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INTRODUCTION 



The acquisition of relative clauses by Turkish children, as indicated by Aksu-Ko�  (l986) and Slobin (l986), takes longer as compared to the acquisition of case relations. Children at the age of five and six still have problems in sorting out the participial and nominalized forms for clauses. The aim of this paper is to investigate the degree of acquisition of relative clauses at both  imitation and production levels among pre-school children between the ages of three and six.



Romaine (1984:39), who has studied relativization in child language with 24 Edinburgh primary school children differentiates four kinds of relative clauses in English depending on the grammatical function of NP's within the given statement.





1- The person that hasn't scored goes out. (SS)

       NP                NP

   
subject      
  
 subject





2- John brought the books that he bought yesterday. (OO)


	
 object    object





3- The one that I like best is not here. (SO)

      NP	  NP	


   subject  
object



4- She broke the vase that was on the table. (OS)

		      NP     NP	


	
 object subject







Children are claimed to acquire the relativization on the object NP of the main sentence more easily than relativization on the subject. This is because the one acquired first is related to surface structure, and the other one requires deep embedding. Thus, English-speaking children are expected to process the OO and OS types with more ease and accuracy than the SS and SO types. Results obtained from experiments conducted by scholars  (Sheldon 1974; Tavakolin 1978; and De Villers et al. 1979) did not seem to be parallel to the ones stated by Romaine. Thus, English-speaking children seem to apply different strategies in the acquisition of different structures used for relativization, and there does not seem to be any consistency among these strategies.



Relativization in Turkish has been studied by Underhill in 1972, Hankamer and Knecht in 1976, Dede in 1978, Knecht in 1979 and 1986, and Zimmer in 1987.  In general, the studies are  towards the analysis  of relativization in  two basic forms.  In the first form, the verb in the embedded sentence is suffixed with the participle -An (or mIs or _AcAk). The terms "Free Participle,"  "Subject Participle" or "-Possessive" are used to refer to this type of construction.  For the purpose of this study, the term "Rel1" will be used in referring to the first form.




 Rel1 : Kosan   �ocuk


            run-PART child




In the second form the verb is suffixed with the participle -DIk  (or AcAk) and a possessive marker agreeing in person with the subject. If the subject is mentioned, the NP in the subject position of the relative clause takes the genetive case marker. In reference to these constructions "Possessed Participle " , "+ Possessed Participle" or "Object Participle" have been used.  In this study, this form will be referred to as Rel2.



Rel2 : Bebegin          i�tigi                             sŸt

            baby-GEN   drink-PART 3SG POSS    milk



Since relativization in Turkish is totally different from relativization in English,  the paper aims at investigating the developmental process of this structure in Turkish children.





METHOD



In order to collect data, two sets of material were prepared. The first set was prepared for imitation purposes.  The content of each set is indicated below: 



Set I : Sentences to be imitated by children



	Group 1: Five simple sentences comprising adjectives 

	Group 2: Five sentences comprising a Rel1  construction 

	Group 3: Five sentences comprising a Rel2  construction 



Set II: Questions to elicit data from children



Group 1: Four questions requiring an adjective or an adjectival phrase in the answer

Group 2: Five questions requiring the use of a Rel1 construction in the answer

Group 3: Five questions requiring the use of Rel2 construction  in the answer  

	

Thus each set  consists of 15 simple sentences classified evenly into three groups. In each group there are five sentences containing one type of modifier. In the first group there are only adjectival phrases ( e.g. mavi araba- blue car). In the second group sentences contain relative clauses (Rel1) where the verb in the embedded clause is suffixed with -An  and the identical NP  acts as the subject of the clause (e.g. aglayan �ocuk-the girl who is crying). The statements in the third group contain relative clauses (Rel2) where the  verb is suffixed with the participle, and the identical NP acts as the object of the clause (e.g. parkta gšrdŸgŸmŸz k“z-the girl we saw in the park). Each of these sentences is read to each individual child, and he or she is asked to repeat, in other words, imitate the sentence after the experimenter. 



In the second set of material, l4 questions are formulated in three groups. The four questions in the first group, aim at eliciting answers containing adjectival phrases, (e.g. �i�ekli vazo-vase with flower patterns) but relative clauses (e.g. elinde olan-the one in your hand) may be utilized in answering these questions. In fact, if the predicator of the relative clause is a  
-Ki
 construction (e.g. elindeki-the one in your hand).



The second group  comprises of six questions requiring the use of a relative clause in which the verb is suffixed with the participle -An and the nominal acts as the subject. The questions in the third group impose the use of a relative clause in which  possessed participle is applied and the nominal is used as the object. Thus, subjects are forced or guided to utilize the two different types of constructions used in Turkish relativization. 



Each of the questions  in Set II is posed to the subjects with the expectation of eliciting the desired response. Prior to asking these questions each subject is shown a set of two similar toys with a distinct variation (e.g. two cars with different colors). After  explaining the difference to the subject, the set of  similar toys are taken out of sight and the subject is asked with which he or she likes to play with.  Thus,  in indicating his/her choice, the subject is guided to use the expected structure with the way questions are formulated in each group. 



For the purpose of this study, 25 pre-school children are randomly selected from each age group, bringing the total number of subjects for the experiment up to  l00 .



At both the imitation and production stages of the experiment, the responses are recorded and later transcribed on paper. The pronunciation errors are ignored unless they affect the structural meaning. The findings are analyzed to  find out  the degree of acquisition for each age group. 



In a similar study  conducted on the comprehension of question -word questions, by Turkish pre-school children, five- and six-year-old children were observed to function far better than three- and four-year-old children (Ekmekci 1990). In the production of relativization a similar distinction of performance is hypothesized to appear between the same two age groups. In other words, five- and six-year-old children are expected to perform better than three- and four-year-old children in the utilization of relativization. A second assumption is that possessed participle construction  (Rel2) is acquired first.






FINDINGS




AT IMITATION LEVEL



The percentages of correct im
itation for each age group and 
for different constructions 



(1: Adj., 2: Rel1, 3: Rel2) are indicated in Charts I  and II. It is interesting to find out that six-year-old children have no problem in imitating any of the sentences. There is a 100 percent success in their imitation for each construction group. Three-year-old children, as expected, were the ones whose performance of imitation was the worst. However, their accuracy in imitating sentences containing adjectival phrases is 81 percent but this performance  goes down to 63 percent   in the imitation of Rel2 construction. They find Rel1 construction the  most difficult to imitate. In this case, their performance goes even lower to 57 percent but this is the same  level of performance  achieved by the four-year-old children  in imitating Rel1 construction. This indicates that it is after four that children show a significant progress towards subject-participle relativization. The rate of this success  reaches to 80 percent at the age of five and completes its progress at the age of six as far as imitation is concerned.




CHART I:CORRECT IMITATION  OF THREE TYPE OF  STRUCTURES BY DIFFERENT AGE GROUPS
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CHART II: CORRECT IMITATION OF DIFFERENT STRUCTURES WITHIN EACH AGE GROUP
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The progress in object-participle construction (Rel2) seems to start earlier. At the age of four,  64 percent of the time , children seem to imitate these constructions  with full accuracy. The gradual and balanced increase in the progress reaches its peak at the age of six.



When we examine the difficulty level of these constructions in the process of imitation, we see that adjectival phrases are the easiest and the object-participle (Rel2) construction takes the second place in the ease of imitation. The Rel1 construction remains as a problem till the age of five and six.





AT PRODUCTION LEVEL



The answers given to each group of questions (1: Adj. Phrase; 2: Rel1; 3: Rel2) are analyzed separately, by categorizing the common structures utilized in these responses, and by calculating in percentages the frequency of occurrence of these structures for different age groups (see Tables I-III). In these tables a broad categorization has been made, ignoring the application of the required case marker on either the modifier or the nominalized verb in the relative clause. The reason for grouping the structures in a broader category is to see the total utilization of adjective phrases and relative clauses which are the main concern of our study. The answers to each group of questions are categorized under six  headings.




MOD
I
F
I
ERS   (
MAV
I
-BLUE)  



               


INDEFINITE EXPRESS
I
ONS  (
BUNUN
-
OF THIS)






-Ki
 CONSTRUCTION   (
ALTTAK
I
-
 THE ONE BELOW)  



       


RELATIV
I
ZATION  (
SAPKALI OLAN
-
THE  ONE THAT HAS A HAT)






A STEP TO RELATIVIZATION   (
G…STERD
I
N YA
- YOU SHOWED  ...)






6- NO ANSWER.



For the purpose of this study, the findings will be examined, first analyzing   the responses given  to questions in each group, and then  discussing the application of other structures utilized  in place of the expected answer within each group of questions.



Responses to Questions for Three Groups



Within the responses to questions in Group 1,  the application of modifiers, is 79 to 87  percent within all age groups (Table I: 1). Although the desired option is the application of modifiers, we see the utilization  of  relativization in small percentages. This percentage, however, is significantly high in the speech of five-and six-year-old children as compared to  three-and  four-year-old children (Table I: 3).









TABLE I

A BROAD CATEGORIZATION OF STRUCTURES UTILIZED TO ANSWER QUESTIONS IN GROUP 1 (ADJ. PHRASES)



TYPES OF STRUCTURE�            AGE      GROUPS

    3          4          5           6��1. MODIFIER�     87%�     87%�     81%          �    79%��2. INDEFINITE EXPRESSIONS�        5%     �        5%    �       3%�      1%��3. REL1 �        3%�        2%�       9%�    15%��4. STEP TO RELATIVIZATION�        2%�        -�       1%�        -��5. 
-Ki
 CONSTRUCTION�        -�        -�       1%�      1%��6. NO ANSWER�        3%�        6%�       5%�      4%��




TABLE II

A BROAD CATEGORIZATION OF STRUCTURES UTILIZED TO ANSWER QUESTIONS IN GROUP 2 (REL1)



TYPES OF STRUCTURE�             AGE      GROUPS 

       3            4           5            6���      21%�      14%�     10%          �      9%��2. INDEFINITE EXPRESSIONS�        8%     �        3%    �       1%�      1%��3. REL1�      56%�      70%�     83%�    82%��4. STEP TO RELATIVIZATION�        9%�        3%�       1%�      2%��5. 
-Ki
 CONSTRUCTION�        6%�        6%�       4%�      5%��6. NO ANSWER�          -�        4%�       1%�        -��




TABLE III

A BROAD CATEGORIZATION OF STRUCTURES UTILIZED TO ANSWER QUESTIONS IN GROUP 3 (REL2)



TYPES OF STRUCTURE�    AGE      GROUPS

      3           4             5            6��1. MODIFIER�     17%�       8%�     11%          �    15%��2. INDEFINITE  EXPRESSIONS�      14%     �      17%    �     14%�      6%��3. REL1 (RELEVANT)�        3%�        5%�       6%�      7%��4. STEP TO RELATIVIZATION�      24%�      16%�     10%�      6%��5. 
-Ki
 CONSTRUCTION�        1%�        3%�       1%�      2%��6. REL2�      29%�      42%�     50%�    55%��7. NO ANSWER�      12%�        9%�       8%�      9%��





There seems to be a reverse correlation between the application of relativization and indefinite expressions within age groups (Table I: 2 and 4). While the utilization of relativization increases, the use of indefinite expressions decreases as children become older.



Questions in Groups 2 and 3 are formulated to elicit, from subjects, statements comprising relativization.  Consequently, the highest percentage for all groups falls on the use of relativization. However, there is a nice incline in the application of this structure according to the age (see Tables  II and III). 



Questions in Group 2 aim at eliciting statements comprising subject-participle  relativization (Rel1).  At the age of three  children's use of  Rel1 is as low as  56  percent  but  the percentage  reaches to 82 and 83 with five- and six-year-old children. There is a reverse correlation between the use of relativization and the use of modifiers. The use of modifiers, being 2l percent at the age of three,  goes down to 9 percent at the age of six. 



It is difficult , however, to claim that the use of modifiers is the indication of lack of knowledge in relativization. Some subjects may not listen to the description given by the experimenter because they get distracted by another quality of the toy; and thus, in their answers, they try to indicate the distinction from that point of view.  For instance, the experimenter shows the subjects two dolls.  One closes her eyes as she lies down, and the other does not. After explaining this difference to the subject, the experimenter takes away both the toys and asks the subject for her or his preference. The subject in indicating her preference may come up with the phrase "the big one" rather than the expected phrase "the one that doesn't sleep". When analyzing utterances of this kind, we observe that all the subjects, who have indicated their preferences by expressing  the size of the dolls rather that the characteristics of the eyes of the dolls were all boys of different ages (three among the six-year-old, two among the  five-year-old and one among the three-year-old group). In fact, there is no occurrence of refusal to this answer, nor is there the utilization of any indefinite expressions as an answer to this question. Thus, lack of interest in that specific quality of the dolls is assumed  to lead some of the boys to the use of a modifier which was suffice to indicate the size of the doll. Therefore, naturally, the use of a relative clause was not observed in the utterances of these boys.



Another reason for children to use a modifier rather than a relative clause is that they would like to be economical in their speech as most adults do. To investigate the validity of this assumption, one of the questions in Group II is formulated in such a way that the adverbial would suffice as a  correct answer  even the full answer needs the utilization of the nominalized verb in the relative clause.  This is because the difference  between the  two cars has to do with speed; one goes fast and the other goes slowly. Since the verb does not indicate the distinction, some of the subjects are satisfied with the application of the adverb to modify the two different cars. This type of verbal behavior is acceptable in adult speech as well (e.g. the fast one or the one that goes fast). When  the answers related to these two cases are avoided, the use of modifiers in  responses to questions in Group 2 fall  to zero percent for  six-year-old children and one percent for  five-year-old ones.



There are, however, other utterances indicating the incomplete acquisition of relativization  as indicated  by Slobin (l986). Utterances such as "sapkas“ var, onu" (she has a hat, that one.), " gšsterdin ya, onu" (you showed it, that one.) are examples that are included in  this category. These    constructions, seen as a step to relativization, are  observed even in responses to questions in Group 1, which do not require the use of relativization (Table I: 2) . These types of constructions are encountered more in the utterances of younger children, especially when they are forced to use object participle  relativization (Rel2), the application of which they find the most difficult (see Table III: 5). 



The second type of relativization Rel2 seems to cause more  problem.  When the responses to questions in Group 3 are observed, it is seen that only  between 50  and 55  percent of the five  and six-year-old children are  successful in its  application. The percentage of correct formulation of Rel2 construction goes down to  29  in  the utterances of  three-year-old children  (Table III: 4).



As the usage of Rel2  increases , the percentage of utterances containing both indefinite expressions (see Table III:1) and statements as a step to relativization (see Table III: 5) decreases. For instance, in three-year old children, the percentages for relativization and utterances indicating a step to relativization are very close. As years pass by, children do better in relativization. Thus, instances of indefinite expressions and incomplete relativization are  minimized (Table III: 2 and 5).



We may conclude that modifiers are well used by children between the ages of three and six.  The subject-participle  relativization  (Rel1) is acquired first and utilized more than 50 percent of  the time. Children at the ages of five and six seem to be more successful in constructing  sentences comprising this type of relativization (Table II: 3). While the occurrence of this type is 82 and 83 percent  respectively for five-and six-year-old children, it goes down to 70 percent  in the speech of four-year-old and 56 percent in three-year-old  ones.





Responses Other than the Expected Ones



In children's responses, aside from the expected structure,  there are some statements containing 
-Ki
 construction, indefinite expressions, and specific structures implying that children are  in the process of acquiring  relativization in the language.




-Ki
 CONSTRUCTION



The construction with 
-Ki
  is the reduced form of the relative clause composed of verb "be" and a locative. The questions in Group 1 guide the subjects to the utilization of a modifier in their response; therefore,  the 
-Ki
 construction is  utilized  one percent of the time with five and six-year-old children (Table I: 5 ).  The subjects who prefer 
-Ki
 construction   indicate their preference of the toy by mentioning  the location rather than the quality.  For instance,  after two similar cars with different colors are shown and hided, they  were asked  which one they would like to have.  In such a case,  most of the subjects were interested in the color of the cars and indicated their preferences, saying "the blue car."  Very few subjects, on the other hand,  focused on location in their preferences, using the phrase "the one over there."  The adoption of a strategy of this type may be due to avoid  relativization  at early ages, and it may be an indication of advanced knowledge on relativization  for older children since the question does not require the use of relativization in the answer.



Within  responses to  questions  in Group 2, 
-Ki
 construction appears more, ranging from four to six  percent within different age groups. In  responses to questions in Group 3, however,  we see a sudden drop in the application of the 
-Ki
 construction.  The decrease in subjects'  use of  the  
-Ki
 construction in formulating  relativization  requiring  subject-participle indicates that the 
-Ki
 construction is applied as a result of avoidance strategy in their overall answers since Rel2 construction has proven to be difficult to apply ( see Tables I-III ).  








CHART III: OCCURENCE OF INDEFINITE EXPRESSIONS  UTILIZED IN ANSWERS TO EACH GROUP OF QUESTIONS
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 Even if  subjects are able to construct the object participle relativization   (Rel2) , they  attempt to use the 
-Ki
 construction( see Table III: 5). Some of them prefer a short cut and include  only indefinite expressions  ( see Table III: 2) or single modifiers ( see Table III: 1) in their responses. There are even some who prefer to remain silent (see Table III:7). In responses to questions in Group 3, the utilization of 
-Ki
 construction does not exceed three percent for  any of the age groups.






INDEFINITE EXPRESSIONS



Use of indefinite expressions is a good indicator on how well a structure is acquired.  The occurrence of these expressions vary from  three to eight percent in the answers of three- and four-year-old  subjects to the  questions in Groups 1 and 2. This percentage does not exceed three with the older subjects at the age of five and six.  At these ages, subjects prefer to keep silent  instead of  giving an answer which does not seem  signify the desired item  properly (see Table  I: 2 and II:2).   In answering questions requiring for a Rel2 construction, the occurrence of indefinite expressions  are significantly high especially  with  three-, four- and five-year-old subjects  (see Chart IV). The percentage of occurrence of the indefinite expressions goes down to six at the age of six (see Chart  III).





CHART IV: OCCURRENCE OF INDEFINITE EXPRESSIONS FOR EACH AGE GROUP
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STATEMENTS TOWARDS RELATIVIZATION



Children  before being  able use relativization in their utterances, they construct interesting constructions indicating that they are at the process of acquiring  relativization. These are either two independent sentences one of which can be embedded into the  other to  signal the intended meaning:



A: Hangi       �ocuk      gŸlŸyor?


     which      child       laugh-Pres. Prog.

    
	
Which child is laughing?




C:  Sapkasi    var    �
ocugun. 	
O  
gŸlŸyor.


      hat-POSS h
as  child-GEN  	
he   laugh-Pres. Prog.



The child has a hat
	
He is laughing.




Sometimes, the child in answering the same type  of question, uses  only one simple statement and adds  the word "ya" to the end of that sentence  to mean "That is  the one."



C: Sapkasi    var    ya.

    hat-Poss  has  additional remark

    He has a hat.  (That's the one.)



The application of  similar constructions are  observed in the speech of three and five-year-old subjects even  in answering  questions   requiring  a simple modifier (see Charts V-VI).  These subjects may be more talkative and ready to give   extra  information. The occurrence of these   structures increase  to nine percent with  three-  and   to three percent  with four-year-old  subjects  while answering questions requiring  the  Rel1 construction.  The  percentage of occurrence   for these constructions remains  as low as two with older groups.  In the percentage of responses to Group 3 questions, a significant increase is observed  in the occurrence of structures  indicating the initial stage of the acquisition  of relativization. The percentage starts with 24   at the age of three; slowly decreases to 16 at the age of four and goes down to 10 at the age of five and 6 at the age of six (see Table III:5).





CHART V: OCCURRENCE OF STATEMENTS TOWARDS RELATIVIZATION FOR EACH GROUP
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CHART VI: OCCURRENCE OF STATEMENTS TOWARDS RELATIVIZATION FOR EACH AGE GROUP
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NO ANSWER



There are also instances where subjects  remain silent when  the  questions are posed to them.  This may be due to  lack of interest   in the pictures  subjects are shown  or lack of linguistic  or conceptual knowledge to express the required information.  The first reason seems to apply to the first group of questions  which do not require  any complex  linguistic process.  If the subjects do not show any interest to the activity conducted by the experimenter,  they can easily be attracted by other activities in the surrounding environment and thus do not bother to answer the posed question.  

	

Within the responses given to the first group of questions,  there are subjects from each age group  leaving the questions unanswered. The percentage  varies from three to six . While the four- and five-year-old children  show more reluctance,  three- and  six-year old children  perform better (see Table I:6).



The  questions  in Group 2  are far better answered  as compared to the questions in Group 1,  but we still see a similar correlation  in the percentage of unanswered questions within  the age groups. Again,  among the four- and five -year-old subjects,  respectively only  four and one percent show reluctance in answering the questions.  The three- and six-year old subjects, on the other hand , show no reluctance at all.

	

We see  an increase in the percentage of unanswered questions  within Group 3  since the  expected answers require the application of object-participle  relativization (Rel2)  which  subjects find  difficult to  formulate.  Among the three-year-old group, the percentage of unanswered questions is 12  but this percentage goes down to nine and even eight with the older subjects. 





CONCLUSION



 The  study, conducted   among 100 pre-school children ranging from the ages of  three  to six, aims at  investigating the performance of relativization at imitation and  production levels.  The experiment is conducted at different  day care centers  in Adana,  and each subject   is asked to repeat 15 statements comprising either an adjectival phrase  or a relative construction.  In the second part of the  experiment  each subject is asked  questions accompanied by some activity that would be of interest to children in general.  The questions are grouped into three categories  each of which  is aimed to elicit  one type   of structure namely  a) a modifier,   b) subject-participle relativization (Rel1), c) object-participle relativization (Rel2). 

 

The analysis of the responses to these questions indicate that  subjects  perform much better at imitation  level than  they do at performance level.  In fact,  six-year-old subjects  imitate  the statements of different structures with 100 percent accuracy. The accuracy level for the  three-year-old subjects   does not even go below 81 percent  at the imitation  of adjectives .  When  we look at the degree of correctness in  the  imitation  of these two different types of relativization,  we see that subjects  between the ages of three and five perform better   in  imitating  Rel2 construction as opposed to Rel1 (see Chart II). 



At production level, adjectival phrases have proven to be the easiest  and the  object-participle  relativization  (Rel2)  to be  the most difficult type to perform.   When we look at production of the  statements  in the other two  groups,  only 82 percent use Rel1 structure in answering questions in Group 2 and this percentage goes down to 55  for Rel2 structure.



There  seems to be a consistent and gradual increase in the utilization of relativization parallel to their age.   While  the percentage for Rel1  is 56 at the age of three, it goes up to 82 at the age of six. And a similar development is observed in the use of Rel2 construction.  While 29 percent of the  three-year-old subjects can construct statement  consisting of object relativization,  this percentage  increases gradually up to 55 at the age of six. 



When  the performance of subjects are compared at imitation and production levels, it is noted that while  subjects find the Rel1 construction  more difficult to imitate as compared to Rel2,  they seem to be  behind in the  performance of  Rel2 as compared to Rel1.  This may be do to the fact that  in Rel2 construction, the articulation of morphemes  is  very similar to  past tense marker, which they have already acquired . For that reason, they do not have much difficulty in imitating  these constructions. The suffix utilized in Rel1 is not similar to any suffixation they are familiar with unless they have acquired  the Rel1 construction.



It is difficult to arrive at a sound conclusion at this point. Further investigation needs to be conducted to see the correlation between  the responses  of individual subjects in imitating as well as using each of these two types of relativization. 
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