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A Study on the Sentence-final Particle LE in Modern Chinese: 
The Relationship Between the Semantic Focus and the Acceptability of 

Sentences Containing the Sentence-final Particle LE 
 

DENG Yuyang 
 

This paper holds that the acceptability of sentences containing the sentence-final particle 

LE is subject to many factors, one of which is the semantic focus. For example, the 

phenomenon of “focus grabbing” will greatly reduce the acceptability of sentences 
containing the sentence-final particle LE. This paper will discuss the acceptability of 

sentences containing the sentence-final particle LE from the perspective of semantic 

focus. 
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