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ABSTRACT 

The ^^-construction is probably the best-known syntactic construction in Modem 

Standard Chinese, but little has been done on the acquisition of it by second language 

learners. My study fills this gap. The theoretical framework is Liu's (1997) aspectual 

analysis of ba. The study is experimental. The constraint on the 6a-NP and the constraint 

on the ba-VF were investigated. The constraint on the &a-NP is that it has to be specific. 

The constraint on the ba-VF is that it has to be complex. Two of the structures that can 

satisfy the complexity constraint on the ba-W, the resultative verb complement (RVC) 

and the perfective aspect marker le were investigated. The subjects were 65 students 

learning Chinese in the intensive Chinese program at the Defense Language Institute 

(DLI) in Monterey, California. They were divided into three groups according to the 

number of weeks that they had studied Chinese at the DLL A group of 20 native speakers 

of Chinese also participated as a control group. The study involved two experiments; 

production and grammaticality judgments. In the production experiment, I designed pairs 

of actions on video tape and asked the subjects to describe the actions with two Chinese 

sentences. In the grammaticality judgment experiment, I played some of the video clips 

from the production experiment and asked the subjects to tell whether some written 

Chinese sentences accurately described the actions that they saw in the video scenes. I 

also asked the subjects to indicate their confidence in their judgments. Results were that 

even though the learners generally produced fewer ^^-constructions than the native 

speakers in the production experiment, their judgments of most of the sentences were not 

significantly different from those of native speakers, indicating that they had some good 
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knowledge of the construction. Moreover, learners with similar production patterns 

showed different patterns in their grammaticality judgments, suggesting that the two 

kinds of data complement each other in our understanding of language acquisition. 

Results also show that the confidence dimension captured subtle differences that would 

not have been captured by the grammaticality dimension alone in the grammaticality 

judgment experiment. It has been found that using the canonical SVO word order and the 

drop of the object are the two most common patterns used by learners to substitute for the 

6a-construction. Error patterns have also been identified. Some "unexpected" patterns of 

grammaticality judgments from native speakers suggest that the learners had not yet been 

exposed to some interesting phenomena in the language that interfered with the ba-

construction. One such example is the topicalization of the object to the position between 

the subject and the verb. Some native speakers accepted such sentences while most 

learners rejected them probably because they had not been exposed to such structures yet. 

Finally, the variation among native speakers in their judgments of the 6a-construction 

calls for a more systematic study of exactly how native speakers of Standard Chinese use 

the Z)a-construction, especially those who have been exposed to other Chinese dialects. 
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 

Among linguists, the Z)a-construction is probably the best-known construction in 

Modem Standard Chinese.' Its most distinctive characteristic is that it changes word 

'y 

order from the canonical SVO order to SOV. Whereas an English sentence like (1.1) can 

only have SVO order, its Chinese equivalent can appear in at least two forms. One, seen 

in (1.2), has SVO order and is almost identical to the English version. The other, shown 

in (1.3), has SOV order, with the object in preverbal position but preceded by a 

morpheme ba. 

(1.1) He ate that apple. (SVO) 

(1.2) Ta chi le nage pingguo. (SVO) 

he eat ASP that apple 

He ate that apple. 

(1.3)Taba nage pingguo chi le. (SOV) 

he BA that apple eat ASP 

He ate that apple. 

Sentence (1.3) is an example of the Chinese Z)a-construction. This research 

concerns the acquisition of the Z)a-construction by adult learners of Chinese whose first 

language is English. Since the canonical word order in Modem Standard Chinese is well-

' In this study, the term "Chinese" will be used to refer to Modern Standard Chinese, known in Mainland 
China as Putonghua (the common language), in Taiwan as Guoyu (the national language), and in the West 
as Mandarin. But I will reserve the word "Mandarin" to refer to a family of Chinese dialects, following P. 
Chen (1999) and Norman (1988). This will be made clear in Chapter 8. 
^ See Appendix 1 for a list of abbreviations. 
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established as SVO (Sun & Givon, 1985), this construction has interested linguists for 

decades. Over the past half century, researchers have attempted to analyze it within 

various linguistic frameworks. The main ones can be categorized into functional (e.g., Li 

& Thompson, 1981; Tsao, 1987; L. Wang, 1947), syntactic (e.g., Hashimoto, 1971; J. 

Huang, 1992; Sybesma, 1999; Zou, 1993), and semantic (e.g., Liu, 1997; Yong, 1993).^ 

These various approaches have emphasized different aspects of the 6a-construction and 

attempted to solve different problems related to it. I will review some of these theoretical 

approaches in Chapter 2, and will justify my choice of Liu (1997) as the theoretical basis 

for the present study. 

Descriptively, there are two major kinds of constraints on the Z)fl-construction: 

constraints on the Z>a-NP and constraints on the ba-WV. The main constraint on the ^a-NP 

is that it has to be definite, generic, or specific (e.g., Li & Thompson, 1981; Liu, 1997), 

although the exact definitions of these terms may differ from author to author. Thus 

(1.4a) is ungrammatical because the ba-H¥ yige pingguo 'one apple' is indefinite, while 

(1.4b) is grammatical because the ^a-NP nage pingguo 'that apple' is definite. 

(1.4) a.*Tabayige pingguo chi le. 

he BAone apple eat ASP. 

He ate an apple. 

b. Ta ba nage pingguo chi le. 

he BA that apple eat ASP 

He ate that apple. 

^ See Feng (2001) for an analysis of the ia-construction based on prosody. 
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The main constraint on the ba-V? is that the verb has to be morphologically 

complex (e.g., Sybesma, 1999). This means the verb in a /jo-sentence must co-occur with 

some kind of verbal complement or an aspect marker. This is shown in the contrast 

between (1.4b) and (1.5). In (1.4b) there is a perfective aspect marker le, so the sentence 

is grammatical."^ In contrast, if the le is missing, as in (1.5), the sentence is 

ungrammatical, even though the ba-NV is definite. 

(1.5)*Ta ba nage pingguo chi. 

he BA that apple eat 

He ate that apple. 

Resultative verb complements, prepositional phrases, and other constituents can also 

appear in the Z>a-construction. I will summarize these environments in the next chapter 

when I review Liu (1997). 

Historically, ba was a verb meaning 'to hold' (e.g.. Her, 1990; Sun, 1995). But 

over time, it was grammaticalized into a function word. Its exact category is 

controversial. It has been classified as an object marker, a case marker, a preposition, a 

verb, and so on. (See Bender, 2000, for a review of these analyses.) This issue will also 

be discussed in Chapter 2. For now, note that the original verbal sense 'to hold' has 

disappeared in Modern Standard Chinese except in some fixed expressions (e.g., bamen 

'guard the door'). 

'' The number of /e's in Modem Standard Chinese is still controversial. Here I follow P. Li (1990) in having 
a unified analysis of le. 
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Despite its unique and important position in the Chinese language, little is known 

about how the Z?a-construction is acquired, either by children as part of their first 

language or by adults as part of a second language. There has been some research on 

children's acquisition of this construction when they are learning Chinese as their first 

language, which I will review in Chapter 3. But even less research has examined adults' 

acquisition of the ^a-construction when they are learning Chinese as a second language.^ 

Jin (1992) is such a study, which I will review in Chapter 3. So far, most second language 

acquisition (SLA) research has been on the acquisition of English and other major 

European languages. Research on the acquisition of Chinese as a second language is still 

relatively rare. The present study will contribute to this developing field. 

My research on the acquisition of the Z)a-construction by adult L2 learners is 

experimental. It was designed to test whether the learners had acquired the defmiteness 

constraint on the Z)a-NP and the complexity constraints on the ba-WV. I investigated two 

of the environments that can satisfy the complexity constraint on the ba-YP, namely, the 

resultative verb complement (RVC), and le.^ Both forms are parts of the Chinese aspect 

system. The RVC indicates the results of an action, as (1.6) shows. In (1.6), the RVC 

xialai 'down' indicates what happened to the picture as a result of the taking action. 

(1.6) Ta ba hua na xialai. 

she BA picture take RVC (down) 

She took the picture down. 

' Here I am using the term "second language" to refer to any additional language that an adult may learn. 
^ Some researchers refer to RVC as Resultative Verb Compound (e.g., Li & Thompson, 1981). The 
difference is the compound also includes the verb. Here I follow Liu (1997) and others in using "RVC" to 
refer only to the verbal complement. 
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I will present here two experiments: one with elicited production and the other 

with grammaticality judgments. I made two-action video scenes as prompts to elicit the 

production of Z?a-sentences with RVCs and le. I also used some of these scenes to 

facilitate grammaticality judgments. The sentences in the grammaticality judgment 

experiment included those that have ba and RVC//e, like (1.4b), and those that do not, 

like (1.5). In the grammaticality judgment experiment, I asked the subjects to mark not 

only the grammaticality of the sentences, but also their confidence in their judgments, in 

order to prevent the subjects from guessing, and to capture subtle differences in the 

subjects' judgments. As it turned out, this design was successful at achieving these goals. 

Details of the design and justification will be discussed in Chapter 4. 

The subjects were 65 students learning Chinese in the intensive Chinese program 

at the Defense Language Institute (DLI) in Monterey, California. They were in three 

groups based on the number of weeks that they had been studying Chinese at the DLI. A 

group of 20 native speakers of Chinese also participated as a control group. 

The results of the experiments will be discussed in Chapters 5, 6 and 7. Chapter 5 

reports the results of the production experiment. Chapter 6 reports the results of the 

grammaticality judgment experiment. Chapter 7 looks at a combination of the results 

from both the production and grammaticality judgment experiments. Overall the learners 

produced fewer ia-constructions than the native speakers, but their judgments of most of 

the 6a-sentences were good. Some error patterns and grammatical patterns used to 

substitute for the Z^a-construction were found in the learners' production data. Some 
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unexpected, but interesting patterns were found in the native speaker data, probably due 

to the influence of other dialects that these speakers had been exposed to7 

Contrary to the production data, the grammaticality data showed that overall, the 

learners judged most of the sentences as well as the native speakers. These sentences 

included the grammatical sentences which satisfied the complexity constraint on the ba-

VP (+/7a+RVC/+/e), such as (1.4b), and the ungrammatical ones which violated the 

complexity constraint on the ba-W^ (+6a-RVC/-/e), such as (1.5). This suggests that 

despite the learners' low production scores, they had good knowledge of the ba-

construction. Therefore, such results supported the rationale of the research design. That 

is, a production experiment and a grammaticality judgment experiment complement each 

other in our understanding of language acquisition. This is further supported by 

qualitative analyses of production patterns and individual learners' judgment patterns. 

For example, some patterns were found in one type of data only, production or judgment, 

while others were confirmed from both types of data. Results also showed that the 

introduction of the confidence dimension was on the right track, because confidence 

scores revealed patterns that would not have been revealed with the grammaticality 

dimension alone. For example, when the grammaticality dimension alone was 

considered, only the native speaker group judged the ba-sentences without RVCs better 

than one of the learner groups. But when the data from both the grammaticality and 

confidence dimension were considered, another learner group also performed better than 

this learner group in such sentences. This suggests that some learners had correct 

^ Whether various Chinese dialects are considered different languages is not crucial for my study. 
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judgments, but they were not very confident about them. Only the introduction of the 

confidence dimension could reveal such subtle differences. 

Another important issue in acquisition research is the relationship between first 

language (LI) acquisition and second language (L2) acquisition. Some researchers argue 

that Universal Grammar (UG) is behind both kinds of acquisition (e.g., Flynn, 1996), but 

others argue that the two kinds of acquisition are fundamentally different (e.g., Bley-

Vroman, 1989; Meisel, 1997). I did not directly address UG in my research. But in 

Chapter 8,1 will compare the results of my study with the results found in the first 

language acquisition studies that I will review in Chapter 3.1 will discuss the similarities 

and differences between the acquisition of the Zja-construction as a first language by 

children and as a second language by adults. 

The Z)a-construction is very common in native speakers' speech. According to one 

estimate, 8-24% of adult native speakers' sentences contain the ^^-construction 

(Erbaugh, 1982). It emerges as early as 2;5 in Chinese-speaking children's spontaneous 

speech (e.g., Tse, Tang, Shie & Li, 1991). Yet, it seems to be very difficult for L2 

learners to acquire (A. Li, 2001, and my own teaching experience). Since the ba-

construction is strongly favored by native speakers in many situations, learners need to 

master it in order to reach a high level in their Chinese proficiency. More and more adults 

in the world are learning Chinese as a second language nowadays. A better understanding 

of how this construction is acquired may enable teachers to find a way to help the 

students to learn this construction more efficiently. 
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One prediction based on an interpretation of Liu's (1997) theoretical framework is 

that the acquisition of the ^a-construction should be correlated with the acquisition of the 

Chinese aspectual system. My research did not directly test the acquisition of the 

aspectual system. But I did find high correlations between the production of the RVC and 

le on the one hand, and the production of ba, on the other. I cannot draw a strong 

conclusion about acquisition based on production data alone. Grammaticality judgment 

data should also be used in this kind of investigation. But if further research confirms the 

same pattern in the acquisition of the aspectual system and ba, from both production and 

grammaticality judgment data, the presentation of the da-construction and the aspectual 

system should be related in teaching materials. Chapter 8 will address pedagogical issues 

and point to directions for further research. 

But before we can address such pedagogical implications, we need to know how 

the Z>a-construction is acquired, and why it is difficult for L2 learners to learn. Moreover, 

if L2 learners do not produce the /)a-construction in contexts where native speakers do, 

what patterns do they produce instead? With these goals in mind, Chinese linguists, 

second language acquisition researchers, as well as teachers of Chinese as a second 

language, should find this study of interest. 
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CHAPTER 2. THEORETICAL APPROACHES TO BA 

In this chapter, I first disctiss major theoretical approaches to the /)fl-construction 

found in the literature and the reasons why I chose these particular approaches to review. 

Following that, I discuss the approach that I adopted in this study, the semantic/aspectual 

approach as articulated in Liu (1997), and my reasons for choosing it. At the end of the 

chapter, I compare the linguistic characteristics of the resultative verb complement 

(RVC) and le, the two environments of the /jq-VP that T focused on in this study. 

As A. Li (2001) pointed out, many scholars of Chinese linguistics are interested in 

the /5>a-construction, Over the past half century, linguists working within a variety of 

different theoretical frameworks have analyzed it. The major frameworks can be 

categorized as functional, syntactic and semantic. The approaches that I will review in 

each category are either influential or ones that are related to the acquisition studies that I 

will review in Chapter 3. Section 2.1 deals with two functional approaches: the 

disposal/transitivity approach and the topic-comment approach. Section 2.2 surveys three 

syntactic analyses: the generative syntactic analyses, Sybesma's syntactic/semantic 

analysis, and Bender's verbal analysis based on Lexical Functional Grammar (LFG). 

Section 2.3 summarizes Liu's (1997) semantic/aspectual approach and my reasons for 

choosing it as the theoretical framework for this study. I review the disposal/transitivity 

approach because it is the classic analysis of the 6a-construction. The generative analysis 

is discussed because generative syntax, especially the Principles and Parameters Theory, 

has been the dominant syntactic framework for the past 20 years. Bender's is the only 

analysis of the Z?a-construction within the LFG framework. The other two, the topic-
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comment approach and Sybesma's syntax-semantics analysis, have been related to some 

of the acquisition studies that I am going to review in the next chapter. 

In reviewing previous analyses, I cite particular researchers who have worked 

within each individual approach. Within any given approach, while different scholars 

might have differing opinions on certain issues, I review one individual's analysis, and 

refer interested readers to other authors following that approach.^ The differences among 

these approaches relate to various aspects of the Z)a-construction, but inasmuch as my 

focus is on the constraints on the 6a-NP and ba-W summarized in Chapter 1 (namely, 

the ^la-NP has to be definite/generic/specific, and the ba-W has to be complex), in 

addition to summarizing the main points of each particular approach, I will also indicate 

whether it addresses the constraints on the ba-NV and ba-YF. No analysis of the ba-

construction so far seems to be totally free of counterexamples, but the counterexamples 

to some analyses are more systematic, so I will only cite those in my discussion. I will 

also note whether each analysis reviewed here informed any of the acquisition studies 

surveyed in Chapter 3. 

2.1. Functional approaches 

These approaches are mainly concerned with the use of the 6a-construction. I will 

review the disposal/transitivity approach and the topic-comment approach. 

' The review of the generative analyses is an exception, because I will contrast a movement analysis and a 
non-movement one, which are two ways to account for the origin of the fta-NP. 
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2.1.1. Disposal/transitivity approach 

The disposal approach (e.g., L. Wang, 1947) and the transitivity approach (e.g., 

Thompson, 1973) were originally two approaches. But they are highly related and over 

the years they have always been mentioned together. ̂  Therefore, I review them together 

as one approach. 

According to the earliest Chinese grammarians, the main function of the ba-

construction is to indicate "disposal" (e.g., Lii, 1955; L. Wang, 1947). "Disposal" 

indicates what the verb has done to the NP. In L. Wang's words, disposal shows how 

something or someone is "handled, manipulated, or dealt with; how something is 

disposed of; or how an affair is conducted" (translated by Y.- C. Li, 1974, p. 200-201). 

Thompson (1973) relied on a similar concept, using the term "transitivity", meaning an 

action is transferred to the patient from the agent. A diagnostic for "transitivity" given by 

Thompson (1973) is asking the question "What did you do to X?" The Chinese version of 

this question would be (2.1) (Thompson, 1973, p. 213); 

(2.1) Ni ba X zenma gao le?^ 

you BA how do to 

What did you do to X? 

The disposal and transitivity analysis is intuitively appealing to native speakers 

because it explains many canonical Zja-sentences. It is an effort to connect the functions 

of both the Z)a-NP and the VP. But this analysis does not explain ba sentences that do not 

^ There are other related terms for the fea-construction, such as "executive", "accusative", etc. See Sybesma 
(1999) for more discussion. 
^ Thompson's examples have tone marks. I omitted them to be consistent with other examples in this study. 
This will apply to examples with tone marks from other sources. 
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denote strong actions. Sentence (2.2) (Liu, 1997, p. 53) is such an example, because the 

verb cuoguo 'let something pass' is not a strong "disposal" verb, so we cannot ask the 

question "What did he do to the opportunity?" 

(2.2)Taba yige dahao jihui cuoguo le. 

he BA one-CL big-good opportunity wrong-pass ASP 

He let a great opportunity pass. 

It is also difficult to explain some emotional verbs with this analysis. For 

example, it is not appropriate to ask "What did he do to you?" based on (2.3), because 

"he" did not do anything to "you". 

(2.3) Ta ba ni xiang si le. 

he BA you miss die ASP 

He missed you to death. (He missed you very much.) 

It should be noted that Thomson (1973) was clearly aware of these facts. She 

stated that her main concerns were 6a-sentences with retained objects and the "extent 

construction" of ba. She acknowledged also that her analysis could not explain the 

requirement of morphological complexity in the verb phrase."* 

This analysis represents the classic approach of the Z)a-construction, but no 

acquisition study that I am aware of adopted this framework, although Jin (1992) used 

" See Sun (1995) for another analysis of the ^a-construction from a crosslinguistic point of view using the 
concept of transitivity. 
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"disposal" as one of her criteria to choose words for her tests, and discussed her results in 

terms of "disposal". I will review Jin (1992) in Chapter 3. 

2.1.2. Topic-comment approach 

Chinese has many topic-comment structures (e.g., Li & Thompson, 1981). Some 

analyses of the Z)a-construction in the topic-comment approach are G. T. Chen (1983) and 

Tsao (1987). After a detailed comparison between the characteristics of topics and those 

of the Z?a-NP, Tsao (1987) proposed that the 6a-NP should be treated as a secondary topic 

because it shares many common features with the primary topic, as shown in the 

following. 

(2.4) Tsao's (1987) characteristics of topics in Chinese (Tsao, 1987, p. 4): 

A. Topic invariably occupies the S-initial position of the first sentence in a topic 

chain; 

B. Topic can optionally be separated from the rest of the sentence in which it 

overtly occurs by one of the four pause particles: a (yd), na, me, and ba\ 

C. Topic is always definite or generic; 

D. Topic is a discourse notion: it may, and often does, extend its semantic domain 

to more than one sentence; 

E. Topic is in control of the pronominalization or deletion of all the coreferential 

NPs in a topic chain; 

F. Topic, except in sentences where it is also subject, plays no role in such 

processes as reflexivization, passivization, Equi-NP deletion and imperativization. 
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After comparing the Z»a-NP against these characteristics point by point, Tsao 

concluded that the shares all of the properties of the topic NP except F, which is 

difficult to test on the ^a-construction.^ Therefore, he proposed that the 6a-NP is a special 

or secondary topic in the sentence. 

Tsao's analysis has been very influential. Intuitively, it is easy to see the parallel 

between (2.5a), a topic sentence, and (2.5b), a ^a-sentence. It seems in both sentences, 

the object pingguo 'apple' is old information, and the rest of the sentences are about the 

apple. ̂  

(2.5) a. Pingguo, wo chi le. 

apple, I eat ASP 

As for the apple, I ate it. 

b. Wo ba pingguo chi le. 

I BA apple eat ASP 

I ate the apple. 

It is well-known that topics are definite or generic (e.g., Li & Thompson, 1981). If 

^a-NPs are like topics, it immediately explains the constraint on the Z)a-NP, which says 

that the /)a-NP must be definite or generic.' 

^ See Fahn (1993) for a contrasting view. 
See M.Q. Wang (1987), however, for arguments that topics and ^a-NPs have different functions. For 

example, topics can be used emphatically or contrastively while Z^a-NPs cannot. 
^ But unlike topics, somehow ba can make an indefinite NP specific, and therefore acceptable in the ba-
construction. See Bender (2000) for a discussion. 
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Because of the lack of grammatical markers in Chinese, it is often difficult to tell 

whether a sentence-initial constituent is a topic or a subject, or something else. Therefore, 

the properties of topics that Tsao identified are controversial. If the 6a-NP is a special 

kind of topic, and topics are a discourse notion, as Tsao suggested, it would be desirable 

to have concrete evidence of how the ^a-NP is used beyond the sentence level, as Liu 

(1997) pointed out. In other words, since most Z)a-sentences have non-ba counterparts, 

where the objects follow the verbs, it needs to be shown when speakers choose one 

construction over the other in certain discourse contexts. 

Since the main concern of Tsao (1987) is the Z)a-NP, it does not address 

constraints on the ba-WV. Topics can appear freely in Chinese. Since they are not 

necessarily arguments of the verbs in the comment sentences, they do not always have to 

receive theta roles from the verbs. Therefore, there are no constraints on what kind of 

verbs can appear in a sentence with a topic. But as discussed earlier, there are constraints 

on the verbs in ^a-sentences. This contrast is shown in (2.6). The verb xihuan Tike' in the 

topic sentence (2.6a) is fine but the ^a-sentence (2.6b) is ungrammatical, because xihuan 

is a bare verb without any kind of complement. 

(2.6) a. Pingguo, wo xihuan. 

apple I like 

Apples, I like. 

b. *Wo ba pingguo xihuan. 

I BA apple like 

I like apples. 
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By equating the /?)C(-NP to the topic of a sentence, Tsao's analysis explains the 

definiteness/generic constraint on the /)a-NP, but it is not concerned with the constraints 

on the VP in a Z)a-sentence because there are no constraints on the VP in a topic-comment 

sentence. 

This framework informed the acquisition studies by Fahn (1993) and Jin (1992). 

2.2. Syntactic approaches 

In this category, I will review three kinds of analyses: generative syntactic 

analyses, Sybesma's (1999) syntactic-semantic analysis, and Bender's (2000) verbal 

analysis based on Lexical Functional Grammar (LFG). 

2.2.1. Generative syntactic analyses 

Some analyses in this category are Goodall (1990); J. Huang (1982, 1989, 1992); 

A. Li (1985); Travis (1984) and Zou (1993). Generativists working on the ba-

construction have argued about the origin of the ba-NP. They disagree as to whether the 

^a-NP is base-generated in the preverbal position or a result of movement. J. Huang 

(1989) treated the Z)a-construction as base-generated while Goodall argued that it was a 

result of movement. (See Huang, 1989, and Goodall, 1990, for their arguments and 

counterarguments using idiom chunks.) Here I will briefly summarize these two kinds of 

proposals. 



30 

Since the canonical word order in Modern Standard Chinese is SVO (Sun & 

Givon, 1985), it is natural to see the connection between the SVO sentence (1.2), and its 

corresponding Z)a-sentence (1.3), repeated here. 

(1.2) Ta chi le nage pingguo. (SVO) 

he eat ASP that apple 

He ate that apple. 

(1.3)Taba nage pingguo chi le. (SOV) 

he BA that apple eat ASP 

He ate that apple. 

According to the standard movement analysis, (1.3) is derived by moving the 

object nage pingguo 'that apple' in (1.2) to the preverbal position. The motivation is case 

marking (A. Li, 1985). This analysis hypothesizes that the case that the verb normally 

assigns in a /)a-sentence is absorbed, similar to the past participle in the English passive 

construction. The object cannot survive without case, according to the Case Filter 

(Chomsky, 1986). Therefore, it moves to the preverbal position where ba is inserted to 

assign case to the object. 

However, based on some Z)a-sentences that cannot be explained by a movement 

analysis, J. Huang (1992) proposed that ba was base-generated. He pointed out that in 

sentences like (2.7) the 6a-NP, Lisi, has two thematic roles, the agent role of the 

resultative clause tiao le qilai 'jump up' and the affected theme role of Zhangsan's 

crying. 
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(2.7) Zhangsan ba Lisi ku de tiao le qilai. 

BA cry DE jump ASP up 

Zhangsan cried so loud as to make Lisi jump. 

A movement analysis cannot explain why Lisi has two theta roles. If Lisi moves 

from the subject position of the embedded clause, it can only have one theta role. To 

account for such sentences, J. Huang proposed a control analysis.^ According to this 

analysis, the ba-NF is base-generated; it controls the subject position in the embedded 

clause, as shown in (2.8). In (2.8), two theta roles, agent and patient, are assigned to the 

same NP Lisi. The former is assigned by the verb in the embedded clause tiao 'jump', 

and the latter is assigned compositionally by the phrase ku de tiao le qilai 'cried that (he) 

jumped'. 

(2.8) Zhangsan[ba Lisij [ku de [Projtiao le qilai]. 

BA cryDE jump ASP up 

Zhangsan cried so loud as to make Lisi jump. 

Since the canonical word order in Chinese is SVO, the movement analysis seems 

to be a natural explanation of the word order change in a 6a-sentence. But some points of 

this analysis are not clear. One of them is the motivation for the movement. One possible 

motivation is in search of case, as Goodall (1990) suggested. But it is difficult to sustain a 

case-marker analysis of ba if it is the only overt case marker in the language, and it is 

needed only in the preverbal position. It has been proposed that the movement is similar 

to passivization in English (A. Li, 1985). But the verbal morphology is clearly and 

^ J. Huang (1989) did not distinguish between PRO and pro in Chinese. 
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overtly different in active and passive sentences in English. On the other hand, this is not 

true in the Chinese /?a-construction. 

In an active sentence in English, the transitive verb assigns case to its right. In a 

passive sentence, on the other hand, the standard hypothesis is that the past participle 

absorbs case (Chomsky, 1986). The patient has to move to the subject position to get 

case. This alternation is shown in (2.9a) and (2.9b). 

(2.9) a. He ate the apple. 

b. The apple was eaten by him. 

Note, however, that in the alternation between a Z)a-sentence and its non-ba counterpart 

in Chinese, there is no change of verbal morphology. This contrast is shown in (1.2) and 

(1.3) from Chapter 1, repeated below. The verb phrase is the same in both sentences, 

consisting of the verb chi 'eat' and the perfective aspect marker le. 

(1.2)Tachi le nage pingguo. (SVO) 

he eat ASP that apple 

He ate that apple. 

(1.3) Ta ba nage pingguo chi le. (SOV) 

he BA that apple eat ASP 

He ate that apple. 

It is not obvious why the verb can assign case to the NP object in the SVO sentence (1.2) 

but not in the 6a-sentence (1.3). 

Some diachronic analysis of the Chinese language is in order here. According to 

Shi (2002), historically, SVO sentences and Z^a-sentences developed in parallel to each 
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other. Shi (2002) suggested that resultatives in Classical Chinese (before the lO^'' century) 

were just like those in modem English, with the structure of subject-verb-object-

resultative, as (2.10) shows (Shi, 2002, p. 108). Sentence (2.11) is a parallel English 

example. There are no overt subjects in (2.10) and (2.11) since they are imperative 

sentences. 

(2.10) Huan Jiang Lang jue! (Shi shuo xin yu, A.D. 425)^ 

call awake 

Please wake Jiang Lang up! 

(2.11) Paint the door white. 

Sentence (2.10) is contrasted with its equivalent in modem Chinese, where the word 

order is subject-verb-resultative-object, as (2.12) shows. 

(2.12) Huan xing Jiang Lang! 

call awake 

Please wake Jiang Lang up! 

According to Shi (2002) the resultative construction in Chinese has undergone a 

major change since around the 10**^ century: The verb and the resultative have become 

fused into one unit. As a result, the original object that intervened between the verb and 

the resultative has to be relocated to other places. There are several places that they could 

go. One of them is after the verb-resultative unit, resulting in an SVO sentence. Another 

place is the preverbal position after ba, resulting in a 6a-sentence. A third possibility is 

between the subject and the verb, resulting in a construction that Shi called "new 

' This is one of the historical texts that Shi (2002) investigated in his book. 
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topicalization". According to Shi (2002), there was a division of labor as to what kind of 

objects moved to which position. Only definite objects can move to the preverbal position 

following ba. If Shi is right, it is interesting to contrast the diachronic and synchronic 

analyses of the same linguistic phenomenon. But diachronic evidence is not relevant to 

the synchronic study of language acquisition. 

As Goodall (1994) pointed out, the generative syntactic analyses have nothing to 

say about the complexity constraint on the VP in the Z)a-construction, namely, that the 

verb has to appear with some kind of complement. Nor do they explain why the ba-NP 

has to be definite or generic. 

I have reviewed the generative analyses because generative grammar, especially 

the Principles and Parameters Theory, has been the dominant syntactic framework for the 

past two decades. However, none of the acquisition studies that I am going to review in 

Chapter 3 used the generative analysis as the main theoretical framework, although Fahn 

(1992) used many concepts of the generative grammar in her discussion of the 

characteristics of the 6a-construction. 

2.2.2. Sybesma's syntactic/semantic analysis 

Sybesma's (1999) syntactic analysis incorporated semantic characteristics of the 

Aa-construction. He postulated that structurally, all Z)a-sentences are CAUSE sentences. 

This is shown in (2.13). 
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(2.13) CAUSP 

NPl CAUSP 

CAUS VP 

NP2 VP 

/X 
V XP 

X 

In this structure, NPl is the subject of the sentence. NP3 is the trace of moved 

NP2. The head of the CAUSP (CAUSE Phrase) is either filled by ba or by the movement 

of the head of the VP. If it is filled with ba, a ^a-sentence is derived. If the moved head 

of VP heads CAUSP, it is a regular accomplishment sentence. In other words, if ba-

sentences and accomplishment sentences share the same structure, ^a-sentences are also 

accomplishment sentences. 

Before I proceed further, I will briefly discuss Vendler's (1967) classification of 

verbs, because it is crucial for understanding Sybesma's analysis. Vendler (1967) 

grouped verbs and their complements into four classes: state, activity, accomplishment, 

achievement.'" State verbs are static and durative, such as know, love Cathy. Activity 

verbs are dynamic and durative, such as swim, walk in the park. Accomplishment verbs 

are dynamic and durative. They consist of both a process and an outcome, such as build a 

These categories have been modified by other authors. See Dowty (1979) and Smith (1997), among 
others, for details. 
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house, paint a picture. Finally, achievement verbs are dynamic and instantaneous, such as 

recognize and arrive at school. 

The following are some Chinese examples based on this system (Liu, 1997, p. 

59). 

(2.14) a. State: you qian 

have money 

be rich 

b. Activity: da dianhua 

hit phone 

be on the phone 

c. Accomplishment: zou sanli lu 

walk three-mile road 

walk three miles 

d. Achievement: faxian yige mimi 

discover one-CL secret 

discover a secret 

Against this background, Sybesma proposed that accomplishment sentences and 

^a-sentences in Chinese share the same structure. As for the question whether the 6a-NP 

was base-generated or a result of movement, he claimed that it was a result of movement. 

Considering the relation between the Z)a-NP and the verbal complex, he argued 

that the Z)a-NP was the subject of the clause embedded in the VP, as (2.15) shows 
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(Sybesma, 1999, p. 144). Here the ba-NF shoujuan 'handkechief is the subject of the 

predicate shi 'wet', as a result of the action ku 'cry'. 

(2.15)Lisiba shoujuan ku-shi-le. 

BA handkerchief cry-wet-ASP 

Lisi cried the handkerchief wet. 

Sybesma further claimed that there was no relation between the 6a-NP and the 

matrix verb. Take (2.15) as an example. He claimed that there was no relation between 

shoujuan 'handkerchief and the matrix verb ku 'cry' since the crying was done by the 

subject of the matrix sentence Lisi. The only relation that the Z)a-NP has is with the 

embedded predicate, in this case, shi-le 'wet-ASP'. 

As for the deflniteness constraint of the &a-NP, Sybesma claimed that there is no 

direct relation between this constraint and the Z>(3-construction. As he put it, "the 

deflniteness of the 6a-NP has nothing to do with ba. It is due to the aspectual nature of 

the predicate it is a part of (Sybesma, 1999, p. 175). 

Concerning the question why the predicate in the Z>a-construction has to be 

complex, Sybesma pointed out that if it were not, there would not be a Z)a-NP to begin 

with, since the fea-NP is the subject of the small clause that is embedded in the matrix 

verb phrase. The small clause indicates a resulting state. Without a resulting state, there 

would not be a CAUSE at all. 

As A. Li (2001) pointed out, Sybesma's analysis eliminated the vagueness of the 

term "disposal" and attempted to incorporate the semantic characteristics of the ba-

construction into a syntactic analysis. It also addressed the constraints on both the 6a-NP 
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and the ba-YV. But some of the characteristics of the 6a-construction seem to be too 

elusive for this analysis to capture. 

Sybesma's claim that there was no relation between the ba-NP and the matrix 

verb seems too strong. Recall that the main evidence for the movement analysis was the 

alternation between (1.2) and (1.3), repeated below. In both sentences the matrix verb is 

chi 'eat', and nagepingguo 'that apple' is its object. In other words, in (1.3) the Z)a-NP 

nage pingguo 'that apple' is the object of the matrix verb chi 'eat'. 

(1.2) Ta chi le nage pingguo. (SVO) 

he eat ASP that apple 

He ate that apple. 

(1.3) Ta ba nage pingguo chi le. (SOV) 

he BA that apple eat ASP 

He ate that apple. 

Sybesma also suggested that the ^)a-NP is the subject of the embedded resultative 

small clause. But as A. Li (2001) pointed out, in a large number of Z)a-sentences the 

subject of the resultative clause is the matrix subject, not the Z)a-NP, as (2.16) shows (A. 

Li, 2001, p. 73). Here it is very clear that the subject of the embedded resultative clause 

"won't even eat his meals" is the matrix subject ta 'he', instead of the Z)a-NP ni 'you'. 

(2.16) Taba ni xiang-de fan dou bu-ken chi. 

he BA you miss-DE food even not-willing eat 

He missed you so much that he won't even eat his meals. 
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Equating Z?a-sentences and accomplishment sentences is a good attempt at 

reaching a powerful generalization, but the nature of ba still seems to evade full capture. 

As Liu (1997) pointed out, counterexamples go both ways: There are accomplishment 

sentences that are incompatible with ba, and Z)a-sentences that are not accomplishments, 

as (2.17) and (2.18) show (Liu, 1997, p. 60). The predicate in (2.17) is not an 

accomplishment, but an achievement; yet it is grammatical with ba. On the other hand, 

the predicate in (2.18) is a typical accomplishment, but it is not grammatical with ba. 

(2.17) Women dou ba Laowang dang laoshi. 

we all BA take-as teacher 

We all consider Laowang as our teacher. 

(2.18) * Wo dasuan mingtian ba neibenshu kan. 

I plan tomorrow BA that-book read 

I plan to read that book tomorrow. 

Fahn (1993) tested the acquisition of the constraint on the ^^-construction that 

only accomplishment verbs can appear alone in ^a-sentences. This was based on 

Sybesma's proposal that 6a-sentences and accomplishment sentences share the same 

structure. 

2.2.3. Bender's verbal analysis 

Since ba was originally a verb, various verbal analyses of the Z>a-construction 

have been proposed in the literature over the past several decades (e.g.. Bender, 2000; 

Hashimoto, 1971; Ross, 1991; Yang, 1995). Bender (2000) is the latest. Since it is 
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generally agreed that ba was originally a verb in Classical Chinese, in this section I will 

first summarize the historical development of ha from a verb to a function word. 

As pointed out over the years (e.g., Shi, 2002; Sun, 1995; L. Wang, 1947), ba was 

originally a verb in Classical Chinese meaning 'to hold', as (2.19) shows (Sun, 1995, p. 

179). The sentence is a line from a poem by Bai Juyi, written during the Tang Dynasty 

(A.D. 618-907). 

(2.19) Zui ba hua kan yi zi shang. 

drunk hold flower watch more self hurt 

Drunk, look at the flower by holding it, even more broken-hearted. 

It was during the Tang Dynasty (A.D. 618-907) that ba began to appear as a 

preverbal patient marker (Sun, 1995). Sentence (2.20) is from the same author as (2.19), 

but ba functions as a patient marker (Sun, 1995, p. 179). 

(2.20) Mo ba Hangzhou cishi qi. 

NEG BA magistrate deceive 

Do not deceive the magistrate of Hangzhou. 

Shi (2002) suggested that ba was grammaticalized into an object marker from a 

verb as a result of the neutralization of theta roles in the preverbal position caused by the 

development of the resultative construction in Modern Chinese. He argued that in 

Classical Chinese the word order was strictly SVO, and syntactic constituents 

corresponded to thematic roles. For example, the subject was always the agent and the 

object was always the patient. But because of the appearance of preverbal objects as a 

result of the fusion of the verbs and their resultatives, the differences between the 
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thematic roles of NPs in preverbal and postverbal positions were not very clear anymore. 

This triggered the grammaticalization of ba, which was originally a full verb, into a 

"disposal marker", to mark preverbal patients (Shi, 2002). Despite this fact, ba did not 

completely lose its verbal usage until near the turn of the 20^'' century (Sun, 1995, p. 181). 

The main reason why ba is no longer treated as a verb in most of the other 

synchronic analyses is that it fails several standard tests used to determine verbhood in 

Chinese: aspect markers, simple answers to questions, and A-not-A questions (Bender, 

2000, p. 119). But Bender demonstrated that these tests were only sufficient, but not 

necessary, for determining verbhood in Chinese. For example, ba fails the first test, 

compatibility with aspect markers, as only verbs can co-occur with aspect markers. But 

Bender showed that some kinds of verbs, such as stative verbs, cannot co-occur with any 

of the three aspect markers either, namely, the perfective aspect marker le, the durative 

aspect marker -zhe, and the experiential aspect marker -guo. The sentences in (2.21) 

show that these three aspect markers can co-occur with an action verb kan 'to read' 

(2.21a), but cannot with ba (2.21b), or a stative verb shi 'to be' (2.21c) (Bender, 2000, p. 

120). 

(2.21) a. Ta kan le/zhe/guo shu. 

3sg look perf/prog/exp book 

S/he read/is reading /has had the experience of finishing (reading) a 

book. 
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(2.21) b. *Taba le/zhe/guo shu kanwan. 

3sg BA perf/prog/exp book look-finish 

Intended: S/he finished/is finishing/has had the experience of finishing 

(reading) the book. 

c. *Ta shi le/zhe/guo xuesheng. 

3sg copula perf/prog/exp student 

Intended: S/he was/is currently/has had the experience of being a student. 

As far as the Z)a-NP is concerned, Bender (2000) incorporated Tsao's (1987) topic 

analysis and Liu's (1997) specificity analysis (to be reviewed in the next section). 

Bender proposed a verbal analysis of ba based on LFG. In LFG, according to her, 

grammatical functions such as subject and object are not further reduced to phrase 

structures. Several parallel structures can represent each sentence, such as c(onstitute)-

structure and f(unctional)-structure. Based on her arguments that ba is a verb, and that the 

6a-NP has many topic features (Tsao, 1987), she presented the lexical entry of ba in 

(2.22), and the meaning as spelled out in (2.23) (Bender, 2000, p. 127). 

(2.22) b a  V (t PRED) = ' b a  < (t SUBJ) (t OBJ) (t COMP) > 

(t OBJ) = (t COMP TOPIC) 

(2.23) (t SUBJ) is responsible for the fact that (t OBJ) turns out as (t COMP) 

describes. 

The c-structure and f-structure of a Z)a-sentence with a retained object (2.24) is given in 

(2.25) and (2.26), respectively (Bender, 2000, p. 127). In (2.24),'skin' is the retained 

object. 
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(2.24) Ta ba juzi bo-le pi. 

s/he BA orange peel-ASP skin 

S/he peeled the skin of the orange. 

(2.25) c-structure 

IP 

juzi V 

(2.26) f-structure 

PRED 

SUBJ 

OBJ 

COMP 

V 

'ba<(fi SUB) (f, OBJ) (fi COMP)> 

'3rg' 

'orange' 

PRED 'peel <(f2 SUB) (fi OBJ)>' 

fi: SUBJ [...] 

OBJ 'peel' 

TOPIC 

Bender emphasized that there are two important points about (2.25) and (2.26). 

One is that ba is the head of the matrix VP. The other is that ba's OBJ and the embedded 

TOPIC function are related by functional control in the f-structure, instead of by 

movement in the c-structure (Bender, 2000, p. 127). As for the Z)a-sentences that do not 

have retained objects. Bender suggested that they involved unmarked passives. She gave 
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three kinds of evidence: ''ziji binding, the distribution of telic and atelic predicates in ba 

sentences, and ba sentences with ditransitive verbs". (See Bender, 2000, for details of 

these arguments.) 

One advantage of this analysis is that it preserves the canonical SVO word order 

in Chinese. It also helps explain sentences with "retained" objects. Such sentences are 

problematic for movement analyses, because the verb already has an object, as (2.24) 

shows, repeated below. In (2.24), the ^a-NP juzi 'orange' cannot be a result of movement 

from the postverbal position after the verb bo 'to peel', which already has an object pi 

'skin' after it. 

(2.24) Ta ba juzi bo-le pi. 

s/he BA orange peel-ASP skin 

S/he peeled the skin of the orange. 

On Bender's verbal analysis, this is not a problem because no movement is involved. Ba 

is a verb and it assigns a theta role to the Zj^-NP juzi 'orange', and the postverbal NP pi 

'skin' gets its theta role from the verb bo 'to peel'. 

Since the main concern of this analysis is the part of speech of ba, it says nothing 

about the constraint on the ba-NV, namely, why it has to be complex. 

In one of the acquisition studies that I will review in Chapter 3, Cheung (1992), 

ba is treated as a verb. Cheung elaimed that the result of his study showed that the 

children in his study also treated ba as a verb. 
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2.3. Liu's semantic/aspectual approach 

There are other aspectual analyses in the literature (e.g., Yong, 1993). But Liu 

(1997) is the only one that offers a unified analysis to account for the constraints on both 

the 6a-NP and the ha-W under one concept: boundedness. Since my study focuses on 

the 6a-NP and two of the environments of the ba-W¥, the resultative verb complement 

(RVC) and the perfective aspect marker le, I adopt Liu (1997) as the theoretical 

framework of the present study. 

Based on her own observations and those of other researchers, Liu (1997) 

summarized the following nine syntactic environments that license the ba-V? (Liu, 1997, 

p. 55): 

(2.27) 1. V+ resultative verb complement (RVC) 

2. V + de (resultative) 

3. V + retained object 

4. V + perfective marker -le 

5. V + PP (dative or locative) 

6. V + quantified phrase 

l . y + y i  +  \  

8. V + durative marker -zhe (irrealis) 

9. Adv + V 

Table 2.1 presents an example of each of these environments with explanations. 
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Table 2.1. Liu's (1997) Nine Environments for the ba-VP with Examples 

Environment Example Explanation 
1. V+ resultative 
verb complement 
(RVC) 

Ni dei ba maojin jian qilai. 
you have-to BA towel pick RVC (up) 
You have to pick up the towel. 

Qilai is the RVC, 
indicating the result of 
the action. 

2. V + de 
(resultative) 

Ta ba wo ku de hen shansxi. 
she BA I cry DE very sad 
I became sad as a result of her crying. 

De hen shangxin 'very 
sad' indicates the 
result of her crying. 

3. V + retained 
object 

Wo ba xiangjiao bo le pi. 
I BA banana peel ASP skin 
I peeled the banana. 

Pi 'skin' after the verb 
is the "retained 
object". 

4. V + perfective 
marker —le 

Ta ba yao tun le. 
she BA medicine swallow ASP 
She swallowed the medicine. 

-Le is the perfective 
aspect marker. 

5. V + PP (dative 
or locative) 

Ta ba beizi fans zai zhuozi shana. 
she BA cup put at table on 
She put the cup on the table. 

Zai zhuozi shang 'on 
the table' is a PP. 

6. V + quantified 
phrase 

Wo ba zheben shu kan le liang bian. 
I BA this-CL book read ASP two times 
I read this book twice. 

Liang bian 'twice' is a 
quantifying phrase. 

l . V + y i  +  N  Ba iiaozi chane-(vi)-chang. 
BA dumpling taste-one-taste 
Try a dumpling (to see if it's fully cooked 
and ready to serve). 

Chang (yi) chang 
'taste-a-taste' is the 
"tentative" 
construction indicating 
a short duration, doing 
something "a little 
bit". 

8. V + durative 
marker -zhe 
(irrealis) 

Qing ba shu bang wo na zhe. 
please BA book help I hold DUR 
Please hold the book for me. 

-Zhe is the durative 
aspect marker. 

9. Adv + V 
Buyao ba shu man wuzi reng. 
don't BA book whole room throw 
Don't throw the books all over the room. 

An adverbial man 
'whole' is before the 
verb, but nothing is 
after the verb. 

Liu presented further evidence to show that these nine environments indicate a 

bounded event. Soundness, also known as delimitedness (e.g., Tenny, 1994), is an 
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important aspectual concept in the study of syntax/semantics interface." It "refers to the 

property of an event's having a distinct, definite and inherent endpoint in time" (Tenny, 

1994, p. 4). According to Liu (1997), events can be bounded in two ways as far as ba was 

concerned: by situation aspect or viewpoint aspect. If the resultative state is indicated by 

the uninflected predicate, then the situation alone can bound the event. If not, 

grammatical markers are needed to bound the event. This is called viewpoint aspect. 

Environments (2.27-4) and (2.27-8) are bounded by viewpoint aspect, because the 

perfective aspect marker le and the irrealis durative aspect marker -zhe are needed. All 

the other seven environments in (2.27) are bounded by situation aspect. 

As for the Z^a-NP, according to Liu (1997), it has to be generalized-specific in the 

sense of Liu (1990). (See Liu, 1990, for extensive discussions of this concept.) In other 

words, it has to be compatible with the Chinese universal quantifier dou 'all'. The 

NPs in (2.28) are generalized-specific NPs in Chinese (Liu, 1997, p. 86): 

(2.28) definite NPs: demonstrative NPs, pronouns, names 

universally quantified NPs: suoyou de N 'all of the N' 

meige N 'every N' 

mostt^: daduoshu de N 'most N' 

dabufen de N 'most N' 

some N: mou xie N 'certain N' 

bare numeral Det: liangge N 'two N' 

" See Slabakova (2001) for somewhat different treatments of boundedness, delimitedness, and telicity. 
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In contrast, non-generalized-specific NPs are not compatible with dou and cannot occur 

in the Z)a-construction. They are shown in (2.29). 

(2.29) decreasing NPs: shige yixia de N 'fewer than ten N' 

modified numeral Det: shilai ge N 'about ten N' 

san wu ge N 'three to five N' 

Liu suggested that there is a dependency relation between the predicate and the 

^a-NP, which is characterized by a structure-preserving function - a homomorphism 

(Dowty, 1991; Krifka, 1989). According to Liu (1997), the structure that is preserved 

between the ba-N'P and the ba-WV in the /)a-construction is the "all of relation. 

As A. Li (2002) pointed out, Liu's analysis is very attractive because it can 

account for the core cases of ^^-construction found in the literature. Unlike the vague 

notion of "disposal", "boundedness" can be clearly defined. But she also presented 

counterexamples to show that this analysis cannot account for all Zja-sentences. For 

example, according to Liu (1997), decreasing NPs are not generalized-specific NPs and 

therefore cannot appear in the ^a-construction. But A. Li showed that the NP bu dao 

baifenzhiyi-de yingyu 'less than 1% of the profit' in (2.30) is a decreasing NP but it can 

occur with the Z)a-construction (A. Li, 2001, p. 69). 
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(2.30) Anzhao guiding ni zhi neng ba budao baifenzhiyi-de yingyu na-lai gei 

according rule you only can B A less-than 1% DE profit take-come to 

yuangong fen hong. 

employee distribute bonus 

According to the rules, you can only take less than 1% of the profit to 

distribute to the employees as bonus. 

Examples like this are rare, and need to be enriched with heavy contextual 

information to sound acceptable (the sheer length of the sentence attests to that). They are 

also less systematic than counterexamples to some other analyses. Since my study will 

not touch on this kind of sentences, discussions of them are beyond the scope of my 

current research. 

I chose Liu (1997) as the theoretical framework of my study because it addresses 

the constraints on both the ^a-NP and the Z>a-VP, which are the foci of my investigation. 

Furthermore, it is a coherent analysis that unified the constraints on the Z^a-NP and ba-WV 

under the notion of boundedness. The two environments of the 6a-VP that I investigated 

in this study, the RVC and /e, each represents one of the two ways (with situation aspect 

or viewpoint aspect) to bound an event: The RVC bounds the event with situation aspect 

while le bounds the event with viewpoint aspect. I also intended to investigate the L2 

learners' acquisition of the constraint on the 6a-NP, namely, that it has to be generalized-

specific. But my research investigated only one subset of the Z)a-NP, those that are 

definite. In the design of my experiments, definite NPs are those that have already been 

mentioned in the previous discourse. This will be made clear in Chapter 4. 
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Liu (1997) was mainly concerned with theoretical aspects of the 6a-construction. 

It did not explicitly address the issue of acquisition. But since the RVC and le mark 

different kinds of aspect, and both are crucial for the 6a-construction, a natural extension 

of Liu (1997) is that the acquisition of the Chinese aspect system is a precondition for the 

acquisition of the Z)a-construction. This prediction is worth testing in acquisition studies. 

But because my study is cross-sectional and such a cause-effect prediction would need a 

longitudinal study to test, I tested only a weak version of the prediction, namely, that 

there should be some correlation between the production of the RVC and le on the one 

hand, and the production of the Z^a-construction, on the other. I would also like to 

investigate the acquisition of the Z)a-construction in relation to the RVC and le. In other 

words, I would like to know whether adult L2 learners performed better in ba sentences 

with RVCs or with le. One motivation for this comparison was that some LI acquisition 

researchers claimed that the RVC was more difficult to acquire than le, presumably 

because the RVC is structurally more complex than le (e.g., Fahn, 1993). I will discuss 

my research questions and design in much more detail in Chapters 3 and 4. In the next 

section, I will make a comparison between the linguistic characteristics of the RVC and 

le. 

2.4. Comparison of linguistic characteristics of the RVC and le 

Table 2.2 compares linguistic characteristics of the RVC and le. The RVC is 

probably structurally more complex than le, since the RVC has its own thematic relations 

with the object, but le does not. 



51 

Table 2.2. Comparison of Linguistic Characteristics of the RVC and le 

RVC le 
Syntactic structure Verbal element Particle, perfective aspect marker 
Semantic structure Has its own thematic Has no thematic relation with the 

relation with the object object 
Function Indicating results Indicating past/completion 

Some LI acquisition researchers (e.g., Fahn, 1993) claimed that such differences 

in linguistic analysis explain why RVCs were acquired later than le by children learning 

Chinese as their first language. As I will make clear in the next chapter, one of my 

research questions was whether this was also true with adult L2 learners or not. In other 

words, I would like to find out in which of the two environments of the ba-WV, the RVC 

or le, L2 learners produced more Z>a-constructions and had better judgments, and why. If 

the explanations for the LI patterns are correct, L2 learners would probably perform 

better in ba-sentences with le than with RVCs. But linguistic complexity does not 

necessarily reflect the relative difficulty of acquisition. Therefore, my results would shed 

some light on the correctness of the explanation from the LI acquisition studies. 
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CHAPTER 3. ACQUISITION STUDIES OF THE BA-CONSTRUCTION 

In this chapter, I first review four studies on the acquisition of the ba-

construction. Then I outline my own research, which is related to these studies in various 

ways, including my research questions and methods. The four studies are: Cheung 

(1992), Fahn (1993), P. Li (1993) and Jin (1992). The first three concern LI acquisition 

and the last concerns L2 acquisition.' Each review will follow the same format: I will 

first summarize the study and then comment on both theoretical and methodological 

aspects of the study. 

3.1. Cheung (1992) 

3.1.1. Summary 

In his dissertation research, Cheung examined how children treated ba during 

grammatical development. He was particularly interested in the grammatical category of 

ba in children's grammar. Cheung also wanted to find out whether ba's "delimiting 

requirement" or the Object Affectedness Linking Rule governs the acquisition of the ba-

construction. Both terms will be defined below. The study was primarily experimental, 

but some longitudinal spontaneous data from other studies were also analyzed. 

Cheung based his aspectual treatment of the 6a-construction on Tenny's (1987) 

Aspectual Interface Hypothesis. According to Tenny's hypothesis, the internal argument 

' Erbaugh (1982) was probably the first study to touch on the LI acquisition of the ^)a-construction. But 
since it is only a small portion of her dissertation, I will not review it here. 
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of the event "measures out" the event. For example, in the event of eating an apple, the 

state of the event can be measured by the state of the apple. By looking at how much of 

the apple is left, we can tell how much of the action has been completed. There are two 

kinds of events, delimited and non-delimited. They can be distinguished with a temporal 

adverbial phrase such as "for an hour" or "in an hour". Delimited events are compatible 

with "in an hour" but not "for an hour", while the reverse is true with non-delimited 

events. The phrases in (3.1) are examples of delimited events while those in (3.2) are 

examples of non-delimited events (Cheung, 1992, p. 32). 

(3.1) Delimited events 

a. destroy the city (in an hour/* for an hour) 

b. climb the mountain (in an hour/* for an hour) 

(3.2) Non-delimited events 

a. sit on a chair (*in an hour/for an hour) 

b. push a cart (*in an hour/for an hour) 

Even though "push a cart" is not a delimited event, if a goal phrase such as "to Kansas 

City" is added, this goal phrase helps delimit the event. Applied to the Z)fl-construction, 

Cheung, citing Cheng (1989), suggested that in a similar way, the RVC or perfective 

aspect marker that has to appear with the verb helps delimit the event in the ba-

construction. 

Cheung also analyzed ba within a syntactic/semantic framework: the Object 

Affectedness Linking Rule (Gropen, Pinker, Hollander & Goldberg, 1991), which is 

illustrated in the alternation between (3.3a) and (3.3b) (Pinker, 1984). According to the 
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Object Affectedness Linking Rule, the affected entity is in the object position. In (3.3a), 

the goal "the truck" is the affected entity, so it is the object of the sentence. In (3.3b) the 

theme "hay" is the affected entity, so it is the object of the sentence. 

(3.3) a. load the truck with hay 

b. load hay onto the truck 

Cheung suggested that ba marks the affected entity in Chinese. In other words, 

the ^a-NP is affected. The sentences in (3.4) indicate such an alternation (Cheung, 1992, 

p. 3). In (3.4a) the &a-NP men 'door' is the locative, so Cheung called such sentences 

"locative bd" sentences. In such sentences, the locative is affected. In (3.4b) the ba-NP 

xiao xingxing 'little star' is the theme, so Cheung called such sentences "theme ba'' 

sentences. In such sentences the theme is affected. 

(3.4) a. Laoshi ba men tie man le xiao xingxing. 

teacher BA door stick full ASP little star 

The teacher stuck the door full of little stars. 

b. Laoshi ba xiao xingxing tie zai men shang. 

teacher BA little star stick at door LOC 

The teacher stuck a little star on the door. 

Against this background, Cheung wanted to find out whether ba's "delimiting 

requirement" or the Object Affectedness Linking Rule governs the acquisition of the ba-

construction. 
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Cheung's subjects were 32 children in Taiwan, who were divided into two age 

groups (4;3-5;4 and 5;5-6;5). Sixteen adult speakers of Standard Chinese from Taiwan 

also participated in the study. 

Cheung conducted three experiments: a comprehension experiment based on 16 

sets of pictures, an elicited production experiment based on the same sets of pictures, and 

an imitation experiment. According to Cheung, the comprehension and elicited 

production experiments compared the acquisition of locative ba and theme ba, while the 

imitation experiment tested how sensitive the subjects were to the "delimiting 

requirement" of the ^o-construction. The elicited production experiment was conducted 

first, followed by the imitation experiment, and then the comprehension experiment. Note 

that it makes sense to give the subjects the comprehension task after the production tasks 

because they were less likely to find out what the target of the study was. Also, if the 

comprehension task was given first, the subjects could have learned the target structures 

from the modeling for the production tasks. 

Sixteen pairs of picture sets were used in the production and comprehension 

experiments. Each picture set had three panels. In the first panel, two objects were shown. 

In the second panel, something was moved from one object to the other. The last panel 

showed the result. Figure 3.1 is an example pair of pictures (Cheung, 1992, p. 80). 
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Figure 3.1. Locative-full (top) and theme-gone (bottom) pictures. 

The first set of pictures in Figure 3.1 is the locative-full condition. In the first 

picture, the cup was empty. In the second picture, a woman (known as "the teacher" to 

the subjects in the experiments) filled the glass with orange juice. As a result, the glass in 

the third picture was full. The cup was totally affected so it was designed to be described 

with a locative ba sentence where the glass was the ba-NV. 

The second set of pictures in Figure 3.1 is the theme-gone condition. The first 

picture was similar to that in the locative-full condition except that the pitcher had less 
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orange juice in it. The action in the middle picture was similar to that in the locative-full 

condition. In the third picture, the pitcher was empty but the glass was only half full. In 

such a situation, the orange juice was totally affected because it was completely gone. 

This situation was designed to be described with theme-gone sentences where the theme 

was the 6a-NP orange juice. 

The following is how the comprehension experiment was conducted. Take the 

sets of pictures presented in Figure 3.1 as an example. The subjects were presented with 

one set of pictures first. The experimenter said something like "In the beginning you see 

this" while pointing to the first picture in the set. Then he pointed to the second picture 

while saying "The teacher did this." Then he pointed to the last picture saying something 

like "This is the end." After this he covered this set of pictures and showed the second set 

of pictures with similar explanations. Then he put both sets of pictures in front of the 

subject and said one of the target sentences, either a locative-full Z)a-sentence or a theme-

gone ^a-sentence, as (3.5) shows (Cheung, 1992, p. 81). Subjects were asked to point to 

the picture that matched the sentence that they heard, which was always a last picture. 

Sixteen pairs of such picture sets were used in this experiment. Half of them were tested 

with the locative-full sentences and the other half were tested with the theme-gone 

sentences. 

(3.5) a. Locative-full ba sentence 

Laoshi ba beizi dao man le guozhi. 

teacher BA cup pour full ASP orange juice 

The teacher poured the cup full of orange juice. 
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(3.15) b. Theme-gone ba sentence 

Laoshi ba guozhi dao dao le beizi li. 

teacher BA orange juice pour arrive ASP cup inside 

The teacher poured orange juice into the cup. 

Here is how the test was scored. Out of the eight pairs of picture sets for the 

locative/theme sentences, if the subjects chose six or more than six of them for the 

locative/theme sentences, they were scored as preferring locative/theme pictures (LF or 

TG in Table 3.1). If the split was 4-4 or 5-3 between locative and theme pictures, they 

were scored as "no preference" (NP in Table 3.1). If they explicitly said both picture sets 

were fine for the sentence, they were scored as "both" (BOTH in Table 3.1). The results 

were that when presented with the locative sentences, subjects tended to choose the 

locative sets of pictures. But when presented with the theme sentences, few subjects 

chose theme-gone sets of pictures. They either chose the locative pictures, explicitly said 

both locative and theme pictures were fine, or showed no preference. These results are 

shown in Table 3.1, adapted from Cheung (1992, p. 84). 

Table 3.1. Subjects' Preferences in the Comprehension Test in Cheung (1992) 

Stimulus type Locative-sentences Theme-sentences 
Group NP^ LF" TG® BOTH" NP LF TG BOTH 
5 years (N=16) 2 14 0 0 7 8 0 1 
6 years (N=16) 2 14 0 0 4 10 2 0 
Adult (N= 16) 0 16 0 0 5 3 1 7 

^ No preference 
'' Locative-full pictures 

Theme-gone pictures 

Both locative-full and theme-gone pictures 
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From Table 3.1 we can calculate that, when presented with the locative ba 

sentences, 92% of all the subjects preferred the locative pictures. On the other hand, 

when presented with the theme ba sentences, only 6% of the subjects preferred the theme 

ba pictures. Cheung concluded that the Object Affectedness Linking Rule did not apply 

in the comprehension of the two kinds of ba sentences. 

Cheung's second experiment used an imitation task, which consisted of 16 

sentences. Eight were grammatical and eight were ungrammatical. They were also 

divided into locative ba sentences and theme ba sentences. The sentences in (3.6) 

exemplify each type (Cheung, 1992, p. 91). Sentence (3.6b) is ungrammatical because it 

lacks an RVC. 

(3.6) a. Grammatical theme ba sentence 

Lao yeye ba dianshi guan diao le. 

old grandpa BA TV close away ASP 

The old man turned off the TV. 

b. Ungrammatical locative ba sentence 

Wang laoshi ba shujia bai le shu. 

teacher BA bookshelf put ASP book 

Master Wang filled the bookshelf with books. 

The procedure was teaching a puppet to speak. The experimenter and the child 

each had a puppet. The experimenter said something for his puppet, and the child 

repeated the experimenter's words for his/her own puppet. Scores were the percentage of 

correct imitations. The results were that children were more accurate at imitating the 
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theme sentences than the locative sentences. The order of accuracy was: Grammatical 

Theme ba > Grammatical Locative ba > Ungrammatical Theme ba > Ungrammatical 

Locative ba. Cheung claimed this accuracy order was also the order of difficulty. He also 

found that children used gei, which is a verb that can mean "to give" in place of ba. One 

crucial point that Cheung mentioned was that none of the adults in his study substituted 

gei for ba. 

The same pictures were used in the elicited production experiment. There were 

two kinds of prompts based on the two kinds of pictures: the locative prompt and the 

theme prompt. The sentences in (3.7) show an example of each (Cheung, 1992, p. 110). 

(3.7) a. Locative prompt 

Xiao pengyou ba shujia zenyang le? 

little boy BA bookshelf what ASP 

What did the boy do to the bookshelf? 

b. Theme prompt 

Xiao pengyou ba shu zenyang le? 

little friend BA book what ASP 

What did the boy do to the book? 

The procedure consisted of two parts. First, the researcher introduced the 

characters/objects in the pictures and asked the subject a general question. For example, 

in one of the picture sets a boy did something. So the researcher asked the subject, "What 

did he do?" After the subject had answered this question, the researcher asked a particular 

question using ba, "What did X do to Y?" 



61 

Results were that overall, subjects produced more theme ba than locative ba. The 

6-year-olds produced more locative ba than the 5-year-olds and adults. 

Four grammatical patterns of production were identified in (3.8). The particular 

feature that went with ba is underlined there. 

(3.8) Grammatical production patterns (Cheung, 1992, p. 118-119) 

A. RVC: the use of a resultative compound 

Taba yifu gua hao. 

he BA clothes hang good 

He hung the clothes. 

B. DE: DE introduces a modifier clause which usually contains a stative 

predicate. 

Ba maojin bai de zhevang. 

BA towel arrange DE this way 

(He) arranged the towels in this way. 

C. PP: A locative phrase is used after the complex verb. In most cases, this is the 

alternative form of the locative BA. 

Ta ba xingxing tie zai baiban shang. 

she BA star stick at white board LOC 

She stuck the stars on the white board. 
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D. LE: The use of the aspectual marker le. 

Ta ba hua cha hao le. 

she BA flower plant good ASP 

She planted the flowers. 

Cheung found that 6-year-olds produced more ^^-constructions with RVCs but they had 

more errors. 

Four error patterns were identified, as shown in (3.9). The missing or correct 

constituents are in parentheses. 

(3.9). Error patterns from the production test (Cheung, 1992, p. 120-121) 

A. No RVC 

*Ta ba fangzi lung (cheng) nanse de.^ 

he BA house make (become) blue DE 

He changed the house to blue. 

B. Omission of BA NP 

*Ta ba (qizi) cha zhe zhei bian. 

she BA (flag) stand DUR this side 

She stood the flags on this side. 

^ The "1" in lung and the initial "n" in name should be switched in Standard Chinese. In other words, 'to 
make' should be nong and 'blue' should be lanse. I am not sure whether this is Cheung's dialect or a typo. 
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C. Wrong RVC 

-5 

*Ta ba ta neige wanyu fangzi pen jin (shang) youqi. 

he BA his that tool house spray enter (up) paint. 

He sprayed his tool house with paint. 

D. Missing locative particles in the prepositional phrase 

*Ta ba yifu diou zai yigui (li).'^ 

he BA clothes hang at closet (LOC) 

He hung clothes into the closet. 

Based on the error patterns, Cheung stated that the "most difficult" form for the children 

was the locative particle. The adult subjects in my research also made errors with locative 

particles in their production data. I will discuss this in Chapter 5. 

Cheung also analyzed some spontaneous longitudinal data collected by Tse, Tang, 

Shie and Li (1991) in Taipei, Taiwan. The Tse et al. study lasted three years involving 21 

children, ranging in age from 1 to 6. The children were taped at one-month intervals. 

Cheung analyzed data from 10 of the children who had been taped more than 10 times. 

He found that ba emerged at 2;5 in these children's speech. In addition to the production 

and error patterns he found in his own experiments, he found more from these data. 

Additional grammatical production patterns are shown in (3.10) (Cheung, 1992, p. 125-

126), and additional error patterns are shown in (3.11) (Cheung, 1992, p. 127-128). 

^ Wanyu is not a Chinese word that means "tool". 1 suspect it was wanju 'toy'. 
In pinyin, the standard Romanization of Standard Chinese, 'to hang' is spelled diao. 
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(3.10) Additional grammatical production patterns from the naturalistic data (Tse 

etal., 1991) 

A. PSE-VP: pseudo-verb phrases 

Ta ba ta zheyangzi. 

he BA him like this 

He acted like this to him. 

B. VCOMP: complement clause 

Taba yifu na le qu xi. 

he BA clothes take ASP go wash 

He took his clothes to do the laundry. 

C. V-V: verb reduplication to express the sketchiness of the action 

Ta ba yifu pai yi pai. 

he BA clothes brush one brush 

He brushed his clothes briefly. 

D. ZHE: durative marker zhe 

Ta ba yifu bao zhe. 

he BA clothes hold DUR 

He is holding his clothes. 

E. NEG: perfective negative meiyou 

Ta meiyou ba yifu na zou. 

he NEG BA clothes take go 

He has not taken away his clothes. 
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F. 3-Arg: BA constructions involving 3-argument predicates, such as bitransitive 

verbs. 

Taba vifu gei le Lisi. 

he BA clothes give ASP 

He gave his clothes to Lisi 

(3.11) Additional error patterns from the naturalistic data (Tse et al., 1991)^ 

A. Intransitive verb 

*Ta jiu ba ta fei zou. 

he so BA it fly go 

So he set it free. 

Here fei zou 'fly away' is an intransitive verb. It cannot be used with ba. 

B. Wrong verb 

*Bata cMpo le. 

BA it eat broken ASP 

I bit and broke it. 

Here chi 'eat' was used with an RVC po 'broken'. The meaning is odd because it means 

something like "breaking something as a result of eating". 

^ The explanation under each error pattern is mine. 
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C. Minus definiteness: the ba NP must be plus definite or plus generic. The use of 

bare numerals is an error. 

*Ba yi ben shu na zhe. 

BAone CL book hold DUR 

(He) is holding a book. 

The ba-NV should be definite but here yi ben shu 'one book' is indefinite. 

D. Adverb position: negation has to occur before BA; pre-ba and post-ba 

adverbials have different scopes of application. 

*Ba ta zhe qilai.^ 

BA it need fold up 

(You) need to fold it. 

Here yao 'need' should be before ba. 

Cheung stated that the 6-year-olds produced fewer correct RVCs than the 5-year-

olds in the elicited production experiment, but in the spontaneous production data, all 

children's production was good. He said this was because in an experimental setting 

children had to use RVCs even if they were not familiar with them. But in a natural 

setting, they could produce only structures that were in their total control. 

Cheung concluded that children did not rely on the Object Affectedness Linking 

Rule to produce or comprehend the ^Ja-sentences. Based on children's substitution of the 

verb gei 'give' for ba, he concluded that children treated ba as a verb. 

^ Here yao 'need' is an auxiliary verb to me. It is not clear how this example is related to this error pattern. 
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3.1.2. Comments 

3.1.2.1. Theoretical considerations 

Cheung's theoretical background was rich. Not only did he analyze ba within two 

different theoretical frameworks, namely, the Aspectual Interface Hypothesis (Tenny, 

1987), and the Object Affectedness Linking Rule (Gropen, Pinker, Hollander & 

Goldberg, 1991), he also designed novel experiments to test predictions based on these 

theories. 

3.1.2.2. Methodological considerations 

The variety of data that Cheung looked at was impressive. In addition to 

collecting responses from 48 subjects in three experiments, he analyzed spontaneous 

naturalistic language from an extensive database. In experimental studies, it is easy to 

manipulate structures that the researchers are interested in. In naturalistic studies, the 

researchers can observe how the subjects actually use the language that they are most 

comfortable with. Such a combination of experimental cross-sectional data and 

naturalistic spontaneous data can better help a researcher understand the acquisition 

process. Further, the patterns of production and errors that Cheung identified give other 

researchers data to compare with their ovm results. My findings will be compared with 

Cheung's in Chapter 8. 

One question that I have about Cheung's comprehension experiment is whether 

the theme-Z?a sentences that he used were designed to be ambiguous. Recall that in the 

comprehension experiment, almost all subjects chose the locative ba pictures when they 
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heard the locative sentences, but they tended to choose both sets of pictures, the locative 

pictures or had no preference when they heard the theme ba sentences. Based on this 

result Cheung concluded that the subjects did not rely on the Object Affectedness 

Linking Rule in the comprehension of the two kinds of Z)a-sentences. He reasoned if they 

did, they would have chosen the locative ba pictures when they heard the locative ba 

sentences, but would have chosen the theme ba pictures when they heard the theme ba 

sentences. On the other hand, he also said "Adults' responses in the theme BA condition 

also support the assumption that theme BA sentences are ambiguous in terms of the 

choice of picture" (Cheung, 1992, p. 87). If he knew the theme ba sentences were 

ambiguous when he was designing the tests, the conclusion that the subjects did not 

follow the Object Affectedness Linking Rule is weakened, because the ambiguity of the 

theme ba sentences could be a possible alternative explanation for the subjects' choice of 

pictures. 

The children who participated in Cheung's study were in a relatively small age 

range. There were only two groups (4;3-5;4 and 5;5-6;5). The next study that I will 

review, Fahn (1993), covered a larger age range starting from very young children. 

3.2. Fahn (1993) 

3.2.1. Summary 

In her dissertation research, Fahn tested Chinese-speaking children's acquisition 

of five constraints on the ia-construction, as shown in (3.12): 
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(3.12) Five constraints on the ^a-construction (Fahn, 1993, p. 157): 

a. The Progressive constraint: The progressive marker zai cannot occur in the ba-

construction. 

b. The Verb Selection constraint: Only the Accomplishment type of verbs can 

occur alone in the 6a-construction. 

c. The Modifier constraint: Stative, Action, and Achievement verbs need 

modifiers to occur in the Z)a-construction.^ 

d. The Compound Verb constraint: Only Resultative Verb Compounds can occur 

in the Z)<3-construction 

e. The Definiteness constraint: The 6a-NP cannot be indefinite. 

Fahn's research asked whether these five constraints were acquired by Chinese-

speaking children in a particular order and if so, why. She also wanted to know whether 

any of the three language development hypotheses, the Maturation Hypothesis, the 

Continuity Hypothesis and the Incremental Hypothesis could account for the order that 

she found in the study. (These three hypotheses will be explained below.) Fahn said her 

study was like Brown (1973) in that it did not have any a prior hypothesis about the 

results ahead of time. 

According to the Maturation Hypothesis, some UG principles are not available to 

the child from the beginning of language development. They become operative based on 

a maturation timetable (e.g., Felix, 1984, 1987; Borer & Wexler, 1987). According to 

White's and Pinker's Continuity Hypothesis, UG principles are available to the child 

^ "Stative" and "Action" are probably "State" and "Activity", respectively, in Vendler's (1967) system. 
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from the beginning. Changes in the child's language development are caused by 

increases in the child's lexicon and processing capacities (e.g., White, 1982; Pinker, 

1984). According to the Incremental Hypothesis, language develops in small steps. 

Morphemes and rules are added to the child's developing grammar in a step-by-step 

manner (e.g.. Brown, 1973). 

In the theoretical part of the dissertation, Chapter 2, Fahn first discussed the five 

constraints one by one. After that she discussed some formal characteristics of the ba-

construction, namely, the Zja-NF is not necessarily an argument of the adjacent verb, and 

the ba-NF does not necessarily have a thematic role. Therefore, the Z)a-NP should be 

treated as a topic. According to Chomsky (1986, p. 80), topics do not need a theta-role. 

But since topics typically appear in the sentence-initial position (Li & Thompson, 1981), 

Fahn agreed with Tsao (1987) in assuming that the 6a-NP is a second topic. Ba is a topic 

marker. Finally she proposed the structure of the Z)a-NP in a syntactic tree, putting it in a 

VP adjunction position, properly governed by INFL, as shown in (3.13) (Fahn, 1993, p. 

49): 

(3.13) S 

INFL' VP2 

V •NP3 
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Fahn (1993) reported two experiments. The first one tested the "psychological 

reality" of the five constraints mentioned earlier. She added two more constraints at this 

point: (1) the Z)a-NP can be the antecedent of a reflexive and (2) the can be 

pronominalized or deleted in a topic chain (Fahn, 1993, p. 76). The subjects were 30 

college students who were native speakers of Standard Chinese in Taiwan. They were 

given a questionnaire about sentences involving these seven constraints and asked to rate 

the acceptability of the sentences. But no further information was given about what these 

sentences were like, how many were used in the study, or what the results were. One 

possible reason why Fahn did not further discuss the results of this experiment is that it 

might have been a pilot study testing the items. 

The second experiment concerned children's acquisition of the Z>a-construction. It 

used a grammaticality judgment task. Fahn had two puppets (a rabbit and a dog) 

introduce two sentences based on pictures depicting some actions, a grammatical 

sentence and an ungrammatical one. She asked each child to play the role of a teacher 

and tell the two puppets who was right and who was wrong. There were four pairs of 

right-wrong sentences for each of the five constraints, all of them minimal pairs. One 

example pair is shown in (3.14a) and (3.14b) (Fahn, 1993, p. 83). This pair is about the 

constraint that the progressive marker zai cannot occur with ba. 

(3.14) a. Ta zai da Xiaoming. 

he PROG hit 

He is hitting Xiaoming. 
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(3.14) b. *Ta zai ba Xiaoming da. 

he PROG BA hit 

He is hitting Xiaoming. 

A group of 100 2;6-7;5 year-old children living in Taiwan participated in the 

experiment. They were divided into 10 groups with 10 children in each group. The 

youngest group of children (2;6-3;0) were not old enough for the judgment test, so Fahn 

asked them to imitate the sentences for the grammaticality judgment test instead of 

judging their grammaticality. She used 20 sentences involving word order as control 

sentences. If children did not perform well in this part their data were excluded from 

analyses. 

No information was given about the coding and scoring of the data. Out of the 

100 children who participated in the study, data from 85 were analyzed. Data from the 

youngest group were excluded because their imitation of the sentences for the 

grammaticality judgment test was almost perfect. A few other children did not reach the 

threshold for the test by judging the control sentences well enough. After a series of 

statistical tests Fahn found that age 5 was the demarcation point for "the progressive 

constraint", the "verb selection constraint" and the "modifier constraint", and age 6 was 

the demarcation point for the "compound verb constraint" and the "defmiteness 

constraint". She concluded that "the progressive constraint", the "verb selection 

constraint" and the "modifier constrainf were acquired before the "compound verb 

constraint" and the "defmiteness constraint". 
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Fahn offered some interesting explanations for the relative order of the acquisition 

of the five constraints. According to her, one reason why the progressive marker zai was 

acquired earlier than the definite markers zhe 'this', na 'that' and the indefinite marker 

'one' was because the literature showed that tense and aspect were acquired early by 

children learning Chinese as their first language (Erbaugh, 1982). On the other hand, 

some factors are against the acquisition of the indefinite marker yi. One of them is tonal 

change. The progressive marker does not undergo tonal change, but the indefinite marker 

yi 'one' undergoes tone sandhi when it is followed by different words. Also, zai carries a 

discernable semantic function but the semantic function oiyi is not very clear. 

The reason why the "verb selection" constraint is acquired earlier than the 

definiteness constraint is because the literature shows that verbs are acquired early by 

Chinese-speaking children (Erbaugh, 1982). The classifier system, which is related to the 

definiteness constraint, on the other hand, is acquired late. This, in turn, slows down the 

acquisition of the indefinite marker 'one'. 

The research finding that verb meaning and aspect markers are acquired early 

(Erbaugh, 1982), according to Fahn, also explains why the "modifier constraint" is 

acquired earlier than the "definiteness constraint". In addition, the modifiers are in a 

salient position for acquisition because they appear at the end of the sentence. 

The constraint on compound verbs is acquired late because compound verbs are 

complex. They are not only syntactically complex (involving two verbs), but they are 

also semantically complex. They involve two sets of thematic relations: Each verb has a 

separate thematic relation with the object. 
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Finally, Fahn concluded that none of the three language development hypotheses, 

the Maturation Hypothesis, the Continuity Hypothesis and the Incremental Hypothesis 

fully accounted for the order she found in her study. 

3.2.2. Comments 

3.2.2.1. Theoretical considerations 

From the formal characteristics of the Z>a-construction that Fahn discussed, it is 

logical to treat the Z)a-NP as a topic. But she did not show a clear connection between the 

five constraints that she investigated in the study and the second topic theory. In other 

words, the theoretical underpinning of the grouping of these five constraints is not clear. 

These five constraints have not been explained by one single theory, although the 

aspectual/semantic account articulated in Liu (1997) has the potential to unite them. As 

discussed earlier in Chapter 2, Liu's approach, which is adopted for my study, makes use 

of the concept of "boundedness" to unify the constraints on the ba-W and on the ba-NP. 

This will account for four of the five constraints that Fahn focused on in her study, 

because they are about the verb phrase and the Zxa-NP. The only constraint that Liu did 

not explicitly discuss is the constraint that ba is not compatible with the progressive 

8 » . . 
marker zai. But since in Liu's approach the Z?a-events have to be bounded, and the 

progressive clearly does not indicate a bounded event, this constraint is a natural 

corollary of her analysis. 

^ The child subjects in P. Li (1993) produced Z)a-sentences with zai, which were considered grammatical. 
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Some of the constraints that Fahn tested in the study are not universally accepted. 

For example, the second constraint, the Verb Selection Constraint, "only the 

Accomplishment type of verbs can occur alone in the ^ja-construction" (Fahn, 1993, p. 

157), based on Sybesma (1992), is still controversial.^ It is not clear what "alone" meant. 

In the example that Fahn gave involving ba and an accomplishment verb, the verb did not 

appear alone; it occiured with the perfective aspect marker le, as in (3.15a) (Fahn 1993, 

p. 12). 

(3.15) a. Ta ba yi-feng xin xie-le. 

he BA one-CL letter write-ASP 

He wrote the letter.'" 

As (3.15b) shows, without le, the sentence is ungrammatical, even though xieyi fengxin 

'write a letter' is a typical accomplishment. 

(3.15) b. *Ta ba yi-feng xin xie. 

he BA one-CL letter write 

Intended: He wrote a letter. 

' Sybesma (1999), which I reviewed in Chapter 2, is based on Sybesma (1992). 
The English translation should be "He wrote a letter". The Chinese sentence is ungrammatical to me 

because the fta-NP is indefinite, but Fahn apparently regarded it as grammatical. However, later when she 
talked about the definite nature of the Z?a-NP, she marked (i) as ungrammatical (Fahn, 1993, p. 23), because 
the Z)a-NP was indefinite. But the structure of (i) is exactly like that of (3.15a). 
(i)*Ta ba yixie tangguo chi-le. 

he BA some candy eat-ASP. 
He ate some candy. 



76 

3.2.2.2. Methodological considerations 

Fahn's study is meritorious for its large sample and considerable age range, which 

should permit the identification of statistically valid developmental trends. But some 

aspects of the design and analyses might hinder the interpretation of the results. 

There are inconsistencies in the statement of the five constraints, which were first 

presented in a categorical way. For example. The Verb Selection Constraint stated "Only 

the Accomplishment type of verbs can occur alone in the Z)<3-construction" (Fahn, 1993, 

p. 157). But in the sentences testing this constraint, the constraint became ''Certain simple 

verbs cannot coocur with the />a-construction" (Fahn, 1993, p. 84, emphasis added). In 

(3.16) I juxtapose the constraints that Fahn presented in the summary part of the 

conclusion of the dissertation, b-d (Fahn, 1993, p. 157), and those that she presented with 

the test items, b'-d' (Fahn, 1993, p. 84-86, emphasis added). 

(3.16) b. The Verb Selection constraint; Only the Accomplishment type of verbs 

can occur alone in the Z)a-construction. 

b'. Certain simple verbs cannot coocur with the ^^-construction. 

c. The Modifier constraint: Stative, Action and Achievements verbs need 

modifiers to occur in the Z>a-construction. 

c'. Certain verbs need modifiers in order to coocur with the ba-

construction. 

d. The Compound Verb constraint: Only Resultative Verb Comounds can 

occur in the &a-construction. 

d'. Certain compound verbs cannot occur with the Z)a-construction. 
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Four items were used to test constraint b', "Certain simple verbs cannot coocur 

with the Z?a-construction" (Fahn, 1993, p. 84). The predicate of one of them is activity, 

kaihua 'blossom', and the other three are state, youshu 'have hook\pamao 'afraid of 

cat' and xiangmama 'miss mom'. It is not clear why activity and state verbs were used to 

test a constraint that was initially formulated as "Only the Accomplishment type of verbs 

can occur alone in the 6a-construction" (Fahn, 1993, p. 157). No explanation is given for 

the discrepancy. 

Similarly, four items were used to test constraint c', "Certain verbs need modifiers 

in order to coocur with the 6a-construction" (Fahn, 1993, p. 84-85). The predicates of all 

of them are activity verbs: xiezi 'write characters', chengzan xiaoming 'praise 

Xiaoming', tui chezi 'push carts' and huida wenti 'answer questions'. It seems these 

items actually tested the constraint that "Activity verbs need modifiers to occur with the 

^a-construction". It is not clear why Fahn used four activity verbs to test the constraint 

on state, activity and achievement verbs. If the constraints were presented in categorical 

terms but only a subset of the verbs in these categories were tested, it would be invalid to 

generalize the results to the whole category based on results from a subset of the 

category. 

Fahn did not indicate how the data were coded or scored before she presented the 

statistical analyses of them. Some scores were presented in some tables, but the text did 

not explain the scores. The reader does not know what these scores are. Since all the 

items in the grammaticality judgment test were presented in pairs, a grammatical 

sentence and an ungrammatical one, it is crucial to know how she scored the data. For 
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example, one needs to know what kind of score she gave the subjects when they accepted 

ungrammatical sentences or rejected grammatical ones. 

These methodological concerns make it difficult to evaluate Fahn's claims about 

acquisition. From her statistical results she concluded that age 5 was the demarcation 

point for the first three constraints and age 6 was the demarcation point for the second 

group of constraints. Based on this, she claimed that the first three constraints are 

acquired earlier than the last two constraints. But without knowing more about the raw 

data, we cannot tell how well the children performed in the tests. Even if all children 

scored very low on the tests, technically, the differences between the groups' scores 

could still be statistically significant. But it would not be appropriate to claim that 

children have "acquired" these constraints based on overall low scores. 

3.3. P. Li (1993) 

3.3.1. Summary 

P. Li (1993) was part of a large-scale project investigating Chinese-speaking 

children's acquisition of aspect and verb meaning between the ages of 3 and 6. In this 

paper, P. Li analyzed children's production of both ba and the Chinese progress aspect 

marker zai. Since I am only concerned with ba, I will only discuss the part about ba. See 

P. Li (1993) for the results and discussion about zai. 

P. Li reviewed some descriptive constraints on the fta-construction, namely, that 

the Z)a-NP has to be definite or specific, and that the ba-W? has to be complex (including 

resultative verbs and the perfective aspect marker le). He then tested these constraints 
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experimentally with children who were acquiring Standard Chinese as their first 

language. 

A group of 99 children from the kindergartens of Beijing University and Qinghua 

University in Beijing participated in the study. The method was elicited production. 

Subjects were in four age groups: 3-year-olds, 4-year-olds, 5-year-olds and 6-year-olds. 

Toys were used to elicit the children's speech. There were two experimenters. El and E2. 

E2 had his/her eyes blindfolded but El did not. El would manipulate some toys and ask 

the child the question ""Gaosu shushu/ayi, Xzenme laT' 'Tell that uncle/auntie, what 

happened to X?' Then E2 would immediately ask the child, '^Gaosu wo Xzenme laT' 

'Tell me, what happened to XT (P. Li, 1993, p. 112). The test situations were either 

actions, such as a duck swimming, or states, such as a monkey standing on a table. Each 

subject had 18 situations to describe. 

Data were entered into CHILDES system and analyzed with the CLAN programs 

(MacWhinney, 1991; MacWhinney & Snow, 1985). A total of 1007 sentences produced 

by the children were analyzed. The children actually produced more sentences, but some 

were not analyzed because the verbs in these sentences were rare or idiosyncratic, and 

were used by only one or two children. Ba was found in 296 of the 1007 sentences. There 

was no significant difference in the production of ha across the age groups. P. Li claimed 

that from age 3 on children used the Z>a-construction correctly in obligatory contexts. Of 

the 296 sentences with ba, 90% contained RVCs. Li noted that all but three of the ba-

sentences had the perfective marker le. He therefore concluded that the high correlation 

between the Z)fl-construction, the perfective aspect marker le, and resultative verb 
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constructions in sentences produced by the children indicated that they are highly aware 

of these constraints on the ^^-construction from age 3.^' 

3.3.2. Comments 

3.3.2.1. Theoretical considerations 

P. Li's discussion of the constraints on the Z>a-construction, namely, that it has to 

appear with the RVC and le, was not tied to any particular theory. As discussed in 

Chapter 1, these constraints are more descriptive. But I would like to point out that the 

co-occurrence of an RVC and le is not obligatory in a Z)<3-sentence. Recall that in Liu's 

(1997) review of the environments of ba, the RVC and le form only two of nine, and all 

nine can appear with ba independently of each other. 

3.3.2.2. Methodological considerations 

Unlike the first two studies reviewed above, which were conducted in Taipei, this 

one involved children's acquisition of Standard Chinese in Beijing. This is significant 

because even though Standard Chinese is spoken in both Mainland China and Taiwan, 

there are differences in the two versions of the language. A complete understanding of 

the acquisition of Standard Chinese has to look at the patterns found in both places. 

It seems the only kind of data that P. Li relied on for acquisition was production 

data. Because their accuracy in using ba showed a near 100% ceiling effect from age 3 

" P. Li also discussed the results of the study in terms of Slobin's (1985) Basic Child Grammar hypothesis 
and Bowerman's (1985, 1989) argument that input played an important role in children's language 
acquisition. See P. Li (1993) for details. 
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onward, and because P. Li did not examine sentences which should have contained ba but 

did not, we cannot tell whether the children produced ba in all possible obligatory 

contexts. Also it is difficult to interpret the results without knowing more about the 

prompts, and without an adult control group. There is the possibility that the children in 

P. Li's study only produced the ba-sentences that they felt comfortable producing. 

In his study, P. Li found that most of the children's fta-sentences had both an 

RVC and a le. This seems surprising, because there are at least nine environments for the 

ba-YF (Liu, 1997), the RVC and le being only two of them. While some of the nine 

environments are more common than others, all of them can appear alone in the ba-

construction. The fact that almost all children's Zja-sentences in P. Li's study had both an 

RVC and a le might be due to experimental bias. Recall that the verbal prompt for the 

children was ''Gaosu shushu/ayi, Xzenme la?" 'Tell that uncle/auntie, what happened to 

X?' (P. Li, 1993, p. 112). The final particle la at the end of the question actually contains 

le (Chao, 1968). 

In Beijing Dialect, on which Modem Standard Chinese is based, according to 

Chao (1968), the sentence-final particle a could have ten functions, ranging from marking 

questions to enumeration. Since it is a single vowel, it freely links with consonants or 

vowels before it (Chao, 1968, p. 796). It becomes la when it is preceded by a le. The 

meanings of (3.17a) and (3.17b) are the same, but with an a, the tone of (3.17b) is softer. 

(3.17) a. Ni qu nar le? 

you go where ASP 

Where did you go? 
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(3.17) b.Ni qu nar la? 

you go where le + a 

Where did you go? 

Since the children in P. Li's study heard la, which is le + a, in the questions, it would be 

crucial to know if P. Li credited the children as saying le when they said la in their 

responses. In my study involving a group of 20 native speakers, without this kind of 

prompt, nobody used the RVC and le in every ^a-sentence that they produced. (See 

Chapter 5 for details.) If, on the other hand, this was truly a pattern that children in P. Li's 

study produced, but not due to experimental bias, the children's patterns were different 

from what I found in the adult data. 

3.4. Jin (1992) 

3.4.1. Summary 

Treating the ^a-construction as a topic-prominent feature of Chinese, Jin asked 

whether it was possible for learners whose native language was a subject-prominent (Sp) 

language (English) to transfer such features to a topic-prominent (Tp) language 

(Chinese). She had three specific research questions, as listed in (3.18). 

(3.18) Jin's research questions (quoted from Jin, 1992, p. 34): 

1. If native speakers of a Tp language like Chinese go through a process of 

syntacticization in learning an Sp language like English, as argued by Rutherford (1983), 

should native speakers of English, while learning Chinese, go through a process of 



pragmaticization manifested in learning structures that characterize Tp phenomenon such 

as Chinese ba constructions? 

2. If learners do go through a process of pragmaticization in the acquisition of the 

Chinese ba construction, is there evidence of transfer from grammaticalized English 

structures into Chinese ba constructions which is attributable to Sp features? What are the 

necessary steps which learners have to take in order to assign pragmatic values to 

Chinese bal And what evidence can be found for stage transition? 

3. What predictions can be made with regard to learning difficulties in acquiring 

the Chinese ba construction? 

Subjects were 46 adult learners of Chinese from four proficiency levels in the 

summer school at Middlebury College. They were all native speakers of English ranging 

in age from 17 to 37. Table 3.2 shows the subjects' background information, adapted 

from Jin (1992, p. 36). 

Table 3.2. Background Information of Subjects in Jin (1992) 

Language levels 1 2 3 4 Total 
Number of subjects 12 12 12 10 46 
Age range 17-28 18-30 18-32 24-37 17-37 
Minimal time of 
Chinese learning 

0 1 year 2 years 3 years 

Jin used three tasks. The first one that I describe was a grammaticality judgment 

task with 30 sentences. In these sentences, the 6fl-NPs were either direct objects (DOs), 

attributives, or adverbials. Some were definite, but others were indefinite or generic. 

Some verbs were strong disposal ones while others were weak or impossible disposal 

ones. In the second task the subjects were asked to translate 11 English sentences into 
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Chinese using the Zja-construction. The third task was retelling a story based on a 

wordless cartoon. The production task was given after the grammaticality judgment task 

and the translation task. The latter two were given together but the order was not clear. 

Jin stated that the subjects' scores from the judgment task formed three clusters, 

with scores decreasing from cluster 1 to cluster 3. In Cluster 1, the ba NPs were direct 

objects (patients), and the word order was SOV. Subjects in all the groups performed well 

in these sentences. In Cluster 2, the ba NPs were attributives, and the word order was S + 

NP + V + O, Higher level subjects performed better than lower level subjects in these 

sentences. In cluster 3, the ba NPs were adverbials (theme or experiencer), and the word 

order was S + PP + V + O. No group performed well in these sentences. 

The results from the translation task were similar to those from the judgment task. 

Table 3.3 summarizes the mean translation scores from the groups (Jin, 1992, p. 40). The 

highest possible score was 5. The following is how the translation task was scored. If the 

learner's sentence matched the native speaker's perfectly, the sentence got a score of 5. If 

the basic structure of a learner's sentence was correct, with only minor errors, it got 4. If 

the sentence had the target structure but was semantically or pragmatically inappropriate, 

it got 3. If the learner's sentence was structurally wrong but semantically appropriate, it 

got 2. If the sentence was both structurally and semantically inappropriate, it got 1. 

Table 3.3. Mean Translation Scores in Jin (1992) 

Proficiency levels 
1 2 3 4 

Cluster 1 4.00 4.27 4.85 4.70 
Cluster 2 2.60 2.85 3.80 4.00 
Cluster 3 0.80 0.80 0.85 2.30 
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In Jin's story-retelling test, learners produced fewer ^a-constructions than native 

speakers. She attributed this to an avoidance strategy. Table 3.4 summarizes the total 

number of /^a-constructions produced by subjects in different groups. 

Table 3.4. Total Number ofba-constructions Produced in Jin (1992) 

Proficiency levels 
1 (n=12) 2(n=12) 3(n=12) 4(n=10) Native 

Total ba 1 8 11 14 25 
# correct 1 4 7 10 25 
# incorrect 0 4 4 4 0 

Jin (1992) did not give the number of native speakers who participated in her 

study. It is difficult to assess the data in Table 3.4 if the number of native speakers is 

unknown because we are looking at the total number of Z)fl-constructions produced by 

subjects in each group. Since Jin (1992) was from her 1989 dissertation, I checked her 

dissertation, and found that probably 10 native speakers' data were used in Jin (1992).^^ 

There were 12 subjects in each of the first three learner groups and 10 subjects in the 

fourth group. I calculated the mean number of ^a-constructions produced by different 

groups, presented in Table 3.5. 

Two studies were reported in Jin's dissertation. The second one was a replication of the first one. Jin said 
10 native speakers participated in the first study, but did not mention native speakers in the second study. 
The paper I reviewed here was based on the second study. I assume the native speaker data used in Jin 
(1992) were from the first study. 
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Table 3.5. Mean Number ofba-constructions Produced in Jin (1992) 

Proficiency levels 
1(n=12) 2(n=12) 3 (n=12) 4 (n=10) Native (n=10) 

Mean number .08 .67 .82 1.4 2.5 
# correct .08 .33 .58 1.0 2.5 
# incorrect 0 .33 .33 .40 0 

Jin identified five types of errors in both the learners' translation and story-

retelling data. They were: "(a) misplacement of negative particles, (b) bare verbs, (c) 

substitutions, (d) misuse of indefinite NPs after ha, and (e) avoidance of ha 

constructions" (Jin, 1992, p. 41). The following are an example of each type of error. 

(3.19) Errors found in translation and story-retelling data in Jin (1992, p. 41-42)'^ 

Type 1: Misplacement of negative particles 

*Woba qian bu jiegeita. 

1 BA money not lend to him 

I did not lend the money to him. 

The negative particle bu should be put before ba. 

The explanation under each error pattern is mine. 



87 

Type 2: Bare verbs 

*Qingni ba nabei jiu he. 

please you BA that glass wine drink 

Please finish that glass of wine. 

There should be some kind of complement after the verb he 'drink'. 

Type 3: Substitutions 

*Qing ni ba jiu he ba. 

please you BA wine drink confirmation marker 

Please finish the wine. 

It seems the subject used the sentence-final confirmation marker ba, which is pronounced 

similarly to the ba in the Z)a-construction but represented by a different character, as a 

kind of verbal complement. 

Type 4: Indefinite NP used for definite NP 

*Baba ba yige xiao maotouying na xia lai. 

daddy BA one little owlet put down 

Daddy put down one little owlet. 

The ba-^V yige xiao maotouying 'one little owlet' is indefinite. 

Type 5: Avoidance of ba constructions 

Jin claimed that the first two types of errors were at the structural level, while the 

last three types were at the pragmatic level. Based on the distribution of the error types in 

both the translation and story-retelling tasks in different groups, Jin concluded that lower 

level learners made more errors at both the structural and pragmatic levels, but higher 
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level learners made more errors at the pragmatic level. The error analysis is presented in 

Table 3.6 (Jin, 1992, p. 43). 

Table 3.6. Distribution of Error Types in Jin (1992) 

Type of errors Proficiency levels 
1 2 3 4 

1. Misplacement of 
negative particles 

62.5% 25.0% 12.5% 0.0% 

2. Bare verbs 55.5% 22.2% 18.5% 3.7% 
3. Substitution 30.6% 29.0% 22.6% 17.7% 
4. Use of indefinite nouns 28.9% 28.2% 20.4% 22.4% 

Jin's discussion answered all three of her research questions. First, she concluded 

that there was evidence of transfer from English to Chinese. In the story-retelling and 

judgment tasks, the subjects were clearly searching for grammatical clues. For example, 

in the first cluster of their grammaticality judgment, where they performed well, the 

grammatical functions of the Z)a-NPs were clearly marked. The Z>fl-NPs were mostly the 

direct object of the verb, and the surface word order was SOV. On the other hand, 

learners had trouble with the ^^-constructions in the third cluster, where the Z>a-NPs were 

not the direct objects of the verbs, and the use of the ^a-construction was optional, 

depending on the pragmatic function of the discourse. Learners displayed difficulty 

judging these sentences because English does not have similar structures. 

Second, as for whether native speakers of English go through stages when they 

acquire the pragmatic features of Chinese, Jin concluded that the learners did go through 

three stages of pragmaticization. In the first stage, instead of treating the Z)a-NP as the 

second topic of the sentence, the learners treated it as the preposed object. In the second 
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stage, the ^a-NP could be treated as either an object or a topic. Finally in the third stage, 

the learners began to analyze the 6a-NP as the second topic of the sentence. 

Finally, Jin presented the learning difficulties for English speakers acquiring the 

6a-construction. This is shown in Table 3.7, adapted from Jin (1992, p. 47). Jin stated 

that the ba features in Cluster II are more difficult to acquire than those in Cluster I, and 

the ba features in Cluster III are more difficult to acquire than those in both Clusters I and 

II. 

Table 3.7. Learning Difficulty Hierarchy of ba Constructions in Jin (1992) 

Cluster I Cluster II Cluster III 
Grammatical Direct object Attributive Place 
Semantic Patient Theme Theme/Experiencer 
Disposability 
of verbs 

Most strong Less strong Least strong 

Likelihood of Most likely Likely Less likely 
using ba 

Easy Difficult 

3.4.2. Comments 

3.4.2.1. Theoretical considerations 

Jin's theoretical background is Tsao's (1987) second topic theory reviewed in 

Chapter 2. This is a popular view although it does not address the constraints on the ba-

VP. 

Most SLA research involving Chinese and English was on the acquisition of 

English by speakers of Chinese, so the direction of transfer investigated was from a topic-

prominent language (e.g., Chinese) to a subject-prominent language (e.g., English) (e.g., 
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Huebner, 1983; Rutherford, 1983). But as Jin (1992) pointed out, in order to better 

understand the transfer between typologically different languages, it is crucial to study it 

in both directions. This is why it is commendable to study the acquisition of a topic-

prominent language (Chinese) by speakers of a subject-prominent language (English), as 

Jin did in her study. 

3.4.2.2. Methodological considerations 

The paper is very clearly organized. The author first articulated the three research 

questions. Then she tested them and finally addressed them one by one in the conclusion 

of the study. Her use of three kinds of tasks was also noteworthy. But I do not know why 

the story-retelling task was given after the judgment and translation tasks. In both the 

judgment and translation tasks, it was clear to the subjects that the target was the ha-

construction. In the translation task, the subjects were even explicitly asked to translate 

the sentences using the Z^a-construction. It was not clear what the time interval was 

between the judgment and translation tasks on the one hand, and the story-retelling task, 

on the other. It could not be long because the total amount of time that the subjects spent 

at Middlebury was nine weeks. The subjects were likely to know that all three tasks were 

related. There may have been some carry-over effect on the story-retelling task from the 

first two tasks. 

In spite of this possibility, the subjects' overall production of the 6a-construction 

was very low, as shown in the mean number of fta-constructions that subjects in different 

groups produced in Jin (1992), presented in Table 3.5. 
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The content of the word-less cartoon that Jin used as the prompt for the story-

retelling task was not clear. One reason for the low number of production was probably 

that the language to be used to describe the actions in the cartoon was not controlled. So 

creating obligatory contexts for the 6a-construction is crucial. Another possibility is that 

when faced with a wordless cartoon, subjects might focus on different actions in it. Some 

of the actions might favor the ^^-construction while others might not. Therefore, in the 

design of my own research, I gave the subjects clear clues as to what actions to focus on, 

and the actions were designed as contexts that strongly favored the 6a-construction. 

Details of the design will be discussed in Chapter 4. In the next section, I outline my 

study and address a few important general issues about my design. 

3.5. My research as it related to these studies 

My work concerns the following questions: 

1. How do adult learners of Chinese whose native language is English learn that 

the ba-W? has to be complex, and the Z)a-NP has to be specific? In particular, how do 

English speakers acquire two of the environments of the ba-WV, the RVC and le, and the 

constraint on the ia-NP that it has to be definite? 

2. Is it true, as Liu's (1997) analysis suggests, that there is a high correlation 

between the acquisition of the RVC and le on the one hand, and the Z^a-construction, on 

the other? Since my research looks at production data only, are there correlations between 

the production of the RVC and le on the one hand, and the production of ba, on the other? 
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3. First language acquisition studies have suggested that the RVC is acquired later 

than le because of the RVC's morphological complexity (e.g., Fahn, 1993). Is this also 

true with adult second language learners? Further, how do the results of my study 

compare to the results found in the existing first and second language acquisition studies 

of the /ja-construction? 

4. What stages and processes characterize the acquisition of the constraints on the 

ha-VV and the 6a-NP by learners of different proficiencies? 

I will discuss the details of my research design in the next chapter. But here I 

would like to discuss a few general issues that are important in the design choices. 

First, my study is experimental. I used a production experiment and a 

grammaticality judgment experiment. I believe that this is the best way to tap learners' 

acquisition of a language. A positive result from production data would point 

unequivocally to linguistic competence. The most plausible explanation for the 

production of correct words correctly ordered is the existence of the relevant lexicon and 

grammar. It is too unlikely that a series of well-formed sentences would occur by 

accident. But a negative result from production data is, on the other hand, ambiguous. Ill-

formed utterances can reflect a lack of underlying linguistic competence, or a lack of 

fluency that temporarily masks target lexicon and grammar (to name but two 

possibilities). In other words, it is possible that a learner has mastered the relevant 

grammatical phenomenon but shows that mastery inconsistently in different probes or 

even poorly in a particular probe (e.g., production). Thus, my grammaticality judgment 

data provide a crucial test of both positive and negative production results. Furthermore, 
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my production data provide crucial evidence to cross-check conclusions based on the 

judgment data. 

Second, in the production experiment, I investigated two important questions 

concerning the acquisition of the 6a-construction: Whether the learners know when to use 

it, and when they use it, whether their production is correct or not. Neither question can 

be neglected in the study of the acquisition of the fta-construction. The limited literature 

on this topic emphasizes the second question, which is whether learners use the ba-

construction correctly. For example, in Jin's (1992) translation task, the subjects were 

asked to use the ^a-construction. Once the subjects were told what structure to use, the 

first question of whether they would use it at all is lost. My research addresses both 

questions. 

Third, somewhat like Jin (1992), I used silent video scenes as prompts in my 

production experiment. But instead of using an existing movie clip such as Modem 

Times (e.g., Bardovi-Harlig, 2000), where there are many actions, and different subjects 

might focus on different actions to describe, the contents of my video scenes are highly 

controlled. I made two-part actions on video as contexts to elicit the Z^a-construction. 

Finally, unlike grammaticality tests commonly used in acquisition studies, in 

which subjects are given sentences in isolation, the sentences in my grammaticality 

experiment are given in contexts (McDEiniel & Cairns, 1990, 1996). I used some video 

scenes from the production experiment to facilitate the judgments of the sentences. In 

addition, I asked the subjects not only to mark the grammaticality of the sentences, but 

also their confidence in their judgments. 
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Results of my research suggest that all these design decisions proved to be 

effective. Overall the learners produced fewer Z)flf-constructions than the native speakers, 

but their judgments of most of the sentences in the grammaticality judgment experiment 

were as good as those of the native speakers. These sentences included grammatical 

sentences which satisfied the complexity constraint on the ba-WV and ungrammatical 

ones which violated the complexity constraint on the ba-WV. This shows that the learners 

had good knowledge of the ^a-construction. Results suggested that a combination of 

production and judgment data is the best for understanding language acquisition. They 

also showed that the introduction of the confidence dimension was on the right track, 

because confidence scores revealed patterns that would not have been revealed with the 

grammaticality dimension alone. Details of the design will be discussed in the next 

chapter. 
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CHAPTER 4. RESEARCH METHODS 

This chapter starts with a description of the subjects, first those in the native 

speaker group and then those in the learner groups. Section 4.2 describes in detail the 

instruments for both the production and the grammaticality judgment experiments. 

Section 4.3 describes the actual procedures of the experiments. Section 4.4 describes 

briefly a pilot study that I had conducted before the actual study, and modifications that I 

had made in the items and procedures based on the results of it in the actual study. 

Finally, in Section 4.5,1 will discuss data coding and analysis. 

4.1. Subjects 

Four groups of subjects participated in the study: a native speaker group and three 

learner groups. The native speaker group consisted of 20 native speakers of Standard 

Chinese, ranging in age from 20 to 47. The three learner groups consisted of students 

learning Chinese at three different levels in the intensive Chinese program at the Defense 

Language Institute (DLI) in Monterey, California. Level was defined by the number of 

weeks that a student had studied Chinese in the program at the time of my study.' All 

students had begun studying Chinese as adults. None were heritage speakers of any 

' The number of weeks that subjects had been in the program only partially reflected the amount of time 
that they had been learning Chinese. This is because even though there were clear starting dates for the 
different levels, due to holidays and other "no-class" days such as military training days and personal 
illnesses, it was not possible to give the exact number of days that any one student had actually been in 
class. 
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Chinese dialect, people who were exposed to Chinese dialects when they were growing 

up. The age range in the learner groups was 19-38. 

4.1.1. Native speaker group 

Subjects in this group were recruited with advertisements posted on the Chinese 

and Taiwanese student listservs at the University of Arizona. Twenty native speakers of 

Standard Chinese living in Tucson participated in the study. Eleven were male and nine 

were female. Seventeen were from 10 provinces in Mainland China and three were from 

Taiwan.^ The age range in this group was 20-47, and the mean age was 31. Each subject 

was paid $5 for participation in the study. 

The native speaker group was crucial for two reasons. First and foremost, data 

from this group can be used as a baseline for comparison. Even though I would have 

liked for the video scenes to elicit the production of the Z>a-construction in 100% of the 

cases, it was not likely since it was difficult to narrow the context for the use of the ba-

construction in a natural way. If learners and native speakers performed the same tasks, a 

comparison of the quality and quantity of both the production and the grammaticality 

judgment data from both populations would show clearly the state of the learners' 

language development. Secondly, including these subjects in the research would check 

the validity of my items. Methodologically, it was important to ensure that the video 

scenes used in the production experiment would successfully elicit a consistently high 

^ Beijing, Shanghai, and a few other cities in China are under the direct jurisdiction of the central 
government. Therefore, they are treated as provinces administratively. 
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percentage of the ^a-construction, and the scenes used in the grammaticality judgment 

experiment would facilitate the judgments. 

Native speakers of Standard Chinese are not homogeneous linguistically. By 

definition, Standard Chinese, known in Mainland China as Putonghua (the common 

language), and in Taiwan as Guoyu (the national language), is based on the grammar and 

pronunciation of northern dialects spoken around the Beijing area (Norman, 1988). 

Ideally, native speakers should be recruited from Chinese speakers originally from this 

area. But since all educated Chinese speakers can speak some type of Standard Chinese, 

Chinese teachers who are teaching in the US are from many parts of Mainland China and 

Taiwan. So students who learn Chinese in the US get input from all these people. If only 

native speakers from the Beijing area had been included in the study, it would not have 

been fair to compare students' language with that of such a group of "ideal" speakers of 

Chinese from one particular region, and since there is variation even within Beijing, 

limiting selection would not have assured uniformity. Therefore, the criterion for native 

speakers that I used was simply self-identification. In my advertisement, I said if the 

potential subjects thought that they were native speakers of Standard Chinese, they could 

participate in the study. When they came to the laboratory for the experiments, I gave 

them a one-page language background questionnaire first. (See Appendix 2 for the 

questionnaire for the native speaker group.) The questionnaire asked what their first 

dialect was, how old they were first exposed to Standard Chinese, and so on. At the end 

of the questionnaire, I asked them to rate their proficiency in Standard Chinese on a scale 

of 0-10, 10 being most proficient. Table 4.1 summarizes this information. In this table, 
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"score" is the proficiency score that the subjects gave themselves and "number of 

subjects" is the number of subjects who gave themselves these particular scores. 

Table 4.1. Native Speakers' Self-reported Proficiency Scores 

Score 10 9 7.5 7 
# of subjects 13 2 1 4 

There are problems with self-identification. For example, it is subjective, and different 

individuals might have different perceptions of their own proficiency in Standard 

Chinese. 

Table 4.2 summarizes the native speakers' ages when they were first exposed to 

Standard Chinese from the background questionnaires that they filled out before the 

experiments. None of the subjects in the native speaker group were linguists or Chinese 

teachers. 

Table 4.2. Age of Native Speakers' First Exposure to Standard Chinese 

Age Birth 4 6 7 8 
# of subjects 12 2 4 1 1 

4.1.2. Learner groups 

Subjects in the learner groups were recruited by the research staff at the Defense 

Language Institute (DLI). Students were not required to participate in the study if they 

did not want to. When screening potential subjects for the study at the DLI, the research 

staff and I started with the highest level students available and moved two levels 

downwards. Recall that level was measured in terms of number of weeks that the students 

had studied Chinese at the DLI. I had two reasons to start with the highest level. The first 
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was that my own teaching experience suggested that the ^)a-construction was acquired 

late. Since students at the DLI were learning Chinese in a foreign language environment 

without natural interactions with native speakers, even higher level students might not 

have mastered it at the time of the study. The second reason was that beginning level 

students might not have been exposed to the structure by the time that I started data 

collection. In the Chinese Program at the University of Arizona, for example, the ba-

construction is introduced in the second semester. I wanted different groups of learners 

with different levels of proficiency because I wished to determine whether there were 

definable stages that learners went through during the acquisition process, including 

whether there was an identifiable order in the acquisition of the constraints, and how the 

construction developed in the learners' linguistic systems. Table 4.3 gives the 

background information of the subjects across the three learner groups based on the 

questionnaires that they filled out before the experiment began. (See Appendix 3 for the 

questionnaire for the learner groups.) In the table, G1 stands for Group 1, 02 stands for 

Group 2, and G3 stands for Group 3. Group 1 was the lowest level and Group 3 was the 

highest level. The learner groups will be referred to this way throughout the rest of 

this study. 
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Table 4.3. Background Information for Subjects in the Learner Groups 

Group G1 G2 G3 
# of subjects 21 23 21 
Male 16 13 17 
Female 5 10 4 
Age range 18-38 19-34 19-31 
Mean age 21 25 23 
# of weeks 30 45 60 
Birth place US-21^ US-21, non-US-2'' US-21 
Previous study 1 1 0 
Chinese exposure 0 0 0 
Chinese 1 0 0 
dialect'^ 
Chinese-speaking 2 0 0 
region 
Other languages 10 11 7 

"This means 21 subjects in this group were born in the US. 
''This means two subjects in this group were bom outside the US. 
"^This indicates the number of subjects who had been exposed to any Chinese dialects briefly as adults. 
''This indicates the number of subjects who had been to any Chinese-speaking regions as adults. 

The subjects in G1 were all at or under 25 years of age except the one who was 38 

years old. The mean age was 21 when this person was included and 20 when he was 

excluded. Subjects in G1 had studied Chinese for about 30 weeks at the DLI at the time 

of the study. According to the questionnaires that subjects filled out before the study 

began, all the subjects in G1 were bom in the US. None had been exposed to Chinese in 

childhood. One person had studied Chinese for three years in high school. She had also 

spent one month in Sichuan, China, and understood some Sichuan dialect. But nobody 

else in the group had studied Chinese at another institution. Nobody else understood 

another Chinese dialect. Only one other person had spent some time in a Chinese-
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speaking region. He had been in Taiwan for three years, but he said he had not learned 

Chinese when he was there. Ten people had some knowledge of other languages. One 

knew Portuguese. One knew French, German, Spanish and Italian. Five people knew 

Spanish. One person knew German and French. One knew Spanish and German. One 

knew Swedish, Czech and Russian. None of the other 11 subjects in this group knew any 

languages other than Standard Chinese and English. 

The subjects in G2 had studied Chinese for about 45 weeks at the DLI at the time 

of the study.^ According to the questionnaires that subjects filled out before the study 

began, all the subjects in G2 except two were bom in the US. One of these two subjects 

was born in Vietnam, and the other was born in South Korea. Only one subject in the 

group had studied Chinese before. He studied Chinese for one semester at a US 

university before attending the DLI. None of them had been exposed to Chinese in 

childhood. None had spent any time in a Chinese-speaking region. None had any 

knowledge of any Chinese dialects. Eleven people had some knowledge of other 

languages. Two people knew Spanish. Two knew French. One person knew Italian and 

Spanish. One knew Tagalog. One knew French and Russian. Two people knew Arabic. 

One person knew Japanese and Spanish. One knew Vietnamese. None of the other 12 

subjects in this group knew any languages other than Standard Chinese and English. 

The subjects in G3 had studied Chinese for about 60 weeks at the DLI at the time 

of the study. They were going to graduate the month after the study. According to the 

^ There was another subject in this group, but his data were not analyzed because he joined the group in the 
middle of the program and had only been in the program for 36 weeks at the time of the study. 
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were bom in the US. None had ever studied Chinese anywhere else before the DLL None 

had been exposed to Chinese in childhood. None of them had spent any time in a 

Chinese-speaking region, and none of them had any knowledge of any Chinese dialect 

other than Standard Chinese. Seven people had some knowledge of other languages. 

Three knew Spanish. One knew Arabic and Japanese. One knew Russian and Hungarian. 

One knew Spanish and Arabic. One could understand some Spanish, French and Italian, 

but could not speak them. None of the other 14 subjects in this group knew any languages 

other than Standard Chinese and English. 

Due to recording problems, some data from the first three subjects in G1 were 

lost. Fortunately, there were more subjects in this group to replace the three people whose 

data were lost. 

Unlike students who take Chinese at other post-secondary institutions in the US, 

the students of Chinese at the DLI have to take two language aptitude tests before being 

admitted to the program. The first is the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery 

(ASVAB). If students do well enough on it, they are eligible to take the Defense 

Language Aptitude Battery (DLAB). They have to score at least 100 on the DLAB in 

order to qualify to take Chinese. This is because according to the Foreign Service 

Institute (FSI) of the US Department of State, Chinese is considered one of the four most 

difficult languages for English speakers to learn (Hadley, 1993).'^ The criteria for learning 

other languages at the DLI might not be as high as this. This means that all my subjects 

The other three are Arabic, Japanese and Korean. 
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had been carefully selected for their program at the DLL Lhis fact could potentially limit 

the power to generalize the results of this study. But since subjects in all the three groups 

were selected in the same way, a comparison among themselves is still valid. I will return 

to these points in Chapter 8. 

4.2. Experiments 

This study included a production experiment and a grammaticality judgment 

experiment, to assess complementary aspects of learners' knowledge and as a validity 

check. The production experiment tested whether they produced the Z)a-construction to 

describe the actions presented in the video scenes or not. But if they failed to use the ba-

construction, or used it inappropriately, it would still not be clear whether this structure 

was in their grammar. There might be many reasons for learners not producing a 

particular construction. For example, they might not know anything about the 

construction. Or it could be that they knew the construction but were not comfortable 

using it, or did not wish to make a mistake. In addition, some people might be test-averse, 

and simply perform poorly on a test. Instead, they might just stick to the more 

conventional SVO word order. This is why I used a combination of production and 

grammaticality judgment experiments. If the construction was in the learners' grammar, 

even though they might not produce it, the grammaticality judgment data should reveal 

that. 

Data from the pilot study showed that some learners produced no ba-

constructions in the production task while their judgments of all the target sentences were 
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correct. (The pilot study is discussed in Section 4.4.) Such discrepancy between 

production and grammaticahty judgment data has been confirmed in the LI acquisition 

literature (e.g., McDaniel, McKee, & Bernstein, 1998), but this issue has not attracted 

much attention in the L2 acquisition research. A combination of the two approaches is 

essential to adequately assess learners' knowledge of any linguistic form. The results of 

my study confirmed the need for using both types of data, as will be discussed later. 

Fillers were used in the design of both experiments. As McDaniel and Cairns 

(1990, 1996) point out, fillers are important in the design of grammaticahty judgment 

items. They also apply to the design of production items (Thornton, 1996). They are easy 

items so the subjects will feel confident if they can do them easily. They also help break 

patterns that repeated use of the target items establish. Finally, in the analysis stage, the 

subjects' performance on the fillers indicates whether they paid attention during the 

experiment and whether their performance on the fillers reflected similar patterns in their 

performance on the experimental items. 

Experimental instruments and procedures are described together in the following 

sections because it is difficult to describe one without the other. For a detailed description 

of the actual administration of the experiments to both the learner groups and the native 

speaker group, see Section 4.3. 

I made video scenes to prompt production and facilitate the judgments of 

sentences. I video-taped a woman doing various actions. Then I digitized the video into a 

computer and cut it into pairs of actions. I will explain the details of the design in the 

following sections. 



4.2.1. Production 

This section is divided into four sub-sections. Section 4.2.1.1 explains the 

reasoning of the two-action design. Section 4.2.1.2 explains why video scenes were used. 

Section 4.2.1.3 describes the items. Section 4.2.1.4 explains how the actions and words 

used in the experiment were chosen. 

4.2.1.1. Explanation of the two-action design 

Two-action video scenes were used to prompt the production of the ba-

construction in the production experiment. The subjects were not expected to use ba to 

describe the first action, but were expected to use ba to describe the second action in each 

pair. Such a design was to test two very important aspects of the acquisition of the ba-

construction: Whether learners know when to use it, and once they choose to use it, 

whether they use it correctly or not. Neither of these aspects can be neglected in studying 

the acquisition of the ^a-construction. As discussed at the end of Chapter 3, the limited 

literature on this topic emphasized the question of whether learners use the ba-

construction correctly, but neglected the question of whether they use it in the correct 

context in the first place. For example, Jin (1992) asked subjects to translate some 

English sentences into Chinese, directing them to use the /ja-construction. Once the 

subjects were told explicitly to use the ia-construction, whether they would have chosen 

to use it in a natural way in the first place was not investigated. As discussed in Chapter 

1, even though the ^a-construction appears in native speakers' speech quite frequently, it 

does not seem to appear in second language learners' speech often, not even at a 
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relatively high level of general proficiency in their Chinese. It is easy for a speaker to 

find ways around the construction, such as using the SVO word order. This might not be 

native-like, but it suffices to convey the meaning. Therefore, it is crucial to test whether, 

given a situation, learners choose to use the 6a-construction or not in the first place. Once 

they do so, the next step is to see whether their production is correct or not. And if they 

do not use the Z?a-construction, I would like to know what patterns they use to substitute 

for it. Therefore, creating environments that strongly favor the Z)a-construction is crucial 

for the success of this investigation. This two-action design aimed at achieving this goal. 

The hope was that subjects would produce the ^^-construction in the description of the 

second action in each pair of actions, but not the first one, even though they were not told 

ahead of time what structure to use. 

4.2.1.2. Explanation for using video scenes as prompts 

A common way to elicit speech in the study of tense and aspect is with pictures 

(e.g., P. Li, 1990). But pictures are static. Another one is using existing silent movie 

clips, such as Modern Times (e.g., Bardovi-Harlig, 2000). But most of the time the 

language that these video clips elicit is not tightly controlled. Therefore, neither pictures 

nor existing movie clips could be used for my purposes without modification. 

One advantage of pictures is that they can be presented in a series, such as those 

used in P. Li (1990). But the nature of the Z)a-construction makes it extremely difficult to 

prompt with static pictures. As classic analyses of the Z)a-construction show (e.g., 

Thompson, 1973; L. Wang, 1947), the Z)a-construction is closely related to actions. This 
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is why action-oriented video scenes, which are more dynamic, make the best 

experimental context for eliciting the Z)a-construction. 

On the other hand, if the content of the video clips is "open", such as movie clips 

commonly used in the literature, where there are many different actions, the kinds of 

sentences that can describe these actions are not predictable. The classic "Pear Story" is 

such an example. "The Pear Story" is a short silent film that was made by Wallace Chafe 

(Chafe, 1980) as a prompt for eliciting speech. The story in the film happened in the 

countryside. A farmer picked a basketful of pears and put the basket on the ground. A 

teenager took some pears and left on a bicycle. He later ran into several other teenagers 

and shared the pears with them. Over the years, the film has been used cross-

linguistically in a wide-range of investigations such as tense and aspect, narration, and so 

on. 

Using "the Pear Story" as the prompt, Erbaugh (1976) collected narrative data 

from adult speakers of Standard Chinese, and Polio (1991) collected similar data from 

learners of Chinese as a second language. They played the film to the subjects and asked 

them to retell the story afterwards. The learners' overall production of the ba-

construction was low. In other words, even though there were many actions in the video 

clip, since the environment was not obligatory for the Z)a-construction, the learners easily 

avoided it. Even among native speakers, the number of ^^-constructions used by different 

subjects varied considerably. One reason might be that when faced with a silent story on 

tape, people focused on different scenes in the clip to describe. Some of these scenes 

might favor the ia-construction while others might not. 
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After carefiil evaluation of the pros and cons of a series of pictures on paper and 

silent movie clips, I combined the merits of both. Like pictures used in the literature, the 

actions that I created consisted of tv^o actions regarding the same object in the target 

experimental items. They were presented in pairs. Like the video clips used in the 

literature, my scenes were dynamic actions, which were the best for the elicitation of the 

6a-construction. But the actions in my scenes were highly controlled, designed to create 

favorable contexts for the production of the Z^a-construction. 

4.2.1.3. Description of experimental items 

The production experiment was designed to elicit Z)a-constructions with RVCs 

and le, and to test if the subjects produced ba with definite NPs. Video scenes showed a 

woman performing various actions in a house. The actions were presented in pairs, 

referred to as "pairs of actions" from here on. In each pair, the actions were connected. 

For example, in one pair of actions, "hand washing", the first action was the woman 

washing her hands under a faucet; the second action was her drying her hands by wiping 

them with a towel. But there was no connection across different pairs. For example, 

another pair of actions could be about her watering a plant in the first action, and opening 

a door in the second action, in a totally different location than where the "hand washing" 

pair of actions occurred. 

Figures 4.1 and 4.2 illustrate the "hand washing" pair of actions from the 

experiment as an example. 



Figure 4.1. The first action in the "hand washing" pair of actions. 

Figure 4.2. The second action in the "hand washing" pair of actions. 
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The video scenes contained 19 pairs of actions: one was a model pair, two were 

practice pairs, one was a pre-test pair, five were filler pairs, and the remaining 10 were 

target pairs used to elicit the Z)a-construction. Five of the 10 target pairs were designed to 

elicit ba with RVCs, and the other five were designed to elicit ba with le. Each pair was 

also designed to test the defmiteness constraint on the Z)a-NP. Each part of a pair of 

actions was designed to elicit one sentence. Table 4.4 summarizes the pairs of actions and 

sentence types that they were designed to elicit. 

Table 4.4. Type and Number of Items for the Production Experiment 

Target (10) Filler Model (1), practice (2), 
(5) pre-test (1) 

RVC (5) le (5) 

Action 1 Sentence 1 No ba No ba No ba No ba 
Action 2 Sentence 2 ba ba No ba No ba 

In the first action of a target pair of actions, an object was introduced as new 

information. It is therefore assumed to require indefinite reference, and thus the use of ba 

would be ungrammatical in describing the actions in these items . In the second action of 

a target pair of actions, the same object was manipulated again, making it old information 

and thus definite. In this case, ba would be required in describing the action. To be 

consistent with the target pairs, the filler, model, practice and pre-test pairs also depicted 

two successive actions that elicited two sentences which should not involve the use of ba 

in the description. These actions were easy to describe with SVO sentences. 

I gave the subjects this task individually. The experimental materials were 

presented to the subjects in the following fashion. Video scenes of a pair of actions 
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played on a computer screen. After that, the screen went black and words that were 

supposed to be used in describing the two actions appeared on the screen. The first two 

words were the verbs for the respective actions, given in the order the actions appeared. 

Below the verbs, either one noun or two nouns appeared. All the words that appeared on 

the screen were given in pinyin, the standard romanization of Chinese, with numbers (1-

4) in parentheses after each word to indicate the tones. The English translation was also 

given after each word to prevent unfamiliar vocabulary from hindering the subjects' 

production.^ The second reason that words were given was to help ensure that all subjects 

focused on the same actions to describe. Even though it was clear what actions the 

subjects were supposed to focus on in the video scenes, there were still other actions in 

the scenes that could not be avoided in a natural way. For example, in the "hand 

washing" pair of actions, the woman had to turn off the faucet after washing her hands. 

But this action was not one of the actions that subjects were supposed to describe. 

An illustration is given in (4.1) of how these words were presented on the screen 

after the "hand washing" pair of actions was shown. 

(4.1) xi (3): to wash 

ca (1): to wipe 

shou (3): hand 

I drew a picture of a woman's face and posted it on the wall in front of the subjects. I 

^ Subjects were given credit for using other words that meant the same as the word given. For example, in 
one action the word that I gave for "room" was fangjian. But subjects got credit if they used wuzi, for 
"room", instead. 
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asked the subjects to pretend that they were teUing this hypothetical person, who could 

not see the scenes, what happened in the scenes. Subjects were then asked to produce two 

sentences using these words. They were asked to use these two verbs in the two sentences 

respectively, but to use the same noun in both sentences since both actions were about the 

same object. They were also asked to use ranhou 'then' to connect the two sentences. 

(See Appendix 4 for the complete list of items used in the production experiment.) There 

was no time limit on how long the subjects took to finish the sentences. The subjects' 

responses were recorded with an audio-tape recorder. Subjects' responses to (4.1) should 

be something like (4.2): 

(4.2) Ta xi shou, ranhou ba shou ca ganjing. 

she wash hand then BA hand wipe RVC (clean) 

She washed her hands, (and) then wiped her hands clean. 

Subjects were told that they could add constituents when they used the given 

words to describe the actions if they wanted to. This was crucial because if they produced 

the ^^i-construction correctly they had to add either an RVC, le or other constituents 

themselves. 

The italicized text below exemplifies a filler pair of actions. 

The first action shows the woman water a plant. The second action shows 

her open the door. After showing the actions, the words for 'to water 

'to open'plant' and 'door' are given on the screen. 

Like for the target scenes, the subjects were given the words in (4.3), and asked to use 

two sentences to describe these two actions, one sentence for each action. 
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(4.3) jiao (1): to water 

kai (1): to open 

hua (1): flower 

men (2): door 

Since the two actions were about two different objects and each was mentioned 

only once, ba should not be used in either sentence. Also, these actions were extremely 

easy to describe. They only involved the basic Chinese SVO word order. Subjects' 

response to this filler pair could be something like (4.4): 

(4.4) Ta jiao hua, ranhouta kai men. 

she water flower then she open door 

She watered the flower, (and) then she opened the door. 

There was a potential problem with the number of words for the filler items here. 

All the pairs that involved ba had only one noun with two verbs, but this filler item had 

two different nouns with two verbs. If all the filler items had been like this, subjects 

might have been able to visually identify the distinction between the target and filler 

items. In order to prevent this, I designed some filler pairs with an intransitive verb for 

one of the actions and a transitive verb with a noun for the other action. As a result of 

this, some filler items had two verbs and only one noun on the screen, exactly like the 

format of the target items. An example is given in (4.5): 

(4.5) zou (3) j in (4): to enter 

zuo (4): to sit 

fang (2) jian (1): room 
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4.2.1.4. How the words used in the experiment were chosen 

I considered using a word-frequency list at first but eventually I did not strictly 

follow this idea for several reasons. First, there are not many Chinese word frequency 

lists. I asked for suggestions on Chinese word frequency lists on LINGUIST List and four 

people responded (January, 2002). They said most of the frequency lists are about 

frequencies of single characters. One such example is Xiandai Hanyu Zipin Tongjibiao 

(Modern Chinese Word Frequency List), edited by Guojia Yuyan Wenzi Gongzuo 

Weiyuanhui & Guojia Biaozhun Ju (National Language Affairs Committee and National 

Bureau for Standards, China) in 1992. Since most words in Modem Standard Chinese are 

two syllables long (Shi, 2002, p. 69), which means they consist of two characters, 

character frequency lists are not very useful. The only word frequency list that I found 

was "6000 Chinese Words: A Vocabulary Frequency Handbook" by James Erwin Dew 

(Dew, 1999). According to Marjorie Chan, the person who suggested this book to me, it 

is "designed to assist Chinese language teachers and students in selecting vocabulary for 

introduction in the early stages of study and for special focus at the intermediate and 

more advanced levels" (Chan, personal communication, February 6, 2002 ). My follow-

up interviews with the teachers at the DLI afterwards revealed that the teachers at the 

DLI use a textbook that they wrote themselves in the 1980s. It was not designed 

following this frequency list. Secondly, even if lists truly reflect frequency of use among 

native speakers in Mainland China or Taiwan (which might be different too), they might 

not reflect the learner vocabulary.^ Since my subjects were learning Chinese in a 

® With LI learners, however, input reflects closely word frequency lists (e.g., Huttenlocher, et al., 1991). 
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relatively closed environment, their input mainly came from textbooks and teachers. 

Finally, since the subjects were from the same system, possible frequency factors should 

have similar effects on subjects across the groups. When I was creating the video scenes, 

I tried to use actions that were easy to act out and strongly favored the ^a-construction 

with RVCs or le to describe. After I made the scenes, I found that all the verbs that I 

wanted the subjects to use with the 6a-construction were monosyllabic. Most of them 

were probably frequent words. Table 4.5 shows the verbs that were used in the 

production experiment. 

Table 4.5. Chinese Verbs Used in the Production Experiment 

nd^ guan si ca xi chi dian reng dai 
to take to turn to tear to wipe to wash to eat to light to throw to put 

off on 

^ Note: Na was used twice but was supposed to be used witli two different RVCs to describe two different 
actions. One of the RVCs was xia/ai 'down'; the other one was chulai 'out'. 

Since subjects were given the verbs and nouns in the production task so that lack 

of vocabulary would not hinder their production, I hypothesized that the learners' 

production of the ^^-construction would be more affected by the nature of the actions 

than by the familiarity of the words in their vocabulary. This issue will be addressed in 

Chapter 5. 

4.2.2. Grammaticality j udgments 

This experiment included a paper-and-pencil task. Video scenes used in the 

production experiment were used to facilitate the judgments of sentences, as explained 

below. Recall that only the second actions in the experimental items in the production 
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experiment are related to the /ja-construction; in the first actions the objects were 

introduced for the first time, so ba should not have been used. Therefore, only the second 

actions of eight of the 10 target pairs of actions in the production experiment (four for 

RVCs and four for le) were used as situations for the grammaticality judgment 

experiment. Each scene had one action. For example, the second action of the "hand 

washing" pair of actions was given to facilitate the judgment of related sentences, as 

shown in Figure 4.2, repeated below. 

Figure 4.2. The second action in the "hand washing" pair of actions. 

Situations were given to the subjects so that they did not have to imagine a 

context against which to judge the sentences (McDaniel & Caims, 1990, 1996). This 

instrument tested the two constraints on the ba-W¥\ the RVC and le. 

There were six sentences to judge for a given action. Therefore, a total of 60 

sentences were used in the grammaticality judgment experiment. (See Appendix 5 for the 
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complete booklet used in this experiment.) Forty-eight of them were based on eight video 

scenes about the target actions used in the production experiment (four for RVCs and 

four for le). Six sentences based on a filler action in the production experiment were 

items for modeling. Another six sentences based on yet another filler action in the 

production experiment were items for practice. Table 4.6 gives the complete list of the 

scenes used for the grammaticality judgment experiment. The presentation of the RVC 

and le scenes in the experiment was randomized. 

Table 4.6. Scenes Usedfor the Grammaticality Judgment Experiment 

RVC Action in scene # of sentences to be judged 
Scene 1 Wiping hands 6 
Scene 2 Lighting candle 6 
Scene 3 Taking down picture 6 
Scene 4 Putting on glasses 6 
le 
Scene 5 Throwing book 6 
Scene 6 Turning off TV 6 
Scene 7 Tearing letter 6 
Scene 8 Taking pill 6 
Model scene Drinking water 6 
Practice scene Opening door 6 
Total 60 

The six sentences for a given action are: One had an RVC or le with ba, one was 

its "minimal pair" without an RVC or le; one has an RVC or le without ha, one is its 

RVC or /e-less minimal pair and two fillers. In other words, there were 6 sentences to 

judge for each of the four RVC actions, thus 24 sentences in all to judge. Similarly, there 

were 24 sentences to judge based on the four le actions. An example set of six sentences 

are given in Table 4.7, based on the "hand wiping" action, the example given in Figure 
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4.2, presented in terms of + and - features. This is one of the RVC scenes. The fillers are 

either SVO sentences or sentences that manipulate the given vocabulary but do not make 

much sense. 

Table 4.7. Sample Judgment Items Based on the "Hand Wiping" Action 

+ba+R\C Ta ba shou ca ganjing. 
she BA hand wipe RVC (clean) 
She wiped her hands clean. 

+ba-RyC *Ta ba shouca. 
she BA hand wipe 

-ba+RVC ?Ta shou ca ganjing. 
she hand wipe RVC (clean) 

-ba-RYC *Ta shou ca. 
she hand wipe 

Filler 1 Ta ca shou. 
she wipe hand 
She wiped her hands. 

Filler 2 Ta ca ganjing shou. 
she wipe RVC (clean) hand 
She wiped her hands clean. 

The order of the four target sentences and the two fillers for each action was 

randomized in the experiment so that subjects could not find a pattern. 

The +Z>a+RVC and +ba+le sentences satisfied the complexity constraint on the 

ba-YP; these sentences were grammatical. They tested whether the subjects knew that the 

/)a-sentences with appropriate verbal complements were grammatical. The +ia-RVC and 

+ba-le sentences were sentences that did not have any verbal complements. They had 

bare verbs. They were designed to test whether the subjects knew that the Z)a-sentences 

without verbal complements were ungrammatical. The other sentences were used to test 

^ This sentence was designed as ungrammatical. But some native speakers accepted it, probably regarding it 
as a case of topicalization. This will be discussed in later chapters. 
^ Both this filler and the next one are grammatical SVO sentences. 
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if the subjects judged the sentences as ungrammatical if they were ungrammatical. In 

other words, they tested if the subjects overgeneralized the use of the Aa-construction. 

4.3. Experimental procedures 

Both experiments were conducted with the native speaker group first to ensure 

that the items elicited what they were designed to elicit and to establish baseline data. But 

in the following description of the procedures, I will discuss the learner groups first 

because I will discuss the procedures with them in more detail. For all subjects, the 

production experiment preceded the grammaticality judgment experiment. This was done 

so that subjects could not guess what the target of the study was. Otherwise, they might 

have tried to produce the target structure on purpose. Had this happened, it would have 

been difficult to determine whether the subjects would produce the Z>a-construction on 

their own. In the grammaticality judgment task the frequent appearance of ba might have 

given away the target of the study. This order proved to be the right decision. At the end 

of some group grammaticality judgment sessions at the DLI, some subjects told me that 

they knew the study must be about the fea-construction. I asked them not to tell their 

friends who had not performed the task yet. 

4.3.1. Learner groups 

Both experiments were conducted at the DLI during a two-week period between 

May 20 and June 1, 2002. Instructions for both experiments were given in English to 

make sure that the subjects fully comprehended the requirements. 
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Since the subjects were in the military and studying a particular language at a 

particular time, security reasons prevented me from consenting them myself. I did not 

have access to their real names. After working with the University of Arizona's Human 

Subjects Committee and the DLI, we reached the following agreement; The research staff 

at the DLI would consent the subjects for me. They would give the subjects the consent 

forms to sign, together with the language background questionnaire that I gave them 

before I visited. After the potential subjects had finished the forms, the research staff at 

the DLI kept the signed consent forms with subjects' names and gave me the background 

sheets during my visit. Each subject was assigned a random numerical ID number 

ranging from one to three digits long. Therefore, I could only identify subjects by their ID 

numbers. 

4.3.1.1. Production 

The production task was given to each subject individually. I used a laptop 

computer to show the video scenes, and recorded subjects' speech with an audio-tape 

recorder. This experiment was conducted in two rooms at the DLI since subjects from 

different classes had classes in two locations on the campus. Both settings were 

comfortable for the subjects. The subjects were in class while the testing was going on, 

but they had been scheduled to participate in the experiment with me ahead of time. So 

after each subject finished the task, which took about 20 minutes, s/he would 

immediately go back to the classroom and get the next person on the schedule for me. 
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When each subject entered the room, I greeted him/her in Chinese and made small 

talk to put him/her at ease. Then I gave the subject a microphone to put on his/her collar. 

When the subjects seemed comfortable, I began the instructions with the model item. 

After that I asked the subjects if they had any questions. Most of the time they did not. If 

they did, I answered their questions. When they had no more questions, I asked them to 

try the next item, which was a practice item. Most subjects did very well on this one, so I 

just gave them encouragement and discussed further questions with them if they had any. 

Most people thought it was easy, and few had any questions. After that I gave each 

subject one more pair of actions to describe. This time nobody in any group had any 

questions. Finally I gave them another pair as a pre-test without telling them so. I just told 

them it was another practice item. Nobody had any problem with this item, so the 

experimental items started with the next pair of actions. At that point I started the audio

tape recorder and reassured the subject that the format of the "real thing" would be 

exactly the same as the model and practice items without any surprises. I also told them 

that there was no time limit to finish the sentences after each pair of actions. If they 

wished to see the actions again after they had been played, I could always play them 

again. After the recorder was started, it kept running until the end of the session with each 

subject. 



122 

4.3.1.2. Grammaticality j udgment 

The grammaticahty judgment experiment was a paper-and-pencil task that I gave 

to groups of 10-15 subjects at a time.' But two groups consisted of only four people since 

these subjects had to do it before the scheduled time for their class because of certain 

military duties. When they finished they were asked not to tell their classmates who had 

not performed the task about the content of it. 

The experimental room had a big-screen TV with a built-in videotape player and 

an overhead projector. When the subjects entered the room, they saw a booklet at each 

place. They were asked not to flip through the pages. If they wanted to look at the 

booklet, they could look at the first page, which had six sentences about the model action. 

There were 10 pages in the booklet, and each page had exactly the same format. (See 

Appendix 5 for the actual booklet used for this experiment.) Each page had six sentences 

about one action. These sentences were given in Chinese characters and pinyin. To make 

sure that the subjects were not hindered by new vocabulary items, like in the production 

experiment, the English translation of the verbs and nouns used for each action were also 

given in the upper-right-hand comer of each page. The six sentences on the first page 

were about the model action. The six sentences on the second page were about the 

practice action. The other eight pages were about the eight target actions. 

Table 4.8, the answer grid for the grammaticality judgment experiment, appeared 

under each sentence. The answer grid had two dimensions: a grammaticality dimension 

and a confidence dimension. The horizontal dimension, marked by "Natural/Unnatural", 

' I will discuss a few exceptions later in this section. 
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indicates grammaticality. The vertical dimension, marked by "Siire/Unsure" indicates 

confidence. The rationale of this design is to distinguish between marking an answer with 

confidence and simply guessing. The answer grid offers four possible answers for each 

sentence. "Natural/Unnatural" was for learners to judge whether a native speaker of 

Chinese would say a sentence like this to describe this particular action. "Sure/Unsure" 

was for learners to rate their confidence in their decisions. Subjects were instructed to 

mark one of the four boxes for each sentence. That is to say, they could confidently 

accept or reject a sentence, or accept or reject a sentence with some doubt. As results 

showed, this design distinguished some subtle differences in the data. I will discuss them 

in Chapters 6 and 8. 

Table 4.8. Sample Answer Gridfor Grammaticality Judgments 

Natural Unnatural 
Sure 
Unsure 

After explaining the procedure, I started with the model action. I played the scene 

first and modeled the judgments on an overhead projector so that all subjects could see 

what I did. I consulted the subjects while making the judgment. After that, I asked if they 

had any questions. Most did not. Then I played the second action and asked the subjects 

to make their own judgment of the sentences, which were on the second page of the 

booklet, following the model. While they worked on it, I walked around in the room 

making sure that they were marking the right places on the pages. After that, I asked if 

they had any questions. When they told me that they did not have any questions, I began 

playing the eight target video scenes one by one. Each action was played first and then 
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paused so that the subjects could read the six sentences that went with the action and then 

make a judgment. Originally I planned to pause for one minute for them to make the 

judgment. But in reality, everybody finished judging the sentences for each action within 

one minute. So instead of pausing for one minute, I proceeded to play the next action 

when everybody had finished judging the sentences for one action. Before we started I 

also told the subjects that if they wanted to see any action again after it had been shown, I 

could play it again. But nobody in any group requested that throughout the whole session. 

This experiment took about 15 minutes for the whole group to finish. 

At the end of each session, I asked the subjects to flip through the pages to make 

sure that one of the boxes under each sentence had been marked; otherwise the whole 

booklet would be invalid. As a result, all booklets were complete, without any missing 

answers. 

One subject from G2 was sick when her group was scheduled for the 

grammaticality judgment experiment. Four subjects from G1 did not participate in the 

experiment with the rest of their class due to an exam. It was not possible to re-schedule 

the experiment for these five people before I left the DLL A senior researcher at the DLI, 

who coordinated the study throughout my entire stay at the DLI, gave this group of five 

students the group grammaticality judgment task immediately after I had left, and faxed 

the answers to me right away, followed by sending the originals to me by mail. He was 

able to do this because anticipating the possibility that he would have to administer this 

experiment for me after I was gone, he was at every group session when I conducted the 

group experiments and so learned how to do it. I left all the materials that I used for the 
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experiment with him before I left, including the video scenes, the verbatim instructions 

on paper, the transparency that I used as a model and the booklets for the subjects. He 

also showed me the instructions that he was going to give the students. After that I was 

confident that he was able to do it on my behalf 

4.3.2. Native speaker group 

All the subjects in the native speaker group were tested in a developmental 

psycholinguisties laboratory at the University of Arizona between April and May, 2002. 

Recall that I tested this group before the DLI subjects. I gave each subject both tasks 

individually during one session. 

Following university and federal regulations on human subjects in research, 

subjects signed consent forms before they started the experimental session. Then they 

filled out questionnaires about their language background. After that we began the 

production experiment. The procedure resembled that for the learner groups except the 

instructions were given in Chinese. The rationale was to ensure that they fully 

comprehended the requirements. 

Immediately after subjects had finished the production task, they were given the 

grammaticality judgment task. The requirement was similar to that given to subjects in 

the learner groups except that the instructions were in Chinese. There was also a slight 

difference in the wording of the instructions for the "confidence" dimension for the 

choice under each sentence. Recall that for the subjects in the learner groups, the 

"Sure/Unsure" choice was based on their estimate of native speakers' possible response. 
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For the native speakers, the same instruction would make less sense. Instead, I told them 

"Sure/Unsure" was based on a comparison of their own judgment and that of possible 

other native speakers. For example, if they did not accept a sentence but thought other 

native speakers of Standard Chinese might accept it, they could choose "Natural/Unsure" 

or "Unnatural/Unsure". Probably because of this, some native speakers' judgments of 

certain sentences were more varied than those of the learners. This will also be discussed 

in Chapters 6, 7 and 8. 

Most subjects in the native speaker group finished both experiments including 

signing the consent forms and filling out the language background questionnaires within 

25 minutes. 

4.4. Pilot study 

In order to test the items and experimental procedures, both the production and 

the grammaticality judgment experiments were piloted with 10 learners who were native 

speakers of English, and 10 native speakers of Chinese, before being used in the study. In 

particular, for the production experiment, the pilot study was to ensure that subjects 

would produce sentences that they were expected to produce. For the grammaticality 

judgment experiment, since native speakers of Chinese from different regions might 

judge the acceptability of certain sentences differently, it was crucial to use items that 

received relatively uniform judgments across different native speakers. The pilot study 

showed that most of the items worked well except three in the production experiment and 
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two in the grammaticaUty judgment experiment. These unsuccessful items were replaced 

in the revised versions of both experiments, the version that was used in the study. 

I also modified the experimental procedures as a result of the pilot study. Pilot 

versions of the video scenes had no words on the screen. I found that native speakers 

focused on different actions in the scenes in their responses, and thus the responses were 

not comparable. For this reason, I added words in my video scenes to be used in the 

responses. 

According to the design, the object was introduced for the first time in the first 

action of the production experiment, therefore ba should not be used. But some pilot 

subjects used ba to describe the first action. The reason might have been that the subject 

and I were seeing the scenes at the same time. Subjects could legitimately assume that I 

already knew such an object existed in the immediate environment even before the first 

sentence was uttered to introduce the object. So in the actual experiment, I put a picture 

of a woman's face in front of the subjects, and asked them to pretend that they were 

telling this hypothetical person, who could not see what was going on in the video, what 

had happened. 

Pilot study also revealed that certain speech patterns differed between Standard 

Chinese speakers from Mainland China and Taiwan. For example, some speakers from 

Taiwan used more RVCs with the Z7a-constructions than le's, compared to their 

counterparts from Mainland China. Therefore, I made an effort to recruit native speakers 

who were originally from both places. 
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4.5. Data coding and analysis 

4.5.1. Production 

4.5.1.1. Data coding 

The number of ^a-constructions correctly produced by the subjects was 

calculated. "Correctness" of ^^-constructions was measured with a strict coding system 

and a relaxed coding system. Under the strict coding system, the sentences had to be both 

syntactically and semantically correct. In other words, this set of data was the cleanest 

set. For example, if the subjects produced a ^a-construction with an RVC, but the 

meaning of this RVC was not correct, they did not get credit in the strict coding system. 

Sentence (4.6) is such an example. It is syntactically correct because an RVC and a le 

appeared with ba, but the action was throwing the book on the floor so the RVC should 

be xiaqu 'down' instead of qilai 'up', as produced by the subject, 01.812.'" 

(4.6)Taba shu fankai le, ranhou ba shu reng qilai le. (G1.S12) 

she BA book open ASP then BA book throw RVC (up) ASP 

She opened the book, (and) then threw it up. 

But the subject was credited for producing this ^a-sentence in the relaxed coding 

system because there are an RVC and a le in the sentence with ba. The sentence is 

syntactically correct. Most of the wrong RVCs are probably lexical problems. Therefore, 

most of the analyses of the production data focused on those from relaxed coding, such as 

the number of Z)a-constructions produced in the first sentences and the total number of 

Throughout this study, individual subjects will be referred to this way. G stands for Group and S stands 
for Subject. For example, G1 .S12 refers to Subject 12 in Group 1. 
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6a-constructions produced by subjects. It was only in the analyses of ^>a-constructions 

produced in the second sentences that data from both coding system were used in order to 

capture possible subtle differences in the subjects' production scores. As it turned out, the 

differences in the data from the two coding systems are minimal. 

In both coding systems, minor grammatical problems unrelated to the use of ba, 

such as the use of wrong classifiers, were ignored for the purposes of determining the 

correctness of sentences. 

A. Ba produced in the first sentences 

Recall that the production experiment was designed so that ba would not be used 

to describe the first action. (The object was introduced for the first time in the first action 

in each pair of actions). This was to test whether the subjects knew the deflniteness 

constraint on the Z^a-NP. But in the experiment, probably because of the nature of the 

video scenes, namely, both the subject and I could see the object in the first action even 

before it was introduced verbally, some subjects in all the groups used ba to describe the 

first actions. This possible design problem could interfere with the interpretation of the 

data. It will be discussed in Chapters 5 and 8. Sentence (4.7) shows an example of 

producing ba in the first sentence, by G1.S2. 

(4.7) Ta ba yanjing na qilai le, ranhou dai le yanjing. (G1.S2) 

she BA glasses take RVC (up) ASP then wear ASP glasses 

She picked up the glasses, (and) then put on the glasses. 
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Despite this problem, the number of ^a-constructions produced in the first sentences by 

all the groups was calculated. 

B. Ba produced in the second sentences 

If subjects produced the fta-construction correctly in the second sentence, they got 

one point for this sentence. Since there were 10 pairs of actions to describe, the highest 

possible score was 10. 

If the subjects produced ba in both the first and second sentences, they got credit 

for the /)a-construction in the second sentence if it was correct. This is shown in (4.8), 

produced by G3.S9. 

(4.8) Ta xianbashu fankai, ranhou ba shu reng diao. (G3.S9) 

she first BA book open then BA book throw RVC (away) 

She first opened the book, and then threw it away. 

In the production experiment, two types of sentences were designed to elicit two 

kinds of ba sentences: ba with RVCs and ba with le. But in my data, I found that the 

subjects' descriptions of the situations did not follow the design closely. For example, the 

subjects might have produced ba sentences with an RVC and a le for the situation which 

was designed for the production of ba and RVC alone, or they have produced a sentence 

with ha and a prepositional phrase for a le situation. For example, one of the pairs of 

actions showed the woman opened a book in the first action, and then threw the book to 

the floor in the second action. This item was designed to elicit ba with le, as Gn.S13 did 

in (4.9). 
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(4.9) Tana le yi benshu, kan le kan, ranhouba tareng le. (Gn.S13) 

she take ASP one CL book look ASP look then BA it throw ASP 

She took a book, looked at it, and then threw it. 

But instead of using le, some subjects used a PP with ba, as shown in (4.10). In 

(4.10), "aside" in English is literally expressed with a PP daoyibian 'to side' in Chinese. 

(4.10) Ta dakai le yi ben shouce, ranhou ba ta reng dao yibian. (Gn. S18) 

she open ASP one CL handbook then BA it throw to side 

She opened a handbook, and then threw it aside. 

Both (4.9) and (4.10) were grammatical and appropriate in describing this situation. 

Therefore, in the coding of the data, as long as the Z^a-sentences were produced correctly, 

the subjects were credited for producing them, regardless of what they used with ba, an 

RVC, a le, a combination of the two or something else. Recall, as Liu (1997) pointed out, 

that there are nine possible environments for the &a-VP. The subjects could potentially 

describe the same actions with more than one kind of enviroimient. 

4.5.1.2. Data analysis 

Results of the production experiment will be discussed in Chapter 5. 

A. Quantitative analyses 

One-way ANOVAs were used on the production data from both the first 

sentences and the second sentences. On visual inspection, it was found that the ba-

constructions that the subjects in the learner groups produced in the second sentences 
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might not be normally distributed. So the Kruskal-Wallis test, the non-parametric 

equivalent of one-way ANOVA, was also performed for comparison. 

An ANCOVA (analysis of covariance) test was used to compare the correlation 

between the production of Z)a-constructions on the one hand, and that of RVCs and le, on 

the other. 

B. Qualitative analyses 

Grammatical patterns that the learners used to substitute for the 6a-construction 

and error patterns were also identified and discussed. 

4.5.2. Grammaticality j udgment 

4.5.2.1. Data coding 

Subjects got one point for the box that they marked under each sentence, as 

shown in Table 4.8, repeated below. 

Table 4.8. Sample Answer Grid for Grammaticality Judgments 

Natural Unnatural 
Sure 
Unsure 

4.5.2.2. Data analysis 

Results of the grammaticality judgment experiment are discussed in Chapter 6. 

A. Quantitative analyses 

Data were analyzed in two steps. The first step was the most specific comparison 

of scores from each combination of item type and response type (32 scores in total). 
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taking into consideration both the grammaticality and confidence dimensions. So 32 one

way ANOVAs in total were used to capture possible subtle differences among groups. 

The second step, the major part of the statistical analyses of the grammaticality 

judgment data, concerned one dimension only: either the grammaticality dimension or the 

confidence dimension. I approached the statistical analyses of data of each dimension 

from three different angles: across the groups, across conditions (+RVC l+le vs. 

-RVC l-le), and across items (RVC vs. le). The comparison across the groups aimed at 

capturing some possible developmental trends. The comparison across conditions 

addressed the question whether the subjects accepted ba sentences with RVC//e and 

rejected 6a-sentences without RVC//e. Recall that this tested the constraint on the ba-W, 

namely, that it has to be complex. Complexity was realized in the RVC and le in my 

research. The comparison across items addressed the theoretical question whether the 

RVC is more difficult than le, as discussed at the end of Chapter 2. It was also in 

response to claims made by LI acquisition researchers that children acquired verb 

compounds later than le. 

Each of these analyses was further divided into two parts depending on the 

presence or absence of ba. In the first part, ba was present. In the second part, ba was 

absent. Figures 4.3 and 4.4 give an overview of the analyses in this part. Figure 4.3 

summarizes the grammaticality dimension and Figure 4.4 summarizes the confidence 

dimension. The statistical procedures for both dimensions are similar. 
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-ba +ba -ba -ba 

(jiatntnaiiciililv 

l i \  condit ion ilcm 

Figure 4.3. Statistical analyses of the judgment data (grammaticality). 

-ba -ba +ba -ba 

H\ item 

Figure 4.4. Statistical analyses of the judgment data (confidence). 

The grammaticality judgment data were complex due to the combinations of item 

types and response types, as will be shown in Chapter 6. But because of the comparisons 

I am interested in making, as shown in Figures 4.3 and 4.4, the main statistical procedure 

used in this part of the analyses was comparison of means. When the scores from 

different groups were compared, one-way ANOVAs were used because the independent 
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variable had more than two levels (four when all groups were included but three when the 

control group was excluded). In the other two kinds of comparisons, across conditions 

and across items, paired samples t-tests were used because the independent variable had 

only two levels, and the dependent variable was within subjects. 

B. Qualitative analyses 

Statistical analyses were the main procedure used on the judgment data. But in 

Chapter 7,1 will discuss some individual subjects' judgment patterns based on their 

production patterns. 



CHAPTER 5. RESULTS: PRODUCTION 

This chapter presents the results of the production experiment. Section 5.1 

describes the raw data. Section 5.2 discusses statistical analyses of the data. Section 5.3 

discusses qualitative analyses of the data. Section 5.4 presents the number of ba-

constructions that the verbs used in the production experiment elicited across the groups. 

Section 5.5 summarizes the main results of the production experiment. 

As discussed at the end of Chapter 4, the production data were coded in two 

slightly different ways. In strict coding, subjects got one point only if the 6a-sentences 

that they produced were both syntactically and semantically correct. In relaxed coding, 

subjects got one point as long as their Z)a-sentences satisfied the syntactic requirements of 

ba. As discussed in Section 4.5, the differences between scores from the two coding 

systems were small. Some of the problems in relaxed coding were only lexical. 

Therefore, since my main concern is grammar, all the results except ia-constructions 

produced in the second sentences given are from relaxed coding. Since /)a-constructions 

produced in the second sentences were the focus of the production experiment, data from 

strict coding were also discussed and used in statistical analyses in order to capture subtle 

differences among the groups. 

5.1. Data description 

I will begin describing the data with the total number of ^^-constructions that the 

subjects across all the groups produced. Then I will report the mean number of ba-

constructions that subjects produced in the first sentences, followed by the mean number 
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of ^a-constructions that subjects produced in the second or target sentences. Finally, I 

will describe the types of Z)a-constructions that each subject produced in the target 

sentences, whether they were with RVCs, le, or something else. 

5.1.1. Total number of Z?fl-constructions produced 

As discussed in Chapter 4, even though the first action in each pair of actions was 

designed to test whether the subjects followed the defmiteness constraint on the 6a-NP, 

results were not straightforward, possibly because of the nature of video scenes. Recall 

that the /)a-NP has to be definite. In the two-part video used in the production 

experiment, ba should not be used in the sentence to describe the first action, because in 

that action the object was introduced for the first time, and therefore, should not be 

definite. However, as noted in Chapter 4, since both the subject and I were watching the 

video together, some subjects may have assumed that the object was already known to 

both of us even in the first action. That was probably why they produced ba in the first 

sentences. But the subjects were not credited for producing ba in the first sentence when 

calculating the number of ^^-constructions that they produced. In order to give a 

comprehensive picture of the subjects' production, however, Table 5.1 gives the total 

number of Z)a-constructions attempted by the subjects in all four groups, including 

grammatical and ungrammatical /)a-constructions, as well as Z)a-constructions produced 

to describe the first actions, labeled "first sentence". Native speakers did not produce 

ungrammatical sentences, but there was one questionable case, listed in the 
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"ungrammatical" category. It will be discussed in Sections 7.3 and 8.6. Some of the 

learners' ungrammatical ^'a-constructions will be discussed in Section 5.3. 

Table 5.1. Total ba-constructions Attempted by Subjects (Relaxed Coding) 

Group First sentence Second sentence Total attempts 
Gram® Ungram" Gram Ungram 

G1 19 1 36 6 62 
G2 30 0 53 5 88 
G3 22 0 47 4 73 
Native 36 0 122 1 159 
Total 107 1 258 16 382 

"Grammatical 
''Ungrammatical 

5.1.2. 5a in the first sentences 

Table 5.2 summarizes the mean number of Z)a-constructions that the subjects in 

each group produced in the first sentences. For the sake of comparison, the mean 

numbers of Z^a-constructions that each group produced in the second sentences (the target 

sentences) in both coding systems are also given in the table. Details of ba produced in 

the second sentences are discussed in the next section. 

Table 5.2. Mean Number of ba-constructions in the First Sentences 

Group First sentence Second sentence Second sentence 
(relaxed coding) (relaxed coding) (strict coding) 

G1 0.90 1.71 1.52 
G2 1.30 2.30 1.83 
G3 1.05 2.24 1.90 
Native 1.80 6.10 6.10 
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5.1.3. 5a in the second sentences 

As the next two sub-sections show, some subjects in each learner group did not 

produce any 6a-construction in the second sentences. By contrast, all subjects in the 

native speaker group produced some Z^a-constructions. 

5.1.3.1. Results from strict coding 

Table 5.3 summarizes the number of 6a-constructions that each subject produced 

in the second sentences according to strict coding. The subjects were given one point for 

every correct ^a-construction that they produced. The highest possible score was 10. 
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Table 5.3. Ba-constructions in the Second Sentences (Strict Coding) 

Subject G1 02 G3 Native 
1 0 7 3 3 
2 3 2 0 6 
3 3 4 2 7 
4 1 0 2 6 
5 1 2 1 8 
6 4 0 5 6 
7 0 3 4 5 
8 4 2 2 5 
9 1 3 0 3 
10 4 1 3 7 
11 0 1 0 9 
12 3 0 0 4 
13 0 2 0 6 
14 2 1 5 10 
15 2 1 0 5 
16 0 4 1 8 
17 0 1 0 7 
18 0 1 0 7 
19 0 2 6 5 
20 4 3 4 6 
21 0 0 2 
22 2 
23 0 
Mean (SD) 1.52 (1.63) 1.83 (1.67) 1.90(1.97) 6.10(1.71) 
Range 0-4 0-7 0-6 3-10 

5.1.3.2. Results from relaxed coding 

Table 5.4 summarizes the number of 6a-constructions that each subject produced 

in the second sentences according to relaxed coding. The subjects were given one point 

for every correct ^^-construction that they produced. The highest possible score was 10. 

The data from the native speaker group did not change at all. In other words, no native 

speaker had any semantic or lexical errors like those found in the data from the learners, 

such as using inappropriate RVCs. 
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Table 5.4. Ba-constructions in the Second Sentences (Relaxed Coding) 

Subjects G1 G2 G3 Control 
1 0 8 5 3 
2 4 2 0 6 
3 4 4 2 7 
4 3 0 3 6 
5 1 2 1 8 
6 4 0 5 6 
7 0 4 4 5 
8 4 3 3 5 
9 1 4 0 3 
10 4 2 3 7 
11 0 3 0 9 
12 3 0 0 4 
13 0 2 0 6 
14 2 1 6 10 
15 2 1 0 5 
16 0 4 1 8 
17 0 5 0 7 
18 0 1 0 7 
19 0 2 7 5 
20 4 3 4 6 
21 0 0 3 
22 2 
23 0 
Mean (SD) 1.71 (1.76) 2.30 (1.96) 2.24 (2.28) 6.10(1.71) 
Range 0-4 0-8 0-7 3-10 

In order to facilitate discussions in Section 8.4, the highest production scores in 

each group are given in Table 5.5. The individual subjects who obtained these scores are 

indicated in parentheses. The mean production scores without non-producers in each 

group are given in Table 5.6. 
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Table 5.5. Highest Production Scores 

Group Strict coding Relaxed coding 
G1 4(G1.S6,G1.S8, 

G1.S10,G1.S20) 
4(G1.S2,G1.S3, G1.S6, 
G1.S10,G1.S20) 

G2 7 (G2.S1) 8 (G2.S1) 
G3 6 (G3.S19) 7(G3.S19) 
Native 10 (Gn.S14) lOGn.SH) 

1.6. Mean Production Scores without Non-producers 

Group # of subjects Mean score 
G1 12 3.0 
G2 18 3.0 
G3 13 3.6 
Native 20 6.1 

5.1.4. Types of ^^-constructions in the second sentences (relaxed coding) 

As discussed at the end of Chapter 4,1 designed five pairs of actions to elicit the 

Z)a-construction with RVCs, and another five to elicit the Z)a-construction with le. But 

since subjects were not told what specific structure to use, they got one point for every 

Z)a-construction that they produced correctly in the second sentence. In other words, it 

does not matter whether the subjects produced ba with an RVC at the intended RVC 

prompt and ba with le at the intended le prompt, as designed, or ba with the other seven 

environments discussed in Liu (1997). This is because it is grammatical to use ba with a 

number of structures to describe the same actions. 

A breakdown of the Z)a-constructions that the subjects produced in the second 

sentences indicates that most of them were with RVCs, le, or a combination of the two. 

This was the case in each group, shown in Table 5.7. 
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Table 5.7. Types of ba-constructions in the Second Sentences (Relaxed Coding) 

Group RVC le RVC+/e Other Total 
G1 11 16 7 2 36 
G2 35 7 6 5 53 
G3 25 7 15 0 47 
Native 57 30 20 15 122 
Total 128 60 48 22 258 

As Table 5.7 shows, across the groups a total of 258 ^^-constructions were produced. Of 

these 236 (91%) involved RVCs, le or a combination of them. 

The "Other" category in Table 5.7 included the tentative aspect, prepositional 

phrase (PP) and gei+le, which were all found in the native speaker data. The tentative 

aspect and prepositional phrases were among the nine environments discussed in Liu 

(1997), and were also found in the learner data. The co-occurrence of gei with the ba-

construction is worth noting here. Gei 'to give' can also be used as a preposition to mark 

beneficiary. It can optionally occur before the verb in any fta-construction without 

changing the meaning. Liu (1997) did not discussed gei probably because it is not an 

independent environment for the ba-VV, and it is only common among Chinese speakers 

from Northern China. Sentence (5.1) is an example from the native speaker data. 

(5.1) Ta daochuyixie yao lai, ranhou ba yao gei chi le. 

(Gn.S16) 

she pour out some medicine come, then BA medicine GEI eat ASP 

She poured out some medicine, and then took it. 
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Indeed all the three native speakers who produced such sentences were from Northern 

China. All their ^a-sentences with gei occurred with le. None of the learners produced gei 

with ba. 

5.2. Statistical analyses 

Statistical tests compared the numbers of ^^-constructions produced by subjects 

from different groups, both in the first sentences and in the second sentences (the target). 

I also tested correlations between the number of 6a-constructions produced by subjects 

across the groups on the one hand, and the total number of RVCs and le's produced 

across the groups, on the other. My expectation that the production of ba should be 

correlated with the production of RVCs and le is based on an interpretation of Liu (1997). 

The alpha level (p value) for all the statistical tests was .05. 

5.2.1. Number of 6a-constructions produced in the first sentences 

According to the design, the subjects should not have produced ba in the first 

sentences, because the object NPs were not definite. So if the production experiment was 

successful at capturing the developmental trends in the acquisition of this constraint, G1 's 

production should have been higher than those of G2 and G3. G2's production should 

have been higher than G3's. All learner groups' productions should have been higher 

than that of the native speaker group. A one-way ANOVA tested the number of ba-

constructions produced in the first sentences across the groups, data summarized in Table 

5.2. The dependent variable in the ANOVA was the mean number of 6a-constructions 
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produced by the subjects in each group. The independent variable was group, which had 

four levels, Gl, G2, 03, and Native. The ANOVA was found to be statistically not 

significant, F (3, 81) = 1.657, p = .183. 

5.2,2, Number of ftc/-constructions produced in the second sentences 

These analyses were to test how the numbers of Z?a-constructions that the learners 

produced in the target sentences compared to those produced by the native speakers. 

Furthermore, if there was a developmental trend, 03's production should have been 

higher than those of Gl and G2, and G2's production should have been higher than that 

ofOl. 

5.2.2.1. One-way ANOVA 

Two one-way ANOVAs tested the number of Z>a-constructions produced in the 

second sentences. One was on the data from strict coding and the other on the data from 

relaxed coding, data summarized in Tables 5.3 and 5.4, respectively. In both ANOVAs, 

the dependent variable was the mean number of Z>fl-constructions that each group 

produced. A subject's score could range from 0 to 10. The independent variable was 

group, which had four levels: Gl, G2, G3, and Native. 

The ANOVA that tested the scores from strict coding was found to be statistically 

significant, F (3, 81) = 31.62, p < .0001. A posthoc Tukey FISD test indicated that the 

mean for the native speaker group (M = 6.10) was significantly greater than that for Gl 
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(M = 1.52), for G2 (M = 1.83), and for G3 (M = 1.90). But the means from the three 

learner groups did not significantly differ from each other. 

The ANOVA that tested the scores from relaxed coding was also found to be 

statistically significant, F (3, 81) = 22.02, p < .0001. A posthoc Tukey HSD test indicated 

that the mean for the native speaker group (M = 6.10) was significantly greater than that 

for G1 (M = 1.71), for G2 (M = 2.30) and for G3 (M = 2.24). But the means from the 

three learner groups did not significantly differ from each other. 

5.2.2.2. Kruskal-Wallis test 

As Tables 5.3 and 5.4 have shown, there were a number of non-producers in the 

learner groups, subjects who did not produce a single Zja-construction (such subjects will 

be discussed in Section 5.3, the qualitative analysis section of this chapter). This makes 

the distribution of data not normal, potentially violating the normality requirement for the 

ANOVA. Therefore, one-way ANOVA's non-parametric equivalent, the Kruskal-Wallis 

test, which is not sensitive to violations of normality, was also applied to the data from 

the second sentences. This test was based on the ranking of the scores in each group 

instead of means. 

Two Kruskal-Wallis tests were used. One was on the data from strict coding. 

Another was on the data from relaxed coding. The results were similar to those from the 

ANOVA tests. In other words, for data from both strict coding and relaxed coding, the 

differences between the native speaker group and each of the learner groups were 
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significant (p < .0001). But the differences between each pair of the learner groups were 

not significant. 

In Chapter 8,1 will discuss possible reasons why the three learner groups did not 

differ significantly in the numbers of Z)a-constructions that they produced. 

5.2.3. Correlation between the number of 6a-constructions and the number of RVCs and 
le's produced 

Table 5.8 shows the mean numbers of RVCs and le's produced by subjects in 

each group. These include the RVCs and le's that the subjects produced regardless of ba 

or in which sentences they appeared, the first one or the second one. 

Table 5.8. Mean Numbers of RVCs and le's Produced 

Group RVC le 
G1 3.62 4.00 
G2 4.39 4.56 
G3 4.00 4.67 
Native 9.50 6.30 

This analysis tested the prediction based on Liu (1997) that the productions of 

RVCs and le's should be correlated with the production of the Z)a-construction. An 

ANCOVA (analysis of covariance) test was conducted on the scores in Table 5.8 and on 

the numbers of ia-constructions that the groups produced in the second sentences in 

relaxed coding. The mean number of 6a-constructions produced by each group was the 

dependent variable. The mean numbers of RVCs and le's produced by each group were 

covariates, and group was a factor. Since the effects of the RVC and le on ba were 

considered equally important, two models were created in this ANCOVA, one for the 
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RVC and the other for le. The number of RVCs produced was significantly correlated 

with the number of ^^-constructions produced across the groups F (1) = 104.45, p < 

.0001. The RVC by group interaction was not significant F (3) = 1.87, p = .1416. 

Similarly, the number of le's produced was significantly correlated with the number of 

Z)a-constructions produced across the groups F (1) = 10.19, p = .0021. The le by group 

interaction was not significant F (3) = 1.34, p = 2613. In other words, the correlation 

between ba and the RVC, and that between ba and le did not depend on group 

membership. The significance of these correlations will be discussed in Chapter 8. 

5.3. Qualitative analyses of production data 

This section begins with my overall impression of the subjects' production results. 

After that I will turn to three patterns that subjects used to substitute for the ba-

construction. Finally, I will discuss five error patterns from the production data. Some 

descriptive numbers are used, but no statistical tests are involved in this section. 

5.3.1. Overall impression 

I have two overall impressions about the production data. The first one was that 

learners produced fewer Zja-constructions than the native speakers. The second one was, 

interestingly, when they did produce fta-constructions, they rarely produced them with 

bare verbs. Only four learners in total across the groups, Gl.SlO, G2.S9, G2.S11 and 

G3.S10, each produced a Z)a-construction with a bare verb. This is significant because 

this is about one of the most important aspects of the investigation, whether the subjects 



149 

followed the constraint on the ba-WP that it has to be complex. In other words, ba cannot 

occur with bare verbs. 

5.3.1.1. Learners produced fewer ^a-constructions than native speakers 

If the numbers of 6a-constructions that the subjects across the groups produced 

are compared, the overall picture is very clear: All subjects in the native speaker group 

produced some Z)a-sentences while each learner group had several non-producers, people 

who did not produce a single 6a-construction. Table 5.9 lists the number of non-

producers in each group. 

Table 5.9. Number of Non-producers across the Groups 

Group Non-producers Total subjects 
Gl 9 21 
G2 5 23 
G3 8 21 
Native 0 20 

There were 21 subjects in both G1 and 03. There were nine non-producers in Gl, 

the lowest group, which was not surprising. But it was a little surprising that there were 

eight non-producers in G3, the highest group. Interestingly, out of 23 subjects in G2, 

there were only five non-producers. This might mean that G3 was less proficient in their 

Chinese than G2. But it might also have something to do with the nature of the program 

at the DLL In particular, it would be interesting to investigate when the learners in the 

program are exposed to the ^a-construction, and how it is introduced and practiced. If the 

Z)fl-construction was introduced and practiced early in the program, there was the 

possibility that subjects in G3 were out of practice with this structure at the time of my 
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study. This, in turn, might have affected their performance in my experiments. Follow-up 

examinations of the teaching materials and interviews with the teachers at the DLI 

offered some explanations for this. I will discuss it in Chapter 8. After the production 

experiment, G3.S17 told me describing the actions was "too easy" because students in his 

class were "doing a lot more sophisticated stuff, such as watching authentic Chinese TV 

programs and reading Chinese newspapers. But the analyses of his data showed that not 

only was he one of the non-producers, his grammaticality judgments were also not target

like. I will further discuss the performances of different groups in Chapters 6, 7 and 8. 

In order to see the patterns across the groups more clearly, I classified data from 

subjects into three categories: those who produced 1-3 6a-sentences, those who produced 

4-6 /)a-sentences, and those who produced more than 7. Table 5.10 summarizes the 

results from strict coding and Table 5.11 summarizes the results from relaxed coding. 

Table 5.10. Subjects by Number of ba-constructions Produced (Strict Coding) 

Group 0-3 4-6 7-10 Total 
G1 17 4 0 21 
G2 20 2 1 23 
G3 16 5 0 21 
Native 2 10 8 20 
Total 55 21 9 85 

Table 5.11. Subjects by Number of ba-constructions Produced (Relaxed Coding) 

Group 0-3 4-6 7-10 Total 
G1 15 6 0 21 
G2 17 5 1 23 
G3 15 5 1 21 
Native 2 10 8 20 
Total 49 26 10 85 
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From Tables 5.10 and 5.11, it is clear that across the groups from both coding systems 

most subjects in the learner groups produced fewer than three ia-constructions. In 

contrast, most native speakers produced more than three Z)a-constructions. Almost half of 

them (8 out of 20) produced seven or more. However, one subject in G2 produced seven 

/)a-constructions by strict coding. In relaxed coding, a subject from G3 also produced 

seven. Such individual differences in the learner groups will be discussed in Chapter 8. 

5.3.1.2. Learners rarely produced ^a-constructions with bare verbs 

Even though the learners produced fewer Z)a-sentences than the native speakers, 

the ones that they did produce included few bare verbs. For example, sometimes when 

the learners produced a 6a-sentence with a bare verb, they did not finish the sentence 

until after a long pause when they came up with the correct ending, either an aspect 

marker or an RVC. Here are two examples. Example (5.2) was produced by Gl.SlO. He 

came up with the final le after a long time. 

(5.2) Taxian...taxian kan dianshi, jiu ba dianshi guan le.'(Gl.SlO) 

she first she first watch TV then BA TV turn off ASP 

She first watched TV, and then turned off the TV. 

Similarly in (5.3), the subject G2.S20 did not finish the 6a-sentence with the bare verb at 

the end of the sentence until he finally came up with the RVC hao 'good'. Put together, 

the whole phrase bapingguo xi hao means 'done washing the apple'. 

' In all the example sentences from my subjects, three dots indicate a normal pause in the speaker's speech, 
and six dots indicate a long pause. 



(5.3) Ta faxian yi ke pingguo, ranhou ba pingguo xi hao. (G2.S20) 

she found a CL apple then BA apple wash good 

She found an apple, and then finished washing the apple. 

Some learners started with a 6a-sentence, but did not finish it with a bare verb. 

They said something like "I don't know" after the verb, as (5.4) shows. In (5.4), G2.S7 

said she "did not know how to say it" in Chinese after the bare verb ca 'wipe'. 

(5.4) *Ta xian.. .xi shou, ranhou yong...zhi.. .ba shou ca.. .bu zhidao zenme 

shou. (G2.S7) 

she first wash hand then use paper BA hand wipe not kow how 

say 

She first washed her hand, and then (she) used paper to wipe hand.. .don't 

know how to say it. 

Similarly, G3.S3 said "something.. .guan.. .dian..." after the bare verb guan. 
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(5.5) *Ta.. .kan dianshi, ranhou.. .ba dianshi.. .1 forget how to say this, guan 

she watch TV then BA TV turn off 

something... guan... dian... (G3. S 3 ) 

turn off electric 

She watched TV, and then BA TV.. .7forget how to say this, turn off 

something.. .turn off electric... 

5.3.2. Patterns used to substitute for the ^a-construction 

All subjects in all the groups described all the actions in the experiment, but not 

all their utterances involved the ^a-construction. In this section, I will discuss three main 

patterns that the subjects used to substitute for the Z)a-construction: SVO word order, 

object drop and fixed patterns. I will also attempt to identify possible sources of these 

patterns. It is worth noting that the tendency to avoid bare verbs can also be seen in these 

patterns. For example, some subjects started producing fta-sentences but switched to 

SVO or object drop sentences after the verb. 

5.3.2.1. SVO word order 

Since most ^a-sentences have non-ba equivalents, not surprisingly, SVO was the 

most common pattern that subjects used in place of the 6a-construction. Every subject in 

the learner groups produced SVO sentences for some of the target 6a-sentences. Table 

^ In Chinese dianshi is "TV". Dian literally means 'electric' and shi literally means 'view'. The subject 
produced only the first part of the compound dian here, so I glossed it as "electric". 
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5.12 summarizes the mean number of SVO sentences that the subjects produced in the 

second sentences instead of the ^a-construction. 

Table 5.12. SVO Sentences Produced in the Second Sentences 

Group Mean # Range 
G1 5.24 0-10 
G2 5.17 0-10 
G3 4.48 0-10 
Native 1.7 0-7 

Native speakers produced more /?a-constructions than the learners, and that is why 

they produced fewer SVO sentences. Another difference between the native speakers' 

production and the learners' production of SVO sentences is, even though some subjects 

in each group did not produce any SVO sentences, what they produced instead was 

different. In both G1 and G3, the subjects who did not produce any SVO sentences 

produced 10 object-drop sentences instead of ^>a-constructions (object-drop sentences 

will be discussed in the next subsection). By contrast, the only native speaker who did not 

produce any SVO sentences produced 10 6a-constructions instead. Finally, note the 

native speaker who produced seven SVO sentences, Gn.Sl, was highly divergent, since 

the mean number of SVO sentences for his group was only 1.7. He produced three ba-

constructions in the remaining three sentences. I will discuss his data in Chapters 7 and 8. 

SVO sentences were the only way that some of the non-producers described the 

target pairs of actions. Some subjects simply strung the given verbs and nouns together in 

a VO order with an additional subject ta 'she' without adding anything else in their 

sentences. For example, G3.S11 produced such sentences 10 times to describe all the 10 
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target pairs of actions. Example (5.6) is the sentence that he produced to describe the 

action in which the woman first watched the TV in a chair and then stood up to turn it off. 

(5.6) Ta kan dianshi, ranhou ta guan dianshi. (G3.S11) 

she watch TV, then she turn off TV 

She watches TV, and then she turns off the TV.^ 

Some learners added other elements to their SVO sentences. For example, for the 

same watching-TV scene, G1.S2 produced (5.7), which sounds better than (5.6) because 

of the perfective aspect marker le. 

(5.7) Ta kan dianshi, ranhou ta guan le dianshi. (G1.S2) 

she watch TV then she turn off ASP TV 

She watched TV, and then she turned off the TV. 

Interestingly, some subjects started to produce the ^a-construction but then 

switched to the SVO word order. Example (5.8), produced by 01.815, to describe the 

woman first reading a letter and then tearing it up, shows this point. 

(5.8) Ta du na zhang xin, ranhou.. .xin...ranhou.. .ba xin si...ranhou 

si...si...xin. (G1.S15) 

she read that CL letter then letter then BA letter tear then 

tear... tear... letter 

She read the letter, then.. .letter.. .then.. .tore the letter. 

^ The perfective aspect marker le is not exactly equivalent to the English past tense, but it does indicate past 
in many cases. In order to show the contrast between (5.6) and (5.7), I roughly translated the sentence with 
le with the past tense in English and the one without le with the present tense in English. 



156 

The source of using the SVO pattern is not clear. It could be just following the canonical 

word order in Chinese sentences since the majority of them are still SVO (Sun & Givon, 

1985). But it could also be a result of transfer from the default English word order. 

5.3.2.2. Object drop 

Another interesting pattern in the production data was the dropping of the object 

in the second sentence. Since ba is an object marker, once the object is dropped, ba is not 

allowed. Unlike the SVO pattern, which was anticipated before the study, object drop 

was not expected. An example of object drop is shown in (5.9), produced by G2.S14. 

(5.9) Taxian kan dianshi, ranhou...guan le. (G2.S14) 

she first watch TV, then turn off ASP 

She first watches TV, and then turns off (the TV). 

Table 5.13 shows the mean number and range of object drop sentences that the 

subjects in each group produced in the second sentences. 

Table 5.13. Object Drop Sentences Produced in the Second Sentences 

Group Mean # Range 
G1 1.52 0-10 
G2 1.74 0-9 
G3 1.76 0-10 
Native 1.65 0-4 

As in the SVO situation, some subjects started with the Z)a-construction, but did 

not finish the sentence. They switched to object-drop. Example (5.10), by G3.S5, shows 

this point. 



(5.10) Ta...ta du xin, ranhou...ranhoubaxin si...si...ranhou si... si le. 

(G3.S5) 

she she read letter then then BA letter tear tear then tear tear ASP 

She read the letter, and then tore (it). 

Object drop is more like a Chinese-based pattern rather than a result of transfer 

from the learners' native language since English normally does not drop objects. 

5.3.2.3. Fixed patterns 

Some learners produced the 6a-construction with only some of the nine 

environments for the ba-WV that Liu (1997) discussed in detail, reviewed in Section 2.3. 

These environments are repeated below. 

(2.27) 1. V+ resultative verb complement (RVC) 

2.V + de (resultative) 

3.V + retained object 

4. V + perfective marker -le 

5. V + PP (dative or locative) 

6. V + quantified phrase 

l . Y + y i  +  N  

8. V + duratlve marker —zhe (irrealis) 

9. Adv + V 

For example, G2.S11 produced ha nine times in the production experiment. Among these 

nine Z)a-sentences, he produced ba with a bare verb once, with an RVC three times and in 
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the tentative aspect five times. As discussed in Chapter 2, the tentative aspect in Chinese 

is reduplicating the verb or inserting a 'one' between the original verb and the 

reduplicated verb. It indicates doing something "a little bit". It can be used with ba, 

mostly in imperative sentences to soften the tone of the request by asking the other 

person to do something "a little bit". Repeated from Table 2.1-7 of Chapter 2 is sentence 

(5.11), which exemplifies the phenomenon. 

(5.11) Ba jiaozi chang-(yi)-chang. 

BA dumpling taste-one-taste 

Try a dumpling (to see if it's fully cooked and ready to serve). 

The tentative aspect alone cannot be used to describe a past action that has clearly 

ended. For example, after seeing someone finish washing an apple, I cannot use a 

sentence with the tentative aspect (5.12) to describe the past action of washing the apple, 

unless there is a perfective aspect marker le after the first verb xi 'to wash'. 

(5.12) *Ta ba pingguo xi yi xi. 

she BA apple wash one wash 

She washed the apple. 

I can also use an RVC hao 'good' with le (5.13a) or le only (5.13b) to indicate the 

washing was over. 

(5.13) a. Ta ba pingguo xi hao le. 

she BA apple wash RVC (good) ASP 

She was done washing the apple. 
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(5.13) b. Ta ba pingguo xi le. 

she BA apple wash ASP 

She washed the apple. 

This was why none of G2.S11 's five ^a-sentences with the tentative aspect were correct: 

They were used to describe a past action that had clearly ended. For example, (5.14) was 

used to describe the "lighting the candle" pair of actions. The candle was lit as a result of 

the lighting action, so it did not make sense to describe it as "lighting it a little bit". 

(5.14) *Ta xian zhaodao le yige lazhu, ranhou ba lazhi dian yi dian. 

(G2.S11) 

she first find ASP one candle then BA candle light one light 

*She first found a candle, and then lit the candle a little bit. 

Ba-sentences with the tentative aspect was G2.S11's fixed pattern, but none of his 

five fea-constructions with the tentative aspect was correct to describe the actions in the 

production experiment, probably because the use of this environment of ba is quite 

limited. On the other hand, some people's fixed patterns were more common 

environments of the &a-construction, therefore, the patterns were correct in certain 

situations but not in others. For example, 03. SI produced ba six times. One of them was 

ba with a directional RVC. The other five times were ba with a common resultative hao 

'good', meaning "finished doing something", and the perfective aspect marker le. This 

was his fixed pattern. It works in some situations, such as (5.15a), but not in others, such 

as (5.15b). 



(5.15) a.Ta faxian yige pingguo y ihou, ta... ta ba nage... ta ba nage pingguo... xi 

hao le. (G3.S1) 

she discover one apple after she she BA that she BA that apple wash 

good ASP 

After she discovered the apple, she finished washing it. 

b. ?Taxiandu yi feng xin, ranhou...a...ranhou ba na fengxin si 

haole. (G3.S1) 

she first read one CL letter then ah then BA that CL letter tear 

good ASP 

?She first read a letter, and then finished tearing the letter. 

The source of this pattern could be overgeneralization. Even though the learners 

overgeneralized some fixed patterns to situations where different patterns should have 

been used, it is not clear from the production data whether they accepted other kinds of 

Z)a-constructions, those that they did not produce themselves, in the grammaticality 

judgment experiment. I will return to the data from these subjects in Chapter 7, when I 

discuss the subjects' performance in both the production and grammaticality judgment 

experiments. 

5.3.3. Error patterns 

This section addresses five error patterns from the production data: bare verbs 

with ba, wrong RVCs, dropping the object without dropping the sentential subject in a 
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topic chain, missing specifiers, and possible transfer of word order and grammatical 

functions from English. I will also attempt to identify possible sources of the errors. 

5.3.3.1. Bare verbs with ba 

Even though there were few examples of ba with bare verbs, these came from 

each learner group. Sentence (5.16) is such an example. There is nothing following the 

verb guan 'turn off. 

(5.16) *Taxian...xi shou, ranhouba shou ca. (Gl.SlO) 

she first wash hands then BA hand wipe 

She washed her hands first, and then wiped her hands. 

Such errors are of particular interest because one important question in my 

research is whether the learners have acquired the complexity constraint on the ba-YP, 

namely, that it has to appear with some kind of verbal complement. In other words, a bare 

verb cannot occur in the Z)a-construction. Examples like (5.16) might show that some 

subjects still had some problems with this constraint. I will examine the grammaticality 

judgment data of subjects who produced such sentences in Chapter 7. 

5.3.3.2. Wrong RVCs 

In relaxed coding of the data, subjects were credited for using RVCs with ba, 

even though their choice of RVCs was not native-like. It is worth taking a look at the 

RVCs that they actually used. The learners sometimes got the exact meanings of the 

RVCs wrong. For example, in (4.6), repeated from Chapter 4, the subject used qilai 'up' 
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with the verb reng 'to throw' to describe the action of "throwing the book to the floor". 

The action should have been described with reng and xiaqu 'down'. 

(4.6)Taba shu fankai le, ranhou ba shu reng qilai le. (G1.S12) 

she BA book open ASP then BA book throw RVC (up) ASP 

She opened the book, (and) then threw it up. 

This is probably a lexical problem, since the RVCs qilai 'up' and xiaqu 'down' 

are semantically similar. 

5.3.3.3. Dropping the object without dropping the sentential subject in a topic chain 

As discussed in Section 5.3.2.2, object drop was a common pattern to substitute 

for the Z)a-construction. But unlike native speakers, who also dropped the subject in 

object drop sentences, some learners preserved the subject. This sounds non-native-like. 

An example is shown in (5.17), produced by G1.S9. 

(5.17) ?Taxiankai tade hua, ranhou ta na qilai. (G1.S9) 

she uncover her picture, then she take RVC (up) 

She uncovered her picture, and then she took up (the picture). 

To describe the same scene, G3.S9 uttered (5.18), without the subject ta 'she' in the 

second sentence, where the object was dropped. This is more native-like. 

(5.18) Ta xiankai hua, ranhou na.. .xialai. (G3.S9) 

she uncover picture then take RVC (down) 

She uncovered the picture, and then took (it) down. 
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It is not clear what the source of this error was. One possibiHty is that the learners 

who participated in my study were not familiar with the formation of topic chains, which 

is related to object drop. According to Jin (1992), the formation of topics is discourse-

level language, and improves as the learners' proficiency level increases. Since the 

grammaticality judgment experiment did not probe the learners' knowledge of topic 

chain formation and object drop, I leave this question open for further research. On the 

theoretical level, why the dropping of objects is licensed by the dropping of subjects in a 

topic chain is still not clear. I will discuss this issue again in Chapter 8, when I point out 

directions for further research. 

5.3.3.4. Missing specifiers in a PP'^ 

In some cases, the subjects produced ba with a prepositional phrase. This is one of 

the nine environments summarized in Liu (1997). In Chinese, both a pre-NP preposition 

and a post-NP specifier have to be used to mark the locative. To express the English 

preposition "in" in Chinese, for example, both a preposition zai 'at' and a specifier li 

'inside' are needed. The Chinese equivalent of the English sentence "The chair is in the 

room" is (5.19). 

(5.19) Yizi zai fanjian U. 

chair at room inside 

The chair is in the room. 

I use the term "specifiers" following Troike and Pan (1995). They are also called "localizers" (Chao, 
1968). 
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Sometimes the learners left the specifiers out. Sentence (5.20) is such an example, 

produced by G1.S12. The specifier li 'inside', which should be at the end of the sentence, 

is missing. 

(5.20) *Ta zhu shui, ranhou ba miantiaor na qilai fan zai wanr . 

(G1.S12) 

she boil water then BA noodle take RVC (up) put at bowl 

She boiled water, and then took the noodles out and put them in the bowl. 

Whenever there is a specifier in a locative PP there has to be a preposition, unless 

the PP is promoted to subject or object position. Interestingly, only the omission of 

specifiers was found in the learners' production data. No prepositions were omitted. This 

could be due to the unfamiliar nature of post-NP specifiers because the subjects' native 

language English does not have them. 

5.3.3.5. Possible transfer of word order and grammatical functions from English 

While it is difficult to pinpoint the exact sources of the errors, the following 

examples could reflect transfer of word order and grammatical functions from English. 

G1.S16 produced two sentences with word order very similar to that in English to 

describe situations that strongly favored the Z)a-construction. Examples (5.21a) and 

(5.22a) are G1 .S16's sentences, while (5.21b) and (5.22b) are their native equivalents that 

involve the 6a-construction, respectively, produced by subjects in the native speaker 

group. 
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(5.21) a. ?Ta na hua xialai. (G1.S16) 

she take picture RVC (down) 

She took the picture down 

b. (Ta) ba hua na xialai. (Gn.S19) 

(she) BA picture take RVC (down) 

(She) took the picture down. 

(5.22) a. ?dao yao zai tade shou li (G1.S16) 

pour pill at her hand inside 

pour the pill into her hands 

b. ba yao dao zai (tade) shou li (Gn.S3) 

BA pill pour at (her) hand inside 

pour the pill into (her) hands 

It is worth noting that the producer of (5.22a) correctly used both the preposition 

zai 'at' and the specifier li 'inside' to mean "into" in English. This PP is target-like, and 

does not look like a simple word-for-word translation from English, even though the 

word order of the whole phrase is like English. 

Another interesting case of using English word order in Chinese is changing the 

Chinese RVCs following the English pattern. The major difference between the English 

resultatives and those in Chinese is that the English resultatives are verb-object-

resultative, as (5.23a) illustrates, while most Chinese resultatives are verb-resultative-

object, as (5.23b) illustrates. 
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(5.23) a. paint the door white 

b. xi bai zhe tiao chuangdan 

wash white this CL sheet 

make the color of the sheet fade by over-washing it 

Here is an example from the descriptions of the "taking down picture" pair of 

actions, in which the woman first lifted the cloth that covered the picture on the wall, and 

then took it down. The verb that I gave for the first action was xiankai 'to uncover'. Xian 

means 'lift' and kai means 'open'. The word consists of a verb xian plus a resultative kai. 

Since this combination has been highly lexicalized, I gave it as one word, ft was 

supposed to be used in describing the first action, where ba should not be used. 

Interestingly, G2.S10 broke the word down following the English fashion, as (5.24a) 

shows. 

(5.24) a.*Ta xian hua kai le. (G2.S10) 

she lift picture open ASP 

She uncovered the picture. 

But a native speaker of Chinese would keep the verb-resultative-object order, as shown in 

(5.24b). 

(5.24) b. Ta xiankai huar. (Gn.S2) 

she lift-open picture 

She uncovered the picture. 

This error was probably a result of transfer from English. 
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Another interesting kind of possible transfer is that of grammatical functions. For 

example, the Chinese durative aspect marker -zhe indicates something that is going on, 

but it commonly occurs in the background. It rarely occurs by itself, the way the English 

progressive does. This contrast is shown in (5.25a) and (5.25b). 

(5.25) a. Wo chi zhe fan de shihou, baba huilai le. 

I eat DUR meal DE time, dad come back ASP 

While I was eating dinner, dad came back. 

b. *I chi zhe fan. 

I eat DUR meal 

Intended: I am eating dinner. 

G3.S13 produced a sentence that looks like he used the Chinese durative marker 

-zhe the same as the English progressive verb+ing, probably because in the action the 

woman was taking the noodles out of the pot. By the time the video ended, she was still 

doing it. Maybe this is why the subject felt he should use the present progressive to 

describe the action, similar to (5.25b). This is shown in (5.26). The free English 

translation is what I surmised what he intended to say. 

(5.26) ?Ta zhu le tade miantiao, ranhou cong nage pen li na zhe nage 

miantiao. (G3.S13) 

she boil ASP her noodles then from that pot inside take DUR that 

noodles 

Intended?; She boiled her noodles, and then was taking out the noodles 

from the pot. 
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Another such example involved -zhe with ba, produced by G2.S20, as (5.27) 

shows. 

(5.27) *Taxian du xin, ranhou ba xin si zhe. (G2.S20) 

she first read letter then B A letter tear DUR 

Intended?: She first read the letter, and then (she) was tearing the letter. 

As Liu (1997) pointed out, -zhe can only occur with ba in an irrealis sense, as in 

(5.28). This sentence is used in an imperative sense, therefore, not realis. 

(5.28) Qing bang wo ba shu na zhe. 

please help I BA book hold DUR 

Please help me hold the book. 

Clearly the situation in (5.27) is not irrealis. It looks like the subject used the Chinese 

durative aspect marker like the English progressive. So this might be a case of transfer of 

grammatical functions. 

The production and error patterns that I discussed in Sections 5.3.2 and 5.3.3 

cannot offer a comprehensive picture of whether the subjects had acquired the ha-

construction and related structures. There might be many reasons behind these patterns. 

Without other tests, it is difficult to be certain about acquisition. But the grammaticality 

judgment experiment of my study did test the subjects' acceptance of bare verbs with ha. 

I will return to the error of bare verbs with ba when I discuss the results from a 

combination of the production and the grammaticality judgment data in Chapter 7. 
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5.4. Verbs used in the production experiment 

In this section, I summarize the number of Z)a-constructions that each verb elicited 

in the production experiment from each group. This responds to a hypothesis briefly 

discussed in Chapter 4, namely, whether a particular verb elicited the 6fl-construction 

would depend less on the learners' familiarity with the verb, but more on the semantic 

nature of the verb. In other words, some verbs might favor the Z)a-construction but others 

might not. It is also interesting to know which verbs elicited more 6a-constructions from 

the native speakers. Table 5.14 shows the number of Z?a-constructions that each verb 

elicited in the target sentences from each group. To get a comprehensive picture of the 

total number of Z'a-constructions produced, I also listed the number of ^^-constructions 

that the subjects produced in the first sentences. There are three boldfaced numbers in 

each group. They are the three highest numbers of ^^-constructions that each group 

produced. From these numbers, we can also see the three verbs that prompted the largest 

number of ^a-constructions in each group. 



Table 5.14. Number of ba-constructions Each Verb Elicited from Each Group 

"1 ^ 1 . na l.guan 4. si 5.ca l.chi 9.na \\.xi \2.dian 14.reng IS.dai 
(xialai) to turn to to to eat (chulai) to to light to throw to put on 
to take off tear wipe to take wash 
(down) (out) 

G1 Target 3 7 2 1 3 4 5 5 4 1 

(21)' FS' 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 3 6 
02 
(23) 

Target 6 8 7 1 0 10 5 5 8 2 

FS 5 0 0 1 3 2 1 3 4 9 
G3 
(21) 

Target 6 3 8 2 1 10 5 5 5 2 

FS 4 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 8 
Native Target 5 14 17 13 10 13 10 12 19 8 
(20) FS 11 0 0 2 7 6 1 0 1 4 

^These numbers indicate the order in which these items appeared in the production experiment. 
"The numbers in parentheses in each group indicate the total number of subjects in each group, and therefore the total number of fea-constructions 
that each verb could possibly elicit in the target sentences fi-om each group. 
•^FS stands for "first sentence", ia-constructions produced in the first sentences. 
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As Table 5.14 shows, the three items that elicited the largest number of ba-

constructions from native speakers are reng 'to throw', which prompted 19 subjects, si 

'to tear', which prompted 17 subjects, and guan 'to turn off, which prompted 14 subjects 

out of 20 subjects in the native speaker group to produce the 6a-construction. These three 

items also elicited quite a number of ^^-constructions from the learners. The only 

exception seems to be si 'to tear'. This item prompted eight subjects out of 23 from G2, 

seven subjects out of 21 in G3 to produce the 5a-construction. By contrast, it only 

prompted two subjects out of 21 in G1 to produce the ^a-construction. The reason is not 

clear. An inspection of each group's judgments of the items related to this action in the 

grammaticality judgment experiment shows that all subjects in all the groups judged ba-

sentences with si and le correctly, including Gl. 

Each learner group's three items that elicited the largest number of ba-

constructions overlapped with the native speakers' three items to some degree. Gl had 

one overlap with the native group, guan 'to turn off. G2 had two overlaps with the native 

group, guan 'to turn off and reng 'to throw'. G3 had one overlap with the native group, 

si 'to tear'. The results of the item analysis were equivocal as to whether the hypothesis 

that learners' production of the 6a-construction depended more on the nature of the verbs 

than on their familiarity with them. 

5.5. Summary 

Even though I did not expect the subjects to produce ^)a-constructions in the first 

sentences, some subjects in all the groups did so. This is probably a design problem. 
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Native speakers' production of the Z)a-constructions in the first sentences was not 

statistically different from that of the learner groups. On the other hand, all learner 

groups' production of the Z)a-constructions in the second sentences, the target sentences, 

was significantly lower than the native group's. The differences between the three learner 

groups were not statistically significant. This suggests that there were no strong 

developmental trends among the learner groups as far as production was concerned. The 

correlation between the production of ba and RVCs and that between the production of 

ba and le were found to be statistically significant. This was true in all groups. Three 

production patterns were found in place of the Z>a-construction: SVO word order, object 

drop and fixed patterns. Five error patterns were found: bare verbs with ba, wrong RVCs, 

dropping objects without dropping the sentential subjects in a topic chain, missing 

specifiers in a PP, and possible transfer of word order and grammatical functions from 

English. Qualitative analyses of the production data, such as error analyses, suggest some 

developmental trends. This will be discussed in detail in Section 8.4. Finally, the verbs 

that were used in the production experiment were analyzed to determine how many ba-

constructions that each verb elicited in each group. The results were equivocal as to 

whether the hypothesis that learners' production of the Z)fl-construction depended more 

on the nature of the verbs than on their familiarity with them. 
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CHAPTER 6. RESULTS: GRAMMATICALITY JUDGMENT 

This chapter discusses statistical analyses of the grammaticality judgment data. 

Section 6.1 discusses the coding and scoring of the data. Section 6.2 compares scores on 

both the grammaticality dimension and the confidence dimension across the groups. This 

part of the analyses concerns scores that are not collapsed in any way. Therefore, the 

analyses are the most specific. Section 6.3 discusses the analyses on one dimension only: 

first the grammaticality dimension collapsed across the confidence scores, and then the 

confidence dimension collapsed across the grammaticality scores. Section 6.4 

summarizes the main results of the grammaticality judgment experiment. 

6.1. Data coding 

As discussed in Chapter 4, the second action of each of the eight pairs of actions 

used for the production experiment was used to facilitate the judgment of related 

sentences in the grammaticality judgment experiment. Four actions related to 6a/RVC 

and four to ba/le. Each video scene showed one action, as Table 4.6 from Chapter 4 

shows, repeated below. 
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Table 4.6. Scenes Used for the Grammaticality Judgment Experiment 

RVC Action in scene # of sentences to be judged 
Scene 1 Wiping hands 6 
Scene 2 Lighting candle 6 
Scene 3 Taking down picture 6 
Scene 4 Putting on glasses 6 
le 
Scene 5 Throwing book 6 
Scene 6 Turning off TV 6 
Scene 7 Tearing letter 6 
Scene 8 Taking pill 6 
Model scene Drinking water 6 
Practice scene Opening door 6 
Total 60 

For each of the actions, there were four target sentences to judge, +Z)a+RVC/+/e, ^ha-

RVC/-/e, -^a+RVC/+/e, -ha-RMCI-le, and two fillers, as Table 4.7 exemplifies, repeated 

below. Recall that in the experiment the order of the sentences was randomized. 

Table 4.7. Sample Judgment Items Based on the "Hand Wiping" Action 

+ba+RYC Ta ba shou ca ganjing. 
she BA hand wipe RVC (clean) 
She wiped her hands clean. 

+ba-RVC *Ta ba shou ca. 
she BA hand wipe 

-ba+RYC ?Ta shou ca ganjing. 
she hand wipe RVC (clean) 

-ba-R\C *Ta shou ca. 
she hand wipe 

Filler 1 Ta ca shou. 
she wipe hand 
She wiped her hands. 

Filler 2 Ta ca ganjing shou. 
she wipe RVC (clean) hand 
She wiped her hands clean. 
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Therefore, across the four ba/RYC actions, altogether four sentences were +Z)<3+RVC, 

four sentences were +^a-RVC, four sentences were -ba+RVC and four sentences were 

-ba-RYC. The same is also true for the four balle actions. The eight types of sentences 

(+Z)a+RVC, +&a-RVC, -/)a+RVC, -ba-RNC, +ba+le, +ba-le, -ba+le, -ba-le) are also 

called item types. In the coding of the data, each subject's judgments of the same item 

type were collapsed across the four actions. Every time a subject chose an answer, he/she 

got a score of 1. Therefore, for each item type, the highest possible score was 4. 

Recall that for each item type, there are four possible response types. This is 

shown in Table 4.8, repeated below. 

Table 4.8. Sample Answer Grid for Grammaticality Judgments 

Natural Unnatural 
Sure 
Unsure 

Both item type and response type were coded. Table 6.1 presents the ba/RNC data from 

subjects in G1 as an example. I present this particular set of data here because it had the 

largest variation. Data from the other three groups for the 6a/RVC sentences, as well as 

those for the bath sentences from all four groups, were all coded this way. (See 

Appendix 6 for the balRNC and balle data from all four groups.) I will further explain the 

data with an example after the table. 
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Table 6.1. Judgment Data from G1 f&a/RVCj 

S" +ba+KWC +6a-RVC -(ba+RVC -ba-RNC 
NS" NU' US" UU'= NS NU US UU NS NU US UU NS NU US UU 

1 4 1 1 2 3 1 4 

2 4 4 2 2 4 

3 4 1 3 4 4 
4 4 4 4 4 

5 3 1 1 1 2 4 4 
6 4 2 2 4 4 

7 4 3 1 3 1 1 3 
8 4 4 4 4 

9 4 4 4 4 

10 4 1 3 4 4 

11 3 1 3 1 4 4 

12 3 1 1 3 4 4 
13 4 3 1 3 1 4 

14 4 4 4 4 

15 3 1 2 1 1 4 4 

16 2 1 1 1 3 2 2 1 3 
17 2 1 1 2 2 4 4 
18 4 4 3 1 4 

19 4 1 2 1 1 3 3 1 
20 4 4 3 1 4 
21 4 1 3 3 1 4 

"S stands for "subject". 
*^8 stands for Natural/Sure. 
'^NU stands for Natural/Unsure. 
''us stands for Unnatural/Sure. 
''UU stands for Unnatural/Unsure. 

Gl.Sl may be taken as an example to illustrate the table. Across the four actions 

relating to ba and RVC, he chose "Natural/Sure" all four times for the +/ja+RVC 

sentences. For the four +Z)a-RVC sentences, he chose "Natural/Unsure" once, 

"Unnatural/Sure" once and "Unnatural/Unsure" twice. For the four -^cif+RVC sentences, 

he chose "Unnatural/Sure" three times and "Unnatural/Unsure" once. Finally for the four 

-ia-RVC sentences he chose "Unnatural/Sure" four times. 

For statistical analyses in both Sections 6.2 and 6.3, the raw scores that each 

subject got for the grammaticality judgment experiment, as exemplified in Table 6.1, 

were converted to the maximum number of 1. Thus a score of 4 became 1, a score of 3 
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became .75, and so on. The blank spots in Table 6.1 were assigned a score of 0. Group 

scores used in all statistical tests in this chapter were the mean scores. The alpha level (p 

value) for all statistical tests was .05. 

6.2. Statistical analyses on both dimensions 

These analyses are the most specific and detailed. As discussed in Section 4.2 of 

Chapter 4 and Section 6.1, there were eight item types combining the + and - features of 

ba and RVC//e (+/)a+RVC, +6a-RVC, -Z)a+RVC, -6a-RVC, +ba+le, +ba-le, -ba+le, -ba-

le), and four possible response types in the logical combinations of the grammaticality 

dimension (Natural/Unnatural) and the confidence dimension (Sure/Unsure). Therefore, 

the total number of scores that each subject got on the grammaticality judgment 

experiment was 32 (8 x 4). The 16 scores for the ba/KVC items from G1 are shown in the 

16 columns in Table 6.1. There are also 16 such scores for ba/le for each group. Such 

scores were narrow in range, but this part of the statistical analyses was across groups in 

order to capture subtle differences among them and possible developmental trends. Recall 

that in the design, subjects were not simply asked to judge whether the sentences were 

grammatical or not. They also had to choose between "sure" and "unsure". The 

confidence dimension would help distinguish whether the subjects made the choice 

because they thought it was the correct answer, or simply guessed the answer. It is 

especially interesting to compare the results from this part and some results from the next 

part of the analyses, where data from only one dimension were analyzed. For example, 

there were no group effects in some of the statistical tests in this part of the analyses, but 
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when the scores on the confidence dimension were collapsed, group effects appeared in 

the analysis of grammaticality. 

The scores used here are the converted raw scores exemplified in Table 6.1, 

shown in Table 6.2. They are from G1 for the ba/RNC sentences. (See Appendix 6 for 

the data from all four groups.) 

Table 6.2. Converted Judgment Data from G1 (Sa/RVQ) 

s +Z)a+RVC +6a-RVC -ba+mC -ba-KWC 
NS NU us uu NS NU US uu NS NU US UU NS NU us UU 

1 1 0 0 0 0 .25 .25 .5 0 0 .75 .25 0 0 1 0 
2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 .5 .5 0 0 1 0 
3 1 0 0 0 .25 0 .75 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 
4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 
5 .75 .25 0 0 .25 0 .25 .5 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 
6 1 0 0 0 .5 .5 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 
7 1 0 0 0 .75 .25 0 0 .75 0 .25 0 .25 0 .75 0 
8 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 
9 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 
10 1 0 0 0 .25 0 .75 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 
11 .75 .25 0 0 0 0 .75 .25 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 

12 .75 .25 0 0 .25 0 .75 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 
13 1 0 0 0 0 0 .75 .25 0 .75 0 .25 0 0 1 0 
14 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 
15 .75 .25 0 0 .5 .25 .25 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 
16 .5 .25 .25 0 0 .25 .75 0 .5 0 .5 0 .25 0 .75 0 
17 .5 .25 .25 0 0 .5 0 .5 0 0 I 0 0 0 1 0 
18 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 .75 .25 0 0 1 0 
19 1 0 0 0 .25 .5 0 .25 0 0 .25 .75 0 0 .75 .25 
20 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 .75 .25 0 0 1 0 
21 1 0 0 0 .25 0 0 .75 0 0 .75 .25 0 0 1 0 

Each of the 16 columns in Table 6.2 has the scores of the subjects in the whole 

group. For example, the first column in Table 6.2 shows each individual subject's score 

for the combination of +6a+RVC (item type) and Natural/Sure (response type). Similarly, 

there are also 16 columns in the tables for the balle scores for each group. There are a 

total of 32 scores for both the ^a/RVC sentences and the balle sentences from each 

group. Therefore, 32 one-way ANOVAs were performed comparing the means of these 
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32 scores from different groups. In each ANOVA, the independent variable was group; 

this variable had four levels, Gl, G2, G3 and the native speaker group. The dependent 

variable was the group mean for one of the 32 item/response combinations. The alpha 

level (p value) was .05. 

Only five of the 32 one-way ANOVA tests of possible combinations of response 

type and item type were statistically significant. In other words, in the other 27 ANOVA 

tests, the learner groups' performances were not significantly different from the native 

speakers', or from each other's. 

As Table 6.3 shows, the five significant results are in the +ba-RYC (Natural/Sure) 

ANOVA, -ba-RYC (Unnatural/Sure) ANOVA, +ba+le (Natural/Sure) ANOVA, +ba-le 

(Natural/Sure) ANOVA and -ba+le (Unnatural/Sure) ANOVA. Note that these results 

only show that there are differences between the mean scores from the four groups in 

each of these tests, but they do not show how the scores from particular groups differed. 

Only posthoc tests can compare the scores from the groups pair by pair and detect where 

the differences exist. I will discuss posthoc tests of these five results after Table 6.3. The 

results of all the 32 one-way ANOVAs comparing the 32 mean scores from the groups 

are in Appendix 7. 
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Table 6.3. Significant Results of the 32 Most Specific ANOVAs 

df F Sig. (p) 
+ba-RYC Between 3 5.558 .002 
(Natural/Sure) groups 

Within 81 
groups 

-^a-RVC Between 3 3.225 .027 
(Unnatural/Sure) groups 

Within 81 
groups 

+ba+le Between 3 2.774 .047 
(Natural/Sure) groups 

Within 81 
groups 

+ba-le Between 3 3.751 .014 
(Natural/Sure) groups 

Within 81 
Groups 

-ba+le Between 3 5.918 .001 
(Unnatural/Sure) groups 

Within 81 
groups 

As Table 6.3 shows, the ANOVA comparing the mean scores from the four 

groups for +ba-KVC (Natural/Sure) was significant (p = .002). Recall that the +ba-RYC 

sentences were designed to be ungrammatical, so subjects should not have chosen 

"Natural/Sure" as the answer. Therefore, higher scores indicated non-native performance. 

A posthoc Tukey HSD test showed that G3's score was significantly higher than that of 

the native speaker group (p = .001), indicating that they performed worse than the native 
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speakers. In fact, no native speaker chose this answer for such sentences. The differences 

between any two other pairs of groups on +ba-RYC (Natural/Sure) were not significant. 

The ANOVA comparing the mean scores from the four groups for -ba-RYC 

(Unnatural/Sure) was also significant (p = .027). The -ba-KVC sentences were designed 

to be ungrammatical, so subjects should have chosen "Unnatural/Sure" as the answer. 

Therefore, higher scores indicated native-like performance. Interestingly, a posthoc 

Tukey HSD test showed that G2's score was significantly higher than the native speaker 

group (p = .029). The variation among the native speakers is probably due to dialectal 

reasons, which will be discussed in Chapter 8. One point worth noting is that the scores 

from all groups were near ceiling. 

The ANOVA comparing the mean scores from the four groups for +ba+le 

(Natural/Sure) was also significant (p = .047). The +ba+le sentences were designed to be 

grammatical, so subjects should have chosen "Natural/Sure" as the answer. Therefore, 

higher scores indicated native-like performance. A posthoc Tukey HSD test showed that 

G2's score was significantly lower than that of the native speaker group (p = .039). One 

point worth noting is that the scores from all groups were near ceiling. 

The ANOVA comparing the mean scores from the four groups for +ba-le 

(Natural/Sure) was also significant (p = .014). Similar to the +Z)a-RVC sentences, +ba-le 

sentences were also designed to be ungrammatical, so the subjects should not have 

chosen "Natural/Sure" as the answer. Therefore, higher scores indicated non-native 

performance. A posthoc Tukey HSD test showed that G3's score was significantly higher 

than that of the native speaker group (p = .014), indicating that they performed 
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significantly worse than the native speakers. Also similar to the results from the +ba-

RVC (Natural/Sure) test, no native speaker chose "Natural/Sure" for +ba-le sentences. 

The differences between any two other groups were not significant. 

Finally, the ANOVA comparing the mean scores from the four groups for -ba+le 

(Unnatural/Sure) was also significant (p = .001). Such sentences were designed to be 

ungrammatical, so the subjects should have chosen "Unnatural/Sure" as the answer, and 

the native speakers' scores should have been higher than the learners'. But a posthoc 

Tukey HSD test showed that both G2's and G3's scores were significantly higher than 

that of the native speaker group (for G2, p = .002; for G3, p = .004). This is puzzling. A 

closer inspection of the ~ba+le sentences suggested that they may have been regarded as 

the "new" type of topicalization (Shi, 2002), discussed in Section 2.2 of Chapter 2, and 

accepted by a number of native speakers. An example is shown in (6.1) below, which is 

an item in the grammaticality judgment experiment. 

(6.1) Ta yao chi le. 

she pill eat ASP 

As for the pill, she's taken it. 

Such structures were probably still beyond the learners. That was probably why they did 

not hesitate to reject such sentences. 

6.3. Statistical analyses on one dimension only 

In this part of the analyses, one set of statistical tests was used for each dimension 

of the data. On the grammaticality dimension, scores on the confidence dimension were 
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collapsed. On the confidence dimension, scores on the grammaticality dimension were 

collapsed. In order to make this clear, Table 4.8, which presented the boxes that the 

subjects were asked to mark under each sentence, is repeated here. The horizontal 

choices, Natural/Unnatural, indicate the grammaticality dimension. The vertical choices, 

Sure/Unsure, indicate the confidence dimension. 

Table 4.8. Sample Answer Grid for Grammaticality Judgments 

Natural Unnatural 
Sure 
Unsure 

I approached the statistical analyses of data on each dimension from three 

different angles: across groups, across conditions (+RVC or +le vs. -RVC or ~le), and 

across items (RVC vs. le). The comparison across the groups aimed at capturing some 

possible developmental trends. The comparison across conditions addressed the question 

whether the subjects accepted ba sentences with RVC//e and rejected Z)a-sentences 

without RVC//e. Recall that this tested the most important constraint on the ba-W, 

namely, that it has to be complex. The comparison across items is in response to claims 

based on LI acquisition studies that the RVC is more difficult to acquire than le for 

children (e.g., Fahn, 1993, reviewed in Section 3.2 of Chapter 3). I wanted to find out 

whether adult L2 learners would judge ba sentences with RVCs and le differently. 

Each of these analyses was further divided into two parts depending on the 

presence or absence of ba. In the first part, ba was present. In the second part, ba was 

absent. Figures 4.3 and 4.4, repeated from Chapter 4, summarize the statistical analyses 
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in this part. Figure 4.3 describes the grammaticality dimension and Figure 4.4 describes 

the confidence dimension. The statistical procedures for both dimensions are similar. 

+ba -ba +ba -ba -ba 

comliliDti U\ iicm 

(irmniTiiiticiilitv 

Figure 4.3. Statistical analyses of the judgment data (grammaticality). 

-ba +ba -ba 

n\ conJilion By item 

Figure 4.4. Statistical analyses of the judgment data (confidence). 

The main statistical procedure used here was comparison of mean scores from 

each group. When the means from different groups were compared, one-way ANOVAs 

were used because the independent variable had more than two levels (four when all 
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groups were included and three when the native speaker group was excluded). In the 

other two kinds of comparisons, across conditions and across items, paired samples t-tests 

were used because the values of both condition (+ vs. -) and item (RVC vs. le) were 

binary. Therefore, the independent variable had only two levels, and the dependent 

variable was within subjects. In general, data from different groups were analyzed 

separately in the t-tests. I collapsed the data from different groups in some analyses only 

if results from other statistical tests showed no difference between groups, and doing so 

would be of theoretical interest or would show the overall patterns more clearly. Details 

will be clarified below. 

6.3.1. Grammaticality 

On the grammaticality dimension of the analyses, only the subjects' scores on the 

NaturalAJrmatural part were used. In other words, these analyses ignored whether 

subjects were sure about an item or not. As long as they chose "natural" as the answer, it 

was counted. Similarly, Unnatural/Sure and Urmatural/Unsure choices were collapsed for 

"urmatural". Table 6.4 shows this based on Table 6.2. As Table 6.4 shows, for each item 

type, only the Natural/Unnatural scores are shown, because the confidence scores are 

collapsed. (Such data from all the groups can be calculated from the tables in Appendix 

6.) 
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Table 6.4. Judgment Data from GJ (ba/RVC) (Grammaticality Only) 

s +Z)a+RVC +^a-RVC -ba+RVC -^a-RVC 
Nat^ Unnat" Nat Unnat Nat Unnat Nat Unnat 

1 1 0 .25 .75 0 1 0 1 
2 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 
3 1 0 .25 .75 0 1 0 1 
4 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 
5 1 0 .25 .75 0 1 0 1 
6 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 
7 1 0 1 0 .75 .25 .25 .75 
8 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 
9 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 
10 1 0 .25 .75 0 1 0 1 
11 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 
12 1 0 .25 .75 0 1 0 1 
13 1 0 0 1 .75 .25 0 1 
14 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 
15 1 0 .75 .25 0 1 0 1 
16 .75 .25 .25 .75 .5 .5 .25 .75 
17 .75 .25 .5 .5 0 1 0 1 
18 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 
19 1 0 .75 .25 0 1 0 1 
20 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 
21 1 0 .25 .75 0 1 0 1 

"Nat stands for Natural. 
''Unnat stands for Unnatural. 

"Correct" scores were used in this part of the statistical analyses. For the 

+6a+RVC/+/e sentences, the answer should be "natural", so the natural scores were used 

as the correct scores. For the other three item types (+Z)a-RVC/-/e, -^)a+RVC/+/e and 

-ba-RNCI-le), the answer should be "unnatural", so the unnatural scores were used as the 

correct scores. 
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6.3.1.1. Comparison across groups 

These comparisons aimed at capturing possible developmental trends among the 

groups. 

A. When ba is present {+ha) 

Four one-way ANOVAs were used to compare scores from the four groups. One 

ANOVA was for the +RVC sentences, one for the +le sentences, one for the -RVC 

sentences and the last for the -le sentences. The independent variable was group, which 

had four levels, Gl, G2, G3 and the native speaker group. The dependent variable was 

the group mean for each item type. Table 6.5 presents the results of these four ANOVAs. 

Table 6.5. ANOVAs Comparing Group Means in Grammaticality (+ba) 

Item type df F Sig (p) 
+RVC Between groups 

Within groups 
3 
81 

.582 .628 

+le Between groups 
Within groups 

3 
81 

1.196 .317 

-RVC Between groups 
Within groups 

3 
81 

3.578 .017 

-le Between groups 
Within groups 

3 
81 

1.509 .218 

As Table 6.5 shows, there were statistically significant differences only in the 

judgments of the +ba-KWC sentences across the groups (p = .017). Posthoc Tukey HSD 

tests showed that the difference between G3 and G2 was significantly different (p = .05), 

and the difference between G3 and the native speaker group was also significant (p = 

.018). G3's mean score was significantly lower than those of G2 and the native speaker 
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group. The differences between none of the other groups were statistically significant. 

Figure 6.1 graphs the results. Recall that the scores used in this part of the analyses are 

different from those used in Section 6.2. In Section 6.2, the scores were the subjects' 

actual choice of an item by response type, so the higher score could mean non-native-like 

performance if the learners chose "natural" for ungrammatical items. In this part of the 

analyses the correct scores were used, so higher scores mean native-like performance. 

Grammaticality of +ba -RVC Sentences 

100% 

Groups 

I Incorrect j 

I Correct 

Native 

Figure 6.1. Grammaticality of +^a-RVC sentences. 

This result is interesting. Recall that in the most specific analyses, discussed in 

Section 6.2, where scores on the confidence dimension was not collapsed, the only 

statistically significant difference in judging the +Z)a-RVC sentences was between G3 and 

the native speaker group. As shown in this test, when confidence scores were effectively 

ignored, both G2 and the native speaker group performed significantly better than G3. 
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G3's judgments are contrary to expectations. I will discuss possible reasons for this in 

Chapter 8. 

Results from the other three ANOVAs were not significant. For the +Z)a+RVC 

and +ba+le sentences, subjects' judgments were not significantly different from group to 

group, which means the learners judged these sentences as well as the native speakers. 

Groups' judgments of the +ba-le sentences did not significantly differ either. But 

recall that in the most specific analyses reported in Section 6.2, when scores on the 

confidence dimension were not collapsed, G3's score was significantly lower than the 

native speaker group's. 

B. When ba is absent {-ba) 

Similar to the ANOVAs when ba was present, four one-way ANOVAs were used 

to compare scores from the four groups. One ANOVA was for the +RVC sentences, one 

for the +le sentences, one for the -RVC sentences and the last for the -le sentences. The 

independent variable was group, which had four levels, Gl, G2, G3 and the native 

speaker group. The dependent variable was the group mean for each item type. Table 6.6 

presents the results of these four ANOVAs. 
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Table 6.6. ANOVAs Comparing Group Means in Grammaticality (-ba) 

Item type df F Sig (P) 
+RVC Between groups 

Within groups 
3 
81 

2.553 .061 

+le Between groups 
Within groups 

3 
81 

4.950 .003 

-RVC Between groups 
Within groups 

3 
81 

2.145 .101 

-le Between groups 
Within groups 

3 
81 

.750 .526 

As Table 6.6 shows, groups' judgments of the four types of sentences did not 

differ significantlly from each other except in the -ba+le sentences (p = .003). Posthoc 

Tukey HSD tests showed that the native speaker group's score on the -ba+le sentences 

was significantly lower than all three learner groups: G1: p = .034; G2: p = .009; G3: p = 

.006. This is shown in Figure 6.2. 

Grammaticality of -ba +/e Sentences 

• Incorrect 

m Correct 

G1 G2 G3 Native 

Groups 

Figure 6.2. Grammaticality oi-ba+le sentences. 
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Collapsing the confidence dimension also revealed a significant difference 

between G1 and the native speaker group in the judgments of the -ba+le sentences. 

Recall that in the most specific analyses discussed in Section 6.2, the only statistical 

differences were found between the native speaker group and G2, and between the native 

speaker group and G3 for such sentences. 

It is interesting to note that the -ba+RYC/+le sentences used in my study might 

be regarded as the "new topicalization" that has been developing during the past several 

hundred years in the grammar of Chinese (Shi, 2002), discussed in Section 2.2 of Chapter 

2. This construction was probably still a little beyond the language levels of the learners 

who participated in my study. Maybe that was why they rejected such sentences across 

the groups. Again, this will be further discussed in Chapter 8. 

6.3.1.2. Comparisons across conditions (+RVC/+/e vs. -RVC/-/e) 

These comparisons focused on the most important aspect in this investigation, 

namely, whether the learners knew that the ba-VI' has to be morphologically complex. In 

other words, ba cannot appear with bare verbs. It has to appear in some syntactic 

envirorunent (reviewed in Liu, 1997). The two kinds of environments that I tested in this 

research were RVC and le. 

A. When ba is present (+ba) 

Paired samples t-tests compared the grammaticality scores on the +6a+RVC and 

+ba-RYC, and the +ba+le and +ba-le sentences from each group. Thus, eight tests were 
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conducted (four for +RVC vs. -RVC and four for +le vs. -le). The +^a+RVC/+/e 

sentences are grammatical, so the "natural" scores were used as the correct scores. The 

+ha-RyC/-le sentences are ungrammatical, so the "unnatural" scores were used as the 

correct scores. In each test, the independent variable was sentence type, which had two 

levels: +Z»a+RVC and +6a-RVC, or +ba+le and +ba-le. The dependent variable was the 

correct score. 

Al. +6a+RVC vs. +Z7a-RVC 

T-test results for the +RVC vs. -RVC sentences are presented in Table 6.7. 

Table 6.7. Grammaticality of+RVC vs. -RVC within Each Group (+ba) 

Comparison N Mean SD t Sig. (2-tailed) (p) 
G1 +^a+RVC vs. 

+ba-RNC 
21 .9762 

.7262 
.07520 
.33452 

3.416 .003 

G2 +ba+RWC vs. 
+ba-RYC 

23 .9457 
.8152 

.12961 

.26347 
2.152 .043 

G3 +^a+RVC vs. 
+^a-RVC 

21 .9762 
.5595 

.07520 

.39453 
4.707 .000 

Native +Z>a+RVC vs. 
+ba-RWC 

20 .9750 
.8625 

.07695 

.28648 
1.630 .119 

As Table 6.7 shows, all the learner groups judged the +RVC sentences more 

correctly than the -RVC sentences. But the native speakers' judgments of these two types 

of sentences did not differ significantly. This is shown in Figure 6.3. 
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Grammaticality of +RVC vs. -RVC {+ba) 

• +RVC 

• -RVC 

Native 

Groups 

Figure 6.3. Grammaticality of +ba+RYC vs. +fea-RVC sentences. 

A2. +ba+le vs. +ba-le 

T-test results from the +le vs. -le sentences are presented in Table 6.8. 

Table 6.8. Grammaticality of+le vi'. -le within Each Group (+ba) 

Comparison N Mean SD t Sig. (2-tailed) (p) 
G1 +ba+le vs. 21 .9881 .05455 1.633 .118 

+ba-le .8571 .35857 
G2 +ba+le vs. 23 .9565 .12276 .947 .354 

+ba-le .8913 .29024 
G3 +ba+le vs. 21 .9762 .07520 3.344 .003 

+ba-le .6786 .42678 
Native +ba+le vs. 20 1.0000 .00000 2.156 .044 

+ba-le .8375 .33712 

As Table 6.8 shows, the results from G1 and G2 are not significant. This indicates 

that the correctness of judging +ba+le vs. +ba-le sentences did not differ within these 

groups. The results from G3 are clearly significant, and the results from the native 
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speaker group are barely significant. This indicates that subjects in these two groups 

judged the +le sentences more correctly than the -le sentences. This is shown in Figure 

6.4. 

Grammaticality of +/e vs. -le {+ba) 

Native 

100% 

Groups 

I +le 

i-le 

Figure 6.4. Grammaticality of +ba+le vs. +ba-le sentences. 

B. When ba is absent {-ba) 

Similar to the t-tests for the data when ba was present, paired samples t-tests were 

conducted comparing the grammaticality scores on the -^a+RVC and -ba-RNC, and the 

-ba+le and -ba-le sentences from each group. Thus eight t-ests were conducted. All the 

sentences are ungrammatical, so the "unnatural" scores were used as the correct scores. 

In each t-test, the independent variable was sentence type, which had two levels: 

-ba+BNC and -fta-RVC, or -ba+le and -ba-le. The dependent variable was the correct 

score. 
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Bl. -ba+R\C vs. -ba-RVC 

T-test results from the +RVC vs. -RVC sentences are presented in Table 6.9. 

Table 6.9. Grammaticality of+RVC v^'. -RVC within Each Group (-ba) 

Comparison N Mean SD t Sig. (2-tailed) (p) 
G1 -ba+RNC vs. 21 .9048 .24336 -1.671 .110 

-ba-RYC .9762 .07520 
G2 -£»a+RVC vs. 23 .9783 .07203 -1.447 .162 

-ba-RVC 1.0000 .00000 
G3 -ba+RWC vs. 21 .9881 .05455 -1.000 .329 

-ba-RWC 1.0000 .00000 
Native -ba+RYC vs. 20 .8375 .31701 -1.876 .076 

-ba-RWC .9625 .09159 

As Table 6.9 shows, in none of the groups is the result significant. In other words, 

the subjects' correctness in judging the -&a+RVC and -ba-RWC sentences did not differ 

significantly within any group. This is shown in Figure 6.5. 

Grammaticality of +RVC vs. -RVC (-ba) 

B+RVC 

• -RVC 

Native 

Groups 

Figure 6.5. Grammaticality of -fea+RVC vs. -ba-RYC sentences. 
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B2. -ba+le vs. -ba-le 

T-test results from the +le vs. -le sentences are presented in Table 6.10. 

Table 6.10. Grammaticality of+le v^. ~le within Each Group (-ba) 

Comparison N Mean SD t Sig. (2-tailed) (p) 
G1 -ba+le vs. 21 .9643 .11952 -1.000 .329 

-ba-le .9762 .10911 
G2 -ba+le vs. 23 .9891 .05213 -1.000 .328 

-ba-le 1.0000 .00000 
G3 -ba+le vs. 21 1.0000 .00000 1.000 .329 

-ba-le .9881 .05455 
Native -ba+le vs. 20 .8000 .36814 -2.430 .025 

-ba-le 1.0000 .00000 

As Table 6.10 shows, none of the comparisons within the learner groups was 

significant. This shows there were no significant differences in the learner group's 

judgments of -ba+le and -ba-le sentences. The result from the native speaker group was 

significant. The native speakers judged -ba-le sentences more correctly than the -ba+le 

sentences. This echoes the results from previous analyses that the -ba+le sentences could 

be regarded as a kind of topicalization and accepted by some native speakers. The results 

are shown in Figure 6.6. 
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Grammaticality of +/e vs. -le (-ba) 

G1 G2 G3 Native 

Groups 

Figure 6.6. Grammaticality of -ba+le vs. -ba-le sentences. 

6.3.1.3. Across items (RVC vs. le) 

These comparisons addressed the question whether adult learners judged the RVC 

sentences better than the le sentences. Recall that some LI researchers had claimed that 

RVCs are more difficult for children to acquire than le (e.g., Fahn, 1993). 

A. When ba is present (+ba) 

Al. +RVC vs. +le 

Paired samples t-tests were conducted comparing the grammaticality scores on the 

+ba+RVC and +ba+le sentences from each group. Thus four t-tests were conducted. 

Since both types of sentences are grammatical, the "natural" scores were used as the 

correct scores. In each t-test, the independent variable was sentence type, which had two 
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levels: +£>a+RVC and +ba+le. The dependent variable was the correct score. The result is 

shown in Table 6.11. 

Table 6.11. Grammaticality of+RVC vs. +le within Each Group (+ba) 

Comparison N Mean SD t Sig. (2-tailed) (p) 
G1 +ba+RYC vs. 

+ba+le 
21 .9762 

.9881 
.07520 
.05455 

-.568 .576 

G2 +ba+RYC vs. 
+ba+le 

23 .9457 
.9565 

.12961 

.12276 
-.272 .788 

G3 +ba+RYC vs. 
+ba+le 

21 .9762 
.9762 

.07520 

.07520 
-2.911 1.000 

Native +ba+KVC vs. 
+ba+le 

20 .9750 
1.0000 

.07695 

.00000 
.809 .163 

As Table 6.11 shows, the differences between the subjects' judgments of 

+Z»a+RVC and +ba+le sentences are not statistically significant in any group. And all the 

scores were near or at ceiling, as shown in Figure 6.7. 

Grammaticality of +RVC vs. +/e {+ba) 

• +RVC 

• +le 

Native 

Groups 

Figure 6.7. Grammaticality of +&a+RVC vs. +ba+le sentences. 
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A2. -RVC vs. -le 

Four similar paired samples t-tests were conducted on the grammaticality of +ba-

RVC and +ba-le sentences from the four groups. The results are shown in Table 6.12. 

Table 6.12. Grammaticality of -RVC vs. -le within Each Group (+ba) 

Comparison N Mean SD t Sig. (2-tailed) (p) 
Gl +&a-RVC vs. 21 .7262 .33452 -2.750 .012 

+ba-le .8571 .35857 
G2 +ba-RYC vs. 23 .8152 .26347 -2.612 .016 

+ba-le .8913 .29024 
G3 +ba-RWC vs. 21 .5595 .39453 -2.911 .009 

+ba-le .6786 .42678 
Native +ba-RyC vs. 20 .8625 .28648 .809 .428 

+ba-le .8375 .33712 

As Table 6.12 shows, differences were significant for all groups except the native 

speaker group (for Gl, p = .012; for G2, p = .016; for G3, p = .009). In all the learner 

groups, +ba-le sentences were judged more correctly than +&a-RVC sentences. By 

contrast, the native speaker group's judgments of the two types of sentences did not differ 

significantly (p = .428). The results are also graphically shown in Figure 6.8. 
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Grammaticality of -RVC vs. -/e {+ba) 

100% 

G1 G2 G3 Nati\© 

Groups 

Figure 6.8. Grammaticality of +Z)a-RVC vs. +ba-le sentences. 

B. When ha is absent {-ba) 

Bl.+RVC vs. +le 

Similar to the statistical tests conducted on the +ba data, four paired samples t-

tests were conducted on the comparison of -6a+RVC and -ba+le sentences within each 

group. Results are shown in Table 6.13. 

Table 6.13. Grammaticality of + RVC vs. +le within Each Group (-ba) 

Comparison N Mean SD t Sig. (2-tailed) (p) 
G1 -6fl+RVC vs. 

-ba+le 
21 .9048 

.9643 
.24336 
.11952 

-1.746 .096 

G2 -ba+KNC vs. 
-ba+le 

23 .9783 
.9891 

.07203 

.05213 
-.569 .575 

G3 -ba+RVC vs. 
-ba+le 

21 .9881 
1.0000 

.05455 

.00000 
-1.000 .329 

Native -ba+KVC vs. 
-ba+le 

20 .8375 
.8000 

.31701 

.36814 
.900 .379 
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As Table 6.13 shows, no group judged the -6a+RVC and -ba+le sentences 

significantly differently. This is shown in Figure 6.9. 

Grammaticality of +RVC vs. +/e (-ba) 

100% -i ——I p I 

J ;| b+rvc 

V ' l  ' 

20% i^1— 

o % U -  I  I  I ,  I  J "  1 , 1  w  I  
G1 G2 G3 Native 

Groups 
! 

Figure 6.9. Grammaticality of-Z)a+RVC vs. -ba+le sentences. 

B2. -RVC vs. -le 

Four similar tests were conducted on data comparing -Z^a-RVC and -ba-le 

sentences within each group. Results are shown in Table 6.14. 
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Table 6.14. Grammaticality of-RVC vi'. -le within Each Group (~ba) 

Comparison N Mean SD t Sig. (2-tailed) (p) 
G1 -fea-RVC vs. 

-ba-le 
21 .9762 

.9762 
.07520 
.10911 

.000 1.000 

G2 -ba-KYC vs. 
-ba-le 

23 1.0000 
1.0000 

.00000 

.00000 

a 

G3 -fta-RVC vs. 
-ba-le 

21 1.0000 
.9881 

.00000 

.05455 
1.000 .329 

Native -ba-RYC vs. 
-ba-le 

20 .9625 
1.0000 

.09159 

.09159 
-1.831 .083 

^ The t cannot be computed because the mean scores for both kinds of sentences are the same and are at 
ceiling. 

As Table 6.14 shows, no group judged the -ba-R\C and -ba-le sentences 

significantly differently. This is shown in Figure 6.10. Figure 6.10 also shows that all the 

scores from all the groups were at or near ceiling. 

Grammaticality of -RVC vs. -le {-ba) 

100% 

80% 

60% 

40% 

20% 

0% -I— 

G1 G2 G3 Native 

Groups 

Figure 6.10. Grammaticality of -ba-KNC vs. -ba-le sentences. 
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6.3.2. Confidence 

As shown in Figures 4.3 and 4.4, this part of the analyses is similar to the 

grammaticality analyses, presented in the previous section. Similar to the coding of the 

data for the grammaticality analyses, the data used in this part were coded only along the 

confidence dimension, with grammaticality scores collapsed. In other words, only the 

"sure" and "unsure" scores were counted. Such scores based on Table 6.2 are exemplified 

in Table 6.15. Recall that Table 6.2 presented ba/KYC data on both dimensions from G1. 

(Data from all the groups can be calculated from the tables in Appendix 6.) 

Table 6.15. Judgment Data from G1 (ba/KYC) (Confidence Only) 

s +Z)a+RVC +ba-RYC -ba+KYC -ba-RYC 
Sure Unsure Sure Unsure Sure Usure Sure Unsure 

1 1 0 .25 .75 .75 .25 1 0 
2 1 0 0 1 .5 .5 1 0 
3 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 
4 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 
5 .75 .25 .5 .5 1 0 1 0 
6 1 0 .5 .5 1 0 1 0 
7 1 0 .75 .25 1 0 1 0 
8 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 
9 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 
10 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 
11 .75 .25 .75 .25 1 0 1 0 
12 .75 .25 1 0 1 0 1 0 
13 1 0 .75 .25 1 1 0 
14 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 
15 .75 .25 .75 .25 1 0 1 0 
16 .75 .25 .75 .25 1 0 1 0 
17 .75 .25 0 1 1 0 1 0 
18 1 0 1 0 .75 .25 1 0 
19 1 0 .25 .75 .25 .75 .75 .25 
20 1 0 1 0 .75 .25 1 0 
21 1 0 .25 .75 .75 .25 1 0 



204 

Since for every type of sentence the "sure" score and "unsure" score added up to 1, in the 

analyses, the "sure" scores were used. The results would have been the same if 'unsure" 

scores had been used. 

6.3.2.1. Across the four groups 

A. When ba is present {+ba) 

Similar to the statistical analyses on grammaticality, four one-way ANOVAs were 

used to compare different group's confidence in judging the following four types of 

sentences. One ANOVA was for the +RVC sentences, one for the +le sentences, one for 

the -RVC sentences, and the last for the -le sentences. The independent variable was 

group, which had four levels, Gl, G2, G3 and the native speaker group. The dependent 

variable was the subjects' score of sureness. Table 6.16 presents the results of the four 

tests. 

Table 6.16. ANOVAs Comparing Group Means in Confidence (+ba) 

Sentence type df F Sig (p) 
+RVC Between groups 

Within groups 
3 
81 

1.236 .302 

+le Between groups 
Within groups 

3 
81 

2.051 .113 

-RVC Between groups 
Within groups 

3 
81 

1.375 .256 

-le Between groups 
Within groups 

3 
81 

1.252 .296 

Results showed that differences in the confidence scores in the different sentence 

types were not statistically different across the groups. This is shown in Figure 6.11. 
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Confidence in Four Item Types {+ba) 

H G1 

• G2 

• G3 

• Nati\e| 

Figure 6.11. Confidence in four item types {+ba). 

B. When ba is absent {-ba) 

Similar to the above four tests with the presence of ba, four one-way ANOVAs 

were used. One ANOVA was for the +RVC sentences, one for the +le sentences, one for 

the -RVC sentences, and the last for the -le sentences. The independent variable was 

group, which had four levels, Gl, G2, G3 and the native speaker group. The dependent 

variable was the subjects' score of sureness. Table 6.17 presents the results of the four 

ANOVAs. 

100% 

with RVC with le w/o RVC 

Item types 

w/o le 
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Table 6.17. ANOVAs Comparing Group Means in Confidence (-ba) 

Item type df F Sig (P) 
+RVC Between groups 

Within groups 
3 
81 

3.849 .013 

+le Between groups 
Within groups 

3 
81 

2.051 .028 

-RVC Between groups 
Within groups 

3 
81 

3.267 .025 

-le Between groups 
Within groups 

3 
81 

1.252 .183 

All these sentences were designed to be ungrammatical, and the subjects were 

supposed to judge them as unnatural. Yet the subjects' confidence in judging -Z)a+RVC, 

-ba+le and -ba-RYC sentences was significantly different (p = .013 for the -6a+RVC 

sentences, p = .028 for the -ba+le sentence, and p = .025 for the -ba-BNC sentences). 

Posthoc Tukey HSD tests revealed that for both the -ia+RVC and -ba+le sentences, the 

native speaker group was less confident than G2 (p = .025, p = .034, respectively). For 

the -/)a-RVC sentences, the native speaker group was less confident than both G2 (p = 

.042), and G3 (p = .049). There was no difference between any two of the learner groups. 

This suggests that native speakers allowed more variation in the sentence patterns, 

therefore, showed some uncertainty in their judgments. This was probably due to 

dialectal differences and will be discussed in Chapter 8. On the other hand, learners did 

not seem to hesitate to reject structures that they were not familiar with. This is shown 

clearly in Figure 6.12, where the native speakers' confidence scores were lower than 

scores from the learner groups for all four item types. 
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Confidence in Four Item Types (-ba) 

with RVC with le w/o RVC w/o le 

Item types 

• G1 

• G2 

• G3 

• NativB 

Figure 6.12. Confidence in four item types (-ba). 

6.3.2.2. Across conditions: +RVC/+Ze vs. -RWCI-le 

A. When ba is present {+ba) 

In order to find out whether subjects were equally confident in judging +RVC vs. 

-RVC sentences, and +le vs. -le sentences, two paired samples t-tests were conducted for 

such comparisons (one for RVC and one for le). Scores from all three learner groups 

were combined because previous statistical tests showed no difference in their confidence 

across the groups in the +ba sentences. The independent variable was the condition, 

which had two levels, +RVC and +le or -RVC and -le. The dependent variable was the 

confidence score. Table 6.18 shows the results of both t-tests. 
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Table 6.18. Confidence ofRVC or le among Learners (+ba) 

Sentence type Condition Mean SD t df Sig (2-tailed) (p) 

RVC (+) vs. (-) .9115 .14273 3.603 64 .001 
.7577 .32766 

le (+)vs. (-) .9654 .10714 5.078 64 .000 
.7500 .34233 

As Table 6.18 shows, the learners' confidence scores in judging the +Z>a+RVC 

sentences were significantly higher than those in +ba-RYC sentences (P = .001). The 

learners' confidence scores in judging the +ba+le sentences were also significantly higher 

than those in the +ba-le sentences (P = .000). The contrasts for both types of sentences 

are shown in Figure 6.13. 

Learners' Confidence in RVC or le in Different 
Conditions (+ba) 

Sentence type 

i(+) 

l ( - )  

Figure 6.13. Learner confidence in RVC or le {+ba). 

Similar t-tests were conducted on native speakers' confidence in judging 

+&a+RVC vs. +ba-RYC and +ba+le vs. +ba-le sentences. Similar to the learners, the 

native speakers were also more confident judging +ba+RWC than +&a-RVC sentences. 



209 

They were also more confident judging +ba+le sentences than +ba-le sentences. The 

results are in Table 6.19. 

Table 6.19. Confidence ofRVC or le in the Native Speaker Group (+ba) 

Sentence type Condition Mean SD t df Sig (2-tailed) (p) 
RVC (+)vs. (-) .9750 .07695 2.930 19 .009 

.7577 .41259 
le (+) vs.(-) 1.000 .00000 3.005 19 .007 

.6875 .46506 

These comparisons indicate that both learners and native speakers were more 

confident in their judgments of +ba+RYC/+le sentences than in +ba-RWC/-le sentences. 

But there is a confounding factor here. The ba sentences with RVC and le are 

grammatical and those without RVC and le are ungrammatical. It is a general tendency 

that people are more confident giving positive judgments than negative ones (Cowart, 

1997). I will discuss this point in Section 8.5 of Chapter 8. 

B. When ba is absent {-ba) 

The comparisons between the subjects' confidence in judging the -6a+RVC vs. 

-^a-RVC sentences, and their confidence in judging -ba+le vs. -ba-le sentences were 

conducted within individual groups since previous comparisons across the groups found 

significant differences in three of them. All of the four types of sentences were designed 

to be ungrammatical. 

Bl. -ba+RYC vs. -ba-RYC 

The results for the RVC sentences are presented in Table 6.20. 
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Table 6.20. Confidence of+RVC vs. -RVC within Each Group (-ba) 

Comparison N Mean SD t Sig. (2-tailed) (p) 
G1 -&a+RVC vs. 21 .8452 .27924 -2.547 .019 

-ba-RVC .9881 .05455 
G2 -ba+R\C vs. 23 .9891 .05213 -1.000 .328 

-ba-RVC 1.0000 .00000 
G3 -ba+RVC vs. 21 .9643 .08964 -1.826 .083 

-ba-RYC 1.0000 .00000 
Native -ba+RYC vs. 20 .8000 .32036 -.946 .356 

-ba-RYC .8750 30886 

The results were that G1 was more confident in judging -ba-RVC sentences than 

-ba+R\C sentences. The other groups' confidence scores in judging these two types of 

sentences were not significantly different. But compared to the learner data, which were 

at ceiling, the scores from the native speaker group were not that high, again, indicating 

some possible dialectal influence. Figure 6.14 shows these results. 

Confidence of +RVC vs. -RVC 
i-ba) 

• +RVC 

• -RVC 

G1 G2 G3 Natixe 

Groups 

Figure 6.14. Confidence of -^a+RVC vs. -ba-RVC sentences. 
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B2. -ba+le vs. -ba-le 

The results for the comparison between the confidence in -ba+le and -ba-le 

sentences within each group are in Table 6.21. 

Table 62\.Confidence of+le vs. -le within Each Group (-ba) 

Comparison N Mean SD t Sig. (2-tailed) (p) 
G1 -ba+le vs. 

-ba-le 
21 .8929 

.9643 
.23146 
.08964 

-1.451 .162 

G2 -ba+le vs. 
-ba-le 

23 1.0000 
1.0000 

.00000 

.00000 

a 

G3 -ba+le vs. 
-ba-le 

21 .9762 
.9881 

.07520 

.05455 
-.568 .576 

Native -ba+le vs. 
-ba-le 

20 .8250 
.9000 

.34508 

.30779 
-.880 .390 

® The t cannot be computed because the scores for both types of sentences are the same and at ceiling. 

As Table 6.21 shows, in none of the groups was the subjects' confidence 

significantly different between -ba+le sentences and -ba-le sentences. This is shown in 

Figure 6.15. 
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Confidence of +le vs. -le (-ba) 

Nati\e 

Groups 

Figure 6.15. Confidence of -ba+le vs. -ba-le sentences. 

In contrast to the comparisons between +ba+RVC/+le sentences vs. +ba-RYCI-le 

sentences, there are no confounding factors here. Recall that in the previous analysis, 

since the +ba+RVC/+le sentences were designed to be grammatical while the 

+ba-RYC/-le sentences were designed to be ungrammatical, subjects might feel more 

confident saying "yes" than "no". But in these pairs of comparisons {-ba+RYC vs. -ba-

RVC, and -ba+le vs. -ba-le), there is no such confounding factor because all of the four 

kinds of sentences are ungrammatical. 

6.3.2.3. Across items (RVC vs. le) 

Since the comparisons were between the same subjects' judgments of different 

types of sentences, RVC vs. le, paired sample t-tests were used. Details are explained 

below. 
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A. When ba is present {+ba) 

Two pairs of scores were compared: Within each condition (+ or -), RVC was 

compared with le. The scores from all four groups were combined as one group of 85 

subjects because previous statistical tests had shown that the subjects' confidence in 

judging +Z)a+RVC/+/e and +Z>a-RVC/-/e sentences was not different from group to 

group. The independent variable is the confidence scores on the two sentence types 

(either RVC or le). The dependent variable is the "sureness" score. Results from the two 

t-tests in the same conditions are shown in Table 6.22. 

Table 6.22. All Subjects' Confidence of RVC vs. le (+ba) 

Sentence type Mean SD t df Sig (2-tailed) (p) 
+RVC vs. .9265 .13264 -2.769 84 .007 
+le .9735 .09468 
-RVC vs. .7412 .34814 .216 84 .783 
-le .7353 .37272 

As Table 6.22 shows, when RVC or le was present, +Z)a+RVC vs. +ba+le, the 

confidence scores for the +le sentences are significantly higher than those for the +RVC 

sentences (p = .007). When RVC or le was absent, the subjects' confidence in judging the 

+ba-RYC and +ba-le sentences did not differ significantly (p = .783). But one point 

worth noting, as Figure 6.16 shows, is that the confidence scores for both the -RVC and 

the -le sentences were low (lower than 75%). This indicates that for both the RVC and le 

sentence types, all subjects were not very confident in their judgment of ba sentences 

without RVC or le. 
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All Subjects'Confidence of RVC vs. le within the 
Same Conditions (+ba) 
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Figure 6.16. All subjects' confidence in RVC vs. le {+ba). 

In order to ensure that the native speaker data did not skew the results, a similar t-

test was performed on the data fi"om the learner groups alone. The results were similar. 

As Table 6.23 illustrates, the learners were more confident judging +ba+le than 

+Z)a+RVC sentences. But their confidence in judging +Z7a-RVC and +ba-le sentences was 

not statistically different. 

Table 6.23. Learners' Confidence of RVC v^. le (+ba) 

Comparison N Mean SD t Sig (2-tailed) (p) 
+RVC vs. 65 .9115 .14273 -2.496 .015 
+le .9654 .10714 
-RVC vs. 65 .1511 .32766 .306 .760 
-le .7500 .34233 

B. When ba is absent {-ba) 

Paired samples t-tests were conducted on data from each group comparing 
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~ba+RVC vs. -ba+le sentences. There were four such t-tests in total. As Table 6.24 and 

Figure 6.17 show, none of the results was significant. This showed that each group 

judged these two types of sentences with equal confidence. 

Table 6.24. Confidence of+RVC vs.+le within Each Group (-ha) 

Comparison N Mean SD t Sig. (2-tailed) (p) 
G1 -&a+RVC vs. 

-ba+le 
21 .8452 

.8929 
.27924 
.23146 

-1.706 .104 

G2 -^a+RVC vs. 
-ba+le 

23 .9891 
1.0000 

.05312 

.00000 
-1.000 .328 

G3 -ba+BNC vs. 
-ba+le 

21 .9643 
.9762 

.08964 

.07520 
-.568 .576 

Native -ba+RYC vs. 
-ba+le 

20 .8000 
.8250 

.32036 

.34508 
-.490 .629 

Confidence of +RVC vs. +le (-ba) 

100% -r 

80% ~ 

60% -

40% -

20% -

0% -

G1 G2 G3 Native 

Groups 

Figure 6.17. Confidence of -&a+RVC vs. -ba+le sentences. 

Similarly, paired samples t-tests were conducted on data from each group 

comparing -ba-RVC vs. -ba-le sentences. There were four such t-tests in total. As Table 

• +RVC 

• +le 
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6.25 and Figure 6.18 show, none of the results was significant either. This also showed 

that each group judged these two types of sentences with equal confidence. 

Table 6.25. Confidence of-RVC vs. -le within Each Group (-ba) 

Comparison N Mean SD t Sig. (2-tailed) (p) 

G1 -RVC vs. 
-le 

21 .9881 
.9643 

.32766 

.34233 
1.000 .329 

G2 -RVC vs. 
-le 

23 1.0000 
1.0000 

.00000 

.00000 

a 

G3 -RVC vs. 
-le 

21 1.0000 
.9881 

.00000 

.05455 
1.000 .329 

Native -RVC vs. 
-le 

20 .8750 
.9000 

.30886 

.30779 
-1.453 .163 

^ The t cannot be computed because the mean scores for both types of sentences were the same and at 
ceiling. 

Confidence of -RVC vs.-/e {-ba) 

Native 

Groups 

Figure 6.18. Confidence of -ba-RNC vs. -ba-le sentences. 
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6.4. Summary 

When both the grammaticality and confidence dimensions were considered, G3's 

mean score on +Z)<3-RVC sentences was lower than the native speaker group's. When the 

confidence scores were collapsed, G3's mean correctness score on such sentences was 

lower than both G2's and the native speaker group's. When both dimensions were 

considered, G3's score on +ha-le sentences was lower than the native speaker group's. 

But when the confidence scores were collapsed, group scores on the +ba-le sentences did 

not differ from each other anymore. When both dimensions were considered, the native 

speaker group's score on the -ba+le sentences was lower than G2's and G3's. But when 

the confidence scores were collapsed, the native speaker group's correctness in judging 

these sentences was lower than that of all the three learner groups. 

All learner groups judged +Z)a+RVC sentences more correctly than +ia-RVC 

sentences. Only G3 and the native speaker group judged +ba+le sentences more correctly 

than +ba-le sentences. Only the native speaker group judged the -ba-le sentences more 

correctly than the -ba+le sentences. All learner groups judged +ba-le sentences more 

correctly than +6a-RVC sentences. 

The native speaker group was less confident than G2 in judging -Z?a+RVC and 

-ba+le sentences. It was less confident than G2 and G3 in judging -ba-RNC sentences. 

All groups were less confident judging 4-^a-RVC than +ia+RVC sentences. They were 

also less confident judging +ba-le than +ba+le sentences. Only G1 was more confident 

judging -Z)a-RVC than -Z^a+RVC sentences. All groups were more confident judging 

+ba+le than +/)a+RVC sentences. 
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CHAPTER 7. RESULTS: ANALYSES OF JUDGMENT DATA BY 
PRODUCTION PATTERNS 

This chapter discusses the grammaticality judgment data based on production 

data. Section 7.1 discusses the analyses of the judgment data of some learners who were 

regrouped according to the number of 6a-constructions that they produced. Section 7.2 

discusses the judgment data of some individual learners whose utterances were noted in 

Chapter 5. Section 7.3 looks at the judgment data of the three native speakers whose 

production was different from the other members in their group. Section 7.4 summarizes 

the main results of this chapter. 

The rationale for looking at the results of both experiments in combination 

requires some discussion. Recall that I used a production experiment and a 

grammaticality experiment so that I could bring converging evidence to bear on the 

question of the subjects' knowledge of the Z)a-construction. A positive result from 

production data provides strong evidence for the attainment of competence in the target 

lexicon and grammar, since it is very unlikely that a series of well-formed sentences 

occur by accident. A negative result from production data is, on the other hand, 

ambiguous. Ill-formed utterances can reflect a lack of underlying linguistic competence, 

or a lack of fluency that temporarily masks target lexicon and grammar. It is possible that 

a learner has mastered the relevant grammatical phenomenon but shows that mastery 

inconsistently across probes or even poorly in a particular probe (e.g., production). Thus, 

my grammaticality judgment data provide a crucial test of both positive and negative 

conclusions from the production experiment. Conversely, my production data provide a 

crucial test for conclusions based on the grammaticality judgment data. 
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7.1. Analyses of judgment data: good producers vs. non-producers 

This part of the analysis asks if groups of learners who had different production 

patterns also performed differently in the grammaticality judgment experiment. Recall 

that the rationale of using both a production experiment and a grammaticality experiment 

is to cross-check patterns found in one type of data. Therefore, I regrouped the learners 

according to their production data. I found two groups of learners whose production 

differed to the largest extent. Then I compared their judgment data. At the low end was 

the group of 22 non-producers from the three learner groups, discussed in Chapter 5. At 

the high end was a group of "good producers". The following describes how I identified 

the "good producers". 

The means of the three learner groups in relaxed coding of the production data 

were 1.71 (Gl), 2.30 (G2) and 2.24 (G3), respectively (presented in Table 5.2). 

Therefore, the mean production score of these three learner groups was 2.0. The mean of 

the native speakers was 6.1. Therefore, the number in the middle between the native 

mean and learner mean was 4.0. Using this number as a criterion for dividing the subjects 

in each group into two groups, I found that six subjects from Gl and G3 each, and seven 

subjects from G2, or 19 in total, reached or exceeded this level of production. Since there 

were 22 non-producers of Z)a-construction across the learner groups and 20 native 

speakers in the control group, 19 is a similar number for comparison.' I will call this 

group of 19 learners who produced four or more Z)a-constructions "good producers". 

' In order to make sure that 4 was the best cutting point, I tried 5, but found only six subjects across the 
learner groups produced 5 or more ^a-constructions. Only three subjects across the learner groups produced 
6 or more. So 4 was the best cutting point for maximally distinguishing a group of good producers fi-om the 
non-producers among the learners. 
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Table 7.1 gives the number of good producers and non-producers from each original 

group. 

Table 7.1. Number of Good Producers and Non-producers in Each Group 

Group #of good producers #of non-producers #of subjects 
G1 6 9 21 
G2 7 5 23 
G3 6 8 21 
Native 18 0 20 

As Table 7.1 shows, only 18 out of 20 native speakers belonged to the "good 

producer" group. The other two subjects in this group, Gn.Sl and Gn.S9, produced three 

Z)a-constructions. Therefore, in this part of the analysis, only these 18 subjects' data were 

used in the native speaker group. I will discuss Gn.Sl's and Gn.S9's judgment data in 

Section 7.3. 

I conducted some statistical analyses of the judgment scores from three new 

groups: good producers, non-producers and native speakers who produced 4 or more than 

4 Z>a-constructions. Table 7.2 shows the number of subjects in each of these three groups. 

Table 7.2. Number of Good Producers, Non-producers and Native Speakers 

Group # of subjects 
Good producer 19 
Non-producer 22 
Native speaker 18 

Recall that in Chapter 6 scores from both the grammaticality and confidence 

dimensions were analyzed. In this section, only the grammaticality scores are analyzed in 

the statistical tests, because I am interested in the comparisons of the correctness of 
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judgments among the good producer group, the non-producer group, and the native 

speaker group, ignoring the subjects' confidence in their judgment. Therefore, the scores 

used in these analyses were those for grammaticality, with the confidence scores 

collapsed. Also recall that in Chapter 6, data were analyzed in three different ways: 

across groups, across conditions and across items. In this chapter, only the cross-group 

comparisons were considered. They compared different groups' judgments of different 

kinds of sentences. Similar to the comparisons of judgment data across the groups 

reported in Chapter 6, the mean scores of the judgments of all the eight types of sentences 

from each group were compared (four for RVCs and four for le). To group these eight 

types of sentences in a different way, four types were with ba\ +6a+RVC, +Z)a-RVC, 

+ba+le, +ba-le, and four types were without ba: -ba+RYC, -ba+le, -ba-RNC and -ba-\e. 

Particular attention was paid to the subjects' performances of +ba+RNCI+le vs. +ba-

RVC/-/e sentences since they are crucial to answering the question of whether the 

learners had acquired the complexity constraint on the ba-W. 

Similar to group comparisons used in Chapter 6, two sets of one-way ANOVA 

tests compared the scores from the three groups. One set concerned the presence and 

absence of RVC//e when ba was present (+^a+RVC/+/e and +ba-RNCI-le). The results 

are reported in Section 7.1.1. Another set concerned the presence and absence of RVC//e 

when ba was absent {-ba+RWd+le and -ba-RMd—le). The results are reported in 

Section 7.1.2. In each ANOVA test, the independent variable was group. It had three 

levels: good producer learner group, non-producer group and the native good producer 

group. The dependent variable was the correct score for the type of sentence in question. 
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As in the statistical tests reported in Chapter 6, the alpha level (p value) for all the 

ANOVAs was set at .05. 

7.1.1. When ha was present {+ba) 

The scores for comparison in these ANOVA tests were the correctness scores. For 

the sentences with RVC or le (+RVC or +le), the correct scores were the "natural" scores. 

For the sentences without RVC or le (-RVC or -le), the correct scores were the 

"unnatural" scores. 

Four one-way ANOVAs were performed comparing the mean scores among the 

three groups on four types of sentences containing ba: sentences with RVCs (+6a+RVC), 

sentences with le (+ba+le), sentences without RVC (+^a-RVC) and sentences without le 

(+ba-le). The results are given in Table 7.3. For all four ANOVAs, the independent 

variable was group. It had three levels: the good producer group, the non-producer group 

and the native speaker group. The dependent variable was the correct score. 

Table 7.3. Judgments of Good Producers, Non-producers and Native Speakers (+ba) 

Sentence type Df F Sig. (p) 
+RVC Between groups 

Within groups 
2 
56 

3.526 .036 

+le Between groups 
Within groups 

2 
56 

2.773 .071 

-RVC Between groups 
Within groups 

2 
56 

12.560 .000 

-le Between groups 
Within groups 

2 
56 

4.108 .022 
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Table 7.3 shows that there was no statistical difference between the judgments of 

the sentences with le (+ba+le) among the three groups (p = .071). In other words, the 

non-producers judged the +ba+le sentences as well as the good producers and the native 

speakers. 

The other three ANOVAs yielded significant results, indicating that there were 

significant differences in the judgments of the other three kinds of sentences across the 

three groups. Posthoc Tukey HSD tests showed that the good producers' judgment of the 

sentences with RVC (+&a+RVC) was significantly better than that of the non-producers 

(p = .031). But the difference between the good producers and the native speakers was 

not significant (p = .665). The good producers' judgment of the sentences without RVCs 

(+^a-RVC) was significantly better than that of the non-producers (p = .002). But the 

difference between the good producers and the native speakers was not statistically 

significant (p = .500). The good producers' judgment of the sentences without le (+ba-le) 

was significantly better than that of the non-producers (p = .041). But the difference 

between the good producers and the native speakers was not statistically significant (p = 

.999). These results are shown in Figure 7.1. 
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Grammaticality of +ba Sentences 
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j 

Figure 7.1. Judgments of four types of sentences across groups (+ba). 

One striking finding from these ANOVAs is that the good producers' judgments 

of all four types of sentences were not statistically different from those of the native 

speakers. This raised the question whether their production was not significantly different 

from that of the native speakers either. A 2-tailed independent groups t-test was 

conducted comparing the mean production scores from the good producer group and the 

native speaker group. In this t-test, the independent variable was group. It had two levels: 

the good producer group and the native speaker group. The dependent variable was each 

group's mean production score on relaxed coding. Results are that the good producer 

group's mean production score was significantly lower than the native speaker group's (p 

= .000), as shown in Table 7.4. 

• Non-producers 

• Good producers 

• Native 
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Table 7.4. Production Scores of Good Producers vs. Native Speakers 

Group N Mean SD t Sig. (2-tailed) (p) 
Good producers 19 4.6316 1.16479 4.227 .000 
Native speakers 18 6.4444 1.42343 

Thus, even though the good producer group produced significantly fewer ba-

constructions than the native speaker group, their grammaticality judgments of all the 

four sentence types with ha were the same as those of the native speakers. Even the non-

producers' judgment of one of the sentence types, Z)a-sentences with le {+ba+le), was not 

significantly different from either the judgment of the good producers or the native 

speakers. 

7.1.2. When ha was absent {-ha) 

As with the +ba sentences, four one-way ANOVAs were performed comparing 

the mean scores among the three groups on four types of sentences without ba: sentences 

with RVC (-6a+RVC), sentences with le {-ba+le), sentences without RVC {-ba-RMC) 

and sentences without le {-ba-le). For all four ANOVAs, the independent variable was 

group. It had three levels: the good producer group, the non-producer group and the 

native speaker group. The dependent variable was the correct score. Since all the -ba 

sentences were designed as ungrammatical, the "unnatural" scores were used as the 

correct scores. The results of the four ANOVAs are shown in Table 7.5. 
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Table 7.5. Judgments of Good Producers, Non-producers and Native Speakers (-ba) 

Sentence type Df F Sig. (p) 
+RVC Between groups 

Within groups 
2 
56 

2.923 .062 

+le Between groups 
Within groups 

2 
56 

4.100 .022 

-RVC Between groups 
Within groups 

2 
56 

1.644 .202 

-le Between groups 
Within groups 

2 
56 

.481 .621 

As Table 7.5 shows, there is no significant difference among the three groups in 

judging the grammaticality of three of the sentence types: -&a+RVC, -Z)a-RVC and -ba

le, indicating that the non-producers performed as well as the good producers and the 

native speakers in the judgments of these sentence types. 

The only significant result is in the -ba+le ANOVA (p = .022), indicating that 

there were some differences in the three groups' judgments of such sentences. A posthoc 

Tukey HSD test showed that the score of the native speaker group was significantly 

lower than that of the good producers (p = .026). This echoes one of the findings from 

analyses in Sections 6.2 and 6.3 of Chapter 6.1 suggested there that -ba+le sentences 

were probably accepted by some native speakers as a kind of topicalization. I will discuss 

this possibility further in Section 8.6 of Chapter 8. Figure 7.2 shows the results of these 

four ANOVAs. Note the scores of all the subjects for all the sentences are high, 

especially those for the -RVC and -le sentences, which are near ceiling. The good 

producer group's scores are at ceiling across all the four types of sentences. 
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Grammaticality of -ba Sentences 
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Figure 7.2. Judgments of four types of sentences across groups {-ba). 

7.2. Analyses of the judgment data of individual learners 

As discussed in Chapter 5,1 found some production and error patterns in the 

learner data. In this section, I will discuss such learners' judgment data individually to see 

if their judgments were consistent with their production patterns. In particular, I wish to 

answer the following five questions; 

1. Were learners' production patterns consistently related to their grammaticality 

judgments across sentence types? 

2. Were there good producers who had problematic judgments? 

3. Did learners who produced ba with bare verbs also accept such sentences in 

their judgments? 

4. Were learners who said that they did not know how to finish a 6a-sentence 

unable to judge the grammaticality of such sentences? 
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5. Some learners started with ba in some sentences in the production experiment 

but switched to SVO or object drop mid-sentence. How did they perform in the judgment 

experiment? 

I will address these questions one by one. In order to capture subtle differences in 

the subjects' judgment data, I considered both the grammaticality dimension and the 

confidence dimension. These analyses are qualitative rather than quantitative, and they 

refer to the performance of individual learners. 

7.2.1. Learners who had similar production patterns but differing judgments 

Such learners were found among both producers and non-producers. I will discuss 

examples from producers in Section 7.2.1.1 and examples from non-producers in Section 

7.2.1.2. 

7.2.1.1. Producers with similar production and error patterns but differing judgments 

The most dramatic contrast was found between G2.S9's and G2.Sirs data. 

G2.S9's and G2.SH's productions were similar in terms of both the number of ba-

constructions that they produced and their error patterns. Both produced four ba-

constructions in the production experiment. Both of them had one bare-verb error. But 

their judgment data were in sharp contrast. While G2.S9's judgments of all the sentences 

were perfect, G2.S11's judgments were problematic. He accepted all eight of the ba 

sentences with bare verbs (+^a-RVC/-/e^ at the confidence level of "Natural/Sure". An 
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example of ba and a bare verb is given in (5.16), repeated from Chapter 5. The sentence 

ends with the verb ca 'wipe' without any kind of complement after it. 

(5.16) *Taxian...xi shou, ranhouba shou ca. (Gl.SlO) 

she first wash hands then BA hand wipe 

She washed her hands first, and then wiped her hands. 

The fact that G2.S11 accepted all the eight sentences with bare verbs confidently 

shows that he probably did think that ha could appear with bare verbs, which was 

reflected in the Z)a-sentence with a bare verb that he produced. On the other hand, even 

though G2.S9 produced a Z>a-construction with a bare verb, he correctly rejected such 

sentences with confidence when he saw them. The only Z)a-sentence with a bare verb that 

he produced might have shown that a lack of fluency had temporarily masked his 

competence in the use of the Zj^z-construction. 

7.2.1.2. Non-producers with differing judgment patterns 

Both G1.S7 and G1.S18 were non-producers. Their overall performance in the 

production experiment was also poor. Yet, their judgment data were in sharp contrast. 

G1.S7 accepted all the four +Zja-RVC sentences by choosing "sure" for three of them and 

"unsure" for one of them. Similarly, he accepted all the four +bal-le sentences by 

choosing "sure" for three of them and "unsure" for one of them. On the other hand, 

Gl.SI 8's judgments of all the sentences in the grammaticality judgment experiment were 

perfect. This contrast shows that G1.S7 probably lacked receptive as well as productive 

competence in the use of the Z)a-construction. On the other hand, G1.S18 probably had 
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good receptive knowledge of the da-construction, but he did not feel confident producing 

it. 

7.2.2. Good producers with problematic judgments 

One good producer with problematic judgments is G1.S6. He produced four 

da-constructions, the highest number in his group, and qualified as a good producer. He 

did not have any unusual errors in his production data either. But in the judgment data, he 

accepted all the eight +da-RVC/-/e sentences. He chose "sure" for two of the four 

+ba-RYC sentences, and "unsure" for the other two. For the four +ba-le sentences, he 

chose "unsure" for all of them. Another example is G2.S11. He also produced four 

da-constructions, and as discussed in the previous section, he accepted all eight of the 

+ba-RVC/-le sentences by choosing "Natural/Sure". As noted in Chapter 5, G2.S11 

mainly used one fixed pattern, the tentative aspect, in most of his da-constructions. 

7.2.3. Bare verb producers' judgments of bare verb sentences 

Four subjects in total, Gl.SlO, G2.S9, G2.S11, G3.S10, each produced one da-

construction with a bare verb. The first three subjects produced four da-constructions 

each, and the fourth one produced three. Their judgments varied. G2.S9's judgments of 

all the sentences in the experiment were perfect. Gl.SlO's only error was choosing 

"Natural/Sure" for one of the +da-RVC sentences. G3.S10's answers were varied. He 

chose "Unnatural/Unsure" for one of the +da+RVC sentences, "Unnatural/Unsure" for 

one of the +da-RVC sentences, "Natural/Unsure" for one of the +ba+le sentences, and 
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"Unnatural/Unsure" for one of the +ba-le sentences. G2.Sirs judgments were the most 

problematic. He chose "Natural/Sure" four times for all the four +ba-RWC sentences, the 

same answer for all the four +ba-le sentences, and "Natural/Unsure" for one of the 

+ba+KVC sentences. 

7.2.4. Learners who reported not knowing how to finish ^a-sentences 

As discussed in Chapter 5, some learners started with a 6a-sentence, but did not 

finish it. They said something like "I don't know" after the verb, as (5.4) shows, repeated 

from Chapter 5. In (5.4) G2.S7 said he "did not know how to say it" in Chinese after the 

bare verb ca 'wipe'. 

(5.4)* Ta xian.. .xi shou, ranhou yong.. .zhi...ba shou ca.. .bu zhidao zenme 

shou. (G2.S7) 

she first wash hand then use paper BA hand wipe not kow how 

say 

She first washed her hand, and then (she) used paper to wipe hand.. .don't 

know how to say it. 

Three learners, 02.S7, G2.S18 and G3.S3 at some point in the production 

experiment indicated that they did not know how to finish a 6a-sentence in the middle of 

producing one after the verb. A closer look at their judgment data suggested some 

problems with the construction. G2.S7 produced four Z)a-constructions. His only problem 

in the judgment experiment was choosing "Natural/Sure" for one of the +ba-RYC 

sentences. G2.S18 produced only one fta-construction. He chose "Unnatural/Sure" for 
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two of the +ba+le sentences. G3.S3 produced two Z)a-constructions. He chose 

"Natural/Unsure" for one of the +Z)a+RVC sentences, "Natural/Sure" for one of the +ba-

RVC sentences, "Natural/Unsure" for another one, "Unnatural/Unsure" for the other two, 

and "Unnatural/Unsure" for two of the +ba-le sentences. 

7.2.5. Learners who switched to SVO or object drop mid-sentence 

An example of starting with ba but switching to SVO mid-sentence is (5.8), 

repeated from Chapter 5. 

(5.8) Ta du na zhang xin, ranhou...xin.. .ranhou...ba xin si.. .ranhou 

si...si...xin. (01.SI5) 

she read that CL letter then letter then B A letter tear then 

tear... tear... letter 

She read the letter, then.. .letter...then.. .tore the letter. 

Only three learners in total produced a sentence like this each: G1.S15, G2.S22 

and G3.S5. G1.S15 and G2.S22 started with ba but finished the sentence with SVO. 

G3.S5 started with ba but finished the sentence with object drop. G2.S22 produced two 

^^-constructions, and G3.S5 produced only one. Both of them performed perfectly in the 

judgment experiment. G1.S15 produced two 6a-constructions. In the judgment 

experiment, he chose "Natural/Unsure" for one of the +Z)a+RVC sentences, 

"Natural/Sure" for two of the +^a-RVC sentences, "Natural/Unsure" for another one, 

"Natural/Unsure" for one of the +ba+le sentences, "Natural/Sure" twice and 

"Natural/Unsure" twice for the +ba-le sentences. This shows that G2.S22 and G3.S5 did 
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not have problems with their judgments, but G1.S15 did. He used ba with an instrument 

kuaizi 'chopsticks' instead of the object miantiao 'noodles' in one of his sentences, as 

(7.1) shows. No other learner made such an error. This suggests maybe his overall 

proficiency level was lower than the other two subjects. 

(7.1) *Ta zhu miantiao, ranhou... ba kuaizi na shanglai...na xialai. 

(G1.S15) 

she boil noodle then BA chopsticks take RVC (up) take RVC 

(down) 

Intended?: She boiled noodles, and then took them out with chopsticks. 

One point worth noting is that most of the problematic sentences were in the RVC 

area. 

7.3. Native speakers whose production differed from other native speakers 

As discussed in Chapter 5, one subject in the native speaker group produced a 

questionable 6a-sentence. The sentence is (7.2), produced by Gn.S17. In (7.2), there is 

nothing after the verbs na qu xi 'take away to wash', so the pattern is similar to ba with 

bare verbs. The only difference is instead of one verb, there are two verbs after ba in 

(7.2), na qu 'to take away' and xi 'to wash'. 

(7.2) Ta faxian yi ke pingguo, ranhou ba pingguo na qu xi. (Gn.S17) 

she discovered one CL apple, then BA apple take go wash 

She discovered an apple, and then took the apple to wash. 
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Interestingly, he rejected all eight sentences with +ba-^NCI-le with confidence. He is 

from Taiwan. From Cheung (1992) I infer that (7.2) is probably acceptable in the 

Standard Chinese spoken in Taiwan. I will discuss this further in Chapter 8. 

Gn.Sl and Gn.S9 were the two native speakers who produced only three ba-

constructions. Their data were not included in the comparison of judgment data from 

non-producers, good producers and native speakers, reported in Section 7.1. Their 

judgment data showed that both of them accepted +^a-RVC/-/e sentences to some 

degree. Gn.Sl chose "Natural/Unsure" for all the four +Z)a-RVC sentences, and the same 

answer for all the four +ba-le sentences. Gn.S9 chose that answer for one of the +ba-

RVC sentences and for one of the +ba-le sentences. An inspection of their language 

background questionnaire revealed that Gn.Sl is from Shandong Province, and Gn.S9 is 

from Liaoning Province. Even though both provinces are in Northern China, the dialects 

spoken in these regions are not identical to Standard Chinese. It is not clear whether these 

two subjects' acceptance of ba sentences with bare verbs was due to the influence of their 

native dialects. I will also discuss these two subjects, as well as the language situation in 

China, in Chapter 8. 

One difference between the learners' and the native speakers' judgment data is 

that, while it was common for the learners to accept /)a-sentences with bare verbs as 

"Natural/Sure", no native speaker chose that answer for these sentences. When they 

accepted such sentences, their answer was always "Unsure". This shows another way that 

the inclusion of the confidence scores was valuable. This has also confirmed the validity 

of the complexity constraint on the ba-VP, even though the judgment results have 
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revealed certain variations among native speakers. The decision to use the confidence 

dimension and the variation among native speakers will be further discussed in Chapter 8. 

7.4. Summary 

A comparison of the learners' judgment data showed that even though some non-

producers did not produce any ^a-constructions, they judged some of the 6a-sentences as 

accurately as the good producers and native speakers. Even though the good producers 

produced significantly fewer Z)a-constructions than the native speakers, their judgments 

of all the four crucial types of sentences {+ba+BNCI+le and +bal-R\fCI-le) were the 

same as the native speakers. On the individual level, some learners who had similar 

production/error patterns were found to have totally different judgments. Some good 

producers had problematic judgments. Learners who produced ba with bare verbs 

nevertheless differed in their judgments. Learners who said that they did not know how to 

finish ^a-sentences did show some problems in their judgment data. Learners who started 

with ba but switched to SVO or object drop varied in their judgments. Finally, native 

speakers' exposure to other dialects might have affected their judgments of some ba-

sentences. 
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CHAPTER 8. GENERAL DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

This chapter will first address the four research questions that I outlined at the end 

of Chapter 3, repeated below. 

1. How do adult learners of Chinese whose native language is English learn that 

the 6a-VP has to be complex, and the ba-NV has to be specific? In particular, how do 

English speakers acquire two of the environments of the ba-YF, the RVC and le, and the 

constraint on the ba-NP that it has to be definite? 

2. Is it true, as Liu's (1997) analysis suggests, that there is a high correlation 

between the acquisition of the RVC and le on the one hand, and the Z?a-construction, on 

the other? Since my research looks at production data only, are there correlations between 

the production of the RVC and le on the one hand, and the production of ba, on the other? 

3. First language acquisition studies have suggested that the RVC is acquired later 

than le because of the RVC's morphological complexity (e.g., Fahn, 1993). Is this also 

true with adult second language learners? Further, how do the results of my study 

compare to the results found in the existing first and second language acquisition studies 

of the Z?a-construction? 

4. What stages and processes characterize the acquisition of the constraints on the 

ba-W and the ba-NV by learners of different proficiencies? 

Sections 8.1 to 8.4 will address each of these questions in turn. After that I will 

discuss several other topics that arise from the results of the study. Section 8.5 will 

discuss some methodological issues. Section 8.6 will discuss some thoughts about native 
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speakers. Section 8.7 will discuss pedagogical implications of the study. Finally, Section 

8.8 will draw conclusions and point toward directions for further research. 

8.1. The acquisition of the constraints on the Aa-VP and ba-NP 

8.1.1. The 6a-VP 

Recall that as discussed in Chapters 1 and 2, the constraint on the 6a-VP is that it 

has to be complex. In other words, the verb in the 6a-construction cannot appear alone. It 

has to have some kind of verbal complement, these being the nine environments 

discussed in Liu (1997). The two environments that I investigated in this study were the 

RVC and le. Reflected in the production experiment that I used in this study, the subjects 

should have produced ha with some verbal complement, and should not have produced 

ba with bare verbs. Reflected in the grammaticality judgment experiment, the subjects 

should have accepted 6a-sentences with the RVC and le (+RVC and +le), and should 

have rejected 6a-sentences without the RVC and le (-RVC and -le). 

The overall results from the production experiment showed that the learners' 

production of 6a-constructions was low, which confirms the findings from other studies 

(e.g., Jin, 1992), as well as teachers' experiences. The main patterns that learners used to 

substitute for the 6a-construction were SVO and object-drop sentences. But when they 

did produce the ia-construction, they rarely did so with bare verbs. This suggests that 

they were probably conservative producers. As discussed in Chapter 7, only four learners 

across the three groups produced 6a-sentences with bare verbs. It seems that they knew 
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there should be something after the verb in the 5a-construction, even though sometimes 

they seemed to have a hard time finding it, as the following examples illustrate. 

Some learners did not finish the ^a-sentences that they started producing with 

bare verbs until they finally came up with a verbal complement after a long pause, as 

(5.2) shows, repeated from Chapter 5. After a long pause, the subject finally came up 

with the perfective aspect marker le. 

(5.2) Taxian...taxian kan dianshi, jiu ba dianshi guan le. (Gl.SlO) 

she first she first watch TV then BA TV turn off ASP 

She first watched TV, and then turned off the TV. 

Some learners started ba, but did not finish the sentences with bare verbs, so they 

switched to SVO or object drop, as (5.8) shows, repeated from Chapter 5. It seemed the 

subject knew that he could not end the sentence with a bare verb si 'to tear', but had a 

hard time finding a complement after the verb, so he simply switched to the SVO order. 

(5.8) Ta du na zhang xin, ranhou.. .xin.. .ranhou...ba xin si.. .ranhou 

si...si...xin. (G1.S15) 

she read that CL letter then letter then BA letter tear then 

tear... tear... letter 

She read the letter, then.. .letter.. .then.. .tore the letter. 

A few learners from G2 and G3 started Z>a-sentences, but showed clear discomfort 

leaving a bare verb with ba, so they simply said "don't know how to say it" after the 

verb, as (5.4) shows, repeated from Chapter 5. 
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(5.4) *Ta xian...xi shou, ranhou yong.. .zhi...ba shou ca.. .bu zhidao zenme 

shou. (G2 S7) 

she first wash hand then use paper BA hand wipe not kow how 

say 

She first washed her hand, and then (she) used paper to wipe hand.. .don't 

know how to say it. 

Results from the grammaticality judgment experiment showed that the learners' 

judgments of the 6a-sentences with the RVC and le (+RVC and +le) were not 

significantly different from the native speakers'. This suggested that they knew it was 

right when the verbs in Z)a-constructions had verbal complements. Their confidence in 

judging these items also did not differ significantly from that of the native speakers 

either. This shows that as groups, the learners knew the sentences that satisfied the 

complexity constraint of the ba-W? were correct. 

As for the judgments of &a-sentences without the RVC or le (-RVC and -le), 

there was no difference between the learners and the native speakers in the -le sentences, 

but G3 performed significantly worse than G2 and the native speakers in the -RVC 

sentences on the grammaticality dimension (with the confidence scores collapsed). 

However, all the learners were as confident as the native speakers in their judgments of 

all the -RVC and -le sentences. This reveals two interesting points about G3. The first is 

that the fact that G3 made the wrong judgment with confidence shows that indeed they 

did not know that these sentences were ungrammatical. The second one is that contrary to 

expectations, G3 performed worse in some items than the other two learner groups. 
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(Group effects will be discussed in Section 8.4). This shows that all groups except G3 

knew that the sentences that did not satisfy the complexity constraint on the ba-NV were 

incorrect. 

But in the comparisons of each group's judgments of the same types of sentences 

in different conditions (+RVC vs. -RVC and +le vs. -le), all three learner groups judged 

the +ba+RYC sentences significantly better than the +6a-RVC sentences. The native 

speaker group's judgments of these two types of sentences were not different. All groups 

were more confident judging the +Z)a+RVC sentences than the +6a-RVC sentences. As 

for +ba+le vs. +ha-le sentences, 01 and 02 did not show any difference in their 

correctness of judgments, while 03 and the native speaker group more accurately judged 

the +le sentences than the -le sentences. All four groups were significantly more 

confident in judging the +le sentences than the -le sentences. (There is a confounding 

factor in the confidence of judging +ba+RYC/+le vs. +ba-RWC/-le sentences. I will 

discuss it in Section 8.5.) The significant differences between the same learner groups' 

judgments of +RVC/+/e vs. -RVC/-/e sentences were probably caused by their high 

scores in judging the +RVC/+/e sentences and low scores in the -RVC/-/e sentence. This 

explains why the differences between the learner groups' scores and the native speaker 

group's scores were not significantly different in either the + or - condition, but their own 

scores of the different conditions were significantly different. 

The above discussion of both the production results and judgment results suggests 

that the learners who participated in my study have acquired a good knowledge of the 
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complexity constraint on the ba-YV, reflected in their overall good judgments of ba-

sentences with RVCs or le (+RVC/+/e) and 6a-sentences without RVCs o or le 

(-RVC/-/e). Their production was still lower than that of the native speaker group, but 

when they did produce the Z)a-construction, they rarely had bare verb errors, again, 

suggesting that they had some knowledge of the complexity constraint on the ba-WV. 

8.1.2. The Z)a-NP 

Recall that according to Liu (1997), the Z)a-NP has to be generalized-specific, and 

definite NPs are a subset of the generalized-specific NPs. In my design, definiteness was 

experimentally manipulated through the structure of the discourse. The definite NPs 

referred to the objects that had been mentioned in the first sentences to describe the pairs 

of actions used in the production experiment. The rationale of the design was, if the 

subjects used ba in the first sentence, they might not have followed the definiteness 

constraint of the 6a-NP. But as discussed in Chapter 5, probably because of the nature of 

video scenes, some subjects produced ba in the first sentences. They probably assumed 

that both they and I could see the object even before it had been introduced verbally in 

the first sentence. I found this problem during pilot study. Therefore, in the actual 

experiment, I put a picture of a woman's face in front of the subject. I asked him/her to 

pretend that he/she was telling this hypothetical person, who could not see the video, 

what had happened in the clips. The fact that some subjects in all the groups produced ba 

in the first sentences suggested that the modification was not effective. (I will discuss this 

further in Section 8.5, when I discuss methodological issues.) The native speakers' and 
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learners' production of the 6a-constructions in the first sentences was not statistically 

significantly different. This is shown in the first column of Table 5.2, repeated from 

Chapter 5. Because of this possible design problem, it is not clear whether the learners 

had acquired the definiteness constraint on the 6a-NP. 

Table 5.2. Mean Number of Ba-constructions in the First Sentences 

Group First sentence Second sentence Second sentence 
(relaxed coding) (relaxed coding) (strict coding) 

G1 0.90 1.71 1.52 
02 1.30 2.30 1.83 
G3 1.05 2.24 1.90 
Native 1.80 6.10 6.10 

The lack of judgment data to test the acquisition of the constraint on the Zja-NF 

further limited the conclusions. I considered testing this constraint in the judgment 

experiment, but realized it would be difficult to facilitate the judgment with one video 

scene, as what was used in the judgment on the constraints of the VP. The pairs of actions 

were designed to test the production and non-production of the 6a-NP. In describing the 

first action of the action-pairs, the NP would not be definite, so ba should not be used. 

But in describing the second of the action-pairs, the NP would have become definite, so 

ba should be used. But in the judgment experiment, only one action was shown to 

facilitate the judgments on the constraint of the 6a-VP. It would not have been possible to 

facilitate the judgment of the contrast between a definite NP and an indefinite NP with 

only one action. Because of the possible design problem and the lack of judgment data, 

whether the learners had acquired the constraint on the ^)a-NP is not clear. I leave this 
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question for further research. I will discuss this again in Section 8.5, when I discuss 

methodological considerations. 

8.2. Correlations between the production of the RVC/fe and ba 

A prediction based on an extension of Liu (1997) is that the acquisition of the 

Chinese aspect system should precede the acquisition of the ^a-construction. The 

representatives of the aspect system in this study were the RVC and le. The RVC 

represents situation aspect while le represents viewpoint aspect. My research did not test 

the hypothesis on acquisition directly because that would require a longitudinal study. 

However, I did test a weak version of this hypothesis, namely, that the production of the 

Z»a-construction should be highly correlated with the production of RVCs and le. As 

discussed in Section 5.2, this prediction was confirmed: The number of Z)a-constructions 

produced in the target sentences was significantly correlated with the numbers of RVCs 

and le's produced by subjects across all the groups. This correlation was not tested in the 

grammaticality judgment experiment. The claim about acquisition is weak if only 

production data are investigated. Furthermore, I am not making any claims about a cause 

and effect relationship because correlation does not imply causation. Further research 

should be designed to test this prediction on acquisition. 

8.3. LI vs. L2 acquisition and existing studies 

In this section, I will discuss the comparison between my findings and those of 

other studies that I reviewed in Chapter 3.1 will particularly focus on the comparison 
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between LI acquisition and L2 acquisition regarding the 6a-construction. In Section 

8.3.1,1 will focus on some patterns found in my study and other studies. In Section 8.3.2, 

I will focus on the comparison of the RVC and le. 

8.3.1.Comparisons of patterns 

In this section, I will discuss the comparison of grammatical production patterns 

and error patterns between my study and previous studies reviewed in Chapter 3. 

8.3.1.1. Grammatical production patterns 

As discussed in Chapter 5, five types of Z)a-sentences produced by the learners 

were found in my study, namely, RVC, le, RVC+/e, the tentative aspect and prepositional 

phrases (PP). These are a subset of the types of 6a-sentences that the children in Cheung 

(1992) produced. As discussed in Chapter 3, Cheung identified 10 grammatical patterns 

of ba produced by children. Since these patterns were from both his experimental study 

and his analyses of spontaneous longitudinal data collected by Tse et al. (1991), it is not 

surprising that he found more patterns than I did in my study. 

8.3.1.2. Error patterns 

Some error patterns found in my study have also been found in Cheung (1992). 

But there were also errors unique to each study. They all fall into either the NP domain or 

the VP domain. 
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A. In the NP domain 

Using the instrument, instead of the object, as the ba-NF, is an error found in my 

study but not in LI studies, as shown in (7.1), repeated below. 

(7.1) *Ta zhu miantiao, ranhou... ba kuaizi na shanglai...na xialai. 

(G1.S15) 

she boil noodle then BA chopsticks take RVC (up) take RVC 

(down) 

Intended?: She boiled noodles, and then took them out with chopsticks. 

An error that was found in children's data (Cheung, 1992), omitting the NP 

following ba, was not found in my data. Sentence (3.9) B is such an example (Cheung, 

1992), repeated from Chapter 3. The ba-NV qizi 'flag' is missing. 

(3.9) B. Omission of BA NP 

*Ta ba (qizi) cha zhe zhei bian. 

she BA (flag) stand DUR this side 

She stood the flags on this side. 

Both Jin's (1992) study of adults and Cheung's study of children found the 

subjects produced Z)a-constructions with indefinite NPs. But no subject in my study 

produced ba with indefinite NPs. As discussed in Section 8.1.2, this was probably 

because of the nature of the video scenes: All the objects were on the screen, accessible 

to both the subjects and me. They were probably seen as previously identified and 

therefore, definite. The subjects did not have a chance to use an indefinite noun. 



B. In the VP domain 

Some errors, such as missing post-NP specifiers in a PP and wrong RVCs, were 

found in both LI studies and my L2 study. The following is an example found in Cheung 

(1992), reported in Chapter 3. The post-NP specifier in a PP li 'inside' is missing, which 

is shown in parentheses. 

(3.9) D. Missing locative particles in the prepositional phrase 

*Ta ba yifu diou zai yigui (li). 

he BA clothes hang at closet (LOC) 

He hung clothes into the closet. 

Some subjects in the present study had similar errors, as shown in (5.20). The specifier li 

'inside' after the NP wanr 'bowl' is missing. 

(5.20) *Ta zhu shui, ranhou ba miantiaor na qilai fan zai wanr . (G1 .S12) 

she boil water then BA noodle take RVC (up) put at bowl 

She boiled water, and then took the noodles out and put them in the bowl. 

An error found in my data but not found in LI studies, was ba with an RVC xia 

'down' but without a verb na 'take' before it. This is shown in (8.1). 

(8.1) *Ta xian xiankai hua, ranhou ba hua xia. (Gl.Sl) 

she first uncover picture, then BA picture RVC (down) 

She first uncovered the picture, and then took the picture down. 

Since only one subject had such an error, it is highly likely that it was a lexical problem. 

The subject may have used xia 'down' as a transitive verb meaning 'to take down'. 
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Indeed xia can be used as an intransitive verb meaning 'to descend'. If that was the case, 

(8.1) was an example of using a bare verb with ba. 

Another kind of error, found in my data but not found in the LI data, is one 

reflecting possible transfer, as (5.27) shows, repeated from Chapter 5. Recall that in 

(5.27), the subject mistakenly used the Chinese durative marker -zhe in the same way as 

the English progressive. 

(5.27) *Ta xian du xin, ranhou ba xin si zhe. (G2.S20) 

she first read letter then BA letter tear DUR 

Intended?: She first read the letter, and then was tearing the letter. 

One striking difference between the LI results on the one hand (Cheung, 1992; 

Erbaugh, 1982; P. Li, 1993), and the L2 results from Jin (1992) and my research, on the 

other, is that the LI children did not produce bare verbs in their fta-sentences but the 

adults did. This is significant because this concerns the complexity constraint on the ba-

VP, one of the most important aspects of the ^^-construction. Even though I reported in 

Section 8.1.1 that the learners in my study did not produce many ^^-constructions with 

bare verbs, the fact that some did produce Z>a-sentences with bare verbs may suggest that 

they still had problems with this constraint. Their judgment data partially supported this 

conclusion. Jin (1992) also found such errors. The difference between the children's lack 

of such errors and the adults' presence of such errors may suggest that children acquired 

this constraint early on. This is especially striking when we consider that the ages of the 

children across the different studies ranged from 1 to 6. On the other hand, some of Jin's 

subjects had been learning Chinese for several years. It is also interesting, as discussed in 
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the previous section, that the subjects in my study shared a number of error patterns with 

LI children. 

8.3.2. RVCs vs. le 

Recall that as discussed in Chapter 3, Fahn (1993) found that children in her study 

acquired le earlier than verbal compounds, which consisted of both verbs and their RVCs. 

The reason, Fahn argued, was because the literature showed that the aspect system was 

acquired early by Chinese-speaking children.' On the other hand, the verb compound was 

difficult to acquire because it involved two sets of argument structures. 

Fahn's verbal compound included both the verb and the RVC. As discussed at the 

end of Chapter 2, even the RVC alone is also both syntactically and semantically more 

complex than le because it is a verbal element. It has a theta-role relationship with the 

object. On the other hand, le is simply a grammatical particle belonging to the aspect 

system, and has no relationship with the object. These differences are summarized in 

Table 2.2, repeated here. 

Table 2.2. Comparison of Linguistic Characteristics of the RVC and le 

RVC le 
Syntactic structure Verbal element Particle, perfective aspect marker 
Semantic structure Has its own thematic Has no thematic relation with the 

relation with the object object 
Function Indicating results Indicating past/completion 

' Here Fahn refers to the narrow definition of the aspect system, including only the aspect markers such as 
le, zhe, etc. The aspect system that I discuss in my study covers a broader category, including RVCs. See 
Chapter 2 for details. 
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Recall that LI acquisition researchers claimed that the RVC is acquired later by 

children than le, and the comparison in Table 2.2 was the explanation because the RVC is 

more complex than le. As discussed in Chapter 6, in the comparison of the judgments 

between +6a+RVC and +ba+le sentences, there was no difference across the groups in 

the correctness of their judgments, but all learners were more confident judging the +le 

sentences than the +RVC sentences. Therefore, the results of my study show that the 

adult learners judged the 6a-sentences with le better than those with RVCs only on the 

confidence dimension. If confidence reflects acquisition, then the RVC sentences are 

probably also acquired later than the le sentences by adult L2 learners. 

To conclude this part of the discussion, there are both similarities and differences 

in the production and error patterns between this study and other existing studies. It is 

difficult to draw a uniform conclusion based on these comparisons. But as the transfer 

errors that learners in the present study show, L2 learners have potentially more sources 

of influence than LI learners because of the existence of their first language. 

The similarity between the LI and L2 acquisition patterns is important. The LI 

children acquired Chinese in a first language environment, but the students at the DLI 

were adults learning Chinese in a foreign language environment. If they showed the same 

acquisition order, does this mean that LI acquisition and L2 acquisition share important 

similarities? There have been a large number of acquisition order studies based on 

production data (e.g., Brown, 1973, in the study of the acquisition of English as an LI; 

Dulay, Burt & Krashen, 1982, in the study of the acquisition of English as a second 
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language.) But little has been done on the relative order of the acquisition of Chinese 

morphemes, particles, or any other function words. Although morpheme order studies 

have fallen out of favor due to various theoretical and methodological reasons (See Ellis, 

1994, for a critical review), it is still worthwhile to explore reasons why the RVC is 

acquired later than le for both children learning Chinese as their first language in a 

natural environment, and adults learning Chinese as a second language in a foreign 

language environment. 

One point worth noting is that, as discussed in Chapter 2, RVCs and le belong to 

different categories in the language and have different properties. There is a possibility 

that RVC sentences are intrinsically more difficult to learn than the le sentences. If this is 

true, we do not see this in the native speaker data, presumably because native speakers 

have reached the relevant ceiling. 

8.4. Stages and processes of the acquisition of the constraints on ba 

Recall that as discussed in Chapter 4, the cross-sectional design involving subjects 

of three proficiency levels aimed at capturing some possible developmental trends. 

Ideally, the learner groups' performance in both the production and grammaticality 

judgment experiments should have been G3 > G2 > Gl. But as discussed so far, no 

statistically significant trend was found in either the production data or the judgment data. 

G3's judgments of +Z)a-RVC sentences were even poorer than G2's. But I did identify 

some possible developmental trends based on some qualitative and descriptive statistical 
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analyses of the data. In section 8.4.1,1 will discuss these trends. In Section 8.4.2,1 will 

offer a few possible explanations for the lack of stronger developmental trends. 

8.4.1. Possible developmental trends 

Even though the numbers of Z^a-constructions produced by the learners in 

different groups did not significantly differ from each other (for reasons I will discuss 

later in the next section), there are still group trends based on the number and type of ba-

constructions that each group produced, error patterns, and grammaticality judgment 

patterns. The general tendency seems to be that G1 did not perform as well as the other 

two groups in the production task. G2 shared errors with both G1 and 03, indicating it 

was somewhere in between. But it also had its unique errors. G3 had many individual 

differences, including especially a large number of non-producers. Without the non-

producers, G3's production would be the best among the three learner groups. 

8.4.1.1. Gl's performance was poorer than G2's and G3's in the production experiment 

Several indicators have shown that the low group, Gl, did not perform as well as 

the other two groups in the production experiment. If we look at the production scores 

again, we can see that Gl produced fewer Z)a-constructions than the other two groups, 

even though the differences between the groups were not statistically significant. Table 

8.1 illustrates this on both coding systems. 

^This table regroups some information that has already been presented in Chapter 5. 
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Table 8.1. Mean Production on Both Coding Systems 

Group Strict coding Relaxed coding 
G1 1.52 1.71 
G2 1.83 2.30 
G3 1.90 2.24 
Native 6.10 6.10 

If we look at the number of non-producers across the learner groups, the pattern is 

similar. As Table 5.9 (repeated here) shows, even though there were more subjects in G2 

than in either G1 or G3, there were more non-producers in G1 than in either G2 or G3. 

Table 5.9. Number of Non-producers across the Groups 

Group Non-producers Total subjects 
G1 9 21 
G2 5 23 
G3 8 21 
Native 0 20 

If we take a look at the highest production score by single subjects across the 

learner groups, Gl's score is still the lowest, as Table 5.5 illustrates. 

Table 5.5. Highest Production Scores 

Group Strict coding Relaxed coding 
G1 4(G1.S6,G1.S8, 4(G1.S2,G1.S3, G1.S6, 

G1.S10,G1.S20) G1.S10,G1.S20) 
G2 7(G2.S1) 8 (G2.S1) 
G3 6(G3.S19) 7(G3.S19) 
Native 10 (Gn.S14) 10Gn.S14) 

In all three groups some subjects produced ba with bare verbs such as (5.16), 

repeated from Chapter 5. 
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(5.16) *Taxian...xi shou, ranhouba shou ca. (Gl.SlO) 

she first wash hands then BA hand wipe 

She washed her hands first, and then wiped her hands. 

But only in G2 and G3, not in Gl, were there subjects who clearly expressed discomfort 

leaving a bare verb with ba, as (5.4), produced by G2.S7 and (5.5), by G3.S3 show. In 

(5.4) the subject said he "did not know how to say it" in Chinese after the bare verb ca 

'wipe'. 

(5.4) *Ta xian.. .xi shou, ranhou yong.. .zhi.. .ba shou ca.. .bu zhidao zenme 

shou. (G2. S7) 

she first wash hand then use paper BA hand wipe not kow how 

say 

She first washed her hand, and then (she) used paper to wipe hand.. .don't 

know how to say it. 

In (5.5) the subject said he "forgot how to say this" in English, and tried again after 

saying that. 

(5.5) *Ta.. .kan dianshi, ranhou.. .ba dianshi.. .1 forget how to say this, guan 

she watch TV then BA TV turn off 

something... guan... dian... (G3. S 3) 

turn off electric 

She watched TV, and then BA TV.. .1forget how to say this, turn off 

something.. .turn off electric... 
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As discussed in Section 8.3.2, learners were more confident judging 6a-sentences 

with le than with RVCs in the judgment experiment, and other studies have claimed that 

children acquired le earlier than RVCs (e.g., Fahn, 1993). If this is also true for adults, 

this shows that G1 did not perform as well as the other three groups because it is the only 

group that produced fewer RVCs than /e's, as Table 5.7 shows. 

Table 5.7. Types of ba-constructions in the Second Sentences (Relaxed Coding) 

Group RVC le RVC+/e Other Total 
G1 11 16 7 2 36 
G2 35 7 6 5 53 
G3 25 7 15 0 47 
Native 57 30 20 15 122 
Total 128 60 48 22 258 

Finally, as Jin (1992) suggested, the higher the learners' proficiency level, the 

fewer pragmatic-level or discourse-level errors they tended to make. As discussed in 

Chapter 5, topic chains are considered discourse-level features. If the sentential subject is 

the same in the two sentences in a topic chain, the subject of the second sentence should 

not be repeated if the object is dropped in the second sentence. A comparison of the 

learners' object drop sentences across the groups reveals that only learners in G1 had the 

error of keeping the sentential subject in the topic chain. This is shown in (5.17) from 

Chapter 5, repeated below. Since the object is dropped in the second sentence, the subject 

should also be dropped. But in (5.17), the object is dropped in the second sentence, but 

the subject ta 'she' is retained. 
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(5.17) ?Taxiankai tade hua, ranhou ta na qilai. (G1.S9) 

she uncover her picture, then she take RVC (up) 

She uncovered her picture, and then she took up (the picture). 

Three subjects in G1 produced several such sentences each (ranging from one to five), 

but nobody in the other two groups made any errors like this. If Jin (1992) was right that 

the higher the learner's proficiency, the fewer discourse-level errors they tend to make, 

then Gl's overall proficiency level was lower than the other two groups, although these 

errors are not particularly related to the production of the Z?a-construction. 

8.4.1.2. G2 shares errors with both G1 and G3 but also has its unique errors 

As discussed in the previous section and in Chapter 5, G2's production was 

slightly better than Gl's. But some of G2's grammaticality judgment scores were 

significantly better than those of G3. (This will be discussed in the next section.) 

Error patterns show that G2 was between G1 and G3. For example, some errors 

from G1 and G2 were not found in G3, suggesting that they are developmental errors. 

One kind of such example is using the wrong NP as the 6a-NP. Sentence (7.1) is such an 

example, where ba should have been with the object miantiao 'noodles', instead of the 

instrument kuaizi 'chopsticks'. 



(7.1) *Tazhumiantiao, ranhou... ba kuaizi na shanglai...na xialai. 

(G1.S15) 

she boil noodle then BA chopsticks take RVC (up) take RVC (down) 

Intended?: She boiled noodles, and then took them out with chopsticks. 

(The English translation reconstructs what I infer the subject intended to say.) 

On the other hand, some of the errors found in G2 only shared with G3. For 

example, the use of a single pattern of Z)a-construction to describe different kinds of 

situations, as discussed in Chapter 5, was only found in the data from 02 and 03, but not 

from Ol. For example, some subjects used the tentative aspect with all of their ba-

constructions; others produced all the /)fl-constructions with haole 'good-/e'. No subject 

in 01 had such patterns. 

The subjects in 02 had errors that were not found in the data from the other two 

groups. For example, as discussed in earlier chapters, the Z^a-construction cannot be used 

with the durative aspect marker -zhe except in its irrealis sense. 02.S20 made such an 

error, as seen in (5.27), repeated below. 

(5.27) *Ta xiandu xin, ranhou baxin si zhe. (02.S20) 

she first read letter then B A letter tear DUR 

Intended?: She first read the letter, and then (she) was tearing the letter. 

(Again, the free translation is my reconstruction of the subject's intention.) As discussed 

in Chapter 5, this sentence was likely due to transfer from English, since the Chinese 

durative aspect is being used the same way as the English progressive. 
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A possible example of overgeneralization is the number of ^a-constructions that 

G2 produced, as shown in Table 8.1, repeated below. In relaxed coding, the mean score 

from G2 is higher than that from both G1 and G3. This indicates that the subjects in G2 

produced more ^^-constructions than even the highest group even though their RVCs 

were not always semantically correct, since the main difference between strict coding and 

relaxed coding is that in relaxed coding, the syntactic requirement for the &a-construction 

was met but the RVC might not be appropriate. 

Table 8.1. Mean Production Scores on Both Coding Systems 

Group Strict coding Relaxed coding 
G1 1.52 1.71 
G2 1.83 2.30 
G3 1.90 2.24 
Native 6.10 6.10 

8.4.1.3. G3 has more individual variation 

G3 and G2 were similar in their production. But G3's judgments of certain types 

of sentences were worse than G2's. As discussed in Chapter 6, in the most specific 

analyses of the data, G3's judgments in both the +ba-RNC (Natural/Sure) ANOVA and 

the +bal-le (Natural/Sure) ANOVA were significantly poorer than those of the native 

speakers. G1 's and G2's scores on these sentence type/response type combinations were 

not statistically different from those of native speakers. In the analyses where only 

grammaticality was considered, G3's score of &a-sentences without the RVC (-RVC) 

was statistically significantly lower than both G2's and the native speaker group's. This is 

contrary to expectations, because G3 was supposed to be the most proficient among the 

three learner groups and therefore, their performance should have been the best. 
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Individual differences seemed to be the explanation. There were only five non-producers 

in G2 but eight in G3. The non-producers in G3 had serious problems in their judgment 

data and error patterns in the production experiment. Some errors did not even involve 

ba. They were basic errors such as word order problems or sentences that did not make 

much sense. Such errors were not common even in Gl. One such example is (8.2), 

produced by G3. SI 8.1 did not attempt to give a free translation of this sentence because 

the intended meaning was not clear. The gloss reflects what the subject said in Chinese. 

(8.2) *Ta..xian xiankai nazhang huar, ranhou ta..na..na le nage huar,..ta..na 

le nage huar gua zhe zai qiang shang, ta na zhe...na qilai. (G3.S18) 

she first uncover that picture then she take take ASP that picture she take 

ASP that picture hang DUR wall on she take DUR take up 

The individual differences in G3 are also reflected in the standard deviations in 

the production scores. As Table 8.2 shows, the standard deviations in G3 is the highest 

among all the four groups in both coding systems. 

Table 8.2. Mean Production Scores with Standard Deviations (SD) 

Group Strict coding (SD) Relaxed coding (SD) 
Gl 1.52(1.63) 1.71 (1.76) 
G2 1.83 (1.67) 2.30 (1.96) 
G3 1.90(1.97) 2.24 (2.28) 
Native 6.10(1.71) 6.10(1.71) 

The larger individual difference in G3 is also revealed in a cross-group 

comparison of the mean production scores without non-producers. As Table 5.6 shows. 

^ This table also regroups information already presented in Chapter 5. 
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G3's mean production score was the highest among the learner groups without the non-

producers. 

Table 5.6. Mean Production Scores without Non-producers 

Group # of subjects Mean score 
G1 12 3.0 
G2 18 3.0 
G3 13 3.6 
Native 20 6.1 

Another interesting observation about the differences among the learner groups 

was that G3 had more subjects without any prior experience in learning foreign languages 

than the other two groups. This is shown in Table 8.3. 

Table 8.3. Learners without Prior Experience Learning Foreign Languages 

Group # of subjects without prior experience Percentage 
G1 11 52% 
G2 12 52% 
G3 14 67% 

8.4.2. Explanations for weak developmental trends 

Recall that as discussed in Chapter 4, the cross-sectional design involving learners 

of three proficiency levels aimed at capturing possible developmental trends. But as 

discussed so far, especially in the previous section, in terms of both the production scores 

and judgment data, the developmental trends were not strong. I have four possible 

explanations for that. 
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First, probably the basis for distinguishing the three levels, namely, the number of 

weeks that the learners had been in the program, was not an adequate proxy for their 

proficiency. As experienced teachers know, there are many individual differences in the 

overall proficiency of different students in the same class. In any kind of class, there is a 

range of proficiency, with some students being faster than others. For example, as 

discussed earlier in the previous section, the eight non-producers in G3 seemed overall to 

be less proficient than the other subjects in their group. In fact, some of them were 

apparently even less proficient than non-producers in the lower groups in terms of their 

judgment data and the errors they made in the production experiment. The ideal 

procedure would have been to establish individual proficiency levels according to some 

standardized tests, such as the Oral Proficiency Interview (OPI), developed by the 

American Council for the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) to measure the oral 

proficiency of learners of a foreign language in the US. But this was not feasible with the 

students at the DLL 

Second, the differences among the three learner groups in terms of weeks that 

they had been in the program were probably not big enough to cause real differences in 

their overall proficiency in their Chinese. Recall that the subjects in G1 had been in the 

program for 30 weeks, the subjects in G2 had been in the program for 45 weeks, and the 

subjects in G3 had been in the program for 60 weeks at the time of the study. There were 

only 15 weeks between the two adjacent groups. Since the program was intensive, I 

expected the 15 weeks to make significant differences in the subjects' overall 

proficiency. Perhaps this is not sufficient time for such differences to develop. 
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Third, the results might have something to do with the curriculum at the DLI. 

Since the students at the DLI learn the language in a completely foreign language 

environment without opportunities to interact with native speakers in natural settings, 

their only source of input was from the teachers and teaching materials. Therefore, the 

point at which the 6a-construction is introduced in the curriculum, and how it is practiced 

and consolidated afterwards, could make a difference in the learners' performance in my 

experiments. If the students did not have constant opportunities to practice using the ba-

construction, or any newly-introduced grammatical constructions throughout the whole 

program, they might perform better in tasks about the structure that they had just learned 

than afterwards, when they had not been intensely practicing this structure for a while. 

This could make it appear that students at a higher level were less proficient than students 

at lower levels. As mentioned in Chapter 5, after I finished testing G3.S17, he said the 

production task, describing the actions, was too easy for students at his level because they 

were doing much more "sophisticated stuff, such as focusing on authentic materials 

from China, including newspapers, TV programs, and so on. If true, it could explain why 

G3's performance of the 6a-construction was a little "rusty", since the Z>a-construction 

that I investigated is not likely to appear in those media very often. The teachers' 

response to my follow-up questionnaire confirmed this idea. 

After I had returned from the DLI, I sent the senior researcher at the DLI, who 

facilitated my entire research, a questionnaire about the curriculum. He interviewed the 

teachers on my behalf based on the questionnaire. Afterwards, he sent me their responses, 

together with the sections of the teaching materials where ba was first introduced. 



According to the teachers and the materials, ba was first introduced in the 18"' -19'^ 

weeks. After that, it was practiced quite often, but not systematically. Recall that G1 had 

been in the program for 30 weeks, G2 had been in the program for 45 weeks, and G3 had 

been in the program for 60 weeks at the time of the study. It was true, as G3.S17 said, 

that higher level students focus on news on TV or in the newspapers. The Z)a-construction 

that I investigated in my research is not common in such genres. One further 

complication is these genres are more likely to relate to the written language, which is 

very different from the spoken language, where the 6a-construction that I tested is more 

likely to appear. Further research is needed to investigate this issue. 

Finally, there might be a floor effect. Recall from the limited L2 acquisition 

studies of the ^^-construction and from teachers' teaching experience, that the ba-

construction is acquired late. But results from past research might be affected by the 

design, i.e., the prompts did not create favorable contexts for eliciting the ba-

construction. For example, the mean number of ^a-constructions produced by the 

subjects in Jin (1992) is repeated below, from Chapter 3. 

Table 3.5. Mean Number ofba-constructions Produced in Jin (1992) 

Proficiency levels 
1 (n=12) 2(n=12) 3(n=12) 4(n=10) Native (n=10) 

Mean number 

00 o
 .82 1.4 2.5 

# correct .08 .33 .58 1.0 2.5 
# incorrect 0 .33 .33 .40 0 

As Table 3.5 shows, the mean number of Zja-constructions produced by the native 

speakers in Jin (1992) was 2.5 (out of 10). This was low compared to the mean score of 

6.1 by the native speakers in my study. But even though the actions in my video scenes 
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favored the production of the ^^-construction, the learners' production across the groups 

was still at the bottom, as Table 8.4 shows.'' 

Table 8.4. Mean Scores from the Production Experiment (Relaxed Coding) 

Group Mean score Range 
G1 1.71 0-4 
G2 2.30 0-8 
G3 2.24 0-7 
Native 6.10 3-10 

Since the da-construction appears so difficult to acquire, even higher-level students 

should be studied. This is definitely a fertile area for further research. But the ultimate 

question for further research is, why is the Z^a-construction so difficult to acquire? 

8.5. Methodological considerations 

In this section, I will discuss four topics related to methodology. Section 8.5.1 

discusses the merits of combining a production experiment and a grammaticality 

experiment for acquisition studies. Section 8.5.2 discusses the merits of having two 

dimensions in the grammaticality judgment experiment. Section 8.5.3 discusses using 

video scenes to prompt production and facilitate judgments. Finally, Section 8.5.4 

discusses a possible confounding factor in the interpretation of the confidence scores 

between grammatical and ungrammatical sentences in a judgment task. 

" This table also regroups information already presented in Chapter 5. 
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8.5.1. The merits of combing both production and judgment data 

The results of this study have shown that production data alone cannot tell the 

whole story about acquisition. A combination of both production and grammaticality 

judgment experiments can give a fuller picture about language acquisition. Similarly, a 

combination of these two experiments can give a better picture of possible problem areas. 

8.5.1.1. Acquisition 

If acquisition refers to both the linguistic knowledge in the learner's mind and 

his/her ability to use the knowledge to produce the target language, my study has shown 

that data from both the production and judgment experiments are needed. As I have 

discussed, in each of the learner groups, there were quite a number of subjects who did 

not produce any Z)a-construction. If we look at production data alone, we might be 

tempted to draw the conclusion that these learners had not acquired the Z?a-construction. 

But a closer look at their grammaticality judgment data shows the picture is more 

complicated. As discussed in Chapter 7, in the judgment of the +ba+le sentences, the 

non-producers performed as well as the good producers and native speakers. Even though 

the good producers' production was significantly lower than that of the native speakers, 

their judgments of all the +ba sentences with the RVC or le (+RVC/+/e) and without 

RVC or le (-RVC/-/e) were indistinguishable from those of the native speakers. The 

judgment data show that even though the learners did not produce the fta-construction as 

frequently or accurately as the native speakers, their knowledge of it was good. 
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On the individual level, as discussed in Chapter 7, learners who had similar 

production scores or error patterns could have totally different judgment scores. Bare 

verb producers might or might not accept bare verbs with the Z)a-construction in the 

judgment task. And the learners who indicated that they did not know how to finish a ba-

sentence might or might not know the constraints on the ba-W reflected in the judgment 

data. All these suggest that a combination of both the production and the grammaticality 

judgment tasks can give a better picture of language acquisition. 

8.5.1.2. Overgeneralization 

If we look at the number of /?a-constructions that the subjects produced, some 

subjects' productions were very good. For example, G1.S6 produced four correct ba-

constructions and not a single incorrect one. By looking at his production data alone, he 

should be considered a good producer. But his judgment data revealed that he judged all 

the four +bal-le sentences and all the four +Z>a/-RVC sentences as correct. He might have 

overgeneralized ba to sentences with bare verbs. 

On the other hand, some subjects revealed some problems in their production 

data. For example, they produced ba-sentences with bare verbs. It might be tempting to 

conclude that they had problems with overgeneralization, but a closer look at their 

judgment data revealed that the problem was not serious. For example, G1 .SIO produced 

a sentence with a bare verb, as (5.16) shows. 
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(5.16) *Taxian...xi shou, ranhou ba shou ca. (Gl.SlO) 

she first wash hands then BA hand wipe 

She washed her hands first, and then wiped her hands. 

Another subject, G2.S7, also produced a Z>a-sentence with a bare verb. He seemed to 

know he should not finish the sentence like that, so he said "I don't know how to say it" 

in Chinese. This was shown in (5.4), repeated here. 

(5.4) *Ta xian.. .xi shou, ranhou yong.. .zhi.. .ba shou ca.. .bu zhidao zenme 

shou. (G2.S7) 

she first wash hand then use paper BA hand wipe not know how 

say 

She first washed her hands, and then (she) used paper to wipe hand.. .don't 

know how to say it. 

But for both subjects, out of the four +bal-le sentences and the four +&a/-RVC sentences, 

each of them chose only one of them as natural, both in the &fl/RVC sentences. This 

shows that they had certain degrees of overgeneralization, but it was not serious. 

If a learner has a generalization problem in his/her knowledge, it should appear in 

both the production and the grammaticality judgment data. Here is an example. As 

discussed in Chapter 5, G2.S11 produced four Z)a-constructions with the tentative aspect 

but they were not considered correct by native standards. He also produced a ba sentence 

with a bare verb. It appeared as though he had an overgeneralization problem. A closer 

look at his judgment data confirmed this. Out of the four +bal-le sentences, he chose all 

of them as not only "natural", but also "sure". Out of the four +6a/-RVC sentences, he 



also chose all of them as not only "natural", but also "sure". This unequivocally shows 

that indeed he had a problem with the complexity constraint on the ba-WV. He might have 

overgeneralized the Z)a-construction to sentences with bare verbs. 

To conclude, the results of this study suggested that the design was on the right 

track: The combination of production data and grammaticality judgment data gave a more 

comprehensive picture of acquisition than one experiment or one task alone would. 

8.5.2. The merits of having two dimensions in the judgment task 

Having the two dimensions in the grammaticality judgment task captured some 

subtle differences in the learners' judgment and it also gave a comprehensive picture of 

their judgment patterns. For example, in their judgments of +bal-RNC sentences, G2 did 

not perform significantly better than G3 in the most specific statistical analyses, when 

both the grammaticality and confidence dimensions were considered. But once scores on 

the confidence dimension were collapsed, we saw that G2 performed significantly better 

than 03. This shows that as a group, G2 was better than G3 at rejecting ^)a-sentences 

without RVCs, although some subjects were not very sure about this judgment. On the 

other hand, even though G3's judgment on the +Z)a/-RVC sentences was significantly 

lower than those of G2 and the native speaker group, its confidence in judging this item 

was not significantly different from that of G2 and the native speaker group. In other 

words, even though 03's judgment on this structure was not very accurate, they were 

quite confident about their judgment. This may suggest that G3 probably indeed did not 
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know that 6a-sentences with bare verbs were ungrammatical. A combination of both the 

grammaticality judgment scores and the confidence scores reveals this point nicely. 

An example from the native speaker data also supports this decision. Recall that 

even though some native speakers accepted Zja-sentences without RVC or le (ba-

sentences with bare verbs), their answers were never "sure". This unequivocally supports 

the validity of the constraint that bare verbs cannot occur with ba in Standard Chinese, 

and suggests the possible influence of other dialects at the same time. This distinction 

could not have been revealed without the confidence dimension in the grammaticality 

judgment experiment. 

8.5.3. Video scenes used to prompt production and facilitate judgments 

Video clips were commonly used in the literature in the study of the acquisition of 

tense and aspect (e.g., Bardovi-Harlig, 2000), but most of the time, researchers used some 

clips from an existing source. The two-part staged video scenes that I made were, I 

believe, innovative. I had never seen reports in the literature of such a procedure being 

used for experimental purposes. Nor had I seen the use of video scenes to facilitate 

grammaticality judgments, either. As discussed so far, the video scenes were overall 

successful at eliciting the production of the /ja-construction, and facilitating the judgment 

of the related sentences. But one possible confounding factor was that the nature of the 

video scenes prompted some subjects in all the groups to produce the ^^-construction in 

the first sentences, because the object was already present to the investigator as well. I 

noticed this problem in the pilot study, so I put a picture of a woman's face in front of the 



subjects during the actual experiment. I asked the subjects to imagine that they were 

teUing this hypothetical person, who could not see the video scenes, what had happened 

in the scenes. But how well it worked was not clear, because some subjects in all the 

groups still produced ba in the first sentences. This might have masked the target of this 

part of the investigation as to whether the learners were following the defmiteness 

constraint of the ba-NV. This problem has been attested in Jarvis (2002). In his study of 

ESL learners' use of articles, Jarvis found that the learners used more definite articles 

prompted by video clips, probably because everybody could see the objects in the video 

clips. Therefore, they were definite. 

A common method used in LI acquisition studies was to ask children to narrate a 

story based on actions involving real people. In such studies, one experimenter blindfolds 

his/her own eyes, and another acts out something. Then the blindfolded experimenter 

asks the child to tell him/her what the other experimenter has done (e.g., P. Li, 1990). A 

task along these lines might have worked better than relying on the subjects' imagination 

by retelling a story to a picture, because it would be more credible to the subjects if the 

experimenter really could not see. However, I did not use this method in my study 

because I thought it would be unnatural for adults.^ As discussed earlier in this chapter. 

' McKee suggested that this method has been used with adults with success (personal communication, 
October 23, 2003). 
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using video clips was not a good way to facilitate the judgment of +definite vs. -definite 

NPs. A better method should be found to achieve this goal. 

8.5.4. Confidence in judging grammatical and ungrammatical sentences 

One important concern about interpreting the confidence scores in the 

grammaticality judgment data in language acquisition research is that people tend to feel 

more confident giving positive judgments (on grammatical sentences) than negative ones 

(on ungrammatical sentences) (Cowart, 1997). If subjects are asked to indicate their 

confidence in judging sentence types A and B, and if their confidence score in judging 

type A is higher than in judging type B, it is possible that they are genuinely more 

confident in judging A than B. But if A happens to be grammatical and B happens to be 

imgrammatical, then we cannot confidently conclude that the subjects are more confident 

in judging A than B because of this confounding factor. This happened in the present 

study. Recall that when all subjects' confidence level in judging 6a-sentences with the 

RVC or le (+RVC/+/e) was compared with their confidence level in judging 6a-sentences 

without the RVC or le (-RVC/-/e), the differences were highly significant. All learners' 

confidence in the +RVC/+/e sentences was significantly higher than that in the -RVC/-/e 

sentences, as Table 6.18 shows. The same is true with the native speakers, as Table 6.19 

shows. Both tables are repeated from Chapter 6. 
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Table 6.18. Confidence ofRVC or le among Learners (+ba) 

Sentence type Condition Mean SD t df Sig (2-tailed) (p) 

RVC (+) vs. (-) .9115 
.7577 

.14273 

.32766 
3.603 64 .001 

le (+) vs. (-) .9654 
.7500 

.10714 

.34233 
5.078 64 .000 

6.19. Confidence ofRVC or le in the Native Speaker Group (+ba) 

Sentence type Condition Mean SD t df Sig (2-tailed) (p) 
RVC (+) vs. (-) .9750 

.7577 
.07695 
.41259 

2.930 19 .009 

le (+) vs.(-) 1.000 
.6875 

.00000 

.46506 
3.005 19 .007 

As discussed in Chapter 6, the sentences with the RVC/le in Tables 6.18 and 6.19 

are grammatical and the ones without the RVC//e are ungrammatical. Because of the 

confounding factor, we cannot confidently conclude that the subjects were actually more 

confident judging the positive sentences than the negative sentences. But if both the 

sentences are the same in their grammaticality (e.g., both are grammatical or 

ungrammatical), and the result is significant, then we can confidently say that the subjects 

are more confident judging one type of sentences than the other. This is shown in Table 

6.22, where the difference between the subjects' confidence in +ba+RYC and +ba/+le 

sentence was significant. 

Table 6.22. All Subjects' Confidence ofRVC vs. le (+ba) 

Sentence type Mean SD t df Sig (2-tailed) (p) 
+RVC vs. .9265 .13264 -2.769 84 .007 
+le .9735 .09468 
-RVC vs. .7412 .34814 .276 84 .783 
-le .7353 .37272 
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Since both +fta/+RVC and +ba/+le sentences are grammatical, the confounding 

factor does not exist. Therefore, we can confidently conclude that the subjects were more 

confident judging +ba/+le sentences than +&a/+RVC sentences. This shows that it is 

necessary to be careful in designing grammaticality judgment items, and in interpreting 

the results in order to avoid the influence of possible confounding factors. 

8.6. Native speakers 

Recall that the use of the native speaker group was to establish some baseline for 

comparison, as well as to check the items used in the experiments. Somewhat 

unexpectedly, the native data revealed something interesting about the language, as well 

as about some speakers. With regard to the former, I will discuss the "new 

topicalization", which I have mentioned several times so far. Regarding the latter, I will 

discuss the role that other dialects might have played in some native speakers' 

performances on the tasks. 

8.6.1. New topicalization 

One point worth noting about the native speaker data is that more native speakers 

than learners accepted the -ba+R\C/+le sentences, as (6.1), one of the items in the 

grammaticality judgment task, shows. 

(6.1) Ta yao chi le. 

she pill eat ASP 

As for the pill, she's taken it. 
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Such sentences were designed to be ungrammatical, and indeed most learners judged 

them as ungrammatical. But data from native speakers in both the actual study and the 

pilot study showed that a number of native speakers accepted such sentences as natural. 

Out of 20 native speakers, five chose at least one -bal+le sentence as natural and six 

chose at least one -&a/+RVC sentences as natural. As Figure 8.1 shows, the native scores 

for both the -^a+RVC and -ba+le sentences were lower than those of the learners.^ 

Grammaticality of-da+RVC and -ba+le sentences 

100% 

80% 

60% 

40% 

20% 

0% 

|G1 

|G2 

• G3 

• Nati\e 

RVC le 

Figure 8.1. Grammaticality of -Z^a+RVC and -ba+le sentences. 

This pattern, according to Shi (2002), as discussed in Chapter 2, is the "new 

topicalization", which developed in Standard Chinese during the past several hundred 

years. Unlike regular topicalization, the topicalized object is between the subject and the 

verb in such sentences. Most learners in my study did not accept such sentences probably 

® Figure 8.1 regroups data already presented in Chapter 6. 
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because they had not been exposed to them. In other words, it was probably still a little 

beyond them. 

8.6.2. Possible dialect factors 

As discussed in Chapter 6, a few native speakers showed unusual patterns in their 

judgment and production data. I will make use of the data from four of them, Gn.S19, 

Gn.S17, Gn.Sl and Gn.S9 in this discussion. Their unusual patterns might have 

something to do with the other Chinese dialects that they had been exposed to. Before 

getting into the details about dialects of Chinese, a discussion of the definition of 

Standard Chinese is in order. 

There are seven Chinese dialect groups: Mandarin (Beifanghua, literally means 

"the northern speech"), Wu Dialect, Xiang Dialect, Gan Dialect, Kejia Dialect, Yue 

Dialect (Cantonese) and Min Dialect. Among them. Mandarin is by far the largest in 

terms of the number of speakers and geographic regions it covers. There are four sub

groups of Mandarin: Northern Mandarin, Northwestern Mandarin, Southwestern 

Mandarin and Eastern Mandarin. Standard Chinese, known in the West as Mandarin 

Chinese, in Mainland China as Putonghua (the common language) and in Taiwan as 

Guoyu (the national language), is not a natural language in a strict sense. It is an 

"artificial" language based on the pronunciation of Beijing Dialect, which belongs to 

Northern Mandarin, and the grammar of Mandarin (Norman, 1989). If there is a group of 

native speakers of Standard Chinese, Beijing Dialect speakers are the closest. But being a 
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Beijing native myself, I know there are still differences between Beijing Dialect and 

Standard Chinese. 

The most striking thing that I found in the native data is that some native speakers 

accepted ba sentences with bare verbs. This is very interesting because it is probably the 

quintessential characteristic of the 6a-construction that ba cannot appear with bare verbs. 

Recall, as discussed in Chapter 4, that the instructions for choosing the "Natural/Unsure" 

category were different for native speakers and for learners. For the learners, it was 

something like, "If you think native speakers might say something like this to describe 

this action, but you are not sure, mark this category". But for the native speakers, the 

instruction was something like, "If you think other native speakers might say something 

like this to describe this action, even if you might not, mark this category."^ Some native 

speakers chose "Natural/Unsure" probably because they had heard other native speakers 

say ^a-sentences with bare verbs due to the influence of other dialects. It is not clear 

whether other dialects have the equivalents of ba and if so, what their constraints are. The 

only known information in this regard is about Taiwanese. According to A. Li (2001), the 

equivalent of ba in Taiwanese is ka. Unlike ba in Standard Chinese, ka in Taiwanese can 

appear with a bare verb, as (8.3) shows (A. Li 2001, p. 35). 

(8.3) a. I ka gua pha/peN/meN. ^ 

he Ka me hit/cheat/scold 

He hit/cheated/scolded me. 

' The instructions for the confidence dimension for the native speakers should be modified in the future. 
® The symbol "N" in the example shows the nasalization of the preceding vowel (A. Li, 2001, p. 35). 
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This was confirmed by one of my subjects from Taiwan, Gn.S19. Even though 

she did not produce any Z>a-sentences with bare verbs, she judged half of the 

+ba-K^CI-le sentences as "Natural/Unsure". During the grammaticality judgment 

experiment, she told me that 6a-sentences with bare verbs were a "normal pattern" in the 

speech of some people in Taiwan, who also spoke Taiwanese, even though she knew 

such sentences were not correct in Standard Chinese. 

Recall that in Chapters 5 and 7,1 discussed a questionable /)a-sentence (7.2), 

produced by Gn.S17. The sentence has a series of two verbs without an54hing after them, 

which is not considered grammatical by most native speakers, repeated here. 

(7.2) Ta faxian yi ke pingguo, ranhou ba pingguo na qu xi. (Gn.S17) 

she discovered one CL apple, then BA apple take go wash 

She discovered an apple, and then took the apple to wash. 

This pattern is similar to ba with bare verbs because there is not any complement after the 

verbs na qu xi 'take away to wash'. The only difference is instead of one verb, there are 

two verbs after ba, na qu 'to take away' and xi 'to wash'. Interestingly, as discussed in 

Chapter 3, Cheung (1992) listed such sentences as a grammatical pattern in children's 

production. This is shown in (3.10) B, repeated here. 

(3.10) New production patterns 

B. VCOMP: complement clause 

Taba yifu na le qu xi. 

he BA clothes take ASP go wash 

He took his clothes to do the laundry 
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One point worth noting is that both the children that Cheung (1992) discussed and 

Gn.S17 were from Taiwan. Therefore, this might also be due to influences from 

Taiwanese. Since Gn.SlV's number of ba produced is in the normal range for the native 

speaker group, and his judgments were perfect, this pattern might have become a 

grammatical pattern in the version of Standard Chinese spoken in Taiwan. 

Recall that as reviewed in Chapter 2, Liu (1997) made it clear that the durative 

aspect marker -zhe in Standard Chinese carmot co-occur with ba except in an irrealis 

sense. But as discussed in Chapter 3, Cheung (1992) found Taiwanese children produced 

ba with -zhe in a realis sense, with a stative verb, probably as the background of some 

other actions. This might also relate to the influence of Taiwanese. But without knowing 

how the equivalent of~zhe functions in relation to ka in Taiwanese, this remains a 

speculation. 

In her MA thesis, Zhang (2002) found that heritage speakers with a Taiwanese 

background did not perform as well as those with a Cantonese or Mandarin background 

on all three of her tasks testing the acquisition of the 6a-construction in Standard 

Chinese. 

To complicate the picture, recall that the two native speakers from Northern 

China who produced only three Z)a-constructions discussed in Chapter 7, Gn.Sl and 

Gn.S9. Gn.Sl acceptcd all eight of the Zja-sentences with bare verbs and Gn.S9 accepted 

two of them. One point worth noting is that Gn.Sl indicated in his background 

questionnaire that his first exposure to Standard Chinese was at age 8, the latest among 

all the subjects in the native speaker group. This suggests that the grammar of his native 
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dialect, Shandong Dialect, may still differ from that of Standard Chinese, even though the 

grammar of Standard Chinese is based on Mandarin, of which Shandong Dialect is a core 

member. This suggests that the various dialects of Mandarin are not a homogeneous 

group. But since only one subject is involved, it is not clear whether we can attribute 

Gn.Sl's unusual patterns to the influence of Shandong Dialect or his idiosyncratic 

grammar. Even so, whether Shandong Dialect has the equivalent of ba and if so, what its 

constraints are is still worth investigating. I have spent some time in both Sichuan 

Province and Shanxi Province. Sichuan Dialect belongs to Southwest Mandarin and 

Shanxi Dialect belongs to Northern Mandarin. From my observation, I found that 

Sichuan Dialect speakers used ba extensively. On the other hand, Shanxi Dialect speakers 

used some patterns of ba that would be considered ungrammatical in Standard Chinese. 

For example, I heard sentences like (8.4) on buses in Xi'an, the capital city of Shanxi 

Province, when the bus conductors asked the passengers to buy tickets. The sentence 

would be considered ungrammatical in Standard Chinese because there is no complement 

after the verb. It looks similar to the tentative aspect, verb + yi + verb, but the verb before 

yi 'one' is missing. 

(8.4)?Bapiao yi mai. 

BA ticket one buy 

Please buy tickets. 

All these examples call for a more systematic study of how native speakers use 

the Aa-construction, especially those who have been exposed to other dialects, which may 
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or may not have equivalents of ba. The constraints on the equivalents of ba' in other 

dialects might be different from those on ba in Standard Chinese. One possibility why the 

nature of the 6a-construction is so elusive might be related to the influence of other 

dialects. If a substantial number of speakers of other dialects transfer the constraints of 

ba's equivalents in other dialects into Standard Chinese, the constraints on ba could 

change over time. It would be interesting to investigate how the constraints on ba in 

Standard Chinese changed in history, and whether the influence of other dialects could be 

found during the change. It would also be interesting to investigate whether other modern 

Chinese dialects have the equivalents of ba in Standard Chinese, and what their 

constraints are like. The last two questions can be tricky because many Modem Chinese 

dialects share the same ancestor as Modem Standard Chinese. Since all educated people 

in Mainland China and Taiwan can speak Standard Chinese, the influence of the other 

dialects on the constraints of the 5a-construction in Standard Chinese cannot be 

underestimated. As far as I know, little has been done in this area. Further research using 

a large corpus is needed to shed light on this issue. 

8.7. Pedagogical implications 

I will discuss two issues in this section: designing teaching materials and focusing 

on form (e.g.. Long, 1996). 
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8.7.1. Designing teaching materials 

My study suggests that the production of the Z)a-construction is correlated with the 

production of RVCs and le. If further research confirms that there are also such 

correlations in the acquisition of ba and the RVC//e, teaching materials should be 

designed to connected them. 

I reviewed the Chinese textbook that we use at the University of Arizona, 

Integrated Chinese, to see how the RVC//e and ba are introduced. I found that le is 

introduced early, in the book for first-year Chinese. The presentation of RVCs is less 

systematic, probably because they include a wide range of structures, including 

resultative and directional complements. They are scattered in the books for different 

semesters. Ba is introduced in the book for the second semester. The explanation is rather 

condensed. It addresses both the constraints on the fta-NP and the 6a-VP. Concerning the 

NP, it says the object has to be something that both the speaker and the hearer know. As 

for the VP, the explanation says it indicates "disposal" or an action that has some impact 

on the object. It says the verb has to appear with some complements in the ba-

construction, such as le, the tentative aspect, or other verbal complements. It might be 

difficult for the learners to absorb all these rules if they are introduced all at once. 

8.7.2. Focusing on form 

The "communicative approach" has been the mainstream approach in classroom 

foreign language teaching in North America for more than two decades. Some extreme 

advocates of this approach even eliminated the teaching of grammar altogether in favor 



281 

of communication in the classroom. But several years' of total immersion programs in 

Canada have shown that without grammar instruction, input and communication alone 

only produced fluent but grammatically inaccurate or even fossilized speakers of the L2 

(e.g., Doughty & Williams, 1998). In response to this, a number of researchers have 

suggested "focus on form" in the classroom (e.g.. Doughty & Williams, 1998; Long, 

1996). As Long (1996) suggested, linguistic form should be focused on in the second 

language classroom in the communicative context. This can be done in two ways: 

proactive or reactive. The proactive way means the teachers anticipate problems ahead of 

time, and explain the structure to the students before it is introduced. The reactive way 

means the teachers find ways to address the problem after they find the students have 

trouble with certain structures. Some researchers suggest that the proactive way should be 

used with linguistic forms that are purely formal (e.g., Harley, 1998), such as the English 

third person singular marker "s". Since these forms do not affect meaningful 

communication, learners might never realize they have problems with them. On the other 

hand, forms that are communicatively salient should be handled in the "reactive" way 

(e.g., Lightbown & Spada, 1990), because learners might notice problems in such forms 

if they affect their communication. 

In the case of the Chinese Z)a-construction, I think both the proactive method and 

the reactive method are needed. The results of my study confirmed the teachers' 

experience that the 6a-construction is difficult to acquire. Therefore, teachers should 

draw students' attention to it before introducing it. After the students have been exposed 

to it, they should be given many opportunities to practice it. If they show problems with 
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it, the teachers should address the problems in an efficient and timely manner. Teachers 

might also need to explicitly ask the students to produce the Z)a-construction since there is 

always an SVO alternative. 

8.8. Conclusions and suggestions for further research 

This study found that classroom learners of Chinese as a second language are able 

to acquire a good knowledge of the complexity constraint on the ba-W, reflected in their 

overall good judgments of the 6a-sentences with RVC or le (+RVC/+/e) and those 

without RVC or le (-RVC/-/e). They judged ^a-sentences that satisfy the complexity 

constraint on the ^a-VP (+RVC/+/e) better than those that do not (-RVC/-/e). Their 

production was still lower than that of the native speakers, suggesting that for some 

reason, they still did not produce the Z)a-construction as well as the native speakers. But 

when they did produce the Z7a-construction, they rarely had bare verb errors, again, 

indicating that they had some knowledge of the complexity constraint on the ba-W?. The 

fact that their production was low may confirm findings from other studies that the ba-

construction is difficult to acquire. Since the 6a-construction seems to be so difficult, 

more attention should be paid to it in the classroom, and students should be given more 

opportunities to practice using it. 

For further research, since the students at the DLI were highly selected, whether 

the same patterns can be found in other student populations needs to be determined. 

Better defined groups of learners should be studied for possible developmental trends. 

Higher-level learners should be studied to probe the ceiling. 
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Exactly how native speakers of Standard Chinese use the ^)a-construction should 

also be investigated, especially those who have been exposed to other dialects. In order to 

better understand this question, whether other dialects of Chinese have equivalents of the 

&a-construction and what their constraints are like should also be investigated. 

In Chapter 5,1 discussed an error pattern that some learners had, dropping the 

object without dropping the subject in a topic chain, as shown in (5.17). 

(5.17) ?Taxiankai tade hua, ranhou ta na qilai. (G1.S9) 

she uncover her picture, then she take RVC (up) 

She uncovered her picture, and then she took up (the picture). 

The native-like pattern should be (5.18), where both the subject and object have to be 

dropped in the second sentence. 

(5.18) Ta xiankai hua, ranhouna...xialai. (G3.S9) 

she uncover picture then take RVC (down) 

She uncovered the picture, and then took (it) down. 

On the theoretical level, why the dropping of objects is licensed by the dropping 

of subjects in a topic chain is still not clear. Subject deletion has been discussed 

extensively in the linguistic literature. Object deletion has been discussed less frequently. 

But I have never seen a discussion of the phenomenon that I found in my data, namely, 

the licensing of object deletion by subject deletion. A well-developed linguistic theory 

has to be able to account for this correlation. Therefore, this phenomenon should be 

investigated from a theoretical perspective. The result is also potentially of crosslinguistic 
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significance because a number of other languages also allow the deletion of both subjects 

and objects. 

The prediction based on the extension of Liu (1997) that the acquisition of the 

Chinese aspect system is a precondition for the acquisition of the fta-construction is a 

cause-effect relationship. The current design only tested the correlation between the two 

based on production data. Further longitudinal research should be conducted to test this 

prediction on acquisition. 

Since the video scenes used in this study or perhaps the way they were used were 

not fully successful at testing the acquisition of the definiteness constraint on the ba-NV, 

a better approach should be found for this purpose. 



APPENDIX 1 
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

ASP perfective aspect marker le 

CL classifier 
DE modifier 
DUR durative aspect marker zhe 

GEI beneficiary marker gei 

LOG locative particle 
NEG negation 
PP prepositional phrase 
PROG progressive aspect marker zai 

RVC resultative verb complement 
SOY subject-object-verb word order 
SVO subject-verb-object word order 
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APPENDIX 2 
NATIVE SPEAKER QUESTIONNAIRE 

Name: Age: 

Place of birth: City (County) Province 

1. Dialect spoken at home before starting elementary school 

2. When was your first exposure of Putonghua (Mandarin Chinese) 

3. Where did you go to elementary school? City (County) 

Province 

Did you speak Putonghua at elementary school (with classmates/teachers)? 

[ ] No => What dialect did you speak? 

[ ] Yes => About what percentage? 

4. Did you speak Putonghua at high school? 

[ ] No => What dialect did you speak? 

[ ] Yes => About what percentage 

5. Where did you go to college in China? City Province 

Did you speak Putonghua at college? 

[ ] No => What dialect did you speak? 

[ ] Yes => About what percentage 

6. Did you work anywhere in China after you graduated from college? 

If so, where? 

And what language did you use at work? 

During this time, what language did you use with family/friends 

7. What is your estimate of your proficiency of Putonghua? Please give a number out of a 

scale of 1 -10, with 10 being completely native proficiency of Putonghua 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION IN THIS PROJECT! 
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APPENDIX 3 
LEARNER QUESTIONNAIRE 

ID#  

1. Please provide your age (years and months) and country of birth 

2. How many weeks of Mandarin Chinese have you taken at the DLI? 

3. Have you studied Chinese at another institution? 

[ ] No => Go on to next question. 

[ ] Yes => Where? For how long? 

4. Were you exposed to Chinese when you were growing up? 

[ ] No => Go on to next question. 

[ ] Yes => What kind of exposure? E.g., did any of the members of your family speak 

Chinese? Which ones? Did you speak Chinese with them or just hear them speak Chinese to 

each other? How often did this happen? 

5. Have you spent any time in a Chinese-speaking region? 

[ ] No => Go on to next question. 

[ ] Yes => Where and for how long? 

6. Do you have any knowledge of any Chinese dialect other than Mandarin Chinese? 

[ ] No => Go on to next question. 

[ ] Yes => What kind of knowledge? For example, can you understand and speak it or can 

you only understand some of it but can not speak it at all, etc? 

7. Do you know any language other than English and Chinese? 

[ ] No => End of questionnaire. 

[ ] Yes =>What language(s)? 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION IN THIS PROJECT 

Do people in that region speak Mandarin Chinese or a dialect? 

[ ] Mandarin Chinese => Go on to next question. 

[ ] A dialect => Which one? 



APPENDIX 4 
PRODUCTION ITEMS 

(In the order they appeared in the experiment) 

1. chi (1): to eat (model) 
he (1): to drink 

fan (4): meal 
shui (3): water 

2. zhan (4); to stand (practice 1) 
kai (1): to open 

men (2): door 

3. da (3) kai (1): to open (practice 2) 
dao (4): to pour 

shui (3) ping (2): water bottle 
shui (3); water 

4. xi (3): to wash (pre-test) 
zuo (4): to sit 

shou (3): hand 

5. xian (1) kai (1): to uncover (RVC) 
na (2): to take 

hua (4): picture 

6. kan (4): to watch {le) 
guan (1): to turn off 

dian (4) shi (4): TV 

7. zou (3) jin (4); to enter (filler) 
zuo (4): to sit 

fang (2) jian (1): room 
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8. du (2): to read (/e) 
si (1); to tear 

xin (4); letter 

9. xi (3); to wash (RVC) 
ca (1): to wipe 

shou (3): hand 

10. jiao (1): to water (filler) 
kai (1): to open 

hua (1): flower 
men (2): door 

11. dao (4): to pour (/e) 
chi (1): to eat/take (medicine) 

yao (4): pill 

12. he (1): to drink (filler) 
chi (1): to eat 

shui (3): water 
fan (4): meal 

13. zhu (3): to boil (RVC) 
na (2): to take 

mian (4) tiao (2): noodle 

14. kan (4): to look (filler) 
kan (4) jian (4): to see 

zuo (3) you (4): left & right 
di (4) tu (2): map 

15. fa (1) xian (4): to discover Qe) 
xi (3): to wash 

ping (2) guo (3): apple 
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16. zhao (3) dao (4): to find (RVC) 
dian (3): to light 

la (4) zhu (2): candle 

17. zhan (4): to stand (filler) 
zou (3); to walk 

men (2) kou (3): door 

18. fan (1) kai (1): to open {le) 
reng (1): to throw 

shu (1); book 

19. na (2): to take (RVC) 
dai (4): to wear 

yan (3) jing (4): glasses 



APPENDIX 5 

GRAMMATICALITY JUDGMENT BOOKLET 



I D #  (R§: to drink) (7K: water) 

ta he shui^ 

A. a.M I"! 7X 
Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta shui le he 

b M tK T "il 
Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta zhengzai he shuY 

c » IE « II tK 
Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta he le shuY 

d M "i 7 /X 
Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

shui he ta 

e 7K 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

shuTle ta he 
f 7j< T » 1 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 
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(JF: to open) ( fl: door) 

men kai le ta 
B. a n T 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

men kai ta 
b iT JF 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta kai le men 
c tt ?F T n 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 
-

Unsure 

ta le men kai 
d T n JF 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta men kai 
e fl JF 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta kai men 
fMi?F n  

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 
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{M'. to wipe) ( ^: hand ) 

ta ca shou 
1. a. 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta ba shou ca ganjing 
b, Jtli . 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

tashou ca ganjing 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta shou ca 
d. ^ 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta ca ganjing shou 
e. . Jfe T f"- . 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta ba shou ca 
f. ^ Jfo 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 
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( i*} : to throw) (45: book) 

ta shu reng le 
2. a.tt45?;)To 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta reng le shu 
b, mi) 7 45. 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

"  ,v  ,  ̂  —  ta ba shu reng 
c. tt JE 45 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta reng shtT 
dJfei'i45o 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta ba shu reng le 
e.»ffi45 f/i T. 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta shu reng 
fJlil 4? 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 
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(,i5 : to light) (ip'jjfe: candle) 

— V. / 
ta lazhu dian 

3 a. »!© 
Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta dim qYlai lazhu 

b. ik sajfe ifetMo 
Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

taba l^hu^ dian 

c.ttieitws ,.So 
Natural Unnatural 

Sure 
-

Unsure 

tadim lazhif 

d. m 
Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

— V / V V 

ta lazhu dian qilai 

e. iitk !l!S-
Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta }ya lazhu dim qYlai. 

fJME Ifl'M ,'±> fe *. 
Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 
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(^: to turn off) TV) 

ta dianshi guan. 
4 a. fE ffe 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

guan le ta dianshn 
b. ^ 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta diMsh\ guan le 
c.» Efena ^ T o  

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 
-

Unsure 

ta b^ dimshi guan le 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta guan di^sln 
e. ^ ̂  1%, ffio 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

tadimshi guan 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 
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to take) (iHl: picture) 
ta hua na 

5. a. i!tk li 
Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

—, V ,  \  /  
ta ba hua na 

b. Mieii •. 
Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta na hua 
c. M # ilio 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta hua na xialai 
dJte im # T Jfeo 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

— -^1 • '^1 ^ ta xialai na hua 
e. ft TjS #iIio 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

V \ / \ 
ta ba hua na xialai 

f. ® li • T Jfeo 
Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 
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(Sf: to tear) (ff: letter) 
— V \ 

ta ba xm si le 
6.  aMminWiT.  

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

taxm sT 
b. m m 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta si x)n 
c.» if -ft. 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta si le Mn 
d j f e i i T i t o  

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta b^xm si 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta x"in si le 
T. 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 
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^ ^ (^: to wear) (HMIIi: glasses) 
ta yanjing dai shang 

7. a. » ® IS » ±o 
Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta ba y^Jmg dai 
b.ttfcBIII ^ o 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

_ \ . V 
ta dai yanjmg 

c. m m 
Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta yanjmg dai 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta dai shang yanjmg 
c . m m ±  

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta yanjmg dai shang 
f.. itk ft! Bt II « ± 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 
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(nti; to eat) (15: pill) 

ta cfil yao 
8. a, at Mo 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta yao cHT le 
b. 15 T o 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta cKT le yao 
c. itfe ft! T l5o 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta yao cKT 
d. lite 15 nlio 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

ta ba^yao chT le 
eJteffil5ni; T. 

Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 

— v \ ^ 
ta ba yao chi 

fjte ffi 15 ngo 
Natural Unnatural 

Sure 

Unsure 
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APPENDIX 6 
GRAMMATICALITY JUDGMENT DATA 

A. ba/RYC 

1. Group 1 

s +6a+RVC +6a-RVC -ba+RVC -ba-RYC 
NS NU US uu NS NU US UU NS NU US UU NS NU US UU 

1 4 1 1 2 3 1 4 
2 4 4 2 2 4 
3 4 1 3 4 4 
4 4 4 4 4 
5 3 1 1 1 2 4 4 
6 4 2 2 4 4 
7 4 3 1 3 1 1 3 
8 4 4 4 4 
9 4 4 4 4 
10 4 1 3 4 4 
11 3 1 3 1 4 4 
12 3 1 1 3 4 4 
13 4 3 1 3 1 4 
14 4 4 4 4 
15 3 1 2 1 1 4 4 
16 2 1 1 1 3 2 2 1 3 
17 2 1 1 2 2 4 4 
18 4 4 3 1 4 
19 4 1 2 1 1 3 3 1 
20 4 4 3 1 4 
21 4 1 3 3 1 4 
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APPENDIX 6 - Continued 

2. Group 2 

G2 +Z>a+RVC +ba-KVC -6a+RVC -ba-K\C 
NS NU US UU NS NU US UU NS NU US UU NS NU US UU 

1 4 3 1 4 4 
2 4 4 4 4 
3 4 4 4 4 
4 3 1 2 2 4 4 
5 4 4 4 4 
6 3 1 1 3 1 3 4 
7 4 1 3 4 4 
8 4 4 4 4 
9 4 4 4 4 
10 3 1 1 3 4 4 
11 3 1 4 4 
12 1 1 2 1 3 4 4 
13 3 1 2 2 4 4 
14 4 1 3 4 4 
15 1 3 1 2 1 4 4 
16 4 3 1 4 4 
17 3 1 1 2 1 4 4 
18 4 4 4 4 
19 4 1 3 4 4 
20 4 4 4 4 
21 3 1 3 1 1 2 1 4 
22 4 4 4 4 
23 3 1 1 3 4 4 
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APPENDIX 6 - Continued 

3. Group 3 

G3 +6a+RVC +6a-RVC -Aa+RVC -da-RVC 
NS NU US uu NS NU US UU NS NU US UU NS NU US UU 

1 3 1 1 3 4 4 
2 4 4 4 4 
3 3 1 1 1 2 4 4 
4 4 4 4 4 
5 4 4 4 4 
6 4 4 4 4 
7 4 4 4 4 
8 4 1 3 4 4 
9 4 2 2 4 4 
10 3 1 3 1 4 4 
11 4 2 2 4 4 
12 4 4 4 4 
13 3 1 4 4 4 
14 3 1 1 3 4 4 
15 4 3 1 4 4 
16 3 1 1 3 3 1 4 
17 3 1 3 1 1 3 1 3 
18 3 1 4 3 1 4 
19 4 1 2 1 4 4 
20 4 4 4 4 
21 4 1 1 2 4 4 
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APPENDIX 6 - Continued 

4. Native Speaker Group 

Gn +60+RVC +ba-RVC -ba+RWC -ba-RWC 
NS NU US uu NS NU US UU NS NU US UU NS NU US UU 

1 4 4 3 1 4 

2 4 4 4 4 

3 3 1 4 3 1 1 3 
4 4 4 1 2 1 4 
5 4 4 3 1 4 
6 4 2 2 4 1 3 
7 4 4 4 4 

8 3 1 4 4 4 

9 4 1 3 4 4 
10 3 1 4 4 4 

11 4 3 1 4 4 

12 3 1 4 4 4 

13 4 4 4 4 

14 4 4 4 4 
15 4 4 4 4 

16 4 4 4 4 
17 4 4 4 4 

18 4 4 4 4 
19 4 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
20 4 1 2 1 4 
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APPENDIX 6 - Continued 

B. balle 

1. Group 1 

G1 +ba+le +ba-le -ba+le -ba-le 
NS NU US uu NS NU US UU NS NU US UU NS NU US UU 

1 4 2 2 4 4 
2 4 4 2 2 4 
3 4 4 4 4 
4 4 4 4 4 
5 4 1 3 4 3 1 
6 4 4 4 4 
7 4 3 1 2 2 1 1 2 
8 4 4 4 4 
9 4 4 4 4 
10 4 4 4 4 
11 4 1 3 4 4 
12 4 4 4 4 
13 4 4 1 1 2 3 1 
14 4 4 4 4 
15 3 1 2 2 4 4 
16 4 4 4 4 
17 4 1 3 4 4 
18 4 4 4 4 
19 3 1 2 2 2 2 4 
20 4 4 2 2 4 
21 4 1 3 4 4 
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APPENDIX 6 - Continued 

2. Group 2 

G2 +ba+le +ba-le -ba+le -ba-le 
NS NU US UU NS NU US UU NS NU US UU NS NU US UU 

1 2 2 2 2 4 4 
2 4 4 4 4 
3 4 4 4 4 
4 4 1 3 4 4 
5 4 4 4 4 
6 4 4 4 4 
7 4 4 4 4 
8 2 1 1 4 4 4 
9 4 4 4 4 
10 4 4 4 4 
11 4 4 4 4 
12 4 1 3 4 4 
13 2 1 1 2 2 4 4 
14 4 3 1 4 4 
15 4 4 4 4 
16 4 3 1 4 4 
17 4 3 1 4 4 
18 2 2 4 1 3 4 
19 4 4 4 4 
20 4 4 4 4 
21 3 1 4 4 4 
22 4 4 4 4 
23 4 4 4 4 
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APPENDIX 6 - Continued 

3. Group 3 

G3 +ba+le +ba-le -ba+le -ba-le 
NS NU US uu NS NU US UU NS NU US UU NS NU US UU 

1 4 4 4 4 
2 4 4 4 4 
3 4 2 2 4 4 
4 4 4 4 4 
5 4 4 4 4 
6 4 4 4 4 
7 4 4 4 4 
8 4 4 4 4 
9 4 4 4 4 
10 3 1 3 1 4 4 
11 3 1 1 2 1 4 3 1 
12 4 4 4 4 
13 4 3 1 3 1 4 
14 4 4 4 4 
15 4 3 1 4 4 
16 4 2 2 3 1 4 
17 3 1 3 1 4 4 
18 4 3 1 4 4 
19 4 1 3 4 1 3 
20 4 4 4 4 
21 4 1 2 1 4 4 
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APPENDIX 6 - Continued 

4. Native Speaker Group 

Gc +ba+le +ba-le -ba+le -ba-le 
NS NU US uu NS NU US UU NS NU US UU NS NU US UU 

1 4 4 4 4 
2 4 4 4 4 
3 4 4 4 4 
4 4 1 3 1 3 4 
5 4 4 4 4 
6 4 4 4 4 
7 4 4 4 4 
8 4 4 4 4 
9 4 1 3 2 2 4 
10 4 4 4 4 
11 4 4 4 4 
12 4 4 4 4 
13 4 4 4 4 
14 4 4 4 4 
15 4 4 4 4 
16 4 4 4 4 
17 4 4 4 4 
18 4 4 1 3 4 
19 4 3 1 1 3 4 
20 4 4 3 1 4 
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APPENDIX 7 
THIRTY-TWO ANOVAS ON BOTH DIMENSIONS 

Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F SIg. 

+6a+RVC 
NS 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

.113 

2.173 

2.287 

3 

81 

84 

.038 

.027 

1.409 .246 

+ba+RVC 
NU 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

.062 

1.389 

1.451 

3 

81 

84 

.021 

.017 

1.206 .313 

+jt)a+RVC 
US 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

.022 

.655 

.676 

3 

81 

84 

.007 

.008 

.898 .446 

+ba+RVC 
UU 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

.002 

.060 

.062 

3 

81 

84 

.001 

.001 

1.016 .390 

+fca-RVC 
NS 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

1.066 

5.181 

6.247 

3 

81 

84 

.355 

.064 

5.558 .002 

+foa-RVC 
NU 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

.116 

3.796 

3.912 

3 

81 

84 

.039 

.047 

.826 .483 

+foa-RVC 
US 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

.885 

12.934 

13.819 

3 

81 

84 

.295 

.160 

1.847 .145 

+foa-RVC 
UU 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

.275 

6.347 

6.622 

3 

81 

84 

.092 

.078 

1.168 .327 

-fea+RVC 
NS 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

.058 

1.837 

1.894 

3 

81 

84 

.019 

.023 

.846 .473 

-fta+RVC 
NU 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

.124 

1.645 
1.769 

3 

81 
84 

.041 

.020 

2.033 .116 
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APPENDIX 7 - Continued 

Sum of 
Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig. 

-fta+RVC 
US 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

.662 

6.711 

7.372 

3 

81 

84 

.221 

.083 

2.662 .054 

-iba+RVC 
UU 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

.188 

2.050 

2.238 

3 

81 

84 

.063 

.025 

2.475 .067 

-ba-RVC 
NS 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

.006 

.232 

.238 

3 

81 

84 

.002 

.003 

.726 .539 

-fta-RVC 
NU 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

.010 

.113 

.122 

3 

81 

84 

.003 

.001 

2.294 .084 

-fta-RVC 
US 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

.242 

2.030 

2.272 

3 

81 

84 

.081 

.025 

3.225 .027 

-fca-RVC 
UU 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

.143 

1.860 

2.003 

3 

81 

84 

.048 

.023 

2.082 .109 

+ba+le 
NS 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

.115 

1.116 

1.231 

3 

81 

84 

.038 

.014 

2.774 .047 

+ba+le 
NU 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

.038 

.489 

.526 

3 

81 

84 

.013 

.006 

2.092 .108 

+ba+le 
US 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

.012 

.407 

.419 

3 

81 

84 

.004 

.005 

.798 .499 

+ba+le 
UU 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

.003 

.119 

.122 

3 

81 

84 

.001 

.001 

.623 .602 

+ba-le 
NS 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 

.616 

4.433 

3 

81 

.205 3.751 .014 

Total 5.049 84 .055 
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APPENDIX 7 - Continued 

Sum of 
Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig. 

+ba-le 
NU 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

.112 

5.288 

5.400 

3 

81 

84 

.037 

.065 

.573 .634 

+ba-le 
US 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

.733 

14.403 

15.137 

3 

81 

84 

.244 

.178 

1.375 .256 

+ba-le 
UU 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

.428 

7.141 

7.569 

3 

81 

84 

.143 

.088 

1.617 .192 

-ba+le 
NS 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

.162 

1.732 

1.894 

3 

81 

84 

.054 

.021 

2.523 .063 

-ba+le 
NU 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

.109 

1.219 

1.328 

3 

81 

84 

.036 

.015 

2.415 .072 

-ba+le 
US 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

1.021 

4.660 

5.681 

3 

81 

84 

.340 

.058 

5.918 .001 

-ba+le 
UU 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

.143 

2.332 

2.475 

3 

81 

84 

.048 

.029 

1.656 .183 

-ba-le 
NS 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

.003 

.119 

.122 

3 

81 

84 

.001 

.001 

.683 .565 

-ba-le 
NU 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

.002 

.060 

.062 

3 

81 

84 

.001 

.001 

1.016 .390 

-ba-le 
US 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

.115 

2.240 

2.356 

3 

81 

84 

.038 

.028 

1.391 .252 

-ba-le 
UU 

Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

,126 

1.973 

2.099 

3 

81 

84 

.042 

.024 

1.723 .169 
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