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ABSTRACT 

This study investigates the second language (L2) acquisition of interface properties, with 

special focus on the Japanese particles wa and ga. The choice between wa and ga, which are 

often referred to as ‘topic marker’ and ‘nominative case marker’ respectively, is under the 

influence of the semantic (e.g. Noda 1996, Masuoka 1987) and discourse (e.g. Kuno 1975) 

information; in other words, it is a multiple-interface property (Montrul 2011). Based on the 

vulnerability in L2 acquisition of interface properties reported in previous studies (e.g. Sorace 

2005), it is predicted that the difficulty in the L2 acquisition of wa and ga stems from its 

characteristics as an interface property. It has also been argued that interface properties can 

cause residual difficulties at the near-native level and might not be fully acquirable by L2 

speakers, i.e. Interface Hypothesis (Sorace and Filiaci 2006).  

However, in previous studies on L2 acquisition of wa and ga, the affecting factors on the choice 

between these particles have been mainly examined individually and not enough attention has 

been paid to the potential interactions between these factors. Therefore, how multiple-level 

factors affect Japanese L2 learners’ choice between wa and ga remains a mystery. In order to 

uncover this mystery, the current study investigates the effect of various factors and their 

interactions on Japanese L2 learners’ use of wa and ga.  

In this study, 134 L1 English/L2 Japanese speakers with beginner, intermediate, advanced and 

upper-advanced proficiency levels and thirty-six Japanese native speakers participated in an 

online cloze test. These participants were instructed to choose either wa or ga to mark a 

nominative NP in experimental sentences that were constructed under various semantic and 

discourse conditions. The collected data were analysed statistically using binomial logistic 

regression. 

The results show significant interactions between a discourse factor on the one hand and 

semantic factors on the other hand in L2 grammar, which means that the effect of the discourse 

on the choice between wa and ga varied depending on the semantic characteristics of the 

sentence. The results of the follow-up interviews, which were conducted with ten participants 

with various proficiency levels, also support these statistical results. Further, the results indicate 

that the difference between the native and non-native speakers was mainly caused by the non-

native speakers’ lower ability to reflect discourse information onto the choice of particle, which 

resulted in higher susceptibility to the semantic factors. Finally, the results show that there was 
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a significant gap between the native speakers and the upper-advanced level speakers in their 

ability to process large amounts of discourse information, providing supporting evidence to the 

Interface Hypothesis. 
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Chapter 1 Introduction 

1.1. Aims and background 

This study aims to examine how second language (L2) learners of Japanese choose when to use 

the particles wa and ga, considering the fact that they are under the influence of various factors 

that reside at different linguistic domains and also the interactions between these factors. In 

other words, the main purpose of this study is to investigate the interactive influence of multiple 

interfaces on the choice between these particles. The study also addresses the question of 

whether or not the ability to choose correctly between wa and ga can be fully acquired by highly 

advanced L2 learners, and thereby offers evidence from Japanese language examples to the 

ongoing debate of the Interface Hypothesis (Sorace and Filiaci 2006). 

The use of the Japanese particles wa and ga is one of the most frequently discussed 

topics in Japanese Linguistics (e.g. Yamada 1908, Matsumura 1942, Mikami 1960, Kuno 1975, 

Kikuchi 1995, Noda 1996, Kikuchi 1997, Kuroda 2005) and Japanese second language 

acquisition (SLA) studies (e.g. Russell 1985, Tamura 1994, Sakamoto 1997, Tomita 1997, 

Hanada 2001, 2005). Japanese is an agglutinative language with the subject-object-verb (SOV) 

canonical word order. The case relations between noun phrases (NPs) and the predicate are 
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expressed by postpositional nominal particles (Shibatani 1990a, Kawaguchi 2010). Among 

them, ga shows the nominative case, as shown below1. 

(1) Chichi ga watashi ni kono hon o kattekureta. 

 father NOM I DAT this book ACC bought 

 ‘My father bought me this book.’ 

In (1), chichi ‘father’ is marked by the nominative marker ga, while watashi ‘I’ is marked by 

the dative marker ni and kono hon ‘this book’ by the accusative marker o. All the case markers 

show the marked NP’s case relation to the verbal predicate kattekureta ‘bought for me’. On the 

other hand, the topic construction is also an important aspect of Japanese language, which is 

classified as having characteristics as both subject-prominence and topic-prominence (Li and 

Thompson 1976). In Japanese, the topic marker wa marks an NP for topicalisation purpose, 

forming a topic-comment structure, as exemplified below. 

(2) Chichi wa watashi ni kono hon o kattekureta. 

 father TOP I DAT this book ACC bought 

 ‘My father bought me this book.’ 

In (2), the nominative NP chichi ‘father’, which was marked by the nominative marker ga in 

(1), is marked by the topic marker wa, now showing that the comment watashi ni kono hon o 

kattekureta ‘bought me this book’ is made about the topic chichi ‘father’. Note that in (2) the 

 
1 Romanisation is used to represent Japanese script in this study. The study adopts the Hepburn system for the 

Romanisation of Japanese with one modification, i.e. long vowels are expressed by a succession of two short 

vowels such as aa, ii, uu, ei (ei is used for a long vowel of e) and oo, following the convention in the literature, 

instead of short vowels with superscript diacritics such as ā, ī, ū, ē and ō.  



  Introduction 

  3 

NP chichi ‘father’ retains the function as the nominative case, even though it is not marked by 

the nominative marker ga. 

As the nominative case is frequently topicalised, as shown in (2), Japanese speakers 

often need to make a choice between wa, i.e. topic, and ga, i.e. non-topic, which is frequently 

argued as one of the most problematic features in Japanese for L2 learners (e.g. Noda 1996). In 

fact, many of the SLA studies that deal with the choice between wa and ga report that Japanese 

L2 learners experience marked challenges in the acquisition of the correct use of these particles 

(e.g. Hanada 2001). Some of the studies also found residual non-nativelike performance in the 

use of these particles, even at a highly advanced level (e.g. Sakamoto, Machida and Nakakubo 

1995). 

The difficulty in L2 acquisition of these particles is predicted to stem from their 

characteristics as an interface property, i.e. a syntactic representation that is governed by 

different domains of information (Sorace 2005).2 Firstly, it has been pointed out that the choice 

between wa and ga is influenced by the semantic characteristics of the sentence (e.g. Noda 

1996). In other words, the use of wa and ga has a characteristic as a syntax-semantics interface 

property. According to Noda (1996), when a predicate shows a ‘permanent state’ or ‘repetitive 

action or event’, the sentence tends to have a topic, i.e. wa is used. On the other hand, sentences 

with predicates showing a ‘one-off event’ that is perceived at the site by the speaker tend not 

to have a topic, i.e. wa is not used. Secondly, it has also been pointed out that the choice between 

wa and ga is governed by discourse (e.g. Kuno 1975), which means that the use of these 

particles also have a characteristic as a syntax-discourse interface property. It has been claimed 

that wa and ga have four different discourse functions: the topic wa, the contrastive wa, the 

exhaustive-listing ga and the neutral-descriptive ga (Kuno 1975). According to the above 

 
2 See Chapter 2 for more information about interface properties. 
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claims, the use of wa and ga can be considered as a multiple-interface property, whose syntactic 

representation is governed by multiple levels of information (e.g. Montrul 2011).3 

The existence of multiple levels of information that can affect the choice between wa 

and ga suggests that L2 learners’ choice of the particles is influenced by multiple factors at the 

same time; in other words, these factors can have interacting effects, as suggested in Lozano’s 

(2006b) results. However, most of the previous studies on SLA of wa and ga only examine the 

effect of each individual possible factor on the syntactic representation separately, and little 

attention has been paid to the effect of the potential interactions between these factors. 4 

Therefore, it is worth examining the possible effect of interactions between the affecting factors 

on the choice between wa and ga in order to achieve a comprehensive understanding of L2 

learners’ use of these particles. 

Furthermore, the perspective that the choice between wa and ga is a multiple-interface 

property suggests that the residual difficulty in the use of these particles observed at a highly 

advanced learner level (e.g. Sakamoto, Machida and Nakakubo 1995) is possibly because of its 

characteristic as an interface property. Interface properties are argued to be one of the causes 

of persistent non-nativelike performance at a highly advanced proficiency level, i.e. Interface 

Hypothesis (Sorace and Filiaci 2006). Thus, this study investigates the difference between 

upper-advanced level L2 speakers and native speakers in terms of the use of wa and ga, 

providing another data-based contribution to the ongoing discussion of the Interface 

Hypothesis. 

To this end, this study aims to answer the following research questions: 

 
3 See Chapter 3 for more information about the function of wa and ga as an interface property. 
4 See Chapter 4 for more information about the methodological shortcomings of previous studies on SLA of wa 

and ga. 
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1. What factors influence L2 Japanese learners’ choice between wa and ga and 

how do these factors interact? 

2. How does the L2 grammar differ from the native grammar in terms of the use of 

wa and ga? 

3. Does the current result support or challenge the Interface Hypothesis? 

1.2. Information structure 

This study adopts Lambrecht’s (1996) information structure theory as a theoretical base to 

discuss the influence of discourse on grammar. Lambrecht (1996) defines information structure 

as follows: 

(3) Information structure: 

 That component of sentence grammar in which propositions as conceptual 

representations of states of affairs are paired with lexicogrammatical structures in 

accordance with the mental states of interlocutors who use and interpret these 

structures as unites of information in given discourse contexts. 

 (Lambrecht 1996: 5) 

This section provides a brief overview of the information structure theory in relation to the 

argument of the current study. 

Lambrecht (1996: 51) states that ‘the information conveyed by a proposition is itself 

normally a combination of old and new elements’ and calls the new elements ‘pragmatic 

assertion’ (or simply assertion) and the old elements ‘pragmatic presupposition’ (or simply 

presupposition), which are defined as follows. 



  Introduction 

  6 

(4) Pragmatic assertion: 

 The proposition expressed by a sentence which the hearer is expected to know or take 

for granted as a result of hearing the sentence uttered. 

 Pragmatic presupposition: 

 The set of propositions lexicogrammatically evoked in a sentence which the speaker 

assumes the hearer already knows or is ready to take for granted at the time the 

sentence is uttered. 

  (Lambrecht 1996: 52) 

Based on the distinction between assertion and presupposition, Lambrecht (1996) argues the 

information structure of a sentence from two perspectives: topic and focus. 

Lambrecht (1996) defines a ‘topic’ as follows. 

(5) Topic: 

 A referent is interpreted as the topic of a proposition if in a given situation the 

proposition is construed as being about this referent, i.e. as expressing information 

which is relevant to and which increases the addressee’s knowledge of this referent. 

  (Lambrecht 1996: 131) 

Based on this definition, Lambrecht (1996) claims that a proposition expressed by a sentence 

can be classified into three groups depending on the information structure it represents. See the 

following examples.5 

 
5 The small capital letters, which are retained from the original text in Lambrecht (1996), indicate the location of 

the focus of the sentence. 
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(6) a. (What did the children do next?) The children went to SCHOOL. 

 b. (Who went to school?) The CHILDREN went to school. 

 c. (What happened?) The CHILDREN went to SCHOOL! 

   (Lambrecht 1996: 121) 

According to Lambrecht (1996), in (6a), the referent expressed by the subject ‘the children’ is 

what the sentence is about and thus this NP represents the topic of the sentence. The statement 

pragmatically presupposes that ‘the children’ did something and asserts that they went to 

school. Lambrecht (1996) calls this type of sentence, based on its information structure, a 

‘topic-comment sentence’. On the other hand, in (6b), the statement is not about ‘the children’, 

so ‘the children’ are not the topic of the sentence. Instead, the statement presupposes that 

someone went to school and asserts that it is ‘the children’ who went to school. Lambrecht 

(1996) calls this type of sentence an ‘identificational sentence’ in a sense that the sentence 

serves to ‘identify a referent as the missing argument in an open proposition’ (Lambrecht 1996: 

122). Lastly, in (6c), the function of the sentence is different from either the topic-comment 

sentence or the identificational sentence; the proposition is not about ‘the children’ or there is 

no presupposition ‘someone went to school’. Instead, its function is to report an occurrence of 

an event. Lambrecht (1996) calls this type of sentence an ‘event-reporting sentence’. In an 

event-reporting sentence, the presupposition is merely the fact that something happened, and 

the scope of the assertion covers the entire part of the sentence. 

On the other hand, Lambrecht (1996) defines ‘focus’ as follows. 
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(7) Focus: 

 The semantic component of a pragmatically structured proposition whereby the 

assertion differs from the presupposition. 

  (Lambrecht 1996: 213) 

Lambrecht (1996) analyses the three types of sentences in (6) in terms of the structure of focus 

as follows. Lambrecht (1996) calls the focus structure of (6a), which is categorised as a topic-

comment sentence in terms of topic structure, ‘predicate-focus structure’, i.e. the predicate 

‘went to school’ is in focus and the subject ‘the children’ are in the presupposition. In contrast, 

(6b), the identificational sentence, has an ‘argument-focus structure’,6 in which the focus is on 

the referent that identifies the missing element, i.e. the children, in the presupposed open 

proposition, i.e. someone went to school. Lastly, (6c) has a ‘sentence-focus structure’, in which 

the focus extends over the entire part of the sentence. 

Lambrecht’s (1996) idea of information structure and his classification of sentences 

based on the information structure expressed in them is useful to explain various syntax-

discourse interface phenomena in different languages, including the choice between wa and ga 

in Japanese when it is governed by discourse. Therefore, I adopt Lambrecht’s (1996) concept 

of information structure and relevant terminology in the following argument. I mainly use the 

terms based on focus structure, i.e. predicate-focus, argument-focus and sentence-focus, instead 

of terms based on topic structure, i.e. topic-comment, identificational and event-reporting, as 

the former terms are more self-explanatory in terms of the location of the focus in the sentence. 

However, I also refer to the latter terms when it is preferable. 

 
6 Lambrecht (1996) uses the term ‘argument’ when referring to any ‘non-predicating’ expressions. In the current 

study, the notion of ‘argument-focus’ corresponds to ‘subject-focus’, as the focus of the study is nominative NPs, 

as will be shown in Section 1.4. 
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1.3. Terminology 

This section defines the important terms used in this study and clarifies which of the three 

linguistic domains featured in this study, i.e. syntax, semantics and discourse, these terms 

belong to. Some of the terms are defined more in detail in Chapter 3. 

The term subject refers to a syntactic subject in this study, and thus belongs to the 

syntactic level. In Japanese, the subject is normally expressed by a NP marked by the 

nominative case marker ga.7 

As for the term topic, the current study presents the argument at semantic and discourse 

levels separately. At the discourse level, I define the term topic based on Lambrecht’s (1996) 

definition, i.e. (5). Accordingly, the term focus is defined following (7). This study limits its 

observations of topic to elements that are ‘syntactically and semantically integrated into the 

predicate-argument structure of a clause’ (Lambrecht 1996: 118). Therefore, the study scope 

does not include elements that are ‘only loosely associated with a proposition and whose 

relation to the proposition is a matter of pragmatic construal’ (Lambrecht 1996: 118), such as 

certain time adverbials, e.g. kyoo wa ame desu ‘today, it’s raining’. On the other hand, at the 

semantic level, topic, which is written as TOPIC in this study, is a referent about which the 

sentence is construed. For the concept of TOPIC, pragmatic connection between the referent and 

the context is irrelevant. See Section 3.1.3 for more detailed definitions of the discourse-level 

topic and semantic-level topic. 

Lastly, proposition is another important term for this study, which is a semantic-level 

notion. It is defined as the ‘meaning/content/concept of a declarative sentence’ based on Lyons 

(1977b). The notion of proposition, i.e. semantic-level notion, is distinguished from sentence, 

 
7 According to Shibatani (1990a), a subject can also be expressed by a dative NP marked by ni in certain sentences, 

e.g. Kakei sensei ni okosan ga san-nin aru ‘Professor Kakei has three children’. See Shibatani (1990a) for further 

details. 
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i.e. syntactic-level notion, in the sense that a proposition is what is expressed within a sentence 

but is not a sentence in itself. In order to distinguish propositions from sentences, I enclose 

propositions with square brackets, e.g. [inu ga hashitteiru] ‘a/the dog is running’. See Section 

3.1 for more details regarding this term. 

1.4. Scope of the study 

The scope of this study is limited to NPs that play the nominative role of the sentence; in other 

words, the study focuses on whether a nominative NP is marked by either wa or ga, as explained 

below. 

The topic marker wa can mark various items in a sentence, as in the example below.8 

(8) [Chichi ga haha ni kono kuruma o katta] 

 father NOM mother DAT this car ACC bought 

 ‘My father bought this car for my mother.’ 

 a. Chichi wa haha ni kono kuruma o katta. 

  father TOP mother DAT this car ACC bought 

  ‘My father bought this car for my mother.’ 

 b. Haha ni-wa9 chichi ga kono kuruma o katta. 

  mother DAT-TOP father NOM this car ACC bought 

  ‘As for my mother, my father bought this car for her.’ 

 

 
8 In the gloss, I mark wa as TOP, i.e. topic, tentatively. The gloss rules will be re-defined in Chapter 3.  
9 When a wa-marking occurs, wa replaces the nominative marker ga and the accusative marker o, but it follows 

other case markers, such as the dative marker ni, i.e. ni-wa. 
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 c. Kono kuruma wa chichi ga haha ni katta. 

  this car TOP father NOM mother DAT bought 

  ‘As for this car, my father bought it for my mother.’ 

In (8a) to (8c), various items in the proposition [chichi ga haha ni kono kuruma o katta] ‘my 

father bought this car for my mother’ are marked by wa; wa marks the nominative in (8a), the 

dative in (8b) and the accusative in (8c). Therefore, in the above cases, the choice that a 

Japanese speaker has to make is between wa and the nominative marker ga in (8a), wa (ni-wa) 

and the dative marker ni in (8b) and wa and the accusative marker o in (8c) (cf. Kuroda 1992: 

18). 

Among the choices between wa and the various case markers, as exemplified in (8), 

what is assumed to pose the most frequent challenge for L2 learners is the choice between wa 

and ga because the subject is most likely to become the topic of the sentence when compared 

to other cases (Noda 1996: 20). Hence, focusing on the choice between wa and ga let me 

examine the most ubiquitous challenge that L2 learners encounter. Narrowing the scope to the 

choice between wa and ga also allows the study to focus on the choice of particle without 

considering the potential effect of movement of the wa-marked NP. When a dative NP or an 

accusative NP is marked by wa, the NP is moved to the sentence initial position, as in (8b) and 

(8c). On the other hand, when a nominative NP is marked by wa, it does not cause movement 

of the NP as the canonical position of a nominative NP is sentence-initial in most of the 

sentences, as in (8a). 

For the above reasons, this study only examines the choice between wa and ga, 

excluding the cases where non-nominative NPs are marked by wa from the research scope. Null 

particles are also excluded from the scope (see Section 9.3 for details). 
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1.5. Methodology 

The data for this study were collected from L1 (first language) English/L2 Japanese speakers 

and L1 Japanese speakers using an online cloze test. The test consisted of questions asking the 

participants to choose either wa or ga to mark the target NP under various linguistic conditions. 

The variables in the test items included discourse factors, i.e. context type, and semantic factors, 

i.e. proposition type, verb type and predicate category. Sentences that included one NP to be 

marked by either wa or ga, i.e. NP-wa/ga X sentences, and sentences that included two NPs to 

be marked by either wa or ga, i.e. NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences, were tested separately. The 

participants were divided into five proficiency groups: beginner; intermediate; advanced; 

upper-advanced and native. The native group was treated as one of the proficiency groups rather 

than a control group to be compared to the non-native groups. The results of the test were 

statistically analysed in order to examine what factors had a significant effect on L2 learners’ 

choice between wa and ga and how these effects interacted with each other. 

Follow-up interviews were also conducted with two participants from each proficiency 

level after they completed the online cloze test. These participants were asked to explain how 

they made a decision in each test item, providing qualitative insight to the results. 

Detailed information about the methodology is presented in Chapter 5. 

1.6. Organisation of the study 

This study consists of nine chapters in total. 

Following this introductory Chapter 1, Chapter 2 provides an overview of previous 

studies on the acquisition of interface properties. It reviews how interface properties, in 

comparison to narrow syntactic properties, tend to exhibit or highlight learners’ vulnerability 

in various areas of language acquisition. It also reviews previous arguments regarding the 
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ultimate acquirability of interface properties in L2 acquisition, i.e. Interface Hypothesis (Sorace 

and Filiaci 2006). 

Turning to the grammar of Japanese, Chapter 3 argues that the choice between wa and 

ga is a multiple-interface property, in which the syntactic representation is governed by both 

semantics and discourse. It details how semantic and discourse factors influence learners’ 

choice between wa and ga in both NP-wa/ga X sentences and NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences. 

Chapter 4 claims that previous SLA studies of the choice between wa and ga did not 

take into consideration its characteristics as a multiple-interface property, and thus failed to 

provide a comprehensive account for L2 learners’ use of these particles. The chapter reviews 

how previous studies have been conducted to examine the influence of semantic and discourse 

factors on the choice between wa and ga. Then it argues that the approach without a 

consideration of the interactions between these factors, which is commonly adopted in previous 

studies, cannot provide reliable indications of L2 learners’ actual ability to use wa and ga. 

Chapter 5 presents the methodology adopted for this study. It justifies that statistical 

analysis was the best approach to answer the research questions and then details the cloze test 

contents used in the experiment. It also explains the purpose and the method of follow-up 

interviews. 

Chapter 6 and Chapter 7 report the results of the research. Chapter 6 details the statistical 

analysis process and then presents the results in line with the research questions. Chapter 7 

presents the outcomes of the follow-up interviews. 

Finally, Chapter 8 puts all the findings into perspective and discusses how the current 

study answers the research questions. This is followed by the conclusion in Chapter 9.
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Chapter 2 L2 acquisition of interface properties 

2.0. Introduction 

This study claims that the well-known difficulty of L2 acquisition of wa and ga stems from the 

characteristics of these particles as interface properties. The issue of interface has been argued 

widely in the past (e.g. Sorace 2005, White 2009) and it has been claimed that there is a strong 

implication for L2 acquisition (Sorace and Filiaci 2006). This chapter explains what the term 

interface refers to in this study and how it affects acquisition of a language, setting the 

theoretical base for the study. By showing the comprehensive picture of the previous studies of 

L2 acquisition of interface properties, which have been mainly conducted on non-Japanese 

languages, this chapter explains why Japanese wa and ga should also be discussed from the 

viewpoint of interface property. 

This chapter is organised as follows. In Section 2.1, after clarifying what interface 

means in this study, I explain the difference between narrow syntactic properties and interface 

properties, and then discuss the vulnerability in interface properties that has been reported in 

other studies in relation to various areas of language acquisition. Thereafter, I review previous 

studies showing that external interface properties, which lie between syntax and extra-linguistic 

domains, tend to cause more difficulty than internal interface properties, which fall between 

syntax and intra-linguistic domains. Section 2.2 presents the accounts that have been proposed 

to explain the vulnerabilities found in interface properties, namely representational account and 

processing account (Sorace 2005). Section 2.3 discusses the notion of multiple interfaces, 
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which suggests that some interface properties are interacting with various domains of 

information at the same time. Section 2.4 focuses on the Interface Hypothesis and reviews 

previous studies that examine the ultimate attainment of interface properties in SLA. Finally, 

Section 2.5 presents the summary of the chapter. 

2.1. Interface property and surrounding problems 

It has been argued in previous studies that interface properties tend to cause problems in 

language acquisition, particularly in post-childhood acquisition of a second language, as shown 

in this section. In this section, I first define the term interface property in this study and then 

present various types of problem that have been reported in different areas of language 

acquisition. 

2.1.1. Narrow syntax and interface between syntax and other linguistic 

domains 

In the current study, the term interface refers to a linguistic phenomenon where a syntactic 

representation is governed by other cognitive domains such as semantics and discourse, i.e. 

grammatical realisation of these properties (Sorace and Filiaci 2006). Based on this view, 

syntactic properties can be divided into ‘narrow syntactic properties’, in which a syntactic 

realisation is purely syntactic, and ‘interface properties’, in which a syntactic realisation is 

manifested by other domains of information. 
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For example, in Japanese, the main verb always appears at the sentence-final position, 

regardless of semantic or discourse information, i.e. narrow syntactic property. See the 

following examples.10 

(1) a. Taroo wa pan o taberu. 

  Taro TOP bread ACC eat 

  ‘Taro eats bread.’ 

 b. *Taroo wa taberu pan o.11 

  Taro TOP eat bread ACC 

While (1a) is a grammatical Japanese sentence showing SOV order, (1b) is ungrammatical; in 

(1b), the verb taberu ‘eat’ is positioned before the direct object, i.e. pan ‘bread’. As the 

positioning of the main verb is not influenced by non-syntactic information, this type of error 

is purely syntactic. 

On the other hand, the following error is different from the above case. 

 
10 In the gloss, I mark wa as TOP, i.e. topic, and ga as FOC, i.e. focus, or NTOP, i.e. non-topic, tentatively in this 

chapter. I re-define the glossing rules for Japanese in Chapter 3. 
11 Marking of * in front of a sentence indicates ungrammaticality of the sentence. 
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(2) A: Yamada-san wa nani o tabemasu ka? 

  Mr.Yamada TOP what ACC eat Q 

  ‘Mr. Yamada, what would you like to eat?’ 

 B: a. Watashi wa pan o tabemasu.  

   I TOP bread ACC eat  

   ‘I eat bread.’ 

  b. ?Watashi ga pan o tabemasu.12  

   I FOC bread ACC eat  

   ‘I am the one who eats bread.’ 

In contrast to (1b), both of (2a) and (2b) are grammatically correct. However, while (2a) is a 

pragmatically felicitous sentence, with watashi ‘I’ marked by wa showing its topicality, (2b), 

in which watashi is marked by ga, is pragmatically odd; the use of ga puts a focus on the subject 

watashi ‘I’ in this sentence, 13 but the subject is the presupposed information in this context. In 

this case, the inappropriateness of the choice of particle in (2b) is caused by a discourse 

constraint. In other words, the choice between wa and ga in this case is governed by discourse 

information, i.e. syntax-discourse interface property.14 

Below is another example of an interaction between syntax and another domain in the 

choice between wa and ga in Japanese. 

 
12 Marking of ? in front of a sentence indicates pragmatic inappropriateness of the sentence. 
13 See Section 3.2.4 for details of the exhaustive-listing function of ga. 
14 The use of wa and ga as a syntax-discourse interface property is discussed in detail in Section 3.2. 
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(3) a. Watashi wa sensei da. 

  I TOP teacher COP 

  ‘I am a teacher.’ 

 b. Tori ga tondeiru.  

  bird NTOP flying  

  ‘The/a bird is flying.’ 

In the above example, while the subject is marked by wa in (3a), it is marked by ga in (3b). 

According to Noda (1996), (3a) is more likely to have a topic, with wa marking the subject, 

while (3b) is suitable for a sentence without a topic, with ga marking the subject. Therefore, 

the use of ga in (3a), i.e. watashi ga sensei da, or the use of wa in (3b), i.e. tori wa tondeiru, 

causes some unnaturalness at the sentence level to native speakers’ ears. The difference 

between these sentences stems from the different types of predicate used in these sentences; in 

(3a), the predicate, sensei da ‘be a teacher’, shows a ‘permanent state’, while in (3b), the 

predicate, tondeiru ‘flying’, shows a ‘temporary state’. Thus, the choice of wa and ga is 

constrained by the semantic property of the predicate, i.e. syntax-semantics interface.15 

Needless to say, the phenomenon of interface is not unique to Japanese. Languages often 

have various syntactic properties whose representations are manifested by different domains of 

information, e.g. semantics, discourse, morphology, lexicology. Among these interfaces, the 

most commonly discussed in previous studies are the syntax-discourse interface and the syntax-

semantics interface. For example, studies of syntax-discourse interface properties have been 

conducted on null/overt pronominal subjects in Italian (e.g. Sorace and Filiaci 2006), pre-/post-

verbal subjects in Spanish (Lozano 2006b), Clitic Left Dislocation in Bulgarian (Ivanov 2012), 

 
15 The use of wa and ga as a syntax-semantics interface property is discussed in detail in Section 3.1. 
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and scrambling in German (Hopp 2009), and so forth. On the other hand, studies of syntax-

semantics interface properties have been conducted on pre-/post-verbal subjects in Spanish (e.g. 

Hertel 2003), wh-words used as existential polarity words in Chinese (Yuan 2010), mood 

distinctions in Spanish (Borgonovo, Bruhn de Garavito and Prevost 2006) and the use of articles 

in L2 English (e.g. Ionin, Zubizarreta and Philippov 2009), and so forth.16 Details of the above 

interface properties are provided in the following sections. 

2.1.2. Vulnerability of interface properties in comparison to narrow 

syntactic properties 

It has been argued that interface properties are more ‘vulnerable’ than narrow syntactic 

properties (Sorace 2005). For example, Sorace et al. (2009) examined how English-Italian 

bilingual children interpret overt pronominal subjects in English and Italian when compared to 

monolingual children. In Italian, the use of null/overt subjects is constrained by discourse 

information; null subjects are used to show a continuous topic, e.g. Minnie ha detto che ∅ é 

caduta ‘Minnie said that ∅ (i.e. Minnie) has fallen’, while overt subjects are used for a shifted 

topic, e.g. Minnie ha detto che lei é caduta ‘Minnie said that she (i.e. Daisy) has fallen’. In 

contrast, in English, null subjects are not syntactically licensed, and overt subjects are used to 

show both continuous and shifted topics, e.g. Mickey said that he (i.e. Mickey or Donald) has 

fallen. Sorace et al. (2009) report that the Italian-English bilingual children were equally 

accurate as the English monolingual children and adults in grammatical judgement of the use 

of subject pronouns in English, i.e. they successfully rejected ungrammatical null subject 

sentences in English, which is purely syntactic. However, one group of bilingual children, i.e. 

children who had English as their community language (residents of the UK) aged six to seven, 

 
16 Some syntactic properties are governed by more than one domain of information, e.g. positioning of the subject 

in Spanish is governed by both discourse and semantics, which is also the case in the use of Japanese wa and ga 

as shown earlier in this section. I further discuss the issue of multiple interfaces in Section 2.3. 
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showed deficits in the interpretation of Italian overt pronouns, accepting overt subjects when 

there was no topic shift significantly more than the monolingual Italian peers. Sorace et al. 

(2009) results indicate that interface properties can be more problematic than narrow syntactic 

properties for a certain group of bilingual children. 

Similarly, even within the same syntactic property, the purely syntactic aspect of the 

property, e.g. the correct positioning of a clitic or the availability of null subject pronouns in 

null-subject languages, is generally less problematic.17 On the other hand, mastering how to 

reflect information from other domains onto grammar, e.g. a clitic is only used when the 

dislocated NP is topicalised, tends to be more problematic (e.g. Montrul 2004, Valenzuela 2005, 

Montrul and Rodríguez Lauro 2006, Iverson, Kempchinsky and Rothman 2008, Rothman 2009, 

Montrul 2010). For example, Montrul and Rodríguez Lauro (2006) examined L1 English/L2 

Spanish speakers’ use of null and overt subject pronouns in spontaneous speech data. Montrul 

and Rodríguez Lauro (2006) found that the L2 learners, including an intermediate level group, 

produced null subjects, indicating that they were aware that null subjects are syntactically 

licensed in Spanish. However, Montrul and Rodríguez Lauro (2006) also found that the 

advanced and near-native L2 groups produced a higher rate of unpragmatic null pronouns, i.e. 

8.4% and 5.5% respectively, than the native control group, i.e. 1%, showing that the non-native 

speakers had not fully acquired the discourse constraint of the use of null subjects.18 This result 

indicates that the purely syntactic aspects of syntactic properties are easier to acquire than the 

syntactic aspects which are constrained by discourse. 

 
17 However, unsuccessful L2 acquisition of narrow syntactic properties by very advanced learners is also reported 

in Coppieters (1987) and Zhao (2014), although such results are rare. 
18 In Montrul and Rodríguez Lauro (2006), the percentage of the use of unpragmatic null subjects was 1% in the 

intermediate group. However, Montrul and Rodríguez Lauro (2006) report that the intermediate level learners’ use 

of null subjects was mostly in coordinated structures, where sentences are connected with conjunctions, in which 

null subjects are also possible in English, e.g. Peter entered the room and ∅ greeted Tom. 
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The above studies show that interface properties tend to be more problematic than 

narrow syntactic properties. The next section shows that vulnerability of interface properties 

has been reported in various areas of language acquisition. 

2.1.3. Vulnerability of interface properties found in various areas of 

language acquisition 

The vulnerability of interface properties is found in various contexts when two or more 

languages are in contact, i.e. L2 acquisition (e.g. Valenzuela 2005, Lozano 2006a, b, Sorace 

and Filiaci 2006, Belletti, Bennati and Sorace 2007, Iverson, Kempchinsky and Rothman 2008, 

Lozano and Mendikoetxea 2009, Slabakova, Kempchinsky and Rothman 2012), early bilingual 

acquisition (e.g. Müller and Hulk 2001, Paradis and Navarro 2003, Montrul 2004, Serratrice, 

Sorace and Paoli 2004, Sorace and Serratrice 2009, Montrul 2010, Schmitz, Di Venanzio and 

Scherger 2016), L1 attrition (e.g. Tsimpli et al. 2004, Sorace 2005). Similar vulnerability is also 

observed in L1 acquisition (e.g. Nagano 1959, Ito and Tahara 1985, Tahara and Ito 1985, 1986, 

Hauser-Grüdl 2010). 

As for L2 acquisition, it has been reported that interface properties often cause 

developmental delays, or possibly permanent fossilisation or optionality. For example, 

Slabakova, Kempchinsky and Rothman (2012) examined L2 acquisition of Clitic Left 

Dislocation (CLLD) and Fronted Focus (FF) constructions in Spanish by L1 English speakers. 

According to Slabakova, Kempchinsky and Rothman (2012), the dislocated element in CLLD 

(las sillas las puse en la cocina ‘the chairs, I put them in the kitchen’) is assigned the feature 

[+anaphor] and [+contrast], while the fronted element in FF (la carne preparó Juan, no la sopa 

‘the meat, Juan prepared, but not the soup’) is assigned [-anaphor] and [+contrast];19 in other 

 
19 The discourse definitions of anaphor and contrast are based on López (2009). 
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words, these constructions share the feature [contrast] but they are different in the [anaphor] 

status. Therefore, L2 learners need to interpret [±anaphor] feature appropriately in order to 

distinguish CLLD from FF. Slabakova, Kempchinsky and Rothman (2012) report that, in the 

examination of the performance of the intermediate, advanced, near-native L2 groups and the 

native group, all the non-native groups, including the intermediate learners, demonstrated the 

syntactic knowledge of the correct placement and the obligatory presence of a clitic in some 

Spanish sentences, i.e. narrow syntactic property. However, native-like pragmatic distinction 

between CLLD and FF, i.e. syntax-discourse interface property, was only fully demonstrated 

by the near-native speakers. The intermediate learners rated sentences with or without a clitic 

in a similar manner regardless of the context, i.e. optionality. The advanced speakers showed 

some sensitivity to the pragmatic use of a clitic, but their choices were not as robust as the near-

native speakers. This result suggests that syntax-discourse interface properties are acquired later 

than narrow syntactic properties in L2 acquisition. 

In early bilingual acquisition, incomplete or late acquisition of interface properties is 

often reported. For example, Serratrice, Sorace and Paoli (2004) compared an Italian-English 

bilingual child’s omission of subjects and objects in Italian and English to that of monolingual 

children of each language. As explained in Section 2.1.2, in Italian, which is a null-subject 

language, subjects can be omitted (null subject pronoun) when they refer to a continuous topic. 

However, they are overtly realised (overt subject pronoun) when there is a topic-shift. On the 

other hand, objects cannot be omitted in Italian, as they can be in English. See the following 

examples. 
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(4) Lei Laurai é uscita con Paolo. ∅i
 Si é 

 yesterday Laura is gone.out with Paolo  herself is 

 divertita molto.  

 enjoyed very.much  

 ‘Yesterday Laura went out with Paolo. ∅ had a very good time.’ 

  (Serratrice, Sorace and Paoli 2004: 185) 

In (4), the subject in the second sentence is null because it is co-referential with the same topic 

in the previous sentence, i.e. Laura. 

(5) Laurai ha abbracciato Mariaj e poi leij/*i é uscita. 

 Laura has hugged Maria and then she is gone.out 

 ‘Laura hugged Maria and then she went out. 

  (Serratrice, Sorace and Paoli 2004: 186) 

On the other hand, in (5), the overt subject pronoun lei ‘she’ cannot refer to the continuous 

topic, i.e. Laura, but it is co-referential with the other possible candidate in the sentence, i.e. 

Maria, or extra-sentential entity that is not mentioned in the sentence. In contrast, in English, 

which is a non-null-subject language, null subject pronouns are not allowed and thus overt 

pronouns are used for both continuous or shifted topics. Serratrice, Sorace and Paoli (2004) 

found that the target bilingual child produced null subjects significantly more in Italian than in 

English, which suggests that this bilingual child was sensitive to the syntactic difference in 

terms of the availability of null subjects between these languages. The bilingual child also did 

not omit objects either in Italian or English above the monolingual range, which suggests that 

he was not omitting pronouns randomly, but rather his omission of subjects in Italian was 
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according to its syntactic constraint. However, this bilingual child produced significantly more 

pragmatically inappropriate overt pronominal subjects in null subject contexts in Italian than 

monolingual peers. This indicates that this bilingual child had not fully acquired the pragmatic 

constraint of overt subject pronouns, i.e. syntax-discourse interface property. 

It is also reported that interface properties can be easily compromised in once fully-

acquired L1 after an extensive exposure to L2, i.e. L1 attrition. Tsimpli et al. (2004) examined 

the interpretation and production of subject pronouns, i.e. null/overt pronominal subjects and 

pre-/post-verbal subjects, in the grammar of L1 Greek, which is a null-subject language. The 

participants have attained near-native proficiency in L2 English, but still use their L1 on a 

regular basis. In Greek, the pre-verbal subject is interpreted as presupposed information and the 

post-verbal subject, which is the unmarked position of the subject, is interpreted as either 

presupposed or asserted information regardless of the definiteness of the subject. 

(6) I gitonisa mu ston trito orofo apektise dhidhima. 

 ‘My neighbour on the third floor had twins.’ 

 a. Xtes vradhi ena moro ekleje.  [pre-verbal] 

  last night one baby was-crying   

  (baby = one of the twins) 

 b. Xtes vradhi ekleje ena moro.  [post-verbal] 

  last night was-crying one baby   

  (baby = one of the twins OR some other baby) 

  ‘One baby was crying.’ 

   (Tsimpli et al. 2004: 262) 
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In (6a) and (6b), the subjects are both indefinite (ena moro ‘one baby’) but it is in the pre-verbal 

position in (6a) and in the post-verbal position in (6b). In (6a), the pre-verbal subject refers to 

one of the twin babies on the third floor (presupposed information), while the post-verbal 

subject in (6b) is interpreted as either one of the twins (presupposed information) or an 

unmentioned other baby (asserted information). Tsimpli et al. (2004) found that the L1 Greek 

speakers who were long exposed to L2 English interpreted indefinite subjects in both the pre- 

and post-verbal positions ambiguously, i.e. presupposed or asserted, while the monolingual 

control group showed sensitivity to the pragmatic constraint. This result indicates the effect of 

attrition in L1 on the syntax-discourse interface property. 

Finally, it is also known that interface properties are acquired late in L1 monolingual 

acquisition compared to narrow syntactic properties. For example, Tahara and Ito (1985) 

conducted an experiment on monolingual Japanese speaking children’s use of the topic marker 

wa and the nominative marker ga. Tahara and Ito (1985) showed four sequential pictures, in 

which two animals engage in various activities, to monolingual children aged between four and 

fourteen and to adults as a control group, and asked them to describe the story. Tahara and Ito 

(1985) report that ga was almost exclusively used to mark the subject that was first introduced 

to the story, which is pragmatically appropriate, by all the age groups, except for the four-year-

old group, who did not use any particle in 20% of the speech. However, the marking of already 

introduced subjects varied depending on the age of the participant. Ga-marking was still a 

favourite choice for monolingual children until they were twelve years old, but it became 

significantly rare for the fourteen-year-old group and the adults. Instead, wa-marking, which 

was hardly used by the four- and five-year-old groups and only used for 20–50% of the total 

speech by the six- to twelve-year-old groups, became the preferred option for the fourteen-year-

old group and the adults (approximately 85% for the fourteen-year-old group and 90% for the 
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adults). This suggests that there is an acquisition delay in the use of wa compared to ga; young 

children under the age of fourteen did not distinguish the grammatical markings of newly 

introduced entities, i.e. assertion, and already introduced entities, i.e. presupposition. Similarly, 

Hauser-Grüdl (2010) also showed that, in their L1, young children marked a topic according to 

its semantic information, i.e. what the sentence is about, rather than discourse information, i.e. 

what is already introduced in the current discourse, as in adult grammar. As in Tahara and Ito 

(1985), Hauser-Grüdl’s (2010) results also suggest that an integration of discourse and syntactic 

information is not a straightforward task even in L1 acquisition. Sorace et al. (2009) also report 

that monolingual Italian children accepted unpragmatic overt subject pronouns significantly 

more than monolingual adults, suggesting that an acquisition of interface properties is a 

‘demanding task that requires many years of exposure’ (Sorace et al. 2009: 474). 

2.1.4. Internal vs external interface 

In the previous section, I showed that interface properties tend to cause more problems than 

narrow syntactic properties. However, it does not mean that all the interface properties are 

equally vulnerable. Interfaces can be divided into two groups: an internal interface that is 

between the syntax and an intra-linguistic domain, e.g. syntax-semantics interface, and an 

external interface that is between the syntax and an extra-linguistic domain, e.g. syntax-

discourse interface (White 2009). It has been argued that it is the external interface that tends 

to result in more persistent non-target-like performance (Sorace and Serratrice 2009) and it has 

been empirically attested in many studies (e.g. Lozano 2006a, b, Tsimpli and Sorace 2006, 

Iverson, Kempchinsky and Rothman 2008).20 

 
20 Also see Platzack (2001) for the argument of C-domain and I-domain. He claims that the highest structural level, 

C-domain, which involves discursive information, is where non-target-like production by certain groups of natural 

language speakers, e.g. very early L1 learners, language-impaired L1 learners, is observed, while these groups 

produce target-like syntax of lower structural levels, i.e. I-domain. 
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For example, Iverson, Kempchinsky and Rothman (2008) examined L1 English/L2 

Spanish speakers’ selection of subjunctive and indicative moods in Spanish. The use of the 

Spanish subjunctive mood is manifested by semantics, i.e. volitional predicates, 21  and 

discourse, i.e. negated epistemic matrix predicates.22 See the following examples. 

(7) Quiero que mis amigos sean felices.   

 want that my friends COP-SBJ happy   

 ‘I want my friends to be happy.’ 

  (Iverson, Kempchinsky and Rothman 2008: 151) 

 

(8) a. Tus amigos no creen que lo sabes, pero yo sí 

  your friends no believe that it know-IND but I do 

  lo creo.         

  it believe         

  ‘Your friends do not believe that you know it, but I do believe it.’ 

 b. Javier no cree que Marta tenga clase esta noche y 

  Javier no believe that Marta have-SBJ class this night and 

  yo tampoco creo.       

  I neither believe       

  ‘Javier does not believe that Marta has class tonight and neither do I.’ 

   (Iverson, Kempchinsky and Rothman 2008: 152) 

 
21 Iverson, Kempchinsky and Rothman (2008) state that the use of subjunctive complements triggered by volitional 

predicate is a purely syntactic procedure. However, the ungrammaticality of an indicative complement used with 

a volitional predicate is caused by the semantic feature of the predicate. Therefore, I treat this item as a syntax-

semantics interface property, rather than a pure syntactic property. 
22 In the examples of Spanish, SBJ refers to subjunctive mood and IND refers to indicative mood. 
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When a volitional predicate is used, as in (7), the verb in the complement clause should be 

subjunctive, i.e. syntax-semantics interface property. On the other hand, the mood in the 

complement clause is also governed by discourse as in (8), i.e. syntax-discourse interface 

property. In (8a), the speaker makes a commitment to the truth of the complement clause, lo 

sabes ‘you know it’, and thus the indicative mood is appropriate (although use of the 

subjunctive mood is not impossible). In contrast, in (8b), when the speaker does not commit to 

the truth value of the complement clause, Marta tenga clase esta noche ‘Marta has class 

tonight’, only use of the subjunctive mood is appropriate. Iverson, Kempchinsky and Rothman 

(2008) report a successful acquisition of the semantic constraint on the choice of subjunctives 

by both intermediate and advanced learners, with the advanced learners showing even clearer 

convergence to native speakers. However, L2 learners’ performance showed deficits in the 

distinction of mood when it is manifested by discourse; although the advanced speakers’ 

performance approached the native range, the intermediate learners were indeterminate in the 

judgement of the mood. Iverson, Kempchinsky and Rothman’s (2008) results indicate that the 

syntax-discourse interface property, i.e. external interface, is more problematic than the syntax-

semantics interface property, i.e. internal interface. 

Lozano (2006b) reports that L1 English and L1 Greek advanced learners of L2 Spanish 

successfully demonstrated the distinction of pre-/post-verbal subjects in sentence-focus 

contexts, which is manifested by the semantic verb class, i.e. unaccusative or unergative verbs, 

while they did not show sensitivity to the discourse requirement for post-verbal subject in 

subject-focus contexts. In other words, the L2 Spanish speakers were sensitive to a semantic 

constraint on the choice of word order, i.e. internal interface, but they were unable to choose 
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the pragmatically appropriate word order according to discourse information, i.e. external 

interface.23 Similar results are also reported in Lozano (2006a). 

The above examples show that, in general, external interface properties are more 

problematic than internal interface properties. However, it does not mean that internal interface 

properties do not cause any difficulties. Ionin and Montrul (2010) report that Spanish heritage 

speakers residing in the U.S. exhibited a permanent transfer from English to Spanish in the 

interpretation of definite articles in a generic context: unsuccessful acquisition of the syntax-

semantics interface, i.e. internal interface. White (2009, 2011) also argues that, in contrast to 

the relative ease of the syntax-semantics interface, some other internal interface properties tend 

to be more problematic, e.g. the syntax-morphology interface. 

To summarise, this section showed that syntactic properties can be divided into narrow 

syntactic properties and interface properties, and the latter tend to be more problematic to 

acquire. The vulnerability of interface properties is ubiquitous across various areas where 

language acquisition is concerned. However, the interface properties are not equally vulnerable; 

it has been claimed that external interface properties are more likely to cause difficulty than 

internal interface properties. The next section reviews the literature on the possible causes of 

the vulnerability found in interface properties, namely representational account and processing 

account. 

 
23 Detailed explanation of semantic and discourse constraints on Spanish word order is presented in Section 2.3. 
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2.2. Possible causes of the vulnerability of interface properties 

Besides quality (Paradis and Navarro 2003) and quantity (Argyri and Sorace 2007, Sorace et 

al. 2009) of input, potential causes of the vulnerability of interface properties can be argued 

from two points of view: (1) representational differences between two languages in contact, or 

cross-linguistic influence, i.e. representational account, and (2) the excessive amount of 

information speakers need to process simultaneously when dealing with interface properties, 

i.e. processing account (e.g. Sorace 2005). In what follows, I discuss these two perspectives 

with supporting evidence. 

2.2.1. Representational account 

According to the representational account, the challenge of acquiring interface properties is 

caused by the difference in the way non-syntactic properties, e.g. discourse, are represented in 

syntax between two languages (e.g. Hulk and Müller 2000, Müller and Hulk 2001, Belletti and 

Leonini 2004, Hopp 2007, 2009, Roberts, Gullberg and Indefrey 2008, Kraš 2016). According 

to this account, theoretically, interface deficits are not expected when two languages have the 

same mapping between syntax and discourse, i.e. a syntactic representation is governed by 

discourse in the same manner (cf. Kraš 2016). Furthermore, cross-linguistic influence is 

predicted to occur ‘unidirectionally, from less complex to more complex grammars whenever 

two coexisting grammars are in conflict with respect to syntactic complexity’ (Sorace 2005: 

25) because ‘(a)n interface condition that is specified in L2 in a particular syntactic structure 

remains underspecified because of the absence of a similar condition in L1’ (Sorace and 

Serratrice 2009: 199). This is evidenced by the reported overuse of overt subject pronouns in a 

null-subject L2, i.e. more complex grammar, as an influence of a non-null-subject L1, i.e. less 

complex grammar (e.g. Sorace and Filiaci 2006, Rothman 2009, Lozano 2017); the pragmatic 
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constraint of overt pronouns, which is absent in the non-null-subject L1, remains underspecified 

in the null-subject L2.24 

For example, Roberts, Gullberg and Indefrey (2008) compared L1 Turkish (null-subject 

language) and L1 German (non-null-subject language) speakers’ interpretation of ambiguous 

subject pronouns in matrix sentences in L2 Dutch (non-null-language). The participants were 

advanced L2 speakers of Dutch. Example (9) shows a Dutch sentence used in the experiment. 

(9) Peter en Hans zitten in het kantoor. Terwijl Peter aan het werk is, eet hij een boterham. 

Het is een rustige dag. 

 ‘Peter and Hans are in the office. While Peter is working, he is eating a sandwich. It is 

a beautiful day.’ 

  (Roberts, Gullberg and Indefrey 2008: 341) 

In (9), the interpretation of the subject pronoun in the matrix sentence, hij ‘he’, is grammatically 

ambiguous; it can refer to either the subordinate subject, Peter, or the extra-sentential entity, 

Hans. In Turkish, which is a null-subject language, an overt subject signals a topic-shift while 

a null subject refers to a continuous topic, meaning that the syntactic representation of null/overt 

subjects is constrained by discourse. In contrast, in non-null-subject languages, such as German 

and Dutch, a subject pronoun is always overt and thus the choice of an overt pronoun does not 

specify a pragmatic status of it. Roberts, Gullberg and Indefrey (2008) found a significant 

difference in the interpretation of this type of ambiguous anaphora between L1 Turkish and L1 

German speakers. In the experimental tasks such as example (9), L1 Turkish speakers showed 

 
24 Lozano (2006b) reports that learners are aware of the difference in syntactic representations in L1 and L2, against 

Sorace and Serratrice (2009)’s view of under-specification, and claims that learners’ deficits at the syntax-

discourse interface should be attributed to their inability to encode discourse information syntactically (also see 

Lozano 2006a, Belletti and Leonini 2004), cf. processing account. 
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indeterminacy between the extra-sentential entity, Hans, and the subordinate subject, Peter, as 

an antecedent of the subject pronoun, hij ‘he’, showing the influence of the interpretation of 

overt subject pronouns in L1 Turkish. On the other hand, L1 German speakers’ choice 

converged with that of native Dutch speakers in clear preference to the subordinate subject, 

Peter. The results indicate that the difference in the way discourse information is represented 

in syntax between Turkish and Dutch affected L1 Turkish speakers’ interpretation of overt 

pronominal subjects in L2 Dutch. 

Kraš (2016) examined the resolution of intra-sentential anaphora in Italian by L1 

Croatian highly proficient learners of L2 Italian. In Croatian and Italian, the use of null and 

overt subject pronouns is governed by the same discourse constraints, i.e. null subjects represent 

a continuous topic and overt subjects represent a topic-shift. Therefore, according to the 

representational account, the effects of L1 difference in the grammatical representation are not 

expected. In fact, Kraš’s (2016) results did not show any divergence between the L2 Italian 

learners and the monolingual speakers; L1 Croatian speakers had successfully acquired the 

interface property of Italian overt pronouns. The results suggest that lack of difference in the 

way a syntactic representation is governed by discourse between L1 and L2 can result in a 

successful L2 acquisition of the property.25 

Lastly, Hopp (2009) examined the online processing time of L2 German scrambled 

sentences by L1 Russian, English and Dutch speakers. In German, which is a SOV (subject-

object-verb) language, in addition to the unmarked SO order, the OS order is also accepted, as 

is shown below. 

 
25 However, Kraš ‘s (2016) participants are thirteen- to fourteen-year-old young learners who had already attained 

high proficiency in L2 Italian. Thus, it is not clear if the convergence to the native grammar is because of the 

representational similarity between L1 and L2 or because of the early onset of L2 acquisition. 



  L2 acquisition of interface properties 

  34 

(10) a. Ich glaube, dass der Vater den Onkel geschlagen 

  I think that the.NOM father the.ACC uncle beaten 

  hat.  [SO] 

  has  

 b. Ich glaube, dass [den Onkel]i der Vater ti 

  I think that the.ACC uncle the.NOM father  

  geschlagen hat.  [OS] 

  beaten has     

  ‘I think that the father hit the uncle.’ 

   (Hopp 2009: 467) 

In the above example, (10a) is in the unmarked SO order while in (10b) the object, den Onkel 

‘the uncle’, precedes the subject, der Vater ‘the father’, resulting in the OS order. According to 

Hopp (2009), the OS order, as in (10b), encodes ‘defocus’, and thus it is only pragmatically 

appropriate in a subject-focus context, as below. 
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(11) a. Subject-focus context 

  (Who has beaten the father?) 

  Ich glaube, dass den Vater der Onkel geschlagen 

  I think that the.ACC father the.NOM uncle beaten 

  hat. [OS] 

  has      

  ‘I think that the uncle has beaten the father.’ 

 b. Object-focus context 

  (Who did the uncle beat?) 

  ?Ich glaube, dass den Vater der Onkel geschlagen 

  I think that the.ACC father the.NOM uncle beaten 

  hat. [OS] 

  has        

   (Hopp 2009: 467) 

In (11), both sentences are in the OS order, but the location of the focus is different; the focus 

is on the subject, den Vater ‘the father’, in (11a) and on the object, der Onkle ‘the uncle’, in 

(11b). Therefore, the OS order is pragmatically appropriate in (11a), in which the object is 

defocused, while it is not in (11b), in which the object is in focus. On the other hand, in Russian, 

both the SO and OS orders are allowed, and the choice of word order is governed by the same 

information structure as in German. In Dutch, the OS order is allowed in restricted conditions, 

but it is functionally different from the German OS order, i.e. it codes contrastive stress on the 

fronted object, rather than defocus of it. Lastly, English does not allow the OS order in any 

context. Thus, there are representational differences among the four languages in comparison. 
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Hopp (2009) reports that, for native German speakers and L1 Russian and L1 

English/L2 German speakers, the processing time of the OS order was shorter in a pragmatically 

appropriate context, i.e. subject-focus context, than in a pragmatically inappropriate context, 

i.e. object-focus context. This suggests that these speakers were sensitive to discourse 

information. However, L1 Dutch/L2 German speakers did not show any difference in 

processing time according to information structure, suggesting that L1 Dutch speakers did not 

show sensitivity to discourse. Importantly, in Dutch, the OS order does not manifest subject-

focus as in German, but quite oppositely, it manifests object-focus. Based on this, Hopp (2009) 

concludes that, although a representational difference is not always a cause of divergence, as 

evidenced by the full convergence of L1 English speakers, ‘asymmetries’ between L1 and L2 

may lead to residual deficits. 

The results of the above studies show that cross-linguistic influence is evident in the 

acquisition of interface properties; at least part of the reported non-target-like performance in 

interface properties can be explained by the difference in the syntactic manifestations of 

interface properties between two languages. However, evidence of non-convergence that 

cannot be explained by the representational account is also reported, as is shown next. 

2.2.2. Processing account 

In the processing account, the difficulty in the acquisition of interface properties is explained 

as caused by the excessive amount of information that speakers must process (e.g. Sorace 2005, 

2011, Lozano 2006a, b, Roberts, Gullberg and Indefrey 2008, Sorace et al. 2009). When 

interpreting an interface property, a speaker needs to process various types of information 

simultaneously, e.g. syntax and discourse, which requires more processing resources than the 

interpretation of narrow syntactic properties (Sorace and Serratrice 2009, Sorace 2011). It is 
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also reported that L2 speakers’ general sentence processing is less efficient when compared to 

native speakers (Clahsen and Felser 2006, McDonald 2006, Hahne 2001), which is assumed to 

make it even more difficult for L2 speakers to process the large amount of information that 

interface properties would impose. This explains the particular difficulty L2 learners experience 

when interpreting interface properties. 

For example, Sorace et al. (2009) studied English-Italian and Spanish-Italian bilingual 

children’s interpretation of subject pronouns in Italian. They found that not only English-Italian 

bilingual children (38%) but also Spanish-Italian bilingual children (33%) were significantly 

more likely to choose overt pronouns than monolingual Italian children (20%) when there is no 

topic-shift, i.e. null pronouns are the pragmatically appropriate choice in a topic-continuity 

context. As Italian and Spanish share the same pragmatic distribution of null and overt subject 

pronouns, the divergence cannot be attributed to the representational difference in the two 

grammars. In other words, the deficit shown by both bilingual groups is not due to the difference 

between two languages, but there is an influence of general difficulty in processing interface 

properties. 

Similarly, in an eye-tracking reading comprehension task aimed at testing anaphora 

resolution in L2 Dutch by L1 Turkish and L1 German speakers with an advanced proficiency 

in L2 Dutch, Roberts, Gullberg and Indefrey (2008) found that both L2 groups, regardless of 

the representational similarity and difference to the target language, showed a similar 

disadvantage, i.e. significantly longer retention time than native speakers in the comprehension 

of sentences that are grammatically ambiguous. Although actual interpretation of anaphora was 

different between the two L2 groups, i.e. only the L1 German group showed native-like 

interpretation, the result of the online task revealed that both L2 groups experienced a 

processing difficulty. 
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In sum, previous studies have provided evidence that the difficulty in acquiring interface 

properties can be explained based on two separate points of view: the representational account, 

i.e. the difference in the way information structure is syntactically represented in languages, 

and the processing account, i.e. L2 learners’ insufficient resources to process the large amount 

of information that interface properties would impose. 

2.3. Multiple interfaces 

As can be seen in some of the previous examples, syntactic properties at an interface are not 

always governed by only one type of non-syntactic information, but they can be influenced by 

information from multiple domains at the same time (e.g. Belletti and Leonini 2004, Montrul 

2004, Borgonovo, Bruhn de Garavito and Prevost 2006, Lozano 2006a, b, Belletti, Bennati and 

Sorace 2007, Iverson, Kempchinsky and Rothman 2008, Hopp 2009, Lozano and 

Mendikoetxea 2009, 2010, White 2011, Slabakova, Kempchinsky and Rothman 2012, 

Domínguez and Arche 2014). Montrul (2011) calls these syntactic properties governed by 

multiple domains of information ‘multiple interfaces’. 

For example, as well as many other Romance languages, Spanish word order, i.e. 

pre/post-verbal subjects, is manifested by both semantic and discourse factors (e.g. Hertel 2003, 

Lozano 2006a, b, Domínguez and Arche 2014). According to the Unaccusative Hypothesis 

(Perlmutter 1978), the subject of unergative verbs, i.e. agent, is base-generated pre-verbally, 

while the subject of unaccusative verbs, i.e. patient, is base-generated post-verbally. In Spanish, 

this ‘initial’ word order appears in a sentence-focus context. The following examples are 

adopted from Contreras (1976). 
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(12) ¿Qué pasó?      

 what happened      

 ´What happened?’ 

 a. Empezó la resistencia.  [unaccusative: VS] 

  started the resistance    

  ‘The resistance started.’ 

 b. La resistencia fracasó.  [unergative: SV] 

  the resistance failed    

  ‘The resistance failed.’ 

In both (12a) and (12b), the focus is on the whole sentence (sentence-focus) and the word order 

is manifested by the semantic class of the verb. The subject of the unaccusative verb, empezar 

‘start’, appears in the post-verbal position, as in (12a), while the subject of the unergative verb, 

fracasar ‘fail’, is in the pre-verbal position, as in (12b). Thus, when the sentence has a sentence-

focus structure, the word order is governed at the syntax-semantics interface. 

On the other hand, discourse also plays a role in the decision of word order in Spanish; 

when the subject is focused, i.e. argument-focus structure, the subject is post-verbal regardless 

of the verb class, as shown below. 
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(13) a. A: ¿Qué empezó?  [unaccusative: VS] 

   what started   

   ‘What started?’ 

  B: Empezó la resistencia.  

   started the resistance  

   ‘The resistance started.’ 

 b. A: ¿Qué fracasó?  [unergative: VS] 

   what failed   

   ‘What failed?’ 

  B: Fracasó la resistencia.  

   failed the resistance  

   ‘The resistance failed.’ 

Similarly, when the predicate is focused, i.e. predicate-focus structure, the subject is pre-verbal 

regardless of the verb class, as shown below. 

(14) A: ¿Qué pasó con la resistencia?  

  what happened with the resistance  

  ‘What happened with the resistance?’ 
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 B: a. La resistencia empezó. [unaccusative: SV] 

   the resistance started  

   ´The resistance started.’ 

  b. La resistencia fracasó. [unergative: SV] 

   the resistance failed  

   ‘The resistance failed.’ 

Therefore, Spanish word order is also governed at the syntax-discourse interface. 

When a syntactic property is governed by multiple interfaces, as in the above case of 

Spanish, testing the influence of an individual interface is not a straightforward task (Montrul 

2011). For example, Lozano’s (2006b) results show that, in a subject-focus context, in which 

VS is the pragmatic order, L2 learners’ choice of word order varies depending on the semantic 

verb class. With unaccusative verbs, L2 learners showed a mild preference for the pragmatic 

VS order, which seemingly suggests that they have developed a sensitivity to the discourse 

constraint. However, with unergative verbs, their preference was an unpragmatic SV order, 

indicating the influence of the semantic information of the verb. Lozano’s (2006b) results 

suggest that the native-like choice of VS word order in the subject-focus context when the verb 

is unaccusative is not the pure demonstration of native-like sensitivity to the discourse 

requirement, but it can be led by the semantic requirement. Similar results are also found in 

Hertel (2003), Lozano (2006a) and Domínguez and Arche (2014). 

However, it is important to note that the above result of Lozano (2006b) cannot be 

simply attributed to the overgeneralisation of syntax-semantics manifestation to the area that is 

susceptible to discourse influence. In Lozano (2006b), the gaps between the choice of VS and 

SV orders in subject-focus contexts are not statistically significant in either verb class; it shows 
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optionality rather than a clear preference to VS with unaccusatives and SV with unergatives. 

This result indicates that the L2 learners’ choice of word order is under the influence of both 

semantics and discourse. In other words, semantics and discourse have interacting effects on 

L2 learners’ choice of word order. 

Another example of the influence of multiple factors onto grammar comes from 

Borgonovo, Bruhn de Garavito and Prevost’s (2006) examination of how advanced L2 learners 

of Spanish select an appropriate mood, i.e. subjunctive or indicative, in relative clauses. The 

choice of mood can be made based on the specificity of the determiner phrase. Borgonovo, 

Bruhn de Garavito and Prevost (2006) conducted two tasks; in one task, the specificity was 

indicated by semantic cues (definite article), i.e. syntax-semantics interface, and, in the other, 

it was specified by discourse cues (context), i.e. syntax-discourse interface. The following 

shows the example of the first task where the specificity was indicated semantically. 

(15) a. El auto que viene/*venga allá es de Pedro. 

  the car that come-IND/come-SBJ there is of Pedro 

  ´The car that comes there is Pedro’s.’ 

 b. Busco una persona que *sabe/sepa administrar 

  look.for a person that know-IND /know-SUB administer 

  primeros auxilios.        

  first aid        

  ‘I am looking for a person that knows how to administer first aid.’ 

   (Borgonovo, Bruhn de Garavito and Prevost 2006) 

In (15a), the relative clause modifies the specific determiner phrase, el auto ‘the car’, and thus 

the indicative mood, viene ‘come’, is the appropriate choice. In contrast, in (15b), the 
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determiner phrase, una persona ‘a person’, is not specific, and thus the subjunctive mood, sepa 

‘know’, is to be chosen. The next sentences exemplify the second task where the specificity 

was indicated by context. 

(16) a. It was Juan’s first visit to Madrid and he was very happy. He did not have much 

money on him, and he couldn’t find a restaurant to fit his budget among the many 

he saw. A man offered to help him. Juan told the man: 

  Busco un restaurante que no *es/sea muy caro. 

  look.for a restaurant that no COP-IND/COP-SUB very expensive 

  ‘I am looking for a restaurant that is not very expensive.’ 

 b. It is the beginning of the school year and a student goes to the bookstore to buy her 

textbooks. Unfortunately, she forgot the name of one of them, a textbook that is 

highly recommended in her computer science class. After getting her other 

textbooks, she says to the salesman: 

  Necesito también un libro que recomiende/*recomienda 

  need also a book that recommend-IND/recommend-SUB 

  el profesor de informática.     

  the professor of computer.science     

  ‘Í also need a book that the computer science professor recommends.’ 

   (Borgonovo, Bruhn de Garavito and Prevost 2006) 

In (16a), it is shown by context that un restaurante ‘the restaurant’ Juan is looking for is not a 

specific object. Therefore, the subjunctive mood, sea ‘is’, is the appropriate choice. In contrast, 

in (16b), the context shows that un libro ‘a book’ is a specific book that the professor 

recommends, so the indicative mood, recomiende ‘recommend’, is the appropriate mood. 
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Borgonovo, Bruhn de Garavito and Prevost (2006) report that the non-native speakers 

distinguished the appropriate mood from the inappropriate mood in both tasks, but 

distinguished the mood even more clearly when a context was given, while the native speakers 

made clear distinctions with or without a context. This result indicates that the non-native 

speakers rely on discourse information to compensate for their lack of ability to make a clear 

distinction solely based on semantic cues; they used multiple types of information to make the 

final decision. 

Montrul (2011: 603) says ‘there are many examples of grammatical areas that cut across 

interfaces as currently defined, which makes it impossible to dissociate one type of interface 

from the other’ and suggests that improvement in the experimental techniques to appropriately 

examine the effect of multiple interfaces is required. In the previous studies, even though it has 

been well accepted that some syntactic properties are influenced by multiple levels of 

information, an examination of each interface has mostly been conducted separately. For 

example, in Lozano (2006b), the semantic constraint and the discourse constraint are tested in 

different contexts, i.e. sentence-focus context and subject-focus context, and thus the 

interaction between different types of information that are assumed to simultaneously affect the 

syntactic realisation was not systematically analysed. Thus, the current study attempts to shed 

light on this multi-dimensionality of interface property by focusing on the interaction of 

multiple levels of information, namely semantics and discourse. 

2.4. Interface Hypothesis 

Whether interface properties, mainly syntax-discourse interface, are fully acquirable by L2 

learners or not has been one of the central questions in previous studies related to the topic of 

interface. For this purpose, various studies have been conducted to test whether there is a gap 
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between near-native speakers, i.e. L2 speakers who attained a highly advanced level of 

proficiency, and native speakers in the production and interpretation of interface properties (e.g. 

Valenzuela 2005, Hopp 2006, 2007, Sorace and Filiaci 2006, Belletti, Bennati and Sorace 2007, 

Iverson, Kempchinsky and Rothman 2008, Roberts, Gullberg and Indefrey 2008, Hopp 2009, 

Rothman 2009, Ivanov 2012, Slabakova, Kempchinsky and Rothman 2012). This section 

presents an overview of the Interface Hypothesis (Sorace and Filiaci 2006), which claims that 

interface properties might not be fully acquirable by L2 learners. Then it reviews previous 

studies regarding the validity of the hypothesis. 

2.4.1. The notion of the Interface Hypothesis 

Sorace and Filiaci (2006) examined Italian near-native speakers’ interpretation of null/overt 

subject pronouns and report that the near-native speakers diverge from the native speakers in 

the interpretation of overt subject pronouns, particularly in backward anaphora conditions, 

which suggests the influence of L1 English. Based on the deficits exhibited by the end-state L2 

learners, Sorace and Filiaci (2006) proposed the Interface Hypothesis, as shown below. 

…narrow syntactic properties are completely acquirable in a second language, even 

though they may exhibit significant developmental delays, whereas interface properties 

involving syntax and another cognitive domain may not be fully acquirable. 

(Sorace and Filiaci 2006: 340) 

The scope of this hypothesis was later narrowed down to external interfaces (e.g. Tsimpli and 

Sorace 2006, Sorace and Serratrice 2009). As can be seen in the fact that the vulnerability of 

interface properties is not unique to L2 acquisition (Section 2.1.3), the scope of the Interface 
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Hypothesis is assumed to be able to be extended to other contexts of language acquisition, e.g. 

early bilingual acquisition, L1 attrition, etc. However, here I limit the argument of the Interface 

Hypothesis to the L2 acquisition context, which is the focus of this study. There have been 

many studies conducted to test the Interface Hypothesis in terms of L2 acquisition, but the 

results are highly inconclusive. The next sections present the results from previous studies that 

support and challenge the Interface Hypothesis. 

2.4.2. Studies supporting the Interface Hypothesis 

A number of studies report unsuccessful L2 acquisition of interface properties, supporting the 

Interface Hypothesis (e.g. Valenzuela 2005, Lozano 2006a, b, Belletti, Bennati and Sorace 

2007, Hopp 2007, Roberts, Gullberg and Indefrey 2008, Hopp 2009, Lozano 2017). 

For example, Lozano (2017) reports that, in an acceptability judgement task, L1 Greek 

upper-advanced speakers of L2 Spanish did not reject the use of overt subject pronouns in a 

topic-continuity context as robustly as native speakers. The study also reports that, in a context 

where theoretically a null pronoun is pragmatic, i.e. topic-continuity, but the presence of three 

potential antecedents makes an emphatic reading, i.e. overt pronoun, also possible, the near-

native speakers preferred null pronouns significantly more than overt pronouns, while the native 

speakers showed the opposite preference. 

Lozano (2006b) observed that L1 Greek and L1 English upper-advanced speakers of L2 

Spanish accepted an unpragmatic SV order in a subject-focus context in Spanish significantly 

more than Spanish native speakers, both with unaccusative and unergative verbs. In both Greek 

and English, a subject-focus is marked in situ, i.e. SV, while in Spanish it appears in the VS 

order, indicating that the L2 learners were still under the influence of their L1s. 
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Similarly, Belletti, Bennati and Sorace (2007) conducted a study on L1 English near-

native speakers of L2 Italian to examine L2 learners’ use of Italian word order using an oral 

production task. In a subject-focus context, the near-native speakers produced significantly 

more SV order than the native speakers, particularly with transitive verbs, showing their 

preference to an in-situ focus. 

Finally, Valenzuela (2005) tested L1 English/L2 Spanish near-native speakers’ 

attainment of the construction of Clitic Left Dislocation (CLLD) and Contrastive Left 

Dislocation (CLD). She reports that, although the near-native speakers showed a native-like 

sensitivity to the syntactic properties of the CLLD, they failed to distinguish specific topics, 

which are used in the CLLD construction, from non-specific topics, which are used in the CLD 

construction, suggesting fossilisation in the L2 end-state grammar. 

In sum, these studies provide evidence of the possibility of non-convergence between 

near-native and native grammars in interface properties at the syntax-discourse interface, 

supporting the Interface Hypothesis. 

2.4.3. Studies challenging the Interface Hypothesis 

Although interface properties can cause permanent non-native-like performance in near-native 

grammars as shown in the previous section, there are many studies that challenge the Interface 

Hypothesis by presenting evidence of successful L2 acquisition of interface properties (e.g. 

Hertel 2003, Borgonovo, Bruhn de Garavito and Prevost 2006, Montrul and Rodríguez Lauro 

2006, Iverson, Kempchinsky and Rothman 2008, Rothman 2009, Donaldson 2011, Slabakova 

and Ivanov 2011, Ivanov 2012, Slabakova, Kempchinsky and Rothman 2012, Zhao 2014). 

For example, Donaldson (2011) examined L2 acquisition of the right-dislocation in 

French by L1 English speakers. French right-dislocation encodes a topicality, but differs from 



  L2 acquisition of interface properties 

  48 

the left-dislocation, which also expresses a topicality, in that it cannot encode a contrast. 

Donaldson (2011) reports that the near-native speakers’ performance was native-like in both a 

grammaticality judgement task, i.e. the near-native speakers appropriately rejected unpragmatic 

uses of the right-dislocation, and a spontaneous production task, i.e. the near-native speakers’ 

production pattern of the right-dislocation was native-like. 

Native-like performance in L2 near-native grammar is also reported in Iverson, 

Kempchinsky and Rothman (2008). They examined L2 acquisition of the distinction between 

the subjunctive and the indicative mood in Spanish. In Spanish, a negated epistemic predicate 

is used with the indicative mood when the speaker commits to the truth of the embedded clause, 

and with the subjunctive mood when the speaker does not (see Section 2.1.4 for more detail). 

The results show that the advanced learners’ judgement of the appropriate and inappropriate 

use of mood based on the discourse information was statistically indistinguishable from that of 

the native speakers. 

Finally, Ivanov (2012) examined how L1 English/L2 learners of Bulgarian interpret 

fronted objects with or without a clitic. Clitic doubling overtly marks a topicality, while object 

fronting without a clitic is interpreted as a focus construction. The advanced learners 

successfully distinguished the pragmatic from the unpragmatic uses of a clitic according to the 

context, showing convergence to native performance in the interpretation of the topic and focus. 

These results show that it is indeed possible for L2 learners to achieve native-like uses 

of syntactic properties even when they are constrained by discourse information, at least in 

some areas. 
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2.4.4. Selective deficits 

The previous sections showed that the results from previous studies attesting the validity of the 

Interface Hypothesis are highly inconclusive; some studies present evidence of unsuccessful 

L2 acquisition of interface properties and others show contradicting results. What these 

inconsistent results suggest is that acquirability of interface properties is not ‘monolithic’ 

(White 2011: 587). In other words, some interface properties are more likely to be fully acquired 

and others tend to cause persistent non-native-like performance even within the same type of 

interface, which is empirically shown in many studies (e.g. Belletti and Leonini 2004, Lozano 

2009, Yuan 2010, Yuan and Dugarova 2012, Dugarova 2014). 

For example, based on the examination of L2 Spanish corpus data of native and non-

native (lower-advanced and upper-advanced levels) Spanish speakers, Lozano (2009) reports 

that the use of 1st person pronouns, both singular and plural forms, were mostly pragmatic and 

there was no significant difference between the native and the non-native groups. However, 

there were significantly more unpragmatic uses of 3rd person pronouns (mostly overuse of overt 

pronouns), which were further limited to animate pronouns in the singular form, in the non-

native data than in the native data (lower-advanced: 16.7%, upper-advanced: 14.9%, native: 

1.0%).26 This result indicates that unpragmatic uses of pronouns in Spanish do not occur equally 

in all types of pronouns, but the deficits are limited to a certain type of pronouns. 

Dugarova (2014) examined the interpretation of discourse-linked wh-elements in 

Chinese. The participants were L1 Russian advanced speakers of L2 Chinese. In Chinese, wh-

elements stay in the base-generated position, i.e. in-situ. However, when wh-elements are 

discourse-linked, i.e. it is ‘taken from a set that has been established in the discourse’ (Dugarova 

 
26 There were not enough data of 2nd person pronouns for a statistical analysis in Lozano (2009). 
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2014: 412), they can be topicalised and moved to the sentence initial position, as shown 

below.27 

(17) a. Lisi xihuan kan [sheide xiaoshuo]?  

  Lisi like read whose novel  

  ‘Whose novels does Lisi like to read?’ 

 b. (Zhe ji ge zuojia dangzhong) [Sheide xiaoshuo]i 

  this few CL writer among whose novel 

  Lisi xihuan kan ti?    

  ‘(Among these several writers) whose novels does Lisi like to read?’ 

   (Dugarova 2014: 412) 

In (17a), the wh-element, sheide xiaoshuo ‘whose novels’, appears in the in-situ position. In 

contrast, in (17b), the wh-element is discourse-linked and moved to the sentence-initial 

position. Dugarova (2014) found that the topicalisation of most types of wh-element in the test 

had been successfully acquired by the L2 speakers, i.e. they accepted these topicalised wh-

elements to a similar extent as the native speakers. However, convergence to the native-like 

performance was limited to complex wh-elements, i.e. combination of a wh-stem and a nominal 

phrase such as na NP ‘which NP’ and shenme NP ‘what NP’, but was not extended to simplex 

wh-elements, i.e. single bare wh-word such as shei ‘who’ and shenme ‘what’. These results 

indicate that the non-native speakers had acquired the general property of topicalisation but 

there lingered some syntactic areas which triggered non-target-like performance; the full L2 

acquisition is not across-the-board. 

 
27 In the gloss, CL refers to ‘classifier’. 
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Finally, Belletti and Leonini (2004) examined how L1 French and L1 German learners 

of L2 Italian produced null/overt subjects and SV/VS word orders, both of which are 

constrained by the syntax-discourse interface. French and German are non-null-subject 

languages, which do not license either null subjects or post-verbal subjects. Belletti and Leonini 

(2004) report that, in relevant contexts, L1 French and L1 German learners produced more null 

subject pronouns than the VS order (L1 French: 70% vs 32%, German: 55% vs 27%), while 

both null subject pronouns and the VS order were equally available in the native grammar (98% 

vs 95%). Although it is not clear in their study if the cause of this result is due to L1 influence 

or the proficiency level of the participants, it is suggested that, even within the same type of 

interface, some properties are readily available for L2 learners and others are more challenging 

to acquire. 

As such, many studies have attempted to attest the validity of the Interface Hypothesis, but the 

results are highly inconclusive. Furthermore, it is reported that some properties are more 

problematic than others, and thus the acquirability of one interface property cannot be simply 

generalised to others. 

2.5. Summary 

In this chapter, I presented an overview of the acquisition of interface properties and related 

issues. Syntactic properties can be divided into pure syntactic properties, i.e. the realisation is 

purely syntactic, and interface properties, i.e. the realisation is governed by other cognitive 

domains, such as semantics and discourse. Acquisition of interface properties is reported to be 

more problematic than narrow syntactic properties and their vulnerability is found in various 

areas, e.g. L2 acquisition, L1 attrition, early bilingual acquisition and L1 acquisition. It is also 
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reported that external interface properties, in which the syntactic representation is governed by 

extra-linguistic domains, tend to cause more difficulty than internal interface properties, which 

lie between the syntax and intra-linguistic domains. It has been argued that the representational 

difference between L1 and L2, i.e. the representational account, and the excessive amount of 

information a speaker needs to process simultaneously when dealing with interface properties, 

i.e. the processing account, cause the difficulty in acquiring the interface properties. 

However, many syntactic properties are governed by multiple domains of information 

at the same time, in which case what seems to be governed by one domain often shows the 

potential influence of another domain. Thus, it is difficult to identify exact factor that affects 

the syntactic choice when each interface is examined separately, as has often been the case in 

previous studies. Therefore, comprehensive analysis to examine the interacting influence of 

multiple domains is required, which is the core purpose of this current study. 

In the L2 acquisition context, the main focus of previous studies has been whether 

interface properties, particularly at a syntax-discourse interface, are fully acquirable by near-

native speakers or not, i.e. Interface Hypothesis. However, previous studies yielded 

inconclusive results suggesting that the ultimate acquirability of interface properties is not 

across-the-board. 

While it is interesting to see how the results of the current study contribute to the 

ongoing discussions of the Interface Hypothesis, future studies on interface properties should 

go beyond the mere testing of the ultimate acquirability in order to gain further insight into the 

L2 acquisition of interface properties. Therefore, as well as the ultimate acquirability, the 

current study pays close attention to the interaction between multiple interfaces in which the 

use of wa and ga is involved. 
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Chapter 3 Wa and Ga 

3.0. Introduction 

In Chapter 2, I showed that there are syntactic properties that are governed by other domains of 

information, such as semantics and discourse, i.e. interface properties, and in some cases, there 

are multiple types of information influencing the same syntactic representation at the same time, 

i.e. multiple interface properties. Previous studies have revealed that interface properties often 

cause a difficulty in L2 acquisition. In this chapter, I argue that the choice between the Japanese 

particles wa and ga is a multiple interface property, which is governed by both semantics and 

discourse. This study predicts that the fact that the choice between these particles is governed 

by multiple levels of information, namely semantics and discourse, is one of the factors that 

complicate the L2 acquisition process of this property. 

This chapter is organised as follows. Section 3.1 explains how semantic factors affect 

the choice between wa and ga. This section shows that propositions can be divided into event 

propositions and attribute propositions, and their characteristics make event propositions more 

suitable for ga-sentences, which represent the topicless judgement, and attribute propositions 

for wa-sentences, which represent the topic judgement. Section 3.2 discusses how discourse 

factors affect the choice of these particles. It shows that wa and ga have four discourse 

functions, namely the topic wa, the contrastive wa, the exhaustive-listing ga and the neutral-

descriptive ga. The four functions each manifest different information structures. The section 

also argues the functional similarity between the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-listing ga, 
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which is assumed to cause an acquisition challenge for L2 learners. Section 3.3 is dedicated to 

examining the use of wa and ga in NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences, which has two NPs to be 

marked by either wa or ga, in terms of syntax-semantics/-discourse interfaces. Section 3.4 

discusses the interaction between the semantic and discourse requirements on the choice of wa 

and ga, detailing how the choice between wa and ga is influenced simultaneously by both 

semantic and discourse factors. This is followed by the summary of the chapter in Section 3.5. 

3.1. Syntax-semantics interface 

This study claims that one of the factors that affect the choice between wa and ga is the semantic 

characteristic of the predicate, based on Masuoka’s (1987) classification of proposition types: 

event propositions and attribute propositions. The concept of proposition belongs to the 

semantic domain. Masuoka (1987: 8) defines the term proposition as ‘kyakutaiteki na kotogara 

naiyoo o arawasu bubun’ — ‘a part that shows an objective content’— of a sentence in relation 

to the concept of modality. However, the argument of proposition vs modality is not part of the 

scope of the current study. Rather, my use of the term proposition is closer to Lyons’s (1977a) 

definition: ‘(a) proposition is what is expressed by a declarative sentence when that sentence is 

uttered to make a statement’ (Lyons 1977a: 141-142), which is made in terms of the relationship 

between sentences and propositions. In this study, I use the term proposition to roughly refer 

to ‘meaning/content/concept of a declarative sentence’. For the current argument, it suffices to 

clarify that proposition here refers to what is expressed within the sentence rather than a 

sentence itself. 

The distinction between event propositions and attribute propositions, which is 

discussed shortly, is similar to Kuroda’s (1972) ‘specific sentence’ and ‘generic sentence’, and 

Bloomfield’s (1935) ‘endocentric construction’ and ‘exocentric construction’. However, these 
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are different from my argument in that my classification is about propositions while Kuroda 

(1972) and Bloomfield’s (1935) classifications are about sentences. This study takes the 

position that a classification can be made at the proposition level, which can affect the syntactic 

representation in a sentence, following Masuoka (1987: 22). This point is further elaborated in 

this section. 

 In order to distinguish a proposition from a sentence, I enclose a proposition with 

square brackets, i.e. [inu ga hashitteiru]. Ga that appears within a proposition only functions as 

a case marker, thus referred to as ‘NOM’ in gloss in the following sections. Wa does not appear 

in a proposition so the use of ga in a proposition does not represent a speaker’s choice of ga 

over wa. 

In this section, I first present an overview of event propositions and attribute 

propositions and then clarify that event propositions are more suitable to show the topicless 

judgement, which is represented in the form of a ga-sentence, and attribute propositions are 

more suitable to show the topic judgement, which is represented in the form of a wa-sentence. 

3.1.1. Event propositions and attribute propositions 

According to Masuoka (1987: 21), an event proposition can be defined as having a function to 

describe an event or a phenomenon that occurs or exists at a particular time and space in the 

real world as one piece of information. See the following example. 

(1) [kaminari ga ochiru] 

 lightning NOM strike 

 ‘Lightning strikes.’ 

  (Masuoka 1987: 21) 
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The function of the event proposition (1) is to describe the whole event of a lightning strike as 

one piece of information, rather than to describe an attribute of kaminari ‘lightning’ as ochiru 

‘strike’. Masuoka (1987: 24) explains that event propositions have a structure in which the 

predicate is the main component which other arguments belong to, i.e. predicate-centred 

structure. In this type of proposition, the nominative NP, i.e. kaminari ‘lightning’, is a 

participant of the conceptualised event; in other words, the existence of the nominative NP is 

dependent on the presence of the predicate.28 

On the other hand, Masuoka (1987: 21) explains that the main function of attribute 

propositions is to connect the nominative NP and its attribute. See the following example. 

(2) [sono otoko ga yasashii] 

 that man NOM kind 

 ‘That man is kind.’ 

  (Masuoka 1987: 21) 

The attribute proposition in (2) shows that the nominative NP, sono otoko ‘that man’, has the 

attribute yasashii ‘kind’. Masuoka (1987: 22-23) argues that both the nominative NP and the 

predicate are the vital components in attribute propositions, i.e. subject-predicate structure.29 In 

this type of proposition, the existences of the nominative NP and the predicate are 

interdependent of each other. Masuoka (1987) relates the structures of attribute propositions 

and event propositions to ‘exocentric structure’ and ‘endocentric structure’ respectively 

(Bloomfield 1935). 

 
28 The semantic role of the nominative NP in event propositions can be either agent, as in Taroo ga hashitteiru 

‘Taro is running’, or patient, as in umi ga mieru ‘the ocean can be seen’. The effect of semantic roles of the 

nominative NP will be discussed in Section 8.1.1.2. 
29 Masuoka (1987) uses the syntactic term ‘subject’ to describe this structure for convenience, referring to the 

element that shows the entity to be described in attribute propositions. 
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What is particularly relevant to the current study, and thus should be emphasised here, 

is the structural difference between event propositions and attribute propositions. As shown 

above, in attribute propositions, the nominative NP and the predicate are the core elements 

required for the formation of the proposition. This means that the nominative NP and the 

predicate are regarded as two separate constituents rather than one of them belonging to the 

other. In this sense, there exists a propositional-level structural separation between the 

nominative NP and the predicate, which I call propositional separation in this study. In contrast, 

in event propositions, the predicate is the main component of the proposition and the nominative 

NP is one of the complements of it, which signifies that the nominative NP is a part of the 

predicate phrase and there is no propositional separation between these items. The notion of 

propositional separation plays an important role in the later discussion, e.g. Section 3.1.5. 

The next section explains the difference in characteristics of the predicate in attribute 

and event propositions. The different characteristics of the predicate are used as criteria to 

distinguish proposition types in this study. 

3.1.2. Characteristics of the predicate in each proposition type 

Characteristics of the predicate play a crucial role in the identification of proposition types and 

thus they are strong indicators of the semantic influence onto the choice between wa and ga. 

Masuoka (1987: 26) explains that, although there is a tendency that nominal predicates are more 

typically used in attribute propositions and verbal predicates in event propositions, basically 

the classification depends on the state conveyed by the predicate.30 To explain the difference 

 
30 As also pointed out by Masuoka (1987), one predicate could convey either temporary state or permanent state 

depending on the meaning of the whole proposition. Masuoka (1987) claims that this tendency is particularly 

strong in adjectival predicates. 
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between the characteristics of the predicates that are used in each type of proposition, Noda’s 

(1996: 118-120) classification of predicates is useful, as shown below.31 

Predicates that are used in event propositions express ‘an event perceived by the speaker 

at the moment of speech’ (Noda 1996: 120), which include mieru ‘can be seen’, kikoeru ‘can 

be heard’, kuru ‘to come’, etc. I call the type of state that is expressed by the above type of 

predicate ‘temporary state’. See the following examples. 

(3) a. [tonari no ie ga kaji da] 

  neighbour GEN house NOM fire COP 

  ‘The neighbour’s house is on fire.’ 

 b. [ryoori ga tsumetai]   

  food NOM cold   

  ‘The food is cold.’ 

 c. [tsuyoi kaze ga fuiteiru] 

  strong wind NOM blowing 

  ‘A strong wind is blowing.’ 

The nominal predicate in (3a) expresses a one-off event that was perceived by the speaker. It 

shows a temporary state that the nominative NP, tonari no ie ‘neighbour’s house’, is in. It is 

not appropriate to interpret this predicate as an attribute of the nominative NP because it is a 

description only temporarily applicable to the NP. Similarly, the adjectival predicate in (3b) 

shows a temporary characteristic of the nominative NP, rather than its permanent attribute, i.e. 

ryoori ‘food’ is not always cold but the speaker perceived it cold at the particular moment and 

 
31 Noda’s (1996) classification is originally about predicates that are more likely to be used in a shudai-bun ‘topic 

sentence’ and a mudai-bun ‘topicless sentence’. 
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described it as so. The verbal predicate in (3c) also describes a phenomenon that is present only 

for a limited period of time. In short, the temporary states that are described in predicates used 

in event propositions all refer to a particular occurrence of an event that is perceived at a 

particular time and space. 

On the other hand, predicates that are used in attribute propositions express a 

‘permanent state’ or ‘repetitive action and event’ (Noda 1996: 119), which include tensai 

‘genius’, takai ‘high’, sugureteiru ‘be skilled in’, etc. I call this type of state ‘permanent state’ 

in contrast to ‘temporary state’. See the following examples. 

(4) a. [Takashi ga nihonjin da]  

  Takashi NOM Japanese COP  

  ‘Takashi is a Japanese.’ 

 b. [Hokkaidoo no fuyu ga samui]  

  Hokkaido GEN winter NOM cold  

  ‘Hokkaido’s winter is cold.’ 

 c. [chichi ga maiasa taisoo o suru]  

  father NOM every.morning stretch ACC do 

  ‘My father stretches every morning.’ 

The nominal predicate and the adjectival predicate in (4a) and (4b) respectively show the 

permanent characteristics of the nominative NP, i.e. the attribute nihonjin da ‘be Japanese’ does 

not change from time to time about the nominative NP, Takashi, and the attribute samui ‘cold’ 

also consistently applies to the nominative, Hokkaido no fuyu ‘Hokkaido’s winter’. The verbal 

predicate in (4c) shows a habitual action, which does not refer to a particular occurrence of the 



  Wa and Ga 

  60 

action. In short, what is expressed in the predicates that are used in attribute propositions is a 

general description of the nominative NP, which is not restricted to a specific moment. 

This section discussed the classification of propositions based on the characteristics of 

the predicate. In the next section, I talk about the type of judgement that people make when 

they utter a sentence, which associates each type of proposition with the use of wa or ga. The 

difference in judgement type determines the choice between wa and ga at the semantic level. 

3.1.3. Topic judgement and topicless judgement 

It has been widely argued that sentences with wa and ones without it represent different types 

of judgement (e.g. Matsushita 1928, Matsumura 1942, Sakuma 1942, Mio 1948, Mikami 1953, 

Kuroda 1972, 1992, Saji 1973, Nitta 1986, Masuoka 1987, Niwa 1988a, b, Shibatani 1990b, 

Noda 1996). For example, Kuroda (1972) claims that sentences with wa represent the 

‘categorical judgement’, while sentences without it represent the ‘thetic judgement’, based on 

the judgement theory of Brentano and Marty (Marty 1918). He explains that the categorical 

judgement is ‘a cognitive act of attributing to a specific entity the function it has in the situation’ 

and the thetic judgement shows a ‘simple recognition of the existence of an actual situation’ 

(Kuroda 1972: 23). See the following examples.32 

(5) a. Neko wa asoko de nemutteiru. 

  cat TOP there LOC sleeping 

  ‘The cat is sleeping there.’ 

 

 
32 In the gloss, TOP refers to ‘TOPIC’ and NTOP refers to ‘NON-TOPIC’. These abbreviations are used for the semantic-

level functions of wa and ga. 
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 b. Neko ga asoko de nemutteiru. 

  cat NTOP there LOC sleeping 

  ‘The/a cat is sleeping there.’  

   (Kuroda 1972: 21) 

According to Kuroda (1972), (5a) is a sentence where the entity neko ‘cat’ is first specified and 

then the situation asoko de nemutteiru ‘sleeping there’ is attributed to it, while in (5b) the 

situation neko ga asoko de nemutteiru ‘the/a cat is sleeping there’ is recognised and expressed 

as a whole. The sentences representing the categorical judgement have a topic, i.e. NP-wa, 

while ones representing the thetic judgement do not. Whether a sentence has a topic or not is 

an important factor in the current study. Therefore, in this study, I refer to the above two 

judgement types as the ‘topic judgement’ and the ‘topicless judgement’ respectively. 

Accordingly, I call the structure of the sentence that represents the topic judgement ‘topic-

comment structure’ and the one that represents the topicless judgement ‘topicless structure’. As 

our focus only includes topicalised and non-topicalised nominative NPs, sentences representing 

the topic judgement take the wa-sentence form, i.e. NP-wa X, and ones representing the 

topicless judgement take the ga-sentence form, i.e. NP-ga X. 

Now it is important to clarify what I mean by the term topic in relation to judgement 

types, which I refer to as TOPIC in the following argument. I distinguish the notion of TOPIC 

from Lambrecht’s (1996) topic. In contrast to TOPIC which is defined at the semantic level, 

Lambrecht’s (1996) topic is defined at the discourse level (Section 1.2).33 Noda (1996: 279-

281) argues that the notion of topic is in fact two-sided: ‘topic of judgement (handan no shudai)’ 

and ‘topic of relevance (kanren no shudai)’. Noda (1996) explains that, while ‘topic of 

 
33 The relationship between the use of wa and ga and information structure (Lambrecht 1996) is discussed in 

Section 3.2. 
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relevance’ refers to the fact that the entity is related to the previous discourse, i.e. discourse-

level notion, ‘topic of judgement’ refers to the fact that a ‘judgement’ is made about the entity, 

i.e. the semantic-level notion. Lambrecht’s (1996) topic has both the above characteristics of 

topic, i.e. contextual relevance and aboutness in relation to the rest of the sentence. In contrast, 

TOPIC is a concept defined only based on the latter characteristic of topic, i.e. the semantic 

relation of aboutness between the nominative NP and the predicate. For the concept of TOPIC, 

pragmatic characteristics of the nominative NP are irrelevant, i.e. a nominative NP can be 

defined as TOPIC regardless of previous context as long as the sentence is construed as being 

about the NP. I call the function of wa to mark a TOPIC, which represents topic-comment 

structure at the semantic level, ‘the TOPIC wa’. In the same vein, at the semantic level, the use 

of ga expresses that the nominative NP is not a TOPIC, i.e. ga marks NON-TOPIC. I call the 

function of ga to mark a NON-TOPIC, which represents a topicless structure at the semantic level, 

‘the NON-TOPIC ga’. 

For example, at the semantic level, wa in (5a) marks a TOPIC, showing that there is a 

topic-comment structure between neko ‘cat’ and nemutteiru ‘sleeping’, while ga in (5b) marks 

a NON-TOPIC, showing that there is no aboutness relation between neko and nemutteiru, i.e. a 

topicless structure. The status of TOPIC and NON-TOPIC does not have to be governed by 

discourse. Regardless of the pragmatic status of neko, i.e. whether it is the presupposed or the 

asserted information in the context, the sentence can have either a topic-comment structure with 

the TOPIC wa or a topicless structure with the NON-TOPIC ga depending on the perspective of the 

speaker. If the speaker wants to make a comment about the cat that it is sleeping, the sentence 

can have a topic-comment structure in the form of wa-sentence. If the speaker merely wants to 

point out the fact that there is a sleeping cat, it is more appropriate to use the NON-TOPIC ga to 

mark the nominative NP to form a topicless structure. In other words, the choice between the 



  Wa and Ga 

  63 

topic judgement and the topicless judgement, or the choice between the TOPIC wa and the NON-

TOPIC ga, can be made at the semantic level independently of discourse. 

In sum, there are two different types of judgement that people can make: the topic 

judgement, which attributes a situation to a specified entity, and the topicless judgement, which 

describes the situation as a whole. The topic judgement is represented in the form of a wa-

sentence, with wa marking a TOPIC, and the topicless judgement in the form of a ga-sentence, 

with ga marking a NON-TOPIC. Judgement type is defined at the semantic level and can be 

decided without a consideration of discourse. 

In the next section, I argue the relationship between judgement type, i.e. topic and 

topicless judgements, and preposition type, i.e. attribute and event propositions (Section 3.1.1). 

3.1.4. Influence of proposition type on judgement type 

In the previous sections, I showed that propositions can be divided into attribute propositions 

and event propositions based on the state conveyed by the predicate. I also showed that 

sentences can represent either the topic judgement with the use of the TOPIC wa or the topicless 

judgement with the use of the NON-TOPIC ga. Proposition type and judgement type are different 

notions as the former is about the semantic characteristics of a sentence while the latter is about 

the speaker’s cognitive process. However, they are not independent of each other; the 

characteristics of a proposition have a strong impact on a speaker’s judgement process. In what 

follows, I explain how people’s choice between judgement types, or the choice between the 

TOPIC wa and the NON-TOPIC ga, is influenced by the proposition type of the sentence, which 

represents the characteristic of wa and ga as a syntax-semantics interface property. 

Based on the argument presented previously, it is apparent that there is a functional 

correspondence between attribute propositions and the topic judgement, and between event 
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propositions and the topicless judgement; attribute propositions and the topic judgement both 

express an attribute of the nominative NP, while event propositions and the topicless judgement 

both express a situation as a whole. As a matter of fact, attribute propositions can only represent 

the topic judgement and event propositions are more suitable to represent the topicless 

judgement, as demonstrated below. 

First, let us see how an attribute proposition is realised as a sentence showing a 

judgement.34 

(6) Attribute proposition: [satoru ga gakusei da] ‘Satoru is a student’ 

 a. Satoru wa gakusei da.  

  Satoru TOP student COP  

  ‘Satoru is a student.’ 

 b. ¿Satoru ga gakusei da.  

  Satoru NTOP student COP  

  ‘It is Satoru who is a student.’ 

The attribute proposition [satoru ga gakusei da] ‘Satoru is a student’ is realised as a wa-

sentence with the TOPIC wa in (6a), and as a ga-sentence with the NON-TOPIC ga in (6b). The 

wa-sentence in (6a) naturally represents the topic judgement, expressing an attribute, i.e. 

gakusei da ‘be a student’, of the entity, i.e. Satoru. In contrast, the ga-sentence in (6b) cannot 

represent the topicless judgement; in other words, this proposition cannot be described as a 

whole event. Instead, the use of ga in (6b) shows an argument-focus structure, i.e. it is Satoru 

who is a student (see Section 3.2.4 for a discussion of the exhaustive-listing ga). The examples 

 
34 Marking of ¿ signifies that the sentence is not suitable to represent the intended type of judgement, i.e. the topic 

judgement for a wa-sentence and the topicless judgement for a ga-sentence. 
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in (6) show that attribute propositions can only represent the topic judgement but not the 

topicless judgement. 

Second, let us look at the case of an event proposition realised as a sentence showing 

judgement. 

(7) Event proposition: [ame ga futteiru] ‘it is raining’ 

 a. ¿Ame wa futteiru 

  rain TOP falling 

  ‘It is raining (but not snowing).’ 

 b. Ame ga futteiru 

  rain NTOP falling 

  ‘It is raining.’ 

The event proposition [ame ga futteiru] ‘it is raining’ is realised as a wa-sentence with the TOPIC 

wa in (7a), and also as a ga-sentence with the NON-TOPIC ga in (7b). In this case, the ga-sentence 

in (7b) naturally represents the topicless judgement, expressing the event of raining as 

perceived, while the wa-sentence in (7a) inevitably expresses a nuance of contrast on ame 

‘rain’, i.e. it is raining (but not snowing) (see Section 3.2.2 for a discussion of the contrastive 

wa).35 Thus, the wa-sentence in (7a) cannot be naturally interpreted as a sentence with a topic-

 
35 Kuno (1975: 46) discusses that this contrastive nuance emerges when the NP is not anaphoric. However, as the 

contrastive nuance can be perceived at the sentence level regardless of contextual information, I claim that the 

contrastive meaning in (7a) stems from an intra-sentential factor, i.e. propositional characteristic of the sentence. 
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comment structure.36 The above example shows that event propositions are more suitable to 

represent the topicless judgement than the topic judgement. 

In sum, the choice between judgement types, or the choice between the TOPIC wa and 

the NON-TOPIC ga, cannot be freely made irrespective of the proposition type of the sentence. 

The topic judgement is more suitably represented by attribute propositions than by event 

propositions, while the topicless judgement can only be represented by event propositions. In 

other words, the choice between wa and ga is under the influence of the semantic information 

of the sentence. 

Now, what factor determines the propositional suitability to a certain judgement type? 

The next section argues that it is the existence and the absence of a prepositional separation, 

which I introduced in Section 3.1.1 to explain the structural difference between event and 

attribute propositions. 

3.1.5. Effect of propositional separation 

Shibatani (1990a: 266) claims that wa has a function to ‘separate’ the wa-marked NP from the 

rest of the sentence and ‘unite’ them. It is assumed that this process of ‘separation’ can be 

seamlessly done in attribute propositions, e.g. Satoru wa gakusei da ‘Satoru is a student’, as its 

propositional structure already contains a propositional separation between the entity (Satoru) 

and the attribute (gakusei da ‘be a student’); in other words, the process of topicalisation does 

not involve a propositional structural alternation. In contrast, event propositions do not possess 

a propositional separation. Thus, when it is attempted to represent the topic judgement with an 

 
36 Deguchi (2012: 233) claims that, in a contrastive sentence, ‘the attention of the speaker is directed towards the 

event itself’ and ‘the speaker is not attributing the meaning of the predicate to the participant expressed by the wa-

phrase’. He thus proposes that wa-sentences with a contrastive reading represent thetic judgement (‘topicless 

judgement’ in the current study). However, I maintain that even when a NP-wa expresses a nuance of contrast, the 

sentence still possesses a topic-comment structure, but in a less prototypical way comparing to a case without a 

nuance of contrast (cf. Noda 1996: 233, Lambrecht 1996: 292). See Section 3.2.5 for more discussion. 
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event proposition, e.g. ame wa futteiru ‘it is raining’, the insertion of wa causes an alternation 

in the propositional structure resulting in a contrastive nuance (‘it is raining, but not snowing’); 

in other words, it breaks the closely tied connection between the nominative NP (ame ‘rain’) 

and the predicate (futteiru ‘falling’). I argue that this is why the topic judgement is more suitably 

represented by attribute propositions than by event propositions. 

Similarly, the reason why the topicless judgement can only be represented by event 

propositions but not by attribute propositions can be explained based on the presence and the 

absence of a propositional separation. A propositional separation in attribute propositions is 

innate to their propositional structure, stemming from the semantic relation between the 

nominative NP and the predicate. Therefore, I assume it is impossible to unite the NP and the 

predicate to treat them as one piece of undividable information that represents the topicless 

judgement, e.g. Satoru ga gakusei da: in this case the only possible interpretation is the 

argument-focus reading ‘it is Satoru who is a student’. In contrast, as event propositions do not 

have a propositional separation, they can naturally describe a situation as a whole representing 

the topicless judgement, e.g. ame ga futteiru ‘it is raining’. 

The concept of propositional separation is similar to Onoe’s (1981: 104) ‘primary joint’ 

(dai ichi ji teki na ketsugooten) of a sentence. Onoe (1981) seems to assume that a ‘primary 

joint’ exists between the subject and the predicate in general and, based on the assumption, he 

claims that the use of wa shows a contrastive meaning when it is used where a ‘primary joint’ 

does not exist. For example, based on Onoe’s (1981) argument, kyookasho wa yonda ‘(I) read 

a textbook (but not other books)’ has a contrastive nuance as wa marks an object, kyookasho 

‘textbook’. However, as the meaning of contrast can emerge even when wa marks the subject, 

as shown in ame wa futteiru ‘it is raining (but not snowing)’, it seems to be more appropriate 

to re-define Onoe’s (1981) ‘primary joint’ so that it corresponds to our notion of propositional 
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separation. In other words, I claim that the meaning of contrast emerges when wa is inserted 

where a propositional separation does not exist, i.e. between the nominative NP and the 

predicate in event propositions, but the contrastive nuance does not emerge when wa is inserted 

where a propositional separation exists, i.e. between the nominative NP and the predicate in 

attribute propositions. 

To conclude, this section argued how the semantic characteristics of a sentence influence the 

choice between wa and ga, i.e. the syntax-semantics interface. I showed that there are two types 

of propositions: event propositions and attribute propositions. An event proposition describes a 

situation as a whole and its predicate conveys a temporary state, while an attribute proposition 

shows that a certain entity has a certain attribute and its predicate conveys a permanent state. 

Afterwards, I showed two types of judgement: the topic judgement and the topicless judgement. 

The topic judgement is an act of attributing a situation to an entity while the topicless judgement 

is a simple recognition of a situation. Event propositions are more suitable to represent the 

topicless judgement with the use of the NON-TOPIC ga while attribute propositions can only 

represent the topic judgement with the use of the TOPIC wa. The difference in propositional 

suitability to a certain judgement type can be explained using the notion of propositional 

separation. 

Moving on now to the syntax-discourse interface, the next section discusses how 

discourse influences the choice between wa and ga. 

3.2. Syntax-discourse interface 

In the previous section, I discussed how semantic-level factors affect the choice between wa 

and ga. On the other hand, it is also well known that the choice between these particles is 
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governed by discourse factors (e.g. Kuno 1975, Noda 1996). Kuno (1975) classifies the 

discourse functions of wa and ga into four: the topic wa37, the contrastive wa, the exhaustive-

listing ga, and the neutral-descriptive ga.38 In this section, I discuss how the choice of wa and 

ga manifests different information structures (Lambrecht 1996), based on Kuno’s (1975) 

classification of the four discourse functions of wa and ga. 

3.2.1. The topic wa 

As shown in Section 1.2, Lambrecht (1996) defines the characteristic of topic as follows. 

A referent is interpreted as the topic of a proposition if in a given discourse the 

proposition is construed as being about this referent, i.e. as expressing information 

which is relevant to and which increases the addressee’s knowledge of this referent. 

 (Lambrecht 1996: 131) 

The topic wa marks a topic as defined by Lambrecht (1996) above. It should be distinguished 

from the TOPIC wa, which marks a TOPIC defined at the semantic level only (Section 3.1.3), in 

 
37 Kuno (1975) uses the term ‘theme’, not ‘topic’, for this function of wa. Dik (1981: 15) distinguishes ‘theme’, 

i.e. a non-argument topic, from ‘topic’, i.e. a constituent of the predication proper. However, Kuno’s (1975) use 

of the term ‘theme’ to describe the function of wa is not based on such a clear distinction from the term ‘topic’. In 

fact, he uses these two terms almost interchangeably in his argument. Therefore, I use the term ‘topic’, which is 

more commonly used in the recent literature, instead of ‘theme’, to refer to this function of wa in the current study. 

The use of the term ‘topic’ does not cause any significant deviation from what Kuno (1975) meant by using the 

term ‘theme’. 
38 Kuno (1975) includes the object-marking function of ga together with other functions of ga listed above, but 

object-marking is a syntactic function while the other two are discourse functions. Therefore, the object-marking 

function is not included in the argument in this section. The object-marking function of ga is discussed in Section 

8.1.1.2. 
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that the use of the topic wa represents both the contextual relevance and the aboutness relation 

between the wa-marked NP and the rest of the sentence. See the following example.39 

(8) (What did Takashi do?) 

 Takashi wa eki e ikimashita. 

 Takashi Top train.station LAT went 

 ‘Takashi went to the train station.’ 

In (8), Takashi is the topic of the sentence. The sentence pragmatically presupposes that Takashi 

did something and asserts that he went to the train station. In this sentence, the focus is on the 

predicate eki e ikimashita ‘went to the train station’, hence it has a predicate-focus structure. In 

what follows, I refer to the sentence where the topic wa marks the nominative NP as a ‘topic 

sentence’. 

3.2.2. The contrastive wa 

In some cases, the use of wa expresses that the wa-marked NP is contrasted to another entity. 

Onoe (1981) claims that there are two conditions that make wa show the meaning of contrast: 

structural condition (bunkei-teki jooken) and contextual condition (genpyoo jookyoo-teki 

jooken).40 Recall that, in Section 3.1.4, I argued that a contrastive meaning emerges when wa 

is inserted where a propositional separation does not exist. This propositional characteristic that 

triggers the nuance of contrast can be classified as a structural condition, as there is no influence 

of discourse on this type of contrastive meaning. On the other hand, what I discuss in this 

 
39 In the gloss, I use Top for the topic wa (TOP is used for wa that marks TOPIC, i.e. a semantic-level topic), CON 

for the contrastive wa, EL for the exhaustive-listing ga, and ND for the neutral-descriptive ga. 
40 Onoe’s (1981) classification of structural condition and contextual condition is similar to Noda’s (1996) notion 

of implicit contrast (anji-teki na taihi) and explicit contrast (meiji-teki na taihi) respectively. 
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section is the latter type of condition, i.e. contextual condition. I call the wa that pragmatically 

shows that the NP is compared to another entity ‘the contrastive wa’41 and a sentence with the 

contrastive wa a ‘contrastive sentence’ thereafter. See the following example. 

(9) (What did Takashi and Yumiko do?) 

 Takashi wa eki e itte, Yumiko wa kaimono e 

 Takashi CON train.station LAT go Yumiko CON shopping LAT 

 itta yo.       

 went FP       

 ‘Takashi went to the train station and Yumiko went shopping.’ 

In (9), Takashi’s action, i.e. eki e itta ‘went to the train station’, is contrasted to Yumiko’s action, 

i.e. kaimono e itta ‘went shopping’, which is shown by the use of the contrastive wa marking 

the subjects. Contrastive sentences share the information structure of predicate-focus with topic 

sentences, which is further discussed in Section 3.2.5. 

3.2.3. The neutral-descriptive ga 

When ga follows the subject, the sentence can have a sentence-focus structure, in which ‘no 

pragmatic presupposition is formally evoked’ (Lambrecht 1996: 233), and thus the focus is on 

the whole sentence. Lambrecht (1996: 233) further explains ‘it is this lack of presupposition 

that gives rise to the ‘eventive’ interpretation of the proposition’. Following Kuno (1975), I call 

this type of ga ‘the neutral-descriptive ga’, in a sense that this type of ga is used to describe a 

situation neutrally without putting focus on either the subject or the predicate. Sentences in 

 
41 The function of the contrastive wa corresponds to Lambrecht’s (1996: 291) ‘contrastive topic’. 
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which the neutral-descriptive ga is used are referred to as a ‘neutral-descriptive sentence’ 

thereafter. See the following example. 

(10) a. (What happened?) 

  Niwa ni neko ga iru yo. 

  yard LOC cat ND exist FP 

  ‘There is a cat in the yard.’ 

 b. A, densha ga kita.   

  oh train ND arrived   

  ‘Oh, here comes the train.’ 

A neutral-descriptive sentence can be used in response to a question ‘what happened?’, as in 

(10a), or it can be uttered in an out-of-the-blue context, as in (10b). In either case, the focus is 

on the whole sentence. 

As already mentioned in Section 3.1.4, unlike other discourse functions of wa and ga, 

there is a restriction on the type of predicate that can be used with the neutral-descriptive ga; 

the neutral-descriptive ga can only be used with predicates that show ‘changing states’ (Kuno 

1975: 50), which corresponds to our notion of ‘temporary state’ (Section 3.1.2). See the 

following example. 

(11) John ga gakusei desu. 

 John EL student COP 

 ‘It is John who is a student.’ 

  (Kuno 1975: 51) 
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In (11), the predicate gakusei desu ‘be a student’ shows a permanent state. This sentence cannot 

have an interpretation as a neutral-descriptive sentence, but the only possible interpretation is 

the exhaustive-listing reading with argument-focus structure (Section 3.2.4). 

3.2.4. The exhaustive-listing ga 

Ga can also mark a focused NP. I call this type of ga ‘the exhaustive-listing ga’, following 

Kuno’s (1975) terminology. See the following example. 

(12) (Who went to train station?) 

 Takashi ga eki e itta-n desu. 

 Takashi EL train.station LAT went-NMLZ COP 

 ‘It is Takashi who went to the train station.’ 

Example (12) is similar to example (8) except for the particle that follows the subject Takashi; 

the topic wa is used in (8) and the exhaustive-listing ga is used in (12). Unlike (8), the sentence 

is not construed as being about Takashi, and thus the subject is not the topic of the sentence. 

Rather, it is a sentence to identify a missing element in a presupposition ‘someone went to train 

station’. The focus of the sentence is on the subject, hence this sentence has an argument-focus 

structure. 

Recall that a contrastive meaning of wa can be brought by two conditions: structural 

condition and contextual condition (Onoe 1981), as stated in Section 3.2.2. The same argument 

applies to the case of the exhaustive-listing interpretation of ga. As mentioned earlier in Section 

3.1.4, at the semantic level, when ga marks the nominative NP of an attribute proposition, the 

only possible interpretation of the sentence is the exhaustive listing. In this case, the 

interpretation of exhaustive listing is caused by a structural condition, as discourse information 
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is not necessary to evoke this reading. However, the meaning of the exhaustive listing can also 

be manifested by discourse. For example, without a context, the ga-sentence in (12) can be 

interpreted as a neutral-descriptive sentence where a presupposition does not exist. The 

interpretation of exhaustive listing in (12) is given by the context, which sets the presupposition 

that ‘someone went to the train station’. 

3.2.5. Resemblance between the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-listing ga 

It should be noted that there is a resemblance between the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-

listing ga, although their functions are fundamentally different. The NP marked by the 

contrastive wa carries an accent (e.g. Kuno 1975: 47, Lambrecht 1996: 291, Noda 1996: 211). 

The existence of an accent indicates that the NP marked by the contrastive wa carries more 

‘informational weight’ than the NP marked by the topic wa, which is not accented. Because of 

this, the prosodical representation of a contrastive sentence often resembles that of an 

exhaustive-listing sentence where the focus is on the subject. Furthermore, not only their 

prosodical representations but also their resulting meanings can be quite similar in some cases. 

See the following example. 

(13) a. Aitsu wa yurusenai. 

  that.guy CON cannot.forgive 

  ‘(I) cannot forgive that guy (but I can forgive the others).’  

 b. Aistu ga yurusenai. 

  that.guy EL cannot.forgive 

  ‘It is that guy, not the others, who (I) cannot forgive.’ 

   (Noda 1996: 234) 
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In the above example, the subject in (13a) is marked by the contrastive wa and the subject in 

(13b) is marked by the exhaustive-listing ga. Despite the different particles marking the 

subjects, these two sentences show very similar meanings and, in this case, wa and ga can be 

used almost interchangeably (Noda 1996: 234). 

The resemblance between a contrastive sentence and an exhaustive-listing sentence is 

assumed to be due to the fact that the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-listing ga share a 

characteristic as toritate-joshi, which is a category of particles that extract (toritateru) an 

element of a sentence and show a certain relationship between the extracted element (jisha) and 

others (tasha), which can be either explicitly mentioned or implicitly inferred (e.g. Masuoka 

and Takubo 1992, Noda 1995, Kinsui, Kudo and Numata 2000). As toritate-joshi, the 

contrastive wa shows a contrastive relationship (taihi) between the wa-marked NP and others, 

while the exhaustive-listing ga shows an exclusive relationship (haita) between the ga-marked 

NP and others (Noda 1995). The speaker’s intention to make some sort of reference to other 

candidates, which is expressed by the use of toritate-joshi, is assumed to result in similarities 

between the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-listing ga. 

However, the functions of the contrastive wa and that of the exhaustive-listing ga are 

different in terms of information structure. Unlike exhaustive-listing sentences, contrastive 

sentences possess a predicate-focus structure, i.e. the sentence is construed as being about the 

wa-marked NP, just as in topic sentences. Although the NP marked by the contrastive wa is 

added some degree of informational weight, the main focus of the sentence is still on the 

predicate (Noda 1996: 234). On the other hand, the ga-marked NP in an exhaustive-listing 

sentence is the main focus of the sentence, as the sentence has an argument-focus structure. 

Thus, the information structures represented in sentences with the contrastive wa and the 

exhaustive-listing ga are different in nature. 
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In sum, in this section, I showed that wa and ga syntactically manifest different information 

structures. When the topic wa marks the nominative NP, the focus of the sentence is in the 

predicate, i.e. predicate-focus structure. Contrastive sentences show the same focus structure as 

topic sentences. However, there is more informational weight on the nominative NP marked by 

the contrastive wa compared to the nominative NP marked by the topic wa because of the 

function of toritate-joshi in the contrastive wa. This makes the predicate-focus structure in 

contrastive sentences less prototypical than the case of topic sentences. When the neutral-

descriptive ga is used to mark the nominative NP, the whole sentence is in focus, i.e. sentence-

focus structure. Finally, when the exhaustive-listing ga marks the nominative NP, the ga-

marked NP is the focus of the sentence, i.e. the argument-focus structure. Contrastive sentences 

and exhaustive-listing sentences share common functional characteristics as toritate-joshi, but 

the information structures expressed in these sentences are fundamentally different. 

Thus far, I discussed how semantic and discourse information affect the syntactic choice 

of wa and ga in sentences that have one nominative NP to be marked by these particles. Now 

let us turn to consider sentences that have two NPs to be marked by either wa or ga, namely 

NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences, in the next section. 

3.3. ‘NP1-wa NP2-ga X’ sentence structure 

Some Japanese sentences have two NPs to be marked by either wa or ga within a single sentence 

structure. I call this type of sentence ‘NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentence’. Accordingly, I refer to 

sentences that have only one NP to be marked by either wa or ga, which have been the target 

of the argument so far, as ‘NP-wa/ga X sentence’ from now on. 

I adopt the term ‘NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentence’ in this study based on its propositional 

suitability to show the topic judgement, as will be discussed in Section 3.3.2. However, as will 
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be shown in Section 3.3.3, the choice of particles in this type of sentence is also susceptible to 

discourse factors, and accordingly the resulting sentence forms vary. Thus, using the term ‘NP1-

wa NP2-ga X sentence’ does not indicate that wa and ga are always used in this order in this 

sentence structure. 

In this study, the scope of NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentence is limited to the cases in which 

both NPs are nominatives, as shown in (14). 

(14) a. [watashi ga undoo ga suki da.] 

  I NOM exercise NOM like COP 

 b. Watashi wa undoo ga suki da. 

  I TOP exercise NOM like COP 

  ‘I like exercise.’ 

In the proposition in (14a), two NPs, watashi ‘I’ and undoo ‘exercise’, are both nominatives 

marked by the nominative marker ga. Then, in (14b), the NP1, watashi ‘I’, is topicalised and 

marked by the TOPIC wa, resulting in the ‘NP1-wa NP2-ga X’42 sentence form. On the other 

hand, sentences like the one in the following example are not included in the analysis. 

(15) a. [chichi ga kono hon o katta] 

  father NOM this book ACC bought 

 

 
42 When enclosed by parentheses, ‘NP1-wa NP2-ga X’ indicates the actual form that a sentence appears as. For 

example, ‘NP1-ga NP2-ga X’ means that ga marks both the NPs and ‘NP1-wa NP2-wa X’ means wa marks both 

the NPs. 
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 b. Kono hon wa chichi ga katta. 

  this book TOP father NOM bought 

  ‘My father bought this book.’ 

The sentence in (15b) also has the form of ‘NP1-wa NP2-ga X’, but the NP1, kono hon ‘this 

book’, is accusative marked by the accusative marker o in the proposition in (15a). Thus, this 

is a case of the topicalisation of an accusative NP, and hence is not included in the current 

analysis. 

There is an extensive number of previous studies on sentences taking the ‘NP1-wa NP2-

ga X’ form (e.g. Wakui 1966, Onoe 1981, Masuoka 1987, Amano 1990, Kikuchi 1990, Mihara 

1990, Shibatani 1990a, Chen 1994, Noda 1996, Onoe, Kimura and Nishimura 1998), and 

various categorisations of NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences have been proposed (e.g. Noda 1996). 

However, as one of the first attempts to examine this sentence structure as a multiple interface 

property, the current study only focuses on the most typical cases of NP1-wa NP2-ga X 

sentences, as detailed in Section 3.3.1, and leaves an analysis of other variations to future 

studies. Although NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences are structurally more complicated than NP-

wa/ga X sentences, the choice between wa and ga is still governed by the same type of factors 

as in NP-wa/ga X sentences, as shown in this section. 

This section first divides NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences into two groups based on their 

characteristics and then discusses how semantic and discourse factors affect the choice between 

wa and ga in NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences. 
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3.3.1. Types of NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentence 

NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences that are included in the current study are divided into two groups, 

which I call Type A and Type B NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences. They contain two nominative 

NPs for different reasons. 

Type A NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences require two nominative NPs as their valency 

(Masuoka 1987: 60, Shibatani 1990a: 299), as shown in the proposition in (16). 

(16) Type A NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentence 

 [watashi ga shodoo ga tokui da.] 

 I NOM calligraphy NOM good.at COP 

 ‘I am good at calligraphy.’ 

In (16), both the nominative NPs are the valencies of the predicate, tokui da ‘be good at’, i.e. 

the NP1, watashi ‘I’, shows who is good at calligraphy, and the NP2, shodoo ‘calligraphy’, 

shows what the person is good at. Thus, both the NPs are semantically required by the predicate. 

On the other hand, Type B NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences show a ‘double attribution’ 

(Masuoka 1987: 61). See the following example. 

(17) Type B NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentence 

 [zoo ga hana ga nagai] 

 elephant NOM trunk NOM long 

 ‘Elephants have long trunks.’ 

In (17), there is an attributive relation between zoo ‘elephant’ (NP1) and hana ga nagai ‘trunk 

is long’ (NP2-ga X), i.e. zoo is the entity to be described and hana ga nagai is the attribute of 
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it. Further, hana ga nagai ‘trunk is long’ also contains an attributive relation between the entity 

to be described, i.e. hana ‘trunk’ (NP2), and its attribute, i.e. nagai ‘long’ (X). These two sets 

of attributive relation result in two nominative NPs, i.e. zoo ‘elephant’ (NP1) and hana ‘trunk’ 

(NP2). Kikuchi (1990) points out that, in this type of NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentence, NP1 and NP2 

need to have a ‘whole-part’ relationship for the sentence to be acceptable. 

As shown above, the relationship between NP1 and NP2 on the one hand and the 

predicate on the other hand are different in Type A and Type B sentences. 

3.3.2. Influence of semantic factors 

In spite of the different characteristics shown in the previous section, Type A and Type B NP1-

wa NP2-ga X sentences are similar in that they both show attribute propositions.43 For example, 

the proposition in (16), i.e. Type A, expresses that the entity watashi ‘I’ has an attribute shodoo 

ga tokui da ‘be good at calligraphy’, and the proposition in (17), i.e. Type B, shows that the 

entity zoo ‘elephant’ has an attribute hana ga nagai ‘trunk is long’. 

The fact that NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences show attribute propositions indicates that the 

proposition [NP1-ga NP2-ga X] cannot represent the topicless judgement, as demonstrated 

below. 

 
43 Masuoka (1987: 63) argues that there are NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences that show an occurrence of an event, e.g. 

Hanako wa musuko ga iede shita ‘Hanako’s son ran away from home’. All of the predicates in NP1-wa NP2-ga X 

sentences used in the current study show permanent states, but the study assumes that even when the predicate 

shows a temporary state, as in Masuoka’s (1987) above example, ‘NP2-ga X’ can still be considered as an attribute 

of NP1 (cf. Amano 1990), hence that I take the position that all the NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences show attribute 

propositions, rather than event propositions, regardless of the state expressed by the predicate. 



  Wa and Ga 

  81 

(18) Type A NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentence 

 [watashi ga shodoo ga tokui da.] 

 I NOM calligraphy NOM good.at COP 

 a. Watashi wa shodoo ga tokui da. 

  I TOP calligraphy NOM good.at COP 

  ‘I am good at calligraphy.’ 

 b. ¿Watashi ga shodoo ga tokui da. 

  I NTOP calligraphy NOM good.at COP 

  ‘I am the one who is good at calligraphy.’ 

(19) Type B NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentence 

 [zoo ga hana ga nagai] 

 elephant NOM trunk NOM long 

 a. Zoo wa hana ga nagai. 

  elephant TOP trunk NOM long 

  ‘Elephants have long trunks.’ 

 b. ¿Zoo ga hana ga nagai. 

  elephant NTOP trunk NOM long 

  ‘Elephants are the one whose trunks are long.’ 

In the above examples, the NP1s in (18a) and (19a) are marked by the TOPIC wa and those in 

(18b) and (19b) are marked by the NON-TOPIC ga. The sentences in (18a) and (19a) can naturally 

represent the topic judgement in the form of ‘NP1-wa NP2-ga X’, attributing a situation (NP2-

ga X) to the specific entity (NP1). On the other hand, the sentences in (18b) and (19b) cannot 

represent the topicless judgement; they cannot describe a situation as a whole. The only possible 
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interpretations in (18b) and (19b) are the exhaustive-listing reading, as shown in their 

translations. 

Just as in the case of attribute propositions in NP-wa/ga X sentences, the above 

phenomenon indicates that NP1 is semantically required to be marked by the TOPIC wa. 

Accordingly, as a sentence can have only one topic, NP2 does not become a TOPIC and stays 

with the nominative marker ga. Therefore, in NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences, wa-marking for NP1 

and ga-marking for NP2 are semantically required, resulting in the form of ‘NP1-wa NP2-ga X’. 

The next section argues how discourse factors influence the choice between wa and ga 

in NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences. 

3.3.3. Influence of discourse factors 

As in NP-wa/ga X sentences, the choice between wa and ga in NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences is 

also susceptible to discourse factors. From the perspective of information structure, Lambrecht 

(1996: 236) claims that ‘it is possible to combine different focus types within a single sentence 

construction’. For example, Lambrecht (1996) explains that the sentence ‘the kitchen, YOU have 

to clean’44 has the following information structure. 

In this configuration an argument-focus structure in which the focus ‘you’ supplies the 

missing argument in the presupposed open proposition ‘x has to clean the kitchen’ 

serves at the same time as a comment for the topic ‘kitchen’, resulting in a sentence 

which combines predicate-focus and argument-focus elements. 

 (Lambrecht 1996: 237) 

 
44 The small capital, which is retained from the original text in Lambrecht (1996), indicates the location of the 

focus. 
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Although the Japanese equivalent of the above example, daidokoro wa anata ga sooji 

shinakereba naranai, is not a part of the current scope as daidokoro ‘kitchen’ is accusative, 

Lambrecht’s (1996) argument suggests that the choice between wa and ga in NP1-wa NP2-ga 

X sentences can also be explained using the concept of information structure. In what follows, 

I use Type B sentences as an example and show how various combinations of information 

structure can be manifested in the choice between wa and ga in NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences. 

Following Lambrecht (1996), I consider NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences as a combination 

of two focus structures, i.e. the first structure applies to the relationship between NP1 and [NP2-

ga X] and the second structure applies to the relationship between NP2 and X. See the following 

examples. 

(20) a. (Do elephants have long necks?) 

  Zoo wa hana wa nagai kedo, kubi wa nagakunai 

  elephant Top trunk CON long but neck CON not.long 

  desu. 

  COP 

  ‘Elephants have long trunks, but not long necks.’ 

 b. (Which part of an elephant’s body is long?) 

  Zoo wa hana ga nagai desu. 

  elephant Top trunk EL long COP 

  ‘As for elephants, it is their trunks that are long.’  

In both of (20a) and (20b), the first focus structure is predicate-focus and thus zoo is marked by 

the topic wa. However, the second focus structures differ in (20a) and (20b). In (20a), hana wa 

nagai has a predicate-focus structure but hana is contrasted to kubi ‘neck’, and thus hana is 
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marked by the contrastive wa, resulting in the form of ‘NP1-wa NP2-wa X’. On the other hand, 

in (20b), hana ga nagai has an argument-focus structure, so hana is marked by the exhaustive-

listing ga identifying the missing element in the presupposition ‘something is long’, resulting 

in the form of ‘NP1-wa NP2-ga X’. 

See some more examples below. 

(21) a. (Do elephants and monkeys have long trunks?) 

  Iie, zoo wa hana ga nagai kedo, saru wa 

  no elephants CON trunk ND long but monkey CON 

  nagakunai desu.   

  not.long COP   

  ‘No, elephants have long trunks, but monkeys do not.’ 

 b. (Which animal has a long trunk?) 

  Zoo ga hana ga nagai desu. 

  elephant EL trunk ND long COP 

  ‘It is elephants that have long trunks.’ 

In both (21a) and (21b), [NP2-ga X] is presented as one piece of information, i.e. the second 

focus structure is sentence-focus. Therefore, in both sentences, the NP2s are marked by the 

neutral-descriptive ga. However, the first focus structures are different in these sentences. (21a) 

is a sentence that shows whether elephants have long trunks or not in comparison to monkeys. 

Therefore, the first focus structure is predicate-focus with the NP1 marked by the contrastive 

wa, resulting in the form of ‘NP1-wa NP2-ga X’. In contrast, in (21b), the first focus structure 

is argument-focus, i.e. it identifies the missing element in ‘someone’s trunk is long’, and thus 

the NP1 is marked by the exhaustive-listing ga, resulting in the form of ‘NP1-ga NP2-ga X’. 
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As shown above, the proposition [NP1-ga NP2-ga X] can be realised in various 

sentential forms, e.g. ‘NP1-wa NP2-ga X’, ‘NP1-wa NP2-wa X’, ‘NP1-ga NP2-ga X’ etc., 

depending on the combination of information structures. 

3.4. Interaction between semantic and discourse factors 

In the previous sections, I argued how semantic and discourse factors influence the choice 

between wa and ga in sentences that have one NP to be marked by either wa or ga, i.e. NP-

wa/ga X sentences, and sentences that have two NPs to be marked by these particles, i.e. NP1-

wa NP2-ga X sentences. Thus far, I have been discussing these effects from different domains 

independently of each other. However, as these factors co-exist in the same sentence, the choice 

between wa and ga is under the influence of both semantic and discourse factors at the same 

time, i.e. multiple interface, which is discussed in this section. 

3.4.1. Conflict between semantic and discourse factors 

That the choice between wa and ga is governed by two types of information means that 

requirements from these domains match in some cases, i.e. semantics and discourse both require 

the same particle, and requirements do not match in other cases, i.e. these two domains require 

different particles. I refer to these phenomena as the absence and presence of conflict in 

requirements respectively. In what follows, I show how the following propositions in (22a) and 

(22b) are realised as sentences in relation to the semantic and discourse requirements. 
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(22) a. Attribute proposition 

  [Takashi ga gakusei da] 

  Takashi NOM student COP 

  ‘Takashi is a student.’ 

 b. Event proposition 

  [ame ga futteiru]  

  rain NOM falling  

  ‘It is raining.’ 

In terms of judgement type, an attribute proposition, i.e. (22a), can only represent the 

topic judgement with the use of the TOPIC wa, while an event proposition, i.e. (22b), more 

suitably represents the topicless judgement with the use of the NON-TOPIC ga. In other words, 

the wa-sentence form is semantically required for attribute propositions and the ga-sentence 

form for event propositions, as shown in (23a) and (23b) respectively below. 

(23) a. Takashi wa gakusei da. 

  Takashi TOP student COP 

  ‘Takashi is a student.’ 

 b. Ame ga futteiru.  

  rain NTOP falling  

  ‘It is raining.’ 

On the other hand, the choice between a wa-sentence and a ga-sentence can also be 

influenced by discourse. In the following examples, the topic wa is required in both the 

contexts, i.e. the wa-sentence form is pragmatically required for both (24a) and (24b). 
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(24) a. (What is Takashi’s occupation?) 

  Takashi wa gakusei da. 

  Takashi Top student COP 

  ‘Takashi is a student.’ 

 b. (How is the rain?) 

  Ame wa mada futteiru.  

  rain Top still falling  

  ‘It is still raining.’ 

Note that, in (24a), as the propositional characteristic of the sentence (attribute proposition) also 

requires the use of wa semantically (the TOPIC wa), there is no conflict between the semantic 

and discourse requirements, i.e. an absence of conflict. However, in (24b), the propositional 

characteristic of the sentence (event proposition) semantically requires the use of ga (the NON-

TOPIC ga), hence there is a conflict, i.e. a presence of conflict. 

See another example below. This time, the exhaustive-listing ga is required by the 

context. 

(25) a. (Who is a student?) 

  Takashi ga gakusei da.  

  Takashi EL student COP  

  ‘It is Takashi who is a student.’ 
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 b. (Is it snowing now?) 

  Iie,  ame ga futteiru.  

  no rain EL falling  

  ‘No, it is rain that is falling.’ 

In the above case, (25a) appears in a conflictive environment, i.e. the TOPIC wa is required 

semantically but the exhaustive-listing ga is required pragmatically. In contrast, in (25b), both 

semantics and discourse require the use of ga (the NON-TOPIC ga and the exhaustive-listing ga), 

so there is no conflict. 

As shown above, depending on the propositional characteristics of the sentence and the 

context in which the sentence appears, there can be a conflict between the semantic and 

discourse factors. Then, when the semantics and discourse require different particles, how will 

the choice between wa and ga be made? 

3.4.2. Semantic requirement vs discourse requirement 

The examples in (24) and (25) in the previous section show that, in the presence of conflict, a 

discourse requirement has priority over a semantic requirement; the choice of the particle is 

made according to what is expected by the context even when the proposition shows a 

contradicting aptitude towards the use of the particle. When a syntactic representation does not 

reflect the pragmatically expected information structure, the sentence can result in being 

unnatural, as shown below. 
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(26) a. (What is Takashi’s occupation?) 

  ?Takashi ga gakusei desu. 

  Takashi EL student COP 

  ‘It is Takashi who is a student.’ 

In (26), the sentence is expected to be about Takashi, i.e. predicate-focus structure, so 

pragmatically the use of the topic wa is required. However, ga is used to mark the subject 

instead, the result of which is that the syntactic representation does not correspond to the 

pragmatic requirement. 

However, it does not mean that the discourse requirements always need to override the 

semantic requirements. As a matter of a fact, it has been pointed out that a semantic requirement 

can have a significant impact on the choice between wa and ga, which can make a sentence that 

goes against a discourse requirement even preferred by native speakers (Sugai 1995).45 

(27) Tonari no ie ni shiraga no ojiisan ga 

 neighbour GEN house LOC grey.hair GEN old.man ND 

 sundeimashita.       

 lived       

 ‘There lived an old man next door.’ 

 

 
45 The gloss for wa and ga in (27a) and (27b) shows their semantic functions. 
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 a. Sono ojiisan wa Karuizawa ni bessoo o 

  that old.man TOP Karuizawa LOC holiday.house ACC 

  motteimashita.     

  owned     

  ‘He owned a holiday house in Karuizawa.’ 

 b. Sono ojiisan ga sakuya osoku noosocchuu de 

  that old.man NTOP last.night late stroke by 

  nakunatta soo desu.    

  passed.away heard COP    

  ‘I heard that he passed away of a stroke last night.’ 

   (Sugai 1995: 39) 

In both (27a) and (27b), ojiisan ‘old man’ is contextually presupposed, as it is already 

established in the discourse. Therefore, it is pragmatically expected that ojiisan is marked by 

the topic wa in both sentences. However, contrary to the expectation, Sugai (1995) argues that 

it is more natural to use ga in (27b) so that the sentence expresses that the speaker is reporting 

something unexpected. 

Observe that the semantic requirements in (27a) and (27b) are different. In (27a), the 

predicate motteimashita ‘owned’ expresses a permanent state, which indicates that the sentence 

shows an attribute proposition semantically requiring the use of the TOPIC wa. On the other 

hand, in (27b), the predicate nakunatta ‘passed away’ conveys a temporary state, or an one-off 

event’, which indicates that the sentence shows an event proposition semantically requiring the 

use of the NON-TOPIC ga. The choice of ga in (27b) indicates that, in this case, the semantic 

requirement for the NON-TOPIC ga overrides the discourse requirement for the topic wa. 
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Further evidence of a strong semantic effect can be found in Nagatomo (1992). He 

investigates how Japanese native speakers choose wa and ga using a cloze test in which wa and 

ga are removed from a passage of a novel. He reports that there exists variability in the native 

choice in certain situations. One of the sentences that exhibited significant variability in choice 

is the following. 

(28) Kisha ga ugokidashitemo, kanojo wa mado kara mune o irenakatta. Sooshite senro 

no shita o aruiteiru ekichoo ni oitsuku to, ‘Ekichoo saan, kondo no yasumi no hi ni 

uchi e okaeritte, otooto ni itte yatte kudasaai.’ 

 ‘The girl was still leaning out the window when the train pulled away from the station. 

‘Tell my brother to come home when he has a holiday,’ she called out to the station 

master, who was walking along the tracks.46 

 ‘Haai’ to, ekichoo (     ) koe o hariageta. 

 ok QT station.master  voice ACC raised 

 ‘’Ok’, shouted the station master.’ 

In (28), ekichoo ‘station master’ is already established in the preceding passage, and thus it is 

pragmatically expected that ekichoo is marked by the topic wa. However, what is actually used 

in the original novel is ga and also 32% of the native participants chose ga as the more natural 

particle. Nagatomo (1992) explains that this result is due to the fact that the ‘contextual 

cohesion’ is cut in front of the target sentence because of the change in the situation (cf. 

Maynard 1980), and, as a result, this supposedly anaphoric NP, i.e. ekichoo ‘station master’, is 

treated as a non-anaphoric NP, thus marked by ga. However, this result can also be explained 

 
46 The English translation is extracted from Snow Country (Edward G. Seidensticker. 1957. Alfred A. Knopf, Inc.). 
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as a semantic influence on the choice of the particle. The proposition of the sentence in (28) 

shows an event proposition, whose predicate conveys a temporary state. Therefore, the use of 

the NON-TOPIC ga is semantically required. This suggests that a certain proportion of the native 

speakers chose to follow the semantic requirement rather than the discourse requirement in the 

choice of the particle. Furthermore, Nagatomo’s (1992) result indicates that some sentences 

have greater variability in the choice of wa and ga than others, which he calls ‘systematic 

variability’. It suggests that some propositions are more susceptible to semantic influence than 

others. 

In sum, the fact that the choice between wa and ga is a multiple interface property indicates 

that multiple levels of information affect the decision-making process simultaneously, which 

sometimes results in the presence of conflict in requirements. It is observable that, as a general 

rule, the final choice is made according to the discourse information regardless of the semantic 

requirement. However, it has also been suggested that semantic factors can also be more 

influential than discourse factors in native grammar (Sugai 1995, Nagatomo 1992). 

3.5. Summary 

In this chapter, I demonstrated that the choice between wa and ga is influenced by multiple 

domains of information, i.e. semantics and discourse. At the semantic level, propositions can 

be divided into attribute propositions and event propositions depending on the state conveyed 

by the predicate. Attribute propositions can only represent the topic judgement, which is 

expressed with the use of the TOPIC wa, while event propositions are more suitable to represent 

the topicless judgement, which is expressed with the use of the NON-TOPIC ga. On the other 

hand, at the discourse level, information structure governs the choice between wa and ga; wa 
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marks the nominative NP when the sentence shows predicate-focus structure (the topic wa and 

the contrastive wa) while ga marks the NP when the sentence shows argument-focus (the 

exhaustive-listing ga) or sentence-focus structure (the neutral-descriptive ga). Semantic and 

discourse factors are influential to both NP-wa/ga X sentences and NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences. 

Due to the presence of different types of affecting factors, sometimes there occurs a 

conflict between the requirements. Although it seems that discourse factors have a general 

priority over other factors, semantic factors can be more influential than discourse factors in 

native grammar and, furthermore, this tendency can be stronger in some propositions than in 

others (Sugai 1995, Nagatomo 1992). 

The next chapter discusses how the choice between wa and ga has been investigated in 

L2 grammar and points out that previous studies mostly overlooked its characteristics as a 

multiple-interface property, failing to provide a comprehensive account for L2 acquisition of 

the particles wa and ga.
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Chapter 4 Literature review 

4.0. Introduction 

In the previous chapters, I showed that the choice between wa and ga is a multiple-interface 

property, in which the syntactic choice is influenced by multiple levels of information 

simultaneously. The characteristic as a multiple-interface property is predicted to be one of the 

factors that complicate the L2 acquisition process of wa and ga. 

The use of wa and ga has often been said to be one of the most challenging aspects of 

L2 acquisition of Japanese (e.g. Noda 1996: xiii), and thus many studies have been devoted to 

examine how L2 learners acquire this property (e.g. Russell 1985, Ichikawa 1989, Hanada 

1993, Tamura 1994, Yugawa 1994, Sakamoto, Machida and Nakakubo 1995, Yagi 1996, 

Hanada 1997, Sakamoto 1997, Tomita 1997, Morimoto 1998, Yagi 1998, Hanada 2001, 2005, 

Xie and Kinjo 2005). In these studies, the use of these particles has been tested both at the 

sentence level based on the semantic information of the predicate and, more commonly, at the 

discourse level based on the information structure of the sentence. However, not enough 

attention has been paid to the fact that semantic factors and discourse factors influence the 

choice of wa and ga simultaneously, and thus these factors have mostly been discussed 

separately in previous studies. I claim that lack of consideration of the multiple levels of factors 

that can affect the choice between wa and ga at the same time has made it difficult to capture a 

comprehensive picture of L2 learners’ decision-making processes and thus has resulted in an 
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insufficient account of the L2 acquisition of these particles. Therefore, the current study 

attempts to rectify this problem. 

This chapter is organised as follows. Section 4.1 shows how the use of wa and ga has 

been investigated at the semantic level and at the discourse level. This section argues that the 

analysis methods adopted in these studies, which only examine individual factors separately 

from others, do not provide a reliable insight into L2 learners’ acquisition of wa and ga. Section 

4.2 reviews Tomita’s (1997) argument that the choice between wa and ga is influenced by 

multiple factors and points out the shortcomings of his argument. Section 4.3 provides a 

summary of the chapter. 

4.1. Previous studies on L2 acquisition of wa and ga 

In previous studies, how L2 learners use wa and ga has been widely examined using various 

methods, which include cloze tests (e.g. Russell 1985, Hanada 1993, Tamura 1994, Hanada 

1997, Tomita 1997, Sakamoto 1998, Hanada 2005, Xie and Kinjo 2005), spontaneous speech 

analysis (e.g. Ichikawa 1989, Eguchi, Sanehira and Yamanaka 1993, Sakamoto, Machida and 

Nakakubo 1995, Hanada 2001, Toyama 2003) and written text analysis (e.g. Yugawa 1994, 

Yagi 1996, Morimoto 1998). In this section, I show how the use of wa and ga has been 

examined at the semantic level and at the discourse level. Then I argue that it is often difficult 

to separate the semantic and discourse factors when analysing the results, and that only 

analysing factors at a single level does not offer a comprehensive account for L2 learners’ use 

of wa and ga. 

This section focuses on studies that adopted the cloze test method in order to make a 

contrast between previous approaches and the approach adopted in this study. It is not my 

intention to criticise the cloze test method per se. It is a proven test method to assess L2 learners’ 
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various linguistic skills effectively (e.g. Tremblay 2011). I argue that the problem lies in the 

preparation of the test and the interpretation of the results rather than in the test method itself. 

4.1.1. Analysis of semantics-based choice between wa and ga 

Although smaller in number than discourse-based tests (Section 4.1.2), the use of wa and ga 

has frequently been examined at the semantic level (e.g. Hanada 1993, Tamura 1994, Hanada 

1997, Sakamoto 1998, Hanada 2005). For example, Tamura (1994) conducted a cloze test for 

advanced level L2 Japanese speakers47 and examined how they chose wa and ga in various 

sentences. Tamura’s (1994) test items include ones consisting of a single sentence without 

context, as shown below. 

(1) Watashi no chichi (     ) maiasa roku-ji ni ie 

 I GEN father  every.morning 6.o’clock LOC home 

 o deru.  

 ABL leave  

 ‘My father leaves home at 6 o’clock every morning.’ 

  (Tamura 1994: 43) 

Tamura (1994: 47) explains that wa is expected to be chosen in (1) because the sentence shows 

a habitual action. The following sentence was also presented without context. 

 
47 No information about the participants’ first language is provided in Tamura (1994). 
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(2) Kinoo no gogo Kinoshita-sensei (     ) nakunatta yo. 

 yesterday GEN afternoon Konoshita.teacher  passed.away FP 

 ‘Yesterday afternoon, Mr. Kinoshita passed away.’ 

  (Tamura 1994: 43) 

According to Tamura (1994: 47), ga is expected to be chosen in (2) because the predicate, i.e. 

nakunatta ‘passed away’, shows an unexpected event. 

I assume that the intention of the above questions is to examine whether L2 learners can 

make a choice between the topic judgement (the TOPIC wa) or the topicless judgement (the NON-

TOPIC ga) based on the semantic characteristic of the predicate. For example, the TOPIC wa is 

expected to be chosen in (1) because the sentence shows an attribute proposition, which can 

only represent the topic judgement. On the other hand, the NON-TOPIC ga is expected to be 

chosen in (2) because the sentence shows an event proposition, which is more suitable to 

represent the topicless judgement. The underlying assumption in this method is that failing to 

choose an expected particle indicates that the learner does not have an ability to make an 

appropriate type of judgement based on the semantic characteristic of the predicate. 

The problem with this approach is that it fails to consider the potential influence of 

discourse on the choice of particle. The above type of examination is normally done with an 

assumption that the target sentence is free of discourse influence. In fact, Tamura (1994: 43) 

clearly states that he instructed the participants that there was no particular context for the 

single-sentence questions in the test. However, it is unrealistic to expect L2 learners to imagine 

completely context-free situations to answer the above questions, because in a real life wa-

sentences and ga-sentences are always used in some sort of context — and the choice is mostly 
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influenced by the discourse factors.48 Thus, it is more appropriate to consider the possibility 

that the L2 learners assumed an actual situation where the sentence is uttered and decided which 

particle sounds more natural in that specific situation. 

When considering discourse information, the particle that is not expected at the semantic 

level can be more appropriate depending on the context (see Section 3.4.1). See the example 

below. 

(3) (Who leaves home at 6 o’clock every morning?) 

 Watashi no chichi ga maiasa roku-ji ni ie o 

 I GEN father EL every.morning 6.o’clock LOC home ACC 

 demasu.  

 leave  

 ‘My father is the one who leaves home at 6 o’clock every morning.’ 

When there is a presupposition ‘someone leaves home at 6 o’clock every morning’ as in (3), 

the sentence (1), in which the use of the TOPIC wa is expected at the semantic level, is in fact 

pragmatically more appropriate with the exhaustive-listing ga. Let us see another example. 

(4) (What happened to Mr. Kinoshita?) 

 Kinoo no gogo Kinoshita-sensei wa nakunatta yo. 

 yesterday GEN afternoon Konoshita.teacher Top passed.away FP 

 ‘Yesterday afternoon, Mr. Kinoshita passed away.’ 

 
48  In some sentences, the choice of particle is made solely based on semantic information. For example, 

interrogative pronouns are always followed by ga, e.g. dare ga kimasu ka? ‘who will come?’. 
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The context given in (4) requires a predicate-focus structure, i.e. the sentence is expected to be 

about the subject Kinoshita-sensei ‘Mr. Kinoshita’. Therefore, even though the use of the NON-

TOPIC ga is semantically required in (2), the choice of the topic wa is pragmatically more 

appropriate in (4). 

The important thing to note is that failing to choose the particle that is expected at the 

semantic level does not necessarily indicate that the L2 learner does not have an ability to make 

an appropriate type of judgement, against the common assumption. At the semantic level, the 

use of the TOPIC wa and the NON-TOPIC ga are exclusive of each other; if the use of the TOPIC 

wa (the topic judgement) is more appropriate, the use of the NON-TOPIC ga (the topicless 

judgement) is less appropriate, and vice versa. Similarly, at the discourse level, the four 

discourse functions of wa and ga are mutually exclusive;49 for instance, if the sentence has a 

predicate-focus structure (the topic wa), it means it does not have an argument-focus structure 

(the exhaustive-listing ga). However, this mutually exclusive relationship does not exist 

between a choice at the semantic level and a choice at the discourse level. For example, in (3), 

at the semantic level, the choice of the TOPIC wa is required as the sentence shows an attribute 

proposition, while the choice of the exhaustive-listing ga is pragmatically required as the 

sentence has an argument-focus structure. Put another way, the fact that the choice of one 

particle is more appropriate than the other at one linguistic domain does not exclude the 

possibility that the choice of the other particle is in fact more appropriate at a different domain. 

Thus, if a learner had imagined the same exhaustive-listing context of (3) in (1), the choice of 

ga would have been caused by the assumed argument-focus structure in the sentence, but not 

by the lack of ability to choose the topic judgement based on the semantic factor. In other words, 

 
49 It is also pointed out that some discourse functions overlap with each other; the topic wa and the contrastive wa 

(Shibatani 1990a) and the exhaustive-listing ga and the neutral-descriptive ga (Kikuchi 1997). However, this 

argument is beyond the scope of the current study, so this study treats the four discourse functions of wa and ga 

as independent of each other. 
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choosing ga in (1) does not necessarily indicate that the learner cannot make the topic 

judgement appropriately based on the semantic information. Furthermore, strictly speaking, 

choosing wa in (1) does not necessarily serve as evidence of successful acquisition of the use 

of the TOPIC wa either. If a learner had assumed a context that requires the target sentence to 

have a predicate-focus structure, it means that the choice of wa is actually made based on the 

discourse information, not the semantic information. In this case, the choice of wa does not 

prove that the learner can judge that the topic judgement is more appropriate based on the 

permanent state conveyed by the predicate. Therefore, a single-sentence analysis cannot 

provide a reliable indication of learners’ ability to distinguish judgement types because the 

possible influence of discourse on the choice cannot be eliminated. 

Let us see another example. Sakamoto (1998) examined how beginner level learners, 

whose L1s vary, judge the use of wa and ga in the following NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentence without 

providing context, as shown below. 

(5) Tomodachi kara kiita-n desu kedo, Sumisu-san wa 

 friend ABL heard-NMLZ COP but Mr.Smith TOP 

 huransu-go to doitsu-go ga dekiru soo desu yo. 

 French and German ACC can.do hear COP FP 

 ‘I heard from a friend that Mr. Smith can speak French and German.’ 

  (Sakamoto 1998: 507) 

In (5), participants were instructed to correct the underlined particles if they thought correction 

was needed. According to Sakamoto (1998), the expectation was that the first underlined 
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particle should be wa because of the topicality50
 of Sumisu-san ‘Mr. Smith’ and the second 

underlined particle should be ga because of its function of ‘object-marking’,51 and thus no 

correction was required for either particle. Based on this, it is assumed that the intention of this 

question is to test whether participants can choose particles based on the semantic requirement 

in this NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentence. Sakamoto (1998) reports that, out of thirty-five non-native 

participants, only one of them corrected the first underlined particle with ga, i.e. Sumisu-san 

wa ‘Mr. Smith-wa’, and no one corrected the second underlined particle with wa, e.g. huransu-

go to doitsu-go ga ‘French and German-ga’. Sakamoto (1998) interpreted these results as high 

accuracy rates of the use of wa to mark a topic and ga to mark an ‘object’. 

NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences, as in (5), are often treated as ‘common phrase’ or ‘fixed 

expression’ and L2 learners are commonly tested whether they can mark NP1 by wa and NP2 

by ga without being required to consider discourse information, as in the above example (e.g. 

Eguchi, Sanehira and Yamanaka 1993, Hanada 1993). However, as discussed in Section 3.3.3, 

the choice of particle for this type of sentence is in fact susceptible to discourse factors. For 

example, in (5), if there is a presupposition ‘Mr. Smith cannot speak English’, the contrastive 

wa will be more pragmatically appropriate to mark fransu-go to doitsu-go ‘French and 

German’, resulting in the form of ‘NP1-wa NP2-wa X’, i.e. Sumisu-san wa huransu-go to doitsu-

go wa dekiru soo desu yo ‘I heard that Mr. Smith can speak French and German (but not 

English)’. In this case, the choice of wa to mark furansu-go to doitsu-go is made based on the 

discourse factor, and it does not necessarily indicate the lack of ability to use ga to mark an 

‘object’. Similarly, if there is a presupposition ‘someone can speak French and German’, the 

 
50 Sakamoto (1998) does not specify whether the term ‘topic’ refers to a semantic-level topic or a discourse-level 

topic. 
51 Sakamoto (1998) uses the term ‘object-marking ga’ to refer to ga that marks NP2 in the NP1-wa NP2-ga X 

sentence in the current test, adopting Kuno’s (1975) terminology. Determining the syntactic function of this type 

of ga is beyond the scope of the current study, but the difference between the function of ga marking NP1 and that 

marking NP2 in NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences is discussed in Section 8.1.1.2. 
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pragmatically appropriate particle for Sumisu-san ‘Mr. Smith’ will be the exhaustive-listing ga, 

i.e. Sumisu-san ga huransu-go to doitsu-go ga dekiru soo desu yo ‘I heard that it is Mr. Smith 

who can speak French and German’, resulting in the form of ‘NP1-ga NP2-ga X’. In this case, 

the choice of ga to mark Sumisu-san ‘Mr. Smith’ does not indicate that the learner cannot use 

the TOPIC wa based on semantic factors. Therefore, the above question cannot properly assess 

learners’ ability to use wa and ga at the semantic level. 

In sum, semantics-based analysis of the use of wa and ga has been commonly conducted 

in the past. However, as there is always a possibility that L2 learners resort to discourse factors 

to make a choice between these particles, their ability to make a choice solely based on semantic 

factors cannot be appropriately determined in this method. 

4.1.2. Analysis of discourse-based choice between wa and ga 

The majority of previous studies focus on L2 learners’ ability to reflect information structure 

of the sentence onto the choice between wa and ga (e.g. Russell 1985, Hanada 1993, 2001, Xie 

and Kinjo 2005). For example, Xie and Kinjo (2005) investigated how intermediate to advanced 

level learners with L1 Chinese and Korean choose wa and ga using a cloze test. The below is 

one of the test items. 

(6) A: Kono shashin ni kodomo no toki no Yamamoto-san 

  this photo LOC child GEN time GEN Mr.Yamamoto 

  ga utsutteimasu yo.      

  ND appear FP      

  ‘Mr Yamamoto when he was a child is in this photo.’ 
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 B: Eeto, kono ko (6-1) Yamamoto-san desu ka?  

  well this child  Mr.Yamamoto COP Q  

  ‘Well, is this child Mr. Yamamoto?’ 

 A: Iie, sono ko (6-2) Yamamoto-san no oniisan desu. 

  no that child  Mr.Yamamoto GEN older.brother COP 

  Sono tonari no ko (6-3) Yamamoto-san desu.  

  that next.to GEN child  Mr.Yamamoto COP  

  ‘No, this child is Mr. Yamamoto’s older brother. The child next to him is Mr. 

Yamamoto.’ 

   (Xie and Kinjo 2005) 

In (6), the L2 participants were expected to choose either wa or ga to fill in the gaps according 

to discourse. Pragmatically, the exhaustive-listing ga for (6-1), the topic wa for (6-2) and the 

exhaustive-listing ga for (6-3) are required. Xie and Kinjo (2005) report that, while L1 Korean 

speakers’ error rates were generally low, L1 Chinese speakers error rates were particularly high 

for (6-1) and (6-3), i.e. a 70.6% error rate for both, suggesting difficulty in using the exhaustive-

listing ga experienced by L1 Chinese speakers. 

The above type of cloze tests, in which question sentences are presented with context, 

are commonly used to assess whether learners can use wa and ga in a discourse-appropriate 

manner. Based on the results reported in various previous studies adopting this type of analysis 

method, Sakamoto (1998) concludes that the topic wa is the easiest to acquire, which is 

followed by the descriptive ga, and that the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-listing ga are 

more difficult to acquire. 
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However, learners’ ability to process discourse information cannot be measured so 

simply because of the potential influence of semantic factors. For example, in (6), all the 

predicates used in the target sentences show permanent states, which means that the sentences 

show attribute propositions semantically requiring the use of the TOPIC wa. Therefore, there is 

always a possibility that the choice of wa in any of the parentheses, i.e. (6-1), (6-2) and (6-3), 

is indeed a result of following the semantic requirement, rather than indicating a failure to 

respond to information structure appropriately. 

See another example. Hanada (1993) conducted a cloze test to assess beginner to 

intermediate level L2 Japanese learners’ use of wa and ga. The participants’ L1s include 

Chinese, Korean, English and Swedish. 

(7) Yomu-koto (     ) dekimasu ga, hanasu-koto (     ) dekimasen. 

 read-NMLZ  can.do but speak-NMLZ  cannot.do 

 ‘(I) can read but cannot speak.’ 

  (Hanada 1993: 34) 

In (7), the use of the contrastive wa is expected for both of the parentheses because of the 

contrast between yomu-koto ‘reading’ and hanasu-koto ‘speaking’. Hanada (1993) reports that 

54% of her participants chose wa in both parentheses in this sentence, which is lower than other 

questions in the experiment. Based on this result, she claims that the use of the contrastive wa 

is challenging to acquire. However, the predicate dekimasu ‘can do’ typically forms a NP1-wa 

NP2-ga X sentence (in (7), NP1, i.e. the person who can read but cannot speak, is omitted). 

Therefore, yomu-koto and hanasu-koto, i.e. NP2, are semantically required to be marked by ga. 

This suggests that the choice of ga in (7) might be a result of following the semantic requirement 

and it does not necessarily indicate that the use of the contrastive wa is not yet acquired. 
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Compare (7) to the following contrastive sentence, which I (‘the examiner’ thereafter) 

composed. 

(8) Takashi (     ) gakusei desu ga, watashi (     ) gakusei dewa-arimasen. 

 Takashi  student COP but I  student COP-NEG 

 ‘Takashi is a student, but I am not a student.’ 

In (8), the two clauses being contrasted, i.e. Takashi (     ) gakusei desu ‘Takashi is a student’ 

and watashi (     ) gakusei dewa-arimasen ‘I am not a student’, both show attribute propositions. 

This means that the use of the TOPIC wa is semantically required for both the clauses. In this 

case, the rate of choosing wa in (8) can possibly be higher than the case in (7) due to the 

semantic influence. To see the effect of semantic factors on the choice of the contrastive wa, I 

asked thirty-nine intermediate level L2 Japanese students that I was teaching to fill in the 

parentheses in the sentences (7) and (8) using either wa or ga. The result is shown below. 

(7) Yomu-koto (  1  ) dekimasu ga, hanasu-koto (  2  ) dekimasen. 

 ‘(I) can read but cannot speak.’ 

 (1) wa 6 

  ga 33 

 (2) wa 10 

  ga 29 

    

(8) Takashi (  1  ) gakusei desu ga, watashi (  2  ) gakusei dewa-arimasen. 

 ‘Takashi is a student but I’m not a student.’ 

 (1) wa 30 

  ga 9 

 (2) wa 33 

  ga 6 

As shown in the result above, the results evidently show that the tendency of choosing the 

contrastive wa is different between (7) and (8); in (7), with a verb dekiru ‘can do’ that forms a 
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NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentence, the L2 learners tended to choose ga for NP2, while in (8), with a 

predicate that shows a permanent state, they tended to choose wa. These results suggest that the 

low rate of the choice of the contrastive wa reported in Hanada (1993) can be caused by the 

semantic factor rather than unsuccessful acquisition of this discourse marker. 

In a nutshell, even when the use of wa and ga is tested in a context, the result does not 

necessarily indicate L2 learners’ pure ability to process discourse information. It is possible that 

the choice between wa and ga is influenced by the semantic requirement in the sentence. 

In sum, as semantic factors and discourse factors influence the choice between wa and ga 

simultaneously, it is often difficult to argue the effect of each factor independently. When 

discussing the choice at the semantic level, the potential influence of discourse on the choice 

of these particles cannot be eliminated, and thus the result cannot be taken as a valid indication 

of learners’ ability to make an appropriate judgement type. When the target of analysis is the 

discourse influence, the semantic factors still inevitably affect the choice of these particles, 

which makes it difficult to determine how L2 learners process discourse information. 

4.2. Multiple factors that affect the choice between wa and ga 

Tomita (1997) argues that the choice between wa and ga is led by ‘cues’, i.e. factors that signal 

the use of either wa and ga, and simply knowing an individual cue does not always lead to an 

appropriate choice because often contradicting cues coexist in the same linguistic environment 

(Tomita 1997: 119). See the following examples. 
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(9) a. Kono ookii hito (     ) dare? 

  this large person  who 

  ‘Who is this large person?’ 

 b. A: Tenisu shinai?  

   tennis not.do  

   ‘Do you want to play tennis?’ 

  B: Tenisu (     ) dekinai-n desu. 

   tennis  cannot.do-NMLZ COP 

   ‘I cannot play tennis.’ 

    (Tomita 1997: 164) 

 

According to Tomita (1997), there is only one cue in (9a), which requires wa due to the 

interrogative pronoun in the predicate, while there exist two separate cues in (9b), which require 

ga as a case marker and wa due to the negative predicate. Tomita (1997) conducted a cloze test 

for L2 Japanese learners (mainly second and third year university students who had completed 

275–400 hours of Japanese study), whose L1 was mainly English, and investigated how the 

participants chose wa and ga in sentences where only one cue exists, as in (9a), and in sentences 

where multiple cues coexist, as in (9b). Tomita (1997) reports that the error rates in sentences 

with multiple cues were higher than those in sentences with a single cue. This result indicates 

that the existence of multiple cues makes it more difficult for L2 learners to choose the 

appropriate particle. 

It is noteworthy that Tomita (1997) points out the possibility that the difficulty in 

choosing an appropriate particle is caused by multiple factors affecting the choice at the same 

time. His results raise questions regarding the analysis methods adopted in many previous 
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studies, which only focus on the effect of individual factors on the choice between wa and ga, 

as shown in Section 4.1. However, shortcomings of Tomita’s (1997) study can be found in how 

he classifies the affecting cues. His focus is on whether the existence of multiple cues lowers 

the rate of the appropriate choice, and thus not enough attention is paid to what type of cues 

can coexist and how they interact with each other. For example, Tomita (1997) discusses the 

coexistence of two discourse-level factors in one of the test items, which are ‘presenting new 

information’ and ‘comparison between two items’, as shown in (10) below. Using the 

terminology of the current study, these factors correspond to an argument-focus structure, 

which requires the use of the exhaustive-listing ga, and a predicate-focus structure with 

contrastive meaning, which requires the use of the contrastive wa, respectively. 

(10) A: Ashita kinyoobi?  

  tomorrow Friday  

  ‘Is tomorrow Friday?’ 

 B: Ie, kyoo (     ) kinyoobi. 

  no today  Friday 

  ‘No, today is Friday.’ 

   (Tomita 1997: 165) 

Tomita (1997) claims that, in the target sentence of (10), Ie, kyoo (   ) kinyoobi ‘No, today is 

Friday’, the subject kyoo ‘today’ is presented as new information while it is also compared to 

ashita ‘tomorrow’, and thus the sentence involves two discourse-level factors. However, the 

actual information structure of (10) is argument-focus, i.e. there is a presupposition ‘X is 

Friday’, which requires the use of the exhaustive-listing ga to mark the subject. As kinyoobi 

‘Friday’ is not the asserted information, but is the presupposed information in the target 



  Literature review 

  110 

sentence, the contrastive wa is not the pragmatically appropriate choice. In short, there are no 

coexisting discourse factors in (10). Instead, what actually causes an issue in this sentence is 

the confusion between the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-listing ga, which is caused by their 

shared characteristic as toritate-joshi (Section 3.2.5). I claim that what really should be focused 

on in the analysis of multiple affecting factors are the factors that actually can coexist in the 

same linguistic environment affecting the choice of wa and ga simultaneously, i.e. factors that 

reside on different domains, such as semantic factors and discourse factors. 

Another problem in Tomita’s (1997) method is that, when multiple cues coexist, he 

treats one cue as what should be followed and the other cue as a ‘distraction’ that lowers 

learners’ accuracy rates. As discussed in Section 3.4.2, even native speakers’ choices do not 

consistently follow a single criterion, i.e. they usually follow a discourse requirement, but a 

semantic requirement can also be more influential than a discourse requirement. Therefore, 

rather than pre-determining what is the ‘correct’ answer, examining how different factors 

interact with each other, i.e. which factor tends to be more influential than others in what 

situation, will enable us to conduct an unbiased analysis and understand the comprehensive 

picture of L2 acquisition of these particles. 

Summing up, Tomita’s (1997) study throws light upon the important fact that the choice 

between wa and ga is influenced by multiple factors, which should be taken into consideration 

in L2 acquisition studies. However, Tomita’s (1997) method needs further sophistication in the 

classification of the affecting factors as well as consideration of the interactions between the 

factors in order to enable a more convincing investigation of L2 acquisition of wa and ga. 



  Literature review 

  111 

4.3. Summary 

In this chapter, I argued the shortcomings in the methodological approaches applied in previous 

studies on L2 acquisition of wa and ga. 

Commonly, the use of wa and ga has been examined at either the semantic level or at 

the discourse level, with the assumption that it is possible to assess L2 learners’ acquisition 

status of these particles at each independent level. However, semantic factors and discourse 

factors often coexist, and they simultaneously influence the choice of the particles. Therefore, 

it is often difficult to argue one factor independently while eliminating the possible effects of 

other factors. For this reason, I argued that the results of previous studies do not sufficiently 

explain how L2 learners make a choice between wa and ga. 

Although it has been pointed out that there exist multiple factors that affect the choice 

of wa and ga (Tomita 1997), systematic classification of these affecting factors, and 

examination of the interaction between these factors, are required to gain a deeper and more 

comprehensive understanding of L2 acquisition of wa and ga. 

In order to fill the gap in the current knowledge, I conducted a statistical analysis of the 

data collected using a cloze test, which was specifically designed to analyse the size of effects 

of multiple factors and their interactions. The next chapter presents the details of the 

methodology adopted in this study.
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Chapter 5 Methodology 

5.0. Introduction 

This chapter provides details of the methodology adopted in this study. Chapter 4 argued that 

previous studies did not fully explain how L2 learners make a choice between wa and ga 

because its aspect as a multiple-interface property — how the choice between wa and ga is 

governed by multiple levels of information — has not been appropriately reflected in the 

methods of analysis. In the current study, to provide a comprehensive account for the use of wa 

and ga as a multiple-interface property, data were collected from L1 English/L2 Japanese 

speakers with various proficiency levels and L1 Japanese native speakers using a cloze test. 

Unlike the previous studies discussed in Chapter 4, the cloze test used for the current study was 

systematically designed to investigate how various linguistic factors that reside at different 

domains affect the choice between wa and ga, as is detailed in this chapter. Statistical analysis 

of the data enabled a detailed examination of the effects of various factors and their interactions 

on the choice between wa and ga. The cloze test was followed by follow-up interviews with 

some of the test participants, which provides a qualitative insight towards the results. This 

chapter explains how the cloze test data and the interview data were collected. The details of 

the statistical analysis procedures are presented in Chapter 6. 

This chapter is organised as follows. Section 5.1 provides information on the 

participants and details of the questions used in the cloze test. Section 5.2 explains the process 

of the follow-up interviews. Section 5.3 summarises the chapter. 
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5.1. Cloze test 

This study used an online cloze test as the method of data collection. The cloze test is recognised 

as a valid, reliable and practical method for assessing L2 learners’ proficiency levels (Tremblay 

2011). Depending on the deletion method, the test can assess language users’ different skills in 

various linguistic areas, such as phonology, syntax, semantics and pragmatics (Oller and Jonz 

1994). Indeed, it is a suitable method to provide data to answer the current research questions, 

as it allows an examination of how L2 learners choose wa or ga under various semantic and 

pragmatic conditions. Before conducting the experiment, I created a series of cloze test items 

that resembled the actual test items and conducted a pilot study with a small number of native 

and non-native speakers to ensure the reliability of the test. 

5.1.1. Participants 

The online cloze test participants included 134 L1 English speakers of L2 Japanese (sixty-seven 

beginner, twenty intermediate, twenty-five advanced and twenty-two upper-advanced speakers) 

and thirty-six L1 Japanese speakers. Information regarding the gender and age distribution of 

the participants is provided in Table 5.1. 

Proficiency level Total 

Gender Age 

Male Female ≤20 21≤30 31≤40 41≤50 51≤ 

Beginner 67 26 41 29 30 1 1 6 

Intermediate 20 10 10 7 5 3 1 4 

Advanced 25 14 11 4 7 4 5 5 

Upper-advanced 22 11 11 1 8 7 5 1 

Native 36 19 17 0 9 6 7 14 

  170 80 90 41 59 21 19 30 

Table 5.1 Distribution of participants of the cloze test 
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Table 5.1 shows an uneven distribution of gender and age, particularly in the beginner group. 

However, to the best of my knowledge, the effect of gender and age on the choice between wa 

and ga has not been reported in the past. Therefore, I did not consider these factors as variables. 

Participants were considered as native speakers of English if English was the main 

language that he/she grew up with, and he/she spent most of their childhood before starting 

high school in English-speaking countries, e.g. Australia, New Zealand, the U.S. Bilingual 

speakers of English and other languages than Japanese were also included. Those who have a 

parent(s) who spoke Japanese as their first language were excluded, even though participants 

claimed that they did not learn Japanese from him/her. This is because it is still possible that 

they were more exposed to Japanese language at early ages than other English-speaking 

children, which could have possibly affected their acquisition of Japanese. 

Most of the participants started to learn Japanese in class or by self-study after starting 

high school. A small number of participants attended introductory Japanese lessons at primary 

school, but the amount of exposure is assumed to be marginal.52 None of the participants 

reported that they experienced extensive exposure to a Japanese speaking environment beyond 

regular school curriculum at early ages, e.g. an immersion language program. 

Many participants lived in Japan before participating in the survey and some of them 

were living there at the time of the survey. Most of them started to live in Japan at an age older 

than eighteen, but there were also a small number of participants who started to live in Japan at 

an age younger than eighteen in the cohort, as shown in Table 5.2. 

 
52 Curriculum Requirements in the ACT Public Schools (P-10) Policy 2009 requires all Canberra public primary 

schools to provide students in years 3–6 with a language program for a minimum of 60 minutes a week. Curriculum 

requirements in other Australian states are similar. 
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Participant Age of relocation Proficiency level Length of stay (years) 

A 14 Upper-advanced  3 ≤ 

B 15 Advanced  3 ≤ 

C 15 Advanced  ≤ 1 

D 16 Upper-advanced  3 ≤ 

E 16 Advanced  1 ≤ 2 

F 16 Upper-advanced  3 ≤ 

G 17 Intermediate  ≤ 1 

H 17 Upper-advanced  2 ≤ 3 

J 17 Upper-advanced  3 ≤ 

Table 5.2 Participants who started to live in Japan at the age younger than eighteen 

 The participants’ proficiency levels were measured using a proficiency test that consists 

of questions extracted from the Japanese Language Proficiency Test (Japan Foundation and 

Japan Educational Exchange and Services).53 The proficiency test was inserted at the beginning 

of the online cloze test. All the questions were reading-based and the participants’ abilities to 

write, listen and speak were not assessed. Admittedly, assessing speakers’ various linguistic 

skills, rather than just reading skills, would have provided better information as to the 

participants’ overall competency in Japanese. However, due to the volume of the cloze test, it 

was necessary to keep the proficiency test as short and concise as possible in order to raise the 

completion rate of the test and collect enough data for a reliable quantitative analysis. 

Participants were recruited as a native control group if they were Japanese speakers who 

spent most of their childhood before starting high school in Japan acquiring Japanese as their 

main language. As far as I am aware, the influence of a speaker’s dialect in the choice between 

wa and ga has not been reported in the previous studies. Therefore, regional varieties in 

Japanese language were not considered in the selection process of the native participants. Most 

of the native participants resided in Japan when they participated in the test. 

 
53 See Appendix A for the questions of the proficiency test used in the survey. 
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5.1.2. Data collection method 

The cloze test was an online-based questionnaire approved by the Ethics Committee of the 

Australian National University (protocol number #2016/370). The test was created using the 

website SurveyGizmo (https://www.surveygizmo.com/). From August 2016 to June 2018, the 

examiner visited various Japanese classes at the Australian National University and asked 

students to participate in the test. The link to the test was also distributed at Curtin University, 

Macquarie University, Western Sydney University, Tokyo University of Foreign Studies, 

Yokohama National University and Waseda University, 54  and through social media, e.g. 

Facebook. Some participants were recruited among the examiner’s social circle. Responses 

came mostly from Australia and Japan, and there were also a few responses from other 

countries. 

As mentioned earlier, a proficiency test was included at the beginning of the online test. 

Information regarding participants’ linguistic backgrounds, such as when they started to study 

Japanese, was also gathered in order to determine the eligibility of participants for the test.55 

The average time spent on the proficiency test was approximately twenty minutes. 

In the cloze test, the participants were instructed to read short dialogues that included 

one sentence that contained empty parentheses. The participants were asked to choose one 

option to fill each set of parentheses from the following: (1) wa (2) ga (3) both are possible (4) 

not sure. There was no time limit to complete the test. The participants had an option to pause 

the test and resume it later without losing the contents completed previously. The participants 

were instructed to choose an answer intuitively based on their current knowledge without 

 
54 I would like to thank Dr Duck-Young Lee (Australian National University), Dr Yuko Asano-Cavanagh (Curtin 

University), Dr Chavalin Svetanant (Macquarie University), Dr Xiangdong Liu (Western Sydney University), 

Professor Sukero Ito (Tokyo University of Foreign Studies), Professor Shohei Yoshida (Yokohama National 

University), Professor Kenji Nakagawa (Yokohama National University) and many other teachers of Japanese 

language courses for their help with the data collection. 
55 See Appendix A for the linguistic background questions. 

https://www.surveygizmo.com/
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referring to any materials. Once they clicked an answer on the screen, the following question 

was automatically presented, and the participants could not go back to the previous questions 

to change their answers. 

5.1.3. Test items 

The test items were designed in a way that the effect of each factor and the interactions between 

the factors could be investigated. NP-wa/ga sentences were first categorised into eight sentence 

types based on their semantic characteristics. Then each type of sentence was provided with 

different types of context (four types of context for event propositions and three for attribute 

propositions). As for the NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences, these were divided into Type A and Type 

B sentences, and each type was provided with eight types of context. As a result, forty-five test 

items were created.56 In what follows, I provide details of the cloze test items. 

5.1.3.1. NP-wa/ga sentences 

NP-wa/ga sentences were first categorised based on their semantic characteristics: proposition 

type, verb type and predicate category. 

‘Proposition type’ had two levels: event proposition and attribute proposition. As 

discussed in Section 3.1.1, event propositions show a situation as a whole and they more 

suitably represent the topicless judgement in the ga-sentence form (NON-TOPIC ga), while 

attribute propositions show that an entity has a certain attribute and they can only represent the 

topic judgement in the wa-sentence form (TOPIC wa). 

‘Verb type’ had three levels, i.e. existential, perceptional and standard verb. This factor 

was included to classify verbal event propositions only. Existential verbs refer to iru and aru 

 
56 See Appendix A for the full cloze test items. 
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‘to exist’ in this study, and they showed an existence of the subject. Perceptional verbs refer to 

mieru ‘can be seen’, kikoeru ‘can be heard’, wakaru ‘can be understood’, etc., but only mieru 

‘can be seen’ was used in the questions. Standard verbs refer to the rest of verbal sentences that 

show event propositions. It was anticipated that the presence of existential and perceptional 

verbs would have effects on how L2 learners process discourse information, as it is often 

reported that L2 learners are more likely to choose ga when existential and perceptional verbs 

are used (e.g. Hanada 1997, Morimoto 1998). 

Lastly, ‘predicate category’ had three levels, namely adjectival, nominal and verbal 

predicates. This category was included as a variable in the analysis because its influence on the 

choice between wa and ga is often pointed out (e.g. Mio 1948, Masuoka 1987). Mio (1948), in 

his argument of genshoo-bun ‘event sentence’ and handan-bun ‘judgement sentence’, which 

roughly correspond to sentences that represent the topicless judgement and the topic judgement 

respectively in our argument (Section 3.1.3), claims that typically ‘event sentences’ are verbal 

and ‘judgement sentences’ are nominal (also see Masuoka 1987). 

As a result, the NP-wa/ga sentences were divided into eight sentence types based on 

their semantic characteristics, as summarised in Table 5.3. 

Sentence type Proposition type Verb type Predicate category 

1 event perceptional verbal 

2 event existential verbal 

3 event standard verbal 

4 event n/a adjectival 

5 event n/a nominal 

6 attribute n/a verbal 

7 attribute n/a adjectival 

8 attribute n/a nominal 

Table 5.3 Semantic characteristics of each sentence type 

The following sentences in (1) show examples of sentence type 1 to 8. 
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(1) a. Sentence type 1: event proposition, perceptional verbal sentence 

  Fujisan (     ) mieru. 

  Mt.Fuji  can.be.seen 

  ‘Mt. Fuji can be seen.’ 

 b. Sentence type 2: event proposition, existential verbal sentence 

  Asoko ni kuruma (     ) aru. 

  there LOC car  exist 

  ‘There is a car over there.’ 

 c. Sentence type 3: event proposition, standard verbal sentence 

  Neko (     ) nemutteiru.    

  cat  sleeping    

  ‘The cat is sleeping.’ 

 d. Sentence type 4: event proposition, adjectival sentence 

  Nishi no sora (     ) makka da. 

  west GEN sky  bright.red COP 

  ‘The western sky is bright red.’ 

 e. Sentence type 5: event proposition, nominal sentence 

  Tanaka-san no ie (     ) kaji da. 

  Mr.Tanaka GEN house  fire COP 

  ‘Mr. Tanaka’s house is on fire.’ 

 f. Sentence type 6: attribute proposition, verbal sentence 

  Watashi (     ) mainichi jogingu o suru. 

  I  every.day jogging ACC do 

  ‘I go jogging every day.’ 
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 g. Sentence type 7: attribute proposition, adjectival sentence 

  Tookyoo no bukken (     ) takai. 

  Tokyo GEN property  expensive 

  ‘Properties in Tokyo are expensive.’ 

 h. Sentence type 8: attribute proposition, nominal sentence 

  Mori-san (     ) eigo no sensei da. 

  Mr.Mori  English GEN teacher COP 

  ‘Mr. Mori is an English teacher.’ 

Thereafter, these eight types of sentence were provided with different types of context, which 

I call ‘context type A’, in comparison to ‘context type B’ that was used for NP1-wa NP2-ga X 

sentences (Section 5.1.3.2). Context type A included the topic context, the contrastive context, 

the exhaustive-listing context, and the neutral-descriptive context, as shown below. 

Context type A Discourse marker 

1 Topic wa 

2 Contrastive wa 

3 Exhaustive-listing ga 

4 Neutral-descriptive ga 

Table 5.4 Context type A 

Sentence types 1 to 5, i.e. sentences that show event propositions, were provided with all four 

context types, while sentence types 6 to 8, i.e. sentences that show attribute propositions, were 

only provided with the topic context, the contrastive context and the exhaustive-listing context, 

as they are not compatible with the neutral-descriptive context. This procedure produced 

twenty-nine test items in total for NP-wa/ga sentences, i.e. four context types (context type A 
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1 to 4) times five sentence types (sentence types 1 to 5) and three context types (context type A 

1 to 3) times three sentence types (sentence types 6 to 8). See the following example. The 

sentence in bold is the target sentence. 

(2) A: Saikin umi o miteinai kara, umi ga 

  recently ocean ACC have.not.seen because ocean ACC 

  mitai desu. Demo koko kara wa sukoshi tooi desu 

  want.to.see COP but here ABL CON a.little far COP 

  ne.       

  FP       

  ‘I have not seen the ocean for a while, so I want to see it. But the coast is a little 

far from here, isn’t it?’ 

  B: Umi (     ) ano tenboodai kara miemasu yo. 

  ocean  that lookout ABL can.be.seen FP 

  Shuumatsu issho-ni ikimashoo ka?    

  weekend together let.us.go Q    

  ‘The ocean can be seen from the observatory. Shall we go on the weekend?’ 

In (2), a sentence, which shows an event proposition and has a perceptional verbal predicate, is 

used in the topic context. Therefore, there is a semantic requirement for the NON-TOPIC ga and 

pragmatic requirement for the topic wa in this sentence. 

5.1.3.2. NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences 

The NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences were classified into Type A and Type B sentences, which 

differ from each other in the relationship between the nominative NPs and the predicate. In 
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Type A sentences, the predicate requires two nominative NPs as its valency, as shown in (3a), 

while in Type B sentences, the predicate forms attributive relations with each nominative NP, 

as shown in (3b).57 

(3) a. Type A NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentence 

  Yamamoto-san (     ) ryoori (     ) joozu da. 

  Ms.Yamamoto  cooking  good.at COP 

  ‘Ms Yamamoto is good at cooking.’ 

 b. Type B NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentence 

  Ano heya (     ) mado (     ) ookii. 

  that room  window  large 

  ‘That room has a large window.’ 

As discussed in Section 3.3, in both types of sentence, the use of wa for NP1 and the use of ga 

for NP2 are required at the semantic level, i.e. ‘NP1-wa NP2-ga X’. On the other hand, at the 

discourse level, NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences can be considered as having two focus structures, 

meaning that NP1 and NP2 can be marked by different discourse markers depending on context. 

For example, when an argument-focus structure is required for the first structure (NP1 and [NP2-

ga X]), i.e. the exhaustive-listing ga marks NP1, and a sentence-focus structure is required for 

the second structure (NP2 and X), i.e. the neutral-descriptive ga marks NP2, both the NPs are 

pragmatically required to be marked by ga, resulting in the form of ‘NP1-ga NP2-ga X’. 

 
57 See Section 3.3 for details of the Type A and Type B NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences. 



  Methodology 

  124 

Eight possible types of context, i.e. eight combinations of focus structures, were 

identified to be provided for the NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences, as shown in Table 5.5 below. I 

call the context types that were provided for NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences ‘context type B’. 

Context type B  Discourse marker for NP1  Discourse marker for NP2 

1 Topic wa  Exhaustive-listing ga 

2 Topic wa Neutral-description ga 

3 Contrastive wa Exhaustive-listing ga 

4 Contrastive wa Neutral-descriptive ga 

5 Topic wa Contrastive wa 

6 Contrastive wa Contrastive wa 

7 Exhaustive-listing ga Contrastive wa 

8 Exhaustive-listing ga Neutral-descriptive ga 

Table 5.5 Context type B 

The following combinations of discourse functions were excluded upon creation of context type 

B, as experimental sentences could not be created for the reasons provided in Table 5.6. 

Excluded combinations  

Discourse marker for NP1  Discourse marker for NP2 Reason of exclusion 

Topic wa Topic wa A sentence can have only one topic. 

any Topic wa The topic appears at the sentence-initial 

position. 

Exhaustive-listing ga Exhaustive-listing ga A sentence can have only one main 

focus. 

Neutral-descriptive ga any All the NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences 

included in the current test show 

attribute propositions so NP1 cannot be 

marked by the neutral-descriptive ga. 

Table 5.6 Excluded combinations of discourse functions from context type B and the reasons of the 

exclusion 

In the end, sixteen test items were created for the NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences, i.e. eight context 

types (context type B 1 to 8) times two sentence types (Type A and Type B NP1-wa NP2-ga X 

sentences). 
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In the following example, a Type A sentence is provided with the context which requires 

the topic wa for NP1 and the contrastive wa for NP2. The part in bold is the target clause. 

(4) A: Yamamoto-san wa mata kukkii o tsukuttekita-n desu 

  Ms.Yamamoto Top again cookies ACC made-NMLZ COP 

  ne. Hontoo-ni ryoori ga joozu. Danna-san wa 

  FP really cooking ACC good.at husband TOP 

  shiawase desu ne. 

  happy COP FP 

  ‘Did Ms. Yamamoto make biscuits again? She is so good at cooking. Her husband 

is a lucky guy!’ 

 B: Soo desu ne. Demo Yamamoto-san (  1  ) ryoori (  2  ) 

  so COP FP but Ms.Yamamoto  cooking  

  joozu desu kedo sooji ya sentaku (  3  ) amari 

  good.at COP but cleaning and laundry  not.much 

  sukijanai soo desu yo.    

  not.like heard COP FP    

  ‘That’s true. But I heard that she is good at cooking but doesn't like cleaning and 

doing laundry.’ 

In B’s utterance in (4), wa for the first parentheses and ga for the second and the third 

parentheses are required to be selected at the semantic level, as the NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences 

included in the current test all show attribute propositions (the TOPIC wa is required for the NP1 

and nominative marker ga is required for the NP2), while wa is required for all the parentheses 

at the discourse level (the topic wa for the NP1 and the contrastive wa for the NP2s). 
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5.1.4. Format of the cloze test 

As mentioned earlier, participants were provided with four options to choose the answer from: 

(1) wa (2) ga (3) both are possible (4) not sure. All the dialogues were written in Japanese 

script. Ruby, i.e. an annotative gloss that shows the pronunciation of the character, was provided 

for potentially problematic Chinese characters, and vocabulary and translation of the dialogue 

were provided in English for each question so that all the participants fully understood the 

content of the questions. Each question was composed of different sentences from each other. 

An example of the questions in the actual test format is shown in (5). 

(5) 田中
たなか

「あれ、山本
やまもと

さんがまだ来ていませんね。」 

山田
や ま だ

「山本さん（  ） 急 病
きゅうびょう

です。昨日
きのう

から入 院
にゅういん

しているそうですよ。」 

 
急病: sudden sickness 

入院する: to be hospitalised 

 
Tanaka: Oh, Mr. Yamamoto is not here yet. 
Yamada: He suddenly fell sick. I heard that he has been at the hospital since yesterday.  
 
(1) wa 
(2) ga 
(3) both are possible 
(4) not sure 

In (5), firstly, a Japanese short dialogue was presented, with some of the Chinese characters 

provided with ruby. Then, some Japanese words, which the examiner assumed could be 

unfamiliar to L2 participants, were provided with meanings in English, which was followed by 

the English translation of the dialogue. Finally, four options, i.e. (1) wa (2) ga (3) both were 

possible and (4) not sure, are provided. 
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5.2. Follow-up interviews 

Follow-up interviews were conducted with some of the test participants in order to gain a 

qualitative insight into the test results and provide support to the statistical analysis. 

5.2.1. Participants 

Ten participants, i.e. two participants from each of the beginner, the intermediate, the advanced 

and the upper-advanced L2 groups and the L1 group, joined the follow-up interviews. They 

were recruited through either social media, at Japanese classes at the ANU that the examiner 

visited, or from the examiner’s social circle. Table 5.7 presents the participants’ profile. 

Participant 

ID Proficiency level Age Gender 

Experience of living 

in Japan  

(more than 6months) 

(If yes)  

Length of stay 

(years) 

1A Beginner 21≤30 Male No  n/a 

1B Beginner ≤20 Female No  n/a 

2A Intermediate 31≤40 Male No n/a 

2B Intermediate 21≤30 Male No  n/a 

3A Advanced 21≤30 Male Yes  ≤1 

3B Advanced ≤20 Female Yes  ≤1 

4A Upper-advanced 41≤50 Male Yes  3≤ 

4B Upper-advanced 41≤50 Male Yes 3≤  

5A Native 21≤30 Male n/a n/a 

5B Native 21≤30 Female n/a n/a 

Table 5.7 Profile of the participants of the follow-up interviews  

Note: In the participant ID, the number indicates the proficiency level, i.e. 1 = beginner, 2 = intermediate, 3 = advanced, 4 = 

upper-advanced and 5 = native, and the alphabet identifies the participant within each level. 

All the non-native participants were born and raised in Australia, except for 4A, who 

was born in the UK and spent most of his childhood there. All of them started to learn Japanese 

at high school or at university. Both of the native participants were born and raised in Japan 

and acquired Japanese as their main language. The following is some background information 

for each participant. 
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1A was in his early twenties and was a medical student at the ANU at the time of the 

interview. He was mainly self-studying Japanese but had stayed in Japan for ten weeks and 

attended a language school in Tokyo. He was a very motivated learner and had weekly private 

tutoring with a Japanese native speaker to practise his speaking skills. 

1B was in her late teens and was a linguistic student at the ANU at the time of the 

interview. She was enrolled in courses in Japanese and Korean, which she enjoyed dearly. She 

had stayed in Japan for two months, during which she attended language classes and travelled 

around the country. She liked Japanese traditional buildings and visited many temples and 

shrines during her stay in Japan. 

2A was in his early thirties and was working in Canberra, which did not require the 

ability to speak Japanese. He had a Japanese spouse and used both Japanese and English at 

home. Although he had never lived in Japan before the interview, he had frequent opportunities 

to travel to Japan to visit his wife’s family. Also, he was involved in the Japanese community 

in Canberra regularly through his son’s attendance at the Japanese kindergarten every Saturday. 

2B was in his early twenties and was a linguistic student at the ANU studying Japanese 

and French. He had experienced a short homestay in Japan when he was in high school and had 

stayed in a regular contact with his host family. He has a deep interest in Japanese language 

and culture and enjoys watching various Japanese movies. 

3A was in his mid-twenties and was a recent graduate from the ANU. He had lived in 

Japan as an exchange student for a year and attended a university in Tokyo. He also travelled 

the country by hitchhiking, thus developing his communication skills. At the time of the 

interview, he was preparing to move to Japan to teach English. 

3B was in her late teens and was a linguistic student at the ANU studying Japanese. She 

had lived in Japan as an exchange student for a year, experiencing homestay when she was at 
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high school. During this period, she attended a local high school and developed her strong 

communication ability in Japanese. 

4A was in his late forties and was working as a scientific editor in Japan at the time of 

the interview. Although his work did not require Japanese language ability, he enjoyed reading 

Japanese novels and scientific magazines and watching Japanese TV shows and movies. He 

had passed N1 level in the Japanese Language Proficiency Test, which is the highest level in 

this test, in 2016. His spouse was Japanese, and the language mainly used at home was 

Japanese. He was born in the UK and completed a Ph.D. degree in Australia. Afterwards, he 

also experienced a post-doctorate position in Japan in the field of science. 

4B was in his late forties and was working at the ANU as a researcher of Japanese 

history and environment. His work required daily use of academic Japanese and he spoke fluent 

Japanese. He was also teaching advanced level Japanese courses at the ANU at the time of the 

interview. He had a Japanese spouse and the main language at home was also Japanese. 

5A was in his mid-twenties and was a Japanese native speaker who grew up in the 

Kansai region in Japan. His language had a slight Kansai accent. He had a degree in Law and 

had worked in Tokyo and Okinawa before moving to Canberra to complete a master’s degree 

in environment at the ANU. Although he had taught Japanese privately, he had never studied 

Japanese Linguistics. 

5B was in her mid-twenties and was a Japanese native speaker. She grew up in Nagoya 

prefecture in Japan. No nuance of accent was noticed in her speech. She worked as a nurse in 

Japan for about five years before coming to the ANU to complete a master’s degree. She had 

never studied Japanese Linguistics. 
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5.2.2. Data collection method 

After their proficiency levels were assessed, the participants were instructed to complete the 

cloze test online before sitting for a follow-up interview. At the interviews, participants were 

asked to explain the reason for each answer to the examiner, while looking at their completed 

test items. The conversation was in English with all the non-native participants and in Japanese 

with the native participants. Using their own words, they were encouraged to talk about any 

key words or contextual cues that triggered their decision. If they used terminology presumably 

adopted from a Japanese class or a textbook, e.g. shudai ‘topic’, they were asked to elaborate 

on its meaning. The examiner tried not to disturb their speech as much as possible so that their 

responses would not be influenced by what the examiner had said. 

The conversations between a participant and the examiner were audio recorded using 

digital recording software ‘Audacity’ that was installed in the examiner’s laptop. As a sub-

device, a mobile phone application ‘Voice Recorder’ installed in the examiner’s iPhone was 

also used for recording. After the interview, the recordings were transcribed by the examiner. 

The Japanese participants’ data were translated into English by the examiner. 

5.3. Summary 

In this chapter, I described the data collection methods of this study. A cloze test was created 

to investigate how wa and ga are chosen under various linguistic conditions and it was 

completed by 170 participants in total. Afterwards, ten native and non-native speakers attended 

follow-up interviews to provide their qualitative insight into the choice of these particles.
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Chapter 6 Results of the statistical analysis 

6.0. Introduction 

This chapter presents the results of the statistical analysis of the cloze test data. The current 

study aims to examine the effects of semantic and discourse factors on the choice between wa 

and ga and the interactions between these factors. Logistic regression models, which predict 

the relationship between various factors and the outcome, serve this purpose (e.g. Brezina 

2018). Therefore, this study used logistic regression models as the main method of analysis. 

The details of the statistical analysis procedures are provided in this chapter. 

The statistical results show that the type of context in which a sentence appeared had a 

strong effect on the particle to be chosen in both the native and non-native grammars, but 

context was not the only affecting factor. The results reveal that semantic factors also played a 

significant role in both the native and non-native participants’ decision-making process, and 

there were significant interactions between the semantic and discourse factors, as detailed in 

this chapter. 

The chapter is organised as follows. Section 6.1 reports the results in the NP-wa/ga X 

sentences, i.e. sentences with one NP marked by either wa or ga. After presenting the overview 

of the results of each sub-dataset in the form of an ANOVA table (Section 6.1.1), I report the 

effects of participants’ proficiency levels (Section 6.1.2), the effects of interactions which were 

consistent across proficiency levels (Section 6.1.3) and the effects of interactions which were 

not consistent across proficiency levels (Section 6.1.4). Thereafter, Section 6.2 reports the 
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results in the NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences, i.e. sentences with two NPs marked by either wa or 

ga. In this section, I first compare the results of Type A and Type B sentences (Section 6.2.1), 

and then present the effects of the semantic and discourse factors (Section 6.2.2) and the 

difference between the native speakers and the upper-advanced L2 speakers (Section 6.2.3). 

The chapter is summarised in Section 6.3. 

6.1. Results of NP-wa/ga X sentences 

As detailed in Chapter 5, I classified the NP-wa/ga X sentences into eight sentence types based 

on their semantic characteristics, namely proposition type, verb type and predicate category, 

and then used these sentences in different context types, namely topic, contrastive, exhaustive-

listing and neutral-descriptive contexts, producing twenty-nine test items.58 

Binomial mixed-effects models (Baayen, Davidson and Bates 2008) were fitted to the 

data with the blme (Bayesian Linear Mixed-Effects) library (Chung et al. 2013) in the software 

environment R (R Core Team 2017). I originally used the lme4 library (Bates et al. 2015) to fit 

the multilevel models. However, this resulted in ‘complete separation’ in some cases, in which 

some estimates and standard errors were implausibly large. This phenomenon occurs because 

the predictive power of the model is so strong that, in some cells defined by the independent 

variables, all the participants provided the same answer.59 In some cases, complete separation 

is due to an over-fitted model, but that was not the case here. In the current case, complete 

separation was caused due to the difference in ability between the native and non-native 

speakers. In order to manage this issue, the random effects models were instead fitted using a 

Bayesian approach with the blme package. These models can still be analysed and interpreted 

 
58 See Section 5.1.3.1 for the detail of the test items of NP-wa/ga X sentences. 
59 See Hosmer and Lemeshow (1989) for examples. 
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similarly to the models fitted using the lme4 library, because the priors specified for blme were 

diffuse (Carlin and Louis 1996: Section 4.2, Vaart 1998: Section 10.2). 

The dependent variable was a binary factor distinguishing between pragmatically 

appropriate and inappropriate variants, i.e. whether a pragmatically required particle was 

chosen or not. 60  In each model, the participant was treated as a random intercept. The 

independent variables included in the models are shown in Table 6.1 below. 

Independent variables Levels Variables 

Proficiency level 5 beginner, intermediate, advanced, upper-advanced, native 

Context type A 4 topic, contrastive, exhaustive-listing, neutral-descriptive 

Proposition type 2 event, attribute 

Verb type 3 standard, perceptional, existential 

Predicate category 3 nominal, adjectival, verbal 

Table 6.1 Independent variables included in the model 

Proficiency level 61  had five levels: beginner, intermediate, advanced, upper-advanced and 

native levels. The beginner to the upper-advanced levels were the non-native groups and the 

native level was a native group. The native group was included in the statistical models and 

analysed together with the non-native groups, rather than analysed separately, in order to 

examine the differences and the similarities between native and non-native speakers in the use 

of wa and ga. Context type A had four levels: topic, contrastive, exhaustive-listing and neutral-

descriptive contexts. Proposition type has two levels: event and attribute propositions. Verb 

type had three levels: standard, perceptional and existential verbs. Lastly, predicate category 

had three levels: nominal, adjectival and verbal predicates. 

 
60 The choice of the ‘both are possible’ option was included as a pragmatically appropriate variant in the current 

analysis. 
61 Names of independent variables are written in italics thereafter. 
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There are some variables that only applied to certain sentences, i.e. context type A and 

verb type, which made it impossible to fit a single model to the entire dataset. 

   Semantic factors 

Discourse 

factor Sub-dataset 

# 

Sentence 

type 

Predicate 

category Verb type 

Proposition 

type 

Context 

type A Main 

Verb

-type 

Context

-type 

1 1 verbal perceptional event TOP   √  
2 1 verbal perceptional event CON   √  
3 1 verbal perceptional event EL   √  
4 1 verbal perceptional event ND   √  
5 2 verbal existential event TOP   √  
6 2 verbal existential event CON   √  
7 2 verbal existential event EL   √  
8 2 verbal existential event ND   √  
9 3 verbal standard event TOP √ √ √ 

10 3 verbal standard event CON √ √ √ 

11 3 verbal standard event EL √ √ √ 

12 3 verbal standard event ND  √ √ 

13 4 adjectival n/a event TOP √  √ 

14 4 adjectival n/a event CON √  √ 

15 4 adjectival n/a event EL √  √ 

16 4 adjectival n/a event ND   √ 

17 5 nominal n/a event TOP √  √ 

18 5 nominal n/a event CON √  √ 

19 5 nominal n/a event EL √  √ 

20 5 nominal n/a event ND   √ 

21 6 verbal n/a attribute TOP √   

22 6 verbal n/a attribute CON √   

23 6 verbal n/a attribute EL √   

24 7 adjectival n/a attribute TOP √   

25 7 adjectival n/a attribute CON √   

26 7 adjectival n/a attribute EL √   

27 8 nominal n/a attribute TOP √   

28 8 nominal n/a attribute CON √   

29 8 nominal n/a attribute EL √     

Table 6.2 List of the test items coded for the analysis 

Note: In the predicate category, ‘verbal’ is verbal predicate, ‘adjectival’ is adjectival predicate and ‘nominal’ is nominal 

predicate. In the verb type, ‘perceptional’ is perceptional verb, ‘existential’ is existential verb and ‘standard’ is standard verb. 

In verb type, the sentence types 4 to 8 are coded as n/a because this variable does not apply to these sentences. In the proposition 

type, ‘event’ refers to event proposition and ‘attribute’ refers to attribute proposition. In the context type A, ‘TOP’ is the topic 

context, ‘CON’ is the contrastive context, ‘EL’ is the exhaustive-listing context and ‘ND’ is the neutral-descriptive context. 
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Therefore, I divided the dataset into three sub-datasets: the main dataset (2389 sentences from 

170 participants), the verb-type dataset (1565 sentences from 170 participants), and the context-

type dataset (1577 sentences from 170 participants). See Table 6.2 for the list of all the test 

items coded by each variable and the sub-dataset each sentence was included in. In Table 6.2, 

for example, the test item #1 had the semantic features of verbal predicate, perceptional verb 

and event proposition, and it was used in the topic context. This sentence was included in the 

verb-type sub-dataset. 

In each sub-dataset, I started the statistical analysis with a saturated model incorporating 

all the relevant independent variables listed in Table 6.2 and the variable proficiency level, with 

all the interactions of all the orders between the variables. Non-significant interactions and 

variables were then progressively removed, which was tested using likelihood ratio tests 

calculated with the ANOVA (analysis of variance) function in R. Thus, the final model included 

only significant variables or variables that significantly improved model fit. To interpret the 

model, various marginal effects and contrasts were estimated and tested using the emmeans 

function (Lenth 2018). This method was preferred to directly interpret the coefficients in the 

model summary, which is convoluted in models with categorical independent variables with 

more than two levels. This is why I only present the ANOVA tables and not the model 

summaries in this chapter. The model summaries can be found in Appendix B. The function 

emmeans adjusts for multiple testing using the Tukey Least Significant Differences method. 

In this section, after presenting the ANOVA tables of binomial mixed-effects models of 

the sub-datasets (Section 6.1.1), I report the significant effects and interactions found in the 

analysis based on the effect and involvement of the factor proficiency level. This is because 

examining the difference between the non-native and the native results, which can be done by 

looking at the effect of proficiency level, is crucial for the current research questions that set L2 
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learners’ performance as the main research focus. To this end, I report: (1) the effects of 

proficiency level (Section 6.1.2); (2) the effects of interactions in which proficiency level did 

not participate (Section 6.1.3); and (3) the effects of interactions in which proficiency level 

participated (Section 6.1.4). 

6.1.1. Results of each sub-dataset 

This section reports the overall results of each sub-dataset: main, verb-type and context-type 

datasets. After providing a brief explanation of each sub-dataset, I present ANOVA tables of 

the binomial mixed-effects models. 

6.1.1.1. Main dataset 

The main dataset included all the sentence types except for sentence types 1 and 2, i.e. 

perceptional verbal sentences and existential verbal sentences respectively. Sentences in the 

neutral-descriptive context were also excluded from this sub-dataset. The above sentences were 

excluded to ensure within-subject factorial design in terms of the sentence characteristics. This 

is because sentence types 1 and 2 were coded by the variable verb type,62 which does not apply 

to the rest of the sentences, and the neutral-descriptive context does not occur with sentence 

types 6 to 8, i.e. attribute propositions. As a result, the independent variables included in the 

model were proficiency level, i.e. beginner, intermediate, advanced, upper-advanced and native 

levels, predicate category, i.e. verbal, adjectival and nominal predicates, proposition type, i.e. 

event and attribute propositions, and a part of context type A, i.e. topic, contrastive and 

exhaustive-listing contexts. 

 
62 Sentence type 3, i.e. standard verbal sentences, is also coded by verb type, but it stayed in the main dataset 

without being coded by verb type. 
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 Table 6.3 presents the ANOVA table of the binomial mixed-effects model of the main 

dataset.63 The first column shows the significant variables and the variables that participate in 

the significant interactions. The last column shows their significance levels. The number of 

asterisks next to each value shows the size of the significance. 

 Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value P  

PL 4 52.573    13.143   13.1432 n/a  

Cat 2 27.548   13.774 13.7740 n/a  

PT 1 0.321   0.321 0.3208 n/a  

CTA 2 52.613   26.306 26.3065 n/a  

PL: Cat 8 13.204    1.651   1.6506 0.0405 * 

Cat: CTA 4 25.518    6.380   6.3796 <0.0001 *** 

PT: CTA 2 70.354    35.117   35.1770 <0.0001 *** 

Table 6.3 ANOVA table of the binomial mixed-effects model fit to the main dataset 

Note: PL refers to proficiency level, Cat refers to predicate category, PT refers to proposition type, CTA refers to context type 

A. It was not appropriate to test the main effects as the variables were all part of significant interactions. 

The table shows that all the variables considered in the test participated in significant 

interactions, which are indicated by the use of a colon, e.g. ‘PL: Cat’ signifies an interaction 

between proficiency level and predicate category. The significant interactions were found 

between proficiency level and predicate category, between predicate category and context type 

A, and between proposition type and context type A. 

6.1.1.2. Verb-type dataset 

The verb-type dataset included sentence types 1, 2 and 3, which were coded by verb type, i.e. 

perceptional, existential and standard verbs, and context type A, i.e. topic, contrastive, 

exhaustive-listing and neutral-descriptive contexts. The sentences included in this dataset all 

showed event propositions and were all verbal sentences. The independent variables included 

in this model were proficiency level, context type A and verb type. 

 
63 See Appendix B for the model summary. 
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 Table 6.4 presents the ANOVA table of the binomial mixed-effects model.64 

 Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value P  

PL 4 37.430 9.357    9.3574 <0.0001 *** 

CTA 3 127.962   42.654   42.6540 n/a  

VT 2 15.535    7.768    7.7677 n/a  

CTA: VT 6 59.058   9.843   9.8430 0.0001 *** 

Table 6.4 ANOVA table of the binomial mixed-effects model fit to the verb-type dataset 

Note: PL refers to proficiency level, CTA refers to context type A and VT refers to verb type. It was not appropriate to test the 

main effects of context type A and verb type as they were both part of a significant interaction. 

The table shows that proficiency level was a non-interacting main effect and context type A and 

verb type were in a significant interaction. 

6.1.1.3. Context-type dataset 

The context-type dataset consisted of sentence types 3, 4 and 5, which were coded by predicate 

category, i.e. adjectival, nominal and verbal predicates, and context type A, i.e. topic, 

contrastive, exhaustive-listing and neutral-descriptive contexts. The sentences included in this 

sub-dataset all showed event propositions. Sentence types 1 and 2 were not included because 

they are coded by verb type, which was not applicable to the rest of the sentences. Sentence 

types 6, 7 and 8, which showed attribute propositions, were also not included because the 

neutral-descriptive context was not compatible with these sentences. 

 Table 6.5 presents the ANOVA table of the binomial mixed-effects model of the context-

type dataset.65 

 
64 See Appendix B for the model summary. 
65 See Appendix B for the model summary. 
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 Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value P  

PL 4 34.213   8.5533   8.5533 n/a  

Cat 2 13.637 6.8183   6.8183 n/a  

CTA 3 8.237   2.7457   2.7457 n/a  

PL: Cat 8 9.611   1.2014   1.2014 0.0412 * 

PL: CTA 12 19.876   1.6563   1.6563 0.0010 ** 

Cat: CTA 6 39.678 6.6130 6.6130 <0.0001 *** 

Table 6.5 ANOVA table of the binomial mixed-effects model fit to the context-type dataset 

Note: PL refers to proficiency level, Cat refers to predicate category, and CTA refers to context type A. It was not appropriate 

to test the main effects as the variables were all part of significant interactions. 

The table shows that all the considered factors participated in significant interactions, which 

were between proficiency level and predicate category, between proficiency level and context 

type A, and between predicate category and context type A. 

In what follows, I discuss the above-reported significant effects and interactions grouped into 

three types of effects: (1) the effects of proficiency level, (2) the effects of interactions in which 

proficiency level did not participate, and (3) the effects of interactions in which proficiency level 

participated. 

6.1.2. Effects of proficiency level 

Figure 6.1 shows the probabilities of choosing a pragmatically required particle in a given 

context divided into different proficiency levels in each dataset, averaged over the effects of 

other variables. In other words, the below results show how participants’ tendency to choose 

between wa and ga based on the discourse information changed across the proficiency levels. 
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Figure 6.1 Probability of choosing a pragmatically required particle in each proficiency level in each 

sub-dataset 

Note: ‘Main’ refers to the main dataset (Section 6.1.1.1), ‘verb-type’ the verb-type dataset (Section 6.1.1.2) and ‘context-type’ 

the context-type dataset (Section 6.1.1.3). The R function emmeans was used to produce these results. 

In the main dataset, after the slight drop from the beginner to the intermediate level, the 

probability of choosing a pragmatically required particle increased as the proficiency level 

became higher, with the native speakers showing the highest value. All the non-native groups’ 

probabilities were significantly lower than that of the native group (native vs beginner: t 

= -8.739, p < 0.0001, native vs intermediate: t = -7.581, p < 0.0001, native vs advanced: t 

= -5.981, p < 0.0001, native vs upper-advanced: t = -3.625, p = 0.0027). This result indicates 

that the probability of making a pragmatically appropriate choice of particle rose in general as 

the learners became more proficient in Japanese, but there remained a significant difference 

even between the upper-advanced and the native speakers. It is interesting to note that the 

intermediate group showed a lower probability than the beginner group, although the difference 

was not statistically significant (t = 0.698, p = 0.9569), which will be discussed in Section 8.1.2. 
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In the verb-type dataset, the probability of choosing a pragmatically required particle 

increased in a gradual manner as the learners’ proficiency develops, with a slight drop from the 

intermediate level to the advanced level, which was not statistically significant (t = 0.035, p = 

1.0000). All the non-native groups’ probabilities were significantly lower than that of the native 

speakers (native vs beginner: t = -8.336, p < 0.0001, native vs intermediate: t = -5.119, p < 

0.0001, native vs advanced: t = -5.327, p < 0.0001, native vs upper-advanced: t = -3.041, p = 

0.0199). 

In the context-type dataset, as in the other two datasets, the probability increased 

gradually but all the non-native groups’ probabilities were still significantly lower than that of 

the native speakers (native vs beginner: t = -6.963, p < 0.0001, native vs intermediate: t = -5.767, 

p < 0.0001, native vs advanced: t = -4.120, p = 0.0004, native vs upper-advanced: t = -3.199, p 

= 0.0120). 

The above results all indicate that any of the non-native groups’ ability to reflect 

discourse information onto the choice of wa and ga, which I call discourse sensitivity, was 

significantly lower than the native group. These results will be discussed in Section 8.2.3. 

6.1.3. Effects of interactions in which proficiency level does not participate 

The results show that there were significant interactions that did not involve proficiency level, 

meaning that the effects of these interactions were parallel across proficiency groups.66 These 

significant interactions were found between context type A on the one hand and proposition 

type, verb type and predicate category on the other hand. I report these three interactions in this 

section. 

 
66 See Section 8.2.1 for further explanation of the lack of participation of proficiency level in the above significant 

interactions between the discourse factor and the three semantic factors. 
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6.1.3.1. Interaction between proposition type and context type A 

Figure 6.2 illustrates the interaction between proposition type and context type A found in the 

main dataset. It shows the probabilities of choosing a pragmatically appropriate particle in three 

context types, i.e. topic, contrastive and exhaustive-listing context types, divided into 

proposition types, i.e. event and attribute propositions. The result indicates that the effect of 

context on the probability of choosing a pragmatically required particle varied depending on 

the proposition type of the sentence. This dataset did not include the neutral-descriptive context, 

as this context type was not applicable to attribute propositions. 

 

Figure 6.2 Interaction between proposition type and context type A in the main dataset 

Note: The R function emmeans was used to produce these results. 

In the topic and the contrastive contexts, the pragmatically required particle, i.e. wa, 

was significantly more likely to be chosen in attribute propositions than in event propositions 

(the topic wa: t = 6.531, p < 0.0001, the contrastive wa: t = 2.262, p = 0.0237). In contrast, in 

the exhaustive-listing context, the pragmatically required particle, i.e. ga, was significantly 
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more likely to be chosen in event propositions than in attribute propositions (t = -5.087, p < 

0.0001). Recall that, at the semantic level, event propositions require the use of the NON-TOPIC 

ga and attribute propositions the use of the TOPIC wa. Therefore, these results indicate that a 

pragmatically appropriate particle was more likely to be chosen when it did not cause a conflict 

to a semantic requirement, e.g. the topic wa was more likely to be chosen for an attribute 

proposition, i.e. an absence of conflict, than for an event proposition, i.e. a presence of conflict. 

Attribute propositions were significantly more likely to be used with the topic wa 

compared to the contrastive wa (t = 4.679, p < 0.0001), which indicates that the participants 

were significantly more likely to use a wa-sentence in a pragmatically appropriate manner in 

the topic context than in the contrastive context. The gap was even more evident between the 

topic wa and the exhaustive-listing ga (t = 10.550, p < 0.0001). The difference between the 

contrastive context and the exhaustive-listing context was also significant (t = 6.923, p < 

0.0001). On the other hand, the probabilities did not vary significantly in event propositions 

across context types in this dataset (topic vs contrastive: t = 0.274, p = 0.9595, topic vs 

exhaustive-listing: t = 0.078, p = 0.9966, contrastive vs exhaustive-listing: t = -0.197, p = 

0.9788). 

The main dataset does not include the neutral-descriptive context, so the result does not 

let us compare the effect of event propositions in all the four context types. Therefore, I present 

the main effect of context type A in the context-type dataset below, which allows us to compare 

the results of event propositions in all the context types (Figure 6.3). 
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Figure 6.3 Probability of choosing a pragmatically required particle in event proposition across different 

context types in the context-type dataset 

Note: These probabilities are averaged over the other factors for simplicity. In fact, the differences between context types 

depend on proficiency level and predicate category as these factors have interactions with context type A in the final model. 

The R function emmeans was used to produce these results. 

In Figure 6.3, it is immediately apparent that the probability of choosing the neutral-

descriptive ga was higher than the others. In fact, the differences were all statistically significant 

(neutral-descriptive vs topic: t = -4.880, p < 0.0001, neutral-descriptive vs contrastive: t 

= -4.222, p = 0.0001, neutral-descriptive vs exhaustive-listing: t = -4.472, p < 0.0001). It 

indicates that, in sentences that show event propositions, the participants were significantly 

more likely to use the neutral-descriptive ga in a pragmatically appropriate manner than in any 

other discourse function. The results also show that the participants were more likely to use a 

ga-sentence in a pragmatically appropriate manner in the neutral-descriptive context than in the 

exhaustive-listing context in event propositions. 

In sum, the above results indicate that the tendency to choose a pragmatically 

appropriate particle varied significantly depending on the propositional characteristics of the 

sentence. More specifically, in attribute propositions, the topic wa was the most likely to be 
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used in a pragmatically appropriate way, followed by the contrastive wa, and the exhaustive-

listing ga was the least likely to be used appropriately. On the other hand, in event propositions, 

the neutral-descriptive ga was significantly more likely to be used in a pragmatically 

appropriate manner than all the other discourse markers. These results will be discussed in 

Section 8.1.1.1. 

6.1.3.2. Interaction between verb type and context type A 

Figure 6.4 illustrates the interaction between verb type and context type A found in the verb-

type dataset. It shows the probabilities of choosing a pragmatically appropriate particle in 

different verb types, i.e. existential, perceptional and standard verbs, divided into four context 

types, i.e. topic, contrastive, exhaustive-listing and neutral-descriptive context types. The 

results show that the effect of context was markedly different depending on the type of verb. 

 

Figure 6.4 Interaction between verb type and context type A in the verb-type dataset 

Note: The R function emmeans was used to produce these results. 
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The differences were mainly found in the topic and the contrastive contexts, where 

conflicts exist between the semantic and discourse requirements. This is because all the 

sentences included in this dataset showed event propositions, which semantically require the 

use of the NON-TOPIC ga. The topic wa was the most likely to be used with the existential 

sentence compared to the perceptional sentence (t = 3.689, p = 0.0007) and the standard 

sentence (t = 4.397, p < 0.0001) (see Section 8.1.1.2 for discussion). In contrast, the contrastive 

wa was more likely to be used with the standard sentence than the existential sentence (t 

= -3.973, p = 0.0002) and the perceptional sentence (t = -6.787, p < 0.0001). The difference 

between the perceptional sentence and the existential sentence was also significant in the 

contrastive context (t = 3.261, p = 0.0032). 

What is particularly interesting in this result is that the probability in the contrastive 

context was significantly lower than in the other context types in the existential verb group 

(contrastive vs topic: t = 5.292, p < 0.0001, contrastive vs exhaustive-listing: t = -5.678, p < 

0.0001, contrastive vs neutral-descriptive: t = -6.262, p < 0.0001) and in the perceptional verb 

group (contrastive vs topic: t = 4.788, p < 0.0001, contrastive vs exhaustive-listing: t = -7.716, 

p < 0.0001, contrastive vs neutral-descriptive: t = -7.788, p < 0.0001), but not in the standard 

verb group. These significantly lower probabilities in the contrastive context in the existential 

and the perceptional verb groups will be discussed in Section 8.1.1.2. 

6.1.3.3. Interaction between predicate category and context type A 

Figure 6.5 presents the significant interaction between predicate category and context type A 

found in the main dataset. It shows the probabilities of choosing a pragmatically required 

particle in different types of context, i.e. topic, contrastive and exhaustive-listing contexts, 

divided into three predicate categories, i.e. adjectival, nominal and verbal predicates. The 

neutral-descriptive context was not included in this dataset. 
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Figure 6.5 Interaction between predicate category and context type A in the main dataset 

Note: The R function emmeans was used to produce these results. 

In the topic context, the probability of choosing a pragmatically required particle, which 

is wa, was significantly higher in the nominal sentences than in the adjectival sentences (t 

= -3.634, p = 0.0008) and the verbal sentences (t = 3.048, p = 0.0065). In contrast, in the 

contrastive context, the probability of choosing a pragmatically required particle, which is also 

wa, was the highest in the verbal sentences, marking significant differences to both the 

adjectival (t = -2.854, p = 0.0120) and the nominal sentences (t = -2.525, p = 0.0311). The 

tendency was similar in the exhaustive-listing context; the highest probability of choosing a 

pragmatically required particle, i.e. ga, was in the verbal sentences, which was significantly 

different from the nominal sentences (t = -3.384, p = 0.0021) and, more evidently, from the 

adjectival sentences (t = -6.386, p < 0.0001). The probability in the adjectival sentences was 

also significantly lower than that in the nominal sentences (t = -3.190, p = 0.0041). 

The adjectival sentences were significantly less likely to be used with the exhaustive-

listing ga than with the contrastive wa (t = 5.069, p < 0.0001) and, even more evidently, than 
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with the topic wa (t = 7.006, p < 0.0001). The nominal sentences were significantly more likely 

to be used with the topic wa than with the contrastive wa (t = 5.127, p < 0.0001) and with the 

exhaustive-listing ga (t = 6.982, p < 0.0001). Lastly, there was no significant difference in the 

probabilities in the verbal sentences across context types (topic vs contrastive: t = -0.563, p = 

0.8396, topic vs exhaustive-listing: t = 0.702, p = 0.7621, contrastive vs exhaustive-listing: t = 

1.285, p = 0.4036). 

Figure 6.6 presents the same interaction between predicate category and context type A 

found in the context-type dataset. Unlike the result in the main dataset above, which included 

both attribute propositions and event propositions, this result in the context-type dataset only 

included event propositions and thus allows us to compare all the four context types. 

 

Figure 6.6 Interaction between predicate category and context type A in the context-type dataset 

Note: The R function emmeans was used to produce these results. 

The probability of choosing a pragmatically required particle in the topic context, which 

is wa, was the highest in the nominal sentences, marking significant differences to those in the 
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adjectival (t = -2.662, p = 0.0212) and the verbal (t = 2.779, p = 0.0151) sentences. In contrast, 

in the contrastive context, the highest probability was found in the verbal sentences, marking 

significant differences to the nominal sentences (t = -3.219, p = 0.0037) and to the adjectival 

sentences (t = -2.900, p = 0.0104). The verbal sentences also had the highest probability in the 

exhaustive-listing context, followed by the nominal sentences, with both of them being 

significantly higher than the adjectival sentences (adjectival vs verbal: t = -4.010, p = 0.0002, 

adjectival vs nominal: t = -2.482, p = 0.0349). The probability of choosing the neutral-

descriptive ga was also the highest in the verbal sentences, marking significant differences to 

both the nominal (t = -4.073, p = 0.0001) and the adjectival (t = -2.390, p = 0.0444) sentences. 

An interesting difference was observed between the nominal sentences on the one hand 

and the adjectival and the verbal sentences on the other. The adjectival and the verbal sentences 

were significantly more likely to be used with the neutral-descriptive ga than with the topic wa 

(adjectival: t = -4.067, p = 0.0003, verbal: t = -5.718, p < 0.0001), while there was no such 

difference in the nominal sentences (t = 0.284, p = 0.9920). Further, the nominal sentences did 

not show any significant differences in probabilities across the context types, with the 

difference between the topic context and the contrastive context being the closest to 

demonstrating statistical significance (t = 2.557, p = 0.0516). On the other hand, the 

probabilities in the adjectival sentences were significantly higher in the neutral-descriptive 

context than the others (neutral-descriptive vs topic: t = -4.067, p = 0.0003, neutral-descriptive 

vs contrastive: t = -3.620, p = 0.0017, neutral-descriptive vs exhaustive-listing: t = -4.875, p < 

0.0001). Those in the verbal sentences were significantly lower in the topic context than the 

others (topic vs contrastive: t = -3.461, p = 0.0030, topic vs exhaustive-listing: t = -3.162, p = 

0.0085, topic vs neutral-descriptive: t = -5.718, p < 0.0001). These results will be discussed in 

Section 8.1.1.3. 
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In sum, this section reported the significant interactions that did not involve proficiency level, 

i.e. interactions between context type on one hand and proposition type, verb type and predicate 

category on the other. On the other hand, there were also interactions that had uneven effects 

across proficiency groups, which are reported next. 

6.1.4. Effects of interactions in which proficiency level participates 

This section presents significant interactions in which proficiency level participated, which 

means that the effects of these interactions varied across the proficiency groups.67 With a closer 

investigation, the u-shaped developmental patterns, in which the intermediate group showed 

lower probabilities than the other groups, were observed in these interactions. 

6.1.4.1. Interaction between proficiency level and predicate category 

Figure 6.7 illustrates the interaction between proficiency level and predicate category found in 

the main dataset. It shows that the effects of predicate category were different depending on 

the proficiency level of the speaker. 

 
67 See Section 8.2.1 for further explanation of the lack of participation of proficiency level in the above significant 

interactions between the discourse factor and the three semantic factors. 
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Figure 6.7 Interaction between proficiency level and predicate category in the main dataset 

Note: The R function emmeans was used to produce these results. 

  The probabilities in the adjectival sentences were lower than those in the nominal and 

the verbal sentences in all the proficiency groups except for the advanced group. Significant 

differences were found between the adjectival sentences and the nominal sentences in the 

beginner group (t = -2.561, p = 0.0281), between the adjectival sentences and the verbal 

sentences in the upper-advanced group (t = -2.374, p = 0.0463) and between the adjectival 

sentences and both the nominal (t = -3.588, p = 0.0010) and the verbal sentences (t = -4.028, p 

= 0.0002) in the native group. There was no significant effect of predicate category in the 

intermediate and the advanced groups. 

Interestingly, the probabilities in the adjectival and the nominal sentences were lower 

in the intermediate group than in the beginner group, presenting the u-shaped developmental 

patterns, although the differences were not statistically significant (adjectival: t = 0.714, p = 

0.9534, nominal: t = 1.260, p = 0.7157). This result will be discussed in Section 8.1.2. 
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Figure 6.8 illustrates the same interaction between proficiency level and predicate 

category found in the context-type dataset, which only included event propositions. 

 

Figure 6.8 Interaction between proficiency level and predicate category in the context-type context 

Note: The R function emmeans was used to produce these results. 
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had more difficulty in choosing a pragmatically required particle in the nominal sentences than 

in the verbal sentences when the sentences showed event propositions. There was a significant 

difference in the probabilities of choosing a pragmatically required particle in the nominal 

sentences between the upper-advanced and the native speakers (t = -3.164, p = 0.0135). 

As in the results in the main dataset, it is interesting to observe that the probability of 

choosing a pragmatically required particle in the nominal sentence was lower in the 

intermediate group than in the beginner group, presenting the u-shaped pattern. This means that 

the intermediate level learners were less likely to use a pragmatically required particle when 

the sentence was nominal compared to the beginner level learners. The same tendency was also 

vaguely observed in the adjectival sentences. This result will be further discussed in Section 

8.1.2. 

6.1.4.2. Interaction between proficiency level and context type A 

Figure 6.9 illustrates the interaction between proficiency level and context type A found in the 

context-type dataset, which included only event propositions. 
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Figure 6.9 Interaction between proficiency level and context type A in the context-type dataset 

Note: The R function emmeans was used to produce these results. 
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interactions in which proficiency level did not participate, and (3) the effects of interactions in 

which proficiency level did participate. First, I showed that L2 learners’ discourse sensitivity, 

i.e. the ability to appropriately reflect discourse information onto the choice between wa and 

ga, increased in general as their proficiency developed, except for the slight u-shaped pattern 

observed in the main dataset. However, there remained significant differences in the ability to 

make a pragmatically appropriate choice of wa and ga between the native speakers and all of 

the non-native groups in all the datasets. Second, I presented the significant interactions that 

had parallel effects across proficiency groups, i.e. interactions between context type A on the 

one hand and proposition type, verb type and predicate category on the other hand. Lastly, I 

reported the significant interactions that had uneven effects across the proficiency groups. In 

these interactions, the u-shaped developmental patterns were observed, presenting temporary 

falls in the discourse sensitivity at the intermediate level. 

6.2. Results for NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences 

The second part of analysis is on the NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences, which have two NPs marked 

by either wa or ga within a single sentence structure. Recall that I classified the NP1-wa NP2-

ga X sentences into two groups, Type A and Type B, based on the relationship between the 

NPs and the predicate. In the Type A sentences, NP1 and NP2 are both valency of the predicate, 

e.g. watashi wa shodoo ga suki desu ‘I like calligraphy’. In the Type B sentences, there are 

attributive relations between NP1 and [NP2-ga X] and also between NP2 and X, e.g. zoo wa 

hana ga nagai ‘elephants have long trunks’.68 These two types of sentence were used in eight 

different context types, i.e. context type B (CTB),69 resulting in sixteen test items. 

 
68 See Section 3.3.1 for the details of the Type A and Type B NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences. 
69 See Section 5.1.3.2 for the detail of the test items for the NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences. 
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As there were basically two sets of parentheses in each question, possible answers, i.e. 

the combination of particles, could be either ga-ga, ga-wa, wa-ga or wa-wa.70 However, some 

questions contained more than two sets of parentheses, as shown in (1). 

(1) Demo, Yamamoto-san (    ) ryoori (    ) joozu dakedo, sooji ya sentaku (    ) amari 

sukijanai soo desu yo. 

 ‘However, Ms. Yamamoto said that she is good at cooking but she doesn’t like 

cleaning or doing laundry.’ 

In (1), the clause sooji ya sentaku (    ) amari sukijanai ‘(she) does not like cleaning and doing 

laundry’ was included in the dialogue to add a reading of contrast. In such cases, only the first 

two sets of parentheses, e.g. ones in the underlined part in (1), were selected as a target of the 

analysis. If any of the parentheses in the target part of the sentence were left blank or given 

‘both are possible’ or ‘not sure’ options, the response was excluded from the analysis. 

The pragmatically required combinations varied depending on the context type, as 

repeated in Table 6.6. 

 
70 The order of discourse markers represents the position of them in the target sentence. The first particle mentioned 

is the one that marks NP1 and the second particle mentioned is the one that marks NP2. 
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Context type B  Discourse marker for NP1  Discourse marker for NP2 

CTB1 Topic wa  Exhaustive-listing ga 

CTB2 Topic wa Neutral-description ga 

CTB3 Contrastive wa Exhaustive-listing ga 

CTB4 Contrastive wa Neutral-descriptive ga 

CTB5 Topic wa Contrastive wa 

CTB6 Contrastive wa Contrastive wa 

CTB7 Exhaustive-listing ga Contrastive wa 

CTB8 Exhaustive-listing ga Neutral-descriptive ga 

Table 6.6 Context type B 

In what follows, I refer to the topic wa as TOP, the contrastive wa as CON, the exhaustive-listing 

ga as EL, and the neutral-descriptive ga as ND. I show each combination of discourse markers 

in context type B (Table 6.6) by connecting the abbreviated words with a hyphen, i.e. ‘TOP-

CON’ means the combination of the topic wa, which marks NP1, and the contrastive wa, which 

marks NP2. As shown in Table 6.6, pragmatically context type B (CTB) 1 required TOP-EL, 

CTB2 required TOP-ND, CTB3 required CON-EL, CTB4 required CON-ND, CTB5 required TOP-

CON, CTB6 required CON-CON, CTB7 required EL-CON and CTB8 required EL-ND. Henceforth, 

I call each context type the TOP-EL context, the TOP-ND context, and so on. 

The semantically required combination was wa-ga for all the question sentences, as the 

NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences that were included in the current analysis all showed attribute 

propositions and thus semantically NP1 was required to be marked by wa and NP2 by ga. 

Therefore, there was a conflict between the semantic requirement and the discourse requirement 

in the TOP-CON (wa-wa), CON-CON (wa-wa), EL-CON (ga-wa) and EL-ND (ga-ga) contexts, while 

there was no conflict in the TOP-EL, TOP-ND, CON-EL and CON-ND contexts. 

Logistic regression models were used for the analysis of the NP-wa/ga X sentences as 

detailed in Section 6.1, in which the dependent variable was a binary factor, i.e. whether a 

pragmatically appropriate particle was chosen or not. In contrast, in the analysis of the NP1-wa 

NP2-ga X sentences, multinomial logistic regression models would have been required as there 
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are four possible responses, i.e. ga-ga, ga-wa, wa-ga, wa-wa. However, multinomial logistic 

models are more complicated to fit and to interpret than binary logistic models. Furthermore, 

in the current dataset of NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences, there were many instances where 

particular answers were rare or non-existent, which would have made the data difficult to model 

using multinomial logistic regression. Therefore, nonparametric sign tests (Gibbons 1992) were 

used for the analysis of the NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences. Unlike logistic regression models, 

sign tests make few assumptions about the data, and instead they aim at making specific 

comparisons between different responses or between groups of people. Therefore, in relation 

to the current research questions, the following points were analysed using this method. 

(1) Whether the difference between Type A and Type B NP1-wa NP2-ga X 

sentences has effects on the choice of wa and ga in each context type. 

(2) Whether L2 learners with different proficiency levels and native speakers are 

more likely to follow the semantic requirement or the discourse requirement 

when choosing wa or ga in NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences in each context type. 

(3) Whether L2 learners with different proficiency levels perform differently from 

native speakers in terms of the choice between wa and ga in NP1-wa NP2-ga X 

sentences in each context type. 

In the following, the results of the analysis of each point above are reported. 

6.2.1. Difference between Type A and Type B NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences 

To test whether the difference between Type A and Type B NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences 

affected the choice between wa and ga, the probabilities of choosing the semantically required 

combination, i.e. wa-ga, in Type A sentences and Type B sentences were compared. The result 
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is presented in Figure 6.10. Recall that there was no conflict between the semantic and the 

discourse requirements in the TOP-EL, TOP-ND, CON-EL and CON-ND contexts, i.e. when the wa-

ga combination was required both semantically and pragmatically. In contrast, a conflict 

occurred in the TOP-CON, CON-CON, EL-CON and EL-ND contexts, i.e. when wa-ga was 

semantically required but was not required pragmatically. 
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Figure 6.10 Probability (%) of choosing the semantically required combination, i.e. wa-ga, in each 

context type in each proficiency level in the analysis of the NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences 

Note: The nonparametric sign test was used to produce these results. 
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combination in Type B than in Type A. However, none of the differences between the sentence 

types was statistically significant in any of the non-native groups. This suggests that the 

difference between the sentence types did not significantly affect the choice of wa and ga in the 
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wa-ga, were significantly lower in Type A than in Type B (TOP-CON: p = 0.0039, EL-CON: p = 

0.0156). 

In sum, there was no significant effect of sentence type on the choice of wa and ga in 

NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences in the non-native groups, while, in the native group, the effect of 

the sentence type was significant in the TOP-CON and the EL-CON contexts, but not in the other 

context types. The main purpose of the current study was to analyse the use of wa and ga in the 

L2 grammars. Therefore, despite the result in the native speakers, the results were averaged 

across the sentence types for the purpose of simplification in the following sections. 

6.2.2. Effects of the semantic and the discourse requirements 

To test the effects of the semantic requirement and the discourse requirement on the choice of 

wa and ga in NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences in the L2 and the native grammars, the probabilities 

of choosing different combinations of particle were compared in each context type divided into 

proficiency groups. The results are presented in Figure 6.11. The combination of wa-ga was 

semantically required in all the sentences, which is represented by the lines with triangle-shaped 

dots. The combination presented by the thick line, e.g. wa-wa in the TOP-CON context, is what 

was pragmatically required in each context type. The results show that the L2 learners had a 

strong tendency to choose the combination of wa-ga, as required by semantics, regardless of 

context, while the native speakers’ choice was more likely to be affected by both discourse and 

semantic requirements.
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Figure 6.11 Probability (%) of choosing combinations of ga-ga, ga-wa, wa-ga and wa-wa in each proficiency level for each context type in the analysis of the 

NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences 

Note: The y-axis in each chart shows probabilities. ‘U-advanced’ refers to upper advanced level.
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First, I discuss the results in the TOP-EL, TOP-ND, CON-EL and CON-ND contexts, in which 

a conflict between the semantic requirement and the discourse requirement did not exist. Even 

though the actual pragmatic function of each discourse marker was different from each other, 

the combination of particles required pragmatically was wa-ga in all of these sentences. The 

results show that all the proficiency groups strongly preferred the combination of wa-ga over 

the other combinations in all the above context types (wa-ga vs all the other combinations in 

all proficiency levels and all context types: p < 0.0001). The influence of different pragmatic 

functions between sentences was not observed. 

Second, I discuss the results in the contexts which presented conflicts between the 

semantic requirement and the discourse requirement, namely the TOP-CON, CON-CON, EL-CON 

and EL-ND contexts. The results were quite different from the cases without conflict as shown 

below. 

In the TOP-CON context, all the non-native groups were significantly more likely to 

choose the wa-ga combination, as required semantically, than the pragmatically required 

combination wa-wa. This indicates that non-native speakers had a tendency not to reflect the 

discourse information on the choice of particles in the TOP-CON context. However, the native 

speakers did not follow this tendency. Their preference in the wa-ga combination was 

statistically indistinguishable from their preference in the pragmatically required wa-wa 

combination (p = 0.3593). This means that, although their choice was still influenced by the 

semantic factor, the native speakers were also sensitive to the discourse factor. 

The trend in the CON-CON context was similar to the TOP-CON context. In this context 

type, the upper-advanced speakers showed some sensitivity to the pragmatic requirement, but 

the probability of choosing the wa-ga combination was still significantly higher than that of 

choosing the wa-wa combination (p = 0.0386). The native group’s probability of choosing the 
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pragmatically required combination was higher than, but not significantly different from, that 

of choosing the semantically required combination (p = 0.6636). 

In the EL-CON context, all the L2 groups preferred to choose the wa-ga combination, as 

required semantically, significantly more than the pragmatically required ga-wa combination, 

with the upper-advanced speakers showing some reluctance to choosing wa-ga. In contrast, the 

native speakers showed preference to a pragmatically appropriate combination, i.e. ga-wa, but 

the difference between ga-wa and wa-ga was not significant (p = 0.1892). What is to be noted 

in this context type is the mild preference in the wa-wa combination observed in the upper-

advanced and the native group. In the upper-advanced group, the probability of choosing the 

wa-wa combination was higher than choosing the pragmatically required ga-wa combination, 

although the difference was not statistically significant (p = 0.2188). This result indicates that 

a certain number of the upper-advanced and the native speakers chose wa instead of the 

exhaustive-listing ga for NP1, forming ‘NP1-wa NP2-wa X’ rather than ‘NP1-ga NP2-wa X’ as 

pragmatically required. This could be a result of the functional similarity between the 

contrastive wa and the exhaustive-listing ga resulting in a strong susceptibility to the semantic 

factors (Section 3.2.5). The effect of the functional similarity between the contrastive wa and 

the exhaustive-listing ga will be further discussed in Section 8.1.1.2. 

In the EL-ND context, the effects of the pragmatic requirement were more evident 

compared to the other context types. The L2 learners started to show a preference to the 

pragmatically required combination at the advanced level, although the difference between the 

semantically required wa-ga combination and the pragmatically required ga-ga combination 

was still significant (p = 0.0386). At the upper-advanced level, the preference to the 

pragmatically required ga-ga combination became even stronger; the probability of choosing 

the semantically required combination and that of choosing the pragmatically required 

combination was not significantly different (p = 0.5488). The native speakers’ result was even 
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more remarkable; it showed an almost exclusive preference to the pragmatically required 

combination of ga-ga (wa-ga vs ga-ga: p < 0.0001). 

In sum, the beginner, the intermediate and the advanced level learners did not present 

noticeable sensitivity to the discourse requirement in any of the context types. They almost 

exclusively chose the semantically required wa-ga combination regardless of the pragmatic 

requirement, except for the advanced level learners, who showed a mild tendency to choose 

the pragmatically required combination in the EL-ND context. The beginner, the intermediate 

and the advanced level learners behaved in accordance with the discourse requirement in the 

TOP-EL, TOP-ND, CON-EL and CON-ND contexts, which did not present a conflict between the 

semantic and the discourse requirements. However, from the observation of their strong 

preference to the semantically required combination of wa-ga when there was a conflict, i.e. 

the TOP-CON, CON-CON, EL-CON and EL-ND contexts, it is assumed that their pragmatically 

appropriate performance in the TOP-EL, TOP-ND, CON-EL and CON-ND contexts was rather a 

reaction to the semantic requirement than to the discourse requirement, which happened to 

coincide. The upper advanced speakers’ choices were not exclusively constrained by semantics 

and they showed a developing sensitivity to the pragmatic requirement in the CON-CON and EL-

ND contexts. The native speakers’ choice was clearly influenced by both the semantic and the 

discourse requirements, which is evidently observed in the TOP-CON, CON-CON and EL-CON 

contexts. In the EL-ND context, the native speakers showed an exclusive preference to the 

pragmatically required combination. 

6.2.3. Difference between native speakers and L2 learners 

To test whether there was a difference between the performance of the native and the non-

native speakers, the probabilities of choosing a pragmatically required combination in each 

context type between each of the non-native groups and the native group were compared. As 
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presented in Figure 6.11, in the TOP-EL, TOP-ND, CON-EL and CON-ND contexts, there was no 

significant difference between any of the non-native groups and the native group. This can be 

explained by the fact that there was no conflict between the semantic requirement and the 

discourse requirement in these context types; the combination of wa-ga, which was required 

both semantically and pragmatically, was almost exclusively selected by both the native and 

the non-native groups. Therefore, the TOP-CON, CON-CON, EL-CON and EL-ND contexts, in which 

the semantics and the discourse required different particles, were targeted for the comparison 

between the native and the non-native groups, as they can highlight the difference between 

these groups in their sensitivity to discourse information. 

In the TOP-CON context, none of the L2 groups showed a noticeable sensitivity to the 

pragmatically required combination of wa-wa, while the native speakers showed similar 

preferences to the semantic requirement and the pragmatic requirement. The probabilities of 

choosing the pragmatically required wa-wa combination in the non-native groups were all 

significantly lower than that of the native speakers (native vs beginner: p < 0.0001, native vs 

intermediate: p < 0.0001, native vs advanced: p = 0.0001, native vs upper-advanced: p = 

0.0005). This means that the native speakers’ sensitivity to the discourse information was 

significantly stronger than all the non-native groups in the TOP-CON context. 

In the CON-CON context, although the beginner, the intermediate and the advanced 

learners’ probabilities of choosing the pragmatically required wa-wa combination were 

significantly lower than that of the native speakers (native vs beginner: p < 0.0001, native vs 

intermediate: p = 0.0006, native vs advanced: p = 0.0006), the upper-advanced speakers’ 

probability was not significantly different from that of the native speakers (p = 0.1368). 

In the EL-CON context, all the non-native groups’ probabilities of choosing the 

pragmatically required ga-wa combination were significantly lower than that of the native 
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speakers (native vs beginner: p = 0.0002, native vs intermediate: p = 0.0052, native vs 

advanced: p = 0.0005, native vs upper-advanced: p = 0.0073). 

Finally, in the EL-ND context, although the advanced and the upper-advanced level 

learners demonstrated a developing sensitivity to the pragmatically required ga-ga 

combination, the L2 groups’ probabilities were still significantly lower than that of the native 

speakers (native vs beginner, native vs intermediate, native vs advanced: p < 0.0001, native vs 

upper-advanced: p = 0.0018) due to the even stronger preference for the pragmatically required 

combination presented by the native speakers. 

In sum, the results show that there was a striking gap between the L2 learners and the 

native speakers in their performance in the choice of wa and ga in the NP1-wa NP2-ga X 

sentences. Apart from the TOP-EL, TOP-ND, CON-EL and CON-ND contexts, which did not present 

a conflict between the semantic and the pragmatic requirements, the non-native speakers’ 

probabilities to choose pragmatically required combinations were significantly lower than that 

of the native speakers in most of the cases. The results clearly showed the difference in 

discourse sensitivity between the native and the non-native speakers in the choice between wa 

and ga in NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences. This will be discussed in Section 8.3. 

6.3. Summary 

In this chapter, I reported the results of the statistical analysis of the cloze test data of the NP-

wa/ga X sentences and the NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences. 

The statistical analysis revealed that the native and the non-native participants’ use of 

wa and ga was influenced by both semantic and discourse factors and that there were 

interactions between these factors, as originally predicted. The results presented in this chapter 

serve as the empirical evidence to argue the findings to the research questions in Chapter 8. 
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In the following chapter, I report the results of the follow-up interviews, which will also 

be used as evidence for the discussion in Chapter 8.
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Chapter 7 Results of the follow-up interviews 

7.0. Introduction 

This chapter reports the results of the follow-up interviews to the cloze test. In Chapter 6, I 

presented the quantitative analysis results of the cloze test. The statistical results provide precise 

explanations as to what factors affected the L2 learners’ choice of wa and ga. However, 

quantitative analysis cannot tell us why these factors affected their decisions; in other words, it 

does not explain what reasoning and justification motivated the L2 learners to make decisions 

between wa and ga. The purpose of the analysis of the follow-up interview data is to shed light 

on what the L2 learners were thinking when they made choices between wa and ga. This 

qualitative analysis can compensate for the limitations of the quantitative analysis in the 

interpretation of the current data. Due to the small data size of the follow-up interviews, the 

results cannot be directly generalised to a greater population. However, I expect that examining 

the qualitative aspects of the data will enable us to gain a deeper understanding of L2 learners’ 

use of wa and ga. This chapter only reports the results of the interview data without linking 

them to the statistical results. The results of the quantitative and the qualitative analysis will be 

integrated to answer the research questions in Chapter 8. 

The data from the follow-up interviews were collected from two participants in each 

proficiency level, i.e. beginner, intermediate, advanced, upper-advanced and native. These 

participants completed the cloze test first and then participated in the interviews to explain their 

choice for each question to the examiner. The participants are referred to as 1A, 1B, etc. The 



Results of the follow-up interviews  

  172 

number indicates the proficiency level (1: beginner, 2: intermediate, 3: advanced, 4: upper-

advanced and 5: native), and the letter A or B afterward identifies the participant within each 

proficiency group.71 The interviews were conducted in each participant’s native language, i.e. 

English for the L2 Japanese participants and Japanese for the L1 Japanese participants. The 

native speakers’ comments were later translated into English by the examiner. 

This chapter first presents each question, along with its relevant information and the 

overview of the responses of the interview participants, and then reports the explanations and 

justifications provided by the participants for their answers to the question. The target parts of 

the analysis in the question are shown in bold. Each interview comment is labelled with relevant 

information addressing: 

(1) the choice made by the participant for the sentence, i.e. wa, ga, etc. 

(2) the semantic characteristics of the sentence, i.e. sentence type (ST) for NP-wa/ga 

sentences or TypeA/B for NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences 

(3) the discourse information of the sentence, i.e. context type A (CTA) for NP-wa/ga 

sentences or context type B (CTB) for NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences72 

(4) the participant ID, i.e. 1A, 1B, etc. 

For example, the label ‘ga, ST1/CTA1, 1A’ means that participant 1A (beginner level learner) 

chose ga for a NP-wa/ga X sentence with the semantic characteristics of event proposition and 

perceptional verbal predicate (ST1) in a context that pragmatically requires the topic wa 

(CTA1). Similarly, the label ‘wa-ga, TypeA/CTB1, 2B’ means that the participant 2B 

 
71 See Section 5.2.1 for detailed information of each interview participant. 
72 See Section 5.1.3.1 and Section 5.1.3.2 for details of semantic and discourse information of NP-wa/ga X 

sentences and NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences respectively. 
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(intermediate level learner) chose wa for the NP1 and ga for the NP2 in a Type A NP1-wa NP2-

ga X sentence in a context that pragmatically requires the topic wa for the NP1 and the 

exhaustive-listing ga for the NP2 (CTB1). 

This chapter is organised as follows. Section 7.1 presents the interview results regarding 

the choices for the NP-wa/ga X sentences and then Section 7.2 presents the results of the 

choices for the NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences, followed by the summary of the chapter in Section 

7.3. 

7.1. NP-wa/ga X sentences 

The cloze test for the NP-wa/ga X sentences included eight sentence types (ST), i.e. ST1 to 

ST8, which were used in either three or four context types (CTA), i.e. topic, contrastive, 

exhaustive-listing and neutral-descriptive contexts, depending on the proposition type of the 

sentence. As a result, twenty-nine test items were created. In this section, I present the 

comments provided by the interview participants for each question for the NP-wa/ga X 

sentences. 

7.1.1. ST (sentence type) 1: Event proposition, perceptional verbal 

sentences 

ST1 showed event propositions, and thus the NON-TOPIC ga was required semantically, resulting 

in a conflict in the topic and the contrastive contexts, but not in the exhaustive-listing and the 

neutral-descriptive contexts. The predicate used in this sentence type was a perceptional verb, 

namely mieru ‘can be seen’. It has been often reported that L2 learners tend to associate the use 

of ga with perceptional verbs (e.g. Morimoto 1998, Hanada 1997), which let me predict that L2 

learners would be likely to use ga regardless of the discourse information. 
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7.1.1.1. CTA (context type A) 1: the topic wa 

A: Saikin zutto umi o miteinai kara umi 

 recently for.a.while ocean ACC have.not.seen because ocean 

 ga mitai desu. Demo koko kara wa sukoshi 

 NOM want.to.see COP but here ABL CON a.little 

 tooi desu ne.      

 far COP FP      

 ‘I have not seen the ocean for a while, so I want to see it. But the coast is a little far from 

here, isn’t it?’ 

B: Umi (     ) ano tenboodai kara miemasu yo. Shuumatsu 

 ocean  that observatory ABL can.be.seen FP weekend 

 isshoni ikimashoo ka.       

 together shall.we.go Q       

 ‘The ocean can be seen from the observatory. Shall we go on the weekend?’ 

 

 ID wa ga both are possible not sure 

1A  √   

1B √    

2A   √  

2B  √   

3A √    

3B  √   

4A √    

4B √    

5A √    

5B √    

When ST1 was used in the topic context, the choice of ga was frequently observed in the lower 

proficiency levels, i.e. 1A, 2B and 3B, as predicted. 2A chose the ‘both are possible’ option 

indicating his indeterminacy. In contrast, all the upper-advanced and the native speakers chose 

wa, which was consistent with the discourse requirement. 
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The participants who chose ga consistently claimed that the choice was based on the 

perceptional verb mieru ‘can be seen’. See the following comment. 

With mieru [‘can be seen’], I think ga is more appropriate. It’s not only about mieru 

[‘can be seen’], but verbs of ability, like dekiru [‘can be done’], ga stipulates what the 

object is. 

(ga, ST1/CTA1, 1A) 

2A, who chose ‘both are possible’, also commented on the effect of the verb. 

I chose ‘both are possible’ because there is miemasu [‘can be seen’]. But it’s been 

moved to the front of the sentence, I think the connection with the verb is possibly 

broken, so it’s less imperative to use ga. If it had been the other way around, ano 

tenboodai kara umi (     ) miemasu [‘from the observatory, the ocean can be seen’], I 

would definitely choose ga. 

(both are possible, ST1/CTA1, 2A) 

2A’s comment indicates that the position of umi ‘ocean’, which was not directly in front of the 

predicate in this sentence, hinted the use of wa, but not the discourse information. 

In contrast, those who chose wa seemed to have been more sensitive to the discourse, 

as can be seen in the following comment. 



Results of the follow-up interviews  

  176 

Normally I would use ga with mieru [‘can be seen’], but there is a previous sentence 

where umi [‘ocean’] is mentioned. Wa sounds like putting a strong emphasis on umi 

[‘ocean’]. That’s why I thought wa is better. If there was no previous sentence, I would 

probably use ga. 

(wa, ST1/CTA1, 4A) 

This comment indicates that 4A was well aware of the topicality of umi ‘ocean’ and reflected 

the discourse information on the choice of wa. However, he still mentioned the association 

between mieru ‘can be seen’ and the use of ga. See Section 8.1.1.2 for discussion of the strong 

association between perceptional sentences and the use of ga. 

The native speakers also chose wa. See the following comment. 

Both options might be possible, but it sounds more natural within the flow of the 

conversation to continue the topic of umi [‘ocean’] with wa that was just talked about. 

(wa, ST1/CTA1, 5A) 

The difference to the previous comments from the non-native speakers was that the native 

speaker did not mention the effect of the verb mieru ‘can be seen’, suggesting that 5A did not 

associate the verb and the use of ga in particular. 
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7.1.1.2. CTA2: the contrastive wa 

A: Yamada-san wa shuumatsu Yamanaka-ko ni itta-n desu yo 

 Ms.Yamada Top weekend Lake.Yamanaka to went-NMLZ COP FP 

 ne. Hoteru kara no keshiki wa doo deshi-ta ka? 

 FP hotel ABL GEN view Top how COP-PST Q 

 ‘You went to Lake Yamanaka last weekend, didn’t you? How was the view from the 

hotel?’ 

B: Heya kara Fuji-san (     ) miemashita kedo, Yamanaka-ko wa 

 room ABL Mt.Fuji  could.be.seen but Lake.Yamanaka CON 

 miemasen deshi-ta. Demo totemo ii hoteru deshi-ta yo.  

 can.not.be.seen COP-PST but very nice hotel COP-PST FP  

 ‘Mt. Fuji could be seen from the window but not Lake Yamanaka. But it was a nice hotel.’ 

 

 ID wa ga both are possible not sure 

1A √    

1B  √   

2A  √   

2B  √   

3A  √   

3B  √   

4A  √   

4B  √   

5A   √  

5B   √  

When ST1 was used in the contrastive context, in spite of the presence of the contrastive 

information provided in the dialogue, i.e. Yamanaka-ko wa miemasen deshita ‘Lake Yamanaka 

could not be seen’, the dominant choice was ga across the non-native groups, except for A1. 

The majority of the L2 participants claimed that their choice was induced by the verb mieru 

‘can be seen’, suggesting a strong effect of the verb on the choice of particle in this context 

type, as demonstrated in the below comment. 
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I used ga just because of the grammatical structure, ...ga miemasu [‘…(-ga) can be 

seen’]. I usually use ga for miemasu [‘can be seen’]. 

(ga, ST1/CTA2, 3A) 

It is interesting to observe that even the speakers who chose wa for the same type of sentence 

in the topic context, chose ga against the pragmatic requirement in the contrastive context. 

I chose ga because of mieru [‘can be seen’]. I tend to choose ga with mieru [‘can be 

seen’]. I thought there was such a rule. 

(ga, ST1/CTA2, 4B) 

As shown above, 4B did not choose wa in the contrastive context but chose ga due to the 

presence of the verb mieru ‘can be seen’, although he chose wa as pragmatically required in the 

topic context for the perceptional sentence (Section 7.1.1.1). This suggests that the contrastive 

context is more susceptible to the effect of the semantic factors than the topic context, which 

will be discussed in Section 8.1.1.2. 

1A, the only non-native speaker who chose wa in the contrastive context, explained his 

choice as follows. 

I guess I took this one from context, there is a wa here [pointing at wa in Yamanaka-ko 

wa miemasen deshita ‘Lake Yamanaka could not be seen’], so I put wa there. Ga 

wouldn't be followed by wa very often. 

(wa, ST1/CTA2, 1A) 
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The above comment suggests that, although he mentioned the effect of ‘context’, 1A’s choice 

of wa was influenced by the inter-sentential information, i.e. wa was used in the previous clause.  

In contrast, the native speakers accepted both of wa and ga, showing their sensitivity to 

the contrastive reading. 

Both sound possible in this case. Firstly, wa sounds natural to make a comparison 

between Mt. Fuji and Lake Yamanaka, but if you want to make the two statements 

separately, ga sounds natural. 

(both are possible, ST1/CTA2, 5A) 

I think wa can also be an option, but if the speaker wants to emphasise the fact that he 

could see Mt. Fuji, ga would be more appropriate. 

(both are possible, ST1/CTA2, 5B) 

These comments indicate that the native speakers interpreted the contrastive meaning on 

Fujisan ‘Mt. Fuji’, but also accepted the use of ga as appropriate, depending on the intention 

of the speaker. This acceptance of both wa and ga in some contexts was frequently observed in 

the interviews, particularly in native speakers’ responses, which will be discussed in Section 

8.2.2. 

It is important to observe that neither of the native speakers mentioned the effect of the 

verb mieru ‘can be seen’ for the choice of ga, suggesting that the motivation for choosing ga is 

different from that of the non-native speakers. 
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7.1.1.3. CTA3: the exhaustive-listing ga 

A: Yamada-san no apaato no heya kara wa nani ga 

 Ms.Yamada GEN apartment GEN room ABL Top what EL 

 miemasu ka?        

 can.be.seen Q        

 ‘What can you see from the window of your apartment?’ 

B: Yon-kai na node iroiro miemasu yo. Tatoeba, 

 4th.floor COP because various can.be.seen FP for.example 

 Hachiooji-eki ya ekimae no suupaa (     ) miemasu. 

 Hachioji.station and station.front GEN supermarket  can.be.seen 

 Sorekara shoogakkoo mo miemasu yo. 

 further primary.school PAR can.be.seen FP 

 ‘Various things can be seen because it’s on the fourth floor. For example, Hachioji 

station and a supermarket in front of it can be seen. A primary school can also be seen.’ 

 

 ID wa ga both are possible not sure 

1A  √   

1B  √   

2A  √   

2B  √   

3A  √   

3B  √   

4A  √   

4B  √   

5A  √   

5B  √   

In the exhaustive-listing context, all the participants chose ga. However, the reasons for the 

choice were clearly different between the non-native speakers and the native speakers. The 

dominant reason for the choice of ga among the L2 learners was, as can be expected, the effect 

of the verb mieru ‘can be seen’, as exemplified below. 
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I chose ga because of mieru [‘can be seen’]. 

(ga, ST1/CTA3, 3A) 

This means that, even though the choice of ga was pragmatically appropriate in this context, 

the choice was not necessarily pragmatically motivated. In contrast, one of the native speakers 

made the choice of ga based on the discourse information, as shown below. 

Among many things that can be seen from the window, the speaker is giving an example, 

putting a mild emphasis on what can be seen. So, I chose ga. 

(ga, ST1/CTA3, 5B) 

The above comment from 5B suggests that her choice of ga was not the result of the presence 

of the verb mieru ‘can be seen’ per se, as in the cases of the non-native speakers. Participant 

5A also mentioned the unwanted contrastive effect that the use of wa would bring. 

If you choose wa, it sounds like a sentence like 'but there are things that we cannot see’ 

follows it. So ga sounds better. 

(ga, ST1/CTA3, 5A) 

Among sentences that show event propositions, this unwanted contrastive nuance that wa 

would bring was frequently pointed out in the interviews as a reason of not choosing wa, which 

will be further shown in the following sections. 
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7.1.1.4. CTA4: the neutral-descriptive ga 

A: A, okaasan mite!        

 hey mum look        

 ‘Look, mum!’ 

B: Doo shita-no?        

 how did-NMLZ  

 ‘What is it?’ 

A: Asoko ni shinkansen (     ) mieru yo!  

 there LOC bullet.train  can.be.seen FP  

 ‘There is a bullet train!’ 

 

 ID wa ga both are possible not sure 

1A  √   

1B  √   

2A  √   

2B  √   

3A  √   

3B  √   

4A  √   

4B  √   

5A  √   

5B  √   

As in the exhaustive-listing context, all the answers chosen by the interview participants were 

ga in the neutral-descriptive context. Justifications of their choice were also similar to the 

exhaustive-listing context; the non-native speakers’ choice of ga was strongly influenced by 

the presence of the perceptional verb mieru ‘can be seen’, as shown below. 

Because of mieru [‘can be seen’]. It is common to use ga with this type of verbs. 

(ga, CTA1/CTA4, 4B) 
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In contrast, the native speakers were more likely to choose ga for a pragmatic reason, as 

exemplified below. 

When you are focusing on the situation and reporting something surprising, then ga 

would sound more natural. 

(ga, ST1/CTA4, 5A) 

7.1.2. ST2: Event proposition, existential verbal sentences 

ST2 showed event propositions, semantically requiring the NON-TOPIC ga. Therefore, conflict 

occurred in the topic and the contrastive context, but not in the exhaustive-listing and the 

neutral-descriptive context. These were sentences with existential verbs, namely iru or aru ‘to 

exist’. As for the perceptional sentences in Section 7.1.1, the tendency of L2 learners to use ga 

in existential sentences has been reported (e.g. Hanada 1997, Morimoto 1998). Therefore, I 

predicted that the L2 learners would have a tendency to use ga in the existential sentences 

regardless of context, as in the perceptional sentences. 

7.1.2.1. CTA1: the topic wa 

A: Raishuu Tookyoo ni iku node, Dezuniirando ni ikoo to 

 next.week Tokyo to go because Disneyland to will.go QT 

 omotteiru-n desu.        

 thinking-NMLZ COP        

 ‘I’ll go to Tokyo next week, so I’m planning to go to Tokyo Disneyland.’ 
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B: Demo, Tookyoo Dezuniirando (     ) Chiba-ken ni aru-n 

 but Tokyo.Disneyland  Chiba.prefecture LOC exist-NMLZ 

 desu yo.      

 COP FP      

 ‘Tokyo Disneyland is in Chiba prefecture though.’ 

 

 ID wa ga both are possible not sure 

1A  √   

1B √    

2A √    

2B √    

3A √    

3B  √   

4A √    

4B √    

5A √    

5B √    

 The popular choice was wa across the proficiency levels, against my original prediction, with 

only 1A and 3B choosing ga. The result suggests that topicalisation can occur more easily in 

existential sentences than in perceptional sentences (cf. Section 7.1.1.1). See the following 

comments provided by one of the non-native participants who chose wa. 

It doesn't sound consistent to other ones [other existential sentences], but I still feel it's 

wa. I really don't know why I cannot be consistent, but I think this is wa. 

(wa, ST2/CTA1, 2A) 

This comment indicates that 2A was aware of the association between existential sentences and 

ga but he was reluctant to mark the NP with ga in this sentence, presumably due to the 

pragmatic requirement for the topic wa. 
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The following comment was provided by 3B, who chose ga. 

Because they are disagreeing. I feel like ga is more for disagreeing, wa is less like you 

are correcting them. Wa feels soft. 

 (ga, ST2/CTA1, 3B) 

It is assumed that 3B referred to ga’s discourse function of exhaustive listing, which shows an 

argument-focus structure. The exhaustive-listing ga puts a focus on the subject expressing that 

the information presented by the subject disagrees with the presupposition (cf. Lambrecht 

1996). However, in this sentence, the ‘disagreeing’ part, i.e. focus, was the location of Tokyo 

Disneyland, which was in the predicate of the sentence. Hence, the topic wa was the 

pragmatically appropriate choice. 1A also provided a similar comment to 3B regarding his 

choice of ga, as shown below. 

Correcting errors of the previous speech. I want to go to Tokyo because that's where 

Tokyo Disneyland is, and the next person is pointing out that actually Disneyland is not 

in Tokyo, but in Chiba. 

(ga, ST2/CTA1, 1A) 

Participants 3B and 1A’s comments indicate that they could not precisely reflect the 

information structure of the sentence onto the choice between wa and ga. 

What should be noted in the above comments from the L2 learners is that they did not 

mention the effect of the existential verb, which I originally predicted would strongly signal the 

use of ga. This makes a contrast to the case of perceptional verbs (Section 7.1.1.1), in which 
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many participants who chose ga in the topic context claimed the effect of the verb mieru ‘can 

be seen’. This result will be discussed in Section 8.1.1.2. 

7.1.2.2. CTA2: the contrastive wa 

A: Ano atarashii toshokan ni eiga no DVD ya manga 

 that new library LOC movie GEN DVD and comic.book 

 wa arimasu ka?       

 Top exist Q       

 ‘Are there movie DVDs or comic books at the new library?’ 

B: DVD (     ) arimasu kedo, manga wa nai to omoimasu. 

 DVD  exist but comic.book CON not.exist QT think 

 ‘There are DVDs but I don’t think there are comic books.’ 

 

 ID wa ga both are possible not sure 

1A   √  

1B √    

2A √    

2B  √   

3A √    

3B √    

4A  √   

4B   √  

5A  √    

5B √    

The result in the contrastive context shows that wa was more commonly chosen in existential 

sentences than I had originally expected. The contrast was remarkable when compared to the 

perceptional sentences in the contrastive context (Section 7.1.1.2), where most of the non-native 

participants chose ga based on the presence of the perceptional verb mieru ‘can be seen’. 

However, the effect of the existential verb was still claimed by some participants, as 

exemplified below. 
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Ideally, I would put ga and ga [for DVDs and manga ‘comic books’] because of imasu, 

arimasu [‘to exist’], but this one [manga ‘comic books’] already has wa, so for 

consistency I would put wa as well. Really don’t know why. Ga and arimasu [‘to exist’] 

are ordinarily together. 

(both are possible, ST2/CTA2, 1A) 

On the other hand, the interview data revealed that even pragmatic choices of wa by the 

L2 learners in the contrastive context were not always made based on the interpretation of 

contrast on the NP, as exemplified below. 

For me, having ga and then wa feels wrong. In high school it was always ‘…wa…ga’. 

Although I know that there are exceptions, when I have a problem, I always come back 

to this rule. 

(wa, ST2/CTA2, 3B) 

Participant 3B’s comment indicates that her choice of wa was motivated by the hesitation to 

use ga when wa was used in the following clause, i.e. manga wa nai ‘there are no comic books’, 

rather than by the intention of making a contrast. Participant 2A also commented similarly, as 

shown below. 

 The fact that there is wa in the second sentence makes it sound more natural with wa 

in the first sentence. 

(wa, ST2/CTA2, 2A) 
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As in 3B’s comment, 2A’s comment also indicates that his choice of wa was not caused by the 

pragmatic meaning of contrast, but was based on a non-pragmatic reason. 

In contrast, the upper-advanced speakers exhibited some sensitivity to the discourse 

information. 

Contrast with the second sentence. I would use either wa or ga in each sentence. If one 

is used in one sentence, I would use the other one in the other. 

(ga, ST2/CTA2, 4A) 

Both could be used. If I want to emphasise the DVDs, I would use ga, but if I want to 

just briefly mention the fact that there are DVDs, I would just use wa. 

(both are possible, ST2/CTA2, 4B) 

These comments suggest that these upper-advanced speakers accepted the use of ga in the 

contrastive context, although whether they interpreted the contrastive meaning is not clear from 

their comments. 

On the other hand, both the native speakers chose wa based on the contrastive 

relationship between the two items showing their strong discourse sensitivity, as exemplified 

below. 

This sentence is comparing DVDs and comic books. 

(wa, ST2/CTA2, 5B) 
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7.1.2.3. CTA3: the exhaustive-listing ga 

A: Shidonii no doobutsuen ni wa donna doobutsu ga iru 

 Sydney GEN zoo LOC Top what.kind animal EL exist 

 ka shitteru?        

 Q know        

 ‘Do you know what type of animals there are in Sydney Zoo?’ 

B: Kangaruu ya warabii nado, Oosutoraria no doobutsu (     ) 

 kangaroo and wallaby etc Australia GEN animal  

 takusan imasu yo.     

 many exist FP     

 ‘There are many Australian animals like kangaroos and wallabies.’ 

 

 ID wa ga both are possible not sure 

1A  √   

1B  √   

2A  √   

2B  √   

3A  √   

3B √    

4A  √   

4B   √  

5A  √   

5B  √   

As originally expected, the dominant choice was ga across the proficiency levels in the 

exhaustive-listing context. However, the motivations were different between the non-native and 

the native speakers. Most of the L2 learners who chose ga claimed the effect of the verb, iru 

‘to exist’, as shown below. 
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I used ga here because of iru [‘to exist’]. 

(ga, ST2/CTA3, 4A) 

This indicates that, although the connection between existential verbs and the use of ga did not 

seem to be as strong as in the case of perceptional verbs, as observed in Section 7.1.2.1 and 

Section 7.1.2.2, the L2 learners were still aware of the existence of the connection, and, without 

conflicting discourse information, the presence of the existential verb could be in effect. 

In contrast to the L2 learners’ results, the choice of ga by one of the native speakers was 

appropriately motivated by the exhaustive-listing context, as shown below. 

The speaker is saying that the animals that are at the zoo are not any animals, but 

Australian animals. So, he is putting an emphasis. 

(ga, ST2/CTA3, 5B) 

On the other hand, 4B and 3B showed indeterminacy between wa and ga for the 

following reasons. 

I wasn't sure so I chose both are possible. It depends on what information you want to 

emphasise. If you want to emphasise that it's Australian animals that are there, then I 

would use ga, but if you want to say there are Australian animals in general, I would 

use wa. But I wasn't sure. 

(both are possible, ST2/CTA3, 4B) 
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With ga here, the emphasis is on the subject, no other animals, only Australian animals, 

but with wa it is much softer, the emphasis is more on the rest of the sentence. 

(both are possible, ST2/CTA3, 3B) 

On top of the exhaustive-listing reading, 4B and 3B accepted the use of wa too. Their comments 

indicate that they were unable to clearly distinguish the functions of wa and ga in this context. 

This will be discussed in Section 8.1.1.2. 

One native speaker rejected the wa-sentence option due to the unwanted contrastive 

meaning it would convey, as below. 

If you choose wa, it sounds like there is no other animals but Australian animals, so ga 

sounds better. 

(ga, ST2/CTA3, 5A) 

7.1.2.4. CTA4: the neutral-descriptive ga 

A: Nee, asoko ni Kimura-san no kuruma (     ) aru yo. 

 hey, there LOC Ms.Kimura GEN car  exist FP 

 ‘Look, there is Ms. Kimura’s car.’ 

B: Hontoo da. Kitto kaimono ni kiteiru-n da ne. 

 really COP perhaps shopping to have.come-NMLZ COP FP 

 ‘Oh yeah, she must have come for shopping.’ 

 



Results of the follow-up interviews  

  192 

 ID wa ga both are possible not sure 

1A  √   

1B  √   

2A  √   

2B  √   

3A  √   

3B  √   

4A  √   

4B  √   

5A  √   

5B  √   

As in the exhaustive-listing context, ga was the most popular answer in this sentence. However, 

also as in the exhaustive-listing context, the reason for the choice was not necessarily pragmatic, 

as can be seen in the following comment. 

Because there is aru [‘to exist’]. I just know that there is more ga aru [‘(-ga) to exist’] 

than wa aru [‘(-wa) to exist’]. 

(ga, ST2/CTA4, 2A) 

Participant 2A’s comment shows that he felt more comfortable using ga with aru ‘to exist’ 

rather than using wa, which indicates an effect of semantics. 

The following comment indicates that the choice of ga was further encouraged by the 

unwanted contrastive nuance that wa would bring. 
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Kimura-san no kuruma wa aru yo [‘Ms. Kimura’s car(-wa) is there’] sounds more like 

a response, it sounds like, kimura-san wa inaikedo, kuruma ga mieru [‘Ms. Kimura is 

not here, but I can see her car’]. But if it’s ga, it simply states that there is a car, but 

with wa it is like making a comparison to another fact. Wa aru [‘(-wa) exist’] sounds 

strange in my head. 

(ga, ST2/CTA4, 3B) 

One of the native speakers also commented similarly about his choice of ga, as below. 

I'm sure that ga is better, but not sure why. If it is a situation where you cannot find 

Kimura-san [‘Ms. Kimura’] and saying that her car is there, wa might be ok, but 

otherwise, if you don't say kuruma ga aru yo [‘the car(-ga) is there’], it would sound 

like Kimura-san [‘Ms. Kimura’] has disappeared. 

(ga, ST2/CTA4, 5A) 

7.1.3. ST3: Event proposition, standard verbal sentences 

ST3 showed event propositions, semantically requiring the NON-TOPIC ga. Conflict between the 

semantic and discourse requirements occurred in the topic and the contrastive contexts, but not 

in the exhaustive-listing and the neutral-descriptive contexts. These were verbal sentences, 

which were not perceptional or existential. 
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7.1.3.1. CTA1: the topic wa 

A: Sooieba, Yamagata ni hikkoshita Yamamoto-san ga Yamada-san 

 by.the.way Yamagata to moved Ms.Yamamoto DES Ms.Yamada 

 ni nimotsu o okutta to itteimashita yo.   

 DAT package ACC sent QT was.saying FP   

 ‘By the way, Ms. Yamamoto, who has moved to Yamagata, said she has sent a package 

to you.’ 

B: Yamamoto-san no nimotsu (     ) kinoo todokimashita yo. 

 Ms.Yamamoto GEN package  yesterday arrived FP 

 Yamagata no tokusanhin ga iroiro haitteimashita.  

 Yamagata GEN local.products DES various contained  

 ‘Her package arrived yesterday. It had a lot of local products inside.’ 

 

 ID wa ga both are possible not sure 

1A √    

1B √    

2A  √   

2B   √  

3A  √   

3B  √   

4A  √   

4B  √   

5A √    

5B √    

Although both the beginner speakers chose wa, which was pragmatically appropriate, the other 

non-native speakers, except for 2B, preferred ga. 

The beginner speakers seemed not to have had a problem in choosing the topic wa, as 

exemplified below in 1B’s comment. 
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Because nimotsu [‘package’] is already mentioned. 

(wa, ST3/CTA1, 1B) 

In contrast, there seemed to be a semantic effect of the verb in the choice of particle for the 

participants with higher proficiency levels, as can be suggested in the following comment from 

one of the upper-advanced speakers. 

Ga sounds more natural with todokimasu [‘to arrive’]. Wa sounds too strong, too much 

emphasis, like the one with the phone call [referring to ST3/CTA4 (Section 7.1.3.4) that 

was discussed earlier in the interview]. 

(ga, ST3/CTA1, 4A) 

Participant 4A’s comment strongly indicates the effect of the semantic characteristic of the 

predicate todoku ‘to arrive’ on the choice of particle. It suggests that he chose to use the NON-

TOPIC ga to form a topicless structure based on the presence of the verb todoku ‘to arrive’ despite 

the pragmatic requirement for the topic wa (see Section 8.1.1.1 for discussion). Although the 

use of wa in an event proposition sentence can show a strong nuance of contrast at the sentence 

level, it should be mitigated in a context that pragmatically requires the use of the topic wa. If 

the ‘too much emphasis’ in his comment indicates the strong and unnatural contrastive meaning 

caused by the insertion of wa, it suggests that 4A did not appropriately process the discourse 

information in this dialogue. Mentioning the similarity between the current sentence and 

ST3/CTA4 (Section 7.1.3.4), in which the same type of sentence (ST3) was used in the context 

that pragmatically required the neutral-descriptive ga, also indicates that the discourse 

information had little effect on 4A’s choice of the particle in this sentence. As mentioned before, 
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the semantic effect of the verb was not observed in the beginner speaker 1B’s response shown 

above. This suggests that susceptibility to the semantic requirement of the predicate might not 

yet be present at the lowest proficiency level and then it develops at a later stage. This issue 

will be discussed in Section 8.1.2. 

The effect of semantics was not observed in the native speakers’ responses, who 

appropriately interpreted the discourse requirement for the topic wa, as shown below. 

Because the speaker A was just talking about the package sent by Yamamoto-san [‘Ms. 

Yamamoto’] and the speaker B is making a comment about the same item, it sounds 

more appropriate to use wa. 

(wa, ST3/CTA1, 5A) 

 On the other hand, 3A’s justification of the choice of ga was different from others, as 

shown below. 

Continuation of a topic. 

(ga, ST3/CTA1, 3A) 

It is not clear from his comment what he meant by ‘continuation of a topic’, but it is possible 

that his interpretation of the function of wa was more strongly associated with the function of 

the contrastive wa rather than that of the topic wa. This is because the function of the contrastive 

wa can be interpreted as topic-shift, rather than topic-continuity. For example, in a contrastive 

sentence Takashi wa gakusei da ga, Hanako wa kaishain da ‘Takashi is a student but Hanako 

is an office worker’, the topic changes from Takashi to Hanako. Therefore, it is possible that 
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3A judged the use of wa inappropriate in the current sentence as there was no topic-shift. 

However, ga does not have a function to show a topic-continuity and thus the choice of ga in 

the topic context is not pragmatically appropriate. Participant 3A often chose ga in the topic 

context offering similar explanations throughout the interview, which will be presented later. 

Participant 2B, who chose ‘both are possible’, explained his choice as follows. 

I don't really have a strong feeling. If I have to choose, I would probably choose ga. If 

I'm writing something like this and if I'm not sure, I would choose ga because ga is more 

flexible? I also learnt Japanese Linguistics and all the examples use ga. 

(both are possible, ST1/CTA1, 2B) 

The above comment indicates that 2B chose the ‘both are possible’ option due to his 

uncertainty. 

7.1.3.2. CTA2: the contrastive wa 

A: Neko-tachi wa nani o shiteiru-no?      

 cats Top what ACC doing-NMLZ      

 ‘What are the cats doing?’ 

B: Shiroi neko (     ) neteiru kedo, kuroi neko wa mada 

 white cat  sleeping but black cat CON still 

 okiteiru yo.      

 awake FP      

 ‘The white cat is asleep, but the black one is still awake.’ 

 



Results of the follow-up interviews  

  198 

 ID wa ga both are possible not sure 

1A √    

1B √    

2A √    

2B √    

3A √    

3B √    

4A  √   

4B   √  

5A   √  

5B √    

The participants with lower proficiency levels, and one of the native speakers, 5B, chose wa 

based on the comparison made between the two cats, as below. 

Comparison between the white one and the black one. 

(wa, ST3/CTA2, 3A) 

  Interestingly, there was no participant who chose ga because of the semantic 

characteristic of neteiru ‘sleeping’, although this verb showed a temporary state requiring the 

topicless judgement (see Section 8.1.1.2 for discussion). 4A, who chose ga, explained his 

choice as follows, indicating that he associated the function of ‘contrast’ to the use of ga. This 

suggests his confusion between the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-listing ga. (See Section 

8.1.1.2 for discussion). 

Because there is a contrast, I would use ga. 

(ga, ST3/CTA2, 4A) 
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On the other hand, the answers were less consistent in the upper-advanced and the native 

speakers. One of the upper-advanced speakers commented on his choice of the ‘both are 

possible’ option as follows. 

Both sound possible. The second half of the sentence uses wa and there is a comparison 

between two cats so I thought I can use wa for the first one, but I also thought that if I 

want to emphasise the white cat, I would be able to use ga too. 

(both are possible, ST3/CTA2, 4B) 

A similar view was expressed by 5A, the native speaker who also chose ‘both are possible’, as 

follows. 

If you want to make a comparison between the sleeping white cat and the black cat that 

is awake, then wa would be better. But if the sleeping cat has more weight than the black 

cat, then ga might be ok too. 

(both are possible, ST3/CTA2, 5A) 

Based on the above comments, it is alluded that they accepted both reading of the contrastive 

wa and the exhaustive-listing ga in this context, although it is not clear from 4B’s comment 

whether he appropriately understood the contrastive reading in this sentence. This will be 

discussed in Section 8.1.1.2. 
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7.1.3.3. CTA3: the exhaustive-listing ga 

A: Sakki yama no hoo de natteita-no wa nan 

 just.before mountain GEN direction LOC was.ringing-NMLZ Top what 

 desu ka?        

 COP Q        

 ‘What was it that was ringing from the direction of the mountain before?’ 

B: Otera no kane (     ) natteita-n desu yo. Mainichi kimatta 

 temple GEN bell  was.ringing-NMLZ COP FP everyday certain 

 jikan ni naru-n desu.    

 time LOC ring-NMLZ COP    

 ‘Ah, it was a bell ringing at the temple. Every day, it rings at a certain time.’ 

 

 ID wa ga both are possible not sure 

1A  √   

1B  √   

2A  √   

2B  √   

3A  √   

3B    √ 

4A  √   

4B  √   

5A  √   

5B  √   

In this sentence, all the participants, except for 3B who chose ‘not sure’, selected ga. Most 

commonly, the discourse effect of exhaustive listing was pointed out, as exemplified below. 

That's sort of addressing something specific in a context, answering a question. 

(ga, ST3/CTA3, 3A) 
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The topic of the sound of ringing is already introduced by the speaker A, and the speaker 

B is specifically telling that it's the bell from the temple. So, I used ga instead of wa. 

(ga, ST3/CTA3, 2A) 

In contrast, the following comment shows that the discourse information was not the 

only factor that affected the choice of ga. 

Ga sounds natural with the verb naru [‘to ring’]. 

(ga, ST3/CTA3, 4B) 

Participant 4B claimed that his choice was based on the semantic association between ga and 

the verb naru ‘to ring’, rather than the exhaustive-listing reading on the subject. This indicates 

that his use of ga was more about the semantically motivated NON-TOPIC ga than the 

pragmatically motivated exhaustive-listing ga (see Section 8.1.1.1 for discussion). The 

following comment from 3B, who chose ‘not sure’, was also in line with this view. 

I had no idea. If I'm saying this sentence, I might use ga, but because I very rarely hear 

this verb, I don't know whether it is normally used with wa or ga. 

(not sure, ST3/CTA3, 3B) 

The comment indicates 3B’s attempt to make a decision solely based on the combination 

between the particle and the verb, but she was unable to do so due to her unfamiliarity with the 

verb naru ‘to ring’. 
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7.1.3.4. CTA4: the neutral-descriptive ga 

A: Kiite kudasai. Kinoo odoroku koto ga atta-n desu. 

 listen please yesterday surprising thing DES happened-NMLZ COP 

 ‘Listen, something surprising happened yesterday.’ 

B: Nan desu ka? 

 what COP Q 

 ‘What happened?’ 

A: Yamamoto-san kara denwa (     ) kakattekita-n desu! 

 Ms.Yamamoto ABL telephone  came-NMLZ COP 

 ‘Ms Yamamoto rang me!’ 

B: E, kyonen taishokushite kaigai e itta ano Yamamoto-san kara? 

 oh last.year quit abroad to went that Ms.Yamamoto ABL 

 ‘Ms.Yamamoto, the one who quit the job and went abroad last year?’ 

 

 ID wa ga both are possible not sure 

1A  √   

1B  √   

2A  √   

2B   √  

3A  √   

3B  √   

4A  √   

4B  √   

5A  √   

5B  √   

As in the exhaustive-listing context, the most popular answer was ga in this sentence, with an 

exception of 2B choosing ‘both are possible’, as explained below. 
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I don’t have any strong feeling towards either wa or ga, so I just chose both. 

(2B, ST3/CTA4, 2B) 

Although most of the participants only commented that the choice of ga sounded natural and 

did not clarify what factor the naturalness stemmed from, 4B claimed the semantic influence of 

the verb as follows (see Section 8.1.1.1 for discussion). 

Denwa ga kakattekuru [‘the phone(-ga) rings’] sounds more natural than denwa wa 

kakattekuru [‘the phone(-wa) rings’]. I think ga is more frequently used with the verb 

kakattekuru [‘to ring’]. 

(ga, ST3/CTA4, 4B) 

On the other hand, one of the native speakers explained his choice of ga based on the 

unnatural reading that wa would bring. 

If it is wa, it sounds like 'I received a phone call, but not email'. It sounds like you want 

to say something contradictory to the first statement. So ga is better. 

(ga, ST3/CTA4, 5A) 

7.1.4. ST4: Event proposition, adjectival sentences 

ST4 showed event propositions, which semantically required the NON-TOPIC ga, creating a 

conflict in the topic and the contrastive contexts but not in the exhaustive-listing and the neutral-

descriptive contexts. These were adjectival sentences. As noted in Footnote 2 in Chapter 3, 

some adjectives can be used both as a description of a temporary status or a permanent status. 
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Therefore, I ensured that the adjectives that were used in this sentence type showed temporary 

states by carefully examining the characteristics of them and controlling the inter-sentential 

elements such as the adverbs. 

7.1.4.1. CTA1: the topic wa 

A: Moshi moshi, Yoshida-kurinikku desu. 

 hello Yoshida.clinic COP 

 ‘Hello, Yoshida clinic.’ 

B: A, sumimasen, musuko no guai ga yokunai-n desu. 

 oh excuse.me son GEN condition DES not.good-NMLZ COP 

 Doo shitara ii deshoo?     

 how if.do good wonder     

 ‘Oh, hello, my son’s condition is not good. What can I do?’ 

A: Musuko-san no kaoiro wa doo desu ka? 

 son GEN complexion Top how COP Q 

 ‘How is his complexion?’ 

B: Kaoiro (     ) aojiroi desu. Karada ga furueteite, totemo  

 complexion  pale COP body DES trembling very  

 samui to iu-n desu.      

 cold QT say-NMLZ COP      

 ‘He is pale. His body is trembling and he says he is very cold.’ 
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 ID wa ga both are possible not sure 

1A √    

1B √    

2A √    

2B   √  

3A √    

3B  √   

4A  √   

4B √    

5A √    

5B √    

In this sentence, the most popular choice was wa, as pragmatically expected, and those who 

chose wa mostly did so on the basis of the topicality of the subject, as shown below. 

Because they are already talking about the colour of the face. 

(wa, ST4/CTA1, 1B) 

In contrast, 3B, who chose ga, pointed out the effect of a semantic factor in the predicate, as 

shown below. 

Because it's about the colours, it's normally ga, so I thought ga is more appropriate here 

too. If I use wa, it feels like there is a change in the topic. Kaoriro-wa [‘complexion(-

wa)’] sounds too broad, whereas kaoiro-ga [‘complexion(-ga)’] feels more localised, 

more natural thing to say. 

(ga, ST4/CTA1, 3B) 

This comment suggests that 3B made a choice of particle based on the association she had 

between the use of ga and an adjectival predicate expressing a colour but not based on the 
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information structure of the sentence. Participant 2B’s choice of ‘both are possible’ also seems 

to be based on the same reason. 

I wasn't sure. There is wa in the sentence before, but I often use ga with adjectives, but 

I know that you don’t always have to. 

(both are possible, ST4/CTA1, 2B) 

The above comments suggest that there was a certain connection between an entity and its 

adjectival description that L2 learners hesitated to break by inserting wa. See Section 8.1.1.2 

for a discussion of this issue. Participant 4A’s below comment also indicates an effect of the 

semantic information of the sentence. 

If it is a full sentence, I would say musuko wa kaoiro ga aojiroi desu [‘as for my son (-

wa), his complexion (-ga) is pale’]. So I chose ga. The main topic is musuko-san [‘son’]. 

Kaoiro [‘complexion’] is not the topic of the sentence. 

(ga, ST4/CTA1, 4A) 

The comment indicates that 4A decided on the particle based on the whole-part relationship 

between musuko ‘son’ and kaoiro ‘complexion’. 
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7.1.4.2. CTA2: the contrastive wa 

A: Moo aki desu ne. Akatonbo wa tondeiru shi, 

 already autumn COP FP red.dragonfly CON flying also 

 ichoo (     ) kiiroi shi.     

 ginko.leaves  yellow also     

 ‘It seems to be autumn already. Red dragonflies are flying, and the ginko leaves are 

yellow.’ 

B: Hontoo desu ne. Korekara samuku narimasu ne.  

 true COP FP from.now cold become FP  

 ‘That’s right. It will become cold soon.’ 

 

 ID wa ga both are possible not sure 

1A √    

1B √    

2A  √   

2B √    

3A   √  

3B  √   

4A √    

4B    √ 

5A   √  

5B √    

Before discussing the result, it should be noted that this contrastive sentence was slightly 

different in nature from the other types of contrastive sentence that were used in this study. 

According to Noda (1996: 201), there are two types of contrastive sentence: oppositional 

contrast (tairitsu-teki na taihi) and parallel contrast (heiretsu-teki na taihi). While most of the 

contrastive sentences included in this test showed the oppositional contrast, which contrasted 

oppositional statements such as ‘Mt. Fuji could be seen’ and ‘Lake Yamanaka could not be 

seen’, the contrastive sentence adopted in ST4 showed a parallel contrast, which contrasted two 

similar contents. According to Noda (1996), in the parallel contrast sentence, the same or 
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similar predicates are used in the two statements, such as ‘I buy meat at a supermarket’ and ‘I 

buy fish at a market’. I did not consider this difference of contrastive sentences when I created 

the questions for this study, as I assumed that it would not affect the results. However, the 

interview results revealed that some participants were confused about this type of contrastive 

sentence, as shown in the below comment. 

I guess it's a comparison so wa, but I'm not sure. 

(wa, ST4/CTA2, 3A) 

The above comment suggests that L2 learners’ understanding of ‘contrast’ was mainly 

associated with the oppositional contrast, but not so much with the parallel contrast, which 

seems to have made it more difficult to use wa in the latter. 

Participants 2A and 3B chose ga and explained their choices as follows. 

Firstly, there is wa used at the beginning to introduce the idea of the dragonflies flying 

and then to be more specific to bring it back to leaves being yellow. So, introducing the 

topic is sort of like the red dragonflies and then specifically that leaves are turning 

yellow. 

(ga, ST4/CTA2, 2A) 

Because of the colour, and because it is under aki [‘autumn’]. Because this statement 

[ichoo ga kiiroi ‘ginko leaves are yellow’] relies on moo aki desu [‘already autumn’]. 

(ga, ST4/CTA2, 3B) 
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The motivations of 2A and 3B in choosing ga were not clearly inferable in the above comments, 

but it was clear that they did not interpret the two clauses, i.e. akatonbo wa tondeiru ‘red 

dragonflies are flying’ and ichoo (     ) kiiroi ‘ginko leaves are yellow’, as parallel statements. 

It is possible that their misinterpretations of the sentence derived from their unfamiliarity with 

the parallel contrast. 

In contrast, the results show that the native speakers were more familiar with the use of 

wa showing a parallel contrast function, as can be seen in the following comment. 

The speaker is listing a couple of sentences, so wa. 

(wa: ST4/CTA2, 5B) 

On the other hand, 5A chose ‘both are possible’ and commented as follows. 

If you want to state the fact that ichoo [‘ginko leaves’] is yellow as something like a 

symbol of autumn, then ichoo ga kiiroi shi [‘ginko leaves(-ga) are yellow’] sounds ok, 

but if you just want to list the fact that ichoo [‘ginko leaves’] is yellow as one of the 

many symbols, not wanting to put a special emphasis, then wa might sound fine too. 

(both are possible, ST4/CTA2, 5A) 

Participant 5A’s comment suggests that the functional similarity between the contrastive wa 

and the exhaustive-listing ga can also apply to the case of parallel contrast sentences, just as in 

oppositional contrast sentences, as we have already observed in other sentence types. 
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7.1.4.3. CTA3: the exhaustive-listing ga 

A: A, moo momiji ga kiiroku natteimasu yo.  

 oh, already maple.leaves DES yellow have.become FP  

 ‘Look, the maple leaves have turned yellow already.’ 

B: Tanaka-san, ichoo (     ) kiiroi-n desu. Momiji wa 

 Ms.Tanaka ginko.leaves  yellow-NMLZ COP maple.leaves CON 

 akaku naru-n desu yo.     

 red turn-NMLZ COP FP     

 ‘No, it’s the ginko leaves that are yellow. Maple leaves turn red.’ 

 

 ID wa ga both are possible not sure 

1A √    

1B   √  

2A  √   

2B   √  

3A √    

3B  √   

4A √    

4B  √   

5A  √   

5B  √   

In this question, the answer varied greatly in the L2 learners’ responses. Most of the participants 

who did not choose the pragmatically required option, i.e. ga, made comments that suggest their 

confusion between the function of the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-listing ga, as 

exemplified in the two comments below. 

I felt like it's a comparison, but then it is also like 'no it's these leaves that are turning 

yellow', so both are possible. 

(both are possible, ST4/CTA3, 2B) 
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Contrasting between ichoo [‘ginko leaves’] and momiji [‘maple leaves’]. 

(wa, ST4/CTA3, 3A) 

As discussed in Section 3.2.5, the contrastive wa shows a predicate-focus structure, i.e. the 

focus is on the predicate, while the exhaustive-listing ga shows an argument-focus, i.e. the focus 

is on the subject. In the current case, what was compared was whether it was momiji ‘maple 

leaves’ or ichoo ‘ginko leaves’ that were yellow, i.e. the focus was on the comparison between 

the subjects (argument-focus), but not whether ichoo ‘ginko leaves’ was yellow or not, i.e. the 

focus was on the comparison between the predicates (predicate-focus). Therefore, it was more 

pragmatically appropriate to use the exhaustive-listing ga, which manifested an argument-focus 

structure. See Section 8.1.1.2 for discussion of the confusion between the contrastive wa and 

the exhaustive-listing ga. 

7.1.4.4. CTA4: the neutral-descriptive ga 

A: Ara, soto wa samui-no ne. Hoppe (     ) akaki ne. 

 wow outside Top cold-NMLZ FP cheeks  red FP 

 ‘Wow, it must be cold outside. Your cheeks are red.’ 

B: Un, sugoku samui yo!     

 yes very cold FP     

 ‘Yes, it is very cold!’ 

 



Results of the follow-up interviews  

  212 

 ID wa ga both are possible not sure 

1A √    

1B   √  

2A  √   

2B   √  

3A  √   

3B  √   

4A  √   

4B  √   

5A  √   

5B  √   

Most of the participants chose ga in this sentence. Many of the non-native participants claimed 

that their choices were based on the ‘naturalness’ of ga in this sentence. The following comment 

vaguely suggests that this ‘naturalness’ came from the combination of ga and akai ‘red’, as 

below. 

To me, in my head, it's lot more natural to say hoppe ga akai [‘cheeks (-ga) are red’] 

rather than hoppe wa akai [‘cheeks (-wa) are red’]. I cannot really explain why, but it 

just sounds more natural. 

(ga, ST4/CTA4, 2A) 

The connection between the use of ga and the predicate akai ‘red’ was also pointed out by 1B 

and 2B, who chose ‘both are possible’. See Section 8.1.1.2 for the discussion. 

On the other hand, 1A chose wa and commented as follows. 
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Again, this is a pretty fairly straightforward statement, I don’t really see any reason 

that wa cannot be there. Haha [‘mother’] is kind of specifying her daughter's cheeks but 

not relating to anything else. 

(wa, ST4/CTA4, 1A) 

His comment ‘the mother is specifying her daughter’s cheeks’ suggests that he considered that 

this sentence has a predicate-focus structure, exhibiting his underdeveloped ability to process 

discourse information. 

One of the native speakers, 5A, explained that he chose ga because of the unnatural 

contrastive meaning that wa would bring. 

If you choose wa, then you would want to ask 'what about other parts of the body?'  So 

ga sounds better. 

(ga, ST4/CTA4, 5A) 

7.1.5. ST5: Event proposition, nominal sentences 

ST5 showed event propositions, semantically requiring the NON-TOPIC ga. There was a conflict 

in the topic and the contrastive contexts but not in the exhaustive-listing and the neutral-

descriptive contexts. These were nominal sentences. As mentioned in Section 3.1.2, nominal 

predicates typically express attribute propositions. However, when they describe ‘a situation 

that exists in a specific time and space’ (Masuoka 1987: 27), they can also show event 

propositions. 
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7.1.5.1. CTA1: the topic wa 

A: Are, Yamamoto-san ga mada kiteimasen ne. 

 oh Mr.Yamamoto DES yet have.not.arrived FP 

 ‘Oh, Mr. Yamamoto is not here yet.’ 

B: Yamamoto-san (     ) kyuubyoo desu. Kinoo kara 

 Mr.Yamamoto  accute.illness COP yesterday from 

 nyuuinshiteiru soo desu yo.   

 have.been.hospitalised heard COP FP   

 ‘He suddenly fell sick. I heard that he has been in a hospital since yesterday.’ 

 

 ID wa ga both are possible not sure 

1A √    

1B √    

2A √    

2B √    

3A  √   

3B  √   

4A √    

4B √    

5A √    

5B √    

In this sentence, the most popular choice was wa and most of those who chose this option 

commented on the effect of topicality, as shown below. 

Because it's already mentioned, it is not new information. 

(wa, ST5/CTA1, 1A) 

On the other hand, 3A, who chose ga, commented as follows. 
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I think I chose ga because in the first sentence there is ga, Yamamoto-san ga [Ms. 

Yamamoto (-ga)]. Because B is still talking about the same person, I used ga for the 

same topic. 

(ga, ST5/CTA1, 3A) 

Participant 3A’s choice of ga is assumed to have been caused by his strong association of the 

use of wa with the function of topic-shift, as mentioned in Section 7.1.3.1. Participant 3B, the 

other L2 learner who chose ga, commented similarly. 

7.1.5.2. CTA2: the contrastive wa 

A: Yotsukoshi-depaato ga heitensuru-n desu-tte? 

 Yotsukoshi.department.store DES close.down-NMLZ COP-QT 

 ‘Did you hear that Yotsukoshi department store is closing down?’ 

B: Seikyuu-depaato (     ) heiten desu kedo, Yotsukoshi 

 Seikyuu.department.store  close.down COP but Yotsukoshi 

 wa mada aiteimasu yo.     

 CON still open FP     

 ‘Seikyu department store is closing down, but Yotsukoshi is still open.’ 

 

 ID wa ga both are possible not sure 

1A  √   

1B √    

2A √    

2B √    

3A √    

3B  √   

4A  √   

4B √    

5A   √  

5B √    
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Many participants chose wa based on the comparison made in speaker B’s utterance between 

the two department stores, as exemplified below. 

 Comparison, this one is closing down, but this one is open. 

 (wa, ST5/CTA2, 2B) 

However, there are also some L2 participants who chose ga, as exemplified below. 

Because it is a correction, ga sounds more forceful. If I put wa here, it sounds like an 

agreement. Sounds like the emphasis is on heiten suru [‘to close down’]. Wa doesn't 

feel forceful enough. 

(ga, ST5/CTA2, 3B) 

Based on 3B’s comment, it is clear that she interpreted ‘Seikyu department store’ as the focus 

of the sentence that disagreed with the presupposition (cf. Lambrecht 1996). She does not seem 

to have interpreted this clause in relation to the rest of the sentence, which provided contrastive 

information. Other participants who chose ga also explained their choices based on the focus 

reading on the subject. 

One of the native speakers accepted the interpretation of subject-focus, as well as the 

contrastive reading, as shown in the following comment. 
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If you want to make a simple comparison between two department stores, then I thought 

wa would do, but if you want to emphasise the fact that Seikyuu-depaato [‘seikyuu 

department store’] is closing down, then ga might be also ok. 

(both are possible, ST5/CTA2, 5A) 

Participant 5A’s comment indicates his clear understanding of both readings of the contrastive 

wa and the exhaustive-listing ga, which led to the acceptance of both wa and ga (see Section 

8.2.2 for discussion). 

7.1.5.3. CTA3: the exhaustive-listing ga 

A: Ooame de futsuu ni natteiru sen mo aru 

 heavy.rain due.to cancel to have.become line PAR exist 

 soo da yo. Dono densha daroo.   

 hear COP FP which train wonder   

 ‘I heard that some lines are cancelled because of the heavy rain. I wonder which line it 

is.’ 

B: JR-sen (     ) futsuu da-tte.     

 JR.line  cancel COP-QT     

 ‘I heard that the JR line is cancelled.’ 
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 ID wa ga both are possible not sure 

1A  √   

1B  √   

2A  √   

2B  √   

3A √    

3B  √   

4A  √   

4B  √   

5A  √   

5B √    

In this sentence, most of the participants chose ga, as pragmatically required, and the main 

justifications for the choices were that they wanted to put an ‘emphasis’ on JR-sen ‘JR line’, as 

shown below. 

Other lines are still working, but not JR line. So, I chose ga to put an emphasis on JR 

line. 

(ga, ST5/CTA3, 4B) 

Participant 3A, who chose wa, claimed that he did so because there was a comparison 

between JR-sen ‘JR line’ and other lines that were not cancelled, as below. 

In this case JR-sen [‘JR line’] is one of the options, possibly different lines, and the 

speaker B knows that as for JR-sen [‘JR line’], it is futsuu [‘cancelled’]. Better to say 

wa because it's one of the options. Like comparison. 

(wa, ST5/CTA3, 3A) 

In this sentence, the focus of the sentence in speaker B’s utterance was apparently on JR-sen 

‘JR line’ as the intention of the sentence was to tell what line was cancelled, rather than whether 
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JR line was cancelled or not, and thus the exhaustive-listing ga was the pragmatically 

appropriate choice. Therefore, 2A’s comment suggests that he misinterpreted the information 

structure of the sentence. However, one of the native speakers also chose wa, instead of ga, for 

the following reason. 

I thought it could be ga too, but I felt that ga might be a little too strong. If I'm the 

speaker, I would prefer using wa. 

(wa, ST5/CTA3, 5B) 

Based on her comment ‘ga might be a little too strong’, it is speculated that what she intended 

to avoid was the implication that JR line was the only line in the whole country that was 

cancelled because of the rain. Kuroda (2005) calls this function of wa, which is used in a focus 

position, ‘anti-exhaustive listing implicature’ of wa. According to his claim, by marking JR-

sen ‘JR line’ with wa, it is possible to imply that there might also be other lines that have been 

cancelled. Participant 5B’s replacement of the exhaustive-listing ga with wa was clearly 

intentional, rather than caused by a confusion between the functions, which distinguished her 

from 3A. 

7.1.5.4. CTA4: the neutral-descriptive ga 

A: Taihen! Katoo-san no uchi (     ) kaji da-tte! 

 attention Mr.Kato GEN house  fire COP-QT 

 ‘Hey! I heard that Mr. Kato’s house is on fire!’ 
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B: E, hontoo!?       

 oh really       

 ‘Oh no! Really!?’ 

 

 ID wa ga both are possible not sure 

1A √    

1B  √   

2A  √   

2B   √  

3A √    

3B √    

4A √    

4B √    

5A  √   

5B  √   

Compared to other sentence types in the neutral-descriptive context presented earlier, in which 

ga was mostly favoured, this nominal sentence showed a different picture; there was observed 

a tendency for the use of wa even in the upper-advanced group. See the following comment 

made by one of the upper-advanced speakers. 

Because speaker A is talking about Kato’s house. But the situation of the sentence above 

[referring to ST2/CTA4 (Section 7.1.2.4)] is very similar to this one. I don’t know why 

I did not choose wa for the one above. Both might be possible for this one [referring to 

the current sentence], but the first choice was wa. 

(wa, ST5/CTA4, 4B) 

Participant 4B’s comment ‘because speaker A is talking about Kato’s house’ indicates that he 

interpreted that this sentence was construed as being about the subject, as in a sentence with a 

predicate-focus structure, despite the fact that a sentence-focus structure was required in the 
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current context. The fact that 4B consistently chose ga for all the other sentences in the neutral-

descriptive context in this cloze test, including the cases of adjectival and verbal sentences, 

indicates the effect of a nominal predicate on the formation of the predicate-focus structure in 

the current sentence. Similarly, 3B, who also chose wa, commented as below. 

Wa, at least in my head, is like 'her house, but nobody else's house, is on fire'. Also, it's 

out of the blue, wa is sort of for a change of topic. Ga sounds more specific within the 

same topic. Wa is more like 'as for'. 

(wa: ST5/CTA4, 3B) 

The above comment indicates that 3B also interpreted this sentence as having a predicate-focus 

structure. Below, I repeat 3B’s comment for the existential sentence (ST2) in the neutral-

descriptive context (CTA4), which I have already presented and discussed earlier (Section 

7.1.2.4), to make a comparison to the current sentence. 

Kimura-san no kuruma wa aru yo [‘Ms. Kimura’s car(-wa) is there’] sounds more like 

a response, it sounds like, kimura-san wa inaikedo, kuruma ga mieru [‘Ms. Kimura is 

not here, but I can see her car’]. But if it’s ga, it simply states that there is a car, but 

with wa it is like making a comparison to another fact. Wa aru [‘(-wa) exist’] sounds 

strange in my head. 

(ga, ST2/CTA4, 3B) 

As can be seen, 3B’s grounds for avoiding wa for ST2/CTA4 was the contrastive nuance that 

wa would convey, which he did not claim for the current nominal sentence. This suggests that 



Results of the follow-up interviews  

  222 

3B interpreted the current sentence as showing an attribute proposition, which was more 

suitable to have a predicate-focus structure without showing a nuance of contrast. The above 

comments from 4B and 3B suggest that there was an association between nominal predicates 

and the formation of a predicate-focus structure in L2 grammar, which will be discussed in 

Section 8.1.1.3. 

Participant 2B, who chose ‘both are possible’, explained his choice as follows. 

Ga is more specific, so 'this house is on fire [with an accent on ‘this house’]'. 

(both are possible, ST5/CTA4, 2B) 

The comment suggests that 2B interpreted this sentence as having a focus on the subject Katoo-

san no uchi ‘Mr Kato’s house’. However, his indecisiveness between wa and ga also suggests 

that he accepted the predicate-focus reading as well. 

On the other hand, 5A, one of the native participants, clearly claimed the contrastive 

nuance that wa would bring to the sentence. 

The use of wa can convey a strange meaning. If you choose wa, it sounds like Kato-

san's house is on fire, but other houses are not. So ga is better. 

(ga, ST5/CTA4, 5A) 

7.1.6. ST6: Attribute proposition, verbal sentences 

ST6 showed attribute propositions, which semantically required the TOPIC wa. Therefore, a 

conflict occurred in the exhaustive-listing context, but not in the topic and the contrastive 

contexts. The neutral-descriptive context was not compatible with this type of proposition, so 
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it was not included in the test. These sentences had verbal predicates that showed habitual or 

repetitive actions, as discussed in Section 3.1.2. 

7.1.6.1. CTA1: the topic wa 

A: Tanaka-san no goshujin wa yoku undoo o shimasu ka? 

 Ms.Tanaka GEN husband Top often exercise ACC do Q 

 ‘Does your husband exercise much?’ 

B: Shujin (     ) maiasa jogingu o shimasu yo. Tokidoki 

 husband  every.morning jogging ACC do FP sometimes 

 jimu ni mo ikimasu.     

 gym to PAR go     

 ‘He goes jogging every morning and also sometimes goes to the gym.’ 

 

 ID wa ga both are possible not sure 

1A √    

1B √    

2A  √   

2B √    

3A  √   

3B √    

4A √    

4B √    

5A √    

5B √    

In the topic context, the most popular option was wa, as semantically and pragmatically 

expected, across the proficiency groups. Those who chose wa explained their choices based on 

the topicality of the subject, as exemplified below. 
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 Because it is a topic of the conversation. 

(wa, ST6/CTA1, 4A) 

On the other hand, 2A, one of the participants who chose ga, expressed an interesting 

view, as follows. 

…it is clearly an active voice sentence where the husband does something, so I chose 

ga. 

(ga, ST6/CTA1, 2A) 

The above comment suggests that 2A associated verbal sentences that express a subject’s action 

(‘active voice’ in his word) and the use of ga. This was a semantic-level association caused by 

the characteristic of the predicate. 

Participant 3A’s comment indicates that his choice of ga was caused by his insufficient 

understanding of the function of wa, namely the strong connection between wa and the function 

of topic-shift that he repeatedly expressed in the interview (e.g. Section 7.1.3.1), as shown 

below. 

 Because speaker B is talking about the same person, Tanaka-san no goshujin [‘Ms. 

Tanaka’s husband’], so I chose ga. 

(ga, ST6/CTA1, 3A). 
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7.1.6.2. CTA2: the contrastive wa 

A: Tokyoo ni sundeiru to amari kuruma o tsukawanai-n 

 Tokyo LOC living when not.often car ACC not.use-NMLZ 

 ja-nai desu ka? Densha ga totemo benri dakara. 

 COP-NEG COP Q trains EL very convenient because 

 ‘Since living in Tokyo, I imagine you don’t use a car so often because the train service 

is very convenient?’ 

B: Otto wa amari tsukaimasen ga, watashi (     ) yoku 

 husband CON not.often not.use but I  often 

 tsukaimasu yo. Kaimono ya kodomo no okurimukae ni 

 use FP shopping and children GEN drop.off.and.pick.up for 

 benri desu kara.      

 convenient COP because      

 ‘Myhusband doesn’t, but I do often. Cars are convenient for shopping and dropping off 

and picking up the kids.’ 

 

 ID wa ga both are possible not sure 

1A  √   

1B √    

2A  √   

2B √    

3A √    

3B √    

4A   √  

4B √    

5A √    

5B √    

Wa was favoured among the participants based on the contrast made between otto ‘husband’ 

and watashi ‘I’, as shown below. 
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It is comparative between otto [‘husband’] and watashi [‘I’]. 

(wa, ST6/CTA2, 1B) 

One of the participants who chose ga explained his choice as follows. 

…probably, I tried to put an emphasis, watashi-ga [‘I (-ga)’], the emphasis becomes on 

the speaker. For me, ga is to emphasise the subject of the sentence more than wa, in my 

mind, wa is a bit weaker. 

(ga, ST6/CTA2, 2A) 

As this was a sentence that stated whether watashi ‘I’ uses a car or not, i.e. predicate-focus, 

rather than who uses a car, i.e. argument-focus, the use of the contrastive wa was pragmatically 

appropriate. Participant 2A’s comment indicates a confusion between the function of the 

contrastive wa and that of the exhaustive-listing ga. Participant 4A’s choice of ‘both are 

possible’ is assumed to have been caused by the same reason as 2A’s, as can be seen the 

following comment. 

I cannot think of an explanation for this choice. I would use ga for the purpose of 

contrast, but wa sounds ok too. 

(both are possible, ST6/CTA2, 4A) 
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The comment from 4A indicates that the confusion between the functions of the contrastive wa 

and the exhaustive-listing ga was persistent, even in the upper-advanced level. See Section 

8.1.1.2 for discussion. 

7.1.6.3. CTA3: the exhaustive-listing ga 

A: Kono jogingu-mashiin, goshujin ga tsukau-n desu ka? 

 this treadmill husband EL use-NMLZ COP Q 

 ‘Does your husband use this treadmill?’ 

B: Iie, watashi (     ) tsukau-n desu.    

 no I  use-NMLZ COP    

 ‘No, I use it.’ 

 

 ID wa ga both are possible not sure 

1A  √   

1B   √  

2A  √   

2B  √   

3A  √   

3B  √   

4A √    

4B √    

5A  √   

5B  √   

The focus of the sentence was on the subject, i.e. who uses the treadmill, rather than whether 

watashi ‘I’ uses the treadmill or not. Therefore, the exhaustive-listing ga was the pragmatically 

appropriate option. In this sentence, the majority of the participants chose ga based on the 

interpretation of focus on the subject. 
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Because it feels like a correction, ‘not husband but myself’. 

(ga, ST6/CTA3, 3B) 

However, both of the upper-advanced speakers chose wa indicating their confusion between 

the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-listing ga, as follows. 

Correction, so wa. 

(wa, ST6/CTA3, 4A) 

I wanted to emphasise watashi ‘I’, so I chose wa. Both could be possible…but wa came 

to my mind first. 

(wa, ST6/CTA3, 4B) 

As in Section 7.1.6.2, the above comment indicates that the confusion between these discourse 

functions was persistent even at the higher proficiency levels. 

Participant 1B, who chose ‘both are possible’, explained her indecisiveness between wa 

and ga, as follows. 

It could be like comparing my husband doesn’t, but I do [in this case, I would use wa], 

and I would use ga if I'm just saying 'I use it' without comparing to my husband. 

(both are possible, ST6/CTA3, 1B) 

The above comment suggests that her understanding of the function of the contrastive wa that 

shows a predicate-focus structure was still underdeveloped. 
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7.1.7. ST7: Attribute proposition, adjectival sentences 

ST7 showed attribute propositions, semantically requiring the TOPIC wa. These were adjectival 

sentences. Therefore, conflict occurred in the exhaustive-listing context, but not in the topic 

and the contrastive contexts. The adjectival predicates used in this sentence type showed a 

permanent status, rather than a temporary status, of the subject. 

7.1.7.1. CTA1: the topic wa 

A: Yamada-san wa Oosutoraria no Keanzu ni sundeita-n 

 Mr.Yamada Top Autralia GEN Cairns LOC was.living-NMLZ 

 desu yo ne. Keanzu no kikoo wa doo desu ka? 

 COP FP FP Cairns GEN climate Top how COP Q 

 ‘You used to live in Cairns in Australia, didn’t you? How is the climate there?’ 

B: Keanzu (     ) atsui desu yo. Huyu demo atatakai-n desu. 

 Cairns  hot COP FP winter even warm-NMLZ COP 

 ‘Cairns is hot. It’s quite warm even in winter.’ 

 

 ID wa ga both are possible not sure 

1A √    

1B √    

2A   √  

2B   √  

3A   √  

3B √    

4A √    

4B   √  

5A √    

5B √    

Some indeterminacy in the L2 groups was observed in the results. One of the participants who 

chose ‘both are possible’ commented as follows. 
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They are talking about Keanzu [‘Cairns’], so Keanzu wa [‘Cairns (-wa)’ is possible], 

but Keanzu ga atsui desu [‘Cairns (-ga) is hot’ is also possible] because it is an 

adjective. 

(both are possible, ST7/CTA1, 2B) 

This comment indicates that he associated the use of ga with the adjectival predicate. 4B also 

explained his choice of ‘both are possible’ in a similar way. 

I might choose wa for this because they are talking about Cairns. The choice of ga might 

have something to do with the word atsui [‘hot’]. Ga might sound natural with atsui 

[‘hot’]. But I feel both are possible. 

(both are possible, ST7/CTA1, 4B) 

Recall that the tendency to use ga with an adjectival predicate showing a colour was observed 

in ST4 (Section 7.1.4.1). The current result suggests that this tendency was not limited to colour 

expressions but can be applicable to adjectival predicates in general. This association of the use 

of ga and adjectival sentences will be discussed in Section 8.1.1.2. 

On the other hand, the semantic effect was not observed in the native speakers’ 

comments, both of whom chose wa based on discourse information, as exemplified below. 

 Ga would be fine if the question is 'which city is hot', then Keanzu ga atsui desu yo 

[‘Cairns (-ga) is hot’] sounds fine, but in this case, Cairns is already mentioned in the 

previous conversation. So wa is better. 

(wa, ST7/CTA1, 5A) 
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Indeterminacy was expressed in 2A’s response, as shown below. 

If she is comparing Cairns with other cities, like Brisbane or Sydney, you might use wa, 

but if you are only thinking about Cairns, then you would use ga. 

(both are possible, ST7/CTA1, 2A) 

The above comment shows that 2A associated the use of wa with a contrastive meaning in this 

sentence, although the sentence was in the topic context, suggesting his underdeveloped 

discourse sensitivity. 

7.1.7.2. CTA2: the contrastive wa 

A: Chintai-bukken o sagashiteiru-n desu ga, dono bukken mo 

 rental.property ACC searching -NMLZ COP but which property PAR 

 takai desu ne.     

 expensive COP FP     

 ‘I’m looking for a rental property, but I found all the apartments so expensive.’ 

B: Eki no chikaku no bukken wa takai desu kedo 

 station GEN near GEN property CON expensive COP but 

 eki kara tooi bukken (     ) yasui desu yo. 

 station from far properties  cheap COP FP 

 ‘Those near a train station are expensive, but those far from a train station are rather 

cheap.’ 
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 ID wa ga both are possible not sure 

1A  √   

1B √    

2A √    

2B √    

3A √    

3B  √   

4A  √   

4B  √   

5A √    

5B √    

In this sentence, the choice of ga was quite common among the non-native speakers, against 

the pragmatic expectation. Those who chose wa claimed the effect of contrast between the 

statements about two types of rental properties. 

There is a comparison, one that is close to a station is more expensive and one further 

away is cheap. No clear emphasis on one or the other, just equal options at the moment. 

(wa, ST7/CTA2, 2A) 

On the other hand, 4B, who chose ga, provided the following view. 

The speaker is comparing two different things. I imagined that B is an agent and wants 

to rent out an apartment to the speaker A, so he is emphasising that eki kara tooi bukken 

ga yasui desu yo! [‘the apartments that are far from the station (-ga) are cheap!’], yasui 

bukken mo arimasu yo! [‘there are cheaper apartments too!’]. So, I chose ga. 

(ga, ST7/CTA2, 4B) 

In the above comment, 4B explained his choice of ga based on his intention to ‘emphasise’ the 

information. However, in order to choose the pragmatically appropriate particle, the specific 
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position of the focus needs to be determined. In this case, what should be emphasised in speaker 

B’s utterance was whether the apartments that are far from the station are cheap or expensive, 

i.e. predicate-focus, rather than which apartments are cheap, i.e. argument-focus. Therefore, the 

contrastive wa was more appropriate than the exhaustive-listing ga to mark the subject. The 

comment suggests that 4B was unable to identify the exact location of the focus in this sentence, 

even though he was aware of the comparison made between the two properties, resulting in the 

unpragmatic choice. A similar confusion between the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-listing 

ga was also presented by other L2 participants who chose ga, as exemplified below. 

It's a contrast between the two sentences, so I used ga. 

(ga, ST7/CTA2, 4A). 

In contrast, both the native speakers, who chose wa, demonstrated their accurate 

understanding of the information structure of both a wa-sentence and a ga-sentence, as 

exemplified below. 

If there is a question asking if there is any cheap apartment beforehand, then ga sounds 

appropriate, but if you use wa, it can naturally suggest another idea against what the 

other person previously said, 'you said most of the apartments are expensive, but there 

are some cheaper ones too!' 

(wa, ST7/CTA2, 5A) 
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7.1.7.3. CTA3: the exhaustive-listing ga 

A: Goshujin wa chanto tanjoobi ya kinenbi o 

 husband Top properly birthday and anniversary ACC 

 oboeteite-kuremasu ka? Watashi no otto wa itsumo 

 remember Q I GEN husband CON always 

 wasureteshimau-n desu yo.    

 forget-NMLZ COP FP    

 ‘Does your husband always remember your birthdays or anniversaries? My husband 

always forgets.’ 

B: Watashi no otto wa yoku oboetekureteiru-n desu kedo 

 I GEN husband CON well remember-NMLZ COP but 

 watashi (     ) wasureppoi-n desu. Kekkon-kinenbi nante 

 I  forgetful-NMLZ COP wedding.anniversary such.as 

 maitoshi wasureteshimatte.    

 every.year forget    

 ‘Actually, my husband does remember, but I’m the forgetful one. I always forget our 

wedding anniversaries.’ 

 

 ID wa ga both are possible not sure 

1A  √   

1B √    

2A   √  

2B √    

3A √    

3B  √   

4A  √   

4B  √   

5A   √  

5B   √  
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As the intention of the question was to tell who is forgetful, rather than whether watashi ‘I’ is 

forgetful or not, the exhaustive-listing ga was the pragmatically expected answer. However, the 

participants’ choices varied significantly in this sentence. Those who chose ga interpreted an 

emphatic reading on the subject watashi ‘I’, as shown below. 

I wanted to put an emphasis on watashi [‘I’]. My husband is ok but I'm the bad one. 

(ga, ST7/CTA3, 4B) 

On the other hand, those who chose wa claimed that the two parties, otto ‘husband’ and watashi 

‘I’, were contrasted, as shown below. 

Comparison, my husband is like this, but I'm like this. 

(wa, ST7/CTA3, 2B) 

It is suggested that these non-native participants who chose wa did not interpret the argument-

focus reading of the sentence appropriately. Based on the earlier observation of the L2 speakers’ 

responses, it is possible that the confusion between the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-listing 

ga aided this result. This confusion could also be observed in 2A’s comment below, although 

he showed more sensitivity to the different meanings of a wa-sentence and a ga-sentence in this 

context. 
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I wasn't sure as to which one is correct. I guess it depends on how forceful the speaker 

wants to be, 'I'm the one who always forgets' or 'I sometimes forget, my husband forgets 

as well, but I also forget', in this case maybe wa, but if 'I'm always forgetting', then I 

will use ga instead. 

(both are possible, ST7/CTA3, 2A) 

Interestingly, the native speakers also accepted both the options, although they were 

more aware of the precise meanings that a wa-sentence and a ga-sentence would express (see 

Section 8.2.2 for discussion), as shown in the following comments. 

If the speaker wants to compare the two statements, otto wa…watashi wa… [‘my 

husband (-wa) is…I (-wa) am…’], wa might sound better, but if the speaker's intention 

is to say 'it is not my husband, but I'm the one who always forgets!' then ga is better. 

(both are possible, ST7/CTA3, 5A) 

I thought this could be wa too to make a comparison between the husband and I, but in 

the previous sentence, speaker A said her husband always forgets things, so speaker B 

wants to say, in her family it is her, not her husband, who forgets things. In that case, 

ga is better. 

(both are possible, ST7/CTA3, 5B) 

7.1.8. ST8: Attribute proposition, nominal sentences 

ST8 was a nominal sentence that showed attribute propositions, semantically requiring the 

TOPIC wa. As Masuoka (1987: 26) claims, the nominal predicates are most commonly used in 
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attribute propositions compared to the other categories of predicate. This suggests the nominal 

sentences are more strongly associated with the use of wa than ga, and thus it is predicted that 

ST8 would be less likely to be used with ga even when it is pragmatically required. 

7.1.8.1. CTA1: the topic wa 

A: Konomae Mori-san ga gaikoku no hito to 

 recently Mr.Mori DES foreign.country GEN person with 

 eigo de hanashiteiru-no o mimashita. Kakkoyokatta desu. 

 English in talking-NOMZ ACC saw was.cool COP 

 ‘The other day, I saw Mr. Mori talking to a foreigner in English. It was so cool.’ 

B: Mori-san (     ) kookoo no eigo no sensei-nan desu yo. 

 Mr.Mori  high.school GEN English GEN teacher-NMLZ COP FP 

 ‘He is an English teacher at high school.’ 

 

 ID wa ga both are possible not sure 

1A √    

1B √    

2A   √  

2B √    

3A √    

3B √    

4A √    

4B √    

5A √    

5B √    

Except for 2A, who chose ‘both are possible’ (he claimed that he did not have ‘any strong 

feeling towards either option’), all the participants chose wa in this sentence, as expected. Most 

of them claimed the effect of topicality on the subject, as shown below. 
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Mori-san [‘Mr. Mori’] is already brought up and [the speakers are] already talking 

about Mori-san [‘Mr. Mori’]. 

(wa, ST8/CTA1, 1B) 

Mori-san [‘Mr. Mori’] is already brought up in the conversation, so I chose wa. 

(wa, ST8/CTA1, 5B) 

7.1.8.2. CTA2: the contrastive wa 

A: Tanaka-san to goshujin wa jimu no menbaa desu ka? 

 Ms.Tanaka and husband Top gym GEN member COP Q 

 ‘Are you and your husband gym members?’ 

B: Otto wa chigaimasu kedo, watashi (     ) menbaa desu yo. 

 husband CON different but I  member COP FP 

 ‘My husband is not, but I am.’ 

 

 ID wa ga both are possible not sure 

1A  √   

1B √    

2A   √  

2B √    

3A √    

3B √    

4A  √   

4B √    

5A √    

5B √    

In this sentence, the most popular answer was wa, with a few non-native speakers choosing 

other options. As the main point of this sentence was whether watashi ‘I’ is a gym member or 

not, i.e. predicate-focus, rather than who is the member, i.e. argument-focus, the contrastive wa 
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was the pragmatically required particle. Those who chose wa mostly claimed that their choice 

was made based on the contrastive reading on the subject, as shown below. 

Because there is a comparison between my husband and myself. 

(wa, ST8/CTA2, 1B) 

Interestingly, the explanations provided by those who chose ga were in fact similar to what was 

provided by the participants who chose wa, as shown below. 

Contrasting me [referring to watashi ‘I’ in the text] with her husband. 

(ga, ST8/CTA2, 1A) 

 Participant 1A’s comment suggests that he was confused between the function of the 

contrastive wa and the exhaustive-listing ga. Participant 2A also expressed confusion, but with 

more awareness of each function of the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-listing ga, as follows. 

Depending on whether Tanaka wants to really want to emphasise that ‘I'm a member’, 

or ‘my husband is not a member but I am’, if it is important that she is the one who is a 

member then she might choose ga, but if it is just a matter of 'he is not but I am', if it's 

sort of equal, then she would use wa. 

(both are possible, ST8/CTA2, 2A) 
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7.1.8.3. CTA3: the exhaustive-listing ga 

A: Yuuko-san no shidookyookan wa Takeuchi-sensei deshi-ta-kke. 

 Yuko GEN supervisor Top Mr.Takeuchi COP-PST-FP 

 ‘Your supervisor is Mr. Takeuchi, right?’ 

B: Iie, Sakata-sensei (     ) watashi no shidookyookan desu. 

 no Mr.Sakata  I GEN supervisor COP 

 ‘No, Mr. Sakata is my supervisor.’ 

 

 ID wa ga both are possible not sure 

1A  √   

1B  √   

2A  √   

2B  √   

3A   √  

3B   √  

4A  √   

4B  √   

5A  √   

5B  √   

Against my initial prediction, most of the participants chose ga as pragmatically expected (see 

Section 8.1.1.3 for discussion). Those who chose ga claimed that there was a focus on the 

subject, as shown below. 

You would want to clarify which is the right person, so ga. 

(ga, ST8/CTA3, 4B) 

However, some participants expressed their uncertainty in the interpretation of the information 

structure, as shown below. 
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Sakata sensei wa [‘Mr. Sakata (-wa)’] feels more like it's about Sakata sensei [‘Mr. 

Sakata’], but Sakata sensei ga [‘Mr. Sakata (-ga)’] feels like the emphasis is on the 

latter part. 

(both are possible, ST8/CTA3, 3B) 

In Section 7.1, I presented the results of the follow-up interviews for the NP-wa/ga sentences. 

Overall, the results indicate a marked tendency of the non-native participants to make a choice 

between wa and ga based on various semantic factors. In contrast, the native participants were 

more likely to make decisions based on discourse factors. In the next section, I report the 

interview results for the NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences. 

7.2. NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences 

I classified the NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences into two groups: Type A and Type B. Each type of 

sentence was used in eight different types of context (context type B (CTB)), which were 

characterised by different combinations of the discourse functions of wa and ga, resulting in 

sixteen test items. In this section, the target parts for the analysis are shown in bold. In the table 

in each section, the semantically required combinations, which are always wa-ga, are shown in 

bold and the pragmatically required combinations, which vary depending on the context type, 

are shown in small capital letters. 

7.2.1. Type A NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences 

Type A NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences contained predicates such as suki desu ‘like’ or tokui desu 

‘be good at’, which require two nominative NPs as valency. These showed attribute 
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propositions, semantically requiring the NP1 to be marked by wa and the NP2 to be marked by 

ga, e.g. watashi wa undoo ga suki desu ‘I like exercise’. 

7.2.1.1. CTB (context type B) 1: the topic wa and the exhaustive-listing ga 

A: Yamamoto-san wa piano ya gitaa ga dekiru-n  

 Ms. Yamamoto Top piano and guitar DES can.do-NMLZ  

 deshi-ta-kke?        

 COP-PST-FP        

 ‘Did you say Ms. Yamamoto can play the piano and the guitar?’ 

B: Iie, Yamamoto-san (     ) baiorin (     ) joozuna-n desu. 

 no Ms. Yamamoto  violin  good.at-NOMZ COP 

 ‘No, she is good at the violin.’ 

 

ID wa-wa WA-GA ga-wa ga-ga others73 

1A  √    

1B  √    

2A  √    

2B  √    

3A   √   

3B  √    

4A  √    

4B  √    

5A  √    

5B  √    

In this context, the first structure, i.e. NP1 and ‘NP2-ga X’, was predicate-focus and the second 

structure, i.e. NP2 and X, was argument-focus, hence it was pragmatically required that NP1 

was marked by the topic wa and NP2 by the exhaustive-listing ga. 

 
73 I classified responses as others if they include both are possible or not sure in either parentheses. There were no 

responses that contained empty parentheses in the interview data. 
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In this sentence, all the participants, except for 3A, chose the wa-ga combination, i.e. 

wa for the NP1 and ga for the NP2, as expected both semantically and pragmatically. Some non-

native participants commented that they followed a ‘common pattern’, suggesting that wa-ga, 

i.e. the semantically required combination, was what they would normally use as a default for 

NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences, as exemplified below. 

I just followed the grammatical pattern. 

(wa-ga, TypeA/CTB1, 4B) 

Another L2 learner, who chose wa-ga, explained his choice as follows. 

It's like a typical case, introducing a general subject, Yamamoto-san [‘Ms. 

Yamamoto’], and then specifically describe it and also there is joozu [‘be good at’]. 

(wa-ga, TypeA/CTB1, 2A) 

Participant 2A’s comment suggests that L2 learners were not simply relying on the common 

pattern of wa-ga, but they also interpreted the NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentence as having a topic-

comment structure. However, in 2A’s comment, it is unclear if he considered the discourse to 

choose wa and ga to mark the NP1 and the NP2 respectively. It is possible that his choice of the 

wa-ga combination was simply caused by the semantic requirement of the sentence for the topic 

judgement, i.e. NP1 is firstly specified as the TOPIC with wa and then ‘NP2-ga X’ is attributed 

to it. 

In contrast, the native speakers’ comments indicate that their choice of particle was 

strongly influenced by discourse. 
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First, Yamamoto-san [‘Ms. Yamamoto’] is what they are talking about, so I used wa. 

And then the speaker A erroneously stated that Yamamoto-san [‘Ms. Yamamoto’] is 

good at piano and guitar, so the speaker B wants to correct the information using ga 

after violin. 

(wa-ga, TypeA/CTB1, 5A) 

This comment suggests that 5A considered the pragmatic role of each NP and then chose the 

particle accordingly, rather than simply adopting the ‘common combination’ of particles, i.e. 

wa-ga, to this sentence. 

The only participant who did not chose the wa-ga combination, 3A, explained his choice 

of ga-wa as follows. 

Yamamoto-san [‘Ms. Yamamoto’] is already introduced so [I chose] ga and [the 

speaker is] comparing violin and guitar [so I chose wa to mark the NP2]. 

(ga-wa, TypeA/CTB2, 3A) 

As shown earlier, e.g. Section 7.1.3.1, participant 3A had a strong tendency to choose ga to 

mark a topic-continuity, which was assumed to be the reason for the choice of ga to mark the 

NP1 in the current sentence. As the actual pragmatic function required for the NP2 in this 

sentence was the exhaustive-listing ga, 3A’s choice of wa to mark the NP2 is assumed to be a 

result of a confusion between the functions of the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-listing ga. 
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7.2.1.2. CTB2: the topic wa and the neutral-descriptive ga 

A: Kono seetaa, Yamamoto-san ga anda-n desu ka? 

 this sweater Ms.Yamamoto EL knitted-NMLZ COP Q 

 Sugoi desu ne.      

 impressive COP FP      

 ‘Did Ms. Yamamoto make this sweater? Wow, that’s impressive.’ 

B: Hontoo-ni Yamamoto-san (     ) amimono (     ) tokui desu ne. 

 truly Ms.Yamamoto  knitting  good.at COP FP 

 Konomae wa akachan no kutsushita o tsukutteita shi. 

 recently CON baby GEN socks ACC was.making also 

 ‘She is really good at knitting. She was also knitting baby socks recently.’ 

 

ID wa-wa WA-GA ga-wa ga-ga others 

1A  √    

1B  √    

2A  √    

2B    √  

3A  √    

3B  √    

4A  √    

4B  √    

5A  √    

5B  √    

In this context, the first structure was a predicate-focus and the second structure was a sentence-

focus, hence that it was pragmatically required that the NP1 was marked by the topic wa and 

the NP2 by the neutral-descriptive ga. 

As in TypeA/CTB1 (Section 7.2.1.1), it seems that the participants did not find any 

difficulty in choosing the wa-ga combination in this sentence. The comments showed that most 

of the non-native participants chose wa-ga following the semantic requirement almost 

automatically, without considering the pragmatic effects, as exemplified below. 
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I don't think there is any particular reason for these choices. 

(wa-ga, TypeA/CTB2, 2A) 

It seems that, as long as the wa-ga combination was pragmatically required, regardless of the 

actual discourse function of the particles, the non-native participants could relate the sentence 

to the default pattern of wa-ga with ease. 

Participant 2B, who chose the ga-ga combination, explained his choice as follows. 

Because there is ga in the previous sentence [Yamamoto-san ga andan desuka? ‘did Ms. 

Yamamoto (-ga) make (this sweater)’], so I thought I should use it again. 

(ga-ga, TypeA/CTB2, 2B) 

The comment indicates that his choice of ga to mark Yamamoto-san ‘Ms Yamamoto’ was 

influenced by the previous use of ga to mark the same person, rather than a pragmatic reason. 

In contrast, the native speakers’ justification was more discourse oriented. 

Because they are talking about Yamamoto-san [‘Ms. Yamamoto’], Yamamoto-san ga 

[‘Ms. Yamamoto (-ga)’] sounds odd. If you use wa after amimono [‘knitting’], it sounds 

like you are implying that she is not good at other things. If you say amimono ga 

[‘knitting (-ga)’], you can only mention the positive side. 

(wa-ga, TypeA/CTB2, 5A) 

The above comment indicates that 5A compared the different meanings that the choice of wa 

and ga would express for each NP and chose the particle which suits the context better, rather 
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than automatically allocating wa for the NP1 and ga for the NP2. This shows a clear difference 

between the non-native and the native participants’ ways of making a choice between wa and 

ga in this NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentence. 

7.2.1.3. CTB3: the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-listing ga 

A: Goryooshin wa donna supootsu ga suki-nan desu ka? 

 parents Top what.type sports EL like-NMLZ COP Q 

 ‘What sports do your parents like?’ 

B: Chichi (     ) goruhu (     ) suki-de haha (     ) jogingu ya 

 father  golf  like-COP mother  jogging and 

 tenisu (     ) suki desu. Futaritomo totemo kenkooteki desu yo. 

 tennis  like COP both.of.them very healthy COP FP 

 ‘My father likes golf and my mother likes jogging and tennis. They are both very 

healthy.’ 

 

ID wa-wa WA-GA ga-wa ga-ga others 

1A    √  

1B  √    

2A  √    

2B  √    

3A  √    

3B  √    

4A  √    

4B  √    

5A     √ 

5B  √    

In this context, the first structure was predicate-focus with a contrastive meaning on the NP1 

and the second structure was argument-focus, hence it was pragmatically required that the NP1 

was marked by the contrastive wa and the NP2 by the exhaustive-listing ga. 
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In this sentence, as in the previous context types, wa-ga was the most popular choice. 

Most of the non-native speakers claimed that they chose this combination because of the 

‘common pattern’, as exemplified below. 

I used the grammatical pattern. 

(wa-ga, Type A/CTB3, 4B) 

On the other hand, 1A, who chose ga-ga, explained his choice as follows. 

Ga for four times [four pairs of parentheses in this sentence], [because of] contrast and 

suki [‘like’]. I'm not quite convinced about how to use ga for contrast though. 

(ga-ga, TypeA/CTB3, 1A) 

His comment indicates that the choice of ga for the NP1 was caused by confusion between the 

contrastive wa and the exhaustive-listing ga and the choice of ga for the NP2 was due to the 

presence of the predicate suki ‘like’. It shows that he attempted to reflect the discourse 

requirement on the choice of particle for the NP1 but not for the NP2. This tendency of not 

considering the pragmatic meaning of NP2 in Type A sentences will be discussed in Section 

8.1.1.2. 

On the other hand, 5A, who chose ‘both are possible’ for the NP1 and ga for the NP2, 

commented as below. 
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If I'm only stating what each parent likes in a similar manner, wa is fine, but if I want 

to put emphasis on either of them, I would use ga. 

(‘both are possible’-ga, TypeA/CTB3, 5A) 

Participant 5A’s comment shows that his choice of ‘both are possible’ for the NP1 was 

presumably the result of accepting both reading of the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-listing 

ga. 

7.2.1.4. CTB4: the contrastive wa and the neutral-descriptive ga 

A: Kateika no kurasu wa doo desu ka? Kodomotachi wa 

 home.economy NEG class Top how COP Q children Top 

 minna yoku yatteimasu ka?     

 everyone well doing Q     

 ‘How is the home economy class? Are the kids doing well?’ 

B: Onnanoko (     ) ryoori ya saihoo (     ) tokui desu 

 girls  cooking and sewing  good.at COP 

 kedo, otokonoko (     ) amari kyoomi ga nai mitai 

 but boys  not.much interest DES not.exist seem 

 desu ne.     

 COP FP     

 ‘The girls are good at cooking and sewing, but the boys don’t seem to be very intested.’ 
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ID wa-wa WA-GA ga-wa ga-ga others 

1A    √  

1B  √    

2A  √    

2B  √    

3A  √    

3B   √   

4A  √    

4B  √    

5A  √    

5B  √    

In this context, the first structure was predicate-focus with a contrastive meaning on the NP1 

and the second structure was sentence-focus. Therefore, it was pragmatically required that the 

NP1 was marked by the contrastive wa and the NP2 by the neutral-descriptive ga. 

As observed in the other sentences where the wa-ga combination was pragmatically 

required, i.e. CTB1-3, the L2 participants did not seem to have found it particularly challenging 

to choose the pragmatically required combination, as can be seen in the following comments. 

Comparing boys and girls and then specifying what they are good at. 

(wa-ga, TypeA/CTB4, 2B) 

This is wa and ga, same as others. 

(wa-ga, TypeA/CTB4, 4A) 

As in the TypeA/CTB3 (Section 7.2.1.3), 1A’s choice of ga for the NP1 is assumed to 

have been caused by confusion between the functions of the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-

listing ga and the choice of ga for the NP2 was because of the predicate, as shown below. 
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I'm sure tokui [‘be good at’] takes ga because it's like joozu [‘be good at’], and there 

is a contrast, so ga [was chosen for the NP1] too. 

(ga-ga, TypeA/CTB4, 1A) 

Participant 1A’s comment suggests that he associated the use of ga with certain adjectives, such 

as tokui ‘be good at’ and joozu ‘be good at’. 

Participant 3B, who chose ga-wa, commented as follows. 

I thought the topic is ryoori ya saihoo [‘cooking and sewing’] so I used wa. Onnanoko 

[‘girls’] is under the topic. 

(ga-wa, TypeA/CTB4, 3B) 

The comment from 3B indicates that she did not appropriately interpret the context, resulting 

in the unpragmatic choice of particles. 

7.2.1.5. CTB5: the topic wa and the contrastive wa 

A: Yamamoto-san wa mata kukkii o tsukuttekita-n desu 

 Ms.Yamamoto Top again cookies ACC made-NMLZ COP 

 ne. Hontooni ryoori ga joozu. Danna-san wa 

 FP truly cooking DES good.at husband Top 

 shiawase desu ne.    

 happy COP FP    

 ‘Did Ms. Yamamoto make biscuits again? She is so good at cooking. Her husand is 

lucky.’  
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B: Soo desu ne. Demo Yamamoto-san (     ) ryoori (     ) tokui 

 so COP FP but Ms.Yamamoto  cooking  good.at 

 desu kedo, sooji ya sentaku (     ) amari sukijanai 

 COP but cleaning and laundry  not.much not.like 

 soo desu yo.    

 heard COP FP    

 ‘True. But she said she is good at cooking but she does not like cleaning or doing 

laundry.’ 

 

ID WA-WA wa-ga ga-wa ga-ga others 

1A  √    

1B  √    

2A  √    

2B  √    

3A  √    

3B  √    

4A  √    

4B  √    

5A √     

5B √     

In this context, the first structure was predicate-focus and the second structure was predicate-

focus with a contrastive meaning on the NP2. Thus, both the NPs were pragmatically required 

to be marked by the contrastive wa. 

The result shows a clear difference between the non-native participants and the native 

participants. All the non-native participants chose the combination of wa-ga, despite the 

contrast between ryoori ‘cooking’, i.e. the NP2, and sooji ya sentaku ‘cleaning and laundry’. It 

seems that many of them treated the target clause, i.e. Yamamoto-san (     ) ryoori (     ) tokui 

desu ‘Ms. Yamamoto is good at cooking’, as an individual clause, in which the choice of 
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particle was not affected by the pragmatic factor, i.e. the contrast between ryoori ‘cooking’ and 

sooji ya sentaku ‘cleaning and laundry’. In fact, even though many participants recognised that 

there was a contrast between ryoori and sooji ya sentaku, they only applied the contrastive wa 

to the latter but not to the former, as exemplified below. 

I followed the grammatical rule, Yamamoto-san wa ryoori ga joozu [‘Ms. Yamamoto is 

good at cooking’. …wa…ga joozu [‘…is good at …’] is a common grammatical 

pattern. I used wa for sentaku [‘laundry’] to make a comparison to ryoori [‘cooking’]. 

(wa-ga, TypeA/CTB5, 4B) 

 In contrast, the native speakers preferred to highlight the contrastive relationship 

between ryoori ‘cooking’ and sooji ya sentaku ‘cleaning and laundry’ by applying the 

contrastive wa for both the NPs, as exemplified below. 

Wa marks Yamamoto-san [‘Ms. Yamamoto’] because it had already appeared 

previously. Then, ryoori [‘cooking’] and sooji ya sentaku [‘cleaning and laundry’] are 

compared, so I chose wa to mark them. 

(wa-wa, TypeA/CTB1, 5B) 

These results clearly indicate the tendency that, while the native speakers relied on pragmatic 

factors to make a choice between wa and ga in this NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentence, the non-native 

speakers were more likely to make a choice based on semantic factors, even at the upper-

advanced level. These results will be discussed in Section 8.3. 
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7.2.1.6. CTB6: the contrastive wa and the contrastive wa 

A: Kono hen de doko no raamen-ya ga ichiban 

 this neighbourhood LOC where GEN ramen.shop EL best 

 suki?        

 like        

 ‘Which ramen noodle shop do you like the best in this neighbourhood?’ 

B: Uun, ekimae no raamen-ya (     ) suupu (     ) suki da 

 well station.front GEN noodle-shop  soup  like COP 

 kedo men ga chotto ne. Ato, toshokan no mae no 

 but noodle EL a.little FP and library GEN in.front GEN 

 raamen-ya (     ) totemo oishii kedo nedan ga sukoshi 

 noodle-shop  very delicious but price EL a.little 

 takai ka na.    

 expensive Q FP    

 ‘Well, I like the soup at the shop in front of the train station, but I’m not so keen on 

their noodles. I also like the one in front of the library, but their noodles are a little 

expensive.’ 

 

ID WA-WA wa-ga ga-wa ga-ga others 

1A    √  

1B  √    

2A  √    

2B    √  

3A  √    

3B    √  

4A  √    

4B  √    

5A     √ 

5B     √ 
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In this context, both the first structure and the second structure were predicate-focus with a 

contrastive meaning on both of the NPs; hence both the NPs were pragmatically required to be 

marked by the contrastive wa. 

Among the L2 learners, the answers were divided into either wa-ga or ga-ga, neither of 

which was pragmatically required. Some of those who chose the wa-ga combination 

commented that they chose wa to mark the NP1 to make a comparison between the two noodle 

shops, and then used ga to mark the NP2 because of the predicate suki ‘like’, as shown below. 

I was comparing two ramen-ya ‘noodle shop’ [so I chose wa for the NP1], then the soup 

is the subject and then also in front of suki ‘like’ [so I chose ga for the NP2]. I think I 

heard of wa suki [(-wa) to like], but we always use ga before suki [‘like’]. 

(wa-ga, TypeA/CTB6, 1B) 

The comment shows that 1B considered a pragmatic meaning of the NP1 but not that of the 

NP2, indicating her strong association between the use of ga and the adjective suki ‘like’. The 

motivations for choosing the ga-ga combination in fact seem to have been based on a similar 

reasoning, as exemplified below. 

I think I have to go with ga three times [for the three pairs of parentheses in the 

sentence], for the contrast and suki [‘like’]. 

(ga-ga, TypeA/CTB6, 1A) 

Based on 1A’s comment in Type A/CTB3 (Section 7.2.1.3), his choice of ga for the NP1 is 

predicted to have been caused by confusion between the functions of the contrastive wa and the 



Results of the follow-up interviews  

  256 

exhaustive-listing ga, while the choice of ga for the NP2 was simply due to the predicate suki 

‘like’ but not due to a pragmatic reason (see Section 8.1.1.2 for discussion). 

On the other hand, both the native speakers chose wa for the NP1 and ‘both are possible’ 

for the NP2. The following is the comment of one of the native speakers. 

I think the speaker has two ramen-ya [‘noodle shop’] to compare in his head already, 

so I started a sentence with wa. Then, either wa or ga can follow the soup, but if I want 

to emphasise the positive side of the first ramen-ya [‘noodle shop’], I would use ga. 

(wa-‘both are possible’, TypeA/CTB6, 5B) 

As also indicated in 5A’s comment in Type A/CTB2 (Section 7.2.1.2), the use of the contrastive 

wa can imply that there is an opposite statement afterward. More specifically to this case, if wa 

is used to mark suupu ‘soup’, it implies that there is also a negative aspect, as well as the positive 

aspect, of the noodle shop. Participant 5B’s above comment, i.e. ‘if I want to emphasise the 

positive side of the first ramen-ya ‘noodle shop’’, is assumed to signify that she tried to avoid 

this effect of the contrastive wa. Participant 5A also expressed a similar view about the use of 

wa for the NP2 in the current sentence. Their comments indicate that these native speakers 

considered the pragmatic meaning of the marking of the NP2, unlike the non-native speakers. 
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7.2.1.7. CTB7: the exhaustive-listing ga and the contrastive wa 

A: Yamamoto-san wa utau-koto wa tokui da kedo 

 Ms.Yamamoto Top sing-NMLZ CON good.at COP but 

 gakki no ensoo wa nigate-nan deshi-ta-kke. 

 musical.instrument GEN performance CON not.good.at-NMLZ COP-PST-FP 

 ‘Is it right that Ms. Yamamoto is good at singing but not at playing musical 

instruments?’ 

B: Iie, Taniguchi-san (     ) uta (     ) joozu da kedo 

 no Ms.Taniguchi  song  good.at COP but 

 gakki (     ) nigate-nan desu.    

 musical.instrument  not.good.at-NMLZ COP    

 ‘No, Ms. Taniguchi is the one who sings well but cannot play musical instruments.’ 

 

ID wa-wa wa-ga GA-WA ga-ga others 

1A    √  

1B  √    

2A  √    

2B    √  

3A  √    

3B  √    

4A √     

4B  √    

5A   √   

5B   √   

In this context type, the first structure is an argument-focus and the second structure is a 

predicate-focus with a contrastive meaning on the NP2. Therefore, it is pragmatically required 

that the NP1 is marked by the exhaustive-listing ga and the NP2 by the contrastive wa. 

The answers varied in this sentence but none of the participants, except for the native 

speakers, selected the pragmatically required ga-wa option. The comment of 4B, who chose 

wa-ga, indicates the influence of the strong semantic requirement of this sentence. 



Results of the follow-up interviews  

  258 

I originally chose ga for Taniguchi-san [‘Ms Taniguchi’] to emphasise the person, ‘not 

Yamamoto but Taniguchi’. But, thinking back, it might be a grammatically wrong 

choice [so I chose the wa-ga option]. 

(wa-ga, TypeA/CTB7, 4B) 

Participant 4B’s comment indicates that he was aware of the argument-structure that required 

the exhaustive-listing ga to mark the NP1, but he still preferred to choose the wa-ga 

combination. It suggests that 4B’s choice of particles was strongly constrained by the 

semantically required combination of wa-ga and he was reluctant to break the ‘fixed pattern’ 

by reflecting the discourse information. It is not clear from his comment if he was aware of the 

contrastive reading on the NP2. 

The comment of 2B, who chose ga-ga, showed sensitivity to the discourse information 

of the NP1 but not that of the NP2. 

First ga is to put an emphasis and the second ga is because of joozu [‘good at’], and 

the last wa is to make a comparison. 

(ga-ga, TypeA/CTB7, 2B) 

As shown above, 2B chose ga to mark the NP1 because of the discourse requirement for the 

exhaustive-listing ga, but he did not reflect the discourse information on the marking of the 

NP2, even though he was aware of the contrastive relationship between uta ‘song’ and gakki 

‘musical instrument’ (see Section 8.1.1.2 for discussion). 

Participant 4A, who chose wa-wa, commented as follows, showing that he 

misinterpreted the information structure of the sentence. 
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Wa for topic [for the NP1] and then wa [for the NP2] and ga [for gakki ‘musical 

instrument’] for contrast. 

(wa-wa, TypeA/CTB7, 4A) 

The comment shows that 4A inappropriately interpreted that the subject, i.e. Taniguchi-san 

‘Ms. Taniguchi’, was the topic of the sentence when it was in fact the focus, resulting in an 

unpragmatic choice of particle to mark the NP1. His comment ‘wa and ga for contrast’ also 

shows that he experienced some confusion between the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-

listing ga. These above results suggest that it was challenging for the non-native speakers, 

including the upper-advanced level, to appropriately reflect the discourse information onto their 

choice of particles in the NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences, which will be discussed in Section 8.3. 

In contrast, it seems that the native speakers’ choices were flexibly and accurately made 

according to the discourse requirements. 

Taniguchi-san [‘Ms. Taniguchi’] needs to be marked with ga to correct the information 

given by the speaker A. Uta [‘singing’] and gakki [‘musical instrument’] are compared 

so wa would be ok for them, but for me ga for uta [‘singing’] doesn't sound too bad. 

Because it is about being good or bad, and if I use wa after uta [‘singing’], people would 

expect that there will be something negative afterward, so emphasising the fact that 

Taniguchi is good at something, but bad at something else sounds a little rude. It might 

be safer not to highlight the contrast and just use ga for uta [‘singing’]. But normally I 

would use wa for both of uta [‘singing’] and gakki [‘musical instrument’]. 

(ga-wa, TypeA/CTB7, 5A) 
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7.2.1.8. CTB8: the exhaustive-listing ga and the neutral-descriptive ga 

A: Yamada-san wa sukii ga joozu-nan deshoo. Kondo 

 Ms.Yamada Top ski DES good.at-NMLZ wonder next.time 

 oshietekurenai?       

 not.teach       

 ‘You are good at skiing, aren’t you? Will you teach me sometime?’ 

B: Watashi ja-nai yo. Yamamoto-san (     ) sukii (     ) 

 I COP-NEG FP Ms. Yamamoto  ski  

 joozu-nan da yo. Tanonde mitara?    

 good.at-NMLZ COP FP ask why.not.try    

 ‘It’s not me. Ms. Yamamoto is the one who is good at skiing. Why don’t you ask her?’ 

 

ID wa-wa wa-ga ga-wa GA-GA others 

1A    √  

1B  √    

2A     √ 

2B  √    

3A  √    

3B  √    

4A  √    

4B  √    

5A    √  

5B     √ 

In this context type, the first structure was argument-focus and the second structure was 

sentence-focus, and thus pragmatically the NP1 was required to be marked by the exhaustive-

listing ga and the NP2 by the neutral-descriptive ga. 

In this sentence, despite the discourse requirement for the ga-ga combination, wa-ga 

was still the most popular choice among the non-native speakers. The following participant 

chose wa-ga and commented as follows. 
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Comparison between watashi [‘I’] and Yamamoto-san [‘Ms. Yamamoto’], and also it 

follows the ‘…wa…ga adjective’ pattern, so I chose wa [for the NP1] and ga [for the 

NP2]. 

(wa-ga, TypeA/CTB8, 2B) 

Participant 2B claimed that he chose wa for the NP1 because of the comparison between watashi 

‘I’ and Yamamoto-san ‘Ms. Yamamoto’, which was not pragmatically appropriate because the 

NP1 carried the focus in this sentence, and then ga for the NP2 because of the predicate joozu 

‘be good at’. One of the upper-advanced speakers, who also chose the wa-ga combination, 

commented as follows. 

Yamamoto-san [‘Ms. Yamamoto’] is the topic and ski [‘ski’] is her hobby. 

(wa-ga, TypeA/CTB8, 4A) 

It is suggested that 4A saw a topic-comment structure in this sentence, despite the fact that the 

NP1 was the focus of the sentence. The above comments suggest that it was challenging to 

choose the appropriate particles for the NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences for non-native speakers 

(See Section 8.3 for discussion). 

In contrast, one of the native speakers demonstrated his ability to process discourse 

information, as shown below. 



Results of the follow-up interviews  

  262 

Because speaker A wrongly thinks that watashi [‘I’] is good at skiing, so watashi [‘I’] 

wants to correct the information saying Yamamoto-san ga [‘Ms. Yamamoto (-ga)’]. 

Then if you don't say ‘sukii ga [‘ski (-ga)’]’, it implies that Yamamoto-san [‘Ms. 

Yamamoto’] is good at skiing but not at other stuff. 

(ga-ga, TypeA/CTB8, 5A) 

Participant 1A, who also chose ga-ga, exhibited sensitivity to the discourse requirement 

for the NP1, as shown below. 

Error correction so ga. 

(ga-ga, TypeA/CTB8, 1A) 

However, 1A’s choice of particle for the NP2 did not involve a consideration of discourse.  

Participants 2A and 5B chose ‘both are possible’ for the NP1 and ga for the NP2, but the 

reasons for their choices were not the same, as follows. 

So, this one, I guess it depends…probably I will use ga, but if everybody thinks that 

Yamada is good at skiing and she is quite annoyed about being asked so much about it, 

then maybe she will use ga. For the second one, I chose ga because of joozu [‘be good 

at’]. 

(‘both are possible’-ga, TypeA/CTB8, 2A) 
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The speaker is emphasising Yamamoto-san [‘Ms. Yamamoto’], so it's natural to use ga. 

But if I want to show a nuance of comparison between watashi [‘I’] and Yamamoto-san 

[‘Ms. Yamamoto’], maybe wa is ok too. Skii [‘ski’] is emphasised so it should be 

followed by ga. 

(‘both are possible’-ga, TypeA/CTB8, 5B) 

Participant 2A’s comment suggests that his motivation for choosing ga to mark the NP1 was to 

emphasise some information in the sentence, but it is clear that he was unable to specifically 

locate the focus of the sentence. His (2A) understanding of the pragmatic meanings that the 

choice of wa and ga would convey in this context seems to be vague. On the other hand, 5B’s 

explanation of his choice of ga was clearer and more straightforward. It is evident that 5B was 

aware of the difference between a wa-sentence and a ga-sentence in this context. These 

comments highlight the difference in discourse sensitivity between native and non-native 

speakers (see Section 8.3 for discussion). 

7.2.2. Type B NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences 

Type B NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences showed attributive relations between the NP1 and ‘NP2-ga 

X’ and between the NP2 and X. As in the Type A sentences, at the semantic level, wa-marking 

for the NP1 and ga-marking for the NP2 were required. 



Results of the follow-up interviews  

  264 

7.2.2.1. CTB1: the topic wa and the exhaustive-listing ga 

A: Senshuu ryokoo ni ittekimashi-ta yo ne? Tomatta hoteru no 

 last.week trip to went-NMLZ FP FP stayed hotel GEN 

 nani ga ichiban yokatta desu ka?   

 what EL most was.good COP Q   

 ‘You went for a trip last week, didn’t you? What was the best aspect of the hotel you 

stayed at?’ 

B: Ano hotel (     ) onsen (     ) yokatta desu. Totemo hirokute 

 that hotel  hot.spring  was.good COP very spacious 

 keshiki mo kirei deshi-ta.      

 view PAR beautiful COP-PST      

 ‘At that hotel, the hot spring was the best. It was very spacious and had a great view.’  

 

ID wa-wa WA-GA ga-wa ga-ga others 

1A  √    

1B  √    

2A     √ 

2B  √    

3A  √    

3B   √   

4A  √    

4B  √    

5A  √    

5B  √    

In this context, the first structure, i.e. NP1 and [‘NP2-ga X’], was predicate-focus and the second 

structure, i.e. NP2 and X, was argument-focus, hence it was pragmatically required that NP1 

was marked by the topic wa and NP2 by the exhaustive-listing ga. 

In this sentence, most of the participants chose the wa-ga combination, as required both 

semantically and pragmatically. The following was the justification of 1B, one of the 

participants who chose wa-ga. 
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Hotel is already mentioned and then onsen [‘hot spring’] is what they are specifically 

talking about. 

(wa-ga, TypeB/CTB1, 1B) 

This comment shows that 1B’s choice of particle for both the NP1 and the NP2 were the result 

of an appropriate pragmatic consideration, which was in line with the comment of one of the 

native speakers below. 

They are already talking about the particular hotel, so ga is strange in this case. The 

question is about what was good about the hotel, and if I say onsen wa yokatta desu 

[‘the hot spring (-wa) was good’], it sounds like I further want to mention what was bad 

about the hotel. I would prefer just stating a good fact about the hotel, so I would use 

ga. 

(wa-ga, TypeB/CTB1, 5A) 

Participant 2A, who chose wa for the NP1 and ‘both are possible’ for the NP2, explained that 

he would accept the use of wa for the NP2 if the contrastive meaning was what the speaker 

intended to express. 

I think it might be actually possible to use wa for this [the NP2] as well, because you 

might be saying like ‘onsen [‘hot spring’] was good, but…' and talk about other things 

that weren't so good. 

(wa-‘both are possible’, TypeB/CTB1, 2A) 
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The above non-native speakers’ comments suggest that they processed the discourse 

information quite well in this sentence, unlike in other sentences. 

On the other hand, 3B chose ga-wa, which was not required either semantically or 

pragmatically, and commented as follows. 

What is in question is what the best part was. It is about onsen [‘hot spring’] so I want 

to change it as a topic of the sentence, so I chose wa. If it is ano hoteru wa onsen ga… 

[‘as for that hotel (-wa), the hot spring (-ga) was…’], then it is about the hotel, rather 

than onsen [‘hot spring’]. 

(ga-wa, TypeB/CTB1, 3B) 

In the current sentence, the focus was on onsen ‘hot spring’ identifying the missing element in 

the presupposition ‘something was good’. However, 3B claimed that it was a topic of the 

sentence. It seems that her interpretation of information structure was still underdeveloped. 

7.2.2.2. CTB2: the topic wa and the neutral-descriptive ga 

A: Uwaa, kono kuruma (     ) shiito (     ) totemo suwariyasui desu 

 wow this car  seat  very comfortable COP 

 ne.        

 FP        

 ‘Wow, this car seat is very comfortable.’ 
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B: Soo-nan desu. Dakara kono kuruma ni kimeta-n desu 

 so-NMLZ COP therefore this car DAT decided-NMLZ COP 

 yo.         

 FP         

 ‘Yes, that’s why we decided on this car.’ 

 

ID wa-wa WA-GA ga-wa ga-ga others 

1A  √    

1B  √    

2A  √    

2B     √ 

3A  √    

3B  √    

4A  √    

4B  √    

5A  √    

5B  √    

 In this context, the first structure was predicate-focus and the second structure was 

sentence-focus, hence it was pragmatically required that the NP1 was marked by the topic wa 

and the NP2 by the neutral-descriptive ga. 

Just the same as in CTB1 (Section 7.2.2.1), the most common choice was wa-ga. Most 

of the participants’ comments suggest that there was no particular reason for not choosing this 

default combination in this sentence. 3B commented as follows. 

They are talking about the seat within the topic of the car, so ‘…wa…ga’. Wa for a new 

topic and ga for something within the topic. 

(wa-ga, TypeB/CTB2, 3B) 

 Participant 4A also commented similarly. 
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The car is the topic and the seat belongs to the car. The construction is like kuruma no 

shiito [‘the car’s seat’], you can also say kuruma wa shiito ga [‘as for the car (-wa), its 

seat (-ga) is…’], this is my understanding. 

(wa-ga, TypeB/CTB2, 4A) 

In the Type A sentences, the type of predicate, e.g. suki desu ‘like’, was a strong semantic 

trigger of the use of the wa-ga combination, as indicated in many participants’ comments. On 

the other hand, in the Type B sentences, the whole-part relationship between the NP1 and the 

NP2, which can be paraphrased as NP1-no NP2 ‘NP1’s NP2’, seems to have been one of the 

semantic indications for the use of wa-ga, as indicated in the above comments. 

The comment provided by 2B, who chose ‘both are possible’ for the NP1 and ga for the 

NP2, shows his attempt to consider context for the choice of particle for the NP1, as shown 

below. 

It depends on what emphasis I want to give. If I want to put an emphasis on kono kuruma 

[‘this car’], then ga. 

(‘both are possible’-ga, TypeB/CTB2, 2B) 

As there is no presupposition ‘something has a comfortable seat’ given in this context, it was 

pragmatically inappropriate to place a focus on kono kuruma ‘this car’. Participant 2B’s 

comment suggests that he understood the difference in pragmatic meanings between NP1-wa 

and NP1-ga, but he was unable to determine the type of information structure the target sentence 

had, showing his underdeveloped discourse sensitivity. 
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7.2.2.3. CTB3: the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-listing ga 

A: Kono kuruma to ano kuruma no ii tokoro wa 

 this car and that car GEN good aspect Top 

 doko desu ka?    

 where COP Q    

 ‘What is the good aspect of this car and that car?’ 

B: Kono kuruma (     ) nenpi (     ) ii desu. Ippoo 

 this car  fuel.efficiency  good COP in.contrast 

 ano kuruma (     ) anzensei (     ) takai desu yo. 

 that car  safety  high COP FP 

 ‘This car has better fuel efficiency, and that car is safer.’ 

 

ID wa-wa WA-GA ga-wa ga-ga others 

1A   √   

1B  √    

2A  √    

2B  √    

3A  √    

3B  √    

4A  √    

4B  √    

5A  √    

5B  √    

In this context, the first structure was predicate-focus with a contrastive meaning on the NP1 

and the second structure was argument-focus, hence it was pragmatically required that the NP1 

was marked by the contrastive wa and the NP2 by the exhaustive-listing ga. 

The majority of the participants chose the wa-ga combination, which was expected 

semantically and pragmatically, as exemplified below. 
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I chose wa for kuruma [‘car’] because it's a topic and then ga for nenpi [‘fuel 

efficiency’] because it belongs to the topic. 

(wa-ga, TypeB/CTB3, 4A) 

Participant 4A’s comment shows that, although he chose the pragmatically appropriate 

combination of particles, it is unclear whether he was aware of the contrastive reading on the 

NP1 and the exhaustive-listing reading on the NP2. It seems that 4A chose wa-ga simply to form 

a topic-comment structure because of the semantic relation between the NP1, i.e. kuruma ‘car’, 

and the NP2, i.e. nenpi ‘fuel efficiency’, i.e. whole-part relationship. This suggests that a 

pragmatically appropriate choice was not necessarily a result of an accurate interpretation of 

discourse information but can be a result of the semantic information of the sentence. See 

Section 8.3 for discussion. 

While whether the NP1 was topicalised or contrasted does not seem to have affected the 

choice of wa-ga for most of the participants, the contrastive reading on the NP1 seems to have 

caused an inappropriate use of ga in the case of 1A. 

I didn't want all of them to have ga first of all, I put ga after each car to show that they 

are compared with each other. Then, to talk about the quality of the car, wa sounds 

more appropriate, default. 

(ga-wa, TypeB/CTB3, 1A) 

The comment suggests that 1A’s pragmatically inappropriate use of ga for the NP1 was caused 

by his confusion between the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-listing ga. The comment also 

shows that 1A did not understand that the exhaustive-listing ga was required to mark the NP2 
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to identify the missing element in the presupposition ‘something is good’. Participant 1A’s 

response indicates his underdeveloped discourse sensitivity. 

As also observed in other questions, the native speakers demonstrated their tendency to 

make a choice based on discourse information, as exemplified below. 

This car and that car are compared so wa for them, and then specifying the merits of 

each car using ga. 

(wa-ga, TypeB/CTB3, 5B) 

7.2.2.4. CTB4: the contrastive wa and the neutral-descriptive ga 

A: Kono pasokon to mae ni tsukatteita pasokon, nani ga 

 his computer and before LOC was.using computer what EL 

 sonnani chigau-n desu ka? 

 so.much diferent-NMLZ COP Q 

 ‘What is the difference between this computer and the computer you used to use 

before?’ 

B: Kono pasokon wa sukuriin ga ookikute kirei-nan desu. 

 this computer CON screen DES large clear-NMLZ COP 

 Mae no pasokon (     ) sukuriin (     ) chiisakute  

 before GEN computer  screen  small  

 tsukainikukatta desu kara.    

 was.hard.to.use COP because    

 ‘This screen of this computer is larger and clearer. The screen of the last computer 

was small and hard to use.’  
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ID wa-wa WA-GA ga-wa ga-ga others 

1A  √    

1B  √    

2A  √    

2B  √    

3A  √    

3B  √    

4A  √    

4B  √    

5A  √    

5B  √    

In this context, the first structure was predicate-focus with a contrastive meaning on the NP1 

and the second structure was sentence-focus, meaning it was pragmatically required that the 

NP1 was marked by the contrastive wa and the NP2 by the neutral-descriptive ga. 

In this sentence, all the participants chose the wa-ga combination, which was expected 

both semantically and pragmatically. Most of the non-native participants claimed that they 

followed the ‘common pattern’ without much consideration of context, as exemplified below. 

This seems to be the standard sentence pattern. 

(wa-ga, TypeB/CTB4, 2A) 

In contrast, the native speakers showed sensitivity to the discourse information on the choice 

of both the NP1 and the NP2. 

 Two computers are compared, so I used wa. And then emphasising that the screen was 

small by using ga. 

(wa-ga, TypeB/CTB4, 5B). 
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7.2.2.5. CTB5: the topic wa and the contrastive wa 

A: Atarashii heya wa kiniitta?     

 new room Top liked     

 ‘Do you like your new room?’ 

B: Uun, ano heya (     ) mado (     ) ookikute ii-n da 

 well that room  window  large good-NMLZ COP 

 kedo heya jitai (     ) totemo chiisai-n da. Dakara 

 but room itself  very small-NMLZ COP therefore 

 nantomo kyuukutsu-de ne.    

 somehow uncomfortable-COP FP    

 ‘Well, that room has big windows, but the room itself is quite small. So I don’t feel 

very comfortable.’ 

 

ID WA-WA wa-ga ga-wa ga-ga others 

1A   √   

1B  √    

2A    √  

2B  √    

3A  √    

3B  √    

4A  √    

4B  √    

5A     √ 

5B     √ 

In this context, the first structure was predicate-focus and the second structure was predicate-

focus with a contrastive meaning on the NP2. Thus, both the NPs were pragmatically required 

to be marked by the contrastive wa. 

In this sentence, the combination of wa-ga was the most popular choice among the non-

native speakers, against the pragmatic requirement. Many of them commented that they chose 
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wa for ano heya ‘that room’ due to its topicality, but there was not so much consideration of 

discourse for mado ‘window’, as shown below. 

Because ano heya [‘that room’] is what is being explained about, so it is followed by 

wa. I chose ga for mado [‘window’] because of the common grammatical combination 

of heya wa mado ga… [‘as for the room (-wa), its window (-ga) is…’]. 

(wa-ga, TypeB/CTB5, 4B) 

On the other hand, the following is 1A’s comment about his choice of ga-wa. 

I put ga there [the NP1] because the question is 'do you like it' and the answer is 'not 

really', so it's like a correction that’s why I put ga there. And then it just seems 

reasonable to put wa there [the NP2], speaking of a window, and contrasting to the 

window, the room is very small. 

(ga-wa, TypeB/CTB5, 1A) 

The comment from 1A shows that he attempted to choose particles based on discourse but his 

understanding of the pragmatic function of ga does not seem to be fully developed; he marked 

the NP1 with ga, but the NP1 was the presupposed information, which required the topic wa, so 

the ga-marking was not pragmatically appropriate. The comment from 2A below shows that he 

also was unable to interpret the information structure of the sentence, resulting in an 

inappropriate choice of particle. 
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I chose ga [for the NP1] because it's specifically about that room that the person has 

already talked about. So, this one [the NP2], it's kind of talking about the size of the 

window here and then switched to another topic, so I used ga. 

(ga-ga, TypeB/CTB5, 2A) 

In contrast, the native speakers’ comments show that they were able to process the 

discourse information appropriately to choose wa and ga, although both of them showed 

indeterminacy in the NP2. In the following comment, 5B explained his understanding of the 

subtle pragmatic nuance that either wa or ga would bring to the NP2 in this sentence. 

The first one should be wa because this room is already brought up in the conversation. 

I wanted to put more emphasis on the fact that the window is large, so I chose ga, but if 

I wanted to put an emphasis on the negative point, which is that the room itself is small, 

I would choose wa. 

(wa-‘both are possible’, TypeB/CTB5, 5B) 

It shows that 5B decided that the NP2 could be either focused with the exhaustive-listing ga or 

marked by the contrastive wa which would show a negative nuance depending on the speaker’s 

intention (see Section 8.2.2 for a discussion). 
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7.2.2.6. CTB6: the contrastive wa and the contrastive wa 

A: Kono kooto (     ) nedan (     ) yasui kedo, shitsu (     ) 

 this coat  price  cheap but quality  

 amari yokunai desu ne. Sore ni kurabete socchi no 

 not.much not.good COP FP that DAT comparing that GEN 

 kooto wa takai kedo shitu wa ii. 

 coat CON expensive but quality CON good 

 ‘As for this coat, the price is quite low but its quality is not so good. In comparison, 

that coat is more expensive but the quality is good.’ 

B: Uun, docchi ga ii deshoo ne.    

 well which EL good wonder FP    

 ‘Hmm...I wonder which one is better.’ 

 

ID WA-WA wa-ga ga-wa ga-ga others 

1A  √    

1B  √    

2A  √    

2B  √    

3A  √    

3B   √   

4A  √    

4B  √    

5A     √ 

5B     √ 

In this context, both the first structure and the second structure were predicate-focus structures 

with a contrastive meaning on the NPs, hence both the NPs were pragmatically required to be 

marked by the contrastive wa. 

In this sentence, the tendency of the L2 learners and that of the native speakers were 

clearly different; while the non-native speakers strongly preferred the wa-ga combination, both 

the native speakers chose wa for the NP1 and ‘both are possible’ for the NP2. 
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Many L2 learners’ comments indicate that they only reflected the contrastive reading 

on the NP1 but not on the NP2. For example, 4A expressed that he was aware of the contrast 

between nedan ‘price’ and shitsu ‘quality’, but still used the wa-ga combination. 

The coat is the topic and there is a contrast. The price and quality are in contrast. I 

chose ga for the second one [the NP2] because it sounds strange to have two wa in a 

row. 

(wa-ga, TypeB/CTB6, 4A) 

The above comment suggests that his choice of particle was strongly constrained by the 

semantic requirement for the wa-ga combination in the sentence. 

Participant 3B, who chose ga-wa, commented as follows. 

I thought the focus is on the price and the quality, so I chose wa for these words. 

…wa…wa sounds like too many wa [so I chose ga for the NP1]. 

(ga-wa, TypeB/CTB6, 3B) 

Participant 3B appropriately chose the contrastive wa for the NP2, although there seems to be 

confusion between the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-listing ga. However, the comment 

suggests that her choice of ga for the NP1 was caused by her hesitation to use wa multiple times 

in the sentence, rather than for a pragmatic reason. 

In contrast, both the native speakers chose wa for the NP1 and then ‘both are possible’ 

for the NP2. As in other questions, they were more sensitive to the discourse information than 

the non-native speakers. See the comment from one of the native speakers. 
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 It says kono kooto [‘this coat’], so it must be visible to both the speakers and mutually 

understood by them, so I don't think it needs to be kooto ga [‘coat (-ga)]’. If you just 

want to simply compare the price and the quality, wa sounds fine, but I wanted to 

emphasise the low price, so I chose ga for price. 

(wa-‘both are possible’, TypeB/CTB6, 5B) 

It is clear that 5B accepted both readings of the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-listing ga for 

the NP2 with a good understanding of these meanings. 

7.2.2.7. CTB7: the exhaustive-listing ga and the contrastive wa 

A: Sumimasen, yasui kedo tsukainikui to iu-no wa kono 

 excuse.me cheap but hard.to.use QT say-NMLZ Top this 

 jisho desu ka?     

 dictionary COP Q     

 ‘Excuse me, is this the dictionary that is said to be cheap but hard to use?’ 

B: Iie, ano jisho (     ) nedan (     ) yasui kedo goi 

 no that dictionary  price  cheap but vocabulary 

 ga sukunakute hyooban ga warui-n desu. Kono jisho 

 DES less reputation DES bad-NMLZ COP this dictionary 

 wa tsukaiyasui desu yo.    

 CON easy.to.use COP FP    

 ‘No. That dictionary is the one which is cheap but the size of vocabulary is small and 

not very popular among users. This dictionary is easy to use.’ 
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ID wa-wa wa-ga GA-WA ga-ga others 

1A   √   

1B  √    

2A  √    

2B  √    

3A  √    

3B  √    

4A  √    

4B  √    

5A     √ 

5B   √   

In this context type, the first structure was argument-focus and the second structure was 

predicate-focus with a contrastive meaning on NP2. Therefore, it was pragmatically required 

that the NP1 was marked by the exhaustive-listing ga and the NP2 by the contrastive wa. 

In this sentence, most of the non-native speakers chose wa-ga, as semantically expected, 

although the pragmatic requirement was ga-wa. Some of them interpreted this sentence as a 

topic-comment sentence, despite that the NP1 carried a focus, as shown below. 

Again, the dictionary is the topic and the price belongs to the topic. 

(wa-ga, TypeB/CTB7, 4A) 

In this sentence, ano jisho ‘that dictionary’ was in focus, but 4A interpreted it as a topic of the 

sentence, indicating that his understanding of the topic-comment structure in this sentence was 

not based on discourse, but was based on the semantic information of the sentence, i.e. whole-

part relationship. 

Other non-native speakers claimed their interpretation of a comparison between the two 

types of dictionaries as the support of the choice of wa to mark the NP1. 
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Comparison between ano jisho [‘that dictionary’] and kono jisho [‘this dictionary’]. 

(wa-ga, TypeB/CTB7, 2B) 

As stated earlier, the focus of the sentence was on the NP1 in this sentence; the focus of 

discussion was whether it was ano jisho ‘that dictionary’ or kono jisho ‘this dictionary’ that 

matched the given description. Therefore, the exhaustive-listing ga was required to mark ano 

jisho ‘that dictionary’. However, none of the non-native participants seem to have interpreted 

this focus reading on the dictionary. This result is noteworthy as the exhaustive-listing reading 

was relatively well interpreted by the non-native participants in NP-wa/ga X sentences, 

particularly at higher proficiency levels, as presented in Section 7.1. It suggests that the non-

native speakers were less able to process the discourse information in NP1-wa NP2-ga X 

sentences than in NP-wa/ga X sentences. This will be further discussed in Chapter 8.3. 

Participant 1A was the only non-native speaker who chose ga-wa, which was 

pragmatically appropriate. However, his comment suggests that this choice was not a 

demonstration of his ability to appropriately process discourse information but rather it was a 

result of confusion between the functions of the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-listing ga 

and a lack of understanding of the information structure of the sentence, as shown below. 

I just wanted to compare two different dictionaries, so I used ga [for the NP1], and then 

I used wa [for the NP2] to describe the dictionary. I don't think the price is compared 

to the other one [goi ‘vocabulary’], so I don't think ga is needed [for the NP2]. 

(ga-wa, TypeB/CTB7, 1A) 
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In contrast, both the native speakers chose ga to mark the NP1 for the purpose of 

showing a focus, as pragmatically required. While 5B did not provide any particular reason for 

the choice of wa to mark the NP2, 5A claimed that either wa or ga was acceptable to mark the 

NP2 depending on the intention of the speaker, as shown below. 

Because the customer is mistaken about the dictionary, I need to correct the information 

saying 'no, no, that dictionary is the one you are looking for. Then, if I want to emphasise 

the fact that it is cheap, I would use ga, but if I just want to simply make a comparison 

between the price and the size of vocabulary, I would use wa. 

(ga-‘both are possible’, TypeB/CTB7, 5A) 

7.2.2.8. CTB8: the exhaustive-listing ga and the neutral-descriptive ga 

A: Indo-zoo ga mimi ga ookii-n deshi-ta-kke? 

 indian.elephant EL ear DES large-NMLZ COP-PST-FP 

 ‘Is it the Indian elephant that has large ears?’ 

B: Chigaimasu yo. Ahurika-zoo (     ) mimi (     ) ookii-n desu. 

 not.correct FP african.elephant  ear  large-NMLZ COP 

 ‘No, it is the African elephant that has large ears.’ 

 



Results of the follow-up interviews  

  282 

ID wa-wa wa-ga ga-wa GA-GA others 

1A    √  

1B     √ 

2A  √    

2B    √  

3A  √    

3B  √    

4A  √    

4B  √    

5A    √  

5B    √  

In this context type, the first structure was argument-focus and the second structure was 

sentence-focus, and thus pragmatically the NP1 was required to be marked by the exhaustive-

listing ga and the NP2 by the neutral-descriptive ga. 

Just as in the Type A sentence in the same context type that I discussed earlier (Section 

7.2.1.8), the wa-ga combination was selected by many non-native participants, despite the 

pragmatic requirement for ga-ga. For example, 4B failed to choose ga to ahurika zoo ‘African 

elephant’ (the NP1), although he was aware that it was in focus, as shown below. 

I wanted to say 'it is not Indian elephants, but African elephants', so I used wa for 

African elephant. Then the choice of ga is according to the grammatical pattern. 

(wa-ga: TypeB/CTB7, 4B) 

As 4B had showed a good sensitivity to the use of the exhaustive-listing ga in NP-wa/ga X 

sentences as reported in Section 7.1, his choice of wa instead of the exhaustive-listing ga in this 

sentence suggests the difficulty he experienced to reflect the discourse information on the 

choice of particle in this NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences. 

One of the L2 learners who chose the pragmatically appropriate combination of ga-ga 

commented as follows. 
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It's correcting an error [so I used ga for the NP1]. [The choice of ga to mark mimi ‘ear’ 

is] because I think I hear ga more often in this context. 

(ga-ga, TypeB/CTB8, 1A) 

It is suggested that 1A chose ga for the NP1 for an appropriate pragmatic reason. However, as 

for the NP2, the comment suggests that there was no particular pragmatic consideration on the 

choice of particle. 

As also observed in earlier sections, the native speakers showed sensitivity to the 

discourse information, without exhibiting any influence of the semantically required pattern, as 

exemplified below. 

Speaker A is mistaken about which elephants have large ears, so I wanted to correct it 

saying ahurika zoo ga [‘African elephants (-ga)’]. Then, if I use mimi wa [‘ears (-wa)’], 

it would imply that other parts of body are not large, so I would use ga. 

(ga-ga, TypeB/CTB8, 5A) 

In Section 7.2, I reported the results for the NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences. When compared to 

the results of NP-wa/ga sentences reported in Section 7.1, the non-native speakers’ choices 

were even more heavily influenced by semantic factors in the NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences; they 

were strongly likely to choose the semantically required wa-ga combination regardless of 

context. In contrast, the native speakers showed stronger sensitivity to the pragmatic 

requirements. 
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7.3. Summary 

This chapter presented the results of the follow-up interviews of the cloze test. Despite the small 

number of the participants in the interviews, the results clearly showed the difference in the 

discourse processing abilities between the native and the non-native participants. 

In the results of the NP-wa/ga sentences, it was shown that the non-native participants’ 

choices of wa and ga were more likely to be influenced by various semantic factors than the 

native speakers. The L2 learners tended to rely on semantic cues, such as the presence of 

particular types of predicate, to choose a particle, while this tendency was rarely observed in 

the native speakers’ responses. 

The above tendency was even more strongly observed in the results of the NP1-wa NP2-

ga X sentences; the non-native participants were strongly likely to choose the semantically 

required wa-ga combination regardless of the discourse requirement. On the other hand, the 

native participants were more sensitive to the discourse information in their choice of each 

particle in the NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences, flexibly choosing particles based on context. 

In Chapters 6 and 7, I reported the results of the quantitative and qualitative analysis of 

the cloze test data. In the next chapter, I will integrate these results to discuss the findings to 

the research questions.
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Chapter 8 Discussion 

8.0. Introduction 

In this chapter, I discuss the results of this study to answer the research questions. In the 

previous chapters, I discussed that the choice between wa and ga is a multiple-interface 

property, in which the syntactic representation is governed by both semantic and discourse 

factors (Chapter 3). This led me to predict that, based on the vulnerability in interface properties 

reported in previous studies (Chapter 2), this characteristic as a multiple-interface property is 

one of the factors that make the acquisition of the choice between wa and ga particularly 

challenging for L2 learners. It also possibly causes residual non-nativelike behaviours even at 

the near-native level. However, as previous SLA studies of wa and ga have not been conducted 

systematically from this multiple-interface point of view, how these multiple-level factors 

affect L2 learners’ use of wa and ga remained a mystery (Chapter 4). In order to uncover the 

mystery, I conducted quantitative and qualitative analysis of the data collected from L1 

English/L2 Japanese speakers and L1 Japanese speakers (Chapter 6 and Chapter 7). This 

analysis provides an empirical basis for the discussion of the factors that affect the choice 

between wa and ga in the non-native grammar. 

This chapter answers the following research questions, which I presented in Chapter 1. 

1. What factors influence L2 Japanese learners’ choice between wa and ga and 

how do these factors interact? 
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2. How does the L2 grammar differ from the native grammar in terms of the use of 

wa and ga? 

3. Does the current study support or challenge the Interface Hypothesis? 

This chapter is organised as follows. Section 8.1 answers Question 1, by accounting for 

the factors and their interactions that were found to have significant effects on L2 learners’ use 

of wa and ga. Section 8.2 answers Question 2, by comparing the non-native grammar with the 

native grammar and arguing the similarities and differences between these groups. Lastly, 

Section 8.3 answers Question 3, by discussing the gaps found between the upper-advanced L2 

speakers and the native speakers, claiming that the results of the current study support the 

Interface Hypothesis. Section 8.4 summarises the chapter. 

8.1. Question 1: What factors influence L2 Japanese learners’ 

choice between wa and ga and how do these factors interact? 

Unlike previous studies that mainly examined the effect of individual factors on the choice 

between wa and ga (see Chapter 4), the current study pays a special attention to interactions 

between the semantic and discourse factors on the use of these particles. The study found two 

types of factors that had effects on the non-native speakers’ use of wa and ga: (1) factors that 

had parallel effects across the L2 proficiency groups, and (2) factors that had uneven effects 

across the L2 proficiency groups. This section accounts for these two types of affecting factors 

separately. 

8.1.1. Factors that had parallel effects across L2 proficiency groups 

The results reported in Section 6.1.1 found that the discourse factor was a significant main 

effect in the L2 grammar, but the discourse factor also participated in significant interactions 
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with the semantic factors. The statistical analysis identified three semantic factors that had 

significant interactions with the discourse factor: proposition type, verb type and predicate 

category. This means that the effect of the discourse varied depending on these semantic 

factors. The factor proficiency level did not participate in the above interactions, indicating that 

the effects of these interactions were parallel across the L2 proficiency groups.74 This section 

accounts for each of the above interactions, discussing why these semantic factors affected the 

discourse influence on L2 learners’ choice between wa and ga. 

8.1.1.1. Proposition type 

Proposition type was found to be one of the strong factors that affected the pragmatic influence 

on the choice between wa and ga in the non-native grammar (Section 6.1.3.1). The results in 

the main dataset showed that, in attribute propositions, the topic wa was the most likely to be 

used appropriately, followed by the contrastive wa, and the exhaustive-listing ga was the least 

likely to be chosen (Figure 8.1). While the results in the main dataset did not show any 

significant difference based on the discourse type in event propositions, examination of the 

results in the context-type dataset (Figure 8.2),75  which only included event propositions, 

revealed that the neutral-descriptive ga was the most likely to be used compared to all the other 

discourse markers, i.e. the topic wa, the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-listing ga. These 

findings confirm that the effect of the discourse factor was different on attribute propositions 

and event propositions in the non-native grammar. 

 
74 See Section 8.2.1 for more information as to the lack of participation of proficiency level in the above interactions. 
75 The probability in event propositions was observed as the main effect of context type A in the context-type 

dataset. 
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Figure 8.1 Interaction between proposition type and context type A in the main dataset (Section 6.1.3.1) 

Note: The neutral-descriptive context was not included in the data of attribute proposition as it is not compatible. The R function 

emmeans was used to produce these results. 

 

 

Figure 8.2 Probability of choosing the pragmatically required particle in the context-type dataset, which 

only included event propositions (Section 6.1.3.1) 

Note: The R function emmeans was used to produce these results. 
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In what follows, I discuss the factor that is assumed to have caused the above results: the 

relationship between propositional characteristics and information structure. 

As discussed in Section 3.1, attribute propositions semantically require the use of the 

TOPIC wa and event propositions the NON-TOPIC ga. Further, in Section 3.4.1, I claimed that a 

semantic requirement can cause a conflict with a discourse requirement, i.e. a semantic factor 

and a discourse factor require different particles, which I expected might lower the probability 

of a pragmatic choice of wa and ga. The effect of the conflict can explain the differences found 

in attribute propositions between the topic and the contrastive contexts on the one hand and the 

exhaustive-listing context on the other; the semantic requirement for the TOPIC wa is predicted 

to have had a positive effect on the choice of the topic wa and the contrastive wa, i.e. absence 

of conflict, but not on the choice of the exhaustive-listing ga, i.e. presence of conflict. The same 

thing can be said about event propositions; the semantic requirement for the NON-TOPIC ga can 

explain why the probability of choosing the neutral-descriptive ga appropriately was higher, 

i.e. the absence of conflict, than that of choosing the topic wa and the contrastive wa, i.e. the 

presence of conflict. However, the presence and absence of conflict cannot explain the 

significant gaps between the topic context and the contrastive context in attribute propositions 

and between the neutral-descriptive context and the exhaustive-listing context in event 

propositions. These gaps indicate that the semantic requirement in attribute propositions for the 

TOPIC wa was more specifically associated to the topic wa than to the contrastive wa and the 

semantic requirement in event propositions for the NON-TOPIC ga was more specifically 

associated to the neutral-descriptive ga than to the exhaustive-listing ga. 

One possible account for this result is that attribute propositions were more specifically 

associated to a predicate-focus structure and event propositions to a sentence-focus structure. 

Attribute propositions, i.e. [NP-ga X], consist of an entity (NP) and its attribute (X). The nature 
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of attribute propositions, i.e. X adds an attribute to the NP, can be naturally retained in a 

sentence with a predicate-focus structure, i.e. the sentence is construed as being about the 

subject. In Section 3.2.5, I argued that both types of wa-sentence, i.e. topic sentences and 

contrastive sentences, possess a predicate-focus structure, but the predicate-focus structure 

found in contrastive sentences is less prototypical than that in topic sentences. This was because 

the function as toritate-joshi in the contrastive wa, which makes a contrastive reference to other 

candidates, adds more informational weight on the wa-marked NP in a contrastive sentence 

than in a topic sentence. This less prototypical predicate-focus structure makes contrastive 

sentences less suitable for attribute propositions than topic sentences. Similarly, exhaustive-

listing sentences have a structure to identify a missing element in the presupposition (argument-

focus structure) rather than to say something about the subject (predicate-focus structure). 

Hence, the structure of exhaustive-listing sentences is not suitable for the characteristics of 

attribute propositions. The symmetry and asymmetry between propositional characteristics and 

information structure explains why attribute propositions were more likely to be used with the 

topic wa than the contrastive wa, and the probability of choosing the exhaustive-listing ga in 

attribute propositions was the lowest of all.76 On the other hand, event propositions have a 

characteristic of describing the situation as a whole, which can be naturally retained in the 

structure of a sentence-focus. Therefore, event propositions can be the most naturally realised 

as neutral-descriptive sentences. Topic and contrastive sentences, which have a predicate-focus 

structure, and exhaustive-listing sentences, which have an argument-focus structure, do not 

serve this purpose. This explains the highest probability in the neutral-descriptive context and 

 
76 The lowest probability in the exhaustive-listing context in attribute propositions can also be a result of the 

functional similarity between the exhaustive-listing ga and the contrastive wa and the resulting tendency to rely 

on the semantic factor. See Section 8.1.1.2 for more argument of this effect. 
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the lower probabilities in the other context types that were found in the results in event 

propositions. 

The effect of event proposition on the choice of the neutral-descriptive ga is also 

supported by one of the follow-up interview results (Section 7.1.3.4), as shown below. 

(1) ST3 (event, standard verbal sentence)/CTA4 (the neutral-descriptive context)  

 (What happened?) 

 Yamamoto-san kara denwa (     ) kakattekita-n desu! 

 Ms.Yamamoto ABL telephone  came-NMLZ COP 

 ‘Ms Yamamoto rang me!’ 

Denwa ga kakattekuru [‘the phone (-ga) rings’] sounds more natural than denwa wa 

kakattekuru [‘the phone (-wa) rings’]. I think ga is more frequently used with the verb 

kakattekuru [‘to ring’]. 

(ga, ST3/CTA4, 4B) 

The above comment suggests that the semantic-level association between the use of ga and the 

verb kakattekuru ‘to ring’, which shows a temporary state thus forming an event proposition, 

let this upper-advanced L2 speaker chose ga in the neutral-descriptive context. Influence of the 

characteristics of event propositions on the choice of ga was also suggested in the interview 

results in Section 7.1.3.1 and Section 7.1.3.3. 

In sum, the results indicate that the propositional characteristic of attribute propositions and 

event propositions are well-suited to the information structure of predicate-focus and sentence-
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focus respectively, which can affect L2 learners’ probability of making a discourse-based 

choice of wa and ga.  

8.1.1.2. Verb type 

Verb type, which is a classification within verbal event propositions, was another factor that 

affected the pragmatic choice of wa and ga in the non-native grammar. As presented in Section 

6.1.3.2, significant differences were found in the topic context and the contrastive context, 

where conflicts between the semantic and discourse requirements existed. The topic wa was 

significantly more likely to be chosen with the existential sentence than with the perceptional 

or the standard sentence, while the contrastive wa was more likely to be used with the standard 

sentence than with the existential or the perceptional sentence, as shown in Figure 8.3. 

   

Figure 8.3 Interaction between verb type and context type A found in the verb-type dataset (Section 

6.1.3.2) 

Note: The R function emmeans was used to produce these results. 
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In this section, I first account for the case of the contrastive wa from the perspective of the 

semantic roles of NPs in the sentences used in the cloze test and then account for the case of 

the topic wa. 

THE CONTRASTIVE WA 

As I argued in Section 3.2.5, the use of the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-listing ga can be 

conceptually difficult to distinguish due to their shared function as toritate-joshi. This 

functional similarity is predicted to result in indeterminacy in the choice between these markers 

for L2 learners. The following interview comment in (2) from one of the upper-advanced level 

speakers (Section 7.1.3.2) exemplifies the indeterminacy L2 learners experienced when dealing 

with a contrastive sentence. 

(2) ST3 (event, standard verbal sentence)/CTA2 (the contrastive context) 

 (What are the cats doing?) 

 Shiroi neko (     ) neteiru kedo, kuroi neko wa mada 

 white cat  sleeping but black cat CON still 

 okiteiru yo.      

 awake FP      

 ‘The white cat is asleep, but the black one is still awake.’ 

Both sound possible. The second half of the sentence uses wa and there is a comparison 

between two cats so I thought I can use wa for the first one, but I also thought that if I 

want to emphasise the white cat, I would be able to use ga too. 

(both are possible, ST3/CTA2, 4B) 
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The above comment shows that this upper-advanced L2 speaker experienced trouble deciding 

which particle was more appropriate in this contrastive context. Based on his comment, it seems 

that he was aware of the difference between these markers and his indeterminacy came from 

accepting both readings of the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-listing ga. The following 

example in (3) (Section 7.1.7.3), which is in the exhaustive-listing context, also shows 

indeterminacy between the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-listing ga. 

 (3) ST7 (attribute, adjectival sentence)/CTA3 (the exhaustive-listing context) 

 (Does your husband always remember your birthday or anniversary?) 

 Watashi no otto wa yoku oboetekureteiru-n desu 

 I GEN husband CON well remember-NMLZ COP 

 kedo watashi (     ) wasureppoi-n desu.  

 but I  forgetful-NMLZ COP  

 ‘Actually, my husband does remember, but I’m the forgetful one.’ 

I wasn’t sure as to which one is correct. I guess it depends on how forceful the speaker 

wants to be, ‘I’m the one who always forgets’ or ‘I sometimes forget, my husband forgets 

as well, but I also forget’, in this case maybe wa, but if ‘I’m always forgetting’, then I 

will use ga instead. 

(both are possible, ST7/CTA3, 2A) 

The above comment came from one of the intermediate level participants. It shows that he 

experienced a clear confusion between the functions of the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-

listing ga, resulting in indeterminacy. It is inferable from his comment that this intermediate 

level learner’s understanding of the functions of these markers was still underdeveloped 
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compared to the upper-advanced speaker in (2). Similar confusion between the contrastive wa 

and the exhaustive-listing ga was also expressed in the interview results in Section 7.1.1.2, 

Section 7.1.2.3, Section 7.1.4.3 and Section 7.1.6.2. The confusion between these functions was 

also indicated in the results of the NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences in Section 6.2.2. 

On the other hand, the functions of the topic wa and the neutral-descriptive ga do not 

have such functional similarity with others. Therefore, it is predicted that the contrastive and 

the exhaustive-listing contexts are more likely to cause discourse-level indeterminacy than the 

topic and the neutral-descriptive contexts. 

When the discourse factors do not let a speaker fully decide which particle to use, as in 

the current case of the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-listing ga, it is expected that the 

semantic factors are one of the cues that L2 learners tend to turn to in order to make their final 

decision. In other words, the contrastive context and the exhaustive-listing context are assumed 

to be particularly susceptible to semantic factors because of the discourse-level indeterminacy. 

The low probabilities of choosing wa in the contrastive context in the perceptional and 

the existential sentences, observed in Figure 8.3, mean that the L2 learners had a tendency to 

choose ga instead of wa in this context type. This suggests that there is a semantic requirement 

for ga in these sentences, which can be explained based on their propositional characteristic as 

an event proposition. Further, the fact that the probabilities of choosing wa in the contrastive 

context were significantly lower in the perceptional and the existential sentences compared to 

the standard sentence in the same context type suggests that the semantic-level association for 

the use of ga in the former sentences was stronger than in the latter sentence. 

As mentioned earlier in this section, it is expected that the susceptibility to the semantic 

requirement is expected to occur not only in the contrastive context, but also in the exhaustive-

listing context. However, following the semantic requirement for ga does not result in an 
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unpragmatic sentence in the exhaustive-listing context as the choice of ga is pragmatically 

consistent in this context type. In contrast, susceptibility to the semantic requirement for ga in 

the contrastive context results in a higher probability of the occurrence of an unpragmatic 

sentence. This is assumed to be why it was only the contrastive context that resulted in the low 

probabilities of choosing the pragmatically required particle in the perceptional and existential 

sentences in the current case. In fact, the probability of choosing the exhaustive-listing ga in 

attribute propositions, which semantically require the TOPIC wa, was significantly lower than 

the contrastive wa (Section 8.1.1.1, Figure 8.1). This indicates that the semantic susceptibility 

caused by discourse-level indeterminacy resulted in a frequent occurrence of unpragmatic 

sentences in the exhaustive-listing context this time. 

Now, what is the factor that made the semantic-level association to the use of ga 

stronger in the perceptional and the existential sentences than in the standard sentence? I claim 

that it is the semantic role of a patient in the nominative NPs in the perceptional and the 

existential sentences. The relevant test items used for the contrastive context are as follows. 

(4) a. ST1 (event, perceptional verbal sentence)/CTA2 (the contrastive context) 

  (What could you see from the hotel ?) 

  Fuji-san (     ) miemashita kedo, Yamanaka-ko wa 

  Mt.Fuji  could.be.seen but Lake.Yamanaka CON 

  miemasen deshi-ta.       

  cannot.be.seen COP-PST       

  ‘Mt. Fuji could be seen but not Lake Yamanaka.’ 
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 b. ST2 (event, existential verbal sentence)/CTA2 (the contrastive context) 

  (Are there DVDs and comic books at the new library?) 

  DVD (     ) arimasu kedo, manga wa nai to 

  DVD  exist but comic.book CON not.exist QT 

  omoimasu.        

  think        

  ‘There are DVDs but I don’t think there are comic books.’ 

 c. ST3 (event, standard verbal sentence)/CTA2 (the contrastive context) 

  (What are the cats doing?) 

  Shiroi neko (     ) neteiru kedo, kuroi neko wa 

  white cat  sleeping but black cat CON 

  mada okiteiru yo. 

  still awake FP 

  ‘The white cat is asleep, but the black one is still awake.’ 

The nominative NPs in the above sentences show different semantic roles; Fuji-san ‘Mt. Fuji’ 

in (4a) and DVDs in (4b) show patients while shiroi neko ‘white cat’ in (4c) shows an agent, 

according to the classification of semantic roles in The National Language Research Institute 

Research Report (1997).77 The observed higher probabilities of choosing ga in the perceptional 

sentence (4a) and the existential sentence (4b) than in the standard sentence (4c) suggest that 

the association to the use of ga was stronger when the nominative NP showed a patient than 

when it showed an agent in the L2 grammar. Note that the semantic roles of NPs in standard 

 
77 The National Language Research Institute (Kokuritsu kokugo kenkyuujo). 1997. Nihongo ni okeru hyoosoo-

kaku to shinsoo-kaku no taioo kankei (Cases and Japanese propositions). Kokuritsu kokugo kenkyuujo hookoku 

113. 
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sentences are not always agents, as will be shown in the next section. Therefore, the argument 

here only applies to the sentences used for the current cloze test. 

The semantic role of a patient (taishoo) that is shown by ga-marked nominative NPs in 

certain types of sentence has been often discussed in literature (e.g. Tokieda 1941, Kuno 1975, 

Shibatani 1990a, Noda 1996, Onoe, Kimura and Nishimura 1998). For example, Tokieda 

(1941) argues that, when used with adjectives that show a speaker’s subjective emotions, e.g. 

mizu ga hoshii ‘(I) want water’, ga-marked NPs show a patient, i.e. ‘target notion of the 

emotion’. Kuno (1975) argues that ga has a syntactic function as an object marker, as well as 

the function as a subject marker, and the object-marking function is used with transitive 

adjectives, e.g. joozu ‘be good at’, nominal adjectives, e.g. suki ‘like’, and a certain class of 

transitive verbs, e.g. wakaru ‘understand’. All of the objects marked by ga discussed in Kuno 

(1975) show the semantic role of a patient. It has been often reported that the use of ga that 

marks a patient is acquired by L2 learners with relative ease (e.g. Morimoto 1998, Sakamoto 

1998, Hanada 2005). Further, in the investigation of the effect of syntactic functions and 

semantic roles on L2 learners’ choice of particle, Sato (1999) reports that the semantic role of 

a patient had a stronger effect on the choice of ga than the syntactic role of a subject. 

The effect of the semantic role of a patient on the choice of ga can also be observed in 

the current interview results. For example, ga was frequently chosen on the basis of the presence 

of a perceptional verb mieru ‘can be seen’, which requires a patient NP, by the L2 interview 

participants (Section 7.1.1.1), while there was no observed effects of the standard verb neteiru 

‘sleeping’, which requires an agent NP, on the choice of ga (Section 7.1.3.2). Also, in Type A 

NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences, the L2 participants frequently chose ga to mark a NP2 based on 

the type of predicate used in the sentence regardless of the pragmatic requirement (Section 

7.2.1.3, Section 7.2.1.6, Section 7.2.1.7). In Type A NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences, the predicates, 
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e.g. suki da ‘like’, tokui da ‘be good at’, etc. require two nominative NPs, e.g. [watashi ga 

shodoo ga suki da] ‘I like calligraphy’, and the NP2, i.e. shodoo ‘calligraphy’, shows the 

semantic role of a patient. The L2 learners’ strong tendency to mark the NP2 with ga based on 

the above types of predicate in Type A NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences indicates a strong semantic-

level association between the nominative NPs that show a patient and the use of ga. 

Furthermore, the L2 interview participants often associated adjectival predicates in event 

propositions with the use of ga, e.g. kaoiro ga aojiroi ‘the complexion is pale’ (Section 7.1.4.1), 

hoppe ga akai ‘the cheeks are red’ (Section 7.1.4.4), Keanzu ga atsui ‘Cairns is hot’ (Section 

7.1.7.1). These results also indicate a strong semantic-level association between the use of ga 

and the nominative NPs that show a patient. 

In sum, this section argued that there was a discourse-level indeterminacy in the 

contrastive context which led to a semantic susceptibility. The markedly lower probabilities of 

choosing the contrastive wa in the perceptional and existential sentences compared to the 

standard sentence indicates a stronger semantic-level association between the use of ga and the 

former sentences than the latter sentence. I argued that this stronger semantic-level association 

can be accounted for by the semantic role of a patient in the nominative NPs in the perceptional 

and the existential sentences, which was more strongly associated with the use of ga than the 

semantic role of an agent, as in the case of the standard sentence. 

THE TOPIC WA 

Turning to the case of the topic wa, let us look at the semantic roles of NPs in the sentences 

used for the topic context in the current cloze test. 
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(5) a. ST1 (event, perceptional verbal sentence)/CTA1 (the topic context) 

  (I have not seen the ocean for a while, so I want to see it. But the coast is a little far 

from here, isn’t it?) 

  Umi (     ) ano tenboodai kara miemasu yo.  

  ocean  that observatory ABL can.be.seen FP  

  ‘The ocean can be seen from the observatory.’ 

 b. ST2 (event, existential verbal sentence)/CTA1 (the topic context) 

  (I’ll go to Tokyo next week, so I’m planning to go to Tokyo Disneyland.) 

  Demo, Tookyoo Dezuniirando (     ) Chiba-ken ni aru-n 

  but Tokyo.Disneyland  Chiba.prefecture LOC exist-NMLZ 

  desu yo.      

  COP FP      

  ‘Tokyo Disneyland is in Chiba prefecture though.’ 

 c. ST3 (event, standard verbal sentence)/CTA1 (the topic context) 

  (By the way, Ms. Yamamoto, who has moved to Yamagata, said she has sent a 

package to you.) 

  Yamamoto-san no nimotsu (     ) kinoo todokimashita yo. 

  Ms.Yamamoto GEN package  yesterday arrived FP 

  ‘Her package arrived yesterday.’ 

As can be seen above, the semantic roles of the NPs in the perceptional sentence in (5a), i.e. 

umi ‘ocean’, the existential sentence in (5b), i.e. Tookyoo Dezuniirando ‘Tokyo Disneyland’, 

and the standard sentence in (5c), i.e. Yamamoto-san no nimotsu ‘Ms. Yamamoto’s package’, 

are all patients. Therefore, it is expected that the semantic-level association between the NPs 
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and the use of ga was fairly strong in all of the above sentences. Further, the higher probability 

of choosing the topic wa in the existential sentence compared to the others cannot be explained 

by the difference in the semantic roles of the NPs. 

The current results suggest that, among sentences with patient NPs, the semantic-level 

association between the NP and the use of ga is somehow weaker in existential sentences than 

in perceptional and standard sentences, which made it easier for the current existential sentences 

to be used with the topic wa. This is also supported by the interview results in Section 7.1.2.1, 

where most of the L2 participants chose wa in an existential sentence according to the pragmatic 

requirement for the topic wa. This weaker semantic-level association in existential sentences is 

also suggested by the result in the contrastive context in Figure 8.3; the probability of choosing 

the contrastive wa was higher in the existential sentence than in the perceptional sentence. 

Unfortunately, I do not have any further account for this phenomenon based on the 

empirical results at this stage. Future studies are required to provide more detailed argument in 

this regard. 

8.1.1.3. Predicate category 

Lastly, a strong interaction between predicate category and context type A was found, indicating 

that the effect of the discourse changes depending on the category of predicate, i.e. verbal, 

adjectival or nominal. This interaction was found to be significant both in the main dataset, 

which included both attribute and event propositions, and the context-type dataset, which only 

included event propositions (Section 6.1.3.3). In order to make a comparison among all the four 

context types, i.e. topic, contrastive, exhaustive-listing and neutral-descriptive contexts, this 

section focuses on the effect in event propositions. 
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Figure 8.4 Interaction between predicate category and context type A found in the context-type dataset, 

which only included event propositions (Section 6.1.3.3) 

Note: The R function emmeans was used to produce these results. 

In what follows, I account for the results of the nominal sentences and the verbal sentences that 

showed unexpected tendencies in this result. I do not argue the tendency in the adjectival 

sentences here because the tendency presented in the adjectival sentences in Figure 8.4 was 

consistent to the results presented in Figure 8.2, which showed the effects of context type in 

event propositions in general. The results in Figure 8.2 showed that the probability in the 

neutral-descriptive context was significantly higher than in other context types, which I 

accounted for based on the relationship between the propositional characteristics of event 

propositions and the information structure (Section 8.1.1.1). The current results in the adjectival 

sentences can also be accounted for by the same argument. 

ATTRIBUTIVE CHARACTERISTICS OF NOMINAL SENTENCES 

The results showed that the nominal sentences produced a different tendency from the adjectival 

and the verbal sentences in the topic and the neutral-descriptive contexts by presenting similar 
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probabilities of choice in these context types, whereas the probabilities in the neutral-

descriptive context were significantly higher than in the topic context in the adjectival and the 

verbal sentences. As shown in Section 8.1.1.1, in event propositions in general, the probability 

of choosing a pragmatically required particle was significantly higher in the neutral-descriptive 

context than in the topic context and I argued that this was because the information structure of 

the topic sentences, i.e. predicate-focus, does not naturally reflect the characteristic of event 

propositions. However, while the adjectival and the verbal sentences followed this tendency, 

interestingly this tendency was absent in the nominal sentences, as can be seen in Figure 8.4; 

in the nominal sentences, the probability of choosing the topic wa was not significantly different 

from that of choosing the neutral-descriptive ga. This indicates that the effect of the mismatch 

between the predicate-focus structure in topic sentences and event propositions was mitigated 

in the nominal sentences. 

I propose that this is the result of a strong attributive characteristic that nominal 

predicates tend to have. Masuoka (1987: 26) argues that nominal predicates basically function 

as attributive predicates, showing the ‘category that the subject belongs to’, ‘the identical 

referent of the subject’, etc., as exemplified below. 

(6) a. Takashi wa kookoosei da.   

  Takashi TOP highschool.student COP   

  ‘Takashi is a high school student.’ 

 b. Minazuki wa roku-gatsu no ishoo da. 

  Minazuki TOP 6th
.month GEN another.name COP 

  ‘Minazuki’ is another name for the 6th month. 
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The nominal predicate in (6a), i.e. kookoosei da ‘be a high school student’, refers to the category 

to which Takashi belongs to, while that in (6b) shows the identical referent of the subject 

Minazuki. This attributive characteristic of nominal predicates is predicted to render a nominal 

sentence more suitable to form a predicate-focus structure, in which the predicate adds an 

attribute to the subject, than argument-/sentence-focus structures. Therefore, it is likely that L2 

learners are more familiar with, and thus feel more comfortable with, the form of NP-wa NP, 

e.g. watashi wa sensei da ‘I am a teacher’, than NP-ga NP, e.g. watashi ga sensei da ‘I am the 

one who is a teacher’. I suggest that this strong association between nominal predicates and the 

use of wa resulted in the higher probability of using the topic wa in the nominal sentence even 

when the sentence showed an event proposition which semantically favours ga. The lower 

probability of a nominal sentence being used with the neutral-descriptive ga compared to the 

adjectival and the verbal sentences can also be a result of this association between wa and 

nominal sentences. Despite the discourse requirement for the use of ga in the neutral-descriptive 

context, the non-native speakers might have felt reluctant to choose ga in the nominal sentences. 

In the result of the main dataset (Section 6.1.3.3), the probability of choosing the topic 

wa appropriately was also significantly higher in the nominal sentences than in the adjectival 

and the verbal sentences. This suggests that the stronger association between nominal sentences 

and the use of wa compared to the case of adjectival and verbal sentences was also present in 

attribute propositions. 

The effect of a nominal predicate on the use of wa was also suggested in the following 

interview comment from one of the upper-advanced speakers (Section 7.1.5.4). 
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(7) ST5 (event, nominal sentence)/CTA4 (the neutral-descriptive context ) 

 Taihen! Katoo-san no uchi (     ) kaji da-tte! 

 attention Mr.Katoo GEN house  fire COP-QT 

 ‘Hey! I heard that Mr. Kato’s house is on fire!’ 

Because A is talking about Kato’s house. But the situation of the sentence above 

[referring to ST2/CTA4 (Section 7.1.2.4)] is very similar to this one. I don’t know why 

I did not choose wa for the one above. Both might be possible for this one [referring to 

the current sentence], but the first choice was wa. 

(wa, ST5/CTA4, 4B) 

The above comment indicates that this upper-advanced speaker chose wa in the neutral-

descriptive context assuming that this sentence had a predicate-focus structure. As this 

participant consistently chose ga in other neutral-descriptive contexts, including in the case of 

adjectival and verbal sentences in the current test, it is suggested that this choice of wa was 

caused by the general attributive characteristic of nominal predicates. 

VERBAL SENTENCES 

Another unexpected result in this interaction was the probabilities of the choices made in the 

verbal sentences in the contrastive and the exhaustive-listing contexts. In Section 8.1.1.1, I 

argued that event propositions, which describe the situation as a whole, are more suitably 

represented in neutral-descriptive sentences (a sentence-focus structure) than in topic sentences 

(a predicate-focus structure), contrastive sentences (a predicate-focus structure) and exhaustive-

listing sentences (an argument-focus structure). This let us expect to see lower probabilities in 

the topic, the contrastive and the exhaustive-listing contexts than in the neutral-descriptive 
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context. However, unexpectedly, the probabilities of choosing the contrastive wa and the 

exhaustive-listing ga in the verbal sentences were found to be quite high, making no significant 

difference to the probability of choosing the neutral-descriptive ga in the current results. 

I argue that these results in the contrastive and the exhaustive-listing contexts can also 

be accounted for by examining the semantic role of the nominative NPs in the sentences used 

in the cloze test. The following are the sentences used in the relevant questions in the test. 

(8) a. ST3 (event, standard verbal sentence)/CTA2 (the contrastive context) 

  (What are the cats doing?) 

  Shiroi neko (     ) neteiru kedo, kuroi neko wa mada 

  white cat  sleeping but black cat CON still 

  okiteiru yo.      

  awake FP      

  ‘The white cat is asleep, but the black one is still awake.’ 

 b. ST3 (event, standard verbal sentence)/CTA3 (the exhaustive-listing context) 

  (What was ringing from the direction of the mountain before?) 

  Otera no kane (     ) natteita-n desu yo. 

  temple GEN bell  was.ringing-NMLZ COP FP 

  ‘Ah, it was a bell ringing at the temple.’ 

Sentence (8a) is in the contrastive context and (8b) in the exhaustive-listing context. The 

nominative NP in (8a), with the verbal predicate neteiru ‘sleeping’, shows the semantic role of 

an agent, while the nominative NP in (8b), with the verbal predicate natteiru ‘ringing’, shows 

the semantic role of a patient. In Section 8.1.1.2, I argued that nominative NPs that show 

patients are more strongly associated with the use of ga than the nominative NPs that show 
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agents. This explains why the probability of choosing the contrastive wa in (8a) was 

unexpectedly high; due to the weaker semantic-level association between the use of ga and the 

nominative NP showing an agent in this sentence, the L2 learners chose the pragmatically-

required wa with a higher probability without getting influenced by the semantics. On the other 

hand, the probability of choosing the exhaustive-listing ga in (8b) was higher than expected; 

the strong semantic-level association between ga and the nominative NP showing a patient in 

this sentence had a positive effect on the choice of the exhaustive-listing ga. It is also expected 

that the above semantic factors had particularly strong effects in the contrastive and the 

exhaustive-listing contexts because of the discourse-level indeterminacy caused by the 

functional similarity between them. 

Note that the above account I provided only applies to the verbs, and the resulting 

semantic role of the NPs, chosen for the current cloze test, as the semantic roles of a NP used 

in verbal sentences vary. Thus, the above account cannot be generalised to all types of verbal 

sentences. Future studies are required to provide a generalised account for the effect of verbal 

predicates on the choice of particle. 

In summary, Section 8.1.1 accounted for the interactions between the discourse factor and the 

three semantic factors: proposition type, verb type and predicate category, which were shown 

to have parallel effects on the L2 learners’ choice of wa and ga across proficiency levels. I 

discussed how the above semantic characteristics of a sentence affected the pragmatic choice 

of wa and ga. In the next section, I discuss the factors that had uneven effects across the L2 

proficiency groups. 
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8.1.2. Factors that had uneven effects across L2 proficiency groups 

The results found that there were significant interactions between proficiency level and 

predicate category (Section 6.1.4.1) and between proficiency level and context type A (Section 

6.1.4.2), meaning that the effects of these factors differed across the proficiency groups.78 Close 

examination of these interactions revealed irregular performance of the intermediate level 

learners, showing the u-shaped developmental pattern (e.g. Cheng 1985, Lightbown 1985, 

McLaughlin 1990, Shirai 1990,) in certain areas. See Figure 8.5 below that illustrates the 

interaction between proficiency level and predicate category in the main dataset. 

 

Figure 8.5 Interaction between proficiency level and predicate category in the main dataset (Section 

6.1.4.1) 

Note: The R function emmeans was used to produce these results. 

In Figure 8.5, the intermediate group was less likely to make a pragmatic choice of particle in 

the adjectival and the nominal sentences than the beginner group, although the differences 

 
78 See Section 8.2.1 for more information. 
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between these two groups were not statistically significant. Also see Figure 8.6 below that 

shows the interaction between proficiency level and context type A in the context-type dataset. 

 

Figure 8.6 Interaction between proficiency level and context type A in the context-type dataset (Section 

6.1.4.2) 

Note: The R function emmeans was used to produce these results. 

Figure 8.6 also shows a decline in the probabilities at the intermediate level in the contrastive 

and the topic contexts, although the differences between the beginner and the intermediate 

levels were not statistically significant. The u-shaped developmental pattern was also observed 

in the overall discourse sensitivity in the main dataset (Section 6.1.2, Section 8.2.3). 

Cheng (1985) calls this type of behaviour ‘restructuring’ and defines as a process in 

which the components of a task are ‘coordinated, integrated, or reorganized into new 

perceptual, cognitive, or motor units, thereby allowing the procedure involving the old 

components to be replaced by a more efficient procedure involving the new components’ 

(Cheng 1985: 414). McLaughlin (1990: 118) says that in the process of restructuring a transition 
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occurs from exemplar-based representations to more rule-based representations, which can 

result in the u-shaped developmental pattern. 

The u-shaped developmental pattern can be defined in SLA context as ‘the phenomenon 

in which the lower-level group’s response rather than that of the higher-level group’s is closer 

to the native speakers’ response’ (Shirai 1990: 4). Among studies examining L2 development 

of pragmatic abilities (e.g. Hahne 2001, Kasper and Rose 2002, Bataller 2010), Al-Gahtani and 

Roever (2015) also report the u-shaped pattern in an investigation of how L2 learners of Modern 

Standard Arabic developed pragmatic skills for making requests. They found that the beginner-

level learners initially used direct requests (requests containing an imperative, a statement of 

want or need, or a performative verb), which was also the most frequently used method by the 

native speakers. Afterwards, at the low-intermediate level, the learners increased their use of 

indirect requests (requests containing implicit statement of what was desired) departing from 

the native norm, eventually reverting to use direct requests at the high-intermediate and 

advanced level. Al-Gahtani and Roever (2015) argue that the temporary trend of the low-

intermediate learners to use non-nativelike indirect requests was caused by ‘the interaction of 

language ability and pragmatic development’ (Al-Gahtani and Roever 2015: 577). As learners 

become more proficient in the second language, their linguistic repertoire expands but their 

sociopragmatic ability is still underdeveloped, causing a greater amount of unpragmatic use of 

requests compared to lower level learners. 

Al-Gahtani and Roever’s (2015) results suggest that the temporary decline in the 

probability of making a pragmatic choice of particle observed in the intermediate group in this 

study’s data can also be accounted for based on the interaction between the expansion in 

linguistic resources and the underdeveloped pragmatic ability at this level. Our results suggest 

that, although the beginner-level learners had not yet developed a high level of discourse-
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processing ability, they tended to make a choice between wa and ga based on what little 

discourse knowledge they had acquired in L2 class or from textbooks, due to their insufficient 

other types of linguistic resources to draw upon. In contrast, the intermediate level learners had 

probably expanded their linguistic knowledge and skills through being exposed to a variety of 

Japanese sentences. Accordingly, they started to rely more on various factors, which were not 

limited to pragmatic factors, to make a choice between wa and ga. However, at this stage, the 

pragmatic ability of these intermediate level learners was assumed to be still underdeveloped, 

which led them to excessively rely on non-pragmatic factors, causing a higher frequency of 

unpragmatic use of particle compared to the beginner level learners. Thereafter, as the learners’ 

pragmatic ability developed, this tendency to over-rely on non-pragmatic factors was expected 

to be mitigated and thus the learners started to make more pragmatic choices approaching to 

the native norm. 

The interview results below (Section 7.1.3.1) also suggest that the beginner speakers 

had not yet developed sensitivity to the semantic information. 

Because nimotsu [‘package’] is already mentioned. 

(wa, ST3/CTA1, 1B) 

Ga sounds more natural with todokimasu [‘to arrive’]. Wa sounds too strong, too much 

emphasis, like the one with phone call [referring to ST3/CTA4 (Section 7.1.3.4) that 

was discussed earlier in the interview]. 

(ga, ST3/CTA1, 4A) 
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The above comments were provided for the standard verbal sentence used in the topic context, 

presented earlier in (5c). In this sentence, both the beginner level learners chose wa based on 

the discourse information, as exemplified in the comment of 1B, while all the other non-native 

speakers chose ga, suggesting the effect of a semantic factor, as exemplified in the comment of 

4A above. 

In sum, I argued that the temporary decline in discourse sensitivity at the intermediate 

level was caused by the interaction between the developing linguistic ability, which offered the 

learners expanded linguistic resources to consider when making their choice of particle, and the 

underdeveloped pragmatic ability, which hindered them from constraining their use of language 

in a pragmatically appropriate manner. 

Section 8.1 was devoted to answering Question 1, discussing the factors and their interactions 

that affected the L2 learners’ use of wa and ga. The results found two types of factors: factors 

that had parallel effects across the L2 proficiency levels and factors that had uneven effects 

across the proficiency groups. I first accounted for the interactions between the discourse factor 

on the one hand and the semantic factors, namely proposition type, verb type and predicate 

category, on the other hand, which had the same effect across the L2 proficiency groups. 

Thereafter, I argued that the u-shaped developmental patterns, which were observed in factors 

that had uneven effects across the proficiency groups, can be a result of an interacting effect of 

the developing linguistic ability and the underdeveloped pragmatic ability at the intermediate 

level. In the next section, I compare the L2 learners’ use of wa and ga to the native speakers’ 

use of these particles and argue the similarities and the differences between these two groups. 
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8.2. Question 2: How does L2 learners’ use of wa and ga differ 

from native speakers’ use of these particles? 

Statistical analysis revealed that the factor proficiency level did not participate in the 

interactions between the discourse factor and the three semantic factors, i.e. proposition type, 

verb type and predicate category. This means that not only the non-native speakers’ but also 

the native speakers’ choices between wa and ga were in fact under the same influence of the 

above interactions. However, this does not necessarily mean that these groups performed in an 

identical manner, as will be explained in this section. In this section, I first clarify what the lack 

of participation of the factor proficiency level in the above interactions mean in the current 

analysis (Section 8.2.1), and then discuss: (1) how we can account for the above interactions 

with regard to the native speakers (Section 8.2.1); and (2) what factor distinguishes the L2 

grammar from the native grammar in terms of the choice between wa and ga (Section 8.2.3). 

8.2.1 Involvement of proficiency level in interactions 

When there is a significant interaction between two factors, this means that the effect of one 

factor on an outcome depends on the other factor. In contrast, lack of significant interaction 

between two factors indicates that the effect of one factor does not change according to the 

other factor. This can be exemplified in Figure 8.7 and Figure 8.8 below respectively. 
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Figure 8.7 Significant interaction between 

proficiency level and predicate category in the main 

dataset (Section 6.1.4.1) 

Note: ‘B’, ‘I’, ‘A’, ‘UA’ and ‘N’ refer to the beginner, 

intermediate, advanced, upper-advanced and native groups 

respectively. ‘Adjectival’, ‘nominal’ and ‘verbal’ indicate 

adjectival, nominal and verbal predicates respectively. The 

R function emmeans was used to produce these results. 

Figure 8.8 Effect of proficiency level and proposition 

type in the main dataset, which were not in a significant 

interaction 

Note: ‘B’, ‘I’, ‘A’, ‘UA’ and ‘N’ refer to the beginner, 

intermediate, advanced, upper-advanced and native groups 

respectively. ‘Attribute’ and ‘event’ indicate attribute and 

event propositions respectively. The R function emmeans was 

used to produce these results. 

 Figure 8.7 illustrates the effects of proficiency level and predicate category in the main dataset, 

which were found to be in a significant interaction. It shows that the effect of predicate category 

significantly varied depending on proficiency level, i.e. the effect of predicate category was 

uneven across the proficiency groups. On the other hand, Figure 8.8 shows the effects of 

proficiency level and proposition type in the main dataset, which were not in a significant 

interaction. It shows that the effect of proposition type did not change depending on proficiency 

level, i.e. the effect of proposition type was parallel across the proficiency groups. The same 

applies to the lack of participation of the factor proficiency level in the interactions between the 

discourse factor and the semantic factors, i.e. proposition type, verb type and predicate 

category; the effects of these interactions were parallel across all the proficiency groups. This 
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means that both the non-native and the native speakers were under the same influence of these 

interactions.  

However, being under the same influence of the interactions does not necessarily mean 

that these groups behaved in the same manner in the choice of particle. Figure 8.9 and Figure 

8.10 below show the effect of the interaction between predicate category and context type A 

divided into the non-native group and the native group as an example. 

  

Figure 8.9 Interaction between predicate category and 

context type A in the main dataset (Section 6.1.3.3), 

limited to the non-native data 

Note: ‘TOP’, ‘CON’ and ‘EL’ refer to topic, contrastive and 

exhaustive-listing contexts respectively, and ‘A’, N’, and 

‘V’ refer to adjectival, nominal and verbal predicates 

respectively. The R function emmeans was used to produce 

these results. 

Figure 8.10 Interaction between predicate category 

and context type A in the main dataset (Section 

6.1.3.3), limited to the native data 

Note: ‘TOP’, ‘CON’ and ‘EL’ refer to topic, contrastive and 

exhaustive-listing contexts respectively, and ‘A’, N’, and 

‘V’ refer to adjectival, nominal and verbal predicates 

respectively. The R function emmeans was used to produce 

these results. 

In Figure 8.9 and Figure 8.10, similar patterns of the effect of the interaction between the non-

native and the native results can be observed, which indicates a lack of participation of 

proficiency level in this interaction. Nonetheless, there seems to be a consistent gap in the 

probabilities of choosing a pragmatically required particle between these two groups. This 
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indicates that the degree of the effect of the interaction might have been different between these 

groups, which is further discussed in Section 8.2.3. 

8.2.2 Similarity between the non-native and the native grammars 

As shown in the previous section, the results showed that the native and the non-native 

grammars were under the same influence of the interactions between the discourse factor on 

the one hand and the semantic factors, i.e. proposition type, verb type and predicate category, 

on the other hand. In what follows, I argue that the effects of the above interactions on the 

native speakers’ use of wa and ga can be accounted for in a similar way as in their effects on 

the L2 grammar. 

First, the result indicates that not only the non-native speakers’ but also the native 

speakers’ pragmatic use of wa and ga was under the influence of the proposition type of the 

sentence, namely event and attribute propositions (Figure 8.1 and Figure 8.2). This means that 

the native speakers also had a greater tendency to use attribute propositions with the topic wa 

and event propositions with the neutral-descriptive ga in a pragmatically appropriate way than 

the other discourse markers (Section 8.1.1.1). The results suggest that the propositional 

suitability for a certain information structure in a sentence, i.e. the characteristic of attribute 

propositions, which consist of an entity (NP) and its attribute (X), better suits a sentence with a 

predicate-focus structure, while the characteristic of event propositions, which is described as 

one piece of information, is more suitable for a sentence-focus structure, also had effects on the 

native speakers’ choice of wa and ga. In addition, this tendency to be affected by the 

propositional characteristics of the sentence means that the native speakers also had a certain 

level of tendency to make a choice of particle that did not align with a pragmatic requirement. 

This is in line with Sugai’s (1995) argument that even in the topic context, which pragmatically 
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requires the use of the topic wa, the use of a ga-sentence can be preferred in the native grammar 

if the predicate shows a ‘one-off event’ (‘temporary state’ in the current study).79 

Now we move on to the effect of verb type on the discourse factor. The results indicate 

that, as in the non-native grammar, the native speakers’ probabilities of choosing the contrastive 

wa were significantly lower in the existential and the perceptional sentences than in the standard 

sentence (Figure 8.3). The results suggest that the native speakers also experienced 

indeterminacy in the contrastive context, which was caused by the functional similarity between 

the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-listing ga. Recall that, in a discussion of the effect of verb 

type in the L2 grammar (Section 8.1.1.2), I presented interview comments from two L2 learners, 

i.e. intermediate and upper-advanced speakers, who showed indeterminacy in the choice of 

particle in the contrastive and the exhaustive-listing contexts. These comments suggested that 

the upper-advanced speaker’s indeterminacy was based on an acceptance of both readings while 

the intermediate learners’ indeterminacy was caused by an underdeveloped understanding of 

these functions and resulting confusion between them. I assume that the native speakers’ 

indeterminacy also stems from an acceptance of both readings of contrastive and exhaustive-

listing, like the case of the upper-advanced speaker. This is supported by the below interview 

comment from a native speaker (Section 7.1.3.2). The question sentence for this comment is 

the same as (2). 

 
79 See Section 3.4.2 for more argument by Sugai (1995). 
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If you want to make a comparison between the sleeping white cat and the black cat that 

is awake, then wa would be better. But if the sleeping cat has more weight than the black 

cat, then ga might be ok too. 

(both are possible, ST3/CTA2, 5A) 

The above comment suggests that this native speaker was aware of the different meanings the 

wa-sentence and the ga-sentence would convey in this context. His acceptance of both options 

indicates his judgement that both readings would serve the pragmatic purpose in this situation. 

In other words, the functional similarity as toritate-joshi made both the contrastive reading and 

the exhaustive-listing reading acceptable in this situation. Similar comments from the native 

speakers that suggest the acceptance of both the contrastive and the exhaustive-listing readings 

were found in Section 7.1.5.2, Section 7.1.7.3 and Section 7.2.2.5. The current results also 

indicate that the semantic-level association between the use of ga and patient NPs was 

influential not only on the non-native speakers but also on the native speakers. 

Lastly, the results indicate that, as in the non-native grammar, the native speakers also 

had a tendency to use the topic wa more with nominal sentences than adjectival or verbal 

sentences (Figure 8.4). It was also shown that the neutral-descriptive ga was less likely to be 

used with nominal sentences compared to adjectival or verbal sentences. These results indicate 

that the native speakers, as well as the non-native speakers, associated the use of the topic wa 

and nominal sentences, which is assumed to be the result of the attributive characteristic that 

nominal sentences tend to have. It was also suggested that, in the current cloze test, the semantic 

roles of the NPs in the verbal sentences used for the contrastive and the exhaustive-listing 

contexts affected the native speakers’ choice of particle, as in the non-native speakers (Section 

8.1.1.3). 
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In summary, the current results showed that not only the non-native speakers’ but also 

the native speakers’ choice of wa and ga was not always made based on discourse information 

only. Rather, their probability to reflect discourse information onto the choice of particle varied 

depending on the various types of semantic information of the sentence. The study identified 

three types of affecting semantic factors, namely proposition type, verb type and predicate 

category. In this regard, the non-native speakers’ way of using wa and ga was not completely 

different from that of the native speakers; these groups were in fact affected by common factors 

in their use of these particles. 

8.2.3 Difference between the non-native and the native grammars 

In the previous section, I accounted for the effects of the interactions between the discourse 

factor and the three semantic factors on the native grammar and explained that both the native 

and the non-native speakers were under the effects of these interactions. However, as explained 

in Section 8.2.1, being under the influence of common factors does not necessarily mean that 

the L1 and the L2 grammars were exactly the same. In fact, Figure 8.9 and Figure 8.10 presented 

earlier suggest that there was a consistent difference between the native and the non-native 

speakers’ probabilities of choosing a pragmatically appropriate particle. 

Existence of the gap between the native group and the non-native groups in relation to 

discourse sensitivity was indeed statistically supported by the results reported in Section 6.1.2, 

which is repeated in Figure 8.11 below. 
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Figure 8.11 Probability of choosing the pragmatically required particle in each proficiency level 

Note: ‘Main’ refers to the main dataset (Section 6.1.1.1), ‘verb’ the verb-type dataset (Section 6.1.1.2) and ‘context’ the context-

type dataset (Section 6.1.1.3). The R function emmeans was used to produce these results. 

The result in Figure 8.11 show that the native speakers’ choice of wa and ga was significantly 

more likely to be consistent with a pragmatic requirement when compared to any of the non-

native groups; in other words, the native speakers had a significantly higher sensitivity to 

discourse information compared to the non-native speakers. 

The gap in discourse sensitivity between the native and the non-native groups is also 

supported by the results of the NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences (Section 6.2.2). Figure 8.12 below 

shows the result in one of the context types that presented a clear difference between these 

groups. 
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Figure 8.12 Probability (%) of choosing combinations of ga-ga, ga-wa, wa-ga and wa-wa in each 

proficiency level for the TOP-CON context in the analysis of NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences 

Note: In this context type, the topic wa for the NP1 and the contrastive wa for the NP2 are pragmatically required, shown by 

the thick line. 

 Figure 8.12 illustrates the probabilities of learners choosing different combinations of particle 

in the NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences in a context that requires the topic wa for the NP1 and the 

contrastive wa for the NP2. Recall that the wa-ga combination, i.e. wa for the NP1 and ga for 

the NP2, is semantically required in these sentences (Section 5.1.3.2). Figure 8.12 clearly shows 

that there was a gap in discourse sensitivity between all the non-native groups and the native 

group; the native speakers were significantly more likely to choose the pragmatically required 

combination, wa-wa, compared to all the non-native groups. These results will be further 

discussed in Section 8.3. 

The challenge in L2 learners’ pragmatic development has been widely argued in the 

past (e.g. Eisenstein and Bodman 1986, Blum-Kulka, House and Kasper 1989, Sawyer 1992, 

Bardovi-Harlig and Dornyei 1998, Kasper and Rose 2002). For example, Sawyer (1992) 

conducted a longitudinal study on L2 Japanese speakers’ acquisition process of the pragmatic 
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marker ne and reports that the development of the use of ne was slower than the development 

of grammatical particles and general vocabulary. Eisenstein and Bodman (1986) also report 

cases where L2 learners produced grammatically correct but pragmatically inappropriate 

utterances to express gratitude in English.80 

Underdeveloped discourse sensitivity in the L2 learners signifies their stronger 

susceptibility to semantic factors than the native speakers in the current study. In his 

investigation of L2 learners’ use of the Japanese pragmatic particle ne, Sawyer (1992) reports 

that his L2 participants at first primarily only used ne in fixed-phrases learnt as chunks, e.g. soo 

desu ne ‘that’s right’, before starting to show more productive uses. This is similar to our results 

that lower level L2 learners, and also more advanced level learners at times, often used ga 

simply based on the presence of certain verbs, e.g. mieru ‘can be seen’ (Section 7.1.1), in that 

a syntactic choice was made without sufficient consideration of the discourse. The gap in 

discourse sensitivity between the L1 and the L2 speakers found in the current results suggests 

that the L2 learners’ underdeveloped ability to appropriately process discourse information 

leads to an overreliance on semantic factors to make a syntactic choice. 

What does this semantic overreliance in L2 grammar mean in terms of the three 

interactions between the discourse and the semantic factors found in the current study? Let me 

explain this using some examples. First, in terms of the interaction between proposition type 

and context type A, the result in Figure 8.1 shows that both the L1 and the L2 groups were more 

likely to use the topic wa appropriately in attribute propositions than in event propositions. See 

the following example. 

 
80 Also see Chapter 2 for a detailed review of vulnerability in syntax-discourse interface properties. 
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(9) ST3 (event, standard verbal sentence)/CTA1 (the topic context) 

 (By the way, Ms. Yamamoto, who has moved to Yamagata, said she has sent a package 

to you.) 

 Yamamoto-san no nimotsu (     ) kinoo todokimashita yo. 

 Ms.Yamamoto GEN package  yesterday arrived FP 

 ‘Her package arrived yesterday.’ 

 In (9), the sentence shows an event proposition thus semantically requiring the NON-TOPIC ga, 

while the topic wa is pragmatically required. The semantic overreliance in the L2 learners 

indicates that the L2 learners were significantly more likely to choose ga than the L1 speakers 

following the semantic requirement, whereas the L1 speakers were more likely to choose wa 

based on the discourse information. It is supported by the interview results for (9), in which 

most of the non-native participants81 chose ga claiming semantic reasons, while both of the 

native speakers chose wa, appropriately processing the discourse information (Section 7.1.3.1). 

Second, in terms of the interaction between the verb type and context type A, the results 

in Figure 8.3 indicate that both the native and the non-native speakers had a strong tendency to 

choose ga in the contrastive context in the perceptional sentences due to the discourse-level 

indeterminacy caused by the functional similarity between the contrastive wa and the 

exhaustive-listing ga. See the following example. 

 
81 In this sentence, both of the beginner learners chose a pragmatically appropriate wa. See Section 8.1.2 for the 

discussion of the u-shaped developmental pattern. 
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(10) ST1 (event, perceptional verbal sentence)/CTA2 (the contrastive context) 

 (You went to Lake Yamanaka last weekend, didn’t you? How was the view from the 

hotel?) 

 Heya kara Fuji-san (     ) miemashita kedo, Yamanaka-ko wa 

 room ABL Mt.Fuji  could.be.seen but Lake.Yamanaka CON 

 miemasen deshi-ta. 

 can.not.be.seen COP-PST 

 ‘Mt. Fuji could be seen from the window but not Lake Yamanaka.’ 

In (10), the NON-TOPIC ga is required at the semantic level, while the contrastive wa is 

pragmatically required. The L2 tendency to semantic overreliance indicates that the L2 learners 

were more likely to choose ga based on the semantic information in this sentence compared to 

the L1 speakers, while the L1 speakers were more likely to choose wa to show comparison 

between the two NPs, i.e. Fuji-san ‘Mt. Fuji’ and Yamanaka-ko ‘Lake Yamanaka’. This is 

supported by the interview results for (10), in which many L2 participants chose ga based on 

the presence of the perceptional verb mieru ‘can be seen’, while neither of the native speakers 

mentioned the effect of the verb mieru ‘can be seen’ on their choice of particle and instead 

demonstrated their ability to process discourse information appropriately (Section 7.1.1.2). 

Lastly, in terms of the interaction between predicate category and context type A, the 

results in Figure 8.4 indicate that both the native and the non-native speakers had a strong 

tendency to use the topic wa in the nominal sentences. See the example below. 
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(11) ST8 (attribute, nominal sentence)/CTA3 (the exhaustive-listing context) 

 (Your supervisor is Mr. Takeuchi, right?) 

 Iie, Sakata-sensei (     ) watashi no shidookyookan desu. 

 no Mr.Sakata  I GEN supervisor COP 

 ‘No, Mr. Sakata is my supervisor.’ 

In (11), the sentence has a nominal predicate, i.e. watashi no shidookyookan desu ‘be my 

supervisor’, which has general attributive characteristics semantically suggesting the use of the 

TOPIC wa, while the context is exhaustive-listing requiring ga. The L2 tendency to rely on 

semantic information indicates that the L2 learners were more likely to choose wa in this 

nominal sentence than the L1 speakers based on the semantic information, while L1 speakers 

were more likely to choose ga based on the discourse requirement.82 

Summarising Section 8.2, the results show that the native speakers’ and the non-native 

speakers’ use of wa and ga were similar in that they were both affected by the interactions 

between the discourse factor and the semantic factors, i.e. proposition type, verb type and 

predicate category. However, there was a significant gap between the native speakers and the 

L2 learners in their discourse sensitivity, which resulted in a stronger susceptibility to semantic 

influence in the L2 grammar. Consequently, the L2 learners were more likely to make an 

unpragmatic choice of particle compared to the native speakers. The results indicate that this 

was the fundamental cause of the divergence between the L1 and the L2 grammars in the current 

data. 

 
82 There were no interview results in the current data that support this point. 
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8.3 Question 3: Does the current study support or challenge the 

Interface Hypothesis? 

Attesting the Interface Hypothesis, i.e. whether interface properties are fully acquirable by 

second language learners, is the last research question of this study. In the analysis of the NP-

wa/ga X sentences (Section 6.1), apart from the results in the overall discourse sensitivity 

(Section 6.1.2, Section 8.2.3), the study did not find any significant gaps between the upper-

advanced and the native groups in most of the interactions that involved the factor proficiency 

level.83  This indicates that the upper-advanced speakers’ performance in the NP-wa/ga X 

sentences in terms of these interactions was mostly nativelike. Now, this section examines the 

results of the NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences to see what they can offer in terms of the Interface 

Hypothesis. 

Figure 8.13 below illustrates the probabilities of choosing a pragmatically required 

combination of particles in the NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences in each context type in the upper-

advanced and the native groups. Recall that the wa-ga combination, i.e. wa for the NP1 and ga 

for the NP2, is required semantically in all the context types (Section 5.1.3.2). 

 
83 The only significant difference between the upper-advanced and the native groups was found in the probability 

in nominal sentences in the interaction between proficiency level and predicate category (p = 0.0135) in the 

context-type dataset (Section 6.1.4.1). 
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Figure 8.13 Probability (%) of choosing the pragmatically required combination in NP1-wa NP2-ga X 

sentences in each context type in the upper-advanced and the native groups 

The pragmatically required particles in each context type are listed in Table 8.1 below. 

Context type B Discourse marker for NP1 Discourse marker for NP2 Conflict status 

CTB1 The topic wa The exhaustive-listing ga NC 

CTB2 The topic wa The neutral-descriptive ga NC 

CTB3 The contrastive wa The exhaustive-listing ga NC 

CTB4 The contrastive wa The neutral-descriptive ga NC 

CTB5 The topic wa The contrastive wa C 

CTB6 The contrastive wa The contrastive wa C 

CTB7 The exhaustive-listing ga The contrastive wa C 

CTB8 The exhaustive-listing ga The neutral-descriptive ga C 

Table 8.1 Pragmatically required particles for NP1 and NP2 in each context type of NP1-wa NP2-ga X 

sentences 

Note: The conflict status column shows whether there is a conflict between the discourse and semantic requirements. ‘C’ refers 

to conflict and ‘NC’ refers to non-conflict. 

 Figure 8.13 shows that, when the wa-ga combination was pragmatically required (absence of 

conflict between the discourse and semantic requirements), i.e. TOP-EL, TOP-ND, CON-EL, CON-

ND, there was no significant difference between the upper-advanced and the native speakers in 

their probabilities of making pragmatically appropriate choices; both groups were highly likely 
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to choose wa for the NP1 and ga for the NP2. In contrast, when it was pragmatically required to 

choose combinations other than wa-ga (presence of conflict), i.e. TOP-CON, CON-CON, EL-CON, 

EL-ND, there were large gaps between these two groups; even though the native speakers also 

showed lower probabilities than in the non-conflictive contexts, the upper-advanced speakers’ 

probabilities of making a pragmatically appropriate choice were still significantly lower than 

the native speakers.84 

The results in the contexts with conflict between the discourse and semantic 

requirements, i.e. TOP-CON, CON-CON, EL-CON, EL-ND, clearly indicate that the upper-advanced 

speakers were less sensitive to discourse information in the choice of particle in NP1-wa NP2-

ga X sentences, compared to the native speakers; when a pragmatic requirement was different 

from a semantic requirement, the upper-advanced speakers were less likely to reflect the 

discourse information onto the choice of wa and ga compared to the native speakers. It further 

suggests that the observed convergence to the native performance when there was no conflict, 

i.e. TOP-EL, TOP-ND, CON-EL, CON-ND, does not necessarily indicate that the upper-advanced 

speakers possessed the same level of discourse processing ability as the native speakers. Rather, 

it is more appropriate to interpret this high probability of choosing the wa-ga combination when 

there was no conflict as an indication of the upper-advanced speakers’ response to the semantic 

cue. The following interview responses from an upper-advanced speaker and a native speaker 

provide support for this claim. 

 
84 The differences between the upper-advanced and the native group were significant in all the context types with 

conflict between the semantic and discourse requirements, except for the CON-CON context in which the difference 

did not reach significance (p = 0.1368). 
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(12) Type A/CTB5 (the topic wa for the NP1 and the contrastive wa for the NP2) 

 (Did Ms. Yamamoto make biscuits again? She is so good at cooking. Her husand is 

lucky.) 

 Soo desu ne. Demo Yamamoto-san (     ) ryoori (     ) suki 

 so COP FP but Ms.Yamamoto  cooking  like 

 desu kedo, sooji ya sentaku (     ) amari sukijanai 

 COP but cleaning and laundry  not.much not.like 

 soo desu yo.    

 heard COP FP    

 ‘True. But she said she is good at cooking but she does not like cleaning or doing 

laundry.’ 

I followed the grammatical rule, Yamamoto-san wa ryoori ga joozu [‘Ms. Yamamoto is 

good at cooking’]. …wa…ga joozu [‘…is good at …’] is a common grammatical 

pattern. I used wa for sentaku [‘laundry’] to make a comparison to ryoori [‘cooking’]. 

(wa-ga, TypeA/CTB5, 4B) 

Wa marks Yamamoto-san [‘Ms. Yamamoto’] because it had already appeared 

previously. Then, ryoori [‘cooking’] and sooji ya sentaku [‘cleaning and laundry’] are 

compared, so I chose wa to mark them. 

(wa-wa, TypeA/CTB5, 5B) 

The above comments from the upper-advanced speaker (4B) and the native speaker (5B) show 

that the upper-advanced speaker did not take the discourse factors into consideration in the 

choice of wa and ga for either the NP1, i.e. Yamamoto-san ‘Ms. Yamamoto’, or the NP2, i.e. 
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ryoori ‘cooking’, while the native speaker did. These comments demonstrate the difference in 

ability to process discourse information in NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences between the native and 

the upper-advanced speakers. 

As shown in Figure 8.13 earlier, the largest gap between the upper-advanced and the 

native speakers was found in the TOP-CON context (p = 0.0005), in which the topic wa for the 

NP1 and the contrastive wa for the NP2 were pragmatically required. This means that the upper-

advanced speakers’ performance in this context type was least nativelike. The discourse-level 

indeterminacy in the contrastive wa, caused by its functional similarity to the exhaustive-listing 

ga (Section 8.1.1.2), can be culpable of this result; due to the indeterminacy in the particle to 

mark the NP2, the upper-advanced speakers had a tendency to turn to the semantic factor and 

chose ga to mark the NP2. The results of all the proficiency groups in this context type revealed 

that the upper-advanced speakers’ performance was very similar to the rest of the L2 learner 

groups, strongly preferring to choose the semantically required combination of wa-ga (Figure 

8.12, repeated below as Figure 8.14). 
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Figure 8.14 Probability (%) of choosing combinations of ga-ga, ga-wa, wa-ga and wa-wa in each 

proficiency level for the TOP-CON context, in which the topic wa for the NP1 and the contrastive wa for 

the NP2 are pragmatically required (the thick line), in the analysis of NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences 

As shown in Figure 8.14, there was no significant improvement across the L2 groups in the 

probability of choosing the pragmatically required combination, highlighting the gap between 

the non-native groups and the native group. 

Based on the argument presented above, I claim that L2 learners’ ability to use a 

pragmatically required particle can reach the native range as long as there is not an excessive 

amount of discourse information to process. More specifically, upper-advanced speakers can 

use wa and ga in a nativelike manner in NP-wa/ga X sentences, which contain one NP to be 

marked by either wa or ga. However, upper-advanced speakers’ ability to use wa and ga in a 

pragmatically appropriate manner in NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences might not reach the native 

range due to the large amount of discourse information that these sentences pose, which creates 

gaps between the upper-advanced and the native speakers’ performance. This claim is 

consistent to the processing account (Sorace and Serratrice 2009); the excessive amount of 

information that L2 speakers are required to process causes an unsuccessful acquisition of the 
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interface property. In conclusion, this study supports the Interface Hypothesis; there remains a 

gap between upper-advanced and native speakers in their ability to process a large amount of 

discourse information. 

8.4 Summary 

This chapter answered the research questions of this study based on the empirical evidence 

provided by the quantitative analysis of the collected data along with the qualitative data. 

First, I accounted for two types of factors that affected the L2 learners’ choice between 

wa and ga: factors that had parallel effects across the proficiency levels and factors whose effect 

differed across the proficiency levels. The study found that all the proficiency groups were 

under the effects of interactions between the discourse factor and the three semantic factors, 

namely proposition type, verb type and predicate category. This indicates that the L2 learners’ 

pragmatic choice of wa and ga was influenced by the above semantic factors regardless of their 

proficiency level. I accounted for the reasons why these semantic factors influenced the L2 

learners’ pragmatic choice of wa and ga. On the other hand, the study also found cases where 

the intermediate level learners’ choice of particle was less pragmatic than the beginner level 

learners, exhibiting the u-shaped developmental pattern. I argued that this was a result of an 

interaction between the intermediate level learners’ developing linguistic knowledge and their 

still underdeveloped ability to appropriately process discourse information. 

Secondly, the results unexpectedly showed that not only the non-native speakers but 

also the native speakers were under the effects of the interactions between the discourse factor 

and the semantic factors, i.e. proposition type, verb type and predicate category. I argued that 

the effects of these interactions can be accounted for in a similar manner for the native speakers 

as in the non-native grammar. However, being affected by the common factors does not 



   Discussion 

  333 

necessarily mean that the native and the non-native speakers performed in an identical way in 

terms of their choice between wa and ga. I argued that the significant difference in discourse 

sensitivity between these groups resulted in a different susceptibility to semantic factors. In 

other words, the non-native speakers were significantly more likely to make unpragmatic 

choices of particle compared to the native speakers due to their lower ability to appropriately 

reflect discourse information onto the choice between wa and ga and their stronger tendency to 

rely on semantic factors to make a syntactic choice. 

Lastly, the study found a marked divergence between the upper-advanced and the native 

speakers in the use of wa and ga in NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences. I argued that this was caused 

by the upper-advanced speakers’ inability to process a large amount of discourse information 

in this type of sentence, i.e. processing account. This evidence led me to conclude that the 

current study supports the Interface Hypothesis, providing empirical evidence to the ongoing 

debate of the validity of the hypothesis.
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Chapter 9 Conclusion 

9.1. Summary of the findings 

This study investigated how L1 English/L2 Japanese speakers make a choice between wa and 

ga under the influence of various interacting factors. It also examined whether there is a 

difference between highly advanced L2 speakers and native speakers in the use of these 

markers, providing a contribution to the ongoing debate of the Interface Hypothesis. 

Data were collected from L1 English/L2 Japanese speakers with various proficiency 

levels and L1 Japanese speakers using an online cloze test and then the data were statistically 

analysed. Follow-up interviews were also conducted to provide a qualitative insight into the 

statistical results. 

Statistical analysis of the collected data found that, in the L2 learners’ grammar, there 

were significant interactions between a discourse factor and three semantic factors, i.e. 

proposition type, verb type and predicate category. This means that the effect of discourse on 

the choice of wa and ga varied depending on these semantic factors. Interestingly, the above 

interactions were found to have parallel effects on the native speakers, indicating that not only 

the non-native speakers but also the native speakers were under the influence of the above 

interactions when making a choice between wa and ga. However, significant differences were 

found between the native and all the non-native groups in the overall sensitivity to discourse. 

This indicates that the non-native speakers’ ability to reflect discourse information onto the 

choice between wa and ga was markedly lower than that of the native speakers. In the current 



Conclusion 

  336 

context, the L2 learners’ underdeveloped discourse sensitivity can be interpreted as their 

stronger susceptibility to semantic information compared to the native speakers. Thus, the 

current study concluded that this L2 learners’ higher tendency to rely on semantic factors to 

make a choice between wa and ga, which resulted in more frequent unpragmatic uses of these 

particles compared to the L1 speakers, was the fundamental cause of the divergence between 

the L1 and the L2 grammars. 

The study also found that the L2 learners’ probability of choosing a pragmatically 

appropriate particle temporarily declined at the intermediate level in some areas. I argued that 

this u-shaped developmental pattern was caused by the interacting effect of the developing 

linguistic knowledge and the underdeveloped discourse-processing ability, which resulted in a 

high rate of unpragmatic uses of wa and ga at this stage of language acquisition. 

An examination of the results of the upper-advanced L2 speakers and the native 

speakers revealed a marked difference between these groups in their ability to choose 

pragmatically appropriate particles in the NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences. This type of sentence 

requires a larger amount of discourse information to be processed compared to NP-wa/ga X 

sentences. The results indicate that the upper-advanced speakers had trouble processing an 

excessive amount of discourse information, i.e. processing account (Sorace 2005), resulting in 

a divergence from the native performance. Based on this result, the current study supports the 

Interface Hypothesis. 

9.2. Implications 

This study offers strong implications to Japanese second language education. Kasper and Rose 

(2002) claim the benefit of explicit instructions and well-planned activities focused on 

pragmatic characteristics of a language for L2 pragmatic development. The current results 
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suggest that the L2 learners’ divergence from the native performance stems from their strong 

tendency to rely on semantic factors to choose wa or ga, which results in more frequent 

occurrence of unpragmatic uses of these particles. Therefore, offering tasks designed to develop 

awareness to discourse information and the skills to make a pragmatic choice of particle 

regardless of semantic information can be a key to narrow the gap between native and non-

native grammars. See the following example. 

(1) (What can you see?) 

 Umi (     ) miemasu. 

 ocean  can.be.seen 

 ‘The ocean can be seen.’ 

In (1), the context requires the target sentence to have an argument-focus structure. Therefore, 

the exhaustive-listing ga is pragmatically required. On the other hand, the current results clearly 

showed that a presence of a perceptional verb, i.e. miemasu ‘can be seen’, or the semantic role 

of a patient in the nominative NP, i.e. umi ‘ocean’, was a strong trigger for the choice of ga. 

This means that a learner can choose a pragmatically appropriate particle in (1) by solely relying 

on the semantic factor without processing any discourse information. In this type of task, L2 

learners’ underdeveloped discourse sensitivity can be overlooked and learners might not be 

offered an opportunity to develop their awareness to discourse information. 

One of the possible solutions to this problem is to prepare the following type of tasks. 
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(2) (Who is your teacher?) 

 Sakata-sensei (     ) watashi no sensei desu. 

 Sakata-teacher  I GEN teacher COP 

 ‘Mr Sakata is my teacher.’ 

In (2), the type of context is the same as in (1), i.e. the exhaustive-listing context, but the 

sentence is nominal showing an attribute proposition. The current results showed that nominal 

predicates and attribute propositions were both conditions that cause a higher probability of the 

use of the TOPIC wa. This type of sentence with a conflict between the discourse and semantic 

requirements can provide learners with an opportunity to examine the effect of discourse on the 

choice of particle, leading to an improved awareness of discourse information. 

The three contributing semantic factors that the current study identified are the type of 

proposition, verb and predicate. Therefore, when preparing tasks for SLA class, it may be 

advisable to consider these semantic characteristics of the sentence and to be sure to include 

sentences with conflict between the semantic and discourse requirements in order to enhance 

learners’ awareness of discourse information. 

Another important factor that can affect L2 learners’ choice of wa and ga is the 

functional similarity between the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-listing ga (Section 8.1.1.2). 

Based on the current results, I argued that this functional similarity often resulted in 

indeterminacy between these discourse markers and, consequently, stronger susceptibility to 

semantic factors. In fact, the interview results, particularly that of the lower-proficiency groups, 

clearly showed that L2 learners were often confused between the use of these markers resulting 

in a stronger tendency to rely on semantic information to make a choice of particle. Explicit 

instructions regarding the difference between the contrastive wa and the exhaustive-listing ga 
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can be one of the solutions to this issue. Again, presenting these particles in a context that does 

not conflict with a semantic requirement is predicted to be less effective for the purpose of 

enhancing learners’ understanding of these functions, as exemplified below. 

(3) a. The contrastive context/attribute proposition, permanent nominal predicate 

  (Are you and Takashi both students?) 

  Watashi wa gakusei desu ga Takashi wa chigaimasu. 

  I CON student COP but Takashi CON different 

  ‘I am a student but Takashi is not.’ 

 b. The exhaustive-listing context/event proposition, perceptional verbal predicate 

  (What can you see?) 

  Umi ga miemasu. 

  ocean EL can.be.seen 

  ‘(I) can see the ocean.’ 

In (3a), wa is both pragmatically (the contrastive context) and semantically (attribute 

proposition, nominal predicate) required, while, in (3b), ga is pragmatically (the exhaustive-

listing context) and semantically (event proposition, perceptional verbal predicate) required. In 

these cases, learners can choose the pragmatically required option by only considering the 

semantic factor of the sentence, which does not enhance their discourse awareness. See the 

following examples. 
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(4) a. The contrastive context/event proposition, perceptional verbal predicate 

  (Can you see both the ocean and the mountain?) 

  Umi wa mieru kedo, yama wa miemasen. 

  ocean CON can.be.seen but mountain CON cannot.be.seen 

  ‘(I) can see the ocean but not the mountain.’ 

 b. The exhaustive-listing context/attribute proposition, permanent verbal predicate 

  (Who does exercise every day?) 

  Chichi ga mainichi undooshimasu. 

  father EL everyday exercise 

  ‘My father does exercise every day.’ 

In (4a), wa is pragmatically required (the contrastive context) and ga is semantically required 

(event proposition, perceptional verbal predicate), while, in (4b), ga is pragmatically required 

(the exhaustive-listing ga) and wa is semantically required (attribute proposition). In these 

cases, following the semantic requirement does not automatically result in a pragmatic choice 

of particle. Therefore, learners are required to process discourse information to produce a 

pragmatically appropriate sentence. It is predicted that tasks like (4a) and (4b) are more 

effective for the enhancement of L2 learners’ awareness of discourse factors and their 

understanding of the functions of these markers compared to tasks like (3a) and (3b). 

Lastly, the above argument also applies to NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences. In NP1-wa NP2-

ga X sentences, the wa-ga combination is always semantically required but the pragmatic 

requirement varies depending on the context. See the following examples. 
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(5) The topic wa for the NP1, the exhaustive-listing ga for the NP2 

 (Did you say Ms. Yamamoto can play the piano and the guitar?) 

 Iie, Yamamoto-san (     ) baiorin (     ) joozuna-n desu. 

 no Ms. Yamamoto  violin  good.at-NOMZ COP 

 ‘No, she is good at violin.’ 

In (3), the wa-ga combination is both semantically and pragmatically (the topic wa for the NP1 

and the exhaustive-listing ga for the NP2) required. In this case, learners do not need to process 

discourse information to produce a pragmatically appropriate sentence. On the other hand, see 

the following example. 

(6) The exhaustive-listing ga for the NP1, the neutral-descriptive ga for the NP2 

 (You are good at skiing, aren’t you? Will you teach me sometime?) 

 Watashi ja-nai yo. Yamamoto-san (     ) sukii (     ) 

 I COP-NEG FP Ms. Yamamoto  ski  

 joozu-nan da yo. Tanonde mitara?    

 good.at-NMLZ COP FP ask why.not.try    

 ‘It’s not me. Ms. Yamamoto is the one who is good at skiing. Why don’t you ask her?’ 

In contrast to (3), the semantic requirement and the pragmatic requirement are different in (6); 

the exhaustive-listing ga for the NP1 and the neutral-descriptive ga for the NP2 are 

pragmatically required. Therefore, in order to choose pragmatically appropriate particles, 

learners need to examine the context. It is expected that sentence (6) is more effective to 

enhance learners’ awareness of context than (3). Although the current results suggest that it is 

challenging for L2 learners to process a large amount of discourse information, and the gap 
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between native and non-native speakers is residual in NP1-wa NP2-ga X sentences, it is possible 

that effective instructions and exercises for this type of sentence can still improve L2 learners’ 

performance. 

9.3. Limitations of the study and suggestions for future studies 

There are some limitations in this study that need to be mentioned here. One of them is that the 

study did not take into consideration the phenomenon of null particle and null subject, which 

resulted in a gap between the experimental sentences that were used in the current study and 

the natural language. 

Null particle is a frequently observed phenomenon, particularly in a spoken language in 

Japanese (e.g. Tsutsui 1983, Hoshi 1993, Lee 2002). Lee (2002) claims that a null particle is 

not a simple omission of a particle but has a unique function that he calls ‘absolute 

specification’, which cannot be substituted by the overt use of other particles. This suggests 

that, in the current experiment, participants might have preferred a null particle rather than 

either wa or ga in some questions. However, the current experimental tasks did not include a 

null particle as an answer option (see Section 1.4), and thus participants needed to choose either 

wa or ga (or alternatively ‘not sure’ or ‘both are possible’) instead. If a null particle had been 

the preferred option, the choice of either wa or ga would not be an accurate reflection of what 

the participants would normally do in a regular conversation. 

Similarly, a null subject frequently occurs under certain pragmatic conditions in 

Japanese (e.g. Kuno 1978, Shibatani 1990a, Vermeulen 2013). However, all the experimental 

sentences in this study had overt subjects regardless of the pragmatic conditions in order to 

examine the effect of all the context types on the choice of particle. Therefore, it is undeniable 

that some of the experimental sentences lack naturalness to some extent due to the presence of 
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an overt subject. In a context where a null subject was preferred to an overt subject, choosing a 

particle for the subject itself could have been an unnatural task for participants, and thus may 

not be an accurate reflection of their natural language use. 

Because the focus of the current study was the examination of the effect of various 

factors and their interactions on the choice between wa and ga, I excluded the above factors 

from the current scope. For future studies, considerations of these factors will narrow the gap 

between the experimental tasks and the natural use of language and thus provide an even better 

understanding of L2 learners’ use of wa and ga. 

Another limitation is that the semantic role of nominative NPs was not systematically 

considered in the process of creating the experimental tasks. The current results suggest that 

the semantic role of a patient has an effect on the choice of ga. However, as the semantic role 

of nominative NPs was not included as a variable in the statistical test, the actual effect of this 

factor could not be quantitatively analysed. Future research needs to examine more closely the 

links between the semantic role of nominative NPs and the use of particle, which would be a 

fruitful area for further analysis. 

Further, the type of input that learners are exposed to, whether inside or outside the 

classroom, will be an important to factor that affect the learners’ language. Although it was 

difficult to include this factor in the current analysis due to the diverse backgrounds of the 

participants, considering this factor would enable deeper analysis of the issue in the future 

studies. 

Lastly, the current study could not provide sufficient account for the higher probability 

of the choice of the topic wa in existential sentences compared to perceptional and standard 

sentences (Section 8.1.1.2), and the unexpectedly high probabilities in verbal sentences in the 
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contrastive and the exhaustive-listing contexts in event propositions (Section 8.1.1.3). Future 

studies will need to be undertaken to further investigate these issues. 

This study attempted to untangle the mysterious process of L2 acquisition of wa and ga, which 

has long attracted many SLA researchers in the past. The significance of the study is that it 

elucidated this widely argued topic from a new point of view, endeavouring to disclose the 

relationship between various affecting factors on the choice between wa and ga. I hope this 

study inspires more research in this field to further clarify the issue, and also encourages 

Japanese L2 learners’ higher achievement in their journey of second language acquisition.
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Appendix A 

Questionnaire 

Questions about participants’ linguistic backgrounds 

The actual test was conducted online and supplementary questions only appeared if the relevant 

option was chosen. 

 

What is your first language(s)? (First language here means the language you grew up with) 

English 

 

If you chose ‘English’, which country did you spend most of the time in before 

starting high school? 

Australia 

Other (                                               ) 

Japanese 

English and Japanese 

English and other language(s) than Japanese 

 

If you chose ‘English and other language(s) than Japanese’, what is your other 

first language(s)? (You can choose more than one option.) 

Chinese (Mandarin) 

Chinese (Cantonese) 

Italian 

Arabic 

Greek 

Vietnamese 

Spanish 

Hindi 

Tagalog 

Other (                                                           ) 

 

If you chose ‘English and other language(s) than Japanese’, which country did 

you spend most of the time in before starting high school? 

Australia 

Other (                                                     ) 

 

Other language(s) but not English. 
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If you chose ‘Other language(s) but not English’, what is your first language(s)? 

(You can choose more than one option.) 

Chinese (Mandarin) 

Chinese (Cantonese) 

Italian 

Arabic 

Greek 

Vietnamese 

Spanish 

Hindi 

Tagalog 

Other (                                                           )
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Questions about participants’ profile 

1. What is your age? 

(                 ) years old 

 

2. What is your gender? 

a) Male 

b) Female 

c) Other 

 

3. When did you start to learn Japanese? 

a) After starting high school  

 

If you chose ‘After starting high school’, how long have you been studying Japanese? 

i) Less than 1 year 

ii) 1–2 years 

iii) 2–3 years 

iv) More than 3 years 

 

b) Before starting high school 

 

If you chose ‘Before starting high school’, how did you learn Japanese before starting 

high school? 

i) Within a regular primary school curriculum 

ii) Within an intensive primary school curriculum (e.g. Japanese immersion program) 

iii) Other (                                                          ) 

 

4. Have you stayed in Japan for more than six consecutive months? 

a) Yes 

 

If you chose ‘yes’, how long did you stay in Japan? (If you did so more than twice, 

please tell me about the longest stay) 

i) Less than 1 year 

ii) 1–2 years 

iii) 2–3 years 

iv) More than 3 years 

 

If you chose ‘yes’, how old were you when you started your stay in Japan? 

(                   ) years old 

b) No 

 

5. Have you learnt any other languages than Japanese as a second language for more than 2 

years? 

a) Yes 

 

If you chose ‘yes’, what language(s) other than Japanese have you learnt for more than 

2 years as a second language? (You can choose more than one option.

i) Chinese (Mandarin) 

ii) Chinese (Cantonese) 
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iii) Italian 

iv) French 

v) Indonesian 

vi) Korean 

vii) Spanish 

viii) German 

ix) Arabic 

x) Greek 

xi) Vietnamese 

xii) Others (                             )        

            

b) No 
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Proficiency test 

Part 1 

1. Choose the most appropriate option for the blank. 

あそこで タクシーに （     ）。 

☐のりました 

☐あがりました 

☐つきました 

☐はいりました 

 

2. Choose the most appropriate option for the blank. 

弟
おとうと

は へや（  ） そうじを しました。 

☐が 

☐を 

☐に 

☐の 

 

3. Choose the most appropriate option for the blank. 

きのうは うちに （     ） 何を しましたか。 

☐かえる 

☐かえるから 

☐かえって 

☐かえったり 

 

4. Choose the most appropriate option for the blank. 

（     ）しないで どうぞ たくさん たべて ください。 

☐しつれい 

☐しっぱい 

☐えんりょ 

☐はんたい 
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5. Choose the most appropriate option for the blank. 

A「わたしの けしごむ、見ませんでしたか。 

B「あ、つくえの 下に （      ）よ。」 

☐おちています 

☐おちていません 

☐おちます 

☐おちません 

 

6. Choose the most appropriate option for the blank. 

（病院
びょういん

で） 

A「先生、もう 薬
くすり

を 飲
の

まなくても いいですか。」 

B「いいえ、来週の月曜
げつよう

までは （       ）。」 

☐飲んでも いいです 

☐飲まないで ください 

☐飲んで ください 

☐飲んでは いけません 

 

7. The options below are out of order. Determine the proper order and then select the correct 

option for ★. 

これは きょねん わたし （  ）（  ）（ ★ ）（  ） しゃしんです。 

☐が 

☐で 

☐とった 

☐海
うみ

 

 

8. The options below are out of order. Determine the proper order and then select the correct 

option for ★. 

きのう、 （  ）（  ）（ ★ ）（  ）。 

☐買
か

いに 

☐日本語
に ほ ん ご

の 

☐行
い

きました 

☐じしょを 

 

9. The options below are out of order. Determine the proper order and then select the correct 

option for ★. 

大川
おおかわ

「山下
やました

さん、おれいの 手紙
て が み

は もう 出
だ

しましたか。」 
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山下
やました

「いいえ、（  ）（  ）（ ★ ）（  ）です。」 

☐書いて 

☐今 

☐ところ 

☐いる 

 

10. The options below are out of order. Determine the proper order and then select the correct 

option for ★. 

山田
や ま だ

さんは（  ）（ ★ ）（  ）（  ） です。 

☐上手
じょうず

 

☐ギターも 

☐ひけるし 

☐歌
うた

も 

 

Part 2 

11. Choose the closest meaning to the underlined part. 

次々
つぎつぎ

に新しいゲームが作られる。 

☐だんだん 

☐これから 

☐いつでも 

☐どんどん 

 

12. Choose the closest meaning to the underlined part. 

明日の飛行機
ひ こ う き

の予約
よ や く

を確認
かくにん

してください。 

☐変
か

えて 

☐しらべて 

☐行
おこな

って 

☐頼
たの

んで 

13. Choose the most appropriate option for the blank. 

ここのパソコンは誰でも使えますが、コピーは（   ）です。 

☐会費 

☐費用 

☐有料 

☐料金 
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14. Choose the most appropriate option for the blank. 

（    ）寝
ね

たので、気持ちがいい。 

☐すっかり 

☐ぐっすり 

☐はっきり 

☐ぴったり 

 

15. Choose the most appropriate option for the blank. 

父が短気
た ん き

なの（   ）、母の方は気が長
なが

い。 

☐において 

☐に対して 

☐について 

☐によって 

 

 

16. Choose the most appropriate option for the blank. 

A「時間ありますか。」 

B「ええ、1時間（   ）ありますよ。」 

☐ごろなら 

☐ごろでも 

☐ぐらいでも 

☐ぐらいなら 
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17. The options below are out of order. Determine the proper order and then select the correct 

option for ★. 

先週（  ）（  ）（ ★ ）（  ）から、行ってみませんか。 

☐ばかりの 

☐レストランが 

☐オープンした 

☐ある 

 

18. The options below are out of order. Determine the proper order and then select the correct 

option for ★. 

A「田中さんはダンスが上手ですよね。」 

B「そうですね。どうやったら（  ）（  ）（ ★ ）（  ）不思議に思いま

す。」 

☐できるのか 

☐動きが 

☐とても 

☐あんな 

 

Part 3 

19. Choose the most appropriate option for the blank. 

新しい商品を売るために、彼は毎日忙しく飛び（  ）いる。 

☐かかって 

☐かけて 

☐まわって 

☐まわして 

 

20. Choose the most appropriate option for the blank. 

あの映画の最後は（  ）場面として知られている。 

☐名 

☐高 

☐良 

☐真 

 

21. Choose the most appropriate option for the blank. 

日本人の平均（  ）は、男性が 79歳、女性が 86歳である。 

☐生命
せいめい
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☐寿命
じゅみょう

 

☐人生
じんせい

 

☐一生
いっしょう

 

 

22. Choose the most appropriate option for the blank. 

CDの売り上げは 3年（  ）で減少しているそうだ。 

☐連続 

☐接続 

☐持続 

☐相続 

 

23. Choose the most appropriate option for the blank. 

最終のバスに間に合わなくて困っていた（  ）、運よくタクシーが通りかかり、

無事帰宅できた。 

☐あげくに 

☐ために 

☐とたんに 

☐ところに 

 

24. Choose the most appropriate option for the blank. 

親が他人をいつも（  ）子どもも人をうらやむようになるというのが父の口癖
くちぐせ

だ

った。 

☐うらやんでばかりいると 

☐うらやんでばかりいても 

☐うらやんだだけだと 

☐うらやんだだけでも 
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25. Choose the closest meaning to the underlined part. 

田中さんは単なる友人です。 

☐大切な 

☐一生の 

☐ただの 

☐唯一
ゆいいつ

の 

 

26. Choose the closest meaning to the underlined part. 

あの人のお母さんはいつもほがらかです。 

☐おとなしい 

☐まじめ 

☐りっぱ 

☐あかるい 

 

27. The options below are out of order. Determine the proper order and then select the correct 

option for ★. 

ふだん感情を表に出さない彼があんなに（  ）（  ）（ ★ ）（  ）よほ

ど良いことがあったのだろう。 

☐みると 

☐ところを 

☐いる 

☐喜んで 

 

28. The options below are out of order. Determine the proper order and then select the correct 

option for ★. 

田中
た な か

選手が今シーズン（  ）（ ★ ）（  ）（  ）のニュースを見て驚い

た。 

☐彼の怪我
け が

 

☐活躍するのを 

☐楽しみに待っていた 

☐だけに 

 

Part 4 

29. Choose the closest meaning to the underlined part. 

このマニュアルの説明はややこしい。 

☐明確だ 
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☐奇妙だ 

☐複雑だ 

☐簡潔だ 

 

30. Choose the closest meaning to the underlined part. 

人をあざむいて、利益を得てはいけない。 

☐くるしませて 

☐だまして 

☐きずつけて 

☐まよわせて 

 

31. Choose the most appropriate way to use the following word. 

いたわる 

☐弱い立場の人をいたわるのは大切なことです。 

☐山田さんはこれまでの努力をいたわってくれました。 

☐母は孫が遊びに来たら、いつもいたわっていました。 

☐政治家は国民の生活をいたわるべきです。 

 

32. Choose the most appropriate way to use the following word. 

キャリア 

☐その分野のキャリアになるためには、長い間の努力が必要だ。 

☐先日賞を取ったあの歌手のキャリアは苦労続きだったそうだ。 

☐昨日、異動の発表があって、兄のキャリアは部長になった。 

☐彼のキャリアはそれほど長くないが、この仕事をよく理解している。 
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33. Choose the most appropriate option for the blank. 

いまさら後悔してみた（  ）、してしまったことは取り返しがつかない。 

☐ところで 

☐といえども 

☐にせよ 

☐ばかりに 

 

34. Choose the most appropriate option for the blank. 

勝ったから（  ）、今日の試合の内容は決してほめられるものではなかった。 

☐いいようなことに 

☐よさそうなものを 

☐いいようなものの 

☐よさそうなことで 

 

35. The options below are out of order. Determine the proper order and then select the correct 

option for ★. 

人類は、生物学的存在である（  ）（  ）（ ★ ）（  ）文化的存在でも

ある。 

☐にもまして 

☐他の 

☐と同時に 

☐どの種 

 

36. The options below are out of order. Determine the proper order and then select the correct 

option for ★. 

休みの（  ）（  ）（ ★ ）（  ）実際にはなかなか実行できない。 

☐片付けようと 

☐たびに 

☐思いながらも 

☐今日こそ
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Cloze test items 

Part 1 

Read the conversation and choose which of wa or ga you would normally use in the context. 

There are also ‘both are possible’ and ‘I’m not sure’ options, so if you think both sound 

equally natural or you are not sure which to use, choose these options.  

 

1.  

田中
た な か

「あれ、山本
やまもと

さんがまだ来
き

ていませんね。」 

山田
や ま だ

「山本さん（  ）急病
きゅうびょう

です。昨日
き の う

から入院
にゅういん

しているそうですよ。」 

 

急病: sudden sickness 

入院する: to be hospitalised 

 

Tanaka: Oh, Mr. Yamamoto is not here yet. 

Yamada: He suddenly fell sick. I heard that he has been at the hospital since yesterday.  

 

☐は 

☐が 

☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure 

 

2.  

田中「大雨
おおあめ

で不通
ふ つ う

になっている線
せん

もあるそうだよ。どの電車
でんしゃ

だろう。」 

山田「JR線
せん

（  ）不通
ふ つ う

だって。」 

 

大雨: heavy rain 

不通: (train line is) cancelled  

線: (train) line 

 

Tanaka: I heard that some lines are cancelled because of the heavy rain. I wonder which line it 

is. 

Yamada: I heard that the JR line is cancelled. 

 

☐は 

☐が 

☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure 

 

3.  

山田「田中さんのご主人はよく運動
うんどう

をしますか。」 
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田中「主人（  ）毎朝
まいあさ

ジョギングをしますよ。時々
ときどき

ジムにも行きます。」 

 

（ご）主人: husband 

運動する: to exercise 

 

Yamada: Does your husband exercise much? 

Tanaka: He goes jogging every morning and also sometimes goes to the gym. 

 

☐は 

☐が 

☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure 

 

4.  

田中「山田さんは週末
しゅうまつ

山中湖
や ま な か こ

に行
い

ったんですよね。ホテルからの景色
け し き

はどうでした

か？」 

山田「部屋
へ や

から富士山
ふ じ さ ん

（  ）見
み

えましたけど山中湖
や ま な か こ

は見
み

えませんでした。でもと

てもいいホテルでしたよ。」 

 

山中湖: Lake Yamanaka 

景色: view 

部屋: room 

富士山: Mt. Fuji 

 

Tanaka: You went to Lake Yamanaka last weekend, didn’t you? How was the view from the 

hotel? 

Yamada: Mt. Fuji could be seen from the window but not Lake Yamanaka. But it was a nice 

hotel. 

 

☐は 

☐が 

☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure 

 

  



Questionnaire 

372 

5.  

山田「東京
とうきょう

に住
す

んでいるとあまり車
くるま

を使
つか

わないんじゃないですか。電車
でんしゃ

がとても

便利
べ ん り

だから。」 

田中「夫
おっと

はあまり使
つか

いませんが、私
わたし

（  ）よく使
つか

いますよ。買
か

い物
もの

や子供
こ ど も

の送
おく

り

迎
むか

えに便利
べ ん り

ですから。」 

 

便利: convenient 

夫: husband 

送り迎え: picking up (people) 

 

Yamada: Since you live in Tokyo, I imagine you don’t use a car so much because the train 

service is quite good? 

Tanaka: My husband doesn’t, but I do often. Cars are convenient for shopping and dropping-

off and picking-up of the kids.  

 

☐は 

☐が 

☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure 

 

6.  

山田「ご主人
しゅじん

はちゃんと誕生日
たんじょうび

や記念日
き ね ん び

を覚
おぼ

えていてくれますか？私
わたし

の夫
おっと

はいつも

忘
わす

れてしまうんですよ。」 

田中「私
わたし

の夫
おっと

はよく覚
おぼ

えてくれているんですが、私
わたし

（  ）忘
わす

れっぽいんです。

結婚記念日
け っ こ ん き ね ん び

なんて毎年忘
まいとしわす

れてしまって。」 

 

ご主人、夫: husband 

誕生日: birthday 

記念日: anniversary 

覚える: to remember 

忘れっぽい: forgetful 

結婚記念日 : wedding 

anniversary 

忘れる: to forget 

 

Yamada: Does your husband always remember your birthdays or anniversaries? My husband 

always forgets. 

Tanaka: Actually, my husband does remember, but I’m the forgetful one. I always forget our 

wedding anniversaries.  

 

☐は 

☐が 

☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure 
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7.  

トム「優子
ゆ う こ

さんの指導
し ど う

教官
きょうかん

は、竹内先生
たけうちせんせい

ですよね。」 

優子「いいえ、坂田先生
さ か た せ ん せ い

（  ）私
わたし

の指導
し ど う

教官
きょうかん

です。」 

 

指導教官: supervisor 

 

Tom: Your supervisor is Mr.Takeuchi, right? 

Yuko: No, Mr. Sakata is my supervisor. 

 

☐は 

☐が 

☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure 

 

8.  

看護師
か ん ご し

「もしもし、吉田
よ し だ

クリニックです。」 

田中「あっすみません、息子
む す こ

の具合
ぐ あ い

が良
よ

くないんですがどうしたらいいでしょう。」 

看護師「息子
む す こ

さんの顔色
かおいろ

はどうですか。」 

田中「顔色
かおいろ

（  ）青白
あおじろ

いです。体
からだ

が震
ふる

えていて、とても寒
さむ

いと言
い

うんです。」 

 

看護師: nurse 

息子: son 

具合: condition 

顔色: colour of face 

青白い: pale 

震える: to shake, tremble 

 

Nurse: Hello, Yoshida clinic. 

Tanaka: Oh, hello, my son’s condition is not good. What can I do? 

Nurse: How is his complexion? 

Tanaka: He is pale. His body is trembling and he says he is very cold.  

 

☐は 

☐が 

☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure 

 

9.  

田中「ねえ、あそこに木村
き む ら

さんの車
くるま

（  ）あるよ。」 

山田「本当
ほんとう

だ。きっと買
か

い物
もの

にきているんだね。」 
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Tanaka: Look, there is Ms. Kimura’s car. 

Yamada: Oh yeah, she must have come for shopping. 

 

☐は 

☐が 

☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure 

 

10.  

田中「大変
たいへん

！加藤
か と う

さんの家
いえ

（  ）火事
か じ

だって！」 

山田「え！本当
ほんとう

！？」 

 

大変！: common expression to get 

someone’s attention 

火事: fire (on a building) 

本当: really  

 

Tanaka: Hey! I heard that Mr. Kato’s house is on fire! 

Yamada: Oh no! Really? 

 

☐は 

☐が 

☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure 

 

11.  

母「猫
ねこ

たちは何をしているの？」 

娘「白
しろ

い猫
ねこ

（  ）寝
ね

ているけど、黒
くろ

い猫
ねこ

はまだ起
お

きているよ。」 

 

Mother: What are the cats doing? 

Daughter: The white cat is asleep, but the black one is still awake. 
 

☐は 

☐が 

☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure 

 

12.  

田中「あっ、もう紅葉
も み じ

が黄色
き い ろ

くなっていますよ。」 

山田「田中さん、銀杏
いちょう

（  ）黄色
き い ろ

いんです。紅葉
も み じ

は赤
あか

くなるんですよ。」 

紅葉: maple leaves 

銀杏: ginkgo leaves 
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Tanaka: Look, the maple leaves turned yellow already. 

Yamada: No, it’s the ginko leaves that are yellow. Maple leaves turn red.  

 

☐は 

☐が 

☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure 

 

13.  

田中「四越
よつこし

デパートが閉店
へいてん

するんですって？」 

山田「西急
せいきゅう

デパート（  ）閉店
へいてん

ですけど、四越
よつこし

はまだ開
あ

いていますよ。」 

 

閉店する: to close down 

 

Tanaka: Did you hear that Yotsukoshi department store is closing down? 

Yamada: Seikyu department store is closing down, but Yotsukoshi is still open. 

 

☐は 

☐が 

☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure 

 

14.  

山田「このジョギングマシン、ご主人
しゅじん

が使
つか

うんですか？」 

田中「いいえ、私
わたし

（  ）使
つか

うんです。」 

 

Yamada: Does your husband use this treadmill? 

Tanaka: No, I use it.  

 

☐は 

☐が 

☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure 
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15.  

娘
むすめ

「あっ、お母さん見
み

て！」 

母
はは

「どうしたの。」 

娘
むすめ

「あそこに新幹線
しんかんせん

（  ）見
み

えるよ！」 

 

娘: daughter 

新幹線: bullet train 

 

Daughter: Look, mum! 

Mother: What is it? 

Daughter: There is a bullet train! 

 

☐は 

☐が 

☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure 

 

16.  

田中「シドニーの動物園
どうぶつえん

にはどんな動物
どうぶつ

がいるか知
し

ってる？」 

トム「カンガルーやワラビーなど、オーストラリアの動物
どうぶつ

（  ）たくさんいます

よ。」 

 

動物園: zoo 

 

Tanaka: Do you know what types of animals are there in Sydney Zoo? 

Tom: There are many Australian animals like kangaroos and wallabies. 

 

☐は 

☐が 

☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure 

 

17.  

母
はは

「あら、外
そと

は寒
さむ

いのね。ほっぺ（  ）赤
あか

いね。」 

娘
むすめ

「うん、すごく寒
さむ

いよ！」 

 

ほっぺ: cheek 

娘: daughter 
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Mother: Wow, it must be cold outside. Your cheeks are red. 

Daughter: Yes, it is very cold! 

 

☐は 

☐が 

☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure 

 

18.  

山田「さっき山
やま

の方
ほう

で鳴
な

っていたのは何
なん

ですか？」 

田中「お寺
てら

の鐘
かね

（  ）鳴
な

っていたんですよ。毎日
まいにち

決
き

まった時間
じ か ん

に鳴
な

るんです。」 

 

山: mountain 

方: direction 

鳴る: to ring 

お寺: temple 

鐘: bell 

決まった: fixed, the same 

 

Yamada: What was it that was ringing from the direction of the mountain before? 

Tanaka: Ah, it was a bell ringing at the temple. Every day, it rings at a certain time. 

 

☐は 

☐が 

☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure 

 

19.  

田中「もう秋
あき

ですね。赤
あか

とんぼは飛
と

んでいるし、銀杏
いちょう

（  ）黄色
き い ろ

いし。」 

山田「本当
ほんとう

ですね。これから寒
さむ

くなりますね。」 

 

Tanaka: It seems to be autumn already. Red dragonflies are flying, and the ginko leaves are 

yellow. 

Yamada: That’s right. It will become cold soon. 

 

☐は 

☐が 

☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure 
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20.  

トム「来週
らいしゅう

東京
とうきょう

に行
い

くので、東京
とうきょう

ディズニーランドに行
い

こうと思
おも

っているんで

す。」 

田中「でも、東京
とうきょう

ディズニーランド（  ）千葉県
ち ば け ん

にあるんですよ。」 

 

千葉県: Chiba prefecture 

 

Tom: I’ll go to Tokyo next week, so I’m planning to go to Tokyo Disneyland. 

Tanaka: Tokyo Disneyland is in Chiba prefecture though. 

 

☐は 

☐が 

☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure 

 

21.  

田中「山田さんのアパートの部屋
へ や

からは何
なに

が見
み

えますか？」 

山田「４階
かい

なのでいろいろ見
み

えますよ。たとえば、八王子駅
は ち お う じ え き

や駅前
えきまえ

のス
す

ーパ
ぱ

ー

（  ）見
み

えます。それから小学校
しょうがっこう

も見
み

えますよ。」 

 

部屋: room 

階: ..floor 

八王子駅: Hachioji train station 

駅前: in front of train station 

 

Tanaka: What can you see from the window of your apartment? 

Yamada: Various things can be seen because it’s on the fourth floor. For example, Hachioji 

station and a supermarket in front of it can be seen. A primary school can also be seen. 

 

☐は 

☐が 

☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure 

 

22.  

トム「賃貸物件
ちんたいぶっけん

を探
さが

しているんですが、どのアパ
あ ぱ

ート
と

も高
たか

いですね。」 

山田「駅
えき

の近
ちか

くの物件
ぶっけん

は高
たか

いですけど、駅
えき

から遠
とお

い物件
ぶっけん

（  ）安
やす

いですよ。」 

 

賃貸物件: rental property 

探す: to look for 
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Tom: I’m looking for a rental property, but I found all the apartments so expensive. 

Yamada: Those near a train station are expensive, but those far from a train station are rather 

cheap. 

 

☐は 

☐が 

☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure 

 

23.  

山田「聞
き

いてください、昨日
き の う

驚
おどろ

くことがあったんです。」 

田中「何
なん

ですか？」 

山田「山本
やまもと

さんから電話
で ん わ

（  ）かかってきたんです！」 

田中「えっ、去年
きょねん

退職
たいしょく

して海外
かいがい

へ行
い

ったあの山本
やまもと

さんから？」 

 

驚く: to be surprised 

退職: to quit job 

海外: abroad 

 

Yamada: Listen, something surprising happened yesterday. 

Tanaka: What happened? 

Yamada: Ms. Yamamoto rang me! 

Tanaka: Ms. Yamamoto, the one who quit the job and went abroad last year? 

 

☐は 

☐が 

☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure 

 

24.  

トム「最近
さいきん

ずっと海
うみ

を見
み

ていないから、海
うみ

が見
み

たいです。でもここからは少
すこ

し遠
とお

い

ですね。」 

田中「海
うみ

（  ）あの展望台
てんぼうだい

から見
み

えますよ。週末
しゅうまつ

一緒
いっしょ

に行
い

きましょうか。」 

 

Tom: I have not seen the ocean for a while, so I want to see it. But the coast is a little far from 

here, isn’t it? 

Tanaka: The ocean can be seen from the observatory. Shall we go on the weekend?  

 

遠い: far 

展望台: observatory 
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☐は 

☐が 

☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure 

 

25.  

山田「田中
た な か

さんとご主人
しゅじん

はジムのメンバーですか？」 

田中「夫
おっと

は違
ちが

いますけど私
わたし

（  ）メンバーですよ。」 

 

ご主人、夫: husband 

違う: incorrect 

 

Yamada: Are you and your husband gym members? 

Tanaka: My husband is not, but I am. 

 

☐は 

☐が 

☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure 

 

26.  

山田「この前森
まえもり

さんが外国
がいこく

の人
ひと

と英語
え い ご

で話
はなし

をしているのを見
み

ました。かっこよかっ

たです。」 

田中「森
もり

さん（  ）高校
こうこう

の英語
え い ご

の先生
せんせい

なんですよ。」 

 

外国: abroad 

 

Yamada: The other day, I saw Mr. Mori talking to a foreigner in English. It was so cool. 

Tanaka: He is an English teacher at high school. 

 

☐は 

☐が 

☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure 

 

27.  

山田「あの新
あたら

しい図書館
と し ょ か ん

に映画
え い が

の DVDや漫画
ま ん が

はありますか？」 

田中「DVD（  ）ありますけど、漫画
ま ん が

はないと思
おも

います。」 

漫画: comic book 

 

Yamada: Are there movie DVDs and comic books at the new library? 
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Tanaka: There are DVDs but I don’t think there are comic books. 

 

☐は 

☐が 

☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure 

 

28.  

田中「そういえば、山形
やまがた

に引
ひ

っ越
こ

した山本
やまもと

さんが山田
や ま だ

さんに荷物
に も つ

を送
おく

ったと言
い

って

いましたよ。」 

山田「山本
やまもと

さんからの荷物
に も つ

（  ）昨日届
き の う と ど

きましたよ。山形
やまがた

の特産品
とくさんひん

がいろいろ入
はい

っていました。」 

 

山形: A prefecture in northern Japan 

引っ越す: to move 

荷物: package 

送る: to send 

届く: to arrive 

特産品: special product of the region 

 

Tanaka: By the way, Ms. Yamamoto, who has moved to Yamagata, said she had sent a package 

to you. 

Yamada: Her package arrived yesterday. It had a lot of local products inside.  

 

☐は 

☐が 

☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure 

 

29.  

田中「山田さんはオーストラリアのケアンズに住
す

んでいたんですよね。ケアンズの

気候
き こ う

はどうですか？」 

山田「ケアンズ（  ）暑
あつ

いですよ。冬
ふゆ

でも暖
あたた

かいんです。」 

 

気候: climate 

冬でも: even in winter 

暖かい: warm 

 

Tanaka: You used to live in Cairns in Australia, didn’t you? How is the climate there? 

Yamada: Cairns is hot. It’s quite warm even in winter. 
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☐は 

☐が 

☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure 

Part 2 

This is the last part of this survey. Read the dialogue and choose the most appropriate particle 

for each blank. 

 

30.  

田中「山本さんはまたクッキーを作ってきたんですね。本当
ほんとう

に料理
りょうり

が上手
じょうず

。旦那
だ ん な

さ

んは幸
しあわ

せですね。」 

山田「そうですね。でも山本さん（ 1 ）料理
りょうり

（ 2 ）上手
じょうず

ですけど掃除
そ う じ

や洗濯
せんたく

（ 3 ）あまり好
す

きじゃないと言
い

っていましたよ。」 

 

料理: cooking 

旦那さん: husband 

掃除: cleaning 

洗濯: laundry 

 

Tanaka: Did Ms. Yamamoto make biscuits again? She is so good at cooking. Her husband is 

lucky! 

Yamada: True. But she said she is good at cooking but she does not like cleaning or doing 

laundry.  

 

(1) (2) (3) 

☐は ☐は ☐は 

☐が ☐が ☐が 

☐Both are possible ☐Both are possible ☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure ☐I’m not sure ☐I’m not sure 

 

 

31.  

田中「山本
やまもと

さんは歌
うた

うことは得意
と く い

だけど楽器
が っ き

の演奏
えんそう

は苦手
に が て

なんでしたっけ。」 

山田「いいえ、谷口
たにぐち

さん（ 1 ）歌
うた

（ 2 ）上手
じょうず

だけど楽器
が っ き

（ 3 ）苦手
に が て

なんで

す。」 

 

楽器: musical instrument 

演奏: music performance  

 

Tanaka: Is it right that Ms. Yamamoto is good at singing but not good at playing musical 

instruments? 
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Yamada: No, Ms. Taniguchi is the one who sings well but cannot play musical instruments. 

 

(1) (2) (3) 

☐は ☐は ☐は 

☐が ☐が ☐が 

☐Both are possible ☐Both are possible ☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure ☐I’m not sure ☐I’m not sure 

 

 

32.  

山田「新
あたら

しい部屋
へ や

は気
き

に入
い

った？」 

田中「うーん、あの部屋
へ や

（ 1 ）窓
まど

（ 2 ）大
おお

きくていいんだけど、部屋
へ や

自体
じ た い

（ 3 ）とても小
ちい

さいんだ。だから何
なん

とも窮屈
きゅうくつ

でね。」 

 

部屋自体: the room itself 

窮屈: cramped 

 

Yamada: Do you like your new room? 

Tanaka: Well, that room has big windows, but the room itself is quite small. So I don’t feel 

very comfortable.  

 

(1) (2) (3) 

☐は ☐は ☐は 

☐が ☐が ☐が 

☐Both are possible ☐Both are possible ☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure ☐I’m not sure ☐I’m not sure 

 

 

33.  

山田「山本さんはピアノやギターができるんでしたっけ。」 

田中「いえ、山本さん（ 1 ）バイオリン（ 2 ）上手
じょうず

なんです。」 

 

Yamada: Did you say Ms. Yamamoto can play the piano and the guitar? 

Tanaka: No, she is good at the violin.  

 

(1) (2)  

☐は ☐は  

☐が ☐が  

☐Both are possible ☐Both are possible  

☐I’m not sure ☐I’m not sure  
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34.  

山田「うわー、この車
くるま

（ 1 ）シート（ 2 ）とても座
すわ

りやすいですね。」 

田中「そうなんです。だからこの車に決
き

めたんですよ。」 

 

Yamada: Wow, this car seat is very comfortable. 

Tanaka: Yes, that’s why we decided on this car. 

 

(1) (2)  

☐は ☐は  

☐が ☐が  

☐Both are possible ☐Both are possible  

☐I’m not sure ☐I’m not sure  

 

 

34.  

山田「このコート（ 1 ）値段
ね だ ん

（ 2 ）安
やす

いけど、質
しつ

（ 3 ）あまりよくないで

すね。それに比
くら

べてそっちのコートは高
たか

いけど質
しつ

はいい。」 

田中「うーん、どっちがいいでしょうね。」 

 

値段: price 

質: quality 

 

Yamada: As for this coat, the price is quite low but its quality is not so good. In comparison, 

that coat is more expensive but the quality is good. 

Tanaka: Hmm…I wonder which one is better. 

 

(1) (2) (3) 

☐は ☐は ☐は 

☐が ☐が ☐が 

☐Both are possible ☐Both are possible ☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure ☐I’m not sure ☐I’m not sure 

 

 

35.  

客「この車
くるま

とあの車
くるま

のいいところはどこですか？」 

店員「この車
くるま

（ 1 ）燃費
ね ん ぴ

（ 2 ）いいです。一方
いっぽう

あの車
くるま

（ 3 ）安全性
あんぜんせい

（ 

4 ）高
たか

いですよ。」 

 

燃費: fuel consumption 

一方: on the other hand 

安全性: security 

Customer: What are the good aspects of this car and that car?  

Clark: This car has better fuel efficiency and that car is safer. 

 

(1) (2) (3) 
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☐は ☐は ☐は 

☐が ☐が ☐が 

☐Both are possible ☐Both are possible ☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure ☐I’m not sure ☐I’m not sure 

   

(4)   

☐は   

☐が   

☐Both are possible   

☐I’m not sure   

 

 

36.  

田中「この辺
へん

で、どこのラーメン屋
や

が一番
いちばん

好
す

き？」 

山田「うーん、駅前
えきまえ

のラーメン屋
や

（ 1 ）スープ（ 2 ）好
す

きだけど麺
めん

がちょっ

とね。あと図書館
と し ょ か ん

の前
まえ

のラーメン屋
や

（ 3 ）、とてもおいしいけど値段
ね だ ん

が少
すこ

し高
たか

い

かな。」 

 

この辺: this area 

ラーメン屋: ramen noodle shop 

駅前: in front of train station 

麺: noodles 

図書館: library 

値段: price

 

Tanaka: Which ramen noodle shop do you like the best in this neighbourhood? 

Yamada: Well, I like the soup at the shop in front of the train station, but I’m not so keen on 

their noodles. I also like the one in front of the library, but their noodles are a little 

expensive. 

 

(1) (2) (3) 

☐は ☐は ☐は 

☐が ☐が ☐が 

☐Both are possible ☐Both are possible ☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure ☐I’m not sure ☐I’m not sure 
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37.  

山田「ご両親
りょうしん

はどんなスポーツが好
す

きなんですか。」 

田中「父
ちち

（  1  ）ゴルフ（  2  ）好
ず

きで、母
はは

（  3  ）ジョギングやテニス

（ 4 ）好
す

きです。二人
ふ た り

ともとても健康的
けんこうてき

ですよ。」 

 

両親: parents 

健康的: healthy 

 

Yamada: What sports do your parents like? 

Tanaka: My father likes golf and my mother likes jogging and tennis. They are both very 

healthy. 

 

(1) (2) (3) 

☐は ☐は ☐は 

☐が ☐が ☐が 

☐Both are possible ☐Both are possible ☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure ☐I’m not sure ☐I’m not sure 

   

(4)   

☐は   

☐が   

☐Both are possible   

☐I’m not sure   

 

 

38.  

鈴木
す ず き

先生「家庭科
か て い か

のクラスはどうですか？子供
こ ど も

たちはみんなよくやっていますか？」 

田口
た ぐ ち

先生「女
おんな

の子
こ

（ 1 ）料理
りょうり

や裁縫
さいほう

（ 2 ）得意
と く い

ですけど、男
おとこ

の子
こ

（ 3 ）

あまり興味
きょうみ

がないみたいですね。」

家庭科: home economy 

料理: cooking 

裁縫: sewing

Ms. Suzuki: How is the home economy class? Are kids doing well? 

Ms. Taguchi: The girls are good at cooking and sewing, but the boys don’t seem to be very 

interested.  

 

(1) (2) (3) 

☐は ☐は ☐は 

☐が ☐が ☐が 

☐Both are possible ☐Both are possible ☐Both are possible 

☐I’m not sure ☐I’m not sure ☐I’m not sure 
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39.  

山田「このパソコンと前
まえ

に使
つか

っていたパソコン、何
なに

がそんなに違
ちが

うんですか。」 

田中「このパソコンはスクリーンが大
おお

きくてきれいなんです。前
まえ

のパソコン（ 1 ）

スクリーン（ 2 ）小
ちい

さくて使
つか

いにくかったですから。」 

 

Yamada: What is the difference between this computer and the computer you used to use 

before? 

Tanaka: The screen of this computer is larger and clearer. The screen of the last computer was 

small and hard to use. 

 

(1) (2)  

☐は ☐は  

☐が ☐が  

☐Both are possible ☐Both are possible  

☐I’m not sure ☐I’m not sure  

 

 

40.  

客「すみません、安
やす

いけど使
つか

いにくいというのはこの辞書
じ し ょ

ですか。」 

店員「いいえ、あの辞書
じ し ょ

（ 1 ）値段
ね だ ん

（ 2 ）安
やす

いけど収録
しゅうろく

語彙
ご い

が少
すく

なくて評判
ひょうばん

が悪
わる

いんです。この辞書
じ し ょ

は使
つか

いやすいですよ。」 

 

使いにくい: hard to use 

辞書: dictionary 

値段: price 

収録語彙: contained vocabulary 

少ない: few 

評判: reputation 

悪い: bad 

 

Customer: Excuse me, is this the dictionary that is said to be cheap but hard to use? 

Shop clerk: No. That dictionary is the one which is cheap but the size of vocabulary is small 

and not very popular among users. This dictionary is easy to use. 

 

(1) (2)  

☐は ☐は  

☐が ☐が  

☐Both are possible ☐Both are possible  

☐I’m not sure ☐I’m not sure  

 

 

41.  

田中「インドゾウが耳
みみ

が大
おお

きいんでしたっけ？」 

山田「違
ちが

いますよ。アフリカゾウ（ 1 ）耳
みみ

（ 2 ）大
おお

きいんです。」 

 

インドゾウ: Indian elephant 耳: ear 
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アフリカゾウ African elephant

Tanaka: Is it the Indian elephant that has large ears? 

Yamada: No, it is African elephant that has large ears.  

 

(1) (2)  

☐は ☐は  

☐が ☐が  

☐Both are possible ☐Both are possible  

☐I’m not sure ☐I’m not sure  

 

 

42.  

山田「先週
せんしゅう

旅行
りょこう

に行
い

ってきましたよね。泊
と

まったホテルの何
なに

がいちばんよかったで

すか。」 

田中「あのホテル（ 1 ）温泉
おんせん

（ 2 ）よかったです。とても広
ひろ

くて景色
け し き

もきれ

いでした。」 

 

先週: last week 

旅行: travel 

泊まる: to stay 

温泉: natural spring 

広い: spacious 

景色: view

 

Yamada: You went for a trip last week, didn’t you? What was the best aspect of the hotel you 

stayed at? 

Tanaka: At that hotel, the hot spring was the best. It was very spacious and had a great view. 
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(1) (2)  

☐は ☐は  

☐が ☐が  

☐Both are possible ☐Both are possible  

☐I’m not sure ☐I’m not sure  

 

 

43.  

田中「山田さんはスキーが上手
じょうず

なんでしょう。今度
こ ん ど

教
おし

えてくれない？」 

山田「私じゃないよ。山本
やまもと

さん（ 1 ）スキー（ 2 ）上手
じょうず

なんだよ。頼
たの

んでみ

たら。」 

 

頼む: to ask a favour 

 

Tanaka: You are good at skiing, aren't you? Will you teach me sometime? 

Yamada: It’s not me. Mrs. Yamamoto is the one who is good at skiing. Why don’t you ask her? 

 

(1) (2)  

☐は ☐は  

☐が ☐が  

☐Both are possible ☐Both are possible  

☐I’m not sure ☐I’m not sure  

 

 

44.  

田中「このセーター、山本
やまもと

さんが編
あ

んだんですか。すごいですね。」 

山田「本当
ほんとう

に、山本
やまもと

さん（ 1 ）編
あ

み物
もの

（ 2 ）得意
と く い

ですね。この前
まえ

は赤
あか

ちゃん

の靴下
くつした

を作
つく

っていたし。」 

 

編む: to knit 

編み物: knitting 

得意: to be good at 

赤ちゃん: baby 

靴下: socks

Tanaka: Did Ms. Yamamoto make this sweater? Wow, that’s impressive. 

Yamada: She is really good at knitting. She was also knitting baby socks recently.  

 (1) (2)  

☐は ☐は  

☐が ☐が  

☐Both are possible ☐Both are possible  

☐I’m not sure ☐I’m not sure  
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Appendix B 

Model summaries  

1. Main dataset 

1.1. Model summary 

 Estimate Std. Error z value Pr (>|z|)  

(Intercept) 1.9933 0.2440    8.171 < 0.0001 *** 

PL2 -0.2073 0.2904 -0.714 0.4753  

PL3 -0.5509 0.2894 1.903 0.0570  

PL4 0.5391 0.2917 1.848 0.0646  

PL5 1.1424 0.2461 4.642 < 0.0001 *** 

CatN 0.9045 0.2923 3.094 0.0019 ** 

CatV -0.2426 0.2615 -0.928 0.3536  

PTevent -1.4487 0.2219 -6.530 <0.0001 *** 

CTA2 -0.9628 0.2849 -3.380 0.0007 *** 

CTA3 -2.6164 0.2687 -9.738 < 0.0001 *** 

PL2: CatN -0.1671 0.3748 -0.446 0.6557  

PL3: CatN -0.3833 0.3794 -1.010 0.3124  

PL4: CatN 0.3079 0.4122 0.747 0.4550  

PL5: CatN 0.7550 0.3790 1.992 0.0463 * 

PL2: CatV 0.3684 0.3849 0.957 0.3384  

PL3: CatV -0.3509 0.3806 -0.922 0.3565  

PL4: CatV 0.5611 0.4337 1.294 0.1958  

PL5: CatV 1.2203 0.4333 2.816 0.0048 ** 

CatN: CTA2 -0.9375 0.3403 -2.755 0.0058 ** 

CatV: CTA2 0.5833 0.3231 1.806 0.0709  

CatN: CTA3 -0.3648 0.3246 -1.124 0.2610  

CatV: CTA3 1.3068 0.3081 4.241 < 0.0001 *** 

PTevent: CTA2 1.0322 0.2861 3.608 0.0003 *** 

PTevent: CTA3 2.2885 0.2757 8.302 < 0.0001 *** 
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1.2. Pruning process summary 

 Included variables Chisq Df P  

Saturated model PL* Cat* PT* CTA     

Model 1 (PL+Cat+PT+CTA)^3 0 16 1  

Model 2 (PL+Cat+PT+CTA)^2 25.766 36 0.8968  

Model 3 PL+Cat+PT+CTA 153.32 28 < 0.0001 *** 

Model 4 PL+Cat+PT+CTA+PL:Cat+PL:CTA 

+Cat:PT+Cat:CTA+PT:CTA 

7.1585 4 0.1277  

Model 5 PL+Cat+PT+CTA+PL:CTA 

+Cat:PT+Cat:CTA+PT:CTA 

16.133 8 0.04051 * 

Model 6 PL+Cat+PT+CTA+PL:Cat 

+Cat:PT+Cat:CTA+PT:CTA 

14.78 8 0.06357  

Model 7 

 

PL+Cat+PT+CTA+PL:Cat 

+Cat:CTA+PT:CTA 

1.304 2 0.521  

Model 8 PL+Cat+PT+CTA+PL:Cat 

+PT:CTA 

35.865 4 < 0.0001 *** 

Model 9 PL+Cat+PT+CTA+PL:Cat 

+Cat:CTA 

81.869 2 < 0.0001 *** 

2. Verb-type dataset 

2.1. Model summary:  

 Estimate Std. Error z value Pr (>|z|)  

(Intercept) 1.5438 0.2725 5.665 < 0.0001 *** 

PL2 0.5332 0.2635 2.024 0.0430 * 

PL3 0.5217 0.2519 2.071 0.0383 * 

PL4 1.2008 0.2825 4.251 < 0.0001 *** 

PL5 2.2696 0.2723 8.336 < 0.0001 *** 

CTA2 -1.7005 0.3213 -5.292 < 0.0001 *** 

CTA3 0.4275 0.3983 1.073 0.2832  

CTA4 1.4802 0.5147 2.876 0.0040 ** 

VTperceptional -1.2025 0.3260 -3.689 0.0002 *** 

VTstandard -1.4333 0.3260 -4.397 < 0.0001 *** 

CTA2: VTperceptional 0.3064 0.4188 0.732 0.4643  

CTA3: VTperceptional 1.6752 0.5868 2.855 0.0043 ** 

CTA4: VTperceptional 0.5325 0.6518 0.817 0.4139  

CTA2: VTstandard 2.6630 0.4430 6.012 < 0.0001 *** 

CTA3: VTstandard 0.5632 0.5032 1.119 0.2630  

CTA4: VTstadndard 0.5596 0.6428 0.871 0.3839  
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2.2. Pruning process summary: Verb-type dataset 

 Included variables Chisq Df P  

Saturated model PL* CTA*VT     

Model 1 (PL+CTA+VT)^2 0 24 1  

Model 2 PL+CTA+VT 98.147 26 < 0.0001 *** 

Model 3 PL+CTA+VT+PL: CTA 

+CTA:VT 

3.9212 8 0.8642  

Model 4 PL+CTA+VT+CTA:VT 20.381 12 0.0602  

Model 5 PL+CTA+VT 73.845 6 < 0.0001 *** 

3. Context-type dataset 

3.1. Model summary 

 Estimate Std. Error z value Pr (>|z|)  

(Intercept) 0.69700 0.24393 2.857 0.0042 ** 

PL2 -0.36551 0.44055 -0.830 0.4067  

PL3 0.37174 0.45060 0.825 0.4093  

PL4 0.45923 0.46253 0.993 0.3207  

PL5 0.80159 0.40723 1.968 0.0490 * 

CatN 1.21921 0.34931 3.490 0.0004 *** 

CatV -0.31666 0.31902 -0.993 0.3208  

CTA2 -0.32691 0.33099 -0.899 0.3233  

CTA3 -0.60496 0.31435 -1.924 0.0543  

CTA4 0.21039 0.35111 0.599 0.5490  

PL2: CatN -0.35949 0.45029 -0.798 0.4246  

PL3: CatN -1.13905 0.46694 -2.439 0.0147 * 

PL4: CatN -0.77904 0.49031 -1.589 0.1120  

PL5: CatN 0.34692 0.48713 0.712 0.4763  

PL2: CatV 0.64670 0.49584 1.304 0.1921  

PL3: CatV -0.41323 0.50503 -0.818 0.4132  

PL4: CatV 0.05839 0.54251 0.108 0.9142  

PL5: CatV 0.84900 0.50981 1.665 0.0958  

PL2: CTA2 -0.42781 0.50060 -0.855 0.3927  

PL3: CTA2 0.57604 0.50614 1.138 0.2550  

PL4: CTA2 0.84259 0.56708 1.486 0.1373  

PL5: CTA2 1.07659 0.56019 1.922 0.0546  

PL2: CTA3 0.53920 0.52033 1.036 0.3000  

PL3: CTA3 0.53329 0.50564 1.055 0.2915  

PL4: CTA3 0.39125 0.53010 0.738 0.4604  

PL5: CTA3 -0.10071 0.47152 -0.214 0.8308  

PL2: CTA4 1.05984 0.57801 1.834 0.0667  

PL3: CTA4 1.79690 0.64638 2.780 0.0054 ** 

PL4: CTA4 1.35151 0.64829 2.085 0.0370 * 
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PL5: CTA4 2.25209 0.83263 2.705 0.0068 ** 

CatN: CTA2 -0.94103 0.42116 -2.234 0.0254 * 

CatV: CTA2 1.09684 0.42103 2.605 0.0091 ** 

CatN: CTA3 -0.10768 0.41046 -0.262 0.7930  

CatV: CTA3 1.39181 0.40820 3.410 0.0006 *** 

CatN: CTA4 -1.60635 0.45518 -3.529 0.0004 *** 

CatV: CTA4 1.23647 0.52343 2.362 0.0181 * 

3.2. Pruning process summary 

 Included variables Chisq Df P  

Saturated model PL*Cat*CTA     

Model 1 (PL+Cat+CTA)^2 24.358 24 0.4413  

Model 2 PL+Cat+CTA 90.908 26 < 0.0001 *** 

Model 3 PL+Cat+CTA+PL:CTA+Cat:CTA 16.082 8 0.0412 * 

Model 4 PL+Cat+CTA+PL:Cat+Cat:CTA 32.838 12 0.0010 ** 

Model 5 PL+Cat+CTA+PL:Cat+PL:CTA 47.203 6 < 0.0001 *** 

 

 


