HARANFFELEE OSUERNFEZEA I =X LOMREHIZET HHH5

EEFEE - 14580275

R 1 4 FE~FRL L 6

BembetemfiBhe (REMZE (C) (2)) WhHERRmEE

SRk 1 743 A

MrEfERE KB BE

FEEERY: FREEEN R



ITLAE

AWEEIL, FR 1 4EEPOFR L 6 FEICHAHARMBIS (B (C) (2))
DR EZ T THT S T REORRERET LD TH D, WMHEREIL THARAREFEE
DITERESIFEEA I = XL OFRICET 28858 TH o505, BRI B ARFEREGSE O
wh R EEHBIOERICEREZH T, T b DO OTER LR

(morphological properties) #EHET& 50, £L T, TE5 L LbENNRENES
# L [k wh B8 (whmovement) (255 6D ThH 50 & BAFEOM A HIRGEL 7= H D
Th D,

HEEZITAMOBLEZHE TH D, LTV THH BT DRIV TT > 721
BARRICEASDVTRXDOBICE L DI b D TH D, BAITIE, Ao TY &S e
o 7= wh SERIHESC & BMRER SCO FEEBRIZ ISV TE iR AT =T H D 0
ERHBERELIZVE B oTWnD, REFRHBEFTITTT AR E HET D E T2k
ELMRho7h, BUE, TOMHEEEREL TIToTERY, £/, LIS
BHILTTRY, WD BITH OO EE LIcnE b 2T D, BLFTIRERERD
i 3L RN % 3B~ D,

8513 Hodi 0 TH A NG A0 SUERE Sy o0 it B o [MARTGRS SCo Pt &t o
F—=E0b] T, (RA) FARNRHE WA O IR Lo 58 i A P & N oo
MBEW ST D ENAMNTH 72, 51, R DN EORBSc L & &
2, OGRS SCOIERBINR Y & MR C & 2000 % 1A Ui, PEHNSIYT 2 55— % ikbhnific
W LD THOTH Y, AUz A U R OGS N5 57— 4 & g % 7
DIZHHT LI LTI O Tdh D, #idE LT, BRI SCoMAHIEL, #8020 HinE )
High-intermediate L ~/LIZ D2 EM R R EARD O TIEAR D EW) MDA S LT,

W24 L o 31 The Acquisition of Wh-movement by Advanced Japanese Learners of
English) Tid, NG040 wh BEINAY SCE BRI Lo RHIIs0 T, AR
izk? wh Bl (feature-driven wh-movement) (2L CEALLO P LA EIZARD O
ik, FHED RIHTHEN LT SCO SCAE TN OIEAD E LTz, RERELC, 1A REREG 471,
A7 B iliiE /)Y Advanced LW Z i 58 88 REMENG A O L Wil Ay = K LB JIWC,
Frehb, AL [+wh, +QIRC[+RIE ML, syntax (ST DAV LD wh il )1
WT wh BERAS SCEIRBRIGIAN SCE PR TWDZEBWILANTIR -T2, T4t Roger Hawkins
FCAHERE L 7= failed functional features hypothesis (Il Ti¥, representational deficit
hypothesis &FEATUND) & FF LAV R TH > 72,

B I3FEE O THARNNG R A IIT DIUERN & wh BEIN O JEIEM O 2 i R )
TIL, BLEEFEE TR D ST O BRI L L wh BERIAE L 0> LW 72 IETEROFF R D5
ZHBEHAOHICT LI ENHENTH -7, B 1 HFHOWMLTIE, BREMgCZTEZERY
L, HERNEEE (FiER) REBRTH 72N, TOMmLTIRAERLE LT, RERAR



FZERE /7S Elementary L /L7535 Advanced L~V DREN B AR NEGEFE H 293 /8 &
UEEREELEH 156 4 DTE R Th - 1=, 358 L AATEICH T 2 BRI & wh BEfiE
COWEER IR E <, TR OIIHMABARASGEER T L o THE B NER S0EE
BIZHET LN TWAD, YOWEEERS L-UNTE U BRI THREERFEEEE L Rk
PR % T D) R A 5 72912, Oxford Placement Test & SCEIRHINT & 2 7 3R LTz,
GERL T, AN EERE NN B A I o CIEME A SUEME R R D K o2 b,

BA RS 012 3 Tl High-intermediate L ~ViZ, %72, wh RISV T
Advanced L ~U|ZFEE L 7-K S CRERBEGE CREOREMRE R LT, Z D fERIX
Vainikka and Young-Scholten 732" L7z, Minimal Trees {iii % X2 b D TH o7z,

B#% 03 L Semantic ‘blocking' effects of functional categories in Japanese EFL
learners interlanguage grammars] T, HAGEREEEE HIHE O BIMRES L2 E5T
ZHEs, HRAEUARIOBEIC L 5 EEETHO wh BEZ AV TV DLINENRE, KO 2250
TSR CEOREE AVWCHE Lz, T742bb, (1) BEMREHORERIZET 5 wh BEIOHIK
BT S TR L2 BEREORKEFET 5 2o OBERAIREOBERICET S

[—ffCBRIE B T D, SCEMEHWTT A P OREF, Advanced L~/WIZHET D &l
DFRIZBEICR Y, ZhDOFEBEHNTND Z DB LNICRT, N S e
DB LD wh BEIZ AN TWAEHLTHY, (W5 Roger Hawkins KA3E 9) B
REZBERAOE SERBICBNT, B—FHICHFELRVEEZE/T LI LN
WRETH D T LIRS, |

DX SIC, WEETHE, BAEREEE (RA) OEFEO wh SRS & BRI
O (ZORERAEEC L2 BB ENEMOBRORE, ROZORMER
DFER A A R STETRRICE SV TIE Uiz, SELVLAREIZ DV TIRE % DR & BHiA
xR, bbAA, THHDREDALT, HFED wh SRS & BIRETRE SO R ER
DA =R LAOETHER SN DI TRV, BEMR2STbED TRREZVASNA
REEPOEICEELTT L OLETHS, LrLans, BRFVWERLESE
DOER-TETEY, B SEORBEROMFDENLTHEETEDLLDOLHEFEL
Wb,

AFEOFATICH =0, %E Essex KF: - SFBFI#I% Roger Hawkins I EIZITEHE
THEVWEERN DWBHEEIC R 570, EHEDARFEDOFE L LT TV (2001 4F)
D6 BICHEC 2 BEEIEL, BE# Hawkins 0 5MRICHT DAL FRT K3A
ABRZITHIENTER, BIC, HEOFIMELED LS RERNOGHES 20BN
MEEENZT R4 A LT iz, £0% b Hawkins Bt Ziih28.C (HoWVid
Hawkins f+23% 0 L7 A — L2 2 C) BYIRT RS 2% LTz, 7—F DI
£ DOREEOFRIC SN T bR AR 2R LT NI, 2E0 3 —1 v S STHEE
224 (European Second Language Association: Eurosla) D¥FRIZEI L TH HFATIC
Abstract #F = v 7 L, BREOBRBORIICHLEEZELTHEEZL DI Ay FE2INTS,



- Hawkins LA 5EIC &ﬁb“(ﬁtéﬂﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁﬁ@( IR U TR L 7o,

PNkt %wf%%bkﬁu%§<ﬁpﬂf/ﬂ%ﬁwko%u,@WK%H%
B SRR S SRR T B B FR i KO B EZ RO R R FOEMKARIZIZZ S DT
RN 200 E LETAW, B L72uy,

T — & OIVEIZE U CIIFEMER LESEHMERORMMEK, FHE R RF 0 B
HERSCAARARZOMBIEEROB 2NN, B Lz, 72, EEEBERFEOKE
BT — X OSTETRIEEIC R o7z, EBICIRSERICBML TN, WGEE
WK, FHEHEBRFERRTE v 7 ARFOFHFAE L R¥FA, FITIE native control
ELTERICBML T Nz Blid (RO O O) HeEfEET (ALT) OESAL
L ET,

FRk 1 T3 A

N T
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AT FERA R

BRRefedes : KU WIE (FEBEASY SRAGEN SHRBEHRE B

(EFHEAL - M)

| BB e TS A F

SERY 14 4FFE 700 0 700
Trk 15 4 500 0 500
ERL 16 4EEE 500 : 0 500

w o 1700 0 ' 1700
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KIHISTE. (2008) | AANIESBHEOSEREA O LB : BIREICO MM & i
HOF—2 5] PEBKEHFAEEERE, $3 5, 66572

Ohba, Hiromasa. (2003) The acquisition of whA-movement by advanced Japanese
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A78.

CRGIEIE. THARANGEFEE OSIEMBORE N Z — ) & 35 B PR K HE
- FRWIFRE, @, 200246 A 29 H—30 H.

KGIEE. [FE_F3EL LTOHEED wh BEIOEA . AN FFBEESVE|Z L 530
EMEHWr DT — 4236 ) 8 3EIEFEREE (JSLS), 2002478 6 H—7H.

KRGIEE. [SHEEREFE _SHES  HANEFEBEO wh BBHOEHE] £5H L
: W, 200247 A 27 H.
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A A BT O SCIEREH OFRE R  EREH ST OB LEHOT — &b

R¥ HEIE

1. iXC®ic

ARFZED BE9lE, (BRAN) BARNEEEFEEOSIERE HOREBRSY, BEEH cERE
HTC, BRLEHOWENOHONIITAIIETHD, 1 FFIZ, MERIZRREERE NN L D BEPEIZE
L7-e& Iz, BURETE SCOIZEERH5 1 (morphological properties)? &5 CEXAD0 & AT
Do °

HAHEEE MR EIN T, FEEDTICELKEMBHDVIIE L TERWIGE, HAT
ERLHM ORBEEREICLAD THD, LDLARND, FHEOREGHRIERENDOL~ L E
W SRR H OB SRR OBREEEL T, RENZ2EANDIREERITIZENHIRD
TH5Y, BlzE, AR CTHEOBREE X OGE, TOREBRLEEHIRIEERE ) LD
FHOSCTAIEIZEST, EDLAININWBEEFEIZEDEIRAL Ty e 5 2 5L BREiR
LOFEMEESI, LA {b(fossilisation) & FA ZEMATEDDHHMEIZZRY, BIFREIRE LD
REAOREREZNIELNLEEDbND, ¢

TNETORMREIRESCOREICRT AT, BMREEHOM LT, (DB,
Q) FTE O, 7 B I OHIER (preposition stranding, pied-piping and deletion), ZL T
B)F U4 Fl(resumptive pronoun) D Fl DO F /2L D RO LIRE TN TE (FEAT
I DFELWEEER I DWW T, Braidi, 1999; Ellis, 1994; Gass and Selinker, 2001;
Hawkins, 2001; Ohba, 1995 &% &), BRI HH72~L L Tid, Keenan and Comrie
(1977) DR R U1 4 70 8 O 231 £ B4 8 | Noun Phrase Accessibility Hierarchy) <
Chomsky (1981, 1986, 1995)|Z LA AR SR G E B HWVDILTE I, LoxLaensh, HARA
BREEBHEERNRI, MAENREERNZEREDOENT A2 AT Elementary 725
Advanced LU, BEREREERAE S OEMRELOT —F LT 5288 T, AR
IRHFERE NN E DERMEICE LI X I, BIRETE CA B RREF A LRV L THER LW
FEH TEALNIRDDNE AT 122130720y (Hawkins and Chan, 1997; ki, 2001 2%
BR) . ABFZECIE, ZOAIZBILT, BLTFO2o0EE GRELFEH) 2@ L THLMNZ TS, °

2. EB1 (FAROMAIHE)
1

2. 1. HrERE
(1) BARANRGEFEE I, MEM23EEERE /) 2% Elementary 7>5 Advanced L~ D E D B



WL X, MBEBREEELRIUL L COER 7 BRERE SR R, 3&5{/25@@!%?]{?
Hitg LA PR CTEDLITRD DD,

(2) B AR NSRS O SRR B O SCER 72 B SR Bt 3L T L5 VR (TR A N
ZHR) DRI EE DR BH DD,

2. 2. EBBE

AARBIOAFIRTEERFAE, K¥ERAE, BLOEBHMAFEZRIZS MU, Oxford
Placement Test (Allen, 1992)D ikt a (3 WM, 100 £fiH&) DRaTE I
Elementary 7>5 Advanced L~ /L DB BB 5313 7=, © EBRBINFE OFEMIE Table 11CHRS
NT0D, £~ D Oxford Placement Test OO ¥ MO RIZIIHEAICH BRENHERS
N5 (p<.01), £z, 114 O)’%‘E FEFEREE D control ELTH ML=,

- Table 1 Participant details

Oxford Placement Test
Group N Age Range Mean SD
Elementary 77 19.83 50 - 57 53.51 2.19
Low-intermediate 27 21.07 58 - 65 61.41 1.42
Intermediate 12 21.25 66 - 73 70.25 1.96
High-intermediate 14 27.00 74 - 81 76.71 1.94
Advanced 10 26.60 82-100 86.10 2.77

Native control 11 26.27

F (4, 135) = 691.24 (p< .01)

2. 3. XEEMEHIWTT Rk

EEr 1 TIEEBRSINE OBMREIE X OBEMBOMEERETHIEN BRI THLOIZ, E
M7 A (Grammaticality Judgement Test) WG, EBRSINEF TR RS
FREESCE & TS0 SUEMEZ S B P (-2[52 2 lc R FTHE72 3], -1[B2 0 RAREZ: 3, 01545
720, B2 e ArReZr 3, 2l5E4 ﬁfﬁ"éfoejt])f“#ﬂLﬁfréoto&:;k&)%hf:o FAMZHWVBR
7-BACRERME ST, T4, EEEEBOKS, M B AU, BTEFO BB BL OB A Cholz (&
221, Appendix 1 &), 1 XOHEFEIZ10B CThoTz, UL FIZT AMIHWHIL- 3
D SCER 72 BICR EiE ST & 2 FE 8 00 FE STERY 72 BICR Bk U OB CTh D (FI3FEHEM TH
BHIEETT),

(a)wh EE 725 Lo 30 1ERY72 BCR EiAE 3 (7R)
The young man who always helped us was called George. -2 -1 01 2)



£

AN

(D)1 ST that &5 Te SUERR BIFR TS SC (41)

The young lady thatI employed last month works hard. 2 -1 01 2)
(c)Z2 I B 7172 1l SURE Rk A 2 Lo STIERD 72 B AR EiiAR S (3[4)

The magazine we got the information from is useful. 2 -1 01 2)
(d)who(m)/which that % tedl SCHkA B GR EHE S (4R) 7

*The mirror which that Judy broke was very expensive. -2 -1 0 1 2)
() FIAU 42 il Z o SR B R SC (4R5) |

*The classmate that you don’t like Aim is very unkind. -2 -1 01 2)

2. 4. RLEBE

Table 2 1%, HAAFESEE OSEN K OFE LR BARETE CREOR RERL T
Bo *ENIHFERIFERAE LRI B 22 (p<.06) 355 T L& /RL T % (Table 3 % UX Table
4 1ZOVYTHIAE) , Table 3 1330k BIREE LD TAL5HE (wh BT, # S0 that &
OVZe {5 B 122 10 SCRER%) , Table 4 139E S0 R0 IR i 3L T 24338 (who(m)/which that
EHRURA T OREREE 2 RLTND,

Table 2 Overall results of grammatical and ungrammatical relative clauses

; Grammatical Ungrammatical

Group Mean SD Mean | SD
Elementary 0.26* 1.41 -0.10* 1.47
Low-intermediate - 0.61*% 1.47 -0.45% 1.55
Intermediate 0.42* 1.63 -0.64* 1.64
High-intermediate 1.32 1.31 -1.38 1.32
Advanced 1.34 1.27 -1.19 1.36
Native control 1.55 0.84 -1.43 0.99




Table 3 Grammatical relative clauses

Wh-operator Complementiser Null operator or
that null

complementiser

Group Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Elementary 0.14* 1.43 0.48* - 1.37 0.25* 1.38
Low-intermediate 0.63* 1.55 0.64"‘ 1.43 0.54* 1.35
Intermediate 0.29* 1.65 0.50% 1.64 0.64 1.57
High-intermediate 1.59 1.06 1.20 1.37 0.90 1.64
Advanced 1.63 0.94 1.13 1.42 0.97 1.59

Native gontrol 1.51 0.84 1.57 0.85 1.61 0.83

Table 4 Ungrammatical relative clauses

Who(m) that or which that Resumptive pronoun
Group Mean SD Mean SD
Elementary -0.35* 1.49 -0.15* 1.41
Low-intermediate 10.68 1.52 -0.23* 1.56
Intermediate -1.15 1.43 -0.13* : 1.70
High-intermediate -1.38 1.32 -1.32 1.33
Advanced -0.85 1.56 -1.53 1.04
Native control -1.39 1.06 -1.48 0.93

EELUT, SUEA R OFESTER72 BREHE SCOHIBTICB W T, 1ZIE T LR T E s —
DS (Table 2), 3720h, RAERIREFEREIMFILDITONT, IVELWHIBIAT
XATHTRHo TS, £7-, High-intermediate L~V CHFERFRFEEOAa T EHEHIICH
BIRZEDTBOONIRIRY, B (30) DERRRZR WIS TE LI~ ZEE R L TN,

SCHER e BIEREESC TSy HE (wh BT, FSCEERR that K& OV4E R /22 4 SRR
RRERDL, TXTOTFMADEOHBICENT, IZFERRFE I — U P RES L
(Table 3), £z, wh {EHE 7Lt that T/ High-intermediate L' ~ULC, 22l /22
U Tl Intermediate L~V CHEERIEEFGE SRR BN TED IR o728 AR
LTV, 350 FRAEROBERE RoE, Elementary L~UL T, wh JEH 7 LA SO
that ¥ ICES RSN (wh HE F < CH# that), High-intermediate & O}
Advanced LUV T, whEHE T &6 SCER that OB Z MRS (WhiEE T >80
= that), ©%Y, Elementary L L Cldifi LI that O F &tk THDHMN,



o

High-intermediate % U% Advanced L ~LiZ725k wh HE T 0 H 24Fte 15 Th b, K-,
PR O, TR that 5B AL T KOO LIARN,

FE SR 72 B B 5L L4y 38 (who(m)/which that A4 ) OFFRICB N TS,
IR E R IE X— R RHL (Table 4), who(m)/which that % & e BIFREI#E T
Low- intermediate L'~V C, B4 % & ToBIMR k% 30 Cid High-intermediate L-~3/L-
THEEREEEEE DY L 22372 /2 T, Tz, High-intermediate SO TDOL L2
T, who(m)/which that EFFURAFAIOHWHZZH RH172 (who(m)/which that > FFAUK
45 o TR MR FIE SCICBIL TiE, who(m)/which that D157 “HiH COMP 7«
B —DFERUIR L TUTRLDAOBIE THDHO T, ZOLIREEFHE VT O IR R
RS EDIEL R DOIB LR,

:ﬂ%@ﬁ’%’%i))é, H A N #3653 %1%, High-intermediate L ~UZiE3 5 & BEFREITE SC
ZIELERiF T HZENTEDIOITHD, \

- 3. EER2 (EHOMmH)

3. 1. BFsERRRE

(D) B AR NFEEERE L, A7 5EEEG )28 Elementary 7>5 High-intermediate L ~/b~
EFREL TV, F BTN T, EOXHREIG TIHENR LU SUERN 2 BIGREifE CE
FEHL TV DD,

(2) BARNRGEZEE LI CENLR RSB SCZEL T 556, AR OM A ERIRN
OB DERITEN R HDDI,

3. 1. ZBRBmE ,

Ohba (1995) 2BV TIESN T — 22 EHH LI, EREBME T ARG 3 £4£12
64, TdhoTz, FLiBM T 2RO (i S—hD &, 100 i m).1285\ T, Elementary 72>
5 High-intermediate L ~/LIZ431) 72, © Table 5 1XEBRSINEF OFEMTHD, FHLLDT A
NSRBI EANCE B DR STV (p<.01),



Table 5 Participant details

Step Test
Group N Range Mean SD
Elementary 28 21-40 32.59 4.54
Low-intermediate 36 41-60 49.65 4.65
Intermediate 38 61-80 70.72 4.59
High-intermediate 24 | 81-100 85.59 4.16 |

'F (3, 122) = 720.89 (p< .01

3. 2. ZXWET AR

£ 9 1L EBS O BRI OB OMEERETHILE R THEI0I, X
25 7 M(Sentence-combining Test)?s flV \DiLlc, ERBME R REN R, BRAR
£ 5% FAVWT— U T DL RO BT, FAMTAVSN-BIREIE 0L, B, BEEAR
¥ HiEFoO BRI OF AR Thol (A7 24 [, Appendix 2 HHR) . HIFREFREX 30 47
Thol,

3. 3. RLER
Table 6 13TV BG EiHE S0, Table 7 (I SCH:R072 B GR M SC (FFAULA RO L
AR 4 FDRA) ZFEHLICEIE THD,

Table 6 Correct responses

Group Mean (%) SD

Elementary 35.82 21.35
Low-intermediate 56.94 25.47
Intermediate . 77.52 19.07

High-intermediate 94.79 7.89

Table 7 Resumptive pronoun and wrong relative pronoun produced

Resumptive pronoun Wrong relative pronoun
Group  Mean (%) SD Mean (%) SD
Elementary 16.07 ' 18.21 25.45 14.27
Low-intermediate 8.10 14.57 15.74 10.50
Intermediate 4.06 6.75 8.99 9.22
High-intermediate 0.35 1.18 2,60 - 5.72




Table 6 75, CIEAYRBREIRE SCOEHIZBWT, BAREE NI —VBBESNIZ, 372
b, RERRFEFRNNELRDIZONT, IVIELEH TEHIH/R>7, Table 7 XY, I
SCIERD BAGREIRE SC T, FRURA RO RIZIW T, IR FBRRIEE NI — VIR ST
73, Intermediate & High-intermediate L AL T R D o 7o (BR iR O M dn T
Intermediate & High-intermediate & Ci37=03%H~72) , Elementary L ~</L T Z O F i
ZRRRELW, FBRRAFICELTL, BRLERIZBWTE vy 7 535Y, Intermediate 1
AOLTIHIEL AL TE LR 2250, FE RN ChHEHRT 2B & 1720, S, BIRI4 5
DRI T, SE&R%EE F—rBRLN, ZORMICEL T, whose 25~ &L
Z2iZ which &V COABIB S RN, | |

ERRORE RS, BIREIE SCOEHIZBW T, A R72EEEEE /175 High-intermediate L
AUV TALTEREIZ LR AVDIENRTEDLLI TH D, ZHUTEMROAImE G EL TRY,
H A& N 3EE5E # 13 High-intermediate L~ 227 U AR B ST % 22 4 0B
ZLIEEELNEE 2B TH A, |

5. i

AR, BARARBEEEZOBIREHXOBH/II, REWRIEESD High-
intermediate L UZETHIENMBELMELIRDOTII 2O EVIRE N RSN, AW
O B 1L B A A EEE T H OR AR IGERE ) BRI ST OB BOBRERETHILT
BB, B EZOIIEMRAS RHENBONEED T LE LT,

LInLasss, BREEL TROZENZEITHND, HRLEHICR T, RARREEEN 2%
BICABLTWALITEZ RO T, HBRLEHROT —ZOHITHETH HLITHE R, F
-, PEH (EBR2) TR\ T, HEEREFEE 0T — 203, W EFEE DO T r—< A
DHEENTET, EOL~)VCHFEREEH LENRRDON (DD, WEREERELFCL
AU RDBDP) TSR0, ZHODORRBEICET =B HENLERDITEIETHLRNT
H5,

7

1. THHERIER LY, EERCREESNIZD BN T BB HHEE T, fE->T, 2D
M 2SR A D B RS TR O CAE RSN B RIEEE L7,

2. BIREMECEERY LT BB, ST OR R, BAAKESE Z I3 B R
ASCHETE B L b AN E THD (RBRIICLZOREICE bR TND) , 20 AICBLT, %3
LI R &< R BISRHIHE ST (GEL<IX Takeda 1999 2 BT L) &5 >HIEE
AAGER LT AR E LW, BREHH OB BBV TEERERE LA~



ETAZLIINEE THAI LR QO AiF%EH 55 (Hawkins and Chan, 1997;
K&, 2001)

3. ZITOIEH LI, FIEDEREE LR SUEMEO HIE N KD IR DT EEE X D,

4. BKW723pIZ LT, Ohba (1999) 12 W TIRESN TS, AHFEDRERIES
WTHRATT DM ERSD LR bz, ZZTIEED#EmiILevy,

5. AWFZECIE, BUREiIHE SCE T LR TB AR 0 IO BERE LS D4 F Al CJZO’CTﬁ/\
L, &x OREPBETIILILEN, HSETHE TORMREIRE A BIFSIIRFR
EREHTD,

6. Allen (1992)i2 X1 1F, Oxford Placement Test |X IELTS(International English
Language Testing System)&4#HE873 &< Elementary H 5 Advanced D5 PEIE IELTS
D3HBTDSBFEIILET Do

7. ZhiX doubly-filled complement1ser filter (—HEFE® COMP 74L& —) M,
(Complementiser Phrase: #i SUE# A O L i (head) &1 E i (specifier) i, TN T
. wh (BB LR SRR T A A HIR 78, FESCHERIL72D (Chomsky and
Lasnik, 1977; Chomsky, 1986; Rizzi, 1990 #Z ),

8. AFTIE, TAMNILDHG EDONAF A FE N F— LT D,

9. T E, E52128VTH Elementary 7°5 High-intermediate <‘:l/ VHFEE WD, E
BR1OF L~V EREL TS DT TR,

51 R
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Appendix
1. The sentences used in Task 1 (Grammaticality Judgement Task)

(1) Grammatical relative clauses involving a wh-operator

1. The young man who always helped us was called George.
. The boy who(m) I kicked yesterday broke the window.
. The girl for whom I have bought a computer is my sister.
. The woman from whom I received a present is in London.
. The box which they kept their money in has been stolen.

. The man whose feet were very big has bought new shoes.

1 O Ot s W N

. The woman whose son you met last night is a good actress.

(2) Grammatical relative clauses involving that
8. The student that has written this letter must be very crazy.
9. The young lady that I employed last month works hard.

10. The woman that Charles gave a gift to looked very happy.

11. The picture that you are looking at was painted by Picasso.

S

(DO)

I10)
(OBL/Pied-piping)
(OBL/Stranding)
(GEN/S)

(GEN/O)

()
(DO)
I0)
(OBL)

(3) Grammatical relative clauses involving a null operator and a null complementiser

12. The house you can see over there was built ten years ago.
13. The friend they lent money to bought a very big house.

14. The magazine we got the information from is useful.

(DO)
(10)
(OBL)

(4) Ungrammatical relative clauses involving who(m) that or which that

15.
16.
17.
18.

*The woman who that is singing on the stage is my wife.
*The mirror which that Judy broke was very expensive.
*The cats which that I gave the milk to were very small.

*The woman whom that we talked with was our teacher.

(5) Ungrammatical relative clauses involving resumptive pronouns

19.
20.
21.
22.

*The building that it stands near the lake is our hotel.
*The classmate that you don’t like him is very unkind.
*The student that I lent the book to her studied hard.

*The city that my uncle came from it is far from here.

)
(DO)
I0)
(OBL)

()
(DO)
10)
(OBL)



2. The sentences used in Task 2 (Sentence-Combining Task)

(1) Subject (S)
1. The girl is my sister. She is singing on the stage.
2. The lady was my aunt. She helped you carry your baggage.
3. The man must be out of his mind. He has written this letter.
4. Mr. Brown has a nice cottage. It is surrounded by green trees.
5.1 will visit the town. It is famous for its beautiful scenery.

6. He wrote a novel. It describes the life style of the rich.

(2) Direct Object (DO) ,
7. The young man works very hard. I employed him as my assistant.
8. The car caused the traffic accident. You can see it over there.
9. The gentleman was going to the station. I met him on the street.
10. Jim is now using a TV set. Someone threw it away.
11. Mary gave me a pretty doll. She made it herself.
12. Charles has a good character. He inherited it from his father.

- @® Oblique (OBL, Object of Preposition)

13. The girl seemed very nervous. The policeman was talking to her.

14. The magazine is Newsweek. I got the information from it.

15. The lady was a TV personality. I happened to sit beside her.

16. He mentioned the job. I had wanted to apply for it.

17. The poli::e interviewed the man. The diamonds had been stolen from him.

18. The lack of money caused problems. I was not prepared for them.

(4) Genitive (GEN)

19. The boy is my best friend. You always admire his courage.

20. The girl is suffering from shock. Her handbag was snatched away.
21. The lady was my girlfriend. Her eyes were deep blue.

22. He often uses a word. I can't understand its meaning at all.

23. She mentioned a book. I can't remember its title right now.

24. Can you see the building? Its wall is painted dark green.



-

The acquisition of wA-movement by advanced Japanese learners of English



The Acquisition of WA -movement

by Advanced Japanese Learners of English

Hiromasa OHBA

ABSTRACT

This study examines the extent to which advanced Japanese learners of English
are sensitive to Subjacency violations to see if they can acquire feature-driven
movement, considering the nature of the operator (wA-Q or relative) and the island
from which it has been extracted (complex NP, adjunct, etc). Given that English and
Japanese vary in the feature specification of functional category C determining how
- their properties are realised in whA-question and relative clause formation, a question
in adult SLA research is whether or not advanced Japanese learners can acquire
different feature specifications of functional category C in English on the basis of the
evidence they receive from the input. Participants in the experiment, as well as native
English controls, performed a grammaticality judgement task. To test the potential
effect of the participants’ L1, another grammaticality judgement task with equivalent
sentences in Japanese was given to a different group of native speakers of Japanese;
The results showed that advanced Japanese learners can acquiré feature-driven
wh-movement in English questions and relative clauses, although they were affected
by L1 in judging some sentences violating Subjacency. This is counterexample to the
“failed functional features hypothesis’ proposed by Hawkins (1998, 2000) and Hawkins
and Chan (1997).

KEY WORDS
L2 acquisition Universal Grammar (UG) feature-driven movement
wh-movement Subjacency ' relative clauses

wh-questions

1. Introduction

One of the perpetual issues in second language (L2) acquisition research is

whether or not ‘adult’ L2 speakers have full access to Universal Grammar (UG), even



in cases where properties of a target L2 actually differ from properties of a first
language (I.1). There are at least two different kinds of proposals on this issue. One is
that very advanced L2 learners have full access to UG. If they get enough positive
evidence for certain types of constructions in an L2, even though the constructions do
not exist in their L1, they will be able to build them. The other view is that some
properties of UG which are not activated inan L1 are quite difficult to establish in an
L.

This study examines which of these two views seem to be more plausible by looking
at the acquisition of wA-movement (i.e. feature-driven movement) in English questions
and relative clauses by adult native speakers of Japanese, using a grammaticality
judgement task as an instrumental tool and the Minimalist Program (Chomsky, 1995,
1998) as a theoretical framework. In particular, we test a proposal that parametric
~ values associated with functional categories are inaccessible to adult L2 learners after

the critical period (Hawkins, 1998, 2000; Hawkins and Chan, 1997).

2. Theoretical Background

Within the Minimalist Program (Chomsky, 1995, 1998), overt movement is only
allowed when it is motivated by the presence of a strong formal feature. In whA-question
and relative clause formation, it is assumed that English and Japanese vary in the
feature specifications of functional category C determining how-their properties are
realised. In the case of wh-question formation, English has the features [+wh, +Ql in C,
and they are both strong features which force wh-operator movement and
subject-auxiliary inversion, as in (1). However, a [wh] feature in Japanese is not strong
so that it does not need wh-operator movement, as in (2), although a [Q] feature has

the same property as in English.

(1 ‘What; are;j you t; reading ti?
(2) Anata-wa nani-o yonde imasu ka?
You-Top what-Acc reading are Q

‘What are you reading?
In the case of relative clause formation, English has the feature [+R] in C, which

drives relative-operator movement, as in (3). In Japanese, however, there is an

adjunct/predication type relation with no operator, and no feature-driven movement is



required due to the lack of the operator and the feature [+Rl], as in (4) (Takeda, 1999).

3 The book [which; [John bought ti]] was interesting.
(4) [[John-ga katta] hon]-wa omosirokatta
John-Nom bought book-Top interesting was

‘The book which John bought was interesting.’

Given these differences between English and Japanese, a question in adult L2
acquisition research is whether or not advanced Japanese learners of Engliéh can
acquire different feature specifications of functional category C in English on the basis
of the evidence they receive from the input. If they are able to learn surface
morphological properties of wh-questions and relative clauses in English, does this
mean that they have acquired the strong features [+wh] and [+R] which drive operator
movement? Therefore, we need to test a Subjacency constraint, because if they can
acquire feature-driven movement, they should be sensitive to sentences violating
Subjacency conditions which are constraints on wh-operator movement and correctly
judge them as ungrammatical. By contrast, even if they have manifested surface
morphological properties of wh-questions and relative clauses in English, they will not
observe the Subjacency constraints unless overt movement is involved in their mental

grammars.

3. Review of Literature

Previous studies have suggested that native speakers of Chinese, Korean,
Indonesian or Japanese who do not have overt movement in their L1 may or may not
acquire feature-driven movement; the results are still mixed. For example, Schachter
(1989, 1990), in her studies about Subjacency constraints of various L1 groups of
speakers (Chinese, Indonesian, and Korean) learning English as a second language,
maintained that they could not acquire wh movement because their performance on
Subjacency constraints did not reach the level of native learners’. Bley-Vroman, Felix
and Ioup (1988) and Johnson and Newport (1991) agreed with Schachter (1989, 1990).
In addition, Hawkins and Chan (1997) proposed that older L2 learners’ mental
representations are different from those of native speakers and put forth the ‘Failed
Functional Feature Hypothesis’, which states that there is a critical period for the

selection of parametrised formal features although principles of UG remain available;



formal features not selected during the course of L1 acquisition become inaccessible to
enter computations in L2 acquisition in adulthood; and L2 learners may use the
morphology of the target language but with the features of L1.

On the other hand, there is a cluster of studies which maintain the view that
advanced L2 learners can acquire feature-driven movement, one of which is
Martohardjono (1993) (also reported in Epstein, Flynn and Martohardjono, 1996). For
her, what is crucial is not that nonnative speakers échieve native-like performance.
She looked at the results of native Indonesian speakers’ performance in judging
sentences with weak and strong island violations (Chomsky, 1986). What she says is
that their judging is not the same as native speakers’. However, if we compare the
performance on weak and strong islands, we actually find they reject strong islands
more strongly than weak islands. They make a distinction, therefore they must have
wh-movement. This claim was also supported by Shimizu (1994) with native Japanese
speakers. More recent studies by Li (1998) and White and Juffs (1998) also argue that
there are L2 learners who do have access to UG and can acquire wh-operator
movement. :

However, the problems most of the above-mentioned studies have are as follows: @)
participants were selected impressionistically as advanced L2 learners without any
validated assessment (except Hawkins and Chan’s (1997) study). We need to utilise
reliable and validated tests to properly assess L2 learners’ proficiency levels; (ii) they
investigated only wh-question formation rather than relative clause formation (except
Hawkins and Chan’s (1997) study). It is necessary to distinguish violations of locality
of movement in English which involve the movement of the relative operator from
violations which involve the movement of the question wiword/phrase. Given that
Japanese does not have relative operators, but clearly has whoperators like nam
‘what’ and naze ‘why’, it is important to test native Japanese speakefs’ awareness of
each of these in English independently. We also need to distinguish the nature of the
island from which the operator has been extracted: relative clause, adjunct, sentential
subject, { wh-island and complex NP.

This study, therefore, investigates the extent to which advanced Japanese L2
learners are sensitive to Subjacency violations in English to see if they can acquire
feature-driven movement, considering the nature of the operator (whA-Q or relative)
and the island from which it has beeﬁ extracted (relative clause, adjunct, sentential
subject, wh-island and complex NP) and using reliable proficiency tests.

Thus, the research questions addressed in this study are the following:



(5) Can advanced Japanese L2 speakers acquire the surface morphological properties
of wh-questions and relative clauses in English?

(6) Can advanced Japanese L2 speakers acquire feature-driven movement in English
(i.e. are they sensitive to Subjacency violations)?

(7) Is there any difference in their sensitivity to Subjacency between wh-operators and

relative operators?

4. Method

4.1. Participants

Participants in this experiment were 8 native Japanese speakers, who lived in
Japan or the UK and 11 native speakers of English randomly selected as a control
group. All the native Japanese speakers were selected on the basis of their
performances on an independent measure of proficiency: the Oxford Placement Test
(OTP) (Allan, 1992). This is a test involving a multiple-choice auditory discrimination
component and two multiple-choice decision éomponents dealing with a variety of
lexical, morphological and syntactic properties of English (each with 100 items, hence
the maximum total possible score is 200). Participants who scored between 170 and
184 overall were selected for the study. This band covers a range of proficiency
described as ‘advanced proficient user’. The age that the participants started learning
English was above 10, and the age range was 26 to 47 at the time of the experiment.
Hence, participants’ backgrounds varied with the quantity and quality of exposure to
English that they had (in classrooms and natural environments). Details of the
number of participants, the average age, and the average scores on the OPT are

summarised in Table 1.

Table 1 Participant details

Oxford Placement Test

Group N  Age Range Mean SD
Advanced 8 29.46 170- 184  175.500 4.301
Native controls 11 26.27 - - -

4.2, Test instruments

The first test instrument was a written grammaticality judgement task with 71



items. The participants were asked to read sentences and rate the ‘grammaticality of.

them on the 5-point scale indicated. The sentences fell into the following 3 groups:

(8) The sentences which involve grammatical relative clauses with wh-operator (8
items), complementiser that (5 items) and null operator or complementiser (4 items),
and ungrammatical ones with who(m) that or which that (5 items) and resumptive

pronoun (5 items):

The boy who(m) I kicked yesterday broke the window. (-2-10+1+2)
The picture that you are looking at was painted by Picasso. (-2-10+1+2)
The friend they lent money to bought a very big house. (-2-10+1+2)
*The woman who thatis singing on the stage is my wife. (-2-10+1+2)
*The classmate that you don’t like Aim is very unkind. | (-2-10+1+2)

(9) The sentences which display grammatical wh-questions (8 items) and
ungrammatical ones with no subject- auxiliary inversion (8 items):
What did your girlfriend want to talk about? (-2-10+1+2)
*Whose house Sandy’s father is going to build? (-2-10+1+2)

(10) The sentences which violate Subjacency conditions in the following 5 construction
types with relative clauses (2 items) wh-questions (2 items), and grammatical

declarative sentences from which the operators are extracted (2 items):

(a)Extraction from a relative clause

a. The police caught [the man who stole the bicyclel. (-2-10+1+2)
~ b. *This is the bicycle which the police caught the man who stole.
(-2-10+1+2)
(b)Extraction from a sentential subject |
a. [A picture of the ghost] frightened the children. - (-2-10+1+2)
b. *This is the ghost which a picture of frightened the children.
(-2-10+1+2)
(c) Extraction from an adjunct
a. The earthquake occurred [Wh:11e you were talking with Tom].
(-2-10+1+2)

b. *Who did the earthquake occur while you were talking with?
(-2-10+1+2)



(d) Extraction from a complex NP (DP)
a. Tom believed [the claim that Ann stole the car]. (-2-10+1+2)
b. *What did Tom believe the claim that Ann stole? (-2-10+1+2)

(e) Extraction from an embedded question (i.e. wh-island)
a. Peter knows [where Tom bought the CDI. (-2-10+1+2)
b. *This is the CD which Peter knows where Tom bought. (-2-10+1+2)

The participants were asked to judge the grammaticality of each s‘ente‘nce by
circling one of the numbers on the scale. They were told that +2 meant that the
sentence was ‘completely grammatical’, -2 that it was ‘completely ungrammatical’, and
-1, 0 and +1 were gradations between the extremes to be used if they thought the
sentence was more or less grammatical. Detailed instructions were given on the use of
the scale prior to testing, and there were initial practice items for information befbre
the test began. They had just ten seconds to judge each sentence.

Individuals’ scores for each sentence were summed and the means calculated.
Comparisons were made between advanced Japanese L2 learner and native speaker
responses for each item, and between relative clauses and wh-questions, using a
one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA).

’i‘he second test instrument was a written grammaticality judgement task with
Japanese equivalents of sentences violating Subjacency conditions in English. For

example:

(a) Extraction from a relative clause in Japanese
Kimi-wa [dare-o = egai-ta hon]-o yomi masi-ta ka
you-Top  who-Acc described book-Acc read Hon-Past Q
Lit. ““Who did you read the book that described?”
(Nishigauchi, 1999)

(b) Extraction from a sentential subject in Japanese

Kore-wa [[Bill-ga syussekishita  koto]-ga

ryousin-ni syokku-o ataeta]l kaigou desu.
this [[Bill-Nom attended] that]-Nom
parents-Dat shock-Acc gave] meeting is

Lit. “*This is the meeting which for Bill to attend shocked his parents.”

—19—



This test was given to a different group of native speakers of Japanese (n=40, average
age=19.50). The procedures of this test were the same as the English version of the

grammaticality judgement test.

The purpose of this test was to examine the potential effects of the participants’ L.1.

The reason for using this kind of test is that when we analyse data, we need to consider
which of the sentences in English we are using to test native Japanese speakers are
actually grammatical in Japanese, and which of them are ungrammatical in Japanese.
If it turns out that some of these distinctions they make in English between
grammatical and ungrammétical (and/or weak and strong islands) actually are also
reflected in Japanese even though Japanese does not have wh-movement, this tells us
in fact that we cannot use this kind of evidence to decide whether native Japanese
speakers can acquire wh-movement or not (L1 influence). Therefore, we need to decide
which types of sentence constructions violating Subjacency in English are grammatical

or ungrammatical in Japanese.

5. Results and Discussion

Overall results of relative clauses are presented in Tables 2 and 3. Table 2
compares mean scores for advanced Japanese learners of English and native speakers
of English in judging the grammatical relative clauses with wh-operator,
complementiser that and null operator or complementiser. Table 3 compares mean
scores for both groups in judging the ungrammatical relative clauses with who(m) that
or which that (doubly-filled comp) and resumptive pronouns. In the grammatical cases,
participants’ ratings should approach +2, and in the ungrammatical cases their ratings
should approach -2. Signiﬁéant differences between Japanese and native speakers’
responses on the basis of one-way ANOVAs are indicated by an asterisk. These
observations can also be applied to other tables. The results show that there are no
significant differences in mean scores between advanced group and natives in all the
grammatical and ungrammatical relative clauses.

Overall results of whA-questions are given in Table 4, which compares mean scores
for advanced group and natives in judging the grammatical and ungrammatical
wihrquestions. There are no signiﬁcaﬂt differences in mean scores between these two
groups, both in the grammatical and ungrammatical cases (without subject-auxiliary

inversion).



Table 2 Rating of grammatical relative clauses

W.h'operétor Null
Group Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Advanced - 1.594 0.904 0.950 1.648 0.656 1.715

Native controls 1.500 0.823 1.491

0.750 1.318 1.073

Table 3 Rating of ungrammatical relative clauses

Who(m) that or which that

Resumptive pronouns

Group Mean SD Mean SD
Advanced -0.800 1.506 -1.550 1.037
Native controls -1.291 1.083 -1.364 1.043

Table 4 Ratings of grammatical and ungrammatical (no subject-auxiliary inversion)

wh-questions

Grammatical No subject-auxiliary inversion
Group Mean SD Mean SD
Advanced 1.328 -1.310 -1.047 1.214
Native controls 1.546 1.060 -1.466 1.005

Results of Subjacency violations rated by advanced group and natives are

presented in Table 5 to 9. These tables crucially show that there are no significant

differences in mean scores between the advanced group and the native control group in

grammatical and ungrammatical (both relative and whA-question) cases, with the

exception of wh-movement out of an embedded question (wh-island) in relative clauses.

Table 5 Ratings of wA-movement out of a relative clause in English

Grammatical Ungrammatical
Relative clause Wh-question
Group Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Advanced 1.184 1.415 -1.375 0.719 -1.375 0.619
Native controls 1.454 0.903 -1.773 0.429 -1.955 0.213




Table 6 Ratings of wh-movement out of a sentential subject (subject island) in English

Grammatical Ungrammatical
Relative clause Wh-question
Group : Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Advanced 1.125 1.360 -1.313 0.873 -1.375 0.719
Native controls 0.714 1.146 -0.909 1.265 -1.273 1.032

Table 7 Ratings of whA-movement out of an adjunct island in English

Grammatical Ungrammatical
Relative clause Wh-question
Group Mean SD Mean SD Mean- SD
Advanced 1.313 1.401 -0.063 1.482 -1.063 1.182
Native controls 1.091 1.192 -0.591 1.623 -1.955 0.213

Table 8 Ratings of wh-movement out of a complex NP in English

Grammatical ' Ungrammatical
Relative clause Whquestion
Group Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Advanced 1.250 1.342 -0.438 1.504 -1.188 1.223

Native controls 1.727 0.551 -1.636 0.727 -1.682 0.568

Table 9 Ratings of wh-movement out of an embedded question (wh-island) in English

Grammatical Ungrammatical
Relative clause Wh-question
Group Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Advanced 1.313 1.353 0.375* 1.360 -0.800 1.320
Native controls 1.727 0.767 -1.591 0.734 -1.955 0.213

* = gignificantly different from NS (p< .05)
Table 10 shows the results of judging equivalent sentences of Japanese which

violate Subjacency conditions in English (including grammatical sentences). All the

sentences, except wi movement out of a sentential subject in relative clauses, are not



judged as ungrammatical, although the grammaticality of relative clause cases is not

so high, or marginal.

Table 10 Ratings of Japanese eQuivalents of Subjacency violations in English

Grammatical Japanese equivalents of sentences violating

Subjacency (ungrammatical in English)

Relative clause Wh-question

Type Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Relative clause 1.938 0.244 0.313 1.523 1.488 0.955
Sentential

Subject 1.450 0.913 -0.025 1.607 = 1.238 0.958
Adjunct Island 1.875 0.432 0.488 1.484 1.338 1.113
Complex NP 1.938 0.244 0.225 1.387 0.438 1.367
Embedded Q 1.938 0.368 0.938 1.118 0.525 1.542

The results suggest the following. First, Japanese learners of English who have
reached the advanced proficiency level perform within the range of native speakers in
rating the surface morphological properties of relative clauses and wh-questions
(Tables 2, 3 and 4);

Second, in the case of sentences violating Subjacency conditions in English,
advanced Japanese learners perform within the range of native English speakers, with
the exception of a relative clause with whA-movement out of an embedded question
(wh-island). No significant difference is found in advanced learners’ performance
between relative clauses and wh-questions in all the construction types (Table 5 to 9).

Third, native speakers of Japanese treat Japanese equivalents of sentences which
violate Subjacency conditions in English wh-questions as definitely grammatical,
although the ratings of complex NP and embedded question are not so high. However,
relative clause cases are not highly treated as grammatical in the constructions except
the embedded question, but at least they are not judged as completely ungrammatical
(Table 10).

It seems, then, that on the basis of their judgements of the grammaticality and
ungrammaticality of sentences involving long-distance operator movement ‘advanced’
Japanese learners of English have acquired feature-driven movement. They still have
problems, however, judging the ungrammaticality of one type of extraction: extraction

of a relative clause operator from an embedded question. How might we account for



this? Our claim will be that judgements of ungrammaticality are a reflection of the role
that syntactic features like [wh] or [R] play in relation to semantic interpretation: they
have the effect of “blocking' the free application of semantic rules. Where such a
blocking effect is absent in the L1 it may continue to be absent in the L2. But this is
not always the case. In order to make the claim clear, we need to sketch out our
assumptions about the interpretation for relative clauses.

In this study, we assume that in Logical Form (LF), semantic operations are
invariant cross-linguistically (Chomsky, 1998; Takeda, 1999). Where languages vary is
in how semantic operations are associated with features of lexical items manipulated
by the syntax: essentially the features of functional categories. An idea about the
nature of this association can be found in the work of Chierchia (1998), who suggests
that syntactically-related features have the effect of constraining the free application
of semantic operations. This idea has been extended by Takeda (1999: 103) as a

‘Generalised Blocking Principle’.

(11) Generalised Blocking Principle (GBP): If a language has a certain functional
category in its lexicon, the free application of the semantic operation that has the

same function as that syntactic category is blocked in that language.

Technical details aside, what the GBP suggests is that the important difference
between English and Japanese in calculating the meaning of the relative clauses lies
in the application of a certain semantic operation. This application in English always
requires a relative pronoun or a relative operator as a prerequisite. On the other hand,
this semantic operation seems to be applied in a less restricted manner in Japanese. In
contrast to English, Japanese lacks a syntactic category [+R] C, which is supposed to
license a relative operator that would induce the semantic operation. Due to the
absence of the syntactic relative operator, the GBP applies to yield no effect on the
availability of the semantic operation in Japanese, and as a consequence, the
application of the semantic operation is allowed in a fairly free manner in Japanese.
Takeda (1999) also mentioned that the lack of island effects accords with this view.

Concerning a relationship between morphological variation and interpretation,
Takeda (1999) suggests that the morphological properties appear to have a function of
making certain semantic operations visible. We all have these operations, but
languages vary in whether or not they actually make these things visible. And by
visibility, what she says is that they localise those operations. Hence, this blocks the

free or long distance operation of the semantic operations. Therefore, we can interpret



relative clauses freely in Japanese, and we do not need to worry about whether there is
‘an island intervening or not.

Takeda (1999) suggests that some language does not have particular syntactic
properties and a semantic operation automatically takes them over, allowing us to use
it to construct correct relative clauses. In the absence of a relative operator, it has
properties which lead to a wider range of relative clause interpretations. But syntactic
operations stop using a semantic operation. In English, if a child learns that there is a
syntactic signal for relative clauses, syntax takes over the domain of interpretation of
relative clauses. If the child recognises there is a syntactic device, he or she will
interpret sentences in terms of this space in the domains of relative clauses because
syntactic operation is present. For the Japanese child, he or she does not encounter
anything like this. Consequently, in fact, a semantic operation will automatically come
into play at some point.

The findings of this study clearly show that advanced Japanese L2 learners can
acquire wh-movement in English in their mental grammars. In particular, there is no
problem for them to acquire whA-movement in wh-question formation because they
have features [wh] and [Q], although their qualities are different from those involved
in English. In the case of relative clauses, they have trouble with sentences containing
wh-movement from embedded questions which violate Subjacency conditions (mean
scoré is 0.375). Even advanced L2 learners failed to reject them. Following the idea
proposed by Takeda (1999), a possible explanation is that Japanese equivalents of
sentences violating Subjacency in English were judged as relatively grammatical
(mean score is 0.938), and then, this L1 influence blocked the acquisition of a relevant
feature [+R] involved in C. As a result, the GBP was violated, and they applied the
semantic operation in order to interpret the sentences in English.

Alternatively, if we assume that relative clauses have the syntactic status of
‘adjunct’ (in contrast to indirect questions which are argumental), can we say that the
one case where our participants do not behave like native speakers is when a relative
operator is extracted from a whrargument? If so, our participants recognise
ungrammaticality when a relative operator is extracted from an adjunct, but not an

embedded question. At any rate, the explanation does need more thought on this issue.

6. Conclusion

In this study, we provided evidence which indicated that native Japanese speakers



can acquire feature-driven wh-movement in English questions and relative clauses.
This is counterexample to the ‘failed functional feature hypothesis’ proposed by
Hawkins (1998, 2000) and Hawkins and Chan (1997).

Of course, we do not deny the common observation that persistent selective
difficulty lies in the acquisition of whA -movement in English by adult L2 speakers
whose L1 does not have wh-movement. However, to claim that this area of grammar
always fossilises and is subject to a critical period may be too strong, at least, in the

light of the results in this study.
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AAANIGEEBE B 5B & wh RO IRKRHEOREEER



A A A E H IR 5 BRHEI L wh RO BB KO EBR

R % % IE

= B

AEEO BN, BT EEERE BT A EEOBIREIN L wh EERTHE O R BT
RRAVRFR O BB A O T2 TH S, WiEL B AFEICR I D BRI 2 wh %R
TS OERBRYLARIEIT R ES, ZHBITMA B AR ABFELBH L > TRE N EE e SOk
BIZBETOND, ZOMBEZIRL, EORBEIENL ~UELZBRIIC W TR EREES
# LD T ODERE T D200, RAMRIEERE S Elementary Ll
Advanced L'~V ORR A H RN BB M E 293 4 BLOWEERFEEEEE 15 £ 10 S0
BAD R Uz, fERELT, MEMZRIEEFENI D LN DIC SN TIEREZR MW S Sk B L9127
Y, BAFREIHE IV it High-intermediate L ~/LIZ, £7-, wh SR SCicB VT
Advanced U~UZEE LTI R CRFEREFEE S LR OBRME A R LT, ZORE 313 Vainikka
and Young-Scholten (1994, 1996a, 1996b, 1998a, 1998b, 2002)AMEME L7-, & —=3ED
SCER SRR - SHEEFARICEREREN DR ~ LR 2 1T A TITEWY
Minimal Trees {R#t% % #3550 Th ok, |

KEY WORDS
B _EEES FEEEHINE e Sl
RELR i wh 59 Minimal Trees {it

1. LIz

Hawkins (2001) (2L, % 55504 (Second Language Acquisition), 42, #i3E
DEFICRIT DL O0HERREIT2HSD (p. 1, 1R BILE _SEOMEBMERS R L oy
DIVTFZEL TCOLKDIERATHIETHY, 25 BIXH ZFEFEE DL CIE (mental
grammar) DEZEEZ A REICL TWAL ORI E AT A2 ThH S, §iE L, e ¥b 55BN
BEIIthObO LW RIFBINDLO0, T, R EHHHEREEIL Advanced L~LDE —
EEFEE Lo TSV BBRECTHIOPERESTOLDOTHY, [ % 520 Bk |
(developmental problem)éE b T3, #HE 1L, AMOBIIE ~SHEOBE (T72bb, B
TEEDOUDHSHEDHEE) IZKHLTEDLI R AN =X L, HENTEBEZRRTI200% T
VbDTHY, FETREO A RIE) (logical problem):EHh TV %, ABFZILAI



FOITREOMBEIWCERIMEDLOTHY, IRAHKBREEFE DM IERD
(Complementiser Phrase, CP) 2>DAER ST D HFED (il FREY) BAFRHiA% 3L (restrictive
relative clauses) & wh £ [ #% 3C ( wh-questions ) @ & J& 1 72 FZ 8 B9 4F 1 (surface

morphological properties) & D LHIFESH T DONERETHHDO THLHWD @),
CKHB (200301, BRA A A A SRS # 0O BUREIHE L0 %R R A AR L H O
FAEL DN, BERLEE M2 T 2R AEN —E L QR o 7o 7o IERE7R FLEE A R EECdho
7o F77, TH#: D B AIKS | (object of comparison) Z BAGRE{LL7-BAtRE#E U RE X RIE R
ZE Dol BIREIE U R DOFELIE T LA BRI SV R RS 2O,
Ohba (2008b) Tl A FIA \ZEFEAEEI# B3 SR RERREH LR L DAY SUED L~ BNT
wh BE1ZE G HEDNENPORAED—HLL T, Advanced L~V DIEESE H O BIREiRE
& wh SERIRE L OB OV TISIRL, Advanced L~V DA H AR N 58 F8 #1355
FEAEAE LRICL~L CRIR EitE ST & wh B[ SC& (BEROMIE BV T) BBL THDHILER
L7=@, L LRnss, MEBIRIEFERESN ) Advanced L~-UZEZEL CHIO CHRFEREERE &
RO BE RS ZEDB KD IR 0T DD, BN LANCER/HIRS LI/ T0
PO DOWTIBARETII R, #o7C, RPFETIE, A B ARAFGEEEH (BT 2B
W3CE wh BB X O R BRI ENFFEOR EREL, BEOMEOFEMICHAEL, K E
H7RBERRRE N D3 DL~ UTE LT BB B\ CHRGE RIRERE A LRR OB R 3 D& W5
T B, T, TOREBENINECTRESN TEXIE SO UER EBRRIZETHED
&% (Minimal Trees Hypothesis 3.0 Full Transfer/Full Access Hypothesis) % 332
DONERETT 50, KA CIIR BRI EORBORBERRLIALINIT LN EHH
HICHY, BEMREIHESCE wh SRR SCOBRIC wh BEINEE 5L CQohied, ZOREOEIE
(C8D AN =X ADIRHNIIANZNO O, F AN BFE L H IS - TR SR CH D
ERDNTCODBMREIE LS wh SR SCOREBMBIALNITRDILIZE-S T, BEHIRT
FERENDOE DEPEINDER B EZEOINIREL, -8 DI H Bl s 5 2 T ED
EEZ LT DEMEE R R T 228 kDB DD,

AREORERRIXR OB THS, HF2H/TIIHEFES B AGEO IR EiMELE wh BRI SCICRITS
RGO TR OEZ IR D, F 3T TIXERICBIT 2B INE LSUEMEHBTT Ao >
VIR B, BAR TS RA AL, O REE S E0 TR BRI BT 5 T
(Minimal Trees Hypothesis %) (ZHESWTERL, FES5HilCBW T mE R~ 25,

2. #FEL A ATBOBIKEHEICE wh R
RECHETEY H AT B BRI L wh BRI O RIB BRI ST

WARD, 72720, & 2 OWUZBITHRTO TLPEIZ OV THIAT DI LIIANZED BRI TIX
RN, (BRI SCE VLT CP iSO A bRt 356),



BEEEO PR M S01E, Chomsky (1986, 1995) (ZHE % 1E, /EH T (operator) 23 CP OIEE
# (specifier) OB ~BEIL, ZOME THBEL TEXINLEICAE (variable) &L THERE
T HEWS (trace) 7k ZlICL> TSI,

(» a. Prof. Sato is reading the article; [cp which; [the student wrote till.
b. Prof. Sato is reading the article; [cp Opi (that) [the student wroté till.
c.* Prof. Sato is reading the articlei [cp whichi that [the student wrote til].
d.* Prof. Sato is reading the articlei [cp which; [the student wrote itil].

Tsujimura (1996: 263)

YiFETIE, wh HE FIZBEER72 who, whom, which, whose 2\ )3% (mul) Tho,
(la) DI, TEEN2 wh HETBEFETHHEE, CIEZETHY, (1b) DIHIC wh HEFH
OHE, C ISR that HDHVNIZETHD, Rizzi (1990) IZHEXIE, Thid C DR
Bl (feature specification) BIOHRELHETEEL (head) D—FKIZLHLDTH D, il
1E, (1b) 123 T that MBELERYRIEA, C 1xFE M [whl 28, (1a) ICIDICHATER: wh
HEFDFEETDIEAIIFEME [+whl 280, - T, (1o) DXH7% I Z&EGF®H COMP |
(doubly-filled complementiser) (%[5 EH-EFH—B &K ( [+wh] & [-wh] OFR—
H) 12k > TIEXHER 725 (Chomsky and Lasnik, 1977; Chomsky, 1986; Rizzi, 1990), &
512, 1D IS, FHETFHBENLI- % OEBFOA I H41{44 7 (resumptive pronoun) %
fEA B EFSR,
—7F5, BARGEOBMRE R L, (2) DX wh EHE O SUERL <, AFRER
(noun-final) BIREITHD,

(2) Satoo-sensei-ga ke gakusei-ga  kaital ronbun-o yondeiru.

Prof. Sato-Nom = student-Nom  wrote article-Acc is reading

‘Prof. Sato is reading the article that the student wrote.
Tsujimura (1996: 263)

Takeda (1999) (Z&5&, 204 FAIRBIBIREIL, AAGENFEELKE S (head-final
language) THHIEMND, ZFAANIBITHLA TN BNIEFELERHEVOFEFRITI>TIHAS
N5 (BT FEHRHHESE (head-initial language) THD), F7-, HiEDO BRI AKIX

(DD L5z, FIERRBIR A 31 (2B T) BB\ T A V5208, H S5O BIRE
BT, ) DX, ZROERRMLTWD (T, BAEOBRE T IP (Inflectional
Phrase) MR ESNTVVS), ZhuE, HEETIE, BIRE EE ML R E O BRITRFEN T IET



SIS TWBTD ThD, DD, BRI FEM S ERNALFEZHE (binding) LTW5 (72
ONC BEMREG F BE L BRER O RN SRETBIR A HD) . 1o T, BIRENT, BMREI NI 2R &/E
DHTRE 7L U TR T A BIR AL 38 (DWW 2R EN e B 1) SV O 4@ L T, B
B FEMOBHE L LTRSS TND, LALARRD, HARE T, BIERZRBERNAA N
KA TUNA T BB R 72 U (RO 7R S BIR) IR /I RETb B, (2) T, BIFRERIZ T3S
(ronbun) (2 SWTIFHAL TOEEOEL TSNS, ZOIIN HAFE TIL BRI BI R E
FHEL aboutness DEMRICZR>TEY, TOZLIES>THENIR WA SNWLDTHD,

WIZ, FEED wh BRI, Ba)D k)i, IP OF B I OALEICH BB are 23 C
DN E~FEE R E (head movement) (2T 5, T id — iz [ 55 — BB 548 &
(subject-auxiliary inversion) EFEIZI TV OHR TH D, EHIZ, wh A0 what I3 making O
BIEOALE (DFY, VP Of) b CP DR EEOME~BET5, 2, Gb)D T D5EER
i who DAL, (3a)LAKRIZ CP DIFEIMONMBIIHEL TE/LEZON TS,

(3) a. [cp Whati [c [c are; 1lip you t; [ve making ti with your friend]111?
b. [ce Whoi [¢ [C 1[ip ti [vp made sushi with her friends yesterdaylll]?

Tsujimura (1996: 184)

—%, AAEO wh BRI T, @a)D I, —A2IC wh TEALE (whrin-situ) O EERIHECE
EbhTHY, wh 55 nani(what) (XEIFO B FEOMEICAERL, RFEOIDIZEBNIC
LEEABETAZLT20O, £, HAGEZRROM@) FERRE SFETHY, HWEHLITHIC
CP O =53 C (ka) WIXHKIZHKD, (4b)D XH725e M5 itu (when) e &b, A AFEOFENAD K
PEDD, BENIFTRE TH B, TRED I EBHIN CEH~BE T DL ETR0,

N

’(4) a. Anata-wa tomodati-to nani-o tsukutte Iimasu ka.
You-Top friends-with ~ what-Acc making are Q
‘What are you making with your friends?
b. Hanako-ga Itu tomodati-to susi-o tukurimasita  ka.
Hanako-Nom when friend-with sushi-Ace made Q

‘When did Hanako make sushi with her friends?
Tsujimura (1996: 184)

b IH, HEEEROBIREIE IS LU wh BRI LI 5 & CP oS T D, L
L7ehst, BAGEOES, wh SR S01EL CP ThaMHFED L5732 wh BERIF OB ED EEAFRD



Bl (35— BhBhEIMEE) LB 5 L TR O, BERIBFO ka A3CRICMABND, Fiz, HAGE
ORREIH# ST IP THY, BEMRBERARA TN RIIL TOLTOBEILE 5L TEL T, &
FRLIIRES RS,

3. EBRFE

3. 1. WFFEE

ABFZED B B0E, A B AR NGBS E D BREECE wh SERIE SCORERIZ2TE RRUSRY
WAL DINTIFESE KON ERABTHILTHD, Bl TR TEIIC, HFBEO BRI
& wh BRI 01T CP OB SN TV A, B AGEORBMREIME UL IP THY, wh SERIHESC
13 CP THhAH, NS ITHFEL TR 2>TND, 65T, RO e ik BEE R E LT,

(BG) AN BARANREEEREE T, BRERESCE wh BRI SCUCRBITS CPOR B TERER Y
WA X DINTFEREIE LD,

6) FABARAIGESEZ L, BUREEXOICP ... gapliElE% & DIDITHFESE TVLD
D%

(1) A HARABLEE B E O BRERE ST wh 8RR STC BT 5 CP ORBRIZ2 T RER FF K
DRI, BT RONDDD

3. 2. ERBE

S EANEFELL TOPEE (English as a Second/Foreign Language) %55 H ARGEH
FEEhE 293 ANFEBRICBMUTZ, EBRSINE L, 8, HADDWTEEICHEATHS,
48 10 B UBBICHGEOFE A MAD TEY, FEHilE 18 225 47 i Th o7, 6T, EBRSME
FINECTEMBIVEMICRARIEEBHELZ T TETCNDILIT D, LLRDBL, AWF5E
THL, BN B A SRR B OB A 703575 A0 IS H BTN B R AL TL <
73, EEBRBNNE % HEERE IENET AT 5 Oxford Placement Test (OPT)(Allan, 1992)7
ZaTZE-3V\ T, Elementary, Low-intermediate, Intermediate, High-intermediate X
U Advanced DSBS /31T 72, OPT LB DY A= 77 AM100 8, 100 s 5) L 3HET
AM100 #, 100 AU BHERLE L TRY, 200 S M ThD, Allan (1992)i285E, OPT ©
B 513 IELTS 728 OF ARCARBAN B0, F7-, 15 A DOFFERFESEE DSHIFEL L TERIC
STz,

FUFE, ERBIMNEOEL VO N, FHFERIBEID OPT DARaTZRL TV D, 57D
¥ (ANOVA) O 5, Elementary 25 Advanced FTO57 /L —7HIIIABEEZDROLN
(F4, 288 = 1050.471, p<. 01), F£7/=, L HE L (Scheffé) i2LDE, R TOIN—TIIHEZEN

BN (p<.01), 7it>7C, Elementary »>5 Advanced D 5ERE DR EHIZRBEEERE N DL



ILISHERR SN Z LI,

F1 EBRBINE O

Oxford Placement Test
N Age Range Mean SD
Elementary 106 19.104 105 - 119 112.811 4.472
Low-intermediate 98 19.643 120-134 | 125918 4.215
Intermediate 48 21.479 135 - 149 141.875 4.301
High-intermediate 33 25.667 150 - 169 158.333 5.010
Advanced 8 29.500 170 - 200 175.500 4.301

Native controls 15 26.733

3. 38. T—HNR L ,

A A N JE5E 58 3 O BAAR Hikg 500 wh BE R SCC Bl D il 2 s & 3 DR O R EE R D —>
i, ODNEBEROLHLT —FRINET L ThD, BRREITECBWUE, BRAKRESEE
I BRI ST RE L7V B 28 5 T LI K B TS (Schachter, 1974), 7>,
REBRICIBNTIE, SCEMHIETT 2 (Grammaticality Judgement Test) % U N CEEAZE DI
BB 57 — 2 OIUEL o7z, '

FEBRIZ WO SUEME W7 AN 71 T H ORI TERY, 2095 43 T H A FER
BT LD ThoT, HEoT, &0 2818 H i filler DR EIZ R LIEE 2 BND, TAMIAN
DAV BEMREIE UL, F4K (subject) , BLEE H AYHE (direct object), M2 H AY4S (indirect
object) , A& 7 H HI# (object of preposition), FTH# (genitive) 33 L UM L # 0> H Wy#%
(object of comparison) D6FEIE ChH -7z, Tz, wh B 1L, 4 (subject), EHEH kS
(direct object), RifE A HHHS (object of preposition), FTA K (genitive), ¥FT (where),
B (why) , B (when) 3 X OE BERER B) (long-distance) DSFEE Th -7, Tiﬁéfﬁéﬂﬁ@g%
HihE S0 L wh BRI SR D L7k (B L OWIE) ThoTz (ME3E BN ThH B AR T),

(8) wh ¥ 1 (wh-operator) &5 T2 UL 72 BAGR i 3L (8 )
The young man who a]ways helped us was named George.
(2 -1 0 +1 +2)
The boy who(m) I kicked yesterday broke the window.
(-2 -1 0 +1 +2)

(9) HisTIER that %5 Te SQERY 72 AR EIRE SC (5 1)
The woman that Charles gave a gift to looked vei'y happy. -



(2 -1 0 +1 +2)
The picture that you are looking at was painted by Picasso.
(2 -1 0 +1 +2)

(10) Ze % F-/172 /i SCH%7#% (null operator or complementiser) % & ¢ SCHEHI7R B (R SC
(4 [#)
The magazine we got the information from is very useful.
(-2 -1 0 +1 +2)
The girl I sing better thén has decided to study abroad.
(2 -1 0 +1 +2)

(11) who(m) that #7%\ '\ which that % & TeF SCHA 2 BIR i 325 D)
*The cats which that I gave the milk to were very small.
(2 -1 0 +1 +2)
*The woman whom that we talked with was our teacher.

(-2 -1 0 +1 +2)

(12) ﬁfﬂﬁ% il (resumptive pronoun) Z-& e JE SCIEAY R BAFREIHE (5 RY)
*The classmate that you don’t like him is very unkind.
(-2 -1 0 +1 +2)
*The trees that you are shorter than them are falling down.

(2 -1 0 +1 +2)

(13) C¥EAL7: wh BEREHESC(8 Ri)
What did the woman decide to do for her daughter?
(2 -1 0 +1 +2)
Whose dress can I borrow to wear to the party tonight?
(2 -1 0 +1 +2
Who(m) does the woman think that her husband met?
(-2 -1 0 +1 +2) |

(14) EFELBEIFAOMAIE (subject-object inversion) A3 T72 3041 TV VR IESTIERYZ: wh BERH
#6328 F5) |

*Who your favorite baseball player is?

(2 -1 0 +1 +2)



*What your grandfather complained about?
(2 -1 0 +1 +2)
*Why the mother was worried about her children?

(2 -1 0 +1 +2)

KBRS N IR R SN O SOEMEE SR CHINT T 2 L0 R a Tz, $ebh, 158
IR AR U ChD | b LU LT B A3 — 2%, [T SARFRER I CTHD ) LML 23856
2= 1%, (T2 BATRER ST THD | THHEHIWI L2581+ 1%, [SERICHRER L THDHI TH
ALHWLT- 5B 13+ 2%, £ 800 ILmhbn AT 0 A CHTe LIRS,
& SO STEMEHIWTC 5 2 BRI 10 B Cholo, Zhuid, HRDIZTEEEDI AESITD
T Thole, EBRICOWVTOFEANIMBE ARSI TR, RIRFIC, FEBRFE NGO
IZE o TR ST, B EE BRI T oo To R IR B 2L ThbhoTe,

4. HREBE

F2LF 31T, K&, A BARNIEFEE H OSUER B L O SUER 72 B FR HitE ST o
RERLUZLOTHD, *ENIZOBIEN R ERTESE OB LA B E(p<. 01 &
BUNE p< .08) BB EERLTND, 07T, ZNHDIE BT DA B AAIEGELEED
BT BB REE LR LB H D LI T AR 8D, Eie, RI1EE2, TRbOR
BEFNMRTT7TRLIEBD THD,

F2 ORI BREIE S ORE R

wh-operator that null

Group Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

Elementary -0.013* 1.470 0.259* 1.398 0.000* 1.404
Low-intermediate 0.297* 1.528 0.372* 1.503 0.253* 1.519
Intermediate 0.802* 1.505 0.579* 1.490 0.396* 1.521
High-intermediate 1.557 1.095 1.048 1.501 0.758 1.695
Advanced 1594 0904 0950  1.648 0656 1715
Native controls 1.706 0.646 1.638 0.767 1.469 0.890




3 SRR BIFR AR LR R

who(m) that or which that resumptive pronoun
Groﬁp - Mean SD Mean SD
Elementary -0.400* 1.466 0.125% 1.426
Low-intermediate -0.610* 1.504 -0.008* 1.523
Intermediate -0.757* 1.550 -0.842% 1.452
High-intermediate -1.382 1.313 -1.406 1.263
Advanced -0.800 1.506 -1.60 1.037
Native controls ‘ -1.575 0.823 -1.588 0.774

2,000
1,500 —— wh-operator ;-——————0-——"'"_2
— @ — that L
-- @ --null Lo
1.000 ~-0= g
N UTE R, o’
0.500 =
0.000 T T T
-0.500
-1.000
Elem Low Int High Adv Native

(1 SciEs R BERER o 75 7 Y



1.000

0.500 —@— who(m)/which thatT

o - - @ - -resumptive
0.000 = .,~ T T 7 T

0:300 ‘%'\_‘\
-1.000 |— = f\//.\ :
-1.500 e ‘T‘--A.*T-

-2.000

Elem Low Int High Adv Native
X2 FECENLEREE D ST 7

SCYEHIR BEARERAE S0, wh T+ (whroperator) , #iSCZ#% that, JSXOVZEEE 1 (454

R ZH A LIZb O THD, wh HEFIZIN T, RERIRNER ERE A LB Ic o TIE
LU VHEIBE S kA 1912720, High-intermediate & Advanced L~ /L 053 2 0| Wi X 52351
FEREE OB EHEETENCE BARZEN D o, MU that 128V T, Elementary 235
Intermediate D37V —7RICABERZEIROLNT, REMIRIFERN O LFHITHHITS
IH7p5E e BB AR LU TRV, wh B 7 [FER, High-intermediate & Advanced
L UL DB E OHIWHIBEEERERESEE OB A EHHIC R BN e ol ZEEE - (%2
SCARE ) (A SO that SR U R iR %27~ L THY, Elementary />5 Intermediate D3
I N—TNCE B TR ST, High-intermediate & Advanced L~V 05238 35 O]
WX RE RERE AR OB IR B BN o T, 2 STEEED STHERY 2 BALR A ST
DOFERME, A B A NFFETFEE 1T High-intermediate VUL BRI SCER 72 B0
HikE S FE R RERE E LRICL L THIWT R D EDICR B L E XD TH A, LinLigdib, 3T
FEO SUER 72 BILR EikE SCRI D BAfR 27 H B OB IR EIERENICESWTHIL THLL,
Elementary Tl STE % that O 7S wh 1L 28R 7 (Z24H SUE%) L0 &< (p< .01),
Low-intermediate L ~/L CiL3FEEAD R EiIHE SLORIIZZ21372<, Intermediate A DL
JVTCHE wh FEE T O A ORI that 22 R T (M SUSERD) J0@E WS RICR -7
(p< .01 BHBNE p< .05).

FESCER 72 BEIAREIRE S0, wh R L4 SO that ZRIFFIZ /2 (who(m) that H50>
IZ which that) [ . #E:%5) COMP 7 (/L4 — | DE N L34 7 (resumptive pronoun) %
HALEbDThs, | “EHFFEDH COMP 7404 — | OERICEL TIX Elementary N
Intermediate D37 NV — 7N HBRZITRDOIRENST2H, 37NV — T bLEERFERRE
DOHWrEDRNZZERRO LI (p< .01), LHL, High-intermediate & Advanced L ~/L D%
BH O UM EE RS LB RED R T, FRALRAOEAICEL T, RAHRE



FRAE) D LRI AR B ERENROON (Thbh, 2 TOI/NV—THTHEZERD
Y), Intermediate L~V CHGERFGEGSE DOHIW L 72N 27202, /-, | ZHz5H> COMP
TANE— 1 EHARAFAORGREL DL, FTAL /L (Elementary 5 L O
Low-intermediate) TIZEFRIA D IZ L 5&E K L0 T ZEEE D COMP 7402 — | D&
SAZHBUE T -703, Intermediate L~V CEMR IR o72,

PLEDFERDG, A B AR NSEFESE #1X High-intermediate L ~UUIZiET 5 L BRI
XIZBT 5 CP &L ERL, MRAATFEZLELSIRTEDIL0, BFREIPIZZERT (gap) 23
VETHHILL B TECNHEE 2 bID,

RATR A A ARANIGGEL B O SUEMB L0 72 wh BRI SO/ RERL TS,
KIBILEDREREPTIM T T 7 TELUIZLD THS,

K4 SUERIRBIUSESCERZR wh SERIRE S ORE R

Grammatical wh-questions Ungrammatical

wh-questions

Group Mean SD Mean . SD
Elementary 0.658* 1.342 0.198* 1.492
Low-intermediate 0.870* 1.324 0.045* 1.579
Intermediate 0.921* 1.410 -0.432* 1.597
High-intermediate 1.216% 1.436 -0.864* 1.630
Advanced 1.328 1.310 -1.047 1.214
Native controls 1.734 0.798 -1.591 0.876
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1.500 _—

1.000 e

0.500
0.000 = | | |
-0.500 e
-1.000 || —@— Grammatical k e e
-1.500 - - @ - - Ungrammatical e
-2.000

Elem Low Int High Adv Native

B3 BRI & OESEN L vh B D 7 T 7



7 wh SRR SCICBIL I, Elementary LUV ELWEIETOEIE IZ@WOA3,
Intermediate L~V ETO37 L —TBICH BAZRBESN TN (F72b5, AL~
DEIWTEE 25), Advanced L ST IWTO LSRR H ORI LD RoNRD 272,
BhEh L R EOEIBE TR TR IESERZR wh BERIESUIREL T, Elemeiltary v
~NOLTIE LN F DO FETEMEITR SN THRNEITHD, LNLRRG, DA TR IERERE )
BN TELLBER TEB IS > U TEIRT R RE N — 2 RLT0DHH, 22T
4, Advanced L~V DB E D LN HEFERERSE OHIB L EEL RS2 oT, T, ZTOLA
JUACIBUNT, ST wh SR RIS ST S35 IR I 03 9 SUHERY 7 wh BERIESTIS 975 1E
Hero i % -T2 (p< .01), 24U, Elementary L-3/L235, wh BRI ITIZIWT (L
AU E AR DFEILH HM) SERIR L EFESTERR LD KRB DN TNDHIEERL TN,

TRBORERENS, A B AANEEYEE L Advanced LWL RIZER VLT wh B
RIS IC B % CP A E A BB 519 Thd, HARED wh B SCIZBAER2 wh BB
B 5L TV VRS CP 2sDAER S T d & T, wh SRS LB B3 BREI# OB H L
DELAD I LB R ThHhBHLE— S 38 (L1) OEBOBLANDIT TR TELH, EE, BRE
BB ERBO SRR B, ZOZLITRANREER P HIBRFICHLEEIT,
L1 OHEEESEIE (functional category) M3 52 B KL TRV EEbD,

Schwartz and Sprouse (1994, 1996) 3311} Schwartz(1998a, 1998b) 23 2% L7 Full
Transfer/Full Access Hypothesis I, 5~ 5B BONHNIREEIL L1 O TOFEREH
WE L HEERIIE TH D, DED, L1 OETOMFENRMO PO —SFHEICEITEBR T 0%, €
DLEEITA L TN L TEEREN TV, TOF, L1 TRETLIENHRARNEEIT
38 7 (Universal Grammar, UG) [Z885, AP THELNIAER T, KIFER IO,
BEAZ ik ST 10 wh SRR ST BRI OB B BN 8L, BAED wh SERIHE I
BENE C LEORS CP MEHEESN TNDIbE%E 25, Full Transfer/Full Access
Hypothesis TIZFHANEELL, ZOFEHITR S TRWEEDND,

— %, Vainikka and Young-Scholten (1994, 1996a, 1996b, 1998a, 1998b, 2002) DR
L7 Minimal Trees Hypothesis {233\, Vainikka and Young-Scholten (1996213 55—
SR LOE— = EBEO Y B CII 355 #IE (lexical category) /21T 2381, HAE s
B AREA TR TRETS] (p. 7)ERRTNS, DY, - SEE GO RENHELE
TiE L1 ORI 2 ERHIES 1T CHY (B, BiF4A) (VP) THY, EEIEh R O T
R (head) |28 T3, KetEilglx, 2EFNAL Ty MIEENLE EFEILICHEL, HEAEFIRS
B A BET AT LIC o TREL TV, ZORMICESE, A B ARAFGEEEE D
HSAEGEIE C L2 DR CP 1 ORERLSIL TS BRI ST L wh BERIR ST B /L COEE,
Elementary L ~UL CIIHRERIEN AR TR, Fe A ARBNLOEBLRS, SRR
DHIR R0 RIS, LELAED, L EABIC o Tk & InZ N0 STkt
BHES T, Highrintermediate $2\ E Advanced LU FEEL THFRRIERS & LIRIAR
DHWTEXL IRl Bbnb, 65T, ABIROREEND, I SHEOIEDOREN



Minimal Trees Hypothesis O T {#liZfE> THEA TV ERDNID,

5. i

RBIETIE, A A N SEFESE 0 BIR A L wh BRI SO0 6 il A A L TR 72,
fe AR LT, MEHRIEFERE ) O L AT AL 7236 @il 2 2 Rohy, BFREIME STICREL T
I3 High-intermediate L ~/U{Z, wh £&[4% SCIZEIL Tl Advanced U~/ EE L 7- RFIZGE
REEFE LR L~ CIUEMERCIHE SNEME L HIM TE 21910707z, FZ0OREBRRIT
Vainikka and Young-Scholten (1994, 1996a, 1996b, 1998a, 1998b, 2002) 2R/~
Minimal Trees Hypothesis (275D CTholz, AR EE2ZIT QOOVRWE “83ELL T
DRAYFEOFEBFROWFFERE R DR E I Vainikka and Young-Scholten D{RFH23, 7
KRR EEZ T TODE _E5E (BRUSMERE) LL TOEBORFERELZHIA T 5L H
RETHY, DX LMD FEASNIZZLITHBRIENZETH D,

AWFFRORERIL, ZDOXIIZ, B _SFHO LR EBRROMPAI T2 EBEER 21T T2
TR, 4%, ERICEARERE IS wh R SCE B AANEEFEE IHEYE T8, £
DI FE BRIV FHFIZE DI AT o (FERH) & 5 2 obs, £z, £
DI=DINZE D IR BIM E RNDZEN I RIR O EE 2D ETHEE b Bbis,

b2

(1) BAfREIHCE wh B XE2MEN ST MAL, BEM (overt) 72 wh B8
(wh movement) 2R 7272V H AGENEEFEE I3 B B0 AR E ChH LB Tng
PO TH D, Frio, BAREIRE UZEL CX, PEFEFEFECHABEEHFETIIT0EE
IV THFE RS L AU DL~ VS E CRET A L3R Ch DT A5 Lk
TWAIF3EL 55 (Hawkins and Chan, 1997; K35, 2001)

(2) AWRIZBT LR B2 RERNFBOIE, ERICREINZVEINIZVT BB
WS |

(3) BARAFFALERAEZRAENGUCTHHES, [HEBO B ZREEBIZEDDLL
WY TIERW DS LV (B ERELE L THET 22N e Bbhaizd), A B
AANFEBFRELRERZIZTI2HET, BREE XKD EBREIITIETI2EKIC
BT, AR BICE DD HNEY ThE LB, |

(@) ZZTIEES %, REERREEE LR SR ORI AR 2 8 8B X D (FREHICE &
EZnpns),

(5) "Minimal Trees Hypothesis 33X O Full Transfer/Full Access Hypothesis (22 Tl
K5 (2002) IZFBWTHERIIL TS, L1L, FVFELWEERIZ DWW Tt Hawkins



(6)

(7

€

)

(2001) *° White (2003) % & FA L CIHE X /-\, £72, Hawkins (2001) 23 f2"E L 7-
Modulated Structure Building Hypothesis 73K (2002) {23 W TR S AL TND A3,
BT EEOEREBROMMEL UTEE RSN TORNESTHY, AWFFRIZE W
TITRGELR,

W EMEOBRENZ L5 wh B8 (feature-driven wh-movement) DB SDOFELLE, JRAE
(derivation) DL LRI HRAEICE N TH, REHRZEIRFBOE G ERLLD
TEEEYETHRW, o T, TOFHBBERLNICTHIEN TR THD, BARED
ERE)I12 3% wh BB O S ORI DV TiE Ohba (2003b)IZHB W T Lot Td,
ABFETIE, BIREIRE | 14 (subject) <0 H BIH | (object) D LIRSS
ZFANC LS TR HEL, & % OFRERBEEZRE T DLW, £z, wh BEEREEIC
BOWTHORBRICTAEL T &4 OFREHEREZFATILILAN, HETHLRTO
TR O BUR EE S0 wh BRI E OB BITERZH TS,

LO Ly &4 EMPBERE L ESNDINIC OV TL, A REEIC O W THRL TWD
Keenan and Comrie (197722 L CTIHX/Z\,

wh BERIEASHUEHL TOD T OIHRTLEZLNDH, ZiUd nani D DEIRA )
(scrambling) 2V VY EEIZ > TICEHICBEIL 72b D LB 2 B TRY, wh BEIZITRIOH#,:
EChH2,

Nani-o Anata-wa tomodati-to tsukutte Imasu ka?

(10)Allan (1992)ic k% &, OPT @ Elementary 7*5 Advanced ®5 X1z IELTS

(International English Language Testing System)? 3757 D 5B FEIZPLETT 5,

(11) Elem: Elementary , Low: Low-intermediate , Int: Intermediate , High:

High-intermediate, Adv: Advanced J33J: U} Native: Native controls &% 4 &7,

(12) BIAR i S0 103 1 2 BB R 4 5 0 BR AR 066 I B L i, K35 (1999, 2001, 2002,

2003a) <%° Ohba (2003b) 2BV ThERSN TWD (RRDRENLDOELELET),

HEE

AFEIL, 2003 49 H 18 H—21 HIZ Basel (Switzerland) TB» 1725 12 5] EUROSLA
(European Second Language Associate), 35X U 2003 4£ 12 A 15 H —21 H{Z Singapore
CE2 - 1318 AILA (International Association for Applied Linguistics) {233V T3
KLIZbDO—EICSHICT —#EMA, HHFLELZbD THS, MERTBVTHERIA
e F&oied & (BB L BT ST, £, AFREED BICH > TRICEIRRT R 712
% F&-7-#[E Essex K%M Roger Hawkins H(ZRE# B L LiFE3, AL, BHEFSE
BB & (GHERTSE (C), A% S 14580275) DBIE ST TITHONICb D TH D,



BEIHR

Allan, D. (1992). The Oxford Placement Test. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Chomsky, N. (1986). Barriers. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Chomsky, N. (1995). The Minimalist Program. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press
Chomsky, N. and H. Lasnik. (1977). Filter and control. Linguistic Inquiry, 8, 425-504.

Hawkins, R. (2001). Second Language Syntax:' A Generative Introduction. Malden,
Mass.: Blackwell Publishers.

Hawkins, R. and C. Y-H. Chan. (1997). The partial availability of Universal Grammar
in second language acquisition: the ‘failed functional features hypothesis’. Second
Language Research, 13:3, 187-226.

Keenan, E. and B. Comrie. (1977). Noun phrase accessibility and universal grammar.
Linguistic Inquiry, 8, 63-99.

Kuno, 8. (1973). The Structure of the Japanese Language. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

KEGIEIE (1999) [ B AN HEFESEEE OIS EH R B 5 IC B4 ) 7 W I T sl X 2 3R
HEFEREIF 29 5, 187-194.

RIGIEIE (2001) [ B ATERSFEFHH IS LD 8O SR BIRE OB S i E R Eg T 2o
WRIERLELIE 15, 3-20.

RETEIE (2002) [ S350 30HEFEBIRICI1T5 Modulated Structure Building &5 /1

DEAVE [ BBEE R ER IR TS 21 55 2 5, 727-740.

j(iz%(%ﬂi (2003a) I A A N S7EF8 H O SUHEHE S O3 2B  BUREE ST OB LEH O F
=0 [ T MK IGERE F A 32 5, 65-72.

Ohba, H. (2003b). The acquisition of wh-movement by advanced Japanese learners of
English. Bulletin of Joetsu University of Education. Vol. 22, No. 2, 587-599.

Rizzi, L. (1990). Relativized Minimality. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Schachter, J. (1974). An error in error analysis. Language Learning, 24, 205-214.

Schwartz, B. D. (1998a). The second language instinct. Lingua, 106, 133-160.

Schwartz, B. D. (1998b). On two hypotheses of “Transfer” in L2A: Minimal Trees and
absolute L1 influence. In Flynh, S., G. Martohardjono, and O’'Neil, W. (Eds.). The
Generative Study of Second Language Acquisition. Hillsdale, NdJ:Lawrence
Elbaum Associates Publishers. 35-59.

Schwartz, B. D. and R. Sprouse. (1994). Word order and nominative case in non-native
language acquisition: a longitudinal study of (.1 Turkish) German interlanguage.
In Hoekstra, T. and Schwartz, B. D. (Eds.). Language Acquisition Studies in
Generative Grammar. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 317-368.

Schwartz, B. D. and R. Sprouse. (1996). L2 cognitive states and the Full Transfer/Full



Access model. Second Language Research, 12:1, 40-72.

Takeda, K. (1999). Multiple Headed Structures. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
University of California, Irvine.

Tsujimura, N. (1996). An Introduction to Japanese Linguistics. Cambridge, MA:
Blackwell Publishers.

Vainikka, A. and M. Young-Scholten. (1994). Direct access to X'-theory: evidence from
Korean and Turkish adults learning German. In Hoekstra, T. and B. D. Schwartz.
(Eds.). Language Acquisition Studies in Generative Grammar. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins. 265-316)

Vainikka, A. and M. Young-Scholten. (1996a). Gradual development of L2 phrase
structure. Second Language Research, 121, 7-39.

Vainikka, A. and M. Young-Scholten. (1996b). The early stages in adult L2 syntax:
additional evidence from Romance speakers. Second Language Research, 12:2,
140-176.

Vainikka, A. and M. Young-Scholten. (1998a). Morphosyntactic triggers in adult SLA.

| In Beck, Maria-Luise. (Ed.) Morphology and its Interfaces in Second Language
Knowledge. Amersterdam: John Benjamins. 89-113.

Vainikka, A. and M. Young-Scholten. (1998b). The initial state in the L2 acquisition of
phrase structure. In Flynn, S., G. Martohardjono, and O’'Neil, W. (Eds.). The
Generative Study of Second Language Acquisition. Hillsdale, NJ:Lawrence
Elbaum Associates Publishers. 17-34.

Vainikka, A. and M. Young-Scholten. (2002). Restructuring the CP in L2 German. In
Skarabela, B, A. Fish. and A. H.-J. Do. (Eds.) Proceedings of the 26" Annual
Boston University Conference on Language Development. Somerville, MA:
Cascadilla Press,.712-722.

White, L. (2003). Second Language Acquisition and Universal Grammar. Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press.

__44.._



The Developmental Process of the Surface Morphological Properties of
English Relative Clauses and Wh-questions by Japanese Native Speakers

Hiromasa OHBA
ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to investigate the developmental process of the surface
morphological properties of English relative clauses and wh-questions by adult second
language (L2) learners. The differences in the structures of relative clauses and
wh-questions between English and Japanese are great. Thus, these two grammatical
structures in English are considered difficult to learn for adult Japanese native
speakers. In order to examine at which level of English proficiency they can overcome
these difficulties and show the same understanding as English native speakers, a
grammaticality judgement task was administered to 293 adult Japanese learners of
English with elementary to advanced proficiency and 15 native speakers of English. As
a result, there was a proficiency-related increase in possible correct judgement, and
adult Japanese learners of English showed the same understanding of relative clauses
as native speakers when they reached the high'intermediaﬁe level and also of
wh questions when they arrived at the advanced level. These results support the
Minimal Trees Hypothesis, advocated by Vainikka and Young-Scholten (1994, 1996a,
1996b, 1998a, 1998b, 2002), which proposes that, like L1 learners, adult L2 learners

gradually build up syntactic structure from lexical to functional projections.
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Semantic “blocking' effects of functional categories

in Japanese EFL learners’ interlanguage grammars

Hiromasa OHBA

ABSTRACT

Recent research addressing the extent to which adult L2 learners have access to
Universal Grammar (UG) has focussed on formal features of functional categories
which are not activated in the L1. This study continues this line of enquiry by
investigating whether Japanese speakers can acquire a formal feature which drives
relative-operator movement in English relative clauses, but is not instantiated in
Japanese, with respect to the following two principles of UG: (a) a ‘Generalised
Blocking Principle’ (Takeda, 1999) for the applicability of semantic operations to
calculate the meaning of relative clauses, and (b) a ‘Subjacency’ principle for the
diagnosis for whi movement involved in relative clause formation. To test whether
Japanese speakers can acquire the formal feature [+R] in English relative clauses, and
hence are sensitive to the Generalised Blocking Principle and the Subjacency effects, a
‘grammaticality judgement task with a five-point scale was administered to five
different proficiency levels of adult Japanese speakers, as well as to English native
controls. This test had a set of grammatical and ungrammatical relative clauses
violating Subjacency. The results showed that not only less proficient learners but also
advanced learners failed to reject some types of relative clauses violating the
Subjacency conditions. However, this does not mean that even advanced learners still
have trouble acquiring the formal feature which blocks the free application/of semantic
operations in English. We suggest that where a feature inducing a blocking effect is

absent in the L1, it may not necessarily continue to be absent in the L2.

KEY WORDS
L2 acquisition relative clauses semantic operation
wh-movement Subjacency Generalised Blocking Principle

C 47—



1. Introduction

A continuing debate in second language (L.2) acquisition research is the extent to
which ‘adult’ L2 speakers have access to Universal Grammar (UG). Recent research
addressing this matter has focussed on accessibility of formal features of functional
categories which are not activated in the first language (L.1). It has been reported that
differences are found in some grammatical properties between advanced L2 speakers
and native speakers, even in end-state L2 grammars.

There are, at least, two distinct approaches to these differences: (a) L2 speakers
have syntactic representations with full feature specifications, but they have a
superficial mapping problem between syntactic representations and morphophonology
(Lardiere, 1998a, 19985, 2000; Prévost and White, 2000; among others); (b) L2
speakers’ syntactic representations are underlyingly different from native speakers
due to the absence of parametrised formal features which are not instantiated in the
L1 (Hawkins and Chan, 1997; Franceschina, 2001; among others).

This study continues this line of enquiry and reports on preliminary results of the
experimental study which investigates whether or not ‘adult’ native speakers of
Japanese can acquire a formal feature which drives relative-operator movement in
English relative clauses where that feature is not represented in Japanese. In
particular, this study is carried out with respect to the following two principles of UG:
(a) a ‘Generalised Blocking Principle’ (Takeda, 1999) for the applicability of semantic
operations to calculate the meaning of relative clauses, and (b) a ‘Subjacency’ principle
for the diagnosis for wA-movement involved in the relative clause formation. Whether
or not to follow both principles will provide us with evidence for the acquisition of

feature-driven whi-movement in English relative clauses by Japanese speakers.

2. Assumptions about the representation of relative clauses

Within the Minimalist framework (Chomsky, 1995, 1998), Takeda (1999) has
proposed that English relative clauses have the feature [+R] in C, which needs to be
checked off against the relative pronoun/operator with a feature [+R], and therefore
drives relative-operator movement in the.overt component, as in (1a). If the relative

pronoun stays in situ, the resulting structure is ruled out as ungrammatical, as in (1b).



(1) a. [pp the [xp book [cp whichi [tp John bought tilll]
b. *the book [John bought which]

In Japanese, however, there is an adjunct/predication type relation with no operator,
and no feature-driven movement is required due to the lack of a functional category C
and the relative operator with the feature [+R], as in (2) (Takeda, 1999). Hence,
relative clauses in Japanese are formed restrictedly by the base-generation strategy,

with the surface gap in the relative clauses occupied by small pro.

(2) I[np [ip John-ga  pro ka-ttal hon]
John-NOM bought-PAST book
“a/the book which John bought”

In this study, following Heim and Kratzer (1998), we assume that the syntactic
component and the semantic component consist of autonomous systems, and the
output of the syntactic derivation is supplied as the ihput to the  semantic
interpretation. Syntactic categories of the terminal nodes of phrase structures
generated in the syntactic component are translated into semantic types, and the
semantic computation is conducted compositionally in é bottom-up manner (e.g., Klein
and Sag, 1985). This process should be type-driven. We also assume that the semantic
component of the language faculty is universal (Chomsky, 1998) and the operations in
the semantic component show no parametric variation across languages because, as is
the nature of Logical Form (LF), the operations applied at the LF are universal and
cannot be parametrised since the parametric. differences of covert operations are not
learnable due to their invisibility. Takeda (1999) proposes that the applicability of
semantic operations can vary depending upon features of lexical items in the lexicon
manipulated by the overt component (i.e., syntax): essentially the features of
functional categories. She links the features of a functionél category in English to a
semantically-relevant ‘Generalised Blocking Principle’ (GBP), which is universally
available, as in (3). This is based on Chierchia’s (1998) idea that syntactically-related

features have the effect of constraining the free application of semantic operations.

(3) Generalised Blocking Principle (Takeda, 1999: 103)
If a language has a certain functional category in its lexicon, the free application of
the semantic operation that has the same function as that syntactic category has

is blocked in that language.



N

Taking a ‘functional category” here to mean a ‘feature of a functional category’, what
the GBP suggests is as follows. English and Japanese differ significantly in the way
they calculate the mearning of relative clauses. In English, the presence of the formal
feature [+R] in C blocks the free application of a semantic operation, hence
relativisation primarily resorts to a movement strategy. A relative pronoun/operator is
~a prerequisite for activating a relative clause interpretation. By contrast, since there is
no formal feature [+R] in C in Japanese, the GBP does not prohibit the free application
of a semantic operation, and relative clause interpretation can apply freely to ‘nominal
+ ’clause’ complement constructions. ‘
Given this principie, we are able to rule out the possibility that the hypothetical
relati{ze clause with no relative pronoun/operator but with a resumptive pronoun in (4)

in English gets' interpreted by applying a semantic operation.

(4) a. *the book [ @ (C) [ip John bought it]
b. *the book [which [ip John bought it]

According to Takeda (1999), if application of a semantic operation is freely allowed in
English, the semantic type of the relative clause (IP) in (4a) would be changed into a
property of a certain type and should be combined with the relative head noun without
giving rise to type-mismatch. But (4a) is not grammatical, which indicates that the
semantic operation to obtain a predicate out of the relative clause is not available in
English because of the blocking effects, and hence relativisation in English always
requires a relative pronoun/operator which triggers the blocking effects. Even if there
are both a relative pronoun/operator and a resumptive pronoun, a sentence like (4b) is
ungrammatical. This suggests that a relative pronoun/operator should be
indispensable, but resumptive pronouns should be removed.

In contrast to English, Japanesé lacks a functiénal category C (and the formal
feature [+R] associated with it), which is supposed to license a relative operator that
would induce a semantic operation in the semantic component. Due to the abseﬁce of
the syntactic relative operator, tl}e’ principle in (3) applies to produce no effect on the
availability of a semantic operation in Japanese, and as a consequence, the application

of a semantic operation is allowed in a fairly free manner in Japanese. The availability
| of a semantic operation without any syntactic constraint leads to a prediction that
relativisation is possible as long as there is a small pro over which a semantic
operation applies. This prediction could explain the lack of island effects in Japanese

well.



(5)[ip John-ga [np [1p pro prokattal hito]-ni aitagatteiru]l hon-ga  koko-ni aru
John-nom bought person-to want-to-meet book-nom here be

Lit. “The book [John wants to meet the person who bought it] is here.’

Take, for example, a sentence like (5). When the relative clause is combined with the
head noun, a semantic operation applies over the small proin the object kposition in the
relative clause domain. Since this operation is not sensitive to the island, we can
convert a proposition to a predicate without any problem. Hence, we predict the lack of

island effects with relativisation in Japanese.

3. The Study

3.1. Predictions
Concerning the interpretation of relative clauses in English by native speakers of
Japanese, there are two possible predictions which are based on the theoretical

background mentioned in the previous section:

(6) Prediction 1
If (adult) Japanese speakers of L2 English, for example, very high proficiency
- speakers, still have difficulties acquiring functional features but they can acquire
the surface morphological properties of relative clauses, the GBP does not work
and, accordingly, they freely apply semantic operations to the syntactic
representation and are not sensitive to Subjacency violations. Moreover, they will
incorrectly accept the ungrammatical relative clauses with resumptive pronouns
because they can calculate the meaning of relative clause constructions without

blocking free application of semantic operations.

(7) Prediction 2
If (adult) Japanese speakers of L.2 English can acquire a functional category C and
its associated formal feature [+R] in relative clause constructions, the free
application of semantic operations to compute their meanings is blocked because of
the GBP, and they build the relative clause constructions by movement strategy
because there is a feature which blocks a semantic operation. As a result, they will
correctly reject the ungrammatical relative clauses violating Subjacency

conditions and those including resumptive pronouns.



3.2. Participants

Participants in this experiment were 287 adult native speakers of Japanese, who
lived in Japan or the UK at the time of the experiment, and 16 native speakers of
English randomly selected as a control group. They were divided into five proficiency
groups (Elementary, Pre-intermediate, . Intermediate, Post-intermediate and
Advanced) on the basis of their performances on an independent measure of
proficiency: the Oxford Placement Test (OPT) (Allan, 1992). This test involves a
multiple-choice auditory discrimination component and two multiple-choice decision
components dealing with various types of lexical, morphological and syntactic
properties of English (each with 100 items, hence the maximum total possible score is
200). The OPT has been extensively validated against other tests.

The age that participants started learning English was above 10, and the age
range was 18 to 47 at the time of the experiment. Hence, participants’ backgrounds
varied with the quantity and quality of exposure to English that they had (in
classrooms and natural environments). Details of the number of participants, the
average age, and the scores on the OPT in each group are summarised in Table 1. A
one-way ANOVA showed that there was a statistically significant difference among the
five proficiency groups of native speakers of Japanese (¥'(4, 282)=1046.123, p< .001).

Table 1 Participant details

Oxford Placement Test
Group ‘ N Age Range Mean SD Min  Max
Elementary 104 19.11 | 105 - 119 112.72 4.47 105 119
Pre-intermediate 96 19.63 120- 134 125.82 4.18 120 134
Intermediate 46 21.61 135- 149 141.91 4.37 135 149
Post-intermediate 33 25.67 150 - 169 158.33 5.01 150 168
Advanced 8 29.50 170 - 200 175.50 4.60 170 184

Native control 16 26.88

3.3. Test instrument

The test instrument was a written grammaticality judgement test with a set of
items. The participants were asked to read sentences and rate their grammaticality on
the five-point scale indicated. The sentences fell into the following three groups, as in

(8) to (10) (with 10 subgroups).



(8) The sentences involving the following 3 types of grammatical relative clauses:
(a) Relative clauses with a wh-operator (8 items):
" The boy who(m) I kicked yesterday broke the window. (-2-10+1+2)
The girl for whom I have bought a computer is my sister. (-2-10 +1 +2)
(b) Relative clauses with a complementiser that (5 items):
The young lady that I employed last month works hard. (-2-10+1+2)
The picture that you are looking at was painted by Picasso. (-2-10+1+2)
(0) Relative clauses with a null operator or null complementiser (4 items):
The friend they lent money to bought a very big house. (-2-10+1+2)

The magazine we got the information from is useful. (-2-10+1+2)

(9) The sentences involving the following 2 types of ungrammatical relative clauses
(d) Relative clauses with a doubly-filled comp (who(m)/ which that) (5 items):
| *The woman who thatis singing on the stage is my wife. (-2-10+1+2)
} *The mirror which that Judy broke was very expensive. (-2-10+1+2)
(e) Relative clauses with a resumptive pronoun (5 items):
*The classmate that you don’t like Aim is very unkind. (-2-10+1+2)
*The student that I lent the book to Aer studied hard. (-2-10+1+2)

(10) The sentences violating Subjacency conditions in the following five construction
types (2 items for each type) (with 2 grammatical declarative sentences excluding
extraction out of a relative clause):

(P Relative clauses with an extraction from a relative clause
*This is the bicycle which the police caught the man who stole.
| (-2-10+1+2)
(g) Relative clauses with an extraction from a sentential subject
To discover that Frank has cancer was no surprise to his father.
(-2-10+1+2)
*This is the ghost which a picture of frightened the children. (-2 -1 0 +1 +2)
(h) Relative clauses with an extraction from an adjunct
Many housed were damaged by the storm while I visited England.
(-2-10+1+2)
*This is the homework which Lucy went to school without doing.
(-2-10+1+2)
(i) Relative clauses with an extraction from an embedded question (whA-island)

William asked me who had caused the car accident. (-2-10+1+2)




*This is the CD which Peter knows where Tom bought. (-2-10+1+2)

() Relative clauses with an extraction from a complex NP
Peter heard the news that his best friend would get married. (-2 -1 0 +1 +2)
*This is the house which we heard the news that Dick bought.
(-2-10+1+2)

There were 71 items in the test, 45 of which were relevant to the present study®.
Test items were randomised, and there were three test versions where the test items
were differently presented. The participants were asked to judge the grammaticality of
~ each sentence by circling one of the numbers on the scale. They were told that +2
meant that the sentence was ‘completely possible’, -2 meant that it was ‘completely
impossible’, and -1, 0 and +1 were gradations used if they thought the sentence was
more or less possible. Detailed instructions were given on the use of the scale before
the testing, and there were initial practice items for information before the test began.
They had just ten seconds to judge each sentence. /

Individuals’ scores for each sentence were summed and the means calculated. In
the process of the analysis, I measured the distance of learners’ judgements from the ‘
correct answers and converted their judgements to points (0 to 4). For examp‘le, if a
learner judged a grammatical sentence as “2”, sthe was given 4 points, and if s/he
judged it as “-2”, s/he was given no points. Comparisons were made between Japanese

L2 speaker and native speaker responses using a one-way ANOVA (with Tukey’s HSD).
4. Results and discussion

Overall results of the grammatical relative clauses (.e., wh-operator,
complementiser that and null operator or complementiser) and the ungrammatical
relative clauses (i.e., doubly-filled complementiser (who(m) that or which tha?) and
resumptive pronoun) are presented in Table 2 and Figure 3, which compare the mean
scores for six experimental groups. In both grammatical and ungrammatical relative
clause cases, participants’ mean scores should approach 4 (maximum score) if they
judge correctly, and their mean scores should approach 0 (minimum score) if they judge
incorrectly. Significant differences betweén Japanese and native speakers’ responses
on the basis of one-way ANOVAs (where rating of grammaticality is the dependent
variable and participants’ L2 proficiency level is the independent variable) are

indicated by an asterisk.



Table 2 Mean scores of correct responses of grammatical and ungrammatical relative

clauses

Group Wh-operator That Null Doubly-filled Resumptive
Elementary 1.980% 2.254% 1.988* 2.402* 1.875%
Pre-intermediate 2.316% 2.377* 2.247* 2.625* 2.019*
Intermediate 2.821% 2.570% 2.424* 2.765* 2.852*
Post-intermediate 3.557 3.048 2.758 3.382 3.406
Advanced 3.5694 2.950 2.656 2.800 3.550
Native 3.648 3.575 3.422 3.525 3.538

* = significantly different from NS (p<.05)
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Figure 1. Results of Grammatical and Ungrammatical Relative Clauses

Table 3 and Figure 2 compare the mean scores for each group in judging the
ungrammaticality of relative clause constructions violating the Subjacency conditions
in five types of extraction (i.e., an extraction out of a relative clause, a sentential
subject, an adjunct, an embedded question and a complex NP). Table 4 compares the

mean scores for each group in judging the grammatical counterparts of the Subjacency



violations.

Table 3 Mean scores of correct responses of Subjacency violations

Group Relative Sentential Adjunct Wh-island Complex
Elementary 1.827* 1.697* 1.327% 1.601* 1.683*
Pre-intermediate 1.958* 2.135% 1.568* 1.505* 1.651*
Intermediate 2.554% 2.837 2.196*  1.489% 2.283%
Post-intermediate  2.909 3.091 2591 1.621% 2.379*
Advanced 3.375 3.313 2.063 1.625* 2.438*
Native 3.844 3.219 3.063 3.813  3.652

= significantly different from NS (p<.05)
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Figure 2. Results of Subjacency Violations
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Table 4 Mean scores of correct responses of grammatical sentences

Group Sentential Adjunct Wh-island Complex -
Elementary 1.788* 3.106 2.543* 2.841*
Pre-intermediate 2.057* 3.339 2.474* 3.000*
Intermediate 2.109* 3.109 2.880* 3.174
Post-intermediate 2.515 3.591 3.652 3.394
Advanced 3.125 3.313 3.313 3.250
Native 3.031 3.375 3.750 3.813

* = gignificantly different from NS (p<.05)
The results suggest the following.

(11)The Japanese speakers who have reached, at least, the post-intermediate
proficiency level perform within the range of native speakers of English in rating

the surface morphological properties of relative clauses (Table 2 and Figure 1).

(12)In the case of the sentences violating the Subjacency conditions in English,
post-intermediate and advanced Japanese speakers perform within the range of
native speakers of English in judging extraction out of a relative clause, a
sentential subject, and an adjunct island. However, no statistically significant
difference is found in an extraction out of an embedded question (.e., wh-island)
and a complex NP between the Japanese speakers and native speakers (Table 3

and Figure 2).

(13)In the case of grammatical counterparts of the Subjacency violations, both the
postiintermediate and advanced speakers perform within the range of native

speakers in all the construction types.

On the basis of their judgeinents of the grammaticality and ungrammaticality of
sentences involving long-distance operator movement, it seems that ‘post-intermediate’
and ‘advanced’ Japanese learners of English have acquired feature-driven moVement,
which supports Prediction 2. They have acquired a feature [+R] as well as functional
category C in order to construct the relative clauses in English. Their accurate
interpretatiohs of English relative clauses increased in accordance with development

in overall English proficiency, and when their overall Ehglish proficiency develops to



the post-intermediate level, they seem to have the same underlying representation as
native speakers of English in constructing relative clauses even if they do not have a
feature [+R] in their L1, i.e., Japanese. This is against the ‘representational deficit
hypothesis’ proposed by Hawkins (2003).

The participants still have problems, however, judging the ungrammaﬁcality of
two types of extractions: extractions of a relative clause operator from an embedded
question and a complex NP. How might we account for this?

A failure in judging an embedded question (i.e., whrisland) correctly does not mean
that even advanced speakers still have trouble acquiring the formal feature which
blocks the free application of semantic operations in English. According to the Barrier
framework of Chomsky (1986), whrislands and complex NPs provide weak island
effects, and therefore, the sentences with extractions out of wh-islands and complex
NPs are mildly ungrammatical. Consequently, this mild ungrammaticality with the
Subjacency violations might affect L2 speakers’ judgement and block the GBP and then
post-intermediate and advanced L2 speakers apply semantic operations to these
sentences and judged them as grammatical. This failure to reach native-like
judgement is not due to a syntactic representational deficit, but due to defective
mapping between the syntactic component and the semantic component. But it needs

further consideration to elucidate on what basis they construe these sentences.

5. Conclusion

This study shows that L2 speakers have no difficulty recognizing the semantic
relevance of syntactic features of C where such features are different in the L1. This
implies that in L2 acquiéition there is no critical period for using parametrised
features in assembling lexical items which belong to functional categories like C. This
view is against the representational deficit hypothesis (Hawkins, 2003). The
differences between non-native speakers and native speakers are due to the problem at
the interface between the syntactic computational component and the semantic

component.



Note

1. Regarding reliability of the grammaticality judgement test used in this stud;},
Cronbach’s alpha was 0.824, which means this test is fairly reliable.
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