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摘要 

    本研究旨在探討以華語為第二語言的日語母語者學習華語未完成貌標誌「在」

與「著」之二語習得。根據動貌假說的相關性預測，學習者在習得第二語言未完

成貌標誌的早期階段，傾向將未完成貌標誌與活動動詞相關聯，而依據動貌假說

的發展性預測，學習者在後期階段，會將未完成貌標誌與動詞的相關聯延伸至有

界動詞與狀態動詞。情狀體假說在許多歐洲語言中得到了廣泛的驗證，然而此類

研究在中文領域則相對較少，更是缺乏以日語母語者為受測對象之研究。故本研

究以檢驗該假說的兩個假設性預測為目的，探討日語母語者對中文未完成貌標誌

「在」與「著」之第二語言習得是否符合動貌假說的預測，並了解日語母語者習

得「在」與「著」的學習困難，探究母語轉移與語言程度效應在日語母語者習得

中文未完成貌標誌中所扮演的角色。總共有六十位日語母語者參與了本研究的文

法判斷測驗，受試者依據中文程度分成了兩組實驗組，另外亦含由三十位中文母

語人士組成的對照組。本研究發現，日語母語者對中文未完成貌標誌「在」與「著」

之習得結果不完全符合動貌假說的相關性預測，亦不完全支持該假說的發展性預

測，根據研究結果表示，日語母語者對中文未完成貌標誌「在」與「著」之習得

受到母語轉移、第二語言複雜度及語言程度效應等因素所影響。 

 

關鍵詞：二語習得、華語未完成貌標誌、動貌假說、日語 
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ABSTRACT 

The present study aims to investigate the L2 acquisition of Mandarin 

imperfective markers zai and -zhe by L1 Japanese speakers. According to the 

Association Prediction of the Aspect Hypothesis, L2 learners tend to associate the 

imperfective markers strongly with activity verbs in the early stage of acquisition; on 

the other hand, the Developmental Prediction of the Aspect Hypothesis predicts that 

as learners’ proficiency increases, they will spread the use of the imperfective markers 

from activity verbs to telic verbs and stative verbs. Although the Aspect hypothesis 

has been tested and supported in many studies on the L2 acquisition of European 

languages (e.g., Robison 1990, 1995, Bardovi- Harlig 1992, 1998, Bardovi-Harlig & 

Reynolds 1995, Giacalone-Ramat 1995, Bardovi-Harlig & Bergström 1996, Rohde 

1996, Tickoo 1996, Li & Shirai 2000, Housen 2002), it has not been extensively 

investigated in the acquisition of Mandarin and little attention has been paid to test the 

hypothesis on the acquisition of Mandarin by L1 Japanese speakers. Therefore, the 

present study fills the gap by investigating whether the acquisition of Mandarin 

imperfective markers zai and -zhe by Japanese speakers adheres to the predictions of 

the Aspect Hypothesis. The study also attempts to find out what kind of learning 

difficulties Japanese learners would encounter and explores the effects of L1 transfer 

and L2 proficiency on the acquisition of Mandarin zai and -zhe. Sixty Japanese 
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speakers, who were divided into mid-level group and high-level group according to 

their Mandarin proficiency, together with thirty Mandarin controls were recruited to 

complete grammaticality judgment tasks. The study found that Japanese learners’ 

acquisition of imperfective markers zai and -zhe does not fully support the 

Association Prediction of the Aspect Hypothesis, nor do the findings fully adhere to 

the Developmental Prediction of the Aspect Hypothesis. The results indicate that 

Japanese learners’ acquisition of Mandarin imperfective markers zai and -zhe was 

affected by L1 knowledge, L2 complexity and L2 proficiency.  

 

Keywords: L2 acquisition, Mandarin imperfective markers, Aspect Hypothesis, 

Japanese  
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Chapter One 

Introduction 

 

1.1 Motivation and Background  

Aspect has received a great deal of interest in the linguistic field for over half a century. 

It expresses characteristics of the internal structure of an event (Kearn 2000:200). The 

internal structure of events, according to Smith (1997), is a composite of lexical aspect and 

grammatical aspect. Lexical aspect of verbs/verb constellations is also called ‘aktionsart’ 

(Agrell 1908) or ‘situation aspect’ (Smith 1997), such as State, Activity, Accomplishment, 

Achievement, and Semelfactive (Smith 1997). Lexical aspect is distinguished from 

grammatical aspectual properties indicated by grammatical morphemes, called ‘viewpoint 

aspect’ by Smith (1997), such as perfective aspect and imperfective aspect. According to 

Smith (1997), these two types of aspect are defined independently, but interact with one 

another in a sentence to bring about the temporal interpretation of an event. 

According to Smith (1997:3), imperfective viewpoint aspect gives information about the 

internal stage of an event, focusing on part of a situation, an interval that excludes the initial 

and final endpoints. Imperfective viewpoint aspect exists in many languages of the world. 

According to Smith (1997:171), imperfective viewpoints occur with a variety of verb classes, 

available for non-stative events, and its scope excludes the initial point as well as the 
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endpoint of an event. In English, for instance, the imperfective viewpoint aspect is expressed 

through the progressive suffix -ing (Smith 1997:171); in Japanese, it is indicated by the suffix 

-teiru (Shirai 1998:237).  

On the other hand, the progressive zai and durative -zhe are two imperfective viewpoint 

aspect markers in Mandarin Chinese. The progressive zai signals the process of an event and 

it excludes the endpoint of an event (Li & Thompson 1981:218, Smith 1997:212), while -zhe 

marks a progressive event, the continuation of an activity, a durative event, or a resultant state 

(Li & Hsieh 2015:28). The Mandarin imperfective zai and -zhe are often translated into V-ing 

in English and V-teiru in Japanese. However, English imperfective -ing’s and Japanese 

-teiru’s compatibility with verb types is different from that of Mandarin zai and -zhe. As 

illustrated in (1), English -ing and Japanese -teiru can occur with Achievement verbs (or 

instantaneous verbs), such as ‘die’ as in (1a) and (1b), while Mandarin zai and -zhe can’t, as 

in (1c) and (1d). The reason why English -ing is compatible with Achievement verbs is that it 

accepts the preliminary stage of instantaneous verbs, which focuses on the temporal span 

before the initial point of instantaneous events (Smith 1997:163). On the other hand, Japanese 

-teiru can occur with Achievement verbs because it accepts the resultant state of 

Achievements, which focuses on the temporal span after the endpoint of instantaneous events 

(Smith 1997:27, Shirai 1998:332). However, no such temporal span of instantaneous events is 

acceptable to Mandarin zai and -zhe. 
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(1) a. The old man is dying.                         (Riemer 2010:326) 

b. kare-wa  sin-deiru. 

          he-SM  die-TEIRU 

         ‘He is dead.’                                (Nedjalkov 1988:492) 

 c. * Tā  zài   sǐ.  

he  ZAI  die  

‘He is dying.’  

d. * Tā  sǐ-zhe. 

      he  die-ZHE 

      ‘He is dead.’ 

Such (in-)compatibility between the situation aspect and the viewpoint aspect may pose 

learning difficulties for L2 learners of a foreign language. For example, when learners of 

Mandarin learn Mandarin viewpoint markers zai and -zhe, they may have difficulty in finding 

out what types of verbs zai and -zhe can and cannot occur with. As a result, they may make 

grammatical mistakes.  

This issue of acquisition on aspectuality has received much attention in the literature. A 

well-known hypothesis addressing the issue is the Aspect Hypothesis (AH) (Andersen & 

Shirai 1994, 1996, Bardovi-Harlig 1999, 2000), which highlights the acquisition patterns 

reflecting the interactions between the situation aspect and the viewpoint aspect when 

learners acquire a second language. The Aspect Hypothesis makes use of the four types of 

aspectual verb classes proposed by Vendler (1967): states, activities, accomplishments and 

achievements. According to Bardovi-Harlig (2000), there are four generalizations subsumed 

under the Aspect Hypothesis, listed as follows:  

(2) Aspect Hypothesis 

(a) Learners first use (perfective) past marking on achievements and 
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accomplishments, eventually extending use to activities and states.  

(b) In languages that encode the perfective/imperfective distinction, imperfective 

past appears later than perfective past, and imperfect past marking begins with 

states, extending next to activities, then to accomplishments, and finally to 

achievements.  

(c) In languages that have progressive aspect, progressive marking begins with 

dynamic-atelic predicates and activities, then extends to telic predicates like 

accomplishments and achievements, and finally to states.   

(d) Progressive markings are not incorrectly overextended to states. 

(Bardovi-Harlig 2000:227) 

Of the four generalizations subsumed under the Aspect Hypothesis, (2c) and (2d) are the 

ones concerned with the imperfective progressive aspect. In addition, according to Shirai 

(2004) and Robison (1995), the Aspect Hypothesis has two predictions: the Association 

Prediction (AP) and the Developmental Prediction (DP), covering early and later stages of 

acquisition of aspect respectively. In terms of imperfective aspect, the Association Prediction 

predicts that language learners associate the imperfective aspect marker more strongly with 

activity verbs than with accomplishment and achievement verbs; On the other hand, the 

Developmental Prediction predicts that as learners’ proficiency increases, they will spread the 

use of the imperfective aspect marker from activity verbs to accomplishment and 

achievement verbs (Shirai 2004). Putting Bardovi-Harlig’s (2000) generalizations  (2c) and 

(2d) together with Shirai’s (2004) and Robison’s (1995) two predictions of Aspect Hypothesis 

(i.e., the Association Prediction and the Developmental Prediction), we can make two 

predictions of zai and -zhe’s acquisition pattern: Learners initially would associate the 

imperfective zai and -zhe with situation types that denote process (i.e., activity) only. They 
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would later expand the situation types that occur with zai and -zhe to telic verbs (i.e., 

accomplishment and achievement) and finally to stative verbs. 

Although the Aspect Hypothesis had been tested and supported in studies on the L2 

acquisition of many European languages, such as English, German, Spanish, French, and 

Italian (e.g., Robison 1990, 1995, Bardovi- Harlig 1992, 1998, Bardovi-Harlig & Reynolds 

1995, Giacalone-Ramat 1995, Bardovi-Harlig & Bergström 1996, Rohde 1996, Tickoo 1996, 

Li & Shirai 2000, Housen 2002), it had not been extensively investigated in the L2 

acquisition of Mandarin Chinese. Among the few studies concerning the Aspect Hypothesis 

in the acquisition of Mandarin are Jin (2006), Liu (2012) and Tong and Shirai (2016). Jin 

investigates the L2 acquisition of the perfective markers -guo and -le, and the imperfective 

markers zai and -zhe by English speakers. Liu did a study on L2 acquisition of the 

progressive maker zai in Mandarin Chinese by L1 English speakers, and Tong and Shirai 

conducted a study on L2 acquisition of Mandarin Chinese progressive zai and perfective -le. 

However, in these studies, the native languages of the participants were either not controlled 

or only native English speakers were recruited. Besides, the studies that test the Aspect 

Hypothesis in the acquisition of Mandarin by L1 Japanese speakers are very scarce.  

According to the survey conducted by Taiwan’s Ministry of Education in 2016, among 

the 19,977 foreign students who came to Taiwan for learning Mandarin, Japanese students 

(4387) constituted the highest percentage (22%) of the total population, second being 
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students from South Korea (2568, 12.8%) and third Americans (2495, 12.5%).1 Since 

Japanese speakers are the majority among the foreign students who are learning Mandarin in 

Taiwan, a study focusing on L1 Japanese speakers’ acquiring Mandarin can therefore 

contribute to the teaching of Mandarin.  

In addition, it is well-known that L2 acquisition may be influenced by the learners’ first 

language, which is so-called the ‘language transfer’ or ‘L1 effect’ (Fries 1945, Lado 1957). 

Mandarin progressive marker zai has a corresponding form in Japanese, which is -teiru. 

Interestingly, Mandarin imperfective marker -zhe also corresponds to Japanese -teiru (Huang 

1990, Shirai 1998, He 2000). Therefore, Mandarin example (3a) with zai and (3b) with -zhe 

are both translated into (3c) in Japanese.  

(3) a. Ken  zài  chàng  gē. 

  Ken  ZAI  sing  song 

  ‘Ken is singing.’ 

b. Ken  chàng-zhe  gē. 

  Ken  sing-ZHE  song 

  ‘Ken is singing.’ 

c. Ken-ga   uta-o  utat-teiru. 

  Ken-SM  song-OM sing-TEIRU 

  ‘Ken is singing.’                                (Shirai 1998:661) 

Besides, Japanese viewpoint aspect -teiru has mainly two different aspect meanings: one 

is progressive, corresponding to Mandarin progressive zai and -zhe, and the other is durative, 

indicating certain continuous state corresponding to Mandarin -zhe (Huang 1990, He 2000). 

Such difference may pose learning difficulties to Japanese speakers learning Mandarin zai 

                                                      
1 The data is from Ministry of Education, Republic of China (Taiwan), Number of Foreign Students in R.O.C. 

(1954- 2016): http://english.moe.gov.tw/ct.asp?xItem=14530&ctNode=11432&mp=1 

 



 

7 

 

and -zhe. Given the difference between the two languages, a study of L2 acquisition of zai 

and -zhe by Japanese speakers can provide a more comprehensive perspective on this topic.  

 

1.2 Purpose of this Study  

The major purpose of this study is to investigate the L2 acquisition of Mandarin 

imperfective markers zai and -zhe by L1 Japanese speakers in order to discover what kind of 

learning difficulties they may encounter and to see if the findings adhere to the Aspect 

Hypothesis and if L1 effect plays a role when Japanese learners acquire zai and -zhe.  

It is known that the (in-)compatibility between the situation aspect and the viewpoint 

aspect varies from language to language and may hence pose learning difficulties for L2 

learners. Thus, we can predict that when Japanese speakers learn Mandarin viewpoint 

markers zai and -zhe, they may have difficulty in finding out what types of verbs zai and -zhe 

can and cannot occur with because of their L1 influence, which can therefore lead to 

grammatical mistakes. Applying the Aspect Hypothesis to the acquisition of zai and -zhe, we 

can also make two predictions: Japanese learners initially would associate the imperfective 

zai and -zhe with situation types that denote process (i.e., activity) only. They would later 

expand the use of zai and -zhe to telic verbs (i.e., accomplishment and achievement) and 

stative verbs.  

To examine the L2 acquisition of Mandarin zai and -zhe by L1 Japanese speakers and to 
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test the Aspect Hypothesis, the study is guided by the following research questions:  

a. Does L1 Japanese speakers’ use of the two imperfective viewpoints zai and -zhe 

adhere to the Association Prediction of the Aspect Hypothesis in the early stage of 

acquiring the two markers?  

b. When L1 Japanese speakers’ proficiency of Mandarin increases, does their use of 

imperfective viewpoints zai and -zhe adhere to the Developmental Prediction of the 

Aspect Hypothesis? Is L2 proficiency a factor affecting Japanese learners’ acquisition 

of Mandarin imperfective markers zai and -zhe? 

c. Of the two imperfective markers zai and -zhe, which one is more challenging to 

Japanese speakers? What is the sequential pattern of acquisition of the two 

imperfective markers?       

d. Does L1 influence play a role in Japanese speakers’ acquisition of zai and -zhe? 

 

1.3 Significance of the Study  

Aspect has been widely discussed before, and the Aspect Hypothesis was proposed to 

investigate the acquisition patterns reflecting the interactions between the situation aspect and 

the viewpoint aspect when learners acquire a second language. Although the Aspect 

hypothesis has been tested and supported in many studies on the L2 acquisition of European 

languages, it has not been extensively investigated in the L2 acquisition of Mandarin Chinese. 
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Previous studies which investigate L2 acquisition of Mandarin aspect have not either 

controlled the participants’ L1 language backgrounds or only recruited L1 English speakers. 

Furthermore, little attention has been paid to test the Aspect Hypothesis on Japanese speakers’ 

acquisition of Mandarin aspect. Therefore, this study may fill the gap.  

This study also presents a detailed review of the situation aspect in Mandarin and 

provides comments on it. Although Tai (1984), Smith (1991, 1997), and Liu (2014) have 

classified Mandarin predicates and provided their own categories of Mandarin situation types, 

there are problems with their classifications. Therefore, a detailed review of the situation/ 

lexical aspect in Mandarin is presented.  

The current study’s major difference from previous studies is that rather than paying 

attention to investigating European languages or native English speakers’ acquisition of 

Mandarin aspect, the study focuses on Mandarin Chinese’s aspect system and examines 

Japanese speakers’ acquisition of Mandarin aspect. By conducting experiments, collecting 

data from Japanese speakers, and using statistic tools to analyze the data, the present study of 

L2 acquisition of zai and -zhe by Japanese speakers will shed light on a number of issues on 

the acquisition of aspectuality, including what the early stage is like, what the acquisition 

order is, and what the extent of L1 influence is. From this study, it is hoped that one can have 

better understanding on how Japanese speakers acquire Mandarin aspect and be aware of 

their learning difficulties. It is also hoped that the study can contribute to the Aspect 
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Hypothesis, either support or oppose it, in order to have a fuller picture of the acquisition on 

the aspect system.  

 

1.4 Organization of the Thesis 

This thesis consists of five chapters. Chapter One introduces the motivation, the 

purposes, and the significance of the present study. In Chapter Two, previous literature 

related the present study is reviewed, including theoretical studies and empirical studies on 

aspect and acquisition. Chapter Three introduces the methodology of investigating Japanese 

speakers’ use of Mandarin viewpoint aspect zai and -zhe. Chapter Four presents and discusses 

the results and findings of the current study. Finally, Chapter Five summarizes and concludes 

the findings of this study and makes closing remarks. 
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Chapter Two 

Literature Review 

 

In this chapter, the literature related to aspectuality and theories of language 

acquisition is reviewed. The theories of aspectuality are discussed in Section 2.1. In 

Section 2.2, the aspectual system in Mandarin is introduced. Section 2.3 provides the 

review comments on the classification of situation types in Mandarin. Section 2.4 

presents the theories related to language acquisition, the Aspect Hypothesis and L1 

influence. Section 2.5 reviews the empirical studies on L2 acquisition of Mandarin 

aspect. Finally, Section 2.6 provides a summary of this chapter. 

 

2.1 Theories of Aspectuality 

The aspect of a sentence contributes the temporal information and the point of 

view to the event that the sentence describes (Smith 1997:123). According to Kearns 

(2000:201), aspect expresses characteristics of the internal structure of an event, 

which, to some extent, are already coded in the verb or verb constellation which 

serves as the predicate denoting the event. For over half a century, aspect has aroused 

interests in the linguistic field. The most well-known aspectual classification of verbs 

might be Vendler’s (1957, 1967). Vendler classifies verbs into four semantic 
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categories: activity, accomplishment, achievement, and stative verbs. According to 

Vendler (1957:149), activity verbs describe processes going on without a terminal 

point. For instance, run, walk, swim, sing, and the like are activity verbs. Vendler’s 

accomplishment verbs refer to processes for periods of time that are unique or definite; 

they thus have a ‘climax’ or a necessary terminal point. For example, paint a picture, 

build a house, make a chair, and write a novel are accomplishments. Achievement 

verbs, according to Vendler, denote events which occur at a single moment and 

involve a necessary terminal point. For instance, recognize, realize, notice, arrive, win, 

and die all fall into the class of achievements. Stative verbs, Vedler’s fourth type of 

verbs, involve periods of time in an indefinite and non-unique sense. They are stative 

and can go on and on without a terminal point. For example, have, want, like, love, 

know, believe, be happy, and be tall are manifestly states.  

However, Vendler’s classification is problematic. First, Vendler does not 

distinguish between grammatical aspect and lexical aspect nor does he explain why 

verbs with endpoints, such as accomplishments, can co-occur with the progressive 

marker. For example, the English V-ing is a progressive form and denotes an on-going 

event without endpoints (Smith 1997:130); however, it can co-occur with 

accomplishment verbs, which denote durative events containing necessary endpoints 

(Smith 1997:178). In principle, the V-ing form should be incompatible with 
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accomplishment verbs based on their different natures. Such co-occurrence causes a 

conflict and Vendler does not explain it in his theory. The second problem is that 

Vendler only considers ‘verb types’ or ‘verb classes’. However, the aspectual meaning 

of an event is generally denoted by more than just the verb alone (Smith 1997:4). The 

evidence comes from sentences containing the same verb but different only in the 

complement or argument of the verb. For example, (1) and (2) present pairs of 

sentences with the same verbs which differ only in the complement and argument. 

(1) a. John walked in the park. (without an endpoint) 

b. John walked to school. (with an endpoint) 

(2) a. Amy ate apples. (without an endpoint) 

b. Amy ate an apple. (with an endpoint) 

Although they have the same verb walked in (1), (1a) has a locative complement 

in the park, which makes the event go on without an endpoint, whereas (1b) has a 

directional complement to school, which makes the event have a necessary endpoint. 

Similarly, while (2a-b) has the same verb ate, the noun phrase of (2a) refers to an 

uncountable quantity apples, which makes the event continue indefinitely, whereas 

the object of (2b) refers to a specific quantity an apple, which makes the event have a 

clear endpoint. Therefore, the aspectual meaning of an event is not only denoted by 

the main verb, but also by the complements or the arguments of the verb (Smith 

1997:4).  

In resolving the problems that Vendler does not address, Smith (1991, 1997) 
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divides aspect into two components  ‘situation aspect’ and ‘viewpoint aspect’. The 

two types of aspect are defined independently, but interact with one another in a 

sentence to bring about the temporal interpretation of an event. According to Smith, 

the viewpoint aspect consists of perfective, imperfective, and neutral viewpoints. 

Viewpoint aspect is often conveyed by grammatical morphemes. The perfective 

viewpoint focuses a situation in its entirety, including both the initial and final 

endpoints; the imperfective viewpoint, on the other hand, focuses part of a situation, 

an interval that excludes the initial and final endpoints; and the neutral viewpoints 

includes only one endpoint and they lack a grammatical morpheme (Smith 1997:66). 

On the other hand, Smith’s situation aspect is conveyed by the verb constellation, 

including a main verb and its argument(s), such as eat an apple. According to Smith, 

situation aspect has five different types  State, Activity, Accomplishment, 

Achievement, and Semelfactive.  

 Smith (1997:19) uses three temporal features, namely dynamicity, durativity 

and telicity, to classify situation types into five. Dynamicity, according to Smith, 

refers to events that comprise all non-stative situations which are continually ‘subject 

to a new input of energy’. Dynamic events take place in time and ‘they consist of 

successive stages which occur at different moments’ (Smith 1997:19). A durative 

situation, according to Smith, occupies a certain period of time; in contrast, an 
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instantaneous situation is idealized to happen at one moment in time. Telic events in 

Smith (1997:19) refer to situations that ‘have a change of state which constitutes the 

outcome, or goal, of the event’, and when the outcome or goal of the event is reached, 

the change of state occurs and the event is complete. Therefore, a telic event consists 

of a natural endpoint or intrinsic bound, whereas an atelic event does not have an 

inherent endpoint or the endpoint is arbitrary (Smith 1997:19).  

Smith’s (1991, 1997) five situation types based on the three temporal features are 

explained as follows. According to Smith, Activity is a dynamic and durative event 

without an endpoint; hence, Activities are atelic events. For instance, stroll in the park, 

laugh, eat cherries, walk, swim, sing are cases of Activities. Smith’s Accomplishments 

are dynamic activities with duration that have a necessary endpoint or change of state. 

For example, build a bridge, walk to school, drink a glass of wine, write a letter are 

all Accomplishments. Achievements, according to Smith, refer to events that are 

punctual, instantaneous, and telic. For instance, leave the house, reach the top, 

recognize Aunt Jane, win/lose a race, cross the border, be born, and die all fall into 

the class of Achievements. States in Smith (1991, 1997) refer to situations that are 

stative with duration and can go on and on without an endpoint; that is, they are atelic 

situations. For example, own the farm, be in Copenhagen, be tall, know the answer, 

believe in ghosts are States. Smith’s Semelfactives are similar to Achievements in that 
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they both are dynamic, punctual single-stage events except that Semelfactives are 

atelic, such as cough, knock, wink, hiccup, and pat. Table 2-1 summarizes Smith’s 

situation types and their temporal schemata in binary terms.  

Table 2-1 Smith’s Five Situation Types (Smith 1997:20) 

Situation types [±dynamic] [±durative] [±telic] examples 

Activity + + - run, sing, swim 

Accomplishment + + + build a bridge, write a letter,             

Achievement + - + reach, recognize, die, win 

State - + - own, know, believe, be tall 

Semelfactive + - - cough, knock, wink 

     

According to Smith (1997), the concepts of aspect play a role in all languages 

and the aspectual systems of different languages have a striking similarity. Therefore, 

Smith proposes a Universal Grammar (UG)1 account of aspect, which provides the 

general structure of aspectual systems across languages. The UG account of aspect 

suggests that every language has viewpoint aspect and similar categories of situation 

types and that the situation types have the same properties across languages; however, 

the interaction between viewpoint aspect and situation aspect varies from language to 

language along the parameter of aspect (Smith 1997:13). For example, the property of 

an Achievement event is the same across languages, i.e., instantaneous, punctual, and 

involving a change of state; however, the interaction between viewpoint aspect and 

Achievement events varies due to the parameter of aspect across languages. Take 

                                                      
1 The concept of Universal Grammar (UG) is proposed by Chomsky. UG is the theory of the language 

faculty. The basic postulate of UG is that language faculty is innate to humans, independent of other 

cognitive abilities and that every language has similar linguistic structures. 
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English and Mandarin for instance. Unlike English Achievement verbs, which can 

co-occur with the progressive viewpoint, Mandarin Achievement verbs cannot be 

marked with the progressive marker. As illustrated in (3), die is an Achievement verb 

in English, and it is compatible with the progressive viewpoint form V-ing. However, 

sǐ ‘die’ in Mandarin, also an Achievement verb, cannot co-occur with the progressive 

viewpoint marker zai, as shown in (4).  

(3) He is dying.  

(4) * Tā  zài   sǐ. 

he  ZAI  die  

‘He is dying.’  

The reason is that in some languages, like English, the progressive viewpoint 

allows a preliminary stage of Achievement verbs, which focuses on the temporal span 

before the initial point of instantaneous events, while in Mandarin it does not (Smith 

1997:272). Such focus on the preliminary stage of an Achievement is marked and 

non-standard (Smith 1997:75). According to Smith, speakers make choices within the 

two components, i.e., situation types and viewpoint aspect, and standard choices are 

unmarked while non-standard or unexpected choices are marked (Smith 1997:10). 

Smith’s parametric approach of aspect can therefore account for some marked 

combinations of situation types and viewpoints that occur only in a particular 

language. It also provides a satisfactory explanation for the problems Vendler (1957, 

1967) does not address, mentioned above.  
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2.2 The Aspectual System in Mandarin 

Aspect in Mandarin Chinese has attracted a great deal of interest. This interest 

might be due to the fact that Mandarin Chinese is known as a tenseless language (Lin 

2003, 2006, Wu 2009), lacking grammatical tense but rich in aspectual expressions 

(Chen & Shirai 2010). Mandarin viewpoint aspect is expressed by aspectual markers 

which are morphology-like devices and Mandarin situation aspect is manifested by 

different types of verb constellation. Different classifications of Mandarin situation 

types have been proposed by linguists such as Tai (1984), Smith (1991, 1997), and 

Liu (2014). In this section, Mandarin situation aspect is discussed in 2.2.1. As for 

Mandarin viewpoint aspect, since the present study mainly focuses on the 

imperfective viewpoint, only the imperfective viewpoint Aspect of Mandarin is 

introduced and is presented in 2.2.2.  

 

2.2.1 Situation Types in Mandarin  

In this section, different classifications of Mandarin situation/verb types, 

proposed by Tai (1984), Smith (1991, 1997), and Liu (2014), are presented to provide 

a full picture of Mandarin situation aspect.  

Based on Vendler’s (1957, 1967) categorization scheme, Tai (1984) classifies 

Mandarin verbs into three types: state, activity, and result, as shown in table 2-2.  
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Table 2-2 Tai’s (1984) Three Types of Verbs in Mandarin Chinese 

Type of verbs Examples 

State 
gāoxìng ‘glad’, zhīdào ‘know’, xiàngxìn ‘believe’, 

yǒu ‘have’  

Activity xué ‘learn’, pǎo ‘run’, chàng ‘sing’, tīng ‘listen’  

Result 
chīwán ‘finish eating’, xuéhuì ‘learn’, sǐ ‘die’, pò 

‘break’  

  

According to Tai, state verbs in Mandarin involves periods of time that can go on 

and on without a terminal point, such as gāoxìng ‘glad’ and zhīdào ‘know’. Tai’s 

activity verbs in Mandarin describe processes going on without a terminal point, such 

as xué ‘learn’ and pǎo ‘run’. Result verbs, according to Tai, have a clear result or 

change of state, such as xuéhuì ‘learn’ and sǐ ‘die’. In his study, Tai finds that Chinese 

often uses resultative verb compounds (RVCs) to describe events that English 

specifies with accomplishment and achievement verbs (Tai 1984:292, 293). 

According to Chao (1968) and Li & Thompson (198:55), an RVC is a [V + R] 

compound by morphologically adding a verb or an adjective (adjectival state verb) 

containing a result phase (R) to a verb stem (V) containing an action phase. For 

example, we can make the RVC chī-bǎo ‘eat-full’ (to become full after eating) by 

using the verb chī ‘eat’, which denotes an action, as the first component, and the 

ajective bǎo ‘full’, which denotes a result, as the second component. Tai argues that 

both Mandarin RVCs and English accomplishment verbs have the action-result 

semantic relation between their semantic components, but they are different in that 
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unlike English accomplishment verbs, which encode the aspectual meaning of both 

the action and result, the Mandarin RVCs, however, include only the result aspect in 

their aspectual meaning. Therefore, Tai suggests that Mandarin Chinese does not have 

accomplishment verbs and that Mandarin doesn’t distinguish accomplishment verbs 

from achievement verbs (Tai 1984:293). As a result, Tai creates a new category, called 

‘result’, to include RVCs and resultative simple verbs (e.g., sǐ ‘die’ and yíng ‘win’), 

both of which have a conspicuous result or change of state.  

In addition to Tai, Smith (1991, 1997) also examines aspectuality in Mandarin 

and classifies Mandarin situation aspect into five types, namely Activity, 

Accomplishment, Achievement, State, and Semelfactive. Examples for each type are 

illustrated in (5).   

(5) a. Activity  

Wǒ  xué  fǎwén.  

I  study  French  

‘I studied French.’                              (Smith 1997:285) 

b. Accomplishment  

     Tāmen  chī-bǎo  le.  

     they   eat-full  PFV  

     ‘They ate their fill.’                             (Smith 1997:287) 

c. Achievement  

     Zhāngsān  sǐ    le.  

     Zhangsan  die  PFV  

     ‘Zhangsan died.’                               (Smith 1997:291) 

d. State  

Mǎlì    hěn   gāoxìng.  

Mary   very   happy  

‘Mary is very happy.’                           (Smith 1997:292) 
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e. Semelfactive  

Zhāngsān   késòu   le.  

Zhangsan   cough  PFV  

‘Zhangsan coughed.’                           (Smith 1997:290) 

It is worth noting that Smith considers that Accomplishmants in Mandarin are 

often denoted by RVCs. According to Chao (1968) and Smith (1991, 1997), the 

second component/result phase is the complement of an RVC. Smith (1997) suggests 

that the complement of the RVC fall into two distributional classes: directional 

complements and resultative complements. Directional complements refer to the 

direction of an action and locate a situation from the point of view of the speaker. 

Resultative complements are of two types: resultative result state and resultative 

phase/completive. The complement of resultative result state indicates a change of 

state, while resultative phase/completive indicates a completion of an event. Smith 

considers RVCs to denote Accomplishment events because an action-result structure 

indicates a process with a duration and a result or change of state. Both directional 

and resultative complements are included in (6).  

(6) a. Directional complements of RVC: 

      dao ‘arrive’, qu ‘arrive’, jin ‘in, into’, shang ‘ascend’, chu ‘out’, qi ‘up’ , 

etc.  

b1. Resultative Result State complements of RVC: 

       bao ‘full’, qingchu ‘clarity’, kai ‘detachment’; zhu ‘fixity’, cuo ‘error’ , 

etc. 

b2. Resultative Phase/Completive complements of RVC: 

wan ‘finish’, hao ‘satisfaction’, cheng ‘succeed’, etc. 

                                                  (Smith 1997:282)   

Besides Smith’s (1991, 1997) and Tai’s (1984) classifications of Mandarin verbs/ 
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situation types, Liu (2012) also classifies Mandarin verb types in her study 

investigating L2 acquisition of the progressive maker zai in Mandarin Chinese by L1 

English speakers. In her study, she identifies 10 predicate types of aspectual event in 

Mandarin Chinese, as shown in table 2-3 and described below. 

Table 2-3 Liu’s (2012:166) Types of Aspectual Events in Mandarin Chinese  

Situation type Dynamic Durative Completive Examples 

Activity + + no kàn diànshì ‘watch TV’ 

Accomplishment 

(non-completive) 
+ + no 

kàn yī běn shū 

‘read a book’ 

Accomplishment 

(goal) 
+ + yes 

fēiqù běijīng 

‘fly to Beijing’ 

Accomplishment 

(duration) 
+ + yes 

xué liǎngnián zhōngwén 

‘learn 2 years of Chinese’ 

Accomplishment 

(distance) 
+ + yes 

pǎo yī lǐ lù 

‘run a mile’ 

Achievement + - yes sǐ ‘die’ 

Change with no 

result 
+ + no 

mànmàn shēnggāo 

‘slowly go up’ 

Result + + yes 

xiěwán gōngkè 

‘write and finish 

homework’ 

State - + no 
xǐhuān zhōngwénkè 

‘like Chinese class’ 

State-location + + no 
shuì zài dì shàng 

‘sleep on the floor’ 

 

According to Liu, Activities are dynamic events without a natural endpoint 

(atelic). Liu classifies Accomplishments into four types: Accomplishments 

(non-completive) denote a dynamic process with a duration that does not necessarily 
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have a completion, i.e., the process may not be completed; Accomplishments (goal) 

describe a process with duration that has a goal as the endpoint and refers to a 

directive process towards a certain location as the destination; Accomplishments 

(duration) describe a process that has a bounded time duration, i.e., the event occurs 

within a certain period of time; and Accomplishments (distance) describe a process 

that covers a certain distance in space. Achievements, according to Liu, describe 

events that are punctual and instantaneous with endpoints. Result in Liu (2012) refers 

to events which have a definite result and Liu’s Result is expressed by RVCs. Liu’s 

Change with no result refers to events that have change of state, and yet have no 

obvious or specific result. State, according to Liu, describes a situation that is stative 

with duration and without an endpoint. Liu’s State-location refers to those events in 

which someone doing a bodily posture statively in certain location.  

In sum, different classifications of Mandarin situation/verb types are proposed by 

scholars to provide a full picture of Mandarin situation aspect. Tai (1984) classifies 

Mandarin verbs into three types: state, activity, and result; Smith (1991, 1997) 

proposes five types of Mandarin situation types: Activity, Accomplishment, 

Achievement, State, and Semelfactive; and Liu (2014) identifies ten predicate types of 

aspectual event in Mandarin Chinese: Activity, Accomplishment (non-completive), 

Accomplishment (goal), Accomplishment (duration), Accomplishment (distance), 
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Achievement, Change with no result, Result, State, and State-location.  

 

2.2.2 Imperfective Viewpoint Aspect in Mandarin  

According to Smith (1997), viewpoint aspect presents the temporal 

schemata of an event. It is often expressed with a grammatical morpheme 

associated with the main verb of a sentence. Mandarin Chinese has several 

viewpoint aspectual markers, including perfective viewpoint markers -le and 

-guo and imperfective viewpoint markers zai and -zhe.  

Since this study investigates the L2 acquisition of Mandarin imperfective marker 

zai and -zhe by Japanese speakers, the focus will be on these two imperfective 

viewpoint markers in the following sections. Section 2.2.2.1 introduces the 

imperfective viewpoint marker zai and its interaction with the situation aspect, and 

Section 2.2.2.2, the imperfective viewpoint marker -zhe and its interaction with the 

situation aspect.  

 

2.2.2.1 Imperfective Marker Zai and its Interaction with Situation Aspect 

In Mandarin, the morpheme zai has several meanings. Zai can function as a 

locative marker as in zài xiūxīshì lǐ ‘in the lounge’ (Lü 1999:646), a temporal marker 

as in zài xiàwǔ sāndiǎn ‘at 3 p.m.’ (Lü 1999:645), and a progressive marker indicating 
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on-going events as in wǒmen zài tǎolùn ‘we are having a discussion’ (Lü 1999:672). 

Since the present study focuses on zai’s functioning as an imperfective viewpoint 

marker, in this section, zai’s aspectual meaning and its interaction with Mandarin 

situation aspect are reviewed. 

    Smith (1997) and Lü (1999:672) consider the Mandarin imperfective viewpoint 

zai a typical progressive marker. According to Smith (1991, 1997), zai presents an 

internal interval of a durative but non-stative event and, consequently, Activities and 

Accomplishments, which are dynamic and durative, are compatible with zai (Smith 

1997:271), as illustrated in (7a-b). 

(7) a. Zhāngsān  zài  dǎqiú.    (Activity) 

Zhangsan  ZAI  play ball  

‘Zhangsan is playing ball.’          (Smith 1997:272) 

b. Lǐsì   zài   xiě   yīfēng   xìn.  (Accomplishment)  

Lisi   ZAI write  one-CL  letter  

‘Lisi is writing a letter.’            (Smith 1997:272) 

In addition, the dynamic feature of the progressive zai does not allow it to occur 

with States, which are not dynamic, as shown in (8). 

(8) *Tā zài gāoxìng.     (States) 

he ZAI glad 

        ‘He is being glad.’ 

On the other hand, the durative feature of the progressive zai requires an interval 

that has duration, and hence prevents it from occurring with Achievements, because 

no such interval is available internally for instantaneous events (Smith 1997:272), as 

shown in (9). 
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(9) * Lǎowáng zài sǐ.    (Achievements) 

Laowang ZAI die 

‘Laowang is dying.’    (Smith 1997:272) 

Semelfactives are instantaneous events and theoretically should not be 

compatible with the progressive zai; however, (10) is well-formed. The 

well-formednesss of (10) requires a shifted interpretation  it should be viewed as 

denoting multiple Semelfactive events, which in turn can be seen as a derived Activity 

with duration and without endpoints, according to Smith (1997:272).  

(10) Zhāngsān  zài   qiāo    mén. 

Zhangsan  ZAI  knock   door 

‘Zhangsan is knocking at the door.’  (Smith 1997:272) 

In sum, progressive zai presents an internal interval of a dynamic, durative, and 

on-going process of an event. Therefore, Activities, Accomplishments, and 

Semelfactives (derived Activities) are compatible with zai, while States and 

Achievements with the progressive zai are ungrammatical.  

 

2.2.2.2 Imperfective Marker -Zhe and its Interaction with Situation Aspect 

In this section, the imperfective viewpoint marker -zhe’s aspectual meaning and 

its interaction with Mandarin situation aspect are reviewed. 

In Mandarin, the imperfective viewpoint suffix -zhe presents a durative, 

continuous, and stable situation without regarding to endpoints (Li & Thompson 1981, 

Smith 1991, 1997, Liu et al. 1996, Lü 1999: 665, Li & Hsieh 2015). Therefore, it is 
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often called the durative marker (Li 1990, Lee 1996).  

The durative -zhe can denote a resultant state in that it can focus a resultant 

interval of a telic event (Li & Thompson 1981:170, Smith 1991, 1997, Liu et al. 1996, 

Lü 1999:665, Li &Hsieh 2015:33). For instance, (11) gives an example with a 

resultant state, indicated by -zhe on the verb. 

(11) Zhangsan  zai  chuang  shang  tang-zhe 

Zhangsan  at    bed     on    lie-ZHE 

‘Zhangsan is lying on the bed’ 

    In addition to denoting the resultant state, -zhe can also indicate a progressive 

viewpoint aspect (Lü 1999:665-6, Li & Hsieh 2015). As in (12), -zhe is a progressive 

marker, indicating the on-going process of the event tīng-yīnyuè (listen to music).   

(12)  Tā  zài  fáng  lǐ   tīng-zhe   yīnyuè. 

        he  at  room  in  listen-ZHE   music 

        ‘He is listening to the music in the room.’ (Li & Hsieh 2015)  

On the other hand, according to Smith (1997:274), the durative -zhe can also 

present the internal stages of atelic durative events, as in (13).   

(13) Quán  shìjiè  de  értóng  dōu  wán-zhe  tóng  yàng  de   yóuxì. 

        whole world  DE  child  all   play-ZHE  same kind  DE  game.  

‘All the children in the world are playing the same games.’  

                                 (Smith 1997:274) 

    In (13), -zhe focuses on an atelic durative event wán tóngyàng de yóuxì (play the 

same games) without an endpoint.  

In terms of the durative -zhe, we care about what types of situations it can and 

cannot occur with and how its distribution can be characterized. Since only durative 
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situations are relevant with durative -zhe, Activities and Accomplishments, which 

have duration, can co-occur with -zhe as in (14a-b). Iterative Semelfactives, according 

to Smith (1997:272), can be seen as a derived Activity with duration. Therefore, they 

are compatible with -zhe as well, as in (14c). When -zhe co-occurs with Activities, 

Accomplishments, and iterative Semelfactives, it can emphasize the on-going process 

(Lü 1999, Li & Hsieh 2015), or it can present a durative view of the event (Lü 1980, 

1982). On the contrary, Achievements, which are instantaneous events with no 

duration, never allow the durative -zhe, as in (14d): 

(14) a. Tā  zài  fáng  lǐ   tīng-zhe   yīnyuè. (Activity) 

          he   at  room in  listen-ZHE   music 

         ‘He is listening to the music in the room.’ (Li & Hsieh 2015)  

b. Tā  zài  fáng  lǐ   xiě-zhe   yī-fēng   xìn,   zhǔnbèi  míngtiān  jì  

he  at  room  in  write-ZHE  one-CL  letter  prepare  tomorrow send 

chūqù.        (Accomplishment) 

out 

          ‘He is writing a letter in the room, preparing to send it out tomorrow.’ 

   c. Tā   zài   ménkǒu   qiāo-zhe    mén,  dànshì  dōu méirén  huíyīng.  

he    at   doorway  knock-ZHE  door,  but    all  nobody respond 

(Semelfactive) 

     ‘He is knocking the door in the doorway, but nobody responds.’   

d. * Lǎowáng  sǐ-zhe.     (Achievement) 

Laowang  die-ZHE    

‘Laowang is dead.’                           

According to Yeh (1993), -zhe may also co-occur with stative situations, as 

illustrated in (15):  

(15)  Wǒmen bǐcǐ   shēn  ài-zhe,  bǐcǐ   yīlài-zhe.  

we  each.other deeply love-ZHE, each.other rely-ZHE  

‘We deeply loved each other, and relied on each other.’  (Smith 1997: 273) 
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Carlson (1977) states that stative predicates which denote stable permanent 

properties are called individual-level predicates, while predicates which denote 

transitory properties are called stage-level predicates. The stative verbs in (15), i.e., ài 

‘love’ and yīlài ‘rely’, according to Smith (1997), are stage-level predicates.2 They 

are compatible with durative -zhe. However, according to Yeh (1993:86) and Smith 

(1997:273), -zhe does not co-occur with individual-level predicates, which denote 

properties of permanence, as illustrated in (16a-b). 

(16)  a.* Tā yīxiàng chéngshí-zhe.  

he always honest  

‘He is always honest.’     (Smith 1997:273) 

b. * Tā zhīdào-zhe zhègè dáàn. 

he know-ZHE this  answer 

‘He knows the answer.’    (Smith 1997:273) 

To sum up, the imperfective viewpoint -zhe is considered to mark a resultant 

state, a progressive event, or the duration of an event. Achievements, which are 

instantaneous, cannot occur with the durative -zhe. Activities, Accomplishments, and 

iterative Semelfatives (derived Activities) are all durative and compatible with the 

durative -zhe. However, since States are stative by nature, sometimes there is no need 

for -zhe to occur on them. As stage-level States are more prone to change than 

individual-level States (Yeh 1993:86, Smith 1997:274), there are more chances for 

-zhe to occur on stage-level States. 

                                                      
2 Different from Smith’s view, we consider ài ‘love’ and yīlài ‘rely’ to be individual-level predicates. 

This will be discussed in more detail in Section 3.1.1. 
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2.3 Review Comments on the Classification of Situation Types in Mandarin  

In this section, the review comments on the classification of situation types in 

Mandarin are provided. These comments are related to the situation types selected in 

the questionnaire presented in Chapter Three.  

As reviewed above, in terms of the classification of situation or verb types, 

Vendler (1957, 1967) is the first one to classify verbs into four semantic categories 

(i.e., activity, accomplishment, achievement, and stative verbs). Pertaining to the 

classification of situation types in Mandarin Chinese, Tai (1984) contends that unlike 

English, Mandarin doesn’t have accomplishment verbs. He claims that English 

accomplishment verbs and many achievement verbs are expressed in the form of 

RVCs in Chinese, and the difference is that an accomplishment verb in English has 

both the action and result aspects, which makes it able to occur with the progressive 

viewpoint, while an RVC in Chinese has only the result aspect, which makes RVCs 

clash with the progressive viewpoint. Tai considers RVCs (e.g., xué-huì ‘learn-know’) 

and resultative simple verbs (e.g., sǐ ‘die’) as belonging to one single category called 

‘result’. Thus, Tai classifies Chinese verbs into three semantic categories: state, 

activity, and result. Different from Tai’s categorization, Smith (1997) considers RVCs 

part of Mandarin Accomplishments. She also distinguishes Accomplishments from 

Achievements in Chinese, and classifies Chinese situation aspect into five categories: 
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Activities, Accomplishments, Achievements, States, and Semelfactives.  

Tai (1984), and Smith (1997) present different classifications of Mandarin 

situation types and some questions thus arise. First, are RVCs a type of 

Accomplishments, like what Smith suggests, or do they have some specific traits that 

set them apart from Accomplishments? Second, is it really the case that RVCs and 

Achievement verbs (or Tai’s resultative simple verbs) can be grouped together as one 

category (i.e., result), like what Tai suggests?  

    To answer the first question, consider the following sentences of Mandarin RVC 

and English Accomplishment: 

(17) a. Zhāngsān xué-huì-le   zhōngwén. 

Zhangsan study-understand-PFV Mandarin 

       b. Zhangsan learned Mandarin. 

(18) a. Zhāngsān shā-sǐ-le  Lǐsì.  

         Zhangsan kill-die-PFV Lisi           

        b. Zhangsan killed Lisi. 

  As shown in (17a) and (18a), the underlined RVCs (i.e., xué-huì ‘study-understand’ 

and shā-sǐ ‘kill-die’) are verbs consisting of two elements, an action phase and a result 

phase (Li & Thompson 1981, Tai 1984). Similarly, the English Accomplishment is 

also semantically composed of both a non-detachable process and a result. The 

Accomplishment ‘learned Mandarin’ in (17b) indicates that Zhangsan has studied 

Mandarin for a certain period of time (process) and he acquired Mandarin as a result. 
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Likewise, ‘killed Lisi’ in (18b) conveys that Zhangsan killed Lisi and Lisi died as a 

result. Therefore, Mandarin RVCs and English Accomplishments are pretty much 

alike in that they both semantically consist of a process/action and a result, which 

ends an event with a natural endpoint (Smith 1997). However, Mandarin RVCs and 

English Accomplishments are different in the specification of the result phase. In 

Mandarin, the result of the event is specified by the resultative morpheme of the RVC 

(e.g., huì ‘understand’ in xué-huì ‘study-understand’ and sǐ ‘die’ in shā-sǐ ‘kill-die’), 

whereas in English, the result specification is inherent in the meaning of the main 

verb, as in ‘learn Mandarin’ and ‘kill Lisi’. That is to say, Mandarin RVCs express the 

action-result relation explicitly and overtly (i.e., morphologically combining two 

elements), while English Accomplishments exhibit the action-result relation implicitly 

and covertly (i.e., the action-result relation is contained in the main verb) (Tai 1984). 

Such morphological difference might give rise to the aspectual difference between 

RVCs and Accomplishments. Consider the following sentences:  

(19) a. * Zhāngsān zài  xué-huì   zhōngwén.  

           Zhangsan ZAI  study-understand Mandarin.  

       b. Zhangsan is learning Mandarin.  

(20) a. * Zhāngsān zài  shā-sǐ lǐsì.  

           Zhangsan ZAI  kill-die Lisi  

       b. Zhangsan is killing Lisi. 

Sentences (19a) and (20a) show that Mandarin RVCs are incompatible with the 
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progressive marker zai, while English Accomplishments are compatible with the 

progressive V-ing, as shown in (19b) and (20b). Tai (1984) suggests that it is because 

an Accomplishment verb in English is semantically durative, consisting of both an 

action and a result aspect, which makes it possible to occur with the progressive 

aspect, while an RVC in Chinese denotes only the result aspect in their aspectual 

meaning and behaves like verbs denoting instantaneous events, which makes RVCs 

clash with the progressive aspect despite the fact that their first constituent is an 

Activity, such as xué ‘study’ or shā ‘kill’. Based on Tai’s argument, we can answer the 

first question: Different from Smith’s (1997) view, RVCs are not a type of 

Accomplishments since their aspectual meanings are different.    

    So far it is clear that RVCs should not be considered a type of Accomplishments. 

However, is it really the case that Mandarin does not have Accomplishments and that 

RVCs and Achievements (Tai’s resultative simple verbs) in Mandarin can be grouped 

together as one category ‘result’, like what Tai (1984:292, 293) suggests? In fact, it is 

not the case. Mandarin Chinese does distinguish Accomplishments, RVCs, and 

Achievements. Different from Tai’s view, Mandarin does have Accomplishments and 

they are often expressed in a verb + argument form denoting a process and a result, 

instead of in the form of RVCs. According to Smith (1997), Accomplishments are 

finite events with a natural endpoint and they can be denoted by a verb with a 

 



 

34 

 

countable argument (Smith 1997:29). If the argument is countable, the event is finite. 

Such examples in Mandarin are chī yīkē píngguǒ ‘eat an apple’ (eating as the process, 

and finishing eating the apple as the result), gài yīdòng fángzǐ ‘build a house’ 

(building as the process, and the existence of the finished building as the result), and 

dú yīběn shū ‘read a book’ (reading as the process, finishing reading the book as the 

result). The [V+NPcount] Accomplishments and RVCs both express an action-result 

relation, but they are different in that the [V+NPcount] Accomplishments consist of 

both an action and a result aspects, while an RVC denotes only the result aspect (Tai 

1984). That is the reason why RVCs are incompatible with the progressive zai, while 

[V+NPcount] Accomplishments can co-occur with zai, as shown in (21a) and (21b).  

(21) a. * Wǒ zài xiě-wán  gōngkè.   (RVC) 

I  ZAI write-finish homework 

‘I am finishing the homework (by writing it).’ 

b. Wǒ  zài  kàn  yī-běn shū. (Accomplishment) 

I  ZAI  read  one-CL book 

‘I am reading a book.’ 

    Since the difference between [V+NPcount] Accomplishments and RVCs in 

Mandarin has been clearly shown, the question left to be considered is what 

distinguishes RVCs from Tai’s resultative simple verbs in Mandarin. Tai’s resultative 

simple verbs, like Achievements, denote instantaneous and punctual events. 

According to Tai (1984), RVCs are thought to denote instantaneous events, which 

only encode the result aspect and are incompatible with the progressive zai (Tai, 

 



 

35 

 

1984:293). That is why Tai (1984) suggests that RVCs and resultative simple verbs 

can be grouped together as ‘result’. Nevertheless, we consider RVCs and resultative 

simple verbs to be semantically different. RVCs in Mandarin obviously contain two 

elements morphologically and semantically, an action and a result, whereas resultative 

simple verbs denote Achievement events and only contain a result. Thus, different 

from Tai’s view, we consider that RVCs and resultative simple verbs (Achievements) 

are different types based on their different natures. Therefore, it is perspicuously 

shown that Accomplishments ([V+NPcount]), Achievements (resultative simple verbs), 

and RVCs are actually different from one another in Mandarin.  

Liu’s (2012) classification of situation type is more well-rounded and detailed 

among the previous research. Liu identifies ten types of predicates in Mandarin, as 

reviewed in Section 2.2.1. She not only distinguishes Accomplishment, Achievement, 

and Result, but further divides Accomplishments into four types: Accomplishment 

(non-completive), Accomplishment (goal), Accomplishment (duration), and 

Accomplishment (distance), States into two types: State and State-location, and adds a 

new type: Change with no result.  

Nevertheless, there are some problems in Liu’s classification. First of all, Liu’s 

Accomplishment (duration) type, such as xué liǎngnián zhōngwén ‘learn Chinese for 

2 years’, is not a verb-complement construction. According to Smith (1997), though 
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temporally bounded events seem to be like telic events in having a finite endpoint, 

they are also unlike telic events because there is no change of state in them. Smith 

suggests that traversing time and traversing space are different in that when one 

traverses a certain amount of space, one arrives at a new location (thus, change of 

state, or result state), but no such result is assumed for time, as illustrated in (22).  

(22) a. Wǒ  zǒu-dào-le  xuéxiào. 

          I  walk-arrive-PFV school 

         ‘I have walked to school.’ 

b. Wǒ  zǒu-le  sān  lǐ lù.  

I  walk-PFV three mile road 

‘I have walked (for) three miles.’ 

c. Wǒ  zǒu-le  sān  xiǎoshí.  

I  walk-PFV three hour 

‘I have walked for three hours.’ 

The events expressed in (22a-b) have result states (i.e., being at school for (a) 

and being at a new location three miles from the old location for (b)); but the event 

expressed in (22c) does not. According to Smith (1997:28), people do not 

conventionally think of changes of time as arrivals. Thus, it is considered that 

temporally bounded events are different from telic events.  

 Second, Liu’s Result type can be simply considered as equivalent to RVCs 

judging from the examples she provides for Result (e.g., xiě-wán ‘to write and finish’ 

and chī-wán ‘to eat and finish’) since no definition is given by her. It is worth noting 

that Liu’s Result type is different from Tai’s result type in that Liu’s Result type 

simply includes RVCs while Tai’s result type includes RVCs and resultative simple 
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verbs.  

Third, Liu’s State-location type is considered not to be a verb-complement 

construction. Liu’s State-location, such as zuò zài dìshàng ‘sit on the ground’, consists 

of a verb zuò ‘sit’ and an adjunct zài dìshàng ‘on the ground’ which is not a 

complement of zuò. In fact, the main verbs in Liu’s State-location type are posture 

verbs. According to Li and Thompson (1981), posture verbs denote body posture or 

position, such as zuò ‘sit’, zhàn ‘stand’, tǎng ‘lie’, ná ‘take’, bào ‘hold’, pěng ‘hold’. 

Thus, Liu’s State-location type is actually posture verbs with locative adjuncts. 

Fourth, Liu’s Accomplishment (goal) type consists of a process and the reaching 

of a goal as an endpoint or result. However, judging from the examples Liu gives for 

Accomplishment (goal), such as zǒu-dào xuéxiào ‘walk to school’ and fēi-qù běijīng 

‘fly to Beijing’, it is conspicuous that Liu’s Accomplishment (goal) type is actually a 

type of RVCs. According to Smith (1991, 1997), RVCs fall into two distributional 

classes  directional RVCs and resultative RVCs, as reviewed in Section 2.2.1. Liu’s 

Accomplishment (goal) type is in fact Smith’s directional RVCs, which denote 

‘direction of action and locate a situation from the point of view of the speaker’ 

(Smith 1997:282).  

It is worth noting that Liu’s Accomplishment (non-completive) type is a typical 

Accomplishment type, like Accomplishments in English, in that it has a verb 
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constellation with a countable argument [V+NPcount], consisting of a process and a 

result as the endpoint, such as xiě yī fēng xìn ‘write a letter’. On the other hand, Liu’s 

Accomplishment (distance) type, such as pǎo yī lǐ lù ‘run 1 mile’, denotes covering a 

distance in space, and thus can be thought of as having a process (e.g., running) and 

a result (finishing running one mile and being at a new location one mile away from 

the old location) as the endpoint. The difference between the two types is that 

Accomplishment (non-completive) can co-occur with the progressive zai but 

Accomplishment (distance) can’t. Liu considers that Accomplishment 

(non-completive) events are not necessarily completed, while Accomplishment 

(distance) events have necessary completion, as illustrated in (23). 

(23)  a. Zhāngsān xiě-le   yī-fēng  xìn, kěshì  méi xiě-wán. 

          Zhangsan write-PFV  one-CL letter but   not  write-finish 

‘Zhangsan wrote a letter, but didn’t finish it.’ 

        b. *Zhāngsān pǎo-le sān-lǐ  lù, kěshì méi pǎo-wán. 

           Zhangsan run-PFV three-mile road but  not run-finish 

‘Zhangsan ran three miles, but didn’t finish running.’  

(Liu 2012) 

    (23a) is acceptable because the Accomplishment (non-completive) event xiě 

yī-fēng xìn (write a letter) is not necessarily completed, whereas (23b) is unacceptable 

since the Accomplishment (distance) event pǎo sān-lǐ lù (run three miles) denotes 

necessary completion (Liu 2012).  

The discussion above indicates that different from Tai’s (1984) and Smith’s 

(1991, 1997) point of view, Accomplishments, RVCs, and Achievements should be 
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distinguished in Mandarin Chinese. Liu’s Result type can be simply considered as 

equivalent to RVCs and Liu’s Accomplishments (goal) can be grouped together with 

RVCs. Besides, Liu’s State-location can be considered as posture verbs and Liu’s 

Accomplishments (duration) are not considered to denote telic events since 

temporally bounded events don’t have result states. Liu’s Accomplishments (distance) 

are differentiated from Accomplishments (non-completive) because Accomplishments 

(distance) denote completion while Accomplishments (non-completive) don’t. The 

situation types mentioned in previous studies left to be considered are: Activity, 

Accomplishment, Achievement, Semelfactive, State, RVCs, and Liu’s Change with no 

result, which will be discussed in detail in Chapter Three. 

 

2.4 Theories of Language Acquisition 

The main purpose of the present study is to investigate the L2 acquisition of 

Mandarin imperfective markers zai and -zhe by L1 Japanese speakers. Two theoretical 

perspectives of L2 acquisition are of concern in this study, namely, the Aspect 

Hypothesis and L1 influence. The former, presented in 2.4.1, is concerned with the 

acquisition patterns of the interaction between the situation aspect and viewpoint 

aspect when learners acquire a language. The latter, introduced in 2.4.2, is concerned 

with cross-linguistic differences in different language structures.  
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2.4.1 Aspect Hypothesis 

The Aspect hypothesis, proposed by Anderson and Shirai (1994), highlights the 

acquisition patterns reflecting the interactions between the situation types and 

viewpoint aspect markers when learners acquire a language. The Aspect hypothesis, 

as shown in (24), is based on the four-way distinction of the aspectual meaning of 

verbs proposed by Vendler (1957) (e.g., Andersen & Shirai 1996:533, Bardovi-Harlig 

& Bergström 1996:312, Bardovi-Harlig 1999:359, Bardovi-Harlig 2000): 

(24) The Aspect Hypothesis 

     (a) Learners first use (perfective) past marking on achievements and 

accomplishments, eventually extending use to activities and states.  

(b) In languages that encode the perfective/imperfective distinction, 

imperfective past appears later than perfective past, and imperfect past 

marking begins with states, extending next to activities, then to 

accomplishments, and finally to achievements.  

(c)  In languages that have progressive aspect, progressive marking begins 

with dynamic-atelic predicates and activities, then extends to telic 

predicates like accomplishments and achievements, and finally to states. 

(d)  Progressive markings are not incorrectly overextended to states.  

(Bardovi-Harlig 2000:227) 

 In addition, according to Robison (1995) and Shirai (2004:101), the Aspect 

Hypothesis gives two predictions: the Association Prediction and the Developmental 

Prediction. The Association Prediction predicts that language learners associate the 

progressive aspect marker more strongly with dynamic-atelic verbs, like activity verbs, 

than with telic verbs, like accomplishment and achievement verbs, and they associate 

the perfective aspect marker more strongly with telic verbs than with activity and 
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stative verbs. On the other hand, the Developmental Prediction predicts that as 

learners’ proficiency increases, they will spread the use of the progressive aspect 

marker from dynamic-atelic verbs (i.e., activity verbs) to telic verbs (i.e., 

accomplishment and achievement verbs) and finally to stative verbs, and they will 

also spread the use of the perfective aspect marker from telic verbs to activity and 

stavitve verbs. 

 

2.4.2 L1 Influence  

In this section, the theory of L1 influence is introduced to explain how a 

learner’s L1 (native language) can influence their comprehension and production of 

their L2 (target language) when they acquire a new language.  

According to Fries (1945), a learner’s use of his/her L1 knowledge in the 

acquisition of an L2 has been referred to as ‘language transfer’, also called ‘L1 effects’ 

or ‘L1 influence’. The L1 influence can have a strong effect on the learner’s L2 

performance.  

On the other hand, according to Fries (1945) and Lado (1957), the L1-L2 

interrelationship is specified in the contrastive analysis hypothesis. The hypothesis 

asserts that cross-linguistic differences between L1 and L2 result in difficulties or 

interferences to L2 learning, which is called the negative transfer, whereas similarities 
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between L1 and L2 lead to learning facilitation, called the positive transfer. The 

contrastive analysis hypothesis has been supported by many scholars in that it helps 

predict learning difficulties and account for how a linguistic item in one language is 

transferred to another language (e.g., Catford 1983, Faerch and Kasper 1986).  

In this study, L1 Japanese speakers’ acquisition of Mandarin zai and -zhe is 

investigated. We are concerned about whether L1 influence plays a role when 

Japanese speakers acquire Mandarin imperfective markers zai and -zhe. Therefore, by 

comparing differences between Japanese (L1) and Mandarin (L2) on the compatibility 

between situation types and imperfective viewpoints, we can predict learning 

difficulties which Japanese speakers would encounter.  

 

2.5 Previous Empirical Studies on L2 Acquisition of Mandarin Aspect 

Although the Aspect hypothesis has been tested and confirmed in studies of 

many European languages, it has not been extensively investigated in the L2 

acquisition of Mandarin Chinese. In this section, the research studies related to L2 

aspect acquisition of Mandarin, Jin (2006), Liu (2012), and Tong & Shirai (2016), are 

reviewed. 
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2.5.1 Jin (2006) 

Jin (2006) investigates the acquisition of the perfective markers -guo and -le, and 

the imperfective markers zai and -zhe in L2 Chinese by L1 English speakers, using a 

judgment task, a storytelling task, and a multiple-choice task. The results show that 

the patterns in the production data from the storytelling task of the lower-intermediate 

learners confirm the predictions of the Aspect Hypothesis, though the judgment data 

from the judgment task and multiple-choice task show that the lower-intermediate 

learners incorrectly accept the combination of the perfective marker -le with all 

situation types, indicating a strong L1 influence. With progress in the learners’ L2 

proficiency, it is found that the developmental pattern does not go along the path 

predicted by the Aspect Hypothesis because learners do not spread the use of 

imperfective markers from Activity to Accomplishment, Achievement, and State as 

their proficiency level increases.  

The strength of Jin’s study is that it investigates the acquisition of both the 

perfective markers -guo and -le, and the imperfective markers zai and -zhe, namely 

the four main viewpoint aspect markers in Mandarin. However, the limitations are 

that the study only recruits English native speakers and that only Vendler’s four-way 

distinction of the lexical meaning of verbs is adopted, which is somehow inadequate, 

compared to Liu (2012) who provides a more detailed classification.    
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2.5.2 Liu (2012) 

Liu (2012) did a research study on L2 acquisition of the progressive maker zai in 

Mandarin Chinese by L1 English speakers. She classifies predicates into ten types, 

which have been shown in Section 2.2.1, and uses a judgment task and a production 

task to test the learners’ acquisition of the progressive zai. The study shows that the 

observed pattern is neither predicted by the Aspect Hypothesis alone nor entirely 

conditioned by L1 influence. Rather, it is the result of both forces at work. At the early 

stage, zai is associated with Activities and Accomplishments involving goal or 

distance. In the acquisition process, both widening use and narrowing use of 

progressive zai on the ten predicate types are observed. For the predicate types which 

zai can occur with, participants tend to use more zai when their proficiency level 

increases, showing widening use, whereas for the predicate types which zai is 

incompatible with, participants use less zai when proficiency level increases, showing 

narrowing use of progressive zai.  

The strength of Liu’s study is that she investigates the L2 acquisition of the 

progressive marker zai by designing both judgment task and production task and 

found that both the Aspect Hypothesis and L1 influence are at force. The other 

strength is that Liu provides her own classification of predicate types, using ten 

predicate types to conduct the research. However, the limitation is that she only 
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investigates one imperfective viewpoint – the progressive zai. Another limitation is 

that, like Jin (2006), only English native speakers are recruited in her study. 

 

2.5.3 Tong & Shirai (2016) 

Tong and Shirai (2016) conduct a study on L2 acquisition of the Mandarin 

progressive zai and perfective -le. Forty L2 learners of Chinese from different 

countries are recruited in the study and judgment tasks are adopted to test the 

acquisition of zai and -le. The results support the Association Prediction of the Aspect 

Hypothesis for progressive zai in that beginners associate zai more strongly with 

activity verbs in the early stage, but not support for perfective -le because beginners 

associate -le almost with every type of verbs. Furthermore, the Developmental 

Prediction is not supported for either aspect marker. For progressive zai, learners do 

not spread the use of it from activity verbs to accomplishment and achievement verbs. 

For perfective -le, learners do not spread the use of it from accomplishment and 

achievement verbs to activity verbs either.   

 The strength of Tong & Shirai’s study is that the study investigates both the 

perfective markers -le and the imperfective zai. However, the limitation is that the 

study does not control the learners’ L1 background. In addition, they do not provide 

their own classification of the situation types; instead, they adopt Vendler’s four-way 
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distinction of the lexical aspectual meaning of verbs, which is somehow inadequate.  

 

2.6 Summary of Chapter Two 

    In this chapter, we have reviewed the theoretical literature on aspectuality and 

language acquisition. We also provide the review comments on the classification of 

situation types in Mandarin, pointing out some problems and modifying the 

classification proposed by previous scholars. Different from Tai’s (1984) and Smith’s 

(1991, 1997) point of view, the present study suggests that Accomplishments, RVCs, 

and Achievements should be distinguished in Mandarin. Besides, Liu’s (2012) Result 

and Accomplishments (goal) can be grouped together with RVCs, Liu’s State-location 

can be considered as posture verbs, and her Accomplishments (duration) are not 

considered to denote telic events. The comments bring about the situation types (i.e., 

Activity, Accomplishment, State (verbal), State (adjectival), Achievement, resultative 

RVCs and directional RVCs) selected in the experiment presented in Chapter Three.  

    In addition, this chapter also reviews previous empirical studies of Jin (2006), 

Liu (2012), and Tong & Shirai (2016) on the Aspect Hypothesis and L2 acquisition of 

Mandarin aspect. We can still find some inadequacies in their studies and notice that 

little attention has been paid to testify the Aspect Hypothesis on the acquisition of 

Mandarin by L1 Japanese speakers. Therefore, in this study, L1 Japanese speakers’ 
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acquisition of Mandarin zai and -zhe is investigated to bridge the gap. According to 

the Association Prediction of the Aspect Hypothesis (Shirai 2004), we can predict that 

the association between imperfective aspect marker zai and -zhe with Activities is 

stronger than that between zai and -zhe with telic verbs (e.g., Accomplishments, 

Achievements, RVCs) and States for learners acquiring Mandarin in the early stage. 

On the other hand, the Developmental Prediction of the Aspect Hypothesis would 

predict that learners spread the use of imperfective viewpoint zai and -zhe from 

Activities to telic verbs (e.g., Accomplishments, Achievements, RVCs) and States 

when their proficiency level increases. In the following chapter, we will present our 

situation types included in the experiment based on the review comments and 

introduce the methods to discover what kind of learning difficulties Japanese speakers 

would encounter and to find out whether the findings adhere to the Aspect 

Hypothesis.  
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Chapter Three 

Methodology 

 

This chapter is dedicated to the experimental design of the present study. Section 

3.1 describes the participants in the experiment. The instrument of data collection is 

introduced in Sections 3.2 and Section 3.3 presents the procedure of the experiment.  

 

3.1 Participants  

The purpose of this study is to investigate the L2 acquisition of Mandarin 

imperfective markers zai and -zhe by L1 Japanese speakers. In order to find out what 

kind of learning difficulties Japanese learners would encounter and to see if the 

findings adhere to the Aspect Hypothesis and if L1 influence plays a role when 

Japanese learners acquiring zai and -zhe, a total of ninety participants were recruited 

in this study. Sixty native speakers of Japanese who were learning Mandarin in the 

Mandarin Training Center (MTC) at National Taiwan Normal University (NTNU) 

participated as the experimental group. These Japanese participants were further 

divided into two groups based on their Mandarin proficiency level, each group 

consisting of 30 subjects. One group was labeled as mid-level group and the other one, 

high-level group. All participants in the mid-level group had finished studying Lesson 
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8 in A Course in Contemporary Chinese1 Vol. 2 but hadn’t started learning Vol. 4 (i.e., 

Vol. 2 Lesson 8-Vol. 3 Lesson 15) and their proficiency level was equivalent to B1 of 

CEFR and Intermediate-high of ACTFL according to MTC. On the other hand, the 

participants in the high-level group had finished Vol. 3 and was studying Vol. 4 or 5 

(i.e., Vol. 4 Lesson 1-Vol. 5 Lesson 15) and their proficiency level was equivalent to 

B2-C2 of CEFR and Advanced-mid to Advanced-high of ACTFL. The reason for 

setting the bottom line in Vol. 2 Lesson 8 was that progressive zai was taught in Vol. 1 

Lesson 7, durative -zhe was taught in Vol. 2 Lesson 1 and 5, and RVCs were taught in 

Vol. 2 Lesson 8. Hence, learners who finished Vol. 2 Lesson 8 had already acquired 

the vocabulary words and grammar needed in the study. Besides, this study included a 

control group (native group), consisting of 30 native speakers of Mandarin who were 

all sophomore English majors of age 20 in NTNU. Table 3-1 summarizes the basic 

information of these three groups of participants. 

Table 3-1 Summary of Information of the Participants  

Group Mandarin proficiency Number 

Mid-level  Vol. 2 lesson 8-Vol. 3 lesson 15  

B1 of CEFR 

Intermediate-high of ACTFL 

30 

High-level  Vol. 4 lesson 1-Vol. 5 lesson 15 

B2-C2 of CEFR 

Advanced-mid to Advanced-high of ACTFL 

30 

Native speaker  Native  30 

Total 90 

                                                      
1 A Course in Contemporary Chinese is the textbook used in MTC and it has 6 volumes, each of which 

contains 15 lessons.  
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    All the participants agreed to participate by signing on the consent form (see 

Appendix A).  

 

3.2 Instrument of Data Collection  

The present study is to investigate the L2 acquisition of Mandarin imperfective 

markers zai and -zhe by L1 Japanese speakers. In this section, the instrument of data 

collection is introduced. Section 3.2.1 provides the situation types being tested in the 

experiment. The cross-linguistic comparisons between Mandarin and Japanese on the 

(in-)compatibility between situation types and imperfective viewpoints and the 

prediction of learning difficulties based on L1 effect are given in Section 3.2.2. 

Section 3.2.3 describes the design of the questionnaire and Section 3.2.4 presents the 

scoring policy and statistical analysis.  

 

3.2.1 Situation Types Included in the Experiment  

In Section 2.3, we have pointed out some problems in previous studies and 

modified their classifications of situation types in Mandarin. We have concluded that 

the situation types should be divided into Activity, Accomplishments 

(non-completive), Accomplishments (distance), Achievements, RVCs, Semelfactives, 

State, State-location (posture verbs), and Change with no result. However, among 
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these situation types, Liu’s (2012) change with no result, State-location (posture 

verbs), Accomplishments (distance), and Smith’s (1991, 1997) Semelfactives would 

not be included in the experiment for the reasons presented below.    

Liu’s change with no result, such as mànmàn shēnggāo ‘slowly go up’, has a 

change of state but has no obvious and specific result. For example, we can see a 

balloon shēnggāo ‘go up’ above the ground as the change of state. But we don’t know 

where the endpoint of shēnggāo ‘goes up’ is and how high the balloon is going to 

reach. Such verbs are so-called ‘degree achievements’, such as widen, lengthen, cool, 

dry, and straighten (Dowty 1979). As first observed in Dowty (1979), these verbs 

display both telic and atelic properties. Such properties make degree achievements 

controversial, causing problems for theories of aspectual classification, since they 

constitute one area in which the traditional aspectual system breaks down. Therefore, 

degree achievements (or change with no result) were not included in the questionnaire 

design because of the complexity of this type.  

We have pointed out that Liu’s State-location type is actually posture verbs with 

locative adjuncts, such as zuò zài dìshàng ‘sit on the ground’. According to Li and 

Thompson (1981), posture verbs denote body posture or position, such as zuò ‘sit’, 

zhàn ‘stand’, tǎng ‘lie’, ná ‘take’, bào ‘hold’, pěng ‘hold’. However, posture verbs 

would not be included into the present study due to the complexity of the locative 
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inversion sentence patterns in which posture verbs appear. According to Yu & Ueda 

(1999:160) and Li & Hsieh (2015:32), posture verbs occurring with -zhe have a 

resultant state and they can appear in locative inversion sentence patterns, as 

illustrated in (1a) and (1b).  

(1) a.  Tā zài chuáng-shàng tǎng-zhe.  

he at bed-on  lie-ZHE  

‘He is lying on the bed.’                      

        b. Chuáng-shàng  tǎng-zhe yī-gè xiǎo   yīngér.  

bed-on   lie-ZHE one-CL little   infant 

‘An infant is lying on the bed.’                 

The locative inversion sentence pattern with posture verbs may be difficult for 

L2 mid-level learners since they haven’t studied such a pattern in the textbooks yet. 

Thus, posture verbs were not incorporated into the present study.  

Liu’s Accomplishments (distance), such as pǎo yī lǐ lù ‘run a mile’, denotes 

necessary completion and they are incompatible with progressive zai (Liu 2012). 

However, since L2 mid-level learners haven’t learned enough vocabulary words of 

units for measuring distance in the textbooks yet, Accomplishments (distance) would 

not be included in the experiment. 

Smith’s (1997) Semelfactives, referring to dynamic, atelic, and instantaneous 

single events, such as qiāo ‘knock’, pāi ‘pat’, and ké ‘cough’, were not included into 

this study either because iterative Semelfactives are considered to be ‘derived 

Activities’, as illustrated in (2).  
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(2) Zhāngsān  zài   qiāo    mén. 

Zhangsan  ZAI  knock   door 

‘Zhangsan is knocking at the door.’                 (Smith 1997:272) 

 (2) is well-formed because the action of qiāo ‘knock’ must be iterative, with 

more than once knocking on the door. As discussed in 2.2.2.1, iterative Semelfactives 

can be viewed as denoting multiple Semelfactive events, which in turn can be seen as 

a derived Activity with duration and without endpoints, according to Smith 

(1997:272). Therefore, Semelfatives were not included into the experiment.  

As a result, the situation types that were included in the experiment are Activities, 

Accomplishments (non-completive), Achievements, States, and RVCs. In addition, 

states and RVCs were further divided into two sub-categories, respectively. The 

definitions of these situation types are described as follows. 

Activities are the least contentious type in the literature. The present study 

follows previous studies’ definition and defines Activity as a dynamic atelic event 

without a natural endpoint. Pao ‘run’, zou ‘walk’, chang ‘sing’, kan dianshi ‘watch 

TV’, and the like are examples of Activities. In Mandarin, Activities are compatible 

with imperfective zai and -zhe as in (3a-b).  

(3) a. Tā zài chàng gē,  chàng de zhēn  hǎo tīng. 

  He ZAI sing  song  sing   DE  very  good  listen 

  ‘He is singing and he sings very well.’ 

b. Tā  zài  jiāoshì-lǐ    chàng-zhe  gē,  kànqǐlái  hěn  kuàilè. 

  he  at  classroom-in  sing-ZHE  song  look   very  happy 

  ‘He is singing in the classroom and he looks happy.’ 

As for States, this study follows Smith (1991, 1997) and describes them as static 
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situations with duration and without an endpoint (atelic). However, Yeh’s (1993) and 

Smith’s classification of States into stage-level predicates and individual-level 

predicates would not be adopted in the study. According to Yeh (1993:86) and Smith 

(1997:273), stage-level predicates, like, ài ‘love’, xǐhuān ‘like’, and gāoxìng ‘glad’, 

can co-occur with durative -zhe, while individual-level predicates, like zhīdào ‘know’ 

and piāoliàng ‘pretty’ cannot. However, ài ‘love’ and xǐhuān ‘like’ are more like 

individual-level predicates, which denote properties of longer duration, rather than 

stage-level predicates, which denotes transitory properties. Contrary to Yeh and 

Smith’s point of view, we consider some individual-level predicates can also occur 

with -zhe, such as ài ‘love’and xǐhuān ‘like’, and some cannot, like gāo ‘tall’ and 

piāoliàng ‘pretty’. On the other hand, for stage-level predicates like shāngxīn ‘sad’, 

nánguò ‘upset’, and gāoxìng ‘glad’, they are somehow unnatural to co-occur with -zhe 

in Taiwan Mandarin. Therefore, the concept of stage-level predicates and 

individual-level predicates was not adopted to classify states in this study. In the 

present study, States are simply divided into two types: one consists of stative verbs, 

compatible with durative -zhe, like xǐhuān ‘like’, ài ‘love’, and yīlài ‘rely’; the other 

one consists of adjectives, which are incompatible with durative -zhe, such as 

piāoliàng ‘pretty’, gāo ‘tall’, and shuài ‘handsome’.  

The Accomplishments in Mandarin are the most controversial situation type. As 
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reviewed in Chapter Two, Liu (2012) divides Accomplishments into 

Accomplishments (non-completive), Accomplishments (goal), Accomplishments 

(duration), and Accomplishments (distance), while Tai (1984) groups 

Accomplishments, Achievements and RVCs as ‘result’. As discussed in Section 2.3, 

Accomplishments, RVCs, and Achievements should be distinguished in Mandarin. In 

addition, Liu’s Accomplishment (goal) should be grouped together with directional 

RVCs and her Accomplishments (duration) are not considered to denote telic events. 

In this study, Smith’s (1991, 1997) Accomplishment [V+NPcount] (or Liu’s 

Accomplishment (non-completive)) was adopted, which is denoted by a verb with a 

countable argument (Smith 1997:29). They consist of a process and a result and are 

compatible with the progressive zai and the durative -zhe in Mandarin, as in (4a-b).  

(4) a. Tā  zài   xiě   yī-fēng   xìn,  xiě  gěi  gùxiāng   de  māmā. 

  he  ZAI  write  one-CL letter  write to  hometown  DE mother 

  ‘He is writing a letter to his mother in the hometown.’ 

b. Tā  zài  fáng  lǐ  xiě-zhe   yī-fēng   xìn,  zhǔnbèi  míngtiān  jì  

he  at  room  in write-ZHE one-CL  letter  prepare  tomorrow send 

chūqù.  

out 

  ‘He is writing a letter in the room, preparing to send it out tomorrow.’ 

Achievements in this study refer to resultative simple verbs which describe 

events that are dynamic, instantaneous, and telic. For instance, verbs like sǐ ‘die’, pò 

‘break’, dào ‘arrive’, yíng ‘win’, and dǎo ‘fall’ all fall into this type. In Mandarin, 

Achievements are not compatible with the progressive zai and the durative -zhe, as in 

 



 

56 

 

(5a-b).  

(5) a. *Lǎowáng  zài   sǐ. 

   Laowang  ZAI  die 

   ‘Laowang is dying.’ 

b. *Lǎowáng   sǐ-zhe. 

   Laowang  die-ZHE 

Besides, the present study adopts Smith’s (1997) directional RVCs and 

resultative RVCs. According to Li & Thompson (1981) and Tai (1984), RVCs are 

verb compounds consisting of two verbal elements, denoting an action and a result, 

respectively, such as xué-huì ‘study-understand’ and shā-sǐ ‘kill-die’. According to 

Tai (1984), RVCs denote only the result aspect in their aspectual meaning, which 

makes RVCs clash with the progressive aspect zai and the durative marker -zhe in 

spite of the fact that their first constituent is an Activity, which signifies atelic action, 

as in (6a-b). 

(6) a. * Tā zài xué-huì   zhōngwén.  

    he ZAI learn-understand Mandarin 

   ‘He is learning Mandarin.’ 

b. * Tā xué-huì-zhe   zhōngwén. 

    he learn-understand-ZHE Mandarin 

As reviewed in Section 2.2.1, Smith (1997) classifies RVCs into two types: 

directional RVCs and resultative RVCs. The result element of Smith’s resultative 

RVCs indicates a change of state, such as dǒng in tīng-dǒng ‘listen-understand’ and 

huì in xué-huì ‘learn-know’. On the other hand, the result element of directional RVCs 

refers to direction of an action and locates a different location as a change of state, 

 



 

57 

 

such as chū in pǎo-chū ‘run-exit’ and jìn in zǒu-jìn ‘walk-enter’. The reason of 

adopting these two types of RVC in the study is because the second element of 

resultative RVCs and directional RVCs denote quite different properties in that one is 

resultative change of state and the other one is directional change of state, which 

might bring about different outcomes when they are tested with zai and -zhe.   

To sum up, in the present study, seven situation types in Mandarin Chinese were 

included, namely, Activity, Accomplishment, State (verbal), State (adjectival), 

Achievement, resultative RVC, and directional RVC, as shown in table 3-2 below. 

Table 3-2 Situation Types Included in the Questionnaire  

situation type example zai zhe Dynamic Durative telic 

Activity 
kàn diànshì 

‘watch TV’ 
yes yes + + - 

Accomplishment 
dú yī běn shū 

‘read a book’ 
yes yes + + + 

State (verbal) ài‘love’ no yes - + - 

State (adjectival) piāoliàng ‘pretty’ no no - + - 

Achievement pò ‘break’ no no + - + 

Resultative RVC 
tīng-dǒng 

‘listen-understand’ 
no no + - + 

Directional RVC zǒu-jìn ‘walk-in’ no no + - + 
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3.2.2 Cross-linguistic Comparisons between Mandarin and Japanese 

    The contrastive analysis of different languages specifies the L1-L2 

interrelationship. In this section, cross-linguistic comparisons between Mandarin and 

Japanese on the compatibility between situation types and imperfective viewpoints are 

provided. 

According to Fries (1945) and Lado (1957), the L1-L2 interrelationship is 

specified in the contrastive analysis hypothesis, which asserts that cross-linguistic 

differences between the L1 and L2 result in difficulties or interference to L2 learning 

(i.e., negative transfer), whereas similarities between L1 and L2 lead to learning 

facilitation (i.e., positive transfer). Based on the hypothesis, cross-linguistic 

comparisons between Mandarin and Japanese may help predict the learning 

difficulties and facilitate the teaching of Chinese as a foreign language specifically for 

L1 Japanese learners.  

Viewpoint aspect markers are morphology-like devices in both Mandarin and 

Japanese aspect system. In Mandarin, progressive zai is a pre-verbal marker, 

preceding the verb, while durative -zhe is a post-verbal marker, placed after the verb. 

On the other hand, the Japanese imperfective viewpoint is indicated by the post-verbal 

inflectional morpheme -teiru. According to Huang (1990) and He (2000), Japanese 

imperfective viewpoint -teiru has mainly two different aspectual meanings; one is 
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progressive, corresponding to Mandarin progressive zai and -zhe, and the other is 

durative, indicating certain durative state, corresponding to Mandarin durative -zhe. 

Since the present study aims to find out how Japanese speakers use the 

progressive zai and the durative -zhe on different Mandarin situation types, cross 

linguistic comparisons between Mandarin and Japanese on the (in-)compatibility 

between situation types and imperfective viewpoints may shed some light on the issue. 

Table 3-3 presents the comparisons between Mandarin and Japanese on the 

compatibility between the situation types include in the questionnaire and the 

imperfective viewpoints.2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
2 The compatibility between situation types and imperfective viewpoints in Japanese has been 

confirmed by native Japanese speakers. 
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Table 3-3 Comparisons between Mandarin and Japanese on the Compatibility 

between Situation Types and Imperfective Viewpoints 

situation type example zai zhe -teiru 

Activity 

kàn diànshì (看電視) 

terebi o miru (テレビを見る) 

‘watch TV’ 

yes yes yes 

Accomplishment 

dú yī běn shū (讀一本書) 

hitotsu no hon o yomu 

(一つの本を読む)  

‘read a book’ 

yes yes yes 

State (verbal) 

ài (愛) 

aisuru (verbal) (愛する) 

‘love’ 

no yes yes 

State (adjectival) 

piāoliàng (漂亮) 

kirei (adjectival) (きれい) 

‘pretty’ 

no no no 

Achievement 

sǐ (死) 

shinu (死ぬ) 

‘die’ 

no no yes 

Resultative RVC 
tīngdǒng (聽懂) ‘listen-understand’  

wakaru (わかる) ‘understand’ 
no no NA 

Directional RVC 
zǒujìn (走進) ‘walk-enter’ 

hairu (入る) ‘enter’ 
no no NA 

     

As shown in table 3-3, like Mandarin progressive zai and durative -zhe, which 

are compatible with activities, Japanese imperfective -teiru is also compatible with 

Activities, indicating progressive meaning. Similarly, both Japanese imperfective 

-teiru and Mandarin progressive zai and durative -zhe are also compatible with 

Accomplishments, indicating progressive or durative meaning. 

In Mandarin, States (adjectival), like piāoliàng ‘pretty’, are not compatible with 

zai and -zhe. Likewise, Japanese imperfective -teiru is not compatible with this type 
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either. For instance, kirei (きれい) ‘pretty’, the Japanese counterpart of Mandarin 

piāoliàng ‘pretty’, cannot occur with -teiru. This is because kirei ‘pretty’ is an 

adjective and adjectives cannot be affixed with -teiru in Japanese syntax. On the other 

hand, States (verbal), such as ài ‘love’, yīlài ‘rely’, and xǐhuān ‘like’, are compatible 

with durative -zhe but they are not compatible with progressive zai in Mandarin. In 

Japanese, the imperfective -teiru is compatible with this type, indicating progressive 

or durative meaning, like aishi-teiru (愛している) ‘loving’ and tanon-deiru (頼んで

いる) ‘relying on’.  

As for Achievements, Mandarin progressive zai and durative -zhe are not 

compatible with them; however, Japanese imperfective -teiru is compatible with 

Achievements, indicating durative meaning of the resultant states of instantaneous 

events, such as shin-deiru (死んでいる) ‘be dead’, ware-teiru (割れている) ‘be 

broken’, and tsui-teiru (着いている) ‘be arrived’. 

As for RVCs, neither resultative RVCs nor directional RVCs are compatible with 

the progressive zai and durative -zhe in Mandarin. However, there is no structural 

correspondence of RVCs in Japanese language. According to Guo (2003), in the 

investigation of how Japanese learners of Mandarin acquire RVCs, he found that the 

lack of structural correspondence of RVCs between Japanese and Mandarin poses 

some difficulties for Japanese learners in learning Mandarin RVCs. The learning 
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problem is presented in (7): 

(7) * Guō   lǎoshī   de     zuòyè    wán-le,   

Guo   teacher  DE  homework  finish-PFV, 

Lǐ  lǎoshī   de   zuòyè      háiméi    wán. 

Li  teacher  De  homework  negation   finish 

‘I am finished with Miss Guo’s homework, but I haven’t finished Miss Li’s.’ 

                                                        (Guo 2003:75) 

According to Guo (2003), the action part of a telic event is often left unexpressed 

in Japanese. For example, in Japanese, owat-ta ‘finish’ (終おつた) can be used to 

express the notion of completion for many actions without the need to express the 

action element. This indicates that in the description of an event composed of both an 

action and a result, only the result part needs to be described in Japanese. In contrast, 

in Mandarin, the action-result events are expressed with RVCs, formed with an action 

verb and a result complement. Therefore, due to the lack of structural correspondence 

of RVCs between Japanese and Mandarin, the acquisition of the Mandarin RVCs can 

be difficult for Japanese speakers.  

    Based on the contrastive analysis hypothesis (Fries 1945, Lado 1957), the 

differences and similarities between the two languages may posit negative transfer or 

positive transfer for Japanese speakers learning Mandarin as a second language. For 

similarities, Activities and Accomplishments in Mandarin are compatible with 

progressive zai and durative -zhe; likewise, Japanese imperfective -teiru is also 

compatible with Activities and Accomplishments, which can be a positive transfer for 
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Japanese speakers. On the other hand, States (adjectival) in Mandarin are 

incompatible with zai and -zhe. Similarly, Japanese imperfective -teiru is also 

incompatible with this type, which can be a positive transfer for Japanese speakers as 

well.  

    As for differences, unlike Mandarin progressive zai and durative -zhe, which are 

not compatible with Achievements, Japanese imperfective -teiru is compatible with 

Achievements. Such difference between the two languages could cause a negative 

transfer for Japanese speakers. That is to say, Japanese speakers might use zai or -zhe 

with Achievements because of their L1 influence. For States (verbal), Mandarin 

progressive zai is not compatible with this type but durative -zhe is compatible with it. 

Japanese imperfective -teiru is also compatible with this type. Therefore, positive 

transfer may occur for durative -zhe, while negative transfer may happen to 

Japanese’s learning the progressive zai co-occurring with States (verbal).  

    As for resultative RVC and directional RVC, both of them are not compatible 

with the progressive zai and durative -zhe in Mandarin. However, the lack of 

structural correspondence of RVC between Japanese and Mandarin may pose some 

learning difficulties to the Japanese L2 learners when they use zai and -zhe with 

Mandarin RVCs.   
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3.2.3 Questionnaire Design 

In this section, a questionnaire based on the (in-)compatibility between the seven 

situation types and Mandarin zai and -zhe was designed for collecting the data needed. 

The questionnaire was composed of three parts: Part I was a grammaticality judgment 

task for zai, Part II a grammaticality judgment task for -zhe, and Part III a 

multiple-choice task for zai and -zhe. After the questionnaire was designed, 7 native 

speakers of Mandarin (different from the participants) were asked to confirm the 

validity of the test items. Every sentence was discussed carefully to make sure that the 

items were valid and acceptable to native Mandarin speakers.  

The questionnaire consisted of three tasks stated above, each of which was 

indispensable and had its own specific purpose. These three tasks were designed 

based on the research questions listed in Section 1.2. In Part I (Grammaticality 

judgment task for zai) and Part II (Grammaticality judgment task for -zhe), the 

participants had to make a grammaticality judgment of the (in-)compatibility between 

the seven situation types and imperfective markers zai or -zhe in each sentence. The 

two tasks aimed to test the Association Prediction and Developmental Prediction of 

the Aspect Hypothesis for answering research questions (a) and (b) and to see whether 

L1 effect and proficiency level played a role in the acquisition process in response to 

research questions (b) and (d). Also, the results of Part I and Part II would be 
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compared to find out which imperfective marker was more challenging for the L2 

learners, providing the answer to research question (c). Finally, Part III 

(multiple-choice task for zai and -zhe) was also designed to test the Association 

Prediction and Developmental Prediction of the Aspect Hypothesis and to see whether 

the learners know the distinction between the two imperfective viewpoints zai and 

-zhe and if L1 effect played a role. The findings of Part III could provide answers to 

research questions (a), (b), and (d). Next we will introduce the three parts of the 

questionnaire in the following sections. 

 

3.2.3.1 Grammaticality Judgment Tasks for Zai and for -Zhe 

    Part I and Part II were grammaticality judgment tasks, one for zai and the other 

one for -zhe. Each task consisted of 35 sentences, including 28 test sentences and 7 

distracters. The 28 test sentences came from combining the imperfective marker with 

each of the seven situation type four items, given in Table 3-4 for zai and Table 3-5 

for -zhe. In each sentence, the imperfective marker (i.e., zai and -zhe) along with the 

situation type was underlined to let participants pay attention to the grammaticality of 

the (in-)compatibility between the imperfective marker and the verbs in case their 

judgment would be influenced by other factors. Chinese characters and pinyin were 

both provided in the task in case they didn’t recognize the Chinese characters.  
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Table 3-4 Distribution of the Test Items for Zai in Part I 

Situation types Test item example Ans. Nb of Qs Qs’ no.3 

Activity kàn diànshì ‘watch TV’ O 4 1,11,18,33 

Accomplishment dú yīběn shū ‘read a book’ O 4 2, 13, 24, 31 

State (verbal) ài ‘love’ X 4 5, 10, 16, 25 

State (adjectival) piāoliàng ‘pretty’ X 4 6, 12, 17, 29 

Achievement sǐ ‘die’ X 4 4 ,14, 22, 30 

Resultative RVC tīng-dǒng ‘listen-understand’, X 4 9, 20, 26, 35 

Directional RVC zǒu-jìn ‘walk-enter’ X 4 7, 23, 28, 32 

Distracters/Fillers 7 
3, 8, 15, 19, 

21, 27, 34 

Total 35 

 

Table 3-5 Distribution of the Test Items for -Zhe in Part II  

Situation types Test item example Ans. Nb of Qs Qs’ no.4 

Activity tīng yīnyuè ‘listen to music’ O 4 1, 12, 23, 33 

Accomplishment xiě yīfēng xìn ‘write a letter’ O 4 5, 8, 17, 30 

State (verbal) yīlài ‘rely on’ O 4 13, 16, 25, 32 

State (adjectival) gāo ‘tall’ X 4 2, 9, 24, 29 

Achievement  dào ‘arrive’ X 4 7, 14, 20, 26 

Resultative RVC dǎ-pò ‘hit-break’ X 4 10, 18, 28, 31 

Directional RVC pǎo-chū ‘run-exit’ X 4 4, 11, 22, 34 

Distracters/Fillers 7 
3, 6, 15, 19, 

21, 27, 35 

Total 35 

 

For each sentence in Part I and Part II, the participants had to judge whether the 

underlined zai in Part I or -zhe in Part II in the sentence was appropriately used after 

they read through it carefully. If they thought zai or -zhe in the sentence was 

                                                      
3 Please see Appendix C, Part I. 
4 Please see Appendix C, Part II. 
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appropriately used, they needed to write down “O” in the parentheses; if they thought 

zai or -zhe in the sentence was unacceptable, they should write “X” in the parentheses. 

Clear instructions were given orally by the experimenter and printed on the 

questionnaire both in Mandarin and Japanese as well. Two examples were provided 

before the Part I and Part II test sentences to help the participants understand how 

they should respond in the task. The vocabulary words used in the task were from A 

Course in Contemporary Chinese Vol. 1 and Vol. 2. In addition to 28 target sentences, 

7 fillers were designed, serving as distracters. They were meant to prevent the 

participants from forming any expectations of the task.  

 

3.2.3.2 A Multiple-Choice Judgment Task for Zai and -Zhe 

Part III of the questionnaire was a multiple-choice grammaticality judgment task 

for zai and -zhe. Like Part I and Part II, Part III was also designed to test the 

Association Prediction and Developmental Prediction of the Aspect Hypothesis and to 

see if L1 effect played a role. The reason of designing two kinds of grammaticality 

judgment tasks (i.e., true-and-false task and multiple-choice task) was to avoid task 

bias. The multiple-choice task was to decide whether the participants indeed can fully 

comprehend the aspectual markers zai and -zhe when they were examined together. In 

some circumstances, some situation types can occur with zai and with -zhe, as in (8). 
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In another cases, only -zhe can be used, as in (9). In other conditions, neither zai nor 

-zhe can be used, as in (10).  

(8) a. Xiǎoměi  zài  chàng  gē,  chàng  de  zhēn  hǎo   tīng. 

  Xiaomei  ZAI  sing  song  sing  DE  very  good  listen 

  ‘Xiaomei is singing. She sings well.’ 

b. Xiǎoměi  zài   jiāoshì-lǐ   chàng-zhe  gē,  kànqǐlái  hěn  kuàilè. 

  Xiaomei  at  classroom-in  sing-ZHE  song  look   very  happy 

  ‘Xiaomei is singing in the classroom and she looks happy.’ 

(9) a. * Zhāngsān  zài  xǐhuān  Xiǎoměi,  měitiān  dōu  song  tā  huā. 

   Zhāngsān  ZAI  like    Xiǎoměi  every.day  all  give  she flower 

   ‘Zhāngsān is liking Xiaomei. He gives her flowers every day.’ 

b.  Zhāngsān  xǐhuān -zhe  Xiǎoměi,  měitiān  dōu  song  tā  huā. 

   Zhāngsān   like-ZHE   Xiǎoměi   every.day all  give  she flower 

   ‘Zhāngsān likes Xiaomei. He gives her flowers every day.’ 

(10) a. *Lǎowáng  zài   sǐ.  

Laowang  ZAI  die 

‘Laowang is dying.’   

b. * Lǎowáng  sǐ-zhe.  

Laowang  die-ZHE    

‘Laowang is dead.’ 

Therefore, Part III was also designed to find out whether the L2 learners know 

how to distinguish the use of zai and -zhe since they are both expressed in the same 

form -teiru in Japanese. The distribution of the test items of Part III is presented in 

table 3-6 below.  
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Table 3-6 Distribution of the Test Items for Multiple-choice Task in Part III  

Situation types Test item example zai zhe x5 Nb of Qs 

Activity chànggē ‘sing’ v v  4 

Accomplishment xiě yīfēng xìn ‘write a letter’ v v  4 

State (verbal) ài ‘love’  v  4 

State (adjectival) piāoliàng ‘pretty’   v 4 

Achievement sǐ ‘die’   v 4 

Resultative RVC tiào-lèi ‘dance-tired’   v 4 

Directional RVC zǒu-jìn ‘walk-enter’   v 4 

Total 28 

 

The multiple-choice grammaticality judgment task consisted of four paragraphs 

and each paragraph contained 7 target sentences. There were three options in each test 

sentence. The participants had to select the one option that could best complete the 

sentence. For example, in sentence (11) below, the participants needed to choose one 

among the three options A, B, and C.  

(11) Tā   zhěnggè  xiàwǔ   dōu  (A.zài kàn  B.kàn zhe  C.kàn )   yī-běn 

he   whole   afternoon  all  (A.ZAI read B. read ZHE C.read)  one-CL  

àiqíng   xiǎoshuō. 

love     novel 

‘He was reading a love novel the whole afternoon.’  

In (11), both A and B are possible answers. However, they were only allowed to 

choose one option they considered to be the most suitable answer. Like Part I and Part 

II, the vocabulary words used in each paragraph were from A Course in 

Contemporary Chinese Vol. 1 and Vol. 2.  

 

                                                      
5 ‘x’ refers to the third option apart from zai and -zhe.  

 



 

70 

 

3.2.4 Scoring Policy and Statistical Analysis  

    After all the data were collected, the participants’ answers were scored and 

processed with the RStudio software. For Part I (judgment task for zai) and Part II 

(judgment task for -zhe), the participants had to judge each sentence as either 

‘appropriately used’ or ‘unacceptable’ by providing ‘O’ or ‘X’. Hence, their answer 

was either correct or incorrect. For each question, a correct answer was given 1 point 

while an incorrect answer received 0 point. This scoring policy was adopted to 

calculate the accuracy rate of the answers and these scores were further analyzed with 

the RStudio software. The means scores and standard deviation were calculated and a 

one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) and post-hoc tests were performed. For Part 

III (a multiple-choice judgment task for zai and -zhe), frequencies of the options A 

(zai), B (-zhe), and C (neither one) were counted for each situation type and for each 

group. A Chi-square test was performed with RStudio. 

 

3.3 Procedure  

In the experiment, each participant had to complete all the three tasks at a time. 

Before the experiment, the participants needed to sign on a consent form (see 

Appendix A) to make sure they were willing to participate. They were also asked to 

fill out a form of their personal information (see Appendix B), which included their 
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nationality, age, and language background. During the experiment, the participants 

were asked to do Part I (grammaticality judgment task for zai) first and then do Part II 

(grammaticality judgment task for -zhe) later once they finished Part I. After they 

finished Part II, Part III (a multiple-choice grammaticality judgment task for zai and 

-zhe) test sheet was handed to them. Part I test sheet, Part II test sheet, and Part III test 

sheet were handed separately in order to avoid the circumstance that the participants 

went back to the previous pages to change their answers. Before starting each part, the 

participants were given clear instructions orally by the experimenter. The instructions 

were also printed on the questionnaire both in Mandarin and Japanese in the 

beginning of each part. Examples were provided as well before each part to help the 

participants understand how they should respond in the tasks. In addition, Chinese 

characters and pinyin were both provided in the tasks. The participants were allowed 

to ask questions about the vocabulary they did not know. The questionnaire took 

about one and a half hours to finish, depending on individuals. After finishing the 

tasks, they received 100 NT$ as compensation.  
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Chapter Four 

Results and Discussion 

 

    This chapter presents the results of this study and discusses the major findings. 

Section 4.1 is concerned with the issue of the Aspect Hypothesis on whether our 

findings adhere to the hypothesis. A comparison between the results of the tasks for 

zai and for -zhe is also presented in this section to see which aspectual marker is more 

challenging for Japanese learners. Section 4.2 centers upon the result of the 

multiple-choice judgment task to see whether the learners know the distinction 

between zai and -zhe. A brief summary of this chapter is presented in Section 4.3. 

 

4.1 Results of the Grammaticality Judgment Tasks and the Aspect Hypothesis 

This section investigates whether the results of zai and -zhe of the grammaticality 

judgment tasks (Part I and Part II) adhere to the Association Prediction and 

Developmental Prediction of the Aspect Hypothesis (Andersen & Shirai 1994, 1996, 

Shirai 2004, Bardovi-Harlig 1999, 2000), aiming to answer research questions (a) and 

(b), and also explores whether L1 effect and the learners’ proficiency level play roles 

in the acquisition process in response to research questions (b) and (d). In addition, a 

comparison between the results of Part I and Part II is presented to see which 
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aspectual marker is more challenging for learners, providing the answer to research 

question (c).  

Section 4.1.1 provides the result of the judgment task for zai and Section 4.1.2 

presents the discussion of it; Section 4.1.3 reports the results of the judgment task for 

-zhe and Section 4.1.4 presents the discussion of it. Section 4.1.5 offers a comparison 

between the results of zai and -zhe and Section 4.1.6 presents the discussion of it. A 

brief summary for this section is provided in Section 4.1.7.  

 

4.1.1 The Result of Zai’s Judgment Task 

    The True-and-false grammaticality judgment task for zai (Part I) is dedicated to 

finding out whether Japanese learners’ judgment of zai’s (in-)compatibility with 

situation types adheres to the Aspect Hypothesis. For each question, a correct answer 

was given 1 point while an incorrect answer received 0 point. A one-way analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) and post-hoc tests were performed for this part. Table 4-1 presents 

the mean scores and standard deviation of the participants’ grammaticality judgment 

task of zai with each of the seven situation types as well as the F-value and p-value 

and Figure 4-1 illustrates the graph of the mean scores of zai with the seven situation 

types at each proficiency level. 
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Table 4-1 Mean Scores and Standard Deviation of Zai in the Part I Task   

 
Mid-level High-level NS   

mean SD mean SD mean SD F-value p-value 

Activity 0.97 0.09 0.98 0.08 1 0 2.038 0.136 

Accomplishment 0.97 0.09 0.98 0.06 0.98 0.06 0.537 0.586 

State (verbal) 0.56 0.27 0.71 0.29 0.95 0.1 20.82 =.0000*** 

State (adjectival) 0.98 0.1 0.98 0.08 0.99 0.05 0.462 0.631 

Achievement 0.76 0.24 0.88 0.18 0.97 0.09 10 <.001*** 

Resultative RVC 0.41 0.14 0.79 0.25 0.97 0.09 79.94 =.0000*** 

Directional RVC 0.23 0.23 0.74 0.29 0.95 0.1 83.91 =.0000*** 

F-value 84.3 10.29 1.947 
 

p-value =.0000*** =.0000*** 0.075 

 

 

Figure 4-1 Mean Scores of Zai with the Seven Situation Types  

 

As shown in Table 4-1 and Figure 4-1, mid-level learners scored higher on 

Activities, Accomplishments, and States (adjectival) than on Achievements, States 

(verbal), and resultative RVCs. The lowest score was found on the directional RVCs. 

The mid-level participants’ responses to the seven situation types with zai were 
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significantly different (F(6,203)=84.3, p<.001***). As for high-level participants, they 

scored higher on Activities, Accomplishments, States (adjectival), and Achievements 

than on resultative RVCs, directional RVCs, and States (verbal). The high-level 

participants’ responses to the seven situation types with zai were also significantly 

different (F(6,203)=10.29, p<.001***). With regard to the native group, the mean 

scores of each situation type were very high and showed no significant difference 

(F(6,203)=1.947, p=.075). In addition, it is found that when proficiency level increased, 

the mean scores of each situation type also increased and moved closer to native 

speakers’ mean scores.  

Table 4-1 also presents a between-group comparison across proficiency levels, 

the purpose was to find out for each situation type, whether participants at a given 

level have acquired native-like knowledge with respect to the association of zai with 

different situation types. As illustrated in Table 4-1, we can find that of the seven 

situation types, there was no significant difference between mid-level participants, 

high-level ones, and native speakers in Activities, Accomplishments, and States 

(adjectival) (F(2,87)=2.038, p=.136; F(2,87)=0.537, p=.586; F(2,87)=0.462, p=.631, 

respectively), while States (verbal), Achievements, resultative RVCs, and directional 

RVCs revealed a significant effect of proficiency level (F(2,87)=20.82, p<.001***; 

F(2,87)=10, p<.001***; F(2,87)=79.94, p<.001***; F(2,87)=83.91, p<.001***, 

 



 

76 

 

respectively). Results of post-hoc tests are given in Table 4-2, which shows where the 

effect lies.  

Table 4-2 The Result of Post-hoc Tests of the Between-group Differences on Zai 

Situation type 
Groups that show significant 

difference 
p-value 

Activity  no significance 

Accomplishment  no significance  

State (verbal) 

Mid-level vs. High-level 

Mid-level vs. NS 

High-level vs. NS 

no significance 

=.0000*** 

<.001*** 

State (adjectival)  no significance 

Achievement 

Mid-level vs. High-level 

Mid-level vs. NS 

High-level vs. NS 

no significance 

<.0001*** 

no significance 

Resultative RVC 

Mid-level vs. High-level 

Mid-level vs. NS 

High-level vs. NS 

=.0000*** 

=.0000*** 

<.01** 

Directional RVC 

Mid-level vs. High-level 

Mid-level vs. NS 

High-level vs. NS 

=.0000*** 

=.0000*** 

<.01** 

 

On the basis of Table 4-1 and Table 4-2, we can identify a developmental trend, 

summarized in Table 4-3, in which Activities, Accomplishments, and States 

(adjectival) were acquired earlier among the seven situation types, as even mid-level 

participants had reached the level of native speakers. Achievements were acquired at 

high-level since there was no significant difference between the scores of high-level 

learners and the natives. Finally, although the scores of States (verbal), resultative 

RVCs, and directional RVCs improved at high level, the three situation types still 

didn’t reach native-like stage at high level.  
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Table 4-3 Developmental Trend of Zai 

 

    

4.1.2 Discussion of Zai’s Result 

As reviewed in Section 2.4.1, the Aspect hypothesis (Andersen & Shirai 1994, 

1996, Bardovi-Harlig 1999, 2000), highlights the acquisition patterns reflecting the 

interactions between the situation types and viewpoint aspect markers when learners 

acquire a language. According to the Association Prediction of the Aspect Hypothesis, 

we can predict that the association between imperfective aspect marker zai with 

dynamic atelic verbs (Activities) is stronger than that with telic verbs and stative 

verbs for learners acquiring Mandarin in the early stage. On the other hand, the 

Developmental Prediction of the Aspect Hypothesis predicts that learners spread the 

use of imperfective viewpoint zai from dynamic atelic verbs to telic verbs and finally 

to states when their proficiency increases.  

However, based on our results, we found that although mid-level learners 

associated zai more with dynamic atelic situation type (i.e., Activities) and less with 

states (adjectival), they also highly associated zai with Accomplishments, directional 

Level of acquisition Situation type 

Mid-level 

Activity 

Accomplishment 

State (adjectival) 

High-level Achievement 

not yet acquire 

native-like level 

State (verbal) 

Resultative RVC 

Directional RVC 
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RVCs and resultative RVCs, which are telic situation types, in the early stage. 

Therefore, our findings of zai do not fully support the Association Prediction of the 

Aspect Hypothesis, contrary to Jin’s (2006) and Tong & Shirai’s (2016) findings, 

which adhere to the Aspect Hypothesis. 

Like Liu (2012) suggests, the reason why [V+NPcount] Accomplishment (or 

Accomplishment (non-completive)) verbs are highly associated with progressive zai 

is that learners treat them like Activities, relying more on the dynamic and durative 

feature rather than the telic feature of [V+NPcount] Accomplishments. Surprisingly, 

different from Jin’s (2006), Lui’s (2012) and Tong & Shirai’s (2016) results, it was 

found that mid-level learners highly associated progressive zai with directional RVCs 

and resultative RVCs, which are telic and instantaneous verbs. The reason is probably 

due to the lack of structural correspondence of RVCs between Japanese and Mandarin. 

According to Guo (2003), the action part of a telic event is often left unexpressed in 

Japanese. In contrast, in Mandarin, the action-result events are expressed with RVCs, 

formed with an action verb and a result complement. According to Stockwell, Brown, 

and Martin (1965), such lack of structural correspondence between languages is called 

‘absent’. The absence of the RVC structure in Japanese could therefore cause learning 

difficulties. It is surmised that Japanese speakers probably assumed that Mandarin 

RVCs behaved like Accomplishments with a durative process, misled by both the 
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action part and the result part of RVCs, which caused higher association of 

progressive zai with them. In addition, it is worth noting that mid-level learners 

associated zai with directional RVCs more than with resultative RVCs. The possible 

reason could be the difference of the result part between directional RVCs and 

resultative RVCs. According to Guo (2003), in the description of a telic event 

composed of both an action and a result, the action part is often left unexpressed and 

only the result part needs to be described in Japanese. We can therefore infer that the 

result part of a telic event is more important than the action part in Japanese. When it 

comes to the difference between the result part of directional RVCs and resultative 

RVCs, the result part of a directional RVC (e.g., jìn (enter), chū (exit), lái (come), qù 

(go)) indicates a more dynamic directional action. Therefore, to Japanese speakers, 

directional RVCs behave more dynamic and strongly indicate a durative process with 

an action and a directional result than resultative RVCs do, which caused higher 

association of progressive zai with directional RVCs.   

On the other hand, as the proficiency level increased, it was found that high-level 

learners associated zai still highly with Activities and Accomplishments, but less with 

telic verbs (i.e., directional RVCs, resultative RVCs, and Achievements) and states, 

compared to mid-level participants. That is to say, learners did not spread the use of 

zai from atelic verbs to telic verbs and states when their proficiency level increased. 
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Hence, our findings of zai do not support the Developmental Prediction of the Aspect 

Hypothesis, similar to Jin’s (2006), Liu’s (2012), and Tong & Shirai’s (2016) findings. 

This is because of the proficiency effect at work. It is generally assumed that as the 

proficiency level increases, so does the general state of the linguistic competence of 

the L2 learners (Zareva, Schwanenflugel & Nikolova 2005). When L2 learners’ 

proficiency level increased, their comprehension of the aspectual marker zai would be 

more native-like. That is, they have grasped the knowledge of the (in-)compatibility 

of zai with the situation types in Mandarin and they became aware that progressive zai 

cannot co-occur with telic instantaneous verbs and states. This fact can be proved in 

that as learners’ proficiency level increased, the scores of each situation type also 

increased and became closer to natives’, as shown in Table 4-1 in Section 4.1.1.  

With regard to the developmental trend of zai, first of all, it was found that 

Activities, Accomplishments, and States (adjectival) were acquired earlier among the 

seven situation types, as even mid-level participants had reached the level of native 

group. Activities and Accomplishments, which are compatible with zai, were acquired 

earlier because their dynamic and durative features accord with the focus of the 

progressive zai, which presents an internal interval of a durative but non-stative event. 

States (adjectival), incompatible with zai, were acquired earlier because learners knew 

that progressive zai focuses on on-going and non-stative events, which is 
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contradictory with the stative feature of States (adjectival). L1 influence also 

functions as a positive transfer (Fries 1945, Lado 1957) in that Japanese imperfective 

-teiru can occur with Activities and Accomplishments and cannot occur with States 

(adjectival). Second, Achievements were acquired at high level. Though mid-level 

learners’ scores on Achievements were not low (M=0.76), we can still find significant 

difference between mid-level learners’ scores and high-level learners and Natives’ 

scores. We surmise that mid-level learners were influenced by their L1 because 

Japanese imperfective -teiru can co-occur with Achievements. Lastly, although the 

scores of States (verbal), resultative RVCs, and directional RVCs, which were 

incompatible with zai, improved at high level, the three situation types didn’t reach 

native-like stage at high level. For States (verbal), though mid-level learners’ and 

high-level learners’ scores on this type were not too low (mid-level group: M=0.56; 

high-level group: M=0.71), significant differences could still be found between their 

scores and natives’ scores. Some learners associated zai with States (verbal) because 

of the L1 effect in that Japanese imperfective -teiru is compatible with this type. On 

the other hand, learners didn’t acquire native-like level in directional RVCs and 

resultative RVCs owing to the lack of structural correspondence of RVCs in Japanese 

(Guo 2003). Japanese speakers would probably treat RVCs like Accomplishments, 

influenced by both the action part and the result part of the RVCs, which posed 
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learning difficulties for Japanese learners. 

 

4.1.3 The Result of -Zhe’s Judgment Task 

Like Part I, Part II (grammaticality judgment task for -zhe) is also devoted to 

finding out whether Japanese learners’ judgment of zhe’s (in-)compatibility with 

situation types adheres to the Aspect Hypothesis. A one-way analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) and post-hoc tests were also performed for this part. The mean scores and 

standard deviation of the participants’ judgments of -zhe with each of the situation 

types as well as the F-value and p-value are given in Table 4-4 and Figure 4-2 

illustrates the graph of the mean scores of -zhe with the seven situation types at each 

proficiency level. 

Table 4-4 Mean Scores and Standard Deviation of -Zhe in the Part II Task  

 
Mid-level High-level NS   

mean SD mean SD mean SD F-value p-value 

Activity 0.92 0.21 0.93 0.11 1 0 3.06 0.052 

Accomplishment 0.87 0.27 0.92 0.18 0.98 0.1 2.34 0.102 

State (verbal) 0.89 0.19 0.92 0.17 0.98 0.06 2.939 0.0582 

State (adjectival) 0.88 0.17 0.91 0.17 0.96 0.09 1.99 0.143 

Achievement 0.27 0.16 0.71 0.2 0.98 0.06 171.1 =.0000*** 

Resultative RVC 0.69 0.19 0.79 0.19 0.98 0.06 25.91 =.0000*** 

Directional RVC 0.61 0.23 0.83 0.2 0.98 0.09 31.06 =.0000*** 

F-value 38.87 7.155 0.826 
 

p-value =.0000*** =.0000*** 0.551 
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Figure 4-2 Mean Scores of -Zhe with the Seven Situation Types  

 

As shown in Table 4-4 and Figure 4-2, mid-level participants scored higher on 

Activities, Accomplishments, States (verbal), and States (adjectival) than on 

resultative RVCs and directional RVCs. The lowest score was found on Achievements. 

The mid-level participants’ responses to the seven situation types with -zhe were 

significantly different (F(6,203)=38.87, p<.001***). As for high-level participants, they 

scored higher on Activities, Accomplishments, States (verbal), and States (adjectival) 

than on directional RVCs, resultative RVCs, and Achievements. The high-level 

participants’ responses to the seven situation types with -zhe were also significantly 

different (F(6,203)=7.155, p<.001***). Regarding the native group, the mean scores of 

each situation type were very high and showed no significant difference 

(F(6,203)=0.826, p=.551). In addition, it was found that when proficiency level 

increased, the mean scores of each situation type also increased and moved closer to 

native speakers’ scores. For the between-group comparison across proficiency levels, 
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we found that of the seven situation types, there was no significant difference between 

mid-level participants, high-level ones, and native speakers in Activities, 

Accomplishments, States (verbal), and States (adjectival) (F(2,87)=3.06, p=.052; 

F(2,87)=2.34, p=.102; F(2,87)=2.939, p=.0582; F(2,87)=1.99, p=.143, respectively), while 

Achievements, resultative RVCs, and directional RVCs reveal a significant effect of 

proficiency level (F(2,87)=171.1, p<.001***; F(2,87)=25.91, p<.001***; F(2,87)=31.06, 

p<.001***, respectively). Results of post-hoc tests are given in Table 4-5, which 

shows where the effect lies.  

Table 4-5 The Result of Post-hoc Tests of the Between-group Differences on -Zhe 

Situation type Groups that show significant difference p-value 

Activity  no significance 

Accomplishment  no significance 

State (verbal)  no significance 

State (adjectival)  no significance 

Achievement 

Mid-level vs. High-level 

Mid-level vs. NS 

High-level vs. NS 

=.0000*** 

=.0000*** 

=.0000*** 

Resultative RVC 

Mid-level vs. High-level 

Mid-level vs. NS 

High-level vs. NS 

no significance 

=.0000*** 

=.0000*** 

Directional RVC 

Mid-level vs. High-level 

Mid-level vs. NS 

High-level vs. NS 

<.001*** 

=.0000*** 

<.001*** 

 

According to Table 4-4 and Table 4-5, we can identify a developmental trend, 

summarized in Table 4-6, in which Activities, Accomplishments, States (verbal), and 

States (adjectival) were acquired earlier among the seven situation types, as even 
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mid-level learners had reached native-like level. However, although the scores of 

Achievements, resultative RVCs, and directional RVCs increased at high level, the 

three situation types still didn’t reach native-like stage at high level.  

 

Table 4-6 Developmental Trend of -Zhe 

 

 

4.1.4 Discussion of -Zhe’s Result 

Based on the Association Prediction of the Aspect Hypothesis, it can be predicted 

that the association between imperfective marker -zhe with dynamic atelic verbs 

(Activities) is stronger than that with telic verbs and states for learners acquiring 

Mandarin in the early stage. On the other hand, the Developmental Prediction of the 

Aspect Hypothesis would predict that learners spread the use of imperfective 

viewpoint -zhe from dynamic atelic verbs to telic verbs and states when their 

proficiency increases.  

Nevertheless, according to our results, it was found that although mid-level 

learners not only associated -zhe highly with dynamic atelic situation type (i.e., 

Activities), but they also highly associated it with Accomplishments and 

Level of acquisition Situation type 

Mid-level 

Activity 

Accomplishment 

State (verbal) 

State (adjectival) 

not yet acquire 

native-like level 

Achievement 

Resultative RVC 

Directional RVC 
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Achievements, which are telic situation types, and States (verbal), which are stative 

situation type, in the early stage. Therefore, the findings of -zhe do not fully support 

the Association Prediction of the Aspect Hypothesis, contrary to Jin’s (2006) and Tong 

& Shirai’s (2016) findings, which adhere to the Aspect Hypothesis. The reason why 

Accomplishment verbs are highly associated with -zhe is that learners rely more on 

the dynamic and durative feature rather than the telic feature of Accomplishments 

(Liu 2012). States (verbal) are distinctly associated with -zhe because the durative 

feature of this type corresponds to the durative -zhe, which centers on a durative and 

continuous event. L1 effect functions as positive transfer as well in that Japanese 

-teiru is compatible with Accomplishments and States (verbal). The most striking 

finding is that mid-level learners tended to associate durative -zhe with Achievements, 

which are telic and instantaneous. The reason is due to the L1 influence. Because 

Japanese imperfective -teiru is compatible with instantaneous achievement verbs, 

learners may wrongly associate Mandarin imperfective -zhe with Achievements 

owing to the L1 influence as a negative transfer.   

With regard to the Developmental Prediction of Aspect Hypothesis, when 

learners’ proficiency level increased, high-level learners still associated -zhe highly 

with Activities, Accomplishments, and States (verbal), but the association with other 

types (i.e., Achievements, directional RVCs, resultative RVCs, and States (adjectival)) 
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greatly declined, compared to mid-level participants. That is, learners did not spread 

the use of -zhe from atelic verbs to telic verbs when their level increased. Thus, our 

findings of -zhe do not fully support the Developmental Prediction of the Aspect 

Hypothesis, similar to Jin’s (2006), Liu’s (2012), and Tong &Shirai’s (2016)’s 

findings. This is due to the proficiency effect in that when L2 learners’ proficiency 

level increased, their comprehension of the aspectual marker -zhe would be more 

native-like. They have acquired the knowledge that durative -zhe cannot co-occur 

with telic instantaneous verbs in Mandarin.  

In the developmental trend, it was found that Activities, Accomplishments, States 

(verbal), and States (adjectival) were acquired earlier among the seven situation types, 

as even mid-level participants had reached native-like level. Activities, 

Accomplishments and States (verbal), which are compatible with -zhe, were acquired 

earlier because their durative features accord with the feature of durative -zhe, which 

presents an internal interval of durative events. L1 influence also functions as a 

positive transfer in that Japanese imperfective -teiru can occur with Activities, 

Accomplishments, and States (verbal). On the other hand, States (adjectival), 

incompatible with -zhe, was also acquired earlier because of L1 influence, which 

functions as a positive transfer in that Japanese imperfective -teiru cannot co-occur 

with this type. However, although the scores of Achievements, resultative RVCs, and 
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directional RVCs increased at high level, the three situation types still didn’t reach 

native-like stage at high level. The reason why Japanese learners haven’t acquired 

native-like level on Achievements is that learners were highly influenced by their L1. 

Japanese imperfective -teiru can co-occur with Achievements, which serves as a 

negative transfer when learners associate -zhe with this type. On the other hand, 

although learners’ scores of resultative RVCs and directional RVCs were not low 

(mid-level: resultative RVC: M=0.69; directional RVC: M=0.61; high-level: 

resultative RVC: M=0.79; directional RVC: M=0.83), they still didn’t acquire 

native-like level in the two types owing to the lack of structural correspondence of 

RVCs in Japanese, which posed learning difficulties (Guo 2003).  

 

4.1.5 A Comparison between the Results of Zai and -Zhe  

In this section, the results of Part I and Part II were compared to find out which 

imperfective marker (zai or -zhe) is more challenging for L2 learners. A one-way 

analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed. Table 4-7 presents a comparison of the 

overall mean scores and standard deviation as well as the F-value and p-value 

between zai and -zhe with the seven situation types at each proficiency level.  
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Table 4-7 A Comparison of Results of Zai and -Zhe with Situation Types  

 
Mid-level High-level NS   

mean SD mean SD mean SD F-value p-value 

Activity 
zai 0.97 0.09 0.98 0.08 1 0 2.038 0.136 

zhe 0.92 0.21 0.93 0.11 1 0 3.06 0.052 

F-value 1.442 2.821 0  

p-value 0.235 0.0984 1  

Accomplish

ment 

zai 0.97 0.09 0.98 0.06 0.98 0.06 0.537 0.586 

zhe 0.87 0.27 0.92 0.18 0.98 0.1 2.34 0.102 

F-value 3.769 2.93 0.147  

p-value 0.0571 0.0923 0.703  

State (verbal) 
zai 0.56 0.27 0.71 0.29 0.95 0.1 20.82 .0000*** 

zhe 0.89 0.19 0.92 0.17 0.98 0.06 2.939 0.0582 

F-value 30.49 11.44 2.32 
  

p-value .0000*** 0.0013** 0.133 

State 

(adjectival) 

zai 0.98 0.1 0.98 0.08 0.99 0.05 0.462 0.631 

zhe 0.88 0.17 0.91 0.17 0.96 0.09 1.99 0.143 

F-value 6.439 3.949 3.013  

p-value 0.0139 0.0516 0.0879  

Achievement 

zai 0.76 0.24 0.88 0.18 0.97 0.09 10 <.001*** 

zhe 0.27 0.16 0.71 0.2 0.98 0.06 171.1 .0000*** 

F-value 86.65 12.68 0.725  

p-value .0000*** 0.0007*** 0.398  

Resultative 

RVC 

zai 0.41 0.14 0.79 0.25 0.97 0.09 79.94 .0000*** 

zhe 0.69 0.19 0.79 0.19 0.98 0.06 25.91 .0000*** 

F-value 42.44 0 0.725  

p-value .0000*** 1 0.398  

Directional 

RVC 

zai 0.23 0.23 0.74 0.29 0.95 0.1 83.91 .0000*** 

zhe 0.61 0.23 0.83 0.2 0.98 0.09 31.06 .0000*** 

F-value 39.76 2.029 1.785  

p-value .0000*** 0.16 0.187  
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As shown in Table 4-7, for Activities and Accomplishments, there was no 

significant difference between zai’s and -zhe’s scores in mid-level group, high-level 

group, and native group. Regarding between-group comparison across proficiency 

levels, there was no significant difference between mid-level group, high-level group, 

and native group in zai’s and -zhe’s scores for Activities and Accomplishments either.  

As for States (verbal), a significant difference was shown between zai’s and 

-zhe’s scores in mid-level group and in high-level group, and there was no significant 

difference in native group. Mid-level learners and high-level learners received higher 

scores on -zhe than on zai. With regard to between-group comparison, there was no 

significant difference between mid-level group, high-level group, and native group in 

-zhe’s scores but zai’s scores showed a significant difference between the three groups. 

On the other hand, for States (adjectival), there was no significant difference between 

mid-level group, high-level group, and native group in zai’s and -zhe’s scores for this 

type.  

    As for Achievements, a significant difference was shown between zai’s and 

-zhe’s scores in mid-level group and in high-level group, and there was no significant 

difference in native group. Mid-level learners and high-level learners received higher 

scores on zai than on -zhe. In regard to between-group comparison, a significant 

difference was shown between mid-level group, high-level group, and native group in 
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zai’s and -zhe’s scores.  

For resultative RVCs and directional RVCs, there was no significant difference 

between zai’s and -zhe’s scores in high-level group and in native group, but a 

significant difference was shown in mid-level group in that -zhe’s score was higher 

than zai’s score for learners acquiring these two types. Regarding between-group 

comparison, a significant difference was shown between mid-level group, high-level 

group, and native group in zai’s and -zhe’s scores for the two types. 

 

4.1.6 Discussion of the Results  

Based on the comparison between the results of zai and -zhe, it was found that 

both mid-level learners and high-level learners have acquired native-like 

comprehension of the compatibility of Activities, Accomplishments, and States 

(adjectival) with zai and with -zhe. L1 influence is the reason because both Mandarin 

imperfect markers zai and -zhe and Japanese imperfective -teiru are compatible with 

Activities, Accomplishments and incompatible with States (adjectival). Therefore, the 

similarity between the two languages can function as a positive transfer, which makes 

learners perform better on these situation types.  

As for States (verbal), mid-level and high-level learners performed better on -zhe 

than on zai. Learners have acquired native-like interpretation of -zhe with this type, 
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while they haven’t acquired native-like comprehension of zai with this type though 

they did make progress when proficiency level increased. L1 effect is the reason 

because Japanese imperfective -teiru is compatible with this type, while only 

Mandarin -zhe, instead of zai, can co-occur with States (verbal). According to 

Stockwell, Brown, and Martin (1965), the situation where one form of a source 

language corresponds to two forms of a target language is called ‘split’. The 

one-to-two split relation causes leaning difficulty in that Japanese learners would mix 

the use of -zhe with zai when they appear with States (verbal). Also, another reason 

why -zhe with States (verbal) is less challenging than zai is that States (verbal) 

denotes stative durative events, which is -zhe’s focus, while zai focuses on a dynamic 

on-going events, contradictory with the stative feature of States (verbal).  

    As for Achievements, mid-level learners and high-level learners performed better 

on zai than on -zhe. According to Table 4-3 in section 4.1.1 and Table 4-6 in section 

4.1.3, only high-level learners have acquired native-like interpretation of zai with 

Achievements, while both mid-level and high-level learners haven’t acquired 

native-like comprehension of -zhe with Achievements, though they made progress 

when the proficiency level increased. It is already known that Japanese imperfective 

-teiru is compatible with Achievements while Mandarin imperfective zai and -zhe are 

not, which serves as a negative transfer for learners acquiring this type with Mandarin 
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zai and -zhe. However, why is -zhe more challenging than zai with Achievements for 

Japanese speakers? The reason is probably that Japanese learners knew the distinction 

between progressive zai and durative -zhe. To Japanese speakers, the durative -zhe 

functioned more like Japanese -teiru when -zhe occurred with Achievement type than 

zai did because -zhe can focus on the resultant state of a telic event (Li & Thompson 

1981:170, Smith 1991, 1997, Liu et al. 1996, Lü 1999:665, Li & Hsieh 2015:33), 

while zai only focuses on progressive, on-going events. As a result, Japanese learners 

strongly and wrongly associated -zhe with Achievements.   

For resultative RVCs and directional RVCs, both mid-level learners and 

high-level learners haven’t acquired native-like comprehension of zai and -zhe with 

the two types though they made progress when proficiency level increased. The 

reason is due to the lack of structural correspondence of RVCs between Japanese and 

Mandarin according to Guo (2003). Japanese speakers would treat RVCs like 

Accomplishments, misled by the action part and result part of the RVCs, which causes 

learning problems. For high-level learners, zai and -zhe’s difficulty is the same with 

the two types, while zai is more challenging than -zhe with resultative RVCs and 

directional RVCs for mid-level learners. Probably the reason is that Japanese learners 

can distinguish between progressive zai and durative -zhe. They may assume that the 

progressive zai, which centers on the dynamic and on-going process of events, is 
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more suitable for directional and resultative RVCs than durative -zhe since RVCs are 

dynamic verbs. As a result, learners strongly and wrongly associated progressive zai 

with directional and resultative RVCs. 

 

4.1.7 Summary of Section 4.1  

    To sum up for this section, the findings of zai’s and -zhe’s judgment tasks do not 

fully support the Association Prediction of the Aspect Hypothesis, nor do the findings 

of zai and -zhe fully conform to the Developmental Prediction of the Aspect 

Hypothesis. It is because of both L1 effect and proficiency effect at work. In the early 

stage, learners not only highly associated zai and -zhe with dynamic-atelic verbs, but 

also highly with telic verbs because of the L1 influence. When learners’ proficiency 

increased, they did not spread the use of zai or -zhe from atelic verbs to telic verbs and 

states because when their Mandarin proficiency level got higher, their accuracy on the 

(in-)compatibility of the aspectual markers with the situation types also increased and 

their comprehension of Mandarin aspectuality became more native-like. 

Regarding the degree of difficulty between zai and -zhe, it was found that for 

Activities, Accomplishments, and States (adjectival), there was no difficulty for 

Japanese learners acquiring the three types with zai and with -zhe. For States (verbal), 

zai is more challenging than -zhe for Japanese speakers because of the spilt relation of 
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Mandarin and Japanese imperfective markers. Regarding resultative RVCs and 

directional RVCs, zai is more challenging than -zhe because of the different focuses of 

the two imperfective markers. As for Achievements, -zhe is more challenging than zai 

for Japanese speakers due to L1 effect.  

 

4.2 The Result of the Multiple-choice Judgment Task for Zai and -Zhe  

The multiple-choice judgment task in Part III was designed to test the 

Association Prediction and Developmental Prediction of the Aspect Hypothesis and to 

see whether the learners knew the distinction between zai and -zhe and if L1 effect 

played a role, providing answers to research questions (a), (b), and (d). Section 4.2.1 

gives the result of the multiple-choice judgment task for zai and -zhe and Section 

4.2.2 presents the discussion of it.  

 

4.2.1 The Result of the Multiple-choice Judgment Task  

    Part III (Multiple-choice Judgment Task for zai and -zhe) was to test the 

Association Prediction and Developmental Prediction of the Aspect Hypothesis, 

investigate whether Japanese learners knew the distinction between zai and -zhe, and 

explore if L1 effect played a role. The frequencies of the options A (zai), B (-zhe), and 

C (neither one) were counted for each situation type and for each group and a 
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Chi-square test was performed. Presented in Table 4-8 and Table 4-9 are the results of 

the multiple-choice judgment task for the between-option differences and 

between-group differences. Each of the seven situation types has 4 test items, 

distributed evenly in the 4 paragraphs. Hence, in each participant group, the total 

frequency of the result would be 120 (4 questions × 30 people). 
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Table 4-8 The Result of the Multiple-choice Judgment Task for the Between-option 

Differences1 

 
Mid-level High-level NS 

zai zhe C zai zhe C zai zhe C 

Activity 
49 

(40.8%) 

63 

(52.5%) 

8 

(6.7%) 

58 

(48.3%) 

59 

(49.1%) 

3 

(2.5%) 

40 

(33.3%) 

80 

(66.7%) 

0 

(0%) 

X-squared 40.85 51.35 80 

p-value =.0000*** =.0000*** =.0000*** 

Accomplish

ment 

96 

(80%) 

21 

(17.5%) 

3 

(2.5%) 

100 

(83.3%) 

19 

(15.8%) 

1 

(0.8%) 

103 

(85.8%) 

17 

(14.2%) 

0 

(0%) 

X-squared 121.65 139.05 152.45 

p-value =.0000*** =.0000*** =.0000*** 

State 

(verbal) 

17 

(14.2%) 

79 

(65.8%) 

24 

(20%) 

3 

(2.5%) 

84 

(70%) 

33 

(27.5%) 

0 

(0%) 

118 

(98.3%) 

2 

(1.7%) 

X-squared 57.65 83.85 228.2 

p-value =.0000*** =.0000** =.0000*** 

State 

(adjectival) 

6 

(5%) 

3 

(2.5%) 

111 

(92.5%) 

1 

(0.8%) 

2 

(1.7%) 

117 

(97.5%) 

0 

(0%) 

0 

(0%) 

120 

(100%) 

X-squared 189.15 222.35 240 

p-value =.0000*** =.0000*** =.0000*** 

Achievement 
3 

(2.5%) 

48 

(40%) 

69 

(57.5%) 

1 

(0.8%) 

3 

(2.5%) 

116 

(96.7%) 

0 

(0%) 

0 

(0%) 

120 

(100%) 

X-squared 56.85 216.65 240 

p-value =.0000*** =.0000*** =.0000*** 

Resultative 

RVC 

4 

(3.3%) 

8 

(6.7%) 

108 

(90%) 

3 

(2.5%) 

7 

(5.8%) 

110 

(91.7%) 

0 

(0%) 

0 

(0%) 

120 

(100%) 

X-squared 173.6 183.95 240 

p-value =.0000*** =.0000*** =.0000*** 

Directional 

RVC 

26 

(21.7%) 

5 

(4.2%) 

89 

(74.2%) 

7 

(5.8%) 

6 

(5%) 

107 

(89.2%) 

0 

(0%) 

0 

(0%) 

120 

(100%) 

X-squared 95.55 168.35 240 

p-value =.0000*** =.0000*** =.0000*** 

 

                                                      
1 C in Table 4-10 stands for option C of the multiple-choice questions. 
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Table 4-9 The Result of the Multiple-choice Judgment Task for the Between-group 

Differences 

 Mid-level High-level NS X-squared   p-value 

Activity 

zai 49 (40.8%) 58 (48.3%) 40 (33.3%) 3.3061 0.1915 

zhe 63 (52.5%) 59 (49.1%) 80 (66.7%) 3.6931 0.1578 

C 8 (6.7%) 3 (2.5%) 0 (0%) 8.9091 0.0116* 

Accomplishment 

zai 96 (80%) 100 (83.3%) 103 (85.8%) 0.2475 0.8836 

zhe 21 (17.5%) 19 (15.8%) 17 (14.2%) 0.4211 0.8102 

C 3 (2.5%) 1 (0.8%) 0 (0%) 3.5 0.1738 

State (verbal) 

zai 17 (14.2%) 3 (2.5%) 0 (0%) 24.7 0.0000*** 

zhe 79 (65.8%) 84 (70%) 118 (98.3%) 9.6157 0.0082** 

C 24 (20%) 33 (27.5%) 2 (1.7%) 25.864 0.0000*** 

State 

(adjectival) 

zai 6 (5%) 1 (0.8%) 0 (0%) 8.8571 0.0119* 

zhe 3 (2.5%) 2 (1.7%) 0 (0%) 2.8 0.2466 

C 111 (92.5%) 117 (97.5%) 120 (100%) 0.4737 0.7891 

Achievement 

zai 3 (2.5%) 1 (0.8%) 0 (0%) 3.5 0.1738 

zhe 48 (40%) 3 (2.5%) 0 (0%) 85.059 0.0000*** 

C 69 (57.5%) 116 (96.7%) 120 (100%) 15.823 0.0004*** 

Resultative 

RVC 

zai 4 (3.3%) 3 (2.5%) 0 (0%) 3.7143 0.1561 

zhe 8 (6.7%) 7 (5.8%) 0 (0%) 7.6 0.0224* 

C 108 (90%) 110 (91.7%) 120 (100%) 0.7337 0.6929 

Directional 

RVC 

zai 26 (21.7%) 7 (5.8%) 0 (0%) 32.909 0.0000* 

zhe 5 (4.2%) 6 (5%) 0 (0%) 5.6364 0.0597 

C 89 (74.2%) 107 (89.2%) 120 (100%) 4.6013 0.1002 

 

As shown in Table 4-8 and Table 4-9, it was found that for mid-level learners, 

they tended to associate zai and -zhe with Activities, associate zai with 

Accomplishments, and associate -zhe with States (verbal) and Achievements. For 

high-level learners, they highly associated zai and -zhe with Activities, zai with 

Accomplishments, -zhe with States (verbal), and less associated zai and -zhe with 
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instantaneous telic verbs (i.e., Achievements, resultative RVCs, and directional RVCs) 

and states (adjectival). As for native speakers, they highly associated zai with 

Accomplishments, -zhe with Activities and States (verbal), and they didn’t associate 

zai or -zhe with instantaneous telic verbs (i.e., Achievements, resultative RVCs, and 

directional RVCs) and states (adjectival).  

With regard to the between-group comparison for each situation type, first of all, 

it was found that high-level participants associated Activities equally with zai and 

with -zhe and less with option C (χ²=51.35, p<.001***), mid-level participants 

associated Activities approximately equally with zai and with -zhe (χ²=1.75, p=.186 

for zai vs. -zhe2) and less with option C (χ²=40.85, p<.001***), while native speakers 

associated Activities more with -zhe than with zai and option C (χ²=80, p<.001***).  

Second, mid-level group, high-level group, and native group all associated 

Accomplishments more with zai than with -zhe and option C with a significant 

difference between the three options (mid-level group: χ²=121.65, p<.001***; 

high-level group: χ²=139.05, p<.001***; native group: χ²=152.45, p<.001***). There 

was no significant difference between mid-level group, high-level group, and native 

group in option zai of Accomplishments (χ²=0.2475, p=0.8836).   

Third, all of the three groups associated States (verbal) more with -zhe than with 

                                                      
2 The value of zai vs. -zhe was calculated by a post-hoc test, which is not shown in Table 4-8.  
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zai and option C with a significant difference between the three options (mid-level 

group: χ²=57.65, p<.001***; high-level group: χ²=83.85, p<.001***; native group: 

χ²=228.2, p<.001***). There was a significant difference between mid-level group, 

high-level group, and native group in option -zhe of States (verbal) (χ²=9.6157, 

p<.01**). When proficiency level increased, the association of States (verbal) with 

-zhe became stronger.  

 Fourth, all the three groups associated States (adjectival), resultative RVCs, and 

directional RVCs with neither zai nor -zhe. Instead, they associated these situation 

types significantly more with the third option C3 (State (adjectival): mid-level group: 

χ²=189.15, p<.001***; high-level group: χ²=222.35, p<.001***; native group: χ²=240, 

p<.001***; resultative RVC: mid-level group: χ²=173.6, p<.001***; high-level group: 

χ²=183.95, p<.001***; native group: χ²=240, p<.001***; directional RVC: mid-level 

group: χ²=95.55, p<.001***; high-level group: χ²=168.35, p<.001***; native group: 

χ²=240, p<.001***). There was no significant difference between mid-level group, 

high-level group, and native group in option C of States (adjectival), resultative RVCs, 

and directional RVCs (State (adjectival): χ²=0.4737, p=0.7891; resultative RVC: 

χ²=0.7337, p=0.6929; directional RVC: χ²=4.6013, p=0.1002). 

Lastly, high-level learners and natives associated Achievements neither with zai 

                                                      
3 Option C for State (adjectival) refers to morpheme hen ‘very’, option C for resultative RVC and 

directional RVC refers to perfective –le, and option C for Achievement refers to perfective -le in the 

multiple-choice questions. 
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nor with -zhe. Instead, they associated Achievements significantly more with the third 

option C 4  (high-level group: χ²=216.65, p<.001***; native group: χ²=240, 

p<.001***), while mid-level learners associated Achievements approximately equally 

with -zhe and with the third option C (χ²=3.7692, p=.0522 for -zhe vs. option C5).  

 

4.2.2 Discussion of the Result  

    Based on the result of the multiple-choice judgment task, it was found that 

mid-level learners not only highly associated zai and -zhe with dynamic-atelic 

Activities, but they also highly associated zai with telic Accomplishments, -zhe with 

States (verbal) and telic Achievements. Therefore, the result of the multiple-choice 

task does not fully support the Association Prediction of the Aspect Hypothesis 

because learners were strongly influenced by their L1 in the early stage in that 

Japanese -teitu is compatible with Accomplishments, States (verbal), and 

Achievements. A difference was found between the result of the multiple-choice task 

and true-and-false task. In the result of true-and-false task for zai in Section 4.1.1, it 

was found that Japanese learners wrongly and highly associated zai with resultative 

RVCs and directional RVCs, while this phenomenon was not found in multiple-choice 

task. The reason is probably due to the third option, the aspectual marker -le, provided 

                                                      
4 Option C for Achievement refers to -le in the multiple-choice questions. 
5 The value of -zhe vs. option C was calculated by a post-hoc test, which is not shown in Table 4-8. 
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in the multiple-choice task in that learners knew that resultative RVCs and directional 

RVCs were more strongly associated with perfective -le than with zai and -zhe.  

    With regard to the Developmental Prediction of the Aspect Hypothesis, as 

learners’ proficiency level increased, high-level learners still highly associated zai and 

-zhe with Activities, zai with Accomplishments, and -zhe with States (verbal), but the 

association of zai and -zhe with instantaneous telic verbs (i.e., Achievements, 

resultative RVCs, and directional RVCs) and states (adjectival) greatly declined, 

compared to mid-level learners. That is, learners did not spread the use of zai or -zhe 

from atelic verbs to telic verbs (i.e., Achievements, resultative RVCs, and directional 

RVCs) and states (adjectival). Therefore, the findings of the multiple-choice task do 

not fully support the Developmental Prediction of the Aspect Hypothesis. This is due 

to the proficiency effect in that when L2 learners’ proficiency level increased, their 

comprehension of the Mandarin aspectual markers zai and -zhe would be more 

native-like. 

As for the between-group comparison for each situation type, first of all, it was 

found that mid-level and high-level learners associated Activities equally with zai and 

with -zhe. This is because learners knew that Activities were compatible with zai and 

with -zhe in Mandarin. Thus, zai’s and zhe’s frequency counts were approximately the 

same. However, it was found that native speakers associated Activities more with -zhe 
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than zai. According to Smith (1997:274), the co-occurrence of Activities with the 

durative -zhe presents internal stages of durative events in a continuous manner. 

Native speakers associated Activities more with -zhe because they focused on the 

continuous stage of Activities with durative -zhe.  

Second, mid-level group, high-level group, and native group all associated 

Accomplishments more with zai than -zhe. Such phenomenon is interesting because 

Accomplishments are compatible both with zai and with -zhe. The possible reason 

why Japanese learners and Mandarin speakers preferred zai to -zhe with 

Accomplishments could be that they focused on the progressive on-going stage of 

Accomplishments with zai because the association of zai with this type sounds more 

common in everyday life. Probably the frequency of the use of Accomplishments with 

zai is higher than that of Accomplishments with -zhe in real life, which brings about 

the strong association of Accomplishments with zai.  

Third, mid-level learners, high-level learners, and native speakers all associated 

States (verbal) more with -zhe than zai. It is suggested that learners could distinguish 

between progressive zai and durative -zhe when the two imperfective markers occur 

with States (verbal). They have acquired the knowledge that States (verbal) is only 

compatible with durative -zhe instead of progressive zai in Mandarin.  

Fourth, all the three groups associated States (adjectival), resultative RVCs, and 

 



 

104 

 

directional RVCs with neither zai nor -zhe. The reason why learners did not associate 

States (adjectival) with zai and -zhe is due to their L1 influence, functioning as a 

positive transfer in that Japanese imperfective -teiru is not compatible with States 

(adjectival). However, the results of resultative RVCs and directional RVCs in the 

multiple-choice task seemed to be contradictory with the results of true-and-false 

judgment tasks in Section 4.1, in which we found Japanese learners wrongly 

associated zai or -zhe with these two types. It is because of the third option, the 

aspectual marker -le provided in the multiple-choice task. Learners knew that 

resultative RVCs and directional RVCs were more strongly associated with perfective 

-le than with zai and -zhe. Therefore, when there was a third option -le in the 

three-choose-one questions, they would prefer -le to zai and -zhe.  

Lastly, high-level learners and natives associated Achievements neither with zai 

nor with -zhe, while mid-level learners associated Achievements approximately 

equally with -zhe and with the third option -le. The result of Achievements in the 

multiple-choice task also seemed to be in conflict with the result of true-and-false 

judgment task in section 4.1, in which we found mid-level and high-level learners 

wrongly associated -zhe with Achievements. It is also due to the third option, the 

perfective marker -le provided in the multiple-choice task. High-level learners knew 

that Achievements were more strongly associated with perfective -le than with -zhe. 
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Thus, when they had the third option -le in the three-choose-one questions, they 

would prefer -le to -zhe. However, for mid-level learners, their L1 influence was still 

so strong that they equally associated Achievements with the wrong option -zhe and 

the correct option -le.  

 

4.3 Summary of Chapter Four  

    In Chapter Four, we have presented and discussed the findings of the present 

study. First of all, our findings of imperfective markers zai and -zhe do not fully 

support the Association Prediction of the Aspect Hypothesis, nor do the findings of 

zai and -zhe fully adhere to the Developmental Prediction of the Aspect Hypothesis 

because of both L1 influence and proficiency effect at work. Second, regarding the 

degree of difficulty between zai and -zhe, it is found that there is no difficulty for 

Japanese learners acquiring Activities, Accomplishments, and States (adjectival) with 

zai and with -zhe. For States (verbal), zai is more challenging than -zhe because of L1 

influence. For resultative RVCs and directional RVCs, zai is more challenging than 

-zhe for mid-level learners because of the different focuses of the two imperfective 

markers. As for Achievements, -zhe is more challenging than zai due to L1 effect. 

Third, the result of the multiple-choice task shows that mid-level learners and 

high-level learners associate Activities equally with zai and with -zhe, while native 
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speakers prefer -zhe to zai. Mid-level learners, high-level learners, and natives all 

prefer zai to -zhe with Accomplishments. On the other hand, they all favor -zhe rather 

than zai with States (verbal), which shows that learners can distinguish between the 

two imperfective types with States (verbal). All the three groups tend to associate 

States (adjectival), resultative RVCs, and directional RVCs with neither zai nor -zhe. 

High-level learners and natives tend to associate Achievements with neither zai nor 

-zhe, while mid-level learners associate Achievements equally with -zhe and -le owing 

to L1 influence.  

 



 

107 

 

Chapter Five 

Conclusion 

 

This chapter concludes the present study by first summarizing the major findings 

in Section 5.1, then providing the theoretical and pedagogical implications in Section 

5.2, and lastly pointing out the limitations of the current study and offering 

suggestions for future research in Section 5.3.  

 

5.1 Major Findings  

    The present study investigates the L2 acquisition of Mandarin imperfective 

markers zai and -zhe by L1 Japanese speakers in order to discover what kind of 

learning difficulties they would encounter and to see if the findings adhere to the 

Aspect Hypothesis and whether L1 influence and proficiency effect play roles in the 

acquisition process. 

To begin with, we found that Japanese learners’ acquisition of imperfective 

markers zai and -zhe does not fully support the Association Prediction of the Aspect 

Hypothesis, nor do the findings fully adhere to the Developmental Prediction of the 

Aspect Hypothesis due to the L1 influence and proficiency effect.  

In the early stage, mid-level learners not only highly associate zai with atelic 
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verbs (i.e., Activity) but also strongly with telic verbs (i.e., Accomplishment, 

directional RVCs and resultative RVCs) due to their L1 influence. When learners’ 

proficiency increases, they do not spread the use of zai from atelic verbs to telic verbs 

and states. Also, when their proficiency level increases, the mean scores of each 

situation type also increase and move closer to native speakers’ mean scores. That is 

to say, Japanese learners’ acquisition of progressive zai makes progress with 

proficiency level. In zai’s developmental trend, we found that Activity, 

Accomplishment, and State (adjectival) were acquired in the early stage; Achievement 

was acquired at high level; and their comprehension of State (verbal), resultative 

RVCs, and directional RVCs didn’t reach native-like stage at high level.  

As for -zhe, in the early stage, beginners not only highly associate -zhe with 

atelic verbs (i.e., Activity) but also highly with telic verbs (i.e., Accomplishment and 

Achievement) and states (verbal) due to the L1 influence. When learners’ proficiency 

increases, they do not spread the use of -zhe from atelic verbs to telic verbs. When 

proficiency level increases, the mean scores of each situation type also increase and 

move closer to native speakers’ mean scores. That is, Japanese learners’ acquisition of 

durative -zhe improves with proficiency level. With regard to -zhe’s developmental 

trend, it was found that Activity, Accomplishment, State (verbal), and State (adjectival) 

were acquired in the early stage, while the acquisition of Achievement, resultative 
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RVCs, and directional RVCs didn’t reach native-like stage at high level.  

Regarding the degree of difficulty between zai and -zhe, it was found that there 

was no difficulty for learners acquiring Activity, Accomplishment, and State 

(adjectival) with zai and with -zhe. For State (verbal), resultative RVCs and 

directional RVCs, zai is more challenging than -zhe, while for Achievement, -zhe is 

more challenging than zai. Overall, zai is more challenging than -zhe for Japanese 

speakers.  

Lastly, the findings of the multiple-choice task show that mid-level learners and 

high-level learners associated Activity equally with zai and with -zhe, while native 

speakers preferred -zhe to zai. Mid-level learners, high-level learners, and natives all 

preferred zai to -zhe with Accomplishment, whereas they all favored -zhe rather than 

zai with State (verbal). Their strong association of State (verbal) with -zhe shows that 

they know the distinction between zai and -zhe when they occur with State (verbal). 

All the three groups tended to associate State (adjectival), resultative RVCs, and 

directional RVCs with neither zai nor -zhe. High-level learners and natives tended to 

associate Achievement with neither zai nor -zhe, while mid-level learners associate 

Achievement equally with -zhe and -le. The findings suggest that if there is a third 

morpheme (i.e., hen ‘very’ or -le ‘perfective marker’), which is more suitable for 

those situation types incompatible with zai and -zhe, Japanese learners would 
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associate the right morpheme, instead of zai and -zhe, with those types. However, for 

mid-level learners, their L1 influence was still strong that they equally associated 

Achievement with the wrong option -zhe and the correct option -le.  

 

5.2 Theoretical and Pedagogical Implications 

    The present study provides some theoretical and pedagogical implications which 

may contribute to the teaching of Mandarin as a second or foreign language. For the 

theoretical implications, the study shows that Japanese learners’ acquisition of 

imperfective markers zai and -zhe does not fully support the Association Prediction of 

the Aspect Hypothesis, nor do the findings fully adhere to the Developmental 

Prediction of the Aspect Hypothesis. The reason is because of L1 influence and 

proficiency effect both at work.  

    As for the pedagogical implications, it is found that zai is generally more 

challenging than -zhe for Japanese speakers. In the developmental trend, four situation 

types with -zhe (i.e., Activity, Accomplishment, State (verbal), State (adjectival)) were 

already acquired earlier by mid-level learners, while only three types with zai (i.e., 

Activity, Accomplishment, State (adjectival) ) were acquired by mid-level learners in 

the early stage of acquisition process. Regarding the degree of difficulty between zai 

and -zhe, it was found that zai is more challenging than -zhe with three situation types 
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(i.e., State (verbal), resultative RVCs, directional RVCs), while -zhe is more difficult 

than zai with only one type (i.e., Achievement) for Japanese learners. The findings of 

zai and -zhe can thus provide pedagogical implications for the teaching of Mandarin. 

We suggest that -zhe can actually be taught before zai when Chinese teachers teach 

Japanese speakers the two markers since zai is generally more challenging than -zhe 

with more situation types. In addition, when teaching zai to Japanese speakers, 

Chinese teachers can emphasize the incompatibility of zai with instantaneous verbs, 

especially directional RVCs and resultative RVCs, and with stative verbs. When 

teaching -zhe, teachers can put emphasis on the fact that Mandarin -zhe, unlike 

Japanese -teiru, cannot co-occur with instantaneous verbs, especially Achievements, 

which can reduce the errors made by Japanese speakers.  

     

5.3 Limitations of the Current Study and Suggestions for Future Research   

    Taking this research as a starting point, we consider the following limitations of 

the current study and directions for future research.  

    In the present study, the high-level group, while they did perform better than the 

mid-level group, was found still not to reach the native-like level on some of the 

situation types. Therefore, we do not know whether or not proficient L2 Japanese 

learners can actually achieve native-like level on those types. This problem may be 
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solved by recruiting more proficient learners.  

Furthermore, it could be better if we divided Japanese participants into more 

groups, rather than just two groups of mid-level and high-level. By this means, we can 

see a clearer developmental trend when proficiency level increases. Thus, we suggest 

that future research can divide the participants into more groups.   

    Next, since our study investigates the L2 acquisition of Mandarin aspectual 

markers by Japanese speakers in order to see if the findings adhere to the Aspect 

Hypothesis, it could be better if we also investigate perfective markers, like -le or 

-guo, so as to provide a more full-scaled investigation of the aspectual system in 

Mandarin Chinese. 

    Lastly, the present study only adopted grammaticality judgment tasks and did not 

adopt any production task. If a production task had been adopted and examined, a 

clearer picture regarding the acquisition of Mandarin aspectuality might have been 

attained, we leave which for future research.   
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APPENDIX A: CONSENT FORM 

                                                         March, 2018 

親愛的師大國語中心同學: 

   歡迎您參與本研究，這份測驗是師大碩士班學生胡淞筌為了完成碩士論文所

做的研究，非常感謝您願意參加這個測驗。此研究希望了解日語母語者對漢語句

子的判斷，預計此測驗約需一小時，您的參與對這個研究來說非常的重要，由衷

感謝您的協助與合作。您的答案將僅用於研究目的，做為志願者，您可以隨時終

止參與。在完成所有問題後，如果您想知道實驗的理論背景以及您的答案對實驗

有什麼樣的貢獻，歡迎寫信到 ayu355009@yahoo.com.tw。最後，如果您同意參

與，請在下面的同意表中簽名。真誠地希望您在這個實驗中發現樂趣。  

 

此致  

胡淞筌 敬上 

台灣師範大學英語系研究生  

 

同意書 

私は中国語の文法判断のテストに参加することに同意します。私は自分の判断

が研究以外の目的では使われないことを理解しています。 

 

                                                                       

名前                                                           日付 

      私はこのフォームのコピーを受け取っています。 

  

 



 

118 

 

APPENDIX B: FORM OF PATICIPANTS’ LANGUAGE BACKGROUND 

                                                   日付:               

1. 国籍               

2. 母語 (第一言語)               

3. 年齢 □ 20↓  □ 20~30   □ 30~40   □ 40↑ 

4. 華語を勉強し始めた年齢 

□ 20↓  □ 20~30   □ 30~40   □ 40↑ 

5. 華語学習時間  

母国で: 

         年 (       時間 / 週) 

台湾で: 

         年          ヶ月 (       時間 / 週) 

6. あなたの現在の華語能力を五階段で評価してください。（“5”は「非常に良

い」，“1” は「非常に良くない」です）：  

非常に良くない                    非常に良い 

a. 総合能力:             1       2       3       4       5 

b. 発音:                 1       2       3       4       5 

c. 文法:                 1       2       3       4       5 

d. 理解能力:             1       2       3       4       5 

e. 読解:                 1       2       3       4       5 

7. あなたが使用している教科書: 

□《當代中文課程》A Course in Contemporary Chinese (第   冊 / 第   課） 

□ その他:                                     

8. あなたが受けたことある試験  

□ TOCFL (Test Of Chinese as a Foreign Language),             

□ その他:                                             
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APPENDIX C: QUESTIONNAIRE 

I. 語法判断 (一) 

中文說明 

請判斷下面句子中畫底線的部分是不是合適的中文用法，  

如果您認為句子中畫底線的“在”是合適的用法，請在( )中填入“O”， 

如果您認為句子中畫底線的“在”是錯誤的用法，請在( )中填入“X”。 

如果判斷有困難的話，請寫下您認為最合適的答案。 

日本語の 

説明 

以下の文を読み、下線部について華語の用法が適切であるかどう

かの判断を行ってください。 

もし下線部の“在” の用法が適切ならば (  )に “O” を、 

下線部の“在” の用法が間違えば (  )に “X” を書いてくだ

さい。 

判断が難しい場合は、最も適切だと思う方を選んでください。 

例の文 
( O ) 田中在教室睡覺。 

( X ) 我吃在飯之後去找你。 

 

 

1. (  ) 小明在聽音樂，不要去吵他。 

     Xiǎomíng zài tīngyīnyuè, bùyào qù chǎotā. 

2. (  ) 小林在寫一封信，寫給故鄉的媽媽。 

     Xiǎolín zài xiě yīfēng xìn, xiě gěi gùxiāng de māmā.  

3. (  ) 弟弟打算先去旅行在找工作。 

     Dìdì dǎsuàn xiān qù lǚxíng zài zhǎo gōngzuò. 

4. (  ) 他在死! 快去救他吧!  

     Tā zài sǐ! kuài qù jiù tā ba! 

5. (  ) 我在愛妳，請妳跟我在一起。 

     Wǒ zài ài nǎi, qǐng ni gēn wǒ zài yīqǐ. 

 



 

120 

 

6. (  ) 小王在帥，有很多女生喜歡他。  

     Xiǎowáng zài shuài, yǒu hěnduō nǚshēng xǐhuān tā. 

7. (  ) 上課鐘聲響起，大家在走進教室。 

     Shàngkè zhōngshēng xiǎngqǐ, dàjiā zài zǒujìn jiāoshì. 

8. (  ) 書別放在椅子上，請拿到房間去。 

     Shū bié fàng zài yǐzǐ shàng, qǐng nádào fángjiān qù. 

9. (  ) 這些漢字你是不是都在學會呢？ 

     Zhèxiē hànzì nǐ shì bù shì dōu zài xuéhuì ne? 

10. (  ) 以前我喜歡吃韓國菜，但現在我在喜歡吃臺灣菜。 

     Yǐqián wǒ xǐhuān chī hánguócài, dàn xiànzài wǒ zài xǐhuān chī táiwāncài. 

 

11. (  ) 你聽! 小美在唱歌呢! 真好聽。 

     Nǐ tīng! Xiǎoměi zài chànggē ne! Zhēn hǎotīng. 

12. (  ) 小美以前長得不好看，但是現在小美在漂亮。 

    Xiǎoměi yǐqián zhǎng dé bùhǎokàn, dànshì xiànzài Xiǎoměi zài piāoliàng. 

13. (  ) 小美在讀一本很難懂的書，不要去吵她。 

     Xiǎoměi zài dú yīběn hěn nándǒng de shū, bù yào qù chǎo tā. 

14. (  ) 小心，玻璃在破，別過去!  

     Xiǎoxīn, bōlí zài pò, bié guòqù! 

15. (  ) 我吃完飯之後在去找你，好不好？ 

     Wǒ chīwán fàn zhīhòu zài qù zhǎo nǐ, hǎo bù hǎo?  

 

16. (  ) 小明在依賴媽媽，他不想學習獨立。 

     Xiǎomíng zài yīlài māmā, tā bù xiǎng xuéxí dúlì. 

17. (  ) 小華在高，他快要可以摸到天花板了。 

     Xiǎohuá zài gāo, tā kuàiyào kěyǐ mōdào tiānhuābǎn le. 

18. (  ) 昨天我打電話給小王時，他在看電視。  

  Zuótiān wǒ dǎ diànhuà gěi Xiǎowáng shí, tā zài kàndiànshì.  

19. (  ) 在夜晚的時候，小花喜歡一個人散步。 

     Zài yèwǎn de shíhòu, Xiǎohuā xǐhuān yīgèrén sànbù. 

20. (  ) 他在打傷小華，你快去把他拉走。 

    Tā zài dǎshāng Xiǎohuá, nǐ kuài qù bǎ tā lā zǒu. 
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21.  (  ) 小明喜歡在早上的時候到公園運動。 

     Xiǎomíng xǐhuān zài zǎoshàng de shíhòu dào gōngyuán yùndòng. 

22. (  ) 你在到學校了沒？我在大門這邊等你。 

     Nǐ zài dào xuéxiào le méi? Wǒ zài dàmén zhèbiān děng nǐ.  

23. (  ) 小美在飛去日本，她現在不在台灣。 

    Xiǎoměi zài fēiqù rìběn, tā xiànzài bù zài táiwān. 

24. (  ) 美月在做一道臺灣菜，等一下就可以嚐嚐了。 

     Měiyuè zài zuò yīdào táiwāncài, děngyīxià jiù kěyǐ cháng cháng le. 

25. (  ) 小華每天都送妳花，他一定在愛妳。 

     Xiǎohuá měitiān dōu sòng ni huā, tā yīdìng zài ài nǎi. 

 

26. (  ) 老師教的東西，你在聽懂嗎？  

     Lǎoshī jiāo de dōngxī, nǐ zài tīngdǒng ma? 

27. (  ) 小美喜歡在房間裡聽音樂。 

     Xiǎoměi xǐhuān zài fángjiān lǐ tīngyīnyuè. 

28. (  ) 小華在走來學校，妳快去校門口等他。 

     Xiǎohuá zài zǒulái xuéxiào, nǎi kuàiqù xiàoménkǒu děng tā. 

29. (  ) 小美在年輕，還沒有什麼工作經驗。  

     Xiǎoměi zài niánqīng, hái méiyǒu shíme gōngzuò jīngyàn.  

30. (  ) 他們在發現一家好吃的餐廳，中午可以去那裡吃。 

    Tāmen zài fāxiàn yījiā hǎochī de cāntīng, zhōngwǔ kěyǐ qù nàlǐ chī. 

 

31. (  ) 我在吃一顆很好吃的蘋果，妳要不要吃一口？ 

    Wǒ zài chī yīkē hěn hǎo chī de píngguǒ, ni yàobùyào chī yī kǒu?  

32. (  ) 小明現在不在這裡，他在跑出圖書館。 

     Xiǎomíng xiànzài bù zài zhèlǐ, tā zài pǎochū túshūguǎn. 

33. (  ) 你看，小華在跳舞，跳得真好呢!   

     Nǐkàn, Xiǎohuá zài tiàowǔ, tiào dé zhēn hǎo ne! 

34. (  ) 先做暖身運動在游泳，會比較安全。 

     Xiān zuò nuǎnshēn yùndòng zài yóuyǒng, huì bǐjiào ānquán. 

35. (  ) 小華在吃飽，請你再給他一碗飯。 

     Xiǎohuá zài chībǎo, qǐng nǐ zài gěi tā yīwǎn fàn.  
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II. 語法判断 (二) 

中文說明 

請判斷下面句子中畫底線的部分是不是合適的中文用法，  

如果您認為句子中畫底線的“著”是合適的用法，請在( )中填入“O”， 

如果您認為句子中畫底線的“著”是錯誤的用法，請在( )中填入“X”。 

如果判斷有困難的話，請寫下您認為最合適的答案。 

日本語の 

説明 

以下の文を読み、下線部について華語の用法が適切であるかどう

かの判断を行ってください。 

もし下線部の“著” の用法が適切ならば (  )に “O” を、 

下線部の“著” の用法が間違えば (  )に “X” を書いてくだ

さい。 

判断が難しい場合は、最も適切だと思う方を選んでください。 

例の文 
( O ) 小美晚上一直睡不著。 

( X ) 我們一起日本著玩吧。 

 

 

1. (  ) 小美在教室裡唱著歌，看起來很快樂。 

     Xiǎoměi zài jiāoshìlǐ chàng zhe gē, kànqǐlái hěn kuàilè. 

2. (  ) 小美年輕著，沒有什麼經驗。 

    Xiǎoměi niánqīng zhe, méiyǒu shíme jīngyàn. 

3. (  ) 她是一位研究歷史的學著。 

     Tā shì yī wèi yánjiū lìshǐ de xué zhe. 

4. (  ) 上課了，老師走進著教室。 

     Shàngkè le, lǎoshī zǒujìn zhe jiāoshì.  

5. (  ) 小美在廚房裡做著一道有名的料理。 

     Xiǎoměi zài chúfáng lǐ zuò zhe yīdào yǒumíngde liàolǐ.  
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6. (  ) 噓，田中睡著了，不要去吵他。 

     Xū, Tiánzhōng shuì zháo le, bù yào qù chǎo tā. 

7. (  ) 小心點，玻璃在地上破著，請不要走過去。 

     Xiǎoxīn diǎn, bōlí zài dìshàng pò zhe, qǐng bùyào zǒu guòqù. 

8. (  ) 如玉在房間裡寫著一封信，準備明天寄出去。 

Rúyù zài fángjiān lǐ xiě zhe yīfēng xìn, zhǔnbèi míngtiān jì chūqù. 

9. (  ) 小美一直漂亮著，有很多男生喜歡她。     

     Xiǎoměi yīzhí piāoiàng zhe, yǒu hěnduō nánshēng xǐhuān tā. 

10. (  ) 阿明學會著中文，你可以問他這個中文句子。 

Āmíng xuéhuì zhe zhōngwén, nǐ kěyǐ wèn tā zhègè zhōngwén jùzǐ. 

 

11. (  ) 阿華走出著學校，聽到後面有人叫他。 

     Āhuá zǒuchū zhe xuéxiào, tīngdào hòumiàn yǒu rén jiào tā. 

12. (  ) 他專心地開著車，什麼也沒說。 

     Tā zhuānxīn dì kāi zhe chē, shíme yě méishuō. 

13. (  ) 大雄從以前就一直喜歡著靜香。  

     Dàxióng cóng yǐqián jiù yīzhí xǐhuān zhe Jìngxiāng. 

14. (  ) 老王死著，就別再談他的事了。 

     Lǎowáng sǐ zhe, jiù bié zài tán tā de shì le. 

15. (  ) 小花長大後想成為一個記著。 

     Xiǎohuā zhǎngdà hòu xiǎng chéngwéi yīgè jì zhe. 

 

16. (  ) 田中一直愛著如玉，但是如玉都不知道。  

     Tiánzhōng yīzhí ài zhe rúyù, dànshì rúyù dōu bù zhīdào. 

17. (  ) 明華在房間裡讀著那本小說，讀得很認真。 

     Mínghuá zài fángjiānlǐ dú zhe nàběn xiǎoshuō, dú dé hěn rènzhēn. 

18. (  ) 你如果不懂可以去問小華，這些資料小華都看懂著。 

 Nǐ rúguǒ bùdǒng kěyǐ qùwèn xiǎohuá, zhèxiē zīliào Xiǎohuá dōu kàndǒng zhe. 

19. (  ) 他聽著不開心，妳還是別告訴她吧! 

     Tā tīng zhe bù kāixīn, nǎi háishì bié gàosù tā ba! 

20. (  ) 小明贏著比賽，大家都很高興。 

    Xiǎomíng yíng zhe bǐsài, dàjiā dōu hěn gāoxìng. 
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21. (  ) 因為合約快到期了，東健才找房子著搬家。 

       Yīnwéi héyuē kuài dàoqī le, dōngjiàn cái zhǎo fángzǐ zhe bānjiā. 

22. (  ) 她跑來著台北車站，要搭火車去花蓮。 

    Tā pǎolái zhe táiběi chēzhàn, yào dā huǒchē qù Huālián. 

23. (  ) 你要找小華嗎？他現在在房間裡聽著音樂。 

     Nǐ yào zhǎo Xiǎohuá ma? Tā xiànzài zài fángjiān lǐ tīng zhe yīnyuè. 

24. (  ) 小華高著，所以衣服都要買大一點的。 

     Xiǎohuá gāo zhe, suǒyǐ yīfú dōu yào mǎi dà yīdiǎn de. 

25. (  ) 小華一直依賴著父母，不願意學習獨立。 

     Xiǎohuá yīzhí yīlài zhe fùmǔ, bù yuànyì xuéxí dúlì. 

 

26. (  ) 小華到著學校，你可以去找他。 

     Xiǎohuá dào zhe xuéxiào, nǐ kěyǐ qù zhǎo tā. 

27. (  ) 穿多一點，別著涼了。 

     Chuān duō yīdiǎn, bié zháo liáng le. 

28. (  ) 小華跑累著，他再也跑不動了。 

     Xiǎohuá pǎo lèi zhe, tā zài yě pǎo bù dòng le. 

29. (  ) 這道菜油膩著，大家都不想吃。 

     Zhèdào cài yóunì zhe, dàjiā dōu bùxiǎng chī. 

30. (  ) 你要找美月嗎? 她現在在教室裡畫著一幅水彩畫。 

    Nǐ yào zhǎo Měiyuè ma ? Tā xiànzài zài jiāoshì lǐ huà zhe yīfú shuǐcǎi huà. 

 

31. (  ) 小偷打破著窗戶，想要從屋子裡逃出去。 

     Xiǎotōu dǎ pò zhe chuānghù, xiǎngyào cóng wūzǐ lǐ táo chūqù. 

32. (  ) 小華和小美深愛著對方，不願意分開。 

Xiǎohuá hé xiǎoměi shēnài zhe duìfāng, bù yuànyì fènkāi. 

33. (  ) 小美現在在房間裡彈著鋼琴，為明天的鋼琴比賽做準備。 

Xiǎoměi xiànzài zài fángjiān lǐ dàn zhe gāngqín, wéi míngtiān de gāngqín 

bǐsài zuò zhǔnbèi. 

34. (  ) 小美飛去著日本，她現在不在台灣。 

    Xiǎoměi fēiqù zhe rìběn, tā xiànzài bù zài táiwān. 

35. (  ) 到學校要記得跟老師打著呼。Dào xuéxiào yào jìdé gēn lǎoshī dǎ zháo hū. 
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III. 選択問題 

中文說明 

此部分有四個短文，每一個短文都有一些未完成的句子。在這些

句子裡，請您必須從 3個選項中○圈選出一個最適合的選項來完成

句子。如果判斷有困難的話，請圈選您認為最合適的答案。 

日本語の 

説明 

この部分には 4つの段落があり、それぞれの段落には未完成の

文があります。これらの文では、3つの選択肢から最も適切な

選択肢を一つ選んで ○丸で囲み、文を完成させてください。それ

ぞれの文で、一つの選択肢しか選べません。判断が難しい場合

は、最も適切だと思う選択肢を選んでください。 

例の文 小華( A.跑得  B.跑的  C.跑地)像馬一樣快。 
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(段落 1)  

今天放假，大雄沒有出去玩，他整個下午都 (A.在看  B.看著  C.看) 一本

愛情小說。一會兒他想起了靜香，大雄一直 (A.在喜歡  B.喜歡著  C.喜歡) 靜

香，他知道靜香喜歡看海，小時候都是靜香的外婆陪她看海，但是靜香的外婆      

(A.在死  B.死著  C.死了)，現在沒有人陪靜香看海，靜香(A.在難過  B.難過著  

C.很難過)。 

現在大雄 (A.在學會開車  B.學會著開車  C.學會開車了) ，他跟靜香開車

去海邊。到了海邊，他們興奮地 (A.在跑去  B.跑去著  C.跑去) 沙灘上，在那

裡，他們看到一群小孩快樂地 (A.在玩沙  B.玩著沙  C. 玩沙了) ，他們也一起

玩，玩得很開心，大雄跟靜香的感情越來越好了。 

Pīnyīn: 

Jīntiān fàng jiǎ, Dàxióng méiyǒu chūqù wán, tā zhěnggè xiàwǔ dōu (A.zài kàn 

B.kàn zhe C.kàn ) yīběn àiqíng xiǎoshuō. Yīhuìér tā xiǎngqǐ le Jìngxiāng, Dàxióng 

yīzhí (A.zài xǐhuān B.xǐhuān zhe C.xǐhuān ) Jìngxiāng, tā zhīdào Jìngxiāng xǐhuān 

kàn hǎi, xiǎoshíhòu dōu shì Jìngxiāng de wàipó péi tā kàn hǎi, dànshì Jìngxiāng de 

wàipó (A.zài sǐ B.sǐ zhe C.sǐ le ), xiànzài méi yǒu rén péi Jìngxiāng kàn hǎi, Jìngxiāng 

(A.zài nánguò B.nánguò zhe C.hěn nánguò ). 

    Xiànzài Dàxióng (A.zài xuéhuì kāichē  B.xuéhuì zhe kāichē   

C.xuéhuì kāichē le ), tā gēn Jìngxiāng kāichē qù hǎibiān. Dào le hǎibiān, tāmen 

xìngfèn dì (A.zài pǎoqù B.pǎoqù zhe  C.pǎo qù ) shātān shàng, zài nà lǐ, tāmen 

kàndào yīqún xiǎohái kuàilè dì (A.zài wán shā  B.wán zhe shā  C. wán shā le ), 

tāmen yě yīqǐ wán, wán dé hěn kāixīn, Dàxióng gēn Jìngxiāng de gǎnqíng yuè lái yuè 

hǎo le. 
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(段落 2) 

今天是星期天，小王待在家裡，他 (A.在聽  B.聽著  C.聽) 一首日語歌，

是日本女歌手安室奈美惠的歌曲。小王一直 (A.在愛  B.愛著  C.愛) 安室奈美

惠，他記得上次經過電視台時，他看到安室奈美惠很深情地 (A.在唱歌   

B.唱著歌  C.唱的歌)，小王覺得她 (A.在漂亮  B.漂亮著  C.很漂亮)。他希望

有一天安室奈美惠可以成為他的女朋友。 

現在小王肚子餓了，他 (A.在走進  B.走進著  C.走進) 廚房，從冰箱裡拿

東西出來吃，突然他看見地上掉了很多東西，花瓶也 (A.在破  B.破著  C.破了)。

原來是他養的小貓 (A.在推倒  B.推倒著  C.推倒了) 家裡的東西，小王把小貓

關到籠子裡，不讓牠再跑出來玩。 

Pīnyīn: 

Jīntiān shì xīngqītiān, Xiǎowáng dài zài jiā lǐ, tā (A.zài tīng   B.tīng zhe   

C.tīng ) yīshǒu rìyǔ gē, shì rìběn nǚ gēshǒu ān shì nài měi huì de gēqǔ. Xiǎowáng 

yīzhí  (A.zài ài   B.ài zhe  C.ài ) ān shì nài měi huì, tā jìdé shàngcì jīngguò 

diànshìtái shí, tā kàndào ān shì nài měi huì hěn shēnqíng dì (A.zài chàng gē    

B.chàng zhe gē  C.chàng de gē ), Xiǎowáng juédé tā (A.zài piāo liàng   

B.piāoliàng zhe  C.hěn piāo liàng ). Tā xīwàng yǒu yī tiān ān shì nài měi huì kěyǐ 

chéngwéi tā de nǚpéngyǒu. 

Xiànzài Xiǎowáng dùzǐ è le, tā (A.zài zǒujìn  B.zǒujìn zhe  C.zǒujìn ) chúfáng, 

cóng bīngxiāng lǐ ná dōngxī chū lái chī, tūrán tā kànjiàn dìshàng diào le hěn duō 

dōngxī, huāpíng yě (A.zài pò  B.pò zhe  C.pò le ). Yuánlái shì tā yǎng de xiǎomāo  

(A.zài tuī dǎo  B.tuī dǎo zhe  C.tuī dǎo le ) jiālǐ de dōngxī, Xiǎowáng bǎ xiǎomāo 

guān dào lóngzǐ lǐ, bù ràng ta zài pǎo chū lái wán. 
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(段落 3) 

今天是開學的日子，一大早大家都 (A.在到  B.到著  C.到了) 學校。校園

裡很髒，同學們都在外面打掃。田中自己待在教室裡，他 (A.在寫  B.寫著  

C. 寫過) 一封信，想寫給在日本的母親。田中回想起小時候，他看到母親辛苦

地 (A.在做家事  B.做著家事  C.做得家事)，流得滿身大汗，當時就覺得母親很

偉大。母親總是 (A.在溫柔  B.溫柔著  C.很溫柔)，田中一直(A.在依賴  B.依

賴著  C.依賴) 母親，現在他一個人到台北念書，覺得有一點寂寞。 

上課鐘聲響起，學生們和老師都 (A.在走進  B.走進著  C.走進了) 教室，

這堂課是田中最喜歡的中文課。今天老師教的中文，田中都 (A.在聽懂   

B.聽懂著  C.聽懂)，他希望自己也能成為一位中文老師，以後回去日本教中文。 

Pīnyīn: 

Jīntiān shì kāixué de rìzǐ, yīdàzǎo dàjiā dōu (A.zài dào   B.dào zhe   C.dào le ) 

xuéxiào. Xiàoyuán lǐ hěnzāng, tóngxué men dōu zài wàimiàn dǎsǎo. Tiánzhōng zìjǐ 

dài zài jiāoshì lǐ, tā (A.zài xiě   B.xiě zhe  C. xiě guò ) yīfēng xìn, xiǎng xiě gěi zài 

rìběn de mǔqīn. Tiánzhōng huíxiǎng qǐ xiǎoshíhòu, tā kàndào mǔqīn xīnkǔ dì   

(A.zài zuò jiā shì   B.zuò zhe jiā shì   C.zuò de jiā shì ), liú dé mǎn shēn dà hàn, 

dāngshí jiù juédé mǔqīn hěn wěidà. Mǔqīn zǒngshì  (A.zài wēnróu  B.wēnróu zhe   

C.hěn wēnróu ), Tiánzhōng yīzhí (A.zài yīlài   B.yīlài zhe   C.yīlài ) mǔqīn, 

xiànzài tā yīgèrén dào táiběi niànshū, juédé yǒuyīdiǎn jìmò. 

Shàngkè zhōngshēng xiǎngqǐ, xuéshēng men hé lǎoshī dōu (A.zài zǒujìn   

B.zǒujìn zhe  C.zǒujìn le ) jiāoshì, zhètáng kè shì Tiánzhōng zuì xǐhuān de 

zhōngwén kè. Jīntiān lǎoshī jiāo de zhōngwén, Tiánzhōng dōu (A.zài tīngdǒng 

B.tīngdǒng zhe   C.tīngdǒng ), tā xīwàng zìjǐ yě néng chéngwéi yīwéi zhōngwén 

lǎoshī, yǐ hòu huíqù rìběn jiāo zhōngwén. 
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(段落 4) 

小華和小美認識三年了，他們 (A.在深愛  B.深愛著  C.深愛得) 對方，放

假時常常一起去看電影。今天是星期六，小華和小美在電影院裡，他們 (A.在看   

B.看著  C.看得) 一部外國電影，那部電影 (A.在有趣  B.有趣著  C.很有趣)。 

現在電影看完了，小華和小美 (A.在走出  B.走出著  C.走出) 電影院，外

面很熱鬧，有一群人認真地 (A.在跳舞  B.跳著舞  C.跳得舞)，原來是跳舞比賽，

小美很喜歡跳舞，所以她也參加了比賽。 

最後，小美 (A.在贏  B.贏著  C.贏了) 比賽，得到很多獎品，他們非常開

心，可是小美 (A.在跳累  B.跳累著  C.跳累了)，再也走不動了，所以小華背著

小美回家，他們的感情越來越好了。 

Pīnyīn: 

Xiǎohuá hé Xiǎoměi rènshí sānnián le, tāmen (A.zài shēn ài  B.shēn ài zhe   

C. shēn ài de ) duìfāng, fàngjiǎshí chángcháng yīqǐ qù kàn diànyǐng. Jīntiān shì 

xīngqīliù, Xiǎohuá hé Xiǎoměi zài diànyǐngyuàn lǐ, tāmen (A.zài kàn B.kàn zhe  

C. kàn de ) yībù wàiguó diànyǐng, nàbù diànyǐng (A.zài yǒu qù B. yǒu qù zhe  

C. hěn yǒu qù ). 

Xiànzài diànyǐng kàn wán le, Xiǎohuá hé Xiǎoměi (A.zài zǒuchū  B.zǒuchū zhe   

C. zǒuchū ) diànyǐngyuàn, wàimiàn hěn rènào, yǒu yīqún rén rènzhēn dì  

(A.zài tiàowǔ  B.tiào zhe wǔ   C. tiào de wǔ ), yuánlái shì tiàowǔ bǐsài, Xiǎoměi 

hěn xǐhuān tiàowǔ, suǒyǐ tā yě cānjiā le bǐsài. 

Zuìhòu, Xiǎoměi  (A.zài yíng   B.yíng zhe   C. yíng le ) bǐsài, dédào hěnduō 

jiǎngpǐn, tāmen fēicháng kāixīn, kěshì xiǎoměi  (A.zài tiào lèi  B.tiào lèi zhe  

C. tiào lèi le ), zài yě zǒu bù dòng le, suǒyǐ Xiǎohuá bèi zhe Xiǎoměi huí jiā, tāmen de 

gǎnqíng yuè lái yuè hǎo le. 

 

 

 


