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1. Introduction*

In second language acquisition (SLA), cross-linguistic differences between 

the L1 and L2 can cause difficulty for learners. In this study, we examined L2-

acquisition of a property which is completely absent in the learners’ L1. In this 
case, learners will have to acquire the additional property through positive 

evidence in naturalistic input and/or negative evidence in an instructed 

environment, and incorporate it into their Interlanguage grammar. In our case, 

the linguistic property is not being taught in language classrooms, and therefore 

learners can only obtain the relevant evidence from naturalistic input.

The case we examine is L1-Mandarin L2-English learners acquiring the 

scope readings of English sentences containing a universal quantifier in subject 

position and sentential negation. Such English sentences are scopally ambiguous, 

as illustrated in (1).

(1) Every horse did not jump over the fence.

Surface scope (every>not): For every horse, that horse did not jump over 

the fence.

Inverse scope (not>every): It is not the case that every horse jumped over 

the fence.

Native English speakers allow both surface-scope (every>not) and inverse-

scope (not> every) readings. On the surface-scope reading, (1) is true only in a 

context where every horse failed to jump, i.e., no horse jumped; but on the 

inverse-scope reading, (1) is also true in a context where some horses jumped 

while others did not. In contrast, Mandarin is a scope-rigid language, which 

allows only the surface-scope reading (Aoun & Li, 1989, 1994; Huang, 1982). 

Therefore, for L1-Mandarin L2-English learners to acquire English inverse 

scope, they need to rely on positive evidence in their surrounding environment; 

more specifically, the relevant positive evidence would include the use of 

sentences such as (1) in contexts in which only the inverse-scope reading is true. 

However, due to negative L1-transfer, L1-Mandarin L2-English learners may

initially assign only the surface-scope reading to (1).
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While there have been several prior SLA studies of scope in sentences 

containing two quantifiers (e.g. A shark attacked every pirate) (Marsden, 2009; 

Scontras, Polinsky, Tsai & Mai, 2017), universal quantifier-negation scope 

interactions have received very little attention in L2 literature. There have been 

many L1-acquisition studies on universal quantifier-negation scope interactions 

in both English (Musolino, Crain & Thornton, 2000; Musolino & Lidz, 2006) 

and Mandarin (Zhou & Crain, 2009; Fan, 2017), but to the best of our 

knowledge, there has not been any prior work on L2-acquisition of this scope 

configuration.

Therefore, this study is intended to fill this gap by testing L1-Mandarin L2-

English learners on English universal quantifier-negation scope interactions. The 

results can be compared with the results of prior studies on double-quantifier 

scope, and therefore help create a more complete picture of the L2-acquisition of 

scope in general.

2. Literature Review

2.1. Scope in English

As shown in (1), English universal quantifier-negation sentences are 

ambiguous. According to Fox (1998), the two readings result from the relative 

positions of the two scope-bearing elements at LF (Logical Form). If LF 

corresponds to surface structure, then the QP every horse scopes over the 

negation and thus we have the surface-scope reading. In order to derive the 

inverse-scope reading, the QP every horse undergoes covert lowering (Fox, 

1998) from its surface subject position back to its VP internal subject position at 

LF, which places it within the scope of negation (see (2)).

(2) [IP ___ [IP did [NegP not [VP every horse jump over the fence]]]]

Experimental results with adult English native speakers have confirmed the 

availability of both surface-scope and inverse-scope readings. Musolino et al. 

(2000) and Musolino & Lidz (2006) found that both readings of sentences like 

(1) were equally accessible to native English-speaking adults (unlike to young 

children).

2.2. Scope in Mandarin

In contrast to English, Mandarin is a scope-rigid language with no

availability of inverse scope (Aoun & Li, 1989; 1994; Huang, 1982). The 

rigidity is described via Huang’s Isomorphic Principle: the c-commanding 

relation between the two scope-bearing elements at the surface level is the only 

scopal relation possible between these two elements. With regard to universal 

quantifier-negation scope interactions, Zhou & Crain (2009) and Fan (2017)
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examined Mandarin equivalents of (1) (as in (3)), and found that adult speakers 

access only the surface-scope reading, consistent with the theoretical literature.

(3) Měipǐ mǎ dōu méiyǒu tiàoguò        líbā.

every-CL horse all not jump over   fence

“Every horse didn’t jump over the fence.”

Fan (2017) tested adult and child Mandarin native speaker groups on 

sentences like (3). The results showed that adults only accepted the surface-

scope readings and completely rejected the inverse-scope readings. Zhou & 

Crain (2009) tested Mandarin adult native speakers with Mandarin bi-clausal 

sentences with an affirmative clause in front of the universal quantifier-negation 

sentence (see (4)). They found that in this configuration, adults also failed to 

access the inverse-scope readings (0% acceptance).

(4) Měigè nǚhái dōu   chīle bīngqílín, dànshì   měigè    nǚhái
every-CL girl all     eat-ASP ice cream,  but every-CL  girl

dōu méiyǒu chī     yào.

all not eat     pills

“Every girl ate an ice cream, but every girl didn’t take pills.”

2.3. Scope in Adult SLA

As discussed in the previous sections, experimental studies have confirmed 

that adult English native speakers can access both surface-scope and inverse-

scope readings, while adult Mandarin native speakers only allow surface-scope 

readings. Therefore, L1-transfer should lead adult L1-Mandarin L2-English 

learners to initially disallow inverse scope; however, they may be able to learn 

that English has inverse scope when they encounter English sentences like (1) in 

scenarios that match only the inverse-scope but not the surface-scope reading.

To the best of our knowledge, there has not been any study testing L1-

Mandarin L2-English learners on English quantifier and negation scope, but

such studies have been done with L1-Korean L2-English speakers (Chung, 2012;

Lee, 2009). Lee (2009) tested L1-Korean L2-English learners on both English 

universal quantifier-negation interactions (e.g. Every kid didn’t feed the doves in 
the park) and negation-universal quantifier interactions (e.g. Cindy didn’t light 
every candle last night). In English, the surface-scope reading corresponds to

every>not when the universal quantifier is in subject position (None of the kids 

fed the doves in the park) and to not>every when the quantifier is in object 

position (Cindy didn’t light all the candles, but maybe lighted some). However, 

in Korean, both sentence types have the every>not reading on surface scope, 

since Korean has SOV order, so the every-NP precedes, and scopes over, 

negation, regardless of whether it is the subject or the object.  Lee found that 

advanced learners performed in a target-like manner on both types of sentences. 
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However, the low-proficiency learners were affected by negative L1-transfer: 

they accepted the inverse-scope reading (not>every) significantly less than 

English native speakers with universal quantifier-negation sentences, and they 

assigned only the every>not reading (i.e., the reading that corresponds to inverse 

scope in English, but to surface scope in Korean) to negation-universal 

quantifier sentences. Chung (2012) also tested L1-Korean L2-English learners 

on negation-universal quantifier scope. As in Lee (2009), Chung’s advanced 

learners also performed similarly to English native speakers, while low-

proficiency learners did not. The results of the two studies show that advanced 

L1-Korean L2-English learners are able to overcome negative L1-transfer and 

acquire English scope.

There have also been some studies testing L1-Mandarin speakers on 

English double-quantifier scope (Chu et al., 2014; Scontras et al., 2017). Chu et 

al. (2014) tested L1-Mandarin L2-English learners in Taiwan on English double-

quantifier sentences like Someone dropped every plate, which is ambiguous 

between a surface-scope reading (there existed a person who dropped every 

plate) and an inverse-scope reading (each plate was dropped by a possibly

different person). English native speaker controls showed a dis-preference 

towards the inverse-scope readings relative to the surface-scope ones; this 

preference for surface scope (but with inverse scope still available) has also been 

found in a number of psycholinguistic studies on the processing of double-

quantifier sentences by native English speakers (Anderson, 2004; Kurtzman & 

MacDonald, 1993; Tunstall, 1998). For instance, Anderson (2004), in a self-

paced reading task with English native speakers, found the participants read 

double-quantifier sentences more slowly within contexts that disambiguated in 

favor of the inverse-scope reading compared to those that disambiguated in 

favor of the surface-scope reading. The explanation was that the covert 

movement required to derive the inverse scope reading generates processing 

costs. With regard to the L1-Mandarin L2-English learners, unlike previous 

studies with L1-Korean L2-English learners (Chung, 2012; Lee, 2009), Chu et al.

found that even advanced learners had difficulty accessing the inverse-scope 

readings and rejected the sentences in contexts supporting the inverse-scope 

readings. Another relevant study is that of Scontras et al. (2017), who tested 

both English and Mandarin double-quantifier sentences like A/One shark 
attacked every pirate with English-dominant Mandarin heritage speakers. 

Though English was their dominant language, Mandarin heritage speakers were 

possibly still affected by Mandarin and failed to access the inverse-scope 

readings as much as English native speakers did; however, they were more 

accepting than Mandarin native speakers of inverse scope in Mandarin. In sum, 

Chu et al. (2014) and Scontras et al. (2017) showed that L1-Mandarin speakers 

have difficulty acquiring English inverse-scope, even at advanced English 

proficiency.

Marsden (2009) conducted a study with two groups of learners, adult L1-

Korean and L1-English L2-Japanese learners, on Japanese double-quantifier 

sentences. Korean and Japanese behave similarly in terms of double-quantifier 
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scope: in the canonical SOV word order there is only the surface-scope reading, 

and in the scrambled OSV word order the sentences are ambiguous between the

surface-scope and inverse-scope readings. Therefore, there should be positive 

L1-transfer for L1-Korean L2-Japanese learners but negative L1-transfer for L1-

English L2-Japanese learners. The results confirmed this hypothesis, since only 

some advanced L1-English L2-Japanese learners were able to overcome 

negative L1-transfer, whereas L1-Korean L2-Japanese learners mastered 

Japanese double-quantifier scope even at low L2 proficiency. The results of 

Marsden (2009) thus indicated that scope preferences are subject to transfer.

This in turn suggests that the difficulty the L1-Mandarin L2-English learners in 

Chu et al. (2014) experienced with English inverse scope might be due to 

negative L1-transfer.

3. Research Question

Since there has not been much research on L2 acquisition of universal 

quantifier-negation scope interactions, and none at all with adult L1-Mandarin 

L2-English learners, this study intended to fill this gap by testing adult L1-

Mandarin L2-English learners’ knowledge of English universal quantifier-
negation scope. In addition, since Musolino et al. (2000) and Musolino & Lidz 

(2006) found that the inverse-scope reading in universal quantifier-negation 

scope sentences is equally accessible to the surface-scope one for English native 

speakers, L1-Mandarin L2-English learners presumably receive positive 

evidence of the availability of inverse scope via naturalistic input, and thus 

should be able to acquire inverse scope in this configuration. Our research 

question is therefore as follows: Can adult L1-Mandarin L2-English learners 
acquire English universal quantifier-negation scope, specifically, can they 
access inverse as well as surface scope, despite negative L1-transfer?

4. Method

4.1. Task

The method was a Context-based Acceptability Judgment Task, in which 

participants rated each sentence on a scale from 1 (totally unacceptable) to 4

(totally acceptable) in the context of a short story accompanied by a picture.

There are two types of contexts (see Table 1): (1) the “None” context, in which 

none of the individuals took action; and (2) the “Partial” context, in which only 

some of the individuals took action.
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Table 1. Sample Contexts

“None” Context: Evan had a 
group of sheep on his farm. One 
day, he wanted to train them to 
jump over a fence, but the fence 
was too high so no sheep was able 
to jump over it.

“Partial” Context: There were four 
sheep eating grass on the field. Two of 
them wanted to eat the grass on the other 
side of the fence, so they jumped over. 
The other two stayed at the original side 
of the fence.

Consider the sentence in (1), repeated as (5) below. On the surface-scope 

reading, (5) is true only in the “None” context, in which no sheep jumped; but 
on the inverse-scope reading, (5) is true in both the “None” context and the 
“Partial” context, where two out of four sheep jumped (so not every sheep did). 

Therefore, since both surface-scope readings and inverse-scope readings of (5) 

should be available to English native speakers, they should accept (5) in both 

context types. The “Partial” context is key to determining whether L2-learners 

have access to the English inverse-scope reading as well.

(5) Every horse did not jump over the fence.

Surface scope (every>not): For every horse, that horse did not jump over 

the fence.

Inverse scope (not>every): It is not the case that every horse jumped over 

the fence.

Each scenario was paired with four different sentence types, two targets and 

two controls. Two of the sentence types were the target structure with universal 

quantifier-negation interactions, with two different quantifiers, all and every,

respectively. The other two sentence types contained the quantifiers no and some,

respectively, and served as controls, since they were either unambiguously true 

or unambiguously false in each context (see Table 2). It was predicted that 

English native speakers would accept all-neg and every-neg items in both the 

“None” and the “Partial” contexts; acceptance rates may be higher in the “None” 
context (where the sentences are true on surface scope) than the “Partial” 
context (where the sentences are true only on inverse scope). In particular, with 

regard to all-neg, if all is interpreted collectively, then acceptance rates should 

be lower in the “Partial” context, which requires a distributive interpretation.
With regard to the items with no, English native speakers should accept 

them only in the “None” context, since the sentence is unambiguously true in 
this context and unambiguously false in the “Partial” context. As for the some 
items, they are logically true in both contexts; however, they are somewhat 

underinformative in the “None” context (“Some sheep did not jump over the 

fence” is underinformative, since in fact all the sheep failed to jump – cf. Grice

1989 on the scalar implicature relationship between some and all).
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Table 2. Sample Target Sentences from the English experiment, with 

predictions for English Native Speakers’ Performance

Sample Target Items
“None” 
Context

“Partial” 
Context

all-neg: All the sheep did not jump over the fence. � �
every-neg: Every sheep did not jump over the fence. � �
no: No sheep jumped over the fence. � �
some: Some sheep did not jump over the fence. ?� �

Note: �: acceptable; �: unacceptable

The four sentence types were distributed across four lists using a Latin-

square design; within each list, each sentence occurred with both contexts, five

tokens per context/sentence mapping. Each list thus contained 40 target items, as 

well as 60 fillers. The fillers tested participants on unrelated phenomena, such as 

scalar implicatures with numeral NPs (e.g. Two triangles were colored with a 

picture showing three triangles that have been colored.).

In addition to being tested on English sentences, L1-Mandarin L2-English 

learners were also tested on the corresponding Mandarin sentences (see Table 3).

Mandarin all-neg and every-neg items, contrary to English ones, should be 

considered as unacceptable in the “Partial” context. Learners’ judgments in 
Mandarin were used as the baseline for their performance in English.

Table 3. Sample Target Sentences from the Mandarin experiment, with 

predictions for Mandarin Native Speakers’ Performance

Sample Target Items
“None” 
Context

“Partial” 
Context

all-neg: Suǒ yǒu de yáng dōu méi yǒu tiào guò lí bā.
“All the sheep did not jump over the fence.”

� �

every-neg: Měi zhī yáng dōu méi yǒu tiào guò lí bā.
“Every sheep did not jump over the fence.”

� �

no: Méi yǒu rèn hé yī zhī yáng tiào guò lí bā.
“No sheep jumped over the fence.”

� �

some: Yǒu yī xiē yáng méi yǒu tiào guò lí bā.
“Some sheep did not jump over the fence.”

?� �

Note: �: acceptable; �: unacceptable

4.2. Procedure

There was one testing session for English native speakers and two testing 

sessions for L1-Mandarin L2-English learners. The English native speakers 

completed the English version of the acceptability judgment task and a language 

background questionnaire. The L1-Mandarin L2-English learners completed the 

English version of the acceptability judgment task, a language background 

questionnaire and an English proficiency test in the first session. To prevent 
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their Mandarin results from being affected by their English judgments, they 

completed the Mandarin version of the acceptability judgment task two weeks 

later, in the second session. The whole study was implemented via the online 

survey tool Survey Gizmo.

4.3. Participants

The participants were 32 English native speakers and 40 L1-Mandarin L2-

English learners. All participants were recruited in the U.S. The L1-Mandarin 

L2-English learners completed a multiple-choice English cloze test to determine 

their English proficiency. The cloze test contained 40 multiple-choice items, and 

for each item, the participants had to choose the best answer out of three. The 

same test was used in Ionin & Montrul (2010), who found that it was reliable 

(Cronbach α= 0.817). Since Ionin & Montrul found that native English speakers 
performed at ceiling on this test, we did not administer the cloze test to our 

English control group. The learners had an average score of 33.43 out of 40 

(Range: 25-38; SD: 3.17) and were thus considered to be intermediate-to-

advanced English learners.

5. Results

Figures 1 through 3 show the descriptive results of the English native 

speakers with the English task, L1-Mandarin L2-English learners with the 

English task, and L1-Mandarin L2-English learners with the Mandarin task, 

respectively. In the English task, English native speakers allowed the inverse-

scope readings of all-neg and every-neg items more than L1-Mandarin L2-

English learners did, as evidenced by their ratings of all-neg and every-neg
items in the “Partial” context being higher than the learners’. In the Mandarin 

task, L1-Mandarin L2-English learners also rated Mandarin all-neg and every-
neg items lower in the “Partial” context than in the “None” context, and their 
ratings of those sentences in the “Partial” context were also lower than their 
corresponding ratings in the English task. As for no and some control items, the 

three sets of results patterned the same: all participants considered no items to be 

acceptable only in the “None” context, and some items to be more acceptable in 

the “Partial” than the “None” context (most likely due to scalar implicature, as 
discussed above). The fact that learners performed very differently on the items 

with some (greater acceptance in the “Partial” context) than on items with all 
and every, as well as no (greater acceptance in the “None” context) provided 
evidence that learners were paying attention to the task, and didn’t simply prefer 
the “None” context for some extra-linguistic reason.
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The judgment task data were analyzed using the Cumulative Link Mixed 

Model (Christensen, 2015) in R. Only data from the target categories (all-neg
and every-neg) were included in the model. Two models were run. The first one 

(Model 1) analyzed the data of both English native speakers and L1-Mandarin 

L2-English learners on the English task; the second one (Model 2) analyzed the 

data of L1-Mandarin L2-English learners on both the English and the Mandarin 

tasks. The fixed effects in Model 1 were quantifier (all and every; 2 levels), 

context (2 levels) and group (native speakers and learners; 2 levels); while the 

fixed effects in Model 2 were quantifier (all and every; 2 levels), context (2 

levels) and language (English and Mandarin; 2 levels). In each model, the 

random effects were participants, items and lists.

Table 4. Model 1 Output Results

estimate std. error z value p value

quantifier -1.0459 0.2481 -4.217 <.0001 *

context -4.8459 0.2867 -16.908 <.0001 *

group -0.5919 0.3573 -1.656 0.0976

quantifier*context 0.9314 0.3471 2.683 <.01 *

quantifier*group 0.6758 0.3486 1.939 0.0526

context*group 2.3404 0.3616 6.472 <.0001 *

quantifier*context*group -0.0301 0.4742 -0.064 0.9493

Note: * indicates p<.05

In terms of Model 1 output (see Table 4), there was a significant effect of 

quantifier and context, but no significant effect of group. Since there were 

significant interactions of “quantifier and context” and “context and group”, we 
ran pairwise comparisons on Model 1 output using the lsmeans function in R 

(Lenth, 2016).

        

Table 5. Model 1 Pairwise Comparison Results

Pair Estimate P-value

all, none, native > all, partial, native 2.5055 <.0001 *

every, none, native > every, partial, native 1.6042 <.0001 *

all, none, learner > all, partial, learner 4.8459 <.0001 *

every, none, learner > every, partial, learner 3.9145 <.0001 *

all, none, native = all, none, learner -0.5919 0.7155

every, none, native = every, none, learner 0.0839 1.0000

all, partial, native > all, partial, learner 1.7486 <.0001 *

every, partial, native > every, partial, learner 2.3942 <.0001 *

all, none, native = every, none, native 0.3702 0.8035

all, partial, native = every, partial, native -0.5311 0.1898

all, none, learner > every, none, learner 1.0459 <.001 *

all, partial, learner = every, partial, learner 0.1145 0.9998

Note: * indicates p<.05
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In the pairwise comparison results (see Table 5), both English native 

speakers and L1-Mandarin L2-English learners rated English all-neg and every-
neg items significantly lower in the “Partial” context than in the “None” context. 
However, learners’ ratings of those items in the “Partial” context were also 
significantly lower than those of English native speakers, which indicated that 

learners did not accept English inverse scope as much as English native speakers 

did. With regard to all vs. every, native English speakers did rate every
sentences numerically higher than all sentences in the “Partial” context, 
consistent with all preferring a collective interpretation; however, this difference 

did not reach significance. Interestingly, in the “None” contexts, the learners 

rated sentences with all significantly higher than those with every, perhaps 

because they considered it to be a particularly good match for the picture.

Table 6. Model 2 Output Results

estimate std. error z value p value

quantifier -0.9863 0.2469 -3.995 <.0001 *

context -4.6398 0.2841 -16.330 <.0001 *

language 1.2250 0.3497 3.503 <.001 *

quantifier*context 0.8701 0.3461 2.514 <.05 *

quantifier*language -0.0967 0.4268 -0.226 0.8209

context*language -2.2900 0.4521 -5.065 <.0001 *

quantifier*context*language -0.1282 0.6009 -0.213 0.8310

Note: * indicates p<.05

In terms of Model 2 output (see Table 6), there was a significant effect of 

quantifier, context and language. There were also significant interactions of 

“quantifier and context” and “context and language”, so we ran pairwise 
comparisons on Model 2 output.

Table 7. Model 2 Pairwise Comparison Results

Pair Estimate P-value

all, none, English > all, partial, English 4.6398 <.0001 *

every, none, English > every, partial, English 3.7697 <.0001 *

all, none, Mandarin > all, partial, Mandarin 6.9297 <.0001 *

every, none, Mandarin > every, partial, Mandarin 6.1878 <.0001 *

all, none, English < all, none, Mandarin -1.2250 <.05 *

every, none, English < every, none, Mandarin -1.1283 <.001 *

all, partial, English > all, partial, Mandarin 1.0649 <.01 *

every, partial, English > every, partial, Mandarin 1.2898 <.01 *

all, none, English > every, none, English 0.9863 <.01 *

all, partial, English = every, partial, English 0.1162 0.9997

all, none, Mandarin > every, none, Mandarin 1.0830 <.05 *

all, partial, Mandarin = every, partial, Mandarin 0.3411 0.9769

Note: * indicates p<.05
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In the pairwise comparison results (see Table 7), L1-Mandarin L2-English 

learners rated both English and Mandarin all-neg and every-neg items 

significantly lower in the “Partial” context than in the “None” context. However, 
the ratings of all-neg and every-neg items in the “Partial” context were 
significantly higher in English than in Mandarin (with the opposite pattern in the 

“None” context), which indicates that learners considered the inverse-scope 

reading to be more acceptable in English than in Mandarin.

6. Discussion

First, unlike Musolino et al. (2000) and Musolino & Lidz (2006), we found 

that English native speakers showed a dis-preference for the inverse-scope 

readings, as has also been found in multiple studies on double-quantifier 

sentences with English native speakers (Anderson, 2004; Kurtzman & 

MacDonald, 1993; Tunstall, 1998). Though there has not been any processing 

study done with universal quantifier-negation scope interactions, it is possible 

that in this sentence type, inverse scope also results in extra processing cost. 

However, it is not clear why inverse scope was more readily available to English 

native speakers in Musolino et al. (2000) than in our study, given that the same 

sentence type was examined.

As for L1-Mandarin L2-English learners, the results overall showed that 

even advanced learners failed to perform in a target-like manner with English 

all-neg and every-neg sentences: while native speakers also dispreferred the 

inverse-scope readings of these sentences, they accepted the sentences in the 

“Partial” context significantly more than the L2-learners. In this regard, our 

findings differ from prior findings from advanced L1-Korean L2-English 

learners, who were found to be quite target-like with respect to inverse scope 

(Chung, 2012; Lee, 2009). At the same time, the learners in our study still 

accepted inverse scope in English significantly more than they did in Mandarin. 

This indicates that English inverse scope is a difficult property for L1-Mandarin 

L2-English learners to fully acquire, and that our participants may still be in the 

process of acquiring it. Our findings are very much in line with the findings of 

Chu et al. (2014) with double-quantifier sentences.

Looking at our results alone, we cannot be absolutely certain that the 

rejection of inverse-scope readings is due to negative transfer from Mandarin, vs.

to a general preference for surface scope that may exist regardless of the L1. 

However, as discussed earlier, Marsden (2009) found that L1-transfer does play 

a role in the acquisition of scope interactions. This indirectly suggests that our 

findings are due to negative L1-transfer.

Since our results as well as those in Chu et al. (2014) show that advanced 

adult L1-Mandarin L2-English learners fail to acquire English inverse scope, 

future studies should examine the source of this difficulty. One possible reason 

for why inverse scope is so difficult to acquire may be the fact that even English 

native speakers disprefer the inverse-scope reading. It is possible that the 

relevant positive evidence (i.e., occurrence of the target sentence type in a 

context that matches only the inverse-scope reading) is relatively infrequent. 
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This may be a situation where learners need explicit instruction in order to learn 

the relevant interpretation (cf. Montrul 2001, who suggests that in cases where 

naturalistic positive evidence is insufficient, explicit instruction may be needed 

for learners to succeed).

7. Conclusion

In this study, we tested intermediate-to-advanced L1-Mandarin L2-English 

learners on English universal quantifier-negation scope interactions. The results 

showed that even advanced learners failed to fully acquire English inverse scope, 

suggesting that English inverse scope is a difficult linguistic property for L1-

Mandarin L2-English learners. More research should be done both to understand 

why English inverse scope is particularly difficult for this group of learners, and 

to determine how to help them overcome negative L1-transfer.
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