,'piped preposition. The Intermediate subjects also accounted

‘ for more stranded than pied-piped prepositions, ahd so did
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the Advanced subjects.

As was expected, the Elementary subjects' produced the
fewest number of.cor;ect responses for both pied—piping'and
preposition-stranding, followed by  the Intermediate
subjecfs. and finally the Advanced subjects. However, in
percentage terms, +the I1ncreases in tﬁe occurrence of
preposition-stranding between the Inte:mediate'and Advanced
Levels were marginal in most cases. On +the other hand,
corresponding increases in the occurrence of pled-piping was’
remarkably pronounced. Thus  the increases in  the
percentages of correct responses with pied—piping among the
different 1évels was more significant than, those recorded
for preposition-stranding. Taking into conslderation ounly
the correct responses 1n all the levels, there was an
increase 1n the percentagés of pled-piping and a
correspondlng decrease 1n the percentages of preposition-
stranding, as levels of proficlency increased (see tables
and figures below). The only exceptions are the Tranglation
and the Grammatical dJudgement tests. In the Translation
teg%, the number of correct responses for pled-piping at the
Elementary Level increased probably because the stimulus
sentences contained pled-piped prepositions. As I mentioned
earlier, no definite pattern was observed 1n the Grammatical
dJudgement test probabiy becauge of a_flaw‘in the research
design, and 1ts results were therefore not representative of
the proflciency of the subjects. Here are +tables and -

percentage graphs of the correct responses for the different
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levels in the other tests :

Table 5.1.a PRODUCTION TESTS EOTAL(

S

|| BLEMENTARY ||INTERMEDIATE || ADVANCED || TOTAL

e | % 4l r | % || % [Jmm]| %
P/P || 12 | 18.05 || 26 | 20047 || ‘60 | 34.88 || 88 | 27.07
P/8 || s1 | 8o.e5 || 101 | 78.53 || 112 | €5.12 || 264 | 72.83

1] e3 || 127 || 172 || =62

. Figure 5.1.a PRODUCTION TESTi TOTAL.
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Table 5.1.b COMPLETION TEST.

s

|| ELEMENTARY ||INTERMEDIATE ||

ADVANCED || TOTAL

I 7

%

F | % ||TIL | . %

I
1

1| 14.29 ||
6 | 85.71 ||

2| 18.87 || 3] 15.0

10 | 83.33 || 17 | 85.0

7

COMPLETION TEST.
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. Table 6.1.c CONJOINING TEST.

T v

||w£LEMENTARY | | INTERMEDIATE | | ADVANCED \*LI TOTAL
w - N
W | % 12| % (1 ° | % [ s
I
72 |} -| - || 2| 8.83 || 3 9.} 27.27 || 11 | 18.03
p/s || 4 |100.0 || =22 | 81.67 || =24 | 72.73 || 50 | 81.97
e : -
Il e 24 Wess Il el

Figure 5.1.c CONJOINING TEST.
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Table 5.1.d REARRANGEMENT TEST.

| |- BLENENTARY | |INTERMEDIATE || 'ADVANCED || TOTAL
e | % [l 7 ¢ % || 7 | % J]7n| %
’ S
p/Pp || 3] 16.67 || '8 | 83.33 || 16 | 45.71 || 28 | "85.0
p/s || 15 | 83.35 || 18 | es.67 || 18 | 654.20 || 62 | €5.0 =
|| 18 || 27 - || 85 "1 so
Figure 5.1.4 REARRANGEMENT TEST.
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Table 5.1.¢ QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS. °

|| BLEMENTARY ||INTERMEDiATz || ADVANCED || TOTAL
e | ' I ] % | ® | % []TIn] %
pp || -4 - || 3|10 || 41333 7| 8.86
P/s || 19 |100.0 || 27 | 0.0 || 26 | es.67 || 72 | 81.14
118 |l 30 1l =0 |l 78
¢
g
. FPigure 5.1.e QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS.
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Table 5.1.f TRANSLATION.

2 P
|| BLEMENTARY ||INTERMEDIATE ||‘ ADVANCED || 'TOTAL
- |
s % [ B | % || 7| x”llfnls
p/p || o | 4286 || 11 | 28.21 || 20 | 46.77 || |40 | 40.16
p/s || 12 | s7.24 || 28 | 71.79 || 33 | 63.23 ||, 73 | 59.84
' . i/zf
Il 2 It 59 Il ez | 122
Figure 5.1.f TRANSLATION. S
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Table 5.1.¢ REPETITION.

&

|| ELEMENTARY ||INTERMEDIATE || ADVANCED | |.. TOTAL
) 3 N
I # | % |l 2| s || F [ % [|77n] %
P/P || 10 | 42.67 || 20 | 45.83 || 30 | 51.72 || 60 | 46.88
p/s || 14 | 58.33 || 26 | B6.52 [] 28 | 48.28 || 68 | 53.12
|1 -2e. |l 48 .|l ss || 128
L8
Flgure 5.1.8
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B.2. COKNCLUSION.

In L1 acqguisition, the Learnability Eypothesis;, which

conflicts with .the predictions

of the Developmental

‘Hypothesis, claims that acquisition does not necessarily

imply proceeding developmentally from the unmarked to the

L

e e
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marked rorm. This hypothesais suggests.the probaﬁllitf of
slmultaneous realization of both the marked and the unmarkéd
forms where béfh settings are ppeeeﬁt in a language (see
French 1982 : 132). Whiie.b on parametric variation and
second-language acquisition, also proposes that if "Ll does.
not have some principie activated which i1s required in L2,
there should be no transfer.(The) L2 data will motivate the
principle in question and there will be no competition from
an Ll getting" (White 19844 : %). Thig means that the
 learner will not necessarily go througi the uﬁmarked setting

first as the theory of Markedness suggests.

According to +the +theory of ©UGQ, ‘the child in L1
acquisition formulates hypotheses ébou£ ?ules go%erning 1
language based on the linguistic 1npu? received and an
assocliated theory of Markedness. Goodluck (1986) proposes

two opposing hypotheses with respect to pled-piping and
preposition—strand%gg :

1. The RAPID PROJECTION Theory : that the chiid's innate
knowledge of the universal principles of grammar,
interacting with. input data, enables him to project a
grammar that conforms to the unmarked form. Sucﬁﬁa grammar
will make allowancgéfor pied-piplng even in the event of its
absence in the child's linguistic input, since it will, for
example, include a rule ;f leftward movement from subject or
direct object position. Pied-piping will thus be an easy

choice over preposition-stranding (Goodluck 1988 : 89).
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2. The RESTRICTED-INTEﬁPRETATION Theory-; that in the event
of & lot of evidence _of stranding and an absence of piled-
piping in the child's linguistic input, he migﬁt project a
grammar based, n\otl on the "superficial" theor Cross-—
11nguisti-c' frequency, but rather on input frequency within
the language. In such a situation, the movement involving
preposition-stranding might hecome one of the baslc rules 1n
the c¢hild's grammar, and the acquisit%ﬁqn of pled-piping
could prove difficult for some time (Goodluck 1986 : 89 ,
101).

L

In Goodluck's experiment, children had more difficulty
with the movement of pied-piping-—than they h&&f' with the

movement of preposlition-stranding. Her results failed to

s
support the theory of Rapid Project\iog @
N _

The results of my experiment also seem to make & case for
the Restricted Interpretation Theory in the case of adult L2
learners. The subl}ecte generally preferred or had less
difficulty with preposition-stranding than with pied-piping,
and thig difficulty became less a.pp'aren'b with dincreasing -

proficlency.

There are thus two conflicting principles involved in the
production and comprehension of pled-piping and preposition-
stranding. Across languages, pled-plping 1s more widespread

TN
"and acceptable @an preposition-stranding. ./Within the

language (English), however, +the use of »preposition-
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stranding is mor; widespread in eveiyday gpoken English,

wkile picd-piping 1is réserved for formal registers.:

Apparently, when there is & conflict betweven & language-

.internal and a langunage-external priﬁciple, the language--

internal principle takes precedence’ in acqu;sition. That
is,'intraflinguistic frequency supersedes inter-linguistic
frequency 1n determining what will be difficult and what
will not be difficult in language acquisition; in this case,
L2 acquisition.

5.3. SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH.

Further research is needed to de%ermine what effects
conflict ©between the Restricted Interpretation Theory
(Goodluck : 1988) and the MDE maf'have on the predictione of
the theory of Markédngss. Cross-linguistic rarity or
frequency is also often used as a yardstick 1in determining
structurés that are unmarked relative ~t0 a marked
altern;tive. Maybe these do not always correspond to
difficulty or simplicity in acquisition, especlally 1f the

marked form is more prevalent in the language.

-

hY

(:;;;hapa moréﬁnesearch should also be done on whether the
inclination to strand a prepositior may be influenced by the
types of ﬁ\wbs used in the constructions. Maybe there is a
tendency to strand more in a construction. in which tﬂg verb
and the preposition constitute a semantic unit, and less 1if

the verb is independent of the preposition.
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APPENDIX.

QUESTIONAIRE. R

1. VWhat is your firet language? ‘ /

2. Do you speak any other language(s)?
Which?

3. What 1s the dominant language in the region where you

grew up? N

4, ¥hich K  language(s) do you speak at home?
5. ¥hich language qﬁre you most -comfortable
with? . '

€. Have you taken any formal courses in English? = For
how long? .

- 7. Have you taken formal courses in any other langunages?

Which and for how long?

8. How long have you been exposed to English (T.V., Radio,

Printed Media, friends, neighbours, etc.)?

9. Have you lived in an Bnglish-speaking area? For how

long?

10. Yhy would you like to speak English?

11. Age (optional)?
12. Sex?
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. ORAI TESTS. ' .

TEST I : COMPLETION.

Complete thé following sentences :

Example : The dog bit the man.
This is the man Whaw/thad The dvg ot .. .. ...

Now do the following :
I.. The boy explained the problem to the man.

Thiss 18 the MEDR ... oot ittt e vt ennnns e N

2. The truck arrived at this intersection.

Thisg is the intersection ......... [

- 3. John paid the cashisr for the ring.
- Thig 18 the rdng ... . i

4. The boy is washing the car with a cloth.
This 1s the cloth

......................................

5. The girl is walking on the sand.
This is the sand

.......................................

TEST II : REPETITION.

‘Repeat the following as accurately as you can :

l. This is the man to whom he gave the book.
2. This ig the decision which they arrived at.

3. Here is +the gun with which the hunter killed the
elephant.

‘4. That was the Police Officer whom John reported the

4
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matter to.

5. kHe 18 the kind of person on whom we can zely.

6. She is the woman whom he was waiting for.

7. "This is the album at which he was looking.

8. This is the g€irl whom he has decided to go out with.-
9.

This 1s the bed which the child put the bag on.
10. This is the doll for»w:ich the baby was crying.

TEST III : GRAMMATICAL JUDGEMENT.

Determine whether the following senteﬁces are acceptable 1n

English or not

(a) - Acceptable ; (b) - Not acceptable : (c¢) - Don't know

=t

To which programme is he ligtening?

This is the table on which he put the book.

Which student are we waiting for?

There is the girl at whom John was staring.

Whiéh clotﬁ did the boy wash the car with?

For which books do we have to pay the cashier?
S

Which bed did she put the bag on?

Thie is the picture which they are staring at.

. o g4 O 4 s w1 W

With which brush did he sgc¢rub the floor?

10. Whom dvYes he listen t0?

)
—
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¥RITTEN TESTS.

TEST I : CONJOINING.

doin these pairs oflsentences to rorﬁ single sentences
Example : Thig is the man. _The dog bit the man.

This is.the man thord (Al Fhe. . Lt
Now do the following :

1. This ie the student. The professor gave the book to the

student. o

2. Here is the cloth. The boy is washing the car with the
cloth.

3. There is the status. He is pbinting at the statue.

4. This 1s the chair. The boy is sltting on the chair.

S. Here 1g the pen. We were looking for the pen.

TEST II : REARRANGEMENT.

Rearrange the following to form gquestions

1. piaying what is with she?

"2. book give he whom to the did?
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3. desk which on put he did pencil the?

4. conclusion they which did at arrive?

5. daid party throw the whom they for? .

-,

3
-

TEST III : QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS .

Please provide answers for the following questions : ~

Example : Which country would you like to vigit?

Now do the following :

1. Which radio pProgramme do you listen to often?

The T8dio PrOZTAMME . ..vii o n et neenonnnnnesennnnnes PP
-
*

2. ¥Which néwspaper oT mag;zine do you rely on most in
Canada?

The newsSpaper/magazZine . ..........c..itiiiiiiii it

3. Which member of the family do you go out with most?

The member Of MY FAMALY . evvvvrnreanuneennnnneennnnnn,

4. Which picture do you look at frequently at home?

The Plobure ...ttt ittt et imnt e e tanten e
T

5. If you have the opportunity, which Company or Corporation
'

would yyu like to work for?

The Company7Corporation .......... R

Y
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TEST IV : TRANSLATION.

Please translate the following into English :

l. La femme & qul John a parlé lui a indiqué la direction.

2. La fille que je suis sorti avec habite & Montréal.
“~

1

3. Le taxl qu'll attendalt n'est pas arrivé.

4. Volci le bureau sur leguel il a deposé le stylo.

5. L'homme que J'al désignd du doigt est mon superviseur.

6. Le professeur qu'il travallle pour s'appelle Stephan.

7. Volci le baton avec lequel Pierre a battu le chien.

8. La fille & qui Paul a donné l'invitation habite dans la

malgon voisine.

9. Vciel 1la photo- sur laquelle 11 était mis en vedette.

10. Le 1it sur 1equel‘ il a mis le sac était trés grand.
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