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ABSTRACT 

 

This study aims to investigate how second language (L2) learners’ first language (L1) 

affects the acquisition of locative phrases in Chinese by examining the performance of L2 

Chinese learners with different L1s (L1 English and L1 Korean learners). Locative phrases in 

Chinese introduced by preposition zài ‘at’ can occur in two positions in a sentence: between a 

subject and a verb (preverbal position); after a verb (postverbal position). A preverbal locative 

phrase indicates the general location where an event happens. However, a postverbal locative 

phrase occurs with restrictions (Li & Thompson, 1981; Liu 2009) and carries a distinctive 

semantic function indicating the location where an action ends up (Fan 1986). These 

characteristics of locative phrases in Chinese cause difficulties for L2 learners. In the field of 

Chinese as Second Language or Foreign Language, the preposition zài ‘at’ is the most frequent 

preposition, but it also incurs the most errors among learners’ usage (Ding & Shen, 2001; Zhao 

2000). It has been assumed L1 Influence is the main contributing factor (Cui, 2005; Ding & Shen, 

2001), but to date relatively little empirical research has been done.  

The present study compares the performance between two L1 groups. The participants 

were studying Chinese as a foreign language in the US and in South Korea respectively. Three 

experiments were conducted: a grammaticality judgment, a picture-meaning match, and an open-

ended short essay. The grammaticality judgment experiment was designed to investigate how 

learners’ L1 affects their judgment of grammaticality; the picture-meaning match experiment 

explored learners’ knowledge on meaning differences between preverbal and postverbal locative 

phrases; the open-ended short essay experiment examined L1 influence on the use of locative 
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phrases in learners’ writings. Performance of the participants was compared in three ways, 

following the methodology suggested by Jarvis (2000): within each L1 group (intra L1 group), 

between L1 English and L1 Korean (inter L1 group), and between each learner group and the NS 

group (inter L1 group congruity). 

Results show that L1 influence is significant only when there is a mismatch between L1 

and L2. The results confirm that preverbal locative phrases are acquired earlier than postverbal 

locative phrases, regardless of learners’ L1. Possible factors that may affect the acquisition 

sequence of Chinese locative phrases were also discussed. This study also finds evidence of 

avoidance (Laufer and Eliasson, 1993) in the usage of postverbal locative phrases among L1 

Korean learners. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Locative Phrases in Chinese 

Locatives phrases in Chinese are introduced by zài ‘at’ and followed by a noun phrase 

with a locative particle, illustrated in (1.1).  

  

(1.1) Structure: zài-noun phrase – (locative particle)  

Example: zài-zhuōzi         -shang 

                            at - table           -on 

                ‘on the table’ 

 

There are three possible positions for locative phrases in a sentence: (1) clause initial 

position; (2) between a subject and a verb (preverbal position); and (3) after the verb (postverbal 

position). 

(1.2) illustrates the three different positions of locative phrases.  The locative phrase in 

(1.2a), zài fángjiān-lǐ ‘in the room’ is in a preverbal position, whereas in (1.2b), zài- shāfā-shàng 

‘on the sofa’ is in a postverbal position. In (1.2c), zài shūfáng -li ‘in the study room, and zài 

kètīn- li ‘in the living room’ are in the clause initial position.   
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(1.2) a. wǒ zài fángjiān-lǐ        kàn-shū.  

     I    at  room    -inside see book 

    ‘I read books in the room.’ 

b. tā   shuì  zài shāfā-shàng.  

   3sg sleep at  sofa  -on 

   ‘He sleeps on the sofa.’ 

c. zuótiān     tā   mǎi le         jǐ      zhāng  huà.       zài shūfáng    -li, 

    yesterday 3sg buy PAST some CL      painting at  study room-inside, 

    tā  guà  le         yī   fú   yóuhuà;       zài kètīng       -li, 

    he hang PAST one CL oil-painting; at living room-inside, 

    tā   guà   le        liǎng  fú   fēngjǐnghuà.                   (Fu, 91) 

  3sg hang PAST two    CL landscape-painting 

‘Yesterday, he bought some paintings. He hung an oil-painting in the study room; 

he hung two landscape paintings in the living room.’ 

 

However, as many scholars have pointed out, locative phrases in a clause initial position 

are often associated with a pragmatic function (Fan, 1986; Wang, 1999; Zhang and Lu, 2010). 

As seen in the example (1.2c), a clause initial locative phrase delivers new information with 

contrast (Fan, 1986); in (1.2c), two locative phrases zài shūfángli, ‘in the study room’ and zài 

kètīngli, ‘in the living room’ are both in the clause initial position and they contrast with each 

other. Since the acquisition of a pragmatic function is out of the scope of the current study, I will 

not consider locative phrases in the clause initial position. I will focus on the other two positions 

of locative phrases (preverbal and postverbal) in this study.  

Whether a locative phrase precedes or follows a verb is determined by the verb. 

Generally speaking, a preverbal locative phrase can occur with any verb types naming an event 
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or state that occurs at some location (Li and Thompson, 1981). This is illustrated in (1.3). 

However, not all verbs can occur with a postverbal locative phrase, as shown in example (1.4). 

(1.4b) is ill-formed because of the placement of the locative phrase.  

 

(1.3) a. tā  zài kètīng       -li         tīng   yīnyuè. 

3sg at  livingroom-inside listen music 

‘He is listening to the music in the living room.’ 

b. zuó          -wǎn  wǒ  zài tā -de       chuáng-shàng shuìzháo-le. 

yesterday-night I     at   he-POSS bed      -on      asleep   -LE 

‘Last night I was asleep on his bed.’ 

 

(1.4)    a.  tā  zài zìjǐ        -de       fángjiān-li        kū.    

                3sg at  himself-NOM  room     -inside cry 

                ‘He is crying in his room.’ 

b.* tā    kū zài zìjǐ        -de       fángjiān-li.    

                  3sg cry at  himself-NOM room      -inside 

                  ‘He is crying in his room.’ 

 

It has also been pointed out that there is a meaning difference that correlates with the 

position of locative phrases (Tai, 1975; Chen, 1978; Wang, 1980; Li and Thompson, 1981; Fan, 

1986). The examples (1.5a) and (1.5b) illustrate the meaning contrast between the preverbal and 

postverbal locative phrases. In (1.5a), háizi ‘the kid’ ends up on the bed from somewhere else, 

because of the action pushing by Mary. In other words, the location of the child has changed to 

the bed. However, in (1.5b), the locative phrase, zài chuáng-shàng ‘on the bed’, indicates the 
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general location where the event of pushing happens, implying that Mary was on the bed before 

the event happened.  

 

 (1.5) a. mǎlì   bǎ   háizi  tuī   -dǎo  zài chuáng-shàng. 

                Mary BA  kid    push-fall  at   bed       -on 

               ‘Mary pushed the kid to fall onto the bed.’ 

b. mǎlì   zài chuáng-shàng bǎ háizi tuī   -dǎo-le.      

                Mary at   bed      -on      BA kid   push-fall-LE 

               ‘Mary pushed the kid to fall on the bed.’ 

 

There has been a debate on the semantic function of a postverbal locative phrase. This 

will be reviewed in Chapter 2.  

To summarize, a locative phrase in Chinese can occur in two positions, preverbal and 

postverbal. A preverbal locative phrase occurs with all verbs. However, not all verbs can take a 

postverbal locative phrase. There are constraints on the placement of locative phrases because 

different positions carry different meanings. The syntactic and semantic characteristics of 

postverbal locative phrases have been a challenge for learners of Chinese as a Second/Foreign 

Language.  

1.2. Challenges to L2 Learners 

Learners of Chinese encounter several challenges in the acquisition of locative phrases. 

They need to understand not only that there are two possible positions for a locative phrase, but 

also that they cannot freely place a locative phrase at a preverbal or a postverbal position and an 
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appropriate placement depends on its meaning in a sentence. Several studies on the acquisition of 

prepositional phrases in Chinese by learners of Chinese as a Second/Foreign Language have 

been conducted, and it has been found that zài is the most frequently used preposition, yet it also 

causes the most errors (Ding and Shen, 2001; Zhao, 2000 Cui, 2005). It is assumed that L1 

influence is the major cause of learners’ errors (Cui, 2005; Ding and Shen, 2000; Chen 2003). 

However, previous research suffers from some limitations. In order to provide evidence of L1 

influence, it is necessary to eliminate developmental errors. As pointed out by Jarvis (2003) and 

other scholars (Gass and Selinker, 1983; Kellerman and Sharwood, 1986; Odlin, 1989; 

Kellerman, 1995), systematic comparisons between learners of different L1s are necessary. 

However, previous studies have not considered learners’ L1 background in their studies; instead, 

learners with several different L1 backgrounds have been combined into one group (Cui, 2005; 

Chen, 2003). Therefore, it is difficult to determine if L1 is a main factor that affects the 

acquisition of locative phrases. In addition, previous studies have included several prepositions 

in one study (Ding and Shen, 2001; Zhao, 2000; Cui, 2005) Because not all prepositions behave 

in the same way and the errors made by learners are not the same depending on the preposition in 

use, it makes it even more difficult to test if L1 influence is the main cause of difficulty for 

learners.   

1.3. Overview of the Study 

This study investigates how learners’ L1 influences the acquisition of locative phrases in 

Chinese. I will examine locative phrases headed by the preposition zài ‘at’ and investigate how 

learners of Chinese learn to place locative phrases in two positions in Chinese. There have been 
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several studies that investigate zài-related prepositional phrases, but few studies solely focus on 

locative phrases in Chinese. Since expressing the location of an event is a basic language skill, it 

is important that we examine how L2 learners acquire Chinese locative phrases separately. This 

study will include Chinese learners whose L1s are typologically different, i.e. L1 English and L1 

Korean learners. The study will also shed light on cross-linguistic influence on languages other 

than English. As noted by Odlin (1989), many studies on the role of L1 are concerned with 

English as L2. More research on the acquisition of languages other than English is needed in 

order to obtain better understanding of cross-linguistic influence. Since this study employs cross-

linguistic influence as a theoretical basis, it is hoped that the results from the study will advance 

our knowledge of cross-linguistic influence. 

1.4. Organization of the Study 

The thesis consists of seven chapters. Chapter 2 provides a cross-linguistic comparison of 

locative phrases among Chinese, English and Korean. It starts with a discussion of Chinese 

locative phrases. I survey previous literature on linguistic analyses of locative phrases in Chinese. 

A linguistic analysis on the distribution of locative phrases and their different semantic functions 

allows us to identify linguistic challenges that learners encounter. This is followed by an 

introduction of structures of locative phrases in English and Korean. The three languages are 

compared. Differences and similarities between Chinese and English, and between Chinese and 

Korean will be identified.  

In Chapter 3, I review previous literature on cross-linguistic influence on second 

language acquisition. Cross-linguistic influence has been studied in a number of areas, including 
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morphosyntax, semantics, and discourse functions. Our focus in this study is syntactic transfer, 

especially L1 influence on word order and adverbial placement. I will survey previous studies on 

learners of Chinese with regard to zài-related phrases. At the end of the chapter, I present my 

research questions.  

Chapter 4 presents the design of this study and descriptive statistics on two learner groups 

and the native speaker group. Chapter 5 reports the results of three experiments, a grammaticality 

judgment, a picture-meaning match and an open-ended-short essay experiment. In Chapter 6, I 

re-address the research questions and discuss the findings and their implications, especially how 

learners’ L1 influences the acquisition of locative phrases in Chinese. I will also address other 

factors that may affect learners’ acquisition of locative phrases. Chapter 7 summarizes the 

findings from the study and concludes the study. 
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CHAPTER 2: LOCATIVE PHRASES IN CHINESE, ENGLISH AND 

KOREAN  

 

This chapter presents cross-linguistic differences of locative phrases among three 

languages: Chinese, English and Korean. It begins with a survey of locative phrases in Chinese. 

A locative phrase in Chinese can occur in two positions, preverbal or postverbal. However, there 

are disagreements on why locative phrases in Chinese can occur in two positions. In section 2.1.3, 

I summarize the debate among scholars.     

In section 2.2 and 2.3, the characteristics of locative phrases in English and Korean are 

presented.  These two languages are typologically different, known as a Subject-Verb-Object 

language and a Subject-Object-Verb language respectively. The differences between the two 

languages can be found not only in the internal structure of locative phrases, but also in the 

position of locative phrases in a sentence. Comparisons of the positions of locative phrases in a 

sentence among the three languages are discussed in section 2.4.  

2.1. Locative Phrases in Chinese  

As presented in Chapter 1, aside from the sentence-initial position, which I will not 

address here, locative phrases in Chinese occur in two positions. This is further illustrated in 

(2.1). The locative phrase in (2.1a), zài- fángjiān-lǐ ‘in the room’ is in a preverbal position, 

whereas in (2.1b), zài- shāfā-shàng ‘on the sofa’ is in a postverbal position.  

 

(2.1) a. wǒ zài fángjiān-lǐ        kàn-shū.  
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     I    at  room    -inside see book 

    ‘I read books in the room.’ 

b. tā   shuì  zài shāfā-shàng.  

   3sg sleep at  sofa  -on 

   ‘He sleeps on the sofa.’ 

 

Whether a locative phrase precedes or follows a verb phrase is determined by the verb. In 

the next section, I discuss the syntax and semantics of locative phrases in detail.  

 

2.1.1. Locative Phrases in a Preverbal Position 

In (2.2), zàichúfángli ‘in the kitchen’ indicates the place where the event of chī zhōngfàn 

‘eating lunch’ took place. In other words, a preverbal locative phrase indicates the location where 

an action or event took place (Tai, 1975; Li and Thompson, 1981; Fan 1986).  

  

(2.2)  tā  zài chúfáng-li       chī zhōngfàn. (Tai, 155) 

         3gs at kitchen-inside eat lunch 

         He is having lunch in the kitchen. 

 

It is known that a preverbal locative phrase can occur with any verb type naming an event 

or state that occurs at some location (Tai, 1974; Li and Thompson, 1981; Fan, 1986). As 

illustrated in (2.3), a preverbal locative phrase can occur with no restrictions with regard to verb 

types. In (2.3), the (2.3a) sentence includes an activity verb, while (2.3b) includes an 

achievement verb. 
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(2.3) a. tā  zài kètīng       -li         tīng   yīnyuè. 

3sg at  livingroom-inside listen music 

‘He is listening to music in the living room.’ 

b. zuó          -wǎn  wǒ  zài tā -de       chuáng-shàng shuìzháo-le. 

yesterday-night I     at   he-POSS bed      -on      asleep   -LE 

‘Last night I was asleep on his bed.’ 

 

A preverbal locative phrase can also occur with posture verbs with a durative aspect marker zhe, 

as in (2.4). Posture verbs refer to verbs related to a static position and denote the posture or 

physical disposition of an entity, such as zuò ‘to sit’, or zhàn ‘to stand’ (Li and Thompson, 1981). 

The locative phrase in this sentence indicates the ongoing posture or physical disposition of an 

entity at a location.  

 

(2.4)  tā    zài fángzi-li         zuò-zhe  (Li and Thompson, 219) 

          3sg at   house -inside sit-DUR 

          ‘He is sitting in the house.’ 

 

2.1.2. Locative Phrases in a Postverbal Position 

Unlike preverbal locative phrases, a postverbal locative phrase cannot occur with all 

verbs, as illustrated in (2.5). The example (2.5b) is ungrammatical because of the placement of 

the locative phrase. The verb kū cannot occur with a postverbal locative phrase.  

 

(2.5)    a.  tā  zài zìjǐ        -de       fángjiān-li        kū.   (Chen 77) 

                3sg at  himself-NOM  room     -inside cry 
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                ‘He is crying in his room.’ 

b.* tā    kū zài zìjǐ        -de       fángjiān-li.    

                  3sg cry at  himself-NOM room      -inside 

                 ‘He is crying in his room.’ 

 

It has also been pointed out that there is a meaning difference correlating with positional 

differences (Tai, 1975; Chen, 1978; Wang, 1980; Li and Thompson, 1981; Fan, 1986). A 

postverbal locative phrase indicates a location where the action has reached whereas a preverbal 

locative phrase refers to the location where an event happened. The examples (2.6a) and (2.6b) 

illustrate this meaning contrast. In (2.6a), háizi ‘the kid’ ends up on the bed’ from somewhere 

else because of the action, tuī-dǎo ‘pushed and fell’. In other words, the location of háizi ‘the 

child’ indicates the place where the action tuī-dǎo ‘push and fall’ took place. However, in (2.6b), 

the location, chuáng ‘the bed’, indicates the general location where the event of tuī-dǎo ‘push 

and fall’ has happened, implying that háizi ‘the kid’ was on the bed before the event happened.  

 

 (2.6) a. mǎlì   bǎ   háizi  tuī   -dǎo  zài chuáng-shàng. 

                Mary BA  kid    push-fall  at   bed       -on 

               ‘Mary pushed the kid over the bed.’ 

b. mǎlì   zài chuáng-shàng bǎ háizi tuī   -dǎo-le.      

                Mary at   bed      -on      BA kid   push-fall-LE 

               ‘Mary pushed the kid over the bed.’ 

 

 However, there are disagreements on the limitations on the occurrence of postverbal 

locative phrases and different semantic functions between preverbal and postverbal locative 
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phrases. In the next section, I survey previous arguments on the two different positions of 

locative phrases. 

2.1.3. Linguistic Analysis on the Position of Locative Phrases  

2.1.3.1. Semantic Principle 

Tai (1975) claims that the distribution of locative phrases in Chinese is governed by a 

semantic principle. It states that a preverbal locative phrase denotes the location of the action 

itself, whereas a postverbal locative phrase indicates the location of the participants ‘affected’ by 

the action. He illustrates the semantic difference between the preverbal and the postverbal 

phrases with minimal pairs, as in (2.7). 

 

(2.7) a. Lǐsì zài chuáng-shàng bǎ Zhāngsān   tuī   -dǎo  le.  (Tai, 156) 

     Lisi at   bed     -on      BA Zhangsan  push-fall  LE 

   ‘Lisi pushed down Zhangsan on the bed.’ 

b. Lǐsì bǎ  Zhāngsān   tuī  -  dǎo zài chuáng-shàng.  

    Lisi BA Zhangsan  push-fall  at   bed      -on 

   ‘Lisi pushed Zhang onto the bed.’ 

 

In (2.7a), the preverbal locative zài chuáng-shàng ‘on the bed’ indicates where the actor, 

Lǐsì, performed the action of tuī-dǎo ‘push and fall’. The location of the agent was zài chuáng-

shàng ‘on the bed’ when he performed the action of pushing. However, it does not necessarily 

entail that the recipient, Zhāngsān, was on the bed either at the point of time or after he was 

pushed to fall. On the contrary, in (2.7b) the postverbal locative phrase ‘on the bed’ indicates the 

location of Zhāngsān after he was pushed and fell. The recipient of the action, Zhāngsān, was on 
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the bed at the time or after Lǐsì performed the action. It does not necessarily entail that the agent, 

Lǐsì, was on the bed. Tai concludes that the distribution of place adverbials in Chinese is 

governed by a semantic principle: the function of a preverbal locative is to denote the location of 

the action itself, whereas the function of a postverbal locative is to denote the location of the 

participant ‘affected’ by the action, denoting the location of the participant of an action as a 

result of the action.  

Tai (1975) also points out syntactic structure differences between preverbal and 

postverbal locative phrases. He explains that preverbal adverbials are derived from higher 

predicates; thus they can only be ordered before the main verb. On the contrary, postverbal 

locative adverbials are derived from the predicate of resultative complement sentences. In other 

words, a postverbal locative can only be ordered after the main verb, like other resultative 

adverbials and complements. He claims that these two different positions cannot be integrated 

into one because of two different semantic functions and syntactic structure. 

 

2.1.3.2. Aspectual Classes of Verbs 

Chen (1978) claims that aspectual characteristics of a verb are the main reason that 

locative phrases occur in two different positions. He criticizes Tai (1975), saying that his 

semantic principle does not provide an explanation as to why (2.8a) is unacceptable.  

 

(2.8) a. * tā  zài chúfáng-li          sǐ.   (Chen 77) 

      3sg at  kitchen  -inside die 

     ‘He died in the kitchen.’ 
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b. tā   sǐ   zài chúfáng-li. 

   3sg die at   kitchen-inside 

   ‘He died in the kitchen.’     

 

Based on Tai’s claim, (2.8b) should be read as ‘someone is affected by his own death, so 

that his location is changed from somewhere else to the kitchen’. However, for a person to die at 

a particular place, he must be there first before he dies. In other words, the sentence (2.8b) 

involves no change of location before and after the action took place (Chen 1978, 77). Chen 

asserts that this counterexample shows that change of location of the participant is not a 

necessary condition for the use of a postverbal locative phrase; he claims that aspectual classes 

of the verb is the main reason.  

Chen (1978) proposes that there is a correlation between aspectual features of the verb 

and the relative position of a locative phrase in a sentence. Further, he classifies verbs into four 

groups, as listed in Table 2.1: Type 1 is a group of verbs that indicate durable or repetitive 

actions, such as kū ‘cry’ or mǎi ‘buy’; Type 2 verbs are composed of two sub-groups; verbs of 

abrupt actions (Group A) and verbs of instantaneous transition (Group B); Type 3 verbs denote 

static positions, which possess the features [-active] and [+durable]; Verb Type 4 is a group of 

verbs denoting static presence and the resultant phase of an action, and it consists of two sub-

groups: persistent existence or dead phenomenon (Group A) and dead phenomenon (Group B).  

 

Table 2.1 Aspectual Class of Verbs by Chen (1978) 

Verb Types Aspectual Features Examples 
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[durable] [active] [transition] 

Type 1 

Intransitive + +  

kū ‘cry’,  pá ‘crawl’, 

zǒu ‘walk’, chànggē 

‘sing’, tiàowǔ ‘dance’, 

Transitive + +  
xiě ‘write’, kàn ‘see’, 

zhǎo ‘find’, mǎi ‘buy’ 

Type 2 

Intransitive 

Group A - + - 

diē ‘fall, trip’, shuāi 

‘fall’, dǎo ‘fall’, diào 

‘drop’ 

Group B - + + 
hūndǎo ‘faint’, zuìdǎo 

‘drunk’, sǐ ‘die’ 

Transitive - +  

diào ‘lose’, diū 

‘throw’, fāxiàn 

‘discover’ 

Type3 + -  

tang ‘lie’, zuò ‘sit’, 

zhàn ‘stand’, dūn 

‘squat’ 

Type 4 
Intransitive 

Group A + -  
tíng ‘stop’, diū ‘leave’, 

guà ‘hang’ 

Group B - -  sǐ ‘die’ 

Transitive + +  diū ‘leave’, guà ‘hang’ 

 

Chen also employs transformation rules to relate different sentence types. To illustrate, a 

postverbal locative phrase with verbs in Type 3 can be transformed into a preverbal locative 

phrase using the stative marker zhe, as in (2.9a) and (2.9b); a postverbal locative phrase with 

verbs of group A in Type 4 can be transformed into a preverbal locative phrase with an 

inanimate subject and the perfective marker le, as seen in examples (2.9c) and (2.9d).   

 

(2.9)  a. tā   zuò zài shù-xià.      (Chen 91) 

               3sg sit   at  tree-under 
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               ‘He sat under the tree.’ 

            b. tā   zài shù-xià zuò zhe. 

               3sg at tree-under sit stative marker 

               ‘He is sitting under the tree.’ 

            c. yì   -zhāng- tang   zhǐ     diū     zài mǎlù-shang.  (Chen 96) 

                one-CL     -candy paper throw at   road-on 

                ‘A piece of candy wrap has been thrown on the ground.’ 

            d. tā   zàimǎlù-shang diū     -le      yì  -zhāng -zhǐ. 

                3sg at road   -on     throw-PST one-CL     -paper 

                ‘On the road he threw away a piece of paper.’ 

 

With these classifications, Chen explains that (2.10b) and (2.10d) are possible, since the 

aspectual classes of verbs in these sentences are durative or repetitive, active actions, and zài in a 

preverbal position still has the function of an imperfective aspect marker.  As for postverbal 

locative phrases, he explains that a postverbal locative phrase indicates the location of the static 

state of affairs at the termination of an abrupt action or instantaneous transition or at the 

termination of an inception motion (Chen, 76).   

Fan (1986) agrees with Chen’s (1978) criticisms of Tai (1975), saying that it is not 

adequate to generalize the meaning of postverbal locative phrases as denoting the location of the 

result of an action. He investigates the internal structure of verb phrases by comparing 

monosyllabic and disyllabic verbs. He proposes that most monosyllabic verbs can occur with 

postverbal locative phrases, whereas most disyllabic verbs don’t occur with them, especially 

disyllabic verbs which have a verb-object structure, such as bì-yè ‘to graduate’, jié-hūn ‘to 

marry’, or a verb-complement structure like kàn-jiàn ‘to see’ and fàng-sōng ‘to relax’.  
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Fan also classifies verbs into several groups based on aspectual classes, as summarized in 

Table 2.2. The table explains the distribution of preverbal and postverbal locative phrases and 

their semantic functions.  

 

Table 2.2 Verb Classification by Fan (1986) 

Aspectual Class Examples 

Transitive dǎ ‘hit’, liàng ‘dry’, jiā ‘add’ 

Intransitive 

Action verb 
Abrupt action diē ‘fall, trip’, shuāi ‘fall’, dǎo ‘fall’ 

Duration zǒu ‘walk’, pǎo ‘run’, guà ‘hang’, fang ‘put’ 

Stative 
Change of state sǐ ‘die’, zuì ‘drunk’, xǐng ‘awake’ 

Duration zuò sit’, zhàn ‘stand’, tang ‘lie’  

 

Fan asserts that aspectual classes of verbs are related to a distinctive semantic function, 

especially the location of the recipient and the agent. He concludes that preverbal locative 

phrases generally indicate the location where an action or a state has taken place without 

indicating the location of the agent and the patient. However, when a postverbal locative phrase 

occurs with transitive action verbs or intransitive action verbs, it indicates the location where an 

action has reached and it also necessarily entails the location of the recipient.  

 

2.1.3.3. Verbs with a Postverbal Locative Phrase 

Li and Thompson (1981) identify types of verbs that can occur with postverbal locative 

phrases. They point out that a preverbal locative phrase can occur with any verb naming an event 

or a state that can occur at some location, but not all verbs can occur with postverbal locative 
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phrases. The authors classified verbs that can occur with both preverbal and postverbal locative 

phrases into four groups based on their meaning; verbs of displacement, verbs of posture, verbs 

of appearing, and verbs of placement. Verbs of displacement refer to action verbs whose 

meaning include the local displacement of either the subject or the direct object involving the 

movement from one location to another, such as tiàowǔ ‘dance’, tiào ‘jump’, diē ‘fall’, diào 

‘drop’. Verbs of posture are verbs that depict the posture of an entity (usually animated entity) 

such as zhàn ‘stand’, zuò ‘sit’, tǎng ‘lie’, dūn ‘squat’. Verbs of appearing signal appearance or 

disappearance of the subject, like fāshēng ‘happen’, chūxiàn ‘appear’, chūshēng ‘be born’. Verbs 

of placement depict actions that involve the agent placing the referent denoted by the direct 

object somewhere without specifying where it starts out, such as fàng ‘put’, huà ‘draw’, xiě 

‘write’, chāo ‘copy’ (Li and Thompson 404). 

As for meaning differences associated with the two different positions, Li and Thompson 

mention that there is a meaning difference between preverbal and postverbal positions when a 

postverbal locative phrase follows verbs of displacement, as in (2.10).   

 

(2.10) a. wǒ zài shāfā-shàng bǎ     tā    tuī    -dǎo le.  (Li and Thompson 399) 

    I    at   sofa  -on      BA   3sg   push-fall  LE 

   ‘On the sofa, I pushed her down.’   

b. wǒ   bǎ   tā  tuī    -dǎo zài shāfā-shàng. 

    I      BA 3sg push- fall at   sofa  -on 

   ‘I pushed her onto the sofa.’  
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The location in (2.10a) zài shāfā-shàng ‘on the sofa’ indicates the general location of the 

action of pushing her down, whereas the location in (2.10b) specifies that she ended up on the 

sofa as a result of the pushing down. In other words, the postverbal locative phrase specifies the 

location of the subject or the direct object as a result of the displacement. This group of verbs is 

similar to verbs of abrupt actions mentioned by Fan (1986) and verbs of instantaneous transition 

by Chen (1978). 

As for verbs of posture, verbs of appearing, and verbs of placement, there is no difference 

between the meanings of preverbal and postverbal locative phrases with the verb. In the case of 

verbs of posture, they have the durative meaning, same as when occurring with preverbal 

locative phrases occur with the durative marker -zhe, as illustrated in (2.11). 

 

(2.11) a. tā   zài di         -shang guì    -zhe.    (Li and Thompson 402) 

   3sg at   ground-on       kneel  -DUR 

  ‘He is kneeling on the ground.’ 

b. tā   guì     zài di         -shang. 

    3sg kneel at   ground-on 

   ‘He is kneeling on the ground.’ 

 

As for verbs of placement, both preverbal and postverbal locative phrases indicate the 

location where the entity denoted by the direct object is placed. However, the postverbal locative 

phrase occurs with the bǎ structure and it follows the verb immediately, as in (2.12). 

    

(2.12) a. wǒ zài shūjià     -shang fang  zázhì.              (Li and Thompson 404) 
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    I    at   bookcase-on      place magazine 

   ‘I put the magazine on the bookcase.’ 

  b. wǒ bǎ  zázhì         fang  zài shūjià     -shang. 

    I    BA magazine place at   bookcase-on 

   ‘I put the magazine on the bookcase.’ 

 

Li and Thompson conclude that postverbal locative phrases are restricted to certain types 

of verbs, and function as a complement. They also show that some types of verbs require other 

grammatical elements, such as the durative marker –zhe and the bǎ structure, when used with the 

position of preverbal and postverbal locative phrases. 

Liu (2009) offers descriptions of a wide range of verbs occurring with a postverbal 

locative phrase, which is beyond the four types of verbs that Li and Thompson (1981) mention. 

She proposes that postverbal locative phrases perform different functions depending on the 

aspectual properties of the verb they are attached to. She classifies verbs that can occur with 

postverbal locative phrases into three categories: telic verbs, atelic dynamic verbs, and stative 

verbs. She explains their functions as follows: a postverbal locative phrase with telic verbs 

provides a locative boundary to the events; with atelic dynamic verbs, the locative phrase adds a 

location boundary to the events and turns the predicate into a telic predicate; a postverbal 

locative phrase with stative verbs indicates no boundary to the events.  

 

(2.13) a. zhāngsān chūxiàn zài yǎnqián.        (Liu 120) 

    Zangsan   appear  at   in-front 

   ‘Zhangsan appeared in front of me’ 
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b. māo yitiào      tiào   zài zhuōzi-shang  

    cat  one-jump jump at   table  -on 

   ‘The cat jumped to the table.’ 

c. Lǎolǐ zuò zài shāfā-shang zuò-le     bàntiān. 

    Laoli sit   at   sofa -on       sit  -PRF longtime 

   ‘Laoli sat on the sofa for a long time.’ 

 

 

As illustrated in (2.13), the locative phrase in (2.13a) indicates the location where 

Zhāngsān appeared, and it also provides an event boundary. In (2.13b), the presence of the zài 

phrase turns an atelic predicate into a telic predicate; and in (2.13c), the locative phrase occurs 

with a stative, and does not provide a boundary for the situation. Therefore the verb remains 

atelic.  

Liu also investigates the constraints on the occurrence of a postverbal locative phrase.  

She proposes two constraints: first, verbs that imply directed motion (except for downward 

direction) do not occur with postverbal locatives; second, the end point of an event should be 

encoded syntactically only once. 

 

 

(2.14) a. * Lǐsì lái      zài ménkǒu.   (Liu 104) 

       Lisi come at   doorway 

      ‘Lisi comes at the door.’ (?) 

b. * Zhāngsān  bǎ    shū    ná    -chū      zài zhuōzi-shàng.  

       Zhangsan  BA   book hold-appear   at  table  -on 

      ‘Zhangsan took the book out on the table.’ 
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In (2.14), both (2.14a) and (2.14b) are ill-formed, because they violate these two 

constraints. The verb lái, ‘to come’ in (2.14a) is a verb that implies directed motion, which 

violates the first constraint. In example (2.14b), the postverbal locative phrase cannot occur with 

verbs that contain resultative complements. This is to avoid double end point marking. 

2.1.4. Summary  

This section has reviewed characteristics of locative phrases in Chinese and previous 

studies on preverbal and postverbal locative phrases. Preverbal and postverbal positions are 

associated with different semantic functions: a preverbal locative phrase indicates the location 

where an action occurs or where a state holds; on the other hand, there have been disagreements 

on the meaning of postverbal phrases. It appears that aspectual classes of verbs are one of the 

main factors that contributes to two different positions of locative phrases. 

Considering the verbs that appear in textbooks for learners of Chinese, the analysis of Li 

and Thompson (1981) and the explanation of the functions of postverbal locative phrases from 

Liu (2009) are relevant to this study. As mentioned in Li and Thompson (1981), postverbal 

locative phrases with verbs of displacement clearly signify the location where an action has 

reached. The meaning contrasts between preverbal and postverbal locative phrases with verbs of 

displacement are adopted in the development of sentence meaning matching experiment in this 

study. Liu (2009) classifies verbs that can occur with postverbal locative phrases based on 

telicity. Her explanations of the functions of postverbal locative phrases related to the boundary 

of event are also adopted in the development of the survey instrument. The details are discussed 

in Chapter 5. 
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2.2. Locative Phrases in English  

A locative phrase in English is headed by a preposition of location or motion (Baker, 

1995), as shown in (2.15a). The purpose of a locative phrase in general is to describe the location 

of a particular entity (Asbury, 2008). As an adjunct and a complement in a sentence, it is 

frequently used and quite varied in form and meaning (Huddleston et al, 2002).  

 

(2.15) a. in the bedroom  

           b. He collapsed in the bedroom. 

 

The prepositions of a locative phrase have meanings that concern either spatial location 

or change of location. In order to form expressions about spatial relationships, typically one 

entity is taken as a reference point (area) with respect to where another is located (Huddleston et 

al, 2002). For example, the entity he is taken as the place in the bed in the example (2.16b), and 

in the bedroom indicates the location where the event of him collapsing has happened.    

English is a S (subject) V (verb) O (object) language, and is considered a fixed-word 

order language, indicating that the position of Subject, Verb, and Object is relatively fixed, 

especially in declarative sentences (Quirk, 1985). An adverbial can have relatively free word 

order; it can occur either initially (in front of the subject), medially (between the subject and the 

verb, such as always, also etc.) or finally (after the verb, and after the object or complement). 

Locative phrases can occur either initially or finally in English. Again, I will leave aside 

sentence-initial locative phrases in my study. I will only consider sentence-final locative phrases. 
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A locative phrase as an adverbial can be a complement or adjunct; as a complement, it is 

obligatory, as seen in (2.16) (Quirk et al, 1985).  

 

(2.16) a. He kept him in the bed. 

           b.* He kept him. 

 

Regardless of whether a locative phrase is a complement or an adjunct in a sentence, it 

occurs in a postverbal position in English. If a locative phrase is moved into a position between 

the subject and the object, it becomes ungrammatical, as illustrated in (2.17a) and (2.17b).  

 

(2.17) a. I put the book on the table. 

b. * I on the table put that book. 

 

(2.18) illustrates the general usage of three common prepositions in various prepositions, 

in, on and at. In generally denotes a containment, in which the entity is a physical object 

completely or loosely contained within a clearly bounded reference point (area), as in (2.19a). 

The general situation for on is one in which the entity and a reference point are in physical 

contact with each other, with the reference area located below the entity and support it, as in 

(2.18b). The function of at is to describe two entities as having the same spatial location, each 

entity being construed as a point, such as (2.18c) (Huddleston et al, 2002).  

 

(2.18) a. It is in the box. 

          b. I was sitting on the sofa. 
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          c. He studies at the library. 

 

A locative phrase can refer to the location of a situation or the location of the theme 

referent (Huddleston et al, 2002). In (2.19a), the location in London indicates where the event 

took place; at the window in (2.19b) is likely the place where your father was when I saw him, 

which indicates the location of the theme referent; on the bus in (2.19c) can be interpreted in two 

ways, either where the event took place or where your father was. 

 

(2.19) a. I saw your father in London. 

          b. I saw your father at the window. 

          c. I saw your father in the bus. 

 

A change of location involves an initial location and a final location, and a preposition 

carries the meaning of change of location. As in (2.20a) and (2.20b), in and out carry the lexical 

meanings with regard to the change of location; the static out is the semantically negative 

counterparts of in.  

 

(2.20) a. The boss is in her office 

            b. The boss is out of her office. 

 

As mentioned earlier, locative phrases are quite varied in form and meaning, and a 

change of location can be expressed by the preposition of a locative phrase as in (2.21). Unlike 

Chinese, where semantic functions are indicated by different positions of locative phrases, 
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locative phrases in English express different meanings by different prepositions. The following 

examples are the counterpart of the Chinese example in (2.6), repeated in (2.21). While the 

Chinese locative phrases in (2.21a) and (2.21b) express different meanings by different 

placements of a locative phrase, the English locative phrases in (2.22a) and (2.22b) express 

different meanings by different prepositions. The preposition in (2.22a) indicates the location 

where the kid was after the action of pushing. The preposition in (2.22b) denotes the general 

location where the event has happened.  

 

(2.21=2.6) a. mǎlì   bǎ   háizi  tuī   -dǎo  zài chuáng-shàng. 

                     Mary BA  kid    push-fall  at   bed       -on 

                   ‘Mary pushed the kid over the bed.’ 

b. mǎlì   zài chuáng-shàng bǎ háizi tuī   -dǎo-le.      

                     Mary at   bed      -on      BA kid   push-fall-LE 

                   ‘Mary pushed the kid over the bed.’ 

 

(2.22)  a. Mary pushed the kid to fall onto the bed. 

b. Mary pushed the kid to fall on the bed.  

 

In sum, locative phrases mainly occur in a postverbal position in English, and different 

prepositions indicate different meanings, e.g. the location where an action has reached or the 

location where an event has happened. 
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2.3. Locative Phrases in Korean  

A locative phrase in Korean consists of a noun and a particle, –ey and –eyse ‘at, in’. They 

are the most commonly used locative particles that indicate the location of an event (Jeong, 

2011). Example (2.23) illustrates the basic structure of a locative phrase in Korean. Particles in 

Korean always occur after the elements they are associated with. They are postpositional 

function words, in contrast to prepositions in English (Chang, 1996; Sohn, 1999).  

 

(2.23) Structure: noun phrase-locative particle, -ey or-eyse 

            Example: bang-eyse/-ey 

                room-in/   -at  

               ‘in the bedroom’ 

 

Korean is a predicate final language, and the basic word order is Subject-Object-Verb. In 

other words, all elements, including subject, object, and adverbial phrases, must appear before 

the predicate in normal speech (Sohn, 1999; Cho and Ahn, 2004). In a sentence, a locative phrase 

occurs in a preverbal position in general, as shown in (2.24). 

 

(2.24) Keu-ka        sopha-ey    anca-iss   -ta 

3sge-NM  sofa-loc       sit   -PRG-DC 

‘He is sitting on the sofa.’ 

 

Korean shows relatively free word order in the placement of locative phrases with regard 

to the position in a sentence (Cho and Ahn, 2004). A locative phrase can be placed either before 
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or after the object, as seen in (2.25). However, as illustrated in (2.26a) and (2.26b), Korean does 

not allow locative phrases in a postverbal position. In sum, constituents in a sentence can be 

placed somewhat freely as long as the predicate stays at the final position (Sohn, 1999; Cho and 

Ahn, 2004).   

 

 

(2.25)  a. Chulsu-ga     Yonghee-reul   hakkyo-eseo   man-eot  -da.        (Cho and Ahn 92) 

                   Chulsoo -NM  Yonghee-OBJ  school        -in      meet-PST-DC 

       ‘Chulsoo  met Yonghee in the school.’ 

b. Chulsoo-ga     hakkyo-eseo   Yonghee-reul   man-eot  -da. 

         Chulsoo -NM  school -in     Yonghee-OBJ   meet-PST-DC 

       ‘Chulsoo  met Yonghee in the library.’ 

 

 

(2.26) a. nay-ka    ku  chayk-ul   thakca-ey      tu  -ess    -ta. 

    I    -NM that book  -AC table-LOC put-PST -FIN 

   ‘I put that book on the table.’ 

b. * nay-ka    ku chayk-ul   tu  -ess     -ta   thakca-ey.  

    I    -NM that book -OBJ put-PAST-FIN table-LOC 

   ‘I put that book on the table.’ 

 

Based on syntactic functions, particles can be classified into several different groups; –ey 

and –eyse are classified as locative particles (Chang, 1996; Sohn, 1999). Locative particles, -ey, -
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eyse, -eyke, and –eykese1 (-ey, and -eyse are used with inanimate nouns, while -eyke and –eykese 

are attached only to animated nouns) are case particles, with the meanings ‘on’, ‘at’, or ‘in’. The 

syntactic and semantic differences between two Korean locative particles, -ey, and –eyse, have 

been discussed for decades. Previous studies mainly focus on the explanations of different 

semantic and syntactic functions of –ey and –eyse (Ramstedt, 1968; Song, 1986; Sohn, 1999; 

Back, 2006). It has been agreed that -ey is a static locative particle, while -eyse is a dynamic 

locative particle, and both particles mean ‘in, at, on’ (Chang, 1996; Sohn 1999; Back 2006. 

Jeong, 2011). The locative phrase hakyo-ey ‘at school’ in (2.27a) indicates that Yonghee is at 

school, which is a static location. The locative phrase hakkyo-eyse in (2.27b) indicates the 

location where Yongho played, which is a dynamic location. 

   

(2.27) a. Yonghee-nun hakyo-ey iss-ta. 

                Yonghee-TC school-at exist-DC 

               ‘Yonghee is at the school.’ 

          b. Yongho-nun hakkyo-eyse nol-ass-ta.        (Sohn 335) 

                Yongho-TC  school-at    play-PST-DC 

               ‘Yongho played at school.’ 

 

It is also pointed out that the predicate that follows –ey and –eyse is related to two 

different semantic functions of –ey and –eyse (Sohn 1999; Back 2006). Sohn (1999) states that -

                                                 

1  The Yale Romanization system is used in transcribing Korean examples. 



44 

 

 

  

ey indicates a static location when it occurs with existential, static, and passive predicates, 

including salda ‘live’, and issta, ‘exist’, as in example (2.27a). However, it also has the semantic 

component of [Goal] if it co-occurs with movement verbs and non-dative transitive verbs, 

including kata ‘go’, nohta ‘put’, or ancta ‘sit’, as in example (2.28a). In (2.28a), the locative 

particle –ey is used with the motion verb kata ‘go’, indicating the direction ‘to’, not ‘in’ or ‘at. 

On the other hand, -eyse has the [Source] meaning when it occurs with certain predicates. If the 

dynamic locative particle, -eyse, occurs with activity verbs, including cada ‘sleep’, and nolta, 

‘play’, then it has the meaning of [Source]. In example (2.28b), the dynamic locative particle -

eyse occurs with the movement verb wassta ‘came’, indicating the direction ‘from’, not ‘in’ or 

‘at’.  

          

(2.28) a. Yonghee-nun hakyo-ey    ka-ss    -ta. (Sohn 334) 

           Yonghee- TC school-at go-PST-DC 

               ‘Yonghee went to school.’ 

    b. Cihwan-inun hakkyo-eyse w-ass-ta. (Sohn 335) 

                Cihwan TC schoo from come-PST-DC 

               ‘Cihwan came from school.’ 

 

In other words, semantic differentiation of locative phrases in Korean is not expressed by 

word order, but by different semantic functions of –ey and -eyse. The particles -ey and –eyse 

have the semantic features of [Goal] and [Source] respectively when they co-occur with 

movement verbs. As in the example of (2.29a), -ey in chimtay-ey ‘the bed’ occurs with one of the 

movement verbs milta ‘push’. It has the semantic feature of [Goal], and the locative phrase 
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chimtay-ey indicates the location (‘the bed’) where the child is after the action of pushing. 

However, -eyse in (2.25b) co-occurs with the movement verb milta ‘push’, and it has [Source] as 

part of its meaning. The locative phrase in (2.29b), chimtay-eyse, denotes the location (the bed) 

where he pushed the child.     

(2.29) a. Keu-ka     ai    -lul  chimtay-ey       mil  -ess      -ta. 

    3sg -NM child-AC   bed    -loc    push-PST-DC 

   ‘He pushed the child onto the bed.’ 

b. Keu-ka     ai     -lul     chimtay-eyse  mil   -ess     -ta. 

    3sg -NM  child-OBJ  bed       -loc    push-PST    -DC 

   ‘On the bed, he pushed the child.’  

 

In sum, locative phrases occur in a preverbal position in Korean. Different postpositions, 

-ey and -eyse, indicate different meanings, e.g. the location that an action has reached or the 

location where an event has happened. In the next section, I will compare cross-linguistic 

differences among the three languages. 

2.4. Cross-linguistic Comparisons of the Positions of Locative Phrases among Chinese, 

English and Korean  

In the previous section, I surveyed the main characteristics of locative phrases in three 

languages. In this section, I will compare the placement of locative phrases among the three 

languages. Examples in (2.30), (2.31), and (2.32) illustrate different positions of locative phrases 

among Chinese, English and Korean.  The sentence in (2.30) are Chinese examples; the English 
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counterpart examples are shown in (2.31a) and (2.31c), and the Korean counterpart is illustrated 

in (2.32a) and (2.32b).   

The first difference is that a locative phrase in Chinese can occur in two positions, 

preverbal (as in (2.30a)) and postverbal (as in (2.30b)), whereas a locative phrase in English and 

Korean occurs in one position only (aside from the sentence-initial position). (2.31a) is 

ungrammatical because of the placement of the locative phrase. However, (2.31b) and (2.31c) 

are grammatical. It shows that the placement of locative phrases in English is always postverbal. 

In the case of Korean, (2.32b) is also unacceptable because of the misplacement of the locative 

phrase, since Korean does not allow a locative phrase to be placed in a postverbal location. 

However, the placement of the locative phrase in (2.32a) is appropriate. It shows that the 

placement of locatives in Korean is always preverbal. 

 

(2.30) a. tā    zài túshūguǎn kàn -shū. 

   3sg  at  library        read-book. 

   ‘He studies at the library’. 

           b. tā   zuò zài shāfā-shang. 

     3sg sit      at   sofa -on 

   ‘He is sitting on the sofa.’ 

    

(2.31) a. *He at the library studies.  

            b.   He studies at the library. 

            c.   He is sitting on the sofa.  

 

(2.32) a. Keu-ka     tosekwan-eyse  kongpuha-n         -ta.  
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   3gs-NM    library    -loc    study       -PROG-DC 

     ‘He studies at the library.’ 

b.*Keu-ka        anca-iss         -ta   sopha-ey. 

     3sge-NM     sit   -PROG   -DC sofa  -loc         

c. Keu-ka        sopha-ey       anca-iss         -ta. 

    3sge-NM     sofa   -loc      sit   -PROG  -DC 

   ‘He is sitting on the sofa.’ 

 

In sum, these examples show that locative phrases in English and Korean only occur in 

one position: in a postverbal position in English and in a preverbal position in Korean. The 

examples also display differences and similarities in the placement of locative phrases in English 

and Korean. Korean is similar to Chinese in placing locative phrases in a preverbal position, 

while English is similar to Chinese in placing locative phrases in a postverbal position. But 

Korean also differs from Chinese in not allowing locative phrases to be places postverbally, 

while English differs from Chinese in not allowing locative phrases to be placed preverbally.  

As for the semantic function of the postverbal locative phrase in Chinese, it denotes the 

location where an action has reached, as seen in (2.6), repeated here as (2.33). In example (2.33), 

the postverbal locative phrase with a displacement verb indicates change of location, whereas the 

preverbal locative phrase denotes the location where the event has happened.   

 

(2.33=2.6) a. mǎlì   bǎ  háizi  tuī   -dǎo  zài chuáng-shàng. 

         Mary BA kid    push-fall   at   bed      -on 

       ‘Mary pushed the kid to fall onto the bed.’ 

b. mǎlì   zài chuáng-shàng bǎ háizi tuī    -dǎo-le.      
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         Mary at   bed      -on      BA kid   push -fall-LE 

       ‘Mary pushed the kid to fall on the bed.’ 

 

The counterpart of (2.33) is expressed differently in English and Korean, as illustrated in 

(2.34) and (2.35).  

 

 

(2.34) a. He pushed the boy onto the bed. 

                       b. He pushed the boy on the bed (or On the bed, he pushed the boy). 

 

(2.35) a. Ku-ka     ai    -lul  chimtay-ey       mil  -ess  -ta. 

            3sg -NM child-AC   bed    -loc    push-PST -DC 

           ‘He pushed the child onto the bed.’ 

b. Keu-ka     ai     -lul     chimtay-eyse  mil   -ess     -ta. 

             3sg -NM  child-OBJ  bed       -loc    push-PST    -DC 

             ‘On the bed, he pushed the child.’  

 

The different semantic functions of preverbal and postverbal locative phrases in Chinese 

are not expressed by word order in English or Korean. In English, different prepositions carry 

different meaning, e.g. on or onto as seen on (2.34). In Korean, the postposition locative particles 

-ey/-eyse differentiate semantic meanings, as seen in (2.35).  
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2.5. Summary  

This chapter starts with the characteristics of locative phrases in Chinese. A locative 

phrase in Chinese can occur in two positions, preverbal and postverbal. Preverbal locative 

phrases indicate the general location where an event or state takes place, and they occur with 

verbs in general with no restrictions. Even though there is a disagreement on the restrictions on 

postverbal locative phrases, it is agreed that not all verbs occur with postverbal locative phrases. 

In addition, the latter also carries a distinctive semantic function indicating the location where an 

action has reached.  

With the linguistic descriptions of locative phrases in Chinese presented above, we can 

predict what challenges learners of Chinese may encounter.  First, they need to know the two 

possible positions in which locative phrase can occur. Second, they also need to learn that the 

characteristics of the verb in a sentence is related to the position of a locative phrase, and be able 

to place the locative phrase properly. At the same time, they must also consider the meaning 

differences associated with the position of a locative phrase.  

The second section of this chapter examines locative phrases in English and Korean. 

Since English and Korean are typologically different, their internal structures of locative phrase 

are also different. The placement of locative phrases also shows differences between English and 

Korean: a locative phrase is placed before the verb in Korean and after the verb in English. 

However, in both English and Korean, the semantic functions carried by a preverbal locative 

phrase and a postverbal locative phrase in Chinese are not expressed by different placements of 

locative phrases, but by the meaning of prepositions themselves.  
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With cross-linguistic comparisons presented above, it seems that there are similar and 

different challenges that L1 English and L1 Korean learners will encounter. First, if L1 influence 

is the major factor of acquisition of locative phrases in Chinese, then learners of L1 English and 

L1 Korean may encounter different challenges acquiring preverbal and postverbal locative 

phrases. Based on similarities in the placement of locative phrases, learners whose L1 is English 

may have less difficulty than native speakers of Korean in the acquisition of postverbal locative 

phrases whereas learners whose L1 is Korean may have less difficulty than native English-

speaking learners in the acquisition of preverbal locative phrases. These hypotheses will be 

presented in detail in Chapter 3. Second, regarding the same challenges that L1 English and L1 

Korean learners may encounter, both groups may have a difficult time recognizing the semantic 

differences associated with two different positions without explicit learning, because neither 

English nor Korean changes word order to indicate the location where an action has reached.   

In the next chapter, I summarize previous research on L1 influence and locative phrase 

acquisition among learners of Chinese as a Second/Foreign Language.  
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CHAPTER 3: L1 INFLUENCE AND ACQUISITION STUDIES IN 

CHINESE AS A SECOND/FOREIGN LANGUAGE (CSL/CFL) 

3.1. L1 Influence 

3.1.1. Definition of L1 Influence 

The role of the first language (L1) in second or foreign language (L2) acquisition has 

inspired research for many decades. In the research, several different terms have been used, 

including ‘mother tongue’, ‘transfer’, and ‘cross-linguistic influence’. There have been 

disagreements on which term would be suitable to describe the role of L1 influence in L2 

acquisition. Some researchers have argued that the use of the term ‘transfer’ has led to 

differences of opinion among researchers because it is deeply related to behaviorism (Gass and 

Selinker, 1983; Odlin, 1989; Kellerman 1984; Jarvis, 2000)  

In need of a neutral term, Kellerman and Sharwood (1986) propose the term ‘cross-

linguistic influence’ to refer to the full range of ways in which a person’s knowledge of one 

language can affect the use of another language (Kellerman and Sharwood, 1986; Jarvis and 

Pavlenko, 2008). It is generally defined as influence resulting from similarities and differences 

between the target language and any other language that has been previously acquired (Odlin, 

1989; Jarvis, 2000; Jarvis and Pavlenko, 2008). In this study, I use the term L1 influence in the 

sense of cross-linguistic influence as defined here.   
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3.1.2. Relationship between L1 and L2 

Differences and similarities between L1 and L2 have been the focus of L1 influence 

studies. In this section, I summarize previous studies on the differences and similarities between 

L1 and L2.  

The Second/Foreign Language Acquisition research that concentrates on differences 

between L1 and L2 can be traced back to behaviorism and Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis 

(CAH). The CAH identifies differences between L1 and L2 as a source of difficulty in L2 

acquisition. Guided by behaviorism, errors are seen as existing L1 habits which are transferred to 

the L2, and L1 is considered as a direct cause of erroneous performance among L2 learners. 

More importantly, the CAH states that learners’ possible errors are predictable after one conducts 

a structural comparison between the two languages (Lado, 1957 in Eckman, 1996). However, the 

results from research have shown that many errors that learners made were not attributable to 

their L1 (Alonso, 2002; Prieto Arranz, 2005; Gass, 1996; Odlin, 1989; Rutherford, 1983; 

Schwartz and Eubank, 1996; White, 1996). For example, Schachter and Rutherford (1979) find 

that the similarities and differences between L1and L2 lead to underproduction, not errors.  In 

addition, structural comparisons of two languages are not always correlated to learners’ behavior. 

Ringbom (1978) argues that the similarity between L1 and L2 can facilitate L2 acquisition. Even 

though this criticism led to the minimization of the role of L1 influence in Second Language 

Acquisition, the CAH was reconsidered by Eckman’s Markedness Differential Hypothesis 

(MDH), which is a complement to the Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis. Eckman (1996) points 

out that the differences between L1 and L2 are necessary to predict L2 difficulty, but not enough 

(Eckman, 197). He insists that the markedness relations between two languages need to be 
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incorporated as a measure of difficulty. The MDH predicts that if a certain feature of L2 differs 

from L1 and the feature in L2 is more are marked than that of L1, then, it would be difficult for 

L2 learners to learn; whereas those areas of the L2 that are different from the L2, but are not 

more marked than the L1, will not be difficult (Eckman, 198). 

The importance of the similarities between L1 and L2 emerged again when researchers 

started to reconsider L1 influence on L2 acquisition in the 80’s and 90’s (Jarvis and Pavlenko, 

2008; Long and Doughty, 2009).  Andersen (1983) argues that transfer can occur if there is a 

similarity between L1 and L2, and proposed the Transfer to Somewhere principle. The principle 

states that a transfer occurs if a L1 element shows compatibility with a ‘natural acquisition 

principle’ and the L2 input somehow leads to generalization from the L1(Andersen, 182). In the 

study of the acquisition of clitic pronouns in Spanish among L1 English learners, the learners of 

Spanish showed preference for one word order (Subject-Verb-Object word order) in four types 

of sentences. Andersen (1983) concludes that this is a case of transfer from English SVO to this 

preferred word order. Ringbom (1978) also points out that similarities between L1 and L2 can 

lead to positive influence on L2 acquisition. He investigated the acquisition of lexical items 

among two groups of learners of English, L1 Finnish and L1 Swedish learners. In the translation 

experiments, L1 Swedish participants performed better than L1 Finish participants because of the 

close similarity between Swedish and English. In his later work, Ringbom (2007) suggests that 

the similarity between L1 and L2 is more important than differences because the search for 

similarity is an essential process in learning.  
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In sum, there have been various perspectives on defining difference and similarity 

between L1 and L2 from the Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis to the Transfer to Somewhere 

principle. Additionally, the main issues of previous research have changed from the occurrence 

of L1 Influence into when, what and how L1 influence occurs (Foley and Flynn, 2013) and these 

questions are still under discussion in the literature. 

3.1.3. L1 Influence and Syntax 

L1 Influence of basic word order was the focus of the early stage of the studies. It was 

considered that the main word order in a sentence is determined by Universal Grammar. Early 

studies on the transferability of the basic Subject, Verb, and Object (SVO) word order showed 

that transfer doesn’t take place in basic word order and SVO is the universal word order (Gass, 

1979; Rutherford, 1983).  

Later, studies on morphosyntax, and word order variations within a phrase have found 

evidence of L1 influence on L2 acquisition (Hyltenstam, 1977; Odlin, 1996; Zobl, 1982; Zobl, 

1989; Alonso, 2002). In other words, the scope of L1 influence on the word order of S, V, O was 

extended to word order variances within a phrase, such as word order in a noun phrase, the 

placement of negation in a verb phrase, and adverbial placement in a sentence. For example, 

basic word order in Spanish is SVO, but word order within a clitic pronoun is SOV. Andersen 

(1983) has found that L1 English learners of L2 Spanish showed preference for SVO word order 

in the acquisition of clitic pronouns in Spanish as a result of L1 influence. Odlin (1996) also 

finds that there is an effect of L1 influence on the acquisition of the word order of noun phrases. 

The participants in his study understood Spanish or Korean in addition to English, and were 
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asked to identify which written work was more likely to be written by L1 Spanish or L1 Korean 

learners of English. The results showed that almost all Korean-speaking participants considered 

an incorrect phrase such as ‘different country man’ as an error by L1 Korean learners of English, 

while almost no Spanish-speaking participants considered it to be an error generated by L1 

Spanish learners. Odlin (1996) argues that L1 influence on syntactic errors can be identified, and 

certain characteristics in written works that were written by L1 Spanish and L1 Korean learners 

of L2 English were distinguishable to the readers who understood Korean or Spanish. Odlin 

concludes that this result indirectly supports the L1influence on L2 word order.  

L1 influence on the acquisition of L2 adverbial placement has received empirical 

attention from the work of Selinker (1969). Selinker investigates the placement of adverbial 

elements among L1 Hebrew learners of English. When a locative phrase occurs in the same 

sentence as an object, the locative phrase is followed by the object (place-object string) in 

Hebrew, whereas an object is followed by place (object-place string) in English. The results 

revealed that there was a strong tendency for learners to follow Hebrew instead of English norms, 

as seven specific language arrangements out of eight were transferred from their Hebrew L1. He 

concludes that there is syntactic transfer in the interlanguage of L1 Hebrew learners of English. 

Alonso (2002) also found that L1 influence is quite often the primary source of non-target-like 

adverbial placement. Alonso’s study was a longitudinal case study of a 15-year old boy, a L1 

Spanish speaker learning English. The study focuses on the acquisition of adverbials in a 

sentence, especially time and place adverbials. Three observations in three-month intervals 

revealed that L1 Influence was not seen in the first observation because of influence from the 
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instruction, but the subject tended to follow L1 placement in the second and third observations. 

Alonso explains that the non-target like placement is a result of the subject’s L1 influence.  

Previous research has found that there is L1 influence on the acquisition of L2 word order, 

especially the acquisition of word order variances within phrases, and L2 learners show a 

tendency toward being influenced by L1 word order, including adverbial placement.    

3.1.4. L1 Influence and Developmental Process 

It has been recognized that L1 influence, as one of many factors in second language 

acquisition, interacts with other factors. (Zobl, 1982; Odlin, 1989; Kellerman, 1995; Schwartz 

and Eubank, 1996; Prieto Arranz, 2005). As one of the important factors that may interact with 

L1 influence, developmental process has been studied for decades. Hyltenstam (1977) argued 

that there is a developmental sequence not affected by L1 or knowledge of other languages. 

Hyltenstam explored the placement of negation in Swedish in the main clause and a subordinate 

clause. Negation in Swedish is placed after a verb (verb-negation string) in the main clause, 

while it is placed immediately before a verb in a subordinate clause (negation-verb string). He 

examined the data from adult learners of Swedish and the result showed that learners mastered 

the placement of negation in the main clause (verb-negation string) first, followed by the word 

order in the subordinate clause (negation-verb string). He concluded that there is a 

developmental sequence in the acquisition of Swedish, from a ‘natural sequence’ with 

overgeneralization to a more complex and differentiated one. He added that other factors, such as 

L1, can have a great effect on the developmental process of learning. 
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After Hyltenstam’s study, the relationship between developmental process and L1 

influence has been studied. Zobl (1982) argued that acquiring an L2 structure the L1 does not 

have may result in a delayed acquisition. Zobl (1982) re-examined the data from a 5-year-old 

Chinese-speaking child in Huang (1971, cited in Zobl, 1982) and a 3-year-old Spanish-speaking 

child in Hernandez-Chaves (1977, cited in Zobl, 1982). Their developmental sequence of 

acquisition of articles was compared. Based on the comparisons, Zobl found that the Chinese-

speaking child used a deictic determiner systemically in order to approximate English article 

usage, whereas the deictic determiner did not occur as a stage of acquisition preceding the use of 

English articles for the Spanish-speaking child. He concluded that prior L1 knowledge can 

influence the shape of a developmental sequence, which resulted in a delayed acquisition of 

articles in the Chinese-speaking child. In the writing comparisons between L1 Korean and L1 

Spanish, Odlin (1996) also found that the speakers of languages that have articles can take 

advantage of this in their acquisition of the new article system, such as English, whereas 

speakers with no articles have greater difficulties.   

Results from previous research related to L1 influence and developmental process have 

been inconsistent. Some studies have found that the developmental sequence is not affected by 

L1 influence, other studies have argued that L1 can affect the developmental process of L2 

acquisition. When L1 and L2 share similar features, it will have positive influence on the 

acquisition of those features in the L2.  
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3.1.5. Evidence for L1 Influence 

With respect to the question of what evidence is needed in order to confirm L1 influence, 

there has been considerable progress. Two methods have proven to be especially important in 

establishing ways to determine the effect of L1 on the particular structure of L2 acquisition 

(Odlin, 2003): one compares the use of a particular structure in L1, L2, and the interlanguage; 

the other is a comparison of two (or more) learner groups who have different L1s with regard to 

a specific L2 language structure present in one L1 but absent in the other. The first approach is 

taken by Selinker (1969). In a study of L1 influence on adverbial placement among L1 Hebrew 

learners of English, Selinker compared the data between interlanguage usage and Hebrew L1 

structure and was able to show L1 influence of the placement of adverbials on the acquisition of 

L2 English. Gass (1979) followed Selinker’s operational definition of language transfer (Selinker, 

1966 in Gass 1979) and mentioned that there is a transfer effect if a frequency analysis shows a 

statistically significant trend in the learner’s L1 and the same tendency is observed in the learners’ 

interlanguage.    

The second method is exemplified by Master (1987). Since the first method is not able to 

prove the positive influence of L1, Master investigated the acquisition of English articles among 

five different L1 groups, and compared the interlanguage between the learners whose L1 has the 

article system (Spanish, and German) and other learners whose L1 does not (Chinese, Japanese 

and Russian). Master found that the learners whose languages have articles have an advantage in 

the acquisition of the article system in L2 English. Mesthrie and Dunne (1990) also used a 

similar method. They focused on the acquisition of relativization patterns of South African 

Indian English among two L1 groups (L1 Indic languages and L1 Dravidian languages). By 
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qualitatively identifying a L1 pattern relevant to transfer, the results showed that learner’s L1 

(Indic and Dravidian languages) had a frequent influence on the acquisition of relativization, 

especially among low proficiency level of learners.  

Jarvis (2000) suggested that three types of evidence are needed in order to prove L1 

influence: first is the intra-L1 group homogeneity in learner’s interlanguage performance, which 

means that the learners who speak the same L1 behave in a uniform manner when using the L2; 

second is inter-L1 group heterogeneity in learner’s interlanguage performance, indicating that 

there are comparable differences between learners of a common L2 who speak different L1s in 

their interlanguage performance; third is inter-L1 group congruity between learner’s L1 and 

interlanguage performance, indicating that clear and consistent correspondences are found 

between the L1 behavior of native speakers and interlanguage behavior of learners from the same 

L1 background. Jarvis (2000) focused on the acquisition of referential word choice in English 

among two L1 groups (L1 Finnish and L1 Swedish) employing this method. Statistical analyses 

indicated an effect of L1 influence on the acquisition of English referential word choice among 

two different L1 groups. His study demonstrates an empirical method to examine L1 Influence 

among different L1 groups.   

3.1.6. Summary 

Researchers have taken various perspectives on the differences and similarities between 

L1 and L2 and their relevance to L2 acquisition. In the perspective of Contrastive Analysis 

Hypothesis, some researchers argue that the greater the linguistic difference between some 

aspect of the L1 and L2, the greater the likelihood of interference (Eckman, 1996). However, 
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others claim that the more similar the language is at some point, the more likely the L1 influence. 

Recent studies have suggested that cross-linguistic influence can occur from either similarities or 

differences between L1 and L2 (Odlin, 1989; Kellerman, 1984; Jarvis, 2000), but there remains 

disagreement on what and how cross-linguistic influence occurs. 

L1 influence has been observed in the acquisition of L2 word order, especially in 

adverbial placement in a sentence. It appears that learners tend to be influenced by their L1, and 

differences between L1 and L2 hinder the acquisition of certain structures in the L2. However, 

L1 influence is not the only factor that affects L2 acquisition. Previous research shows that L1 

influence interacts with developmental process. Learners seem to follow a natural sequence of 

acquisition regardless of L1. However, it is also found that L1 can influence the acquisition 

progress; for example, learners who have a feature in L1 acquire the same feature in L2 feature 

earlier than learners who do not have the feature in L2. 

The findings from previous research on L1 Influence suggest several implications for the 

acquisition of locative phrases in Chinese. First, the comparisons on the acquisition of locative 

phrases in Chinese between L1 English and L1 Korean learners will provide us a chance to 

explore how the differences or similarities between L1 and L2 can affect L2 acquisition, since 

there are differences and similarities with regard to the placement of locative phrases among 

Chinese, English and Korean. The preverbal placement of locative phrases in Chinese is similar 

to that of Korean, yet differs from that of English; the postverbal placement of locative phrases 

in Chinese is similar to that of English, yet differs from that of Korean. This raises the question 

of how these differences and similarities influence the acquisition of the placement of locative 
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phrases in Chinese among two different L1 groups of L2 Chinese learners. Second, L1 influence 

has been observed in the acquisition of L2 syntactic structure. Especially in the syntactic 

structure of the adverbial placement, it has been reported that there is strong L1 influence on 

acquisition of L2 word order. We can assume that there will be L1 influence on the acquisition of 

locative phrases in Chinese as well. Therefore, we can hypothesize that L1 influence can be 

observed when L1 English and L1 Korean learners acquire Chinese locative phrases. Third, 

previous research on the developmental process raises another question, that is, whether there is 

a developmental sequence in the acquisition of locative phrases in Chinese and how it interacts 

with L1 influence. Fourth, L1 influence can be identified empirically by using Jarvis’ (2000) 

methodology. The three types of evidence can be collected by comparing the acquisition pattern 

of the same L1s (inter-L1 group), comparing between two different L1s (intra-group) and 

comparing learner groups with the NS group (inter L1 group congruity).  

3.2. Acquisition of zài-related Phrases among Learners of Chinese 

In the field of Chinese as Second or Foreign Language (CSL or CFL), there have been a 

few studies on the acquisition of zài-related phrases or prepositional phrases. Some have looked 

into the acquisition of prepositional phrases in general, such as indirect object phrase (gěi), 

directional phrases (dào) and locative phrases (zài) (Wu, 1996; Ding and Shen, 2001; Cui, 2005; 

Zhao, 2002); other research has investigated several different functions of zài, including zài as a 

verb (as in tā zài jiā ‘he is at home’), zài in time phrases (as in tā zài niánqīng shí ‘in her youth’), 

and zài in a locative phrase (as in zài túshūguǎn ‘at the library’) (Chen, 2003). Most studies were 

dedicated to the descriptions of error types.  In this section, I summarize findings in the previous 
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studies related to the acquisition of locative phrases, then the limitations of previous studies are 

discussed.  

3.2.1. General Findings 

3.2.1.1. Learning sequence between preverbal and postverbal zai phrases 

There are three main findings from previous studies. First is that learners acquire 

preverbal locative phrases earlier than postverbal ones. Ding and Shen (2001) investigated the 

development of the zài locative phrase with six other prepositions. 44 L1 Korean learners of 

Chinese participated in the study. All participants were in the beginner class of a 10-week 

program (total 324 hours), which was equivalent to one semester of Chinese class in university. 

At the end of the 10-week program, participants were asked to answer the interviewer’s 

questions. The results showed that beginners preferred to use preverbal locative phrases over 

postverbal ones. The use of preverbal phrases (93%, 55 among 59) was much higher than that of 

postverbal ones (7%, 4 among 59).   

Zhao (2000) conducted a developmental study on several commonly used prepositions. 

11 beginner-level of learners who studied Chinese at Beijing Language and Culture University 

participated in her study. She examined their developmental acquisition sequence by testing 

them three times every two months. The participants were asked to answer questions on a 

personal opinion. The spoken data was transcribed by two independent sources. Among various 

prepositions, the beginners mainly used 7 prepositions, and zài is the most frequent one (39.5% 

100 occurrences out of 253). There were 100 total occurrences of zài and the occurrences of 

preverbal and postverbal usage were 93 and 7 respectively. The accuracy of the preverbal usage 
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was higher (6 incorrect usage out of 68) than postverbal usage (2 incorrect usage out of 5). The 

overwhelming preverbal usage showed that the learners were more comfortable with the 

preverbal usage. In addition, the frequency of the postverbal locative usage increased as the 

observation progressed. In the first test, the postverbal usage was very rare, but it was used more 

frequently in the second and third tests. Zhao concluded that the preverbal zài was learned earlier 

than the postverbal zài.  

Second, learners acquire the postverbal locative phrase as a set phrase or a chunk. With 

quantitative analysis on learners’ errors, Zhao (2000) and Ding and Shen (2001) found that 

learners made errors like the example (3.1) below by using zài as a chunk of a verb phrase. 

Considering that the postverbal zài was learned with certain verbs, like zhù ‘to live’, zuòluò ‘to 

be located’, and fāshēng ‘to happen’, Zhao suggested that these errors indicate that zài is 

mistaken as a part of the verb in the learners’ interlanguage, instead of as a complement of the 

verb phrase.   

 

(3. 1) * xiànzài wǒ-de     māma   hé   -wǒmen yìqǐ        zhù-zài.         (Ding and Shen 21) 

  Now     I   -GEN mother with-us        together live-at 

 ‘Now our mother lives with us together.’ 

 

Third, the postverbal locative phrase is hard to master even for the advanced learners. 

Chen (2003), for example, investigated 10 advanced learners, including three heritage learners, 

who had stayed in China from five years to twelve years. Her study aimed to analyze the usage 

of locative phrases in advanced Chinese learners based on a learners’ corpus established by 
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Taiwan Normal University Chinese teaching Institution. The corpus data was composed of two 

parts: (1) the spoken part, which is from a discussion session of 13 topics using natural 

conversation and was collected over eight months; and (2) the written part, which contains 

participants’ writings. The learners’ corpus data was compared to the Chinese native corpus data 

composed of Chinese novels. The findings indicate that the advanced learners preferred to use 

the preverbal position as a default pattern (63.6%), whereas the postverbal position was used 

more frequently by native speakers of Chinese (61.3%). It was also found that advanced learners 

used preverbal locative phrases to describe the place where the action happened, whereas the 

novel corpus showed that postverbal locative phrases were used to describe where the state of 

affair happened. Chen concluded that the advanced learners’ understanding of locative phrases is 

still in the intermediate level and they have not yet mastered the postverbal locative phrase.  

 

3.2.1.2. Major error types 

As for the error types in the preverbal locative phrase, both overuse and underuse in 

learners’ interlanguage were observed. Since some nouns —such as place names— don’t need 

the locative coverb zài, learners need to acquire what kinds of noun can be with or without zài. 

Errors of overgeneralization of locative coverb zài mainly come from overusing zài with place 

names, as shown in (3.2). Cui (2005) suggested that the overuse of the locative coverb zài was 

more obvious than underuse among learners whose L1s are Indo-European languages.  

 

(3.2) * zài Běijīng chénglǐ qíngkuàng hěn rènao.  (Cui, 89) 

       at   Beijing city-inside situation very lively 
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      ‘It is very lively in Beijing.’ 

Underuse refers to errors made by using bare nouns without zài as in (3.3). Ding and 

Shen (2001) suggested that the L1(Korean) is the main source of these errors (negative transfer).  

However, they did not present sufficient structural comparisons between L1 (Korean) and L2 

(Chinese) to provide the reason why this is a case of L1 transfer.   

 

 

(3.3) * wǒ sānxīng   diànzǐ          gōngsī      dāng      kēzhǎng. (Ding and Zhen, 20)  

          I     Samsung Electronics company  work as manager. 

            ‘I work as a manager in Samsung Electronics.’ 

 

Regarding the error types related to postverbal zài phrases, Ding and Shen (2001) 

observed that learners acquire postverbal locative phrases as part of a verb. Learners 

misunderstood zài as a part of a verb and memorized it as a chunk, like zhù-zài ‘live at’ and 

zuòluò-zài ‘to be located at’. Ding and Shen (2001) pointed out that learners did not separate ‘zài 

+ NP’ from the verb zhù ‘to live’ in the zhù-zài ‘to live + locative phrase (at + NP)’ phrase. 

Instead, they understood zhù-zài ‘to live at’ as one word ‘to live’. Therefore, they made an error 

like (3.1). This error shows that they were not able to differentiate zhù ‘to live’ from zhù-zài ‘to 

live at’.   
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3.2.2. Limitations of Previous Studies 

Previous research on the acquisition of zài- related phrases investigated the L2 learners’ 

error patterns and identified the learning sequence between preverbal and postverbal locative 

phrases. However, some limitations are evident. 

First, limited numbers of studies focus on locative phrases themselves. Most studies are 

concerned with the major prepositions, which includes several prepositions in one study. For 

example, Zhao (2002) and Cui (2005)’s studies cover several major preposition phrases headed 

by six to eleven different prepositions. However, not all prepositional prepositions behave 

uniformly. Consequently, their studies lack a detailed analysis of the acquisition of each 

preposition. There are some studies dedicated to zài, but they cover various functions of zài, 

including zài as a verb (‘to be located at’), as a preposition (‘in’ or ‘at’), or as a progressive 

marker (‘~ing’).  

The second concern is related to theoretical framework. Many studies have been 

conducted in the framework of Error Analysis (Ellis, 1994). It developed from Contrastive 

Analysis, and concentrates on the errors that learners make in order to understand the 

construction of the interlanguage system. The main purpose of Error Analysis is to better 

understand the cognitive, linguistic and pragmatic complexities involved in L2 acquisition, as 

well as to improve L2 teaching. The goal is to establish the source of the error and explain why 

the learners make those errors (Corder, 1981, cited in Jiang 2009). However, none of the studies 

provided sufficient explanations as to why these learners’ errors occur and what structural 

differences between L1 and L2 (Chinese in this case) cause these errors. Rather, the scope of 

previous studies was limited to the classification of learners’ errors.   
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Third, most of previous studies suspected that the acquisition of zài-related phrases or 

prepositional phrases was influenced by learners’ L1 (Cui, 2005; Ding and Shen, 2000; Chen, 

2006; Hong, 2008). However, few studies conducted a systemic comparison of learner’s L1 and 

Chinese. Moreover, it is hard to pinpoint L1 influence. Cui (2005), for example, investigated 

several prepositional phrases including locative phrases. In her study, learners’ interlanguage 

data were divided into two groups; one group was Chinese L2 learners whose L1 is English, 

German, Russian, French, Spanish and Italian (grouped by an Indo European Language), and the 

other was learners whose L1 is a non-Indo-European Language. She compared two groups in 

terms of frequency of use and error types. The result shows that there is no significant L1 

influence. This result not only raises the concerns of methodological procedures with regard to 

the standard of classification of learner groups, but also makes it difficult to evaluate her claim 

about L1 influence in the acquisition of prepositions.  

3.2.3. Summary 

In this section, previous studies on prepositional or zài-related phrases among learners of 

Chinese as a Second Language (CSL) are reviewed.  Previous research has explored the overall 

developmental sequence in the acquisition of preverbal and postverbal locative phrase and error 

types found in learners’ interlanguage. However, it also revealed the limitations and the areas of 

improvement. First, the scope of the study needs to be focused. Since the previous research 

includes various kinds of prepositional phrases in one study, it is difficult to provide evidence of 

the researcher’s claim. In addition, it is hard to identify learners’ difficulties and reasons for them. 

This study focuses on the acquisition of locative phrases, especially the acquisition of the 
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preverbal and postverbal locative phrases. Detailed analysis of a specific structure will help to 

understand the learners’ interlanguage.   

Secondly, methodological improvement is needed to prove L1 influence. Most previous 

research assumed that the L1 is the main source of errors, but they were not able to provide any 

systemic investigations of L1 influence. In order to explore L1 influence, it is important to have 

Intra-L1 group homogeneity, Inter-L1 group heterogeneity and Intra-L1 congruity, as Jarvis 

(2000) suggested. The present study will address these methodological concerns by comparing 

two groups of learners whose L1s are different - L1 English and L1 Korean learners of Chinese. 

The three criteria will be fulfilled by examining the performance of each L1 group and 

comparing the performance between two L1 groups and the Native Speaker (NS) group. With 

this methodological improvement, L1 influence on the acquisition of locative phrases in Chinese 

is explored in the following chapters. 

3.3. Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the present study is to investigate how L1 influences the acquisition of 

locative phrases in Chinese by examining two groups of learners. The investigation of Chinese 

locative phrase acquisition can show when and where L1 influence affects L2 acquisition or how 

it occurs, since there are both similarities and difficulties among English, Korean, and Chinese in 

the placement of locative phrases. However, there is little research on L1 influence on the 

acquisition of Chinese locative phrases. In addition, the previous research needs more empirical 

evidence in order to support the L1 influence claim. The focus of previous research on zài-

related phrases was not L1 influence but rather the identification of the error types, and a 
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systemic methodology was not employed. The present study investigates L1 influence on the 

acquisition of locative phrases by providing the three types of evidence proposed by Jarvis 

(2000).   

This study also aims to examine the relative order of acquisition of locative phrases in 

Chinese. As discussed earlier, previous studies on the acquisition of zài-related phrases found 

that the acquisition of preverbal phrases occurs earlier than postverbal ones. (Ding and Shen, 

2001; Zhao, 2000) This study investigates previous results on the relative order of acquisition of 

locative phrases in Chinese and the acquisition process by observing intermediate and advanced 

learners. Furthermore, I will address the question of whether L1 English and L1 Korean learners 

at intermediate and advanced levels show different orders in the acquisition of two different 

positions of locative phrases, since it is also found that learners with different L1s can show 

different acquisition processes (Zobl, 1982).   

3.4. Research Questions 

This study attempts to address how L1 affects the acquisition of locative phrases in 

Chinese. The specific research questions are as follows:  

1. How does the placement of locative phrases in learners’ L1 influence the acquisition 

of Chinese locative phrases? Do L1 Korean learners perform better than L1 English 

learners on preverbal locative phrases? Conversely, do L1 English learners perform 

better than L1 Korean learners on postverbal locative phrases? 
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2. Does the locative placement in L1 affect the order of acquisition of preverbal and 

postverbal locative phrases? In other words, do L1 English learners of Chinese 

acquire the postverbal locative phrase before the preverbal locate phrase whereas L1 

Korean learners of Chinese acquire the preverbal locative phrase before the 

postverbal locative phrase? 

3. How do learners acquire the semantic differences between preverbal and postverbal 

locative phrases? Will advanced learners be able to make a distinction between the 

two?  

Related to these research questions, several hypotheses were established: 

1) Hypothesis on research question one: 

a) The L1 Korean group will perform better in preverbal locative phrases than the 

L1 English group, because in Korean locative phrases occur preverbally, but in 

English preverbal locative phrases are unacceptable.    

b) Since postverbal locative phrases are unacceptable in Korean but acceptable in 

English, the L1 Korean group will have more difficulty accepting sentences with 

acceptable postverbal locative phrases than the L1 English group.  

c) Since postverbal locative phrases are acceptable in English but unacceptable in 

Korean, L1 English learners will have more difficulty rejecting sentences with 

unacceptable postverbal locative phrases than the L1 Korean group. 
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2) Hypothesis on research question two:  

a) The L1 Korean group will perform better on preverbal locative phrases than 

postverbal locative phrases. 

b) The L1 English group will perform better on postverbal locative phrases than 

preverbal locative phrases. 

 

In the following chapters, I will attempt to answer these questions by comparing two 

groups of Chinese learners whose L1s are typologically different. I hope that the study will not 

only help us understand L1 influence on the acquisition of Chinese locative phrases, but will also 

shed light on the nature of cross-linguistic influence, especially the acquisition of non-European 

languages. In the next chapter, the research design and methodology is presented. 
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CHAPTER 4: RESEARCH METHODS 

 

In Chapter 3, specific research questions and hypotheses were presented. To examine 

these questions and hypotheses, I designed three experiments. This chapter presents the research 

design and procedures of the three experiments. It consists of three sections. I start with a 

description of the participants, including two different L1 learner groups (L1 English and L1 

Korean groups) and Native Speakers of Chinese (the NS group). Then, I will discuss the process 

of recruitment and proficiency test. Section 4.2 describes in detail instruments that were used in 

the three experiments. The validity of the materials is also examined in this section. The 

procedure of the experiment is described in section 4.3.  

4.1. Participants 

Three different L1 groups participated in this study, two learner groups (L1 English and 

L1 Korean) and a group of native speakers of Chinese (the NS group). 38 L1 English learners 44 

L1 Korean learners, and 20 native speakers of Chinese were recruited. In total, 82 learners of 

Chinese and 20 native speakers participated in the study.  

4.1.1. Recruitment of Learner Groups 

The recruitment of learner groups focused mainly on the participants who had finished at 

least two semesters of Chinese. There are two reasons to recruit learners who reached certain 

levels of proficiency.  First, some verbs related to postverbal locative phrases are introduced after 

the beginning level of Chinese. As mentioned in Chapter 2, the occurrence of locative phrases in 
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a postverbal position is related to certain verbs, especially posture verbs and verbs of 

(dis)placement, many of which are not learned at the beginning level. According to an analysis 

of the frequency of postverbal locative phrases in the textbooks that participants were using at 

the time of the study, the postverbal locative phrase is usually introduced during the second year 

of Chinese. In order to investigate the acquisition of both preverbal and postverbal locative 

phrases, it is necessary to recruit the learners who have already learned locative phrases in both 

preverbal and postverbal positions. Second, participants of this study were learning Chinese in a 

foreign language learning environment. Unlike learning Chinese in China as a second language, 

their exposure to Chinese is limited to the classroom environment (Ringbom, 2006). Thus, there 

is a higher possibility that first-year learners have fewer chances of being exposed to postverbal 

locative phrases outside of the classroom. Considering these two reasons, the recruitment was 

mainly conducted for 3rd, 4th year level students and above. 

 

4.1.2. L1 English Group 

There were 38 participants in the L1 English group (female: n=23; male: n=15). They had 

been learning Chinese as a foreign language for over two years at a university in the US at the 

time of the study. They had learned Chinese as adults and they were attending Chinese classes in 

different institutions, including the University of Arizona and Washington University in St. 

Louis.   

The L1 English participants’ ages ranged from 19 to 25 years old. The average time of 

studying Chinese was 3.5years. 26 participants reported having lived in or visited China; 22 of 
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them stayed in China for less than a year; 2 of them lived in China for 1-2 years; 2 of them lived 

in China for 2 years. 10 participants reported never having been to China. None of them were 

heritage speakers of Chinese or speakers of a Chinese dialect. 2 participants used Chinese with 

their spouse or partner occasionally, but the home language of both participants was English.  

 

4.1.3. L1 Korean Group 

44 L1 Korean learners (female: n=33; male: n=11) participated in this study. Like the 

participants of the L1 English group, they had also learned Chinese as adults. They were enrolled 

in third-year or fourth-year Chinese classes across different institutions in Korea at the time of 

the study, including Hanbat National University. 

The participants reported having studied Chinese for 2.9 years on average.  27 

participants reported having lived in or visited China; 17 of them stayed in China for less than a 

year, 1 participant lived in China for 1 to 2 years, and 9 of them lived for 2 years. 16 participants 

reported never having been to China.  None of them were heritage speakers of Chinese or 

speakers of Chinese dialect. 75% of the participants (n=33) ranged from 18 to 25, 25% of them 

(n=11) were in their late 20’s.   

 

4.1.4. Proficiency Test for Learner Groups 

At the time of the study, the L1 English and L1 Korean groups were enrolled in Chinese 

courses at an American university and a Korean university respectively. Since participants were 

in different institutions with different proficiency level standards, a proficiency test was essential 
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to ensure that the participants were comparable in proficiency. For this reason, a proficiency test 

was designed to determine their level.  

Instead of administrating an extra independent test, proficiency test items were embedded 

as distracters in the grammaticality judgment experiment. These items were mainly related to 

word order differences between L1 and L2. They were based on the textbooks that were used at 

the universities, which were Integrated Chinese Level 1 and Level 2 (Liu et al., 2009) and 

Practical Chinese 2 (Institute of Chinese Studies at Hankuk University of Foreign Language, 

2007). There were 22 items in the proficiency test with four levels of difficulty, ranging from 

level 1 to level 4. Level 1 items (n=5) were easy items and taught in the first year, and the items 

in level 2 (n=5) were generally taught in the second year. Level 3 items (n=7) included word 

order and sentence structure taught between the second and third year of Chinese, and the items 

in level 4 (n=5) were generally taught in 3rd year Chinese or above.  

The proficiency test was scored based on the accuracy of responses. The participants 

were asked to judge the grammaticality of each sentence. There were four possible responses; 

‘likely wrong’, ‘likely wrong’, ‘likely right’ and ‘right’. Each response received a score of ‘1’ or 

‘0’ depending on whether it was correct or not; a correct response received a score of ‘1’, and an 

incorrect response received a score of ‘0’. Since the participants were recruited at the level of 3rd 

and 4th year Chinese or above, all of them scored higher than 80% on level 1 and level 2 

questions. Therefore, the accuracy of responses on level 3 and level 4 questions played a decisive 

role. Participants with an accuracy above 57% (4 out of 7 correct responses) on level 3 questions 

and below 60% (3 out of 5 responses) on level 4 questions were assigned to the intermediate 
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level, while participants with an accuracy above 57% on level 3 questions and above 60% on the 

level 4 were assigned to the advanced level.  

 

Table 4.1 Average Accuracy of level 3 and level 4 in the Proficiency Test 

L1 group Proficiency Level Average Accuracy (%) 

English 
 Advanced 73.2 

Intermediate 47.1 

Korean 
 Advanced 76.7 

Intermediate 44.0 

 

Table 4.1 reports the results of the proficiency test. The ‘average accuracy’ in Table 4.1 

refers to the average accuracy on proficiency levels 3 and 4 questions. The full result of the 

accuracy in the proficiency test is provided in Appendix A and B. In order to find out if there are 

significant differences between the two proficiency levels, a one-way analysis of variance was 

conducted. The ANOVA results showed that there was a significant difference between the two 

proficiency levels in both L1 groups (for L1 English group [F(1, 36)=66.091, p<0.001]; for L1 

Korean group [F(1, 43)= 129.2, p<0.001]). Table 4.2 summarizes the number of participants in 

each proficiency level in each L1 group.  Table 4.3 and Table 4.4 give the age range and length 

of instruction of the L1 English group. Additional biological information on the L1 English 

group is provided in Appendix C.  

 

Table 4.2 Participants by Proficiency Level 

 L1 English L1 Korean 

Intermediate 20 24 

Advanced 18 20 
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Total 38 44 
 

 

 

Table 4.3 Age Information of L1 English Group 

L1 English Group 
Number 

of Subject 

Age Range 

19-25 26-30 31-40 40 + 

Intermediate 20 20 (100%) 0 0 0 

Advanced 18 13 (72.2%) 1  3  1  

 

Table 4.4 Length of Instruction in L1 English Group 

L1 English 

Group 

Number 

of Subject 

Length of Instruction (year) 

Less than 2 2~3 3~4 More than 4 Missing 

Intermediate 20 4  7 6 3  - 

Advanced 18 0 2 6  9  1 

 

Table 4.5 and Table 4.6 show the age range and length of instruction of the L1 Korean group. 

Biographical information on the L1 Korean group is also provided in Appendix C. 

 

Table 4.5 Age Information of L1 Korean Group 

L1 Korean Group Number of Subject 
Age Range 

19-25 26-30 31-40 40 + 

Intermediate 24 23 (95.8%) 1 0 0 

Advanced 20 19 (95%) 1 0 0 

  

Table 4.6 Length of Instruction in L1 Korean Group 

L1 Korean 

Group 
Number of Subject 

Length of Instruction (year) 

Less than 2 2~3 3~4 More than 4 
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Intermediate 24 3 14 (58.3%) 1 6 

Advanced 20 0 10 (50%) 2 8 (40%) 

 

4.1.5. The Native Speaker Group  

20 native speakers of Chinese participated in the study. All of them were born and raised 

in China and were residing in the USA at the time of the study, with a length of residence in the 

US ranging from 2 months to 6 years. All participants were graduate students at the University of 

Arizona. The inclusion of data from this group serves two purposes. First, the responses from 

this group were used to check the validity of survey instruments. The agreement of the NS group 

on each item was counted and the items with a high standard deviation were eliminated. Second, 

the data from this group was utilized as a baseline for a comparison of the acquisition pattern of 

the two learner groups. The performance results of this group were compared with that of the 

two learner groups. It was expected that a performance comparison between the NS and learner 

groups would magnify the different characteristics of each learner group’s interlanguage 

behavior. Gass (1979) mentioned that evidence of L1 influence can be identified based on a 

comparison of the use of a particular structure between L1 speakers and L2 learners. In other 

words, there is L1 influence if the same tendency that is found in learners’ L1 is also found in the 

learners’ L2 interlanguage (Jarvis 2000; Odlin 2003; Ringbom 2007). Accordingly, the different 

characteristics of each learner group’s interlanguage behavior will provide important evidence 

for L1 influence on the acquisition of Chinese locative phrases.  
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4.2. Materials 

The study consists of three experiments: a grammaticality judgment task, a picture-

meaning matching task, and an open-ended short essay. In the grammaticality judgment 

experiment, the participants were asked to judge the grammaticality of each sentence. It was 

designed to investigate how learners’ L1 affects judgment of sentence grammaticality. The 

picture-meaning match experiment was intended to explore whether participants knew the 

meaning differences between preverbal and postverbal locative phrases. Finally, the open-ended 

short essay experiment was designed to investigate L1 influence on Chinese locative phrase 

acquisition by examining writings by participants of the two L1 groups. 

Several factors informed the choice of the study design. First, the grammaticality 

judgment experiment was chosen mainly because of the possibility of a lack of postverbal 

locative phrase production in the open-ended short essay experiment. Previous research on zài-

related phrases among Chinese as a Second Language learners reports that advanced learners 

showed low frequency in the usage of postverbal locative phrases compared to preverbal locative 

phrases (Chen, 2003). Given that production data could be insufficient to analyze a particular L2 

grammar structure, it is necessary to conduct a grammaticality judgment experiment (Gass and 

Selinker, 2008; Rothman, Jason and Bill VanPatten, 2013). I also believe that the data from the 

grammaticality judgment experiment will provide crucial evidence to tap into learners’ 

metalinguistic knowledge of both preverbal and postverbal locative phrases. Secondly, in the 

picture-meaning matching experiment, a series of pictures depict an event that can be described 

with either a preverbal or a postverbal locative phrase, and the participants were asked to choose 
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the sentence that describes the event best. The pictures in the experiment will help to 

contextualize the event that was described, and it will help to investigate whether the participants 

were able to distinguish the meaning differences between preverbal and postverbal locative 

phrases, a feature that their L1 doesn’t have. Thirdly, in the open-ended essay experiment, I will 

examine the usage of preverbal and postverbal locative phrases. It is well known that production 

experiments can provide information about the language that learners produce in a particular 

situation (Ellis, 1994; Sorace,1996) Much research also shows evidence of L1 influence by 

examining L2 errors (Ellis, 1994). In the same vein, the open-ended short essay is intended to 

investigate L1 influence on Chinese locative phrase acquisition by examining errors made by 

learners of two different L1 groups.  

4.2.1. Grammaticality Judgment Experiment 

In this experiment, participants were asked to judge the grammaticality of sentences. 24 

target sentences were included in the test, and 26 sentences were filers. Altogether participants 

judge 50 sentences. After reading each sentence, the participants were asked to mark one of four 

choices. Judgments were given on a four-point scale ranging from certainly wrong, likely wrong, 

likely right, to certainly right, as shown in Figure 4.1. 
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Figure 4.1 Four Responses of Grammaticality Judgment Experiment 

 

The test sentences were divided into three sub-categories depending on the position 

where the locative phrase occurs in the sentence and the accuracy of the locative phrase: 

preverbal acceptable, postverbal acceptable, and postverbal unacceptable. There were 6 

preverbal acceptable questions, 7 postverbal acceptable questions, and 10 postverbal 

unacceptable questions. The verbs and sentence patterns used in each category are explained in 

detail. The full list of the grammaticality judgment experiment is provided in Appendix B. 

 

4.2.1.1. Preverbal Acceptable Category 

In the preverbal acceptable category, a locative phrase is placed in a preverbal position 

and is correct, as in (4.1). This category also included verbs with the durative aspect marker zhe, 

as seen in example (4.2), indicating that the event is ongoing at a certain location. This sentence 

structure was chosen because participants had learned this structure as a sentence pattern when 

they learned the aspect marker zhe. Verbs of this category included zhànzhe ‘is standing’, zuòzhe 
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‘is sitting’, tíngzhe ‘is parking’, and guàzhe ‘is hanging’. The verb kū ‘cry’ was the only activity 

verb occurring with a preverbal locative phrase. 

 

(4.1) a. tā  de    zhàopiàn zai qiáng-shang guà  -zhe. 

                 he DE picture   at   wall-on      hang-DUR 

   ‘His picture is hanging on the wall.’ 

      b. *His picture on the wall is hanging. 

     c.  ge-ui        sajin   -i         byeok-ey geolryeo-itt-da. 

                 he-POSS picture-NOM wall  -at   hang     -PROG-IM? 

 

(4.2) tā zài xuéxiào ménkǒu    zhàn  -zhe 

            he at  school  entrance stand-DM 

           ‘He is standing at school entrance.’ 

 

Recall word order comparisons of locative phrases in sentences among English, Korean 

and Chinese presented in chapter 3. As seen in the Chinese (4.1a), English (4.1b) and Korean 

(4.1c) examples, the position of the locative phrase in this category is the same as that of Korean, 

yet it is unacceptable in English.  

 

4.2.1.2. Postverbal Acceptable Category 

The postverbal locative acceptable category refers to sentences in which the locative 

phrase correctly occurs in a postverbal position, as in examples in (4.3). Verbs related to the 

category are statives, such as zuò ‘sit’, and guì ‘kneel’. (Dis)position verbs, including diào ‘drop’, 

fàng ‘put’, dǎo ‘fall’, rēng ‘trash’ were used in this category. Usage of these verbs is related to 
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the bǎ structure, specifically the sentence pattern bǎ + noun+ verb + postverbal locative phrase.  

Since participants had learned postverbal locative phrases with this sentence pattern, this 

sentence structure was chosen.  The verb sǐ ‘die’ is the only telic verb. 

 

(4.3) a. mǎlì zuò zài shāfā -shang. 

               Mary sit   at   sofa  -on 

     ‘Mary sits on the sofa.’ 

b. Mary sit on the sofa. 

c. *maeri-ga      anja-iss       -ta   sopa-ey 

          Mary-NOM sit   -PROG-DC sofa-at    

 

The word order of sentences in this category is the same as that of English. The examples 

in (4.3b) and (4.3c) are English and Korean counterparts of Chinese (4.3a). As seen in these 

examples, the position of the locative phrase in this category is acceptable in English, yet it is 

unacceptable in Korean.  

 

4.2.1.3. Postverbal Unacceptable Category 

Sentences in the postverbal unacceptable category are ones in which locative phrases 

occur in a postverbal position and are incorrect. Most of the verbs in the category are activity 

verbs and compound verbs with a verb-object internal structure, such as kànshū ‘study’, chīfàn 

‘eat’, zhǎogōngzuò ‘find a job’, mǎidōngxī ‘to shop/ to buy (things)’. Such verbs were selected 

because postverbal locative phrases cannot occur with them.  
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As shown in (4.4), the placement of the locative phrase in Chinese in (4.4a) is in a 

postverbal position, and the sentence is unacceptable; it is grammatical in English (4.4b), but 

unacceptable in Korean, as in (4.4c) (the same as Chinese). The participants were supposed to 

reject (4.4a) because of the incorrect placement of the locative phrase. 

 

(4.4) a. *wǒ chángcháng kànshū zài túshūguǎn. 

                  I     often            study   at   library 

                 ‘I often study at the library.’ 

        b. I often study at the library. 

          c. *na-neun  jaju    gobu-han     -da     doseogwan-essey 

                  I  -NOM often study-PROG-DM  library        -at 

 

 

4.2.1.4. Four Scales of Grammaticality Experiment 

Participants were asked to judge the grammaticality of each sentence by choosing one of 

four scales. Since Second Language Acquisition studies have pointed out the weaknesses of 

including only a binary option in metalinguistic knowledge tests, four scales options was chosen. 

(Ellis, 1994; Sorace, 1996; Gass and  Selinker, 2008). One particular shortcomings of the binary 

scale, such as acceptable/unacceptable or good/bad, is not sensitive enough to capture the 

indeterminacy of learners’ grammars, which can result in improper interpretation of the results 

(Sorace, 1996; Chaurron, 2003; Gass and  Selinker, 2008). Since indeterminacy is considered an 

important characteristic that distinguishes learners’ grammar from native speakers’ grammar 

(Schachter and  Diffy, 1976; Sorace, 1996; Gass and  Selinker, 2008), this study uses four 
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possible responses: ‘certainly wrong’, ‘likely wrong’, ‘likely right’, and ‘certainly right’. These 

options also offer a chance to observe the learners’ confidence level in their judgments of certain 

locative structures, as well as compare their relative confidence in judging the grammaticality of 

preverbal and postverbal locative structures. Table 4.7 summarizes the verbs and sentence 

patterns that were used in the grammaticality judgment experiment. The complete list of all the 

test sentences is provided in Appendix D. 

 

Table 4.7 Verbs in Grammaticality Judgment Experiment 

Category Verb Type Telicity Example 

Preverbal Acceptable 

Stative with 

stative marker 

zhe 
 

atelic 

guàzhe ‘hanging’, tīngzhe 

‘lisenting’, zuòzhe ‘sitting’, 

zhànzhe ‘stadning’  

Activity kū ‘cry’ 

Postverbal 

Acceptable 

Stative atelic zuò ‘sit’, guì ‘kneel’ 

Accomplishment 

with the bǎ 

structure telic 
rēng ‘throw’, fàng ‘put’ 

Achievement  dǎo ‘fall, ’sǐ ‘die  

Unacceptable 

Activity (VO 

compound) 
atelic 

 kànshū ‘study’, chīwǔfàn ‘eat 

lunch’, kàndiànshì ‘watch TV’, 

zhǎogōngzuò ‘find a job’, 

mǎidōngxī ‘buy things’,  huàhuà 

‘draw a picture’,  

Achievement telic diào ‘drop’ 

 

4.2.1.5. Validity of the instrument 

In this study, the internal consistency of the grammaticality judgment experiment was 

initially validated by the data from the control group, the NS group who were asked to take the 
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same survey as the learner groups. The rate of disagreement was used to decide whether a 

potential test item is to be included in the final analysis. Test items whose disagreement rate was 

greater than 50% were eliminated, resulting in the five questions were eliminated. The full 

results are provided in Appendix E.  In the end, the grammaticality judgement experiment 

included 19 test sentences: 6 sentences in the preverbal acceptable category, 6 sentences in the 

postverbal acceptable category, and 7 items in the postverbal unacceptable category. 

4.2.2. Picture-Meaning Match Experiment  

The picture-meaning match experiment was designed to investigate whether participants 

know the meaning differences between preverbal and postverbal locative phrases. A series of 

pictures was shown with two or three pictures used to describe one event. Arrows were added 

between each picture in order to indicate the sequence of the action and the endpoint of the event. 

After seeing these pictures, participants were asked to select one of three sentences that best 

describes the action of the pictures. These include: a sentence with a preverbal locative phrase; a 

sentence with a postverbal locative phrase; and the sentence ‘both are OK’. 

As shown in Figure 4.2, there are three pictures describing one event, a woman pushing a 

boy who ends up on the bed. After seeing these pictures, participants were asked to choose one 

of three sentences that describe the event. Since this event showed change of location due to the 

pushing action, the postverbal locative phrase should be used for its description. Therefore, 

participants were expected to choose the first sentence over the second one.  
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Figure 4.2 Example of Picture-Meaning Matching Experiment 1 

 

In Figure 4.3, two pictures depict the scene of a boy jumping on a bed. The location of 

this event, the bed, indicates not change of location, but rather the location where the event has 

happened. It is expected that participants would choose the second option over the first option, 

provided they knew the meaning differences between preverbal and postverbal locative phrases. 

If participants chose the third option ‘both are OK.’, then it would clearly signal that they have 

not yet acquired the meaning differences. The matching experiment included 6 questions and 3 

distracters. The complete survey of the experiment is provided in Appendix F.   
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Figure 4.3 Example of Picture-Meaning Matching Experiment 2 

4.2.3. Open-Ended Writing Experiment 

In this experiment, participants were asked to write two short essays in Chinese. The 

questions for the essays were selected based on a previous pilot study. In the previous pilot study, 

several short essay questions were tested in order to elicit locative phrases. The two questions 

that yielded the most occurrences of locative phrase, one concerning the most memorable place 

and another an opinion on on-line shopping, were chosen for the production experiment. Since 

the main purpose of the experiment is to observe how participants use locative phrases, 

participants were allowed to write Pinyin (Romanization system for Chinese) if they forgot a 

Chinese character. They were encouraged to write as much as they could (at least one paragraph).   

4.3. Procedure 

The survey was administered in the following order: first, the grammaticality judgment 

experiment, then the picture-meaning matching experiment, and finally the open-ended writing 

experiment. The tests were done either on paper or electronically administered via the internet 

program Data Illume Survey Management software version 5.1.  Instructions for each 
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experiment were provided in the participants’ L1 so as to ensure that they comprehended the 

requirements fully.  

Participants also filled out a demographic/language background questionnaire at the end 

of the survey. The questions included their gender, the language that was used at home, the 

length of leaning Chinese, and the experience of study abroad. Participants answered these 

background information questions either in their L1 or Chinese. They were compensated for their 

time at a rate of 10 US dollars at the end of the survey.  

4.4. Data Coding 

Participants’ responses were converted into numerical values.  A value of ‘1’ was 

given for a choice of ‘certainly wrong’, ‘2’ for ‘likely wrong’, ‘3’ for ‘likely right’, and ‘4’ 

for ‘certainly right’. The raw data were coded based on the correctness of the response. An 

accurate response was coded 1, and an inaccurate response was coded 0. The scores in each 

sentence from each participant were summed and calculated into a percentage. Table 4.8 

shows the data coding process for the English group. For example, the responses of item 3 

and item 4 from subject 106 were coded as ‘2’, because he/she chose ‘likely wrong’. Since 

participants were expected ‘certainly right’ or ‘likely right’ for item 3 and to choose 

‘certainly wrong’ or ‘wrong’ for item 4, the responses were then coded as ‘0’ and ‘1’ 

respectively. The choice of ‘likely wrong’ and ‘likely right’ are indicators of uncertainty. The 

frequency of ‘likely X’ options was counted separately and used to measure indeterminacy.  
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Table 4.8 Data Coding 

Respondent 

Preverbal  
 

Preverbal  

Item1 Item2 Item3 Item4 Item5 
 

Item1 Item2 Item3 Item4 Item5 

101 4 4 4 4 2 
 

0 1 1 0 0 

102 1 3 4 1 2 
 

1 1 1 1 0 

103 1 3 4 2 2 
 

1 1 1 1 0 

104 1 2 4 1 2 → 1 0 1 1 0 

105 1 3 3 1 2 
 

1 1 1 1 0 

106 1 2 2 2 1 
 

1 0 0 1 0 

107 1 3 4 2 3 
 

1 1 1 1 1 

108 2 3 3 2 3 
 

1 1 1 1 1 

109 2 3 4 3 3 
 

1 1 1 0 1 

110 1 2 3 4 4 
 

1 0 1 0 1 

 

4.5. Summary 

This study aims to investigate how L1 influences the acquisition Chinese locative phrases. 

In order to examine L1 influence, two L1 groups of Chinese learners (38 L1 English and 44 L1 

Korean learners) were observed. Since the two L1 groups of learners were studying in 

geographically different institutions with different proficiency level standards, it was necessary 

to develop and conduct a standardized proficiency test based on the textbooks used. On the basis 

of both accuracy of responses and difficulty of each item in the proficiency test as well as L1, the 

participants were divided into four groups; 20 intermediate L1 English, 24 intermediate L1 

Korean, 18 advanced L1 English, and 20 advanced L1 Korean groups.  

Three experiments were designed in an attempt to answer the research questions and to 

examine the hypotheses: 1) the grammaticality judgment, 2) picture-meaning judgment, and 3) 

an open-ended short essay. First, the grammaticality judgment was intended to investigate 
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learners’ judgment of grammaticality of each tested item. Participants were asked to choose one 

of four options after reading given sentences: ‘certainly wrong’, ‘likely wrong’, ‘likely right’ and 

‘certainly right’. These four scales were adopted to capture L2 learner’s indeterminacy. Validity 

of the instruments was also examined by the responses from 20 native speakers of Chinese (NS 

group). Tested items for which the disagreement rate among the NS group was greater than 50% 

were eliminated. Second, the picture-meaning match experiment was designed to examine 

whether L2 learners of Chinese know the meaning differences between preverbal and postverbal 

locative phrases. Participants were asked to choose one of three sentences after seeing a series of 

pictures depicting one event. There were three options: a sentence with a preverbal locative 

phrase, a sentence with a postverbal locative phrase, and the sentence ‘Both are OK’. It was 

assumed that the choice of ‘Both are OK’ signifies that the participant didn’t know the meaning 

differences between preverbal and postverbal locative phrases. Third, the open-ended short essay 

experiment about the most memorable place and an opinion on on-line shopping was designed to 

examine learners’ usage of locative phrases in their writing.  

Data were coded into two numbers and analyzed in two ways; accuracy and 

indeterminacy. With these three experiments and the data coding system, I report the results in 

the next chapter.    
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CHAPTER 5: RESULTS 

 

This chapter presents the results of the three experiments: the grammaticality judgment 

experiment (section 5.1), the picture-meaning matching experiment (section 5.2), and the open-

ended essay experiment (section 5.3).  

Section 5.1 reports the results of the grammaticality judgment experiment. The data from 

the participants were analyzed by the type of locative phrase, by the learners’ proficiency levels, 

and by the learners’ L1.  This section consists of six sub-sections:  overall results in section 5.1.1; 

performance differences between preverbal and postverbal locative phrases in section 5.1.2; a 

comparison among learners’ proficiency levels in section 5.1.3; results of comparisons between 

L1 English and L1 Korean groups in section 5.1.4; a comparison between the two learner groups 

and the NS group in section 5.1.5; a summary in section 5.1.6.  

In section 5.2, the results of the picture-meaning matching experiment are presented. The 

picture-meaning matching experiment is designed to investigate whether the participants 

distinguished the meaning differences between preverbal and postverbal locative phrases when 

the locative phrases occur with certain verbs. There were 3 test items and 3 fillers. However, one 

of the test items was eliminated because of disagreement among the NS group. I will therefore 

present results of two test items. Section 5.3 analyzes the responses from the open-ended essay 

experiment. There were 2 sub-questions in the experiment: a travel experience and an opinion on 

on-line shopping. Participants’ sentences with zai locative phrases were collected and analyzed 

zai locative phrase occurrences qualitatively.  
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5.1. Grammaticality Judgment Experiment 

In this experiment, participants were presented with 50 sentences (24 test questions and 

26 fillers) and asked to judge the grammaticality of each sentence by marking one of four scales: 

‘certainly wrong’, ‘likely wrong’, ‘likely right’, and ‘certainly right’. Five of the test items were 

eliminated because of disagreement among the NS group; 19 target sentences were analyzed: 6 

sentences contained preverbal locative phrases, while 13 contained postverbal locative phrases. 

In the preverbal and postverbal acceptable categories, as in (5.1) and (5.2), participants were 

supposed to choose either ‘certainly right’ or ‘likely right’. In the postverbal unacceptable 

category (5.3), participants were supposed to choose either ‘certainly wrong’ or ‘likely wrong’. 

 

(5.1)    tā wèishénme zài chúfáng -li          kū-ne? 

           he why           at   kitchen-inside cry 

‘Why is he crying in the kitchen? 

 

(5.2)  mǎlì zuò zài shāfā -shang  

          Mary sit at sofa   -on 

         ‘Mary sits on the sofa’. 

 

(5.3) * wǒ chángcháng kànshū zài túshūguǎn. 

             I  often            study     at   library 

            ‘I often study at the library.’ 
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5.1.1. General Description 

This section describes the overall results of each L1 group, including the mean accuracy 

of each category and the percentage of ‘likely’ options in total responses. The results of L1 

English, L1 Korean and the NS group are presented separately. 

5.1.1.1. L1 English Group 

Accuracy of responses for preverbal and postverbal categories among this group of 38 

participants was 72.86% and 54.05% respectively. Table 5.1 presents the mean accuracy for each 

category. 

 

Table 5.1 Accuracy of L1 English Group 

Item 
Accuracy 
     (%) 

Category Item # Verb Verb Type Telicity  
 

Preverbal Acceptable 

#10  kū ‘cry’ Activity 

atelic 

97.37 

#6  guàzhe ‘hanging’ 

Stative  

with zhe 

57.89 

#13  tīngzhe ‘listening’ 55.26 

#14  zuòzhe ‘sitting’ 81.58 

#26  zhànzhe ‘standing’ 76.32 

#28  guàzhe ‘hanging’ 65.79 

Average 72.37 

Postverbal 

Acceptable 

#8 zuò 'sit' 
Stative atelic 

65.79 

#33 guì 'kneel' 73.68 

#43 dǎo 'fall' 
Achievement  

telic 

60.53 

#18 sǐ 'die' 23.68 

#36 fàng 'put' Accomplishment  

with the  

bǎ structure 

84.21 

#48 rēng 'throw' 81.58 

Average 64.91 

Unacceptable 

#3 kànshū 'study' 

Activity atelic 

42.11 

#12 
chī wǔfàn  
'eat lunch' 

36.84 

#29 kàn diànshì 63.16 
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 'watch TV' 

#35 
zhǎo gōngzuò  

'find a job' 
50 

#38 
mǎi dōngxī  
'buy things' 

34.21 

#44 huà 'draw' 39.47 

#16 diào 'drop' Achievement telic 47.37 

Average 44.74 

Average 60.67 

 

As shown in Table 5.1, L1 English participants performed better in the preverbal locative 

phrase category than in the postverbal category. Among sentences with preverbal locative 

phrases, the sentence with the activity verb kū ‘to cry’ produced the highest percentage of 

accurate responses among learners from this group (97.37%).   

The L1 English group recorded 54.05% accuracy in the postverbal category. Participants 

performed better in the acceptable category (64.91%) than in the unacceptable one (44.74%). 

Among postverbal acceptable items, accuracy of items with stative verbs was 66.67%, which is 

higher than the accuracy of the postverbal category overall. Accuracy dropped to 44.74% in the 

postverbal unacceptable category. Participants were supposed to reject these items. The results 

indicate that the participants were not good at rejecting unacceptable items. One such item is 

illustrated in (5.4).  

 

   (5.4)  * wǒ chángcháng kànshū zài túshūguǎn 

                  I  often            study    at  library 

                 ‘I often study at the library.’ 

 



96 

 

 

  

5.1.1.2. L1 Korean Group 

Among the L1 Korean group, accuracy of responses for the preverbal and postverbal 

categories was 78.79% and 75% respectively. Like the L1 English group, this group performed 

better on sentences with preverbal locative phrases than on those with postverbal locative 

phrases. Table 5.2 gives the accuracy of each category.   

For preverbal locative phrases, the sentence with the activity verb kū ‘to cry’ recorded the 

highest accuracy (93.18%), the same as the L1 English group (97.37%). The items with the 

stative marker zhe also marked a high degree of accuracy (75.90%).   

For postverbal locative phrases, the L1 Korean group performed better in the 

unacceptable category (78.90%) than the acceptable category (70.45%), which was the opposite 

of the L1 English group’s result. This indicates that the participants had little difficulty rejecting 

sentences such as (5.1). In the postverbal acceptable category, accuracy for items with stative 

and achievement verbs was 65.34%, which was lower than the accuracy of the postverbal 

category in general. The participants were supposed to accept the sentences.  

 

Table 5.2 Accuracy of L1 Korean Group  

Item Accuracy  

(%) 
Category Item # Verb Verb Type Telicity 

Preverbal Acceptable 

#10  kū ‘cry’ Activity 

atelic 

93.18 

#6  guàzhe ‘hanging’ 

Stative  
with zhe 

65.91 

#13  tīngzhe ‘listening’ 77.27 

#14  zuòzhe ‘sitting’ 90.91 

#26  zhànzhe ‘standing’ 84.09 

#28  guàzhe ‘hanging’ 61.36 

Average 78.79 
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Postverbal 

Acceptable 

#8 zuò 'sit' 
Stative atelic 

65.91 

#33 guì 'kneel' 75 

#43 dǎo 'fall' 
Achievement 

telic 

68.18 

#18 sǐ 'die' 52.27 

#36 fàng 'put' Accomplishment  

with the  

bǎ structure 

86.36 

#48 rēng 'throw' 75 

Average 70.45 

Unacceptable 

#3 kànshū 'study' 

Activity atelic 

81.82 

#12 
chī wǔfàn  
'eat lunch' 

81.82 

#29 
kàn diànshì  
'watch TV' 

79.55 

#35 
zhǎo gōngzuò  

'find a job' 
88.64 

#38 
mǎi dōngxī  
'buy things' 

81.82 

#44 huà 'draw' 65.91 

#16 diào 'drop' Achievement telic 72.73 

Average 78.9 

Average 75 

 

5.1.1.3. The native speaker (NS) Group 

The performance of the NS group was coded in the same way as the learner groups, and 

the accuracy of each category is listed in Table 5.3. The accuracy of the three categories was 

similar, and there was no significant performance difference between preverbal and postverbal 

locative phrases in the NS group.  

 

Table 5.3 Accuracy in the NS Group  

Item Accuracy 

(%) 
Category Item # Verb Verb Type Telicity 

Preverbal Acceptable 
#10  kū ‘cry’ Activity 

atelic 
95 

#6  guàzhe ‘hanging’ Stative  90 
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#13  tīngzhe ‘listening’ with zhe 90 

#14  zuòzhe ‘sitting’ 100 

#26  zhànzhe ‘standing’ 100 

#28  guàzhe ‘hanging’ 80 

Average 92 

Postverbal 

Acceptable 

#8 zuò 'sit' 
Stative atelic 

95 

#33 guì 'kneel' 95 

#43 dǎo 'fall' 
Achievement 

telic 

95 

#18 sǐ 'die' 95 

#36 
fàng 'put' Accomplishment  

with the  

bǎ structure 

95 

#48 rēng 'throw' 95 

Average 95 

Unacceptable 

#3 kànshū 'study' 

Activity atelic 

90 

#12 
chī wǔfàn  
'eat lunch' 

95 

#29 
kàn diànshì  
'watch TV' 

90 

#35 
zhǎo gōngzuò  

'find a job' 
90 

#38 
mǎi dōngxī  
'buy things' 

100 

#44 huà 'draw' 90 

#16 diào 'drop' Achievement telic 90 

Average 92 

Average 93 

 

The result from this group functioned as a baseline, and was used for investigating the 

two learner groups’ characteristics. It was expected that comparisons between the NS group and 

learner groups would show different acquisition tendencies of the two L1 groups.  

 

5.1.1.4. Indeterminacy 

There were four possible choices for each sentence in this task: ‘certainly right, ‘likely 

right’, ‘likely wrong’ and ‘certainly wrong’. Choice of either ‘likely’ options ─ ‘likely wrong’ or 
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‘likely right’─ indicates indeterminacy in a subject’s judgment of the grammaticality of a given 

sentence. Therefore, the frequency of ‘likely’ options was counted.  

 

Table 5.4 Percentage of ‘Likely’ option in each L1 Group 

 

Preverbal (%) Postverbal (%) 

L1 English Group 66 61 

L1 Korean Group 35 35 

NS Group 18 16 

 

Table 5.4 shows the average frequency of choosing ‘likely’ options in total responses.  

Interestingly, the L1 English group showed over 60% ‘likely’ options both in preverbal and 

postverbal categories, the highest indeterminacy among all three groups. The L1 Korean group 

showed less indeterminacy than the L1 English group, with 35% ‘likely’ selections in both the 

preverbal and postverbal categories. As expected, the percentage of ‘likely’ option selections 

from the NS group was considerably lower than that of both L1 English and L1 Korean groups.  

5.1.2. Preverbal vs. Postverbal  

The two learner groups were divided into four groups according to their proficiency 

levels: intermediate L1 English, advanced L1 English, intermediate L1 Korean, and advanced L1 

Korean. This section compares performance on preverbal and postverbal items from these four 

groups.   

5.1.2.1. L1 English Group 

Participants at the intermediate level did better in the preverbal category (75%) than the 

postverbal category (53%). Table 5.5 presents the accuracy among the three categories of test 
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items. In order to determine the significance of the mean differences between preverbal and 

postverbal categories, a paired t-test was performed. The results indicate that the difference 

between the two categories was significant (t (19)= 3.301, p=0.0040), as shown in Table 5.6. In 

other words, the intermediate level of L1 English group performed significantly better in the 

preverbal category than the postverbal category. 

 

Table 5.5 Accuracy of Intermediate level of L1 English Group 

Items 
Response (n=20) 

Mean of Accuracy (%) 

Preverbal Acceptable (n=6) 75 

Postverbal 

Acceptable (n=6) 60 

Unacceptable (n=7) 45 

Total (n=13) 53 

 

 

Table 5.6 Paired Sample t-test: Intermediate Level of L1 English Group 

 

Paired Differences 

T df 
Sig.  

(2-tailed) Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

95% Confidence Interval 

of the Difference 

Lower Upper 

pre -

post 
.0.22692 0.30741 0.06874 0.08305 0.3708 .301 19 0.004 

 

In the postverbal category, accuracy on unacceptable items was lower than that of 

acceptable items. A paired t-test was conducted, and the participants performed significantly 

better in the postverbal acceptable category than in the postverbal unacceptable category (t (19)= 



101 

 

 

  

2.286, p=0.034). Results of the t-tests are presented in Table 5.7. The result indicates that the 

intermediate L1 English group had a hard time rejecting unacceptable sentences, which have the 

same word order as their L1 but are ungrammatical in Chinese. 

 

Table 5.7 Paired Sample t-test: Postverbal locative items: Intermediate level of L1 English 

  Paired Differences 

t df 
Sig.  

(2-tailed) 
  

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

95% Confidence Interval 

of the Difference 

  Lower Upper 

acceptable – 

unacceptable 
.15833 .30969 .06925 .01339 .30327 2.286 19 .034 

 

Advanced L1 English participants also performed better in the preverbal category 

(72.22%) than the postverbal category (56.48%). Table 5.8 reports the accuracy of each category 

for the advanced L1 English group. 

 

Table 5.8 Accuracy of Advanced level of L1 English group 

Category 
Response (n=18) 

Accuracy (%) 

Preverbal Acceptable (n=6) 72.22 

Postverbal 

Acceptable (n=6) 69.44 

Unacceptable (n=7) 44.44 

Total (n=13) 56.48 
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To determine significance, a paired t-test was conducted. As shown in Table 5.9, the 

difference in accuracy between the preverbal and postverbal categories was significant 

(t(17)=2.392, p=0.029).  

 

Table 5.9 Paired Sample t-test: Advanced Level of L1 English Group 

 

Paired Differences 

T df 
Sig.  

(2-tailed) 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

95% Confidence Interval 

of the Difference 

Lower Upper 

pre - 

post .13462 .23877 .05628 .01588 .25335 2.392 17 .029 

  

In the postverbal category, the accuracy of the unacceptable category (44.44%) was lower 

than the accuracy of the acceptable category (69.44%). A paired t-test showed that there was a 

significant difference between the two categories (t(17)=3.238, p=0.004), indicating that the 

participants did significantly better in the postverbal acceptable category than the unacceptable 

category. Table 5.10 presents the results of the paired sample t-test. 

 

Table 5.10 Paired Sample t-test in Postverbal: Advanced Level of L1 English Group 

  Paired Differences 

t df 
Sig.  

(2-tailed) 
  

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

95% Confidence Interval of 

the Difference 

  Lower Upper 

acceptable - 

unacceptable 
.25000 .32761 .07722 .08708 .41292 3.238 17 .004 
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In summary, the results reveal that the two different levels of the L1 English group 

showed a similar tendency. Both intermediate and advanced L1 English participants performed 

significantly better in the preverbal category than the postverbal category. This indicates that the 

L1 English participants were better at judging the grammaticality of preverbal locative phrases 

than that of postverbal locative phrases.  

In the postverbal locative category, accuracy for unacceptable items was significantly 

lower than acceptable ones. Paired t-tests showed that both intermediate and advanced L1 

English participants’ performance on acceptable items was significantly better than that of 

unacceptable items.  

 

5.1.2.2. L1 Korean group 

Performance in the preverbal and postverbal categories for the intermediate L1 Korean 

group was comparable, with accuracy at 79.17% and 71.15%, respectively, as Table 5.11 

illustrates. Results of a paired t-test showed significant difference in accuracy between two 

categories (t (23) =1.419, p=0.169). Comparison of postverbal acceptable and unacceptable items 

showed a similar result. (t (23)=-0.302, p=0.765). 

 

Table 5.11 Accuracy in Intermediate Level of L1 Korean Group 

Category 
Response (n=24) 

Accuracy (%) 

Preverbal Acceptable (n=6) 79.17 

Postverbal Acceptable (n=6) 70.14 
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Unacceptable (n=7) 72.02 

Total (n=13) 71.15 

 

 

Table 5.12 presents the accuracy percentage for the advanced L1 Korean group. 

Performance was similar to that of the intermediate group. There was no significant difference 

between either the preverbal and postverbal categories or between postverbal acceptable and 

unacceptable items. (t (19)=-1.823, p=0.084).  

 

Table 5.12 Accuracy of Advanced Level of L1 Korean Group 

Category 
Response (n=20) 

Accuracy (%) 

Preverbal Acceptable (n=6) 78.33 

Postverbal 

Acceptable (n=6) 70.83 

Unacceptable (n=7) 87.14 

Total (n=13) 79.62 

 

In sum, performance was comparable between the two proficiency levels of the L1 

Korean group; no significant effects were observed in performance across categories (preverbal 

vs postverbal) or within the postverbal category (acceptable vs unacceptable) for either level. 

This result indicates that L1 Korean learners did not show any preference of locative phrase 

placement in Chinese.   
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5.1.3. Between Proficiency Levels 

This section compares the performance of the two proficiency groups within the same L1 

group. It was hoped that a developmental trend could be observed by examining the differences 

between them. An ANOVA was conducted to investigate the significance of proficiency level in 

both preverbal and postverbal categories. Results indicated that neither the L1 English group nor 

the L1 Korean group showed a statistical significance between the two proficiency levels. No 

significant effect was observed for either the preverbal or the postverbal category: L1 English 

group – preverbal category [F (1,36) =0.579, p=0.452]; postverbal category [F(1,36)=0.408, 

p=0.527]; L1 Korean group –preverbal category [F (1,42)=0.018, p=0.893); postverbal category 

[F(1,42)=1.905, p=0.175]. In other words, a developmental sequence for the L1 groups was not 

identified in this experiment.  

5.1.4. L1 English vs. L1 Korean 

This section compares the performance from the two different L1 groups at the same 

proficiency level: intermediate L1 English and L1 Korean groups, as well as advanced L1 

English and L1 Korean participants. ANOVAs were conducted in order to examine statistical 

significance between the two groups.   

5.1.4.1. Intermediate Level 

In the preverbal category, the accuracy of the L1 English and L1 Korean groups is 75% 

and 79.17% respectively, as reposted in Table 5.13. An ANOVA showed that there was no 

significant difference between the two L1 groups for any of the preverbal items (Full results are 

provided in Appendix G).   
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For postverbal acceptable items, ANOVA results showed that there was no significant 

difference between the two groups except for the item that contains sǐ ‘to die’(#18), which is an 

achievement verb.  For postverbal unacceptable items, for which the L1 Korean group performed 

significantly better than the L1 English group, there was a significant difference between the two 

groups on four items. They include the verbs kànshū ‘to read a book’ (#3), chīfàn, ‘to eat a meal’ 

(#12), zhǎo gōngzuò ‘to find a job’ (#35), the mǎi dōngxī ‘to buy things’ (#38) (Full results are 

provided in Appendix H). For these items, the L1 English group had greater difficulty rejecting 

the sentences with misplaced postverbal locative phrases than the L1 Korean group.    

 

Table 5.13 Accuracy Comparison: Intermediate level of L1 English and L1 Korean 

Category 

Accuracy (%) 

L1 English Group 

(n=20) 

L1 Korean Group 

(n=24) 

Preverbal Acceptable (n=6) 75.00 79.17 

Postverbal 

Acceptable (n=6) 60.83 70.14 

Unacceptable (n=7) 45.00 72.02 

Total (n=13) 52.92 71.15 

 

 

5.1.4.2. Advanced level 

Table 5.14 gives the accuracy of the advanced L1 English and advanced L1 Korean 

groups. In the preverbal category, there were no items that showed significant difference 

between the two L1 groups (Full results are provided in Appendix I).  

The results for the postverbal category were mixed. For postverbal acceptable items, no 

significant difference was found. However, all postverbal unacceptable items showed significant 
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effects between the L1 English and L1 Korean groups. The L1 Korean group performed 

significantly better on all postverbal unacceptable items than the L1 English group.  In other 

words, the advanced L1 English group showed greater difficulty rejecting these sentences than 

the L1 Korean group.  

 

Table 5.14 Accuracy Comparison: Advanced Level of L1 English and L1 Korean 

Category 

Accuracy (%) 

L1 English Group 

(n=18) 

L1 Korean Group 

(n=20) 

Preverbal Acceptable (n=6) 72.22 78.33 

Postverbal 

Acceptable (n=6) 69.44 70.83 

Unacceptable (n=7) 44.44 87.14 

Total (n=13) 56.48 79.62 

 

5.1.5. Learner Groups vs. NS group 

In this section, the performance of each learner group was compared to the performance 

of the NS group. As mentioned earlier, the NS group’s performance functioned as a baseline. 

Therefore, comparison of each learner group with the NS group will reveal different weaknesses 

and strengths that each learner group may have. One-way ANOVAs were conducted to examine 

statistical significance between learner groups and the NS group.  

5.1.5.1. L1 English group and NS group  

Figure 5.1 compares the percentage of accuracy between the intermediate L1 English and 

the NS groups. In the preverbal category, 3 items out of 6 showed significant effects between the 



108 

 

 

  

two groups (sentences that contain guàzhe ‘is hanging’, zuòzhe ‘is sitting and zhànzhe ‘is 

standing’). All three items contain the stative marker zhe.  

In the postverbal acceptable category, 4 out of 6 items produced significant effects. 2 of 

them have stative verbs (zuò 'to sit' and guì 'to kneel') and the other two items have the telic verb 

(dǎo 'to fall' and sǐ 'to die'). In the postverbal unacceptable category, the group performed 

significantly worse in all items except the item which contains the activity verb kàn diànshì ‘to 

watch TV’.  

 

 

Figure 5.1 Accuracy Comparisons between Intermediate L1 English and NS Groups 

 

Comparison of accuracy between the advanced L1 English and the NS groups is 

illustrated in Figure 5.2. In the preverbal category, results of ANOVA showed that there were 
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significant differences on items with the stative maker zhe, sentences containing guàzhe ‘is 

hanging’, tīngzhe ‘is listening’, and zhànzhe ‘is standing’. 

In the postverbal acceptable category, 3 out of 6 items, sentences that contain zuò 'sit', 

dǎo 'fall', and sǐ 'die', showed significant effects; one occurred with a stative verb (zuò 'to sit') and 

the other two contain achievement verbs (dǎo 'to fall', sǐ 'to die'). In the postverbal unacceptable 

category, significant differences were found for all items.  

 

Figure 5.2 Accuracy Comparison between Advanced L1 English and NS Groups 

 

Comparison between the L1 English and the NS groups showed that the two proficiency 

levels within the L1 English group displayed a similar tendency. In the preverbal category, the 

L1 English group performed poorly on items that contain the stative maker zhe.  In the 

postverbal category, they showed difficulties in items containing stative verbs (zuò 'to sit', guì 'to 

kneel') and achievement verbs (dǎo 'to fall', sǐ 'to die'), and all the postverbal unacceptable items. 
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The accuracy of the advanced L1 English group displayed a higher degree of variation than the 

accuracy of the intermediate L1 English group. 

5.1.5.2. L1 Korean group vs. NS group 

For the intermediate L1 Korean group, there was one item in the preverbal category, the 

item that contains guàzhe ‘is hanging’ that showed significance, and it occurs with the stative 

marker zhe.  

In the postverbal acceptable category, the intermediate L1 Korean group performed 

significantly worse than the NS group in 3 out of 6 items. One of them has a stative verb (zuò 

'sit’) and the other two have achievement verbs (dǎo 'fall', sǐ 'die'). Among postverbal 

unacceptable items, there was one item that showed significant difference between the two 

groups, it contains the activity verb, kàn diànshì ‘to watch TV’.   

At the advanced level, in the preverbal category, ANOVA results showed no significant 

effects except for the sentence that contains the verb guàzhe ‘is hanging’ ([F(1,38)=6.896, 

p=0.012]).  Among postverbal acceptable items, 3 out of 6 items (containing verbs zuò 'sit’, dǎo 

'fall' and sǐ 'die') showed significant effects, the same tendency as the advanced L1 English group. 

No significant results were observed for postverbal unacceptable items.  

Overall, intermediate and advanced L1 Korean participants displayed a similar trend. 

Figure 5.3 compares accuracy among the three groups: intermediate and advanced L1 Korean 

groups, and the NS group. The items that displayed significant differences for both learner 

groups were: the sentence that contains the verb guàzhe ‘is hanging’ (#6) in the preverbal 

category; the sentences that contain zuò ‘to sit’ (# 8), dǎo ‘to fall’ (# 43), and sǐ ‘to die’ (# 18) in 
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the postverbal acceptable category. No sentence in the postverbal unacceptable category showed 

any significant differences. Unlike the L1 English group, the L1 Korean group showed no 

difficulty rejecting sentences with misplaced postverbal locative phrases. The three postverbal 

acceptable items showing significant effects, the sentence that contains zuò ‘to sit’ (# 8), the 

sentence that contains dǎo ‘to fall’ (# 43), and the item that contains sǐ ‘to die’ (# 18). These 

items were expected to be marked as ‘certainly right’, or ‘likely right’. The position of locative 

phrases in this category is different from word order in Korean.  

 

 

Figure 5.3 Accuracy Comparison: Two Proficiency Levels of L1 Korean and NS Groups 

 

5.1.6. Interactions between L1 and Proficiency Levels  

In addition to these findings, a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was 

conducted to determine interactions between L1 and proficiency level. This was carried out with 
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preverbal, postverbal acceptable, and postverbal unacceptable categories as dependent variables, 

and L1 and proficiency level as independent variables. The accuracy of each item from each 

participant was coded. Descriptive statistics and the results of the MANOVA are reported in 

Table 5.15 and Table 5.15, respectively. The MANOVA showed that there were no significant 

associations between the two types of locative phrases and learners’ proficiency level. However, 

there was significance for L1 (Pillai's Trace=0.290, F(3,95)=12.922, p<0.025), indicating that L1 

had a significant effect on the postverbal locative phrase. This will be discussed further in 

chapter 6. Post hoc comparisons using Tukey HSD tests indicated that the mean scores for the L1 

Korean group were significantly higher than that for the L1 English group in the postverbal 

unacceptable category (L1 Korean group: M=0.78, SD=0.30; L1 English group: M=0.44, 

SD=0.25).  

 

Table 5.15 Descriptive Statistics of Accuracy 

 
L1 Level Mean Std. Deviation 

Preverbal 

NS 
NS .9250 .11439 

Total .9250 .11439 

L1 Korean 

Intermediate .8000 .21517 

Advanced .7719 .18601 

Total .7879 .20130 

L1 English 

Intermediate .7500 .25649 

Advanced .6944 .18302 

Total .7237 .22353 

Postverbal  

Acceptable 

NS 
NS .9500 .09521 

Total .9500 .09521 

L1 Korean 

Intermediate .6933 .22913 

Advanced .7193 .23605 

Total .7045 .22977 

L1 English 

Intermediate .6083 .20430 

Advanced .6944 .22324 

Total .6491 .21501 

Postverbal 

Unacceptable 
NS 

NS .9000 .14730 

Total .9000 .14730 
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L1 Korean 

Intermediate .7314 .31762 

Advanced .8647 .26715 

Total .7890 .30106 

L1 English 

Intermediate .4500 .26331 

Advanced .4444 .24932 

Total .4474 .25332 

 

Table 5.16 Summary of Result of MANOVA 

   Type III 

Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

L1 

Preverbal .082 1 .082 2.092 .151 

Postverbal 

Acceptable 
.061 1 .061 1.449 .232 

Postverbal 

Unacceptable 
2.484 1 2.484 37.115 .000 

Level 

Preverbal .035 1 .035 .900 .345 

Postverbal 

Acceptable 
.063 1 .063 1.509 .222 

Postverbal 

Unacceptable 
.082 1 .082 1.229 .270 

5.2. Picture-Meaning Matching Experiment 

This section reports the results of the picture-meaning matching experiment. Participants 

were asked to answer 6 questions, three of which were intended as test questions. Two questions 

were analyzed since one question was eliminated due to disagreement among native speakers. As 

described in Chapter 4, for each question, three pictures depicting an action were shown in this 

experiment. After seeing these pictures, participants were asked to choose one of three sentences 

that best described the event. The first option is a sentence with a preverbal locative phrase; the 

second option is a sentence with a postverbal locative phrase, and the third option is ‘Both are 

OK’. The purpose of the experiment is to investigate whether the participants distinguished the 
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meaning differences between preverbal and postverbal locative phrases when the locative 

phrases occur with certain verbs. The frequency of the choice ‘Both are OK’ was counted 

separately from accuracy, since this choice showed that the participants were not able to 

distinguish the meaning differences between preverbal and postverbal locative phrases.  

5.2.1. General Results 

Table 5.17 summarizes the overall results of accuracy for each L1 group and the 

percentage of the third option, ‘Both are OK’. Both L1 English and L1 Korean groups performed 

poorly with overall accuracy lower than 30%, while the NS group had 100% accuracy. Further 

results are presented by L1 groups. 

 

Table 5.17 General Results 

L1 Group Accuracy (%) % of 'Both are OK' 

L1 English 19.86 62.08 

L1 Korean 24.60 60.85 

NS  100 0 

 

5.2.2. L1 English Group 

Overall accuracy of the L1 English group was 19.9%. Figure 5.4 compares the accuracy 

of the two proficiency levels and the NS group. As shown in Figure 5.6, the intermediate group’s 

performance differs between item 1 and item 2, whereas the advanced level showed the same 

accuracy. A paired t-test between item 1 and item 2 for the intermediate group showed that there 

was a significant difference between the two items (t (19)= 2.517, p=0.021), such that the group 
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performed significantly better on item 1 than item 2. However, there was no significant 

difference between the two proficiency levels for either item (item1: [F(1,36) =0.282, p=0.599]. 

item2: [F(1,36)=0.2491, p=0.123]).  

 

 

Figure 5.4 Accuracy of Picture-Meaning Matching Experiment: L1 English 

 

The percentage of the choice ‘Both are OK’ in the L1 English group was high. Table 5.18 

shows the percentage of the choice ‘Both are OK’ in total responses. Over half of the responses 

were ‘Both are OK’ for both items, whereas there were none in the NS group (0%). With such a 

low accuracy rate, the results indicate that most of the participants didn’t know the different 

meanings of preverbal and postverbal locative phrases.   
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Table 5.18 Percentage of ‘Both are OK’ Option: English L1 Group 

L1 Group Item1 Item2 

L1 Eng 
Intermediate 50.00 65.00 

Advanced 61.11 72.22 

NS 0 0 

 

5.2.3. L1 Korean Group  

Overall accuracy was 24.6% for the L1 Korean group. Figure 5.5 compares accuracy of 

the two proficiency levels and the NS groups. A paired sample t-test between item1 and item 2 in 

the advanced group showed that there is a significant difference between the two items (t(19)= 

2.517, p=0.021), such that the group performed significantly better on item 1 than on item 2. 

However, the difference between the two proficiency levels was not significant. A paired t-test 

showed no significance for either item (item 1: [F(1, 42)=3.004, p=0.09], item 2 [F(1,42)=0.442, 

p=0.510]).   
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Figure 5.5 Accuracy of Picture-Meaning Matching Experiment: L1 Korean 

 

The percentage of the choice ‘Both are OK’ option was high at 60.9%. Table 5.19 

provides the percentages of ‘Both are OK’ selection among the three groups. None of the 

participants in the NS group chose this option. With such low accuracy and a high percentage of 

‘Both are OK’ selections, the results indicate that most of the participants in this group didn’t 

know the meaning differences between preverbal and postverbal locative phrases in Chinese. 

This result is similar to that of the L1 English group. 

 

Table 5.19 Percentage of ‘Both are OK’ Option: L1 Korean Group 

L1 Group 
Percentage (%) 

Item 1 Item 2 

L1 Korean  
Intermediate (n=24) 54 79 

Advanced (n=20) 35 75 

NS 0 0 
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5.2.4. Summary 

In summary, the overall accuracy of the picture-meaning matching experiment was low: 

the English L1 group scored 19.9%, and the L1 Korean group accuracy rate was 24.6%. This 

indicates that neither learner groups have acquired the meaning difference between preverbal and 

postverbal locative phrases.  

The percentage of ‘Both are OK’ selections was consistent with the low accuracy rate. As 

mentioned earlier, choice of the ‘Both are OK’ option signals that participants have not acquire 

the meaning differences between preverbal and postverbal locative phrases. Both indicate that 

learners were not aware that word order of locative phrases in Chinese is meaningful.  

5.3. Open-Ended Short Essay Experiment 

This section presents the results of the open-ended short essay questions. In this 

experiment, the participants were asked to write about two topics: 1) the most memorable places 

they have traveled, and 2) their opinion about online shopping. Responses were collected and 

occurrences of locative phrases with zài were counted and analyzed.  

Overall, 75 instances of locative phrases with zài were found in the written responses. 

Locative phrases in sentence-initial and modifier positions were excluded, since these are out of 

the scope of the current study. Therefore, 44 instances of locative phrases with zài were found 

and analyzed quantitively. Preverbal and postverbal locative phrase usages are presented 

accordingly. 
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5.3.1. Preverbal Locative Phrases Usage 

There were 34 occurrences of preverbal locative phrases among the learner groups and 

eighteen instances in the NS group. Table 5.20 summarizes the number of occurrences. The L1 

English group produced 13 instances of the preverbal locative phrase. The intermediate group 

produced 6 instances and the advanced group produced 7. As for the L1 Korean group, the 

advanced and the intermediate groups produced 10 and 11 instances respectively.  

 

 

Table 5.20 Occurrences of Preverbal Locative Phrases 

Participants Occurrence 

L1 English 

Intermediate level 6 

Advanced level 7 

Total 13 

L1 Korean 

Intermediate level 10 

Advanced level 11 

Total 21 

NS  Total 18 

     

All of the preverbal locative phrases produced by the learner groups were grammatical, 

such as those in (5.5) and (5.6). This indicates that both learner groups had a good command of 

how to use the preverbal locative phrase.  

 

(5.5) wǒ zài Zhōngguó qù le     hěn  duō    dìfang.        (from L1 English subject) 

          I    at   China        go-past very many places 

         ‘I went to many places in China.’ 
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(5.6)    wǒ zài jiā      shuō   hányǔ.              (from L1 Korean subject) 

            I    at   home speak Korean 

          ‘I speak Korean at home.’ 

 

In terms of the verb phrases used with preverbal locative phrases, activity predicates with 

verb-object structure were used most frequently (22 instances out of 35), such as mǎi yīfu, ‘buy 

clothes’, and shuō hányǔ ‘speak Korean’. There were 6 occurrences of preverbal locative phrases 

with the verb phrase mǎi yīfu ‘to buy clothes’, as in (5.7). All verbs used in the experiment are 

listed in Table 5.21. 

 

(5.7)   wǒ bù  xǐhuan zài wǎng-shàng mǎi yīfu. 

           I    not like      at   net   -on       buy clothes 

          ‘I don’t like to buy clothes online.’  

 

Table 5.21 Verbs used with a Preverbal Locative Phrase in Learner Groups’ Written Experiment 

Type Verbs 

Verb-Object 

xuéxí hànyǔ ‘study Chinese’ zhǎo gōngzuò ‘find a job’ 

 mǎi dōngxī ‘buy things’ chīfàn ‘eat’ 

qímǎ ‘ride a horse’ mǎi shū ‘buy a book’ 

mǎi yīfu ‘buy a clothe’ huā shíjiān ‘spend a time’ 

shuō hányǔ/ 
hànyǔ/ 
yīngyǔ 

‘speak 

Korean/Chinese/English’ 
pāi zhàopiàn ‘take a picture’ 

gòuwù ‘buy’ zǒulù ‘walk’ 

xuéxí ‘study’   

Verb +le qù ‘go’ yòng ‘use’ 
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kàn ‘see’ kāi ‘open’ 

fāzhǎ ‘develop’   

Others 
lǚyóu ‘travel’ cānjiā ‘participate’ 

fēnxiǎng ‘share’   

 

18 preverbal locative phrases were recorded for the NS group. Verb phrase structures that 

the NS group used differed from that of the learner groups. They included not only verb-object 

structures, such as mǎi dōngxī ‘buy thing(s)’, and shuōhuà ‘speak’, but also verb-resulative 

compounds, like mǎidào ‘buy-reach (succeed in buying)’ as well as verbs with the stative marker 

zhe as in děngzhe ‘is waiting’. Table 5.22 provides the verbs used with preverbal locative phrases 

from the NS group. 

 

Table 5.22 Verbs used with a Preverbal Locative Phrase in NS Group’s Written Experiment 

Locative 

Phrase 

Verbs  

Type Verbs 

Preverbal 

Verb-Object 

mǎi dōngxī buy (things) 

shuōShànghǎihuà speak Shanghai dialect 

mǎi shū buy (a) book 

gòuwù buy thing(s) 

Verb-resultative 
mǎidào 

buy-reach (succeed in 

buying) 

shōudào receive 

Verb+le mǎile bought 

Verb+zhe děngzhe is waiting 

Verb copy diǎndiǎn click-click 
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Idioms huòbǐsānjiā  do comparative shopping  

Verb + nominalized verb jìnxíng bǐjiào  make comparisons  

Others 

luànzǒu wander 

wán play 

zhù live  

 

5.3.2. Postverbal Locative Phrases Usage  

There were much fewer instances of postverbal locative usage across all groups, with a 

total of 10 instances among the two learner groups, and 4 occurrences in the NS group. Table 

5.23 summarizes the number of occurrences of postverbal locative phrases in the experiment.       

                                                                

Table 5.23 Occurrences of Postverbal Locative Phrases 

L1 Group Occurrence 

L1 English 

Intermediate level 4 

Advanced level 4 

Total 8 

L1 Korean 

Intermediate level 2 

Advanced level 0 

Total 2 

NS  Total 4 

 

The L1 English group produced 4 instances at each level. The advanced group produced 

3 grammatical usages and 1 ungrammatical usage, which is listed in (5.8). The locative phrase in 

(5.8) is misplaced. Unlike English, the placement of the locative phrase in (5.8) should be before 

the verb, not after. This example indicates the effect of L1 influence. The intermediate group 

produced 2 grammatical and 2 ungrammatical postverbal phrases. One of the two errors was 
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related to bǎ structure, as in (5.9). The postverbal locative phrase should immediately follow the 

verb, so the bǎ structure should be employed in order to place the direct object before the verb 

(Li and Thompson, 1989).   

 

(5.8) *chi fan   zai moxige 

            eat meal at  Mexico 

           ‘eat in Mexico’. 

 

(5.9)  *fang niao zai shoutao-shang  

         put   bird  at   glove   -on 

       ‘put (the) bird on the glove’ 

  

The L1 Korean group produced very few instances of the postverbal locative phrase. 

There were only 2 instances, both of which were found at the intermediate level; one was 

grammatical (5.10) and the other was ungrammatical. The ungrammatical usage was related to a 

lack of understanding of the verb lǚxíng ‘to travel’, as listed in (5.11). In terms of verbs produced, 

only 3 verbs were used with postverbal locative phrases. The verb zhu ‘live’, in the form of 

zhuzai ‘live at’, was the most frequent (4 out of 8). Stative dai ‘stay’; and an accomplishment 

fang ‘drop’ were also found. This result shows limited usage of verbs with postverbal locative 

phrases. 

 

(5.10) wǒ zhù zài Dàtián. 

          I    live at   Daejeon 

         ‘I live in Daejeon’.  



124 

 

 

  

 

(5.11) *wo lǚxíng    zai Pusan 

              I     travel   at   Pusan 

         ‘I traveled to Pusan’  

 

The NS group also produced much fewer postverbal locative phrases than preverbal 

locative phrases. Among the three occurrences found in the experiment, there were two types of 

verbs: verbs of appearance, such as sheng/chūshēng ‘to be born’, zhǎng ‘to be raised’, and verbs 

of posture such as zhàn ‘to stand’.  

In total, there were 44 instances of locative phrases in the open-ended essay experiment: 

34 occurrences of preverbal and 10 occurrences of postverbal locative phrases. The L1 English 

group produced 31 instances and the L1 Korean group produced 23. Preverbal locative phrases 

were all grammatical, whereas 3 out of 10 instances of postverbal locative phrase were 

ungrammatical.  

Frequency of occurrence among the two types of phrases indicates that the learner groups 

had more difficulty producing postverbal locative phrases than preverbal ones. In addition, the 

paucity of postverbal locative phrases among advanced L1 Korean learners compared to that of 

the advanced L1 English group suggests there is a possibility that L1 Korean learners avoided 

using them.    

Overall, the repertoire of verbs used in the written experiment was limited. For preverbal 

locative phrases, most of the verbs were activity verb-object phrases. 4 out of 8 instances of 

postverbal locative phrases used the verb zhù ‘to live’, in zhùzai ‘to live at’.  
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5.4. Summary 

This chapter reports the results of three experiments: a grammaticality judgment task, a 

picture-meaning matching task, and an open-ended short essay. First, the grammaticality 

judgment experiment produced several findings: 1) the L1 English group performed better on the 

preverbal category than the grammaticality of postverbal category. Both intermediate and 

advanced L1 English participants had less difficulty judging the grammaticality of preverbal 

locative phrases than the grammaticality of postverbal ones. 2) In the postverbal locative phrase 

category, the two L1 groups performed differently. For the L1 English group, accuracy on 

postverbal unacceptable items was significantly lower than that of postverbal acceptable items. 

This result indicates that the L1 English participants had difficulty rejecting ungrammatical 

sentences that have a locative word order similar to that of English. For the L1 Korean groups, 

there was no significant differences between the accuracy of the postverbal unacceptable and 

acceptable items. This indicates that the L1 Korean group didn’t have a hard time rejecting 

postverbal unacceptable sentences. The results from comparisons between the two learner groups 

(L1 English and L1 Korean) reveal that the learners’ L1 is a significant factor. The L1 Korean 

group performed significantly better on postverbal unacceptable items than the L1 English group. 

3) Comparison of the two learner groups with the NS group revealed that each learner group 

showed slightly different difficulties in the acquisition of locative phrases. Performance of each 

L1 group and the performance of the NS group were compared. Between the L1 English and NS 

groups, the postverbal unacceptable category showed significant differences. In contrast, the 

postverbal acceptable category displayed the most significant differences between the L1 Korean 
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and NS group. 4) Interactions between L1 and proficiency level were examined by MANOVA. 

There were no significant associations between the two types of locative phrases and learners’ 

proficiency level. This indicates that proficiency level is not a significant factor in this study. 

However, there was significance for L1. This indicates that L1 had a significant effect on the 

acquisition of the postverbal locative phrase. This is consistent with the other results. 

Second, in the picture-meaning matching task, participants in both learner groups had low 

accuracy and a high percentage of ‘Both are OK’ selection. Significant differences between the 

learner groups and the NS group indicates that the learner groups didn’t know the meaning 

differences between preverbal and postverbal locative phrases with certain verbs regardless of 

their L1 and proficiency level.  

Third, in the open-ended short essay, learners’ production of locative phrases was 

examined and compared with that of the NS group. There were 44 instances of locative phrases 

in the open-ended essay experiment: 34 preverbal occurrences, and 10 postverbal occurrences. 

The L1 English group produced 31 instances and the L1 Korean group produced 23. All of the 

preverbal locative phrases produced were grammatical, whereas 3 out of 10 instances of 

postverbal phrases were ungrammatical. Overall, both L1 groups were able to use preverbal 

locative phrases grammatically, but they had difficulty using postverbal locative phrases 

grammatically. In terms of frequency of occurrence across two types of phrases, both L1 groups 

used less postverbal locative phrases than preverbal locative phrases. This indicates that both L1 

groups had more difficulty producing postverbal locative phrases than preverbal locative phrases. 

In particular, the advanced L1 Korean group’s use of postverbal locative phrases was especially 
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low, suggesting the possibility of avoidance.  The verbs used in the written experiment were of a 

limited repertoire. Most verbs that participants used with preverbal locative phrases were activity 

verbs with objects, and most postverbal locative phrases were associated with the verb zhù ‘to 

live’.  

In the next section, I will revisit the research questions and hypotheses. Implications of 

the study based on the results will also be discussed.    
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION 

 

This section will examine the hypotheses and research questions raised in this study. The 

purpose of the study is to investigate L1 influence on the acquisition of locative phrases among 

learners of Chinese as a foreign language with different L1s. To identify how learners’ L1 

influences the acquisition of the phrase, three research questions were asked, which are repeated 

here; 

 

1. How does the placement of locative phrases in the learner’s L1 influence the 

acquisition of Chinese locative phrases? Do L1 Korean learners perform better than 

L1 English learners on preverbal locative phrases? Conversely, do L1 English 

learners perform better than L1 Korean learners on postverbal locative phrases? 

2. Does locative placement in L1 affect the order of acquisition of preverbal and 

postverbal locative phrases? In other words, do L1 English learners of Chinese 

acquire the postverbal locative phrase before the preverbal locate phrase whereas L1 

Korean learners of Chinese acquire the preverbal locative phrase before the 

postverbal locative phrase? 

3. How do learners acquire the semantic differences between preverbal and postverbal 

locative phrases? Will advanced learners be able to make a distinction between the 

two?  
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Related to this research question, several hypotheses were established: 

1) Hypotheses related to research question one: 

a) The L1 Korean group will perform better on preverbal locative phrases than 

the L1 English group, because the position of preverbal locative phrases in 

Chinese is similar to that of Korean, yet it is unacceptable in English.    

b) Since the position of the postverbal locative phrase is unacceptable in Korean 

but acceptable in English, the L1 Korean group will show more difficulty 

accepting sentences with acceptable postverbal locative phrases than the L1 

English group.  

c) Since the position of the postverbal locative phrase is acceptable in English 

but unacceptable in Korean, the L1 English learners will show more difficulty 

rejecting postverbal unacceptable items than the L1 Korean group. 

 

2) Hypotheses related to research question two:  

a) The L1 Korean group will perform better on preverbal locative phrases than 

postverbal locative phrases. 

b) The L1 English group will perform better on postverbal locative phrases than 

preverbal locative phrases. 
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This chapter starts by reexamining and answering each research question and evaluating 

the proposed hypotheses (in section 6.1). Section 6.2 accounts for the results related to L1 

influence in the view of cross linguistic influence.  In section 6.3, I will discuss the reasons for 

earlier acquisition of preverbal locative phrase and other possible influence factors. In section 6.4 

I discuss some methodological issues and in section 6.5 I consider pedagogical implications.  

6.1. Acquisition of Locatives Phrases in Chinese 

6.1.1. Hypotheses on Research Question One 

6.1.1.1. Hypothesis (1a) 

First, hypothesis (1a) was not supported by the results from the grammaticality 

judgement task and the open-ended essay writing task. In the grammatical judgement experiment, 

there was no significant difference between the accuracy of the two L1 groups; they showed a 

similar level of understanding. In the open-ended essay questions, all usage of preverbal locative 

phrases among both learner groups were correct. These results suggest that the L1 English group 

didn’t have more difficulty than the L1 Korean group, and that both groups of learners were 

comfortable with using and making grammatical judgements about preverbal locative phrases. 

The results indicate that learners’ acquisition of Chinese preverbal locative phrases was not 

affected by the word order of L1. 

6.1.1.2. Hypotheses (1b) and (1c) 

Hypotheses (1b) and (1c) are concerned with postverbal locative phrases. It should be 

recalled that postverbal locative phrases only occur with certain types of verbs, such as zuò ‘to 
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sit’, as shown in (6.2a). The corresponding English structure is acceptable, (6.1b). However, 

Korean doesn’t allow locative phrases in postverbal position as Korean is a verb-final language 

(6.1c).  

 

(6.1= 2.32)   a. tā   zuò zài shāfā-shang. 

              3sg sit      at   sofa -on 

            ‘He is sitting on the sofa.’ 

                     b. He is sitting on the sofa.  

         c.*Keu-ka        anca-iss         -ta   sopha-ey       . 

             3sge-NM     sit   -PROG   -DC sofa  -loc         

         d . Keu-ka        sopha-ey       anca-iss         -ta. 

             3sge-NM     sofa   -loc      sit   -PROG  -DC 

               ‘He is sitting on the sofa.’ 

 

Hypothesis (1b) was not supported by the results. The accuracy of the L1 Korean group 

on the postverbal acceptable items in the grammaticality judgement experiment was not 

significantly lower than that of the L1 English group. However, the L1 Korean group performed 

significantly worse on the postverbal acceptable items than the NS group. The ANOVA result 

showed that there is a significant effect of the postverbal acceptable items between the two 

groups. [F (1.62)=21.029, p=0.000025]. This suggest that the performance of the L1 Korean 

learners was not target-like yet on postverbal acceptable items. 

For all postverbal unacceptable items in the grammaticality judgement task, the L1 

English group performed significantly worse than the L1 Korean group, mainly items #12, #35, 

#38, as listed in Table 6.1. Results from ANOVA indicate that these three items showed 
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significant differences between the two groups. This result supports hypothesis (1c), suggesting 

that, because of the English word order, the L1 English group had more difficulty rejecting 

postverbal unacceptable items.  

 

Table 6.1 List of Items in Grammatical Judgment Experiment 

Item # Questions 

#12 
tóngxué  -men chī wǔ          -fàn    zài canting 

classmate-PL  eat afternoon-meal at  cafeteria 

‘Classmates eat lunch at the cafeteria.’ 

#35 
xiànzài    hěn  duō     rén     shuō   hěn   nán       zhǎogōngzuò zài běijīng 

rightnow very many people speak very difficult find job          at  Beijing 

‘Nowdays lots of people say that it is very hard to find a job in Beijing. 

#38 
wǒ xǐhuan mǎi  dōngxī zàiwǎng-shàng 

I     like      buy things   at net  -on 

‘I like to shop at online.’ 

 

 

6.1.2. Hypothesis on Research Question Two 

The second research question addressed the relative order of acquisition of preverbal and 

postverbal locative phrases by L1 English and Korean learners. I will discuss this question by 

comparing two types of phrases (preverbal and postverbal phrases) within the same L1 group. 

6.1.2.1. Hypothesis (2a)  

Hypothesis (2a) predicts that the L1 Korean group would perform better on preverbal 

locative phrases than postverbal locative phrases. However, comparing this group’s performance 

on each category of the grammaticality judgment experiment, the L1 Korean group didn’t show 
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any preference. There were no significant differences among the three categories (preverbal, 

postverbal acceptable, and postverbal unacceptable). Therefore, hypothesis (2a) was not 

supported.  

6.1.2.2. Hypothesis (2b) 

Hypothesis (2b) predicts that the L1 English group would perform better on postverbal 

locative phrases than preverbal locative phrases. However, the hypothesis was not supported. In 

the grammaticality judgment experiment, the English L1 groups performed significantly better 

on the preverbal category than the postverbal category. The L1 English group displayed a higher 

degree of accuracy on preverbal locative phrases than postverbal ones.  

6.1.3. Semantic Differences between Preverbal and Postverbal 

Research question three asks whether learners are aware of the semantic differences 

between preverbal and postverbal locative phrases and how their knowledge changes as their 

proficiency level increases. The picture-meaning matching experiment was designed to access 

this knowledge verbs. Results from this task revealed that all learner groups—regardless of L1 or 

their proficiency level—showed difficulty distinguishing meaning differences between preverbal 

and postverbal locative phrases. Overall accuracy across both L1 English and L1 Korean groups 

was low, and the percentage of the ‘Both are ok’ selection was as high as 61% for both learner 

groups. This indicates that neither learner groups had acquired the meaning differences between 

preverbal and postverbal locative phrases with certain verbs.  In addition, there were no 

significant differences between intermediate and advanced levels in either learner group, 
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indicating that the knowledge of these constructions’ semantic features didn’t change as the 

subjects’ proficiency level improved.  

6.1.4. Summary 

Overall, of the 5 hypotheses (1a, 1b, 1c, 2a and 2b), only (1c) was supported. The results 

showed that both L1 English and L1 Korean groups have better knowledge of preverbal locative 

phrases than postverbal locative phrases, regardless of their L1. In particular, the L1 English 

groups performed significantly better on the preverbal category than the postverbal category in 

the grammaticality judgement experiment.  

In addition to the results concerning the five hypotheses, there are also other related 

results. Thus preference for preverbal locative phrases over postverbal locative phrases was also 

observed in the open-ended essay experiment. Both learner groups produced more preverbal 

locative phrases than postverbal locative phrases in this task. All uses of the preverbal 

construction were grammatical, whereas only half of the usage of the postverbal construction 

were grammatical. This suggests a comparatively higher degree of difficulty acquiring postverbal 

locative phrases across learner groups.  

Earlier acquisition of preverbal locative phrases for L2 Chinese learners has also been 

found in previous research in CSL studies. Research on the acquisition of the zài related phrases 

among learners of Chinese as a second/foreign language found that beginning-level learners 

overwhelmingly preferred to use preverbal locative phrases over postverbal ones (Ding and Shen 

2001; Zhao 2000). The findings from the current study support previous research, but this study 

goes further and shows that the learning sequence of preverbal-before-postverbal holds 
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regardless of learners’ L1, indicating that this sequence may be a universal sequence for all L2 

learners of Chinese. The results suggest that the acquisition of locative phrases is also affected by 

other factors. I will discuss why preverbal locative phrases are acquired earlier than the 

postverbal locative phrases as well as what other factors may affect the acquisition of locative 

phrases in Chinese in section 6.3. 

The results from this study also suggest when L1 influence may occur. Out of five 

hypotheses, only (1c) was confirmed. The hypothesis predicted that L1 English learners of 

Chinese would show more difficulty rejecting postverbal unacceptable items, since the 

placement of these phrases is similar to their L1. The results confirm that there is L1 influence. 

However, in the case of the L1 Korean group, hypothesis (1b) was rejected, showing that the L1 

Korean group was not affected by their L1 in accepting sentences with postverbal locative 

phrases. These results indicate that structural differences between L1 and L2 alone do not predict 

learner performance. L1 influence is observed only when there is a mismatch between L1 and L2. 

e.g. hypothesis (1c) and even in this situation, it may not have a significant difference, e.g. 

hypothesis (1b).  

6.2. L1 Influence: Similarities or Differences? 

There are similarities and differences in the placement of locative phrases among English, 

Korean and Chinese. In this section I look further into how similarities and differences between 

L1 and L2 impact the acquisition of locative phrases in L2 Chinese from the perspective of 

cross-linguistic influence.  
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In the study of cross-linguistic influence, researchers have taken various perspectives on 

the differences and similarities between L1 and L2. In the Contrastive Analysis approach, some 

researchers argue that the greater the linguistic difference between some aspect of the L1 and L2, 

the greater the likelihood of interference (Long and Doughty 2009; Ringbom 2007). However, 

others refute this view, arguing that the more similar the languages are on some point, the more 

likely the L1 is to influence. Even though transfer is known to occur as a result of either 

similarities or differences between L1 and L2 (Kellerman, 1995), disagreement remains 

regarding how cross-linguistic influence occurs with respect to similarities and differences 

between L1 and L2 (Odlin 1996; Foley and Flynn 2005). The findings from this study show that 

both similarities and differences can affect L2 acquisition. We will discuss similarities first.  

6.2.1. Similarities between L1 and L2 

Recall the similarity in locative phrase placement between English and Chinese: locative 

phrases can occur after the verb. However, in Chinese the postverbal locative phrase can only 

occur with certain verbs, whereas in English there is no such restriction. In the grammaticality 

judgement task, locative phrases were placed postverbally where they were not supposed to be. 

The verbs in these items occurred with an object, and signaled the general location of an event. 

Example (6.2) is one of the test items. In (6.2b), the locative phrase occurs correctly in preverbal 

position. The English counterpart of (6.2a), which is (6.2c), is acceptable.  

 

(6.2) a. * tóngxué-men chī wǔ-   fàn  zài cāntīng. 

        classmate-Pl. eat noon-meal at cafeteria 

     ‘Classmates eat lunch at the cafeteria.’ 
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           b.   tóngxué-men zài cāntīng chī wǔ-   fàn . 

        classmate-Pl. at cafeteria eat noon-meal  

      ‘Classmates eat lunch at the cafeteria.’ 

           c.    Classmates eat lunch at the cafeteria.  

         

 As discussed earlier, the English L1 group performed significantly worse on these items 

than the L1 Korean group. It seems that the structural similarity between L1 and L2 causes the 

L1 English group’s reluctance to reject these items. The same type of errors was found in the L1 

English group’s open-ended essay responses. Example (6.3) (repeated from (5.8)) is part of an 

advanced L1 English participant’s responses. The locative phrase in (6.3) is ungrammatical 

because of the position of the locative phrase. This example strongly suggests the presence of L1 

influence.  

 

(6.3 = 5.8) *chī fàn   zài  mòxīgē  

                       eat meal in    Mexico 

                      ‘eat in Mexico’ 

 

It has been reported that an imperfect match between L1 and L2 can trigger L1 influence. 

Inagaki (2002) investigated English verbs with goal prepositional phrases (PP) among L1 

Japanese learners of English. He noted that only directed motion verbs (such as go, come) can 

take a goal PP in Japanese, whereas both manner-of-motion verbs and directed motion verbs can 

take a goal PP in English. Using a picture-matching experiment, he found that L1 Japanese 

learners tended to interpret English sentences with a goal PP as locational readings because of L1 
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influence. He also argued that the partial match between L1 and L2 on the manner-of-motion 

verbs with a goal PP triggers L1 influence. Brown and Iwasaki (2013) looked into the acquisition 

of Korean case particles among, L1 Japanese and L1 English learners. They compared the two 

L1 groups in order to eliminate the developmental error pattern and confirm L1 influence. They 

found that L1 Japanese learners of Korean supplied particles more fluently and more accurately 

because of the similarity between L1 and L2, but L1 did have an influence on cases for which 

there was an imperfect match between L1 and L2 in terms of case particles, such as use of 

allomorphs.  The result from this study is in the same vein. Word order similarity between 

English and Chinese exists, but there is a mismatch between acceptable postverbal locative 

phrases in English and Chinese. This can prevent the L1 English group from rejecting postverbal 

unacceptable items. Compared to the performance of the L1 Korean group, the L1 English group 

was influenced by their L1 order of locative phrase placement. The L1 Korean group showed 

higher accuracy in rejecting postverbal unacceptable items, and didn’t produce errors similar to 

those in (6.3). There is an imperfect match in the acceptability of postverbal locative phrases 

between Chinese and English. Therefore, we can conclude that the similarity between L1 and L2 

triggers L1 influence.     

6.2.2. Differences between L1 and L2 

Recall that in the grammaticality judgement experiment, the L1 Korean group didn’t 

show more difficulty than the L1 English group in accepting postverbal acceptable items. 

However, their accuracy in the postverbal acceptable category was significantly lower than that 

of native speakers, especially items with posture verbs.  These items were most different in terms 
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of word order compared to Korean. In addition, the results from the L1 Korean group in the 

open-ended short essay show a tendency toward avoidance of postverbal locative phrases. Only 

two instances were observed from the intermediate level of the group, and no usage was 

observed from the advanced level.  

Previous research on the differences between L1 and L2 has found that word order 

differences between L1 and L2 cause difficulties in the acquisition of L2 word order. (Selinker, 

1969; Alonso, 2002). It has also been found that L1 might influence the usage frequency of 

certain forms in L2 production. (Foley and Flynn, 2005). Schachter (1974) found that L1 

Chinese and L1 Japanese learners of English had attempted only half of the number of relative 

clauses as Persian and Arabic learners. Considering that the relative clause appears to the left of 

the relative cause head in Chinese and Japanese, unlike English, Schachter argued that the 

differences between English and Chinese/Japanese caused underproduction of relative clauses 

among Chinese and Japanese learners. Kleinmann (1977) also found avoidance of certain 

structure in language production. In the elicitation of four structures (passives, present 

progressives, infinitive complements and direct object pronouns), he found that syntactic 

structures predicted to be more difficult for learners were less produced. As for the reason why 

avoidance occurs, it was found that the complexity of the L2 structure and the absence of a 

certain feature in L1 were intertwined (Foley and Lynn, 2005). Laufer and Eliasson (1993) found 

that the absence of a certain feature in L1 is a better predictor of avoidance. Considering that 

other elements cannot occur after the verb in Korean, the significant decrease in the use of 
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Chinese postverbal locative phrases by the L1 Korean group may indicate that there is L1 

influence on the acquisition of postverbal locative phrases.  

6.3. Other Factors  

I now address the issue why both L1 groups performed well on preverbal locative phrase 

tasks. This result was expected for the L1 Korean group, but it was unexpected for the L1 

English group. What other factors may play a role? In this section, I will first discuss the 

linguistic characteristics of Chinese locative phrases followed by input factors.  

6.3.1. Complex Features of Postverbal Locative Phrases  

As mentioned in previous chapters, preverbal and postverbal locative phrases have 

different functions and distributions. A preverbal locative phrase can occur with most verb types 

which can name an event or state that can occur at some location (Tai, 1974; Li and Thompson, 

1981; Fan, 1986). However, not all verbs can take a postverbal locative phrase. They occur with 

telic verbs, atelic dynamic verbs, and stative verbs (Liu, 2009). The postverbal construction is 

further limited by two constraints:1) it cannot occur with verbs that indicate directed motion 

(except downward direction) and 2) it cannot occur with a structure that has already encoded the 

end point of an event syntactically, such as the bǎ structure, (Liu, 2009). In addition to all these 

limitations, a specific semantic feature is encoded in the structure. There is a semantic difference 

when postverbal locative phrases occur with verbs of displacement (Li and Thompson, 1981). 

These verbs refer to action verbs whose meaning includes local displacement from one place to 

another, such as tiào ‘jump’, diē ‘fall’, diào ‘drop’. Use of the structure with these verbs 
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indicates the place where the event has ended up, while preverbal locative phrases indicate the 

location where the event has happened.  

These complicated syntactic and semantic characteristics may make it more difficult for 

learners to acquire postverbal locative phrases. Research has also shown that it is harder to 

acquire features at the syntactic-semantic interface than syntactic structure only (narrow syntax) 

(White, 2011; Iverson and Rothan, 2008). In other words, learners of Chinese need to acquire not 

only the syntactic structure of postverbal locative phrases, but also the limitations on distribution 

and semantic features. Therefore, the complex linguistic features and additional semantic feature 

of postverbal locative phrases can cause more difficulty in acquisition than preverbal locative 

phrases.  

6.3.2. Input Factors 

Earlier and more frequent input of preverbal locative phrases can be another factor in the 

acquisition of locative phrases. In the second/foreign language acquisition research, the role of 

input, and particularly input frequency, has been recognized as an important factor in second 

language acquisition (Gass, 1996). In fact, some studies have found that there are positive 

correlations between input frequency and accuracy (Ellis, 1994; N. Ellis, 2012; Larsen-Freeman, 

1976; Long 1981) Larsen-Freeman (1976) investigated English morpheme acquisition among 24 

adult learners of English. She found that the frequency of occurrence in native speakers’ speech 

is the main determinant for learners’ oral production. In addition, Long (1980) found that there is 

a relationship between input frequency and the order of accurate production in English. He 

analyzed the conversation of 36 Japanese learners of English to examine the order of syntactic 
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and morphological structure of English. Long found that the frequency of morpheme order in L2 

learners’ conversation is related to input order. Bybee and Thompson (1997) argue for frequency 

effects in language processing not only in phonetics and morpho-syntax, but also in syntax.  

To find out input frequency, I reviewed the textbook that the participants used at the time 

of the study; Integrated Chinese (Tao-Chung Yao, Yuehua Liu and et al. Boston: Cheng and 

Tsui Company, 2005 2nd edition) and, Practical Chinese 1 (Chul Park et al, Hankuk University 

of Foreign Studies Publisher, 2006). In both textbooks the preverbal locative phrase structure is 

introduced earlier than the postverbal locative phrase. In the case of Integrated Chinese, the 

preverbal locative phrase is introduced in level 1 part 1 (Lesson 5), while the postverbal locative 

phrase first appears in level 1 part 2 of the book (Lesson 15). These phrases are introduced with 

the bǎ structure, as in the form ‘bǎ +Noun +verb (verbs of placement) + zài +place’, as seen in 

example (6.5). Additionally, verbs that take the postverbal locative phrase, such as zhùzài ‘live 

at’, are introduced later still in level 2 part 1. Preverbal locative phrases also occur more than two 

times as often (104 instances) as postverbal locative phrases (43 instances). A similar situation is 

found in the textbook used by the L1 Korean learners. This textbook, Practical Chinese 1, 

consists of 28 lessons. Preverbal locative phrases are introduced in lesson 5, whereas postverbal 

usages are introduced in lesson 26. Preverbal locative phrases occur twice as frequent as that of 

postverbal locative phrases. In other words, preverbal locative phrases are introduced earlier and 

used more frequently than postverbal locative phrases. 

 

(6.4) nǐ bǎ dàngāo fang zài nǎr le?            (Integrated Chinese: Level 1 Part 1,134) 

     you BA cake put   at where Perfective 
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       ‘Where did you put the cake?’ 

 

In these textbooks, various verbs are used with preverbal locative phrases, but most are 

telic verbs with quantity or duration of time, or related to some other structure that can’t take a 

postverbal locative phrase, including resultative complements, or the stative marker zhe. Verbs 

occurring with the postverbal locative phrases are limited, mostly fàng ‘to put’, lā 'drop'(a form 

of bǎ structure), zhùzài ‘to live at’, and a few posture verbs. The complete list of verbs that occur 

with each locative phrase is provided in  

 

Table 6.2. In sum, postverbal locative phrases are introduced as part of a sentence 

pattern—such as the ‘bǎ’ structure. 

None of the textbooks mention the semantic differences between preverbal and 

postverbal locative phrases and there is no explanation of the semantic features of postverbal 

locative phrases. The lack of explicit input regarding semantic functions may explain why the 

participants didn’t distinguish the meaning differences regardless of their proficiency level.  

 

Table 6.2 Verbs that Occur with a Locative Phrase in Integrated Chinese 

Verbs occurring with Preverbal locative phrase 

Type Examples 

Activity Verbs 

xué ' to sudy', kàn 'watch', tīng 'listen to', dǎ  'play', shuìjiào 'to sleep', děng 'wait', 

chī 'to eat', liáotiān ' to chat', mǎi 'to buy', kāichē 'drive', shàngwǎng 'to surf the 

internet',  shàng dàxué 'enter University', zuòfàn 'to cook', jiāo 'to teach', dǎgōng 

'to work part-time', dāng (fúwùyuán) 'work (as a serviceman)', bāngmáng 'to help', 

dìngcān 'to order dishes', bàomíng 'to register', hē 'to drink', gōngzuò 'to work', 

chūxiàn 'to appear', chūshēng 'to be born', zhǎngdà 'to be raised' 
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Accomplishments 

zhǎo (le yígè gōngzuò), ‘to find (a job), zhù (yìnián), ‘to live (for a year)’ xuéxí 
(bànnián) ‘to study (half year)’,  jiàn(yījiànmáoyī) ‘to see (a sweater), kàn(leyígè 
diànyǐng), ‘to see (a movie)’, lǚyóu(leyígèxīngqī) ‘to travel (for a week)’, chī (le 

yídùnfàn) ‘to eat (a meal) 

Stative zhù ' to live' 

Stative with zhe Děngzhe ‘waiting’ 

Verbs occurring with Postverbal Locative phrase 

Type Examples 

Accomplishment with ba structure fàng ‘ to put’, lā  'drop' jiànlì 'build' 

Stative 

Posture 
zuò 'to sit', zhàn 'to stand', tǎng 'to lie', kào 'to lean', yā  'to 

press', 

Existence zhù ' to live' dài  'to stay' 

Continuing of an 

existing state 
cún ' to save (money)', liú 'to remain' 

 

In addition, the participants had been learning Chinese as a foreign language, leading to 

the more decisive role of classroom input. As mentioned by researchers (Ringbom, 1987; 

Ringbom, 2006), second language learning and foreign language learning are very different in 

terms of language learning environment, which can have a considerable effect on learning. Since 

learners were not exposed to Chinese outside of classroom input, and learning mainly takes place 

in the classroom, the learners likely depend on the classroom instruction (Ringbom 27). 

Frequency of input and limited exposure to the L2 may lead to the learners’ better performance 

on the preverbal category. Although the correlation between input and learners’ output with 

respect to preverbal locative phrase usage needs further study, we can assume that the earlier and 

more frequent input of preverbal locative phrases may have an impact on performance on 

preverbal locative phrase tasks regardless of their L1 background.  
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6.3.3. Summary 

In this section I discussed possible reasons why the preverbal locative phrase is acquired 

earlier than the postverbal locative phrase by both L1 groups. Based on linguistic characteristics 

and input observations, I suggest that general usage and frequent exposure to preverbal locative 

phrases may have caused learners to acquire preverbal locative phrases earlier than postverbal 

locative phrases. In addition, the participants studied in a foreign language environment, which 

provided limited exposure to Chinese.  These factors may have contributed to the reason why 

both L1 groups displayed similar understanding of preverbal locative phrases regardless of their 

L1.      

6.4. Methodological Considerations 

In this study, I follow Jarvis (2000) and examined L1 influence in three aspects: intra-L1 

group homogeneity, inter-L1 group heterogeneity, and inter-L1 group congruity between 

learner’s L1 and interlanguage performance. Intra L1 group homogeneity means that the learners 

who speak the same L1 behave in a uniform manner when using the L2; Inter-L1 group 

heterogeneity indicates that there are comparable differences between learners of a common L2 

who speak different L1s in their interlanguage performance; Inter-L1 group congruity refers to 

clear and consistent correspondences found between the L1 behavior of native speakers and the 

interlanguage behavior of learners from the same L1 background. In this study, intra-L1 

homogeneity was examined by investigating the interlanguage in the L1 English and L1 Korean 

groups separately; Inter-L1 heterogeneity was investigated by comparing the results of the L1 

English and L1 Korean groups; Inter-L1 group congruity was examined by comparing the L1-
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control group (the NS group) with the learner groups. In sum, this study adopts a systemic 

empirical method to examine L1 Influence among different L1 groups.   

Research methods used in this study were effective in showing L1 Influence. First, the 

contrast between two L1 groups whose L1s are typologically different was effective at showing 

L1 influence. Congruity between the two groups in the postverbal unacceptable category 

indicates negative L1 influence. The NS group not only functioned as a baseline, but also 

revealed each L1 group’s different characteristics. Comparison of each learner group with the NS 

group showed different difficulty that each group encountered. Comparisons of the L1 Korean 

and the NS groups revealed that the L1 Korean group had difficulty with postverbal acceptable 

items containing posture verbs, whereas comparisons of the L1 English and NS groups 

demonstrated the L1 English group’s difficulty rejecting unacceptable postverbal locative 

phrases. This result suggests that different L1s may have an influence on the acquisition of the 

two different positions of locative phrases, and that learners from different L1s might have 

experienced different difficulties in the course of acquisition.  

The combination of grammaticality judgment and open-ended essay experiments was 

effective. This was done with two different purposes. The results from the grammaticality 

judgment experiments provided insight into the learners’ metalinguistic knowledge, whereas the 

results from the open-ended writing experiment shows the interlanguage usage of the locative 

phrases. Previous research has shown that learners tend not to use postverbal locative phrases 

(Chen, 2003). Insufficient usage of locative phrases was also observed in this study, total usage 
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of locative phrases across groups was limited. Therefore, the combination of the two tasks could 

provide important evidence of learner knowledge. 

6.5. Semantic Features of Postverbal Locative Phrases: Pedagogical Implications 

The findings showed that both L1 groups had more difficulty acquiring postverbal 

locative phrases. However, their performance on postverbal locative phrases was different 

depending on their L1. The L1 English participants were affected by their L1 because of a 

mismatch between meaning and form, whereas L1 Korean participants showed a tendency 

toward avoidance in their use of postverbal locative phrases. Overall, learners may be reluctant 

to use it, even though they had learned it, as shown in the results from the open-ended short 

essay experiment in this study. These results indicate that postverbal locative phrases need more 

emphasis during instruction. First, more frequent input of postverbal locatives needs to be 

provided. Based on the observations of the two textbooks used in the US and in Korea, the 

occurrence of postverbal locative phrases was much less than that of preverbal ones. As 

mentioned earlier, the role of input is considered an important factor in second language 

acquisition, and studies have found a positive relationship between input frequency and accuracy 

( Gass, 1996; Larsen-Freeman, 1976; Long 1981) Therefore, input of a variety of postverbal 

locative phrases is needed.  

Second, regarding the semantic differences indicated by the position of locative phrases, 

since neither English nor Korean makes a similar distinction, it seems that it is very hard for 

learners noticing the meaning differences. More importantly, the textbooks used didn’t mention 
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the semantic features of postverbal locative phrases; there was no explicit discussion of semantic 

features. Therefore, explicit instruction is needed.  

Research on explicit instruction in second language acquisition also argues for the 

importance of noticing at the stage of input. They suggest that grammatical features are to be 

noticed by learners, and that this is the starting point of acquisition (VanPattern, 1996; Schmidt 

2001; Akakura, 2012). In a study of the effects of classroom instruction on learners of English as 

a foreign language, Wang and Castro (2010) suggest that classroom instruction triggers the 

learners to notice a target form and learn the target form. In addition, for those who are learning 

Chinese as a foreign language, like the participants in the current study, explicit classroom 

instruction can be important. Since the participants in this study likely depend on classroom 

instructions, explicit instruction to trigger notice for the acquisition of the semantic features of 

postverbal locative phrases seems necessary.   
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CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSION 

 

This study examined L1’s influence on the acquisition of zài locative phrases among 

learners of Chinese whose L1s, English and Korean, are typologically different with respect to 

the placement of locative phrases. In English, locative phrases generally occur after the verb and 

they cannot occur between the subject and the verb; in Korean, locative phrases occur 

preverbally, between the subject and the verb, and they cannot occur postverbally. The question 

therefore arises what happens when English and Korean native speakers learn Chinese as a 

second language. Will the two groups of learners go through different stages of development? 

Will L1 Korean learners have an easier time with the preverbal locative phrase while L1 English 

learners perform better with the postverbal locative phrase? How much role does cross-linguistic 

influence play in the acquisition of locative phrases? To explore these issues. three research 

questions were postulated: 1) How does placement of the locative phrases in a given L1 

influence the acquisition of Chinese locative phrases?; 2) Does locative phrase placement in the 

L1 affect the order of acquisition of preverbal and postverbal locative phrases?; 3) How do 

learners acquire the semantic differences between preverbal and postverbal locative phrases?  

The findings showed two different results. As for the acquisition of the preverbal locative 

phrases, L1 influence was not supported; rather, both L1 groups followed the same order of 

acquisition. The result shows that both L1 English and L1 Korean learners of Chinese acquire 

preverbal locative phrases earlier than postverbal locative phrases. For example, both L1 groups 

showed better understanding on preverbal locative phrases in the grammaticality judgment 

experiment. Additionally, they showed a higher tendency to use preverbal locative phrases in the 
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open-ended essay experiment. This indicates preference of preverbal locative phrases in learner 

usage. It also implies that both groups of participants possessed better knowledge of preverbal 

locative phrases than postverbal locative phrases. These findings therefore support previous CSL 

studies, where it was found beginning L2 Chinese learners preferred to use preverbal locative 

phrases over postverbal locative phrases (Ding and Shen 2001; Zhao 2000). As for the reason for 

earlier acquisition of preverbal locative phrases, I suggested two possible factors, characteristics 

of Chinese locative phrase and input saliency.  

As for postverbal locative phrases, strong L1 influence was found. Comparison of the L1 

English and L1 Korean groups illustrates that there is significant L1 influence on the acquisition 

of postverbal locative phrases. For instance, on the postverbal unacceptable sentences in the 

grammaticality judgement experiment, the L1 English group performed significantly worse 

compared with the L1 Korean group. This is likely due to L1 influence and similarities between 

English and Chinese grammar, resulting in L1 influencing the English learners’ choice as to 

whether the items were acceptable or not. As a result, learners had difficulty rejecting these items. 

In other words, the partial similarity between L1 and L2 triggers L1 Influence. It has been 

reported that an imperfect match between the L1 and L2 can trigger L1 influence (Inagaki, 2002). 

The result from this study also supports this finding. 

In contrast, the L1 Korean group had difficulty using postverbal locative phrases. There 

was significantly less usage of postverbal locative phrases among L1 Korean learners. This may 

indicate avoidance by these learners. Previous studies on cross-linguistic influence found that the 

absence of a certain feature in L1 is a good predictor of avoidance in L2 (Laufer and Eliasson, 
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1993). Considering that no other elements can occur after the verb in Korean, the absence of 

postverbal locative phrases in Korean may lead to Korean speakers’ avoidance of placing 

anything postverbally in their L2.     

  This study also examined whether the acquisition of a semantic feature is related to 

proficiency level.  Results from the picture-meaning matching experiment suggest that neither 

L1 group noticed the meaning differences between a preverbal and a postverbal locative phrase, 

and their performance did not improve as their proficiency went up. Due to the difference 

between the two L1s (English and Korean) and Chinese, it may be difficult for learners to notice 

the meaning differences by themselves, since neither English nor Korean has the same semantic 

features akin to postverbal phrases in Chinese. Therefore, it seems that to acquire the meaning 

learners need explicit instructions.  

In sum, this study found that there is L1 influence on the acquisition of Chinese locative 

phrases. It also suggests that there is a relative order of acquisition Chinese; learners will acquire 

preverbal locative phrases before postverbal locative phrases regardless of their L1. As for the 

acquisition of the semantic features associated with postverbal locative phrases, explicit 

instruction seems to be necessary. This study adds to our understanding of L1 influence among 

learners of Chinese by using systemic research methods. As Jarvis (2000) mentioned, L1 

influence has been treated as a ‘you-know-it-when-you-see-it’ phenomenon in L2 studies. I hope 

this study may shed light on the effect and limits of L1 by conducting systemic research on the 

acquisition of locative phrases among learners of Chinese.   
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For future study, how perceived similarities or differences between L1 and L2 can affect 

L1 Influence should be investigated. Ringbom (2007) suggests that similarities between L1 and 

L2 are more important than differences because the search for similarities is an essential process 

in learning. However, as Long and Doughty (2009) pointed out, there are differences between 

perceived similarities and actual similarities, and learners tend to use their L2 language heavily 

based on the similarities that they assume to exist between L1 and L2. Therefore, how perceived 

similarities between L1 and L2 affects the acquisition of a certain structure in L2 should be 

investigated.  

In future studies, we also need production data. This study shows the relative order of 

acquisition of locative phrases, but developmental trends were not identified since no significant 

difference were found between the two proficiency levels. To investigate developmental trends, 

more production data, including natural speaking data, is needed. Longitudinal studies also need 

to be conducted.  

 

.  
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A: Results of Proficiency Test – L1 English Group 

Proficiency Level Participant ID Accuracy (%) 

Advanced  
(above 58.5%) 

1 83.0 
2 59.0 
3 75.5 
4 80.0 
5 90.0 
7 78.5 
9 68.5 

10 80.0 
13 58.5 
19 68.5 
101 73.0 
102 68.5 
103 68.5 
109 85.5 
112 68.5 
114 68.5 
117 68.5 
119 75.5 

Intermediate  
(below 58.4%) 

6 37.1 
8 55.5 

11 34.3 
14 48.5 
15 55.5 
16 51.5 
17 45.5 
18 55.5 
20 48.5 
21 41.4 
104 45.5 
105 41.5 
106 37.1 
107 51.5 
108 51.5 
110 54.3 
111 45.5 
115 31.5 
116 55.5 
118 55.5 
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Appendix B: Results of Proficiency Test – L1 Korean Group 

Proficiency Level Participant ID Accuracy (%) 

Advanced  
(above 58.5%) 

22 82.9 

23 75.7 

24 100.0 

27 58.5 

28 58.5 

29 75.7 

30 72.9 

38 72.9 

46 78.6 

47 90.0 

50 78.6 

52 70.0 

55 75.7 

56 80.0 

57 72.9 

58 80.0 

59 72.9 

63 72.9 

64 72.9 

65 92.9 

Intermediate  
(below 58.4%) 

25 48.6 

26 41.4 

31 52.9 

32 55.7 

33 55.7 

34 35.7 

35 38.6 

36 24.3 

37 45.7 

39 51.4 

40 45.7 

41 44.3 

42 34.3 

43 41.4 

44 55.7 

45 42.9 

48 48.6 

49 42.9 

51 48.6 

53 24.3 

54 51.4 

60 35.7 

61 55.7 

62 34.3 
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Appendix C: Biographical Information of Participants 

 L1 English Group 

Level Number of Participants 

Intermediate 20 

Advanced 18 

Total 38 

  
Range of Age Number of Participants 

19-25 33 

26-30 1 

31-40 3 

40 + 1 

Total 38 

  
Gender Number of Participants 

Male 23 

Female 15 

Total 38 

  Years of Learning Number of Participants 

0~1 1 

1~2 3 

2~3 9 

3~4 12 

4~5 5 

5~6 2 

6~7 1 

7~8 1 

8~9 3 

Total 38 

  
Study Abroad 

Experience (month) 
Number of Participants 

Never 10 

3 8 

6 2 

9 2 

12 10 

15 1 

18 1 

21 2 

24 0 

24 + 0 

Sub-total 36 

Missing 2 

Total 38 



156 

 

 

  

 Korean Speaking Group 

Level Number of Participants 

Intermediate 24 

Advanced 20 

Total 44 

 
 Range of Age Number of Participants 

19-25 42 

26-30 2 

31-40 0 

40 + 0 

Total 44 

 
 Gender Number of Participants 

Male 11 

Female 33 

Total 44 

  Years of Learning Number of Participants 

0~1 1 

1~2 20 

2~3 9 

3~4 7 

4~5 5 

5~6 1 

6~7 1 

7~8 0 

8~9 0 

Total 44 

 
 Study Abroad 

Experience (month) 
Number of Participants 

Never 16 

3 8 

6 1 

9 0 

12 9 

15 0 

18 1 

21 0 

24 0 

24 + 9 

Total 44 
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Appendix D: Target Sentences in Grammaticality Judgment Experiment 

Note: The deleted items were highlighted in yellow. 

Item# Sentence 

2 他工作在北京。 

3 我常常看书在图书馆。 

6 他的照片在墙上挂着。 

8 玛丽坐在沙发上。 

10 她为什么在厨房里哭呢？ 

12 同学们吃午饭在餐厅。 

13 有一辆车在你家门口听着，你知道吗？ 

14 我的爸爸在门口坐着，看起来很可怜。 

16 掉手机在水里，怎么办？ 

18 听说，那位厨师死在自家厨房内。 

23 在床上躺上网觉得很累。 

26 他在学校门口站着。 

28 那件衬衫买了，一直在衣柜挂着。 

29 如果明天下雨，我就看电视在家。 

31 谁丢手机在水里，怎么办？ 

33 你为什么跪在地上？ 

35 现在很多人说很难找工作在北京。 

36 你把钥匙放在哪儿？ 

38 我喜欢买东西在网上。 

40 别人丢钱包掉在地上，你会捡吗？ 

43 昨天我累得倒在床上就睡了。 

44 他画蛇在地上。 

46 一幅全家福挂着在墙上。 

48 他把垃圾扔在地上。 

49 请你在那儿挂衣服。 
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Appendix E: Validity of the Instrument: Standard Deviation of Target Item in 

Grammaticality Judgment Experiment 

Note: The deleted items were highlighted in yellow. 

Item number STD Disagreement Rate (%) 

2 0.497 45 

3 0.316 5 

6 0.3 10 

8 0.218 5 

10 0.218 5 

12 0.218 5 

13 0.218 5 

14 0 0 

16 0.357 10 

18 0.218 5 

23 0.357 15 

26 0 0 

28 0.4 20 

29 0.357 15 

31 0.5 50 

33 0.218 5 

35 0.357 15 

36 0.436 5 

38 0 0 

40 0.497 45 

43 0.218 5 

44 0.3 10 

46 0.497 45 

48 0.3 10 

49 0.458 30 
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Appendix F: Picture-Meaning Matching Experiment 

 

In this experiment, you will see some pictures that describe actions. After seeing 

the picture, you will choose one of the sentences that is describing picture best.  

** The arrows in the picture indicate the order of action**  

1.  

 

□   她进办公室来了。 

□   她进办公室去了。 

□   Both are OK 

2.  

 

□ 男人把孩子推倒在沙发上。(沙发: sofa) 

□ 男人在沙发上推倒了孩子。 

□ Both are OK. 
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3. 

 

□ 他站起来了。 

□ 他坐下来了。 

□ Both are OK. 

 

4. 

 

□孩子跳在床上。(跳: to jump) 

□孩子在床上跳。 

□ Both are OK.  
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5.  

 

 

 

 

 

□ 妈妈把饭桌擦干净了。(饭桌: a dinner table,  擦: wipe) 

□ 妈妈把饭桌擦了。 

□ Both are OK. 

 

 

6. 

  

□孩子被女人推倒在床上。 

□ 孩子在床上被女人推倒了。 

□ Both are OK. 
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Appendix G: ANOVA Results of Preverbal Items – L1 English and L1 Korean Groups in 

Intermediate Level 

Item  

Sum of 

Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. 

#10 

Between Groups 0.012 1 0.012 0.183 0.671 

Within Groups 2.783 42 0.066 

  Total 2.795 43 

   

#6 

Between Groups 0.245 1 0.245 1.109 0.298 

Within Groups 9.3 42 0.221 

  Total 9.545 43 

   

#13 

Between Groups 0.219 1 0.219 1.081 0.304 

Within Groups 8.508 42 0.203 

  Total 8.727 43 

   

#14 

Between Groups 0.17 1 0.17 1.123 0.295 

Within Groups 6.375 42 0.152 

  Total 6.545 43 

   

#26 

Between Groups 0.012 1 0.012 0.078 0.782 

Within Groups 6.533 42 0.156 

  Total 6.545 43 

   

#28 

Between Groups 0.303 1 0.303 1.328 0.256 

Within Groups 9.583 42 0.228 

  Total 9.886 43 
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Appendix H: ANOVA Results of Postverbal Items - L1 English and L1 Korean Groups in 

Intermediate Level 

Item # 

 

Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

#8 

Between Groups 0.007 1 0.007 0.028 0.868 

Within Groups 10.175 42 0.242 

  Total 10.182 43 

   

#33 

Between Groups 0.109 1 0.109 0.506 0.481 

Within Groups 9.05 42 0.215 

  Total 9.159 43 

   

#43 

Between Groups 0.061 1 0.061 0.244 0.624 

Within Groups 10.575 42 0.252 

  Total 10.636 43 

   

#18 

Between Groups 1.894 1 1.894 8.757 0.005 

Within Groups 9.083 42 0.216 

  Total 10.977 43 

   

#36 

Between Groups 0.001 1 0.001 0.004 0.947 

Within Groups 7.158 42 0.17 

  Total 7.159 43 

   

#48 

Between Groups 0 1 0 0 1 

Within Groups 8.25 42 0.196 

  Total 8.25 43 

   

#3 

Between Groups 0.982 1 0.982 4.364 0.043 

Within Groups 9.45 42 0.225 

  Total 10.432 43 

   

#12 

Between Groups 1.673 1 1.673 8.025 0.007 

Within Groups 8.758 42 0.209 

  Total 10.432 43 

   

#29 

Between Groups 0.012 1 0.012 0.053 0.818 

Within Groups 9.533 42 0.227 

  Total 9.545 43 

   

#35 

Between Groups 1.603 1 1.603 8.128 0.007 

Within Groups 8.283 42 0.197 

  Total 9.886 43 

   

#38 

Between Groups 2.637 1 2.637 13.576 0.001 

Within Groups 8.158 42 0.194 

  Total 10.795 43 

   
#44 

Between Groups 0.367 1 0.367 1.448 0.236 

Within Groups 10.633 42 0.253 
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Total 11 43 

   

#16 

Between Groups 0.334 1 0.334 1.327 0.256 

Within Groups 10.575 42 0.252 

  Total 10.909 43 

    

  



165 

 

 

  

Appendix I: ANOVA Results of Preverbal Items - L1 English and L1 Korean Groups in 

Advanced level 

Item # 
 

Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

#6 

Between Groups 0 1 0 0.001 0.973 

Within Groups 9.394 36 0.261 
  

Total 9.395 37 
   

#10 

Between Groups 0.024 1 0.024 0.898 0.35 

Within Groups 0.95 36 0.026 
  

Total 0.974 37 
   

#13 

Between Groups 0.885 1 0.885 3.886 0.056 

Within Groups 8.194 36 0.228 
  

Total 9.079 37 
   

#14 

Between Groups 0.035 1 0.035 0.467 0.499 

Within Groups 2.728 36 0.076 
  

Total 2.763 37 
   

#26 

Between Groups 0.155 1 0.155 0.904 0.348 

Within Groups 6.161 36 0.171 
  

Total 6.316 37 
   

#28 

Between Groups 0.085 1 0.085 0.338 0.564 

Within Groups 8.994 36 0.25 
  

Total 9.079 37 
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Appendix J: ANOVA Results of Postverbal Items - L1 English and L1 Korean Groups in 

Advanced Level 

  

Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

#8 

Between Groups 0.011 1 0.011 0.046 0.83100 

Within Groups 8.2 36 0.228 
  

Total 8.211 37 
   

#33 

Between Groups 0.066 1 0.066 0.379 0.54200 

Within Groups 6.25 36 0.174 
  

Total 6.316 37 
   

#43 

Between Groups 0.066 1 0.066 0.306 0.58400 

Within Groups 7.75 36 0.215 
  

Total 7.816 37 
   

#18 

Between Groups 0.155 1 0.155 0.727 0.40000 

Within Groups 7.661 36 0.213 
  

Total 7.816 37 
   

#36 

Between Groups 0.035 1 0.035 0.467 0.49900 

Within Groups 2.728 36 0.076 
  

Total 2.763 37 
   

#48 

Between Groups 0.183 1 0.183 1.19 0.28300 

Within Groups 5.528 36 0.154 
  

Total 5.711 37 
   

#3 

Between Groups 2.475 1 2.475 14.659 0.00000 

Within Groups 6.078 36 0.169 
  

Total 8.553 37 
   

#12 

Between Groups 2.529 1 2.529 13.9 0.00100 

Within Groups 6.55 36 0.182 
  

Total 9.079 37 
   

#29 

Between Groups 1.474 1 1.474 9.837 0.00300 

Within Groups 5.394 36 0.15 
  

Total 6.868 37 
   

#35 

Between Groups 1.474 1 1.474 9.837 0.00300 

Within Groups 5.394 36 0.15 
  

Total 6.868 37 
   

#38 
Between Groups 2.014 1 2.014 10.621 0.00200 

Within Groups 6.828 36 0.19 
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Total 8.842 37 
   

#44 

Between Groups 1.235 1 1.235 5.54 0.02400 

Within Groups 8.028 36 0.223 
  

Total 9.263 37 
   

#16 

Between Groups 1.161 1 1.161 5.926 0.02 

Within Groups 7.05 36 0.196 
  

Total 8.211 37 
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