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L2 Chinese Acquisition of Negative Markers by English- and

Korean-speaking Learners

Wu Hongchen Zhao Yang

Abstract Chinese has two negative markers, bu and mei. They differ with respect to
co-occurrence with different aspect markers and their positions in verb-complement con-
structions, and usually pose challenges in L2 Chinese acquisition. The present study exam-
ines how the semantic and syntactic features of these two negative markers concerning as-
pectual markers and verb-complement constructions are represented in L2 Chinese gram-
mars, using an Acceptability Judgment Test and a Sentence Production Test. 30 English
speakers and 29 Korean speakers participated in the study. The results indicate that 1.2
Chinese learners are able to place the two negative markers correctly in simple S-V-O sen-
tences, but differ significantly from the native Chinese control group on the position of the
negative markers in relation to aspectual markers and verb-complement constructions. The
results also suggest that English-speaking learners behave better than Korean-speaking
learners of the same Chinese proficiency levels, although development is seen in both
groups of learners. The study concludes that success or failure in acquisition of the differ-
ences between bu and mei can be attributed to a number of variables, including cross-lin-
guistic influence, syntax-semantics interface, and the complicated nature of aspectual
makers.

Keywords L2 Chinese acquisition, negative makers, English speakers, Korean

speakers, syntax-semantics interface
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