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Abstract 

 

Effect of the Types of English Relative Clauses on Intelligibility and Comprehensibility 

of Reduced Syllables by Native and EFL Learners 

Mi Jin Lee 

English Major, Dept. of Department of Foreign Language Education 

The Graduate School of Seoul National University 

 

With the growing use of English around the world, English has become 

World English. This change in the position of English has led to a change in the 

field of pronunciation education. Instead of achieving a native-like accent, the 

focus of pronunciation education has moved to develop an understanding of 

pronunciations articulated by people from diverse countries and to ensure 

successful communication. In relation, Munro and Derwing (1995) introduced two 

concepts; intelligibility and comprehensibility and examined native listeners’ 

perception of nonnative speakers’ speech. Through these two concepts, many 

experts have indicated that suprasegmental features (e.g., stress, intonation, etc) 

are important to process nonnative speakers’ speech. Specifically, a series of 

previous studies represented that appropriate allocation of stressed and unstressed 

words in speech are crucial for native speakers to process the speech and make 

meaningful interactions. Despite the importance of suprasegmental features to 

listeners’ intelligibility and comprehensibility, many previous studies have focused 

on segmental features. 
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Therefore, this study examines Korean students’ intelligibility and 

comprehensibility of a native speaker’s speech focused on stress, especially on 

unstressed words that are reduced in connected speech. In addition, the experiment 

is conducted by adding the syntactic complexity of sentences as an independent 

variable for a more in-depth observation and to bridge the research gap from 

previous studies. Two types of relative clauses (subject relative clauses, object 

relative clauses) are used for syntactic complexity as they have been used in many 

previous studies as a representative of the complexity in structure. For this study, 

twenty native speakers and a total of forty Korean university students participated 

in the experiment. The Korean students were divided into high group and low 

group according to their English certification scores. They were instructed to listen 

to each sentence spoken by a native speaker and fill the blank in the sentence, 

which was composed of the reduced word. There were forty-five sentences per 

experiment and twenty-five of them were a form of one of the relative clauses 

(subject relative clauses or object relative clauses). The other twenty sentences had 

a different form, such as relative adverb, declarative or interrogative sentences. In 

addition, the students were instructed to indicate the challenges they faced while 

filling the blanks by using a 5-point Likert scale that was available after each 

sentence. 

The main results are as follows. First, with regard to intelligibility, native 

listeners are best aware of reduced words in a sentence regardless of the types of 

relative clauses (subject relative clause, object relative clause) compared to Korean 

students. Among Korean learners, the students in the high-level group are better at 
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perceiving reduced words in both types of relative clauses than the low-level 

students. Additionally, the high-level students are more aware of reduced words in 

subject relative clauses than object relative clauses. In the case of 

comprehensibility, this indicates that native listeners understand reduced words 

more easily than Korean students in both types of relative clauses. In sequence, the 

students in the high-level group feel more manageable to comprehend the reduced 

words than that of low-level group. Besides, unlike native listeners, both Korean 

groups find it easier to process missing words in the subject relative clause than 

the object relative clause. This finding is also in line with previous studies that 

claimed an ease in processing the subject relative clause than the object relative 

clause.  

Therefore, this experiment demonstrates the need for teaching 

modifications in unstressed words in connected speech. In addition, grammar 

instruction focusing on the object relative clause should also be implemented.   

 

 

 

Key Words: Intelligibility, Comprehensibility, Connected Speech, Reduced 

Words, Syntactic Complexity, Relative Clauses 
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Chapter 1. Introduction

 

This chapter provides a brief description of the significance and purpose 

of the current study. Section 1.1 describes the significance and purpose of this 

study and Section 1.2 presents the research questions. Finally, Section 1.3 outlines 

the organization of the thesis . 

 

1.1. Significance and Purpose of the Study 

These days, given its widespread usage across the globe, English has now 

been recognized as encompassing several varieties, which are discussed as “World 

English.” This means that English is not solely a language limited to a few 

countries, but it is a universal medium to communicate. The change in English’s 

position has led to the development of different perspectives in the field of 

pronunciation education. In the past, learners were required to rid themselves of 

their L1 influenced accent to mimic approximately a “standard” L1 pronunciation 

(e.g., Derwing & Munro, 2009).  

However, these days, the focus of pronunciation education has shifted to 

successful communication with people from different cultures. In other words, 

instead of acquiring native-like pronunciation, helping learners to understand and 

perceive English spoken in various accents is an important aim for pronunciation 

classes. More specifically, Munro and Derwing (1995) introduced two key 

concepts; intelligibility and comprehensibility. According to Derwing and Munro 
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(2009), intelligibility is defined as “the degree of a listener’s actual comprehension 

of an utterance” (p. 479) and comprehensibility is understood as “the listeners’ 

perception of how easy or difficult it is to understand a given speech sample” (p. 

478). These two concepts might seem to be similar or even the same, nevertheless, 

they are distinctively different. In the case of intelligibility, it is measured by 

orthographic transcriptions of speech to examine how exactly listeners identify and 

understand the speech. On the contrary, listeners examine comprehensibility 

according to a scale along which they subjectively check how easily they 

understand speech.  

Many pronunciation experts (Fayer & Krasinski, 1987; Hahn, 2004; 

Kang, Rubin & Pickering, 2010; Munro & Derwing, 1995, 1999) have used these 

two concepts to examine native speakers’ understanding of nonnative speech. 

Most of these studies have concentrated on suprasegmental features like accent 

rather than segmental features. This is because suprasegmental features are 

important factors that affect listeners’ understanding of speech and help to develop 

oral communication (Avery, 1992; Morley, 1991). For example, Munro and 

Dewing (1995, 1999) examined the relationship between nonnative speakers’ 

accentedness and its impact on native listeners’ intelligibility and 

comprehensibility and observed that accentedness did not hinder native listeners’ 

understanding of L2 speech. In addition, Kang, Rubin and Pickering (2010) 

established the impact of suprasegmental features such as pitch range or intonation 

on native listeners’ comprehensibility judgment. This previous attention, by 

describing to what extent native listeners actually perceive (intelligibility) and to 
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what extent they feel the difficulty or ease in processing (comprehensibility), has 

also shown which features are important for learners to make their speech 

understandable in a communicative situation. Moreover, with these detailed 

explanations of natives listeners’ responses to L2 speech, experts have set the stage 

for shifting English pronunciation education away from a focus on L1 (standard 

variety) approximation to helping L2 learners become accustomed to the varieties 

of English from different cultures and communicate with people from other 

cultures (Fayer & Krasinski, 1987; Hahn, 2004; Kang, Rubin & Pickering, 2010; 

Munro & Derwing, 1995, 1999).  

Even though intelligibility and comprehensibility have been used in 

previous studies to investigate native speakers’ understanding of L2 speech (Fayer 

& Krasinski, 1987; Hahn, 2004; Kang, Rubin & Pickering, 2010; Munro & 

Derwing, 1995, 1999), there are relatively few that have established nonnative 

listeners’ intelligibility and comprehensibility of native or nonnative speakers’ 

speech (Chiba, Matsuura & Yamamoto, 1995). However, as pronunciation 

education has improved through an increased understanding of how prosodic 

features influence native speakers’ process of nonnative speech, it has become 

necessary to examine the way that nonnative listeners process native and other 

nonnative speakers’ speech to improve the development of English teaching. 

Therefore, the present study attempts to examine intelligibility and 

comprehensibility of native speaker’s speech by Korean learners who learn 

English as a foreign language (EFL). In addition, following many previous studies 

(Fayer & Krasinski, 1987; Hahn, 2004; Isaacs, 2008; Kang, Rubin & Pickering, 
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2010; Munro & Derwing, 1995, 1999), this study investigates Korean listeners’ 

understanding of native speakers’ speech focusing on suprasegmental features, 

namely stress.  

Stress is one of the important factors that determine understandable 

communication along with other suprasegmental features (Gallego, 1990; Hahn, 

2004). Several previous studies (Field, 2005; Gallego, 1990; Hahn, 2004; Jenkins, 

2002) have been weighted toward content words and shown its effect on listeners’ 

intelligibility. However function words are also an important factor that impacts 

the understanding of listeners. Some studies (Chang, Wu & Pang, 2013; Ito, 2001) 

have found that listeners, especially EFL students, have trouble in perceiving those 

words in speech. This is mainly because of the modifications that occur in 

unstressed words. In a sentence, some words have stress but others do not, and 

those unstressed words can undergo various modifications such as; contraction, 

reduction, linking assimilation and deletion (Celce-Murcia, 2010; Avery, 1992). 

From these modifications, nonnative listeners misunderstand the speech and this 

can lead to a breakdown in communication (Anderson‐Hsieh, Johnson & Koehler, 

1992; Lass, 1984; Temperley, 1987). Therefore, this study concentrates on Korean 

listeners’ intelligibility and comprehensibility related to unstressed words, 

specifically concerning reduction, in speech. Korean listeners are classified 

according to their proficiency levels to achieve more detailed findings. 

In addition, this study includes syntactic complexity as an independent 

variable that affects Korean listeners’ understanding of native speaker’s speech. 

According to Jung (2010), grammar is one of the factors that creates challenges for 
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nonnative speakers while communicating with others. Sanders, Neville and 

Woldorff (2002) observed that non-native listeners cannot exploit syntactic 

information as a cue compared to native speakers. Clahsen and Felser (2006) 

similarly conducted that nonnative listeners were unable to use syntactic 

information as much as native listeners. These findings demonstrate that nonnative 

listeners’ comprehension of English speech is affected by syntactic structures of 

speech. There are many explanations and examples to identify the effects of 

syntactic complexity on speech comprehension (Bulté & Housen, 2012; Ellis, 

2003; Lennon, 1990) and many previous studies used relative clauses as a 

representative of syntactic complexity (Abdolmanafi & Rahmani, 2012; 

Friedmann & Novogrodsky, 2004; Kim, 2015). Therefore, the present study uses 

relative clauses (subject and object relative clause), according to the criterion of 

these past researchers, and makes listening materials by inserting reduced words in 

different types of relative clauses (subject and object relative clause) to examine 

Korean listeners’ intelligibility and comprehensibility. This attempt demonstrates 

the extent to which Korean students, depending on their proficiency levels, 

understand or face a challenge in processing unstressed words in a syntactically 

complex sentence with the aim of exploring ways to address their problems and 

increase their understanding for more successful communication. 

 

1.2. Research Questions 

As mentioned above, the present research attempts to investigate the extent 
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to which Korean EFL students can understand and have difficulty in unstressed 

words in the complicated structure of sentences. Thus, the current study is driven 

by the following three major research questions:  

 

1. How does the intelligibility of the L1 speaker’s speech focused on reduced 

words differ depending on the types of relative clauses (subject, object) 

and proficiency levels (native, high, low) among Korean EFL students?  

2. How does the comprehensibility of the L1 speaker’s speech focused on 

reduced words differ depending on the types of relative clauses (subject, 

object) and proficiency levels (native, high, low) among Korean EFL 

students? 

Considering previous studies (Hwang, 2006; Lee, 2013) that demonstrate the 

positive relationship between the listening proficiency levels and the perception of 

reduced words in connected speech, and other papers (Gordon & Lowder, 2012; 

MacWhinney & Pleh, 1988; Miller & Chomsky, 1963) that claim the ease of 

subject relative clauses than object relative clauses, the following hypotheses have 

been formulated in relation to the research questions: 

1. Depending on the types of relative clauses (subject, object relative clause), 

EFL listeners’ performance (intelligibility and comprehensibility) would 

be different (main effect of types of relative clauses); in subject relative 

clauses, all of the participants’ performance (intelligibility and 

comprehensibility) would be better than in object relative clauses.  

2. Depending on proficiency levels (native, high, low), EFL listeners ’ 
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performance (intelligibility and comprehensibility) would be different 

(main effect of proficiency levels); native listeners would have a greater 

performance (intelligibility and comprehensibility) than Korean EFL 

students and the high proficiency group would be better than the low 

proficiency group.  

3. Depending on proficiency levels (native, high, low) and types of relative 

clauses (subject, object relative clause), EFL listeners’ performance 

(intelligibility and comprehensibility) would be different (interaction effect 

of proficiency levels and types of relative clauses); all the participants 

would have an interaction effect on these two factors 

 

1.3. Organization of this Thesis 

The current thesis consists of six chapters and is organized as follows. 

Chapter 1 describes the purpose and significance of the study along with the 

research questions. Chapter 2 presents the theoretical background to support the 

topic of the present study. The research methodology is illustrated in Chapter 3, 

including the research design, participants, materials, procedure and data analysis. 

Results of the research and the discussion on the finding are provided in Chapter 4 

and Chapter 5, respectively. Chapter 6 ends with the conclusion and, pedagogical 

implications, followed by limitations and suggestions for further research.  
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Chapter 2. Literature review 

 

This chapter reviews a volume of literature concerned with the three 

major areas essential for this study. The goal of the current study is to examine 

Korean EFL listeners’ understanding of reduced words in syntactically complex 

structures, and the first section explains the meaning of intelligibility and 

comprehensibility and briefly introduces two factors—prosody and syntactic 

complexity, which have an impact on nonnative listeners’ intelligibility and 

comprehensibility. The second section specifically focuses on the first element, 

prosody, which affects nonnative listeners’ intelligibility and comprehensibility, 

while the last section concentrates on the other factor, syntactic complexity.  

 

2.1. Speech Intelligibility and Comprehensibility 

As English has become an international language or a lingua franca, L2 

learners are faced not only with native, but also nonnative speech. Therefore, 

English education has become focused on increasing learners’ intelligibility and 

comprehensibility for successful communication rather than the acquisition of 

native-like pronunciation. It should be noted that prior to the 1980s, intelligibility 

was almost synonymous with perception and these two concepts were used 

ambiguously (e.g., Anderson-Hsieh et al., 1992; Anderson-Hsieh & Koehler, 

1988; Edmunds, 2009). As noted by Nelson (2008) who sought to further define 

and pinpoint the meaning of intelligibility, Smith and Rafiqzad (1979) were the 
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first to discriminate between intelligibility and comprehensibility. According to 

Derwing and Munro (2009), intelligibility refers to “the degree of a listener’s 

actual comprehension of an utterance” (p. 479). This is measured by the listeners’ 

orthographic transcriptions about what they have heard. It can be words, sentences, 

or longer units. For example, Barefoot, Bochner, Johnson and con Eigen (1993) 

counted the percentage of perceived words and Fayer and Krashinski (1987) used 

a Likert scale by asking listeners to check their intelligibility. However, a Likert 

scale is more usually used to examine comprehensibility (e.g., Munro & Derwing, 

1995; Schairer, 1992; Varonis & Gass, 1982). According to Smith (1992), the term 

comprehensibility refers to a higher level of understanding than intelligibility. 

Derwing and Munro (2009) explain comprehensibility as “the listeners’ perception 

of how easy or difficult it is to understand a given speech sample” (p. 478). Using 

a Likert rating scale, listeners checked their attitudes or perceptions and its 

numerical scoring, with a range from 1 to 9 points, with the former being the most 

popular. In this case, 9 represents “strongly agree (easy)” and, on the opposite end, 

1 indicates “strongly disagree (difficult)” (Moore, 1983).  

With the increasing attention on defining the meaning of intelligibility and 

comprehensibility, previous researchers (Jung, 2010; Kang, 2015; Munro & 

Derwing, 1995, 1997) sought to identify the sources that hinder intelligibility and 

comprehensibility by native speakers. According to Jung (2010), prosodic features 

(intonation, stress) are important factors to achieve intelligibility and others such 

as linguistic competence are significant in order to attain comprehensibility. 

Additionally, Issacs and Trofimovich (2012) investigated the effect of some 



10 
 

linguistic variables such as segmental, suprasegmental, fluency, lexical, 

grammatical, and discourse-level on raters’ comprehensibility judgments of L2 

students’ speech by native listeners. In this study, the raters were divided into two 

groups; one consisting of 60 native-speaking students and a second composed of 

three native English teachers. The factors used by the three native teachers to 

examine comprehensibility differed and depended on the proficiency levels of the 

L2 learners. For example, for the lower proficiency group, grammar, vocabulary, 

and fluency were important factors that influenced their comprehensibility 

compared to the other two groups. Furthermore, elements at the discourse level, 

like cohesion, were critical for the raters to examine their comprehensibility of 

intermediate groups. However, word stress (suprasegmental aspect) was crucial for 

all three groups to describe the raters’ understanding of L2 speech. Specifically, 

speakers’ ability to produce stressed and unstressed syllables correctly was the key 

standard to decide native listeners’ understanding. Among the many features that 

have been observed to influence intelligibility and comprehensibility by native 

speakers, this study picks two elements; stress (suprasegmental) and syntactic 

complexity aspects and examines their impact on EFL Korean listeners’ 

intelligibility and comprehensibility.  

 

2.2 Relationship between Listener’s Intelligibility and 

Comprehensibility and Suprasegmental Features 

Suprasegmental is a term used in phonetics and phonology to refer to “a 

vocal effect which extends over more than one sound segment in an utterance, 
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such as a pitch, stress or juncture pattern” (Crystal, 2003, p. 446). Suprasegmentals 

are receiving attention in pronunciation education as they are critical for successful 

communication (Hahn, 2004). For example, McNerney and Mendelsohn (1992) 

stated as follow:   

 

A short term pronunciation course should focus first and foremost on 

suprasegmentals as they have the greatest impact on the comprehensibility 

of the learner’s English. We have ground that giving priority to the 

suprasegmental aspects of English not only improves learners’ but it is 

also less frustrating for students because greater change can be effected. 

(p. 132) 

 

Apart from these, there have been numerous studies (Brown, 1995; Celce-

Murica, 2010; McNerney & Mendelsohn, 1992; Morley, 1991) which established 

the value of teaching prosody related to its function on listeners’ intelligibility and 

comprehensibility. Further, some studies have examined what kinds of 

suprasegmental features affect the listeners’ understanding. For example, several 

papers (Flowerdew et al., 1994; Munro & Derwing, 1995, 1997, 1999; Wilcox, 

1978) have focused on accentedness and shown mixed results related to the 

relationship between accent and listeners’ understanding. Munro and Derwing 

(1995, 1997) found that a strong foreign accent is correlated with native listeners’ 

intelligibility and comprehensibility; however, it does not mean that a strong 

accent reduces the listeners’ comprehensibility and intelligibility of L2 speech. In 
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contrast, Flowerdew et al. (1994) confirmed that unfamiliar accents can cause 

difficulty in listening comprehension for both native and nonnative listeners. 

Additionally, Anderson-Hsieh et al. (1992) indicated that the stronger a nonnative 

speaker’s accent is, the lower a native listener’s understanding is. Finally, Lee 

(2000) found that L1 English speakers gave lower comprehensibility scores to 

Korean students who had a strong Korean accent.  

Another suprasegmental feature, intonation, is also one of the fundamental 

components of the communicative process (Chun, 1988). According to Bolinger 

(1986), intonation is the height movement of speech sounds and sound height is 

the central element of speech. One of the studies that reveals its influence on 

listeners’ understanding is by Pickering (2001). He indicated that native English 

speakers were distracted and misunderstood many East Asian speakers because of 

their intonation patterns. Lee (1999) who examined native listeners’ 

comprehensibility of Korean students’ speech focused on suprasegmentals, 

revealed that among word stress, rhythm and intonation, even though all of these 

have a high connection with a listeners’ understanding, the latter is the most 

interrelated feature to rate comprehensibility.  

The other prosodic element which researchers (Isaacs & Trofimovich, 

2012; Jenkins, 2002; Wennerstrom, 1994, 2000) emphasize, related to processing 

L2 speech by native listeners, is stress. Generally, stress can be divided into word 

stress and sentence stress. Word stress refers to stress assigned to individual 

pronunciation, not to analyze it in connected speech (Nam, 2003). Word stress 

consists of some syllables which are more prominent than others. In other words, 
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compared to other neighboring syllables, some syllables have a higher pitch with 

increased vowel duration, intensity, and vowel quality (Avery, 1992; Cruttenden, 

1997). Proper placement of primary stress is important for communication as it 

conveys meaning. However, perceiving and understanding the stress patterns in 

English is especially challenging for nonnative speakers (Hahn, 2004). 

Wennerstrom (1994) who investigated the English of a group of Thai, Japanese 

and Spanish L1 speakers found that most of them failed to use primary stress to 

emphasize new and contrastive information. Juffs (1990) similarly demonstrated 

that Chinese students use primary stress on every word in a sentence, instead of 

using it for just those which are important. According to Jenkins (2002), this kind 

of misplacement of primary stress in L2 speech can lead to communication gaps 

between speakers and listeners. Additionally, Tyler, Jefferies and Davies (1988) 

found that L2 speakers used prosodic features inappropriately, such as too many 

primary stresses per message unit, and this correlated with listeners’ 

intelligibility. Gallego (1990) who analyzed the communication gap between L2 

speakers and L1 listeners discovered errors in word stress generally cut off the 

interaction. Likewise, Korean EFL students find it hard to process primary stress 

in English and this difficulty further contributes to failure in communication. For 

instance, Park (1989) said that Korean students failed to communicate because 

they cannot perceive and produce stress patterns in English. Lee (2000) who 

examined suprasegmental features and its impact on native listeners’ 

intelligibility of Korean speakers, established that improper use of primary stress 

was a secondary important factor to decide native listeners’ understanding. Some 
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researchers (Brown, 1983; Seidlhofer, 2001) who indicated a similar relationship 

between primary stress and listeners’ intelligibility said that this is because native 

listeners recognize words and meaning relying on stress patterns (Nam, 2003). 

Gilbert (1993, 2001) also confirmed that correct stress pattern is more crucial for 

listeners to understand the meaning than using the correct sound.  

Despite many attempts toward stress, which is related to listeners’ 

intelligibility and comprehensibility, most of them focus on primary and stressed 

syllables. However, to understand the stress pattern in English and use it properly 

for understandable interaction with native speakers, it is also necessary to 

concentrate on the unstressed syllables (Kim, 2005). According to Underhill 

(1994): 

 

For stress to exist it is necessary that unstress also exists and rhythm is 

created by the relationship between the two. For our learners this means 

that production and practice of stress must be hand in hand with the 

production of unstress since one cannot exist without the other. (p. 73) 

 

Therefore, this paper focuses on unstressed syllables among other 

suprasegmental features and examines how the unstressed words affect Korean 

EFL learners’ intelligibility and comprehensibility 

2.2.1 Sound Modification in Connected Speech 

An unstressed syllable is an important factor that impacts on listeners’ 
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understanding. However, some papers (Chang, Wu & Pang, 2013; James & 

Mullen, 1973; Ito, 2001) present that listeners, especially EFL students, have 

trouble in perceiving those in speech. This is mainly because of the modifications 

that occur in unstressed syllables. Generally, unstressed syllables become reduced 

or turn to /ǝ/ (Kim, 2005), and many experts said that this modification causes a 

listening burden for listeners. Paulston and Bruder (1976) said: 

 

One of the characteristics which makes spoken English very difficult for 

foreign students to comprehend is this tendency to reduce and run together 

all unstressed syllables. (p. 92) 

 

However, as mentioned before, stress is not just a matter of an individual 

word, but more important for phrases and sentences (Nam, 2003). Therefore, stress 

and unstress patterns can be realized in a phrase or at the sentence level as it is in 

word syllables. This is called sentence stress. In sentence stress, content words, 

which play an important role in transmitting meaning, have stress, and words with 

grammatical function (function word) do not have stress. Additionally, those 

unstressed at the sentence level, as they are reduced and pronounce as /ǝ/ within a 

word boundary, undergo various modifications including assimilation, linking, 

deletion and reduction (Celce-Murcia, 2010; Avery, 1992). According to 

researchers (Anderson-Hsieh et al., 1994; Hieke, 1987; Lass, 1984; Temperley, 

1987), these modifications are part of the “connected speech processes.” Due to 

these connected speech processes, EFL listeners misunderstand the speech and 
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experience disconnected communication (Anderson‐Hsieh, Johnson & Koehler, 

1992; Lass, 1984; Temperley, 1987). Before reviewing papers that indicate EFL 

students’ intelligibility and comprehensibility of those variations, this paper briefly 

explains some of the modifications experienced by unstressed words at the 

sentence level based on Celce-Murcia (2010).  

First, Assimilation is the process in which the primary sound takes on the 

characteristic of the neighboring sound. In other words, the original sounds 

become similar to the adjacent sounds in place and manner of the articulation. It 

usually occurs within and between the words. There are three types of assimilation 

in English: (1) progressive, (2) regressive, and (3) coalescent. A typical example of 

assimilation is palatalization, which happens when the final alveolar consonants 

/s/,/z/,/t/,/d/ or the final alveolar consonant sequences /ts/, /dz/ are followed by the 

initial palatal /j/  (e.g., issue: /s/+/j/=/ʃ/).  

Next, Linking occurs when the final sound of one word or syllable 

connects to the initial sound of the next. Celce-Murcia (2010) presented four cases 

of linking, one of them is the insertion of /j/ and /w/ glides with V+V sequences. 

This happens when a word or syllable ends in a tense vowel or diphthong and the 

next word or syllable begins with a vowel (e.g., /j/insertion: being, staying, crying, 

be able, stay up, try out, Roy Adam, /w/ insertion: bluish, going, however, do it, go 

away, now is). 

Deletion is the process in which sounds disappear or are not clearly 

articulated in certain contexts. The most typical example of deletion is auxiliary 

verbs plus not (e.g., isn’t). According to Lee’s (2013) paper, the environments of 
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the deletion are subcategorized as follow:  

 

Word-initial unstressed vowel may be deleted when the following vowel 

is stressed (e.g., parade, about, suppose, correct), word-medial unstressed 

vowel /ǝ/ or [ɪ] in multisyllabic words may be deleted when the preceding 

vowel bears stress (e.g., every, vegetable, history, favorite), and syllable- 

or word-initial [h] and [ð] in pronouns may be deleted (e.g., ask her, tell 

him, help them). (p. 139) 

 

Finally, Reduction occurs when full stressed vowels in the citation form 

lose their stress and blur the word boundaries. For instance, when the citation form 

potato is in potato peeler, [pəˈteto] it becomes [pəˈtetə piːlə(r)]. That is, the 

unstressed vowel /o/ changes to schwa to make it isochronous. Reduction happens 

more in function words, which mostly lose their stress at the sentence level. For 

example, function words like kind of or want to can be produced as a single word; 

kinda or wanna due to loss of stress in the function words: of and to.  

2.2.2. EFL students’ Intelligibility and Comprehensibility on 

Connected Speech Process  

Contrary to native listeners, who have high intelligibility and 

comprehensibility of the connected speech phenomenon (Alameen, 2014; 

McClelland & Elman, 1986), non-native speakers fail to understand it (Brown & 

Hilferty, 1986; Henrichsen, 1984). For example, Henrichsen (1984) highlighted 
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EFL learners’ problems caused by connected speech modification. He said that 

compared to native speakers who are able to replace deficient parts of their 

misunderstanding through the innate knowledge about the sound system, non-

native speakers cannot compensate in the same way. Chang, Wu, and Pang (2013) 

who examined listening intelligibility of the connected speech phenomena by 

Chinese students also confirmed their difficulties. James and Mullen (1973) 

explored EFL learners’ comprehension of sound modifications at the sentence 

level in the areas of deletion and reduction and found that those phonological 

variations hindered their comprehensibility.  

Likewise, Korean listeners have suffered from accessing unstressed words 

which are changed in the connected speech (Lee & Jung, 2003; Hwang, 2006; 

Ahn, 1987). For instance, Ahn (1987) examined one group of Korean students 

who studied in Korea and another group of Korean students who graduated from a 

university in the US to identify the effect of sound modification caused by the 

connected speech process. He found that students’ listening comprehensibility in 

both groups was affected by sound modifications and they failed to perfectly 

understand the connected speech. Further, based on Lee and Jung’s (2003) study 

which examined Korean middle school student’s listening comprehension of 

connected speech indicated that their intelligibility was decreased because of 

variations in connected speech. In addition, Hwang (2006) studied the influence of 

connected speech processes such as re-syllabification, palatalization, flapping and 

deletion on university students’ comprehension and discovered that overall 

students were hardly intelligible to process variations in connected speech.  
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Even though many researchers agree that variations that originate from 

connected speech affect EFL students’ intelligibility and comprehensibility, it is 

controversial to ascertain which categories of modification is the most difficult for 

listeners. For instance, Yoo (2005), who investigated the effect of connected 

speech processes such as re-syllabification, assimilation, deletion, and reduction 

on high school students’ listening comprehension confirmed that Korean high 

school students had the lowest scores in re-syllabification. Hwang (2006) also 

demonstrated that re-syllabification seems to be the most difficult section for 

Korean students. Re-syllabification is “a phonological process in which a 

consonant is attached to another syllable than that from which it originally came” 

(Vroomen & Gelder, 1999, p. 414). 

However, many researches (James & Mullen, 1973; Joo, 2008; Peterson 

& Celce-Murcia, 2001) found that reduction is the hardest part among variations 

to process in listening for EFL students. For example, Peterson and Celce-Murcia 

(2001) and Jones (2006) discovered the EFL students’ difficulties caused by 

reduction. James and Mullen (1973) additionally confirmed that the phonological 

modifications; deletion and reduction affected EFL listeners’ comprehensibility. 

Joo (2008) who examined middle school students’ intelligibility of connected 

speech variations and conducted listening lessons focused on linking, reduction, 

deletion, palatalization, and flapping also discovered their deficient intelligibility 

of the reduction. In her study, she illustrated that some EFL students failed to 

perceive reduced function words in the sentence.  

Although it is still debatable as to which one of the modifications in 
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connected speech is the most serious problem for EFL students, reduction seems 

to be one of the more powerful candidates. Therefore, this study follows previous 

studies (James & Mullen, 1973; Joo, 2008; Peterson & Celce-Murcia, 2001), and 

chooses reduction as a representative among variations in connected speech and 

examines Korean listeners’ intelligibility and comprehensibility.  

 

2.3. Relationship between Listeners’ Intelligibility and 

Comprehensibility and Syntactic Complexity 

Several papers (Andringa et al., 2012; Bloomfield et al., 2010; Cervantes 

& Gainer, 1992; Wingfield et al., 2006) connect listeners’ intelligibility and 

comprehensibility with syntactic complexity. For example, Andringa et al. (2012) 

found that good listeners perceive sentence meaning by using syntactic and 

semantic information. However, many studies (Cervantes & Gainer, 1992; 

Sanders, Neville & Woldorff, 2002; Wingfield et al., 2006) established the 

listener’s weakness to process syntactically complex sentence. Cervantes and 

Gainer (1992) also discovered a negative correlation between syntactic structure 

and listeners’ comprehension. In other words, the more difficult the sentence 

structure is, the less intelligibility the students have. Sanders, Neville and Woldorff 

(2002) who studied the listening intelligibility of native and non-native speakers 

presented that nonnative listeners cannot use syntactic information as much as 

native speakers do. In addition, Wingfield et al. (2006) explained the relationship 

between syntactic complexity and the decoding process in listening as follows:  
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The correlation between linguistically based measures of the syntactic 

complexity and the comprehensibility is theoretically interesting because 

it indicates the closeness of the relationship between the difficulty 

involved in decoding and the formal structural complexity of the input to 

or output of the decoding process. (p. 488) 

  

On the contrary, some papers (Blau, 1990; Pica, Young & Doughty, 1987) 

have stated that there is no relationship between syntactic complexity and 

listeners’ comprehension. Blau (1990) who examined whether simple sentence 

structures would affect L2 listeners’ comprehension found no significant effect 

from the study. Based on this disagreement, this paper investigates the connection 

between syntactic complexity and Korean listeners’ intelligibility and 

comprehensibility.  

2.3.1. Syntactic Complexity and Relative Clauses 

Park (2017) introduced the meaning of syntactic complexity based on 

previous research (Foster & Skehan, 1996; Ortega, 2003; Wolfe-Quintero, Inagaki 

& Kim, 1998) as, “have related to forms of linguistic structures and have 

understood the construct in terms of (1) range or variety and (2) the degree of 

elaborateness of those structures” (p. 6). In other words, syntactic complexity is 

related to syntax and means how long the length and complicated the structure is 

in their surface form (Ortega, 2003). Furthermore, previous SLA researchers 

(Friedmann & Novogrodsky, 2004; Hakes et al., 1976; Kim, 2015; Miller & Isard, 
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1964; Tamaredo, 2017) have used relative clauses to measure syntactic 

complexity. Some studies (Friedmann & Novogrodsky, 2004; Kim, 2015) have 

discovered that the subordinated structure of relative clauses prevents listeners’ 

intelligibility. This is supported by Plevoets and Defrancq (2018) who introduced 

subordinating sentences as a predictor of cognitive load in both L1 research 

(Gordon, Luper & Peterson 1986; Gordon & Luper, 1989) and L2 research (Norris 

& Ortega, 2009; Osborne, 2011).  

Others (de Villiers, Flusberg, Hakuta & Cohen, 1979; Kidd & Bavin, 

2002) introduced embeddedness to account for syntactic complexity in relative 

clauses. In the relative clause, the main clause is interrupted by a subordinated 

sentence and has a gap to be filled with previous head noun phrase (NP) in formal 

clauses. Because listeners need to understand the meaning of the main sentence 

connecting with the embedded structure, this complex processing hampers 

listeners’ intelligibility.  

Related to the types of the relative clauses, Sheldon (1974) who referred 

to several researchers (BarHillel, Kasher, & Shamir, 1963; Chomsky, 1965) 

claimed the difficulty in processing subject relative clauses. Miller (1962) added 

the reason for the difficulty in subject relative clauses as "Self-embedding (subject 

relative clause) by its very nature places heavier demands on the temporary storage 

capacity of any device that attempts to cope with it far heavier than do either left 

recursive or right recursive constructions (other types of relative clauses)" (p. 755). 

Nevertheless, other researchers (Diessel & Tomasello, 2005; Ford, 1983; King & 

Just, 1991; Traxler, Morris & Seely, 2002) have suggested the opposite opinion. 
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They contended that subject relative clauses are easier to process. Keenan and 

Comrie (1977) agreed with this statement by presenting a relativization hierarchy. 

Their paper (1977) examined several languages and tried to figure out the 

universal properties of relative clauses. Based on their studies, they concluded, 

 

Languages vary with respect to which NP positions can be relativized, and 

that the variation is not random. Rather, the relativizability of certain 

positions is dependent on that of others, and these dependencies are, we 

claim, universal. (p. 66) 

 

They also formulated the “Accessibility Hierarchy (AH)” and showed 

accessibility to NP relativization as follows:  

 

Accessibility Hierarchy (AH): SU (subject) > DO (direct object) > IO 

(indirect object)> OBL (major oblique case NP) > GEN (genitive) > 

OCOMP (object of comparison). (p.66) 

 

Here “>” stands for “is more accessible than” (p. 66). Above this, several 

studies (Choi & Kim, 2008; Cho & Lee, 2016) investigating Korean English 

learners have found that object relative clauses are much more difficult to process 

than subject. A group of accounts (Gibson, 2000; Miller & Chomsky, 1963; Van 

Dyke & Lewis, 2003; Wanner & Maratos, 1978) referred to limitations of working 

memory. Miller and Chomsky (1963) said it is an overcharge for working memory 
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to keep track of several unattached NP in a relative clause. This overload of 

working memory depends more on processing object relative clauses than the 

subject relative clauses (Just & Carpenter, 1992; Wanner & Maratos, 1978). 

Another group of researchers used locality theory (Gibson, 1998, 2000; Grodner & 

Gibson, 2005; Warren & Gibson, 2000) to illustrate the difficulty in object relative 

clauses. This approach is also concerned with working memory but more focused 

on locality. Gorden and Lowder (2012) explained this theory as “ ORCs (object 

relative clauses) are more difficult to process than SRCs (subject relative clauses) 

because of the greater distance that the unattached head noun (NP) must be 

maintained in memory before it can be integrated with a verb” (p. 405). In addition, 

Traxler et al. (2002) suggested perspective shifting to account for the different 

difficulties between subject and object relative clauses. The authors wrote: 

 

In sentences with subject relative clauses, there is only one constitute 

serving as a subject throughout the sentence, and no perspective shifting is 

required. In sentences with object relative clauses, the main clauses’ 

subject is different from the relative clauses subject. So readers must shift 

their perspective when they encounter the relative clauses subject and 

again when they return to processing the main clause. (p.71)  

 

Gordon and Lowder (2012), who considered the pragmatic aspect, found 

that the subject relative clause tends to convey meaning in a straightforward 

manner compared to the object relative clause. They said that this 
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straightforwardness makes it easier for the listener to process the subject relative 

clause than the object relative clause. Roland, Dick and Elman (2007) stated the 

possibility of processing more subject relative clauses in context than the object to 

account for the difficulty of object relative clauses. Based on previous studies 

which showed the syntactic complexity in relative clauses mainly focused on 

subject and object relative clauses, this paper investigates Korean EFL listeners’ 

intelligibility and comprehensibility of reduced syllables in subject and object 

positions including indirect, direct and preposition’s object position of the relative 

clause. Founded on existing papers, it is hypothesized that Korean EFL students’ 

intelligibility and comprehensibility is going to be lower when it comes to object 

versus subject relative clauses (Diessel & Tomasello, 2005; Ford, 1983; King & 

Just, 1991; Traxler et al., 2002). To examine this in more detail, listeners’ 

intelligibility and comprehensibility are going to be divided into their proficiency 

levels (high and low) and native listeners will be included to enable a comparison 

with Korean students.  
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Chapter 3. Methodology 

 

The present study aims to examine Korean EFL listeners’ intelligibility 

and comprehensibility of Native speakers’ speech focused on reduced words as a 

function of the kinds of relative clauses and proficiency levels. This chapter 

describes the participants, materials used in this study, followed by the procedure 

and data analysis.    

 

3.1. Participants  

Forty Korean students volunteered for this study and were divided into high 

and low group depending on their listening proficiency levels. Research 

participant recruitment was posted on an online bulletin board, where students 

could view the advertisement to sign up for this study. All of the participants 

learned English as a foreign language and used Korean as a first language. All of 

them were undergraduate students and their age ranged from 23 to 29. 

Undergraduate students were chosen as the participants for this study because the 

pilot study conducted prior to the present study by experiment found the 

intelligibility and comprehensibility by high school students to be too low 

regardless of their proficiency level. Moreover, in the pilot, it f that the factor 

which hindered their intelligibility and comprehensibility was not caused by their 

lack of understanding of the reduced form in sentence stress but by a shortage of 

overall English skill. In other words, high school students received low scores 



27 
 

because they misunderstood not only function words in connected speech but also 

content words which did not change at all. Therefore, instead of high school 

students, this study examined undergraduate students. Participants were recruited 

from three different universities located in Seoul and Suwon, Korea. Students who 

were absent (or late for more than 10 min), partially participated, unable to present 

an unexpired score in Test of English for International Communication (TOEIC) 

or Test of English Proficiency (Seoul National University; Seoul, South Korea) 

(old TEPS) or did not participate faithfully (did not even check any number or 

checked two scores in Likert scale for comprehensibility) were not included. 

Twenty participants were assigned to two groups (high and low group), and twenty 

native listeners were engaged in this study to compare their intelligibility and 

comprehensibility with that of Korean participants. All of them were native 

speakers from the US, Canada, and Australia. Their ages ranged from 18 to 30. 

Most of them were studying at universities in Seoul, Korea.  

Forty Korean participants who possessed listening scores over 400 in TOEIC 

and 170 in Old TEPS were considered as the high group. Most of them had 

TOEIC scores, and the average listening score in the high group was 439 out of 

490. Those who had a score less than 250 in TOEIC and 120 in Old TEPS 

listening were grouped in the low group. Students in this group had an average of 

old TOEIC listening score of 220 out of 490.  

 

3.2. Materials  
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All the sentences were developed by the researcher and each sentence had 

two versions; one with a subject and the other with an objective relative clause 

(indirect, direct and preposition’s object position). This was because different 

types of sentences were used as the dependent factor that would impact the 

listener’s intelligibility and comprehensibility. Except for types of relative clauses, 

the researcher tried to make the two versions of the sentences as similar as possible 

(e.g., word arrangement) to prevent the influence of other factors on the 

understanding of the listeners. Every word used to make the sentences was a 

frequently used word. This was also to ensure that the participants were not 

affected by other factors like unfamiliar words. Forty-five sentences were used in 

each task. Among the sentences in each task, Twenty-five were included as 

relative clauses and twenty sentences were used as distracters to prevent the 

students from perceiving the structure of the relative clauses. These sentences 

included sentences without relative clauses, interrogative sentences, passive voice 

sentences and relative adverb clauses and were extracted from a high school 3rd 

Educational Broadcasting System (EBS) textbook. The first task had forty-five 

sentences that were composed of twenty-five subject relative clauses and twenty 

distracters. The second task also had forty-five sentences which were consisted of 

twenty-five object relative clauses (21 direct objects, 3 preposition objects, 1 

indirect object) and twenty distracters. All the sentences used in this study are 

included in Appendix A. Each sentence in the materials was recorded by a female 

native speaker who was from Canada. She was a radio actor who had a varied 

recording career, and the whole recording was conducted by a professional 
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recording engineer at the recording booth.  

 

3.3 Procedure 

The experiment was performed twice. The second test was conducted a  

week after the first experiment. The reason for a gap between the first and the 

second test was to minimize the impact of the first experiment on the second test. 

In other words, since the materials used in both experiments were mostly 

composed of relative clauses, participants might notice one of variables in the 

experiment, types of relative clauses, in a series of tests. The subjects selected two 

possible options among the dates suggested by the experiment and they undertook 

the test. At the end of the second test, the participants also completed a small 

survey which included their general information. It contained their major, English 

listening score, the period of English education, the way they studied English, the 

most and least difficult part in English (reading, speaking, writing, listening, 

grammar), factors which made it difficult for them to process English listening and 

the degree of recognizing modifications in connected speech (assimilation, 

reduction, deletion, linking). 

The whole process was conducted in a silent room and at the beginning of 

the test, the experimenter gave one example for transcription and rating. The entire 

experiment was performed within 20 minutes; the first listening file took 

17minutes and the second one took 19 minutes. The production time of sentences 

in the task took about 6 to 9 seconds depending on their length. The time-gap 
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between the sentences was 8 seconds. For the native participants, the procedure 

was fairly similar to the procedure for the Korean students although some 

accomplished their listening tasks online. After the completion of the first 

experiment, the experimenter provided snacks (cookies, chocolate, and jelly) and 

the remuneration (10,000 won) at the end of the second experiment. Some of the 

native listeners who performed the test online received an online coupon. The 

whole experiment was conducted from February 20 to March 20. The following 

are the specific procedures for intelligibility and comprehensibility tests.  

3.3.1 Intelligibility and Comprehensibility Test  

Although there are many ways to measure intelligibility, many previous 

studies (Henrichsen, 1984; Kim, 2015; Nam, 2003) have used dictation, especially 

fill in the blanks. Nam (2003), who provided the rationales to use dictation tests to 

measure intelligibility said that dictation requires the ability to distinguish between 

stressed and unstressed elements and to identify the original form of changed 

unstressed words. In addition, not only the ability with prosody features, but also 

cognitive ability in dealing with linguistic elements such as grammar, or 

vocabulary can be examined through dictation according to Nam. Following prior 

studies, this study also used a fill-in-the-blank format of dictation test to measure 

students' intelligibility. Each sentence presented in this task contained a function 

word including pronouns, definite articles, indefinite articles, conjunctions, 

indefinite pronouns, auxiliaries and prepositions, which is reduced in the sentence 

level. Participants were asked to listen carefully and fill the blanks in their 
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worksheets composed of reduced function words in standard orthography. 

Students listened to each sentence once. After they filled the missing words, they 

had to check their comprehensibility using a 5-point Likert scale which was 

located below each sentence. Comprehensibility has been generally measured 

through a 9-point Likert scale (Munro & Derwing, 1995; 1997; Schairer, 1992; 

Varonis & Gass, 1982). For example, Derwing and Munro (1997) used a 9 point 

scale, where 1 = extremely easy to understand and 9= impossible or very difficult 

to understand (p. 5). Munro and Derwing (1995) also used the reaction time as a 

measurement of comprehensibility, because it could indicate the burden of their 

comprehension caused by foreign accented speech. In a study by Kraut and Wulff 

(2013), a 7-point Likert scale was employed. That said, normally, the majority of 

studies have (Isaacs & Trofimovich, 2012; Saito, Trofimovich, & Isaacs, 2016) 

used a 9-point Likert scale research in order to check comprehensibility. 

Mimicking this, the researcher for the present study used a 9-point Likert scale in 

the pilot study. However, during the study, many participants felt it was difficult to 

choose their comprehensibility between too many specifically divided numbers. 

Participants could not understand the subtle difference between the numbers, so 

they failed to make a proper choice within the given time. Therefore, instead of 

using the 9-point scale, this study chose a 5-point scale to measure listeners’ 

comprehensibility. Each sentence in the task included a Likert scale numbered 

from 1 to 5, where 1 = extremely difficult to understand and 5 = very easy to 

understand. The interval between the sentences was 8 seconds, which was enough 

for the participants to fill in the missing words and check their comprehensibility 
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on the Likert scale.  

 

3.4 Data analysis 

In the intelligibility scores, researchers checked the blank in each sentence 

that participants had to fill in exact orthography and only the word matching the 

answer was counted. For each listeners transcription, the number of words that 

exactly matched the correct answer was calculated as an intelligibility score. 

In the comprehensibility test, the sum of the scores that the participants 

checked in the Likert scale (from 1 to 5) to identify the difficulty to understand the 

words was calculated as a comprehensibility score for each participant. To analyze 

the results, a two-way mixed Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was implemented.  
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Chapter 4. Results  

 

This chapter reports the research findings based on the two research 

questions: how do the proficiency levels of listeners (natives, high, low level) and 

the types of relative clauses (subject, object) affect the listeners’ intelligibility and 

comprehensibility of the L1 speaker’s speech focused on reduced words 

(hereinafter, “L1 speaker or L1 speaker’s speech,” instead of using “L1 speaker 

focused on reduced words in sentence). The research questions 1 and 2 were 

addressed by conducting a series of two-way mixed ANOVA which are 

demonstrated in sections 4.1 and 4.2  

 

4.1. Listeners’ Intelligibility of L1 Speaker’s Speech as the 

Function of Proficiency and Types of the Sentences 

This section covers the first research question, how do proficiency and 

types of relative clauses affect the listeners’ intelligibility of the L1 speaker’s 

speech. Table 4.1 presents the descriptive statistics for listeners’ intelligibility of 

the L1 speaker considering the listeners’ proficiency and types of the relative 

clauses.  

 

Table 4.1  

Descriptive Statistics for Listeners’ Intelligibility of L1 Speaker with 

the Effect of Proficiency of Listeners and Types of Relative Clauses 



34 
 

 Proficiency M SD N 

Type_subject Native 49.2500 .85070 20 

 High 45.650 3.689 20 

 Low 25.150 6.141 20 

 Total 40.017 11.460 60 

Type_object Native 49.450 .686 20 

High 42.200 4.862 20 

Low 24.500 8.587 20 

Total 38.717 11.966 60 

 

Table 4.1 indicates that the mean scores for types of relative clauses were 

different depending on the proficiency level. Since each task has the sentences 

which are composed of twenty-five subjects, twenty-five object relatives, and 

twenty distracters, the maximum total grade of the two tasks per type of relative 

clause (subject or object) is fifty (50 grade for subject, 50 grade for object). The 

scores of intelligibility is, as mentioned in section 3, the sum of the exact mating 

scores of the correct word in each task. Regardless of types, native listeners had 

higher scores followed by the high and the low group of EFL learners. On the 

contrary, with regard to types of relative clauses and proficiency levels, while the 

native listeners had greater scores in the object clause, both high and low groups 

presented higher scores in the subject compared to the object relative clause. To 

determine whether these differences were statistically significant, a two-way 

ANOVA was implemented with proficiency as a between-subjects factor and 
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types of relative clauses as a within-subjects factor.  

 

Table 4.2  

Effects of Proficiency and Types of Relative Clauses on Listeners’ 

Intelligibility of L1 Speaker 

The main effect of proficiency was [F(2,57) = 153.085, p = .000, ηp2 

= .843]. This means the differences in the scores of the intelligibility among the 

native listeners and the high and low proficiency students were statistically 

significant. Additionally, the main effect of types of relative clauses was 

observed, [F(1,57) = 50.700 , p = .008, ηp2 = .119]. However, there was a 

significant two-way interaction between proficiency and types of relative clauses 

[F(2,57) = 36.475, p =.006, ηp2 = .162]. This meant the effects of proficiency 

varied depending on the types of relative clauses. Therefore, simple effects, 

Source SS df MS F p ηp2 

Between subjects       

Proficiency 13276.217 2 6638.108 153.085 .000 .843 

Error(Proficiency) 2471.650 57 43.362    

Within subjects       

Type of sentences 50.700 1 50.700 7.679 .008 .119 

Type of 

sentences*Proficiency 

72.950 2 36.475 5.524 .006 .162 

Error(Type of sentences) 376.350 57 6.603    

*p<.05 **p<.01 
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rather than the main effects of proficiency and types of relative clauses, were 

analyzed. Figure 4.1 displays the schematic representations of the two-way 

interactions. Table 4.3 and Table 4.4 explain the results for the simple effects 

inherent in the interaction effect.  

 

 

Figure 4.1 

Intelligibility of L1 Speaker by Listeners as the Effect of Proficiency 

and Types of Relative Clauses 

 

Table 4.3 

Simple Effect of Types of Relative clauses * Proficiency on  

Intelligibility of L1 Speaker by the Listeners 
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Type 

 

Proficiency 

(I) 

Proficiency 

(J) 

Mean 

Differences 

(I-J) 

SE P 

Subject Native High 3.600 1.317 .025 

.  Low 24.100 1.317 .000 

 High Low 20.500 1.317 .000 

Object Native High 7.250 1.806 .001 

  Low 24.950 1.806 .000 

 High Low 17.700 1.806 .000 

Note. **p < .01 

Based on estimated marginal means 

Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Bonferroni 

Table 4.4 

Simple Effect of Proficiency * Types of Relative Clauses on 

Listeners’ Intelligibility of L1 Speaker 

Proficiency (I) TYPE (J) TYPE Mean 

Difference  

(I-J) 

SE P 

Native Subject Object -.200 .813 .806 

High Subject Object 3.450* .813 .000 

Low Subject Object .650 .813 .427 

Note. **p < .01 
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Based on estimated marginal means 

Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Bonferroni 

 

As displayed in Figure4.1 and Table 4.3, the intelligibility of the L1 

speaker by native listeners was higher than the high level Korean listeners (p = 

.025; MNative =  49.250, MHigh = 45.650) and high proficiency students were in turn 

higher than low proficiency students (p = .000; MHigh = 45.650, MLow = 25.150) in 

sentences including a subject relative clause. In the case of the object relative 

clause, it also followed a similar pattern as was shown in the subject relative 

clause. In other words, the intelligibility judgment of the L1 speaker by the native 

listeners was greater than the high level students (p = .001; MNative = 49.450, MHigh 

= 42.200). Furthermore, the high-level students were followed by the low-level (p 

= .000; MHigh = 42.200, MLow = 24.500). Table 4.4 found that the difference in 

intelligibility rating depending on the types of relative clauses was only 

statistically significant in the advanced group (SE = .813, p = .000).  

 

4.2. Listeners’ Comprehensibility of the L1 Speaker as the 

Function of Proficiency and Types of Relative Clauses 

This section deals with the second research question, how do proficiency 

and types of relative clauses affect the listeners’ comprehensibility of the L1 

speaker. Table 4.5 presents the descriptive statistics for listeners’ 
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comprehensibility of the L1 speaker as the function of proficiency of listeners and 

types of sentences. 

 

Table 4.5  

Descriptive Statistic of Listeners’ Comprehensibility of the L1 Speaker 

as the Effect of Proficiency of Listeners and Types of Relative Clauses 

 Proficiency M SD N 

Type_subject Native 248.9000 1.20961 20 

 High 202.3000 22.11477 20 

 Low 147.6000 28.16007 20 

 Total 199.6000 46.43611 60 

Type_object Native 248.9500 1.05006 20 

High 179.6000 21.72411 20 

Low 137.1000 30.98200 20 

Total 188.5500 51.21124 60 

Table 4.5 indicates that the mean scores for types of relative clauses 

were different depending on the proficiency levels. Since each task has the 

sentences which are composed of twenty-five subjects, twenty-five object 

relatives, and twenty distracters, the maximum total grade of the two tasks per 

each type of relative clause (subject or object) is 250 (250 grade for subject, 250 

grade for object). The score of comprehensibility for each participant is, as  

mentioned earlier in section 3, the sum of the scores in the Likert scale (from 1 

to 5). Regardless of the types of relative clauses, native listeners had higher 
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scores, followed by high and low EFL learners. Relating to the types of relative 

clauses and proficiency levels, native listeners had greater comprehensibility 

scores in the object relative clause than the subject relative clause. On the 

contrary, both high and low EFL students presented higher scores in the subject 

relative clause compared to the object relative clause. To determine whether 

these differences were statistically significant, a two-way mixed ANOVA was 

implemented with proficiency as a between-subjects factor and types of 

sentences as a within-subjects factor. Table 4.6 presents the statistical result 

from the ANOVA. 

 

Table 4.6 

Effects of Proficiency and Type of Relative Clauses on 

Comprehensibility of the L1 Speaker by the Listeners  

Source SS df MS F p ηp2 

Between subjects       

Proficiency 227750.550 2 113875.275 152.503 .000 .843 

Error (Type of 

sentences) 

42562.275 57 746.707    

Within subjects       

Type of sentences 3663.075 1 3663.075 23.071 .000 .288 

Type of 

sentences*Proficiency 

2592.350 2 1296.175 8.164 .001 .223 
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As Table 4.6 displayed, the main effect of proficiency was found, [F(2,57) 

= 152.503, p = .000, ηp2 = .843]. Moreover, the main effect of types of relative 

clauses was observed, [F(1,57) = 23.071, p = .000, ηp2 = .288]. In addition to the 

main effects, the interaction effect of proficiency and types of sentences were 

identified [(F(2,57) = 8.164, p = .001, ηp2 = .223]. Therefore, simple effects, 

rather than the main effects of proficiency and types of relative clauses were 

analyzed. Figure 4.2 displays the schematic representations of the two-way 

interactions. Table 4.7 and 4.8 explain the results for the simple effects inherent in 

the interaction effect.  

 

Error (Type of 

sentences) 

9050.075 57 158.773    

*p<.05 **p<.01 
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Figure 4.2 

Comprehensibility of L1 Speaker by the Listeners as the Effect of 

Proficiency and Types of Relative Clauses 

 

Table 4.7 

Simple Effect Types of Relative Clauses*Proficiency on 

Comprehensibility of the L1 Speaker by the Listeners 

Type 
Proficiency 

(I) 

Proficiency 

(J) 

Mean 

Differences  

(I-J) 

SE P 

Subject Native High 46.000 6.541 .000 

.  Low 101.300 6.541 .000 

 High Low 54.700 6.541 .000 

Object Native High 69.350 6.911 .000 

  Low 111.850 6.911 .000 

 High Low 42.500 6.911 .000 

Note. **p < .01 

Based on estimated marginal means 

Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Bonferroni 

 

Table 4.8 

Simple Effect Proficiency*Type of the Relative Clauses on Listeners’ 
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Comprehensibility of the L1 Speaker 

Proficiency (I) TYPE (J) TYPE Mean Difference 

(I-J) 

SE P 

Native Subject Object -0.05* .034 000 

High Subject Object 22.700* 7.034 002 

Low Subject Object 10.500* .034 000 

Note. **p < .01 

Based on estimated marginal means 

Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Bonferroni 

 

According to Figure 4.2 and Table 4.7, which discusses the 

comprehensibility judgment of the L1 speaker by the listeners, first, native 

listeners gave a higher comprehensibility score than the high level students (p = 

.000; MNative = 248.900, MHigh = 202.300) in the subject relative clause. In addition, 

high proficiency listeners performed better than low proficiency students (p = 

.000; MHigh = 202.300, MLow = 147.600). To summarize, as presented in 

intelligibility, the L1 speaker received a higher comprehensibility score in the 

successive order native speakers, high and low groups in subject relative clauses. 

Additionally, in sentences including object relative clauses, the native listeners 

gave a higher comprehensibility score than the students in the high group (p = 

.000; MNative = 248.950, MHigh = 179.600) and high proficiency listeners gave 

greater comprehensibility score than the low proficiency listeners (p = .000; MHigh 

= 179.600, MLow = 137.100). Therefore, in the object relative clause, the 
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comprehensibility scores ranged higher in successive order from the native 

speakers, to the high and low level students. In addition, Figure 4.2 and Table 4.8 

indicate that each of the proficiency levels had statistically significant results 

depending on the types of relative clauses (p = .000 for the native listener, p =. 

002 for the high-level group, p = .000 for the low-level group). For example, 

native listeners’ comprehensibility was higher in object relative sentences than 

subject relative sentences (p = .000, Msubject = 248.900, Mobject = 248.950). 

However, high-level listeners had greater scores in subject than object relative 

clauses (p = .002, Msubject = 202.300, Mobject = 179.600). Similarly, low proficiency 

listeners showed higher comprehensibility scores in subject relative clauses than 

object relative clauses (p = .000, Msubject = 147.600, Mobject = 137.100).  
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Chapter 5. Discussion 

 

This chapter discusses the research findings presented in chapter 4. The 

primary purpose of the study is to identify the intelligibility and comprehensibility 

judgment of the L1 native speakers’ speech focused on reduced words by native 

listeners and Korean learners. More specifically, this paper considers two factors 

which can affect listeners’ intelligibility and comprehensibility—proficiency of 

listeners (native, high, low) and types of the relative clauses (subject or object 

relative clause). Three hypotheses were formulated for each of the research 

questions. Therefore, this chapter will verify the predetermined hypotheses with 

the findings conveyed in chapter 4 and present the notable findings of this study. 

Section 5.1 deals with the issue of intelligibility and comprehensibility.  

 

5.1. Listeners’ Intelligibility and Comprehensibility of the L1 

Speaker Focused on Reduced Words as the Function of 

Proficiency and Types of Relative Clauses  

The research questions examine the EFL listeners’ intelligibility and 

comprehensibility of L1 speaker’s speech focused on reduced words as the 

function of types of relative clauses and proficiency. From this perspectives, there 

were three predetermined hypotheses:  
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1. Depending on the types of relative clauses (subject, object), EFL 

listeners’ performance (intelligibility and comprehensibility) would be 

different (main effect of types of relative clauses); in subject relative 

clauses, the performance of all the participants (intelligibility and 

comprehensibility) would be better than in object relative clauses.  

2. Depending on proficiency levels (native, high, low), EFL listeners’ 

performance (intelligibility and comprehensibility) would be different 

(main effect of proficiency levels); native listeners would perform 

better (intelligibility and comprehensibility) than Korean EFL students 

and the performance of high-level students would be better than low.  

3. Depending on proficiency levels (native, high, low) and types of 

relative clauses (subject, object), EFL listeners’ performance 

(intelligibility and comprehensibility) would be different (interaction 

effect of proficiency levels and types of relative clauses); all the 

participants would have an interaction effect on these two factors.  

First, with regard to intelligibility, the results indicated that there were 

main effects of proficiency levels and types of relative clauses and interaction 

effect between these two factors. Due to the interaction effect, the proficiency 

levels and types of relative clauses had to be considered together to figure out the 

listeners’ intelligibility. Specifically, it appeared that regardless of types of relative 

clauses, native listeners’ intelligibility of the L1 speakers ranked as the highest, 

followed by the high and low proficiency level Korean student groups. These 

meant that native listeners were less influenced by the sentences with relative 
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clauses and they could better perceive reduced words in both subject and object 

relative clauses than other groups. These results are consistent with the Street’s 

(2017), which revealed the relationship between proficiency level and 

intelligibility scores. According to Street (2017), it showed that native listeners had 

a faster response time than nonnative listeners to process relative clauses. In 

addition, this paper found that the high EFL groups had more correct responses 

from understanding relative clauses than the low group, which demonstrated a 

greater variation within the group. Therefore, the results from the previous study, 

which revealed the intelligibility judgment of the relative clauses’ construction by 

different proficiency groups, present the effect of proficiency similarly.  

In addition, the results represented that only high proficiency students had 

significant results from their intelligibility’s difference depending on the types of 

relative clauses (p = .000). This finding, especially about the native listens’ 

intelligibility result, can be explained with the concept of a ceiling effect. In other 

words, in the case of the native listeners, regardless of the sentence types, they 

were able to easily perceive reduced words in the sentence level and got the 

highest scores in both subject and object relative clauses. Therefore, because of 

this ceiling effect, the native listeners’ intelligibility did not have any significant 

result between the subject relative clause and the object relative clause. In the case 

of the low proficiency students, since their English proficiency itself was low, 

significant effects were not found according to the types of relative clauses. To 

summarize, this paper demonstrates that the high-level Korean students pointed to 

a more explicit effect on the types of relative clauses on their intelligibility than 
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native listeners and low proficiency listeners. In addition, the high groups’ 

intelligibility was greater in the subject relative clause than the object relative 

construction.  

Second, with regard to the comprehensibility, the results indicated that 

there were main effects of proficiency levels and types of relative clauses and 

interaction effects between these two factors. Because of the interaction effect, as 

it did in intelligibility, proficiency levels and types of relative clauses had to be 

considered together to figure out the comprehensibility judgment by listeners. 

Specifically, native listeners had the highest score in comprehensibility and in turn 

high proficiency students were higher than the low proficiency students in both 

relative clauses. This meant native listeners felt the least difficulty in processing 

reduced function words in both relative clauses regardless of the types of relative 

clauses. While among the Korean students, the high group students felt it easier 

than the low group to perceive those words in both subject and object relative 

clauses. Thus, it can be said that the perception of the reduced words in different 

patterns of relative clauses is connected with the listeners’ English proficiency 

level. This is following Hwang’s (2006) studies, which stated that Korean 

students’ comprehension of connected speech is related to their TOEIC listening 

score. Lee (2013) also suggested a positive relationship between participants’ 

listening levels and understanding of connected speech modifications.  

In addition, all groups had a significant difference in their 

comprehensibility between the types of relative clauses. This means, unlike 

intelligibility, native listeners and low proficiency students also showed a 
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meaningful gap in their comprehensibility judgment depending on the types of 

relative clauses. In the case of the native listeners, they had higher scores in object 

relative clauses in their comprehensibility judgment, which was dissimilar to their 

intelligibility judgment. This showed that perceived intelligibility and 

comprehensibility judgment by listeners do not always show the same pattern. 

This kind of discrepancy between intelligibility and comprehensibility was also 

observed by Matsuura et al. (1999) who examined the intelligibility and 

comprehensibility of American and Irish “Englishes” in Japanese students. They 

investigated Japanese university students’ intelligibility and comprehensibility of a 

familiar accent (American) and an unfamiliar accent (Irish) by filling the missing 

words and checking their understanding in a 7-point scale and found the gap 

between students’ correctness of the perceived words and their feeling to deal with 

those words.  

In comparison with the native listeners, high and low groups of students 

showed higher comprehensibility in the subject than object relative clauses as the 

high-level students also have higher intelligibility in subject relative clauses than 

object relative clauses. This finding can be supported by previous studies (Choi & 

Kim, 2008; Ford, 1983; Just & Carpentar, 1992; King & Just, 1991) which verified 

the higher difficulty in object relative clauses than subject relative construction. 

One of the theoretical backgrounds of this claim is cognitive aspects (Just & 

Carpentar, 1992; Miller & Chomsky, 1963; Van Dyke & Lewis, 2003). The 

mainstream perspective of this position is about working memory burden and there 

are several specified perspectives to explain the pressure of working memory. One 
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group demonstrated locality theory (Gibson, 1998, 2000; Grodner & Gibson, 

2005; Ogrady et al., 2003; Warren & Gibson, 2000) to illustrate the difficulty 

caused by object relative clauses. According to Gordon and Lowder (2012),  

 

ORCs(object relative clause) are more difficult to process than SRCs 

(subject relative clause) because of the greater distance that the unattached 

head noun (NP1) must be maintained in memory before it can be 

integrated with a verb. (p. 405) 

 

Instead of concentrating on the distance between NP and the matched 

verb, Wanner and Maratos (1978) said that interruptions while processing the 

object relative clauses hinder the working memory. Similarly, several researchers 

(Hawkins, 1989; Tarallo & Myhill, 1983) stated that the number of words between 

the NP and its head created interruptions in understanding the object relative 

construction.  

In addition to cognitive and syntax aspects, experts (Gordon & Lowder, 

2012; MacWhinney & Pleh, 1988) have interpreted this difficulty through a 

semantic aspect. Gordon and Lowder (2012) said that the subject relative clause is 

more straightforward to help convey the meaning than the object relative clause 

and this tendency makes object relative clauses hard for people. Furthermore, this 

paper describes the object relative clause:  

 

The purpose of an ORC (object relative clause) is to introduce a less 
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familiar concept at the beginning of the sentence, ground it in discourse, 

and then modify it using the more familiar NP. The embedded NPs in 

SRC (subject relative clause) do not serve such a grounding function and 

therefore do not need to be more given than the modified NP. (p. 5)  

 

Besides, MacWhinney and Pleh (1988) presented a perspective shifting to 

account for the difficulty in object relative construction. In other words, Wang et al. 

(2011) stated that the shift from the subject noun in a matrix clause, to the subject 

in the relative clause and again a shift in the position of the matrix clause’s subject 

while processing the object relative clause makes it a burden for listeners. Traxler 

et al. (2002) also said that this kind of perspective shifting is “costly and time-

consuming” (p. 71). Next, some researchers (Gordon & Hendrick et al., 2001; 

Roland et al., 2007) presented a frequency-based model to deal with the burden of 

processing the object relative clause. This perspective claimed that people are 

inclined to find it easy, with sentences that they face commonly than with a 

sentence they face less frequently, and following corpus studies, subject relative 

clauses are more frequently shown in English rather than object relative clauses.  

To summarize, the finding in intelligibility and comprehensibility, there 

was a main effect of the types of relative clauses and the proficiency levels in both 

intelligibility and comprehensibility. In other words, in hypotheses 1, all the 

groups had greater intelligibility in the subject relative clauses than the object 

(statistically significant only in the high group, solely in the mean scores in the low 

and native groups) and except native listeners, all Korean students in the high and 
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low levels had the higher comprehensibility scores in subject relative clauses than 

object relative clauses. In addition, as researchers expected in hypothesis 2, 

intelligibility and comprehensibility were followed by the proficiency level of 

listeners. In other words, in both intelligibility and comprehensibility, native 

listeners had the highest scores, followed by the high-level Korean students, while 

the low-level Korean students had the lowest scores.  

However, as the experimenter expected in hypothesis 3, there was an 

interaction effect between the two elements, types of relative clauses and the 

proficiency levels, in both intelligibility and comprehensibility. Therefore, these 

two elements had to be treated together to describe the result. Specifically, in 

intelligibility, it was observed that native listeners got the highest scores in the 

intelligibility score regardless of the types of relative clauses, the high group was 

second highest and the low proficiency students had the lowest intelligibility score. 

In addition, only the high group had significant meaning from their intelligibility’s 

difference depending on the types of relative clauses indicating higher scores in 

the subject relative clauses than object relative construction. This greater 

intelligibility on the subject than the object relative clause could be supported by 

several theoretical explanations such as working memory incapability and 

complexly of the assigned role in the object relative clause.  Additionally, the 

interaction effect of comprehensibility revealed that native listeners had the 

highest scores in both types of relative clauses, the high proficiency students were 

next and the low proficiency students had the lowest comprehensibility score. In 

addition, all of the native listeners, high and low groups had significant statistical 
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meaning from their comprehensibility difference depending on types of relative 

clauses. Except for native listeners, all Korean listeners had higher scores in the 

subject than object relative construction. In the case of native listeners, the 

discrepancy between the listeners’ intelligibility and comprehensibility and Korean 

students’ results could be explained based on theoretical rationales in semantic and 

pragmatic aspects such as, Korean students’ difficulty to change their perspective 

in object relative construction, preference of structure starting with subject, and 

familiarity on SVO structure.  
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Chapter 6. Conclusion 

 

This paper aimed to explore Korean EFL listeners’ intelligibility and 

comprehensibility of L1 speaker’s speech focusing on the reduced words as the 

effect of proficiency levels and types of relative clauses. This chapter condenses 

the major findings drawn from the findings, followed by the limitations and 

suggestions for future research.  

 

6.1. Major Findings 

The purpose of the study was to investigate Korean EFL students’ 

intelligibility and comprehensibility of native speaker’s speech focusing on 

reduced words considering the effect of proficiency levels (native, high, low) and 

types of sentences (subject relative clause, object relative clause). The following 

are the major findings of the study. 

With regard to intelligibility, native listeners had the highest rating score, 

followed by the high-level Korean students, and finally low group for both types 

of relative clauses. In other words, native listeners were best aware of reduced 

words in both subject and object relative clauses, the high-level Korean listeners 

were ranked secondly and finally, the low group Korean students were least aware 

of those words in both types of sentences. In addition, the high group Korean EFL 

students perceive reduced words more correctly in the subject relative clause than 

the object relative construction. This finding supported previous studies which 
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claimed that the subject relative clause is easier to process than the object relative 

clause.  

Referring to comprehensibility, like intelligibility, the score given by the 

native listeners was the highest, the high group was next, followed by the low 

group Korean EFL students. In other words, Korean students in the low group 

found it the most difficult to understand reduced words in both subject and object 

type of relative clauses than the high group and native listeners. In addition, native 

listeners found it the least difficult to understand reduced words in subject and 

object relative clauses. Furthermore, except for native listeners, both levels of 

Korean EFL students found it difficult to comprehend reduced words in the object 

relative clause than the subject relative construction. This finding also was in line 

with the argument that the object relative clause is more difficult for EFL students 

to process than the subject relative clause. In the case of native listeners, it was 

observed that the higher intelligibility score did not always guarantee a better 

comprehension of the speech.  

 

6.2. Pedagogical Implications 

Compared to past English instruction, which emphasized native-like 

pronunciation, people currently want to improve their understanding of English 

which is spoken by different cultures. This is a prerequisite for successful 

communication. Following this trend, Korean English education also tries to foster 

communicative skills by increasing students’ understanding of natural speech. As 

one of the ways to develop understanding of World English, experts have 
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concentrated on suprasegmental features (Avery, 1992). This is because 

suprasegmental features are crucial factors that affect the understanding of 

listeners in communication. Therefore this study specifically concentrated on 

function words that are generally unstressed in connected speech and examined 

Korean students’ understanding. Even though it added two dependent factors, 

proficiency and types of relative clauses, this study demonstrated Korean EFL 

students’ weakness to process unstressed words, which were changed to reduced 

form in a sentence. In addition, a simple questionnaire conducted after the 

experiment revealed that students were not trained about modification in 

unstressed words. Even though more than half of the participants have learned 

English, only one in three participants had replied about their awareness of 

variations in sentence levels like reduction. In addition, some people who have 

heard of these concepts did not provide the correct response when they were asked 

to give an example or explanation. Therefore to help students in improving the 

variations in connected speech and ultimately to make them communicate 

successfully this paper affords many pedagogical implications. 

First, in listening and pronunciation education, teachers need to instruct 

how the modifications in unstressed words occur in connected speech. This should 

be systematically implemented considering the proficiency of the learners by 

offering explicit and various examples. Teachers, particularly, have to guide 

Korean students focusing more on aspects such as reduction, which causes more 

challenges in various categories. Next, instructions about connected speech should 

be suggested through authentic materials. According to Kim (2015) who examined 
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English textbooks in Korean, not only were there few sections on pronunciations, 

but most focused on pronunciation of discrete and individual words rather than 

that of connected speech. Additionally, Joo (2008) claimed that non-authentic 

materials in textbook, which are articulated too slowly and correctly, takes away 

the curiosity about modifications, that occur in real and fast speech. Therefore, 

teachers should try to use authentic materials like natural communication to 

instruct Korean students about connected speech variations. Third, in English 

pronunciation classes, students must have enough practice to produce 

modifications in function words in connected speech. According to Joh and Lee 

(2001), they studied Korean students’ perception and production of voiceless 

fricatives and found the gap between perception and production. They indicated 

that many students could perceive phonemes correctively, but they failed to 

pronounce it. Following this finding, teachers prepared many activities for students 

to trigger the use of various modifications caused by unstressed words in their 

speech. Fourth, teachers should explain and guide Korean students to understand 

and use a relative clause construction. According to Im (2016), even though 

relative clauses are assessed in the College Scholastic Ability Test, the current 

English education does not focus on them. However, she said that increasing the 

perception of relative clauses can not only improve their grade on College 

Scholastic Ability Test, but also develop the accuracy in communication. 

Therefore, teachers must teach various types of relative clauses by using different 

methods to activate students’ motivation and lessen the difficulties caused by them. 

Additionally, Since the object relative construction is more difficult, considering 
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the result of this paper, teachers should be more interested in the object relative 

clauses while considering the many factors that cause challenges in processing 

them such as short memory limitation. Finally, teachers should consider the 

proficiency of students to teach the relative clauses. As demonstrated, low-level 

students had lower intelligibility and comprehensibility than high-level students. 

Therefore, considering the proficiency of students, teacher must present different 

levels or ways of teaching relative clauses.  

 

6.3. Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 

Although this study advanced our understandings of Korean students’ 

intelligibility and comprehensibility on reduced words depending on their 

proficiency levels (native, high, low) and the types of relative clauses (subject 

relative clause, object relative clause), several issues remain to be investigated in 

future studies. First, increased attempts to examine EFL students’ intelligibility 

and comprehensibility of native speaker’s speech should be conducted. As we 

found in this study, we can find components in which Korean students experience 

challenges in processing English successfully by examining their intelligibility and 

comprehensibility of Native speaker’s speech. Thus increased future will improve 

English education by measuring EFL student’s intelligibility and 

comprehensibility of native speaker’s speech and identifying the points to be 

focused to enhance EFL students’ understanding of English. In addition, as it is 

mentioned in this study, if we consider World Englishes, then future studies should 

deal with the comprehensibility and intelligibility of these varieties by EFL 
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students, and not just the “standard" to help them become more intelligible and 

make successful conversation.  
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Appendix A: Task sentences  

1. A book which talks about global warming just gets released. 

2. A book which the author writes to report about global-

warming just gets released.  

3. Anyone that needs water and food can get help from the center. 

4. Anyone that the center can help with water and food needs to go there.. 

5. The dish that should not have been ordered was terrible. 

6. The dish that I should not have ordered was terrible. 

7. She who usually works at night is out of shape. 

8. She who I usually work with at night is out of shape. 

9. She who liked Josh best of all behaved differently. 

10. She who josh liked best of all behaved differently. 

11. The cosmetic which was sold from door to door by sellers was a replica. 

12. The cosmetic which sellers sold from door to door was replica. 

13. The bag that can be carried by him is very heavy.  

14. The bag that he can carry is very heavy.  

15. Jessica who gives him a hand tries as much as she can. 

16. Jessica who he asks to give him a hand tries as much as she can.  

17. The car which moved with a loud noise just got stopped 

18. The car which the driver drove with a loud noise just got stopped.    

19. Hope which gives them to recover from the failure is important.  

20. Hope which I gives them to recover from the failure is important.  

21. I met the girl who worked at the library. 
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22. I met the girl who you worked with at the library.  

23. She loves the chocolate that was bought by her sisters. 

24. She loves the chocolate that I bought with her sisters.  

25. Do you know the girl who joined in our chemistry class?  

26. Do you know the girl who you joined with in our chemistry class?  

27. Kyongbok Gung, which was built more than hundred years ago, was rebuilt in 

these days 

28. Kyongbok Gung, which people built more than hundred years ago, was rebuilt 

in these days 

29. Hangeul is a scientific writing system that would not have been invented 

without King Sejong’s effort 

30. Hangeul is a scientific writing system that King Sejong would not have made 

without his effort.  

31. From now on, satellite TV which allows many countries’ programs to be 

broadcasted will lead the industry.  

32. From now on, satellite TV which companies of many countries allow to be 

broadcasted will lead the industry.. 

33. He keeps trying to ask questions which can be solved easily. 

34. He keeps trying to ask questions which I can solve easily.  

35. She is going to go to university which is as famous as Harvard this March. 

36. She is going to go to the university which I think as famous as Harvard this 

March.  

37. The secretary had to pass the document that was put on the table.  
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38. The secretary had to pass the document that I put on the table. 

39. This is a true story which is based on the boys of Eton. 

40. This is a true story which people made base on the boys of Eton.  

41. People could not laugh at the actor who was thought of as stupid clown. 

42. People could not laugh at the actor who they thought of as stupid clown.  

43. This is a house which is designed for them. 

44. This is a house which I designed for them. 

45. I knew the tunnel which led in the other direction.  

46. I knew the tunnel which people made to lead in the other direction. 

47. He saw the letter which told him how to get to the next stage. 

48. He saw the letter which I wrote to tell him how to get to the next stage.  

49. Don’t forget to order the food which can make you feel happy.    

50. Don’t forget to order the food which I can make to feel you happy 

Filler sentences 

1. We are sure that you will be satisfied with our well experienced tutors. 

2. It is vital that all students and staff know what to do should we face a 

wildfire. 

3. I expect you to provide proper Internet services for a customer like me. 

4. Our primary objective is to find and establish that relationship 

5. Many present efforts to guard and maintain human progress and to realize 

human ambitions are simply unsustainable 

6. Global warming will be a much greater threat in 20 years than it is today. 

7. The development of science and technology in these areas should therefore 
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be given the highest priority. 

8. The problem is that he has focused on beating his classmates, not on the 

subject matter. 

9. There is no much hope that he can win the prize money. 

10. President denies the expectation that terrorism is about to happen. 

11. Based on our biases in Western culture, we generally presume that all actions 

have an antecedent cause. 

12. The fact that language is not always reliable for causing precise meanings is 

a reflection of its powerful strength 

13. Business executives are increasingly told that they must be creative 

storytellers. 

14. Surely these people knew hardship and were often threatened by. 

15. Perhaps only because our own lives are so constrained by the imperative to 

work, we have to wonder why. 

16. Right in front of his eyes were rows of delicious-looking chocolate bars 

waiting to be touched. 

17. The hall was filled with noise. 

18. Another area had been set aside for a variety of entertaining games and 

amusements. 

19. Our personality is overshadowed and our life and accomplishments are 

reduced to our resume. 

20. The work of governments in the planning and implementation of tourism has 

been supported by ongoing research and analysis. 
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21. Attorneys are taught to “steal the opponent’s thunder” by mentioning a 

weakness. 

22. Software is usually tested for quality by employing engineers to 

systematically find ways to crash it. 

23. Do you want to improve your Korean writing? 

24. Given all the drawbacks and disadvantages of electronic documents, why not 

just stick with paper? 

25. How will we know when we have achieved sustainable tourism? 

26. Who was to help her now? 

27. Has it always been your goal to enter and win a science fiction competition? 

28. Are you ready to save a life? 

29. Historic sites where a large of tourists visit are always difficult to manage 

30. Do you know the day when we have no class? 

31. Kevin still doesn’t know the reason why his girlfriend was angry. 

32. For example, people may prefer to buy an otherwise identical shoe when the 

production process respects certain worker rights. 

33. Good ideas can be made into great ideas when we utilize each other’s 

specialized expertise. 

34. It’s the attitude of a player whose nerves aren’t as strong as he’d like them to 

be. 

35. The mind tells the body what it sees most clearly. 

36. Students often visit the school where they graduated from on Teacher’s day. 

37. I went outside when it was raining. 
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38. I worked at a company whose employers strived to improve the welfare of 

employees. 

39. What I expect from this book is that the wrong person is punished. 

40. Through socialization, they develop a social self that reflects the society in 

which they. 
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Appendix B: Task version 1 

⚫ 각 문장을 잘 듣고 빈칸을 채우세요. 각 문장은 한번씩만 발음됩니다. 

⚫ 빈칸을 채운 후, 각 빈칸에 대한 이해도를 체크해주세요 

(1점: 빈칸을 알아 듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다. / 5점: 빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 

쉬웠다.)  

Ex: Many streets in __the____ downtown area have been changed into pedestrian zone. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

________________________________________________________________________ 

1. A book which talks ____about_____ global warming just gets released. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

2. Anyone that needs water _____and____ food can get help from the center. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다. 

3. The dish that ___should_____not have been ordered was terrible. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

4. She who usually works _____at____ night is out of shape. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

5. She who liked Josh best __of______ all behaved differently. 
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(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

6. The cosmetic which was sold from door _____to____door by sellers was a 

replica. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

7. The grammar textbook which was talked about in ____our_____class is too 

expensive.  

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

8. We are sure that you will be satisfied with our well _experienced__tutors. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

9. Jessica who gives _____him____a hand tries as much as she can. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

10. Kevin still doesn’t know the ___reason___why his girlfriend was angry. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

11. I went outside when it was ___raining___. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 
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12. The car which moved with ____a___ loud noise just got stopped 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

13. The mind tells the ____body__what it sees most clearly. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

14. Students often visit the school where they __graduated____from on Teacher’s 

day. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

15. Hope which gives ____them_____ to recover from the failure is important. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

16. I met the girl who worked ____at_____the library. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

17. It is vital that all students and staff ___know___what to do should we face a 

wildfire. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

18. She loves the chocolate that was bought by _____her___ sisters. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 
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매우 쉬웠다.) 

19. Do you know the girl who joined in _____our____ chemistry class?  

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

20. She was sick but the medicine that was bought at _____the____pharmacy did 

not help. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

21. Kyongbok Gung, which was built more __than______ hundred years ago, was 

rebuilt in these days 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

22. Hangeul is a scientific writing system that would not ____have___ been 

invented without King Sejong’s effort  

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

23. I expect you to provide __proper____Internet services for a customer like me. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

24. Our primary objective is to find and _establish_____that relationship. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 
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25. He keeps trying to ask questions which ___can____be solved easily. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

26. She is going to go to university which is as famous __as______ Harvard this 

March. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

27. Good ideas can be made into great ___ideas___when we utilize each other’s 

specialized expertise. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

28. It’s the attitude of a player whose __nerves____aren’t as strong as he’d like 

them to be. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

29. The secretary had to pass the document that was put_____on____the table.  

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

30. The fact that language is not ___always___reliable for causing precise 

meanings is a reflection of its powerful strength 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 
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31. Our personality is overshadowed and our life and ___accomplishment___are 

reduced to our resume. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

32. This is a true story which is based on the boys ___of____ Eton.  

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

33. People could not laugh at the actor who was thought of  __as___ stupid clown. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

34. This is a house which is designed __for __ them. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

35. Business executives are __increasingly____told that they must be creative 

storytellers 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

36. Surely these people knew hardship and were often ___threatened___by. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

37. Perhaps only because our own lives are so constrained by the imperative to 

work, we have to ___wonder___why. 
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(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

38. I knew the tunnel which led in __the___  other direction.  

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

39. He saw the letter which told __him____  how to get to the next stage. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

40. Don’t forget to order the food which __ help ___ make you feel happy. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

41. Who was to __ help __ her now? 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

42. Business executives are __ increasingly ___ told that they must be creative 

storytellers 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

43. Surely these people knew hardship and were often__ threatened___  by. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

44. Perhaps only because our own lives are so ___ constrained ___by the 
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imperative to work, we have to wonder why. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

45. Are you ready to ___save___ a life?  

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 
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Appendix C: Task version 2 

⚫ 각 문장을 잘 듣고 빈칸을 채우세요. 각 문장은 한번씩만 발음됩니다. 

⚫ 빈칸을 채운 후, 각 빈칸에 대한 이해도를 체크해주세요 

(1점: 빈칸을 알아 듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다. / 5점: 빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 

쉬웠다.) 

Ex: Many streets in __the____ downtown area have been changed into 

pedestrian zone. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 

쉬웠다.) 

1. A book which the author writes to report ____about___global-

warming just gets released.  

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

2. Anyone that the center can help with water __and_____food needs to go there. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

3. The dish that I ____should___ not have ordered was terrible. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

4. Many present efforts to guard and maintain human progress and to realize human 

ambitions are ___simply___unsustainable 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 
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매우 쉬웠다.) 

5. She who I usually work with ___at____night is out of shape. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

6. She who josh liked best ___of____all behaved differently 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

7. The cosmetic which sellers sold from door ___to____door was replica. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

8. Global warming will be a much ___greater____threat in 20 years than it is today. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

9. The grammar textbook which the professor talked about in ____our___class is too 

expensive. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

10. Jessica who he asks to give __him __ a hand tries as much as she can.  

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

11. The car which the driver drove with __a__ loud noise just got stopped.    

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 
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매우 쉬웠다.) 

12. The development of ____science___and technology in these areas should therefore 

be given the highest priority. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

13. Hope which I gives ____them___to recover from the failure is important.  

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

14. I met the girl who you worked with _____at__the library.  

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

15. President denies the __expectation_____that terrorism is about to happen.  

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

16. She loves the chocolate that I bought with ___her____sisters.  

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

17. Do you know the girl who you joined with in ____our___chemistry class?  

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

18. She was sick but the medicine that she bought at ___the____pharmacy did not 

help. 
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(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

19. Kyongbok Gung, which people built more __than_____hundred years ago, was 

rebuilt in these days 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

20. Hangeul is a scientific writing system that King Sejong would not 

_have______made without his effort.  

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

21. Based on our ___business____in Western culture, we generally presume that all 

actions have an antecedent cause. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

22. He keeps trying to ask questions which I ____can___solve easily.  

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

23. The work of governments in the planning and implementation of 

___tourism____has been supported by ongoing research and analysis 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

24. She is going to go to the university which I think  ___as____famous as Harvard 
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this March.  

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

25. The secretary had to pass the document that I put ___on____the table. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

26. Right in front of his eyes were rows of delicious-looking chocolate bars 

____waiting___to be touched. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

27. The hall was ___filled____with noise. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

28. Another area had been set aside for a __ variety ___of entertaining games and 

amusements. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

29. This is a true story which people made based on the boys ___of____Eton.  

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

30. Attorneys are taught to “steal the opponent’s thunder” by __mentioning_____a 

weakness 
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(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

31. Software is usually tested for quality by employing engineers to systematically find 

___ways____to crash it. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

32. I worked at a company whose employers strived to improve the welfare of 

____employees___. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

33. What I expect from this ___book____is that the wrong person is punished. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

34. Through socialization, they ___develop____a social self that reflects the society 

in which they 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 

것이 매우 쉬웠다.) 

35. For example, people may ____prefer___to buy an otherwise identical shoe when 

the production process respects certain worker rights 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

36. Do you want to improve your ____Korean___writing? 



97 
 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

37. People could not laugh at the actor who they thought of ___as____stupid clown.  

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

38. This is a house which I designed____for___ them. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

39. I knew the tunnel which people made to lead in __the____other direction. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

40. Don’t forget to order the food which I __can__ make to feel you happy 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

41. He saw the letter which I wrote to tell __him__  how to get to the next stage. 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

42. Given all the drawbacks and ___disadvantages____of electronic documents, why 

not just stick with paper? 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

43. How will we know when we have ____achieved___sustainable tourism? 
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(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

44. Historic sites where a large of ____tourists___visit are always difficult to manage 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 

매우 쉬웠다.) 

45. Do you ____know___ the day when we have no class? 

(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 어려웠다.)1---2---3---4---5(빈칸을 알아듣는 것이 매우 

쉬웠다.) 
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Appendix D: Survey  

설문지 

다음은 ‘문장 단위 듣기에서 일어나는 약화 현상에 대한 한국인 화자의 이해도’에 관

한 연구를 위한 설문조사입니다. 여러분의 답변은 통계 목적으로만 사용되며, 개인의 

신상에 관한 사항은 공개되지 않습니다. 또한, 이 설문에 답변한 내용 때문에 여러분

이 학업이나 생활에서 영향을 받지 않을 것입니다. 

 

1. 당신은 학년은 무엇 입니까? (ex. 대학교 2학년) 

_____________학년 

2. 당신의 학과는 무엇입니까? (ex. 영어교육학과)  

_________________ 학과 

3. 당신의 공인영어성적은 얼마입니까? 종류를 체크하고 점수(가능한 LC점수)를 써 

주십시오 

 (ex. 종류: TEPS/ TOEIC/ TOFEL/ IELTS/기타 _________  

     점수: 490점(LC만) or 대략 400점 후반 (LC만) or 970점 (총합)  

종류: TEPS/ TOEIC/ TOFEL/ IELTS/기타 _____________ 

점수: ____________________점 

4. 당신이 학생은 영어 교육을 받은 기간은 지금까지 얼마나 됩니까? (ex. 12년) 

_________년 

5. 평소에 다음 영어 공부의 영역 중 어떤 부분을 가장 많이 공부하고 있는지 순서

대로 나열하시오. (ex. 문법, 읽기, 쓰기, 말하기, 듣기..)  

① 듣기 ② 쓰기 ③ 말하기 ④ 읽기 ⑤ 문법 
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6. 당신이 영어 듣기를 하는 데 있어서 가장 어려움을 겪는 요인들에는 어떤 것들이 

있다고 생각하십니까? 생각나는 대로 기술해주시기 바랍니다. (ex. 빠른 속도, 원어

민의 표현이나 단어를 못 알아들어서, 눈으로는 알고 있지만, 귀로 들었을 때는 못 

알아 들어서, 연음 때문에...) 

A: 

7. 당신이 영어 듣기를 할 때 연음(ex.동화 (assimilation), 탈락 (deletion), 약화 

(reduction), 연결 (linking))에 대해 듣거나 배워본 적이 있습니까?  

① 있다. 

② 없다.  

8. 영어듣기에서 일어나는 연음(ex.동화 (assimilation), 탈락 (deletion), 약화 

(reduction), 연결 (linking))에 대한 개념 및 예시를 알고 있습니까? 

① 있다. (있다면 어떤 것을 알고 있는지 적어주십시오. ______________________) 

② 없다. 

 

모든 설문이 끝이 났습니다. 다시 한번 참여해 주셔서 감사 드립니다. 
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국 문 초 록 

 

영어 관계대명사의 유형이 원어민과 비원어민 청자의 약화된 음절에 

대한 명료도와 이해도에 끼치는 영향 

이미진 

외국어교육학과 영어전공 

서울대학교 대학원 

 

영어가 세계영어 (World English)로 변화함에 따라 원어민과 같은 발

음을 강조하던 기존 발음 교육의 관심이 다양한 나라 사람들의 영어 발음을 

이해하고, 더 나아가 성공적인 의사소통을 이끄는 것으로 변화하게 되었다. 

이와 관련해서 Munro & Dewing(1995, 2009)는 명료도와 이해도라는 개념을 사

용해서 비원어민 화자의 발화에 대한 원어민 화자의 이해를 관찰했다. 이 두 

가지 개념은 비원어민 화자의 발화 중 어떤 요소가 원어민 화자들의 이해에 

영향을 주는지 확인하는데 도움을 주었는데, 그 중 한 요소는 강세와 같은 

초분절자음이었다. 선행연구에 따르면 적절하게 강세음와 비강세음를 사용하

는 것이 원어민 화자의 발화 이해에 긍정적인 영향을 주고, 더 나아가 효과

적인 의사소통을 이룰 수 있다고 주장했다. 이렇듯 초분절자음이 성공적인 

의사소통을 위한 중요한 요소임에도 불구하고, 발음과 관련된 기존 선행연구

들은 분절음에 관한 연구들이 많았고, 특히 한국인 학생들의 초분절자음 인

식과 활용에 대한 연구는 부족했다. 따라서 이 연구는 한국인 청자들의 영어 

강세, 특히 문장에서 강세를 받지 못해서 약화되는 발음되는 단어에 대한 명

료도와 이해도를 측정하고자 한다. 또한, 연음과 관련된 선행연구들과 차별을 
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두고, 학생들의 명료도와 이해도에 좀 더 심도 있는 관찰을 하기위해 문장의 

통사적 복잡성을 독립변수로 추가하여 실험을 진행하였다. 통사적 복잡성을 

위해서는 많은 선행연구에서 이미 구조적인 복잡성이 있다고 밝혀진 관계대

명사 (주격관계대명사, 목적격 관계대명사)를 사용하였다. 이를 위하여 20명

의 원어민 화자들과 총 40명의 한국인 대학생들이 실험에 참여 했으며, 영어 

공인 점수에 따라 상위 학습자와 하위학습자로 20명씩 분류되었다. 이들은 

각 문장들을 듣고, 빈칸을 채우도록 지시 받았다. 각 문장은 주격관계대명사 

혹은 목적격 관계대명사 형식이었고, 빈칸은 문장단위에서 약화되는 기능어

들로 구성되었다. 한번의 실험당 주어진 문장은 45개였으며 25개는 관계대명

사절이었으나, 나머지 20개는 관계부사절이나 평서문과 같이 상이한 형태의 

문장이었다. 또한 각 문장 아래에는 5점 리커트 척도가 있어서 학생들이 각 

문장에 대해 빈칸을 채우는데 느끼는 어려움을 표시하도록 지시하였다.  

주요 결과는 다음과 같다. 먼저 명료도와 관련해서는 원어민들이 한

국인 학습자들에 비해 관계대명사의 유형 (주격관계대명사, 목적격관계대명

사)에 관계없이 문장내의 약화된 단어를 잘 인식했고, 한국인 학습자들 중에

서는 상위 학습자들이 하위학습자들 보다 약화된 단어를 잘 인식하였다. 또

한 상위 학습자 경우, 목적격 관계대명사절보다는 주격 관계대명사절에서 약

화된 단어를 더 잘 인식하였다. 이는 주격 관계대명사절이 목적격 관계대명

사절보다 처리하는게 더 수월하다는 기존 연구들과 동일한 결과였다. 또한 

이해도와 관련해서도 원어민들이 한국인 학습자들에 비해 보다 수월하게 관

계대명사 유형 (주격 관계대명사, 목적격 관계대명사) 에 관계없이 문장내의 

약화된 단어를 인식할 수 있다는 점이 밝혀졌고, 한국인 화자들 중에서는 상

위 학습자들이 하위 학습자들 보다 더 쉽게 약화된 단어들을 인식한다는 점
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이 밝혀졌다. 또한 원어민들과는 달리 한국인 학습자들은 모두 주격관계대명

사절에서의 약화된 단어를 목적격 관계대명사절에서보다 더 수월하게 인식하

는 것이 밝혀졌는데, 이 점 역시, 주격 관계대명사절을 목적격 관계대명사절 

보다 더 쉽게 처리한다는 기존의 선행연구들과 일맥상통하는 결과였다.  

실험 결과를 통해, 원어민들에 비해 한국인 화자들이 약화된 단어를 

인식하는데 어려워한다는 점이 밝혀졌고, 따라서 앞으로의 발음교육에서는 

강세와 관련된 교육, 특히 문장단위에서 강세를 받지 못해 음가가 약화되고 

변화되는 연음현상에 대한 지도가 필요하다는 점을 함의하고 있다. 또한  

문법지도에서 주격 관계대명사 보다는, 목적격관계대명사에 대해 초점을 맞

추어, 한국인 학습자의 어려움을 극복 할 수 있도록 지도해야 할 것이다.  

 

주요어: 명료도, 이해도, 연음현상, 약화, 통사적 복잡성, 관계대명사절 

학  번: 2017-28124  
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