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L2 Acquisition of Null Arguments in Japanese
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We conducted experiments for null subjects in L2 Japanese. The experiments
consisted of two tasks: one was to identify the referent of the subject, and the other was to judge
the acceptability of overt versus null subjects in context. The results for Chinese, English, and
Korean advanced learners of L2 Japanese (n=90) were compared to those of Japanese native speakers (n
=30). Interestingly, there is a significant difference for the identification task between those in
Chinese/English groups and in the control group. However, the results for the acceptability judgment

task do not display the expected dichotomK but require more language specific accounts dependin? on
the sentence types. These findings show that their L1 knowledge impinges on the Chinese and English
learners’ performance, which supports Miyazawa’ s (2017) typology on feature agreement. The
acceptability task results can be explained partly from the viewpoint of the effect of
micro-parameters (Baker 2008).
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