
Supplementary File 6: Data set for Figure 8. Summary of L2 studies 
This appendix includes data sources for Figure 8 in the main text, ordered alphabetically by language and chronologically by study. In the 
following table, each row represents a single experiment/task unless the study reports only combined results.  
 
For studies that investigated different factors affecting subject/object asymmetry (e.g. animacy, matrix position, pronominality), we 
collapsed the results to indicate only the overall difference between subject and object relative clauses. We also interpreted the results 
maximally: if a subject/object preference was shown in even one of multiple measures (e.g. accuracy and reading times for self-paced 
reading) or one condition, we indicated the preference in the “Results” column. We indicate conflicting results from different conditions or 
measurements with “not clear.” Most of the results presented in the table are supported by the statistical tests used in the original study; for 
studies that did not report statistical results, we show the reported numerical preference, marked with *. When the original study claims 
marginal significance, ~ is used for notation. 
 
L2 studies often adopt pretest-posttest designs, in which they test the effects of instructional interventions. If the study specifically tested 
whether the learners were able to generalize their knowledge of ORCs to SRCs or vice versa, we indicate so with †. For studies that tested 
knowledge of other positions (usually object of comparison), we include only the pretest results for the sake of simplicity. 
 
Some studies reported subject/object preference in terms of pronoun retention; resumptive pronouns are more acceptable in lower 
positions in the accessibility hierarchy. These studies are marked with ‡. 
 
If there are more than three L1s in the participant group, L1 background is noted as “various.” For children and adolescents, the age range 
is indicated in parentheses. Results from native speaker controls are not included in the following table but can be found in Supplementary 
Files 1 and 2 unless they performed at ceiling. 
 
Abbreviations: C: comprehension, O > S: object preference, P: production, S > O: subject preference, S = O: no preference (no significant 
difference)  

 
L2 Study Domain Method L1 Population Results 

Dutch Havik et al. 2009 C self-paced reading German adults (high working memory) S > O 

C self-paced reading German adults (low working memory) S = O 

C self-paced reading German adults S = O 

Jackson & 
Roberts 2010 

C self-paced reading German adults S > O 

C acceptability judgment German adults S > O 

German, 
Portuguese 

Tarallo & Myhill 
1983 

C grammatical judgment English adults S > O 



L2 Study Domain Method L1 Population Results 

English Cook 1973 C elicited imitation various adults S = O 

Ioup & Kruse 
1977 

C grammaticality judgment various adults S = O 

Gass 1979 P sentence combination various adults S > O 

Gass 1980 P free composition various adults S > O  

P sentence combination various adults S > O 

Schumann 1980) P spontaneous speech Italian, Spanish children (5–10), adolescents (13), 
adults 

*S > O 

Gass 1982† C grammaticality judgment‡ various adults *S = O 

C sentence combination Arabic, Japanese, Spanish adults S > O 

Gass 1983 P free composition (written narrative) various adults S > O  

P sentence combination various adults S > O 

Pavesi 1986 P elicited production Italian adults S > O 

Eckman et al. 
1988† 

P sentence combination various adults S > O 

Hansen-Strain & 

Strain 1989 

C act out various adults *S > O 

C grammatical judgment various adults *S = O 

P elicited production various adults *S > O 

P oral retelling various adults *S > O 

P written retelling various adults *S > O 

P essay various adults *S > O 

P sentence combination various adults *S > O 

Doughty 1991 C, P grammatical judgment, sentence 
combination, sentence completion,  
oral production 

various adults S > O 

Hamilton 1994† P sentence combination not reported adults S = O 

Sadighi & 

Jafarpur 1994 

C multiple choice Persian adults S > O 

Aarts & Schils 

1995 

P sentence combination Dutch adults O > S 

  



L2 Study Domain Method L1 Population Results 

English 

(cont’d) 

Izumi 2003 C grammatical judgment various adults S > O 

P sentence combination various adults S > O 

P picture selection various adults S = O 

Chang 2004 P free writing Chinese adults O > S 

Ammar & 

Lightbown 2005† 

C, P grammatical judgment, sentence 
combination 

Arabic adults S > O 

Mellow 2006 P picture narration Spanish child (12) S > O 

Packard 2008 C self-paced reading Mandarin adults S > O 

Marefat & 

Rahmany 2009 

C reading comprehension Persian adults S > O 

Wang et al. 2011  self-paced reading Mandarin adults S > O 

Abdolmanafi & 

Rahmani 2012 

P sentence combination test Persian adults S > O 

Baek 2012 C self-paced reading Korean adults S > O 

C self-paced reading Korean adults S > O 

C self-paced reading Korean adults S > O 

Bulut et al. 2013 C eye tracking while reading Turkish adults S > O 

Duffeler & Coene 

2014 

C character selection French adults S = O 

Juffs & Rodriguez 

2014 

C self-paced reading Spanish adults S > O 

C reading longer texts Spanish adults S > O 

Hitz & Francis 

2016 

C acceptability judgment Chinese adults S = O 

C acceptability judgment Turkish adults S > O 

Kang 2016 C grammaticality judgment Korean adults S = O 

P elicited imitation Korean adults S > O 

Song 2016 C grammaticality judgment Mandarin adults *O > S 

P sentence combination Mandarin adults *O > S 

Choe & Deen 
2020 

C self-paced reading Korean adults S > O 

Malaiappan & 
Wong 2020 

C grammatical judgment Mandarin adults S > O 



L2 Study Domain Method L1 Population Results 

English 

(cont’d) 

Nasrollahi Shahri 
et al. 2020 

C self-paced reading Farsi adults S > O 

Xia et al. 2020 C picture selection Mandarin adults S > O 

C self-paced reading Mandarin adults S > O 

French Hawkins 1989 P cloze English adults S > O 

Hindi Hansen 1986 C act out English children (4–9), adults S = O 

Italian Croteau 1995† P sentence combination / grammaticality 
judgment (post-test) 

English adults S > O 

Japanese Roberts 2000 C multiple choice English, Marshallese, 
Portuguese 

adults O > S 

P sentence combination English, Marshallese, 
Portuguese 

adults S > O 

Hasegawa 2007 C character selection various children, adolescents (10–17), adults *O > S 

P elicited production various children, adolescents (10–17), adults *S > O 

Kanno 2007 C character selection Chinese, Sinhalese adults S = O 

C character selection Indonesian, Thai, Vietnamese adults S > O 

Ozeki and Shirai 
2007 

P sentence combination Cantonese adults S = O 

P naturalistic speech (OPI) Chinese, English adults O > S 

P naturalistic speech (OPI) Korean adults S > O 

Yabuki-Soh 2007 C comprehension various adults O > S 

P sentence combination various adults S > O 

Mitsugi et al. 
2010 

C self-paced reading English adults S = O 

C self-paced reading Korean adults S > O 

Kahraman 2012 C self-paced reading Turkish adults S > O 

Mitsugi & Shirai 
2017 

C self-paced reading English adults S = O 

C self-paced reading Korean adults S > O 

  



L2 Study Domain Method L1 Population Results 

Korean 
      

O’Grady et al. 
2000 

C character selection English adults S > O 

O’Grady et al. 
2001 

C character selection English adults S > O 

O’Grady et al. 
2003 

C character selection English adults S > O 

Jeon & Kim 2007 P elicited production English adults S > O 

Mandarin, 
Japanese, 
Persian 

Tarallo & Myhill 
1983 

C grammatical judgment English adults O > S 

Mandarin Yuan & Zhao 

2005‡ 

C acceptability judgment Arabic-Palestinian adults O > S 

C acceptability judgment English adults O > S 

Hu & Liu 2007 C grammatical judgment English, Korean adults O > S 

Packard 2008 C self-paced reading English adults O > S 

Cui 2013 C self-paced reading  English, French, Spanish adults S > O 

C self-paced reading  Japanese, Korean adults S = O 

Xu 2013 C listening comprehension English adults S > O 

Xu 2014a C sentence combination English adults S = O 

Xu 2014b C timed reading + grammaticality judgment English adults S > O  

Li et al. 2016 C self-paced reading various  adults S > O 

Sung et al. 2016 C eye-tracking while reading Japanese adults O > S 

Lam 2017 C picture selection Written Chinese children (6;11–12;8) O < S 

C dot connecting Written Chinese children (6;11–12;8) O < S 

P elicited production Written Chinese children (6;11–12;8) S = O 

Yao 2018 C self-paced reading head-initial languages adults O > S 

C self-paced reading head-final languages adults O > S 

Spanish Sánchez-Walker 

& Montrul 2016 

C picture selection English adults S = O 

Swedish Hyltenstam 

1984‡ 

P elicited production various adults S > O 

  



L2 Study Domain Method L1 Population Results 

Turkish Altan 2016 P free writing / speech European adults S > O 

Aydin 2007 C character selection Japanese, Korean, English adults S > O 

C character selection Japanese, Korean, English adults S = O 
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