D-7 masmrrn—Fcf5< L2 BEREEEORN AAEREEEENRIT
JnE b sk
(3L KK F-Bi, takeshi.kato1994[at]gmail.com)

[(EE] AWIEIR, B 558 (L2) & L CORFEOFKEEELIRZ 5 2 L2 H L LT, HARFENEGE DX
FEERE DAL E . IO DRI D LR AR AR 7 7'n — F IO CIEIFIC X D EHTZ 2 2% Mt
ISR 3 %, SR EE~OFERE 7 7' o —F Tl & 2500 BRI YA SC O RERSENE (frequency)
B X OREC L SR & OFEMEE (contingency) 2SFHICEHEE R & 72 5 2 & BEB O FHIWIFEIC X Y f5HE
INTE R, AFETIE, XV DFEFEROC XY AF X2 A T2 N RICHEEZ AR 5, FEET—
X2 EF-Cambridge Open Language Database Ik 71TV 5, CEFRAL L X225 Cl L X)L E TORGEA
EE O HARGENGEEHIC X % 9,509 ROEMELEZNRIC, LT 3 f5EZHEH L7 (a) Verb Argument
Construction (VAC)IC ¥} 2 BhEal O FHMBEEE, (b) VAC OFXHEEE, (c) Bhia & VAC OBEfEME, < b ekl
EUBER, FEHEOHMEE X FENR, FEHEID - FEXD vy 7 2 EBUR L T BRAENEET
N DOIRETORGR, FERE L SHETERE (a). (b)DEIC XA ORIER RS, ESE & FEFEETERE (o) iz ED
BOEIR R T, L2 BRI 3 2 AR O SCEE A A = X 2 0@ Al RetE 0 R & 117z,

1. [FCs®Ic

SRR (L2) OFEL X, FEHE OMUNAY - BB 2 EEOZICHES . L2 Ik 37 14—V R
(e.g., TFXC. F&ah) LooER L I TZ 7 (e.g,Larsen-Freeman, 2006), FIHDOIIEIC B WCIE, FEHEICK S
TESCeRERIcEETNS [1 XH7 b o FEER] ° T2 Tofiic 5o 2 EBHI0E G | L \vozfaiEs Awv,
ZORMEDZAL % A CTHIEDN TR 2 5T X 72 (see Wolfe-Quintero, Inagaki, & Kim, 1998), L22L. Z 9 L7:f5
AR, FAZNER 7 A P OfFRPHRICC U7 2R 3P THd 2 b 0D, L2 HiG - 0B L
LTCoRliczZ L, TidoEEICEERVwEWITERD H 3 (Kyle & Crossley, 2017),

FEEOFERICIG L, EFE O TIEEEE R~ DOHIEEME T 7’1 —F (Tomasello, 2003) % #HH L 7z L2
PEEEGERE OHIETEEDBIFE (e.g., Gries & Ellis, 2015) . £ 9 L7Zf8ED L2 FFBIC X 5 X7 =<V A D
i~ G (e.g., Kyle, 2016; Kyle & Crossley, 2017) 233 6T & 7z,

REEE T 7o —FicswC, SiEf e k. EEL I LB L BERox, 374bb [ (Goldberg,
1995) DERTH 2 LARE X5, Ellis (2015)1F, WCEGOREZLER & LCLATD 2 2oz s L <
W5 (i) WESCDOREFSERE (frequency). (i) 53 & EHISUIR & DFEFEME (contingency) TH %, ()ICDWTld, &
DIRECCEM S N2 EETEPRD TH Y | L2 REPET I ONESL OO TE 2 X 512 %
(e.g., Ellis, O’Donnel, & Romer, 2013),  (i))iIc 2\ Tid, L2 FFEQHEMER OB B ICE VT, H B #EUIc
ki 1 WA OB ME I N2 b D (e.g., MENFERSCICE T 5 have, “HHWEEW X ICHB T 5 give) 22D
BRIhn | 3xbb, BhE L e OB R IED Y% X O — itz (EEF % (Sung & Kim, 2022),

AWFFEIX. Ellis et al. (2013) & U° Sung and Kim (2022) & Ffkic, #HEH T 23L& LT Verb Argument
Construction (VAC) %% 5. VAC 1. Bhi & Y@ & AKFRIRIC B 2 €)@ (dependents) 7> 5 7x 23T
H 5, Bl zZIE, BEIGEARESL, John has aball 13, BF have D3CIEE & L CEFE John & BEEHIIGE aball %
& D, VAC DHK/RE L Tld [nominal subject-verb—direct object] & 725, 7=, “HHWGENX. Mary gave
John a present TlZ, B give 2MEIEF & L CEFE Mary, RIEEHWEE John, % L CIEEHWEE apresent %
&Y. VAC DFERIRNIE [nominal subject—verb—indirect object—direct object] & 725, Z 9 L 7=IAM DIKIERIR (X,
R0 Z I ENT (dependency parsing) 1C XV HEIRICHEITAIRETH V. JEFED L2 FEVFRICE N THEAD
HEA T E T 5 (e.g., Kyle, Crossley, & Verspoor, 2021),

* KHFgEIE. ISPS BHITE: 21112478 DM #ZF T3,
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UEzE 2z, AR CIIMEERET 7o —Fodb & UTOREHEZRIET 5,

(1)  a HENFEFEEOSEMHICE W THE O WEFE S XU VAC 1k, #EF D input 1< b [FIERICHH

M3 370 BHIALT O,
b. FEEEOBFESEDIZ Y, FEEIL VAC ICHE L 2852 &R TE 5 X 51k (target-like 72 535
2 ARE L 72 5),

72, IO DRFDOBEED 7212, Corpus of Contemporary American English (COCA) Z&HMia — Yz & L,
SEFEFERE & L C (a) VAC IZ BT 2 BhGAOMHISEE, (b) VAC DIIXAEIE 2 3RE T %, F72, MEfEMfERZE L LT
(c) BiEAl & VAC & OB (collostructional strength; Gries & Ellis, 2015) % 5% &3 %, HAGERIGEGGH O Rk
FGER OMERIT L, 1% 5 OEFEMICE S 1 2 BjF < VAC DMK T LCTw <, 2L T, #hEae

2. TR
2.1. HFEEBFEFEED VAC BRI T 2BERUVEFEDHE

Goldberg, Casenhiser, and Sethuraman (2004)l%. HFELIFEGEE O VAC DS I U —MILICEE T 2 Fa& 21T
o7z, 28 F HOFED 27 HDOFGHE . O DR 1S HORFHEZ T NR L L, & 1 1TRT VAC Off
i3 2 - o8 o R 2 g L 72, !

% 1. Goldberg et al. (2004) 1C BV THIZERSR & 72 - 72 VAC

Label Form
Intransitive motion VL (Subj) V Oblpathioc
Caused motion VOL (Subj) V Obj Oblpathioc

Ditransitive VOO (Subj) V Obj Obj2

(adapted from Goldberg et al., 2004, p. 294)

#2413, EWUCH T 2180, BEOHFEOEHEIAZTRIL TV, INLOFEMREEAT S
&L ENEND VAC DERICE T 21 L b OB DN %2 — v %, B OBESH N X — v O %%
T3 &5 Z, input ICB T BHEOREL, VAC OfEFAMERIGEEZ RIT L TCwb E2 b5,

Goldberg et al. (2004) 13X H1C, FFED VAC ICFFE OFEEA 23 WAHE CTHA S 5 2 & (ie., Intransitive
motion FIC K35 go. Caused motion F3CICXT S 5 pur, Ditransitive I IC R 372 give) ICE KX L. Li%H)
OB YEELOBERICART 2L 2B L, 202 Eeh b, FRED VAC & VAC HIC S ©4
3 2 B & OREfEEDY . M54 VAC OB K U — L% R T2 25t 2720, UTOEBEZEML 72,

2. T &b @ Intransitive motion #§3. Caused motion kX D FEEEIC I 1T 5 F HhEaE o {# FHE| &2

rank Intransitive motion Caused motion
1 go 54% (121/224) put 31% (16/51)
2 get 6% get 16%
3 fall, come 5% take 10%
4 look, live, sit 4% do, pick 6%

(adapted from Goldberg et al., 2004, p. 296)

! Child Language Data Exchange System (CHILDES) database (MacWhinney, 1995) -, Bates corpus (Bates, Bretherton, & Snyder, 1988)IZ Ui &
NTws, 27 HOEFERFEFEDOT EOICL 2RFTET -2 TH D, £R20 7 A5 28 v HETORFESLHMIN T2, 7z, £4
KRS 15 BZORBIOFTH S [ 2 — RIS T\ B,

2 Bates corpus DT & b 13 4EHH MK < . ditransitive construction DT — X ARF L AL/ ONA o7z, £ D=®, Brown corpus I L
MacWhinney 23T LT\ 72 2 /%425 8 TR D 5 L DT & b DFEFEZINVE L O 21T - 72,
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# 3. F &b D Ditransitive T X D FEEIC BT 5 FEFE O HE &

Child MOSt .f.requent verb in Percentage of tokens Total number of types
ditransitive
Adam give 53% (59/112) 13
Eve give 36% (4/11) 5
Sarah give 43% (29/67) 12
Ross give 43% (69/160) 13
tell 32% (11/34)
Mark give 29% (10/34) 8
(adapted from Goldberg et al., 2004, p. 297)
K 4. FEELO® VAC DFEEHICEH T 5 i d AL O = BE & 2 odlE
Construction Mothers Total number of verb types
Intransitive motion go 39% (136/353) 39 verbs
Caused motion put 38% (99/256) 43 verbs
Ditransitive give 20% (11/54) 13 verbs

(adapted from Goldberg et al., 2004, p. 298)

WEERIGERGE 81 4% 3 B (High frequency #f:27 %, Balanced #f:27 %, #HilEE: 27 %) o, [4WF
72 13D H B (a scene of appearance) | % {HHH1HI & 322872 VAC “Subj Obj V-0” (e.g., the king the ball
moop-o-ed) DERE XA & L“Cu%'ibto

High frequency #f. Balanced #£IC (%, 16 D UM X DA LIFEF L. Z OERICHIGT 2 ME (e.g, K
FEoRcHinHRT 5, ﬁﬁﬂ@ﬁ1~7§)%£775>|§¢0“€< % etc) ZFEIRFICHIR L, X OEREHEN T 272, 16
0)@](755(3'( 13 5 MM O EEEFNE S & £ 4. Vi~Vs DBEE O T, High frequency Bl (8-2-2-2-2). Balanced B

3 (4-4-4-222) DI TH o 7=, FHHIBECIZI P L —=v 23T, TR MEEML -,

TAME LT, 7THEOEE R VeV Z & THIBCE B T L. 2 OFR. S IC 2 HO MG %
AR IC R, WX ER T 2 5HICAET 2726 TAEI L, Z LT, 7207 X M HRIECCICHN 3 5
72 LV O IEfRE O a2 RERIHI L 72, 2 ofER. 3 BEFEICHEA2 R S 11, High frequency #f D Uik
BERDEN Tz, TOMES, L, VAC L BIE & omehifEtEid, VAC O —fL R WERICHRNS 5 & fam
2T 7z,

22 12 HFEFEED VAC BRICHT HHMERUVHEFMEDHE

Ellis and Ferreira-Junior (2009) (%, European Science Foundation (ESF) corpus (Perdue, 1993)IC ik X 11T \» %
AF Y REAEDRAA £ ) TEEREEGEHE 4 4 & KBRS & D 30 7 HICRSHGRIC X 2567 — 2 &0
Mrl7z. ZDFE. Goldbergetal. (2004) & FIFRIC, K 5 ITRT VAC 2R e L, ZhZ D VAC icE 1T
% Byae o i T 2 P E L 7=,

K5, FHF L HEFHE LK VAC CBWTELHMA L 287 L 7204

Learners Native speakers
Intransitive motion go 53% go 42 %
Caused motion put 68 % put 35%
Ditransitive give 64 % give 53%

(Ellis & Ferreira-Junior, 2009, pp. 199-200)

FEE - FREEEE L DI, & VAC A A UHELICE TR D I L T2 B1EIE. Goldberg et al. (2004) D
FERE[F L TH o7z, ESF corpus ICH T 25 EHE & RIGERESE OBRIZ. RIFEGEE 7 — X (cf &£ 2-4) [CBT
2780 ERHOBRE TN THZ L 2T 25 L, L2 HBITE VT input IE N5 OB A
HETHDLLEEZLND,
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Sung and Kim (2022) ¥, L2 %550 VAC HRICE W, B L VAC oo fifEEoEIc X Y, Bix b
VAC OEEGOZEREICERI A ON 2 2, WHEFERFERLH % 0T RICKEE L 72, Ditransitive construction &
Resultative construction % 13X R D VAC ICFIE L . ML D e AHE) R & VAC & OFEff4: % International Corpus
of English (ICE-GB) % JCICHRET L 72 (% 6),

% 6. ICE-GB (< 5 \J 5 & WL Bl & . Bh-HESC o Bkt

The most frequent verb Verb € VAC VAC c verb
Ditransitive give 44.5% (461/1035) 39.7% (461/1160)
Resultative make 43.4% (394/908) 20.1%

(Sung & Kim, 2022, p. 7)

Ditransitive F IS0 3 % give DEFEIA (44.5%). Resultative LIS % make DFEFEIE (43.4%) 1 [R5
TH D) T, give XK make DFEU 5 ® % Ditransitive 3L, Resultative IO EHEIEICIZIELR D B, T
D &2, SungandKim 1. Ditransitive 3D 77725 & U FEfEEDE v VAC TH % L L. Resultative 3 1C
e~ —figft, BEBELL T W LR Z LT,

Sung and Kim (%, F¥EEFERIFEGEH IC X 2 R 2 EE T 5 FEE 2 —~ YA, Yonsei English Learner Corpus
(Rhee & Jung, 2012) X Y 117 &K (#I#% (CEFR A2):39 A&, H#lk (CEFR B2):39 A&, Eift (CEFR C1-C2): 39 &)
DFMEL 2 L. Wl VAC I BT 285 o AR 2 FHE L 72, Z DFEHE. Resultative #5312 35> T make
ZET 3 EEOBE L EH I N Twind o722 L ICx L, Ditransitive f53IC 31T 28 2 v v M give
ZIEL®L LTCEHEKABFABIERIN T2 h b, BRED BB X VEEETH 3 L w7,

2.3. ARRE

RIFEL L COZEFED VAC R Ick 1T 5, Y oMEMR B L O#EE & VAC OFafEEoziF it L2
FEED VAC HRICBVWTHIERTE 2, INb a2 ERLT 2 2L T, L2 HEFHEORE - HE% —HL
THW - IS 2 5iEEEE LCUCHTE 2 [REMD ® 2,

JeATHFZE & LT, VAC OB o MRHEEE L Bhi & VAC OBEREME % L2 HEE O /E GRS IS L 72 Kyle
and Crossley (2017) 235 b L5, YR T, TN O AEEE T 7o —FIc o (R X 257 o Tl
TR, RO SEHEMOREICEES B (e, 1 XH7-0 OFHFERAR L) X3 FHlleT A X0 LI
EREL R ZMEL TS, HL, DR E R0 FHED T +—~ v AL, KEDZHE DX
RICKELSHEET ZHAREE T A topZErofoNnzdoTh Y, FE - HEoHHEL L CoZ Y%
BRET 272013, XV ARGBRECOSHEERIEEZ L v,

Z 2T, AT, XY HRHEOESWEECINEINZa— AT -2 2 v, EEET 7u—-Fic
L3 2 SRR L2 REEOFGERLME L L CoZ YW EMAET 22 L2 HE 35, LT, 3200 4 —F
I I AFavEET5,

Q) a HARANEFEAEEFEOPGERICHIL <. EEXICE TN 58S X U VAC ORI (33
5 D,
b. HARNEGEFEZ OPGERICHHI L <. REUTE N 2 85E-VAC o R 3383 % 2,
c. FEtd L v Fid, ZFHEDOFEAES X CEEXD b vy 7 OEWICHEE D,

3. Ak
31. 7—4
ARG TR L LT, FEH 2 — ¥ X EF-Cambridge Open Language Database (EFCAMDAT; Geertzen,
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Alexopoulou, & Korhonen, 2014) IZIXEF X LT 5, HAGERFEEGEE IC X 28T — 2 2 H 7z, HUE%EAE
XI. Education First #2326 3° % Englishtown & \» 9 4 v 7 4 VRFEFEH 3 - 20 &HRICGRI L5 HHE
TESGREDISE & LT E /b D TH %, Englishtown (13 CEFR L~ VICHIGD T b 16 L =D
TI—ARBHY, ENETN SR THEIN T2, RIIFETIZ. 1-15 LV DEMENE 9,509 A& (1,847 4 D
BHE, R0FEHEO by 7)) WELZ, RTICL_INEFBOEIEEERT,

£ 7. HARGERFEESEE 1T X 35 EL DL _ 15D AREL

CEFR Lv. Al A2 Bl

Level No. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

# of essays 492 872 507 1,700 950 698 1,428 826 576

CEFR Lv. B2 C1 C2

Level No. 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 Total

# of essays 646 335 188 152 84 55 - 9,509
2. 3 FIE

FEFEOXREICEEN S VAC OFEK S VAC, LB O HHHRE % B BRI fEIT S 2 & & 23AlHE 2%
Tool for the Automatic Analysis of Syntactic Sophistication and Complexity (TAASSC; Kyle, 2016) % F\», #fF3C
WKDOWTULTD 3 2ofEEEREH L7 (a) VAC ICB1F 2 BhGEOMMHSEEE, (b) VAC OHIXHEEE, (c) B &
VAC DFfiftflE, FH O, o — 2 & LT COCA Zi#ER L 7,

(@K OICDWTiE, BESREZREET 2 2 & 2 HRICEA L 72, JEFEC COCA ICH W T X W HHED
FEVEE® VAC 3% (I NTw 2856, Tho DIEEEIIE 25, Ledio T, ZEEMRVERRET
. input IKE K EENAHCHBMFEHINE L 2T x5, PEEL LR L v GEBRETI S OIEEEE
BRAZICT BT e nFillang,

()i, FEREEOZh R A BEL S 2 720 I L 72, & DEFEICIE Sung and Kim (2022) 1\ > collostructional
strength & W O IEEEZ W7z, Zhi, 85 (e.g., give) & VAC D XX —V (e.g., [nominal subject—verb—indirect
object—direct object]) & DR]OLEBEZERLT 2D TH D, ZOHBEEREVITE ., FEHEIIH 5 VAC
o LEY) 2 BhE %, 72, H 2 B)EICEY) 7 VAC 2L Twa 2 e %%‘“ﬂiﬁ‘éo AHFFEIE. FFE D VAC
ICNRE ST BHATEEZR 3 X CTD VAC 250013 5 720, BFFOYNHEEE <ld. —E o ®hE - VAC 12w

TIEZ NS 1T VAC » Bl 0@ T & CTd, FHAH-ClmeEl—mf b HEH ICECRTEATHRING,
PGEED LRI T, 2N ENOEF - VAC IV — AL ETTT 2 & E 2 5 &, EED LRHICLL
BoT, ZOREMED EFR LTz enFHlldns,

FRED TR ZMEHNCHRES T 2 720, (a)(c)D B ibdattdZ (EE A, HAGERRESE O 15 Bffo7E
£ (ie., Lesson No.) #EEZE., oD ID RUEXD F vy 7 2 E8FR L T MIBIRAMRET VA2
ET 2, TNODETADOMGNIC LY, BfaHHE L BEE ORI, AL by 7 D72 & BIfR A7
T HHE) PEBRET 5, HHTICIE. FMETFENTEREE R (R Core Team, 2021) % 272, 72, €7V V7 DHE
TIC Imed (Bates, 2010) ¥ v 77— 2 w7z,

4. R
41, BXDOHEXEE

X8 K9 BFxhLTh, AEED EFIC X 2 FBhEE ORISR Y VAC D FH AR R ERE 1< 0 3
DRNIREWMEEL 72 E T VOREREZ R L T2, ey 7 PRAZITKS I, HARGER R # O WFEAEL O
Fictheg SECHM X 5 TBEFE KR O VAC AT I E ISP 5,
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K8 IELD ERHIC XY THFOMMEE 2 FHT 5 €TV

Random effects Variance Standard deviation

Learner 0.004 0.065

Topic 0.027 0.165

Residual 0.087 0.295

Fixed effects Estimate Standard error T p
(Intercept) 5.605 0.034 165.464 <.001
Lesson No. —-0.024 0.004 —6.144 <.001

Marginal R*=.219, Conditional R? = .298.

9 FEED FFICLY VAC ODHNEE 2 FHIT 2 ETF 0

Random effects Variance Standard deviation

Learner 0.008 0.090

Topic 0.021 0.146

Residual 0.144 0.380

Fixed effects Estimate Standard error T p
(Intercept) 5.069 0.032 160.807 <.001
Lesson No. —0.025 0.003 —6.567 <.001

Marginal R*=.151, Conditional R* = .222

4.2. BhEA& VAC DM

10 13, HAGELNGEREE ORGEFEE O 1A L BiFE-VAC RO FEEEFERE & o R I IE D RRIE RN R 237
MINZZERRLTWE, TDZEiE, EkFICRbicoN, & 28E (/VAC) I[C#E L 72 VAC (/BiE]) ©
2 TREIC 22 b | BB L2 LT S & RRBT 5, T/, O[T EEH O AZEe
Py 7 OECICHEETSH B T L DRB I NI,

£ 10. PEE D LFIC XY THEFOHMNHE 2 THIS 2E7 v

Random effects Variance Standard deviation

Learner 0.020 0.143

Topic 0.037 0.195

Residual 0.416 0.645

Fixed effects Estimate Standard error T p
(Intercept) 0.705 0.044 16.05 <.001
Lesson No. 0.072 0.005 13.28 <.001

Marginal R*=.190, Conditional R* = .212

5. F&®H

AWFFETld, AEIEE T 70 —Fic O AR L L C O RGBS O L2 HEEORESCERE 2 5 DR R
AL, HE RO Z ERL L 72158 HARGERGEGE B © L2 HHEREOR v F~v— 7 & L CTHRE
5%, RATWIZRICHAS, XV RERY Y IS AT, XOVILFAREX L 4 7% RICHEEL 72,

L2 Lads, KR LCBENARBERZPEL2ICLZIGEE S, oo L2 EiEOFELS, BIRHIC
DXOREHEFEHE LTERT200HR 2 BESMLETH 5,
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