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The acquisition of functional categories by L2 learners
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As for the acquisition of C, L1 Japanese learners of English (JLES) were
found to use partial wh-movement and wh-copying as in German. Another finding was that non-inverted
“ why” questions were produced more in simple wh-questions than in complex wh-questions. Thirdly,
the predicates in tough constructions produced by JLEs at a relatively early stage of acquisition
were congruent with the input data from English textbooks, which suggests an influence of the input.

However, various linguistic properties observed in learners’ data including errors were rather
consistent with L1 Japanese, which suggests the influence of L1 as well. As for the acquisition of
the functional category v, JLEs were previously reported to show a difficulty in the intransitive
use of English unaccusative verbs that also have a transitive use. The results of a textbook
analysis suggest the important role of input frequencies in the degree of the difficulty.
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1. #FIERIA S D =

L1 Z55E0 WH EERISCoOBSICEI L ¢, BMFOMEIC L > THEZ 7 — DR Z 2EN R 5
ZERHEIN, ZORKRIZOWTERA R I TV (Conroy & Lidz, 2007; Thornton,
2008) , — 7, L2 BEEE CHL LI OBIR N BIEZL S (White, 1992; Spada & Lightbown, 1993, 1999),
L1 HAGED L2 JEEEAEH T L CHBET 7 — N E2 S (Sakai, 2004, 2008), %4 % (2015
) OMFFET, L2 FREOSEMSCOFEHRIZE L THIH T, L1 #ik & RIS why S SCCRIE
RLOEENELS D EEWME L, WENT 7o —F) 22X+ 5iEimatr-o T\,

2. MIEEOHB

HIEED M SOERICE L CRIBOFEL WS-8 0 A 5725 LT AHSREHINE C 23 L2 9535
DBEBRICED L HITEHENDIDD, TLTELHREOTRBAEICHETIENE L7251 T
WHBKBERIRE T 2% L2 HAGEOLA LD LI ICEHEBINIONEHLNITHZ ETHD, (72
B, RYYEDOPITICE W T TIda< vICEE L CHF3E 2 T LT, T8l 0L RRICHEE 7B
3B 592 tough LT OV T HIHART,)

3. R ik

MEEERIEO BB L TED L I REENEZ 20N L TiE, L2 HELEEICHEEY
BRI X A7 R U120, Haha— " 2A&RE ST L7e0 Uiz, £7-, R T
THSICBE LTI, Ll OS2/ DHEBESHT HITo T2,

4. HFEERE
FREEFINE C ORI BIE T A28 RIE (1D -(3) DY, F7-HErediE v OB 5 ICBEET 250
BRIT@ OB OB LN TES:

(1). Ll BAREOFEZIXFFEOKIEEE (wh BEIZ D) BHE wh BEIXEEET B8, EHi
O SCHNAE ISR O what 23, % L CHLOIA AL O SCHAICBERFA 23 BliL 5 What do you think
what present he likes best?® X H 72X EFEHT A ENHEIN TS (Yamane, 2003;
Schulz, 2011), ZDX 9 R wh BENILIICH BESEICOFEELRWVWA RS VED LS
THEEEINTWNWAZ &b, L2 NEESTEIZ X - THIFR STV B ATREMEA TR D Wk T
D, ARBFZEIE, BARANTFEZEEN, WO wh BEI WA TRAVETHERSND LY —DD
wh #5 (wh—copying) O#FHAZ ET 25 D% FH~<7, Thornton (1990) |Z{it- 7= FHEHREE ¥ A
TIZBN LTz 19 £ D B AR NFGEFEE OPEHE R 2 08T LT-fER, D HCIdd 2 0358850 1) wh B
Bl wh BHE LW BARFEICHIGEICD RO N2V ElEZ2 Iz, £ LTI ORMBERS
FEDOABEL BRI OFFANICINE S D TH D & DR EET-,

(2). L2 JEFE 353 wh Be 502 B 15T BRIC, #aB ) & [AlBkIZ, Why children like McDonalds?
<2 Why the kids jumped on the bed?® & 9 ZpflEME L 2 BEA L L WA TR - EHL, &M
FANINFEDEC L > CEDEIEN R D Z &, F7z, BlFHN why O5FE, FEFFED what +
who DA L AR THEEEXORGE - FEHOBEN®m 2D Z EMEIN TS (Lee, 2008;
Noji, 2015), AHFFETIE, why CTHORMF CHEEXOEENELAFERIZELT, bE&d
L Stromswold (1990) & De Villiers (1991) 7% L1 THEMEL L2 THiEMIZR o TWDAHE
FEINT 0 —TF DEUVEDGEAAT o 72, 59 4D HARNIGEFEHE (KP4 - KFERAE) 23,
FRRRE - RIERE wh BEVZ{E S why - what BERISCOEHZFHET 2 OHERY 27 2 W E
Bz, FoORIIHENT 7o —F2XFT50b0ThoT-,

(3). HIFED tough MELIFEE TOBEIOAMEIZE L TAREWIZH 2 8BTS, K
WMFotiE, L1 BAGEOZEE (hEE) ICLDTE5ED tough #COBEM, # LT L2 A7 B
L LI BRENICE X D582~ JEFILL 22— "X L EGEOHFEFEL O LR, TEdE
DFFED tough WXL DOFEHIIIRERITH o722, HHHEENEWIREBEN AR ESTTORE R L E
BLIZZ D, A7y FOENEREEL 52 TWD EORBES-, —J, 47y MI#EX
A CET, EXWCELTHLA 7y h@EN+HLTIERbolz, £z, EEHIN tough 1
SCORMITIIEST « 3A3CHRIC L1 EAH L2 &b, Ll BORREMNH D & ORB S5,
IBIZ, X TRODST=EENRATICE L CEER CTEOFEDOKRIEEZIT T2/ R, FEHED
FRISENENETR L T D AMEMEI /RSN, FEEOERT S tough #ECH KAERRERH
CIIARERNC RS TV DBAREMERH D Z L 2R LT,

(4). AR ATEERIGFED IR EFOE “STEEEICRBWT, FEED B HFMNEEZ AR
+, ZEEE A WENE T A AR SN TWS (Otaki & Shirahata 2017 25), AWRFZETi
FATHFFE D FEERIZH T 2 IFM O BEFERREDOZEN, 7 > vHOHBUEE O 2B



F2bDTHDEW) FREMERGRES 5720, TR - mEAROIFELRE LRI, K EE
o BB L, B L To B RA Lz, /RTINS Y, SBATARIC T A BE
EORTRBED @ TZBEFIZ OV TR, BRET TABEMETOHBEDR L 2> Tooizx L

H B L O ZRFREE DME D o 7B R SOV T, BEVE A TO BB Do T, ZORER
(X, BMAE ATREZRIERIE B R O BRI BN T, BhE 2 & O BEEETOA 7y FAEE R
TEZRIZLTND LW ZLERETLHDTH D,
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