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ABSTRACT

This dissertation investigatele applicability of the Full Transfer/Fulhccess
hypothesis (FT/FA (Schwartz & Sprouse, 1994, 199@) investigatingthe
interpretation ofthe Japanese pronouikare hed by adult English and Spanish
spealing learners of Japanese

The Japanese, Spanisland Englishlanguagesdiffer with respect to
interpretive properties of pronounk Japanesend Spanish overt pronouns
disallow a bound variable interpretatiom subjectand object positios. By
contrast,In English overt pronoungnay havea bound vaable interpretationn
thesepositiors. This is called the Overt Pronoun Constra@PC) (Montalbetti,
1984).

The FI/FA modelsuggests that the initial state of L2 grammar is the end
state of L1 grammar anthat therestructuring of L2 grammar occuvgith L2
input. This hypothesis predicts that L1 English speakers of L2 Japanese would
initially allow a bound variable interpretation of Japanese pronousigbject and
object positionstransfering from their L1s Nevertheless, they will successfully
come to disallow a bound variable interpretation as their proficiency improves. In
contrast,L1 Spanish speakers of L2 Japanese waoldectly disallowa bound
variable interpretation of Japanese pronounsuinject and object positions from
thebeginning

In order to testhese predictiond,1 English and L1 Spanish speakers of
L2 Japanesat intermediate and advanced levels of proficieweye compared

with native Japanese speakerghair interpreaiions ofpronounswith quantified



antecedents in two tles. To makehe comparisontheinterpretation of pronouns
with referential antecedentsyhich do not obey theconstraint was also
investigatedThe results support the FT/Hfypothesisn two respects. First, the
intermediateEnglish group accepted a bal variable interpretation of subject
pronouns more often than the native Japanese speakers while the intermediate
Spanish group did notMoreover, theintermediate English groupwas not
sensitive tahereferential/quantifiedntecedenasymmetryin interpreting subject
pronouns while the intermediate Spanish group showed sensitivityese
differences arattributable to their Ls English whichdoes not demonstrate the
OPC effects, and Spanish, which does, just J&apaneseSecondthe advanced
English group as well as the advanced Spargsbup showed evidence of a
targetlike grammay suggestinghe OPC effects in their grammafSiven that tle
OPC effects areinderdetermined in input, these resuliggestthat Uhiversal

Grammar (UG)s operative in L2 acquisition.



ABREGE

Cette dissertation examine l'applicabilité de I'hypothese du transfert/plein acces
(TF/PA) (Schwarts & Sprouce, 1994, 1996) en examinant linterprétation du
pronom japonais (Kare 'il') par des adultes parlagtaas et espagnol apprenant le
japonais.

Les langues, japonais, espagnol et anglais, different selon les propriétés
interprétatives des pronoms. En japonais et en espagnol, les pronoms visibles ne
permettent pas une interprétation de variable liée erigrosle sujet et d'objet.

Par contre, en anglais, les pronoms visibles peuvent avoir une interprétation de
variable liée dans ces positions. On appelle ceci la contrainte du pronom visible
(CPV) Montalbetti, 1984).

Le modele TF/PA suggére que l'étatimlide la grammaire de L2 est |'état
terminal de la grammaire de L1 et que la restructuration de la grammaire de L2 se
fait par input de L2. Cette hypothése prédit que les locuteurs d'anglais comme L1
parlant le japonais comme L2 permettraient initialememe interprétation de
variable liée des pronoms japonais en position de sujet et d'objet, transférant ceci
de leur L1. Néanmoins, ils abandonneront avec succeés une interprétation de
variable liée & mesure que leur compétence augmentera. Par conteytesrs
d'espagnol comme L1, parlant le japonais comme L2, d'emblée, comme il se doit,
n'accepteraient pas une interprétation de variable liée des pronoms japonais.

Afin de vérifier ces prédictions, des locuteurs d'anglais et d'espagnol
comme L1 parlante japonais aux niveaux de compétence intermédiaire et avancé

ont été comparés a des locuteurs natifs du japonais dans leur interprétation des



pronoms avec des antécédents quantifiés dans deux taches. Pour faire la
comparaison, linterprétation de pronommgec antécédents référentiels, qui ne
sont pas sujets a la contrainte, a également été examinée. Les résultats soutiennent
I'hypothese TF/PA sur deux points. Premierement, le groupe anglais intermédiaire
acceptait une interprétation de variable liée dengnms sujets plus souvent que

les locuteurs natifs du japonais tandis que le groupe espagnol intermédiaire ne
l'acceptaient pas. De plus, le groupe anglais intermédiaire n'était pas sensible a
asymétrie des antécédents référentiels/quantifiés en intamprigts pronoms
sujets tandis que le groupe espagnol y était sensible. Ces différences sont
attribuables a leur L1, I'anglais qui ne démontre pas les effets CPV, et lI'espagnol
qui les démontre, tout comme le japonais. Deuxiéemement. le groupe anglais
avancéde méme que le groupe espagnol avancé ont démontré qu'ils possédaient
une grammaire semblable a la cible, suggérant les effets CPV dans leur
grammaire. Etant donné que les effets CPV sons-déiesminés dans le input,

ces résultats suggerent que la graimemUniverselle (G) est opérationnelle en

L2.
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Chapter 1INTRODUCTION

This dissertation investigates the ofthe L1 and the accessibility of U@ the
acquisition of Japanese pronouns by adult L2 spealdise specifically, this
study investigates the applicability of the Full Transfer/Full Acchgpothesis
(FT/FA, Shwartz & Sprouse, 1994, 1998) the domain of anaphoric use of the
Japanese pronoukare he by L1 English and L1 Spanish speakers.

The English, Spanish, and Japandaaguagesexhibit differences with
respect tothe interpretation of pronoun® the Overt Pronoun Constraint
described in Montalbet{1984), henceforth the OPQn English, overt pronouns
allow a bound variable interpretation in either subject or object position, as in (1).
In SpanishandJapanese, overt pronouns allow a bouvadableinterpretationin

neither subject nor object position, as in (2) and (3).

(1) English
a. Everyonesaid that hg went to school

b. Everyonesaid that a girl hit hirg.

(2) Spanish

a. Nadig sabe que @} /proj vendra.
Nobody know:3 that he/pro comeS-ut
dNobody knows that he; /proy; will come.d

b. Nadi¢ sabe que el profesor lo vigila él+dproy;.
Nobody know:3S that the teacher HIBL watchkover:3S hinpro
0 N o b; kndws that the teacher watches over-hitpra,;6

(3) Japanese

a. Dareano-ga [karei;-ga /prg; kurumao katta to] i-tta
EveryoneNom heNom /pro carAcc boughtthat say-Pst
(Everyonesaid that he;/pra; bought a cad



b. Dareng-ga [onnanokega karej;-o/pro; tataita to] i-tta
EveryoneNom girl-Nom he-Acc/pro hit that say-Pst
(Everyone said that girl hit hims;/pra;6
These interpretive differences are limitedlwhen the antecedent is quantified.

When the antecedent is referential, thitee languages allow theoreferential

interpretation of pronouns, as in{49).

(4) English

a.John believes that hgis intelligent

b. John believes thaMary likes him;

(5) Spanish

a.Juan cree que ély;/pra; es inteligente
John believe:3S that he/pro is:&8elligent
0 J oUelieves that hgproy is intelligentd

b. Juan sabe que el profesor lo vigila éy;/aroy.

John know:3S that the teacher HIMIL watchover:3S hinfpro
aJohn knows that the teacher watches over;hiona;.0

(6) Japanese
a.Targ-wa karg;-gaproy itibandato omoteiru.
TaroTop heNom/pro best  that think
0 T athinks that hg/pray is the best
b. Targ-wa Hanakega  karg-o/pro; kadaihyooka siteirto omotta.
TaroTop HanakeNom heAcc/prooverestimate doing that think-Pst
0 T athoaght that Hanako overestimated fjipra,;. 0
Thus, Spanish and Japanese observe the constraint specific to overt pronouns with
guantified antecedents, wherdasglish does not. Note that Spanish and Japanese

differ with respect to licencing null pronouns. Spanish is an AgreemerdrBpo

language in which null subject pronouns are licenced thrqegsorinumber



agreement on verbal inflections, while Japanese is a Discoursidpréanguage
in which null arguments are licenced through discourse familiarity. Nevertheless,
Spanish and Japanese adentical with respect to interpretation of pronouns
which will beinvestigatedn this dissertation.

Previous studies (Kanno, 199PgrezLeroux & Glass, 1999found that
L2 speakers (henceforth €2 whose Lldoes not allow nulsubjects, such as
English,can acquire th OPC effectsni the L2 whether it iseither a Agreement
Prodrop language (e.g. Spanish) or Riscourse Pralrop language (e.g.
Japanese)relatively early Nevertheless, ot the best ofmy knowledge, no
previous attempt has been madenteestigate acquisition of the OR&fectin a
Discourse Prailrop languageby L2ers whose L1 isan Agreement Pralrop
language By comparing L1English speakers withL1 Spanish speakershis
dissertationwill contribute novel findinggegardinghow far L1 plag a role in
acquisition of the OP@ffectsin Japanesdn addition, his dissertatiorwill also
inform the debate on comfaréntial iaterpletatoa ofe se s pe a
pronouns,on which previous studiese(g. Kanno, 1997 Marsden, 1998) have
provided contradictory resultsMoreover, this dissertatiomalso looks at
demonstrative pronounghg so-series in Japanese) to investigéteir bound
variable use, which hastbeenconsideredn previousL2 acquisition research.

The specific chapters in this dissertation will be arranged as follows.
Chapter 2 Wi presentthe interpretive differencesmongpronouns in English,
Spanish, and Japanessdescribedn Montalbetti (1984), including (1)3) above.

Montalbetti uncovered interesting behaviors of pronouns and explained them



throughthe ability of pronours to link to formal variables. Nevertheless, the OPC

he proposeds not free from criticism fromboth empirical and theoretical
perspectives.The generalizationthat overt pronounsmay not havea bound
variable interpretation in Japanese may be too restrictive given that Japanese
demonstrativeoronouns go-series DPs) function as bound variaheloji 1991,

1995; Nishigauchi, 1990; Noguchi, 1997Moreover studies suggest that
Japaneseovert pronauns do not always allowcoreferential interpretatios
(Elbourne, 2005Marsden, 1998)Therefore, in this dissertation, interpretations of
demonstrativepronours and coreferential interpretationsf Japanese overt
pronouns arevestigatedin addition tathe OPC effects.

Chapter 3 will examine issues in L2 acquisitionlt will begin by
explainng important concepts in generative approaches to L2 acquisition,
including UniversalGrammar (UG)and L1 transfer. Followin&ull TransfefFull
Access(Schwartz& Sprouse, 1994, 1996) assumehat the initial state of L2
grammar is the end state of L1 grammar #rad therestructuring of L2 grammar
occursguided by UG.Chapter 3 also provides a review of previous studigb®n
acquisitionof pronouns.

Chapter4 will present the methodology and results of an experiment and
Chapter 5 will discuss the implication80 L1 English speakers and 301
Spanish speakers of L2 Japanese were comparedbvithtive Japanese speakers
in their interpretation of pronouna a coreference judgement task (CJT) and a
truthrvalue judgment task (TVJ). THel/FA modelpredicts that thé.1 English

groupwould initially accept a bound variable interpretation of Japanese pronouns



in subject and object positioftsansfering from ther L1s. Nevertheless, theyilv
successfullyacquirethe OPC effectss their proficiency improvesn contrast,
the L1 Spanishgroupwould correctly disallowa bound variable interpretation of
Japanese pronouns subject and object positidinom early sages transferring
from their L1s. These predictions were confirmed in subject positions. The results
also suggest that hie intermediateEnglish group was not nsitive to the
referential/quantified asymmetmy interpreting subject pronounsvhereasthe
advanced English group and the Spanish groups sesrgtive These results are
attributable to theilLls; English does notdemonstratehe OPCeffects while
Spanish does, just like Japanese.

On the other hand, the predictions were not supportedject position.
The intermediate Spanish group lost their advantage ovartdrenediateEnglish
group in interpreting object pronounsThe asymmetry of Spanish speakers
performancen subjectandobject positions suggests that they treat Japanese as an
Agreement Pralrop languagewhich does not allow null objects rather than as a
Discourse Prailrop language.

To investigate variation in acceptability of coreferential pronouns, those in
reported speech and nogported speectvere comparedn the expernent All
groups accepted coreferential pronouns in reported speech less frequently than
nonreported spee¢imeverthelesghe difference was not statistically significant.
This dissertationalso investigad interpretatiorof demonstrative pronounsd
series DPs), whiclallows bound variableinterpretatios. Since demonstrative

pronouns in Englishand Spanish usually do nottake bound variable



interpretations, it was predicted that both Liigksh and L1 Spanish group would
initially disallow the bound variable interpretationof demonstrative pronouns.
This prediction was supported, confirming L1 transfer.

To conclude, thelevelopmenbf the 2ersknowledge of the OP@&ffects
suggests thainterpretative properties of pronouns in their L1 &easfered on
L2 intermediate grammarsievertheless, correct interpretations are acquirable at

advanced levels, supporting the FT/FA.



Chapter 2 THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

2.1 Introduction

This chaptedescribes the different behavi@fpronouns in EnglistSpanish and
Japanesein quantified and referential contextSection 2.2 explainsthe
differences between the three languages. Section 2.3 presents an overview of
interpretive differenceselating to subject pronouns, starting with coreferential
and boundvariable pronouns discussed in Montalbetti (1988ction 2.4
discusses further differences of pronouns which are not discussed in Montalbetti.

2.5 summarizes all thghenomeng@resentedh this chapter.

2.2 Null subject languages

Languages are divided into two groups in terms of availability of phonologically
unrealized subjects (i.e. null subjegtsp). English does not allow null subjects.

For example, the sentence without a subject in (1a) is ungrammatical. (1a) could
occasionlly be used in casual speech in which the subject is given in the context,
such as a reply to the question O6What
lacks a subject in the embedded clawsseh asn (1b), is never grammaticaln

other words,in English, subjects are required in finite clauses. By contrast, in
Spanish and Japanese, subjects can drop in finite clauses, as in (2) and (3),
including embedded clauses. Following the Extended Projection Principle
(Chomsky, 1982: 10), which requires every usla to have a subject,
phonologically unrealized subjects are assumed to occumuthectpositions in

(2) and (3). Thus, on the one hand, languages such as English do not allow null

di
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subjects. On the other hand, languages such as Spanish and Japanesallall
subjects. This typological difference between languages haschpamedoy the
Prodrop Parameteor Null Subject Parameter (Chomsky, 188Rizzi, 1982;
Jaeggli & Safir, 1989). Under tHero-drop Parameter, English isr@nPro-drop

languagewhile Spanish and Japanese Bre-droplanguages

(1) English
a. *pro bought a book

b. *Mary believes thapro bought a book

(2) Spanish

a. procompro un pulpo
@ro(=shelb ought an octopusbod

b. Juan cree queo compré un pulpo
6Juan bepgra=hedbso utghhatt an octopuséb

(3) Japanese

a. pro horto ka-tta

pro book-Acc buy-Pst

@ro (=l/we/(s)heltheyp ought a booko
b. Meai-ga pro hono katta to itte-iru

Meari-Nom pro bookAcc buy-Pst that saying
0 Ma r ypros(=/wed(s)heltheyp ought a bookd

Prodrop languages are further divided into two groups: those with rich
inflectional morpholoyg (e.g. Spanish and Italian) and those with migection for

person, gender or number agreement (e.g. Japanese and Korean). In the former,
feature specifications of missing subjects are identified though inflectional
agreementAgreement Pradrop languages In the lattey missing arguments are

recovered from discourse. Consequently, more than one constituent can drop, as
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(4) shows' the subject NP indp), the subject and the indirect object NPs4i),(
the subject, the direct object, and the indirect object NP<ldjh énd all the
constituents other than the verb #e) (Tsujimura, 2007). Unlike English, all
sentences indj are grammatical in Japanese as long as the missing constituents
are given in the discourse@mong the null arguments, this thesis focuses on those
in subject and object position and treats them as null proidtmssidering that
Japanese allows null arguments through discourse familiarity, Japanese is called a
Discourse Pralrop language, as opposed to Spanish, an Agreemerdréfyo
language.

Whethe Agreement Pralrop languages allow missing objects has been a
matter of debate. Following Jaeggli (1986) &ndntalbetti(1984), | assume that

Spanish allows objegtro in thisdissertatiort as in (5b)

(4) Japanese

a. Masaega  Yosikeni  hono nisatu agea.
MasaeNom YoshikeDat bookAcc two-cl. give-Pst
OMasao gave two books to Yoshiko. 6

b. e Yosikoni horo nisatu agea.
Yoshiko-Dat bookAcc two-cl give-Pst
0(1l/ Youdg &leeé Shw9 books to Yoshiko. 0

YIn (4), erepresents a null argument

2 There are at least two different ways to treat null argumeulisilent pronouns or NP/VP
ellipsis (Takahashi, 2008%ee Tomioka (2003fpr aNP ellipsis analysis based on semantics of
null argumentsandOtani & Whitman(1991)for aVP ellipsis analysis

3 Jaeggli (1986) suggesthat objecpro is possible, assuming that object clitics are agreement
markersln addition, ®sme (norstandardyarieties of Spanish have been argued to have object

droppartially due tacontact with other languages that allow object d@ghwenter, 2006)



c. e e Hon-o nisatu ageda.
bookAcc two-cl give-Pst

6(I/Youl/ Hel/ She) gave two
d e e e Ni-satu agea.
two-cl give-Pst
6(I/Youl/ Hel/ She) gave two
e. e e e e Age-ta.
give-Pst
6(l/You/ Hel/ She) gave (it)
(5) Spanish
a.Juan cree que €l;/pra; es inteligente
John believe:3S that he/pro is:&8elligent
0 J ebelieves that hg/proy; is intelligentd
b. Juan sabe que el profesor lo vigila

books to (you/ hi

(bound objects)

to (you/ him/ her)

é il /ﬂl’Q/j .

John know:3S that the teacher HIML watchover:3S hinfpro
aJohn knows that the teacher watches over;ffipng;6

In sum,Spanish, Japanese and English differ from each other in teqpasitibns

and typeof null arguments and how they aidentified. These differences are

summarized in Table.1

Table 1 Differences between Spanish, Japanese and English

Languages Spanish Japanese

English

Parameter settin¢ Agreement Pradrop| Discourse Pralrop

Non Predrop

Null pronouns | subject anabject | subject anabject

null arguments

Identification of verbal inflection discourse

As we have seen so far,Agreement Pralrop languages and Discourse {fdrop

languagesboth null and overt subjects are possiblewever, the distribution of
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null and overt pronouns is not in free variation. The distribution of overt pronouns
is more restricted than null pronouns. In the next section, pvaenthe
distribution and interpretation of pronouns in Spanish and &apam

comparison to English.

2.3 Interpretive differences of pronouns

This section presents an overview of the distribution and interpretation of
pronouns in English, Spanish and Japanasediscussed in Montalbetti (1984).
First, definitions of coreferential anthoundvariablepronounsare provided. Then,

the different distributions otoreferentialand bound variable pronouns in the

three languages are presented.

2.3.1Coreferential and bound variable pronounsin English

Pronouns are expressis that do not have descriptive content emzpd concept.

The semantic content of pronouns is limited to basic features, including person,
number, and gender (Panagiotidis, 2002; Biring, 2011). As a result, pronouns can
refer but do not describ&nglish pronouns include personal pronouns (gay,

she they), temporal pronouns (e.gow, ther), and locative pronouns (e.gere

there* (Buring, 2011). Thislissertatiormainly discusses personal pronogdns

* Each group of pronouns is further divided into definjteu, this, now, hereetc.) and indefinite
(someor, somewhereetc.). Definite pronouns can be demonstratitrés( that etc.) or non

demonstrative (Buring, 2011).
5 Demonstrative pronounsghich corefer with peoplare also discusseasadditional phenomena

in 2.4.
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Evans (1980) suggests that there are fdiiferent uses of personal
pronouns in English: (i) deictic pronouns, (ii) coreferential pronouns, (iii) bound

variable pronouns and (iv)}-fgpe pronouns.d)-(9) give examples of each use.

6 Heds up ear | y(deictic)
(7) John loves higsmother. (coreferential)

(8) a. Every maploves hismother. (bound variable)
Everyman®& (x| oves x)ps mot her

b. Which boybrought hisbear?
Whichboy@x (x boughj})? x6s bear

(9) Every man who has a wifdrings heralong. (E-type)
(Evans, 1980Buring, 2012

In (6), the pronourhe refers to a salient object in the perceptual environment in
which the conversation takes place. For exam@ecén be said to describe a
man passing by on the street in front of the speaker. Deictic pronouns have their
antecedents in theliscourse rather than thsentence. By contrast, in the
remaining three uses, pronouns haeatentialantecedents. In7J, the pronoun

his is coreferential with the coindexe@ferentialantecedentJohn Following

Heim & Kratzer (1998), | use the term coreferential when two expressions refer to
the same individual. Thus, coreferential pronouns are interpreted as coreferring to
particular individuals; hence, they have fixed values. By contrast, bound variable
pronouns do not have fixed valyes shown in (8)in (8a), the interpretation of

his varies, depending on the choice of a mianother wordsthe bound variable

pronounhisi s i nterpreted as a vVvahepradicdidex x bound

12



xI oves x)denotmothehset of individuals whave their mother The
sentence(8a) asserts thatvery man is in that set.Similarly, in @b), the
interpretation ohis varies, depending on the choice of a boy. In this way, when
pronouns have quantificational antecedents, a8ap r whphrase antecedents,
as in 8b), they are interpreted as variabsstactically bound by the antecedents
This interpretation is cabl a bound variable readin@) (s an example of an-E
type pronoun which is neithercoreferentialnor a bound variableln (9), the
pronounher is not coreferentiabecauseats antecedené wife does not denote a
particularindividual. Her is not a boundrariable either, because it is not in the
scope of its antecedent (i.e. it is net@mmended by wife). In fact, he sentence
does not have the truttonditions that would result fromaking the pronouher
bound bya wife for all men,there is a wifesuch that he brings her alonBather,
the Etype pronourheris interpreted as definite desription, the wife of the man

In this dissertation| focus on the two uses of pronodnthose bound by
quantified antecederft§.e. bound variable pronouns) and theeleéng referential
antecedentgi.e. coreferentialpronouns) [+Pro-drop languages and-Pro-drop
languages differ from each other in these two uses, as | will discuss in the next

section.The characteristics @nglish pronouns angresentedn (10) and Table 2

® Following Montabletti (1984), wordsuch agveryonenobody no+NP, many-NP andsomeong
are consideretb bequantified antecedents in this dissertatidowever, theresults from the
experimenin Chapter 4howthatsomeonés ambiguous, unlike other quantified antecedents,

permittingboth bound variable and coreferential interpretations of pronouns
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(10) English pronouns cartake either a coreferential or bound variable

interpretation

Table 2. English pronouns

Language English
Type Overt

Example he

Antecedents Ref Qua
Bound variable

interpretation
Coreferential 7
. : Yes -
interpretation

- Yes

2.32 Spanish pronouns

Unlike English, Spanish allows both null and overt pronouns. If Spanish overt
pronouns were equivalent to English pronouns, they would have the same
distributions as shown in Table 2. However, Spanish differs from English with
respect to distributions ofvert pronouns. The characteristics of Spanish pronouns

are presented in (11).

(11) a. Overt pronouns may not take a bound variabdepretatiorwhen an
overt/null alternation occurs.

b. Null pronouns may have a bound variable and a corefdremnégpretation.

"1t could bepossiblefor an overt pronoun to be coreferentialtwit quantified antecedent (e.g.
Only one congressmaadmires Kennedy. Hés very junior Heim & Kratzer, 1998)This usage is
not consideredere but will be discussed in analyzing unexpected interpretations of overt

pronouns with antecedergsmeonén Chapters 4 and.5
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(11) isexemplifiedby (12) (13), in which null and overt pronouns can appear in
thecomplementlause. In other words, there is@rert/nullalternation. The

overt pronourel in (12)cannottakenadie6 nobody 6 as i tppo ant eceden
can. Thus, the distribution of null and overt pronouns is not in free variation in

Spanish. When the antecedents are not quantified, this asymmetry between null

and overt pronouns disappears, as 8).(Ih (13), bothnull and overt pronouns

canhave a coreferential reading.

(12) Quantified antecedent context

a.Nadig sabe que &} /proj vendra.
Nobody know:3 that he/pro comeS.Fut
0 N o b; kndws that he; /proy; will come.6

b. Nadi¢ sabe que el profesorlo vigila é+ipray
Nobody know:3S that the teacher HIBL watchover:3S hinfpro
dNobody knows that the teacher watches over-jfpro;. 0
(AlonsoOv al | e & 2D04) nt r ono,

(13) Referential antecedent context

a.Juan cree que ély;/pra; es inteligente

John believe:3S that he/pro isi@&lligent

0 J oUelieves that hgproy; is intelligentd (Montalbetti, 1984: 85)
b. Juan sabe que el profesor lo vigila i/prél;.

John know:3S that the teacher HIMIL watchover:3S hinfpro

aJohn knows that the teacher watches over;hfjpno,;.6
As (12) shows, the distribution of overt pronouns is more restricted than null
pronouns in Spanish. Note that this restriconovert pronouns only observed
in syntactic positionsvhere a null/overt alternation potentially occy@st) shows

that owrt pronounscan takea bound variable reading ikocus PPs, and
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possessive where null arguments are not allowed in Spa(itntalbetti, 1984;

AlonsoOval |l e & D6l ntrono, 2001).

(14) a. Focus

Ningln estudiantgiensa  que (s6lo) Ely pasé el examen
No student believe:3S that (only) he pasBsi$he exam
0 No sibaliavesthatonlyhgpassed the exam. 0

b. PP

Ningun estudiantesabe que Juay Maria hablan de gl
No  student know:3S that Juan and Maria talk:3PI about him
60 No s;knowsehattJuan and Maria talk about f{imb

c. Possessive

Muchos estudiantesreen que sydicicletas son azules
Many:PI student:3PI ieve:3PI that their bicycle:Pis:3PI blue
60 Many shelieweéhatthgfbi cycl es are bl uebd

As for the reason why Spanish does not allow null argumerisaos PPs, and
possessive forms, Montalbetti (1984: 22, 88) gives a syntactic acddent.
assumes thairo itself does not have intrinsic features and needs to acquire them
by a process of inflectional identificatiofi-identification) However, pro in
Focus PPs, and possessive foreennotacquire features, as a resuylip cannot
occur there. For example, prepositions are not inflected in Spanish; accordingly,
no kidentifier is available in object positions of prepositions.

To summarizein Spanish, null ppnouns carake qiantified antecedents,
whereasovert pronouns canne@then they occuim syntactic positions where null

pronounsare possibleAs for referentiaNPs both null and overt pronouns can
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take them as antecederitiese distributions/interpiions ofSpanish pronouns

aresummarizedn Table 3.

Table 3. EnglistandSpanish pronouns

Languags English Spanish
Types Overt Overt Null
Examples he é pro
antecedents | Ref Qua Ref Qua | Ref Qua
Bound variablg Yes - INO%Yes - Yes
interpretation
.C oreferen.tlal Yes - Yes - Yes -
interpretation

2.33 Japanese pronouns

Like Spanish, Japanese allows mibnouns fro) and overt pronoungare hed
andkanozyashd). If Spanish and Japanese pronouns were equivalent, we would
see the same distributions/interpretatidtewever, theactualdistributionand
interpretatiorof Japanese pronouase not exactly same &panish ¢r English)
pronouns(15) shows that Japanese ov&ubjectpronounsn the complement
clausecannot take quantifiedr wh-word subjectss antecedents, whereas null
pronouns can, just like Spanish. Unlike Spanish, however, overt pronouns cannot
be bound by quantifiedr wh-word antecedentsven when null/overt alternatisn

do not occurAs shown in (16), in Focus and PPs, overt pronouns alternate with

8 Noin syntactic positions where null/overt alternation occ¥esin syntactic positions where

null pronouns do not occur, suchkacus PPs, and possessives.
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self notpro.® Neverthelessarestill cannot have a boundriableinterpretation
With respect to possessives, null/overtralédions are possible, as shown in (16c).
However,kare cannot have a boundriablereading. Thus, ad5) and (16) show,
Japanese overt pronouns consistetiyot permita bound variable
interpretationirrespective of the availability of null/overt@tnationsThis

differs from Spanish overt pronouns, whibh permita bound variable reading
when null pronouns are not availabféhen it comes toeferentialexpressions,

both null and overt pronouns can take them as antecedents, as'thTi&3e

characteristics of Japanese pronouns are summarized in Table 4.

(15) Quantified antecedent context

a. Darg-ga [kare;-ga /pr@; kurumao katta to] -tta-no?
Who-Nom heNom /pro caAcc boughtthat say-PstQ
0 Whsaid that hg;/projbought a car ?0

b. Daremg-ga [Mary-ga Kare;-0/ prg; sitteiru to] ttta
EveryoneNom MaryNom heAcc/pro know that say-Pst
0 E v e [ spid thae Mary knew himy/pra;. 6

(16) a. Focus

Darem@-ga [kare;-dakega Zibun-dakega sikemni pasu suru to]
EveryoneNom heonly-Nom/selfonly-Nom  exarvin pass dothat
omotteiru.
think
0 E v e i tyinkstleat only he; /self will pass the exam

® Whenpro replacesie-only-Nomin Focus in (16a) anbe-aboutin the PP in (16b)pro does not
express the meaning of focus and preposiftsn.cannot replacéein these phrases becsaue the
Focus particlelakednlydand the prepositionituite G@boubneed to attached to an overt noun.
9 There are variations ithe acceptability otoreferentiapronounslike karein (17). This will be

discussed in 2.4.
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b. PP

Daremg-ga  [Juan to Mariga kare-nituite/zibun-nituite hanasteiru
EveryoneNom Juan and Mariblom he-about self-about wastalk-Prg
to] omotteiru.

that think
60 E v e i tyinkstleat Juan and Maria are talking about-gitself6

c. Possessive

Daremg-ga [kare;-no /prg; okaasarga byookida to] i-tteiru.
EveryoneNom hePos /pro motherNom sick that sayPrg
0 E v e i ig sayirgthat hisy/pro;; mother is sicld

(17)a.Targ-wa [Hanakega karg-o/proj; kadaihyooka siteirufo omo-tta.
TaroTop HanakeNom he-Acc/prooverestimate doing thatthink-Pst

6 T athoaght that Hanako overestimated fipra;. 0
(Mihara & Hiraiwa, 2006)

b. Targwa [Mary-ga karg-o/prg; sitteiru to] tta
EveryoneNom MaryNom heAcc/pro know that say-Pst
Orarq said that Mary knew himlpra;. 6

Table4. Interpretatiorof pronouns irEnglish,SpanishandJapanese

language | English Spanish Japanese
antecedents Ref\Qua Referential| Quantified | Referential| Quantified
Pronouns Overt | Overt|Null| Overt |Null | Overt| Null | Overt| Null
Examples he é | pro é pro | kare | pro | kare | pro
Bound - |Yes| - - |No/Yes?| Yes| - - | No |Yes
Interpretation
_Corefentl_al Yes| - Yes | Yes - - Yes | Yes| - -
interpretation

So far, we have seen differences between Spanish and Japanese overt pronouns.
When it comes to null pronouns, no interpretive differences between the two
languages are observed, though null subjects in the former are licensed by

agreement and by discourge the latter, as discussed in 2.2. Like Spanish,

™ Spanish overt pronouns exceptionally can be bound by quantified antecedents in syntactic

positions where null pronouns do not occur.
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Japanese null pronouns allow coreferential and baanidbleinterpretationsn

complement clauses, as shown in (15) and (17).

2.34 Summary

2.3.1 2.3.3 presented interpretive differences between English, Spanish and
Japanese pronoung&nglish pronouns arevert and can takeeferential and
guantified antecedents. Spanish overt pronounstalereferential antecedents,

but not quantified antecedentghere null pronounsre possibleThus, Spanish
overt and null pronouns show an asymmetry of binding, depending on the nature
of their antecedents. In Japanese, this asymmstrgbserved in a different
manner. Japanese overt pronouns cannot have a bauableinterpretationin

any syntactic positions, irrespective of null/overt alternatidie next section
presents theoretical justifications for these differences in the distribution and

interpretation of pronounss discusseid Montalbetti (1984).

2.3.5The OPC account (Montalbetti, 1984)

As we saw in 2.2, Spanishovert pronounshow an obviation effeathenthe

overt/null alternation occursThat is, theyare interpreted abaving a disjoint
interpretationrather than a bound variahieterpretation From this observation,
Montalbetti (1984 89) formulated a constraint, callethe Overt Pronoun
Constraint (henceforth the OPGh (18). The OPC shows creBsguistic

variation. In Spanish, the OPC works only under the condition givet8i)(

Other languages which allow null subjects, such as Japanese, Chinese, Catalan
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and Portuguese, share the ban on the boraréhble interpretationof overt
pronouns even when (18b) does not appilyother wordspvert pronominalsn

null subject langages crostinguistically cannot have a bound variable
interpretationthough there is variation with respect to the condition under which

the OPC holds.

(18) a. Overt pronouns cannleave a bound variable interpretation

b. (a) applies iff th@verthull alternation obtains

Montalbetti suggests thathe difference between null and overt pronoums
attributable to their ability to link to antecedentdpllowing Higginbotham
(1983.12 Pronouns are linked differently to their antecedents adepending on
their readingsFor example, the English pronotineyin (19) is ambiguous in
three ways becausieeycan be linked to its antecedent in three watylsF. When
theyis first linked to the QR track then the QR trace is linked to the quaatifi
antecedenmany studentgheyhas a bound variable reading, as 18a). When
theyis directly linked to the quantified antecedahgyhas a collective reading,

as in (9). Whentheyis free,theyhas a disjoint reading as ih9c).

(19) Many stulents believe that they are intelligent.

a. (many x, x is a student) x believes that x is intelligent. (bound variable reading)
[Many students][t] believe that [they] are intelligent.

1 |

12 Montalbetti does not explain where this ability to link to formal variables comes from, but it is

assumed to be stipulatedthelexicon.
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b. (many x, x is a student) x believes that THEY erelligent. (collective
reading)
[Many students][t] believe that [they] are intelligent.
(A

c. no linking betweemany studentand the free pronouhey. (disjoint reading)
[Many students] believe that [they] are intelligent.
Thus, English owe pronouns are capable of linking to quantified antecedents in
more than one wayn contrast, Spanish overt pronouns do not have the ability to
link to formal variablessuch as QR traces and WH traces, at LF, while null
pronoungdo. This is illustratedn (20). In (20a), the Spanish pronowtioscannot
be directly linked to the QR trade therefore, it cannot have a bound variable
reading. By contrast, null pronouns can, just like English overt pronouns. As for a
collective reading, pronouns do not bkat be directly linked to the trace; as a
result, both overt and null pronouns have that readin@@h)(While Spanish
overt pronounglo not have ability to bdirectly bound by formal variableg is
important to note thathey can be indirectly boundby formal variables. For
example,ellos in (21) has a bound variable reading becapse mediates the
relation between the QR trace agltbs To summarize, Montalbetti suggests that
the asymmetry in interpretation of pronouns is caused by(th@bility to link to

formal variables.

(200 The Spanish equivalent to OMany student

a. (many x, x is a student) x believes that x is intelligémbund variable reading)
[Muchos estudiantes][t] creen gjpro/ellos] son inteligentes.

o

/\
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b. (many x, x is a student) x believes that THEY are intelligerftollective
reading)
[Muchos estudiantes][t] creen que [pro/ellos] son inteligentes.

(21 Spani sh equival ent to OMany students
intelligent. 0

(many x, x is a student) x said that x thinks that x is intelligent.

[Muchos estudiantes] [t] dijeron que [pro] pirnssan que [ellos] son inteligentes.

2.3.5.1 Strengths of Montalbetti

The OPC haswo strengths. First, it has an important theoretical implication. The

OPC implies that overt pronouns differ from their null counterparts not only in
phonological realization (i.e. the former has a phonologicatert while the

latter does not), but also their syntax and semantics. It follows that fe-drop

Parameter cannot be just a PF phenomenon but is related to LF as well
(Montalbetti, 1984: 74)Second the OPC is applicable to a wide range of null

subject languages. Montalbedtigueghat the OPC correctly predicts the behavior

of overt personal pronouns in Japanese, Chinese, Portuguese and Qatalan.
Japanesepf example, overt pronouns do not paranbound variable readings

we have seen in 2.3.@2) repeats this poinin (22), kare6 he d cannot be bou
by the wh-phrase,dare dvhod , whi | e a nHderelthe pituatianesun c an.

parallel to Spanish.

(22) Darega [karej;-ga proy; kurumao katta to] -tta-no?
Who-Nom heNom fpro  carAcc boughthatsay-PstQ
dVhao said that hg;/proy; bought a c&#d
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As shown in (22),Japanese overt pronoumsay not havea bound variable

reading. In Montalbetti, this is interpreted as meaning that Japanese pronouns

cannot be directly or indirectly lidd to formal variables. For example, i3,

the overt pronoukare6 he 6 cannot be prbiotarvercesbetvee n t hough
daremod e v e r y dkaree (B3) iimcdntrastto (21), which shows that Spanish

overt pronouns can be indirectly bound by quantifipr$86)

(23) a. Darempga pro [skareyj-ga atam&aii to] Hta to ] omotteiru
EveryoneNom heNom besmart that say-Pstthat think
0 E v e i tyinkstleat [pro] said thathgei s s mar t 0

b. Darg-ga pro [skareyj-ga atam&ya ii to] itta to ] omotteireno?
EveryoneNom heNom besmart that say-Pstthat think-Q

A

0 Whthinks that [pro] said thathgi s s mar t ?0

From this observatiom (23), Montalbetti formulates a variation of the OPC for

Japaneseasin (24) (p.187)

(24) Overt pronoun# Japaneseannot have formal variables as antecedents.

(24) correctly describes the fact that Japanese overt promannst take bound
variable interpretationin any syntactic positignas we saw in 2.3. Thus, the
OPC as formulated by Montalbettcovers interpretations of null and overt

pronouns in different types of null subject languageduding Japanese
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2.3.5.2 Potential drawbacks of Montalbetti

Montalbetti discovers interesting facts about null and oveshguns in null
subject languages. Still, the OPC rsmnepotential drawbackérom empirical
and theoretical perspectives. From an empirical perspective, Monialbetti
generalization about Japanese pronouns in (@4grt pronouns cannot have
bound variake readin@ turns out to be ovesimplified for two reasons. First,
certain Japanese ovedxpressions are actually able to lbeund byquantified
antecedents,ontrary to(24). (25) shows that the adnomimiEmonstrative, soitu

0t h atandgotey 6 o & feu@construed as bound variablgsst like English
pronouns Kurafuji, 2004) Similarly, (26a) shows thatono hito6 t hat mand can
be construed as a varialfldoji, 1991) Though @6a) is not perfectly naturait is
much more acceptable tha2eb), in whichkareis coindexed with the quantified
antecedent. These examp$egygesthat theinterpretation osoin sono hitg sore
and soitsu can covary with quantified antecedents; as a resutp-series DPs

function like bound variables.

(25) a Dono doroboemo  soitsyj-ga nusurda shinao  jimanshita.
Which thiefPar  that guyNom stealPst thingAcc boastPstof
0 Ev e r yoastdd ofevhathes t ol e . 6

b. Dono ronburmo sorgj-ga keesatareru zasshmo shoshikni
Which papeiPar thatNom publishPass journaGen formatDat
shitagawanakerebanaranai.
follow-must
0 Ev e r ymupt foltow the format of #ajournal in whichijfappear s. 0

(26) a. Darempga sono hitg-no honro sutda.
EveryoneNom that persoiGen bookAcc throw-Pstaway
0 Ev e rtyrevraway thatperseg® s boo k. 6
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b. Daremegga karg;-no honro suteta.
EveryoneNom heGen bookAcc thow awayPst
6 Ev e i tyrevaway higjb o o k . 6

Second, Mntalbetti focuses on differences between bound variable pronouns,
assuminghatthere is little difference in the caseaufreferentiapronouns among
languages. However, close observation of Japanese pronouns indicates potential
interpretive differences oforeferentialpronouns between English/Spanish and
Japanese. These two poiate discussed in detail in the next section.

From a theoretical perspective, Montalbettiss two potential
shortcomings. FirstMontalbetti does not explain the relationship between the
(in)ability to link to formal variables and overt/null alternasoin the case of
Spanish, the overt/null alternation seems to be crucial because the only place
where overt pronounsannot link to formal variables is in syntactic positions
where the null/overt alternation occurs. Nevertheless, it is not clarified why the
linking capability of overt pronouns is reduced by the existence of null
counterparts> Moreover in the case of Japanese, the overt/null alternation
appears to be irrelevabecausekare always lacks the ability to link to formal
variables. However, whyhe linking capability ofkare differs from that of
Spanish overt pronouns is not explaied in fact remains unexplained.

Second, Montalbefis judgmentsabout the Spanish datre debatable.

According to he OPC overt pronounsannotbe bound in syntactic positions

13 Cardinaletti & Starke (1999roposethatinterpretation®f pronounsareaffected bystructural
differences betwaenull and overt pronouns. Howevéhneir proposais not discusseflrtherin
this dissertatiolecauseheydo not consider the difference between quantified and referential
antecedents
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where the null/overt alternation occurs. However, empirical stushesv that
bound variable interpretations of overt pronouns arefact possible, but
dispreferred. For example, Alonsdvalle, Ferndndefolera Frazier & Clifton
(2002) conducted an empirical studg interpretation of pronouns in sentences
like (27). They found that native Spanish speakers accepted null pronouns with a
bound variable reading 86% of the time and overt pronouns with a bound variable
reading63% of the time. This suggests that the use of overt pronouns is actually
allowed but less preferable in comparison to null pronouns. It mighhecfore

be appropriate to call this dispreferemaec onstr ai nt &6 on overt pror

(27) Ning“un estudiamt cree que él/pro pas’o el examen
No student belie@Sthat hépro pass3S:Psthe exam
d\o student believethathe/pro passed the exam.

To summarize, Montalbetti uncovers interesting facts about pronouns. The OPC
hasenjoyed wide applicability to pronouns in different types of languagbgh

allow null subjectsincluding Spanish and Japanese. On the other hand, the OPC
as formulateduindegeneralizes the fact thdte Japanesso-series(e.g.sore6 t h a t
on,esbitudt hat sorphyod t h at), canabea donstrued as a variable.
Furthermore, Montalbetti assumes that overt pronouns can take any referential
antecedent (conforming to BindjnPrinciple B), which turns out not to be the
case.In the next sectio2.4, | will present and discuss these points in details. It
was also pointed owlontalbettihas theoretical incompleteness. Why the linking
ability of pronouns is affected by null amvert alternations is not addressed.
Similarly, an empirical study suggests that the distributions of null and overt

pronoun could be a dispreference rather than a constraint.
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2.4 Interpretive differences of pronouns revisited (additionaphenomeng
2.41 Availability of the variable reading for Japaneseso-seriesDPs
As we have briefly seen in (25) and (26), Japasesseries DPge.g.sore6t h at
0 N esd@ityd t h a fsong hitgddt h a t camizecode bound variablé¥hat is
interestingis that they are a part of the demonstrapaeadigmand are generally
used as deictic expressions. Therefore, before presenting their bound variable uses,
| will first explain theirdeicticuses as demonstratives.

Japanese has three series of demadnstsa which begins wittkko-, so
and a-, as in (28). Their use depends on the degree of proximity between the
speakeandthe hearer.Ko- is used to refer to an object or a person that is close to
the speakeri.g. proximal e.g.kore &his oné koitu &his guyd. So is used when
the object or the person is close to the listener rather than the speaker (i.e. medial,
e.g.soredhat ond soitu @hat guy). A- is used when the object or the person is
far from both the speaker and tiwener(i.e. distd, e.g.are ¢hat one the@ aitu
dhat guy ther§ (Kuno, 1973; Shibatani, 1990; Noguchi 1997). Thus, Japanese

makes a threwvay distinction among demonstratives $patial deixis.

(28) Demonstratives

ko-seriegproximal)  so-series (medial)  a-series (distal)

kore dhis on® soredhat oné are dhat one the@

koitu &his guyd soitudhat guy aitu dhat guy theré
konodof) thisd sonodof) thab ano ¢of) that over ther@
konnadike thisd sonnadike tha anna dike that over ther@
kokotere soko Ghered asokodver theré

kotira &his wayd sotira ¢hat way atira @dhat way over theig
koodn this way soodn that way aadn that way

(Kuno, 1973)
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Interestingly, the medial and distal series are also used anaphorically. The medial,
so-series, is used whehe referent is not known either to the speakdistener

In contrast, the distak-series, is used when the referent is known to both the
speaker andistener by experiencgKuno, 1973; Hoji, 1991). Foexample in

(29a), the speaker ussesnchito ¢hat mamdto refer toMr. Yamadawhom (s)he
happened to mediecause(s)he believesthat thelistener does not knowMr.
Yamada By contrast, in (29b), the speaker uaas-hito ¢hat mad not sonahito,

becausehe speaker knows that listener had alreadyNmelyamada

(29) a. Kinoo  Yamadsan to yuu ni aimasit&ono (*ano) hito, miti ni
Y esterday Yamad®r that call to met that that person road by
mayottekomatteita node, tasuketagemastia.
lose  hawést difficulty since hehgive-Pst
Or esterday, | met a man by the name of Yamada. Since he lost his way and
was having difficulties, | helped him.

b. Kinoo  Yamad&an ni amasita.Ano (*sono) hito itumo genki
Yesterday YamadIr to met that that person always high spirit
desu yone.
is isrd he
Oresterday, | met Mi¥amada. That man is always in higirits, isrit hed

(Kuno, 1973: 283 with modifications)

What is important to thiglissertationis that onlyso-seriescan act as variables
bound by quantified antecedents (Hoji 1991, 1998higauchi, 1990Noguchi,
1997). The data in (30a) adaptednfirdéloguchi (997)present examples in which
so-series works as a variable bound by a-haman quantificational antecedent.
Sonod&hatcan be construed as a variable in (30a), wkoleo¢hisbandano ¢hab

cannot in (30b). The data in (3fi)esent examples in whi¢he interpretationof
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so-series and #ollowing nouncovareswith a humarguantificational antecedent
Similarly to (30), sonoand the following noun can be construed as a variable in

(31a), whilekonoandanocannot in (31b).

(30) a. Dono kaishenoa  [song; shainga itibanda to] omotteiru.
which companyPar its/that emploedNomis best that think
Every companythinks that itsemployeé&hat employeds the best

b. Dono kaishang  [konos; shainga /ana; shainrga itibanda
which companyPar this companyNom/that comparyNom s best
to] omotteiru.
that think
(Every companythinks that this; employee/thaj; employee is the beét.

(31) a. Dono otokonohitang sono hitg-no  kodomeni prezenteo ageta.
which manPar thatpersonrGen childDat presenfcc give-Pst
(Every mangave a present tuis/thatpersors child.6

b. Dono otokonohitano kono hito;;-no/ano hitg;-no  kodomeni
which manPar this persorGerthatpersonGen childDat
prezenteo ageta.
preserdAcc give-Pst
(Every mangave a present to thiersos;/thatpersomds,; child.6

Soseries DPs as bound variables need to-t@memanded by a quantified

antecedent, as in (32) (ban on Weak Crossdishigauchi, 1990 When they

are not, they only have disjoint interpretations, as in (32b).

(32) a.Variable/disjoint

Dono kaishang song; yuushuuna shain daijinisuru
which companyPar its/that efficient employeAcc care about
0 Ev er y cavemabaunifgfficient employee(s)/thagfficient

employeés). 0

b. Disjoint
Songj; yuushuuna shaio dono kaishag daijinisuru
that efficient empleee Acc every companiPar care about
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0 |+ efficient employee(s)/thggfficient employegs), every companyares
about . 0
Note that the antecedentssafseries DPs in (36(32) consist of a quantifier (i.e.,
every and a following noun (i.ecompanyandmar). Theseantecedentare
discoursdinked (Pesetsky, 1987), implying the existence of a set of entities
expressed by the noun in the discourse (i.e. a familiar set of companies/men).
They differ from whphrases€.g.who), which do not have such implicatior&o

series DPs can also takeyhrases as their antecedents, as shown in (33).

(33) a. Nani-ga sorg-o/arej; -0 tyuumonsita hiteno utini todokta-no?
whatNom thatAcc/thatAcc orderdid persorGen housdo arrive PstQ
ONhat arrived at the house of the person who had ordefddi/thati; ?0

b. Nanimo sorgj-o/are;;-0 tyuumonsita hiteno  utini todokanakatta
whatPar thatAcc/thatAcc orderdid persorGen housdo arrive NegPst
dNothing arrived at the house of the person who had ordéeretht/thati; 6
(Hoji, 1991)

Thus,so-series DPs, which are usually used as deictic expressions, méhnifg

can also be used as a bowadiable meaningit(s)/thay when they have

guantified antecedents.
Soseries DPs are also used aty/ge pronouns, as in (34) (Kurafuji, 1998).

In these examplesp-series DPs are not syntactically bound their

interpretationgovary with antecedents.

(34) a. Donkey sentence (conditional)

Johnwa honr-o kaeba soreo yomu
JohnTop bookAcc buy-if it-Acc read
df John buys a bogkhe reads i
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b. Donkey sentence (relative clause)

Ronburo yonda dono gakuseeno sorg-o hihanshita.
PaperAcc readPst which studentPar it-Acc criticize-Pst
(Every student who read a papsiticized it.6

c. Bathroom sentence

Kono tatemoneni toirg-ga nai kssore,rga henna tokorai aru
this buiding-in  bathrooraNom Neg or tNom  funny placen exist
ka-no dochireka dearu.

or-that whichQ is

dt is the case either that this building does not have a bathovdhat it is
in a funny placé

(35) shows thaso-series as Eype pronounsieed to be-commanded by thEP

containing the quantified antecedent, not by the quantified antecedent itself

(Nishigauchi, 1990, 1999%oredhat onéin (35a) is ecommanded by the CP

avhateverKen buy$and permit both a hmdvariableinterpretation and a

disjoint interpretation. In contrastorein (35b) has only a disjoint interpretation

becausehe CP is in the relative clause which moditen(6 Ken, who becomes

happy whateveh e  b) angl doés not-commandsore

(35) a.Variable/disjoint

Nan-o  kattemo yorokonde Kefwa sorg-o taisetunista
whatAcc buyPar happily KerlTop itAcc treasurePst
0 Wh a t Ken liys, he is happy to treasufghat. 6

b. Disjoint
Nani-o kattemg yorokonda Kemwa sorej-o taisetunisi-ta

whatAcc buyPar become happy Kemop itAcc treasurdPst
6Ken, who bec o mbesbuyh rqaguredifthdl.att e v er
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2.4.2 English and Spanish demonstratives

As we saw in 2.4.1so-seriesDPs in Japanese can have a bound variable reading.

In contrast, the deictic expressions in Spanish and Englishot. English

employs a tweway distnction of demonstrativeshis (proximal) ancthat (distal).
Spanish employs a threeay distinction:este(proximal),ese(medial) ancaquel

(distal), like Japanese (Eguren, 2012). However, English and Spanish generally do
not allow the bound variable use of these demonstrafj\@sshown in (36) and

(37). The Japanese medial demonstragiv@ocan be translated #dsatin

English; nevertheks,thatusually does not permit a bound variable interpretation,

as in (36a) and (36c¢). In order to be bound uantifiedantecedentt should be

used in English, as in (36b) and (36d).

(36) English
a. Every companyhinks that that company is the best

b. Every companyhinks that itis the best
c. Every companycares abouthat compangs:; efficient employeso
d. Every companycares about itefficient employees

(37) Spanish

a.Cada compafia piensa que esa compafiaes la meor.
Each company think:3S that that company be:3S the best
Every companythinks that tha; company is the best.

1n some exceptional casebatin English allows a boundariableinterpretation, as inaj and
(b). That boysenatorcan be construed as a variable witiilis boysenatorcannot.
a. Every boydates a girl who adores tHay,this boy;. (Noguchj 1997: 63)

b. Mary talked to no senatdreforethatsenatojthis senatof was lobbied(Elbourng 2005: 162
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b. Cada compafiapiensa que pro es  la mejor.
Each company think:3S tharo be:3S the best
Every companythinks that itis the best

c. Cada compaifiia se preocupa por ese empleado eficiente
Eachcompany3Rfxc-CL worry:3S for thatmployeeefficient3S
0 Every ;caemgbauinat efficient employe®

d. Cada compaiiia se preocupapor su empleado eficiente

Eachcompany 3Rfxc-CL worry:3S for iteemployeeefficient3S
0 Ev er y capemgbautsefficientemployeed

Thus, Japanese demonstratives can be used as bound variables relatively easily,
while English and Spanish equivalents cannot. It should be noted that Japanese is
not the only language which allows the bowadiableuse of demonstratives. In
Korean, he medial demonstrativku ¢hatis used as a bound variable, as in (38)
(Kang, 1988; Hoji, 1990), just like theo-series in Japanesku is also used as a
definite marker, while other demonstratives (the proxinddlisoand the distate

dha®) cannot be, as in (39) (Kang, 2013).

(38) Bound variable use of the Korean demonstrativéhat

a. Chelstka nukyeke [kyka mengchendia-ko] malhaessni?
ChelsuNom whaeDat heNom footis-that saPstQ
6ro whom did Chelsu say that his a foold

b. Chelsunun nukgekena [Yenghika kui-lui ttaeltl kesila-ko] malhaessta
ChelsuTop everyonddat YenghiNom heAcc hit-will -that sayPstDec
Chelsu said to everyonthatYenghi would hit him 6

(39) Use oku dhatas a definite marker

Ku/*i/*ce  uicaka pangy issta
that/this/that bairNom roomin be/exist
dlrhe chair is in the roord.
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To summarize, Japanese demonstratives differ from their English and Spanish
counterparts in terms of binding by quantified antecedents. Since not orslg- the
series in Japanese but aksodhabin Korean have bound variable interpretations,
demonstratives can be divided into twooups the so-series andku allow the
bound variable interpretation while English and Spanish demonstratives do not.
The characteristics of Japanese demonstrative pnsnavhich are not discussed

in Montalbetti, are summarized in (40) below.

(40) Unlike kare andkanozyo Japanese demonstratives-§eries DPs) can have

bound variable interpretations.

2.4.3Problems with Japanese coreferential pronouns

Another point which is not discussed\ontalbetti (1984)s thatJapanese overt
pronoungdo not always allow coreferential readings. For example, Elbourne
(2005) suggests that the acceptability of (41) is divided. Native speakers of some
Japanese dialextlo not accept the coreferential readingaskand interpret it as

having a disjoint reading only.

(41) Johpwa [ karey-ga itiban atam@a i to] omotteiru.
JohnTop heNom most heatiilom good that think

@John thinks that heg is the most intelligend.

Similar to Elbourne (2005)Marsden (1998)and Yamada (2002yjuoted in

Yamada (2005found that onlyabout10% of native Japanes®ntrols in their
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experimentsaccepted the coreferential reading 42)( in which the embedded

overt pronourkare corefers withTanakasan6 Mr . T Bleardy R04000f the

native Japanese speakers rejected the coreferential reading and accepted only the
disjoint/obviative reading, in whickare refersto another person outside of the

sentence in42).

(42) Tanakasan wa [raishuu karey;-ga/prg; Tokyo-e ikuto] i-tteimastta ya
TanakaMr Top next weekhe-Nom/pro  Tokyo-to gothat say-ProgPstEMPH
60 Mr . iwassayiagthat hg/proy he is going to Tokyo next weekd
(Marsden 19B)
Theseobservationsn Elbourne (2005)Marsden (1998) and Yamada (20G2§
contrary to the traditional view that the Japanese personal pronouns observe
Binding Condition B, and that their binding domains are minimal IPs, just like
English pronouns (Mihara & Hiraiwa, 2006ln other words, an antecedent
outside the binding domashould beacceptable
The findings inMarsden (1998) and Yamada (2062¢ importanbecause
in some null subject languages, overt pronogossistently have a disjoint
reading.In Turkish, forexample the overt pronoun consistently takes a disjoint
reading asn (43a) Gurel, 2003, to be reviewed in Chapter 3). Toeeferential
use ofo in (43) is blockedbecause the embedded clausé€43) is aDP, which

does not qualify asa binding domainin Turkish, henceo must be free in the

sentence as a whole

(43) Turkish
a.Elif; [ppo-nunyx /prax gete c 4 dni soylali
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Elif s/heGen/pro comNom-3S:PosAcc sy-Pst
0 Eilsaidf(that) s/hg/prax woul d come. 0

b.Zeynep [pp O-nunyi /prox kocas ani Oftti
Zeynep sheGen pro husbar8S:PosAcc kissPst
0 Ze Yy nkisged hep /prox husband. 0

Given that in Turkish, overt pronouns must hawispoint reading, it would not
be very surprising if the sanmghenomenn occurredin JapaneseHowever, |
argue that the lower acceptability of the coreferet@ak in Japanese is not due
to the grammar but reflects a preference. In (44), which are equivaléhB)io

kareis possible although it is less preferablto.

(44) Japanese

a. Ken-ga [karex-ga/prax kuru]to i-tta
Ken-Nom heNom come that say-Pst
0 K esaid that hgw/praxwoul d come. 6

b. Ken-ga [karex-no/prgx houmonn}o  mousideta
Ken-Nom heGen visiting -Acc proposePst
0 K goroposed higy/proxvi si ti ng. 6

c. Ken-ga [kargi-no/prgx tumalni kisuo si-ta
Ken-Nom heGen/pro wife]-Dat kissAcc do-Pst

A

0 K gkigsed higi/praxwi f e . 0

Similarly, &8 a nativeJapanesaspeaker, | feel thawkwardnesof coreferential
kareand find that disjoinkareis preferable t@oreferentiakarein (41) and (42).
However, this awkwardness differs from unacceptability because of

ungrammaticality, forexample the violation of Binding Principle B in (45). In
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(45), kare cannot corefer with the anteced@iatro, which ccommandkarein the

minimal IP.

(45) a. [p Tara-wa kare -0 kiratteiru]
TaroTop heAcc hate
0 T ahates him;. 6

b. [r Ken-wa[p Targ-ga karg:-0 Kkiratteirujto omotteiru.]
Ken-Top TaroNom heAcc hate that think
&en thinks thatTarg hates himy;

Furthermore, it has been pointed out that when the pronoun is daepbdded
the coreferential reading &hre becomes more acceptable (Elbourne, 2005). (46)

illustrates this point.

(46)a Tanakasan-wa [raisyuu kargga/prg; Tookyooe iku ]
TanakaMr-Top [ next week h&lom/pro  Tokyeto go]
keikakuo henkousuru] to iimasta.
planAcc change] that sayPst
0 Mr . iTsaidtteatkha will change the plan in which {{iproy is going
to Tokyo next weekd

b. Tanakasan-wa [raisyuu Kkapgga/prg; Tookyooe iku ]
TanakaMr-Top [next week heNom/pro Tokyoto go]

tokini hituyouna shorud copii suru to iimaskta.
when recessarglocumentsAcc copy do] that say-Pst
0 Mr . iTsaiahtlzak he will copy the documents which he needs when

hej/pray; is going to Tokyo next week

These examples show that lower acceptability of the coreferéati@found in
Marsden (1998) and Yamada (2002ay be attributable to some factors relating

to preference rather than a grammatical prohibitiome (possibility is a
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performance problem due to task effects. Tindtiple choice tasks iMarsden
(1998) and Yamada (2002)ould have failed to separate fameences from
ungrammaticality. The participants mhgvepicked up only the most preferable
option and overlooked other possible options. This point will be discussed as a
potential methodological problem in Marsden (1998) in Chapter 3.

Another possibity is thatkarebecomes less preferable in reported speech
(Kuno, 1972 Kanzaki 1994) The verbs used in reported speech (gag,claim
andrequest) as well as some other verbs (dlgnk, andexpec} tend to directly
express t he .Apaereshtein cinplemiersg dausesnfglowintpese
verbs,self or its null form is more appropriate th&are Under this viewthe
awkwardnessf the coreferentiakare is verb specific. This predicts that the
oddness shouldlisappearif different verbs are used-or example when the
matrix verb isdeny,forget and not rememberas in (47) the awkwardnessf
coreferentiakare shoulddisappeabecausdhese verbs expresses objective facts

rather than the speakéfeeling.

(47) aTarg-ga [karg-ga Tokyo-eitta no-o/ *to] hiteisita.
TarooNom heNom Tokyo-to went thatAcc/*that denyPst
0 T aderded (the factihat hewent to Tokyo 0

b. Targ-ga [karg-ga Tokyo-eitta no-o/*to] wasureteta.
TaroNom heNom Tokyo-to went thatAcc/*that forgetPst
06 T aforgot (the factthat hewent to Tokyo 6

c. Targ-ga [karg-ga Tokyc-eitta ka/noo/*to] oboeteinai.
TaroNom heNom Tokyo-to went whether/thafcc/*that remembenot
0 T adoes not remember whether/(the fabgt*that hg went to Tokyo 6
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Thus, according toKuno (1972 and Kanzaki (1994) acceptability of the
coreferential reading dfare varies, depending on verbs (and complementizers)

In Chapter 4, how strongly these verb meanings affect the acceptability of
coreferentiakarewill be tested.

To summarize coreferentiaty of pronounsin Japanese might vary in
acceptabilitydue to various factors, including task effects and lexical choices
(verbs and complementizers). Thus, although Montalbetti (1984) uncovered
interesting facts aboupronouns,a close observation oflapanesepronoun
behaviorsuggests that is more complex than originallgescribecdoy Montalbetti.
Therefore, in this dissertation, interpretations careferential pronouns are

investigated in addition to the OPC effects.

2.5 Summary: English, Spanish, and Japanese pronouns

In this chapter Ihave presented interpretive differenceégtweenpronouns in
English, Spanisland Japanese, includingn overview of interpretive differences

of subject pronounsas discussed in Montalbetti (1984n English, overt
pronouns cartake either referential or quantified antecedents. In contrast, in
Spanish, overt pronouns cannot be bound by quantified antecedents in syntactic

positions where null and overt pronouns alternate. In Japanese, overtnzonou

15 In (47), different complemitizersjo6 t h a ka® wehred her 6, artedtuhsaeggdd,. i nst ead
Japanese has three different complementizers, (§hich is for paraphrases eports of direct

discourse, (iino, which is for propositions, and (iika, which is for questions (Saito, 2010).

These complementers are used, depending ontheleébt hat 6 cannotdebye used follo

forgetandremember
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cannot be bound by quantified antecedemtespective of the availability of the
null/overt alternation.flwe look closely at the phenomena relating to the bound
variable and coreferential readings of Japanese pronouns, we find two points
which do na fit the original account in Montalbetti. Firdhe so part ofso-series

DPs in Japanese.g.sore6 t h a tsoitamteld g t song hitpddt, hat mando)
have a bound variable interpretationSecond, Japanese overt personal
pronominals Kare) with referential antecedengpparentlycannot always have a
coreferential reading (Elbourne, 2005), unlike English overt prond<a in
reported speech can be preferentially interpreted as having a disjoint reading. This
is incompatible with the viewn Montalbetti, which assumes that overt pronouns

in null subject languages differ from overt pronouns in-not subject languages

only with respect to the availability of bound variable readings. Thus, the
interpretation and distribution of Japanes®nmunsis more complex than
originally described in MontalbettiThese differences of pronouns in Spanish,
Japanese, and English are summarized in Tabléne next Chapter will review

L2 studies and discusses whethequisitionof the OPC effects is pabte.

41

c

an



Table5 Interpretatiorof subjectpronouns in Spanisdapanesand English

language Spanish Japanese
antecedenty Referential| Quantified Referential Quantified
Pronouns |Overt Null | Overt |Null Overt [ Null Overt Null
) . so- so-

Examples| & | pro él pro | kare seried P© kare serieq Pro
Bound - - |No/Yes? Yes| - - - | No | Yes | Yes
reading
Corefential| v s | ves - - |Yes'| Yes | Yes| - - -
reading
language | English
antecedent{ Ref | Qua
Pronouns Overt
Examples he
Bound

. - Yes
reading
Corefential

: Yes -
reading

16 Spanish overt pronosrexceptionally can be bound by quantified antecedents in syntactic

positions where null pronouns do not occur

7 Coreferentiakareis not always acceptable.
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Chapter 3L2 ACQUISITION OF INTEPRETATION OF

PRONOUNS

3.1 Introduction

In Chapter 2, Idiscussed the behaviors pfonouns in English, Spanish, and
Japanese particularly relating to three types ofterpretive differences of
pronouns. First, these three languagéiew different interpretations of overt
pronouns. IrEnglish, overt pronouns can take either a coreferential interpretation
or a bound variable interpretation. In Spanish, overt proncamsot take a bound
variable interpretation in syntactic positions where a null/overt alternation occurs.
In Japanese, overt pronouns cannot take a bound variable interpretation,
irrespective of the availability of a null/overt alternation. Second, Japawese
series DPs can take a bound variable interpretaidmough English and Spanish
equivalents generally do not. Thirstudies suggest thdapanese overt pronouns
do not always permita coreferential interpretation, unlike their English and
Spanish equivalents.

These interpretive differences are of particular interest for L2 acquisition
theories. This chapter providése theoretical and empiricddackgroundfor the
experiment on thé.2 acquisition of Japanese pronouns by L1 English and L1
Spanish speakeras described in Chapter 4. Section 8®lains the aims and
basic concepts of the generative approach to L2 acquismicinding UG and L1
transfer(White, 1989, 2003)Section3.3 introduces a L2 acquisition model, the

Full Transfer Full Access Hypothesis (Schwartz & Sprouse, 1994, 188&)h
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will be tested in Chapter &inally, ction3.4 provides a review gomeexisting

L2 acquisition studies on the interpretation ofrmons.

3.2Generative approaches to LAcquisition

3.2.1 L2 acquisition and UG

The goal of 12 acquisition studiesonductedwithin the generative approach is to
address the following questionsised byChomsky(1981b, 1986 (White, 1989,

2003)

(1) a. What constitutes knowledge lainguage

b. How is such knowledge acquired?

c. How is such knowledge put to u&e?
Following Chomsky (1984, 1986), this approach assumes that people have
innate knowledge oframmars called UG, which consists @f set of universal
principles that apply to all natural languages. These principles are a genetic
endowment shared by human beings. UG also provides parametric options related
to these universal principles. The parameters have different values, whidt are
in one way or another when children are exposedhéir L1. For example,
Binding Principle A, accordingo which aa anaphor must be bound in its
governing domain (Chomsky, 19891is a UG principle. Binding Principle A is

respected by all languagesathhave anaphors. At the same time, Binding

18 Most generative L2 studies have focused on (1a) and (1b). More recently, (1c) has been

discussed in processing studies, such as Clahsen & Felser (@Q$)arguethat L2ersuse

different processing strategies than native speakers.
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Principle Aallows foroptions. It has been proposed that there are five syntactic
domains forgoverning categories foanaphors crosknguistically (Wexler &
Manzini, 1987). Therefore, children need to set pfa@ameter from the five
available options through exposure to L1, although they have innate knowledge
already of Binding Principle A. Thus, by assuming principles and parameters, we
can address the issue of what constitutes knowledge of L1, capturing both
universal aspects and variatimmatural languages.

The advantage of UG is not limited to explaining what constitutes
knowledge ofgrammarsit also explains howhe L1 is acquired. It has been a
puzzle how children are able to quickly acquire L1 intesmf considerable
discrepancies between the input to which they are exposed and the final grammar
they arrive at (the logical problem of language acquisition). The rules and
constraints thagovern natural languages are complex and hard to detect from
suiface forms of natural input (underdetermination). Similarly, input is often
incomplete or contains mistakes (degeneracy). Moreover, input pyoljides
positive evidence (i.e. evidence about grammaticality), whereas negative evidence
(i.e. evidence aboutngrammaticality) is not necessarily available for children.
Thus, input is not fully informative; nevertheless, children in a normal
environment successfully acquire all complex properties of L1 melatively
short period. This phenomenon suggests ¢thdtdren do not acquire L1 solely
through input. If we do not assume innate knowledge of language that guides and

shapes L1 grammar (UG), it is hard to solve the logical problem in L1 acquisition.
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If we look at L2 acquisition, we face a parallel logicabldem (White,
1989). If L2ers ultimately arrive at the same grammar of the L2 as adult L1
speakers, at least two of the three arguments for UG are justified in L2 acquisition.
First, the rules and constraints of the target L2 grammar are complex artd hard
detect from the input that L2ers obtain (underdetermination). Second, input for
L2ers is often not perfect, containing mistakes (degeneracy), just like the input for
children acquiring L1 One of the differences between L2 acquisition and L1
acquisition is that the former may include negative evidence in language
classrooms. However, the effeeinessof negative evidence is questionable.
Research wgeststhat classroom instruction, including negative evidenoesd
not have longerm effects.In White (1991), L1 French speakers of L2 English
observeda constraint o adverb placement (i.e. the ban on adverbs intervening
between a verb and its direct object), which exists in the L2 but not in the L1,
immediately after instruction anfive weeks later. Hoever, they ignored the
constraint when they were tested again a year after the instruchiensuggests
thatclassroom instructiohas onlytemporaryeffects on L2 grammar and may not
be a crucial factoin L2 grammarformation

In other wordsa paralél logical problemexists in L1 and L2 acquisition.

As such, it would be reasonable to assume that L2ers acquire L2 guided by UG,
just like children acquire L1 guided by UResearchers have taken 3 different
positions on thejuestion of theextent of UG mvolvementin L2 acquisition No
Access, Partial Access, and Full Acce3sie No Accessview (Clahsen &

Muysken 1986)assumes that UG rseveraccessible, either indirectly or directly
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Under this assumption, L2 acquisitiantotally differert from L1 acquisition; the
formerinvolveslearning procedures which are not specific to language, whereas
the latter starts from UG (White, 1990). The Partial Access view asshatd$G

is only indirectly accessible via L1 (Clahsen & Muysken, 1989; Bleyman,
1990). L2ers show U®ype knowledge, but thiknowledge is limited to
grammatical properties that exist in LAs such, wen L2ers encounter new
properties that do not occur in L1, theyy on general problem solving strategies,
which are nouniqueto languageFor example Hawkins & Chan (1997)aking

the Partial Access positipauggest that L2ers cannot acquire new uninterpretable
features which are absefnom their L1. However, the Partial Access view does
not accounfor caseswherelL2ers successfly acquire L2 properties that do not
hold in their L1s,which will be reviewed in 3.3. An alternative view is Full
Access which assumes that UG is fully accessible andordingly that target

like grammaris acquirable even when L1 and L2 have différaiuesfor a given
parameter. A later section in this chapter wiicussone hypothesiadoptingthis
position: the Full Transfer Full Access Hypothesis. Before explaining the details
of this hypothesis, the next section will discuss L1 transfer, whiah important

concept relevant to the Full Transfer Full Access Hypothesis.

3.2.2 L1 transfer
In additionto UG, the role of L1 is a crucial factor we needctmsiderin L2
acquisition. It is often observed that L2ers whose L1 and L2 share the same

setting of aparticular propertyacquire that property faster than th2ers whose
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L1 has a different settingsuggestingthat L1 plays a role in L2 acquisition.
Moreover, considering the role of Lihay allow us to explain the difference
between L1 and LAcquisitionandwhy adultL2ersoftenfail to attainfull native

like competenceinlike children learning L1For these reasons, the role of L1 in

L2 acquisition has attracted constant attenfrom researchersWith respect to

the extent of L1 transfethree differentpositionshave emerged No Transfer
Partial Transfer, and Full Transfer. The No Transfer view assumes that no L1
property istransferredto L2 grammar (Epstein, Flynn & Martohardjono, 1996).
According tothis view, L2ers arall expected d have thesamelL2 grammar,
irrespective otheir L1s. The Partial Transfer view suggests that some properties
of L1 aretransferredo L2 grammar. For example, Vainikka & Yowsgholten
(1996) propose that in early L2 acquisition stages, L1 transfemiiedl to lexical
categories. L1 transfer does not occur in functional categories which L2ers are
claimed to acquirén later stages. However, both the No Transfer and the Partial
Transfer views fail to accoumbr studies which show L1 transfer on a numbger
properties, including théunctional domain. In contrast, the Full Transfer view
suggests that any L1 propgedan be transferreid L2 grammar. The next section
introduces a hypothesighat was developed based this view, the Full Transfer

Full Access Hypothesis, whichs tested in an experimenteported inthis

dissertation.
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3.3 Full Transfer Full Access Hypothesis
The Full Transfer Full Access Hypothesis (FT/FA) (Schwartz & Sprouse, 1994,
1996)proposeghat the initial state of L2 grammar is the end state of L1 grammar.
Accordingly, all L1 properties, including all parameter settiagstransferred to
L2 (i.e. Full Transfer). Restructuring occurs when L1 grammar faifsateethe
L2 data. This restrdaring process could be slow or rapid, depending on L2 input
and L1. However, what is common to all L2 grammars is that all principles of UG
are fully accessible in the course of L2 acquisition (i.e. Full Access). In other
words,theL2 grammar is fully costrained by UGt all stages

Note that the FT/FA suggests thihe L2 grammar is restructured in line
with L2 input; nevertheless, a targidte grammar is not inevitableThe
interlanguage grammar can be fossilizdten sufficient_2 input is not avadble
for L2ers Similarly, grammar can be fossilized in cases which requagative
evidenceo acquire a particular propertyhis typically occurs when the L1 forms
asuperset of the L2 with respect to the property. For example, regarding Binding
Principle B, English, which takes both finite clauses and DPs as governing
domains, is auperseof Turkish, which takes only finite clauses as a governing
domain. Therefore, for L1 English speakers of L2 Turkish, negative evidesice
DPs are not governing dwins in Turkish isrecessaryput usually not available
in naturalistic input. In consequence, the L2 grammar is fossilized@aqdsition
of governing domain in Turkish could be persistently problematicelG2002).
Similarly, as we have seen in theepious sectionheban onadverbs interrupting

the verb and direct object in English, in contrast to Freootld be persistently
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problematic for L1 French speakers of L2 English since this constraint exists only
in the L2. In fact,L1 FrenchchildrenlearningL2 English failed to acquire the
correct adverb positiofWhite, 1991)

It also should be noted th#te FTFA does not suggest how long L1
transfer persists. L1 transfer could be temporary or persistent, depending on the
linguistic property in gastion and the L1.2 combination. In other words, the
FT/FA is not falsifiedwhenL1 transfer is nobbservedecausehe L2 grammar
could have alreadypassed the initial stage at which Mias transferred. The
FT/FA can be falsified when L2ers with different L1s have identi@ajrammars
at the initial and subsequent stagésite, 2003).

To summarize, from the FT/FA perspective, the course of L2 development

is determined by L1, input, UG, and learnability coesations, as in?).

(2) a. The initial state of L2 acquisition is the end state of L1 acquisition.

b. Interlanguage is constrained by UG.

c. Restructuring occurs in line with L2 input; nevertheleas, L2-like

grammar is notgaranteed.

The FT/FA has theoretical and empirical advantages. As for the theoretical
advantage, the FT/FA clearly addresses the
knowl edge of L27?0 by defining the initial
of UG. The FT/FA also explains the differences between L1 acquisition and L2
acquisition. L2 acquisition differs from L1 acquisition in its initial state and

possibly in its final state, although UG is fully operative.

50



As for the empirical advantage, the /FA has been supported by a
number of empirical studies. TheulF Transfer part of the FT/FA has been
supported by studies which compared L2ers with different L1s and found that
specific L1 properties are carried over to the L2 grammar at initial or sudrseq
stages. These studies investigated a number of syntactic propadieding the
pro-drop parameter (White, 1985), which will be discussed in 3.4.1. Similarly,
Yuan (1998) compared L2ers with different L1s, Japanese and English, in
acquiring longdistance binding of the Chinese reflexiwgj. He found that L1
Japanese speakers were miargetlike than the L1 English speakers and argues
that it is due to L1 transfer. The Japanese reflexai®jn allows longdistance
binding, just like ziji, wheeas the Englishreflexive self does not. Another
example is Slabakova (2000), who compared L1 Spanish speakers with L1
Bulgarian speakers in acquiring telicity marking on English verbs. In Bulgarian,
the presence of the prevenborphemedetermines the tality of an event. By
contrast, in English and Spanish, cardinality of the object DPs affects telicity of
the event; when the cardinality of the object DP is specified €atgen apples
the event is telic, whereas, when the cardinality is not speecifiddhe object DP
is a bare plural or a mass noun (eegt appley the event is atelic. Slabakova
found that the L1 Bulgarian group was accurate in interpreting atelic sentences
while not accurate in interpreting telic sentencdss Bsymmetry is attriltable
to their L1. Moreover, the L1 Spanish speakers were accurate in interpreting
either sentence types. A further example of L1 transfer is shov@riiter &

Conradie(2006, who investigated acquisition of word order in German by L1
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Afrikaans and L1 Eglish speakers. Both German and Afrikaans are V2 language,
while English is not. They found that the L1 Afrikaans group correctly interpreted
ambiguous whguestions in German either as subject or object questions. In
contrast, the L1 English group interjged whquestions irpresentense mostly as
subject questions and wjuestions in perfect tense mostly as object questions,
using English phrasstructurs which do not allow a finite verb move from V to

C. This supports the Full Transfer view.

Full Transfer also has beensupported by studies that investigate the
acquisition of multiple properties by L2ers with the same L1, whioththat L2
grammar diffes from the native grammaonly in the properties by which L1 and
L2 differ. For example, Umeda@®7) investigated the acquisition of two types of
Japanese witerrogative sentences by L1 English speakeng taking matrix
scope just like the English counterpart, and the other talkimdpedded scopas
opposed to the English counterpaBhe foundthat the L2ers with lower
proficiency misinterpretedboth types of Japanesevh-interrogatives as
consistently aking matrix scope, just likeenglish wh-interrogatives Similarly,
Lardiere (1998) analyzed oral production data by a L1 Chinese speaker of L2
English and found that tense marking on verbs was supressed, whereas case
marking was targdike in her interlanguage. This result is at least partially
attributable to her L1, which lacks tense morphology. Moreover, White (2002)
also found that a L1 Tur&h speaker of L2 English failed tmnsistentlysupply

English determiners, although she showsmhsiderableaccuracy on verbal
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inflections. This result is suggestive of a trandfem Turkish, which has no
definite article.

Full Accesshas been suppodeby two types of empirical studies. The
first involves studies which showed that L2ers successfully acquired a L2
property that is parametrically distinct from L1 and underdetermined in L2 input.
Existing studies on acquisition ¢fie OPC, such as Kannd 497) and Pérez
Leroux& Glass (1999), are of this type, which suggests that L&arectlymake
a distinction betweemehaviors ofnull and overt pronouns. These studies are
reviewed in section 3.4. Studies investigating properties other than the QPC als
havesupporedthe FA. For example, Dekydtspotter & and Sprouse (2001) found
that L1 English speakers of L2 French successfully acqauoigettival restrictions
on wh-phrases with respect tense distinctionsvhich wereunderdetermined by
L2 input. In French, whinterrogative pronoumui Gvhod and adjectival phrase
(e.g.de &ébre @f famou$) can be adjacent or separated in a sentaften
they areadjacent(e.g. Qui de @&ébre fumait au bistro dans les ages 60?
OWVhich famous person smoked irarb in the®0s%, the adjectival phrase
expresses either the speech time (i.e. is currently famous) or event time (i.e. was
famous in@0s). In contrast, when they are separatieel,adjectival phrasenly
expresses the event time. Thienstraintdoes wt exist in the L1 (English),
moreover, it is not taught inAdassroomneverthelesghe L2ersshowedthe same
knowledgeas native French controlSimilarly, Umeda (200, 200§ investigated
interpretation of Japanese sbnstructions by L1 English speakers, which were

not learned solely from L2 inputin Japanese, the scope of -phwrases is
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determined by the position of the question partidl@ In English, it is
determined bythe position of the wAphrases themselveShe found thathe
intermediate L2ers were less targke in interpreting the scope of Japanese wh
phrasestransferringthe scope marking strategy of English. Nevertheless, the
highly proficientL2ers had targf-like interpretations, suggesting that they have
successfullyacquiredthe scopemarking strategy relating to th@h-movement
parameter guided by UG.

The other type of empirical study supportingllFAccessnvolves studies
which show thatthe L2gramma i s not a Hbutweoenforh®to g&.a mmar
L2ers may demonstrate properties of a language that is neither L1 néioi2.
example, Schwartz & Sprouse (1994, 1996) oleverb positions produced by
an L1 Turkish speaker of L2 Germand found that heised a caseassignment
mechanism which is found in natural languatiesigh not L1 or L2At Stage 2,
the L2er correctly placed verbs in the second positions in matrix clauses only
when the subjects are pronominathich wasneither targetike in German nor
L1-like. Schwartz & Sprousargue that the L2ers employed teseassignment
mechanism in Frencimcorporating pronominal subjects into verbs.

Similarly, Finer & Broslow (1986) investigated acquisition of Binding
Principle A in English by L1 Korean sgkers. In English, anaphors require local
antecedents, while in Korean, anaphors can take either local oelogain
antecedents. Finer & Broslow found that the L2ers correctly chose local
antecedents and rejected HAonal antecedents in finite clauses.tA¢ same time,

however, the L2ers chose either local antecedents (58% of the time)-twcabn
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antecedents (38% of the time) in nonfinite clauses. This governing pattern is not
consistent with the L2 (English) nor L1 (Korean) but compatible with Russian.
From this, Finerand Broselow conclude that L2 grammar arrives at a set of
binding principles that is neither Lhor L2-like but consistent with the possible
options provided by UG. This study suggests that L2 grammar does not
necessarilyreset the paraeter at once but gradually reset following options
constrained by UG.

McLaughlin (1998) alsanvestigate acquisition of English reflexives by
L1 Chinese and L1 Japanese speakers and found that 40% of the L2ers had an
appropriate L2 grammar (English setf of reflexives), 47% had the Russian type
setting, and the remaining 13% had the Lhig@se/Japanese) setting. Adopting
the Relativized Subject approach (Progovac 1992, 1993), she attributed the
distribution of reflexives to the interaction of two ipgmdent parameter, (i) the
reflexive parameter, which suggests that a reflexive is either monomorphoemic or
polymorphemic and (ii) the Agr parameter, which suggests that Agr is either
anaphoric or morphological. She suggests that the interlanguage grarniciar
is neither L1 nor L2-like but like Russian results from a failure of resetting the
reflexive parameter and a success of resetting of the Agr. In order to obtain the
targetlike grammar, both parameters need to be reset.

These studies suggest tha&telrs arrive at a grammar which is neither like
L1 or L2 but found in other natural languages. In other words, UG is operative in
their grammars. Such properties are not acquired from L2 input of transferred

from L1.
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3.4PreviousL2 studies on pronouns

This sectionpresentgrevious L2 acquisition studies on pronoun interpretation,
including the OPC effects. First | will review studi@s resettingdf the Pro-drop
parametebecause it is only if L2ers can reset ffagametethat we can expect
the OPC tdbe operative in L2 grammarfhese studieshow that for adult L2ers,
parameter resetting is possible in both directiorigen, | will review studies
investigating whether the OPC is operative in L2 grammar, assuimghey

have reset the parameter.

3.4.1 Resetting from [tAgreement Pro-drop] to [-Pro-drop]

White (1985, 1986) investigated whether L2ers can change the parameter setting
from [+AgreementPro-drop (Spanish)to [-Prodrop (English) She compared

L1 Spanish speakers with L1 French speakédrs judged ungrammatical English
sentences that included (i) missing subjects, (ii) free subgbt inversion, and

(iii) extraction of subjects from a clause containing a complementizer (that trace
effects). These sentences would have been ungrammatic&#lrench but
grammatical in Spanish. The results showed that the L1 Spanish group accepted
more ungrammatical sentences than L1 French group, which suggests that L1
transfer, especially at lower proficiency levels. Tegectionrate improved as

their pioficiency increased, indicating that the L2ers were switching the parameter

settings from the L1 to the L2.
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3.4.2 Resetting from {Pro-drop] to [+Agreement Pro-drop]

Rothman & Iverson (20@J investigated whether L2ers cassetthe parameter

from [-Pro-drop] (English) to [+AgreementPro-drop (Spanish). They found that
parameteresetting is possible even for L2ers in a classroom setting with no
extended exposure to naturalistic input. They compared two L2 groups with
differentlearning environments. One group was studying Spanish at a university
in the U.S. (the classroom only group), and the other group had been studying
Spanish in Spain for 5 months (the study abroad group). Both groups had been at
the same levels of proficiey (intermediate) before the departure of the study
abroad group. The results of a grammaticality judgement/correction task
suggested that the two L2 groups did not differ from the controls with respect to
accepting null and overt subjects in tensed dauRothman & Iverson (2087

take these results as evidence for successful parareseting'® Ther results

also suggest that extended naturalistic input for up to 5 months was not

particularly beneficial for resetting tiReo-drop parameter.

3.43 Null subjectsin Italian
Belletti, Bennati, & Sorac€007) also provide evidence for succespiameter
resetting from[-Pro-drog (English) to [+AgreementPro-drop (ltalian). They

examined productiomnd interpretation of pronouns by neaative L1 English

19 Although both L2groups were not targdike onabsencef thattrace effectsndon subject
verb inversion in Spanish, Rothman & Iverson (28a@ok the position that the pidrop
parameter cluster properties consisted maximally of null referential subjects, nulhexpleti
subjects, and OPC.
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speakers of L2 Italian. The L2ers produced a comparable number of null subject
pronouns as native Italian speakers in a spontaneous production taskvéf,
the L2er$ interpretationof null subject pronouns was essentiatlgntical with
native Italian speakers. Thus, the L2ers were accurate with respect to producing
and interpreting null subject pronouns. From this observation, it was concluded
thatthe neamative L2ers successfully had a mauibjectgrammar.

Note that the L2ers were not acate with all properties of pronouns.
Belletti, Bennati, & Soraceargue that overt subject pronouns have discourse
properties which L2ers are not accurate on. In Italian, null supjeciouns ce
refer with the topic (i.e. old information in discoursghi{ch they call[-topic
shift]), whereas overt pronouns do nequiring a change in top{gttopic shift]).
In (3), for example,the embedded null pronoun -cefers with the matrix
preverbalsubject La mamma6bt he mot her 6) . By contrast,
pronoun [ei 6 s h e-iefers witb the matrix complemerit{ gtthea ddaught er 6) o

another entity in the discourse.

(3) La mammada un bacio alla figlia ~ mentreproi/leiy si mette il cappotto.

The mother gives a kiss to the daughtexhile pro/shg wears the coat

The motherkisses her daughigmvhile proi/shey is putting on her coat.
Belletti, Bennati, & Soractundthatthe L2ers interpreted the embedded overt
subject pronoun in (3) as coreferential with the matrix subject significantly more
often than the controls. This suggests that a discourse property of overt pronouns

could be persistently problematic for L2ers etteoughresetting of the nul

subject parameter had already taken place.
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So far we have seen studies on pronouns in Romance null subject
languagesNext, | will review a study on Japanese, which suggests a delay of

producing null objects compared to nsilibjectdue to L1 transfer.

3.44 Null subjects and objects in Japanese

Yamada (2009) investigated production of null and overt subjects and objects in
L2 Japanese. In Japanese, both topical subjects and objects are null, whereas
focus subjects andbjects must be overt. She compared L1 English speakers of
L2 Japanese (n=5, advanced proficiency) with L1 Korean speakers of L2 Japanese
(n=5, advanced proficiencylising a written elicitation task adapted from Pérez
Leroux & Glass (1999). She found thiwe L1 Korean group did not differ from

the native Japanese controls in producing null subjects and obutspriately

in every contextWhile the L1 English group were accurate in producing null
subjectstheyproduced null objects significantly legsan the controls in the topic
contexts. Thus, the results showed a delay of acquisition of null objectfoonly

the L1 English group. Yamada suggests that this result is attributable to the
difficulty in changing the feature value for L2ers. English daganese/Korean
verbs have different feature values in object positions. English verbs have a strong
thetafeature, which needs to be checked before it is spelled out, and consequently,
null objects are not allowed in English. In contrast, Japanese/Koeeghs have a

weak thetdeature, which does not need to be checked before it is spelled out;

therefore, null objects are allowed (Pa2k04). The L1 English speakers need to
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change the strong theteature to a weak one, and this change is the sourbe of t
difficulty .2

These results suggest that parameter resetting fridemo-firop] to
[+Discourse Pralrop] is not straightforward. The advanced L1 English speakers
of L2 Japanese appear to treat Japanese as an AgreemahbfPianguage
which allows null sbjects but not null objects rather than a Discoursed”yp
language evethoughnull objects arevailablein naturalistic input just like null

subjects.

3.45 OPC effects inL2 Japanese
In this section, | will review previous studies on acquisitiothef OPC effects in
Japanese, Spanisind Turkish, assuming that L2ers have reset the null subject

parameterthough most of these studies are not explicit on thistp

3.4.5.1Kanno (1997, 1998, 1998l

Kanno (1997) investigatl whether or nothe OPC is operative in the grammars

of L1 English speakers of L2 JapaneShe compared English speakeiigh low
intermediatelevels of proficiency to native Japanesespeakers ina written
interpretation task. Thearticipantsread biclausal sentenceshich contained
guantificational matrix subjectsddreka 6 s 0 me o n @are davrhd 0 ) and

embedded (null or overt) pronominal subjects, aglinThen they had tahoose

2With respect to subject positions, the L2ers are not expected to have any difficulty because

English and Japanese/Korean have the sameefpretable] agreement feature (Park, 2004).
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appropriate antecedenter the pronoun, from three options; (a) same as the
matrix subjet (boundonly interpretation) (b) another persorfdisjointonly

interpretation) or (c) both (a) and (i{poth bound and disjoint interpretation)

(4) Darekaga [ karega/pro Suuzaio sitteiru to ] 4tteimasita yo.
SomeonéNom heNom/  Susacc know thasayPrg-PstEMPH
6Somene was saying that he/ pro knows
Q. Darega Suuzaw sitteiru n deshoo Ra
Who-Nom SusarAcc know that suppose Q
OWho do you ss Spp@ane® 6know

A. (a) Same asomeone (b) another person

The results suggest that the L2ers made a categorical distinction between overt
pronouns and null pronos with respect to quantifiedntecedents, judike the
control groupBoth the controls and the L2ers chose a disjomly interpretation
when the pronoun was overt significantly more often than they did when the
pronoun was null in (4) (the controlsvert 98% vs. null 17%, the L2ers: overt
87% vs null 21.5%). fis suggests that the OPC was operating in their grammar.
She also confirmed that native English speakers allowed English overt pronouns
with quantified antecedents the same taskThis sugges s t hat t he
rejection of Japanese overt pronsuwith quantified antecedents was not
attributable to their L1.

This work addresseghe logical problem,namely, whether the L2ers
acquire a constraint which does not operate in the L1. Moreoee@QRg is not
explicitly taught inJapanes&xtbooks and language class€éanno suggestthat

the OPC is a part of UG for two reasons. First, the OPC is observed in a wide
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range of typologically unrelated languages, such as Spanish, Chinese, and Korean.
Secad, the OPC is underdetermined by inputL1 acquisition There is no
negative evidence in input to inform children learning L1 that overt pronouns
allow more limited antecedents than null pronouns in null subject languages.
Based on the assumptitimatthe OPC is a part of UG, Kanno concludes thiat a
syntactic principles of UG, including those which are not manifested in the L1,
are available in L2 acquisitipsupporting the FA view of L2 acquisition

It should be noted tham follow-up studies, Kann¢1998a, 1998b) shows
that L2 er s o k of ahe | G gnay not be stable at early stages of
developmentKanno (1998a) investigated the same propéittg OPC)in the
same task as Kanno (1997), using different subj@dt® were of similar
proficiency as thse in Kanno (19973 The group results in Kanno (1998a) show
that the L2ers categorically rejected bound variablanterpretationof overt
pronouns, suggesting that they had acquired the OPC; this is consistent with
Kanno (1997). Nevertheless, in termstbé individual results, Kanno (1998a)
differs from Kanno (1997), allowing more individual variability. In Kanno
(1998a), only 48% of the L2ers showed consistejaiction ofthe OPCviolations
while 79% of the L2ers did in Kanno (1997). Furthermore, Ka(f998b)
conducted the same task in two separate sessionawWithweek interval on the

samesubjectsto investigatelongitudinal consistency of the OPC. The results

suggest that only 31% of the 29 L2ers demonstrated the knowledge of the OPC

2L Both L2ers inkanno (1997) and Kanno (1998a) were in the fosgtmesteof the Japanese

language course at the University of Hawaii.
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(i.e. rejecton of quantified antecedents fkare) in the two sessions. From these
findings, Kanno (1998a) concdatldastd t hat L 2 e
early stages of L2 acquisitiGh

Kanno (1997)provides very interesting data which suggest thét is
operative in L2 acquisitiorin addition,Kanno is the first studio test a discourse
null subject languageJapanese, in L2 acquisition of the OFSIudies before
Kanno tested Romance null subjiriguagessuch as Spanish (e.ggrBzLeroux
& Glass, 197).

On the other hand potential shortcoming is identified in Kanno. She did
not explicitly test the proficiency of the L2ers. The L2ers were assumed to be of
low intermediate proficiency because they were in the fourth semester in a five
semester pragm which covered the basic grammadapanesat the University
of Hawaii. However, an independent proficiency test would make her findings
more persuasive. This potential shortcoming is overcome in Mass{&898)

thesis presented below.

3.45.2 Marsden (1998)
Marsden (1998) replicated Kanno, using the same sentence structure, the same
methodology, and the same1lll2 combination. She confirmed the finding in

Kanno, suggesting that L1 English speakers oflaganesebserve the OPC at

% However, White (2003)oints outthatfailure to reject ungrammatical interpretation (i.e.
guantified antecedents fkare) does nohecessarilyprovide evidence fonaccessibilityof the
OPC. Instead, each particip@acceptance of grammatical versus ungrammatical interpretations
should be compared. If the former is not significantly higher than the latter, it would suggest that

the OPC is nobperativein the L2 grammar.
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early stages. Athe same time, Marsden discovered three interesting facts which
were not discussed in Kannoirgt, Marsden tested three proficiency groups
(elementary, intermediate and advanced) and fourdkwelopmentalpath of
acquisition of the OPC. In her study, teeementary group violated the OPC,
accepting a bound variable interpretation of Japanese overt pronouns nearly 60%
of the time. However, the percentage of the OPC violation decrease¢lde as
proficiency increased, to 38% for the intermediate group and &3%the
advanced group.

Second, Marsden tested cuantified antecedent nfinna Geveryoné in
addition to thosewhich Kanno tested dareka Gsomeoné and dare Gwhod.
Interestingly, althe L2ers violated the OPC more frequently when the antecedent
was Geveryonéthan they did when the antecedent \i&kod or someon@.This
tendency was especially striking for the elementary gréige took a bound
variable interpretation 75% of the time when the antecedent@asyoné
violating the OPC, wheredgre took a bound variable interpretation only-38
50% of the time when the antecedent wasod and Gomeoné& Marsden
suggests that this is attributable to L1 transfer, namely, the strong L1 preference
for Gveryonéto be the antecedent of overt pronoun&mglish. Shecarriedout
the same test in English and found that native English speakers (n=11) chose the
boundonly interpretation okembeddedEnglish pronouns 61% of the time when
the antecedent wasveryoneln contrast toeveryone when the antecedemias
who and someone,the native English speakers chose the disjoirty

interpretation about 70% of the time. This result is opposite of Kanno (1997), in
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which native English speakers chose tioeeferentialinterpretation ofwho and
someon®ver 85% of lhe time.

Finally, Marsden found that nativiapanesepeakers (n=11) unexpectedly
chose coreferential interpretations for overt pronouns only 11.5% of thé&%time.
Kanno, the acceptance rate of the same property was 47%. Ideally, the acceptance
rate might be expected to be over 80% becausedisderentiainterpretation of
overt pronouns is grammatical. The low acceptance rate in Kanno and Marsden is
potentialy attributableto a task effect. In their experiments, sentences like (4)
were presented without context to the informants, and they cigsepriate
antecedents from three options: (i) the matrix subject (i.e. the coreferential
reading), (ii) another pson (i.e. the disjoint reading) and (iii) both (i) and (ii).
This task may reflect the participadizreferences and overlook less preferable
options. In other words, not choosing some option does not mean that it is
ungrammatical. In order to see whethidre interpretation of coreferential
pronouns is affected by these factors, the experiment in this thesis employs
different tasks.

The low acceptance rate in Kanno and Marsden could also be attributable
to verb meaning As we have seen in Chapter 2, Ku(i®72) suggests that
complement clauses following some verbs, suckagshink, andbelieve tend to

directly express the speakeifeelings; thereforeself or its null form rathethan

% Similar to MarsdenyYamada (2002) quoted in Yamada (2005) found that Japanese
monolinguals (n=6) accepted thereferentiainterpretation of overt pronouns only 9.4% of the

time.
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kare is preferred.To test how far the verb meaning is involvednteace
structures, different verbs were used in the experiment of this dissertation.
Another possibility is that the low acceptance rate cofeferential
pronouns is caused by the discourse property of overt pronouns, which we have
seen inBelletti, Benndé, & Sorace(2007). Recall thaBelletti, Bennati, & Sorace
argue that embedded overt pronouns signal change of topic ([+topic shift]), and
accordingly, do not corefer with the matrix subject in Italian. If this discourse
function is crossinguistically applicable to pronoun#(iel, 1990) it would not
be surprising if Japanese overt pronounenmbeddecclauses are not taken to
corefer with the matrix subject.
Thus, Marsden partially replicated Kanno and uncovered interesting facts
on Japanese pronouns. One potential drawback is thatuthkerof participants
in each L2 group is very limited (elementary n=4, intermediate n=6 and advanced
n=8) As she suggestshe small number of informants could have made her
findings nonreplicable To overcome this potential drawback, the L2 groups in

this study consist of a larger number of participants, as | will explain in Chapter 4.

3.46 OPC effectsin L2 Spanish
34.6.1PérezLeroux & Glass (1999)
PérezlLeroux & Glass (1999) investigatacquisition of the OPC by L1 English

speakers of L2 SpanishThey employedelicited written production, in which

2 All studies in 34.6, including PérezLeroux & Glassinvestigatechot only the OPC but also

other aspects of Spanish pronouns. The latter is not relevant to this thesis
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the informants read English contextdlowed by a test sentence in Englishey
had totranslate the sentenggo Spanish. Th&nglishtest sentences contained a
guantificational subjectin the matrix clause and an overt pronoun in the
complementlause, as ing). The quantified antecedés consisted of three types,
namely, a distributive quantifieeéch student negative quantifiersnpbody no

journalist), and a group quantifieeyerybody.

(5) Boundvariable story

Context: The court charged that some journalists had been in ¢ontdt the
jurors. Several of them were questioned by the judge.

a. To translate:
@Butmo journalist admitted that he had talke
Peroningnper i odi st aé
b. Target translation:
Ningun periodistaadmitié que pro le habia hablado a los jurados.
No journalist admitted thairo to-themhad spoken to the jurors.
The context forced the embedded pronouns to have either a disjoint reading or a
bound variable reading. If the informants correctly knesv@®C, theyghould not
produce overt pronouns in the bound variable contexts, whilestioeyd produce
overt pronouns in disjoint contexts. The informants were divided into three
proficiency groups: elementary, intermediate and advanbeeir productionof
null and overt pronouns was compared to that of native Spanish spelkers.
results show thaall proficiency groups mduced far more null pronouns than
overt pronounsn the bound variable context3his preference for null pronouns

was not across ¢éhboard. In the disjoint contexts, all groups produced more overt

pronouns than they did in the boundriable contexts. All groups made a
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significant distinction between the contexts that do not allow overt pronouns by
the OPC and those that do allow dveronounsFrom these results, the authors
concluded that the OPC is operative at all stages of the development of L2
grammar. This is consistent withe findingsfor L2 Japanese in Kanno (1997).
PérezLeroux & Glassshow two strengths. First, thepmpaed three L2
groups with different proficiency levetsd clearly showed that (i) the L2 Spanish
grammar respects the OPC at all stages and (ii) the L2 Spanish grammar more
strictly observes the OPC in line with proficien8econdthe translation task in
PérezLeroux & Glassis sophisticatedThe task facilitates participadtases of
pronouns in a naturalistic way. By contrast,the interpretation task iKanno
and Marsdenthe participants were directly asked about the antecedents of
pronouns, which could encourage participants to use metalinguistic knowledge.
On the other hand, the task RérezLeroux & Glassis not free from
criticism. First, the task may notorrectly tap participant knowledge of
pronouns. In a production task, participants produce the most preferable option
when multiple answers are possible. Therefore, the fact that they produced null
pronouns in the bound variable contexts does nemessarilymeanthat they
disallowed overt pronouns in the same contexts. It may be the case that overt
pronouns are possible but less preferred to null pronouns. In this sense, the
translation task has the same potential drawback asntbgpretationtask in
Kanno and Mrsden.Secondthe task suffers from a potential drawback which
translation tasks often have. The participanight unconsciousljaveoveruse

overt pronounstrying to translate all English words to Spanisiiom these
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reasons, a truth value judgementtask which checks possibility of one
interpretation of pronouns per context would be béttanthe translation task in
PérezLeroux & Glassto measure correctly the participamksiowledgeof the

OPC.

3.4.6.2 Rothman & lverson (2007b), Rothman (2009)

Like PérezLeroux & Glass (1999)Rothman & Iverson (2007b) investigated
acquisitionof the OPC by L1 English speakers of L2 Spanish. They differ from
PérezLeroux & Glassin investigating both production and interpretation of
pronouns. Thewdaped the translation task froniPérezLeroux & Glass(1999)
and the interpretation task from Kanno (1997).

In the translation task, the participants read paragraphs which offered
either a bound variable or a coreferential context; then, treslatedthe
sentenes from English to Spanish.nd@ English sentences were-diausal and
contained quantified matrix subjects (eegch wif@ or referential matrix subjects
and null or overt pronominal subjects in the complement clause following the
matrix verbs (e.goelieveandthoughy.

In the interpretation task, the participants were presented witlalsal
sentences which contained quantified-wtrd matrix subjects (e.gwho) or
referential matrix subjects and null or overt pronominal subjects in the
complemenclause, following the matrix verbs (esgtyandnot knowy in Spanish
The participants indicated interpretations of pronouns by choosing antecedents

from given options, as in Kanno.
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In both the production and interpretation tasks, the intermediate L1
English speakers of L2 Spanish made a clear distinction between null and overt
pronouns with quantified antecedents as well as between overt pronouns with
guantified andreferentialantecedents, just as native Spanish speakers did. This
suggestghat the ORC was already operative. Interestingly, Rothman & Iverson
carried out the same experiment on the same L2ers twice. All L2ers were
university students in the U.S. who just started a salmgad program in Spain at
the time of the first experiment.n& secad experiment was carried out five
months after the first to investigate whether the L&@enswledgeof the OPC had
changed after extendemhturalistic exposure to Spanish. Rothman & Iverson
found no difference in results between the two experiments.stiggests that the
L2er®d OPC knowledge becomes stable when they arrive at intermediate
proficiency levelscontrary to Kanno (1998Db).

Rothman (2009) carried out an interpretation task on the OPC, just like
Rothman& Iverson (2008). Unlike Rothman &verson which tested a group of
intermediate L2ers, Rothman (2009) tested two proficiency groups (intermediate
and advanced)He found that both L2 groups observed the OPC though some
individual variation was found. Anothénterestingfinding in Rothman (209)
andRothmané& Iverson (200B) is that native Spanish speakers chiaserential
antecedents for overt pronouns less than 40% of the time (35% in Rothman, and

39% in andRothman and IversQrin test items like (6).

(6) Vincente afirnd ayer qued le halda pedito la mano a su novia y que ellos se
casaran en jlio.
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d/incent affirmed yesterday that he had asked for his girlféertand in
marriage and that they would be married in &uly.

Q. Who do you suppose asked his girlfriend to marry him?

A (a) Vincente (b) someone else

Rothman (2009: 258) suggests that the overt subject pronoun in (6) is most
naturally interpreted with disjoint referentepughboth coreferential and disjoint
interpretations are possible. This is parallel with findings aldapanese overt
subject pronoun in Marsden (1998). The disjoint interpretation of the overt
pronouns in (6) is also compatible with the topic shift accouBeiketti, Bennati,

& Sorace(2007).

3.4.70PC effectsin L2 Turkish (Gurel, 2002, 2003)

Gurel (2002, 2003)nvestigatedi) whether or not the OPC works in Turkish and
(i) whether or not L1 English speakers of L2 Turkish can acquiegious
interpretatios of Turkish pronouns. Turkish has an overt pronouifs)/hé an
anaphorkendishi 6 s e | & @& null pronounpro, similar to JapaneseTheir
distribution is summarized in Table

Table 1. Interpretations of Turkish pronouns

language Turkish

antecedent: Referential Quantified

Embgdded Overt Null Overt Null
subjects

Pronouns | o |kendisi| pro o |kendisi| pro
Corefe_ntlal No | Yes | Yes i i i
reading

Bouf‘d - - - No Yes | Yes
reading

Disjoint 1 yos | ves | Yes | Yes| Yes | Yes
reading

71



Table 1 shows thahe overt pronoun cannot be bound by quantified antecedents
sincepro is available in the same syntactic positiossthe OPC predicts. Thus,
Turkish apparentlyrespects the OP@lthoughGiurel has argued that it does not

An example is given in (7a).

(7) Turkish
a. Quantificational antecedents

Kimse pp[o-nuny;/kendtsi-niny/pra; a k € Fdugai]-no dustrm-tyor
Nobody s/heGen/seli3sgGen/pro smart b&lom-3S:Ros-Acc think-Neg-Prg
0 N o b; ahthiys that s/he;/self; /proy is smart. (Nobody thinks her smartness)

b. Referential antecedents
Elif; pplo-nunyx/kendisi-niny/pro;  gelecegi]-ni soyheli

Elif s/heGen/self3sgGen/pro coaNom-3S:PosAcc  sayPst
0 Ejlsaidf(that) s/hgj/selfj/proj woul d come. 6 (EIl i f said her
Gurel further suggests that there is another constrairm, amhich Spanish and
English pronouns do not hgave cannottake referential antecedentas (7b)
shows In other wordsp obligatorily has a disjoint readin§he suggesthat this
is attributable tothe parametric difference of the governing categatyich
Binding Principle B applies to. Turkish observes Binding Principle6é B\
pronomi nal is free in iIts governing catego
In English, governing categes are IPs and possessiveDPs. By contrast, in
Turkish, the governing category is IP, a@hé complementlauses in) are not
IPs but DPs. Thereforep may not be bound byn antecedent, either when the
antecedents are quantificationara( or referential {b). This analysis is

interesting because it may prove to be applicable to Japanese if native Japanese
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speakergruly reject a coreferential interpretation of the Japanese prdcareras
Marsden (1998) found.

Following the analysis abov&urel suggests thatniorder to acquire the
correct interpretatioof o in Turkish L1 English speakers need to learn that (i)
the governing category faris IP and (ii) Turkish embedded clauses are not IPs
but DPs.Sheinvestigatedvhether L1 Englistspeakers oL2 Turkishinterpreed
o, kendisiand pro in (7) like native Turkish speakeis three tasks, including a
written interpretation task adapted from Kanno (19%f)d a truth value
judgement taskThe L2ers had intermediate/advangedficiencyof Turkish and
had been liing in Turkey for 18.5 years omverage(range 1636 years); in
consequence, they were believed to be end state L2ers. In allthesk2ersstill
violated the bindingdomain of Turkish. The native Turkish speakers allowed
either aboundvariable interpetation or acoreferentialinterpretation ofo less
than 11% of the time, whereas, the L2aHowed those interpretationsat
significantly higher percentagelt is concluded thathie end statd_2ers faiked to
achieve native normbecause of the persistehl interference of the bding
domain ofpronouns This suggests that even highly advanced L2ers failed to
observe the OPC in Turkish. This is contrary to other L2 studies on the OPC in
Japanese and Spanish, which we have seen so far.

Gureltested thenteresting behavioof the Turkish overt pronou in L2
acquisition. To the best of my knowledge, no sthdforeGurelhad investigated
the OPC in TurkishShe also presented interesting data, suggestingenalisi

Gelf§ and noto s)h& is an interpretive equivalent faro in native Turkish
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speaker@grammar. ®ven that Turkish and Japanese pagallelin allowing an

overt pronounselfandpro to alternate in the same syntactic positions, it could be
possible thaself and pro are inerpretive equivalents in Japanese as wélhe

thing which could be done tomake G ¢, r seahaldysis of IP as thgoverning
categoryof o more compellings to present data whickhowthato can be bound

by antecedents outside of the IP. All exampleooh Girel are in the same
matrix clause as the potential antecedents; therefore, we cannot see wicetiner

be truly bound by antecedents outside of its governing catedbrycannot be
bound by antecedents outside of IP, it follows that more likedemonstratives,
such asano dhain Japanese, in the sense that they consistently have a disjoint

reading.

3.5 Summary and implications for this study

This chapter provided thbackgroundto the predictions for this study. | first
explained the ams and basic concepts of the generative approach to L2
acquisition. Following White (1989), | argue that L1 and L2 acquisition have
parallel learnability problem, and UG gives a potential solution for this puzzle.
Then | introducd the Full Transfer Full Access Hypothesis (Schwartz & Sprouse,
1994; 1996)which suggests that all L1 properties can be initially transferred on
L2 (FT) but L2ers at least in principle will arrive at natlilee competence
guided by UG (FA) I argue thatthis model has theoretical and empirical
advantagesThen, | reviewedrevious L2studieson pronouns. | first reviewed

studieson resetting of the prdrop parametemwhich is a prerequisite for the OPC

74



effects to be operative in L2 grammadtinally, | reviewedexistingL2 acquisition
studies orthe OPC effects in Japanese, Spanish and Turkish

As we have seen, a number of attempts have been made to shb@etisat
successfully observe the OPC effecteatly stagesHowever, it is hard to say
that all aspects of acquisition of the OPC effects have been clarified, for three
reasons. First, no attempt has been made to investigate the operation of the OPC
effects by L2ers whose L1 is an Agreement-&mp language, such as L1
Spanish speakers of L2 Japane$o the best of my knowledgmost previous
studies have investigated acquisition of the OPC effects by L2ers whose L1s do
not allow null subjects, such as English. Thé LA combination in which L1 is
Spanish([+Agreement Pralrop) and L2 is Japanesd[+Discourse Pralrop)
allows for interesting predictions about the operation of the OPC effects in subject
and object position, as | will explain in the next chapter. Second, the variation in
coreferentialinterpretations of Japanese overt pronouns e ignored. The
variation has been pointed out in literatusachas Kuno (1972) ané&lbourne
(2005); nevertheless, it has never besmpiricallyinvestigated Third, no attempt
has been made favestigatea variableinterpretationof Japaneseo-seriesDPs.
Acquisition ofso-series DPs could provide new insights iatmuisitionof bound
variable interpretations of pronouns. This dissertation investigates these three
points to fill a gap in existing studies. Thexhchapter report an experiment on

thes points.
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Chapter 4 L2 ACQUISITION OF INTEPRETATION OF PRONOUNS

4.1 Introduction

This chapter reports on an experiment on L2 acquisition of Japanese null and
overt pronouns by L1 English and L1 Spanish speakers. 4.2 summarizes the
interpretatve differences between the three languages and presents predictions
light of the Full Transfer/Full Access Hypothes#s3 explains thenethodology

and presents the results. 4.4 summarizes the results.

4.2 Summary of the facts and predictions
In Chager 2, | argued that Spanish, Japanese, and English pronouns have

different interpretationsaasshown in Table 1

Tablel. Interpretation®f pronouns in Spanish, Japanese, and English

language Spanish Japanese English
anteceden Referential Quantified | Referential Quantified | Ref|Qua
PronoungOvert Null | Overt [Null | Overt |Null| Overt |Null| Overt
. . so- so-
Examples é | pro é pro kareserie pro kareSerie pro he
Bound | - No/YeiYes| - | - | - | No|Yes|Yes| - |Yes
reading
Corefaen-
tial | Yes|Yes| - - |Yes® Yes|Yes| - | - | - |Yes| -
reading

Among these differences, thiissertationtested three properties: (i) the OPC

effects (i.e. null and overt pronouns with bound variable interpretations), (ii)

% Exceptionally,Spanish overt pronouns can be bound by quantified antecedents in syntactic
positions where nulpronouns do not occur.

% Coreferentiakare may not be always acceptable.
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variation in coreferential interpretation (i.e. overt pronownth coreferential
interpretations in nomeported speechand (iii) so-series DPs with variable
interpretations. | will expand Table 1 into 4 smaller tables (Tabtelizlow) to
make detailed predictions in the light of the FT/FA, which was discussed in

Chapter 3.

4.2.10PC effects(null and overt pronouns with bound variable interpretajion

In Chapter 2, we saw that English, SpangigJapanese overt pronouns differ in
terms of the availability of bound variable interpretasiomhe data in (1]3)
repeat this point. In English, subject and object pronouns permit barable
interpretations, as inlj. In Spanish and Japanese, neither subject nor object
pronouns can take a bound variable interpretation, as in (2) and (3e The

differences are presented in Table 2.

(1) a.Everyongsaid thathgb ought a car 0
b. Everyonesaid that Mary knew him 0

(2) a.Nadig sabe que &} /praj; vendra.
Nobody know:3 that he/pro comeSFut
0 N o b; kndws that he;/pra; will come.6

b. Nadi¢ sabe que el profesorlo vigila +if; §oedy;
Nobody know:3S that the teacher HIBL watchover:3S him
ONobody knows that t hjprot ®acher watches

(3) a.Darano-ga [kareqj-ga /prg; kurumao katta to] -tta.
EveryoneNom heNom /pro caAcc boughtthat say-Pst
Everyonesaidthat he;/pragjbought a car 0

b. Dareno-ga  [Mary-ga kare;-o/proy sitteiru to] i-tta
EveryoneNom MaryNom heAcc/pro  know that say-Pst
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(Everyonesaid that Mary knew himy/pro;. 6

Table 2. Availability of the bound variable interpretation (overt pronouns)

Pronouns| Positions English Spanish | Japanese
Overt subject a No No
object a No No

The FT/FA makes two predictions abduit English and.1 Spanish speakers of
L2 Japanese as follows1l English speakers wilhitially allow bound variable
interpretations obvertsubject and object pronouns in Japanasasferring from
their L1 (The Full Transfer)Nevertheless, once the L2ers underdtdnat
Japanese is a Discourse flrop languagethe OPCwill take effect both in
subject and object positiongiven that the OPC is a universal principleul(F
Acces$. Judging from the results in Kanif®997) and Marsder(1998) the L1
English group wl come to have the targéke interpretationby the timethey
arrive at intermediate levels of proficiency. L1 Spanish speakers will correctly
disallow bound variable interpretations of subjembd object pronouns,
transferringheir L1.

To summarize,n the light of FT/FA, | make predictions in (4) and (5) for

L1 English and L1 Spanish speakers of L2 Japanese.

(4) L1 English speakensith lower proficiencywill wrongly accept a bound

variable interpretation of Japanese overt pronoubstinsubject and object
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positions.Nevertheless, they will havargetlike interpretations as their

proficiency improves.

(5) L1 Spanish speakers wdbrrectly rejeca bound variable interpretation of

Japanese overt pronounshbioth subject and object pdagnsfrom initial stages

Table 3 presents the availability of the bound variable interpretations of null
pronouns in the three languages. Here, the FT/FA does not make a clear
prediction for L1 English speakers because their L1 does not allow null pronouns.
The FT/FA predicts thdtl Spanish speakers will correctly allow bound variable

interpretation of null pronouns, just like their L1.

Table 3. Availability of the bound variable interpretation (null pronouns)

Pronouns| Positions English Spanish | Japanese
Null Subject n.a. a a
Object n.a. a a

4.2.2 Variation in coreferential interpretation (overt pronouns with referential
antecedenjs

Table 4 shows the availability of tltereferentiainterpretation of overt pronouns

in different structures, namely, in reported speech and other structures (t.e. non

reported speech).
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Table 4. Availability of the coreferential interpretation (overt pronouns)

Pronouns| Positions | Verbs/comple | English | Spanish | Japanese
mentizers
Overt subject Reported speecl a a a (less
acceptable)
Non-reported a a a (more
speech acceptable)

As we saw in Chapter 2, the coreferential uses of the Japanese overt pronouns in
reported speech can be less acceptablettiaa®e in norreported speech (Kuno,
1972). Although no empirical attempt has been made to clarify this, it is expected
that native Japanese speakers will make a distinction between the two situations.
However, this distinction does not hold in English mo8panish. In addition, this
distinction is not taught in Japanese language classes. Consequently, we predict
that both L2 groups will not make a distinction and will allow coreferential
interpretations in either type of structure to a similar extentsd lpeedictions are

summarized in (6) and (7).

(6) Native Japanese will accept coreferential interpretations of overt pronouns in

nonreported speech more than in reported speech.

(7) Both L2 groups will accept coreferential interpretations of the overt pronouns

in reported speecindnonreported speech to a similar extent
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4.2.3So-series DPs as bound variables
Table 5 shows the availability of the bound variable interpretation of
demonstrative pronouns, namely, the Japaseseries DPs, and the English and

Spanish equivalentshat NPs).

Table 5. Availability of the bound variable interpretatisno-$eries DPS)

English | Spanish | Japanese

So-series No No a

As we saw in ChapteR, Japanesesoseries DPs permit a bound variable
interpretation, whereas the English and Spanish equivalents generally do not,
except in a very limited number of cases. Rather, English and Spanish equivalents
are used as deictic demonstrative pronouns.

According to the FT/FA, both L2 groups should initially disallow the
bound variable interpretation of tls®-series DPs. In this case, no difference is
expected between the two L2 groups because their L1ls have the same
interpretations. The bound variablgarpretation of theo-series DPs is expected
to be acquired in later stages of developnmatiter than earlier stagegven that
positive evidence for this phenomenon is rather limited. Steeries DPs are
used as demonstratives more often than andwoariables. It also should be
noted that the bound variable use of fweseries DPs is naxplicitly taught in
Japanese language class@fie main predictions of thesoseries DPs are

summarized in (8).
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(8) Both L2 groups will not allow the boundariable interpretation of theso-

series DPs until they arrive at advanced levels of proficiency, if at all.

To summarize, this section offered predictions for L1 Spanish and L1 English
speakers acquiring three propertdéslapanese: the OPC phenomenon, variations
of coreferential interpretation, asd-series as bound variables. These predictions

will be tested in the experiment described in the next section.

4.3 Study

4.3.1 Participants

16 native Japanesspeakergarticipated as the control group in the experiment.
Participantswvere adults (mean age 28, range3®ears old) living in Montreal
and Toronto whdad rot been outside of Japan for more tHab years at the
time of testing fhean 0.8range0.1-2.5 yeas). Japanese speakers who had lived
in countries other than Japdor more than 2.5 years weexcluded to avoid
possible L1 attritionOne participant was excluded latesied on heresponses to
distractorsin the truth value judgement tasiShe judged the falsdistractorsas
true 63% of the time, whereas other native Japanese participargs ahty 7%

of the time on average (rangel3%). Consequently, the data from 15 native

Japanese speakers were analyzed.
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The L2ers consisted &7 naive English speaketsand37 native Spanish
speakers. They were residentsQdnada Japan, Spajnand Mexico and were
recruitedthroughclassified ads on websge

The native English speakers were originally fromWsA (n=14), Canada
(n=9),the UK (n=7), the Philippine (n=3), Australia (n=2)Singaporgn=1), and
Malaysia (n=1)They were selected (f) their L1 was English,and (ii) they were
not bilinguals ofEnglish and+(Agreement/Discourse) Piudrop] languages om
an environment where (Agreement/Discourse) Psgrop] languages were
spokenin their childhood They were further selected by the fpest which will
be explained in the next section. As a result, the data from 30 native English
speakers were finally analyzed. They started studyapanese at the age ofd®
averagdrange 1126 years oldandhad lived in Japan fan average a2.5 years
(range 0.111 years). Yoarticipantswere taking Japanesanguageclasses in a
university or alanguageschoolat the time of testing. Theysad Japanese about
25 hours per week on averagenffa 3110 hours), according to sekportfrom
the background questionnaire.

Native Spanish speakenrsere originally from Spain (n=19), Mexico
(n=10), Columbia (n=4)Argentina (n=1), Peru (n=1), Chile (n=1), adduguay
(n=1). They were selected (if) their L1 was Spanish and (ii) they were not
English-Spanishsimultaneoudilinguals, though most of them spoke English as

their second othird language. They were fimr selected by the ptest which

27 Originally, 5 more English speakeparticipated in the experimehtt they were excluded

because they did not meet all the criteria.
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excluded 7 participantsonsequently, the data from 30 native Spanish speakers
were finally analyzed. They started studying Japanese at the ag@wnfa2rage
(range 1433) and had lived in Japan for 2.3 years onayer(range 11 years).

15 of themwere taking Japanedanguageclasses in a university orlanguage
schoolat the time of testing. They used Japanese about 35 honge @410
hours) per week on average, according to-reglbrt. Table 6 summarizeseth

profiles of the L2 groups (n=30 each) and the native Japanese group (n=15)

whose data were included in the final analysis.

Table 6. Participants

Number | Age at the First Naturalistic| Use of
(M: male time of | exposure tg exposure | Japanese
L1 F.female) testing Japanese| (years of | (hours per
(years old)| (yearsold) | staying in week)
Japan)
English 30 28 19 2.5 25
(n=30) | (20M, 10F)| (19-46) (11-26) (0.1-11) (0-110)
Spanish 30 30 22 2.3 35
(n=30) | (19M, 11F)| (23-44) (14-33) (0-112) (0-110)
Japanese 15 28 na na na
(n=15) (1M, 14F) (22-36) o o o

4.3.2 Procedure

The participants undeaok two tasks,a coreferential judgement tagkJT) anda

truth value judgmentiask(TVJ), andcompleted a questionnaire on their linguistic

background® One half of the participants firsbok the CT and the remaining

half first took the TVJ to avoid possible task effects. For example, atheridh

28 The background questionnair@sconducted between the TandtheTVJ to prevenbne task

from influencing the others
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native Japanegearticipants, 7 of them first took the CJT (Group A%9a){, and
the remaining 8 first tdothe TVJ (Group B ir{9b)).

The L2ers additionallytook a Japanesdanguageproficiency test and
performed a translatiorest between the two task&mong the 30 L1 English
speakers and the 30 L1 Spanish speakers whose data were finally analyzed, 17 L1
English speakers and 17 L1 Spanish speakers first took the CJT, @a)inT(ie
remaining 13 L1 English speakers and 13 L1 Spanish speakers first took the TVJ

as in(10b).

(9) Native Japanese speakers (n=15)

a. Group A (n=7) b. Group B (n=8)
cJT TV
Questionnaire Questionnaire
TV CJT

(10) L2ers

a. Group A (n=17) b. Group B(n=13)
caJT TVJ
Questionnaire Questionnaire
Proficiency & translation Proficiency & translation
TV CJT

The experiment took 3 hours on average (rang&Lfér the LZrsand 1 hour for
the native JapanespeakersTheexperiment wasdministered online via Survey
Monkey. After the experiment, the participants provided feedbackthe

experimentwia email, andheywere compensatddr their time
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4.3.3 Proficiency test

In order toconfimt he L2er sd understanding of
grammar and vocabulary, they took a written proficiency test adapted from
Umeda (2008). It was a cloze test taken from an articldihongo Journala
magazine directed towards Japanese largjlearners. There was one blank at
every 7" word in the passage, and 35 blanks in t(tak Appendie.?° For each
blank, the participants were instructed to choose the most appropoiatérom

4 options.

Based on the score of this proficiency test, the L2ers were divided into 2
proficiency groupsadvanced and the intermediate, taking 24 out of 35 (69%) as
the cut-off between the two groups. The L1 English advanced (EA) group
consisted of 15 participantsshose proficiency score was -32 (7£91%). The
L1 English intermediate (EI) group consisted of 15 participants, whose
proficiency scors were 13-23 (37#66%). Results from a independersample 1
test show that the proficiency scores of the EA and EI growgre significantly
different ¢(28)=9.83,p<.001).

The samecriterion was used for the L2 Spanish groups. The L1 Spanish
advanced (SA) group consisted of 14 participants, whose proficiencys scne

24-34 (6997%). The L1 Spanish intermediate (Sl) @poconsisted of 16

#The original test in Umeda (2008) consisted ®btanks.Thereliability of this test was
confirmed inUmedathrough participation of 1Rative Japanese speakérBeir mean score was
96% (range 91.00%).
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participants, whose proficiency scereere 14-22 (4063%)3° The proficiency
scores of the SA and Sl groups were significantly differ€d8)=9.53,p<.001).

The EA group and the SA group did not differ with respect to their
Japaneseroficiency test scorest(27)=0.71,p=.49), nor did theEl and the SI
groups (1(29)=0.58,p=.57). Table 7 summarizes theroficiency scores (%) of

each L2 group and the relevant information from the backgrquasdtionnaire

Table 7. L2er8proficiency

group | Proficiency test Length of staying | Use of Japanese
(%) in Japan (years) | (hours per week)

mean range mean | Range | mean range

(nE:'iS) 80 7191 2.3 0.1-6 31 1-110
(nEI15) 52 37-66 2.6 0.1-11 19 0-110

SA

(n=14) 78 6997 3.2 0-11 51 0-110
(niG) 50 40-63 1.4 0-4 22 1-110

4.3.4 Translation test

Thetranslation test was administeredsee whethethe L2ersknew thatlapanese
allows null argumentsa prerequisite for operation of the OPC effebiighe st

the L2erswere instructed to translate an English or Spanish dialog into Japanese.

The dialog consisted df5 sentencesn which two peopleweretalking about a

30 The data from 6 native Spanish participants who scored lower than 12 (rA8g8F34%)

were leftunanalyzedecausehey were not comparable to the English group in terms of Japanese

proficiency

87



baseball playerThe English version for the L1 English participants is presented

in (10).

(11) Transhtion task (English version)
a.Mr. Hara and MrUeda are talking about a baseball player.
b.Har a 61 ilni ktehel chheiw oYor k Yankees. 0

cUeda 61l s he an American?d

Har a (i)oHdis Japanese.
(i) Heis an outfielder.
(i) Heis 40 years old.
(iv) Beforehe went to NewYork, he played in Japan.
(v) I think heis a good player.
Ue d a (v lakhowhim.
(vii) 1 like him, too.
d.lnoffseasons, he often comes to Japan, do
(viii) My sister said thashemethim at a gym.
(ix) 1 think | sawhim in Tokyo, too.
(x) He took a drive in a red car.

x)ldondét Hesowl i fhas that car. 6

Among the b English sentencesn (11), the first3 sentences, (4f), and one
sentence in the middle, (d), were also given in Japanese as samples of the
translation. fie English subjecthe in (c) was translated as an ovdadrm,
Icihro/kare, not a null pronoun, in Japanese because the topic was being set by
this sentenceln contrast, the English subjelee in (d) wastranslate as a null
pronoun because it wadreadyset as a topic by the sentence (c). The remaining

11 seatences from (i) to (xi) were given only in English or Spamistestwhether
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or not the L2ers translated the pronouns, which are italic bold ir*{id.yyull
pronouns.

In the Englishversion 0 h e/ hi méoefér $o thetspe di.e. the
baseballplayel) 12 times in total, andhouldbe null in Japanese. Among the 12
null pronouns,5 were matrix subject$MS in Table 8) 2 were matrix objects
(MO), 3 were embedded subjedi&S), and 2 were embedded objec{&O). In
addition, thedialog contained 4 and 1she which should beranslatedas null
pronouns in Japanese

In the Spanish version, all subjects in-(&)) were presented as null
pronouns (see Apperwts. In the test, the Japanesanslationof Gutfielde6in
(i), which elementary L2ers may not know, was given.

Tables 8 and 9 present the results on the translation test by each L2 group.
Table 8 shows omission bk in matrix and embedded subject positions hmd

in matrix andembeddeabject positions.

31n the testthe pronouns were neither italic nor bold.
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Table8. Omission ohe/himin the dialog (%)

Drop of subjects/objects
Grou subjecthe objecthim Total
PI™MS | ES [ subject| MO | EO |object
(n=5) | (n=3) | total (n=3) | (n=2) | total
62
EA 67 76 70 47 43 45 (25100)
56
El 57 67 61 60 27 43 (25-92)
85
SA 91 95 93 93 46 70 (25100)
83
Sl 88 85 87 94 56 75 (67-100)

Two findings were obtaineh Table 8 First, theL.2 groups were overall better at
omitting subjects than object$he EA and SA groups produced significantly
more null subjects than null objects (BAt4)=3.2,p<.01, SA:t(13)=4.08,p<.01).
Especially, production ofnull objects in embedded clause&s limited. The
Spanish groups produced null objects in embedded clause of§%6of the
time even though thegroduced null objects in matrix clags@3-94% of the time.
Thus, it is not cleawhethereither group had fully acquired null objec®ey
may have treated Japanese as an Agreemendr&polanguage rather than a
Discourse Pradrop languageSecondthe Spanish groupperformedbetter than
the English groups in producing null subjects (EA 70% vs. SA 38256)=2.52,
p<.01, El 61% vs. SA 87%(22)=3.23,p<.05). This is presumably because of
their L1s; Spanish allows null subjects while English does not.

Table 9 shows the total of omission bé presented in Table 8 and

omission of other subject pronouns (iLeand shg in the matrix ancembedded
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clausesAll groups produced nuBubject pronouns matrix clauses iplace ofl

andshe9 11 98 % of the ti me.

Table 9. Omission dfieandl/shein the dialog (%)

he I/she
Group (n=8) (n=5) Total
EA 70 97 81
(25-100) | (80-100) | (54-100)
E| 61 93 72
(25-100) | (80-100) | (46-100)
SA 93 91 92
(25-100) | (40-100) | (31-100)
S| 87 98 91
(50-100) | (80-100) | (69-100)

4.3.5 Taskl (CJT)

This sectiorexplairs the methodology and resultstbifirst task, the CJT.

4.3.5.1 Material

The task was adapted from Kanno (1997) and Marsti@®8( In this task, the
participants were presented with Japanese senteiotles/ed by questions, as in
(12). They were asked tohoose potential antecedents for prono(kase, self,
andpro).

(12) Typel (OPCeffects quantified antecedesbmeonegn=6, kare?2, pro:2,

self:2)

Darekaga kyonen ka#ig-ga/prg;/zibuns-ga Tokyeni itta to Hteimasita.
SomeonéNom last year hd&lom/pro/sefNom  Tokyeto went thasayPrg-Pst
0 S o mewassaying that kg/proj/selfs; went t o Tokyo | ast year
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Q. Daregatookyoenii tt a nodeshooka? 6Who went to Tok

A. (a) Dar ek assoneoné naj i 0 Same
(b) Betsu no hito OAnot her person
(c) Wakaranai 60l dondét knowbo

(13) Typel (OP(effects quantified antecedemltveryonen=5, kare2, pro:2,
self1)

Minna-ga kinookarei;-ga/prg;/zibunsj-gakonpyuutaeo tukatta to rteimastta

everyoneNom yesterdayhe-Nom/pro/seNom computerAcc usePstthatsay
PrgPst

0 E v e rwa®sayng that kg/praj/self used a computer yesterdap

Q. Daregakonpyuutaao tukattanodeshooka® Whused a comput@r6

A.(@Minnat o onaj ieveryom®Same as
(b) Betsu no hito OAnot her person
(c)

A

Wakar anai ol donot knowo

In answering the questionthe participants were instructed to choose all potential
antecedentgsin Kanno (1997)In (12) and(13), henative Japaneggarticipants
were expected tachoose only (b) the disjoint-only interpretation) as the
antecedent fokare They wereexpectedto choose both (a) and (b) as the
antecedents fqgoro (the coreferential and disjoint intergtations) and choose only
(a) as the antecedent feelf (the coreferentialonly interpretation). Participants
were instructed to choose (£) d o n 6wthen kheyocauld not understand the
sentencebecauseof lack of vocabularyor being unfamiliar with the sentence
structure.

The test sentencewsnsisted ob types. Examples (12) and3jIrepresent
Type 1, whichcontained a quantified antecededareka GGomeoné or minna
Geveryon@ as the matrix subject, a speech vattei(masita dvas saying as the

matrix verb, and gronourtanaphor as the embedded subject.
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Example(14) represents Type 2, which containectferentialantecedent
as the matrix subjecfll test sentences of Typ2 were identicalwith those in
Marsden (998 except for the proper names used and omission of a sentence
final particle. This waslone in order to be able to make a direct compargon
the results.Type 1 and Type 2 wetiacludedto test theknowledgeof the OPC in
subject position. The OPC dikaks overt pronouns from taking quantified
antecedentsReferential antecedents are permitted. Therefore, in contrg$R}o
and (13), the native Japanese participants were expected to choose both (a) and

(b) in (14).

(14) Type 2 Referential antecede)in=10, kare4, pro:3, self3)

Hayasi-sanwa atode kaggga/prg;/zibuns-ga denweo kakeru to -tteimasita
HayasiMr-Top later heNom/pro/self{Nom telephon€Acc dial thatsayPrg-Pst

6 Mr . Hwayg sagny that hgprog/selfss woul d cal | | ater . O

Q. Darega denwa surunode shooka? 6Who wou

A. (a) Hayashis a n 6 Mr
(b) Hayashis an t oha Someonebch ehlri ttch ané Mr . Hayashi 0
(c) Wakaranai 6l donét knowbod

Example (B) representsType 3. This type wasncludedto testwhethernative
Japanese speakers interpret pronouns mefgrentialantecedents in nereported
speechdifferently from pronouns with referential antecedemtseported speech
(as tested in Type R Type 2 and Type 3 contained the same referential
antecedents but different verbs. In Type 2, the verbs awae sayingfollowed

by a complement clauge ¢hatdoas in (14) In Type 3, other verbsdeniedin

(15), Gealizedy and dorgot) were used. Native Japanese participants were
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expected to choose both (a) and (b), and to choose (a) in (15) more often than in

(14).

(15) Type 3 (Non-reported speec¢im=10, kare4, pro:3, self3)

Tanakasanwa karg;-ga/prg;/zibuns-ga shatyoei naru teiu uwasao

hiteisimasita

TanakaMr-Top heNom/pro/seNom presidenDat become thataying rumofAcc

dery-Pst

0 Mr . i[danie@tkearumor that héproj/selis becomes a president . 0

Q. Uwasaniyoruto, darega shatyoo ni naru nodeshooka?
GAccording to the rumor, who will become a presidént?

A. (a) Tanakss a n 6 Mr .
(b) Tanakes an t oha betuno hito 6Someone ot her
(c) Wakaranai 6l dond6ét knowo

Example (B) represent3ype 4, whichcontained a quantified antecedetdeka
Gomeonéor minnaceveryoné as the matrix subject, a speech vatiei(masita

avas saying as thematrix verb, anda pronourfanaphor as the embedded object.
This type wa included taest the participanéknowledgeof the OPCeffectsin

object positions, which has not been previously tested. | assume that the OPC
effects are exhibited in object position and native Japaneseigemnts were

expected to choose (b) (the disjeontly interpretation).

(16) Type4 (OPCeffects quantified antecedents, object positionll, kare4,
pro:4, selt3)

Darekaga onnanokaya karej;-o/pras/zibuny-o tataita to dtteimastta.
SomeoneNom girkNom heAcc/pro/selfAcc  hit that sayPrgPst
0 S o mewassaying that the girl hit hig/proj/selfy. 6

Q. Onnnanokowa dareo tataita nodeshooka? 0o

A. (a) Darekasdaneondnaj i 6Same as
(b) Betu no hito OAnot her personbo
(c) Wakaranai o1 dondét knowo
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Example (¥) representsType 5, which was includedto test the participanis
knowledgeof so-seriesDPs, which, unlike overt pronouns, can receive a bound
variable interpretation. The sentences contained a quantified antecéulemny (
fathe§ devery mador Gevery mothed) as the subject and an animate object (e.g.
&childd. The object was modified kyso-seriesDP (sonodhator sono hitodhat
perso®, a demonstrativeano dhafy pro, or zibun Gelfd Native Japanese
participants were expected to choose both (a) and (b) (the corefermmtial
disjoint interpretation) forsoseries DPs and (b) forano (the disjoint

interpretation).

(17) Type5 (so-series DB as variables=12, so-series3, ana.3, pro:3, self3)

Dono otoosama song;/anci;/pra/zibun -no itibansitano koo

Every fatherPar sono/that/pro/selzen younge&en childAcc
kawaigamasu

love

0 Ev e r ylovestakeb @me adong;/thati;/proj/self0 s y o childg e s t

Q. Dono otoosan mo dareno itibansitano musumeo kawaigaru nodeshooka?
ANVhoseyoungest daughter does every father Itale care &f 6

A. (a) Otoosanzisinno musume OHi s own d
(b) Betunohitono musme O0Aot her pe
(c) Wakaranai ol

In this task, all test sgences and following questions were given in Japanese
without the English/Spanish translationof®e Japanese words which intermediate
L2ers may not be familiar with, such asawad r u mshatydpgd pr esi dent &6 and

kawaigaru6 | ove/ t ake car e of O6/Spamashransigiions.en wi t h t
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Overall there was a total of 54 sentences in the task.sTypand 4
included 11 sentences eadtare 4, pro: 4, self 3), Types 2 and3 included 10
sentences eacltkdre 4, pro: 3, self 3), and Typeb included 12 sentencesd
series 3, ana 3, pro: 3, self 3). Theywere randomizedlhe sentences are given

in Appendces

4.3.5.2 Results

a. Type 1 & Type 2 (OPC effects)

Table 10 shows group means of the acceptance rates (%) of a particular
interpretation (i.e. the bound only interpretation, the bound/disjoint interpretation
and the disjoint only interpretation) &hre, self and pro. The acceptance rates
indicate theproportion of times the participants chose a particular interpretation

of each pronoun.
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Table10. CJT groupresults(Type 1 &Type2) (%)

Quantified antecedents Referential antecedents
Overt Null Overt Null
embedded embedde embedded |embedde
subjects subjects subjects subjects
Kare Self Pro Kare Self Pro
Group (n=4) (n=3) (n=4) (n=4) (n=3) (n=3)
Control
Bound only 10 87 80 16 96 93
Bnd&Dis 14 9 18 23 2 7
Disjoint only 76 4 2 61 2 0
EA
Bound only 12 87 79 23 93 87
Bnd&Dis 8 2 19 20 7 4
Disjoint only 80 11 1 57 0 9
El
Bound only 40 77 63 43 80 68
Bnd&Dis 0 6 25 1 9 16
Disjoint only 60 17 12 56 11 17*
SA
Bound only 2 88 66 13 100 95
Bnd&Dis 14 7 29 23 0 5
Disjoint only 84 5 5 64 0 0
S
Bound only 34 93 88 57 92 94
Bnd&Dis 6 0 6 8 0 0
Disjoint only 60 7 6 35 8 6

Fromthe data in Table 10, the acceptance rates of the digjoipinterpretations

are presented in bar graphs in Figure 1 and Figure 2. Figure 1 presents the
acceptance rates of the disjeontly interpretations of pronouns with quantified
antecedents. Figure 2 presents the acceptance rates of the -Oispint
interpretations of pronounsithr referential antecedent&n ANOVA was run on
themean scores (out of 3 or 4) of thisjoint-only interpretations in Table 11, not

the acceptance percentages in Table 10

97



Figure 1. Type 1 (lisjoint only) Figure 2. Type 2fsjoint only)

W kare [Jself pro

100 100
80 80
60 60
40 40
20 ‘ 20 - I
0 - WL N7 0 ; 7
control EA El SA Sl control EA El SA Sl

Table11. Mean scores of disjoirdgnly interpretationsType 1 &Type?2)

Quantified antecedents Referential antecedents
Overt Null Overt Null

embedded embedde embedded |embedde

subjects subjects subjects subjects
Kare Self Pro Kare Self Pro

Group (n=4) (n=3) (n=4) (n=4) (n=3) (n=3)

Controls 2.9 0.1 0.1 2.3 0.1 0.0
EA 3.1 0.3 0.1 2.3 0.0 0.3
El 2.4 0.5 0.5 2.2 0.3 0.5
SA 3.4 0.1 0.2 2.5 0.0 0.0
SI 2.4 0.2 0.3 1.4 0.3 0.2

It was predicted that the controlgrammars would exhibit the OPC effects. In
other words, theontrolswould choose the disjoirdnly interpretation okare
most of the time in Type 1. Moreover, they would choose the dispoiyt
interpretation ofkare in Type 1 significantly more often than Type 2. These
predictions wereverified. Figure 1 show that the controls chose the disjoirty
interpretation okarewith quantified antecedents 76% of the time, suggesting the
OPC effects in the Japanese language. In contrast, Figure 2 shaithe
controls chose the disjoHuinly interpretation okarewith referential antecedents

61% of the time. A pairedampeés t-test on the mean scores showed that the
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difference was statistically significant (76%2.9) vs 61% (2.3), t(14)=2.81,
p<.05). This suggests that the prohibitidnbanding kare is notsimply anacross
the boardprohibition This differs from the banmbinding the pronour in
Turkishin Gurel (2002) which occurs irrespective of the antecedent types.

In contrast tokare the controls chose the disjoint only interpretation of
selfandpro only 0-4% of the time, irrespective of the antecedentstéad, they
interpretedself as bounebnly 87-96% of the time and interpretguio as bound
only 80-93% of the time. Logicallypro should also allow a disjoint interpretation
when it corefes with a topic. Possibly, the controls did not choose the disjoin
interpretation ofpro becausehe topic was not given in the stimuli. Instead, the
controls allowed the bound interpretatiorseffandpro, as expected.

It was predicted that the L1 English speakers would show a development
in their knowledge of the AP effects.Specifically, it was predicted thét) the
L1 English speakers with lower proficiency would wrongly accept a bound
variable interpretation okare demonstrating transfer dheir L1, and that(2)
they would correctly reject it as their profemcy improve. These predictions
were only partially confirmedContrary to the first predictigrboth L2 groups
correctly chose the disjoiunly interpretation okarewith the same frequen@s
controls(El 60%, EA 80%, controls 76%, no significatitference (2, 42)=0.94,
p=.398). However the EI group did not make a distinction between the
antecedents dfare whereas the EA group did. The EI group chose the disjoint
only interpretation ofkare with the same frequengyirrespective of the

antecedentgkare with quantified antecedents 60% Vsare with referential
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antecedents 5690 significant differencet(14)=.61,p=.55). This suggesthat
the OPC effects did not fully occur in the EI group due to L1 transfer because
English does not exhibit the @Peffects. In contrast to the EI group, the EA
group made a distinction between the antecedents in interpketiregThe EA
group chose the disjolunly interpretation okare with quantified antecedents
significantly more often than the disjoinbnly interpretation of kare with
referential antecedents (80% vs 57%44)=2.86,p<.05), just like the controls.
These results shovdevelopmentof the OPC effects in the L2 grammar,
supporting the second prediction.

Regardingthe comparison between the L2 greupith different L1s, the
Sl group was expected to be superior to the El grdue,to L1 transferin other
words, the Sl group was expected to be more accuratejentingthe bound
variable interpretation okare than the EI group. i&ilarly, the SI goup was
expected to be more targéte in making a distinction between antecedents in
interpretingkare than the El group. The former prediction was not confirmed
while the latter was. The @hdEI groups chose the disjotonly interpretation of
kareto the same extent (SI 60% vs. El 60%) and awag ANOVA found that
they did not differ fromthe controls E(2, 43)=0.62,p=.544). A twoeway
ANOVA comparing the English groups with Spanish groups showed no
significant maireffectof L1 (F(1,56)=0.135p=0.715>.05) and a significant main
effect of proficiency (F(1,56)=5.20,p<.05) on the disjoirbnly interpretation of
kare with quantified antecedents. No significant interaction between L1s and

proficiency was foundR(1,56)=0.19p>.05). Thus, the Sl gup behaved as the
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El group, contrary to the prediction. However, the second predictgarding to
making a distinction between quantified and referential antecedents was
confirmed. The SI group chose the disjenmiy interpretation ofkare with
guantifed antecedents significantly moreften than the disjoinbnly
interpretation ofkare with referential antecedents (60%.\35%, t(15)=2.9,
p<.05). This suggests that the Sl group had tdigetknowledge of the OPC
effects, unlike the EI group. This aatvage of the Sl group over the EI group
may be attributable to L1 transfer; the OPC effects occur in Spanish but not
English. Thus, the prediction that the SI groupuld havean advantagever the

El group was confirmed in terms afcuracyin making adistinction between
antecedents in interpretigre Similar to the SI grouphe SA group also made

a distinction between antecedents kdire They chose the disjoirdnly
interpretation ofkare with quantified antecedents significantly more often than
the disjointonly interpretation okarewith referential antecedent84% vs. 64%,
t(13)=3.4, p<.01).

Regardingpro, it was predicted that the L1 Spanish groups would have
targetlike intempretation fromthe intermediatestage,transferringthe L1. This
prediction wasupportedAll L2 groups, including the L1 Spanish groups, did not
differ from the controls in interpretingro in the quantified contextsF(4,
70)=1.24,p=.30). The L2 groupshose the disjoirbnly interpretation opro 1-

12% of the time, as did the controls (2%). In th&erentialcontexts, bwever, a
oneway ANOVA foundan effect ofgroup ¢(4, 70)=3.04p<.05). Post hoc tests

(Tukeyés HSD) revealed that the EI group differed from the controtge often
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accepting disjoinrbnly interpretations oforo with referential antecedent&l:
17% vs controls: 0%p=.034). It seems that the El group may not have fully
understoodhat pro can caeefer with any entity in the discourse, including the
matrix subject. ldwever, it is not clear what was going on inGEgrammars
regardingpro. In 4.2, | did not give any prediction for L1 English speafiers
acquisition ofpro with respect to L1 transferelbausepro is not allowed in
English.

All L2 groups had targedike interpretations ofself They correctly
acceptedhe boundonly interpretation otelf 77-93% of the time, irrespective of
the antecedents, just like the controls-@&Po). A oneway ANOVA found no
significant difference between the contratsdany L2 group (quantified contexts:
F(4, 70)=0.88p=.48, referentialcontextsF(4, 70)=2.11p=.09).

In this task, two quantified antecedentdareka Gsomeoné (n=2) and
minnacgveryon®(n=2) were used. The results Table 10 show mean responses
to the two antecedents. Table 12 shows the breakdown of the responses
(percentages) and Tahl® shows the breakdown the responses (mean scores) on
which statisticalanalyses were performed. $hiistinctionbetween the quantified
antecedents is important because a previous study, Marsden (1998), theques
L2ergviolation of the OPC effects was specific to the antecedsm@ryone She
found that elementary level L2 Japanese speakers whoseas Emglish chose
the bound interpretation é&breas much as 75% of the time when the antecedent
was everyone while they did so only 482% of the time when the antecedent

waswhoandsomeoneShe arguethatthis is attributable tthe Englishlanguage
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in which everyoneis preferentially interpreted as the antecedent ld If
Marsderds (1998) findings are replicable, we would see absence of the OPC
effects among the EI groGgrammar in the present study when the antecedent is
everyone

However,unlike the findings reported in Marsden (1998able 12 shows
that the El groupgrammars exhibit stronger OPC effects when the antecedent
was everyonethan they did when the antecedent wsasmeone When the
antecedent wasveryonethe El group chose thmund interpretation déareonly
30% of the time. In contrast, when the antecedent saseongthey chose it
49% of the time. This difference was statistically significantl4)=2.23
p=.0041<.05). Thus, the present study shows opposite results of Marsden.

As for the remaining groupshe choice of the disjoirdnly interpretation
of everyonewas higher than that of someong similar to the EI group.
Nevertheless, the difference was not sigaific(controls: everyone86% vs.
someoné4%, t(13)=1.71 p=.11, EA:83% vs.77%, t(14)=1.Q p=.334, SA:96%
VS. 71%, 1(14)=1.84 p=.089, SI.72% vs.51%, t(14)=1.%, p=.138). A oneway
ANOVA shows no effect of group in choosing disjeortly interpretation of
everyoneor someoneA two-way ANOVA comparing the L2 groups suggests no
significant main effect of proficiency(1,56)=3.31p=.08) nor L1 F(1,56)=0.05,
p=.82) in interpréng kare when the antecedent wasomeone When the
antecedent waseveryone the main effect of proficiency was significant
(F(1,56)=4.33, p=.042) though main effect of L1 was not significant

(F(1,56)=1.41p=.24).
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Table 12.CJT groupresults(breakdowrof Type 1) (%)

Quantified antecedents
Overt
embedded
subjectgkare)
someone | everyone| total
Group (n=2) (n=2) (n=4)
Control
Bound only 14 7 10
Bnd&Dis 22 7 14
Disjoint only 64 86 76
EA
Bound only 10 13 12
Bnd&Dis 13 3 8
Disjoint only 77 83 80
El
Bound only 49 30 40
Bnd&Dis 0 0 0
Disjoint only 51 70 60
SA
Bound only 4 0 2
Bnd&Dis 25 4 14
Disjoint only 71 96 84
Sl
Bound only 36 28 34
Bnd&Dis 13 0 6
Disjoint only 51 72 60

Table 13 Mean scores of the disjolanly interpretations ofype 1

Quantified antecedents
Overt
embedded
subjectgkare)

someone | everyone total

Group (n=2) (n=2) (n=4)
Controls 1.2 1.7 2.9
EA 15 1.6 3.1

El 1.1 1.3 2.4

SA 1.4 1.9 3.4

Sl 1.0 1.4 2.4
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Individual results

Table 14 shows individual results with respect to the number of digoipnt
responses t&are with quantified antecedent3. h eConéistert category shows
the number ofparticipants who correctly chose tdisjoint-onlydinterpretations

3 or 4 times out of 4T h elncodsistertt category shows thewumber of
participants who chose tligisjoint-onlydinterpretations 1 or 2 times out ofahd

t h Zerodrategory showthe number oparticipants who chose tlidisjoint-onlyd
interpretations 0 time out of 4. The table shotvat more than half of the
participants demonstrated consistent knowledge of the OPC effeetadvanced
groups were more targbke than the intermediate groups. 20% of the
participants in the intermeatie groupsiemonstrated ignorance of the knowledge

of the OPC effects, as shown in the Zero row.

Table 14.CJT individual result§Type 1)

Controls EA El SA Sl
(n=15) (n=15) (n=15) (n=14) (n=16)

Consistent| 10 (67%) | 13 (87%) | 8 (53%) | 10 (71%) | 9 (56%)

Inconsistent 5 (33%) 0 (0%) 4 (27%) 4 (29%) 4 (25%)

Zero 0 (0%) 2 (13%) | 3(20%) | 0(0%) | 3(19%)

To summarize the group arnddividual results on Type 1 and 2 (the OPC
effects) in the CJT,

1. The OPC effects are exhibitedsabjectposition in Japanese

2. The interpretation ofkare by the controlsdid not significantly differ,

depending on the quantified antecedestsrieon@ndeveryong
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3. All L2 groups chose the disjotonly interpretation ofkare with quantified
antecedents, just like the controlsowever, the EI group did not make a
distinction betweeikare with quantified antecedents akdre with referential
antecedents, suggesting tkabwledgeof the OPC effects may not be in place.

4. The L2 groupgenerallyhad targetike interpretations ofelf and pro except
that the El group chose more disjeontly interpretations ofro than the

controls.

d. Type 3 (Nonreported speech)

This type wasincluded to test whether native Japanese speakers interpret
pronouns withreferential antecedents in nereported speecldifferently from
pronouns with referential antecedeiisreported speeclas tested in Type 2
Some researchers, including Kuno (1972), suggest that corefer&atial
becomes more preferable in n@ported speech thareported speech. In other
words, kare in nonreported speech (Type 3) is less likely to have a disjoint
interpretation than reported speech (TypeTable 15 shows overall acceptance
rates of kare, selfandpro in nonreported speech with eaafterpretation From
these dataonly the responses tthe disjoint-only interpretatios of pronounsare
presentedin Figure 3. Figure 2is repeated next to Figure 3 tlow direct

comparisonFor statistical analyses, mean scores in Table 16 were used.
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Table15. CJT group resultsType 3) (%)

Referential antecedents

Overt Null
embedded embedded
subjects subjects
Kare Self Pro
Group (n=4) (n=3) (n=3)
Control
Coref. only 16 93 91
Coref&Dis 38 7 7
Disjoint only 46 0 2
EA
Coref. only 15 89 78
Coref&Dis 22 4 20
Disjoint only 63 7 2
El
Coref. only 30 78 84
Coref&Dis 4 4 7
Disjoint only 66 18 9
SA
Coref. only 0 98 88
Coref&Dis 29 0 12
Disjoint only 79 2 0
Sl
Coref. only 49 93 81
Coref&Dis 6 0 2
Disjoint only 45 7 17

Figure 3. Type 3 (neneported, disjoint only) Figure 2. Type 2 (reported, disjoint

only)
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Table16. Mean scores of disjoirdnly interpretationsType 3)*

Referential antecedents
Overt Null
embedded embedde(
subjects subjects
Kare Self Pro
Group (n=4) (n=3) (n=4)
Controls 1.86 0 0.07
EA 2.33 0.20 0.07
El 2.50 0.47 0.27
SA 2.79 0.07 0
Sl 1.75 0.19 0.50*

*Asterisks next to the mean scores in the table indicate statistically significant results
comparedo the control group (* fop<.05)

It was predicted that coreferentiedre would be more accepted in nogported
speech (Type 3) than reported speech (Type 2) by the controls. In other words, the
controls would choose the disjoianly interpretation ofkare in nonreported
speech less équently than reported speech. This prediction was not confirmed.
Table 15 shows that the controls chose disjomly interpretations okare in
nonreported speech 46% of the time. This veasmaller percentagehan the
disjoint-only interpretation okare in reported speech (61% of the time in Figure
2); nevertheless, the difference was not statistically significgir8)c1.71, p=.11).
The effect of verb semantics on interpreting coreferekéied, which is suggested
in Kuno (1972), was observed buttrsignificant. The controls chose the disjoint
only interpretationof self and pro in nonreported speech-2% of the time,as
they did inreported speech {2% in Figure 2).

As for the L2 groups, it was predicted that they would accept the disjoint
only interpretation okarein nonreported speech and reported speech to the same

extent. This prediction was supported. The L2 groups chose the dsdynt
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interpretation ofkare in nonreported speech 48% of the time. All groups

chose the disjoinbnly interpretation okarein reported speech and rogported

speech to the same extent (BAt4)=0.25,p=.81, El: t(13)=0.59,p=.59, SA:
t(13)=1.17,p=.26, Sl: t(15)=1.25,p=.23). A oneway ANOVA showed that
none of thd.2 groups diffeedfrom the controls in Type 3(4, 68)=114, p=.34).
The L2 groups interpretegklfas having the bouranly interpretation 788% of
the time,similarly to the controls (93%). The differences between the L2 groups
and the controls in interpretirsglfwere not significantk(4, 70)=1.96p=.11) As
for pro, ANOVA revealed a group effecE(4, 70)=3.%, p<.05) and post hoc
tests showed the SI group chose thejodit-only interpretation of pro
significantly moreoftenthan the controlspk.05).

To summarize the results Type 3 (norreportedspeechin CJT,

1. Although the controls chose the disjeonly interpretation okare in non
reported speech less than reported speech, as expected, the difference was not
statisticallysignificant.

2. The L2 groups chose the disjcionly interpretation okare in nonreported
and reported speech to the same extent.

3. All L2 groups behaved Kie the controls excefor the SI groupwhich chose
the disjointonly interpretation ofpro significantly more often than the

controls.
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c. Type 4 (OPC effects in object positions)

This type was tested to investigate whether the OPC effects ocaulsjent
position in native Japanese spea&asswell as L2edgrammarsTablel7 shows
group mean acceptance rates of each interpretation (i.e. the bound only
interpretation, the bound/disjoint interpretation, and the disjoint only
interpretation)of kare, selfandpro in object positiond? The acceptance rates of

the disjoint-only interpretatios are presentedn Figure 4. Statistical analyses
were performed on the mean scores on Table 18.

Tablel7. CJT group resultsIfype4) (%)

Quantified antecedents
Overt Null
embedded embedded
objects objects
Group Kare (n=4) | Self(n=3) Pro (n=4)
Control
Bound only 13 87 53
Bnd&Dis 16 13 24
Disjoint only 71 0 23
EA
Bound only 3 89 45
Bnd&Dis 18 7 30
Disjoint only 78 4 25
El
Bound only 34 71 59
Bnd&Dis 5 4 21
Disjoint only 61 24 21
SA
Bound only 7 88 42
Bnd&Dis 18 5 38
Disjoint only 75 7 20
SI
Bound only 26 79 61
Bnd&Dis 17 2 13
Disjoint only 57 19 26

32 In this type, null/overt pronouns in referential antecedent contexts were not tested.
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Figure 4.Type 4 (disjoint only)
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Table18. Meanscores of the disjoint only interpretations

Quantified antecedents
Overt Null
embedded embedded
objects objects
Group Kare (n=4) | Self(n=3) Pro (n=4)
Control 2.67 0 0.85
EA 2.93 0.13 0.73
El 2.27 0.67 0.73
SA 2.93 0.21 0.71
SI 2.00 0.44 0.88

Assuming that the OPC effects occuthe object position, just liken thesubject
position, it was predicted that the controls would choose the digjoipt
interpretation okare most of the time. Tils prediction was confirmed. Figure 4
shows that the controls chose the disjanly interpretation ofkare with
quantified antecedents 71% of the time, conforming to the OPC effects. This

percentag€71%) did not differ from the percentage of choosingdisgint-only
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interpretation of subjedtare (76% in Type 11(14)=0.62,p=.55), suggesting that
the OPC effects occur in subject and object positions in a similar way.

In contrast tokare the controls did not choose the disjeamiy
interpretation ofself at all (0%) and chose its bowadly interpretation 87% of
the time. The controls chose the disjenmty interpretation oforo 23% of the
time and allowed the bound interpretation 77% of the time.

In the L2 groups, it was predicted that the El grawquld wronglyaccept
the bound variable interpretation of obj&etre, transferringthe L1, and thathe
EA group would correctly reject itsimilarly to the controls. The former
prediction was not supported but the latter was supported. Both tardHA
group correctly rejected the bound variable interpretatiorkaoé as did the
controls. A onevay ANOVA found no difference among the three group& (
42)=0.97, p=.388). Moreover, he acceptance rates of thdisjointonly
interpretation of objekare did not differ from subjeckare (EA: 80% vs. 78%,
t(14)=0.23,p=.83, El: 60% vs. 61%:(14)=0.06,p=.96). This suggests that the
OPC effectoccurin subject and object positions in a similar way in L2 grammar.

It was predicted that the S| group wouldtparform the EI group in
rejecting the bound variablaterpretationof objectkare, assuming that Spanish
exhibits the OPC effects in object position. The SI group would choose the
disjoint-only interpretation of objedtare to the same extent as the coig. In
contrast, the El group would not accept the disjoimiy interpretation of object
kare as frequently as the controls or the SI group and would more frequently

choose the boundariableinterpretation of objeckare. This prediction was not
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verified. The Sl group performatle same athe EIl group. A onavay ANOVA
found thatneither groupdiffered from controls in choosing the disjointly
interpretation okare (controls 71%, El 61%, S| 57%(2, 43)=093, p=.402. A
two-way ANOVA comparing the 2 groups found no significant main effect of
L1 (F(1,56)=0.159,p=.691) and significant effect of proficienc¥(l,56)=5.51,
p=.02) on thedisjoint-only interpretatiorof kare The interaction effect between
L1 and proficiency on thdisjoint-only interpretatiorof kare was not significant
(F(1,56)=0.15,p=.701). Both the SI and EIl groups accepted the disjoimly
interpretation ofkare significantly more than the disjokuinly interpretation of
pro (SI: 57% vs 26%, t(15)=292, p<.05, El: 61% vs. 21%t(14)=2.97, p<.05)..
Thus, the grouevel results did not show advantage of the SI group over the
El group in interpreting objeckare Regarding the advanced groups, it was
predicted that both the SA and EA groups would have tdikgetnterpretations
of kare This prediction was confirmed oneway ANOVA found no group
effect among the SA, EA, and control groups in choosing the disjaigt
interpretation okare (controls 71%, SA 75%, EA 78%(2, 41)=2.36 p=.11).

The L2erswere also natiwdike with respect to interpretingelf and pro.
They chose the bourshly interpretations o$elf 71-89% of the time. A onavay
ANOVA found no groupeffect (F(4, 70)=2.34 p=.06). The L2 groups were also
targetlike in interpretingpro. They chose the disjoirtanly interpretation ofpro
20-25% of the time, just like the controls (23%), and no group effect was found

(F(4, 83)=0.09, p=.99).
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Table 19 shows the breakdown of the resporieesbject kare with
guantified antecedentspmeonendeveryoneSimilar to the case of subjekare,
which we have seen in Type 1, all groups more strictly observed the OPC effects
when the antecedent waseryone(59-77%) than the antecedent wssmeone
(55-75%) although the difference was not significéag. controlssomeon&3%
VS. everyoner7%,t(14)=1.70,p=.11, EA: 71% vs. 87%(14)=1.87,p=.08). This
result is opposite of Marsden, which found that L1 English speakers of L2
Japanese with elementary proficiency levels violated the OPC effects when the
antecedent wasveryoneMoreover,oneway ANOVA shows no effect of group

in choosing disjoinbnly interpretation oSomeoneaor everyone
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Table B. CJT groupresults(breakdown ofType 4 (%)

Quantified antecedents
Overt
embedded
objects(kare)
someone | everyone| total
Group (n=2) (n=2) (n=4)
Control
Bound only 17 10 13
Bnd&Dis 20 13 16
Disjoint only 63 77 71
EA
Bound only 0 5 3
Bnd&Dis 27 8 18
Disjoint only 73 87 78
El
Bound only 38 33 34
Bnd&Dis 7 3 5
Disjoint only 55 63 61
SA
Bound only 0 14 7
Bnd&Dis 25 11 18
Disjoint only 75 75 75
Sl
Bound only 20 31 26
Bnd&Dis 23 10 17
Disjoint only 57 59 57

Table20. Mean scores of thiereakdown offype 4

Quantified antecedents
Overt
embedded
objects(kare)

someone | everyone| total

Group (n=2) (n=2) (n=4)
Control 1.13 1.53 2.67
EA 1.27 1.67 2.93

El 1.14 1.20 2.27

SA 1.43 1.50 2.93

SI 1.08 1.00 2.00
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Individual results

Table 21 shows the distribution with respect to the number of the dispiit
responses tkarein object positionT h €onsistericategory shows participants
who correctly gavedisjointonlyd responses 3 or 4 times out of Zhe
dnconsistericategory shows participants who gaglesjoint-onlydresponses 1 or
2 times out of 4T h €erddcategory shows participants who gauésjoint-onlyd

responses 0 tinseut of 4.

Table21. CJT individwal results (Typé)

Controls EA El SA Sl
(n=15) (n=15) (n=15) (n=14) (n=16)

Consistent| 8 (53%) 9 (60%) 9 (60%) 9 (64%) 7 (44%)

Inconsisten| 7 (47%) | 6(40%) | 2(13%) | 5(36%) | 6 (38%)

Zero 0 (0%) 0(0%) | 4(27%) | 0(0%) | 3(19%)

Table 21 shows that only 53% of the controls demonstrated the consistent
adherence to the OPC effects in object position. Recall that 67% of the controls
behaved consistently with respect to the OPC effects in subject posaioie21
indicates that the OPC effis occur in object position; nevertheless, it may be
weaker than the OPC effect in subject position. The table also shows that the
intermediate groups were less tartjlee than the advanced groupsijth 3-4
participants consistently violag the OPC efécts.

To summarize the group and individual results on Type 4 (OPC effects in

object positions) in CJT,

116



1. The OPC effects occur in object positions in the corigriammar although
the individual results suggest that it is weaker than the OPC in subject
pasition.

2. The interpretation obbjectkare by the controldid not significantly differ,
depending on the quantified antecedestsrieon@andeveryong

3. The group results show that all L2 groups performed like the controls in

every item.

d. Type 5 So-series as variables)

Table 22 shows the overall acceptance saikano, so-series self and pro with
each interpretatiorResponses to the disjainnly interpretatios of pronounsare
presentedn Figure 5. Statistical analyses were carried out on the mean scores

presented on Table 23.
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Table22.CJT group resultsTfype5) (%)

Quantified antecedents

Overt Null
embedded embedded
subjects subjects
group An o 0| Soseries Self Pro
(n=3) (n=3) (n=3) (n=3)
Control
Bound only 13 47 93 50
Bnd&Dis 11 35 7 46
Disjoint only 76 18 0 4
EA
Bound only 9 40 84 30
Bnd&Dis 11 33 16 49
Disjoint only 80 27 0 21
El
Bound only 27 22 76 32
Bnd&Dis 13 21 7 44
Disjoint only 60 57 17 23
SA
Bound only 2 19 90 39
Bnd&Dis 19 17 2 49
Disjoint only 79 64 7 12
Sl
Bound only 17 35 79 46
Bnd&Dis 10 18 10 24
Disjoint only 73 a7 10 30
Figure 5. Type 5 (disjoint only)
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Table23.CJTgroup resultsType5) (%)*

Quantified antecedents
Overt Null
embedded embedded
subjects subjects
group An o 0| Soseries Self Pro
(n=3) (n=3) (n=3) (n=3)
Control 2.27 0.53 0 0.13
EA 2.20 0.80 0 0.47
El 1.53 1.64* 0.47 0.60
SA 2.36 1.79* 0.14 0.29
SI 2.00 1.31 0.25 0.94

* Asterisks next to the mean scores in the table indicate statistically significant results
comparedo the control group (* fop<.05)

In Japanesenodoes not allow a boundhriableinterpretation whereaso-series
does Accordingly, it was predicted that the control group would choose the
disjoint-only interpretation ofno, but notof so-series The results presented in
Figure 5 confirm this prediction. The control group chose the disjanty
interpretation ofano and the so-series76% and 18% of the timegspectively
(t(14)=5.24, p<.001). In contrast, tk controls chose the disjoinhly
interpretation ofself 0% of the timeThey interpretedelfas having the bound
only interpretation 93% of the time, as showrTable 22. The controls chose the
disjoint-only interpretations gbro 4% of the time.

It was predicted that L2 groups would show a development in interpreting
theso-series. In other words, bolbwer proficiencylL2 groups would not choose
the bound varidle interpretation ofso-series due to L1 transferbut this
interpretation would change tbe accepted as proficiency improveThis
prediction was confirmed for the English group. The EI group allowed the

disjoint-only interpretation oko-seriessignificantly moreoftenthan the controls
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(El: 57%, controls: 18%p<.05)tough they did not differ from the EA groufI(
57%, EA: 27%, p=.08). Moreover, the El group did not make a distinction
betweenano and so-series choosing the disjoint interpretah of ano and so
seriesto the same extenaifo 60%, so-series57%,1t(14)=0.19,p=.86). In contrast,
the EA groupperformedjust like the controls in allowinghe disjointonly
interpretation ofso-series(EA: 27%, controls: 18%(28)=0.8, p=.438) and in
making a distinction betweesino and so-series(EA: ano 80%, so-series27%,
t(14)=596, p<.001).

In contrast to the English group, the Spanish group did not show a
developmentof knowledgeregarding thebound variable interpretation o
series In fact, the SA grouperformedless accuratelythan the Sl group in
interpretingso-series The SA group accepted the disjoianly interpretation of
so-seriessignificantly more often than the controls (SA 64% vs. controls 18%,
t(27)=3.3), p<.01) while the SI group was on the bord& @7% vs. controls 18%,
t(29)=204, p=.05). Similarly, the SI group was more targéte than the SA
group inmakng a distinction between the disjoionbly interpretation ofino and
so-series The SA group accepted the disjeorily interpretation ofino andso
seriesto the same extent (Sdno 79%, so-series64%,t(14)=1.70,p=.11), while
the Sl group accepted the former more often than the latteai(®173%, so-
series47%,t(14)=2.59, p<.05). Thus, the SA group wasexpectedlyess target
like the SI group.A two-way ANOVA comparing the L2 groups found no
significant main effect of L1K(1,55)=2.59p=.11) nor proficiencyk(1,55)=0.08,

p=.78) ondisjoint-only interpretation oko-series A significant interaction effect
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between L1s and proficiency odisjointonly interpretation ofso-series was
found F(1,55)=4.15p=.048).

Regarding the interpretation aho none of theL2 groups diffeed from
the controls. All L2 groups correctly ake the disjoirbnly interpretation ono
60-80% of the time (EA: 80%, El: 60%, SA: 79%, Sl: 73%) as shown in Tzble
A oneway ANOVA found no group effectH(4, 70)=1.33 p=.27), suggesting
that all L2 groups had the sarkeowledgeof ano as the controlsThis is as
expected since the equivalent aho in their L1 requires the disjoiranly
interpretation.

ThelL2 groups did not differ from the controls in interpretselfandpro,
either. The L2 groups interpretedlfas having the bouradnly interpretation 76
90% of the time (EA: 84%, EIl. 76%, SA: 90%, Sl: 79%, as shown in T2®)|e
like the controls (93%). Nalifference was found between the groupB(4,
69)=2.45 p=.054). As for pro, all L2 groups interpreted it as having the disjoint
only interpretation 1:30% of the time (EA: 21%, EI: 23%, SA: 12%, Sl: 30%, as
shown in Table22). The differences were not statistically significarf(4,

69)=2.20, p=.079).

Individual results

Table 24 shows the distribution of the participants with respect to the number of
bound responses (i.e. either botordy responses oxbound and disjoirdt
responses) t@o-serieswith quantified antecedentd. h eConsisterth category

shows the participants who correctly gave bound responses 3 times oUthef 3.
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dnconsisterh category shows the participants wlemrrectly gave bound
responses 1 or 2 times out of Bhe Misjoint onlyd category shows the

participants who wrorlg gave bound responses 0 time out of 3.

Table 24 CJT individual results (TypB)

Controls EA El SA Sl
(n=15) (n=15) | (n=14% (n=14) (n=16)

Consistent| 11 (74%) 5 (33%) 3 (21%) 3 (21%) 4 (25%)

Inconsisten| 2 (13%) | 9(60%) | 6(43%) | 5(36%) | 8 (50%)

Disjointonly| 2 (13%) | 1(7%) | 5(36%) | 6 (43%) | 4 (25%)

Table 24 shows that 11 of the controls (74%) consistently accepted the bound
interpretatiorof so-series whereas fewer participants in the L2 groups did s, (3
21-33%). Among the L2 groups, theAEgroup was most targdike, with only 1
participant (7%) who consistently rejected the bound interpretatico-séries
The EIl and the SA groups were less tatiet, in that5-6 (3643%) participants
consistently rejectethe bound interpretation @b-series This conforms to the
group results.

To summarize the grougndindividual resultson Type 5 ¢o-serieg in the
CJT,
1. The controls chose the disjcimly interpretation ofano 76% of the time,

while they chose that interpretationsufseriesonly 18%, as expected.

3 Although he EI group consisted of 15 participarise of thentonsistentlychosed doni

knowbfor all stimuli of thistype. As a result, data from 14 participants were analyzed.

122



2. All L2 groups interpretednoas having the disjoirdnly interpretationlike the
controls

3. The L1 English became more sensitive to the bound statis®-sériesand
treatedso-seriesdifferently fromanoas their proficiency improved.

4. In contrast to the L1 English groups, the Spanish group did not show the
expected developmentin interpreting so-series The SA group was less
sensitiveto the bound status eb-seriesthan the Sl group.

5. The L2erpeaformedlike the controls with respect selfandpro.

4.3.53 Summary (CJT)

The following findings were obtained in the CJT.

Types 1 and 2 (OPC effects)

a. The OPC effects are observed swbject position in JapaneseThe
interpretation ofkare did not significantly differ, depending owhich
quantified antecedemtas usedsomeon®r everyong

b. Although all L2 groups chose the disjeomly interpretation okare with
quantified antecedents as frequently as the controls, the EI group did not
make a distinction betwedwre with quantified antecedents akdre with
referential antecedents, suggesting that something else might be going on.

c. In contrastto the EI group, the L1 Spanish groups successfully made a
quantifiedfeferential antecedent distinction in interpretingare. This

advantage of the SI group owee El group is attributable to L1 transfer.
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2. Type3 (nonreported speech)
a. All groups showed no significant difference between the dispoilyt
interpretation ofkare with referential antecedents in nrogported speech

and reported speech.

3. Type 4 (OPC effects in object position)
a. The OPC effects are observed in object position although the individual
result suggests that they are not as strong as subject position.
b. The group results show that all L2 groups behaved like the controls. The
individual results show that, unlike subjgadsition, the advantage of the SI

group over the EI group disappeared in object position.

4. Type 5 go-series as variables)
a. The controlsnostly chose the disjoirbnly interpretation ofano and the
bound interpretation afo-series as expected.
b. The L1 English became more sensitive to the bound statgse-sériesand
treatedso-seriesdifferently from ano as their proficiency improved. The

Spanish group did not show the expeaedelopment
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4.3.6 Task2 (TVJ)

This section explains the methodology and results of the second task, the TVJ.
This task was employed to confirm the results on the CJT. We needaoitioeus

in drawing conclusions from the data obtained isirggle task becausd_2ersd
performance coultde affected by a task effect (WhigsuhnGaravito, Kawasaki,
Pater & Prévost 1997. Regarding to the OPC effects, Marsden (1988)
Yamada (2002) found that native Japanese speakers dallowtcoreferential
interpretations okare in a CJT. Their reults are not compatible with Kanno
(1997), in which the native Japanese speakers allowed the coreferential
interpretation okarein a CJT 47% of the time. As we have seen, in the CJT in
the present study, the controls allowed the coreferential inteipretd kare 39%

of the time. This result is more consistent to Kanno than Marsden and Yamada;
nevertheless, another task should be employed to confirm the result. Moreover, if
Marsdenand Yamadds results are attributable to task effect due to the mailtipl
choice aspect of the CJT, we would see more acceptance of corefdarmial

the TVJ.

4.3.6.1 Material

The second task was a truth value judgment task (TVJ) in which participants
judged whether the given Japanese sentence matched the context illustrated in a
picture by choosing o6true, 6 ofalse, 6 or
and a bound contet is given in (18). This stimulus examined whether the

participants allowed the subjedtare, pro, andselfto be bound by a quantifier,
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someoneln (18), the picture illustrates a situation in which a man is talking about

his travel to Tokyo to anothenan*| f

participants choose 06t
sentence, theyassumd ound i nterpretation. Alternati v
they assumadisjoint interpretation. For the test sentence in (18), native Japanese
speakers are expe@t wden okarcab the arbedded = |

subject. They are expect edrooreelfashtheose Ot r u

embedded subject.

(18) TypelBound context (OPE&ffects quantified anteceder@issomeong

Darekaga kyonen ka#ig-ga/pre/zibun,s-ga Tokyeni itta to Hteimasita.
SomeoneNom last year hd&lom/pro/sefNom  Tokyeto went thasayPrg-Pst
0 S o mewasisaying that keg/pro/self, went to Tokyo | ast year. o0

Figure 6. The bound context

tadasiidruedmatigaio f a Wakagadaidé | dondét knowod

Example (19) presents a stimulus for the disjoint context, which examines

whet her t he partici pkarg pre, @ndselftb baveeah t he sub
external referem In (18) and (19), the test sentences are exactly the same but the

pictures are different. In (19), a man is talking about an event that refers to
another manés travel to Tokyo. I f particip
assumea disjoint interp et at i on. On the other hand, i f

assumea bound interpretation. For the test sentence in (19), native Japanese

% n the instructions, the characters in the picture wereduced as mefsee Appendies.
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speakers are expected tokarebrpmuagthedét rued wlt
embedded subject. They are expectedto chédsea | s e 6 whselfasthet i ncl ude

embedded subject.

(19) TypelDisjoint context (OP@ffects quantified antecederissomeong

Darekaga kyonen ka#ig-ga/ziburj-ga Tokyeni itta to i-tteimasita.
SomeoneNom last year hdlom/selfNom  Tokyo-to went thasayPrg-Pst
0 S o mewasisaying that keg/selfs; went t o Tokyo [ ast year. 0

Figure 7. The disjoint context

tadasiiorued matigaio f a wakagafaid | dondét knowd

Example 20 presents a stimulus to t@kether participants allogd the subjects
kare, pro, andselfto be bound by a quantifiezyeryoneFigures 8 and 8lustrate

boundand disjointcontexts.

(20) Typel-Disjoint context (OP@ffects quantified anteceder@severyong

Minng-ga kinoo karey;-galpra/zibunsj-gakonpyuutaeo tukatta to
EveryoneNom yesterday hdlom/pro/sefNom computetAcc used that
i-tteimastta

sayPrgPst

(Everyonewas sayinghat he/pra/self used a computsresterday 6

Figure8. Theboundcontext

tadasiiorued matigaio f a Wwakagadaio | dondét knowod
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Figure9. The disjoint context

The stimuli consisted of 5 types, just like those in the CJT.i (24) show
examples of the stimuli and the contexts in the other types.

(21) Type 2 Referential antecedents)

Hayasi-sanwa atode kaggga/pra/zibunsi-ga denweo kakeru to -tteimasita
HayasiMr-Top later heNom/pro/selfiNom telephoneAcc dial thatsay-PrgPst
0 Mr . Hwaag sagny that hgpro/self, would a | | | ater . o

Figurel10. Theboundcontext

SN
Qi%

Figurell The disjoint context

0.3

FPLEA
Mr. Hayashi

FPLZA
Mr. Hayashi
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(22) Type 3 (Non-reported speech)

Tanakasanwa karg;-ga/pro/zibuns-ga shatyoei naru teiu

TanakaMr-Top heNom/pro/selfNom presidenDat become thagaying

uwasao hiteisimasita

rumorAcc dery-Pst

6Mr . Tanaka denjj/palsellsbe cromasr ptrlest dleet . 6

Figure 12. The bound context

7=

Mr. Tanaka president

Figurel13. The disjoint context

ERhEh

Mr. Tanaka president

(23) Type4 (OPCeffects quantified antecedents, object position)

Darekaga onnanokaa karey;-o/pra/zibuny-o tataita to itteimasita.
SomeondNom girkNom he-Acc/pro/selfAcc  hitPst that sayPrgPst
0 S o mewassaying that the girl hit higVpro/selfy;. 0
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Figurel4. Theboundcontext

(24) Type5 (so-series DB as bound variables

Dono otoosamao song;/anci;/pra/zibuns-no itibansitano  keo kawaigaru
Every fatherPar sono/that/pro/selzen younge&ien childAcc love
0 Ev e r ylovestakeb are athat;/thaty/pra/self6 s y ochidg e s t

Figurel6. Theboundcontext
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In the task91 test item® exactly the same as the @ Were usedThey were
divided into 5 types as shown in Talfié. Out of these 91 test items, 65 were
expected to be judged as true, and 26 were expected to be judged as false by
native Japanese speakers.

To counterbalance the true and false sentences, 43 distractors, of which 4
were true and 39 were false, were adtiedhe 91 test itemsA total of 134
sentence$ 69 true and 65 fal€ewere randomized and presented to the
participants (see Apperadisfor thecomplete tesgt

The results on the distractors are given in Table 26. For the True
distractors (n=4), all groups gaYesresponses 907% of the time. For the False
distractors, the controls gawo responses 93% of the time, while the advanced
L2 groups did so 888% d the time, and the intermediate L2 groups did so 74
75% of the time.

In this taskJapanese words which intermediate L2ers may not be familiar

with were given with their English/Spanish translations, as in the CJT.
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Table 25. The distribution of thest items*

Type pronoun | context n | T/F

Type 1 quantified matrix subject + kare bound 4 F

(OPC in pronominal subject disjoint 4 T

;t;ts){ggtn) (18 items, 11T, 7F) self bound 3 T

disjoint 3 F

pro bound 4 T

Type 2 referential matrix subject + | kare bound 4 T

(Referential) verbc’wa}s saying+ disjoint 4 T
pronominal subject

(17 items, 14T, 3F) self bound | 3 | T

disjoint 3 F

pro bound 3 T

Type 3 referential matrix subject + | kare bound 4 T

(non- verbdenied/forgot/realizeat disjoint 4 T
reported pronominal subject

speech) (17 items, 14T, 3F) self bound 3 T

disjoint 3 F

pro bound 3 T

Type 4 quantified matrix subject + kare bound 4 F

(OPC in pronominal subject disjoint 4 T

ggjseigén) (18 items, 11T, 7F) self bound 3 T

disjoint 3 F

pro bound 4 T

Type 5 qguantified matrix subject + | so-series | bound 3 T

(Soseries ag Pronominal subject disjoint | 3 | T

Sgﬁggles) (21 items, 15T, 6F) ano bound 3 =

disjoint 3 T

self bound 3 T

disjoint 3 F

pro bound 3 T

Total 91 items (65T, 26H

*In the table, n, T, and F representsmber true, andfalsg respectively.
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Table 26. Accuracy on the distractors (%)

controls EA El SA Sl
True distractors (n=4) 97 93 92 95 91
Falsedistractorgn=39) 93 85 74 88 75

4.3.6.2 Results
This section reports the results of each typtatistical analyses were conducted

on mean scores, not on percentages, of each3?tem.

a. Type 1 & Type 2(OPC effects)

Table27 shows the group mealli® percentagesof True responses to the bound
and disjoint interpretations &fre, self andpro. As for kare, not only thetotal
mears but also the breakdown of the two quantified antecedeatagongn=2)
and everyongn=2) arepresentedIn this stimulustype, it was expected that the
controls would not acceftare as a bound variabl@s they would observihe
OPC effects. However, the results show that tbhagxpectedly accepted the
bound variablekare when the antedent wasomeoneas often as 58% of the
time. This acceptanceate wa significantly higher thamhen theantecedentvas
everyone,when it was only accepted 17% of the tint€1%)=3.82, p<.01).
Considering the result of the CJT, in which the same control group chose the
bound variabl&kare when the antecedent wasmeonenly 36% of the time, the

stimuli in the TVJ failed to elicit a bound variable interpretatiokare In fact,

% Only when comparing items which consist of different numbers of stimuli, statistical analyses

wereperformed on percentages.
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the pictue of a boy (see Figure @ptentially madekare coreferential with the
boy. The illustration of the boy was intended to expressieongnevertheless,
the picture of the boy may have reduced the quantificational aspsontone
and make it to a specifisoy whose face is unknown. tonsequenceare can
corefer with the specific boyFor this reason, the responsesstomeonewere
discarded and only the responseset@ryonewere includedin the following
analysis

From the data given in Table 27, those regardiage, self andpro in
guantified contexts are presented in FigiBeand those regardirgre self and
pro in disjoint contexts are presented in Figu® The datafrom referential

contexts are given in Figes20 and21.

Table27. TVJ group result§Typel & 2) (percentages dfueresponses

Quantified antecedents Referential
antecedents
Overt Null Overt Null
subjects sub. subjects sub.
Kare (n=4) Self Pro | Kare | Self | Pro
Some | Every | mean | (n=3) | (n=4) | (n=4) | (n=3) | (n=4)
group one one
Control
Bound 58 17 33 93 100 64 94 98
Disjoint 100 100 100 11 - 95 9 -
EA
Bound 50 23 38 98 97 65 100 94
Disjoint 97 90 94 4 - 90 2 -
El
Bound 53 50 52 96 97 47 87 100
Disjoint 87 97 92 24 - 73 20 -
SA
Bound 57 21 39 95 100 55 98 100
Disjoint 93 100 96 5 - 77 5 -
Sl
Bound 59 31 45 100 98 55 92 96
Disjoint 84 88 86 15 - 70 13 -
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Figure 18. Type 1 (bound) Fig@eType 1 (disjoint)

100 // 100
7
80 Z 80
g W kare
60 7 60
é self
40 Z 40
Z
? Apro
% 20
20 7 =
/ g
0 l Z 0 = |
control EA El SA 51 control EA El SA SI
Figure 20. Type 2 (coreferential) Figure 21. Type 2 (disjoint)
100 7 100
% % r
%7 %
80 = g 80
7
7
%
60 é | g Mkare g0
? % Cself
40 7% B 7 40
é / Apro
Al
20 1 20 , —
11 :
control EA El SA S| control EA El SA S

The contro$ were expected to reject the bound variable interpretatikarefind
accept the disjoint and coreferential interpretationsaod in accordance with the
OPC effects. This prediction was supportedyure 18 shows that the contsol
accepted the boundterpretation okarewith quantified antecedents only 17% of
the time. This result was significantlpwer than the disjoint interpretation of
kare with quantified antecedents (100%) as shown in Figi@e(t(14)=8.92
p<.001). Moreover, this result was also significadtiwer than the coreferential

interpretation ofkare (64%) as shown in Figurg0 (t(14)=4.16 p<.05). These
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resultsconfirm Mo n t a b (1984) obsedvation about JapaneSéese results
alsoconfirm the inding in the CJT, supporting tlenalysisthat Japanese differs
from Turkish with respect to interpretation of overt pronouns, as discussed in
Chapter 2 In Turkish, both thecoreferential interpretatioand bound variable
interpretatiorof the pronouro were rejected by native Turkish speakers ovié6 9

of the timein the CJT and the TV {rel 2002).

As for self and pro, t he control sbo i nterpretatic¢
irrespective of the antecedents (i.e. quantified or referential). Fig8resd20
shaw that the controls accepted the bound and the coreferential interpretations of
self and pro 93/ 100% of the time. Similarly, Figurel® and21 show thatself
consistently did notallow a disjoint interpretation as expected. The controls
accepted the disjoint interpretationg#lifless than 11% of the time regardless of
thenature of theintecedent.

Now, let us turn to the L2er3he L1 English groups were expected to
show a developmm in their knowledge of the OPC effects. In other words, it was
expected thathe El group would accept the bound variakéege transferring
their L1, while the EA group would correctly reject it, conforming to the OPC
effects. These predictions were iomed. The EI group did not reject the bound
variable kare to the same exterds controls, while the EA group did. The EIl
group accepted the bound varialidgre significantly more often than controls
(t(25=2.09 p<.05), whereas the EAgroup did not difler from controls
(t(24)=1.74 p=.095).Moreover, the EI group did not makedistinction between

karein quantified contexts ankarein coreferential contextsyhile the EA group
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did. The EI groupaccepted the bound varialkare and the coreferentidare to
the same extentt(04)=0.52 p=.61). In contrast, the EA group accepted the
bound variablekare less frequently than the coreferentiedre (t(14)=5.49
p<.001), performing similarly tacontrols. Thusthe EI grougs knowledgeof kare
was not totally targelike even though they knew th&are adoptsa disjoint
interpretation rather than a bound variable interpretation. The EI @roup
acceptance rate of the bound variakbre was significantly lower than the
disjoint kare (50% vs. 97%, t(14)=3.29 p<.01). These resultsuggesthat the
English groups with lower proficienayo not have knowledge of the OPC effects
due to L1 transfer buhat theyacquire it as their proficiency improves.

In contrast to the L1 English groups, the Lda8ish groups were expected
to haveknowledgeof the OPC effects, due to L1 transfer. Therefore, it was
predicted that the SI group would be more accuratej@ctingthe bound variable
kare than the EI group. i®ilarly, the SI group was expected to berentarget
like in distinguishingbetween antecedents in interpretkaye than the EI group.
These predictions wemipported. The SI groughd not differ from the controls in
accepting the bound variabtare (t(29)=1.0 p=.325), whereas the EIl group did,
as described abov&imilarly, the SI groupalmostmade a distinction between
kare in quantified contexts ankiare in coreferential contexisThe difference in
their acceptanceates ofthe bound variabl&are and the corefrentialkare was
borderlinesignificant {(15)=2.08 p=.055). In contrastwe observedhe EI group
fail to distinguishbetween the two types dfare (p=.61). These comparisons

between the S| and EI groups show that the SI group had an advantage over the El

137



group with respect to the OPC effects, as predidtedeover,the SA groupvas
totally targetlike in rejecting a bound variablare (i.e. they did notignificantly
differ from the controlst(27)=0.347, p=.732) and successfullydistinguished
betweenantecedents in interpretifigre They accepted the bounehriablekare
less frequently than the coreferentighre (1(13)=2.85 p<.05). They also
acceptedhe boundrariablekareless frequently than the disjoikére (t(13)=7.78
p<.007).

It was predicted that L1 Spanish groups would have a thkget
interpretation opro due to L1 transfer. This prediction was supported LRakrs
including the L1 Spanish groupslid not differ from the controls in their
interpretation okelfandpro with quantified antecedents (the bound interpretation
of self: F(4, 70)=0.50,p=.74; the disjoint interpretation aelf: F(4, 70)=1.53,
p=.20; ar the bound interpretation pfo: F(4, 70)=0.71p=.58).

All L2ers including the L1 Spanish groupalso did not differ from the
controls in their interpretation afelf and pro with referential antecedents (the
coreferential interpretatioself F(4, 70)=1.23,p=.30; the disjoint interpretation of
self F(4, 70)=1.39,p=.25; and the coreferential interpretation mo: F(4,

70)=1.05p=.39).

Individual results

Table 28 shows the distributiof individuals with respect to the number of

rejections ofthe bound interpretation dfare with quantified antecedents. The

60Consi stentd category shows 't heFalseumber

138

of



response times out of2 whencéveryonéwas invoved The o6l nconsi ste
category shows the number who eatty gaveFalseresponses 1 time out af

The 6Zerobd6 category dasmwsgponsed ®timaeswombfer who (¢
2.% Table 28 shows that aboubne half of the participants in each group

(including the controlsgonsistently rejected the bound interpretatiokart

Table B. TVJindividualresults(Type 1)

Controls EA El SA Si
(n=15) (n=15) (n=15) (n=14) (n=16)

Consistent| 12 (80%) | 8 (53%) | 7 (47%) | 10 (72%) | 10 (63%)

Inconsisten{ 1 (7%) 6 (40%) 1 (6%) 2 (14%) 2 (12%)

Zero 2(13%) | 1(7%) | 7(47%) | 2(14%) | 4 (25%)

The fllowing is a summary of the group and individual results on Types 1 and 2
(OPCeffectsin subject position) of the TVJ:
1. The OPCeffects occuin subject position in Japaness expected
2. Thecontrols accepted coreferentkdre with an antecedersomeones8% of
the time while they accept it wittveryonel 7% of the time.
3. The English groups showed the expected development in conforming to the
OPC effects. The El group accepted mavarid variable interpretation &hre
than the controls. Moreover, they did not make a distinction between a bound
variablekare and acoreferentiakare, suggesting thatnowledgeof the OPC

effects may not be in place.

% with only 2 sentenceshis analysis is not really meaningful.
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3. The Spanish group showed an adage over the English group, as expected.
The SI group was more accurate in rejecting the bound varkaokeand
making a distinction between a bound variakéee and acoreferentialkare
than the EIl group.

4. The L2 groups did not differ from the controls in their interpretaticeiind

pro.

b. Type 3 (Nonreported speech)

Table29 shows the percentageslatieresponses to the coreferential and disjoint

interpretations okare, self, andpro in nonreported speech.

Table 29. TVJ poup results (Typ8) (percentages dirueresponses)

Referential antecedents
Overtsubjects Null ubjects
Kare Self Pro
group (n=4) (n=3) (n=3)
Control
Coreferential 68 100 100
Disjoint 92 13 -
EA
Coreferential 65 98 98
Disjoint 84 13 -
El
Coreferential 50 89 96
Disjoint 75 18 -
SA
Coreferential 58 95 100
Disjoint 66* 17 -
Sl
Coreferential 67 94 98
Disjoint 75 19 -

* Asterisks next to the mean scores in the table indicate
statistically significant results compared to the control group (*
for p<.05)
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A different view of the datan Table 3 is presented in the bar graphs in Figures
22 and 23 to allow a direct compason with Figures20 and 21, which are

repeated fronthe results in reported speech.

Figure 22. Type 3dpreferential) Figure 23. Type 3 (disjoint)
100 100
. :
60 W kare 60
i O self 40
pro
20 20
0 0
control EA SA S contro}
Figure 20 Type 2 (coreferential) Figure 21 Type 2 (disjoint)
100 . 100
80 - 80
60 W kare 60
40 Oself 40
pro
20 20
0 0 _
control EA El SA SI control  EA

It was predicted that the controls wouldceptthe coreferentiakare in norn
reported speech (Type 3) more frequently than reported speech (Type 2),
considering the effect of verb meanings in Kuno (1972). This prediction was not

supported.
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Figure 22 shows that the controls accepted the coreferekdiad in non
reported spech 68% of the time. Although this percentage is slightdfierthan
the acceptance rate of the coreferedzakin reported speech (64%) in Figut@,
the difference was nadtatistically significant ¢(14)=.70, p=.50). The controls
accepted the disjoint interpretation kdre in nonreported speech 92% of the
time, just as they did in reported speech (95%) in Fig@drerhey accepted the
disjoint interpretation okelf only 13% of the time, just as they did in ogfed
speech (9%) in Figurel.

The L2ers performed like the controls in their acceptare of the
coreferetial interpretation ofkare All L2 groups accepted the coreferential
interpretation okare 50i 67% of the time, similar to the controls (68%), amd n
effect of group was found by a cme&y ANOVA (F(4, 70)=0.69p=.60). Atwo-
way ANOVA comparing the L2 groups found no significant main effect of L1s
nor proficiency on the coreferential interpretationkafe (L1s: F(1, 56)=0.36,
p=.55, proficiency:F(1, 56)=0.13,p=.72). No significant effect of interaction
between L1s and proficiency on the coreferential interpretati@arefwas found,
either (1, 56)=1.56p=.22).

The L2 groups accepted the coreferential interpretatiorseldbfind pro
891 98% of the time,which is similar to the controls (100%), and no effect of
group was foundself F(4, 70)=1.03p=.40; pro: F(4, 70)=0.89p=.48).

A oneway ANOVA found an effect of group in the acceptance of the
disjoint interpretation ofkare (F(4, 70)=2.58, p<.05). The st hoc tests

suggested that the SA group accepted the disjoint interpretatiokaref
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significantly less frequently than did the controls (SA: 66%, the controls: 92%,
p=.036). Atwo-way ANOVA comparing the L2 groups found no significant main
effect of L1 nor proficiency on the coreferential interpretatiorkarfe (L1s: F(1,
56)=1.77,p=.19, proficiency:F(1, 56)=0.02,p=.96). No significant interaction
between L1s and proficiency on the coreferential interpretati@arefwas found,
either E(1, 56)=1.77,p=.19). No effect of group was found with respect to the
disjoint interpretation o$elf(F(4, 70)=.16p=.96).
Following is a summary of the results on Typéonreported speech) of
the TVJ:
1. The controls accepted the coreferenkate in nonreported speechnd
reported speech to tlsameextent 68%vs. 64%y.
2. All L2 groups were likethe controls except that the SA group accepted

the disjoint interpretation ddare significantly less than did the controls.

c. Type 4 (OPC effects irobject positions)

The type is to see whether the OPC effects occur in object poside 30
shows the group mear(® percentaggsof True responses to the bound and
disjoint interpretations okare self andpro in object positions. In the table, the
breakdown of the responses to the bound interpretatiokacé when the
antecedents wersomeongn=2) andeveryone(n=2) are presented. Similar to

Type 1, the responses regardingtoneoneavere left unanalyzed, csiering the
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possibility that the stimuli pictures failed to creatbound context’ As a result,

only the responses regarding ¢eeryoneare presented in Figurg2. Figure23

shows responses in the disjoint contexts.

Table 30. TVJ poup results (Typd) (percentages dirueresponses)

Quantified antecedents

Overt Null
objects objects
group Kare (n=2) Kare (n=2)Kare (n=4)| Self(n=3) | Pro (n=4)
(someone)| (everyone) mean
Control
Bound 77 50 62 100 92
Disjoint 97 97 97 13 -
EA
Bound 70 47 58 87 83
Disjoint 90 93 92 9 -
El
Bound 50 57 54 80 91
Disjoint 87 97 92 22 -
SA
Bound 64 46 55 88 93
Disjoint 93 100 96 10 -
Sl
Bound 66 59 63 88 79
Disjoint 88 75 81 21 -

3" The differencébetweeracceptance rates kéirewith someon@ndeveryonevassignificant for
the EA group 70% vs. 47%p=.048 and borderline significant fahe controls 17% vs. 50%

p=.056, whereas it was naignificantfor the remaining L2 group&l: 50% vs. 57%p=.58, SA:
64% vs. 46%p=.17, Sl: 66% vs. 59%p=.43).

144




Figure 22. Type 4 (bound) Figure 23. Type 4 (disjoint)

100 100
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0 _ 0 |
control EA El SA 5| control  EA El SA Sl

Assuming that the OPC effects occur in object posstiagrwas predictedhatthe
controls would reject the bound variable interpretatiorkare and accept the
disjoint interpretation okare. These predictions were only partially confirmed.
Figure22 shows that the controtlid not categorically reject the bound variable
kare andallowedit 50% of the time. This suggests tharein the object position
can takea quantified antecedentcontrary to the predictionalthough its
acceptance rate5@%) was significantlylower than the acceptance rate of the
disjoint interpretation (97%) as shown in Fig@&(t(14)=4.09 p<.05). Moreover,
the acceptance rate of the bound interpretatiokac# in object positions50%)
was significantlyhigherthan in subject positionsl (%) as shown in Figuré8
(t(14)=316, p<.01). These results suggest that the @ff€ctsin object position
arenot asstrongas in subject positioThese results diffeirom the CJT resut
which suggest that the OPC effects occur in subject and object positions in similar
ways. This discrepancy in results of the tasks will be discusssedition4.3.8.

The controls accepted the bound interpretationsetifand pro in object
position 92 100% of the time as is shown in FigW2, just as they accepted the

bound interpretation afelfandpro in subject position 93.00% asalreadyshown
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in Figure 18. They also accepted the disjoint interpretationself in object
positions 13% of the time as shown in Fig@8e just as they accepted the disjoint
interpretation ofelfin subject position 11% of the time as is shown in Fid®e

Now, let us turn to the L2 groups. It was predicted thatEnglish groups
would show a development with respect to the OPC eff&pscifically, we
predicted that the EI group would wrongaccept the bound variableare,
transferring their L1, while the EA group woutdrrectlyreject it, observing the
OPCeffects, just likehey did in Type 1 (subjedtare). This prediction was not
supportedBoth the El groupand the EA group performed like native speakers in
rejectingthe bound variabl&are (controls 50%, EA 53%, El 43%0 effect of
groupF(2, 42)=0.213 p=.809).No signficant difference was found between the
EA and EI groups in rejecting the bound variakkre (1(28)=0.67, p=.51).
Neither the EA northe EI group differed from the controls in accepting the
disjoint kare Finally, both the EA and the EI grosmccepted the bound variable
kare significantly less than thalisjoint kare (EA: t(14)=3.41, p<.01, ELI:
t(14)=3.29 p<.01).

The Sl group was predicted to outperform the EI group in rejecting the
bound variabl&kare. This prediction waslsonot confirmed. As far as the group
results are concerned, the S| group did not haekear advantage over the El
group. They both accepted the bound vari&bleto a similar extent (Sl 59%, El
57%). A two-way ANOVA comparing the L2 groups found no sigrant main
effect of L1s nor proficiency othe bound variabl&are (L1s: F(1, 56)=0.013,

p=.91, proficiency:F(1, 56)=1.16,p=.29). No significant effect of interaction
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between L1s and proficiency dahe bound variabl&are was found eitherR(1,
56)=002, p=.89). If anything the SI group was less tardite than the EI group

in that thus showed no significant difference between the bound vakaieland
disjoint kare (t(15)=0.89 p=.386). Thus, the advantage of the Sl group over the
El group, which we have seen in Type 1 (sublest) was not found in Type 4
(objectkare). Although the SI group acceptéte bound variablkareas much as
59% the time, it was lower than the acceptance ohtie boundvariable pro
(70%) ((15)=2.67,p=.017<0.05).Regardingthe advanced group, the SA group
and theEA group performed in a similar way, as expected.

As for selfandpro, allL2 gr oups6 interpretations di
controls. A onevay ANOVA found no effect of group in the acceptance of the
bound interpretation cfelf (F(4, 70)=1.36p=.26),0r pro (F(4, 70)=1.64p=.17).
The L2 groups also did not differ from thentrols with respect to the disjoint
interpretation okelf(F(4, 70)=0.68p=.61), although they performed more target

like as their proficiency increasgas shown in Tabl80.

Individual results

Table 31 shows the distribution of participants withpees torejections ofthe

bound interpretation ofkare wi t h guanti fied antecedent s.
category shows the number of participants who correctly Balseresponseg

timesouto2. The Ol nconsi s tosewho@orrecdytgav&galse y s hows |
responses 1timeoutdaf The O0Zerod categor yFalsshows t he

responses 0 times out &f
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Table31 TVJindividualresults(Type 4)

Controls EA El SA Si
(n=15) (n=15) (n=15) (n=14) (n=16)

Consistent| 6 (40%) 4 (27%) 4 (27%) 5 (36%) 4 (25%)

Inconsisten{ 3 (20%) 7 (46%) 5 (33%) 5 (36%) 5 (31%)

Zero 6 (40%) | 4(20%) | 6(40%) | 4 (28%) | 7 (44%)

Table 31 shows thal0% of the controls consistently allowed the bound variable
interpretation of objedtare, contrary tothe OPCeffects This isin stark contrast
to the individual results on the subjdare in Table28, in which only 2 of the
controls (i.e., 13%}xid not conform tahe OPCeffects The L2 groupsoverall
showed similar distributions as the contrdlee advantage of th@panish groups
over the English groups, which was found in Type 1, was not observed in Type 3.
This point will be discussed in the next chapter.
Following is a summary of the group and individual results on H®ype
(OPCeffectsin object position) of the T¥
1. The controls accepted bound interpretations of oljaat with quantified
antecedents 50% of the timsuggesng that the OPCeffectsin object
positionarenot as cledy manifestedas subject position
2. Contrary to the predictionhé El groupdid not differ from the controls in
rejectingbound variabléare.
3. The Sl group failed to make a distinction between bound varkaiéand
disjoint kare, unlike the El group. As for the advanced group, the SA

group and the Sl group performed in a simulary.
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4. The L2 groups did not differ from the controls in interpretatioh self

andpro.

d. Type 5 6o-series

Figures24 and25 show the percentages ®fue responses to the bound and

disjoint interpretations adng so-series self, andpro.

Figure 24. Type 5 (bound)

100 ? .r ,.-""
80 ﬁ f/" :':: i
Z Z
7™ 7% )
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-4 41
;= VR > A7
, EAY 7 ' 7 A7
control EA El SA Sl
Hano 33 56 76 57 67
mSo 84 76 80 74 77
Oself 100 100 93 100 98
@ pro 100 100 96 100 98
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Figure 25. Type 5 (disjoint)

100
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40
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control EA El SA Sl
Bano 91 89 78 98 92
NSO 80 80 98 86 83
Oself 4 7 32 0 15

It was predicted the controls would rejeeto as bound variables but accesut
series as boundvariables. They were exmted to accept the disjoint
interpretations of bothano and so-series. These predictions wesepported
Figure 24 shows that the controls accepted the bound interpretatianoadnly
33% of the time, whereas they accepted the bound interpretatsorsefies84%
of the time. A pairedsamples Ttest shows that the difference betwesmo and
so-serieswas significant {(14)=4.57,p<.001). The controls also accepted the
bound interpretation aelf andpro 100% of the time. Figurg5 shows that the
controls accepted the disjoint interpretation anfo and so-seriesto a similar
extent.These acceptance rates did not differ from each ot{ie)€1.59,p=.13).
In contrast, the controls accepted the disjoint interpretaticelddnly 4% of the
time.

The L2 groups were predicted to show a development in interpr&ting

series In other words, both L2 groups with loweroficiencywere expected not
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to choose the bound variable interpretatiors@geriesdue to L1 transfer, while
they mght accept it as their proficiency improves. This prediction was not
confirmed. Al L2 groups accepted the bouwdriableinterpretation ofso-series

74 80% of the time, just like the controls (84%), and a-aay ANOVA found

no effect of groupK(4, 70)-0.28,p=.89).A two-way ANOVA comparing the L2
groups found no significant main effect of L1s nor proficiencytlom bound
variableso-series(L1s: F(1,56)=0.097 p=.76, proficiencyF(1,56)=0.27 p=.61).

No significant effect of interaction between L1s and proficiencythen bound
variableso-serieswas found, eitherH(1,56)=0.006p=.94). Thus, the L2 groups
unexpectedly accepted the bouratiableso-seriesfrom early stages and did not
show devdopment This resultis puzzlingwhen we recall the CJT results, in
which the English groups developed their interpretationthas proficiency
improved.One possibility is that the pictures in the TVJ task may have failed to
elicit atruebound variable interpretation eb-series Rather, he L2ers may have
interpreted so-series as deictic expressions to refer to the person in each
illustration in the picture. In Figure 16, for example, three houses, in which a
father takes care a@ir plays with hisyoungesthild, were illustrated. If we look at
each house oHgy-one, instead of looking at the three houses at the same time,
and if we interpreso-seriesdeictically, so-seriescan refer to each father in each
house. As a result, the pictumgatches the meaning of the given sentence. Thus,
the illustration in pictures may have failed to avoid the deictic interpretatien of

series
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The L2 groups showed development with respecarno A oneway
ANOVA found an effect of group in the acceptance of the bound interpretation of
ano (F(4, 70)=3.00p<.05), and post hoc tests found that the El group accepted
the bound interpretation @ho significantly more than the controls (El 76% vs.
the @ntrols 33%p=.014). Other L2 groups, including the SI group, did not differ
from the controls in their acceptance of the bound interpretatiam@fA two-
way ANOVA comparing the L2 groups found no significant main effect of L1 nor
proficiency onthe baind variableano (L1s: F(1, 56)=0.18,p=.68, proficiency:
F(1, 56)=2.88,p=.10). No significant interaction between L1s and proficiency on
the bound variablanowas found, either{(1, 56)=0.36,p=.55).

When it comes to the distinction between the boaimolandso-series all
L2 groups accepted the bound interpretatiors@$eriesmore than the bound
interpretation obing, nevertheless, the difference wasse tosignificantonly for
the EA group(t(14)=1.98,p=.07). The difference was not significanorf the
remaining L2 groups HI: t(14)=0.06, p=.95; SA: t(14)=1.85, p=.09; SI:
t(14)=0.58,p=.57). These resulsuggest thathe L2 groups idl not recognize the
distinction betweelanoandso-series.

The L2 groups did not differ from the controls in their acceptance of the
bound interpretation ofself and pro. The L2 groups accepted the bound
interpretation okelfandpro 93i 100% of the time, similar to the controls (100%)
(self F(4, 70)=2.36p=.06; pro: F(4, 70)=0.79p=.54).

With respect to the disjoint interpretation, the L2 groups did not differ

from the controls in their acceptance of the disjoint interpretati@anofindso
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series.A oneway ANOVA found no effect of groupaQa F(4, 70)=1.66 p=.17,
so-series F(4, 70)=1.03,p=.40). A two-way ANOVA comparing the L2 groups
found no significant main effect of L1 nor proficiency dhe disjoint
interpretation ofano (L1: F(1, 56)=3.63, p=.06, proficiency:F(1, 56)=2.07,
p=.16). No significant interaction effect between L1s and proficiencythen
disjoint interpretatiorof anowas found, eitherq{(1, 56)=0.19,p=.67).

In contrast, a onevay ANOVA revealed an effect of group in the
acceptance of the disjoint interpretatiohself (F(4, 70)=4.25p<.01). The post
hoc analysis found that the EI group accepted the disjoint interpretatiseifof
significantly more often than the controls (El: 32%, the controls: gRA5). A
two-way ANOVA comparing the L2 groups found sanificant main effect of
L1s (F(1, 56)=3.77,p=.06) but found a significant main effect of proficiency on
the disjoint interpretation ofself (F(1, 56)=9.92, p=.003<.05). No significant
interaction effect between L1s and proficiencytloadisjoint intepretationof self

was found (1, 56)=0.85,p=.36).

Individual results

Table 32 shows the distribution of participants with respect to the number of

acceptances dhe bound interpretation @&o-serieswith quantified antecedents.

The oO0Consistentd category shows the number
the bound responses 3 times out of 3. Th e

number of participants who correctly gave the bound responses 1 @<2atirnof
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3. The 6éDisjoint onlyd category
give a bound response.
Table32 TVJ individual resultgType 5)
Controls EA El SA Sl
(n=15) (n=15) (n=15) (n=14) (n=16)
Consistent| 10 (67%) | 7 (47%) | 9(60%) | 6 (43%) 6 (38%)
Inconsistent 4 (27%) 7 (47%) 5 (33%) 7 (50%) 9 (56%)
Disjointonly| 1 (7%) 1 (7%) 1 (7%) 1 (7%) 1 (6%)

shows

Following is a summary of the group and individual results on Byfs®-seried

of the TVJ:

1. The controls allowed the bound interpretatiorsoseriesmore than 80%

of the time, whereas they accepted the bound interpretatianadnly

33% of the timeas expected

2. All L2 groupsunexpectedlyaccepted the bound interpretatiorsofseries

just like the controls.However no L2 groupmade a clear distinction

betweeranoandso-series allowing bound interpretations ahoas well

3. All L2 groups had targdike interpretations ofelf and pro, except that

the EI group allowed more disjoint integpations okelfthan the controls.

4.3.6.3 Summary (TVJ)

In the TVJT, the following findings were obtained.
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Types 1 and 2 (OPE€ffectsin subject positions)

a. The OPC effects are exhibited in the cor®sgrammar.

b. The English groups showed the expected development. The EI group
accepted more bound variable interpretationkafe than the controls,
while the EA group behaved like the controls.

c. The Spanish group showed an advantage over the English group, as
expected. The SI group was more accurate in rejecting the bound variable
kare and making a distinction between a bound varididee and a

coreferentiakarethan the EI group.

Type3 (nonreported speech)
a. All groups accepted the coreferential interpretationkafe in reported

speech andonreported speedo the same extent

Type4 (OPCeffectsin object positions)
a. The controls accepted bound interpretations of the olkaot with
guantified antecedents 50% of the time, suggesting that the efiecs
areweakerin object position.

b. All L2 groups did not differ from the controls in interpretikare

Type5 (so-serie9

a. The controls allowed the bound interpretationsofsaies and ano 84%

and 33% respectivelns expected.
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b. All L2 groups accepted the bound interpretatiois@$eries However,no
L2 group except the EAgroup,made a clear distinction betweano and

so-series

4.37 L1 differences

One of the questionsavestigated in this thesis is whether L2 groups with distinct
L1s have different interpretations of pronsuparticularly, when one of the L1s

is same as the L2 with respect to the phenomenon in question and the other is
different from the L2 in the relant respect. Table83 and 34 present

comparison®f the group meangn percentage) between the L1 English goup

and the L1 Spanish grosipt the same proficiency lewsh the CJT and the TVJ

In the tables in this sectipnhe p-values were calculated througitests on the

mean scores, not on the mean percentages, of the two L2 groups.

Table33. Comparison of the disjoirtnly interpretation okare,so-series,and

anowith quantified antecedent€JT)*

types item | profic | Mean percentage Mean scores p-
lency English | Spanish English(SD) Spanish(SD value
Typel |kare |Adv 80 84 | 3.20(1.37)| 3.36 (0.93)| 0.72
(Sub-OPQ | n=4 | |nter 60 60 | 2.40 (1.68)| 2.24 (1.52)| 0.77
Type4 |kare |Adv 78 76 | 3.20 (0.94)| 3.07(1.07) | 0.73
(Obj-OPC)| n=4 | Inter 61 57 | 2.40 (1.72)| 2.31 (1.40)| 0388
Type5 |ano |Adv 80 79 | 2.40 (0.99)| 2.36 (1.15)| 092
(bound | n=3 | |nter 60 73 | 1.80(1.32)| 2.19 (0.91)| 035
variable
so-series) | sono | Adv 27 64 | 0.81(0.78)| 1.93 (1.21)| 0.015*
=3 nter 57 47 | 1.79 (1.19)| 1.50 (1.16)| 051

* Asterisks next to the mean scores in the table indeatatistically significandifference
between the L1 English group and the L1 Spanish gfofgr p<.05)
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Table34. Comparison offrueresponses to the bounderpretatiorof kare,so-

series,andanowith quantified antecedents\U) (%)

types item | profici [Mean percentagt Mean scores p-value
ency English| Spanish English(SD) Spanish(SC

Type 1 kare | Adv 23 21 0.46 (0.64)| 0.42 (0.76)| 0.88

(Sub-OPQ | h=2 | Inter 50 31 | 1.00(1.00)| 0.62 (0.88)| 0.28

Type 4 | kare | Adv 47 46 | 0.94 (0.80)| 0.92(0.82)| 0.99

(Obj-OPC)| n=2 | Inter 57 59 | 1.14 (0.84)| 1.18 (0.84)| 0.86

Type 5 ano | Adv 56 57 1.68 (0.99)| 1.71 (0.93)| 0.8

(bound | n=3 | Inter 76 67 | 2.28(0.96)| 2.01(0.78)| 0.9

variable

so-series) | sono | Adv 76 74 | 2.28(0.90)| 2.22 (0.90)| 0.88
n=3 | Inter 80 77 | 2.40 (0.90)| 2.31(0.78)| 0.78

It was predicted that the SI group would outperform the EI group in

the

knowledge of the OPC effects due to L1 transfer. In other words, the SI group

would choose the disjoiftnly interpretation okare more frequently than the El

group in Types 1 and OPC effects in subject and object position). In contrast,

the SA and EA group were predicted to correctly choose the dispoigt

interpretation ofkare to the same extent in Types 1 and 4, assuming that the

advanced groups acquire the OPC effects. Tét8esnd 34 show that the former

prediction was not supported while the latter was supported. As Table 33 shows,

no difference was found between the English and the Spanish groups in Types 1

and 4 in the CJT. Similarly, Table 34 shows that no differencefetand between

the English and the Spanish groups in these types of the TVJ. Thus, as far as the

group means in interpretingare were compared, the two L2 groups were not
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statistically different,suggestinglittle effect of L1 transfer. As we have seen
before, L1 difference emerged when the distinction between antecedéwat® of
was considered in the CJT or the two groups were compared with the controls.

With respect to interpretation aino and so-series in Type 5, it was
predicted that the Spanishcainglish groupsvould not differ. This prediction
was supported except one cage found in earlier sections, the SA group
accepted the disjoiranly interpretation oso-series64% of the timen the CJT
which was statistically different from the EA ayp (EA: 27%,1(22)=2.63,
p=.015<.05).In the TVJ, however, the Spanish and English groups did not differ
in any type, supporting the prediction, as shown in Table 34.

Tables35 and & present comparisons between the L1 Engéisd L1
Spanish groups in farpretingkarewith referential antecedents in reported speech
(Type 2) and nomeported speech (Type 3). Recall that in Chapter 3, we saw that
Belletti, Bennati & Sorace (2007) found that L1 English speakers of L2 Italian
interpretedan overt subject proun in an embedded claus® coreferential with a
subject in a matrix clause, whereas native Italian speakers interpreted them as
taking a senteneexternal referent (i.e. disjoint interpretation). If their analysis is
applicable, it is predicted that thel English groups would interpret the
embedded overt subject pronouns as coreferential with the matrix subject more
often than the L1 Spanish groups. This prediction was not confirmed. Tbles
and & show that the EA group interpreted the embedkka® as coreferential
with the matrix subject more frequently than the SA group in both tasks;

nevertheless, the difference was significant only in Type 3 of the tCl)£2.81,
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p=.014<.05). In addition, the intermediate groups showed an opposite tendency.
The EI group interpreted the embeddkdre as coreferential with the matrix
subject less frequently than the SI group in either task. Thus, no clear result

conforming to Belletti, Bennati & Sora@e (2007) proposals was found in the

present study.

overt pronouns in discourse contexts where null is preferred.

In othevords, whatever is going on does not reflect overuse of

Table35. Comparison of the bourshly interpretation okarewith referential
antecedentsdJT) (%)*

Types item | profic |[Meanpercentage Mean scores p-
lency English| Spanish English (SD|Spanish (SD value
Type 2 | kare | Adv 23 13 | 0.93 (1.44)| 0.50 (0.86)| 0.337
(reported | n=4 | Inter 43 57 | 1.73(1.58)| 2.31 (1.40)| 0.238
Type 3 kare | Adv 15 0 0.60 (0.83) 0 (0) 0.014
nOnreport} n=4 | inter 30 49 | 1.21(1.42)| 2.0(1.55) | 0.161

* Asterisks next to the mean scores in the table indestatistically significandifference
between the L1 English group and L1 Spanish gfdodgr p<.05)

Table 3. Comparison offrueresponses to the boumderpretatiorof karewith

coreferential antecedents\(J) (%)

Types item | profic |Mean percentag Mean scores p-

1eNCY [ glish] Spanist English (SD]Spanish (s 21
Type 2 | kare | Adv 65 55 | 2.60 (1.60)| 2.21 (1.72)| 0.536
(reported | n=4 | Inter 47 55 | 1.87 (1.55)| 2.19 (1.51)| 0.565
Type 3 | kare | Adv 65 58 | 2.60 (1.60)| 2.36 (1.34)| 0.661
nonreport) n=4 | Inter 50 67 2.00 (1.65)| 2.69 (1.14)| 0.191
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4.38 Comparison of the tasks

In this study,the exactsame stimuli were tested in two interpretation tasks, the
CJT and the TVJ. In the former, the participants clagg@opriateanswers from

three options. Although they were instructed to choose multiple options when
possible, they often chose only one optwhich probablyeflects the answer that

first came to mind. Accordingly, not choosing other options doesi@dssarily

mean that they rejectegtammaticalityof other options. In order to reflect their
interpretation moreccurately in the TVJ, the pdicipants were presented with

one interpretation for each sentence and had to judge whether the interpretation
wasappropriate

Table 37 compares the results on subkace with quantified antecedents
(Type 1) in the CJT and TVJ. In this table, the datahe TVJ column were
calculated from the TVJ results in Tabl& By dividing theresponseo each
stimulusinto three optionsédboundonlyg dound and disjoirit anddisjoint-onlyd
interpretations.In Table J and the following tables in this section, theest
columns present statistical analyses comparing the mean scores obtained in the
two tasks.Sigin the tables representghetherthe difference between the mean
scoreonthe two tasks was significanttaie 0.05 level.

Table 37 shows that the controls and the advanced groups displayed
similar interpretations ofkare across thetasks choosingthe disjointonly
interpretations okare over 77% of the timen both tasks, as predicted by the
OPC effects In contast, the intermediate groups displayed different

interpretations in the two tasks. They chose beamig interpretations 30% of
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the time in the CJT but chose the same interpretations les8-8%rof the time
in the TVJ The difference between the twasks was significant for the El group
(p=.014<.05) and borderline significant for tBe group =.054). Instead, they
significantly increased the 6ébound and di:
CJT to 2247% in the TVJ (El:p=.02<.01, SI:p=.029<.09. This discrepancy

between the two tasks suggests that ititermediate groupsnay not have a

complete knowledge of the OPC effects. Theermediategroups acquired the

fact that overt pronouns typically take disjeontly interpretationsaccordingly

they chose the disjoirdnly interpretations in the CJT. However, they were not
confidentthat overt pronouns disalload bound variable interpretationandas a

result, they did not reject the bound variable interpretations in the TVJ.
Consequently, thé dund and di s | ancreased intheTvdfwe r et at i on
compare the two intermediate groups, the discrepancy between the two tasks was

more striking for the EI group than the SI group. This suggests that the El group

hasa lesscomplete knowledge dhe OPCthan the SI groupaccordingly their

performancevaslessstableand more affected by task types
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Table F. Group accuracy across tasks (Type 1, sulbgee everyong (%)

group | interpretation| Mean percentagel Mean scores t-test
CJT TVJ CJT TVJ |[Sig or no| p-value
control | Bound only 7 0 0.13 0.00 - 0.164
Bnd&Dis 7 17 0.13 0.33 - 0.384
Disjoint only 86 83 1.73 1.60 - 0.433
EA Bound only 13 6 0.20 0.13 - 0.582
Bnd&Dis 3 17 0.07 0.33 - 0.104
Disjoint only 83 77 1.6 1.47 - 0.499
El Bound only 30 3 0.53 0.07 Sig 0.014
Bnd&Dis 0 47 0.00 0.93 Sig 0.002
Disjoint only 70 50 1.33 1.00 - 0.096
SA Bound only 0 0 0.00 0.00 - -
Bnd&Dis 4 21 0.07 0.43 - 0.136
Disjoint only 96 79 1.93 15 - 0.082
Sl Bound only 28 9 0.56 0.19 - 0.054
Bnd&Dis 0 22 0.00 0.44 Sig 0.029
Disjoint only 72 69 1.44 1.25 - 0.270

Table 38 shows interpretati®nf subjectkare with referential antecedents (Type

2) in the two taskdn this type, the target interpretationl@rewas6 c or ef er ent i al
and disjoiné However,in the CJT,the controls choséhe target interpretation

only 23% and instead, they chosksjoint-only interpretations61% of the time

Assuming that the CJieflects the most preferred interpretation, while the TVJ

reflect all possible interpretations, it was found thia¢ primary interpretation of

kare with referentialantecedentsvas disjointonly. Nevertheless, a coreferential
interpretatiorwasalso possiblgas a resulthe selection ofthé c or efand ent i al
disjointdinterpretatiorsignificantlyincreased to 56% in the TVJ. Similarly to the

controls, all L2 groupsexcept the SA group significantly increased the
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0 c or e f and disjpindiintetpretationfrom the TVJto the CJT Note that in

the CJT, the intermediate groups cho#ee ¢&oreferential and disjoift
interpretation only 48% of the time mostly choosingitherthe coreferentialonly

or thedisjointonly interpretation. L2ers with loweroficiencyprobably avoided

or had a difficulty in considering and choosing multiple options due to processing

load when they use L2.

Table 38. Group accuracy across tasks (Type 2, sikgest(%)

group | interpretation| Mean percentagel Mean scores t-test
CJT TVJ CJT TVJ |[Sigor nol p-value
control | Coref.only 16 3 0.67 0.13 - 0.056
Coref&Dis 23 56 0.93 2.20 Sig 0.011
Disjoint only 61 41 2.27 1.60 - 0.136
EA Coref.only 23 16 0.87 0.60 - 0.499
Coref&Dis 20 50 0.80 2.00 Sig 0.009
Disjoint only 57 34 2.27 1.33 Sig 0.002
El Coref.only 43 19 1.53 0.60 Sig 0.048
Coref&Dis 1 30 0.07 1.07 Sig 0.008
Disjoint only 56 51 2.20 1.87 - 0.403
SA Coref.only 13 15 0.50 0.57 - 0.844
Coref&Dis 23 43 0.93 1.64 - 0.191
Disjoint only 64 42 2.50 1.43 Sig 0.050
Sl Coref.only 57 25 2.25 1.00 Sig 0.006
Coref&Dis 8 32 0.31 1.19 Sig 0.006
Disjoint only 35 43 1.38 1.63 - 0.468

Table 39 shows interpretation of objekare with the quantified antecedent
everyone(Type 4) in the two tasksin this type, the target interpretation was

disjoint-only. However all groups accepteféwer disjointonly interpretations in
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the TVJ than the CJTlthough the difference between the two tasks was

significant only for the EA group (For the controls, thiéetlence was borderline,

p=.051) Recall that such decrease of tHisjointonly interpretation was not

observed in Type 1. This difference between Type 1 and Type 3 sutigesie

OPC effects in object positicare not as strict as in subject positidnstead all

groups except the SI groupchose significantly more 6 b o u n d and di sj oi |
interpretatios in the TVJ than the CJT. These results sugdest the primary

interpretation of objeckare with quantified antecedentwas disjoint, just as

subjectkare nevertheless, thboundvariable interpretationof objectkare was

more acceptable than subj&etre

Table 39. Group accuracy across tasks (Hypebjectkare, everyoni (%)

group | interpretation| Mean percentagel Mean scores t-test
CJT TVI CJT TVJ |[Sig or no| p-value
control | Bound only 10 0 0.20 0.00 - 0.082
Bnd&Dis 13 50 0.20 1.00 Sig 0.005
Disjoint only 77 50 1.53 0.96 - 0.051
EA Bound only 3 7 0.07 0.13 - 0.582
Bnd&Dis 10 40 0.20 0.80 Sig 0.014
Disjoint only 87 53 1.67 1.07 Sig 0.023
El Bound only 33 3 0.60 0.07 Sig 0.006
Bnd&Dis 3 53 0.07 1.07 Sig 0.000
Disjoint only 63 43 1.20 0.87 - 0.136
SA Bound only 14 0 0.29 0.00 - 0.104
Bnd&Dis 11 46 0.21 0.93 Sig 0.019
Disjoint only 75 54 1.50 1.07 - 0.189
Sl Bound only 31 22 0.50 0.44 - 0.751
Bnd&Dis 10 41 0.19 0.75 - 0.057
Disjoint only 59 38 1.06 0.75 - 0.237
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Table 40 shows interpretatisiof ano with quantified anteceden{3ype 5). In

this type, the targanterpretationwas disjointonly. The controlswere stable in

choosing the target interpretation {76%) in both tasks. In contrast, all L2

groups significantly increafomthe@btound and
the TVJ 0<.05). It seems that the L2 groups knévatthe primary interpretation

of anois disjointonly; accordingly they correctly chose thiaterpretationn the

CJT. Nevertheless, they were not confident enough to reject the bound
interpretation in the TVJ. As a resulheir acceptanceof the disjointonly
interpretationsignificantly decreasedrom the CJT tothe TVJ.Thus, the TVJ

seems to have created a response bias tolvaechmong the L2ers.

Tables40. Group accuracy across tasks (Typark)

group | interpretation| Mean percentagg  Mean scores t-test
CJT TVJ CJT TVJ |Sig or ng p-value
control | Bound only 13 7 0.40 0.20 - 0.384
Bnd&Dis 11 22 0.33 0.67 - 0.238
Disjoint only 76 71 2.27 2.00 - 0.217
EA Bound only 9 9 0.27 0.27 - 1.000
Bnd&Dis 11 49 0.33 1.40 Sig 0.003
Disjoint only 80 42 2.20 1.27 Sig 0.002
El Bound only 27 23 0.53 0.67 - 0.546
Bnd&Dis 13 54 0.40 1.60 Sig 0.012
Disjoint only 60 22 1.53 0.60 Sig 0.017
SA Bound only 2 2 0.07 0.07 - 1.000
Bnd&Dis 19 55 0.57 1.64 Sig 0.022
Disjoint only 79 43 2.36 1.29 Sig 0.022
Sl Bound only 17 8 0.50 0.25 - 0.388
Bnd&Dis 10 58 0.31 1.75 Sig 0.002
Disjoint only 73 33 2.00 1.00 Sig 0.005
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Table 41 shows the interpretations of gwseries with quantified antecedents

(Type 5). The target interpretation in this type wésound anddisjointa All

groups except t he EA a lbound waadd disjeiit g ni f i c ant

interpretations in the TVJ than the CJT. This is probably because the antecedent
for the disjoint interpretation was not given in the test sentences in the CJT;
accordingly the disjoint interpretation did not easily come to pagticipant®

minds even though it is logically possible. In contrast, in the TVJ, the antecedent
for the disjoint interpretation was illustrated in the picture, and therefore, the
disjoint interpresition was accepted straightforwardly. Similarly to the controls,
al |l L2 groups except t he EA group
interpretatios in the TVJ than the CJT. Unlike the controls, however, the El and
SA groups significantly decreased the digfenly interpretations from the CJT

to the TVJ.
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Tables41. Group accuracy across tasks (Typedseries)

group | interpretation| Mean percentage = Mean scores t-test
CJT TVJ CJT TVJ |Sig or ng p-value
contro | Bound only 47 20 1.33 0.60 Sig 0.028
Bnd&Dis 36 64 1.07 1.93 Sig 0.048
Disjoint only 18 16 0.53 0.47 - 0.849
EA Bound only 40 19 1.13 0.53 - 0.082
Bnd&Dis 33 59 1.00 1.73 - 0.06
Disjoint only 27 22 0.80 0.67 - 0.334
El Bound only 22 4 0.53 0.13 - 0.138
Bnd&Dis 21 76 0.60 2.27 Sig 0.000
Disjoint only 57 20 1.33 0.60 Sig 0.006
SA Bound only 19 13 0.57 0.36 0.512
Bnd&Dis 17 63 0.50 1.86 Sig 0.002
Disjoint only 64 24 1.79 0.71 Sig 0.008
Sl Bound only 35 17 1.00 0.50 - 0.135
Bnd&Dis 18 58 0.56 1.75 Sig 0.013
Disjoint only 47 25 1.25 0.75 - 0.072

We havecompared the responses in the two taskdar It was found that the

participants were likely to choose daound and disjoirdt interpretation more

frequently in the TVJ than the CJT. These cases in which participants

significantly increased théound and disjoiritinterpretations in the TVJ may be

divided into two types. In the first type, the participants ignored or overlooked
less preferred options in the CJT but realized them as possible in the TVJ, as a

results, thedbound and disjoiritinterpretations increased in the TVJ. This had

been pointed out aspssibleweak point of the CJT. The contréigerformance

in Type 2 (coeferentialkare) is consideredas this type. In the second type, the

participants, especially L2ers with lower proficiency, were not confident enough
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to reject either the bound or disjoint interpretation; consequently, chiase
responses rather thaRalse. The implication of these task effects will be

discussed in Chapter 5.

4.3.9 Consistent performance across the tasks

Next, we turn to comparison of the two tasks in terms of the numbers of
participants whdave the knowledge of th@PC effects across task3able 42
shows consistencyith respect to the OPC effects in subject positions (Type 1).
The &CJIT&TVI6 column represents the number of participants who were
consistenacrosghe two tasks.

The table shows that 10 controls wemsistentacrossthe two tasksin
contrast, fewer L2ers were consistaadrosstasks. It seems that the L2@rs
knowledge of the OPC effects was not as complete as the controls; as a result,
their accuracy was affected by task. This point will be discusseitied next

chapter.

Table 42. Number of participants who showed consigteoiwledgeof disjoint-
only interpretation ofubjectkare (Type 1)

task CJT TVJ CJIT&TVI
group (everyone) | (everyone)| (everyone)
controls 11 (73%) 11 (73%) 10 (67%)

English | advanced 11 (73%) 8 (53%) 7 (47%)
intermediate 8 (53%) 7 (47%) 6 (40%)

Spanish | advanced 13 (93%) 9 (64%) 8 (57%)
intermediate 10 (63%) 8 (50%) 6 (38%)
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Table 43 shows consistency with respect to the O&ftéctsin object position
(Type4), as far agveryonds concernedT he o0 CJT&T V6ihé cruciall u mn
column, whichrepresents the number of the participants who were consistent
across the two tasks.

Table 8 showsthat in all groups,more participants showed osistent
knowledge of the OPC effects in the Gbi&nin the TVJ. The difference between
the two tasks suggests that the preferngerpretationof objectkareis disjoint
only; accordingly, nearly one half dhe participants in each group chose the
disjoint-only interpretationin the CJT Nevertheless, the bournterpretationof
object kare appears to be possible since only5 2participants (183%)
consistentlyrejected the bound interpretation in the TVJ. Thus, only a limited
number of participants jectedthe bound variablenterpretatiorof objectkare as
a result, only 13 participants (820%) were consistent across the two tasks.
Especially, the SI group had only 1 consistent participant (6%) across the tasks.
This is consistent with the analgsn 4.3.6.2 that S| grouperformediess target

like in interpreting objeckarethan the EI group.
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Table 8. Number of participants who showed consisterdwledgeof the
disjoint-only interpretation obbjectkare (Type 4)

task CJT TV CJIT&TVI
group (everyone) | (everyone)| (everyone)
controls 9 (60%) 5 (33%) 3 (20%)

English | advanced 10 (67%) 5 (33%) 3 (20%)
intermediate 7 (47%) 4 (27%) 3 (20%)

Spanish | advanced 8 (57%) 5 (36%) 2 (14%)
intermediate 5 (31%) 4 (25%) 1 (6%)

Table 44 shows consistency with respect to timund interpretation afo-series

(Type5) . The O6CJT&TVJIS6 column represents the
were consistent across the two taskable 44 shows that only 53% of controls

were consistendicrosstasks. Overall the L2 groups performed better in the TVJ

than in the CJT. Those who were consistently tdigetacross the task was

limited to 15 (7-33%). Especially, the SA group had odlgonsistent participant

(7%) across the tasks. It is puzzling why the SA grnpeigormedworse than the

S| group, which had 3 consistent participants (19%).

Table 44. Number of participants who showed consisteotvledgeof the bound

interpretation oko-serieswith quantified antecedents (Type 5)

group task CJT TVJ CIT&TVI

controls 11 (74%) | 10 (67%) 8 (53%)

English | advanced 5 (33%) 7 (47%) 5 (33%)

intermediate 3 (21%) 9 (60%) 3 (21%)

Spanish | advanced 3 (21%) 6 (43%) 1 (7%)

intermediate 4 (25%) 6 (38%) 3 (19%)
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4.4 Summary

The experiment discussedtims chapter waslesignedo investigate whether L1
English and the L1 Spanish speakers of L2 Japanese have the same interpretation
of pronouns as nativ@apaneseontrols with respect to (i) OPC effects (i.e., overt
pronouns with bound variable interpretationsubjectand object positions), (ii)
variation in coreferential interpretation (i.e. overt pronouns with coreferential
interpretations in reported versuasnreported speech), and (ii§o-series DPs

with bound variable interpretations. Below is the summary of the results obtained

from the two tasks.

1. Types 1, 2 and 4 (OPC effects in subject and object position)

a. The CJT results show that the controls chosethe disjointonly
interpretation of subjeckare and objectkare to the same extent,
suggestingthat the OPC effects occur in the same way in sulgedt
object positions. In contrast, the TVJ results show that the controls chose
the disjointonly interpetation of subjeckare significantly more often
than objeckare

b. It was predicted that the EI group would be less tdigetthan the EA
group in theknowledgeof the OPC effects. This prediction was supported.
In the CJT, the EI group did not make iatohction between antecedents
(i.e. quantified or referential) in interpreting subjkate.In the TVJ, the

El group acceptethebound variablékare more often than the controls.
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c. It was predicted that the SI group would merformthe EI group with
regect to the knowledge of the OPC effects due to L1 transfer. This

prediction was supported in subject position but not in object position.

2. Type 3Karein nonreported speech)
a. Although the controlscceped coreferentiakarein reported speédess
frequently than imonreported speech, the difference was not significant
in either task, contrary to the prediction. The L2 groups skawo

difference in interpreting the two typeskafre, asexpected

3. Type 5 §o-series as variables)
a. It was predicted that L1 Englisind L1 Spanish groupsvould show a
developmentof their knowledge oko-seriesas bound variables. This
prediction was supported for the L1 English groups, but not for the L1

Spanish group

Regardinggroup accuracy across tasks, the participants were likely to choose

dound and disjoirdtinterpretationsnore oftenin the TVJ thann the CJT. The

implications of these results will be discussed in the next chapter.
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Chapter 5 DISCUSSION

5.1 Introduction

In Chapter 4, | presented an experiment on three properties of Japanese pronouns:
OPC effects, variation in coreferential interpretation, smderies DPs as bound
variables. This chapter will review the main findings and discuss their
implications. First, | will review the performance of native Japanese speakers.
Then, I will review L2eré performances in light of the FT/F/odel Finally, |

will discuss implications of other findings, including task effects.

5.2 The control group

5.2.1Bound variable kare

One of the motivations for testing pronouns in subject and object positions in the
experiment was to investigate whether OPC effects occur in both positions in the
same way. The two tasks showed contradictory results ofothigtive Japanese
speakersOn the one handhé CJT resultsugygestthatthe OPC effects occur in

the same wain both positions. ie controls chose the disjoianly interpretation

of subjectand objectkare to the same extent in the CJ3Jubjectkare 76% vs.
objectkare 71%, p=.53). On the other handhe TVJ results shogd a difference

in the two positions The controls accepted the disjeonly interpretation of
subjectkare significantly morefrequentlythan the disjoirbnly interpretation of
objed kare (subject 83% vs. obje&0%, p<.05). Thus, these two tasks revealed
contradictory findingsconcerningsubject and objeckare Do these findings

meanthatthe OPC effects do not occur in object position? | argue that the OPC
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effects neverthelesszre foundin object position because the controls treated the
bound variable interpretation of objekére differently from its coreferential
interpretation. In the TVJ, they accepted the bound variable interpretation of
objectkare (50%) less frequently timathe presumably coreferentiaterpretation

of objectkare with the antecedersomeond77%)3® Although the difference was
only marginally significant (50% vs. 77%,t(14) = 2.09, p=.056), if the
coreferential interpretation of objdcare with referentialantecedenta/eretested,

the difference would presumably become significant. This remains an issue for
future research.

Why, then, didhe ban on the bound variallare become weak iobject
position in the TVJ? If the OPC works in subjectl abject positions in the same
way, bound variabl&are should not be allowed in either position. | assume that
the OPC works in the same way, irrespective of position, and do not have a clear
answer to this asymmetry. One possibility is the effect ofodise functions of
pronouns. Japanese is a DiscoursedPop language, and the most salient entity
in the sentence, such as the matrix subject, tends tbelmntecedent of a null
pronounoccurring later in the sentence (Ariel, 1990). | suggest thatahdency
is strong especially when the null pronoun is linearly close to the antecedent, for
example, when the null pronoun is an embedded subject. When the null pronoun
is not close to the antecederts & the case wherghe null pronoun is an

embeddeabiject, thistendencybecomes weaker. Instead, an overt pronoun in an

% As we have seen in Chapter 4, the pictures in the TVJ failed to provide a truly doniest for
someonelnstead, th@ictures presumablgrovided a coreferential contejtidging from the

differences of the participaritperformances betweesomeon@ndeveryone
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embeddedobject position can also take the salient entity as its antecedent.
Consequently, the ban on overt object pronouns coreferring with the matrix
guantified subject appears to lesg strict than the ban on overt subject pronouns
even thougithe OPCin principle works in the same way in subject and object

positions.

5.2.2Coreferential kare
This study also examined potential variatiamong controlsin interpreting
coreferentialkare The motivation for this come$rom contradictoryresults
reported inprevious studies. In Kanno (1997), the controls (native Japanese
students at the University of Hawaii) chose the coreferemtiatpretation(i.e.
¢coreferentialonlyb or doth coeferential and disjoidt of kare 47% of the time.
In contrast, in Marsden (1998he controk (native Japanese speakers in the UK)
chosethat same interpretation only 11.5% of the tinie. Yamada (2002)the
controls(Japanese monolinguals in Japan) ptag it only 9.4 % of the time. The
results in Marsder{1998) andYamada(2002) suggestthat kare must have a
disjoint interpretation irrespective of antecedents, justthleelurkisho. In other
words, this does not seem to be an OPC effect but sometioreggeneral.

In the present study, the controls acceptexicoreferential interpretation
39% of the time in the CJT. This result was mordine with the findings in
Kanno (1997 ratherthan in Marsden1998 or Yamada(2002. In the TVJ, the
controls in the present study gawe True response tothe coreferential

interpretation okare 64% of the timeThis result from the TV&an be seen as
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evidence thakare indeedallows acoreferentiainterpretation It also show that

the Japaneséare differs from the Turkish o, which allows neither coreferential
nor boundinterpretationsto the same extent. Thus, the present study fails to
replicate the results in Marsden (1988 Yamada (2002).

In order to clarify why coreferenti&iareis not accepted 100% of the time,
this study also testecbreferentiakare in nonreported speech. If verb meaning
or sentencetructureis a crucialreasorwhy coreferentiakarein reportedspeech
is not fully accepted, as Kuno (1972) suggestib@, controls sbuld accept
coreferentiakarein nonreported speech more than in reported spddotvever,
this hypothesisvas not confirmed by the results. Although the controls accepted a
coreferential interpretation &dare in nonreported speechore frequently than
reported speech, the difference was not statistically significant (18) =1.58,
p=.14 in the CJTt (14) =0.70,p=.50 in the TVJ)In other wordsyerb meaning
does not seem to be the crucial faatausinglow acceptance oforeferential
kare.Thus, coreferentidkare was not fully accepteth either reported speedr

nonreported speech. This point will be discussed again in 5.6.

5.3 L1 English groups

The FT/FAmodelpredicts that L1 English speakers would show a development
of their knowledge of the OPC effects. The L1 English speakers with lower
proficiency would wrongly accept the bound variable interpretatiorkawé,
transferring from their L1, where overt promsucan take a bound variable

interpretation with quantified antecedents. Nevertheless, once they acquire the
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fact that Japanese allows null arguments, the OPC takes effect and they would
acquire the correct interpretations. Accordingly, the L2ers shouwddessfully
rejectkareas a bound variable, conforming to the OPC effects. Assuming that the
OPCoperatesn subjectandobject position in Japanese, the L1 English speakers
should acquire correct interpretations of pronouns in both positions in the same
way.

The results of the experiment partially supported these predictions. In the
CJT, both the EA and EI groups correctly rejedtednd variable interpretatisn
of pronounsat the same rate dise controls nevertheless, a difference emerged
when areferential/quantifieddistinction of antecedents was consideretie T
results show that the Edroup was not sensitive tahe referential/quantified
asymmetryin interpreting subjecpronoun; while m contrast, the EA group was
sensitive to the asymmetry the two tasks. In the TV#he Elgroup accepted a
bound variable interpretation &hre significantly more often thathe controls
whereas the EA group was tardjge. These results suggest tliae El groupdid
not fully acquire the knowledge die OPCeffects in subject pronoumhile the
EA group had successfully acquiredTihus, the applicability of the FT/FA model
was confirmed in the domain of anaphoric userohoundy L1 English groups
This result is alseompatiblewith findings reportd in previous studiegKanno,
1997; Marsén, 1998 although these studiefound the OPC effects ih2
grammar at earlier stages thathe present study. In these studies, the L2

grammars exhibit the OPC effects before attaining intermediate proficiendy. leve
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Two implications arisdrom the results described abovée firstregards
sensitivity to thereferential/quantifiecintecedenasymmetryin interpretingkare
It was found that L1 English speakers were initiallysensitive to the
referential/quantifiecantecedenasymmetryof subject or object pronouns. Their
transitional grammars rejectedboth coreferential and boundvariable
interpretations ofkare to the same extent (50% of the tim@&he suggested

progressive developmeat L2 grammar isummarisedn Table 1.

Table 1 Transition of acceptability of overt pronouns in L2 grammar of L1

English speakers

position subject object
antecedents referential | quantified | referential| quantified
Initial state . . ~ ~

_ a a a a
(English)

Transitionalstate | Not sure Not sure | Not sure Not sure

End state
(Japanese)

a No a No

Table 1revealsthat the L2 grammar could be divided into thredestdn the
initial state, L2 grammar starts with L1 setsn{-Pro-drop], English), which
allows overt subject and object pronouns with either referential or quantified
antecedents. In Table 1, the initial state is based oactteptanceates of English
subject pronouns by native English speakers in Kanno (189#)e transitional

state, L2 grammaaicceps either antecedent around 50% of the ti@& shown in
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the experiments in this dissertatiofhe transitionalL2 grammar is neither L1
like nor L2like, and also differs from thsetting like Turkish. In Grel (2002),
native Turkish speakers allowed eitherbaund variable interpretation or a
coreferentiainterpretation othe Turkish overt pronoulessthan 11% of the time
in a coreference judgement task and a truth value judgment taske énd state,
L2 grammar arrives ahelL2 setting ([+Discourse Prdrop], Japanese), in which
overt pronouns alloweferentialantecedents, not quantified antecedents.

The ®cond implication of the study is that UG is operative in L2
acquisition. The interpretive d@rences of null and overt pronouns are not taught
in languagecourses|In addition, it is unlikely that L2ers obtain negative evidence
regarding OPC effects in naturalistic L2 input.ofdover, Kanno (1998)
confirmed that OPC effects do not hold in Englishinvestigating native English
speaker8 interpretations of English pronouns. In order to solve this under
determination problem, it is reasonable to assume that OPC effects are acquirable

by means of UG.

5.4 L1 Spanish groups

According to the FT/FAboth SI and SA groups shoutdrrectlyrejectkare as a
bound variable, like the controls, transferring from their L1, Spanish, in which the
OPC effects hold in subject and object positions. It follows that the Sl group
should outperformthe EI group ininterpretingkare in subject position. This
predictionwasverified in subject position. Both the SA and Sl groups rejettied

bound variablékare in subject position as frequently as the controls. Moreover,

179



they correctly distinguishedbetweenreferential and quantified antecedents, in
contrast to the EIl group. Thus, the SI group performed better than the EI group, as
expected.

In contrastthis advantage ahe SI group over theEl group disappeared
when interpreting objegironouns, contrary to the piietion. The CJT individual
results showed no advantage of the SI group over the EI group in the number of
participants who consistently observed the OPC in object positioredVer, the
TVJ group results show that the SI group was less téikgethan tle El group,
accepting both the disjoint and bound interpretations of okgget Possibly, the
L1 Spanish speakerggardJapanesasa null subjectlanguagewhich does not
allow null objects®and not as discourse Pralrop languageln other words,
there is no overt/null alternation in object position and overt object pronouns can
behave as bound variables, as is the case for Focus, possessives and PPs in
Spanish.This analysis may be compatible with the results from the translation
pretest,in which $anish speakers did not produce null objestften as null
subjectan embedded clauseThus,the acquisition of knowledge of OPC effects
in a Discourse Prdrop languageis not necessarilystraightforward for L2ers
whoselL1l is an Agreement Prdrop language The suggestegrogressin of L2

grammairin Spanish speakers given in Table 2.

39 Null objectpro in Spanish can only occur when an object clitic is also present.
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Table 2 Transition of acceptability of overt pronouns in L2 grammar of L1

Spanish speakers

position subject object
antecedents referential | quantified | referential| quantified
Initial state . N

) a No a No
(Spanish)
transitional state a No Not sure | Not sure
End state . .

a No a No

(Japanese)

Table 2 shows the development of L2 grammar by L1 Spanish speakers with
respect tdhe acceptability of overt pronouni the initial stae, the L2 grammar
starts with L1 setting([+Agreement Pralrop], Spanish)ln the transitional state,

the L2 grammar is targdike in the subjectposition In the object position, it is
speculated that the L2 grammar is neitherliké nor L2-like, accepting object
kare with either type of antecedents about 50% of the timehe end state, the

L2 grammar arrives dahelL2 setting ([+Discourse P¥drop], Japanese), in which
overt pronouns alloweferentialantecedents, not quantifiedtacedents, and null
objects are possible, with both types of antecedent.

One of the unexpected results in this study is that the L1 Spanish and L1
English groups did not show a robust difference in their performance. They did
not differ from each other ken the group means were compared,was
presentedn section4.3.7.Differences werefound when the quantifiedferential

antecedenasymmetrywas considered athe individual results were compared.
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The FT/FAmodelsuggests that the initial state of gPammar is the end state of

L1 grammay and thatthe OPC effects hold in Spanish but not English.
Therefore, ifthe FT/FA is correct, weshouldhave seen more robust differences
between the L1 Spanish and L2 English groupse Teason the L2 groups
behaed similaty may be that most of the L1 English speakers were residents of
Japan and already had ample naturalistic input which indicates null subjects even
though the proficiency levels were intermediate and not high. If intermediate
L2ers who have litd naturalistic input are compared, we would expect to see
stronger L1 transfeeffecs. Another factoithat could account for our findings is
transfer from L2 to Japaned@ost of the L1Spanish participants in this study
spoke English as L2 (or L3) thoudhey were not SpanisBnglish bilinguas.
Therefore, if they usktheir knowledge of English iacquiringJapanese, is not
surprisingthatthe L1 Spanish speakérgserformance is similar to the L1 English

speakeis performance.

5.5 So-series

In Chapter 4, it was predicted that bath EnglishandL1 Spanish groups would
show adevelopmenof knowledge ofo-series Specifically, we hypothesised that
they would initially be insensitive to the bound status sf-series transferring
from their L1; neverthelessthey would become sensitive as their proficiency
improveal. This prediction was supported for the L1 English groups. In the CJT,
the B groupdid not accept the bound interpretatiorsofseriesas strongly as the

controls. They alsodid na make a distinction betweeso-seriesand ana. In
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contrast, the EA group was tardiéke in accepting the bound variable
interpretation ofso-seriesand making a distinction betweeo-seriesand ano.
Thus,theL1 English groups displayed the expectiedelopmendf knowledge of
so-seriesandano. This suggests that although the naturalistic inpsioeferiesas
abound variable male limited, they acquire the correct interpretation when they
attain advanced proficiency. On the other hand, theSpansh grougs did not
show the expectedevelopmentThe SA group was unexpectedly less tatiet
than the Sl group in the CJT. The SA group waemsitive to the bound status of
so-seriesand did not make distinction betweeso-seriesandang, just like the
El group. It remains an open question why the Spanish gididpnot show the
expectedrogression

In contrast, in the TVJ, no L2 group made a tatijet distinction between
soseriesand ano. This is probablybecausethe pictures in the TVJ failed to
provide the truly bound contexts. As we have seen in Chapter 4, all L2 groups
were likely to chooséound and disjoirdtinterpretations ono more frequently
in the TVJ than the CJT. Note that acquisitiorsoseriesby L1 English and L1
Spanish speakers does not require negative evidence. L2, which allows both
bound and disjoint interpretations, is a superset of the L1s, which allow only
disjoint interpretation. As a result, L2ers are expected to acquire correct
interpretations ofso-seriesthrough positive evidence. This 1P relationship
regardingso-seriesdiffers from that of the OPC effects. Regarding to the OPC
effects, L2, which does not allow bound variable interpretations of overt pronouns,

is a subset of théls, which allow these interpretations. Consequently, L2ers
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presumably cannot acquire the OPC effects only through naturalistic input.
Nevertheless, as we have seen Bdénd 54, the OPC effects were found in the
grammar of the advanced L2 groupsst ike controls.

It was a problem that the intermediate L2allswedanoto bevariable
bound in the TVJ since this interpretation is not usuagilablefor its English
counterpartthat It is also puzzling how the L2ers came to know tab does
not allow a boundvariable interpretation agheir proficiency improved since
negative evidence to this effect is not available in naturalistic input. As we have
seen in Chapter 4, the pictures in the TVJ presumably failed to prourdéy a
bound vaiable context and allowed the L2ers to interpagio as a deictic

expression.

5.6 Task effects

This studyemployedtwo tasks, the CJT and the TVJ. The CJT weakectedo

allow a direct comparisowith previous studies, including Kanno (1997) and
Marscen (1998), which also employed the CJT. One ofaiihantage of CJT is

in theease of constructing and administrating the task. The CJT simply offers test
sentences without contexherefore, theesearchedoesnot have to spend time
prepaing contexts. Participants also do not need to spend time reading written
contexts or looking at pictures which provide contexts. Moreover, participants
directly answer referents of pronouns by choosingpngthe given options (e.qg.
same as the matrix subjemt another persongnd as a resultthe calculation of

the results isstraightforward. On the other hand, the CJT could cause a
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performance problem, as we discusseden reviewing Marsden (1998) in
Chapter 3. In the CJT, participants are likely to pciy the option whichfirst
comes to mind antherefore taoverlook other possible interpretations. L2ers with
lower proficiency wouldoe especiallyikely to choose only one option. In other
words, not choosing some interpretation doesnsaessarilynean rejection of
that interpretation in the CJT. In order to cover f¢entialdrawback, the TVJ
was employed. In the TVJ, each sentence is given with a context, and participants
judge whether the sentenaadthe context match. They do not need to coasid
multiple options atonce As a result, potentigberformanceerrors which may
occur in the CJareexpected to be avoided in the TVJ. For this reason, the TVJ
is expectedo reflect the competence of participants more accurately than the CJT.
In the pesent study, th@VJ displayed the expected advantage over the
CJT. For example,tte coreferential interpretation &hre, which is possible but
less preferable tpro was accepted by the controls 64% of the time in the Ai¢J
only 39% in the CJT. On thether hand, the present study revealed two potential
disadvantages of the TVJ. First, the TVJ may have been biased tdwsed
responssg especially for L2ers with lower proficiency. As we have seen in
Chapter 4,heintermediate L2 groupgenerally allowed moréoundanddisjointd
interpretatios in the TVJ than the CJTThis may beattributable to a task type,
that is, participantsnay havetended to only choose their preferred option in the
CJT even if other optionwere possible Howeve, another possibility is thahe
L2erswith lower proficiency vere not confident enough to reject the presented

interpretationsconsequentlythey choseTrue rather tharFalsein the TVJ. This
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response bias is particularly problematic when the tasgeponse i s Obound

di sjointd becauwhetheri2erdpersormareawhich appearjstod g e
betargetlike, truly reflects their knowledgeor response bias.

Another potential drawback of the TVJ which was found in this study
wasthe difficulty in providing appropriate contexts. Thmctures in the TVJ may
have failed to givehe appropriatecontext when the antecedent wsmmeone
Although bothsomeoneandeveryoneare quantificational and bind pronouns, the
former is indefinite while the latter is not. It has been pointed out that indefinites
are ambiguous; in factindefinites permit either coreferential or existential
guantifier interpretations (Fodo& Sag, 198 The reason whysomeonewas
used in thepresentexperimentis to make a direct comparison with previous
studies, Kanno (1997) and Marsden (1998), which also investigated
interpretations ofsomeone.However, in the present experimentllustrating
someonereated a context in whidomeonenay in fact corefer with the specific
man in the picture. As a result, the pronoun may have becorei@ntial not a
bound variable.Similarly, it is questionablevhether the pictures f@o-seriesin
the TVJ have correctly elicited bound interpretations because the expected
dewelopment ofknowledgewas not found, contrary to the CJT. In the TVJ,
pictures were used instead of written contexts in an attempt to retace
processing burden of the pampants. However, we must carefully examine
whetherthe pictures correctly providktheintended contexts ithetasks.

These findings provide further evidence that somdasks might

underestimate the competence of participants (WBitighnGaravito, Kavasaki,
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Pater& Prévost 1997). Consequently, employing multiple tasks is better than

relying on one tasklone

5.7 Future research

One of the unexpected results in this study is that no strong L1 effect was found
when L1 English groups and L1 Spanisbups with the same proficiency levels
were comparedon rejectons of a bound variable interpretation ddare A
difference emerged whetonsideringthe distinction between coreferential and
bound variable interpretatios of kare The absence o striking L1 effect is
presumablybecauseheir proficiencylevelswere too high qrif their proficiency
levels were intermediate, becaukey already had enough exposure to the L2. In
order to sea stronget.1 effect, L2ers with loweproficiencyshoutl be tested in
future research Another questionto be investigatedin future researchis the
interpretation okarein syntactic positions wheienull and overt alternation does
not occur in Spanish, such assPPocus and possessives. The present sinbly
tested syntactic positions whexaull and overt alternation occurs. As a next step,
testing constraints okarein PPs, Focus and possessives by L1 Spanish speakers

would providenew insighs ontheacquisition of the OPC effects.

5.8 Conclusion
This dissertation investigated the applicabibfythe FT/FA theory in theomain
of the anaphoric use of pronouns. The FT/Ridelsuggests that theitial state

of L2 grammar is the L1, followed by restructuring.
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The Japanese, Spanish and Englishguages exhibit interpretive
differences in pronouns. In Japanese Spanishovert pronounsnay nottakea
bound variable interpretation in the subject or object positiBgscontrast, m
English, overt pronouns can have a bound variable interpretatieither subject
or object positions (Montalbetti, 1984).

L1 English and L1 Spanish speakers of L2 Japanese were compared with
native Japanese controls on the CJT and the TVJ. The results support the FT/FA
model intwo respects. First, the intermediatpa®ish group outperformed the
intermediate English group in making a distinction between corefaretd
bound variable interpretations of the subjeate This is attributable to their L1s;
Spanish allows null subject pronouns and overt pronouns hawgstict
interpretation, depending on the antecedents, whereas English do8scuid
the advanced Englisgroup showed evidence of #argetlike grammar. The
advanced English group and some of the advanced Spanish L2ers correctly made
a distinction inthe interpretation okare depending on antecedents. Given that
these interpretive differences of pronouns are underdetermined in input, these
resultssuggesthat the UG is operative in L2 acquisition.

The present study also investigated two outstandisiges relating to the
interpretation of pronouns. First, it was foumdntrary to the hypothesithat the
controls accepted a coreferential interpretationkaiffe in reported and non
reported speecho the same extentThe difference in the coreferes
interpretation ofkare depending on verb semantics and sentence structures has

been described in the literature (Kurk®72. In the present study, though the
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controls accepted a aderertial kare in nonreported speech more often than in
reported speech, the difference was not skeai$y significant. Secondso-series
in Japanesallows a bound variable interpretation, unlikere The L2 groups
were notsensitiveto the bound status sb-seriesas strongly as the controls

This is one of the few studies which investigated the acquisition of
interpretive properties of pronouns aDiscourse Prdrop language by L2ers
whose L1 is a Agreement Prarop language. | hope that this study has
contibuted to clarifying development of L2 grammar, and contributed to the
ongoing discussion on the characteristics of pronouns, including the Japanese

kare
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Appendix A: Pretest

1. Translation test

The participants were instructed to translate the 11 sentgnoethe dialog

from (i) to (xi), from Englishor Spanish to Japaneskhe bolad talicisedwords

in (i)-(xi) were expected to drop in Japanese. The bold italic was not used when
the dialog wapresentedo the participants. Sentences other tha(x{))in the

dialog were given witltheir Japanese translations in the brackets. The Japanese
translation ofoutfielde®was also providetecause of the possibility thedme

L2erswould not be familiar with this word.

(1) The English version (for L1 English speakers)

Translate the shoEnglishsentencefrom (i) to (xi) into Japanese. They are parts
of along conversation.

Mr. Hara and MrUeda are talking about a baseball player.

s 1 Fs< tF % — Lo=mgpeg

Hara oO1 ilni ktehel chNheiw oYor k Yankees. 0
t$s 0

Ueda O0ls he an American?0

1=|=8 [ :)| '(Diiﬁi-’ #A Vs 9)

v

fi € D r—mmllle D% %% Ao

Har a (ioHdis Japanese.
(i) Heis an outfielder.  (outfielderss ™4 1)
(iii) Heis 40 years old.
(iv) Beforehewent to NewYorkheplayed in Japan.

(v) I think heis a good player.

Ue d &, (vd laknow him.

(vii) I like him, too.

Inoffseasons, he often comes to Japan,

ehedxufic| ~Fo 4] )
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(viii) My sister said thashemethimat a gym.
(ix) I think I sawhimin Tokyo, too.

(x) Hetook a drive in a red car.
x)ldonodt Hestibhas thafcar.

Answers(i) A (MS*1
(ii) # A (MS2
(iii) # A (MS3

vy a= 2 2 o |
(V™™ o< ™3 A (ES2)
(viy | =™ A (MO1)

(i) o L %z A |f(MO2)
(vii) o — %or#E V[ =™ =3 <V |[(EOL
(ix) po L z V< ™3 A(EO2)

x)y ™ & o=™g oy (MS5)

xi) L7/ — ~ J=™|%| 433+(ES3

2k 2 -= ™3 ~v (ES] MS4

“°MS, MO, ES and EO represent matrix subject, matrix object, embedded subject and embedded

object, respectively. They show that the sentence contains omisskae 6fh e 6

positiors.
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(2) The Spanish version (for L1 Spanish speakers)

Traduzca las oraciones cortas del espafiol al japonés. Son parte de una larga

conversacion.

El Sr. Hara y el Sr. Ueda estan hablando sobre un jugador de béisbol.
s 1k 1 4% — Lo=wgpe,
Hara OMe gusta Il chiro en | os Yanquis de Nu
t$s 0
Ueda O60aEs wun americano?b®b
! o mmile D | 0’ c EAVs o)

T fi D) pr—wmifl. D ¥ HBEA

Har a (19B¢gponés.
(2) Es jardinero.
(3) Tiene 40 afos.
(4) Antes de irse a EE.UU., habia estado en Japén.

B)Creo que es un buen jugador . 0

Ue d a (@ ladonozco.

(7) A mi también me gusta.

'Fuera de temporada él viene seguido a Japén, ¢ verdad?'

echedwufic| ~fo gaf] )
(8) Mi hermana dijo quéo conocié en un gimnasio.
(9) Creo qudo vi en Tokio también.
(10) Dio un paseo en un automovil rojo.
(11)No s® si todav?z?2a tiene ese autom-vil
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2. Japanese language proficiency test
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