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Abstract

Relative clauses have been extensively studied in language acquisition due to their
complex structures and internal syntactic properties, especially subject relative clause (SRC)
and object relative clauses (ORC). Relative clauses are not only structurally complex but also
semantically complex, particularly the animacy of the head noun which plays an important
role in the acquisition of subject-object relative clauses. The present study explores the
effects of animacy on head nouns of subject and object relative clause production in Thai
children. Cross-sectional data were collected from 85 2-5-year-old children living in Bangkok.
They were interviewed using a preference task consisting of four sets of pictures with animate
and inanimate head nouns for eliciting SRCs and ORCs.

The experiment's overall findings show that subject relative clauses (SRCs) are less
difficult to understand than object relative clauses (ORCs). Subject relative clauses with
animate head nouns are easier to learn than subject relative clauses with inanimate head
nouns. Object relative clauses with inanimate head nouns are easier to understand than

object relative clauses with animate head nouns.

Keywords: Language acquisition, Relative clauses, Animacy, Thai children
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Background of the Study

Relative clauses are clauses that provide information to identify a specific participant
when a noun phrase alone is insufficient. Researchers have studied the acquisition of relative
clauses across languages over the last three decades (Diessel and Tomasello, 2005). The
majority of these investigations focus on two syntactic aspects (Sheldon, 1974; de Villiers et
al., 1979; Goodluck and Tavakolian, 1982): the syntactic function of the head noun in the
relative clause as shown in example 1 and the syntactic function of the gap relativized within
the relative clause as shown in example 2.

Example 1 The dog that chases the cat (Subject relative clause/SRC)

The cat that the dog chases (Object relative clause/ORC)

In Example 1, The dog that chases the cat' is a subject relative clause because the
head noun is relativized and appears as a gap in the subject position. The noun phrase The
cat that the dog chases' is an object relative clause because the head noun is relativized and
appears as a gap in the object position.

Example 2 (1) The horse that __pushes the goat stands on the lion.

(Subject-Subject/SS)

(2) The cow that the sheep pushed  stands on the kangaroo.
(Subject-Object/SO)

(3) The cow pushes the kangaroo that _ jumped over the goat.
(Object-Subject/OS)

(4) The kangaroo stands on the pig that the sheep pushed .
(Object-Object/Q0) (Tavakolian, 1977)

In Example 2, the study focuses on the gapped or relativized element within the
relative clause, which serves four distinct types of relative clauses, namely, SS, SO, OS, and
OO0.

Relative clauses are both structurally and semantically complex. Several studies have
discovered the effect of semantic properties of relative clause constructions, with the
animacy of the head noun playing an important role in the acquisition of subject-object
relative clauses (Goodluck and Tavakolian, 1982).

The head of a relative clause is normally the topic of the relative clause because the

RC is a statement about the head; therefore, subject relative clauses attached to animate
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head nouns are preferred (Mak et al., 2006). This investigation is also supported by Diessel
(2009), who claims that animate head nouns are highly plausible for agents and are highly
likely to result in subject relative clauses. For the point of inanimate head nouns attached to
relative clauses, which are less agentive referents, they tend to be non-subject and more
likely to result in the head of object relative clauses.

In Thailand, research on children's language acquisition is currently very limited. Few
studies have been conducted on children's acquisition of classifiers and relative clauses
(Sangkharam and Indrambarya, 2018; Pindabaedya, 2018; Pindabaedya and Indrambarya,
2018). It is crucial to investigate the children's language acquisition, particularly relative
clause (RC), one of the most complex structures across languages and an indicator that can
reveal children's language development and thoughts. The researcher would like to
investigate the production of relative clauses by Thai children as well as the effects of
animacy on head nouns in subject and object relative clauses in this paper. Based on
previous research, the researcher expected that head nouns attached to relative clauses
would affect children's language acquisition. The study's findings may help us understand
more about the obstacles to their language development and supports them in promoting

their language development.

Objective of the study

The present study explores the effects of animacy on head nouns of subject and

object relative clause production in Thai children.

Methodology

The methodology is divided into four sections in this paper: participants, instruments,
data collection, and data analysis.
1) Participants

This study included 85 pre-school children aged 2 to 5. The children were 43 male
and 42 female kindergarten students. They are all from Bangkok and speak the central Thai
dialect as their first language. Parents must grant permission for all students to participate in

this study.
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2) Instruments

To investigate the role of animacy in children's relative clause acquisition, the

experimental materials used a 2X2 design that crossed the animacy factors (animate,

inanimate subjects, and animate, inanimate objects). As a result, four sets of pictures were

used to elicit subject relative clauses (SRCs) and object relative clauses (ORCs). Each set

consists of four images; each image includes one agent (subject) and one patient (object),

both animate and inanimate, as shown in the tables below.

Agent Patient Pictures
(Subject) (Object) (Focus on subject)
Animate Animate Set 1 | The girl hugs her dad. The girl hugs her mom.
Animate Inanimate Set 2 | The boy plays the ball. The boy plays the robot.
Inanimate Animate Set 3 | The fan blows on the cat. The fan blows on the dog.
[nanimate Inanimate Set 4 | The car crashes the bicycle. The car crashes the train.

Table 1: Experimental pictures for eliciting subject relative clauses (SRCs)

Agent Patient Pictures
(Subject) (Object) (Focus on object)
Animate Animate Set 1 | The grandfather kisses the boy. The grandmother kisses the boy.
Animate Inanimate Set 2 | The boy has the ice-cream. The girl has the ice-cream.
Inanimate Animate Set 3 | The stone falls on the dog. The car runs over the dog.
Inanimate Inanimate Set 4 | The train crashes the bicycle. The bus crashes the bicycle.

Table 2 Experimental pictures for eliciting object relative clauses (ORCs)

3) Data collection

The data was gathered from 85 children. They were interviewed using a preference

task that included four sets of images with animate and inanimate head nouns. The

researcher used the Thai language as the medium for questioning and answering. To collect

the data, the researcher asked them a question that required them to respond with noun-

modifying clauses or relative clauses focusing on modifying the subject (subject relative

clauses) and object (object relative clauses), as shown in tables 3-6.
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Agent (Subject)

Patient (Object)

Pictures

arrows)

Animate subject

(The girls with the red

Animate object
(The mother and
father)

The girl hugs her mother. The girl hugs her father.

Table 3: Examples of pictures for eliciting subject relative clauses (SRCs)

They were given some hints by the researcher: "There are two girls. The first girl hugs

her mother, while the second girl hugs her father. Which girl do you like?" This was a

preference task, so children had to respond by using relative clauses that modified the girl or

the subject (subject relative clause) they like to describe, for example, "l like the girl who is

hugging her mom" or "The girl who hugs her dad." In Table 4, the target responses with

subject relative clauses are shown.

Agent (Subject) Patient (Object) Target SRCs
Animate Animate Set1 | The girlwho hugs her dad/mom
Animate Inanimate Set 2 | The boy who_ plays the ball/robot
Inanimate Animate Set 3 | The fan that blows on the cat/dog
Inanimate Inanimate Setd4 | The car that crashes the bicycle/train

Table 4: Target answers of subject relative clauses (SRCs)

Agent (Subject)

Patient (Object)

Pictures

Animate subject
(The grandfather and

grandmother)

Animate object
(The boys with the

blue arrows)

The grandfather kisses the boy.

The grandmother kisses the boy.

Table 5: Examples of pictures for eliciting object relative clauses (ORCs)
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To elicit object relative clauses, the researcher asked them a question that required
an answer with clauses modifying the object or patient of the pictures. They were told,
"There are two boys. One boy kisses his grandpa and the other boy kisses his grandma. Which
boy do you like?" The target answers to this question would be "I like the boy who the
grandfather kisses " or "l like the boy who the grandmother kisses ." Table 6 displays the

target answers for the object relative clauses.

Agent (Subject) Patient Target ORCs
(Object)
Animate Animate Set 1 The boy who the grandpa/grandma is kissing__
Animate Inanimate Set 2 The ice-cream that the boy/girl is having__
Inanimate Animate Set 3 The dog that the stone falls on/the car runs on__
Inanimate Inanimate Set 4 The bicycle that the train/bus crashes__

Table 6: Target answers of object relative clauses (ORCs)

4) Data analysis

All of the children's responses were collected and analyzed in terms of the frequency
of production in both subject and object relative clauses. The effect of animacy on head
nouns in both subject and object relative clauses was then examined and presented as a

percentage.

Results
Based on the animacy factors (animate, inanimate subjects, and animate, inanimate

objects), the results are divided into 4 sections.

Part 1: Picture Set 1: Animate subject (SRCs) VS Animate object (ORCs)
According to the results of picture set 1, children produced 625 utterances, of which
157 token (25.12%) were relative clauses and 468 tokens (74.88%) were other structures, as

shown in the figure below.
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The production of subject relative clauses (SRCS) with animate subjects

3.33
100% 0.00 0.00 0.00
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60%
100.00 100.00 96.67 100.00
40%
98.55

20%

0% Ll HIEH HEHHE i
2-year-old 3-year-old 4-year-old 5-year-old

target SRC other patterns of RCs

Figure 1: Children’s relative clause production
The researcher asked the children, "Which girl do you like?" to elicit SRCs associated
with animate subjects. As shown in Example 3, children produced 69 (1.44%) utterances, of
which 68 (98.55%) were considered target answers, subject relative clauses. Furthermore,

only one of the other RC patterns, the object relative clause, was found, as shown in

Example 4.
Example 3 ¥8U  {ud 7 14 Uy AuAS
tehs:p phd:jin thi: saj tehit  sitdee:n
like girl RC marker wear dress red

“I like the girl who wears__the red dress.”

(An SRC from a 3-year-old girl)
Example 4 #uid i W nam
phi:jin thi: phd: kit
girl RC marker father hug

“The girl who her father hugs ”
(An ORC from a 3-year-old girl)
From the data, it showed that most children have no difficulty in producing SRCs with

animate head nouns. However, they still made small mistakes.
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The production of object relative clauses (ORCs) with animate head nouns
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Figure 2: Children’s relative clause production
From the question eliciting ORCs with animate head nouns, children produced 88
utterances which 40 (45.46%) utterances were target answers, object relative clauses, as
illustrated in example 5. It showed that children had difficulty to produce object relative
clauses with animate head nouns while half of children replaced subject relative clauses to

avoid object relative clauses, as shown in examples 6 and 7.

Example 5 ingwe il AOIAN  Veu
dekphl:teh a:j thi: khunta: hd:m
boy RC marker grandpa kiss

”

“The boy that the grandpa kisses
(An ORC from a 3-year-old boy)

Example 6 %0U  WngYY i ld e ddw
teh 5:p dekphl:cha:j thi: saj sta  siimian
like  boy RC marker wear shirt purple

“I like the boy who__wears the purple shirt.”
(An SRC from a 3-year-old boy)

Example 7 Wingve il nom  AMYIY
dekphG:teh a:j thi: kot khunja:j
boy RC marker hug  grandma

“The boy who  hugs his grandma”
(An SRC from a 5-year-old girl)
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Animate subject VS Animate object

100.00 100.00 100.00 96.67 100.00
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Target SRCs with animate head nouns

B target ORCs with animate head nouns

Figure 3: Comparing Target SRCs with animate head nouns and ORCs with animate head nouns

As previously stated, children of all ages had no trouble producing subject relative
clauses with animate head nouns. It supports Kidd (2007)’s finding that subject relative
clauses are more frequent used than object relative clauses. It can be explained that the
subject is most prominent for children (Kidd, 2011:12) because it has the characteristics of
being the doer of actions and primarily refers to humans (Diessel, 2009: 14-15).

Object relative clauses with animate head nouns, on the other hand, were more
difficult for children. As a result, they tried to avoid this structure by employing subject
relative clauses instead.This finding is consistent with Kidd's (2007) discovery that children
who speak both English and German tend to convert object relatives to subject relatives

when the head nouns are animate.

Set 2: Animate subject (SRCs) VS Inanimate object (ORCs)
Regarding the picture set 2 result, children made 576 utterances, of which 150
(26.04%) were relative clauses and 426 (73.96%) were other structures. As shown in the table

below, children preferred to modify nouns using structures other than relative clauses.
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The production of subject relative clauses (SRCs) with animate head nouns

100% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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target SRC other patterns of RCs

Figure 4: Children’s relative clause production
To elicit SRCs attached to an animate subject, the researcher asked children, "Which
boy do you like?" All of the children answered with 100% of the target subject relative

clauses. As shown in Example 8, children had no trouble producing SRCs attached to animate

head nouns.
Example 8 YU Lﬁﬂi{ma i Lau anuaa
teh5:p dekphl:teh a:j thi: [é:n 1G:k bain
like  boy RC marker play  ball

“I' like the boy who plays with the ball.”
(An SRC from a 4-year-old girl)

The production of object relative clauses (ORCs) with inanimate head nouns

100%

14.29 20.00

80% 43.75

60.00
60%

40%

20% 40.00

2-year-old 3-year-old 4-year-old 5-year-old

56.25

| target ORCs Other patterns of RCs

Figure 5: Children’s relative clause production
According to the preference task eliciting ORCs with animate head nouns, children
used 67 utterances, which 49 (73.13%) were focused or target response of objective relative

clauses, as shown in example 9.
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Example 9 WU oAl 7 AV MU
teh 5:p Pajtim thi: ph(:jin tha:in
like  ice-cream RC marker girl eat

“I'like the ice-cream that the girl is having .”
(An ORC from a 3-year-old girl)
Some children avoided the ORCs' target answers. Instead, they changed the RC
pattern from ORC to SRC, converting the object 'ice-cream' as the subject and using new

verbs based on the pictures, such as 'has', as shown in Example 10.

Example 10 @ou  lo@u #l 1 nily @0y aw
teh 5:p ?ajtim thi: mi:  ntan s3ip saim
like ice-crea RC marker has one two three

“I like the ice-cream that__has one, two, and three (scoops).”
(An SRC from a 3-year-old girl)

Animate subject VS Inanimate object

100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
80.00
56.25
60.00
40.00

40.00
20.00 I

0.00

2-year-old 3-year-old 4-year-old 5-year-old

Target SRCs with animate head nouns

B Target ORCs with inanimate head nouns

Figure 6: Comparing Target SRCs with animate head nouns and ORCs with inanimate head
nouns

As previously stated, subject relative clauses with animate head nouns are not
difficult for children of all ages. It can be explained that children can acquire subject relative
clauses at their early ages because subject relative clauses are similar to simple sentence.
(Diessel, 2000:10).

Children, on the other hand, struggle with ORC production with inanimate head
nouns; however, errors were mostly found in young children aged 2-3 years old. As they

grew older, their errors decreased. At this stage, 2-3-year-old children avoid using 'ice cream'
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as the head noun of the object relative clause. Instead, they attempted to make "ice cream”
the head noun of the subject relative clause, as in "l want the ice cream that _is frozen; | like
the ice cream that has the cone." This finding supports Diessel's claim that subject relative
clauses are commonly used with stative verbs such as have, own, or belong (Diessel, 2000:
16).
Set 3: Inanimate subject (SRCs) VS animate object (ORCs)
According to picture set 3, children made 612 utterances, 151 (24.67%) of which were

relative clauses and 461 (75.33%) were other structures.

The production of subject relative clauses (SRCs) with inanimate subjects

100% 0.00 0.00 0.00
11.11

80%

60%

100.00 100.00 100.00

24.67 40% 88.89

20%
75.33
0%

2-year-old 3-year-old d-year-old 5-year-old

target SRC other patterns of RCs

Figure 7: Children’s relative clause production
To elicit SRCs with inanimate head nouns, the researcher asked children, "Which fan
do you like?" As shown in Example 11, the majority of children gave target answers: subject
relative clauses. Interestingly, children had no trouble producing SRCs attached to inanimate
head nouns. This finding is consistent with Diessel's finding that subject relative clauses are

common with both animate and inanimate head nouns (Diessel, 2000: 12).

Fxample 11 sinay 7 SUSINTE
phatlom thi: paw  maeiw
fan RC marker blow cat
“The fan that__blows the cat” (An SRC from 3-year-old boy)
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The production of object relative clauses (ORCs) with animate head nouns

100%

80%
45.83
50.00 57.89 57.14

60%

47.30 40% - “ .

50.00 54.17

5]
20% 42.11 42.86
. B == ZE

2-year-old 3-year-old 4-year-old 5-year-old

B target ORCs Other patterns of RCs

Figure 8: Children’s relative clause production

According to the data, nearly half of the children can produce object relative clauses

with animate head nouns, as shown in Example 12, while the other half use other structures,

as shown in Example 13.

Example 12

Example 13

278 P 9N S TARNCY I3,

tehGaj ma: thi: rét  jiap
help dog RC marker car run over

”»

“I will help the dog that the car runs over

(An ORC from a 4-year-old girl)
el %N ﬁ Iﬂ‘u 0 WigyU
tehllaj ma: thi: do:n rét  jiap
help dog RC marker PASS car run over
“I will help the dog that _is run over by the car.”

(An SRC from a 5-year-old girl)

According to the data, children between the ages of 2-4 years old preferred producing

object relative clauses attached by an animate head noun, as illustrated in Example 15.

Surprisingly, as the children grew older, they used less object relative clauses with animate

head nouns. They instead change the object relative clause 'the dog that the car runs over

to the subject relative clause with the passive construction 'the dog that is run over by the

car'. This explains why the use of object and subject relative clauses in this context is so

similar.
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Inanimate subject VS Animate object

100.00 100.00 88.89 100.00 100.00
80.00

60.00 50.00 54.17
S 42.11 - 42.86

40.00

20.00

0.00
2-year-old 3-year-old 4-year-old 5-year-old

Target SRCs with inanimate head nouns

@ Target ORCs with animate head nouns

Figure 9: Comparing Target SRCs with inanimate head nouns and ORCs with animate head
nouns

According to the previous findings, subject relative clauses with animate and
inanimate head nouns are common for children of all ages; as a result, they had no trouble
producing them. Object relative clauses, on the other hand, cause problems for children,
especially with animate head nouns. In this context, the children found that head nouns
modified by relative clauses functioned as sentence objects. As a result, children prefer
passive construction, that requires converting object relative clauses to subject relative
clauses. This strategy reduces structure complexity and makes it easier to create relative

clauses (Pindabaedya, 2018:145), as illustrated in figure 10.

“I will help the dog that the car runs over " (ORCs)
A

“I will help the dog that is run over by the car.” (SRCs with passive construction)

Figure 10: The use of ORCs and SRCs with passive construction
According to figure 10, the object relative clause is more difficult because the
reference to head nouns 'the dog' occurred as a gap in object position. The relativized gap
and the head noun are quite far apart, which has an effect on memory processing. Using the
passive construction with the head noun modified by the subject relative clause is less

complex and easier for memory (Diessel, 2004; Diessel, 2009; Kidd, 2011).
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Set 4: Inanimate subject (SRCs) VS Inanimate object (ORCs)
According to the picture set 4, children produced 600 utterances, of which 156 (26%)
were relative clauses and 444 (74%) were other structures. It revealed that children use

other structures to identify nouns than relative clauses.

The production of subject relative clauses (SRCs) with inanimate head nouns

100%
80% 36.36 30.00 40.00
60.00
0,
37.70 60%
40% 70.00
62.30 63.64 : 60.00
20% 40.00
0%
2 year 3 year 4 year 5 year
target SRC other patterns of RCs

Figure 11: Children’s relative clause production
To elicit SRCs, the researcher asked children about the car that they wanted to fix.
More than half of them (62.3%) produced subject relative clauses to identify the car, as

shown in example 14.

Exarnple 14 ¥au  Souie 9 v sabi
teh5:p rotkén thi: teh on rotfaj
like car RC marker crash train

“I' like the car that _crashes the train.”

(An SRC from a 3-year-old boy)
When compared to the other sets of SRC production, this type of SRC with an
inanimate head noun was the most difficult. The children were confused because the
subject and object are both inanimate. Therefore, they could not clearly identify which one

was the agent or subject and occasionally switched the roles of subjects and objects.
Some children avoided the subject relative clause, as illustrated in example 15. They
created other relative clause patterns by changing the agent from the inanimate subject 'car'
to the animate subject 'I'. This strategy is natural for children's perception because 'I' refers to

humans, the prototypical subject, and 'car' refers to things, the prototypical object.
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Ay W e fu w1 W U
khan ni: ?a khan thi: pron. 22w kha:w ba:n
CLS DET Particle CLS RC marker | take into  house

“This one. | like this one that | can take into my house.”

(An ORC from a 3-year-old girl)

The production of object relative clauses with inanimate head nouns

100%

80%
58.82 51.85

0% 66.67 7222
0% R e
L 48.15 =
20% 41.18
33.33 - 27.78
0% [ [ EESER
2 year 3 year 4 year 5 year
m target ORCs Other patterns of RCs

Figure 12: Children’s relative clause production

From the data, most children of all ages failed to use object relative clauses with

inanimate head nouns, as shown in example 16.

Example 16

GNGAR INTYIU il sava v
sonsa:n teakkraja:n  thi: rotbat tham
sorry bicycle RC Marker bus do

”»”

“I feel sorry for the bicycle that the bus crashes .

(An ORC from a 4-year-old girl)

As previously stated in the results of picture sets 1-3, children had difficulty producing

object relative clauses due to their internal complex structure and the distance between the

relativized gap and the co-reference. The children struggled with the semantic complexities

of head nouns attached to object relative clauses in this context. As a result, they preferred

to form subject relative clauses with passive construction, as shown in example 17.

Example 17

Sietd INTYIU 7 fu ey sowd
chlaj teakkrajain thi: man  dbé:n rétmej tehon
help bicycle RC marker pron. PASS bus crash
“I will help the bicycle that it was crashed by the bus.”
(An SRC from a 3-year-old girl)
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Inanimate subject VS Inanimate object
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Figure 13: Comparing Target SRCs with inanimate head nouns and ORCs with inanimate head nouns

From the previous picture set 1-3, most children could do subject relative clauses with
both and inanimate head nouns well. In this situation, children strugsled to form subject
relative clauses with inanimate head nouns. Normally, agents are animate nouns such as
humans and animals and patients are inanimate nouns: things, machine, and locations (Diessel,
2000: 14). As a result, they could not clearly identify which one was the agent or subject and
occasionally switched the roles of subjects and objects.

To avoid this complexity, the children used other structures to describe the head noun
that they wanted to modify and changed the verb ‘crash’ to something else that could be
found in the picture; for example, they replaced ‘crash’ by ‘has’. Changing verbs allowed
children to create new agents and patients that they were familiar with, such as "l like the
train that has pink color."

Apart from the previously mentioned difficulties, the children struggled with object
relative clauses. They found that using passive construction would make it easier to convert
object relative clauses to subject relative clauses. This explains why they used fewer object

relative clauses.

Conclusions

This study investigates the effects of animacy on head nouns of subject and object
relative clause production in Thai children using a preference task that allows children to use
noun modifying clauses or relative clauses. The children's responses were analyzed and

presented as percentages, as shown in the chart below.
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Figure 14: Overall results of SRC and ORC production with animate and inanimate head nouns

In the case of overall SRC and ORC production, children of all ages could produce
subject relative clauses with both animate and inanimate head nouns. Subject relative
clauses were the least problematic because they are similar to simple sentences, which
children learn before producing relative clauses (Diessel, 2000: 10). This finding supports the

finding that children prefer animate entities as the subject of relative clauses (Okugiri, 2018:3).

This finding also supports Diessel's (2000) claim that children perform well when the
relativized subject is associated with a human reference or an animal, which are regarded as

prototypical subjects.

+animate +animate
E—lumun Animal W Vehicle Thing Place
éubject Object Adverbial

Figure 15: Prototypical subjects (Diessel, 2000: 14)

The results also show that children struggled when using subject relative clauses with

inanimate head nouns. The inanimate references are concrete objects (Okugiri, 2018:1). As a
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result, they were unable to identify who was the agent and who was the subject, and they
occasionally switched roles as subjects and objects. It could be predicted that the inanimate
head noun played an important role in SRC acquisition.

In terms of ORC production, subject relatives are more frequent than object relatives
in this child’s production data. Children struggled more with object-relative clauses attached
to animate head nouns than with object-relative clauses attached to inanimate head nouns,
confirming Diessel's (2000) claim that the objects primarily denote vehicle, thing, and place,

as illustrated in the figure below.

inanimate inanimate
Place ]

Human Animal Vehicle [ Thing

Subject Object Adverbial

Figure 16: Prototypical objects (Diessel, 2000: 14)
The reason for this claim is that subjects primarily refer to the doers of an action
because they can move or have direction on their own. As a result, animate subjects
(humans and animals) have the ability to perform actions or verbs on their own, as illustrated

in the image below.

~ force

Animate subject Animate subject

(Human being) (animals)

Fifoure 17 : self-force of animate subjects
The results, however, show that children have trouble to form subject relative
clauses with inanimate head nouns. Vehicles, things, and places are non-prototypical
subjects because they cannot move on their own and consequently lack the force to
perform actions as doers or subjects.
Furthermore, Langaker (1991: 238) stated that typical objects must be forced by

someone or something, rather than being forced by themselves. That is, inanimate objects
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are easier than animate objects. This explains why children do better with inanimate object
relative clause.

In sum, the overall results of SRC and ORC production with animate and inanimate
head nouns can be concluded as the order of children's relative clause acquisition, as shown

in the chart below.

Subject relative clauses (SRCs) > Object relative clauses (ORCs)
Subject relative Subject relative Object relative Object relative
clauses with clauses with S clauses with > clauses with
animate head inanimate head inanimate head animate head nouns
nouns nouns nouns

Figure 18: Order of children’s relative clause acquisition
This chart can help predict the order of children’s relational clause acquisition. It
implies that subject relative clauses (SRCs) are simpler to understand than object relative
clauses (ORCs). In terms of subject relative clauses, subject relatives with animate head
nouns are easier to learn than subject relatives with inanimate head nouns. When it comes
to object relatives, object relative clauses with inanimate head nouns are easier than object

relative clauses with animate head nouns.
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