LRIBS I CE

RITRZTR5HRNiEA)
SERUG D BRI ()

A Study of Inflectional Optionality and
the (Un) Impairment of Interlanguage Syntax



B FEH AR M RO B

LREFEHFAXE

BT RR T 75 P IE AR BB R
(ZE3ChiT )

AEHEBXERY “985TR” —HEXH SN EAUHENTE
‘HNEEEXFERSHAMREN” FHEMNK

X EXAA¥ wm



mE R E

FHERBHRENRITE BT PEFAZNEREE K
ERMBAERENBG, E EFESRRAABREREBZRINR
F UERSBE_ESETARSKANER. NHEREEIERNEL
BRY, SEPETHSNER RBEARNMEESRER TG, IF
ARERE PMEMERGEN G, BT BENRTEANBITASE S

- B Bm i TR BRI, BT RS RENRBEAERE T
BREWRR, “HBI/EMBIRARNEAZEHERGREW.

FHEERATESS ST UHALE, ARBNEEIRNTRE,

BEHBE.

B H R4 B (CIP) $iiE

BT RIRAE R 5 B A B AR A 330/
WHEE, — bifg. BWSOE RS H AL, 2010

CHRIEFFEBUE

ISBN 978-7-313-06432-5

I. A... 1. %... M. OF_ES—HEIT
E—HZMEEX QOQFE _EF—PNEM
E—FR—%3C V. HO03

H [ i 4= B 4348 CIP ﬁfg&‘%(zow)% 075360 B

BITRARLERS DN ERERG REHR
FEXRO
OB &

X E XA ¥ B IR
(FEHBBE 1S HREER 200030)
B35 64071208 HIRA . SEE
EEEREFABAT HR SEFEBESY
A 787mmX 960mm 1/16 EN8K.14.75 F.223 FF
20104E 7 A 1R 20104E 7 B4 1 REIRI
Ei¥k . 1~2030
ISBN 978-7-313-06432-5/H  EH:32. 00 75

JEAURAE  BAULE




BN -NEREET, ERANANAFTFRTHRINT
B, AREFEMAWIOZE, A EBEALHWERERERE
LHABEMELCGEMK, HFL 0 £ HELERENLE,
ANELBATRARR: - AFANIEXEE AU, BERE
BRAE SHHELREAE, EA—RETEFR, TRLHFHA
WRE. APERNEEAR HLEFRBEMXUIAERT X
BHEFAL., ERAEENWAEAPRG, HEFELRE
EHRHES WRRKNEE.”(ZHNEEE S ETRN Y
FREE BEFUFRAB AR PELSE I EIH
2, HEVEAGERENWEE,

KR, PEKFHR TR S EMNET TR, &t 4,
MRNAFEBNE T AR LS BRNEE T E BN NS
BRARAHE, BRI RNEI WA E TR T E WL EHEH
HEWEE, AERERE-EIRFRNEERE HAETA
ABEWRE., REGARERS WEXAFENNATRS
EWABHEFE W E, PEXEEIEN_EIBFL
Euxt5EALBE TRENLE.

TEIBGBRNFAARREE BT BRNEA R I BH
B, RIEESRERAABR YIS ENARBLE - F S
W HABBANTLEIZHSEBE —ES., Gass It ZIET
BHWHFEEHEREN . BT BN AREA R EFIBNFR,
AREXNBEBEUNETESTIBWHE. EAREILEA
REAEFENAG TEAHNAERNEEKRR. EW.RE-F
SARREBRBRARE RNERRRHRIR -—EFBEN =
EIAER, EHMNEREAFR LA AR RFFE S




xewiAg abenfiuepsiu) o usuuredw) (un)
8y} pue Ayfeuondg feuonoajyu) jo ApmS 'y

g:

BEAR/, B, —EIBRFAREGEETF CEF CEEETF HLF,
HEETE HAEEFLEAETUNXA. A, B F B I/ 5%
BHSFH BN EEXR FAEANRATAAN T E FRNT
A MATAWERAAXRFURIXERNEEAEL, KL, TR
FEMAFARERNAIRE T HRFECRRT BN RERET &,
BRARNBEEMMTA, BEXARET ZEIRFARNLF
Rt AR .

AEHNBEFITHABEIRM_EIR, WAHLELAHD
WARKEFT R B ERNERATANIR, EERANIBGEEEH
F_NEEW¥N. BEESN - BEINFEATRERENAE
HREHRRTET BERE. TPENEEEIZUREATEBNAR
HPFIHMRENET. X, YEWHEBFEIFRERE ¥
JEEW, AMEFERBEFI-NEE, TRLEETEH . FE
AN ALEE, EFTHZ. ANERERENNSEL AR, B
b PEREFIEARAENARZERBENRRATRAR G &
WRE, ARATEZEX I AEIRNIRARBREFER
BHEREAEERN ., AAFHFRRS AT EREEI LA
LA/ BEARFARIZR. B ABREXFEZINYN,
XRERGPRERSFTE FLEARHA R LT IR TEEEEN
H_ERRRUEFE, A RAFEFE_EARRB - LS F N
B,

KLKFERR AL S BB RN E -, RIONFHANRSH
WEFEHAERRNER . —BRONBRFEIRBARLNBRRE
FAlt AP EEEFIF —_EIRARPTERBHERIAES
R —RARHREHRGY, HRRHEHEFHRAT EHE KH
AL AN TH LB - FIRFAENHE. RINKREH LELXE
AFHBHNFEMBEBARMZELAF W HRRERIRES,
BANBERBF L) AR IEZ AR ERBBITF VB,

2 FR
2008 £ 10 A



==
=1

BRERTAE -—ARETAREFELWE _EF (=
BE)IBFRE—APQEE. K20 #H4L 80 FREHZE 90 4
KA BAT BB R T R R, B 90 FRFHEA
ENRRAWHAR, BE O EREHES AP N ERRG W
TR, E-—FEAEREFTRARNET. F-—HERFRLE
“ERENREAERNET AEANECRSKER ;£
WERFEZNBRFRAEBHTEERELENRT, EHK
EQEGAETHSRERNIHERRLERBE.

A EAERG AR EIER NI EREFNEFRT &
BRI, AR BR N EEETERFRE, P B HEE
RENHEERF IR UR N B R A AREFT FEREZ Y
WRE, APNBAERGNUFRIEE T A ERT
Agr L B HMEER - BH 5 BERMEX NG ABI AR
Bk RETERKEINBHEURG . HAHATRERR AR
KB, “BER AN TN ECERE T W E L RBER
GRARGW, EXESHERL R — B AN FEH
ERGEEAEY, REPEREARN, —BI B -FIEE
EARFHER BEN EERRGRA” 5 —F AL N EG %
RERERBEW, KRBT R EXNBERE L REN B
RGBR” RERBRT — 85 P RH O GHBEL, WY
ERBBR”. 5REUHE, “TRG R AL T E % R
GRARE, L F L A RBEURBESE R EE LR
A ETHEAUGA, HRREREDERERF AR A B
PIRBAREBRL.

ABRELH 2006 £H LAXAAFEREH L FMHX

=y

m




ay} pue Ayreuondo [euonaluj jo Apms v

BRTR,HMIT SR 5AR MM LURFFAEER. HHE T
FTERRAE - OF B P EFAQNEREFEREH N EA S
AAWPY  QF — B E SRR ERBZANEZ; Q8K E
TEERFAGBANEER. 2 HELAE. E-ENGHNEH
EREEEERHREMEE URAFRWF XA ERESL, €=
FEHBRT UG- EIRF B BTN BN AR ERAE. EARA
RENBHERGNEAEE, A UENAE AN ER LR
EEBATEN . FZERAFRAARANERESL — BHAFE,
NEBAEERNZRNARBELNHABCE, ERXERTERERS
EREAW AR, FUERAF RN B4, Bt EHE
EEIFNAEFRABRBEEHFL, AT EARER T BH AL
REPABAERGLENER, A5 UERFRETA L. KFE
BmTH_EIBERTENEIHANEE A LRRERFTT
BREE, EAAENBUEREAENFREMLEH, £rEE
SRBERT LGRS E R B ARG A WAE, R RS
WMEMBHEH ARG RN EE., $ABLELH, 3 MRENFE
8 W R MR W
AFENFERALAE O BREHFALNERREHEE A
BHARENRG, AXERETNEAE R AN RG, HE LA
CEPRSELAN, HE RS EFRE, REEENH LR
FH; Q- B HANLBFRAZHNARTREEAS N . BERENE
BREABETHRRAANAR Q- EIB#MRTEANBHHEW
. IBERFTARERNBFHAS XTUESHHASE KA E S
PUREEIABEREENBIMAE, N, BEFHRE M AKTHE,
CEIBEABFARNEASZASHERNE W . HARINWLE
BERK At
AFREUEFRNAAEAET - OWmEETHENNRTE
HEHBE Ol 5 X R EWAR LA A RRBL ZF T B4 HWE
TERARGRE TR OB AR ERETEA BT BHERWEN
ARIBLENER FERTEBOMUAF R EIBE R
ARGANEBETTRE, HER T EARWEE OB REAAN
EFRFARGEFR, TETURUEFRRRAEANE T TN ES
3R 457 10 L, JB T DU B AR AR B K B A AR B T e T

xejuAg abenbuepaju) jo Juswaedw (un)




#H.

AFRAEETHF M RE AR EA - TR ENL
B EF B ARNRRATRREF N EA RN R, —ERS
FEMAREETARRENR R B HRNERAZE S HERN
B WA NARFERKW B, A4 RATRA B %A W A A
EEHREPERE_EFIH-s Med WEXRFRRETEFRAM
ZERTABDARRANGF W AN ZEHM BT HIERS K &I
B ER .

AFEATEEFELHRE ALENE_EIRNFTRES
FH®. FEAFRESBRAXFRE A CRE LRI RER
TERBENFEIRFR.

FERHEAAEZR, REA KB URKSFH B RO IFRMF
TR, BWH LR IHARER, RAERIANTE AW _#
REFR, FEFRBRAFRHPERRAAT B R EAHB T FAM
HE, GHNAZRAHRETRRS B HERER, 4 5%
¥RERTTTRENER LA, TAE TG ERE, 5 HNW
XHAARET RN ERBENERM _EIRARTNLER, XF
WHBEAE T ERERBAF 8" P EH LB FUAFERTE
“OLRIEE B G ANE CFE BT R WK By, A Hoxt T R H R oK

LR ENEN-—ARRAX N BAERGNAR, AFEH
E-BRRERRT, RUPLEARTER T KEH BT HT
#IE,

(I
20104£2 A 1 H

@y

il

il
s



EPP
FFR
GB
IFR
Infl
IP

L1

L2
L1A
L2A
Llers
LZers
LF
Lls
LIH

MSIH
MS
Neg

Abbreviations

agreement

agreement phrase
complementizer

computational system
determiner

Distributed Morphology
Extended Projection Principle
Full Functional Representation
Government and Binding Theory
Impaired Functional Representation
inflection

" inflection phrase

first language

second language

first langhage acquisition
second language acquisition
first language acquirers
second language learners
Logical Form

lexical items

Local Impairment Hypothesis
Minimalist Program

Missing Surface Inflection Hypothesis
Morphological Structure
negation

—¥
—H}EE
bl
HERS%

PR & 17
SIS E
¥R MBS FE
SERINBERIE
B S5YRER
REGBRIE
B
BT E
g

i
—iE318
ZigEI%
—EIHE
ZEBE
BHEK

T

R e
BRAFR

F R BT RE R

izt
B

suofieinalqqy




xejuAg afenbuepiaquy jo Juswlredwy (un)

8y} pue Ayfeuondg feuondajul Jo Apms y

Ols
PF
PFI
QP
Rls

UG
Vis

optional infinitives
Phonological Form

Principle of Full Interpretation
quantifier phrase

root infinitives

Tense

Universal Grammar

vocabulary items

HEEAER
FEHER
SERMRREE
BinEiE
FARER
A&

R B
ikl



Contents

Chapter 1 The Impairment of
Interlanguage Syntax / 1

1.1 Debate on the Impairment of Interlariguage
Syntax / 1
1.2 Research Questions and Singnificance / 4

Chapter 2 Previous Studies and Th‘eorles of
Inflectional Optionality ,/ 8

2.1 Inflectional Optionality / 8

2.2 Root Infinitives in L1 Grammars / 10

2.3 Inflectional Optionality in L2 Grammars / 19
2.4 Problems with the Previous Studies / 34

2.5 Improvements in the Present Study / 42

Chapter 3 The Theoretical Framework / 44

SIUBlUOO

3.1 The Grammar Model of the Minimalist Program / 44
3.2 Cross-Linguistic Variation / 45

3.3 Functional Categories / 46

3.4 Features and Feature Checking Theory / 48

3.5 Finiteness in English and Chinese / 55

Chapter 4 The Empirical Study / 75

4.1 Hypotheses / 75
4.2 The Case Study / 77




XeAg abenfuepsyug jo Juswiredwy (un)
aU} pue Ayjeuond feuonssiyuj jo Apris v

[_:

4.3 The Cross-Sectional Study / 98
4.4 Acquisition of the Suppletive Be / 126
4.5 Theoretical Accounts / 140

Chapter 5 Causes of Missing Inflectionsinl2 / 159

5.1 Testing of the Previous Accounts / 160
5.2 Other Factors Affecting Inflection Suppliance in L2 / 173
5.3 Morphological Competence / 177

Chapter 6 Concluding Remarks / 181 :

Appendix I Test Used in the Cross-Sectional Study / 187
Appendix [I Examples of the Overuse of the Suppletive
Be The Case study / 191
Appendix [l Verbs with Regular Inflection in the Case
Study / 201
Appendix [V Agreement Errors in the Cross-Sectional
Study / 206 -
References / 208



CHAPTER 1

The Impairment of
Interlanguage Syntax

1.1 Debate on the Impairment of Interlanguage
Syntax

The generative approach to second language® acquisition (L2A)
is generally UG (Universal Grammar)-oriented. From the original UG
access studies in the 1980s and early 1990s, the UG-based L2 studies
shifted their research concentration to the initial state of L2 grammar
in the mid-1990s and more recently to the impairment of interlanguage
(IL) syntax®. Following this trend, this book discusses the question
of the IL syntax impairment.

One argument for the impairment of IL syntax is that there exist
big differences between first language acquisition (LIA) and second
language acquisition (L2A). The most conspicuous properties of L1A
are uniformity, rapidity and effortlessness. That is, all the infants
with normal abilities can acquire their first language uniformly. And
they will acquire all the major structures of their first language by the

@ According to the conventions of second language research, we do not
distinguish between second language,iforeign language and interlanguage, or
between first language, mother tongue and native language, or between acquisition
and learning in this dissertation.

@ Interlanguage (IL) syntax is impaired in the sense that it is not
constrained by UG.
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age of three and their understanding of complex and subtle structural
distinctions is adult-like by five. Furthermore, they generally do not
have to engage in special learning to acquire their first language, and
interaction with native speakers and exposure to language samples are
enough to ensure their acquisition. By contrast, very few adult
second language learners (L2ers) can successfully achieve a perfect
command of the target language and they will show fossilization with
some kinds of incomplete and indeterminate grammar. Usually L2ers
need to work hard in their acquisition of the target language and
sometimes formal instruction is even required. In addition, negative
evidence plays an important role in L2A. These big differences
between L1A and L2A lead some linguists (e.g., Bley-Vroman,
Clahsen, Meisel) to the conclusion that L1A and L2A are fundamentally
different and that IL syntax is impaired.

Another argument for the impairment of IL syntax comes from
the divergent outcomes in L2A and syntactic optionality or variability®
in non-native grammars. Early work on UG and L2A often assumes
that identical or similar stages between L1A and L2A, and identical or
similar outcomes between native speakers and LZers should be
expected. Research (e.g., Bley-Vroman, 1989, 1990; Clahsen &
Muysken, 1986, 1989), however, shows that L2ers’ competence or
performance diverges from that of adult native speakers as well as
first language acquirers (Llers). Grammatical competence is even
divergent among L2ers. Failure to find such similarities became a
major motivation for the claim that UG is inaccessible for L2ers, and
that IL syntax is impaired (e. g. , Bley-Vroman, 1989, 1990; Clahsen
& Muysken, 1986, 1989; Schachter, 1988). Additionally, optionality
is found not only at intermediate stages of L2A (e.g., Beck, 1998;
Eubank et al., 1997), but also at advanced stages, even in the end-
state grammars of non-native speakers who have reached the stage of
ultimate attainment and achieved native-like competence. The optionality

@ In this dissertation, optionality and variability are used interchangeably.



in L2 grammar has strengthened the argument that IL syntax is
impaired. Recently, however, there has been recognition that divergence
and optionality do not necessarily lead to the impairment of IL syntax
and can be accommodated within a UG framework (e.g., Prévost &
White, 2000). Thus, the debate on the impairment of IL syntax
through the study of L2ers’ syntactic representation has become one
of the foci in second language research within the framework of generative
grammar. ’

For the past several decades, second language researchers have

been exploring the underlying causes of the general failure in LZA and
in what aspects IL syntax is impaired. They relied on generative
grammar to examine the IL syntactic system so as to explore L2ers
mental representation of syntax. The Government angi Binding Theory
(GB, Chomsky, 1981, 1986) enabled second language researchers to
compare the parametric differences between languages, to analyze the
role of L1 in L2A, and to examine the resetting of parameters. As
Lardiere (2005) points out, however, L2A is not simply a process of
parameter resetting, but involves more subtle learning, such as delinking
and reassembly of features as well as semantic learning. Hence, GB is
not adequate for further second language research. Recently, the
Minimalist Program (MP, Chomsky, 1993, 1995, 1999, 2000) has
taken shape, which provides a new perspective to second language
research. Within this theoretical framework, the fundamental differences
between languages lie in functional categories and their associated
features. Accordingly, L2A is a process of resetting the featural
values. Since inflectional morphology is the surface representation of
functional categories, research on inflections, especially verbal inflections,
has become a new hot topic in recent second language research.
Under such circumstances, a more recent argument for the
aimpairment of IL syntax is the optionality in the production of
inflectional morphology by L2ers. L1 research (e.g., Wexler, 1994;
Rizzi, 1993/1994) shows that child Llers go through a stage at which
they alternatively use inflection for lexical verbs in root clauses in
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their early grammars, which is called the Root Infinitive (RI)
phenomenon. Likewise, much evidence (e.g., Lardiere, 1998a,
1998b; Beck, 1998; Herschensohn, 2001) shows that LZers also
optionally use verbal inflections in their speech. That is, the verbs in
finite clauses may be either a finite or a nonfinite form. Based on this
fact, some researchers (e.g., Meisel, Beck), argue that optionality
in the use of tense and agreement inflections implies that the associated
functional categories of T (ense) and Agr (eement) are somewhat
impaired in IL syntactic system. But other researchers (e.g.,
Lardiere, Herschensohn and White) contend that IL syntactic system
is unimpaired and the functional categories of T and Agr are indeed
present despite L2ers’ optional use of tense and agreement inflections,
with the lack of overt inflections attributable to some other causes.
Missing inflection from lexical verbs, according to them, only shows
that L2 morphological system is impaired, but not that L2 syntactic
system is impaired_.

1.2 Research Questions and Significance

Following this trend, the present research aims to examine the
morphological or syntactic impairment debate in recent years, to
explore the potential relationship between missing inflection in L2 and
the impairment of IL syntax, to further discuss the relationship
between morphological development and syntactic development in L2,
and to go a more step further to explore the causes of inflectional
omission in L2 by investigating Chinese-speaking L2ers’ knowledge of
English finiteness within the theoretical framework of MP. To be
specific, the research questions in this study are:

@® Research question 1
Are Rls in L1 grammars identical to the infinitival verbs of finite
clauses in L2 by nature?

Research question 2



Does inflectional optionality in L2 reflect some kind of impairment
of IL syntactic system, or do missing inflections imply the
impairment of the associated functional categories and feature
system?

@ Research question 3
What kind of relationship exists between morphological development
and syntactic development in L2?

@ Research question 4
What leads L2ers to omit morphological inflections?

The significance of this research lies in the following six aspects.
Firstly, the research on the impairment of IL syntax could shed light
on the nature of interlanguage representation. Is interlanguage a
natural language system in the sense that it is systematic with its own
characteristics despite its obvious differences from both native and
target languages and that it is constrained by UG (Selinker, 1972;
Ellis, 1985; White, 1998)? The nature of interlanguage is the ontological
question of the second language, so it is the most important and
fundamental question of second language research. Secondly, examining
the inflectional system and IL syntactic system helps to explore the
relationship between morphology and syntax in L2. Are they directly
linked to or independent of each other or is there other relationship?
Does the acquisition of one trigger the acquisition of the other?
Moreover, their relationship is also the locus of differences between
Impaired Camp and Unimpaired Camp. Thirdly, this research may
shed some light on the relationship between performance and competence.
The use of inflections is L2ers’ performance, while their syntactic
knowledge is their competence. Does LZers’ performance directly
reflect or understate their competence? How can we know LZers’
competence from their performance? Fourthly, the debate on the
impairment of IL syntax has a long history in second language research.
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