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            Abstract
          
        

        
          This study examines how Korean and Chinese EFL (English as a Foreign Language) learners interpret English caused-motion constructions, focusing on the influence of L1 typology and limited L2 exposure within a usage-based framework. Although typological differences between L1 and L2 introduce significant conceptual and linguistic challenges, prior research has often overlooked such typological effects. Addressing this gap, the study investigates how Korean and Chinese EFL learners interpret English caused-motion constructions with manner-denoting intransitive verbs, using the acceptability judgment test (AJT) and the paraphrasing test. Findings indicate that, consistent with prior research, both groups of participants tended to accept ungrammatical formulations, highlighting the inconsistency and instability of their L2 grammatical representations, often referred to as noisy L2 representations. Notably, Korean learners, influenced by their verb-framed L1 typology, favored bi-clausal structures and showed stronger resistance to English mono-clausal caused-motion constructions. These findings underscore the role of L1 typology in shaping L2 interpretation, contributing to greater representational variability among Korean EFL learners.
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