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The Matching Relationship Between Form and Meaning
in the Acquisition of Chinese Distinguishing Words

Cai Shumei Shi Chunhong

Abstract Taking distinguishing words as an example, this article investigates the
mismatching and adaptation of form and meaning in their acquisition against the back-
ground of construction grammar, based on which the developmental hierarchy of learners’
construction awareness is analyzed. Since the idiosyncrasy of distinguishing words reveals
the general problems of construction acquisition, it is enlightening to understand the ac-
quisition law of word class as a whole. Therefore, distinguishing words can serve as the
starting point to explore some universal characteristics in word class acquisition. Further-
more, the article makes new thinkings on the theoretical value and practical significance of
the construction acquisition approach in error analysis. Finally, it discusses the theoretical
status of peripheral phenomena and special categories.

Keywords distinguishing words, form-meaning mismatching, construction aware-

ness, word class acquisition, universal characteristics
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