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ClauseAttachment.TheLinguisticAssociationofKoreaJournal.18(2).69-88.Thisstudy

investigatesthesentenceprocessinginEnglishwithKoreanEFLlearnerswhohave

limited languageexposurecomparedtotheenvironmentofthefirstlanguage

acquisitionandthesecondlanguagelearning.ThegoalsaretoexplorewhetherEFL

learnersshowthesameNPattachmentpreferenceasnativespeakersofEnglishhave

shownandwhetherthesyntacticprimingeffectwilloccurwithEFLlearners.Two

experimentswereconductedtoanswerthetworesearchquestions.Theresults

showedthatEFLlearnerspreferredHAforrelativeclause(RC)attachment,contrary

totheresultsinthepreviousstudieswithnativespeakersofEnglish.Also,syntactic

primingeffectswereobservedinRCattachment:robusteffectinHA andweak

effectinLA.
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1. Introduction

Numerousstudieshaveexploredthesentenceprocessingonattachment

preferencesinambiguousstructurescontainingacomplexnounphrase(NP)

followedbyarelativeclause(RC)whichmodifieseitheroftwonounsinthe

complexNP.Thesentencehavingcomplexnounphrase(e.g.‘Someoneshotthe

*Ithankthreeanonymousreviewersfortheirvaluablecommentsonthispaper. All

remainingerrorsandinadequaciesaremyown.
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servantoftheactresswhowasonthebalcony.’)canbeambiguousconcerning

theattachmentoftherelativeclause(hereafterRC).TheRCcanattacheitherthe

NP1(‘theservant’),whichisknownashighattachment(HA),ortheNP2closeto

theRC(‘theactress’),whichisknownaslowattachment(LA).Therehavebeen

studiesabouthowthiskindofambiguousstructurecanbeprocesseddifferently

inthecross-linguisticperspectiveandbetweenL1speakersandL2learners.

ThepresentstudyaimstoexplorethesentenceprocessinginEnglishwith

KoreanEFLlearners.Thepurposeofthecurrentstudyistwo-fold:whether

EFLlearnersshowthesameNPattachmentpreferenceasnativespeakersof

EnglishhaveshownandwhetherthesyntacticprimingeffectoccurswithEFL

learners.Thesignificantaspectofthecurrentstudyliesinthefactsthatthe

processingofNPattachmentisbasedmoreonsyntacticinformationthanon

lexicalinformation(Desmet& Declercq,2006)andtheparticipantsareEFL

learners,whohavelimitedlanguageexposurecomparedtotheenvironmentof

thefirstlanguageacquisitionandthesecondlanguagelearning.

2. Literature Review

2.1 Relative Clause Attachment Preference

Ambiguous relative clause construction with complex NP has been

implementedinseveralstudiestoinvestigatesentenceprocessingandparsing

strategiesnotonlyinEnglishbutalsoinotherlanguages.

Variousstudiesconductedtoinvestigatecross-linguisticdifferencesinNP

attachmentpreferences.Low attachmentpreferenceshavebeen found in

severallanguagessuchasEnglish(Cuetos& Mitchell,1988),Norweigian,

Romanian,andSwedish(Ehrlich,Fernandez,Fodor,Stenshoel,&Vinereanu,

1999).Ontheotherhand,HApreferenceshavebeenobservedinnumerous

languagesnotonlyinhead-initiallanguagessuchasDutch(Brysbaert&

Mitchell,1996),French(Pynte,1998),German(Konieczny&Hemforth,2000),

Italian (Frenck-Mestre&Pynte,2000),butalsoinhead-finallanguagessuch

asJapanese(Kamide&Mitchell,1997)andKorean(Jun,2003;Lee&Kweon,

2004;Kim,2009)However,Kim (2009)foundHApreferenceinKoreanwith
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morecomplexRCwhereasLA preferencewasfoundinlesscomplexRC,

suggestingthatsentencecomplexityeffectsinvolvedasafactor.

Earlystudieshavebeenfocusedontheuniversalstandsthatparsing

strategiesareessentiallythesameforalllanguages.Garden-paththeoryisthe

mostwidelydiscusseduniversalconceptforparsing(Frazier1979,Frazier&

Rayner,1982).Garden-paththeoryexplainsthataprocessorassumesparticular

meaningofawordoraphraseinanambiguoussentencebutdiscoverslater

thattheassumptionisincorrectandtheprocessorbacktracksandreinterprets

the sentences.The main pointisthatatthe firststage ofanalysis,

computationaleffortisdedicatedexclusivelytotheinterpretationselected

from theconflict-resolutiondevice.Withinthisframework,severalprinciples

havebeendiscussedsuchasMinimalattachment(Frazier,1979;Frazier&

Rayner,1982),LateClosure(Frazier,1987;Frazier& Fodor,1978;Kimball,

1973),RelativizedRelevance(DeVincenzi& Job,1995),Construalprinciple

(Gilboy, Sopena. Clifton & Frazier, 1995), and Implicit Prosody

Hypothesis(Fodor,1998).

2.2 Syntactic Priming Effect

Syntacticprimingeffectisatendencythatspeakersaremorelikelytousethe

syntacticstructureinthecasethatthesamestructurewasusedinapreceding

sentencecomparedtothecaseinwhichadifferentsyntacticstructurewasused

inaprecedingsentence.McDonoughandTrofimovich(2009)definethatthe

primingphenomenaaretypesofrepetitionpriming.Repetitionprimingcan

occurwhenlanguageuser'sprecededexperiencesrelatedtothelanguageforms

facilitatetheprocessingofthephonologicalorsyntacticstructures(Ellis&Ellis,

1998;Kirsner,1998).

Forexample,LeveltandKelter(1982)conductedtelephonesurveys,inwhich

theresearcheraskedtheclerktwoformsofquestions:onewithaprepositional

phrase(‘Atwhattimedoesyourshopclose?)andtheotherwithanounphrase

(‘Whattimedoesyourshopclose?).Thissociolinguisticstudyfoundthatthe

formsinthequestionsarecarriedoverintheanswers,suchas‘Atwhattime

doesyourshopclose?–Atfiveo’clock,'and‘Whattimedoesyourshopclose?-

Fiveo’clock.'(Levelt&Kelter1982).Hencethephenomenonthatthestructureis
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carriedovertotheotherutteranceappearsduringtheconversationalexchanges

(Levelt&Kelter,1982).

Avarietyofgrammaticalstructuresintheresearchonsyntacticprimingeffect

havebeenimplementedonthesyntacticprimingresearch.Withregardtothe

essentialrequirementforpotentialtargetstructuresinsyntacticprimingresearch,

thesamemeaningiscarriedontoanalternativestructure.Meetingwiththis

requirement,numerousstudieshaveusedtargetstructuressuchastransitive

alternations(activevs.passive)anddativealternations(prepositionaldativesvs.

doubleobjectdatives)(Bock,1986;Bock,1989;Bock& Griffin,2000;Bock&

Loebell,1990;Branigan,Pickering,& Cleland,1999,2000;Corley& Sheepers,

2002;Hartsuiker&Kolk,1998a,1998b;Hartsuiker,Pickering,&Veltkamp,2004;

Pickering,Branigan,& McLean,2002;Potter& Lombardi,1998;Park,2008a,

2008b,2008c;Schoonbaert,Hartsuiker,&Pickering,2007).

L2studiesonprimingeffecthavebeeninterestedinthequestionwhether

secondlanguagelearnersshowthesamerepresentationsandmechanismsasthe

L1speakersshoworwhethertheyshowdifferentlyfromtheL1speakersdo.A

numberofstudieshaveconductedtheresearchonL2primingeffects(Bernolet,

Hartsuiker,&Pickering,2007;Bird&Williams,2002;Favreau&Segalowitz,1983;

Frenck-Mestre&Prince,1997;Grices&Wulff,2005;Kim &McDonough,2008;

McDonough,2006;McDonough& Mackey,2008;Schoonbaert,Hartsuiker,&

Pickering,2007;Park,2008a,2008b,2008c;Trofimovich,2005;Trofimovich&

Gatbonton,2006,Trofimovich,2008).

Forexample,Gries&Wulff(2005)conductedawrittensentencecompletion

taskforsyntacticprimingresearch.64universitystudentsofnativespeakersof

GermanwhospeakEnglishasL2participated.Theyfoundprimingeffectsfor

bothdouble-objectandprepositionaldativestructures.However,withrespectto

thetaskforprimingstudy,McDonough(2006)emphasizedontheinteraction

withnativespeakersinL2development.Thesyntacticprimingeffectwas

consideredasoneofseveralfacilitatorssuchasnegativefeedback,enhancing

salienceofpositiveevidence,andraisinglearners’awareness.Sheimplemented

thescripted techniquewhich had been used by Branigan and colleagues

(Branigan,Pickering,&Cleland,2000;Hartsuikeretal.,2004).Theparticipantsin

herstudyweresecondlanguagespeakersofEnglishfromvariousethnicgroups.

The targetstructure wasdative constructions,double objectdative and
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prepositionaldativealternation.Theyfoundarobustprimingeffectonthe

prepositionaldative,butaweakeffectwasshownonthedoubleobjectdative.

Concerningtheweakprimingeffectondoubleobjectdativestructures,the

authorsuggestedthattheEnglishL2speakersmayhaveincompletelinguistic

knowledgeofdativealternation.Also,theirdoubledativealternationsmaybe

associatedwithlimitedusageofthedative,suchas‘specificlexicalitemsor

specificdiscoursecontexts'(McDonough,2006,p.197).A questionaboutthe

participants'L1linguisticinfluencewasdiscussed in Park(2008a).Bernolet,

Hartsuiker,&Pickering(2007)alsoconductedsyntacticprimingresearchwith32

universitystudentswhospeakDutchasL1andEnglishasL2.Inthisresearch,

scriptedinteractiontaskwasimplemented.Theresultsshowedprimingeffectsin

wordorderwithrelativeclauses.

Inpicturedescriptiontaskswhichwereimplementedforsyntacticpriming

effects,thelexicalwordswereprovidedinthepicture(Kim&McDonough,2008;

McDonough,2006;Hartsuiker,Pickering,and Veltkamp,2004).Desmet&

Declercq(2006)pointedoutthecloselexicalrepresentations.Inthelanguage

productionmodel,thecombinatorialinformationcanberepresentedinthe

lemmastratum anditsactivationistotallydependentonthelexicalentries(for

detaillanguageproductionmodel,pleaserefertoPark,2009)

However,Desmet& Declercq(2006)insistthatsyntacticprimingstudies

using therelativeclauseattachmentaremoreclosely tied to syntactic

representation than being tied to specific lexical items. Desmet &

Declercq(2006)statethatsyntacticrepresentationintheprocessingoftwo

alternativeattachmentstorelativeclausesisnotlimitedtolexicalandspecific

lexicalitemsin termsofthefollowingreasons.First,thesamerelative

pronounisusedwhethertheconstructionoftherelativeclauseisHAorLA,

sothepossibilitythatthelexicalprimingoffunctionwordshaveinfluenceon

theprimingeffectisverylow.Secondly,differentfrom thetargetstructures

suchasdativestructuresortransitivestructures,relativeclausesplayaroleof

modifiers.Modifiersarenotrepresentedintheargumentstructuresaccording

tothestandardlinguistictheories.Inotherwords,inthedativestructures,the

lexicalentryofaditransitiveverblike"give"expectstobefollowedbytwo

complementstobegrammaticalsentence,suchastwonounphrasesinthe

double-objectconstructionandonenounphraseandoneprepositionalphrase
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intheprepositionaldativeconstruction.However,therelativeclauseasa

modifierdoesnothavetherestrictionsuchasargumentstructure.

Admittingthoseadvantagesasstated above,afew studiesincluding

Scheepers(2003)andDesmet&Declercq(2006)investigatedtheprimingeffect

intherelativeclausecompletionwithtwopossiblenounphrasesattachment

sites.Intheprimingparadigm,therelativeclauseattachmentwasmanipulated

towardsHA orLA bymanipulatingthegenderofrelativepronounsin

Dutch(Desmet&Declercq,2006)andinGerman(Scheepers,2003).Inthecross

linguisticstudybetween Dutch and English ofDesmet& Declercq(2006)

manipulatedthenumberagreementbetweenantecedentandtheverbinthe

relativeclause.Scheepers(2003)foundthatparticipantstendtoincreaseHA

preferencefollowedbyhigh-attachmentinducingpriminginGerman.Desmet

&Declercq(2006)investigatedthecross-linguisticprimingeffectthroughthree

experiments:1)DutchL1speakerswiththegenderagreementmarkedon

Dutchrelativepronoun2)cross-linguisticprimingfrom DutchtoEnglishfor

DutchL1andEnglishL2speakers,and3)replicationofexperiment2inorder

toexcludetheexplanationrelatedtodiscourse-levelpriming.Theparticipants

completedthetargetsentencebeginningsfollowedbythreetypesofprime

sentencebeginnings:high-attachmentinducingprime,low-sentencetherelative

clause,andbaselineprime.Asaresult,overallprimingeffectswereobserved.

Inotherwords,theparticipantshaveahighertendencytoHAfollowedby

theHAprimingandhavehighertendencytoLAfollowedbytheLApriming.

TheseresultsinRCattachmentprimingimplythatprimingeffectmayhave

influencedontheparticipants'implicitsentenceprocessingstrategy.

3. The Current Study

ThepresentstudyadmitstheadvantagesofRCattachmentasagoodtoolto

assumeparticipants'syntacticinformationrepresentationandimplicitsentence

processingstrategy.Inaddition,thisresearchfocusesonEFLlearnerswhohave

limitedexperienceofsyntacticinformationcomparedtothenativespeakersof

thelanguage.Itaimstoinvestigatethefollowingtworesearchquestions:
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Researchquestion1.

DoEFLlearnersshowthesameNPattachmentpreferenceasnativespeakers

ofEnglishhaveshown?Thepresentstudyhypothesizesthatifthelimited

syntacticinformationandL1influenceplayarole,RCattachmentwouldbe

differentfrom theresultsofthepreviousstudies.Thisquestion willbe

investigatedinExperiment1.

Researchquestion2.

DoEFLlearnersshowsyntacticprimingeffectinRCattachmentpreference?

Thepresentstudyhypothesizesthatifparticipantsusestheprevioussyntactic

informationasasentenceprocessingimplicitly,primingeffectswillbeobserved

inExperiment2.

4. Experiment 1

4.1 Participants

43volunteersparticipatedinthisstudyandtheyconsistof33femaleand10

malestudents.Theirmeanageis24.44yearsold(SD=3.692)rangingfrom22to

40yearsold.TheyareallnativespeakersofKoreanwhohavestudiedEnglish

asaforeignlanguage.TheyaretakingEnglishcompositionclassinauniversity

locatedinDaegucity,whichisofferedasamajorcourseintheEnglish

department.Theirlanguageproficiencyishighintermediatelevel(average

TOEICscore=818.16).Theyareunawareofthepurposeofthestudy.

4.2 Material

Thesentencesforthisstudywereadoptedandmodifiedfrom apartof

sentenceitemsofDesmet& Deslercq's(2006)secondexperimentwhichwere

implementedincross-linguisticprimingbetweenDutchandEnglish.Themain

taskisasentencecompletiontask.Participantsareprovidedwithsentence

beginningfragmentinthequestionnaireandtheycompleteambiguousrelative

clauseswithtwopossibleNPattachmentsites.Theexperimentitemsconsistof
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　 HA LA OT Total

Frequency 392 192 61 645

Percentage 60.77 29.77 9.46 100.

15targetsentencefragmentsand 15fillerfragments.Thetargetsentence

fragmentcontainstwoNPphrasescombinedwithpreposition'of',inwhichthe

numberofNPswasmanipulated.Forexample,ifNP1issingular,thenNP2is

plural,andifNP2issingular,thenNP2isviceversa.TheorderofsingularNP

andpluralNPwasrepresentedrandomlythroughthewholeitems.Participants

wereguidedtousethepresenttenseoftheverbinordertobereadoffeasily

whichNPisattachedbyarelativeclause.Ofcoursetheresearcher'sintention

wasconcealedtotheparticipants.ThetargetfragmentsusedinExperiment1

canbefoundinAppendixI.

4.3 Analysis

Participants'sentencecompletionwasanalyzed based onthenumber

agreementbetweenthehostnounandtheverbinrelativeclause.Thedatawere

codedinto'highattachment(HA,orNP1)','lowattachment(LA,orNP2)',or

'Other(OT)'.WhenthenumberofverbinRCagreeswithNP1,thesentence

completionisanalyzedintoHA.Inaddition,whenthenumberorverbsinRC

agreeswith NP2,the sentence completion isanalyzed into LA.When

participantsusethepasttenseofaverborauxiliary(e.g.can,may,will,etc)so

theNPattachmentisnotclear,thesentencecompletionisanalyzedas'Other'.

4.4 Results and Discussion

WithregardtothehostNPthatrelativeclauseattachedto,mostofthe

sentencecompletionsofrelativeclauses(90.54%)couldbereadoffbythe

numberagreementbetweenthehostNPandtheverbinRCexcept9.46%ofRC

completions.TheresultsareshowninTable1andFigure1.

Table1.RelativeClauseAttachmentPreferenceofEFLLearners

HA,highattachment;LA,lowattachment'OT,other.

AsshowninTable1above,theresultsshow thatparticipantscompleted
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ambiguousrelativeclauseswithhighattachmentby60.77%,comparedtolow

attachmentwith29.77%.Theseresultsarenotconsistentwiththeprevious

reportofCuetosandMitchell(1988)TheyfoundnativespeakersofEnglish

showedahigherpreferenceofLA inEnglish.Figure1showsthedifference

moreclearly.

Figure1.RelativeClause(RC)AttachmentPreference
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ThecontraryresultswithKoreanEFLlearnersmaybeattributedfrom the

influenceofL1sentenceprocessing.Sincehead-finallanguagessuchasKorean

andJapanesehaveshownLApreferenceinthepreviousstudiessuchasJun

(2003)andLee& Kweon(2004),theresultsinthepresentstudycanbe

interpretedasL1influence.Asmentionedearlier,EFLlearnershavelimited

languageusageofthetargetlanguage.Thesentenceprocessingstrategyfrom

theirL1mayhavebeentransferredintotheirL2sentenceprocessing.

5. Experiment 2

5.1 Participants

190universitystudentsparticipatedinthisstudy.Theparticipantsconsisted

of138femaleand52maleuniversitystudents.Theiragerangedfrom 18to29

yearsoldandthemeanis22.97yearsold(SD=2.073).Theyareallnative
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speakersofKoreanandhavestudiedEnglishasaforeignlanguage.Theyareall

undergraduatestudentswhohavebeentaughtEnglishatleast6yearsinmiddle

andhighschools,andtheyweretakingseveralEnglishrelatedcourses,suchas

EnglishComprehensionI,II,andEnglishGrammar,duringsemesterwhendata

werecollected.Theirlanguageproficiencyisatanintermediatelevelfrom the

reportoftheirTOEICscore(mean=647.57).Thetesttypethatparticipantstook

wasprovidedinrandom order.Thepurposeofthestudyisnotknownto

participants.

5.2 Materials 

Thematerialimplementedinexperiment2wasadoptedandmodifiedfrom

apartofEnglishsentenceitemsinDesmetandDeclercq's(2006)study.The

experimentalitemsconsistedof12primingsentencebeginningsand12target

sentencebeginnings.Inaddition,20fillerfragmentswereused.Eachofthe12

targetsentencebeginningswasimmediatelyprecededbyoneoftwoprime

sentences:ahigh-attachmentinducingprimeoralow-attachmentinducing

prime.Theexamplesofprime,fragment,andfillerfragmentsareshownin(1)

below.

(1)a.Thedirectorcongratulatestheinstructoroftheschoolboyswhoare

_______.(Primefragment)

b.Theconcertmanagerwaitsforthemusiciansofthepopstarthat

_______.(Targetfragment)

c.Theexpertcallsthehelpdeskofthecompanieswhen_______.

(Fillerfragment)

Thetestmaterialwascomposed offourtypes(A,B,C,and D).The

number(singularvs.plural)andtheorderoftwonounphrasesinthepriming

fragmentwerecounterbalancedinthefourtypesoftestsasshowninthe

exampleof(2).Theparticipantstesttypewaschosenrandomlybyparticipants.

ThefullsentenceitemsintestAareprovidedinAppendixII.

(2)A:Thedoctorrecognisedthenurseofthepupilswhowas_____.



SentenceProcessingofEFLLearnersinEnglishRelativeClauseAttachment∣ 79

B:Thedoctorrecognisedthenurseofthepupilswhowere_____.

C:Thedoctorrecognisedthepupilsofthenursewhowere____.

D:Thedoctorrecognisedthepupilsofthenursewhowas____.

Thereisnosemanticorconceptualrelationbetweentheprimesentencesand

thetargetsentences.Inthehigh-attachmentprimes,theverbintherelative

clauseagreedinnumberonlywiththefirstnounphraseandthuscouldnot

refertothesecondnounphrase.Inthelow-attachmentprimes,theverbinthe

relativeclauseagreedinnumberonlywiththesecondnounphrase.The

ambiguityofthenounphrasesinthetargetsentenceswascheckedtomakesure

whethertheattachmentpreferenceinthetargetsentencesisnotinfluencedby

thepotentialstrongertendencyintheDesmetandDeclercq'sstudy.

5.3 Analysis

Firsttheprimingfragmentcompletionswerecodedintowhetherthey

completedthesentenceornot.Thetargetsentencecompletionswerecoded

intoNP1attachment(NP1),NP2attachment(NP2),andother(OT).Itwas

obviousthattherelativeclauseattachmentisNP1orNP2incasethatthe

verbsusedintherelativeclauseareoneofBEverbs('is/was'forsingularand

'are/were'forplural),HAVEverb('has'forsingularand'have'forplural),and

3rdpersonsingularmarked-sforcommonverbs.However,inthecaseeither

theprecedingprimingsentencefragmentswereincomplete,ortheplaceof

attachmentisnotclearsuchas"Wewereamusedaboutthearticlesofthe

newspaperthathadinterestingstories,"thetargetsentencecompletionwas

codedas'Other'.

5.4 Results and Discussion

Thepairedsamplest-testwasexecutedforthestatisticalanalysis.Thetarget

completionsbetweenHA primingconditionandLA primingconditionwere

compared.TheresultsofmeanandthemeandifferencearepresentedinTable

2.
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RCattachmentpreference

　PrimingType HA(NP1) LA(NP2) Other

HA(NP1) 41.17% 27.88% 30.95%

LA(NP2) 36.56% 31.4% 31.45%

PrimingEffect *4.61 3.52 　

Table2.PrimingeffectinRCattachmentpreference

*p<0.05

Astheresultsofexperiment1showedhighattachment(NP1)waspreferred

overallconsistentwiththeresultsinExperiment1.Intheprimingconditionin

experiment2,inNP1attachment(HA)inducingprimes,participantstendto

completethetargetsentencefragmentsusingmoreNP1attachment(41.17%)

ratherthanNP2attachment(30.95%).Themeandifferenceis4.61% andthe

paired-samplest-testshowsasignificanteffect(t(1,167)=2.133,p<0.05).

Inaddition,whentheprimingisNP2,LAinducing,participantstendto

completethetargetsentencesusingNP2LA (31.4%),aslightlyhigherthan

HA(27.88%).Themeandifferenceis3.52andthepaired-samplest-testshows

amarginaleffect(t(1,167)=1.694,p=0.092).

Figure2.PrimingeffectinRCattachment
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Tosum up,asseeninthegraphsofFigure2,KoreanEFLlearnerswere

morelikelytoproducearelativeclausethatattachedtoNP1whichisthe

highernounphraseinthesyntactictreeconfigurationwhentheyhadbeen

inducedtocompleterelativeclauseswithaNP1attachment(HA)ofrelative

clauseinthepreviousitem comparedtowhentheyhadbeeninducedto



SentenceProcessingofEFLLearnersinEnglishRelativeClauseAttachment∣ 81

completerelativeclauseswithaNP2attachment(LA)ofrelativeclauseinthe

previousitem.Hence,targetsentencecompletionwithNP1attachment(HA)

stimulatedbyNP1attachmentprimingshowedstrongerprimingeffectsthan

thatwithNP2attachmentstimulatedNP2attachment(LA)priming.

WithregardtoanoveralltendencyinpreferenceofRC attachmentis

consistentwiththatinExperiment1.However,primingstimulimighthave

playedasaroleofpreviousexperiencesrelatedtothelanguagestructuresand

enhancedtheirsentenceprocessingstrategy.Asstatedinsection2,language

user'spreceded experiencesrelated to thelanguageformsfacilitatethe

processingofthephonologicalorsyntacticstructures(Ellis& Ellis,1998;

Kirsner,1998).

AsforthestrongerprimingeffectsinHA thanLA,theirL1linguistic

experienceforsentenceprocessingmighthaveinfluencedasdiscussedin

Experiment1.However,thisaspectleaves leewayforfurtherstudy.

7. Conclusion

ThegoalsofthisstudyweretoinvestigatewhetherEFLlearnersshowed

similarNPattachmentpreferenceinrelativeclause completiontasktothe

nativespeakersofEnglishandwhetherprimingeffectswouldbeobservedin

theNPattachmentofRCstimuli.NP1attachmentpreferencewasobserved

contrarytofindingswithnativespeakersofEnglish.Regardingprimingeffects

inRCcompletionwithtwopossibleNPsattachment,theRCcompletionswith

NP1attachmentincreasedinNP1attachment-inducedprimingconditionand

alsoNP2attachmentpreferencealsoincreasedinNP2attachment-induced

primingcondition.

Thefindingsinthepresentstudyshow thatthesentenceprocessingof

KoreanEFLlearners'isdifferentfrom thatofEnglishnativespeakers'.This

may resultfrom theinfluenceofL1sentenceprocessing orfrom less

experiencetothelanguageformsthannativespeakersofEnglish.

However,asshowninprimingeffects,whentheprimingconditionis

providedaspreviouslinguisticexperienceforthesyntacticrepresentation,the

KoreanEFLlearnersseemedtomakeuseoftheprimingstimulifortheir
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syntacticrepresentationorasentenceprocessingstrategyinresolvingthe

ambiguityofrelativeclause.

Fromthepointofviewofsecondlanguageacquisition,thefindingsinthis

studyshed lightson implicitlearningand ambiguityresolution strategy

throughprimingeffects.
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AppendixI

TargetItemsforRelativeClauseAttachmentPreference

1.Thefarmerfeedsthecalvesofthecowthat_____________________.

2.The concertmanagerwaitsforthe musiciansofthe pop starwho

____________.

3.Thetutoradvisesthestudentsoftheschoolmistresswho________.

4.Klaravisitsthestudentsofthepianoteacherwho_______________.

5.Thepastortalkstotheleaderofthescoutswho_________________.

6.Johnmeetsthebossoftheemployeesthat_______________________.

7.Thepensionercomplainsaboutthecontentofthefliersthat______.

8.Themaidlooksatthechildrenoftheprincipalwho_______________.

9.Thecivilianserviceworkergreetsthenurseoftheseniorsthat____.

10.Thetouristguidementionedthebellsofthechurchthat_________.

11.Kurtchecksthepaymentslipsofthecompanythat______________.

12.Weareamusedaboutthearticlesofthenewspaperthat_________.

13.Thechauffeurmettherepresentativeofthestateguestswho____.

14.Thescholarinvestigatedthelanguageofthecountriesthat_______.

15.Thesportnewspraisedthedefenseformationofthesoccerteams

that________.
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AppendixII

PrimingandTargetItemsforPrimingEffectinRCAttachment

1.Thedoctorrecognisedthenurseofthepupilswhowas .

2.Thefarmerfeedsthecalvesofthecowthat .

3.Thedirectorcongratulatedtheinstructoroftheschoolboyswhoare .

4.Theconcertmanagerwaitsforthemusiciansofthepopstarthat .

5.Theyounggirlfavouredtheplayerswiththedriverwhowere .

6.Thetutoradvisedthestudentsoftheschoolmistressthat

7.Thejournalistcriticisedtherunnerswiththecoachwhowas .

8.Klaravisitedthestudentsofthepianoteacherthat .

9.Thecleaningladynoticedthechiefoftheplayerswhowas .

10.Thepastortalkedtotheleaderofthescoutsthat .

11.Thewomanknewthephotographerofthesingerswhowere .

12.Johnmetthebossoftheemployeesthat .

13.Thestudentphotographedtheactresswiththefanswhowas .

14.Thepensionercomplainedaboutthecontentofthefliersthat .

15.Thedoctorcontactedthelawyerwiththenurseswhowere .

16.Thecivilianserviceworkergreetedthenurseoftheseniorswho .

17.Thephotographerlikedthemodelsoftheartistwhowere .

18.Kurtcheckedthepaymentslipsofthecompanythat .

19.Thenursetrustedthedoctorsoftheteacherwhowas .

20.Wewereamusedaboutthearticlesofthenewspaperthat .

21.Thejournalisthatedthecolonelwiththesoldierswhowas .

22.Dietersmiledatthechildrenofthesecretarythat .

23.Thelittlegirlenviedtheprincesswiththemaidswhowere .

24.Franceskacorrectedthemanuscriptsofthepublisherthat
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