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Abstract

Through the HSK Dynamic Composition Corpus, we exhaustively examined the confusion situation
of the lower secondary inverse morphemes words included in the International Chinese Language
Education Chinese Language Proficiency Scale (ICLEP), and finally screened out 16 pairs of inverse
morphemes words that produced confusion. After classification and statistics, it is found that the
confusion rate of two-way misused inverse morphemes words is higher, there are more pairs of
confusing inverse morphemes words in the same word category than across word categories, and
semantically similar words are more likely to be confusing than semantically different pairs; the

WEFIH: FAER. )RR REEET RN, BARIES %, 2025, 13(1): 566-575. DOI: 10.12677/ml.2025.131080


https://www.hanspub.org/journal/ml
https://doi.org/10.12677/ml.2025.131080
https://doi.org/10.12677/ml.2025.131080
https://www.hanspub.org/

JFRER

reasons for this are that, on the whole, inverse morphemes words have the same morphemes and
are semantically close to one another, the mother tongue’s misinterpretation of meanings, and the
interpretation of textbooks are misleading. In our teaching, we should strengthen the identification
of inverse morphemes words with similar semantics, pay attention to the comparison of Chinese
and foreign words, and cleverly input word collocations for teaching.
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Table 2. Confusion rates of inverse morphemes words for two-way misuse and one-way misuse?
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Table 3. Confusion rates of inverse morphemes words for the same parts of speech and different parts of speech
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Table 4. Confusion rates of inverse morphemes words for semantically similar and dissimilar
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