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L2 Acquisition of Chinese Lexicon by Korean Speaking Learners
Zhao Yang

Abstract A large number of Korean words are loan words from Chinese. These loan words
form various relations with their Chinese counterparts in pronunciation form and meaning which
affect Korean learners in their acquisition of Chinese lexicon. Based on previous studies this pa—
per examines the acquisition of different types of Chinese words by Korean learners. The words in
question in terms of relations with their Korean counterparts fall into the following types:
equiforms homographs heterographs and synonyms. The result of a multiple-choice test indicates
that the similarities and differences between a Korean word and its Chinese counterpart have sig—
nificant influence on 1.2 Chinese lexicon acquisition which can be accounted for in terms of L1
transfer lexical acquisition model and frequency of occurrence.
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