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Abstract

Based on the two self-built corpora of MA theses in linguistics written by Chinese and English native
speakers (CMTLC and EMTLC), this paper aims to examine the overall frequency of unmarked nega-
tive words in the two corpus and their cross-chapter characteristics. The results show that not and no
serve as the primary negative forms in both corpora, but the frequency in EMTLC is significantly
higher than in CMTLC. Regarding chapter distribution, unmarked negation occurs more frequently in
the literature review section and peaks in the results and discussion section in both corpora. However,
the distribution of negation is more balanced in EMTLC, while it fluctuates more noticeably in CMTLC.
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The main reasons for the insignificant difference between the introduction chapter and the conclu-
sion chapter include cultural background, avoidance in second language acquisition and writing

style.
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1. 5|15

BEEN—MEERESIUER, BARERE IR, EIGEDT TP IRZE) 2 RE. RTE
FEIX IR FUEAR A WAL, BF TR St e . BN, Horn £EFE R 10 15K 15 52 ML iR & 5
FZ OB N R, BOE 7 HLEZMA[L]; %R AE I 4EEDIN, BARGT 1 85 € i TS f2ooih
HEEIR[2]; UL b, XISt DA L S R RR I, 48 S E AR T T RE S R

SUR

BEE A ARTGE PR R S, SER 8 S DA T S BHE S RO TR L. B, AR
SIE MY, 8IS ERIES BT TR L it Fu e X [4]-[6]; mifELsiedtn, EEIEH S ERR
SRR BT TR R BRYE, AT A S A5 e R B DT IR M [7] [8]. FHULFT I, s &AL R A H RN E
45 P RE SE T8 0 MR A R B A il S 2 R R A4k

T EIROHT, AWHICE L ES BRI A, BN AR S F A sch, &
SERIBAED . TR SO R BAAERZE N ER? WA R PR S E R AR ARSI ER?
T A3 2 e 1) i R A R

2. Xakszzd
2.1 BESA

TEG S U, KT BEEMR S IRE . T R EIRIL S AERRP[1] [9] [10]. HEMES
YA X A [11]-[13], BAKIR . BadEAS 5@ RIFIT[14]55

SR, X TR EART 2K, FEAAFEAF R IR, BI4n, Quirk etal WAJE A LK 5 5E 70 N
#1755 (clause negation). J&i#i 75 & (local negation) F115 {475 i€ (prediction negation) [9]; Horn JIJ &1~ 3%
B SIE A, B e B X 4 A 7 5E (descriptive negation)5 7T 1E 15 5 (metalinguistic negation)
[1]o FE75 & FRMEMERRTEARICHI, H5E X7 Nhrid 45 € 16 (marked negation) FoR A7 1 15 7€ 14] (unmarked
negation) [14] [15]. e, RARIC A E RS BONE B, EXCARP ISR E S, fEftifEs X ERA
T E . WEERER R R, RIS 2 2] 2 08 WA 1) T4 FLAE 9 10 8 Rk i) 1 23R, fE & 2RiE Rl
IIATEE NS Z[16]. H LHIRAMC A BT : not. no. nor. none. neither. never. nothing. nobody.

ST AR R EIGEANE R R E W, HARACE @ RE SR ER R BA 0 Az G
= ETRRGI SR A, FHAT OB RET LRRIRIC A B, FHx ARG R P ThRe S o fi
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HATIRANE 22,
22. FRIBEPHEEMR

FRERAERAFARA R BB g, R, W LRAE R, A0S Bbt. BirsE. 1
NHEABAREER—F, LR —ERE S FOUI A E AL, R BRI 1015 5 RHIE S B
PRt Y HEBRIE . IEWMRER TS, ERE R 0 AR AR [ SO EER, WnglE - SCERERIA - BT
T RBAE T - 4518, X —HEZRTE R AN 12 S H A B G [17]

(ERERIAM AT, FFHNZRETEARERNRERE. 0, XEEDGE 5 #9U8#A
HAT A AR LR 0 R TE R, B R 15 B S SO T SN T RE R BIE B 48 F I 7 8 B 20U not B
SEFNAR 5, 1A 75 8 FURRIR 75 8 FH i ik 32> [18] . Sun 1 Crosthwaite 25T+ Martin FIPFAN L,
DAAN R R A0 SORERE, BRI T 2510 7545 T AR 2 o 2 I SC ) BRI 48 FH 75 5 1] A8 2 R 22 5 o
KRB not. no. cannot & G EARIL, HHAFRZRH S R 8 H Z R RO B ([7].

BR TEPXT BT TL, S oGS e RIBTE B W SCOh M fi . Flin, Li a5, E8NH
B EFE LR SONIER, BT AR REABI, K& E 5 interactive Al interactional P MERE, £
REANES T 2R TR IS BHEEAE & W A A RAE, JF B 78 SCRER
B SRS SRS OETEMBEMEHTERIE, XRE, PELER—RFRCHE, ARZETTHE
HHNESREESR, 5 XM LEE RIS 2 AR, XS R ER: BATH L ERAR 2 AE
BEXF 153 58 IS AL WL 52 [19]

Mz, BAAEWCHE®EZ R THERRIIT, EXFERERTRERENREHAIIBAL, +
BRI TERENS C WBEMAIHALZ, HARAZ LEANTET NE, ROV ETHRERE
o BRI, P BEARFRIEFAEAR FATH, a0 22 Rk U A 75 e SRR ASE I & A AR BB H bR, A
s MNERFRNIRR 1A .

3. BRI ES AR
3.1, iERE

TR FIRWE TR R, AW R E T AMERE: POE A E & JOEE S A8 TR R (R RR
CMTLC)FIFE A R IE & 18 5 220 -E 8 SCERHE (R PR EMTLC). CMTLC .5 20 f5 2K E H [E %1/ (CNKI)
P [ B S = A8 0 (2014~2024 4F), EMTLC B-& [A31K) 20 k&K B ProQuest B 8 1) S i A ik
BHIE S A8 .
3.2. IENALE

L 20 R SR, BATE N TMIBR A A IR . 2. M. S5 0k K518 . 285,
Lk ERSAT TR, A ERHEMERE: CMTLC 3tit 364,961 46, EMTLC 3%t 380,802 il
BEAh, AT ST T, AT DAL T FERNE . BT OO A1 SO A
FEs, BRAITEEEIS RIS N EANEY. 515, CRgER . Fie 57k, S85RBairmgit. i,
CMTLC fil EMTLC SA74AEH 5 NEN T, JEREATIEREH T /555087
4. R
4.1. BEIFNBMESTRIHE

RGN AR ARIC T 2 7 B2, FATTFIF AntConc 3R AFEHEEL R 15 5 7 B4R : CMTLC (1381)F1 EMTLC
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(2138). ZhrifEAb ¥4 )5, CMTLC 5 EMTLC 15 & ial AR HES IR 53 70 o 37.84 IR1J5 1A K1 56.14 I]/ J5 ],
i EEAr A 0.38%A1 0.56%. A EG P ANE B LE ARFRIC T € WS AR F 2 B ARG TR X R T
ZE5, AL SPSS X EMIMUGHAT RATRR . Guit@RER —HZHZERTEEQ? (1) = 13296, p <
0.001), BEHIML. FEARTGE F LM 10 3 FH R PR IC 75 € W B IR B B %5, EMTLC HhRFrid
58 WK R 2 = T CMTLC, X — 2 F BRI T A A UL T 5w m, B PGE ARG S EF AR SER
TEAEALSLGE I, 75 72 FRIE AR 5 [20] 5 10 98 78 A 15 2 (1) 5 A B8 i ik 0, 75 5 1) 4 FH T8 AT
BRI HY IR AT B vy o AE SR BRI b, JRATTE— 0 B 5 & 15 5 1l 7E PR AL TR p B BAR AR 1 0, PRANEHE 4o
* 1R,

Table 1. Frequency of negative word in CMTLC and EMTLC
% 1. CMTLC # EMTLC F&EEIVBRRGHER

CMTLC EMTLC

53 7€ 1] Chi-Square Aséygmp.
RF Pct. RF Pct. 9.

not 1002 72.56% 1714 80.17% 158.276 <0.001
no 294 21.29% 265 12.39% 2.992 0.084
never 35 2.53% 56 2.62% 3.997 0.046
nor 16 1.16% 4 1.92% 9.934 0.002
neither 11 0.80% 28 1.31% 6.709 0.010
none 12 0.87% 17 0.80% 0.663 0.415
nothing 7 0.51% 15 0.70% 2.580 0.108
nobody 4 0.29% 2 0.09% 0.755 0.385

Note: RF = raw frequency; Pct. = percentage.

MER I fia#h ok, CMTLC F1 EMTLC 7E50 A BRI S B — 20, 0L not F1 no At%O 5 €
T3, HAth 75 % 17 (never, nor, none, neither, nothing, nobody) )i Fl A7 A S5 AmAES - - 5 K 56 St it 45 SR B,
PN ERHETE not. never. nor Al neither [1)# A I 75 55 {2 3% (p < 0.05), 1fil no~ none. nothing 11 nobody ¥
B 2 e AR TS B R 27K

RGBS AR 22 5 S FL R, AR S s A S 1] (not no) -5 4375 5 17] (never, nor, none, nei-
ther, nothing, nobody) ¥ /NM4EE AT /00T EAE 2 id s, not ZEPIANEREF S EE, 25N 72.56%
A1 80.17%, XV T not /E 9t i i B € SEmE, I8 BN 75 € Bl TR 25 10 Al R ] 1) BR Ak
Ti[21], FH R HBEHE—ABhahia f1 e 2hinE [a146 A not B AT SLHLE 75 (9], PRI AE W6 AN 1E A e o 4
vz T HAb S i, g KB, not £ EMTLC Wi S LR 25 T CMTLC (p<0.05), R
THARE SR T4 HAR AR O AL F B MPUE ARG & A K& H not, (Hi TER ER
I T A BRSO PRV B 23 i ) X BRSSP, DA AR X 1 [22], TS not £ CMTLC
H B ESTRAR T EMTLC.

5 not 1EHLA FTANE], no £ CMTLC H IR {8 F ELfg BH B sy, (R % 22 e RIA B G i R M (p
=0.32). X FER K AERIE T 5 not R D) 5eA FI(H T & € shia M 454), no @4, (A T&
SE AT MEDPLEH, no S22 B 4E s, Wi e RS Z KRS “” 8 “WhH” fIME,
A AE B 8 AT RRIE S 8, RUAE S /R I #8 v B B A 5 5 3] no I 450 [23] 6

B IRAIAIAS 7 18] (A /N, AR T Bl 18 SCBE S 1 B A i s o HdlE 27R, never. nor 5 neither
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7E EMTLC A8 FH EL 13 8 T CMTLC, ARBIL T S A v 2 S5 T35 FH 22 REAL IR 75 8 T ke i 2238
B|RR. X IR F BT DABEARREAEF ZEACERRE], >3 45 0 1 5 B AR I 75 58 W 48 T, 1
SHRAT | B3 R 2% 75 52 5 M) e I (R BEA] [24] . 1% 2 A4 “neither..nor...” ERARZHEAT X L 40 AT R
AR IRE VB R AR AR R POE ARG & 1 5 FARAME RO [25], PR A ARG, 22 57 R 35

None. nothing £ nobody 7E AN EARLZE H (1) 73 A7 22 S Rk B EKF, 32 BLR DX s 1a] 8 i Fe 4K
By 15 U2 IR, BT ATEZEARE R R 2 A R, 3 U RRE 3% 2% 5. 910, none 2 F T [IFE I SCAT &,
TR AR B AR B FNEEONE 25 nothing A1 nobody 22 FIF I1iE[25] . BRI AR 15 34 1) 4 FH SR AH
X80 PIANMERHE X SR AR SRR, A S TSR ZE R

M2, P JEAREEEAE R ARG A € WA E 1 22 R 32 B ILLE SiAitin] (not, no) 5 (A | 9%
EARE B TR, b B2 S ek, CUINGRISIE s e 5@ e i DOE A RIS
M TS B A e B, EsRiEE I e, B S NRE R E R N, BRI BOMEE S E 1
SIS

4.2. BEET PR ERN S HIFIE

AT XG5 A S B R AR AME A E 1 A T G B, 4T CMTLC Al EMTLC g
PRIt S @ AR BT 2 5. 0 e S ANE R 8% B R ARC 75 5 18] AR AEAIORN 5 B, RIS a0
THEAR(LE 2):

Table 2. Frequency of negative words across chapters in CMTLC and EMTLC
%2 2. CMTLC 1 EMTLC & &Y EEIASUA SIS

CMTLC EMTLC
JE IR AR PRAEATOR  ARAMESRORLLH] AR ARMESIR ARdEARIKLL A P

55 87 28.16 11.78% 173 51.09 18.50% <0.001
SCHRZRIA 217 22.14 9.26% 562 52.42 18.98% <0.001
Hig 5 HIE 333 99.16 41.47% 325 49.93 18.08% <0.001
SR 577 40.39 16.89% 784 62.15 22.50% <0.001
4t 167 49.25 20.60% 294 60.62 21.95% 0.031
PERTIE 1381 239.1 100% 2138 276.21 100% <0.001

MIRIESR KT, EMTLC H K 2 05 15 1) 75 5E AR S 3% = T CMTLC (p<0.01), Rt —P I
FFEATHHAMERER SR E R SR ER, fE&FETTH, CMTLC 5 EMTLC 7E 15 & 17 (14
FASRIR FS5AFAE B3 22 7 (p < 0.001), RKHEFI . FEAWREZ R0 ST I € RIAEAFIES B E
5.

MRS, EMTLC &3 15 4 8 Wl AR AR 22 S 30N, FBEER HrAE 50~60 R/ T 1A 2 18],
UAE 20% b R iF3), CMTLC W S 30 H B B B 1 3 B o b — 2B iR B, OB G & LSS il 1k
SO, IEE A E SR RS SRR A 5 e LAY SRR SRS, TE T S/ HER o R
R ORSF I A5 58 S s AHELZ T, JEEARRIBEE EZAR SRR T 5 8RR 1% BT ERHE

MARHESR (5 LERE, PIANERHE R AR R AARHE, /£ CMTLC o, fEnfEri 5 ks
AR 5t 1 (41.47%),  HARAE L5 1853(20.60%); 7E EMTLC H, &5 5L il 4 ik fi 13 (22.50%) , ik
JEEE W47 (21.95%), EMTLC MAIIR K /INE R 5 e mir Li 25 4 45 S —54[19] -
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FERTT ST XS LAt B, AW P Stit 7 ARPR S A 5 B B BARBUK, Wk 3 Frn.

Table 3. Frequency of negative words across chapters in two corpus

3 MMBENEZSMETHEEITLRGIHER

- Gl TikEEd it 5% SR i

C E C E C E C E C E

not 63 132 153 470 255 253 403 607 128 252
no 16 24 47 56 63 48 138 111 30 26
never 4 5 6 7 6 11 18 29 1 4
nor 2 6 4 11 1 5 4 12 5 7
neither 2 5 4 6 1 5 2 10 2 2
none 0 0 0 7 2 3 9 5 1 2
nothing 0 1 3 5 2 0 2 8 0 1
nobody 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 2 0 0

SR 87 173 217 562 333 325 577 784 167 294

5 EHr, EMTLC M EiHkEEFmT CMTLC, —#ZImZERMAKTFEE@p < 0.001). 454
75 7€ Wl I B AR 7 A AT TR I, EMTLC 5 not 5 no I AR W12 & T CMTLC, X R W95 AR 1E ¥ 7E
515 A TS A e SRR AL fa HEE A A B E T VG L, DASE R R A fA AN X
PEo AHLLZ N, PUBAREE 2 180 8 5o 4 8 1R A Sk R B 7T o

SCHRZRIA A2 PR IR TE R R 75 5 1) 3 AT 22 el R R B 22— EMTLC 7E1%5 45 o ARSI =
1K 52.42 /I 3R], T CMTLC 1A 22.14 kI T3 iR, % 5k 2R E K (p<0.001). #F—H 40015 e 1A
A3ATRIN, EMTLC H not (A48 FHARVGE & T CMTLC, X 3¢ B S4B AR 1E 256 B B 48 10 75 58 VEVEAN 3
AR 3, X — 2 R REUR T A A A B 4E 7 R A [F][26], BISCE A 1 1 2 76 STk ik o
FE SR B A HEAIE L I BR R PR s T DOE ARG M2 I B i AL 3,k e B4 5 WO\ K
P

EFR 577307y, CMTLC W AR AR C S € W ARESK B = T EMTLC, X —BLRTE Li A
TR, HEEREAET CMTLC & &[] no MK S LT EMTLC [19]. iXRH, PUEAR
B AR T VE VIR B SR A A TS e i, A S A “no+ 4417 S5 AR U B SIEEG 2 A BT V2
PR DB A E & W R T DA e MR IR N . R, ZE T R SRR AR R R .

TESE RSy, EMTLC W R PRI TS & W AR 3 5 T CMTLC . MR R bR 1075 & 18] 1 43
fif, EMTLC H not. no Al never P L NES, (EFFEERIE, %5 never [4H F AR =
Li &5 (0B 70 R S BRI R [19] 01X 1 BH SR AN TR VS & (E AR e BOos B R I, B8 = Bl fs A 75
SE SE R LABRAG IR UE I8 4 DUB AN IR I w] e B v T3 (1 B2 1 7 AR A 2 7 5 R BR

TELER Sy, PIANE R I A e i 22 S AR i J LA 32 1A i/, 5 RITE T 45 1R o A A e 22
MK, BHALERE, RIS e RIAENNEENE P HA —gdttt. RE W, EMTLC 1
M WAAT) & T CMTLC, 6B S35 A R 15 38 7 45 0 TR AT R 2 A0 75 7 254, DA B #ff 5t A 9 1)
JRI PR

MRS, M. EABEEFEW R & E R T ARG ERIAEN, AT Z#HAH
PR SCAANTE 5 IR SR S (IR0, SEIE AR IR 5 AL IR IA LA VER Z R, T PUE AR

DOI: 10.12677/ml.2026.143220 256 HARIE = 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ml.2026.143220
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1B ERG SRR BRI .
4.3. ¥mEAE

AW RIS O ARG S F RSP R bR B e W, R - E R s &
THRHIE FAATERCRINZE SR, T8 DU =7 N R 3L R A -

B e X soE B SR sz . BRI, CMTLC HRbRic 75 5E il AR IR B S T
EMTLC, HIESCHRZER. SRS RERIEFE T EZFHE, XRPHMN . BAREEESESREPA
A G 22 2 B % H AL SR A [27]: AEDOEF AR SRS, fEE AN T RABOAZE . [HHEE
W77 S AGERFE R A, ME SR E ARSI G, AR BRIz F 0 15 5 546 DU A A0 3R B )
VST I — P ST T Bt . X P R RIER E AL S BRI U . B — e Mt ERE
PESZE, DRI 38 75 15 8 0K 1 SRmE G 36 b 52 I8 AN 5] 9 3 A AR

LR [ 3B AT ) X P AR B 2. i 7k, CMTLC H “neither...nor...” S5A)7EE A 25
IR R ZE LT EMTLC, X454 Schachter Frd th i) 1% > 45 Hh i “ M8 R 7 [24] « &R {15 CMTLC
75 8 RIXTETE R FaTEP RIS, BARZFEMEM AR, R T AR S @ SR A i A -

B 5 A B AT I RERT B R RS I E . R EMTLC T 3844 75 w8 1) (8 FH SE A%, (ERAEAN ) &
A, ZHEEFEEIRA K. B, EEwEERET, CMTLC M EIA Mk %% T EMTLC,
T AE 45 SR 0 T 251 S0 AR S B 3. I mT L, V80, DA 15 38 A v S0 HR % 551 B Th e E A 0]
08 RIS NGB E R, —FH T SE R TIRe A FE R, MR H S e RE T, WMTEAFH
BT R 2
5. 457&

BT P PEARPRIEE FIEE F 0 SRR IC B 1A TR E BT RGN L, KL=
FE S IR LA 5575 0 AT 5 AR AN, Sl 1 S R B ARAE SO B2 5 B A WU L RIR R 2 57
AL USRI A G o [ T 2 5] 5 AR AR S AR IR A 1 S () 75 58 BER, TR il 1850
PEREAMALAKT, AR G IR B A 501

EE&HE

AR TEAESRENRIRESTE o EARTE B S RN 5 0 W R 7T BB B R 3
(L19BYY002).
SE K
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