&

( swtmnaiquaresi )

A STUDY OF ENGLISH REFLEXIVE INTERPRETATION
BY THAI UNIVERSITY ENGLISH MAJORS

JARUNEE ANUPAN

A THESIS SUBMITTED IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE
REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE OF MASTER OF ARTS
MAJOR IN TEACHING ENGLISH AS A FOREIGN LANGUAGE
FACULTY OF LIBERAL ARTS
UBON RAJATHANEE UNIVERSITY
YEAR 2006
COPYRIGHT OF UBON RAJATHANEE UNIVERSITY


User
Oval


| smidmndiquanssd }

THESIS APPROVAL
UBON RAJATHANEE UNIVERSITY
MASTER OF ARTS
MAJOR IN TEACHING ENGLISH AS A FOREIGN LANGUAGE
FACULTY OF LIBERAL ARTS

TITLE A STUDY OF ENGLISH REFLEXIVE INTERPRETATION BY THAI
UNIVERSITY ENGLISH MAJORS

5 NAME MRS.JARUNEE ANUPAN

THIS THESIS HAS BEEN ACCEPTED BY

(ASST. PROF. DR. SUCHADA THAWEESIT)

APPROVED BY UBON RAJATHANEE UNIVERSITY

':{‘ ............ p‘h%%/m% ..................

ot (ASST. PROF. DR. UTITH INPRASIT)
VICE PRESIDENT FOR ACADEMIC AFFAIRS
FOR THE PRESIDENT OF UBON RAJATHANEE UNIVERSITY
ACADEMIC YEAR 2006



ACKNOWLEDEGMENTS

I would like to express my sincere gratitude and deep appreciation to my
thesis committee: Dr. Sirintip Boonmee, Asst.Prof.Dr. Supath Kookiatkul and
Dr. Wutti Leenam, for their consideration, meaningful suggestionsand constructive
criticism, all of which helped this thesis to complete. In particular, I would like to
thank Dr. Sirintip, my respectable advisor, for her long-standing encouragement and
perseverance.

This acknowledgement of gratitude is also owed to my subjects - the English
major students, Ubon Ratchathani University — as well as my pilot subjects- the
English major students, Ubon Ratchathani Rajabhat University- for their cooperation.

Deepest appreciation is also due to my dear teachers, friends and students in
English program, Ubon Ratchathani Rajabhat University; TEFL instructors, Ubon
Ratchathani University; and Prof. Beth Smith, University of Iowa, for their valuable
suggestions, strong support and understanding.

My special thanks are given to my dear brother, Kriangsak Lagkamand sister,
Lagkana Waters, who took the time and trouble to lend me their support and
encouragement. Also I would like to thank Wijittra Thong-ngok (Poopae), my cousin,
for her insightful discussions about my statistical data and analysis.

Finally, I am deeply grateful to my super-mom, Wannee Lagkham for her
love and excellent care to my newborn baby while I was working on the paper; to my
beloved husband, Santi Anupan, for his greatest heart; and to my little baby, Jakkajee,
for her easiness and her smiles which refresh me always. Their love and consideration

always make me cheerful to complete this paper.

o 4.

(Mrs. Jarunee Anupan)

Researcher


User
Rectangle


11

[ 1
ynaaeo
A A - 9 o o a
¥91599 : msfnInsAnuassnuazioulunmidinquuenindnyin
PANYIBINHF Ny
o
Tay : N30 BYWUT
d' - (=Y o -
oIy : Aadmaasuviuga
GALTRELS . msgeunndanguilumudedsma

UsgsunssumsilSow ;a3 @unsind ygil
o do @ 3/ o a <
fwidiny  : asswuwazteulunundingy ms@nnn asynta

wnAnyrng misldsusninaninniyul

t 4
a @ o

a o~ ;3 ﬂl ' W = o ~ v
nisfnuIISeiisaihivuiednerinindnydsuennmdinguinnuasswmnu
9y [ ' = o’: o ] Y & 1 1 Ya A
aznoulunmidinguedils uagmstnamuniufinrmunnmaiunie lilunquiiSound
szAuAMuEsaduMEIiuanaeiy flsunilinnuasoduniyunnaiaiu 4 ngy
v @ 1 o ¢ a tY (4 o
("guA29613 117 An) TdvhdereuAnnudsswmnuazieundanguluszavlss Toa
2 dszion 1Aun sz luasznoudivey)ss Tunhil that (That-clause) tazylse Toan
Uszneudveyiss Teanilifiniond lifuawnianal (Infinitive clause)
¢ 9 @ a @ a [] detean
ranInnsiny UG ou ldfuBninanina i aneasulssaumsaldialy
[ 4 1
msanuassnuuazteulunmndingy dSounangquiiiinnuamnsonannlussay
Sudunaznguaue Alnnumunsedunngainianuassnuazteulunivsingely
sz Toafilsznoudiveylsz Toadidl that 18And sz Teadszneudiveyss Tuandidinio
4 1o 1 o [} o - N 3 LIRS d’&
# lifumuaranal ednihivdngmsadannngu AiSou 58.83% likumsnaaeuil 1019
Vi1 ya [ ' ) < 9/ o '
oy I8 1dSouds lisnnseSoudngmisgniavesassmumuasieulunnsdingy edwls
da e 4 v da @ S a - s <
nanamsAnuNidIdSounquitiGounnsangy lusuSounnungatimsanuasswun
] ¥ bl v
azReunuIdInqugnAsanIniiga AniumsaeusidanulusuiSousengassnumn
goulunmdinguiniziuiiuie S oudeasnidinguldgndewnzilssay

o o J
ANUAUTWNINYU



HI

ABSTRACT

TITLE : A STUDY OF ENGLISH REFLEXIVE INTERPRETATION

BY THAI UNIVERSITY ENGLISH MAJORS
BY : JARUNEE ANUPAN
DEGREE : MASTER OF ARTS
MAJOR : TEACHING ENGLISH AS A FOREIGN LANGUAGE
CHAIR : SIRINTIP BOONMEE, Ph.D.

KEYWORDS : ENGLISH REFLEXIVE / INTERPRETATION / BINDING /
THAI STUDENTS / L1 TRANSFER

This study explores how Thai university English majors interpret English
reflexives and if there is different interpretation across different language proficiency
groups. Multiple-choice test of English reflexive interpretation was designed to deal
with two sentence types: sentences with that-clauses and infinitive clauses and
administered to Thai learners of English at four proficiency levels (n=117).

Results from the learners indicate that L1 transfer with léamers’ world
experience influence the learners’ interpretation of English reflexives. Correct
interpretation in sentences with that-clauses is significantly better than those in
sentences with infinitive clauses. This asymmetry exists even in the beginning group
and persists through out the higher proficiency groups. 58.83% of the subjects failed
the test which can be inferred that they did not yet acquire the binding principle. The
results were better with those subjects with more years of formal instruction. The |
study concludes that the learners need explicit instruction of reflexive interpretation
rules in class so that they can learn and communicate more accurately and

successfully.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

This chapter includes the study’s rationale. problems. purposes. research

questions, hypotheses, significance. and definitions of key terms.

1.1 Rationale

Studies of second language acquisition (SLA) have provided useful
information for pedagogical implication (Ellis, 1985). Researchers have explored
many areas of SLA such as syntax, discourse, pragmatics, and learning strategies
since 1970s (Ellis, 1997). These investigations assist educators in improving second
and foreign language teaching. Studies of English reflexive acquisition have been
conducted and found that many English as a Second or Foreign Language (ESL/EFL)
learners have problems acquiring the reflexives, and the first language transfer (LT)
has been found as one of the influencing factors (Wales, 1996). To use and interpret
English reflexives in object positions correctly, the learners need to acquire the
Binding principles.

Although Thai university students majoring in English have learnt English
for more than 12 years, they still seem to misuse and misinterpret English reflexives.
Based on the curriculum of the Ministry of Education, 2001, the students were taught
about reflexives when they were in grade 1 (http://school.obec.go.th/wattha/

1205laksoot.htm). In addition, it is likely that they are also exposed to English

outside class since English is more widely used in Thailand. Interestingly, however,
the learners still seem to have problems using and interpreting these English
reflexives.

This study aims to find out how Thai university students interpret English
reflexives, whether the interpretation differs among different groups of students

whose years of formal instruction differ, and if so, how it differs.



1.2 Problems

Both Thai and English have reflexive pronouns; however, the rules that
govern the use of reflexive pronouns in the two languages are not the same. The
problems for Thai EFL learners involve the forms and interpretation of their
references. Some Thai students might have problems using singular and plural, such
as ‘yourself” and “yourselves’; however, this may not cause a serious communication
problem. Reflexive interpretation seems to be more challenging for Thai learners.
For example:

b. Terry; knows that Michael; hates himself, ;.

In sentence (1), Thai learners might think the reflexive ‘himself” may
refer to both Terry and Michael; while in English the reflexive can refer only to
‘Michael’.

Based on Principle A of the Binding Theory, a reflexive pronoun and a
reciprocal pronoun (e.g. each other) require the antecedent within the same minimal
clause or in its government category, or what is called ‘a local antecedent’, as in the
following sentences.

(2) a. Terry; blames himself,.

b. Terry; and Michael; blame each othery;.

(3) a. Terry; told Michael; [that Johny hated himselfsi/«/\.]
b. Terry; wanted [John; to hate himselfsi/;.]

In (3) (adapted from Wilawan, 1991), for English native speakers himself
can refer only to ‘John’. In contrast, Thai speakers allow ‘long-distance antecedent’
for reflexives. The pronoun ‘himself in these sentences may refer to ‘Terry’,
‘Michael’, and ‘John’.

The sentence (3a) is a sentence with a that-clause (in the bracket), while
_ sentence (3b) is a sentence with an infinitive clause (in the bracket). The clauses in
the brackets above are the minimal clauses for the reflexives; therefore, the reflexive
himself can refer only to ‘John’ (a local antecedent), but not ‘Terry’ (long-distance
antecedent). Long distance binding, however, is acceptable for Thai learners of

English in these two sentences.



Interpretation of reference of the English reflexive pronouns may be
problematic for Thai learners although they are one of the most frequently used words
in the English language (Wales, 1996). How native speakers resolve what the
reflexive pronoun refers to is difficult for EFL/ESL students.

This study will focus only on acquisition of this syntactic aspect of English
reflexives since it helps L2 learners to communicate appropriately with and without
contexts. In particular, the study aims to explore how Thai university English majors
with different lengths of language instruction would interpret sentences with reflexive
pronouns, and whether the interpretation is different across the groups. It emphasizes
acquisition of reflexive binding of Thai adult EFL learners of 4 different lengths of
language instruction to see if the students acquire English reflexives differently over

time.

1.3 Purposes of the study

This study aims to investigate:

1.3.1 How Thai university English majors of Ubon Ratchathani University
interpret English reflexives, and

1.3.2 If their reflexive interpretation differs, i.e. if their acquisition of
reflexive binding differs over time, after taking more English courses in the

university.

1.4 Research questions and hypotheses

1.4.1 Research Questions:
1.4.1.1 How do Thai EFL learners of different degrees of English
exposure interpret English reflexives?
1.4.1.2 What types of errors occur in the learners’ interpretation?

1.4.1.3 Does the interpretation of different groups differ?



1.4.2 Hypotheses:
1.4.2.1 The interpretation and types of errors made will be influenced
by L1, especially at the beginning.
1.4.2.2 The interpretation would differ among different groups of

learners. The group of more language exposure would be better as their knowledge

develops.

1.5 Significance of the study

It is expected that the results of this study would provide useful information

for teaching English reflexives to Thai students.

1.6 Definitions of key terms

In this study the terms:

Acquisition means comprehension, not production. It involves the
interpretation of reflexive pronouns in the sentences given.

Language exposure means language input gained through formal teaching

and learning in class.

Proficiency levels mean the assumed levels of language ability based on

degrees of formal instruction.




CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter presents a review of literature related to this study. Itis

organized into two main parts: theories related to the study and Thai reflexive rules.

2.1 Relevant theories of L2 syntactic acquisition

Second language acquisition (SLA) deals with what second language learners
acquire when learning the target language and how they acquire it (Ellis 1994, 1997,
Gass and Selinker 2001 and Selinker 1992). SLA researchers have studied acquisition
of different aspects of L2 grammar such as phonology, morphology, syntax and
semantics (Selinker and Gass, 2001). Some of the important issues discussed in SLA
research are Universal Grammar (UG), Government and Binding Theory (GB) and
Language Transfer (LT) in the Universal Hypothesis (Ellis, 1985).

2.1.1 Universal grammar

Universal Grammar (UG) is defined by Chomsky (from Gass and
Selinker, 2001) as ‘the system of principles, conditions and rules that are elements or
properties of all human languages’. Universal Grammar is innate, which functions as
the ‘language acquisition device’. It consists of an abstract set of principles and
parameters, which identify core aspects of all languages (Gass and Selinker, 2001).

In other words, all natural languages are subject to the same universal principles under
the rubric of parameter.

Similarities of UG principles and parameters and driving a car (P&P)
are interestingly addressed by Cook (1997) pp. 250-251.

Overall there is a principle that drivers have to keep consistently to one
side of the road, which is taken for granted by all drivers in all countries. Exceptions
to this principle, such as people driving down motorways on the wrong side, rate
stories in the media or car chases in action movies. The principle does not, however,

say, which side of the road people should drive on. A parameter of driving allows the



side to be the left in England and Japan and the right in the USA and France. The
parameter has two values or "settings’—Ileft and right. Once a country has opted for
one side or the other, it sticks to its choice: a change of setting is a massively complex
operation, whether it happens for a whole country, as in Sweden, or for the individual
traveling from England to France. So, a universal principle states the universal
requirement on driving; the parameter specifies the variation between countries.

At first this theory was applied to only first language acquisition such as in
the studies of Corder (1967), Selinker (1972) and Dulay et al (1982) and later UG has
been claimed to involve even in SLA, which takes place after childhood as well. This
idea leads SLA researchers to explore how it is related to L2 acquisition. And it has
been hypothesized that if the parameter settings of two languages are the same, the L2
learners of both languages could learn the other language with ease, or what is called
positive settings. Similarly, if the two languages have different parameter settings, the
L2 learners of both languages could learn the other language with difficulty, or what is
called negative settings.

Many studies (e.g. Akiyama, 1999, 2002; Broselow and Finer, 1991; Cook,
1990; Finer and Broselow, 1986; Hirakawa, 1990, Wakabayashi, 1996) explore if
there is accessibility of UG in second language learners. Such research into the
accessibility of UG principles and parameters has centered on four basic areas: binding
theory, pro-drop, branching direction and subjacency.

Besides, UG confines the meaning relationships between nouns and other
nominal constructions like anaphors or reflexives (e.g., himself, themselves and
herself). This component is recognized as Binding Theory (BT) specifying the
syntactic domains within which nominal constructions are allowed to refer to each

other. The theory will be mainly discussed in the next part.



2.1.1.1 The government and binding theory (GB)
The Government and Binding theory of syntax is developed by
Noam Chomsky. One claim of the theory is relevant to distinct coreferential
relationship between noun phrases, pronouns and anaphors, or what is called binding
(Haegeman, 1994), which is explored in this study.

The Binding Theory (BT) contains the following three

principles:

Principle A: An anaphor must be bound in its governing
category.

The president; heard the famous actor; talked about himself;
onTV.

Principle B: A pronoun must be free in its governing category.

The president; heard the famous actor; talked about himjs;
onTV.

Principle C: An R-expression must be free everywhere.

The president; heard the famous actor; talked about Billsj;
onTV.

The present research, however, focuses on Principle A only. According to
Chomsky (1986b), reflexives have narrower domains than personal pronouns. Each
reflexive must be bound within its clause (governing category), while each personal
pronoun must be free within its minimal clause. These rules are probably problematic
for EFL learners who have different rules like Japanese, Chinese, Korean and Thai.
These languages allow both local and long-distance bindings for reflexives; each
reflexive can be bound both within and outside its clause.

Many SLA researchers have investigated weather or not L2 learners can
acquire the principles when learning L2. Bennett (1994), Hirakawa (1990), Thomas
(1993) and White (1995), for instance, concluded that some learners completely
acquire BT but some, especially the lower proficiency learners, partially acquire BT

with some L1 transfer.



2.1.2 First language transfer (LT)

First language transfer is originally from contrastive analysis (CA)
hypothesis based on behavioral psychology and structural linguistics and used to be
common in language teaching (Ellis, 1997). Lado (1957) claims that teachers can
predict problematic forms in L2 learning by making comparison of the structures of
L1 and L2. The fundamental hypothesis is that in L2 acquisition, the learner will
transfer L1 elements to L2. According to Lado, the learning difficulties, therefore. can
be predicted from the differences between L1 and L2. For example, the Thai learner
of English will have difficulty interpreting the English pronoun, using subject-verb
inversion to signal a question and applying tense aspects because these grammatical
aspects in Thai and English are different. It was believed that these predictions could
be made based solely on the detailed comparison of the two languages.

Although most language professionals have confirmed that L1 does
play a role in L2 acquisition, the extent to which a learner’s L1 affects L2 acquisition
process has been a continuing debate since the rise of error analysis (EA) and creative
construction in the 1960s and 1970s and the issues in the debate have changed
somewhat over the years (Gass 1988; Martohardjono and Flynn 1995).

To apply the idea of L1 transfer in terms of the acquisition of the
English binding, predictions of English misinterpretation of Thai L2 learners might be
as follows:

Terry; knew that Michael; cleaned up himselfs;;.

According to Thai rules, long-distance binding is possible; himself can
refer to both Terry and Michael.

Although L1 transfer has been generally accepted to have influence on
L2 acquisition, some errors might not be from L1 transfer. Schachter and Celce-
Mucia (1977) point out that many errors may be ambiguous — that is they may be the
result of transfer or, alternatively, an example of a developmental process of L2
acquisition.

In addition, Schachter (1983) has indicated that it is more difficult to
claim that there is more transfer of syntax than transfer in other areas such as

phonology, because L2 learners can more easily avoid difficult syntactic structures

whereas difficult sounds are not easy to avoid.



In brief, identification of L1 transfer is not clear-cut. L1 transfer may
appear obvious in a variety of ways; however, research has also shown many other
factors involved in L2 acquisition that need to be taken into account in the analysis of
learners’ data.

2.1.3 Interlanguage (IL) and language development

Apart from UG and first language transfer. second language
acquisition researchers also pay attention to interlanguage, the language of the second
language learners during the acquisition process. Interlanguage includes borrowing
patterns from the L1, extending patterns from L2 and expressing meanings by
applying known words and structures (Richards et al., 1992). The L2 learner’s pattern
is called interlanguage system or approximative system.

Learners’ interlanguage is a unique linguistic system because it is
neither the learner’s L1 nor the target language (Selinker, 1972). The rules are
influenced by the outside factors such as input and are transitional. They gradually
develop over time. The systems L2 learners construct contain variable rules at any
stage of development. L2 learners apply various learning strategies to develop their
interlanguage and their interlanguage grammar may probably stop developing or be
fossilized.

Interlanguage and language development have also been explored in
SLA studies to see how L2 learners acquire the target language in sequence, what
affects the acquisition and if there is fossilization at any stages. In studies of English
binding acquisition, some researchers (e.g. Akiyama 1999; Hamilton 1998; Hirakawa
1990; and Mashimura 1994) find no developmental pattern when L2 learners acquire
local binding of English reflexives. Others such as Akiyama (1999), Eckman (1994),
Thomas (1993, 1995) and Wakabayashi (1996), however, find that the higher language
proficiency groups better acquire it than the lower ones. Still, there is not clear

conclusion of how L2 learners acquire English binding in the interlanguage stage.



2.2 Thai reflexive rules

10

Thai has many ways to say ‘-self” (Campell, 1969; Iwasaki and

Ingkaphirom 2005; Palakornkul, 1972). Thai reflexive pronouns are similar to

‘myself’, *himself* in English, in terms of word form. They consist of a noun &, /tua/

‘body’ or au /ton/ ‘person’ with the emphatic word s /een/: #ues /tua een/ ‘oneself’

and muea /ton eex/ in some written texts. Also they can be formed as &1 /tua/ ‘body’+

personal pronoun + 184 /een/: such as #useies/tua thos een/ ‘herself’, #uvues /tua khaw

een/ ‘himself* and #wiuies /tua man eery/ ‘itself’, as shown in the following table. Thai

reflexives can be a subject, object, possessor, or oblique (Iwasaki and Ingkaphirom,

2005).

Table 2.1 Thai reflexive forms

English reflexives Type one Type two
/tua een/ /tua/+personal pronoun+/eey/

Myself /tua een/ #ues /tua chan een/fdwe,

/tué khaw een/ aufues
Ourselves /tua een/ dnoq /tua raw een/ dusuoq,

/tua puak raw een/ #minisues
Yourself /tua een/ #es /tua thaa een/ #useins,

/tua khun een/ #nquies
Yourselves /tua een/ dxos /tua puak khun een/ #@minquuos,

/tua khun een/ inanes,

/tua puak thaa een/ d&mansoins
Themselves ltua een/ #ues /tua puak khaw een/ #@manvuss
Himself /tua een/ duos /tua khaw een/ @ uvwea
Herself /tua een/ #uoa /tua thas een/ #usoina
Itself /tua een/ #uoa /tua man een/ @nhues




11

Thai reflexives are different from English ones in terms of usage; Thai
allows both long-distance and local binding while English allows only local binding.

See the following sentences (from Iwasaki and Ingkaphirom 2005):

al) wea wex @ Awvs  lu nszen

toon  mdon duu tuaeen nay kracok
Tong stare look REF in mirror

‘Tong; looked at himself; in the mirror.

a2) ner  wey §  AAYuB u nszan

toon  mdon duu tua khaw een nay kracok
Tong stare look REF in  mirror

‘Tong; looked at himself; in the mirror.’

] d ) Y
bl) wes oan o weu  dues

e

toon ruu  wa lek may tfoob tuaeen

Tong know that Lek not like REF
‘Tong; knows that Lek; dislikes himselfy/;.’

b2) wes H @ W owew AV

ton ruu  wa lek may tfoob tua khaw een

Tong know that Lek not like REF
‘Tong; knows that Lek; dislikes himselfi/;.’

(al) and (a2) have only one possible antecedent, Tong, for both types of
reflexive ‘himself’. When it is more than one possible antecedent with equal number,
gender and persons in (bl) and (b2), interpretation of Thai reflexives can be both long-
distance and local bindings. Thai native speakers tend to refer ‘himself* to both Tong
and Lek in (b1) and (b2). Therefore, it is very appealing to investigate how Thai

learners of English interpret English reflexives. To explore if the learners acquire the



binding of English reflexives and how much they can acquire it over time is truly

interesting.

12



CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This chapter discusses how the study was carried out. It consists of four

parts: subjects, research design, instruments and data analysis.

3.1 Subjects

The subjects of this study consisted of four groups of randomly selected
first, second, third and forth year English majors at Ubon Ratchathani University.

The total number of the subject is 117 comprised of 30 first year, 30 second year, 27
third year and 30 fourth year students. All of the subjects speak Thai as their mother
tongue. None have English-speaking parents and none had lived outside Thailand.

The students had formally learnt English in schools for at least 8 years
according to the curriculum of the Thai Ministry of Education before taking courses at
the university. The following is the description of each group of the subjects:

3.1.1 Group 1 consisted of 30 first year students. They were enrolled in one
English course at the university level for a semester (1/2006).

3.1.2 Group 2 consisted of 30 second year stﬁdents. They were enrolled in
six English courses at the university level for three semesters (1/2005, 2/2005 and
1/2006).

3.1.3 Group 3 consisted of 27 third year students. They were enrolled in
thirteen English courses at the university level for five semesters (1/2004, 2/2004,
1/2005, 2/2005 and 1/2006).

3.1.4 Group 4 consisted of 30 fourth year students. They were enrolled in
twenty-two English courses at the university level for seven semesters (1/2003,
2/2003, 1/2004, 2/2004, 1/2005, 2/2005 and 1/2006).
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3.2 Research design

This study investigated the students’ interpretation of English reflexive
pronouns. It was a pseudolongitudinal study whose emphasis was on second
language development, with data being collected at a single point in time, but with
different proficiency levels represented (Gass and Selinker, 2001). The data were

collected from the four subject groups using the same research tool.

3.3 Research instrument

The instrument used in this study included a multiple-choice test of
70 items. The test contained sentences with reflexives; the students were to select
possible antecedents of the underlined reflexive (see Appendix A). The instrument
was tried out with a pilot group with similar qualifications at Ubon Ratchathani
Rajabhat University (UBRU) and adjusted.

The test aimed to test how the subjects interpret sentences containing
reflexives in two different conditions: 10 items with the reflexive contained in the
infinitive clauses (items 1,2, 5, 8,9, 11, 12, 15, 18 and 19) and 10 items with the
reflexive contained in the that-clauses (items 3, 4, 6, 7, 10, 13, 14, 16, 17 and 20).
All sentences were in past simple tense. In addition, the test contained only third
person reflexives (himself, herself and themselves) so that the characteristics of the
choices in terms of gender, number and person could be controlled.

The data were collected during the first semester of academic year 2006.

3.4 Data analysis and statistical techniques

After the data were collected, they were analyzed. The Statistical Package
for Social Science (SPSS program) was used to analyze the data for accuracy and
inaccuracy rates, percentage values and the means. ANOVA was applied to compare
the results across the four groups and the outcome is calculated to find out if there was
any significant difference across the groups (P = 0.05).

The misinterpretation types from the data collected were also analyzed.
Inaccuracy types were counted based on the students answers. Misinterpretation

type X means the students wrongly stated that only long distance binding was
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allowed; or when the subjects selected the NP in the subject position of the main
clause or when the subjects chose choice (a). Misinterpretation type Y means the
students wrongly stated both local and long distance binding were permitted, or when
the subjects selected choice (c) in the test. Misinterpretation type Z means the

subjects thought the anaphor did not have any antecedent within a sentence. or when

the subjects selected choice (d).



CHAPTER 4
RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

4.1 Results

The following table shows mean scores of the students’ interpretation:

correct interpretation and misinterpretation of the reflexives.

Table 4.1 Mean scores of the students’ correct and incorrect interpretations

Correct Misinterpretation
Year | [nterpretation | “o (out of 20) %
(out of 20) TypeX | TypeY | TypeZ
1 6.00 30.0% 11.43 1.47 1.10 70.0%
2 9.23 46.2% 8.40 2.03 0.33 53.8%
3 8.93 44.7% 8.89 2.04 0.15 55.3%
4 10.20 51.0% 6.53 3.20 0.07 | 49.0%
Mean
of total 8.58 42.9% 8.81 2.19 0.42 57.1%

Note: Misinterpretation type X means the students wrongly stated that only
long distance binding was allowed; or when the subjects selected the NP in the subject
position of the main clause. Misinterpretation type Y means the students wrongly
stated both local and long distance binding were permitted, or when the subjects
selected choice (c) in the test. Misinterpretation type Z means the subjects thought the
anaphor did not have any antecedent within a sentence, or when the subjects selected

choice (d).
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In total the students could interpret the referents correctly at 42.9%, while
they misinterpreted 57.1% of the items. Group 1 could do the lowest and group 4
could do the best. Groups 1, 2 and 3 failed with the mean scores of 6.00, 9.23 and
8.93 out of 20, respectively. Only group 4 passed the test with the mean score of
10.20 or 51.0%.

As for the nature of the misinterpretation. misinterpretation type X was found
most often among the four subject groups (8.81). Misinterpretation type Y was the
second (2.19) and misinterpretation type Z was the third (0.42).

When each subject group was compared, it was found that the beginners
could do the least (mean score of 6.00) and they mostly had misinterpretation type X
with the mean scores of 11.43. They rarely had types Y and Z misinterpretations,
means score of 1.47 and 1.10, respectively.

Group 2 could do a little better than group 3; their mean scores were 9.23 and
8.93, respectively. They, like the other groups, mostly had misinterpretations type X
with the mean scores of 8.40. Year 3 students also had misinterpretations type X the
most, with the mean score of 8.89. Year 4 students could do the best with the mean
score of 10.20. Their most often found misinterpretations were also of type X with the

mean score of 6.53.

Table 4.2 Mean score of correct interpretation of each sentence type

Sentences with Sentences with
TOTAL
that-clauses infinitive clauses
Y (20 sentences)
car (10 out of 20 sentences) (10 out of 20 sentences)
% of total % of total % of total
Mean Mean Mean
sum sum sum
i 3.60 18.0% 2.40 12.0% 6.00 30.0 %
2 5.50 276 % 3.73 18.7% 9.23 462 %
3 5.52 27.6 % 3.41 17.1 % 893 | 44.7%
4 5.89 29.5% 433 21.7% 10.20 51.0%
Meanof | 5 25.6 % 3.47 17.4 % 858 | 27.9%
total
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Overall, the students could better interpret the referents of reflexives in
sentences with that-clauses than sentences with infinitive clauses. The mean scores
are 5.11 and 3.47. respectively. The total mean scores of each group seem to vary
according to the students’ exposure time to the target language as shown in Table 4.2.

Group 4 has the highest mean score on both sentences with that-clauses and
ones with infinitive clauses, 5.89 and 4.33 respectively. Group 1 has the lowest, 3.60
and 2.40 respectively. Notably, however, group 2 could do little better than group 3 in

sentences with infinitive clauses; their mean scores in sentences with that-clauses are

very close.
12.00
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Figure 1 Language development by the mean scores of correct interpretation

After taking English courses in the university, the students seemed to better
interpret the antecedents of English reflexives. The students’ interpretations were
slightly improved; their mean scores were higher over time. Interestingly, however,
their mean scores in sentences with infinitive clauses fell down a bit during year 2 to

year 3.
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Table 4.3 Comparisons between sentences with that-clauses and sentences

with infinitive clauses of the students’ correct interpretation

Means of sentences with
Year Differences SD Sig.
that-clauses | infinitive clauses
1 3.60 2.40 1.20 1.83 0.001*
2 5.50 3.73 2.13 2.16 0.000**
3 5.52 341 1.99 1.91 0.000**
4 5.87 433 1.54 243 0.002*
Total 5.11 3.47 1.64 2.10 0.000**

* Significantly different (P < 0.05) ** Significantly different (P <0.01)

Table 4.3 shows that the means of reflexive interpretations in sentences with
that-clauses and sentences with infinitive clauses of each group are very significantly
different, P < 0.001 - 0.002.

The following tables show differences across the four groups (see ANOVA
tables in appendix B). Table 4.4 shows significant differences across the groups, in
total, in sentences with that-clauses and in sentences with infinitive clauses (P £0.05).

By Scheffe’s test, the tables below (Table 4.4 — Table 4.6) show the differences

between the groups.
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Table 4.4 Multi-comparisons: correct interpretation in both sentence types

4 2 3 1
Year _ :
5% 10.20 9.23 8.93 6.00
4 10.20 -
2 9.23 0.806 -
3 8.93 0.657 0.993 -
1 6.00 0.001** 0.041* 0.015% -

* Significantly different (P < 0.05) ** Significantly different (P <0.01)

Table 4.4 shows group 1 is significantly different from groups 2, 3 and 4

(P £0.05). Groups 2, 3 and 4, however, are not significantly different from each

other.

Table 4.5 Multi-comparisons: correct interpretation in sentences with

that-clauses

4 3 2 1
Year _
X 5.87 5.52 5.50 3.60
4 5.87 -
3 5.52 0.947 -
2 5.50 0.934 1.000 -
1 3.60 0.002* 0.014* 0.012* -

* Significantly different (P < 0.05)

Table 4.5 presents group 1 is significantly different from groups 2, 3 and 4

(P <0.05), while groups 2, 3 and 4 are not significantly different from each other in

interpreting the referents of reflexives in that-clauses.
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Table 4.6 Multi-comparisons: correct interpretation in sentences with

infinitive clauses

4 2 3 1
Year -
X 433 3.73 3.41 2.40
4 4.33 -
2 3.73 0.763 -
3 3.41 0.458 0.955 -
1 2.40 0.009* 0.132 0.381 -

* Significantly different (P < 0.05)

Table 4.6 shows group 1 was significantly different from group 4 only. The
other groups are not significantly different.

The results presented below are relevant to the three types of
misinterpretation. The students’ selections might acquaint with the rule they use for
reflexive interpretation. Table 4.7 demonstrates misinterpretation type X, which
means the students wrongly stated that only long distance binding was allowed; or
when the subjects selected the NP in the subject position of the main clause as the
referent of the reflexive. Table 4.8 shows misinterpretation type Y, which means the
students wrongly stated both local and long distance binding were permitted, or when
the subjects selected choice (c) in the test. Table 4.9 demonstrates misinterpretation
type Z, which means the subjects thought the anaphor did not have any antecedent
within a sentence, or when the subjects selected choice (d).

The subjects of the present study showed all misinterpretation types.



22

Table 4.7 Means of misinterpretation type X

Sentences with Sentences with
. . _— : TOTAL
Year that-clauses infinitive clauses (20 sentences)
(10 out of 20 sentences) (10 out of 20 sentences)
Mean % Mean % Mean %
1 5.07 25.35 6.37 31.85 11.43 57.15
2 3.30 16.50 5.10 25.50 8.40 42.00
3 3.26 16.30 5.63 28.15 8.89 44.45
4 2.43 12.15 4.10 20.50» 6.53 32.65
Mean
of 3.52 17.60 5.29 26.45 8.81 44.05
total
12 A.11.43
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| A A 653 --4-- That-Cl
6 1 .‘Qﬁ:’. . :"‘-"l £-Cl
% €507 54 563 "
J 4 . ‘.'..' '-.4'1 "'A"TOTAL
: ®-33..----- 9326
2 - ¢ 243
0
Yearl Year2 Year3 Yeard

Figure 2 Developmental lines by the mean scores of misinterpretation type X

According to the mean scores of misinterpretation type X in table 4.7, only
long-distance binding is allowed most by group 1, group 3 and group 2 (11.43, 8.89
and 8.40, respectively); it is permitted the least by group 4 (6.53). The developmental

line of misinterpretation type X tends to be down over time.



Table 4.8 Comparisons between sentences with that-clauses and sentences with

infinitive clauses of the students’ misinterpretation type X
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Means of sentences with
Year Differences SD Sig.
that-clauses | infinitive clauses
1 5.07 6.37 -1.30 1.73 0.000*
2 3.30 5.10 -1.80 2.33 0.000*
3 3.26 5.63 -2.37 1.71 0.000*
4 243 4.10 -1.67 2.23 0.000*
Total 3.52 5.29 -1.77 2.04 0.000*

groups are very significantly different, P <0.001.

The mean scores of misinterpretation type X in both sentence types across

Misinterpretation type X selected in sentences with that-clauses, sentences

with infinitive clauses and in total are significantly different across the four groups

(see ANOVA table in appendix B). The groups are significantly different as shown in
the tables below.

Table 4.9 Multi-comparisons: Misinterpretation type X in both sentence types

1 3 2 4
Year _
X 11.43 8.89 8.40 6.53
1 1143 -
3 8.89 0.078 -
2 8.40 0.018* 0.968 -
4 ~ 653 0.000* 0.118 0.270 -

* Significantly different (P < 0.05)

In both sentence types group 1 did significantly worse than group 2 and 4
(P <0.05).
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Table 4.10 Multi-comparisons: Misinterpretation type X in sentences with

that-clauses

1 2 3 4
Year -
X 5.07 3.30 3.26 2.43
1 5.07 -
2 3.30 0.006* -
3 3.26 0.006* 1.000 -
4 243 0.000* 0.372 0.440 -

* Significantly different (P < 0.05)

The mean of misinterpretation type X in the sentences with that-clauses of

group 1 is significantly worse than those of groups 2, 3 and 4 (P < 0.05).

Table 4.11 Multi-comparisons: Misinterpretation type X in sentences with infinitive

1 3 2 4
Year __
X 6.37 5.10 5.63 4.10
1 6.37 -
3 5.10 0.678 -
2 5.63 0.197 0.853 -
4 4.10 0.002* 0.093 0.402 -

* Significantly different (P < 0.05)

The means of misinterpretation type X in the sentences with infinitive

clauses of group 1 and group 4 are significantly different (P < 0.05).
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Table 4.12 Means of misinterpretation type Y

Sentences with Sentences with
TOTAL
that-cl infinitive clause
Year at-clauses infinitiv uses (20 sentences)
(10 out of 20 sentences) (10 out of 20 sentences)
Mean % Mean % Mean %
1 0.67 3.35 0.80 4.00 1.47 7.35
2 0.97 4.85 1.07 5.35 2.03 10.15
3 1.07 5.35 0.96 4.80 2.04 10.20
4 1.60 8.00 1.60 8.00 3.20 16.00
Meanof [ |08 5.40 1.11 5.55 2.19 10.95
total
4
3 832
-- 4-- That-Cl
} 24 203 - 07204 --8-- [nf-Cl
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Figure 3 Developmental lines by the mean scores of misinterpretation type Y

Table 4.12 shows that group 4 had the highest number of misinterpretation
type Y, both local and long-distance bindings are permitted, with the mean score of
3.27. Groups 3, 2 and 1’s means were 2.04, 2.03 and 1.47, respectively. According to
Figure 3, developmental lines rise over time; however, there is no significant
difference across the groups (as shown in ANOVA table in Appendix B). Obviously,
the developmental lines of misinterpretation type Y in sentences with that-clause and

sentences with infinitive clauses are very close to each other.



Table 4.13 Multi-comparisons: misinterpretation type Y in both sentences types

4 3 2 1
Year —
X 3.20 2.04 2.03 1.47
4 3.20 -
3 2.04 0.403 -
2 2.03 0.376 1.000 -
1 1.47 0.081 0.871 0.864 -
(P >0.05)
Table 4.14 Multi-comparisons: Misinterpretation type Y in sentences with
that-clauses
4 3 2 1
Year —
X 1.60 1.07 0.97 0.67
4 1.60 -
3 1.07 0.575 -
2 0.97 0.388 0.994 -
| 0.67 0.091 0.754 0.876 -
(P >0.05)

Table 4.15 Multi-comparisons: Misinterpretation type Y in sentences with infinitive

Clauses
4 2 3 1
Year —
X 1.60 1.07 0.96 0.80
4 1.60 -
2 1.07 0.567 -
3 0.96 0.435 0.995 -
1 0.80 0.211 0.917 0.981 -
(P >0.05)

No significant difference of misinterpretation type Y across the four groups is

shown in table 4.13 - table 4.15.
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Table 4.16 Comparisons between sentences with that-clauses and sentences with

infinitive clauses of the students’ misinterpretation type Y

Means of sentences with
Year Differences SD Sig.
that-clauses | infinitive clauses
1 0.67 0.80 -0.13 0.97 0.45
2 97 1.07 -0.10 1.06 0.61
3 1.07 0.96 0.11 1.25 0.62
4 1.60 1.60 0.00 1.68 1.00
Total 1.08 1.11 -0.03 1.26 0.77

No significant difference between the mean scores of misinterpretation type
Y in sentences with that-clauses and sentences with infinitive clauses among the four

groups is shown in table 4.16.

Table 4.17 Means of misinterpretation type Z

Sentences with Sentences with
that-cl infinitive cl TOTAL
Year at-clauses infinitive clauses (20 sentences)
(10 out of 20 sentences) (10 out of 20 sentences)
Mean % Mean % Mean %

1 0.67 3.35 0.43 2.15 1.10 5.50

2 0.23 1.15 0.10 0.50 0.33 1.65

3 0.15 0.75 0.00 0.00 0.15 0.75

4 0.03 0.15 0.03 0.15 0.07 0.35
Mean

of 0.27 1.35 0.15 0.75 0.42 2.10
total
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Figure 4 Developmental by the mean scores of misinterpretation type Z
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Table 4.17 above shows misinterpretation type Z occurs the least compared

with other misinterpretation types, with a total mean score of 0.42. Group 1 allowed

this type the most (1.10), while the other groups allowed it very little (groups 2, 3 and

4’s means are 0.33, 0.15 and 0.07, respectively). Over time, the developmental line of

misinterpretation falls. All the three lines drop rapidly after year 1. After that they go

down slightly.

Table 4.18 Multi-comparisons: Misinterpretation type Z in both sentence types

1 2 3 4
Year —
X 1.10 0.33 0.15 0.07
1 1.10 -
2 0.33 0.112 -
3 0.15 0.034* 0.952 -
4 0.07 0.014* 0.863 0.996 -

* Significantly different (P < 0.05)



Table 4.19 Multi-comparisons: Sentences with that-clauses in misinterpretation
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type Z
1 2 3 4
Year —
X 0.67 0.23 0.15 0.03
1 0.67 -
2 0.23 0.137 -
3 0.15 0.059 0.976 -
4 0.03 0.009* 0.753 0.945 -
* Significantly different (P < 0.05)
Table 4.20 Multi-comparisons: Sentences with infinitive-clauses in
misinterpretation type Z
1 2 4 3
Year -
X 0.43 0.10 0.03 0.00
1 0.43 -
2 0.10 0.211 -
4 0.03 0.092 0.980 -
3 0.00 0.067 0.942 0.998 -
P>0.05

Table 4.18 — table 4.20 above show that group 1 had significantly different

misinterpretation type Y from groups 3 and 4 (P < 0.05). In addition, the group has

significantly different mean score from group 4 in sentences with that-clauses, P <

0.05. In the sentences with infinitive clauses, no significant difference across the

groups is found.
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Table 4.21 Comparisons between sentences with that-clauses and sentences

with infinitive clauses of the students’ misinterpretation type Z

Means of sentences with
Year Differences SD Sig.
that-clauses | infinitive clauses
1 0.67 0.43 0.24 0.81 0.13
2 0.23 0.10 0.13 0.57 0.21
3 0.15 0.00 0.15 0.36 0.43
4 0.03 0.03 0.00 + =
Total 0.27 0.15 0.12 0.53 0.01*

+ =t cannot be computed because the sum of caseweights is less than or equal 1. -
(See Appendix B)
* Significantly different (P < 0.05)

The means of both sentence types are not significantly different, P <0.05, by

years 1, 2 and 3. The result of year 4 cannot be calculated because the means are too
little. The total mean scores of both sentence types, however, are significantly
different.

t

4.2 Discussions

Research Question 1: How do Thai EFL learners interpret English
reflexives?

According to table 4.1, the students had both correct interpretation and
misinterpretation of English reflexives; they, however, had fewer correct |
interpretations (8.58 or 42.9%) than misinterpretation (11.43 or 57.1%). The students
allowed all kinds of bindings. But, interestingly, they were more likely to allow only
long-distance binding.

Generally, the students clearly allow both local and long-distance bindings.
This seems supportive to Yuan (1994) that L1 transfer should be explanation for the
reflexive binding results, because L1s of the learners have both local and long-distance
bindings. However, Eckman 1994; Hirakawa 1990; Lakshamanan and Teranisji 1994,
Thomas 1989, 1991a, for examples, claim that it is not only L1 transfer. Parameter
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setting of reflexive binding could also be an alternative explanation. The learners
might be able to acquire local binding. L2 learners are able to reset parameters.

The results of this study show that the learners’ interpretation and types of
errors made were influenced by L1, especially at the beginning level. Year 1 has the
least exposure to English and they have the lowest mean score of correct
interpretation.

Additionally, some development has taken place. The students are able to
reset reflexive parameter after they have more exposure to the target language.
Language development of the students rapidly increases after year 1. During year 2 to
year 4, correct interpretation becomes gradually greater.

The mosi often found error is misinterpretation type X, wrong selection of
long-distance binding only. The learners might think about their own experience or
knowledge of the world to decide which one could be a possible antecedent. For
example, they may think commanders regularly want to be respected by soldiers, so in
“The commander ordered the soldier to respect himself.’, they think ‘himself* should
refer to commander. The test used in this study might forced the learners to select the
long-distance antecedent more if the learners use their world knowledge or experience
in interpreting the reflexives.

In brief, the learners are still influenced by their L1 since in L1 the
interpretation of reflexive is determined by pragmatics although, over time, their
interpretation seems to be slightly better. English binding, therefore, needs to be
taught directly in class so that Thai students communicate in English more
appropriately.

Analysis of individual sentence:

When we consider the sentence types, the subjects could do significantly
better in the sentences with that-clauses than the ones with infinitive clauses (Table
4.3). The finding agrees with some previous studies (e.g. Akiyama, 1991; Thomas,
1989; Wexler and Manzini, 1987; and Yuan, 1994).

It has been reported that L2 learners, when identifying antecedents for
English reflexives, perform better on sentences with that-clauses than on sentences
with infinitive clauses. Students interpret a reflexive more correctly in a sentence with

a that-clause. In a sentence with an infinitive clause, they tend to take the NP in long-
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distance position (Akiyama, 1999, 2002; Yuan, 1994). Yuan called this observable
fact the tensed-infinitive asymmetry. In order to account for this asymmetry,
Akiyama (1999: 33) proposed a scenario consisting of the following two processing
principles:

a. Saliency Principle: Choose a more important NP as a binder, i.e. the

subject of the main clause,

b. Closeness Principle: Choose a closer NP as a binder

Akiyama (1991) suggests that when learners encounter a sentence with an
infinitive clause, they may interpret that the reflexive refers to the NP in the long-
distance position, because they follow the Salient Principle. Consider the following
sentence: ‘

(2) a. Windy and Monica; wanted to read a book to themselves;.

b. Windy and Monica; wanted [PRO; to read a book to themselves;.]

In (2), L2 learners may interpret that reflexive themselves refers to ‘Windy
and Monica’, if they follow the Saliency Principle (1a) rather than the Closeness
Principle (1b), although it is an invisible PRO that is actually referred to. This might
be applied to explain how the subjects of this study interpret English reflexives in, for
example, Q.14:

Q.14 Windy and Monica; wanted [their parents; to read a book to
themselvess;.]

89 out of 117 or 76.10% of the students thought the reflexive themselves
refers to ‘Windy and Monica’ in long distance binding position rather than the NP in
local binding position. The Saliency Principle might lead them to conclude that long-
distance binding is possible in this sentence with an infinitive clause.

On the other hand, 105 out of 117 or 89.70% of the students correctly
identified the binder of reflexive as ‘Sophia’, but not ‘Tanya’ in Q.9:

Q.9 Tanya; thought [Sophia; sprayed herselfs;; with perfume.)

Since the actual binder ‘Sophia’ is salient and closer, both the Saliency and
Closeness Principles would lead the students to interpret that ‘Sophia’ rather than
‘Tanya’, is the binder.

This might explain why the Thai university leamers of English accept long-

distance binding in sentences with infinitive clauses more often than that in sentences
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with that-clauses. However, the mean scores indicate the students still misinterpreted
both sentence types.

Other interpretation of sentences in this study might be influenced by the
learners’ L1 and experience, for instance:

A sentence with an infinitive clause:

Q. 20 Joey and Alex; wanted [their employees; to introduce themselvessy; to
their friends.]

85 out of 117 or 72.60% of the participants could correctly interpret that the
reflexive themselves refers to ‘their employees’ in a sentence with infinitive clause.
But in item 7 which is of the same sentence structure as item 20, Barbara wanted

Angela to cook for herself, 59 out of 117 or 50.40% of the subjects wrongly selected

the antecedent.

A sentence with a that-clause:

Q.15 The president; heard [the famous actor; talked about himselfsj; on TV.]

70 out of 177 or 59.80% of the students inaccurately choose ‘the president’
as the binder of the reflexive himself. The students may pragmatically interpret the
reflexive although the antecedent ‘the famous actor’ is both salient and closer. This
might give explanation about how and why students selected wrong answers in items 4
(The commander ordered the soldier to respect himself’), 12 (Jane said the nurse
washed herself.) and 19 (The super star saw Annie took a picture of herself’)

Overall, the students tended to be influenced by their L1 rule, which accepts
both local and long distance binding. Frequency of (a) selecting is the highest by
group 1, while it is the lowest by group 4. Frequency of (b) selecting is the highest by
group 2, 3 and 4, while it is the lowest by group 1. These may be influenced by the
learners’ experiences or world knowledge. For example, nurses normally take care of
patients; the learners might think about possible persons taking an action in a sentence
‘Jane said the nurse washed herself’, for example.

Other choices, (c) and (d), were selected as the third and the fourth in rank.
Choice (c) selection can be affected by L1 transfer too, because the students may think
that either local binder or long-distance binder is a possible antecedent. Choice (d)
was rarely chosen; however, 14 out of 117 or 12% of the students chose (d) in item 11,

Avila and John believed the old men shot themselves. There seem to be no good
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reason why the students interpreted the reflexive themselves to refer to other people
outside the sentence. Guessing might be the only reason; or if they think their
interpretation is possible (for both bindings), they might just arbitrarily choose any
binding.

In brief, the Salient Principle and the Closeness Principle might explain some
sentences why the students interpreted correctly and incorrectly; however, personal
world experience is an additional reason. The participants of the present study are
likely to acquire more English reflexive after taking English courses according to their
total mean score. However, only 47 (40.1%) out of 117 students passed the test. That
means the students still applied other reflexive rules like Thai reflexive binding, which
allows both local and long-distance bindings. The students’ interpretation is the most
manipulated by L1 transfer and their knowledge of the world. This partially supports
the first research hypothesis which says that the interpretation will be influenced by L1
especially at the beginning level. Principle A, which says an anaphor must be bound
in its governing category, might be barely acquired by Thai students who have
exposed to English more than eight years; however, the students might acquire more in
the long future after they have more exposure to English.

Research Question 2: What types of errors occur in the learners’
interpretation?

The students chose all misinterpretation types with different degrees.
Misinterpretation type X, which means the students wrongly stated that only long
distance binding was allowed, was selected the most (mean =8.81), type Y, the
students wrongly stated both local and long distance binding were permitted, was the
second (mean =2.19) and type Z, the subjects thought the anaphor did not have any
antecedent within a sentence, was selected the least (mean =0.42).

Misinterpretation type X may be due to world experience and/or L1 transfer.
This type was selected the most with a total mean score of 8.81 or 44.05% which is
even more than the correct interpretation (8.58 or 42.9%). This shows that the
subjects still allowed long-distance binding. Notably, this type of error decreases over

time although the lowest total mean of group 4 is still somewhat high (6.53 or
32.65%).
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Misinterpretation type X might have been chosen because of a long-distance
binding forced test based on their experience, for example:

Q. 12 Jane said [the nurse washed herself.]

Q. 14 Windy and Monica wanted [their parents to read a book to
themselves.]

The learners may choose NPs in long-distance positions if they think about
the possibility in real world that nurses usually help patients and parents usually help
their children.

Misinterpretation type Y, which means the students wrongly stated both local
and long distance binding were permitted, might be due to L1 transfer factor because
Thai allows both local and long-distance bindings. Although misinterpretation type Y
seems to decrease over time, the means of this misinterpretation type show nothing
significantly changes.

Although misinterpretation type Z, which means the subjects thought the
anaphor is out of a sentence, showed incomprehensible rule governing the students’
interpretation and it could be a serious problem. It was rarely selected by the subjects,
the mean score = 0.42 or 2.10%. In addition, this misinterpretation type very rarely
occurred over time.

The misinterpretation results of the present study show that the high
proficiency students tended to have more misinterpretation type Y than the lower ones.
In contrast, misinterpretation types X and Z- the antecedents are in long-distance
position only and out of sentences only, reépectively- Were most selected by the lowest
proficiency students, group 1. These support both hypotheses that the interpretation
will be manipulated by L1 and the higher language proficiency group would be better
as they have more exposure to English.

All misinterpretation types can lead the learners to miscommunication;
therefore, teaching local binding in English reflexive explicitly with negative evidence
is important for Thai learners.

Research Question 3: Does the interpretation differ among learners of

different language proficiency levels?
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Table 4.2 shows that group 4 had the highest mean score of correct
interpretation (11.17). Groups 2, 3 and 1’s means were 9.23, 8.93 and 6.00,
respectively. Group 4 had the highest mean scores of both sentences with that-clauses
and infinitive clauses; group 1 has the lowest of both sentence types. These results are
not surprising. They support hypothesis (2), which says the interpretation would differ
among different groups of learners. The higher language proficiency group would be
better as their knowledge develops.

Exposure time to English in formal class of group 4 is the longest; the mean
scores of this group are the best. On the other hand, the beginners, group 1, had the
lowest mean scores. They had the shortest exposure time to the target language.
Interestingly, group 3 had a little lower score than group 2 although grodp 3 has longer
exposure to the target language. This may be because, when this was study was
conducted, the group 2 students were taking the course of introduction to linguistics
which covered some information about English reflexives. They have just exposed to
English binding in class and they could do better than group 3 students, who might not
have studied this or have forgotten what ihey had studied. Nevertheless, the mean
scores of correct interpretation of the two groups are not significantly different.

Based on these results, we may, therefore, conclude that the more L2 learners

are exposed to the target language, the better they become in finding the antecedents

of the reflexives.

4.3 Pedagogical implications of the study

It cannot be denied that there is connection between language acquisition and
language teaching (Braidi, 1999). The present research can provide teachers with an
awareness of grammatical details and difficulty our learners may have in learning to
communicate in L2. '

Based on the findings of this study, the students with longer exposure time to
English seem to acquire better English reflexive binding principles as they could
perform the best. However, the data shows 59.83% (70 out of 117 students) still fail
the test of English reflexive interpretation. This suggests that English reflexive
binding theory should be explicitly taught. The students may need explicit teaching of
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English reflexive binding in class so that they can learn to correctly interpret English
reflexive.

White (1995) discussed whether binding could be taught or not. She
mentioned that adult language learners are surrounded by negative evidence, or
correction. White (1995) suggested that teachers should control negative evidence so
that it is most useful to the learner. Teachers of English should correct learners’
English reflexive usage especially those influenced by L1, like Thai long-distance
binding. This might help the learners to notice and reset their parameter of long-
distance and local binding to be only local one.

Furthermore, teaching sentence and clause concepts is truly essential for Thai
students to see clearer minimal clauses inside a sentence and apply the knowledge of

English reflexive rules for better English communication.



CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSION

This chapter presents the conclusion of the study, limitations and

recommendations for further studies.

5.1 Conclusion

This study aims to find out how Thai EFL learners of different language
proficiency levels interpret English reflexives and how they acquire the binding of
reflexives over time, after taking English courses in the university level; and to help
teaching English reflexives to enable Thai students to communicate effectively in
English.

The study was conducted at Ubon Ratchathani University to find out how
4 different English proficiency groups of Thai students majoring in English interpret
English reflexives. The subjects of this study were 117 English major students of
Ubon Ratchathani University. They were year 1, year 2, year 3 and year 4 students
(30, 30, 27 and 30, respectively). Their English proficiency levels were assumed to be
different according to their exposure time to English. The subjects took a 20 multiple
choice item test of reflexive interpretation consisting of sentences with that-clauses
and infinitive clauses, in the first semester of academic year 2006. The data were
analyzed in accordance with the three research questions: (1) How do Thai EFL
learners interpret English reflexives? (2) What types of errors occur in the learners’
interpretation? and (3) Does the interpretation differ among learners of different
language proficiency levels?

The results of the study show that English reflexive interpretation of the Thai
EFL learners in four different la;nguage proficiency levels was influenced by Thai
reflexive rules (allowing both local and long-distance bindings) and the learners’
world experience. These lead them to misinterpretation of English reflexives.

The long-distance binding is permitted most by the students, especially the lowest
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proficiency group. Both local and long-distance bindings were allowed most by the
highest proficiency students, group 4.

The acquisition of binding is still quite low as 58.83% of the subjects fail the
test. However, the acquisition seems to be more when exposure is more. The learners
may need explicit teaching of English reflexive rules in class so that they can learn and

communicate more quickly and successfully.

5.2 Limitations of the study

Although it was carefully planned, this study might have some limitations.

First, the students’ language proficiency levels were assumed by considering
their in-class-exposure time to English. This assumption might not be so correct as a
student in year 1 may be in a higher proficiency level than some who are in year 3.
Accordingly, it is hard to conclude language development of the subjects.

Second, the test of this study is in the sentence level; however, in real life
communication reflexives are used in contexts, which might make it easier for
students to have correct interpretation.

Additionally, there was no interview after the test to ask the subjects why
each antecedent was chosen, which might have prevented us from having a more

understandable and valid conclusion.

5.3 Recommendations for further study

Based on the limitations above, the following are recommendations for
further research.

First, a placement test should be done before collecting the data so that
students’ language proficiency levels are more accurate.

Second, further research should provide a test of English reflexives for
interpretation in contexts or with stories as research instrument so that the test is
similar to real life English communication.

Third, further research should include an interview to find out what actually
happened in the subjects’ minds, in case the data are not clear.



Lastly, a test of production should be conducted to see if there will be any

difference between language perception and production.
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Year Test taker

maa; assmnuazouiiaduldmnedanuiludela @onlAmsedoiner iuawse

unﬁamummnmwmﬁﬁwﬁﬁ'lﬁ'lé'ﬁﬁmﬂa'mﬁ'lﬁ (dorrou 20 4o 1121 20 i)

1) The soldier dreamed the doctor killed himself.

s o uwnd  ain
(a) the soldier (b) the doctor
(c) can be both (a) and (b) (d) another person

2) The hosts thought Beck and Victoria would introduce themselves.

o fAn uuzhda
(a) the hosts (b) Beck and Victoria
(¢) can be both (a) and (b) (d) other people

3) His little brother told Terry to cover himself with a jacket.

uen Ay doudnifin
(a) his little brother (b) Terry
(c) can be both (a) and (b) (d) another person

4) The commander ordered the soldier to respect himself.

disdulign & ™mMsE e
(a) the commander (b) the soldier
(c) can be both (a) and (b) (d) another person

5) Bobby imagined Lenny hit himself

)

!N f

(a) Bobby (b) Lenny

(¢) can be both (a) and (b) (d) another person
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6) Wendy asked Tanya not to criticize herself.

v® Iniiesel
(a) Wendy (b) Tanya
(c) can be both (a) and (b) (d) another person

7) Barbara wanted Angela to cook for herself.

foants Wems
(a) Barbara (b) Angela
(c) can be both (a) and (b) (d) another person

8) Jenny’s sister believed Gina talked to herself.

P
1¥e fu
(a) Jenny’s sister (b) Gina
(c) can be both (a) and (b) (d) another person

9) Tanya thought Sophia sprayed herself with pe,rfume.

fin fin imou
(a) Tanya (b) Sophia
(c) can be both (a) and (b) (d) another person

10) Kenneth convinced Jimmy’s brother to believe in himself.
T o

(a) Kenneth (b) Jimmy’s brother

(c) can be both (a) and (b) (d) another person



11) Avila and John believed the old men shot themselves.

A -

1% N
(a) Avila and John (b) the old men
(c) can be both (a) and (b) (d) other people

12) Jane said the nurse washed herself.
%A nowna Mnnvazen

(a) Jane (b) the nurse

(c) can be both (a) and (b) (d) another person

13) Tom ordered Robin to look at himself.

A uoy
(a) Tom (b) Robin
(c) can be both (a) and (b) (d) another person

14) Windy and Monica wanted their parents to read a book to themselves.

feoans vewi  enumladle
(a) Windy and Monica (b) their parents
(c) can be both (a) and (b) (d) other people

15) The president heard the famous actor talked about himself on TV.
drzswndud  Wou  Tdeidos vinumae e

(a) The president (b) the famous actor

(c) can be both (a) and (b) (d) another person
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16) Bill wanted his son to accept himself.
deams gy weudy

(a) Bill (b) his son

(c) can be both (a) and (b) (d) another person

17) Helen expected Crystal to b1’1y new shoes for herself.

aanda b souM
(a) Helen (b) Crystal
(c) can be both (a) and (b) (d) another person

18) Catherine said the teacher hurt herself.

%A i
(a) Catherine (b) the teacher
(c) can be both (a) and (b) (d) another person

19) The super star saw Annie took a picture of herself.

A i doam
(a) The super star (b) Annie
(c) can be both (a) and (b) (d) another person

20) Joey and Alex wanted their employees to introduce themselves to their friends.

foans anda uuiw

(a) Joey and Alex (b) their employees

(c) can be both (a) and (b) (d) other people
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STATISTICAL TABLES

(1) Results of the sentences with that-clauses:

Table 1 The interpretation of question 1

Q.1 The soldier dreamed the doctor killed himself.

Year
Year Year Year Year
% % % % | Total| %
1 2 3 4
Choice
a 17 | 56.70 8 26.70 6 22.20 5 16.70 | 36 | 30.80
® 9 30,00 20 }66.70| 17 |63.00 15 50.00| 61 52.10
C 4 13.30 2 6.70 4 14.80 10 (3330 20 |17.10
d 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00

(® = the correct answer

Table 2 The interpretation of question 2

Q.2 The hosts thought Beck and Victoria would introduce themselves.

Year
Year Year Year Year
% % % % |Total] %
1 2 3 4
Choic

a 2 6.70 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 3.30 3 2.60
® 27 190001 29 }96.70} 27 |[100.00| 29 |96.70| 112 | 95.70

c 1 3.30 1 3.30 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 1.70

d 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00

® = the correct answer



Table 3 The interpretation of question 5
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Q.5 Bobby imagined Lenny hit himself.

Year | Year Year Year Year
) % 5 % 3 % 4 % |Total| %
Choice
a 17 5670 7 (2330 10 |37.00] 10 |33.30| 44 [37.60
® 8 12670 17 |56.70| 16 |5930| 15 [50.00| 56 |47.90
c 3 |1000| 6 [2000| 1 3.70 5 16.70 | 15 |12.80
d 2 670 | O 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 1.70
® = the correct answer
Table 4 The interpretation of question 8
Q.8 Jenny’s sister believed Gina talked to herself.
ear | Year Year Year Year
] % ) % 3 % 4 % |Total| %
Choice
a 14 146701 9 13000 4 |[14.80| 3 10.00{ 30 |25.60
® 12 140.00| 20 |66.70] 20 [(47.10] 24 |80.00| 76 |65.00
c 1 3.30 1 3.30 3 J1110| 2 6.70 7 6.00
d 3 11000 O 000 O 0.00 1 3.30 4 3.40

® = the correct answer



Table S The interpretation of question 9
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Q.9 Tanya thought Sophia sprayed herself with perfume.

Year
Year Year Year Year
% % % % Total| %
1 2 3 4
Choice
a 7 2330 O 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 7 6.00
® 22 | 7330 26 |86.70| 27 |[100.00| 30 |100.00| 105 | 89.70
c 1 3.30 3 10,00 O 0.00 0 0.00 3 2.60
d 0 0.00 1 3.30 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 1.70
® = the correct answer
Table 6 The interpretation of question 11
Q.11 Avila and John believed the old men shot themselves.
ear | Year Year Year Year
% % % % |Total| %
1 2 3 4
Choice
a 18 16000 13 (4330 5 18.50 9 30.00| 45 |38.50
® 5 16.70 | 12 |40.00| 17 |63.00| 21 |70.00! 55 |47.00
c 1 3.30 1 3.30 1 3.70 0 0.00 3 2.60
d 6 (2000 4 1330 4 14.80 0 0.00 14 |12.00

® = the correct answer



Table 7 The interpretation of question 12
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Q12 Jane said the nurse washed herself.

ear | Year Year Year Year
] % , % 3 % 4 % |Total| %
Choice :
a 20 166.70| 15 |50.00| 17 |63.00| 12 [40.00] 64 |[54.70
® 5 (16701 9 (3000 3 [11.10| 11 [36.70| 28 |23.90
c 1 330 | 4 1330 7 [2590]| 5 16.70 { 17 | 14.50
d 4 11330 2 670 [ 0 | 0.00 2 6.70 8 6.80
® = the correct answer
Table 8 The interpretation of question 15
Q.15 The president heard the famous actor talked about himself on TV.
ear | Year Year Year Year
. % > % 3 % 4 % |Total| %
Choice
a 20 |66.70| 20 (66.70| 19 [70.40] 11 [36.70] 70 |59.80
® 4 1330 5 [1670( 3 |11.10| 13 |43.30| 25 |21.40
[ 3 |1000f 5 |1670| 5 1850 6 |20.00| 19 |16.20
d 3 1000} 0 [0.00; O | 0.00 0 0.00 3 2.60
® = the correct answer




Table 9 The interpretation of question 18
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Q.18 Catherine said the teacher hurt herself.

ear | Year Year Year Year
] % 2 % 3 % 4 % |Total| %
Choice
a 15 15000 13 [4330( 10 [37.00f 8 [2670| 46 |39.30
() 10 |3330f 14 (4670 12 |4440| 18 |60.00| 54 |46.20
c 4 (1330 3 |1000( 5 |18.50| 4 1330 16 |13.70
d 1 3.30 0 000 O 0.00 0 0.00 1 0.90
® = the correct answer |
Table 10 The interpretation of question 19
Q.19 The super star saw Annie took a picture of herself.
ear | Year Year Year Year
; % 2 % 3 % 4 % |Total| %
Choice
a 22 |7330( 14 [46.70( 17 |63.00| 13 [|4330| 66 |56.40
® 6 12000 13 [4330| 7 |2590| 15 |50.00{ 41 |35.00
c 2 6.70 3 J10.00] 3 (11.10] 2 670 | 10 | 8.50
d 0 000 O 000} 0 | 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00

® = the correct answer



(2) Results of the sentences with that-clauses:

Table 11 The interpretation of question 3
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Q.3 His little brother told Terry to cover himself with a jacket.

ear | Year Year Year Year
] % ) % 3 % 4 % |Total| %
Choice
a 8 126701 8 |26.70| 4 [1480] 1 330 | 21 {1790
® 18 160.00| 18 (6000 19 |7040| 24 |80.00| 79 |67.50
c 3 (1000 4 [1330| 4 [1480| S 1670 | 16 |13.70
d 1 330({ 0 000 O | 0.00 0 0.00 1 0.90
® = the correct answer
Table 12 The interpretation of question 4
Q.4 The commander ordered the soldier to respect himself.
ear | Year Year Year Year
] % 5 % 3 % 4 % |Total| %
Choice
a 25 18330 19 (6330 21 |77.80] 16 [53.30| 81 [69.20
(3) 1 330 | 9 30.00| 6 2220 10 [3330] 26 (2220
c 3 (1000 2 670 [ 0 | 0.00 4 1330 9 7.70
d 1 3301 0 J0.00| O | 0.00 0 0.00 1 0.90

® = the correct answer



Table 13 The interpretation of question 6
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Q.6 Wendy asked Tanya not to criticize herself.

ear | Year Year Year Year
) % ) % 3 % 4 % |Total| %
Choice
a 25 18330 15 [50.00( 21 |77.80| 13 |43.30| 74 |63.20
® 3 11000 9 3000 4 |14.80| 12 |[40.00| 28 |23.90
c 1 3.30 5 11670 2 7.40 5 16.70 | 13 }11.10
d 1 3.30 1 330 0 | 0.00 0 0.00 2 1.70
® = the correct answer
Table 14 The interpretation of question 7
Q.7 Barbara wanted Angela to cook for herself.
ear | Year -| Year Year Year
] % 5 % 3 % 4 % |Total| %
Choice
a 21 |7000( 16 |[5330( 11 |40.70( 11 |36.70| 59 |50.40
® 4 11330 11 |36.70| 14 |51.90| 14 [46.70| 43 |36.80
C 4 11330 3 [10.00] 2 7.40 5 16.70 | 14 |12.00
d 1 330 0 | 000 | O [ 0.00 0 0.00 1 0.90

® = the correct answer



Table 15 The interpretation of question 10
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Q.10 Kenneth convinced Jimmy’s brother to believe in himself.

ear | Year Year Year Year
] % 5 % 3 % 4 % |Total| %
Choice
a 22 17330 19 |6330| 15 |5560{ 11 [36.70| 67 |5730
® 7 (2330 6 [2000| 11 [40.70| 15 |50.00{ 39 |33.30
c 1 330 [ S |1670] 1 3.70 4 1330 11 | 9.40
d o [000| 0o [000| 0o [000| 0 |o000| 0 | o000
® = the correct answer
Table 16 The interpretation of question 13
Q.13 Tom ordered Robin to look at himself,
ear | Year Year Year Year .
] % 5 % 3 % 4 % |Total| %
Choice
a 17 [56.70 | 11 |36.70| 12 |4440| 4 [1330] 44 [37.60
® 5 |1670| 15 [5000| 7 {2590 20 |66.70| 47 |40.20
c 5 11670 3 (1000 8 |29.60{ 5 16.70 | 21 |17.90
d 3 |11000) 1 3301 0 | 0.00 1 3.30 5 4.30

® = the correct answer



Table 17 The interpretation of question 14
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Q.14 Windy and Monica wanted their parents to read a book to themselves.

ear | Year Year Year Year
% % % % |Total| %
1 2 3 4
Choice
a 21 |70.00| 21 [70.00] 23 [|8520[ 24 80.00| 89 |76.10
® 4 13.30| 5§ 1670 | 3 11.10 5 16.70 | 17 | 14.50
c 1 3.30 4 13.30 1 3.70 1 3.30 7 6.00
d 4 13.30f 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 4 3.40
® = the correct answer
Table 18 The interpretation of question 16
Q.16 Bill wanted his son to accept himself.
ear | Year Year Year Year
% % % % |Total| %
1 2 3 4
Choice
a 24 18000 20 [66.70| 20 |74.10| 15 50001 79 |67.50
® 4 3.30 9 (3000 4 14801 11 {36.70| 28 |[23.90
c 2 6.70 1 3.30 3 11.10 4 13.30{ 10 8.50
d 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
® = the correct answer




Table 19 The interpretation of question 17
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Q.17 Helen expected Crystal to buy new shoes for herself.

Year
Year Year Year Year
% % % % |Total| %
1 2 3 4
Choic
a 22 17330 18 |60.00] 20 74.10 16 |53.30| 76 |65.00
® 4 13.30 9 30.00 5 18.50 10 13330] 28 [23.90
c 4 13.30 3 10.00 2 7.40 4 13.30| 13 11.10
d 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00

® = the correct answer

Table 20 The interpretation of question 20

Q.20 Joey and Alex wanted their employees to introduce themselves to their friends,

Year
Year Year Year Year
% % % % |Total| %
1 2 3 4
Choice
a 6 20.00 6 20.00 5 18.50 4 13.30 | 21 17.90
® 22 17330 21 |70.00| 19 |70.40 23 17670 85 | 72.60
c 2 6.70 2 6.70 3 11.10 3 10.00 8 6.80
d 0 0.00 1 3.30 0 0.00 0 0.00 3 2.60

® = the correct answer
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(3) Tables of comparisons between sentences with that-clauses and sentences

with infinitive clauses

Table 21 Comparison between sentences with that-clauses and sentences with

infinitive clauses of students’ correct interpretation

95% Confidence
Paired
Interval of the
Year | differences | SD SE t df Sig.
Difference
mean
Lower Upper
1 1.20 1.82 | 033 0.52 1.89 3.60 [ 29 |0.001**
2 1.77 2.16 | 0.39 0.96 2.57 448 | 29 |0.000**
3 2.11 1.91 | 0.37 1.36 2.90 575 | 26 |0.000%*
4 1.53 243 | 044 0.63 2.44 345 | 29 |0.000**
Total 1.64 2.10 | 0.19 1.26 2.03 846 | 116 | 0.000**
** Significantly different (P < 0.01)
Table 22 Comparison between sentences with that-clauses and sentences with
infinitive clauses of students’ misinterpretation type X
95% Confidence
Paired
Interval of the .
Year | differences | SD SE t df Sig.
Difference
mean
Lower Upper
1 -1.30 1.73 | 0.31 -1.94 -0.66 | -4.13 | 29 |0.000%*
2 -1.80 233 | 042 -2.67 -0.93 -4.24 | 29 |0.000*%*
3 -2.37 1.71 | 0.33 -3.05 -1.70 | -7.19 | 26 |0.000**
4 -1.67 223 | 041 -2.50 -0.83 | -4.09| 29 |0.000**
Total -1.77 204 | 0.19 -2.14 -1.40 | -9.40 | 116 | 0.000**

** Significantly different (P <0.01)
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Table 23 Comparison between sentences with that-clauses and sentences with

infinitive clauses of students’ misinterpretation type X

95% Confidence
Paired
Interval of the
Year | differences | SD SE t df Sig.
Difference
mean
Lower Upper
1 -0.13 0.97 | 0.18 -0.50 0.23 -0.75 29 0.45%
2 -0.10 1.06 | 0.19 -0.50 0.30 -0.52 29 0.61
3 0.11 | 125 | 0.24 -0.38 0.61 0.46 26 0.62
4 0.00 1.68 | 0.31 -0.63 0.63 0 29 1.00
Total -0.03 1.26 | 0.12 -0.26 0.20 029 | 116 | 0.77

* Significantly different (P < 0.05)

Table 24 Comparison between sentences with that-clauses and sentences with

infinitive clauses of students’ misinterpretation type Z

95% Confidence
Paired
Interval of the
Year | differences | SD SE t df Sig.
Difference
mean
Lower Upper
1 0.24 0.81 | 0.15 -0.07 0.54 156 | 29 | 0.13*
2 0.13 0.57 | 0.10 -0.08 0.35 1.28 29 [ 0.21*
3 0.15 036 | 0.07 0.00 0.29 2.13 26 | 0.43*
4 + <+ + + . + + + +
Total 0.12 053 | 0.05 0.03 0.23 260 | 116 | 0.01*

+ =t cannot be computed because the sum of caseweights is less than or equal 1.

* Significantly different (P < 0.05)



(4) Tables of ANOVA for group 1 to group 4

Table 25 ANOVA for group 1 to group 4: Correct interpretation
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df | Sum of squares | Mean square F Sig.
TOTAL
Between groups 3 294.46 98.15 6.86 | .000**
Within groups 113 1616.02 14.30
Total 116 1910.48
St. with that-clauses:
Between groups 3 94.65 31.55 6.72 | .000**
Within groups 113 530.91 4.69
Total 116 625.56
St. with infinitive
clauses:
Between groups 3 58.89 19.63 422 .007*
Within groups 113 526.25 4.66
Total | 116 585.15

* Significantly different (P < 0.05) ** Significantly different (P <0.01)



Table 26 ANOVA for group 1 to group 4: Misinterpretation type X
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df | Sum of squares | Mean square F Sig.
TOTAL
Between groups 3 367.16 112.39 9.30 | .000**
Within groups 113 1486.70 13.16
Total 116 1853.86
St. with that-clauses:
Between groups 3 110.48 36.83 | 1033 | .002*
Within groups 113 402.72 3.56
Total 116 513.20
St. with infinitive
clauses:
Between groups 3 81.46 27.15 5.36 | .000**
Within groups 113 572.66 5.07
Total 116 654.12

* Significantly different (P < 0.05) ** Significantly different (P <0.01)



Table 27 ANOVA for group 1 to group 4: Misinterpretation type Y
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df | Sum of squares | Mean square F Sig.
TOTAL
Between groups 3 47.67 15.89 244 .068
Within groups 113 736.20 6.52
Total 116 783.86
St. with that-clauses:
Between groups 3 13.62 4.54 2.30 .081
Within groups 113 222.69 1.97
Total 116 236.31
St. with infinitive
clauses:
Between groups 3 10.73 3.58 1.71 170
Within groups 113 236.83 2.097
Total 116 247.556




Table 28 ANOVA for group 1 to group 4: Misinterpretation type Z
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| df | Sum of squares | Mean square F Sig.
' TOTAL
Between groups 3 19.84 6.61 459 | .005*
Within groups 113 162.84 1.44
Total 116 182.48
St. with that-clauses:
Between groups 3 6.84 2.28 4.57 | .005*
Within groups 113 56.41 .50 |
Total 116 63.25
St. with infinitive
clauses:
Between groups 3 3.50 1.17 321 | .026*
) Within groups 113 41.03 36
. ~ Total 116 44.53

* Significantly different (P < 0.05)



(5) Students’ interpretations

Table 29 The students’ interpretation
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Correct Interpretation Misinterpretation
Year TOTAL
Number % Number %
1
5 16.67% 25 83.33% 100%
(n=30)
2
11 36.67% 19 63.33% 100%
n=30)
3
14 51.85% 13 48.15% 100%
n=27)
4
17 56.67% 13 43.33% 100%
B (n=30)
TOTAL
47 40.17% 70 59.83% 100%
(N=117)
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