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LI #SCOIRAE & = OFGGHIFE (4)

N Ax # R

5. FERHEBIFRSC DS AEELE

AT, LIESTCB T 25213 2 FEOHIRA 23703 TV 5D Z 2T
A H L. LIESCCRIE S A ST NG Tid/e <. I ThRiThiER 672
WZ L ERT, TLT, —BRICIERMEEBIRF COMELE LTEX LA TWD
(113) =fEIEL,

(113) [rp T [p v [v» VDP ... 1]]

HCTd DA% Fi DX O & LT VP-LOCATION) OFIEZIET D Z
& T BT IR ERR BRI L OMEE 2R L. & 512, VP-LOC O A & IffE
FEEDRAISC, MEhEASC, REARENRISCIC B 5 2 & T IR BN SCLIS O
XHEOT, MMICENTNOMFHELZ LT LN TE DL LarT,

5.1 e LTORFrA
VAT OB R XK 912, FERME I SCIZB W Tt 239 PP CTH il
THETE LT LI A DL B2 EMRREE WS DT TIZARu,

(114) a. On the stage appeared a world-famous singer.

b.*On his bicycle appeared John. (Coopmans 1989)
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(114a-b) OIEE B B2 DL, FMFE O PP L LI E 2L 5 Z &N T
P, BENC FTAEE LSS PP, S £ VEENS 0 ZENMNE S5 PP
DHNLIELE DL DI ERHFINLEVSIZETHD, SHIZ, BiElE%
DOENFAPFFOTHO B OGBS L > T O ZFNRESD LETH20, ¥
A PP T8 & L CREDIERME BRI SCofiE & LT, (118) Tid/e <. KD
(115) # &Y R b DL LTIRETHZ LN TX D,

(115) [rp T [vp V [vpra DP Viu [veroc Vioc PPII]

(115) {28\ T Vo 1 THEME I % 38 7] L, Viec X & L T D 5 Fi Ay
(LOCATION") #38A[9° %, & LT, HE L TOHFANIIMAERA TEE 72 AFR
FE CEAW) 2RO LT 5,

77U, ZomEE LTOHFAE, RO (116a-b) O X I IZFFMIZETH
LHEE LRI EIND,

(116) a. A letter arrived.

b. The most spectacular rainbow appeared.

(116a-b) TIX BRI 72 (overt) ¥ AT AR R S 4L T W 2R WA, #i 2 12
(116a) TH X at me <° from Boston, (116b) T#H Ui in front of us M & 9
PR BN OBG T OIFAEN AR & 7o TE D | SURD BEE SN D IEFIRG 722
(covert) LATHMIMIFEL TWVWD EE XD, —J, EFMIZETHHHELE LT
OYFT A Z ATE S (117a-b) 13, FHRANCEILL TSR L T 25Ff
D (EPP H#MEAMED) LmBEMHAMEISELZENTERVEWVIFKINS
HEBrEn D,

(117) a.*Arrived a letter.



LI H§SCDURAE & 2 O PRI (4) 3

b.*Appeared the most spectacular rainbow.

5.2 FERERRENEISC, MUENFISC, BERREIFISCOMFEEE

oML, AGENT HX° CAUSER D X 9 2o A H A £ Ol & | S E
ZRFCIROVAEIR (LR, S EFRMIR & FES) © 2 @0 27F T b o h
60

(118) a. A man sat on the sofa.

b. A table sat in the corner.

(118a) 1Za man "H S THL | L WO ITA% T HEEEMMR, 531l
SEEFOMRE, T2 TEINTHND, D, WD) L), SEEER-
TROVFIER B FI RO M Tl TH 5, — . (118b) 1ZH%E DR LT
X720, 2 OFEZT deliberately @ & 9 72 AGENT fem OEIFIZ AT 5 Z
ETEVHSENIRD,

(119) a. A man deliberately sat on the sofa.

b.*A table deliberately sat in the corner.

(119a) 1IAMAZ FFDfFER O RN FF v, Jo 2 SNEZ R DR AL D N7z 720
(118b) % (119b) TIEIEL L7225,

51T, (120a-b) @ X 9 IZEEFED there & FHW /2300, (121a-b) D L 91
LIFESCZBWTIEL, b O A7 5T a3 IERHE BRI 7 i L aF Sz,

(120) a. There sat a man on the sofa.
b. There sat a table in the corner.

(121) a. On the sofa sat a man.
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b. In the corner sat a table.

DFE Y| AEEFOMRZ T 5 L TIRREFFO MBS LI TS T, Bt
ANIATIIET & LTAER L TWD, —J7, BRIz 4 5 30T, iR
RLLIXAFSINTEY ., HATHBRELE 2> TnD, T7RbbH, SMEEZE
7R WFERSEhER 720 35T 2 LOCATION I & L CER" L, —5 . AGENT
> CAUSER HD & 9 7 A H z2 RO IERER Bl 3 H & L COGATh) &2 R 7272
WZ e, SMHOFEIC L > T, BFraHE LRI, HnE & L
THS OPBRESNTVD L IICRAD,

L2xL7gid b, RO X 9 72 THEME H % £ - 72 i @5 30 Tid. AGENT H
PFET 2ICHED LT, HATANELE > TN D,

(122) a. John put the book on the desk.
b.*John put the book.

INDHOHEENRLTWSZ L, MAEOFE T/ <, THEME HOH &
N, WA EE L CRAITOMENEEA LTS ENW) Z & Thd, UE

D EMBRO—IEPELND,

(123) LOCATION H & 7814 % Vige & EEH & 5 VP-LOC 23R T 5
DX Vg 2T TH D,

UG 23BUET 2 DIFRD &K 5 e BhF N OREE T 25 25,

(124) v..V...(V)...

(123) OBEN G, KEEOEFIIEARIIT LN ENIRD & 9 S 2 FF> 2
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LB,

(125) a. unergatives [ve T [vp DP v [vp V1]
b. transitives ['rp T [Vp DP v [VP-’I‘H DP V’I‘H ([VP-LOC VLOC PP]) ]]]
c. unaccusatives  [rp T [vp V [vpru DP Viu [veoc Vioc PP]]]] (=(115))

BEFE DB FIIIIT Rz sit D & 912 SMEZ RO & Ik BhE R 722 fif
o 2800 OFREZFTFTHONRH DM, D& 5 22@FT (1256a) & (125¢)
DNTNOHELFFOZENTELLEZLND, F, (125b) TIX VP-
LOC BAHIEFIMTH EILTE Y, put X°locate D L 9 ZEhGal 0 & 5 (2 14) %
HELTHRSL, VP-LOC #H L TWAHE &, buy X eat O L 5 ICHiif) & 10
ELTCRZT, VP-LOCEF LT RWEERSH DL EE2RLTWD, HE
722 &%, VP-TH % #5722 551215 VP-LOC 22 Z L 3FF Sz b
IETHD,

S 51T, transitives 78 VP-LOC OBEINIEHL TAH T v a v RddH LS 2
DHE z )5 KBTI E T—RILT D72 5. (125¢) @ unaccusatives b
(125b) & [FEIEEIZ, (126) @ X 912 VP-LOC % AL A D XX T, VP-
LOC BEWES b H DL B bND,

(126) unaccusatives [re T [wp v [vpr DP Vin ([veoc Vioe PP]) 111

WD XD Iereks BRI O B EE AN, E ST 2o (126) D VP-LOC & KU Tuy
HiEEERIO LB Z BN 5, break, melt, open ® X 9 ZRRERENF X, (127a)
X (128a) @ X 5 7afth@hEal Sc & (127b) <° (128b) D X 5 HEhF L AE > B 2

LNTE D,

(127) a. John broke the chair.
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b. The chair broke.
(128) a. Rain and warmer temperatures melted a lot of snow on the streets
of Chicago.
b. A lot of snow melted on the streets of Chicago.

B B 5 % o (127b) @ 8 the chair & (128b) @ = :& a lot of snow IZ
AGENT Ii<° CAUSER I Cld72 <, THEME HTH 2D Z b, REMENEI O
H&hga B — I IE R B3I S bH, LA L, appear X° come 72 &
D XD Tp— R IERFE BN & e v | RERSENRILEEE D there D4R LI
WXL ZFFS 720N,

(129) a.*There broke a glass in the kitchen.
b.*In the kitchen broke a glass.
(130) a.*There melted a lot of snow on the streets of Chicago.
b.*On the streets of Chicago melted a lot of snow.
(Levin and Rappaport 1995)

Z ORERENFD LI XA TR L&V ) FEIT, 2 OO IERMSE
e LT (126) O LD el & FFoh, VP-LOC AR\ TWbH7mwd, HE L
TOLFTMZEFEZT, TO7O LSRN LR WEFHHT 52 N TE
5. M, BERSENEIRE SCICH W THEFRED there NFR I NN EIZB LTS
THEITEZET D,

PLE, ARHEITE, LIAESCA AR 2 HERE R B E S 38 CHRET AN
TiE72 <. LOCATION HTH D Z &, £ L CHHEHRE OMHIEIL (126) TH
HZEERE L, T LT, ZONHroRS M, sit © X 5 ITHEE RO
R & FExt RS EhRARARIR o [ CEBRE & & D EhEA O Z AL E N DFEIRIZ I 1T DS
ZHONCL, E 51T, break 72 £ X 9 7ok EhEA O FEHE EIE AL (B #)
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Al E) T LIMESCFFR SN WERICH L THEUICHAZ 52 605 2
EMBbLXIREND,

6. LI#EXDOIRE

AETIHEAENIC, LIRS ED X S RIRERREZR CTAEBRS L TNDD
MIZOWNWTHETT %, #6.1H1 TiX Chomsky (2000, 2001) (23 1F % probe-
goal BARIZHED< Agree 7 = —ADWEZEAL, 7= —XHGHOH & T,
ATETCHER L7 JEH R B SC 0% (126) 705 LIS SUSIRAE S 5 e % ks
BT 5, ki< 5#6.281 Tk Chomsky (2007, 2008) THEZR S i 7= FMEMAOH
FEHRED parallel application ® 6 & T, LIEIA ED L 5 IZIRESND D)
WZDOW TS 5,

6.1 Chomsky (2000, 2001)

Chomsky (2000, 2001) DA TIE, C. T. v & W o - HEREFREN Z N
TN FEME AR ST 572012, Agree DR A 1 & 1T goal & 72 B R
REREMIZHEI T 52 TR TOND EEND, £ LT, IREIZCP B
FOVP Lo to 7 =—XCET 5 &, BEIEMFREITN TOEMEN P &
N, 72— XEELOMAIZERE & LF ([ZH52%6 (transfer) S4u, F0LA
B, 72— AFEEHLY Ao FEH N OB CTERL D,

(131) Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC)
In phase a with head H, the domain of H is not accessible to
operations outside a, only H and its edge are accessible to such

operations.

(Chomsky 2000: 108)

FPIILL T OIS BT SCDOIREIZ DN TE R D,
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(132) The baby carriage rolled down the hill.

BIER CH R B Fa SC D BB AT AJIEIE & LT (126) @ VP-LOC WICHEI& 5 & fb
WO e, Lo T, (132) O vP F TIRENHEA BSOS IZLL T D &
U]

(133) [vp V [ve.rr the baby carriage Vru [vp.roc rolled down the hill ]]]

Vioc [ 2N E 9 2 85 rolled 1% down the hill 2 LOCATION H & L CiEnl L,
BT, Vo IZBE), 1L, the baby carriage 2 THEME IH & L CRE a4
%, X512, #E rolled [TRENE] v IZ Lo TEFHEBI S v, vICRBEL, (45,

(134) [,p rolled [vp.ru the baby carriage relted [yp.ioc rotted-down the hill ]]]

(134) O VP IIANE AR EF 2720 DT T = — X & b, BRI TOIRE D 5t
TEN, TO@ET %,

(135) [tp T [y rolled [ypru the baby carriage roHed [yp.ioc roHed down the
hill J]1]

T (3% Ozt EPP 5BV 257297729 probe & 72 > THEIEN T goal %
%%, b L the baby carriage % goal & LT Agree DR A FEATZHA .

IZ the baby carriage (2 E#% 5 %2, SPEC-T £ T#slL, (132), T72bbH
(136) MIRAEEND,

(136) [rp the baby carriage T [ rolled [vp.an the-baby-carriage rotted [vp.Loc
roted down the hill ]]]]
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—J7. LI#E3C 137) OIREIZLELTO LB TH D,

(137) Down the hill rolled the baby carriage.

IRAEDS (185) £ TiE LT-BFET. T 28 probe & 72 - THEMAN T goal & FEHT
%, (1835) % (138) & L CH#ET 5,

(138) [tp T [,p rolled [yp.ru the baby carriage reHed [vproc reHed down the
hill ]]]]

DP @ the hill IFH[{EF] down 7> LEEICxH&E &2~ — 27 S THY . PP @ down
the hill (ZRTEFIA)CTH D72, TIC K DHIERZ FR LRV A3, MR Al HE
R ANBFEMEEFF> T D72, TIZx LT active goal TH 5, T ILZ DI
ZMED EPP Zii 7= 37212 down the hill % goal & L T Agree DRI A D

Z ZC. probe [ZLL F D MLC (23T goal & 7 D HEkEEFHSI T2 &
EZHNTND

(139) Minimal Link Condition (MLC)
K attracts a only if there is no B, B closer to K than a, such that
K attracts p. (Chomsky 1995: 311)

(139) ®HIZI51T % closeness IFKD X I IZEFK SN D,

(140) If B c-commands a and t is the target of raising, then B is closer to K

than a unless B is in the same minimal domain as (a) © or (b) a.

(Chomsky 1995: 356)
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52, minimal domain (f/MEIEK) EIZLLTFO X 9 ITER S ND,

(141) The minimal domain Min(&(CH)) of CH is the smallest subset K of
6(CH) such that for any y € 6 (CH), some 3 € K reflexively dominates

Y.
(Chomsky 1995, 299)

(138) TIZEhF rolled 7% Vige 225 Vg 12, & BIZ Vg 206 v AL 25
FEHBEE L CWHEDT, ZFELIIUTO LS a2 L5,

T vP
VT\VP'TH
Vo \ /\
N
V|L0c Vru DP V'-TH
rolled the baby Vru VP-LOC
carriage / /\
V|Loc Vru V|L(>c PP
rolled rolled down
the hill

(142) OREIOE 53 H (141) 1281 5 some BEK reflexively dominates y (2
H7=v. (138 [T, VP-TH N ® the baby carriage & VP-LOC N @
down the hill IZ[A Ulig/MEIKNIZSH 5 Z £ 12700 (140) IZ X 0 WFIX T »»
LEFEEEIC 2 DT, RIEEEL T OSeiEEI the baby carriage X ¥ &% )7
1Z& % down the hill Z SPEC-T IZ#51 35 Z &N TE D,
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(143) [rp down the hill T [,p rolled [yp.ru down—the—hill the baby carriage
‘].‘ﬁ'H'e'd [VI’-LOC ‘].‘G'H'e& d‘O‘W‘l‘l‘thﬁ‘h’l‘H’ ]]]]

LZ AT, ROBINRTEIIC, LIKKIZBONTT O—&FBEOMERT
L TW2 DL SPEC-T IZ A 7=ira] Tid/e <, VP-TH IZE £ > TW\5 DP
THD,

(144) a. In the park stand two bronze statues.
b.*In the park stands two bronze statues.
(145) a. In the country remain many significant economic problems.

b.*In the country remains many significant economic problems.

COZLEFUTOLIRTICEDHERLIERICEI > THSHEND, T
down the hill Z¥EEEBIZFTHESI LI b DDZ D @ FEIERREERTZD, HHOD
IR TIRE 7 @ BYEITMHZ B2 5 2 LN TE T, BETLRR ¢ FMEZ RO
DOFEREERRTDHZ L1270 b, T OfEHR, the baby carriage & Agree O34
FRIZAD, 2D @ FEDMEZF LIRY | FHKE5 25,

EFROIRAEBRE T, BEOBRADO DPIXT & O Agree %1l U CEMK &+
HBEIN2DZLITRDD, O LT TOSEHEFEL —HT 5, LFORED
Bl (146a) B LT A 27 REEOH] (146b) Tl @i D% A0 THEME H
IXFETIERSNLTND

(146) a. Under the garden wall sat 1. (Levine 1989)

b. Pad hafa komid nokkrir gestir

there have come some-nom guests-nom (Radford 2009)

LI B SCoRAEER (142) I2R - T, (142) 12 & 512 Topic head 23@hé&d 5%
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L RO KD eI B,

(147) [ropp Top [rp down the hill T [;p rolled [yprn down—thehill the baby
carriage rotted [yp.oc rolted down-the-hilt []]]

Topic head ITFIEN TEEENL TE 2 HWHEZEE L, TP A® down the hill %%
DFEEIC Abar BEISE D, TOREE, LI (148), D F Y (137) 2k
Exns,

(148) Down the hill rolled the baby carriage.

Ll k. Chomsky (2000, 2001) (281} 5 probe-goal BfRIZH-S < Agree <°
7 = — ZAOHEGROMFL D & T, AR TRE L T2 IERE B SCoR &
(126) 2°5 LI SCAIRE S D% R Lz,

6.2 Chomsky (2007, 2008)

Chomsky (2007, 2008) Ti., 37 = — X FEEITAIN Al ge /2 FHMED I %
Fio 7REETIREICEA SN, ZTLTZO%, M0 7 = — XD SR
RA[GEARBIEAMAT DLV IHIRER SN TS, TRk e, HIZIET
DR N OFERSE & Agree DBIFRZHE ST DT E 72 @ FMER & OFIRA A
REZRBPEIL, T CTikZe< C¥M o TIRAEICAD, ZO®% TITEESNS Z L

12725, 72— AEEENOIET 2 — XA TEHA~OFEMEOMMEZ DI Z &)
%, Agree. Move, Case-marking %5 ® 4 C O #tif B AE 13X 9E K D bottom-up
FRTITONLDOTIERL, ZUyFACHEAINDZ & ERD, 22T, K
FaCRE SN LI X OIRAEEEN Z @ Chomsky (2007, 2008) Dk D
HLETHLERISHEET 200 I IO 0 TRFT D,

Chomsky (2007, 2008) O F:fl A D H & TlX, 7 = — X EHHL O ClE
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(149a) ®© X o \eimEME L & B IR AIRE L @ FEME D FFo T2 TIRAEIZE
NS, IREDIBFET (149b) O L H12F N b OFEMEIIMHERD TP O FEH D
TI\ZHkA Z D,

(149) a. [cp C[uq)] [Edge] [tp T -~ ]]
b. [CP C [TP T[uq)] [Edge] ~ " ]]

UL 6, LIS TR ST A)E TopicP ICBENT5 2 L1272 D
T, FENMEOMAKIL (149a-b) TiE/e< (150a-b) DL H b DIcRb L EZ BN

6O

(150) a. [cp Crug) magel rropia [ropp TOP [rp T - 1]]
b. [ep C [rope TOP (ropic) [1p Trug ease - 111

ZiE (148) ((151) & LTHEL) OIRAEICHY TIEOHTHL D,

(151) Down the hill rolled the baby carriage.

URZEN TP £ CiEE LB OBEIIU T O L B0 Th b,

(152) [Tp T [vp \% [VP-TH the baby carriage VTH [VP-LOC rolled dOWIl the hill ]]]]

COREBETIT T IZHRmANES @ BEL W TeBEZFHRE T 2R/ AR

OTELEBENIL X722, Z 212 TopicP X° CP 28 TP I[Z@ AT 5 & (153a) &

20, Chb Topic@?ﬁ%‘fﬁ (Zhd EPP #MEAEH L CW5) 1d Topic head
(2. @ FMELEImFIET T ICENEThMA ST, (163b) DEEEZ TR T 5,
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(1 53) a. [CP C[u(p] [Edge] [Topic] [TopP TOp [Tp T [Vp v [VP-TH the baby Carriage VTH [VP-LOC
rolled down the hill ]]]]]]
b. [cp C [1opp TOP ropics [1P Tiug) pagel [ve v [vern the baby carriage Vi [veroc

rolled down the hill ]]]]]]

Chomsky (2008) (%, Z DB C Topic head (Z & % down the hill ® Topic &
TEp~D#Fs &, TIZ X5 down the hill ® SPEC-T ~O#F 5| N IAEIFFICE Z 5
ELTW5,

(154) TopP
PP Top’
PN N
down Top TP
the hill
PP T
4 A /\
down T vP
the hill
v VP-TH
A rolled — ——o
DP VI:TH
the baby Vru VP-LOC
carriage e /\
Vwioc DP
PN
down

ZObE, T ORRAFRE: @ FIENRTERL @ BMEEZ ROk & LT the
baby carriage & Agree DBIHRIZAY | 2D @ REDOMEEGT LEY . IRENSE
T 5,
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AFClE, #56.151 T Chomsky (2000, 2001) DA T, F7-456.281 Tl
Chomsky (2007, 2008) DO F#H A TZ I 4L, A THEZE L 7= IERT s B ai bk
O (126) 206 ED I H I LIS IRAE S D DN OV TG L7z,
WO TH > T, (126) TiE VP-LOC % Fi-oIExt & @i, Ehi
2 Vipe 705 Vo 2T v £ T EF T 5729512, THEME 3 & LOCATION H
BT BERHICALET S22 L1220, TICk->TELLOIEY SPEC-T I
FHESNDEREAT D, IDIT, VP BSNEE 20207 = — X2 b
T TIZL D vP NEOERE~OEEN AR Th D, £ LT, TIZLAHEE
H~DFH 5112 LOCATION 738341, Topic head |2 & 5 T TopicP OFFEH
~FHB ENTGA LISIRIRESNA D TH S, LLUF Tk Chomsky (2000,
2001) OFFRA Ciiimx D 5,

(TLI #3L DIRAE & 2 O BEwHY RS (5)1°12#i<)

E
17 Z Z T ® LOCATION |(Z i GOAL % SOURCE & & £ #1 5, LA [,
LOCATION % [#/i4] ] 1% GOAL X° SOURCE % & & A 72 JE ik T
DGFTRRAEERT O LT 5,
18 [RIBKIZHEEE there & > 72 T W T LG OFTENRITE & 72> T
0. HRMRGFAME RIS TR Thaf L REME FoMT TS
NI IERIN IR GFT AN TR T Do AU OV TIETIHCTRY LiF 5,
19 AESCE MY 4 EREK CTEMED TETH oM, Ml EDETDy
Br. B2, BT EXKIRIC ERI2FEHE A BT Z LIl koleld, T
EEETLTE 5 [5Esk 35,
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EE BN

Chomsky, Noam (1995) The Minimalist Program. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT
Press.

Chomsky, Noam (2000) Minimalist Inquiries: The Framework. In: Roger
Martin, David Michaels and Juan Uriagereka (eds.) Step by Step: E V
V ssays on Minimalism in Honor of Howard Lasnik, 89-155.
Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

Chomsky, Noam (2001) Derivation by Phase. In: Kenstowicz (ed.) Ken
Hale: A Life in Language, 1-52. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

Chomsky, Noam (2007) Approaching UG from Below. In: Uli Sauerland
and Hans-Martin Gartner (eds.) Interfacest+Recursion=Lnaguage?:
Chomsky’s Minimalism and the View from Syntax-Semantics, 1-29.
New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

Chomsky, Noam (2008) On Phases. In: Robert Freidin, Carlos P. Otero and
Maria Luisa Zubizaretta (eds.) Foundational Issues in Linguistic
Theory, 133-166. Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press.

Coopmans, Peter (1989) Where Stylistic and Syntactic Processes Meet:
Locative Inversion in English. Language 65: 728-51.

JIABA (2019) [LIAESLOIRE & 2 O PEFRIIRRE (2)) [RBK R K 4 ERE
ikl H78% .

JIAKAR (2020) TLIHESCOIRA & 2 OBGARRE (3)) TRICFERE R4 EE
ikl H79% .

Levin, Beth and Malka Rappaport Hovav (1995) Unaccusativity: At the
Syntax-Lexical Semantics Interface. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.
Levine, Robert (1989) On Focus Inversion: Syntactic Valence and the Role

of a SUBCAT List. Linguistics 17: 1013-1055.

Radford, Andrew (2009) Analyzing English Sentences: A Minimalist

Approach. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.



LI #SCOPRAE & 2 OBEGGHAYITE (4) 17

The Derivation of the LIC

and Its Theoretical Consequences: Part 4

Yumi Kawamoto

Typically, only unaccusative verbs of existence and appearance, but
not unergative verbs, allow the Locative Inversion construction (LIC).
However, not all locative phrases with unaccusatives can be fronted to form
an LIC, as exemplified by the contrast in grammaticality between the
grammatical sentence On the stage appeared a famous singer and the
ungrammatical sentence *On his bicycle appeared John. This fact leads
us to claim that it is only LOCATIVE arguments, but not locative adjuncts,
that are allowed to be fronted to form an LIC in a sentence carrying VP-
LOC(ATION), headed by Vioc, which licenses LOCATIVE arguments.

By expanding the notion of VP-LOC into the syntactic structure of
transitive verbs, we show the pui-type transitive verbs, which take two
internal arguments, that is, THEME and LOCATION, are straightforwardly
incorporated into our theory, as well as transitive verbs taking single
arguments. Furthermore, we show the VP-LOC theory well explains the
fact that ergative verbs, such as break and open, which do not take an

external argument in the intransitive use, do not allow the LIC.






KB 7Bk SMEERE
#8075  20204F12H

Av— N7 F 2 E N R A Y 3ERZEDOTEMEAL

woR O =

1. i XL®iC

20084E7H., AARTIE U T liPhone) M%7 I TL#K 10E4 D TR
v — b 7%, BRCEERICEH ERE L L T o e, TS0

WEAE] (REE) ks d, Av— 73 O RFF20ROLA, 2017
R T94.5% ([ZDIE D2

BIEDORFAEDRLHEN Z OMIZHAE L IZDIE I L =7 LA D20004F:Hifz T
HOM, EENTRENDLT VX IR X — %y BNV FIO X DT
ETD, TOVANIAT 4T THLHHEODEL 1T, BEMICA~Y— 7+ 0%
ENZ 72 LTV, 20164 FEDHE S CAY— 7 v afliofnf v X —F v b
OYF-H 1 B0 OFHFAMRRIT, 108 TiZ143%, 20/ TiZ129% & P
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Der Einsatz von Smartphones im

Deutschunterricht

Mana Fukami

Seitdem das Smartphone 2008 in Japan auf den Markt gekommen ist,
hat es sich vor allem unter Jugendlichen in rasendem Tempo verbreitet.
In diesem Aufsatz werden die Vorziige vom Einsatz des Smartphones im
Deutschunterricht (im Vergleich zum Gebrauch von Worterbuch und

Computer) untersucht und vier praktische Beispiele dazu vorgestellt.
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Acquiring Multiword Units in the L2: What We
Can Learn from the L1

Jordan De’Aeth

1. Introduction

Multiword units are difficult to define because they are often lumped
in with other synonymic terms, including formulaic language, formulaic
sequences, multiword sequences, chunking, and others (Schmitt and Carter
2004). Wray (2002) found over 50 different terms throughout relevant
literature that describe this language phenomenon. Wray (2002) compiled
all definitions of the various terms used in linguistic research into one
working definition. “A sequence, continuous or discontinuous, of words or
other elements, which is, or appears to be, prefabricated: that is, stored and
retrieved whole from memory at the time of use, rather than being subject
to generation or analysis by the language grammar” (Wray 2002: 9). For
the purpose of this paper, we will be using Wray’s (2002) definition and
referring to this language phenomenon as multiword units. However,
words like “formulaic” and “sequential” will be used as well to describe
this same phenomenon.

Acquiring multiword units has its roots in a few prominent SLA
theories. The most recognizable of these theories is the usage-based
approach. The usage-based approach holds a cognitive psychological view
of language cognition and hypothesizes that language learners should be

able to extract patterns from the input they are given (N. C. Ellis 1996,
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2008). Multiword units fall under this umbrella of language patterns (N.
C. Ellis 1996), in that learners will be able to hear the pattern “do you
like...” and understand that these specific strings of words, when combined,
is someone asking them for their opinion. Moreover, these three words
would not be processed individually, but rather as one sequence. This
sequence would be processed as a whole, and then whatever word or phrase
(spicy food, flowers, cats) came after would be processed in order for the
learner to comprehend the meaning of the question. More interestingly,
all common iterations of this question might become processed as a
sequence (Do you like + spicy food becomes processed as Do you like spicy
food) later in the learner’s development.

This type of processing occurs because of the use of grammatical rules,
even when proceduralization can be strenuous. DeKeyser (2011) explains
this cognitive-psychological process as the item-rule distinction. When
certain conditions are present, such as time constraints, it is beneficial to
have a processing shortcut available. Dekeyser (2011) equates this
processing of multiword sequences to math. It is much easier to process 5
x 5 = 25 and to learn that as an item than processingitas 5+5+5+5+5
= 25. Storing target multiword sequences as an item rather than a rule to
be processed is far more economical on the brain’s cognitive functions
(DeKeyser 2011). As a result, L2 learners can produce target sequences
rapidly and without error, but might still have difficulty in processing and
producing individual elements, especially the functional language elements,
found in these sequences in different contexts (DeKeyser 2011).

If language is largely formulaic and sequential, then it could be
detrimental to L2 learners’ motivation and development. Understanding

that only one combination is preferred and used by native speakers when
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there are various other combinations adds a degree of difficulty in the
attempt to sound ‘natural’ for L2 speakers. Rules and formulas offer little
to no help in the acquisition of formulaicity (Meunier 2012). Nevertheless,
this same formulaicity helps in the acquisition of receptive and productive
skills in both the L1 and L2 (Meunier 2012). The goal of this paper is to
analyze the research done on formulaic language and multiword units and
to outline the best pedagogical practices for L2 teachers on how to help
their learners acquire and understand multiword units. This paper is
broken down into three sections. The first section deals with L1
acquisition of formulaic language and multiword units. The second section
analyzes how formulaic language and multiword units are acquired by L2
learners, while the third section synthesizes the shared components
between the first two sections to create a pedagogical outline for teaching

multiword sequences.

2. Learning Multiword Units in the L1

Multiword units and the nature of language formulaicity play a
significant role in L1 language development (Bannard and Lieven 2012,
Cameron-Faulkner et al. 2003). For young children (2+ years in age),
hearing these multiword units in the input they receive develops a wide
range of needed language constructs. However, it seems that the critical
variable which determines the efficiency of multiword sequence input is the
frequency at which they occur (Bannard and Lieven 2012, Bannard et al.
2009, Bannard and Matthews 2008, Cameron-Faulkner et al. 2003). This
high frequency of multiword units in the input not only aids in children’s
grammatical development by helping children identify the communicative

function of words, but also develops children’s ability to parse and segment
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streams of speech and their ability to produce output (Bannard and Lieven
2012). Most importantly, the use of multiword units develops children’s
ability to build language patterns in their memory as well as develop a
database of statistical probabilities of what words or sounds will follow
other words or sounds (Aslin et al. 1998). This development of implicit
statistical knowledge to build a knowledge of grammar is one of the
constructs of the usage-based approach (N. C. Ellis and Wulff 2015).

As stated above, multiword sequences can aid children’s language
development because of how frequently they occur in the input. Cameron-
Faulkner et al. (2003) analyzed 12 English-speaking mothers and the
language they used with their children. Despite the notion that young
children are subjected to simplified input that consists of repeated single
words, the results of the analysis showed that only 7% of the utterances
produced by the mothers consisted of a single word fragment, usually a
content word spoken in isolation. Furthermore, an additional 9% of the
utterances produced were imperatives, usually commanding a child to do
something like “come”, “look”, or “don’t.” As a result, 84% of the
utterances these mothers produced towards their children can be classified
as a multiword unit. (Cameron-Faulkner et al. 2003). These results
parallel the rank-frequency plot of words and word sequences used by
mothers (Bannard and Matthews 2008). This ranking plotted the
frequency of words and sequences of words in 1.9 million words of one
mother’s speech. This frequency was then plotted against their frequency
rank. The results illustrated that for words and sequences ranked in the
top 1,000 occurring utterances, single words held an advantage in regard to
occurring frequency. However, more interestingly, from the rank of 1,000

to 100,000, the list is dominated by two-word, three-word, four-word, and
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five-word sequences (Bannard and Matthews 2008). Although this is an
analysis of just one mother, these results combined with the results of
Cameron-Faulkner et al. (2003) show that children are exposed to frequent
use of multiword units in the L1.

One of the most significant benefits of these multiword units is that it
helps children start to develop grammar (Bannard and Lieven 2012,
Bannard et al. 2009, Bannard and Matthews 2008). “The process of
grammatical development begins when children identify, infer a
communicative function for, and start to utilize pieces of language”
(Bannard and Lieven 2012: 4). Because a good percentage of multiword
units are comprised of function words used in context, children can start to
understand the communicative function of these words. For example,
hearing the phrase “eat your X” might help children map the word “eat” to
the action of putting food in their mouth, chewing, and swallowing.
Moreover, if these phrases are made longer with the addition of a negative
before the phrase such as “don’t eat your X”, this will not only help the
child map the meaning of “eat”, but also of “don’t”. In time, children will
be able to apply their preexisting mapping of the word “don’t” when
hearing a new phrase such as “don’t touch that”.

An additional benefit of these multiword units being present in
children’s input is that it aids them in word identification and segmentation
(Bannard and Lieven 2012). As a result of the frequency at which children
encounter these multiword units, children are able to track the probability
of what sounds follow another and form segments by identifying these
sound combinations (Aslin et al. 1998). For example, at the syllable level
in English, a child will be able to predict that / mr / is most likely to follow
the sound /ja/ to make the word “yummy.” This statistical and probability
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processing can be applied to multiword units. For example, a child would
predict that the sound /wont/ would probably follow the sound /du: j u:/ to
form “do you want”. This probability processing and statistical pattern
recognition can even impact L1 comprehension. Hilpert (2008)
demonstrated this by showing how native speakers would choose the more
probable word to complete an ambiguously heard sequence. The sequence
make me cry occurs much more frequently than the sequence make me try.
L1 speakers were asked to listen to these sequences repeatedly and choose
if they heard the word cry or ¢ry. In some instances, final words were
sometimes made deliberately to sound ambiguous. When confronted with
these ambiguous endings, L1 speakers of English were more likely to
choose the more frequently occurring cry. These statistical properties of
multiword units and being able to process and predict which sounds or
words are most likely to occur next is the foundation of acquisition
according to the usage-based approach (N. C. Ellis and Wulff 2015).

Lastly, multiword unit input also plays an essential role in language
production. Hearing these repeated words and sounds connected together
allows for i1 learners to produce them with less effort and with less mental
processing (Bannard and Lieven 2012, Bannard et al. 2009, Bannard and
Matthews 2008). Bannard and Matthews (2008) conducted an experiment
using groups of four-word sequences. 38 English-speaking children were
exposed to these groups of four-word sequences by audio recording. Each
group of four-word sequences was comprised of multiword units that
occurred with different frequencies. For example, some of the groups
consisted of one four-word unit that would be highly frequent in the input (a
lot of noise) and one four-word unit that would occur at a much lower

frequency (a lot of juice). The other groups consisted of a high-frequency
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unit, a low-frequency unit, and an intermediate-frequency unit. These
frequency variations in the input impacted the production when the
children were asked to repeat the target units at the end of the session.
Regarding the higher frequency units, the children were able to produce
them quicker and more accurately. However, the units that occurred less
frequently took more time to produce and were less accurate. What should
be noted is that in every group of four-word sequences, the final word of the
sequence would be the only word that was different. For example, a lot of
noise was the high frequency unit, a lot of milk was the intermediate
frequency unit, and a lot of juice was the low frequency unit. No matter
which phrase they were asked to repeat, the children produced the first
three words of the sequence the same, but the processing and accuracy
discrepancies were found in the production of the final word. This study is
more evidence that input frequency is key for getting acquisition of
multiword units.

With developing grammar, aiding segmentation and identification,
and assisting in output, multiword units undoubtedly play a significant role
in L1 language acquisition for children. It is difficult to measure the
impact multiword units have on L1 language development as it is difficult
to find specific studies in which children were only exposed to single words
for comparison. To the best of my knowledge, there have been no studies
that have been done with a control group of children that have never been
exposed to multiword units. Nevertheless, if such a study was possible,
the probable influence on grammar, segmentation, and negative impact on
statistical probabilities and pattern building would yield interesting

results.
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3. The Impact of Multiword Units on the L2

Since multiword units play such a substantial role in L1 language
acquisition, researchers have posited that multiword units might have a
similar role in L2 acquisition (Wray 2002). In theory, multiword units
should assist in L2 acquisition in the same way they assist in L1
acquisition. The most noteworthy factor in acquiring multiword units in
the L1 was the frequency of which they occurred in the input. However, in
the L2, some cognitive mechanisms and processes have shown to be a more
significant factor than the frequency of multiword units in the input,
although frequency does still play a small role (Onnis et al. 2008). These
factors include memory (N. C. Ellis 2012, O’Brien et al. 2006), representation
and processing (Conklin and Schmitt 2008, Jiang and Nekrasova 2007),
and crosslinguistic influence (Jarvis and Pavlenko 2008). Nevertheless,
exposure to multiword units in the L2 can improve L2 grammar knowledge
(Myles 2004) and increase production fluency (Boers et al. 2006, Taguchi
2007).

As illustrated in the Bannard and Matthew’s (2008) study, receiving
multiword sequences in the input and then asking to produce them was
practical and efficient for L.1 language acquisition. The more frequently
the units occurred, the easier children were able to produce them. This
ease of production is because L1 children are able to store these words
heard to them in their phonological short-term memory (PSTM) then recall
and produce them with a high degree of accuracy. Despite memory ability
and PSTM ability being categorized as individual differences (N. C. Ellis
1996), the acquisition of multiword units in the L2 can be linked to PSTM.
PSTM is connected to multiword sequences as it allows for “consolidating,

entrenching, and automatizing activation of stable, long-term mental
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representations of novel phonological material such as individual words,
morphemes, and lexical sequences” (N. C. Ellis 2012: 19). In studies of
native English-speaking adults learning Spanish, PSTM was shown to
increase L2 oral fluency development, correct use and sequence of function
words, and narrative skills (O’Brien et al. 2006, 2007). By hearing the
same sequence of words, adult L2 learners are able to store these patterns
into their PSTM. Learners can recall these sequences as a unit to produce
more fluent and accurate speech. The study also concluded that learners
improved their use of function words which would be evidence for L2
grammar development. However, the study does not detail if the learners
actually understood the function of the word or if it was coincidentally
correctly placed within the utterance. Nevertheless, a learner’s memory,
specifically their PSTM can affect the acquisition of multiword units if it is
not working at peak capacity.

In addition to memory storage, L2 learners parallel L1 learners in the
representation and processing of multiword units (Conklin and Schmitt
2008, Jiang and Nekrasova 2007). In a study conducted by Jiang and
Nekrasova (2007), both native speakers and non-native speakers of English
were given a grammaticality judgment test that included formulaic
sequences, non-formulaic sequences, and ungrammatical sequences.
Participants were shown the sequences one-by-one and were asked to
determine if the sequence was grammatical. Unsurprisingly, the native
speakers had faster reaction times on the test compared to the non-native
speakers. However, the difference in reaction times between the formulaic
sequences and non-formulaic sequences and the non-formulaic sequences
and ungrammatical sequences were almost identical in differential

processing time for each group. It took the native speakers 100ms more to
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process a non-formulaic sequence compared to a formulaic sequence. The
non-native speakers also took 100ms longer to process non-formulaic
sequences. It took both groups about 250ms more to process an
ungrammatical sequence compared to a formulaic sequence. These results
give insight into how multiword units and sequences are processed
comparably in both the L2 and L1 in that formulaic sequences are
processed faster compared to non-formulaic language. Furthermore, it
gives credence to Bannard and Matthew’s (2008) study in which it took L1
children longer to process and produce units that they were less familiar
with.

According to the usage-based approach, any additional language
learned is biased by the L1 (N. C. Ellis and Wulff 2015). L1 children are
often referred to as a “tabula rasa” and can acquire the first language
without any interference. For L2 learners, their L1 can result in
crosslinguistic transfer, especially if the two languages are perceived to be
similar (Jarvis and Pavlenko 2008). Since crosslinguistic transfer is
common in the area of lexis (Jarvis and Pavlenko 2008), then the
acquisition of multiword units might be affected by this transfer. In a
study of L2 speaking students returning to their home country after an
extended stay in America studying English (Berman and Olshtain 1983), it
was found that after only a few months their English was again being
affected by their L1. The students had digressed from using “highly
fluent” English into using an interlanguage of English and Hebrew.
However, after analyzing their utterances, almost all of the units that were
learned as a chunk remained intact (first of all, that kind of book, she looks
like a). Most of the mistakes were incorrect use of functional words and

word order that were not considered to be formulaic. Berman and
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Olshtain (1983) concluded that most of the chunks that the children had
learned remained uncontaminated from crosslinguistic influence. This
study provides evidence as to why language should be taught formulaically
in the L2 classroom and will be talked about further in the third section of
this paper.

Similarly to how multiword units helped L1 children develop
grammar, this can also be seen in the L2 (N. C. Ellis 2012, Myles 2004).
In a comparison of studies done by Myles (2004) that analyzed junior high
school students learning French, it was discovered that all the students
knew specific multiword units that contained grammar well beyond their
low-level competence. The units that were learned as a chunk contained
finite verb forms, wh-question agreement, and clitics. It is worth noting
that individual differences in either aptitude or processing became
apparent in this study. Some of the learners in the beginner-level class
were unable to memorize these chunks (verbs within the multiword units
seemed to be a major problem for these learners). Nevertheless, there
were a handful of learners who developed rapidly, as they were memorizing
chunks of the language, and then extrapolating data from the chunks to
experiment with the language to create complex structures that were
beyond the grammar they had been instructed in the classroom. Although
developing grammar through multiword units does not seem to work for
every learner, it does work for some. For the learners that can develop
grammar from multiword units, then their development rises rapidly.
There needs to be more investigation between these groups of students to
pinpoint what the differences are.

Exposure to multiword units in the L2 input also increases L2 speech

production fluency just like the L1 (Bannard and Matthews 2008, Boers et
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al. 2006, N. C. Ellis 2012, Taguchi 2007). Taguchi (2007) tested 22
Japanese learners. Over ten weeks, these learners were exposed to
frequent multiword sequences that occur in basic introductory Japanese
(introducing oneself, daily tasks, asking for directions). Fifteen minutes of
class time was then devoted to practicing the production of these chunks.
Learners were then asked to give oral presentations half-way through the
semester and then at the end of the semester. The learners had drastically
increased the frequency and range of the multiword sequences in their oral
production by the end of the semester. The obvious problem with this
study is that it is impossible to judge if exposure to the target units through
input was sufficient. The learners had sufficient classroom time to
practice producing the target units, but the data was only gathered half-
way through the semester and at the end. It can be argued that students
were able to produce the target units, because they had ample time to
practice producing them, and the input had little impact at all. The
teacher probably provided this production practice because the learners
were adults, low-level, and because of the language distance between the
L1 and L2. As a result of the factors surrounding the learners, explicit
production practice is likely necessary.

In a more promising study, Boers et al. (2006) conducted a similar
study in that 32 English learners were exposed to formulaic sequences as
audio, video, and textual input. Only half of the learners were given input
enhancement to help them identify the target multiword sequences, while
the other half were not. There was no production practice of the target
sequences in class. After the lesson, learners were asked to participate in
a short interview. During the interview, the students that received the

input enhancement were able to produce more of the target multiword
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sequences with greater accuracy than the learners who did not receive the
input enhancement. One of the most noteworthy differences between
Boers et al. (2006) and Taguchi’s (2007) studies was the level of students.
Taguchi was testing low-level students who probably needed the production
practice to make gains, while Boers et al. were testing advanced level
English learners who more than likely did not need production practice in
order to make production gains. The lack of studies that focus on these
individual differences makes it difficult to definitively claim that L2
learners can improve their oral production of multiword sequences through

input alone.

4. Pedagogical implications and Suggestions

In this section of the paper, the conclusions from the previous sections
will be synthesized to create pedagogical suggestions for teaching
multiword units in the classroom. Instruction has been shown to make a
difference in helping learners acquire formulaic language and multiword
units (Meunier 2012). Meunier (2012) argues that using a formulaic
approach to L2 teaching is vital for three main reasons: formulaicity is
omnipresent in language, using formulaic expressions, and multiword
sequences is a marker of L2 proficiency, and that this formulaicity is
challenging to learn and therefore instruction is needed. “It is necessary
to recognize that although second language development proceeds at least
partially implicitly, instruction that recruits and directs learners’ attention
explicitly, especially to differences between languages, can make the
process whereby increased functionality is achieved more efficiently
(Larsen-Freeman 2015: 231).

If acquiring multiword units in an L2 was the same as an L1, then
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given the data analyzed in the second section of this paper such as Bannard
and Matthews’ (2008), only frequent input would be sufficient. There is
some evidence in the L2 section that supports this approach (Boers et al.
2006, Myles 2004). However, there is just as much contradicting evidence
as well (N. C. Ellis 2012, Taguchi 2007, Wray 2002). As a result, instruction
of multiword units needs to happen at all stages of classroom learning in
order to ensure that all students, regardless of individual differences, get
the opportunity for acquisition. Taguchi’s (2007) study illustrates the
potential L2 development can occur if explicit practice and instruction of
multiword units occur inside the L2 classroom. With only 15 minutes
devoted to practicing multiword units each class, students were able
improve their oral production by the end of the semester. Likewise, Boers
et al. (2006) contrasted the production development of students that
received explicit multiword unit input to students that had not received
multiword unit input. The students that received this input improved
their production skills as well as accuracy compared to the students who
had not received it. Taguchi’s (2007) study showed that multiword
instruction combined with output practice is beneficial while Boers et al.
(2006) displayed that multiword instruction with only input can still lead to
the development of oral production. Input and output, along with intake
and interaction, are crucial stages in acquiring a second language (R. Ellis
1992, Gass and Mackey 2015, VanPatten 2003). Each one of these stages
will be analyzed to see how instruction can play a role in acquiring
multiword sequences.

As seen in L1 and L2 sections of this paper, input plays a key role in
the acquisition of multiword units. The studies analyzed in the L1 section

of this paper concluded that most of the L1 input children receive is



Acquiring Multiword Units in the L2: What We Can Learn from the L1 47

comprised of multiword units (Bannard and Lieven 2012, Bannard et al.
2009, Bannard and Matthews 2008). This input flood of multiword units
develops grammar and aids in word identification, processing, and
production. The frequency of input alone, regarding multiword units, is
not as effective or efficient for L2 and needs to be modified. The
modification of L2 input for multiword units needs to follow three
characteristics. Firstly, multiword sequences in the input for L2 learners
need to be enhanced in order to explicitly draw learners’ attention to them
(Boers et al. 2006). Secondly, this input needs to be repetitive, in that the
target sequences need to reoccur numerous in order for it to transition from
declarative knowledge to procedural knowledge (Ullman 2015). Thirdly,
this input still needs to be frequent enough to develop and store these
patterns and sounds of the multiword sequences into the learners’ short-
term working memory (Conklin and Schmitt 2008, N. C. Ellis 2012, Jiang
and Nekrasova 2007). If all three of these characteristics are met in the
classroom, then it should be enough to get learners to notice the target
language, which will result in the input becoming intake (Long 2007,
Schmidt 1990).

As mentioned above, in order to allow input to become intake,
teachers need to provide different approaches in helping students notice
these multiword units (Boers et al. 2006). One of the easiest ways to get
students to notice the target units is through the input enhancement
mentioned previously. For written input, this input enhancement can
take the form of highlighting, bolding, or underlining the multiword
sequence (Sharwood Smith and Truscott 2014). Enhancing oral speech
can be done by priming the learner before the listening exercise by asking

them to pay attention to specific sequences or by using the written form of
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the multiword sequence along with the spoken form (Montero-Perez and
Desmet 2012). Evidence shows that adult L2 learners need an enhanced
orthographic form of the sequence if the teacher is trying to control what
sequences they need to notice (Montero-Perez and Desmet 2012, Sharwood
Smith and Truscott 2014). Another way of getting students to notice the
target units is to correctly utilize concept and comprehension checking
questions that encourage students to map meaning to the sequence, or
chunk of a sequence. This strategy allows students to go back and scan
over the input with closer detail.

Intake is also closely related to feedback, as feedback attempts to get
the learner to notice and reflect on what they just produced (Adams et al.
2019, Lyster and Ranta 1997, Mackey 2006). Feedback is when the intake
stage can segue into the interaction stage. This interaction between
learner and interlocutor is crucial for the acquisition of multiword units.
The idea that interaction is necessary for L2 language acquisition stems
from the interaction hypothesis (Long 2007). This hypothesis states that
interaction is the foundation for L2 development and has pushed teachers
to design tasks that are focused on collaboration and negotiation in order to
get learners to interact (Brown and Lee 2015). Schmidt (1983) states that
in conversations, interlocutors have the same task, and that is to
understand and to be understood in the interaction with the other
interlocutor. During the interaction, each interlocutor has to attempt to
repair any breakdown that occurs in communication (Schmidt 1983). This
interaction can be applied to acquiring multiword unit sequences, as
learners can get feedback from both their teachers and peers if they have
uttered the multiword unit in the correct sequence. Myles’ (2004) study

showed how students might experiment with different parts of the units
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and will need feedback to build up grammar and to increase the accuracy of
using these units. Teachers should also be aware of common sequencing
errors that occur in multiword units and plan to give feedback
appropriately.

The final stage of acquisition is output. As illustrated in Taguchi
(2007), output practice is almost necessary for low-level or beginner L2
learners who are attempting to acquire these multiword sequences. As
mentioned throughout this paper, learning languages and multiword units
has its foundation in the usage-based approach to SLA. Despite favoring
input, the usage-based approach claims that output is important in
promoting self-awareness about the language (this can help input become
intake as well) (N. C. Ellis 2008, Ortega 2015). Furthermore, output
enhances the learning process, fosters language fluency, and reinforces an
automatization process (N. C. Ellis 2008, Ortega 2015). Fluency and
automatization should work in harmony with multiword unit acquisition,
as the goal of acquiring these units is to bolster fluency and automatization.
Once a certain level of fluency and automatization of multiword units is
reached, it seems that the units are not subject to processing issues
surrounding content or function words that are not learned as a chunk

(Berman and Olshtain 1983).

5. Conclusion and Suggestions for Further Research

To what extent classroom instruction should be devoted to teaching
multiword units still needs to be addressed. The benefit of teaching
formulaic sequences is clear and distinct, but there is a lack of longitudinal
studies done on teaching multiword units which makes it difficult to see the

full potential they can achieve in SLA. To the best of my knowledge, there
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have been almost no comparisons studies over a long period to see how
language development occurs when there is a focus on teaching multiword
units in the classroom compared to a classroom that involves no focus on
language formulaicity. Moreover, should all lexis be taught formulaically?
There is enough data in various corpora to see what words are more likely
to co-occur. Indeed, this type of intense pattern and statistical analysis
will be demanding. If so, should classrooms only focus on frequently
occurring units or less frequently occurring ones?

Despite this lack of data, multiword units and formulaic language
have a massive role in L1 acquisition and aid in L2 development in many of
the same ways. Learning language as chunks not only promotes fluency
but helps proceduralize language, develops grammar knowledge, limits the
effects of crosslinguistic transfer, and aids in attaching meaning and
representation to the new language. While the acquisition of formulaic
language in the L1 is primarily done through frequent exposure to input,
L2 learners need more support and cannot rely on input exposure alone.
Teachers need to educate themselves on relevant sequences and units in
the target language and expose learners to them. If students do not learn
to chunk, then language development will become stifled because of the
enormous processing burden and cognitive load learners will encounter if

they are asked to process each word or sound individually.
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