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ABSTRACT . .
:Thefmore recénﬁ”view;of‘lénguage‘and~languagellearning
offered by généféfiQ§ gramma; has called into"queStion"the
,vqonffastiQe analyéis hypothesis. The purpgsé of this StHdM i$
to géthertempiriégl evidence through an error énalySis of the
~--interlanguage éf speakers of a source language thdf iS,
fundamentally different-from the targef languagé being
léarnea,‘namely, speakers . of Chinése learnihg English as a
:Vsecohdélanguage_(ESL), Four syntactigﬂgggés in Ehglish are -
found to havevmajor contrasts with Chinese and foﬁr levels of
difficult& are poStulated. On the bésié of thé investigator's
knowledge and experience as-an ESL learner as well és an ESL —
teaéher and on the basis of currentﬁthéoretical insights, it
. is hypofhesized (1) that, to adult Chinese. speakers, the
léarning of a comﬁletely unrelated language like English.
‘presents numerous difficulties‘traceablé to interference from
éhinese; (25 that this interference from the source language
decreases with levels of learning; (3) that in the four
syntactic areas contrasted, English vérbs,Aarticles,
prepositions and word order present a descending order éf
difficulty; and (&) that interference from the target- language
increases With levels of learning.
fhese‘hypotheses were tested égainst data cqllectedvby an
uncontrolled elicitation technique. The‘data were examined
through an érror anaiysis éf the linguiétfc'productions of

nine Chinese ESL students who represent three levels of

iii e A



i-learnlng. The results of a qualltatlve and quantltatlve

.~ analysis of the errors. supported hypotheses (1), {(2) and (4)

1n that, for the sample. under investivatlon, the 1nterlingual
,interference,did'present numerous difficulties, and that the
iearners’ interlingual errors did decrease whiie their
intralingual errors_increased with ievels:of»learning.‘
Hypothesis (3)~was1partially‘Shbstanfiafed in that while the
. _verb was the most and word order was the least problematic
area, the article and the prepOSitioh showed little dlfference
in the degree of dlfficulty.

In relation to the Chinese ESL students investigated,
the above results indicate the followlng
1. An a priori contrastive analySis pré@es valuable in
locating and”explaining problem areas. The phenomenon of
~ objective linguistic difficulty is real;and‘must.he'recognized
in a second language learning theory. | Q
2. An a‘pos%eriori.erfor analysis provides data for verifying
oontrastiVe“anaiysis and‘supplements it by revealingierrors
not predioted.ggontraStive analysis and error analysis have
to be'jointly considered and employed for a‘better
understanding and a more efficient treatment of difficulties
inlsecond language learning.
3. Clear inter- and intralingual errors indicate -that first
ilanguage {?Z%sfef, overgeneraiization‘and rule simplification
are Fhe learning strategies enployed. |

4, There is variability in the interlanguage of both ' N

iv



individuais and- groups. sttematiciéfh;ﬁmthe interlahguage
lies in Fhe recgrring patferns'bf inter- and intrélingual
errors found\iﬁ the linguistic productiodns.
Whileftheydaté collected did suppor? the main hypotheses
propoUnded,\the resultS'are to be interpreted in terms of the V/'?
- —

strictly deflned populatlon as/well as the relatively small

sample used. The findings, th ugh 11m1ted in generalizability,

haye practlcal significance and they warrant further research.

For further research.'é?éeplicationAof this study is
suggested, preferably by a résearcﬁ team, on a larger scale
‘and with inferential Statiéﬁacs.lln general, more contrastive
error analysis stuéies on aflarger scale involving more
languages, typologically reiated as well as unrelated, and in
diverse learning éontexts and situations; arebdesirable SO0
thatimore cumuiativekdata-basgd evidence will pave thelway
for the foundation of a viable theory of secénd language

learning and teaéhing, which is the concern and preoccupation

of current research in applied linguistics. -
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CHAPTER 1 o .

. . INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

1. Introduction ’ | | :

In this chapte;,_the»r?%iénale'for this study, the
approach, the pufposes} the‘underlﬁing assumptions, and theﬁ
défiﬁitiaﬁ Ofvtﬁe terms used as well as the limitations are
stated.

1.1. Statement of the Problem

_vﬂRecentiresearch in épplied linguisticsThés witneséed a
resurgence of active fnterést in the éontrastive analysis
hypothesfs which pas had its scope widened ésﬁeqially in
connection with the two new activé fields of,reéearch in
second~langqagé learning, namely, error analysis.and

interlanguage.‘Transformational generative grammar, w%th its

/
-

alternative view of language and 1anguageflearning, has
revivéd old questions and posed new ones as well as brought
about a shiftAof focus and direction in }esearqh actiiities.
What seemed to be accepted tenets and prevailing axidmé during -
the era of audiolingualism in the fifties and sixties have
been called in'queétiénﬁand made céntrqversiai'once again} Qt

least theoretiCally.,Thé hypothesis of'cbntrastive anéiysis{

among others, is one main issue. Arguments, views and

empirical evidence put forward regarding this ‘issue are
diverse ranging from those supporting the strong version to

those in favbf-of the weaker ones. A review of recent



literature on this issuerindieatgs—tha%~a4grewing'ﬁumberwof
people have argued for increasingly weaker versions‘of.the
Qypdihesis (Gradman, 1971a:Richards, 1971a; Wardhaugh,‘197d)ﬁ
There are proponents who mainfain'that few or none of the
erfors second lapguage leérners make can be predicted or

explained on the basis. of a contrg§the analysis  (Dulay and

sy

Sl

Burt, 1974; Oller, 1979). |
‘Argumentsﬁand views which are adequate 1ogica11y may riot
; be so émpirically. Applied linguistiés needs a sound foundation
in_eﬂbirical data. One can nevér overemphasize the impartance
of empirical evidence from data—orienfed research in an. applied
field like second 1anguage’1éarning and teaching, espéciaily
if the field is to establish itself as an‘ingfpendent
diseipline having autonomy and a wisdom of its own. Data-
briented research studies which do yield findings regarding
the contrastlve analy31s hypothes1s. however, have almost
1nvar1ab1y dealt with Indo- European languages like Engllsh
French, German, Spanlsh Itallan and Russian. Studles
involving uncommon languages like Chinése have been ratheri
' scanty and sparse. An 1nvest1gat10n dealing with languages ‘
which are typologically diverse will undoubtedly con;ribute(i
more cumulaiive evidencé for a‘better,understaéding*of‘the;”
issue and shed further light on other _.issues which afe;
inextricably‘reléted to the new fields of érfor‘analjsisfanq

ihterlanguage in applied‘linguistics.-



weak.versions of the hypbthesis ahd associated with this,

1.2, The Purposes-of the Stu@y

ThlS study seeks to examine the contrastlve analy31s
hypothesis in relation to speakers:of a source language‘which“\
is fundamentally different from the target language being

learned, namely, adulﬁ speakers of Chinese learning_English

~as'a secand language (ESL). It seeks torinvestigate the issue

of the contrastive analysis hypothesis across three different
stages of learning, i.e. three levels of proficiency, through

analyzing errors in the linguistic productlons of the learners.

A Thls study is therefore an error analys1s of the lnterlanvuaﬁes

of ‘three groups of adult Chlnese ESL students at dlfferent
stages of learning and proficieney. On . the. theoretical side,
it seeks to provide further empirical'eﬁidence Witﬁ respect_‘»
to the Current'coptroversy on the validify of the)sfrong and

“

-on the nature of second language errors, second language

strateglés and the nature of interlanguage in relatlon to

- Chinese ESL students. Pragmatlcally. 1t attempts te identify

areas of English-grammar Wthh cause difficulties to adult
Chinese students of English, and to pr%vide an explanation
r , ) . T v

for the problem areas found.

This study is therefore both-a priofi and a posteriori

. in approach in that learning problems and, cénsequentlx, errors

hypethesized on the basis of contrastive study are tested

\

against .real errors made and collected in learning situations.

3
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It is hoped that the data w1ll yield flndings on the nature of
second language 1earn1ng strategies ‘and second language
learners' interlanguage,,ln relation to the subJects under
1nvest1gatlon, namely, adult Chinese speakers learnlng English
as a second language.

To achleve the abOveagoals, this study sets out to do
, thevaIIOW1ng: - ‘\{\ o D &
1. To study theAtypological\characteriStics of Chinese
and Engllsh syntax with a view to 1dent1fying areas of maJor y
contrast between the two ianguages-I | ) -
2 To propound hypotheses identifylng learnlng problems“
and, consequently, the errors expected based on the revealed
areas;of contrast and negative correspondences;

13.‘@0 select suitable subjects from'different stages of
learﬁing-and leyels of proficiency and collect‘representative
samples of/lnterlanguages using uncontrglled procedures
and techniques; ) B .

| b To identify, classify and analyze, qualitatively and

quantitatively. the errors actually made by'the subjects;

5.‘To test the hypotheses against the findings and discuss
the nature‘of the errors, the learning strategies and;the
interlanguage in relation to'adult'native Chinese‘speakers
learning English asva second language. ,
l 3. The HYQOthBSHS

In applied llngulstlcs the concept of dlfflculty and the

knowledge of the problem areas in- a second language learning .

-



situatioh, their magnitude aﬁdfCBUQGQ{ have beeﬁic;ﬁcial,
whétﬁer.it}is for pedééogical purposes as it was. in the
audiolinguai era or for;theory-building purposes as séems to 
be the preoccupatioh of current rlsearchers. Difficﬁlties can
have many causes, linguistlc as well as non-linguistic. The
interest of the present sé/;& is*focused on linguistic causes

- which stem from 1nterference from the first languag9, which is
interlingual. and from the second- language, which igs~
intralingual.‘Interlingual interference manifests itself in
errors which can be traced to the'use of cafegorieéﬁlgf
constructions. meanlngs and rules in. the learnerh; ;ource
language. Intralingual 1nterference is evident in errors whose
causes lie in the{inherent complexltles within the target
language itself such as its irregularities and asymmetry.

The following hypothéses are based on the gims‘stated
‘aboves | | -

1. To adult Chinése speakers, the learning of a
fundamentally different 1anguage llke Engllsh presents
enormous problems traceable to 1nterference from Chinese.

2. This interlingual interference is ev1dept in the
interlanguages of the subjectsfunder investigation though it
may vary in deg;ee with the stages of learning.

°”3,ﬁBased»onfé‘typolqgical‘gtudy of'thé’twd"Iaﬁguages in-
‘morpho-syntactic areas, the following are prabiems'farrehinese

1

ESL students, in descending order of difficultys

3
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(a) The English‘verb Sygtem

(b) The English article Sys%em

‘(¢) The English preposition system

‘(d) The placement of adverbials and modifiers.;f ,
b, Intfalingual interference is more evident in later
stages of learning at relatively higher levels of
proficieﬁcy. | | |

The above hypotheses can be put in terms of questions
addfessed in the followiﬁg—way:

1. Are interlingual errors a reality or a mfth in
relation to Chinese speakers learning English és a second
langdage? | - | “

2. If they are a reélity, what is their distribution
with respect to different.qtages of learning‘gg!lévels of
proficiency? | ’

| 3: Is a}priori detection of errorémpased on contrastive
analysis supported byba posteriori error analysis? ;

4. What is the distribution of intralingual errors with
respect to different stages of learning or levels of
proficiency?

1.4. Definitions and Assumptions A

~ In attempting to define the following terms used“in
relation to this study, I am aware of the fact that lack of
precise definitions in terminelogy is characteristic of a

developing field of study like second language learning.
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Applied Linguistics |
In a broader sense, applled llnguistics has: been defined

as "the application of the 1n51ghts. principles, methods Qr |

findings of linguistic science to_practicalulanguage‘prdblems*r

(Fergusoel 1971, p. 135). In this study, applied'lihguiéties
will’reger‘to the British and intefna?ional meaning'of the
term; namely, the field of‘second or foreign laﬁguage learning
and teaching. It ie a field which came into being ae a result
of fresh theoretical insights and of growing practical needs
during the era of structural linguistics and audiolingualism.
As it 1s,‘appiied:linguistics appears to be moving away from:
preoccupatidﬁ with practical pedagogy to concerne‘with"theory
building, with seekiﬁg explahations. rationales and capturing.
generali#=¥ions Undg}l&ing second language learning. This

study will place its focus on contragstive analysis, error

analysis and interlanguage - the three acti%e fields of current -

research — as research techniques for proyiding‘insightsrinto
the nature of second language leafning in relation to adult
Chinese ESL students. .
Contrastive Linguistics

Contrastive linguistics is also known as contfastiﬁe
analysis. It has been an important branch of applied
1inguistics and the major research paradigm in second language
investigation: The contrastive analyeis hypothesis has two

versions. The strong version states that most, if not all,

difficulties of the second language learner can be predicted
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by a systematic eontrastive anaiysis'and*teachingumatertals
and strategies can be dev;sed to meet these difficulties.

" The weak ver91on ciaima no more than ar explanatory role._
stating that a comparison‘!'EWeen the source: language and the
target 1anguage may help to explain the difficulties which

are ev1dent from the errors made by learners. 6ne main/purpose
of this study is to gather empirical ev1dence as to the
validity of either version with respect_to adult Chine%e
speaking ‘students learning English as a second languaget

_The Principle of Transfer - -

According to Selinker (1969), the notion of the transfer
of linguistic entities from one language to another is an
adaptation of the psychologist's concept of "transfer of
training.” This concept wasaéefined by Osgood (1953) as "the-f
effect of preceding activity upon the learning of a given
taak" (p.'520),_an§7by Ausube1'(1963) as "the impact of prior
experience upon current learning® (p. 28). Sélinkerr(1969)'
.’associates'"preceding activity" or prlor experience" w1th
the native language, and given task" or "current learning
(‘Wlth the second language. The theory of transfer, in its // |
simplest form, states that the iearning of a task is either
facilitatedior’impeded by the previous learning of another
task - depending on, among other things, the‘deéree bﬁ

similarity or difference between the two tasks. In the context

of the present study, language transfer refers to the

application of source language categories, meanings-and‘;ules

&



in the‘attenpted usefof the'target language being'learned:
The laws ofltransfer in=the context*of contrastive analysis
have been further dlscussed by Carroll (1968), JakobOV1ts
(1971) and James (1976).

Competence

Chomsky (1965) defines competence as "the underlying

- ‘system of rules that has been mastered by the speaker-hearer

and%that he puts to use in actual performance” (p. 4). It is

- the tacit and'intuitive knowledge of a language, the device

which enables a. speaker-hearer to understand ‘and produce an

infinite number of grammatical sentences. Grammar in this

respect ‘is taken to mean the composite‘set of rules inherent-.

- in a language system whlch constltutes th1s dev1ce. This

study examines the learner superf%rmance as related to hlS

ot
llngUISth competence. It assumes that if an element, category,
or construction ofla target language is‘consistently and

approprlately used in the speech and wr1t1ng of the learner,

_then it 1s part of hls percelved knowledge og\tke language and,

consequently, part of hlS evolv1ng and tran31t1bnal competence

in the target languaggf—}edagoglcally speaking, the task,of :
second language teaching is to:help'hu%ld up such a competence
in the student. 7 g ‘ ‘ﬁéﬁggi |
Performance ! 7

r Performance\is the actual use of language which though

based on llngulstlc competence, may involve non-linguistic or

extrallngulstlc factors such as lapses of memory, fatigue,
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distraction and ether—psyehologieal statesf eteeteraf While
-linguistic competence must necessarlly underlie performance,
it is only one factor. Ev%n Chomsky (1965) has. remarked that
"to study actual’ linguistlc performance, we must con51der
the 1nteraction of a variety of factors, of which the
‘underlying competence of the speaker ~hearer is only one"
(p. &), ‘
' The Chinese Language

By Chinese language is meant Mandarin Chinese,_the
‘standard Chinese that_educatedehinese speak and write
irrespectivefof the.dialects they use. It is‘also known as'
'Modern”Standard Chinese describedch§ Kratochvil (1968) as

pL

‘"the language the overwhelming maJority of educated Speakers
‘of all Chinese dialects share” (p. 19). In this study, the -
subjects under investigation'speak both Mandarin ChineSe and -
Cantonese dialects which are syntactically alike. According
to Chao (1968) "Cantonese and Mandarin differ grammatically
only in ‘minor pOints“ (p. vii)., Tang, Tung and Wu (1972)
‘maintain that though phonologically Chinese dialects may be'
"mutually unintelligible" syntactically they sharerthe same
‘rules (p. 66).
The English Language

The English language means the standard English that is

used by educated English speakerSeas formally correct and

acceptable, regardless of whether it is British o American
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English. In particular, the English of this study refers to — -

_ that spoken and written in British Columbia. s

Standard Language d - S . -

I}standard H&nggage is taken as one . whlch has attalned

. official recognltion in terms of hav1ng wrltt n grammatical

descrlptions in the language.

Source Language

- e (8

- =
By source language is meant the learner's natiVe language .

or mother tongue or first language, all of which have been

used 1nterchangeab1y. Halllday. McIntosh and Strevens (19659, .
‘define first language as a language "learnt by the child

before the age of instructlon. from parents and others lOOklng

lafter it, or from other chlldren" (p. 78). In th1s study, the -

‘source language refers to ﬁ%th Mandaf?n Chinese and Cantonese

spoken. by the subJects ‘As mentioned earller. Mandarin Chinese

‘and Cantonese are syntactically alike as they share the same

rules . )
Target Language~
By thls is meant the second language belng learngd

although it may ‘be the third or nth language learnt after the

' first language. In this study the subjects did_not have more

than one second language - and that is English.
Interlanguage o )

By 1nterlanguage is meant "the separate lingulstic system

based on the observable output which results from a learner’ s

attempted productlon of a target language norm” (Selinker,‘
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1972.ﬂp. 2227‘/Itmis also known as "approxiMative sgstem"

(Nemser, 19?1 P 115), "1diosyncrat1e dialect" (Corder*519?1b;;l

vp; 147), "1nterlingua" (James, 19?1). and "learner s language"g .

“(Hanzeli,19?5, p.:428). It is con31dered as "a dynamic.
rlinguistic system resulting from regular and systematic
Lapplication of rules, strategies and hypotheses" (Richards.
1978, p. 2) In other words. it is the language of the second
language or foreign language learner as ‘he progresses from
zero competence to near native speaker competence in the ‘7
target language‘f' | | |
Norm. - | : . ‘ -

The norm is the standard form of thellanguage‘used»by
native speakers. In the context of this study, utterances o
‘which are deéiant from the standard form will be considered
errors even though they do not agfect 1ntellig1§}lity or
v‘communication. - S T .
‘Errors, . - ;”' L - o

Errors are deviations from the'normrof'the“target
language'shether phonological; s&ntacticior semantic. Corder
’(1967) makes a distinction between "errors”, which are

’ systematic deviations from the target language revealing the

learner 8 tran51tional competence and "mistakes";'which are

the product of chance 01rcuﬁ‘tances or errors of performance

oW1ng to lapses of memory, inattention, fatigue. etcetera. and
- as such are unsystematic. According to Burt and Kiparsky (19?2)

" error making 1s a productive phenomenon during the language
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learning process. In this study 1t is assumed that a 51ngle

1nstance of a deviation is 1nsuff101ent to establish that
there exists a regularity or a set of rules in the learner 8
1nter1anguage. It may be a performance error, a mistake. We -/

can talk about the learner s rules only when we observe the

samer"error" occurring regularly. Errors, being the product

: £
of learning, aregconsideredvto reflect learning difficulties

“and theirﬁfrequency’to he proportionate to”thevdegree of
' difficulty. The well-formed utterances, on the other hand,

. are assumed to be evidence of an absence of'difficulty.

- -

Error Analysis f |

Richards (197Ib)defines the field of error analys1s as
"dealing with the differences,between the wayvpeople learning
a language speak, and the way'adult native speakers,of’the

language use the language" (p. 12). He=considers the study of

- such differences as essential in discussing second language

,learning which involves such questions as the causes of the

dev1ant behav1or and what inferences we can draw about the'

" learning strategies and psychological processes involved.

Interference

‘The" notion of the transfer of linguistic entities from

I~

-one language- to another has been-an- adaptatien of the
;pr¥ChOlong$JS conceptgofmtransfer‘offtraining, Based,cn/this

concept,.Weinreich (1964) has defined 1nterference as "those

instances of deviation from the norms of either language

which occur as a result of familiarity with more than one
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language" (p, 2).
Interlingual Errors
"This class. of errors 1is aiso known as errors of transfer
from the‘source.language,vér errors caused by ihterferencé .
of learners' first languagé..They reflect the structﬁfe of the
mother tongue. Appiyingfthé definition of intéfference given
above by Weinreich (1964), interlingual errors will refer toli
those instances of deviation frém'the ﬁorm‘of the target
' langhagé which occur gs a result of familiérity/with the
mother tqngue>or first lanéuage. They are errors made as a
result of the ué; or non-use of elements, structures and
;\meanings from the sourcé.language whilé speaking or Writing
the farget language at all linguistié levels. /
IntralingualrErfors | o
~These are errors which afe not caused by interference
from the language which is pre?ibusly'leafnedfsRichards

~ (1971a) describes these errors as those which reflect the
" ,

\ i " : ,
N égggral characteristics of rule learning such as faulty

; ' genepalizatiop, incgmplete application of rules, failure to
learn conditions under which rules appiy. and false concépts
hypotheéized. They do not reflect the structure of the mother
tongue  but generalizations based on ﬁaftiél expoéﬁre to the
target laﬁguage. This study willrconsider intralingual errors as
these whose source is in the inherent complexities of the

tafgé%\language such as its irregularities; inconsistency and
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asymmetry, resulting in confusion and mutual interference of
items. : |
Developmental Errors |

Richards (1971a)‘cohsiders these erroré as a subcategory
of ihtralingualﬁeprorsﬂ Theée errors "show the learnér's"
attempt to.buildjup hypotheses abdut thé'target language from
his limifed experience of it in the classrbom or textbook and
refiect his competence at a barticular transitional stage in
his learning process® (p. 206). Based on this explanation,
there seems to be little difference between intralingual and
‘develoﬁﬁental~errors.
Language Acquisition and Learning

Krashen (1976a and 1976b) proposes twokpossible‘systems
for second language performance: one "acquired”, and the other
"learned". He describes acquisition as a’subconséious natural
ﬁroéess of internal}ization of linguistic abilities that;‘
typically takes place in an iﬁformal setting without the
benefit of tbe teacher. Learning, on the other hand, is a
conscious prébess that typically occurs in formal claésfoom
situatidns. characterized by the presence of tﬁifion through
colléctive feedback and rule isolation. The 1anguagé situation
in this study is more of leafning than acquisition.
Linguistic Adult

This refers to "learners over the age of twelve or so after
which the critical period for language acquisition is said to

begin to atrophy and language learning becomes difficult and
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is likely to be incomplete, especially pheﬁelogically. This'
notion comes from Lenneberg (1967) and Krashen (1975) who e
Vclalm that for most adolescent and adult 1earners a natf;e-
sounding accent and full native-like competence even 1n synfax
and semantics may never be achieved after the onset of puberty
‘when the cr1tlca1 perlod in brain maturation has been passed
and a kind of plastlclty has been lost.
Learning Strategy

: ﬂaroﬁe. Fréuenfelder and Selinker (1976) define this as
"a process of rule- formatlon, a tentative hypothe31s which
the learner faorms about the nature\of the second language
which is tested and subsequently modified” (p. 99). For
instance, the strategy of language transfer using fifst
language rules in the target language expression is an active

1earning strategy especially at the initial stages of second

ianguage learning. Sampson and Richards (19?35 view learning

strategy as "the learner's organization of what he perceives"

(p. 22). L
1.5. Limitations of the Study

Second language learning is a highly intricate process
involving a complex,of variables, linguistie as weli as non-
linguistic such as pedagegical, physiological, neuro-
psychelogicsl and socio-cultural. This study focuses its
attention on fhe 1inguistic‘variable. The non-linguistic
variables affecting the subjects in this study are assumed to

have been held constant fo a reasonab1e'extent in that these‘\

N
.
~..
~

e
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subjectsrﬁereuéeléctéd from an appfoximétely homogeneous
group. ‘

The grammatical component focused on in'this st;dy is
syntax which, as the genérétive component, in a™grammar, is
considered as one central and érucial zimponeht to language
learning. As the study involves contrastive analysis, error
analysis and intefiagggiéi, the level of representation
considered moreprelevaht\is the surface structure which
cohstitgtes the language specifie rather thah the deep
structure wﬁich éonstitutes the language universals. Therefore,
-the main, though nof the exclusive, emphasis is on the - .
structures as they actually occur. .

This study doés not aftempt to provide a fuli:account of
the structural differences between Chinese and English. In
fact, a complete syntactic description of any language has
yet to be made, let alone a complete é&gtactic comparison of
any two languages which is only a th?gretical possibility. As
Nickel and:yagnef (1963) have putgi%}n“a coﬁpfehensive_.
contrastiv; énalysis presupposes exteﬁsive and detailed
individualrstudies. which are well beyond'the capacity_df a
single investigator" (p. 240). This is especially true of
languages which modérn linguists have not done much research
in. As seems to be the consensus, a more ;adest and realistic
goal would be a compilation of as.many observations as

possible on the divergences of the languages under

investigation. Therefore, within the constraints and scope
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-allowed, this study aims at delineating the typological

characteristics of Chinese and English and contrasting the

selected subsystems which are hypothesized‘aS‘the aréas
likely to cause the greatest difficulties and present the
most serious learning pfoblems. |

'No partlcular model of linguistic analySis is used for

.the description of these two unrelated languages as no

current model seems to be adequate and well suited to account
for all phenomena and aspeots of natural language (see Note 1)
Generative transformational\irammar. which is relativelyrmore.

adequate than previous models on account of its- greater

descriptive and explanatory poYer, is not exempt from
drawbacks of its own. One of its drawbacks remains a
preoccupation w1th’£orm atjthe egpense of‘communicative
function. | | 5 ‘ |

" For the purpose of tmis study. the learner's laneuage is
presented and described in terms of the language to be
learned. In-other words, English wnll serve as the reference
language to which Chinese and the learner S interlanguage

are compared and contrasted. In this way Chinese provides

A -standard for assessment. of redundancy in English. In order

to bring the contraSting features into focus. similarities

in the two languages will not be dealt with, assuming that

+difficulties for Chinese speakers haVe their sources 1in

areas which mark English as dlstinctly different -from
their source 1anvuage. As suggested by Di Pietro (1971)

"to make a contrastive analysis operational, contragts would
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have to be expressed as a series of conversions performed on

" - the source 1anguage in order to produce the forms of the goal

-
- \

Vlanguage" (p. 18).

The uncohtrolled ellcltatlon technlques used -in thls
study, while hav1ng their merlts. yielded mostly 31mple active:
,declaratlve sentences, leav1ng many expected categorles.
;structures and constructions unelicited among whlch would
almostfcertainly’have been more errors offihterlingual nature
had they been elicited through controlled technlques that
prompt them. The subjects seem to have a way of avoidlng the
use of elements, categor;es,and constructlons ‘whlch they are
not confident abOutrhandlihg. It appears that learners do ﬂavé"
'recourse to a sort'of.aVOidance strategy when performing in
the target language. This points to one limitation in the use
of uncontrolled elicitation techniques in particular and-in\the
use of error analysis in general. &

This study, as ‘is typlcal of most current research of
thls nature, begins with product-level data and reasons back
to cause of errors and the underlying strategies. As such it
~entails explanation of errors; But to pin down the precise
causes of errors inevitablj‘involves some speculating about”
the underlying psychological processes. In fact, the
explanation and classification>ofxtheir source categories
remain a vulnerable area of error anaiysis for which no

golution is envisaged.

-
o o~

This study'examines second language learning of a rather

EY

.
<

g T
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.étrictly defined pbpulatioﬁ, namely, adult native Chinese
speakers leafning English as a second‘language‘in'é formal
learning Situafion ;nd(eprséd to it outside the classroom. -
As such, the fiﬁdings Qil} be generalizable only to similar

populations under similar second léhguagejlearning situations"

N

only, unless findings from other and.further studies in second

language learning support the extension of these'findings to

. e

- other second language situations.: -
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 CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

2. iptrdducfion

Under review in this chapter are the three areé§_of
secend-language regearch,-nemely. contragtive analysis, error
analysis and interieggﬁaée, which constifute’ihe current
reeearch ;aradigm and new direcyions in second language
studies. In this study, they are viewed as three phases of
one goal — that of dealing with the problee of learning
difficulty and of providing insights into the nature of second
language learning -and as research techniques in the study
of second language learning. They are not conSidered as
antithetic rivals or as pedagogical panaceasin developing'
teaching materials and classroom procedures.
2.1, Contfagﬁive Analysis n

} . .
Contrastive analysis used to be the major field in

applied linguistics concerned ﬁith drawing the pedagogical
1mplications of structural differences and similarities
between languag:e. Its main objective was that of fac111tating
the learning of a second language. The literature of applied
1inguisticﬁ'dpring‘the fifties and sixties illustrates these
concerns. The changiqg-viewféfflghguage.qnq language learning
brought by generative grammar has bfoadenea the scope of

contraspive'analysis both in the direction of mote theoretical
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~objectives such as the search for linguistic universals in
typology and in the direction of psychoiiﬁguistics concerned

with the explanation of secondflanguége learning.

2.1.1. Historical Background

Althoughfthe influence of first language in learning a =

&

#
W

second language was known by such linguists and pionéers*iﬁﬁé&g‘;
- . * : - =
. ‘the field of second Yanguage learning as Henry Sweet, Harold
Palmer and Otto Jespersen, it was Lado (1957) who first
“articulated this common observation of practising teachers )
in-stating that
Q:..; individuals tend to transfer the forms
and meanings and the distribution of forms
and meanings of their native language and
culture to the foreign language and culture -
- both productively and receptively,... that
we can predict and describé the. patterns that
will cause difficulty in learning by comparing
systematically the language and culture to
- be learned with the native language and
culture... (p. 2).
With this statement the well-known contrastive analysis
hypothesis was established. Moreover, it was Fries (1948)
who first realized the pedagogicéllimplications of the
hypothesis, declaring that "the most effective materiais are
those that are based on a scientific description of the
language to be learned. carefully compared with a parallel
description of the native language of the learmer" (p. 13)
and thereby establishing contrastive analysis as an integral
component of the methodolegy of second language teaching..

This pronouncement confirmed the position of apﬁliqd
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linguistics in the Fries-Lado tradition which is also known
as audiolingualism. Meahwhile studies in bilinguglism like .
" those of Weinreich (1964) and Haugen (1953) reported
bilinguals®' linguistic distortions ashcorresponding to
differences in~the languageq/invplved. This supported the

claim and assumptions underlying the contrastive analysis
.hypothesis. It was regarded as an insightfui.d;scovery
applicable to-éecond‘language teaching and learning. Rivers
(1964) sees contrastive analysis as "the distinctive
contribution of the linguistic scientists, and the results

.of studles of these contrasts are 1ncorporated in the materlals
prepared for class and laboratory work" (p. 14). Strevens
(1965) makes a similar statement in saying that the most i
»appropriate materials for teééhing a language are thbse which
embody a bilingual ;omparison of the mother tongue and the
target 1anguage. bolitzer (1968) concurs in stating that
*perhaps the 1easf questioned or questionable application fbr

~ linguistics to language teaching is the contribution'ofr

w B

_contrastive studies® (p, 151).

Lado's Linguistics Acrosé Cultures (1957) thus became
the actual foundation charter and classic field manual of
contrastlve ana1y81s on the ba51s of whlch the whole
enterprlse of contrastlve 1inguist1cs was launched.rResearch
projects and regqlar publications of results in a number of
countries began to éppear among which were the well-known

5 1 .
Contrastive Studies Series sponsored by the Center for Applied
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Linguistics of the Modern Language Association (see Note 2}.
The body of literature in contrastlve analy51s is very large

as evident in many bibllographles (see Note 3) Many

Aconferences devoted to the f;eld of contrast;ve llngulstics

have been held throughout the world. Among'these conferences

are the Nineteenth Annual Round Tablé,Conférepce at

~ Georgetown University in 1968 (Alatis, Note k), the Second

International Conference of Applied Linguistics in Cambridge

in 1969 (Nickel, Note 5); the Pacific Conference on
Contrastive Llngulstlcs and Language Universals at the

: .Unlvers1ty of Hawall, Honolulu in 1971 (Whltman and JacksonL

Note 6); and the _Fourth Internatlonal Congress of Applled
Llngulstlcs in Copenhagen in.1972 (Nickel, Note ?)
2.1.2. The Strong Version

Contrastive analysis was placed on a pedestal and
unanimously acclaimed as a breakthrough and as a pedagogical
pénacea for all major problems in second languagevléafning

and teaching. The optimism which was genefated“ébout the

possibilities of contrastive analysis led to an overapplication

~ among its proponents who were not hesitant to make some

overclaimg, It gave rise to a strong version of the contfaétive*

analysis hypothesis. The strong version of thelco?frastivev

analysis hypothesis has been stated by Lee (1;23)/asf01 ows 3
le

(1)That the prime cause, or even the
cause of difficulty and error in forgign
- language learning is interference f jom the
learner's native languages;.
(2) That the difficulties are chlefly, or
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wholly, due to the differences between thev

two languages; : N

(3) That the greater these differences are

the more acute the 1earn1ng difficulties

will.be;

() That the results of a comparison between
"the- two languages are needed to predict the .
diffiCulties and errors which will occur (p. 186).

Th% concomnitant pedagogical 1mplicatlons and
applications der1v1ng from this strong version are obv1ous.
As Banathy, Trager and Waddle (1966) put it, . : //

The task of the linguist is to identify .
o these differences. The tagk of the writer. '
of a" foreign language teaching program ls
to develop materials which will be based )
on a statement of these differences; the
task of the teacher is to be aware of these
differences and to be prepared to teach
them ... and what the student has to learn
equals the sum of the differences established
by the contrastive analysis (p. 37).
This version deviated from the hypothesis formulated by
.Lado (1957) quoted earlier, and from his subsequent
reiteratlon that ", .. these differences are the chief source
" of difficulty in learning a second 1angua§e «+«+ The most
important factor determining ease and difficulty in lesrning
the patterns of a foreign language is their s1m11ar1ty to or
difference from the patterns of the native ‘language" (Lado,
1964 DPP. 21 & 91), taking "chief source" and "mostﬁtmportant"
to mean that first language interference is not the only.
important factor.

2.1.3. The More Recsnt View of Langu age and Language Learning

The rise of transformational generative grammar and

'cognitive psychology has brought about a different vieWYOf

i" .



' 1anguage and 1anguage learnlng. The audlollngual approach
based 1ingu1stlca11y on structural grammar, psychologlcally '
‘on behaV1orlsm and- phllosophlcally on emplrlclsm, 1s now .
>confronted w1th a new approach Wthh is based 11ngu1stically d

on generative grammar, psychologlcally on cogn1t1v18m and

"‘phllosophlcally on ratlonallsm. Essentially, the new approach

claims that - 1anguage is more ﬁiologlcally than culturally .

determlned. that language learnlng is rule-governed

fcreatiVity rather“thﬁh a habit—governed conditioning activity ”

and that concept attalnment as well as hypothes1s testing oy :

the learner are more cru01a1 than the roles of 1mitatlon and;"
relnforcement through env1ronmenta1 agenc1es are in the' )
1earn1ng process. With the growth in popularlty of thls new

- paradigm, the contrastlve analysis hypothe51s. whlchwwas one
mainstay of audiolinguaiism. hecomes one centfaliisSue_for%%:
criticism-and attack. |

2.1.4Q Criticism of the Strong;Version ‘

Chomsky (1959) criticiszes the behavioralrpsycholog& and
'transfer theory. on whlch the hypothe81s 1s based as belng
able to ~adequately account nelther for the nature of a system
whlch is itself creatlve and open-ended nor for the iearner g
actlve contrlbutlon to language learning. Newmark .and Relbel

(1968) echo Chomsky's opinion and crltlclze the view that sees

the role of the learner as nothlng but a generator of
interference as neglecting and ignoring the learner's

contribution to his_owh’learning. They are of the opinion
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that iépofanég rather interference is the real cause of most
:errors,iNickei and Wagnerl(1968) consider that a viable‘ .
contrastive analysis presupposes a uniform linguistic theory
and-grammatical model,:a general theory of contrastive
1fnguistics.and\adequate descriptions of the source snd target :
language. concerned. Since all theSe‘areﬂes yet unavailable,
they are of the oplnlon that the Contrastive Structure Series
was premature. Wardhaugh (1970) conturs that contrastlve "

"analys1s makes unreallstlc demands of current llngulstlc

'theory as there yet no comprehen51ve llngulstlc theory
AATES .

. to formulate a set of llngulstlc unlversals. nor is there a

' theorypof contrast;ve llngulstlcs into which we can plug ;_;5
linguistic descriptions Of;languages being contrasted. He
contends that llngulstlc theory at present is ill-equipped

to write grammars of languages, let alone to compare them.
Moreover, no language has been well enough described to permit
a complete comparlson between it and any other language. In
view of the numerous practlcal dlfflcultles raised by thed
hypothesis he wonders if it is really»posslble to mak@

. contrastive ana1y31s. He also’ argues that the claims based
_on the hypothe51s are not supported by actual facts, that ~
contrastlve analy51s predlcts errors whlch do not occur and
does not forecast others which do occur. Gradman (197ﬂﬂ too
argues that the hypothesrs is untenable since there is stlll

‘considerable disagreement as to‘what\aglinguistic description

is, what theory of language is best, snd what a theory of
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1anguage‘entails, let alone about the\ecquisitiOn of 1anguage.
'Contrastive analysis is inevitebly related both to

gramma tical models and linguistic thedries.'Itsvassumptions}

the rigor and sophistieetien'of its comparisons and the form

of contrastive statements

ave‘eii'changed‘from time to time
reflecting the changes inklinguistic tneory. Thus the
structurai‘contrastive é/ﬁreach which was most used has been
criticized ae based on the structurélists'winedequate
conception of the struc fe.of a language ae a unique selfé
fsufficient system, and er.its emphasis on diversity rather
than universality. Itnw uld follow logically that languages
cannat be compared; Moneover, the structural approach admits
only of a comparison ) ~surface structureS'which.yields a
taxonomy of surface forms. Dlngwall (1964), Nickel and Wagner

(1968) and Di J&etro 1971), among many_others, criticize

taxonomic contrastive analysis for its pré upation with
the Surface structuré of 1énguage.;

2. 1 5 The Weak Versipn

The crltlclsm levelled at the strong ver51onﬁhas given
rise to a modified vie of'contrastive analysis as\held,by many,
the weak version. Acco 9ing<to Wardheugh (1970), the weak
version "requires of the 1inguisthonly that he uses the best
linguistie knowledge availeble to eccount for observed
dlfficulties in_second language leasning {(p. 126). Itrdeee
not claim the predlctive power and, consequently, the putative

pedagogical uses of the strong version. Stockwell (1968)
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suggests two approaches to contrastive:analysis:'one by

setting up a systematic comparison which scans the differences
in structure 1n search of sources of interference, and |
\.predicting that errors will occur on the bas1s of the conflictsz
‘the other byacollecting errors students»make,and‘then trying
to describe the conflicts that give rise to such errors. The
1atter-approach ig close to»Wardhaugh's'weak version. Catford‘
(1968) and Lee (1968) maintain that the main and important
role of descriptite comparison is explanatory rather than
predictive. They are of the view that contrastive ahalysis
should be selective, i.e. limiting itself to partial
comparisons, anaiyzidé those’parts of the graﬁmar which are
known through error analysis, for instance, to preseht the
'greatest difficulty to learners;;iﬁ other words, the weak
version is a posteriori rather than a priori, explanatory
and diagnostic rather than predictive and prognostic in =
function. :

- 2.1.6. Some Remarks about Critig;sm of Contrastive Analx31s

The crux of the problem appears to be that what is
Aadequate logically may not be so‘empirically. and what 1s
crucial in the applied field of second language learning
and teaching is data-based empirical research and e#idence
rather than deductive theoretical arguments. Moreover, the
validity of the more recent view of language and language
learning?propounded‘by'ChOmsky has not been seriouSly tested

and empirically established either. Chomsky (1966) himself

V'
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is "skeptical about tho signifiCance, for the teaching of
‘languages, of guch insights and understandlng as have been
attained in 11ngu1st1cs and psychology,... and doubtful that
either llngulstlcs or psychology has achleved a- 1ewgl of -
theoretlcal understandlng that mlght enable it to support

a technology of language teachlng." Referrlng to principles
of 11ngulst1cs}and psychology, ahd research in these
disciplines which may supply insights uéoful to language

- teaching, he advises that *"they must be éemonstrated and
cannot be assumed or accepted on faitﬁ" ép. kg),

Other critics have questioned the theoretical basis for
 contrastive studies on the ground that we have as yet no
.adequate theory of language acquisition, of grammar and of
contrastive 1inguistics as well as no adequate description
of any language. Thig view seems utopian. A lot of this
criticism is as much a criticism of general linguistic theory.
and psycho-lioguistic theory és;of contrastive analysis itself.
It is too iddolistic to be of any practical use or;gf_poéitivgg»:
xbcontributiodﬁto the oumulative empirical evidence that is
essentlal lh an applied field. Nickel (1970) has suggested
hthat to begln with, a more modest goal for contrastlve )
analysis can be a compllatlon of as many observations as
possible on divergences between as many IanguaggsoaS'possible
" sinee, asvitvis, a full account of the s%fuefurﬁi differences  —
between two languages remains only a theoreticol.possibility..The
history of apﬁlied 1ihguistics has been one of cumulative ?‘

f
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ykn0wledge‘and progress, thanks to the advances. made in the
various contribufing disciplines. The currently dominant
theory of transformational generative grammar, for instance,
has its roots in strucfdral'linguistjcs}as well as traditional
'grammar; Similarly, a general theory of contrastive linguistics
can weli be built onithe outcoﬁe of the contrastive analyseS>
~that have been and are belng undertaken, especially now that
more adequate theorles and grammatlcal models are availlable.

. As for the criticism of structural contrastive analysis as
lacking the distinction between the deep and surface

structure, it}seems to me that the usefulness and importance
of the deep structure and its emphasis much depequ enﬁtne

use it is put to as well as the objective and nature of

. studies undertaken. For instance, it depends on whether it is
~ theory- -oriented or otherwise, whether it is for language
description or language production. Studies in llngulstlc
production which have more to do with performance, such as

the present study, will find surfaee structure more amenable
and relevant than deep sgructure. It is the surface structures
which.make up the grammatically acceptable structures that
learners have to recegnize andAproduCe and which teachers
teach. And neither do we speak or write in deep strdctures;

. Moulton (1968) finds that it is the language-dependent
conpulsory grammatieal categories at lower levels‘that'cause
enormous 1earning and teaching difficulties.

Moreover, James (1969) considers the deep structure

e
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irrelevant in a pedagogically-oriented contrastive tﬁ&&

becausé it is non-contribﬁtory to foreign language learning.

Jakobovits (1969) maintains that "similarities and differences

A\

of surface features may be more relevant for the operafion
of transfer effects in second language learning than deep\

: | \
structure relations, especially when one believes that at \

some. level of depth all natural languages are describable \\

in terms of one universal system” (p. 74). Selinker (1971) \\

suggests that we need "to focus our analyticél atteMgion on
only the observable meaningfﬁl data we have, i.e. the
observable output which results from a 1eérner'5fattempted .
production‘of a térgét language norm" (p.-36). Candlin (1974)
advises thét "similarities and differences of surface
structures may be more felevant to error anélysis than o
examining deep structure relations” (p. ix).

- Besides, Téw are really sure what exactiy con;titutes
the de  §tructure4of language. It is a term thatbhég comé ,
tovmea' diffefent things to different people. Wardhaugh (1970)
cdmmeéis that "the notion of déep structure itself is 77
extremely uncertain”‘(p. 128). Oller (1973) too observes that
"therenié little agreement among leading transfbrméfionalists
on just what deep structure is" (p. 39). Chomsky (1968) has
challenge¢ the various definitions suggested by Lakoff (1968);
McCawley (1968) and Fillmore (1968);

2.1.7. Empirical Validations

Stressing the need for empirical verification of

\
N\
AN
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.x\\
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contrastlve analysis,® Jackson (1970) suggests two types of

-

verlflcatlon —-prlmary and secondary.‘Prlmary valldatlon 1s T

" <'concerned with the obJectlve replicability of the methods

and procedures used in maklng the analysis, and secondary
validation with the extent to whlch the output of a |
}"contrastlve analysis matches the learner § errors. Fewer
studies are oriented towards primary verification than towards
secondary verlflcation. The follow1ng are studles in adult
second language learnlng which 1ncorporateferror analy51s as
an empirlcal component to verify and.supplement coptrastlve
analysis. These studies may be térmed contrastiué‘erfbr
analyées. | o |

Ruiz (1963) makes a'contrastivejstudy of English and
Hiligaynon tense and aspect'systems and findsﬂthat fhe
correlation coefficients between‘the difficuity ranks based
on his contragtiVe'anaiysis of the two ueru‘systems and those
based on errors are significantly‘high ianredictive
~efficiency. Aguaé (1964) studies errors ‘in Ehglish compositions
made by Tagalog speakers and concludes‘thét'first language
intefferende is the greatestnsinglencause of errors andrthatr
contrastive analysis can be used to prédibt«to avvery large
extent those errors which arise {pom npggtiye ?ransfer from
first language,ﬂthough'it does notvpredict.errors which urise
from a false analogy among linguistic elehents in‘second _
language. Wakeham (1965) compares efrors‘made by Filipino

college freshmen with those by native speakers of English
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and.%inds.that errors made by non—native speakers were .
different from those made by native speakers of English;
Duskova (1969) analyzes errors in written Engllsh made by
Czech students and flnds that first 1anguage lnterference‘
causes the ma jor part of the students’ errors ranging from
errors 1n word order and sentence constructlon to morphological
errors. She also finds that categories non- ex1stent in Czech,
11ke the articles, are the most potent source of errors and
difflcultles. Banathy and Madarasz (1969) in a contrastive
error analy51s find that "contrastive ana1y81s 1s a valuable '\
tool for predlctlng difficulties and ease of learnlng problems,
+.. that in the‘majority of cases, linguistic similarities -
and differences can be correlated with ease and difficulty

of learning* (p. 90) and error analysis is needed too for

&

"a more comprehensive and more effective tabulation of N
learning difficulties” (o. 92);=Buteau (1970) studies e;rors:
made by English speakers in a French_granmar test and finds
that a large number of incorrect responses show the influence.
of English,‘ang-that verb inflection'causes less difficulty
than the proper use of tense,which‘involves an understanding

of the semantic cOncepts‘in making the right choices. Richards
(1971b) collects speech samples ellclted from two subjects.
whose source languages are French and Czech. He finds that

out of u7 errors made 25 can be attrlbuted to~1nterference

. from the mother tongue, 17 to interference from the target

language due to overgeneralization and three are performance
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errors. He concludes that 1nterference from the source language

is the most detectable kind of 1nterference traceable to

\
\

certain structures in partlcular linguistic areas. In another
study using a non-contrastive approach to error analysis,
Richards (1971a) still finds that "interference from the
mother tongue is clearly a major source of dlfflculty in
second language learning and contrastlve analysis proves
’valuable in locatlng areas of 1nter11ngua1 interference”
(p. 214). Ota‘(r971). in a contrastive error analys1s study
reports that his prediction of errors for his Japanese
subjects learning English as a second language is fairly
well borne out and that semantic errors are far more frequent
than purely formal\errors; Ho (1973) investigates composition
errors of Chinese-medium pre-university ESL stucenté in
Singapore and finds that errors related to English verbs in
the main areas of tenses, subject-verb concord and non-finite
verbs make up the largest single group. This‘supports the
contrastive statement that the verd system-marks English as
distinctly differénf from Chinese. In a study investigatigg«
- the problem of difficulty in seccnd language learning, Tran
(1972) makec the following report:
Ihterference from the source language is the
. greatest source of error, accounting for
approximately 51% of the total number of
! errors. The second impertant source of

interference is the systemic complexity of
the target lang ua%e jtself, which accounts
for 27% of the total number of errors; the
subtler the distinctions within the sub- .
system, the more dlfflcult they are for the
learner (p. 142)

1
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Politzer &nd Ramirez (1973) in an error analysis study of
Spanish speaking ESL,students conclude thﬁtg |
ce. it seems safe to say that the intrusion
of Spanish, though certainly not the only cause
of error, plays a considerable role. Spanish

influence seems to be the major cause of error
or at least one of the major causes of error

(p. 59).
Schachter (1974) in a study of difficulties_éhaf,different“
.groups of foreign stddents have with the acquisition of"
English relative clauses reports that:
’ ee. the weight'of the evidence from this

study strongly supports the contrastive

‘analysis a priori approach. The learner

apparently constructs hypotheses about the

target language based on knowledge he already

has about his own language (p. 212).
Mougeon and Hebrard§£1§75) in a'study investigating errofs
made in English by fluent French-Canadian bilinguals find
that errors due to transfer from French were the ones that
had the greatest tendency to fossilize., Similarly, Lo Coco
(1975) and_Taylor (1975) find'a’high incidence of interlingual
errors in the .word order of their adult subjects. Dommergues |
and Lane (1976) in an error analysis study involvinglFrehéﬁ.
énd English‘— two typologically related languages - find
that speakers of French learﬁipg.English‘made redundancy and
'omission errors in the apticlés following its use and non-~use
in French. In her report eof Aatndynf composition errors
made by Afghanistan ESL students, Ross (1976) finds that

68.4% of the errors result from failure to use the appropriate

- [ .
grammatical structures which express the distinction in
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meaning made in English grammar but not observed in the source

language. Kleinmann (1977) in a-study?of avoidanée behavior
of Arabic, Spanish arid Pertuguese ESL students in several
syntacfic areas confirms an avoidahceﬂpattérn %n accordance
with difficulties predicted by contrastive analysis..ﬁério
(i9?8)f“in a‘studykaboﬁt\interference errors, reports that
as much as 58.7% of the errors made by Swedishvspeakihg
students learning Finnish can be att;ibuted to the influence
of the primary language on the sqgondéry one.

The contrastive analysis studies cited above sﬁare the
general concluéion‘that in adult‘second 1anguage learning as
far as the linguistic aspects are concerned,the 1argest‘ |
group of errors was due to differences between source language
‘and target language and is predictgble by;contrggtive analysis;
and errors owing to analogy and overgeneralization constifute
‘aﬁother source of errors. |

It is my contention that the informed opinion of experienced
practicing teachers constitﬁtes another sourée of established
knowledge onlsecond language learning and teaching. In the
exchange of experience I have had with second language féachefs.
instructors at school énd college levels.yand‘proféssors ih
the Department of Languages, Literatures and iingﬁistics‘of
this univeréityi I find that there is a consensus of informed
opinion that a significant proportion of their students' errors
displays a/regﬁlarity that can be traced to the use or non-use

of the elements, structures and meanings concerned in their
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' students; source languages. From hisexperiencewith English
"speaking students learning Sbanish és>a second language,
Hammerly (1977) finds that‘épanish structures involving
bonCepts which aré‘lacking in English such as the distinction
be tween ser and estar present peculiar péfénnial problems.
These structuresvrequire'a methodology that éombinéé the
mefits of both the inductive and thevdeductive approaches.

He repofted an eiperiment using a cognitive audiolingual
’approach which confirmed the effectiveneps of the methodoldgy

used.

A

2.2. Error Analysis and Interlanguage | p
These two new areas of second language research are
reviewed together on the ground that they are closely related,
although historically it is studies in error analysis,whicﬁ
have led te thé new field of research in interlanguage. The
distinction between them is not always clear in the current
1iteratgre so that a study in error énalysis is inevitﬁﬁly a
study in interlanéuage. According to Corder (1967), errors
reveal the knowledge of the learner of tﬁe target language at -
any point in its development. "The learner's errors are
evidence of the system” (p. 166) and "the investigation of the
t language of second 1anguage learners would rely heavily on |
error analysis" (1971, f. 154). "There cUu1d be no reason
t gagé in}érror analysis unless itvsérved to elucidate

what) and how a learner learns when he studies a second
N\

- language" (Corder, 1971ib, p. 158). Selinker (}971)3views errors
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as a phenomenon of intérlanguage which he defines as "the

attempted production of a target language norm” (p.. 37).
 Richards (1971b) relates errdr analysié to interlanguage
studies in considering the field of erfor~analysis as ﬂealing
with the differences ﬁetween the waf'people learhing‘a
language speak, and the wayiadult native speakers of the
language use the language" (p. 12). He considers the study of
such differences eSsentiél in diséussiﬁg.secénd ianguage
learning problems. Tucker and denglejan (1971) teo maintain
that errors are a valuable source of information about the
learning process. Both error analysié and interlanguage studies
focus on the learner and the cognitive process at work in  —
1anguage’1earning.

2.2.1. Historical Background

Errof analysis is probably as old‘as language'teaching in
that language teachers have long actually known and applied
error analysis)for various bedagogical purposes?suéh as.for4
providing diagnostic and remediai measures as well as ‘feedback .
to the teacher about instructional materials and strategies.
However, és a study that has grown out of a strong criticish}
~ of the iimitations of the contrastive approach to second
languagé learniﬁg difficulties and as a research technique -
to provide empirical data for verifying and supplementing
contrastive studies, error analysis is relatively new. In its 
new important role, error analjsis has merged with studies in

¥

_interlanguage and had its gcope broadened towards a
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\psychollngulstlc orientation concerned with evolving an
"explanatory theory of the learner S performance. o
The'problem;of‘error in language learning hasfbeen ’

‘ approached in different ways. Ba81cally there have been three
’dlfferent attltudes and approaches. There was the correctlvej s
attltude whlch considered errors as bad and pernlclous, and a
the learner as 1gnorant of the correct form or falllng short S
' - of the standard required. In this traditlonal approach error’ ‘t -:“-
_— 'analjsdsvwas’used as. a practicalimeansrte'determine. S N

-\\“/Fji\*\difficulties in language ‘learning situations for pedagoglcal .
o purposes. Little of no attempt was made to study and'analyze .

_ them with the aim of either seeing‘the;patterns inithe errors
made or seeking the causes for them. Next came the audiolingﬁal;
approach influenced by the structural behav1oral paradigm
‘which prevalled from the fortles to the s1xt1es. Closely
assoclated with the prevalent struc'tural contrastlve analysis,|
errors are seen to haVe a system whlch is traceable to flrst
langgage 1nterference resulting from the differences between
the source and the target languages. Errors are now understood
with reference to thée grammar of the learner s source language.

2

However,:  the attitude toward errors remalns negatlve. They are

'v1ewed as. bad habits which must be av01ded'and eradrcated*”"mw*"**””".

through drill- andfoverlearnlng ei the eerrect—£egmf—¥hen—eame
the cognltlve approach to .error analy31s of the present t1me.? o
Influenced by generatlve grammar. proponents oisthls approach L

consider errors as an essential step in the learnlng process.v°’

?
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negativeély as a4pathologicaixhahifestation to*be eradicated

41
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Dulay and Burt (197%) maintain that we cannot learn without

L' oofing"ahd}that'errof-makihg is evidence of the learning
g t : ’ N i .

prqcess,anq;the-strategies used by the learnér.‘Errorsfgre,

treated as exponents'of]the learner's systém and are de"

~ understood wifh‘reférence to the;pro§i§iahal-grammar that

: tqe'learner conétructs and develops.vThey‘afé not viewed

but aé construetive features of second language learning.

2.2.?. The Ratfﬁn le,and Assum tions- -

As mentloned earller, studles in error analysis and-

1nterlanguage have grown out of a strong criticism of the

N

‘llmltatlons of the contrastzve analysis approach to the

problem of dlfflcultles 1n second language learning.v
Contrastive analysis is criticized as too thgoretlcal and.aé 
;ncapable of accounting for the‘sourcesfﬁf errors and
diffiéulties. Error analyéis is hailed as more practical and
réalistie, aﬁd more capable of revealing the iearnerS' actuél :
errors and difficulties. Moreover, the new viéw of language'
and,ianguage learning has posed new qu%stions and brought
about a shift in second language research from being teaching-
cehterea to béing learning-centered’with tHe'assumption that ‘

until more is known about learning, there will be no sound -

knowledge of how best to teach a language. As Corder (1971a)

has remarked, "improvements in the methods and materials of

second ianguage teaching:are likely to remain .a mattef'of

_trial and error until we have a better unders%anding than we

o 7
L
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have at present of the process of learning a second language"
p. 57). Bennett (1975) concurs that "language teaohlng which

“"is unclear about its relatlonshlp to language learnlnor must

—

remain a hit and mlss_affalr oo and a method of,second\\a\\
_ language teaching must be entirely dependent on adequate’y o
psychology of second language learning” (p. 25). Schumann

(19?6) desoribes the second language learnlng process as

con51st1ng of three main cgmponents: th\\affective varlables

.

RN ~

as initiators of second language learnlng, the cognltlve
. operatlons that the learner performs ‘on the target language
}input data and the llngulstlc results of these operatlonsxln
terms of the grammatlcal forms the learner uses.when he \\\*\
attempts to use the target language. ‘As weﬁha;e no access to
the cognitive operations, we can only exanlne the.linguiStlc‘f‘
productions of the cognitive operations - the only observable
manifestations - and make inferences witn regards to the
learning processes and the natnre of the learner's |
1nterlanguage. |

Underlylng studles in error analys1s and 1nterlanguage
is the assumption that there is systematicity in errors and
interlanguage. Corder (1967) maintains that errors are
sys@ematic(anq consistent deviances characteristlcfofrthe
learner's linguistic systfm*at<a given stage of learning. “The
learner's errors are themaelves systematiCQ (ﬁ? 166). According
to Corder (1?7I§x the learner'silanguage is "systematic,

regular and consequently is, in principle, describable in terms
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of a set of rules” (p. 147).7Selinker»(1972)‘defineé’
interiahguage as "a separate linguistic éystem based on the
observable output which results from a 1earner's attempted.
‘production of a tayget language norm" (p. 21i4). Nemser (1971)

P

describes interlanguage as g deviant linguistic system .

'employed'bQ'the learner attempting to utilize the target

language and is internally structured. Corder (1978) further

maintains that "it is only by treating interianguage‘as a

phenomenon to be studied in its own right that we can hope

to’develop an understanding of the processes of seéond

language acquisition” (p. 71).

e

2.2.3. The Methodology

The methodology employed in the traditiohal error
analysis was quite uniform in that it consisted of the
collection of data, the identification of errors, the
classification into error types, making statements of relatjﬁe

.frequency of error types and, consequently, statements of

areas of difficulty and therapy. With the changing view of -

language and language learning and the availability of more
adequaté theories of language and. grammatical models, varying -
degrees of sophistication have been brought to bear on the

description, the classification as well as the explanation

‘of errors. More recent studies have made a distinction between

performance and competence errors (Corder, 1967, 1971b;
Duskova, 1969; Wolfe, 1967); inter- and intralingual errors
(Buteau, 1970; Dommerques, 1976; Politzer and Ramirez, 1973),
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global and'lbéal errors (Burt and Kiparsky, 1972,»19£5;

Ghadessy, 1§76) and between errors of grammatical and source

categories (Richards, 1971a, 1971b). Studies using T
transformatlpnal models have also attempted to descrihe
errors in terms of breaches of the rules of grammar. Recent
‘'studies have contributed psychological explanations in terms
of the strategies and processes of 1earning as well as fhe
V'nature of the 1nterlanguage (Richards, 1975; Richards and

.Kennedy, 1977; Richards and Sampson, 1973; Selinker, 1972).
2.2.4, Criticism of Error Analysig and Interlanguage Studieg

Current error analysis and 1nter1anguage studies have
) prov1ded valuable insights an@/stlmulatlng suggestions w1th
regard to the nature of errors and explanation of their
possible sources as well as their significance in the second
language learning process. While monarevéaling and explanatory,
érror analysis andfinterlanguage studies are not exempted
from certain weaknesses‘and 1imitationé. It appears that
these limitations have to do with the recalcitrant nature
of error itself. Errors do not seem to lend themselves
to any cleaféut and precise systematic analysis. This seems
so at least as far as our present stage of'knowledge goeé.
Jain (1974) has éummariiéd well the main problems in stating
that: W

... the division between errors traceable to

first language interference and those that are

independent of first language interference is

not invariably clearcut; the phenomenon of errors
caused by the cross- association of both first
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language and second language also seems to exist;
the identification and establishing of various
first language independent interference factors
is far from easy; the learner's psychological
processes of second language learning in terms
of learning strategies can at best be marginally
inferred from his performance data (p. 190).

This being so, the vulnerable area of error analysis lies in

the categorization and explanation of errors which ‘lack

objective criteria. Researcheérs, as it is, have no recourse

but their subjgctive interpretation to rély on in attempting

to pin down the precise cause of an error especially in

idehtifying and classifying the underlying psychological

processes involved. Knowing'the éompléxity involved in second
language learning, one wonders whefher an error éan be
unambiguously,ideptified, or e*clusively,related to one cause,
or considered in isolation. As Candlin (1974) hés commented, -
“The.need to distinguisﬂ between the describtion of what is
incorrect and the processes that were invdl?ed in the
production of the error highlights the absence in error .
analyéis of an optimal means‘forzlinking error identificatioﬁ
in linguistic terms with diagnqsis in psycholinguistic |
terms” (p. x). | |

2.3, Summary

In this chapter I have reviewed a cross-section of the

‘literature related to second language learning dealing with

contrastive analysié. error analysis and interlanguage which
constitute three main active fields of research in applied

linguistics. I have attempted to show that the history of
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applied lihguistics has been Oneiﬁf“progress in wﬁich the
faults of the old paradigms are~c§rrected byrfhe new ones,
thanks to the contribution from différent schoois of thought
within the contributing disciplines that make up the
conglomerate field of applied lihguistics. I have viewed
éontraétive analysis, errbr analysis and interlanguage as
three évolutiénary phases of one goal - the goal of |
understanding and expiéining the nature of the target language
learners' performance. Contrastive analysis, though found |
theoretically inadequate, seems to be supported by the
‘éppirical evidence available to date. Even proponents of
error analysis and interlanguage such as Corder (1967),
Richards (1971) and Selinker (1972) have not dehied the
iﬁportahcé of contrastive analysis. There is a consensus of.
opinion among all sﬁecialists that thé empirical va;idity"of
contrastive analysis has to be verified on a reliable basisg.
James (1969) points out that "it is high time that serious
'heuristic investigation’ be undertaken to test. the reliability
of contrastive studies" (p. 83). Stern (1972). suggests that
*reliable language.descriptions and contrastive anaiyses have
still to‘be develoﬁed"'(p. 62). Nickel and Wagner Y1968)
maintain that "more comprehensivé contrastive anéiyses of
languages are still an urgent necessity" (p. 240). Sanders
(1976) concludes in a‘study that "what is needed is more
contrastive analyses and not less" (p. 68). In fact what Lado

\(1957) remarked, remains valid; when he stated then that "the
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output of a contrastive analysis must be considefed as é

list of hypothetical problems until final validation is

achieved by checking it against the actual speech of studenTs"

(Lado, 1957, p. 72). With the availability of more adequate
linguistic theories and gramhatical models and with error
analysis as a research technique for verifying and
supplementing contrastive studies,>we should expect fewer

controversial and more conclusive and definitivekéinﬁtngSf"~ﬁ\i//

from data-oriented studies. It is my view that the validity

of contrastive analysis caﬁ ﬁé reinforced and established

by (a)\replicafing the contraétive studies which have been
tested in some wéy; (b) testing the contrastive analyées ﬁhich
have been undertaken and (c) undertaking confrastive aﬁalyses
of languages that have not been examined yet. This stqﬂj
represents the last cafegory in that if involves two
typolog?xglly differeﬁi languages which are little studied

and tested. It also combines two approaches, namély,k
contrastive analysis a priori and error analysis a posteriopi ‘
with the common objecfives of gaining insights intorthé nature

of second language learning in relation to adult Chinese

speakers learnlng English as a second ldhguage.
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CHAPTER 3 7.
MAJOR AREAS OF CONTRAST AND AREAS OF
DIFFICULTY HYPOTHESIZED

3. Introduction

One_siﬁgle agreement among linguists.!despite the
different schools of thought they subscribe to, is therfact
that there is as yet no adequate theory of language that can
account for all aspects and phenomena of natural lahguage.
nor is there a model of description that is universally
applicable; We have as yet no complete and uncontroversial
description of any language based on any specific iinguistic
theory or model of description. Almost every analysis is not
without‘its-problems and for most of the hypotheses proposed
there have been cdunterlexamples. This.isgtfuerof English; a
langﬁage in- which most analyses and descriptions have been
done; and more so»bf Chinese, a language that has notbbéen
studied as‘sgstematically and rigorously. Among the‘studies
undertaken tﬁefe hasibeen much diversity of thought and opinibn
cbncerning various éspects and features of Chingse grammar,
ranging from thevestablishment‘of word order to the
identification Qf subjects, objecfé, word classes,andAaSpect
markers. Schélars in Chinese linguistics iike B. Kalgren, Wang
Li, Yuen Ren Chao, and William 5-Y. Wong (see Note 8) have

not been able to agree on many of these issues. This has made

a~
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attempts }o describé the lénguage pfoblematic, and more éoiin
contrasting it with English which is typologically different.
‘The description of Chinese and its contrast with English
in this chapter is made on the basis of myrintuition and
knowledge of these two‘languages without following any
particular linguiétié orientation. Focus is placed on several
syntactic areas dand subsystems in which salient contrasts
._ can be displayed in bold reliéf. namely, grammatical
morphology, word order and function words. All t?anscriptions
follow the romanized Pin Yin system except that the tones are
left unmarked since both the glosses and translational |

equivalents are prbvided.

3.1, Basic Nature of the Chinese Language

3.1.1. Lack of Grammatical Morphology

When Chinese is.comparednto,an Indo-European languagq,'
the first typologicai feature that strikes one's attention
is its lack of gramﬁatical morphology. Linguists have
“‘classified Chinese as an isolating language and.English as an
inflectionéiildnguage (see Note 9). An inflectional language
is one whose words consist of stems to which cbmplex morbhemes
are»addéd to mark varioﬁs'grammétical c;tegories.and relations. -
An_isolating lanénage consists of words whichrare
monosyllabic stemé.invgriabie in form. It is g,langgagg,ﬁixh :
)relatively few grammatical categories and in whicﬁvgrammatical
meaningsland relation§ are conveyed through &ifferent devices

like word order, separate function and content words, or are
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, ‘
left unmarked and implicit through extrallngulstic contexts.

As descrlbed by Wang (1973):

Chinese has virtually no conjugation for its

. verbs and no declension for its nouns. The
inevitable paradlgms that western school
children have come'to dread 'in their grammar
books are totally absent (p. 51).

Herdan (1964) describes Chlnese as "fundaméﬁtally a laﬁéuage

in which each word is isolated, uninflected, and equivalent

to a root® (p;ﬂ63). For instance, Chinese has one form ghi

~ for tﬁé copulaxwhile the English copula has eight forms to mark
the grammatical categories of person, number, tense, aspect,

-

‘mood and voice which are lacking in Chinese.

////fbe,

am

shi

were

been

being

Generally, for every Chinese vérb which has only one form}
there are five forms‘fgr a,regular English verb. This does

' not inclﬁde other different forms for the irregular verbs.
Furthermore, Engiish‘vérbs have various derivational affixes
such as en-, -en, -ize, -fy; etc.,‘which characterize their
‘fOfﬁﬁI.pfépefty. Iﬁ’régard‘fo'fhe noun, CﬁinééE does notﬁhévé
the category'number‘ Chinese noﬁns do not have p;ural markers

while English nouns have three forms for the regular'plural‘

[
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markers. This does not include dfﬁer different fbfﬁs'fof the
irregular nguns. Moreover, English nouns have various \
derivational‘affixgs such as pro-, -ness, -ment, -ure, -tion,
etc., wﬁf&h characterize their formal property. In thé éame
way, in regards to pronouns, Chinese has only one form for
each peréo; regardless of case and gender while in English,
~excppt forAthe second persdn. there are different forms for
each pestnal pronoun according to number, gender and case.
For instance, for the thirdfpgrson,pronoun.'Chihesg has only

one form ta while English has five.

IA he
T

ta she

her
it

English adjectiveé too have various different derivational

affixes such as -al, -ic, -ous, -ful, -ble, which mark their

formal property while Chinese adjectives have only]one

marker -de as used in the following adjectives:

| xingshi-de' formal
lishi~-de | -historic
i butong-dé ’ ‘ various
meili-de B -beautiful
. o yidu-de - - legible -

In'shdrt. while English verbs, nouns, pronouns, adjecti¢bs

'*E'énd adverbs manifest their wariability in form through

inflectional -and derivational aff}xes which mgrk thevvarious

3

T
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gr&mnatleal eategeries and the morphoiogtcal shapes~pecu11&r’
to each class, the Chinese counterparts by and 1arge do not.

3.1.2. Fluiditx,of Word Class

This lack of grammatical morphology has led many-
westef@fgéholars and sinologists to consider Chinese as a
language that has little grammar.”

A Chinese grammar becomes :in actual fact very

meagre; malnly rules for the relatlve position

of the words in the sentence and, in addition,

the functions of a number of auxiliary

grammatical words ... It is this lack of

elucidating formantia which makes great

demands on one's power of guessing (Karlgren,

1949. p. 68-69).
Those who believe that word classes should be established on
the basis of morphologlcal features llke the inflections and
derivations of Indo-European’ languages malptaln that there are
no word classes in Chinese. Rand (1969).charagterizeseChinese
as "a language with a great. deal of grammatical cross .
plassification in that the same word may be two or more
different parts of speech” (p. 5). According to Herdan (196§),;

' : . ) o ' : N

"the whole of Chinese grammar depends on position®" (p. 11).
Take, for instance, the,WOrd~tug§ 'round'. It can,"accqrding

to position, be an adjective, a noun, a verb and an adverb as

uged in the following phrases.

tuan shan +a round fan'
§én tuan - *a bowl of flour"®
. = .
tuan fan ~ 'to put cooked rice into a bowl~

tuan zuo 'to 8it in a circle’
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3.1.3. Rigidity in the Placement of Modifiers

The above stafements on word order lead us to next
examine if there is a salient contrast betweeh'the two
~ languages in the area of syntax. AccOrding te Wang (1973),
*...the basic sentence in‘Chinesefhas the;order'of'sueject-
verb-objec} as in English; (p. 59): Li>and Thompson (1978),
however, have a somewhat different view (see Note 10). There
}is. however.\a tendency in Chinese to prepose the object and
delete the subject resulting in what has come to be-knowntas ,
the topic-comment sentence in Chinese (see Note 11). Thus the
sentence wo chi ji whieh“ie word for word 'I eat chicken' in
Englihh»can be Jji chi after}undergoing preposing—éng subject

‘deletion, ji being the topic in the resulting sentence\(see

~Note 12), : '
im\i;?TT§NT?-Noun Modifiers

Though Chinese ‘and Engllsh follow the preferred subJect-

verb-object word order in basic structure. Chlnese shows a
rigidity in the positionlng oftmodlflers like adjectivals, ,
relative clauseé. and adverbials while English shows |

- varlability and glexibllity in its counterparts. In Engllsh
noun modlflers can precede the head under some condltlons
-or follow it under other condltions. In Chlnese.rnoun
modifiers are consistently ordered before the head‘nountwlp
other words, in Chinese, all modifying structures are

prenonminal. The’f0110wing are some ekamples.rchinese noun

phrases corresponding to (1) are given in (2).
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quss‘= possessive, class = cléSSifiéfwféée Note 13)4‘ o

modifier-head - "gf:

(1) a. red roses
b, friends whom leiké S ‘head-modifier

c. that thick book on the shelf mod.ifiérshe_aa-modifierf
d. the pretty ﬁanda Which"" ~modifief-he2&amodifier
| ‘came from Chiné | | ’ R )
‘5,(2) a. hong de meigui - Tmodifier-headﬁ

red poss roses

b. wo xihuan de pengyoﬁ ' moQifier-head,
I like - poss friends . o b o
c. zai jia shang de ‘nei_ modifier-head

on shelf top poss that

‘. ben ° heu shu
class thick book -

d. cong zhongguo - lai de nei mbdifier-heéd
from China come poss that

zhi . meili - de = xiongmau
class pretty poss  panda
The difference between English éndehihése in the internal
structure of noun phrase (NP)ucan be summed up in the
folidwing diagram.
[Art = érticle. Num = numeral, Quant = qdanfifier, Dem ‘=

demonstrative pronoun, Adj = adjective, N = head noun, S =

adjectival phrasé orwrelativeﬁciause}ﬁParentheseS"indipate4"“Wf””* :

thai,théritem,withinwthém{iS—pptienai£L~;~

s
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Bnglish N° - Chinese NP

_\/\»;.t Num (Quant) Adj N S S Dem Num Class Adj N

3.1.3.2. Verb Modlflers

~

Slmllarly, Engllsh verb modlflers like adverbs ‘and

"adverbials of time, location and manner are less rlgld as they

can take both pre- and post-verbal p031t10ns. They can ,occur

1n.sentence-1n1t1al, pre~auxiliary, or pgst—aux1llary or

sentence final positions. In Chinese such adverbials are

generaliyvfound:in v pre-verbal positions. They can occur in
' sentence-initial and pre- or post-auxiliary positions. The

“Tollowing are some characteristic examples. Chinese sentehces

correspondlng to the Engllsh equivalents 1n (1) are given in’
~{2). [esp = aspect. The item starrad 1s,111 ~-formed in word
order] . |
(1) a. (Yesterday) he bought a book (yesterday).-
\b*s(In Japan) he studled flshery (in Japan).
- C. E;;obably) he w1ll (probably)vgo to Englsnd (probably).
d;!(garefully) he (Carefuliy)‘seafehed the room{(carefuliyL

(2) a. (Zuotian) ta mal—le yi ben shu  (*zuotian}«
, Yesterday ‘he buy asp -a tﬂass book yesterd&y

b. Ta (zaimrlben) nzanshuf(tzaiwxlbenév —
He in Japan study in. Japan )

c. Ta (dakai) hui qu ylngguo {(*dakai).
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d. Ta (xiaoxin-de) sheucha fangjian (¥*xiaoxin-de).
He carefully - search room carefully

The difference between English and Chinese in the placement

of adverbialsl§ah be summed up in the following diagram.

Chinese

/
Pid ’ A hES s - ‘ \
~Adv NP Adv Aux Adv VP Adv Adv NP Adv Aux Adv VP

7

3.1.3.3. Simplified Phrase Structure Rules

To sum up; syntactically speaking, while both 1ahguages
share the,preferred‘subjeét—verb-quéct order in basic
stfudtures;,English displays a greaterlvériability and
flexibility with respect to the placement of noun modifiefsu,
vand-adverbials wQeneas Chinese sh%is‘a greater rigidity in the
positioning of its copnterparfs. In English, noun modifiers
can be prenominal or postnominal;‘and adverbia;s éan ;ppearwi.
in variops parts of a sentence. Iﬁ ehinese; ﬁoun mddifiersl
" can only be prenominal-and‘adverbials'préverbal.:A simplified(

set of phrase structure rules illustrating these differences

Fy
.

. . 5 l
is presented below. . . °

English , ~ Chinese |
S= (Adv) NP (Adv) Aux (Adv) VP (Adv) S- (Adv) NP (Adv) Aux (Adv) VP

NP->» (Det) (Num) (Quant) (Adj)N(S) NP- (S) (Dét) (Num) (Class) (Adj)N

} T oy
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© | Dem a - | Dem |
Det < { Poss : Det =
o Poss}
: Art ‘
Def
Art = g 1/;
Inde )
5 cop NP
_ cop . PP
VP = VP > AP
V(NP) (NP) N v we) (vp)
PP "> P NP : v PP - (P) NP (P)

Aux ->Tense(MfiPerf)(Prbg) Aux = (M) (Asp)

3 Pres
| Tense < Past

3 1.4, Lack of Function Words

r

Another strlklng typologlcal feature that alstlngulshes
Chinese from Engllsh is the lack of functlon words, in
particular, the prepos1t10n and the‘artlcle.

3.1.4.1. Prepogitions

Chao: (1968) uses the term "localizer” to refer to this
class of words in Chinese which\express the spatial and
temporal locationsvof things (p. 620). According to Baron (1971)

"Mandarln ‘has no spe01al class of words corresponding to '
prepositions lnﬂEngllsh._There does exist Aarﬁairly—limited
set of verbs whicn beEome'lexically weakened and form verb;

noun combinations expressing much the same thing as do English

prepositional phrases” (p. 36). Li and Thompson (197ﬁé)describé
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this class of‘words as "verb-like morphemes iith‘prepositiohal
meaning®” (p. 110). Chinese has a way of avoidingjthe“uSe of
many‘prepositions. The ﬁrgpbsition-like word yu, for insténce,-
covers ﬁhe.use of many English prepositions as shown below.
(1) Yu covérs in, on and at in English: | |

a. Ta sheng xg.jianada.  He was born in Canada..

| he born in Canada . | ‘

b. Jiang wu  zhi yu Place the object on the table.

cause object place on C :

zhuoshang.
table )
Ce - Hui yu wu shi The meeting is held at five.

meeting at five o'clock

juxing.
hold

(2) Yu covers from, than and by in”English:

a. Er bai nian yu Two hundred years from now.
two hundred years from
jin.
now
b. Jin nian sheuru duo: The income this year is more
~ tis year income more than that of last year. '
Yu qu nian.
than last year

c. Ta bu que‘ Yu =~ He was not daunted by
he not daunted by difficulties. | -~
kunnan. — ‘

difficulties
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 Other similar words are plaééd immediately after the objects -
they gdvern so that postpositibns'might be a better term-

rather than prepositions.

L ¥ -
¥
S aler =

(3) Zhong covers at, in and among and is'postpdsitional.

a. Ta jia zhong you He has eight mouths to feed
he home at has ~ at home. '
ba . kou.,

eight mouths

b. Ban zhong ta zuihao. He is the best in the class.
class in he best

C. Tihgzong zhong you \ Among.the audience'wasrthe

audience among is premier.
shouxiang.
premier o

(4) Shang covers over, in and on and is postpositional.

a. Shan shang you yun. . = QOver the hills are clouds.
nill over is clouds '

b. Bie dao jie shang Don't play in the street. -
don't go street in
wan.
play-

c. Che ting 1lu ghang. " The car stopped Qg the road.

car stop road on

Moreover.‘many’of the English prepositions used‘with lexical
verbs, nouns and other word classes are non-existent in
Chinese, their semantic distinctions being conveyed through

different lexical items as shown in the following:
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. ; * jiancha , to look at

7zhuyi / to look to . ‘. -
huénshi“; ~to look around “
Kangu. . » ' . Yo iook agker
tiéuéha to look into
.senzhao ., to look for

},yaﬁgWéng : “to look up to ,
qingshi ' to look doﬁﬁ on

3.1.4.2., The Definite and Indefinite Articles

'These two function words are conspicuously absent in
Chinese. As Chao (i948)~puts it, "No articles are required
before Cﬁinese nouns” (p. 51). The numeral yi 'one' and
demonstratives like zheil 'this' and ﬁéi 'thgt: g:ivused
instead ﬁhen specificity” is required. Generally, the
grammaticai concepts of definiteness and indefinitenesé aré
marked‘optiohally and'sporadically aS‘ShOWﬁ in the follbwing
examples. (Parenthesés indicate optional use of the numeral
and the demonstfative) |
(a) The chairman will make a report.

g zhuxi Vjiang 2U0 ﬁbaokao

(b) In the spring ihe'scenery is very beautiful.
zal @ chuntian # fengjing hen  meili
(c) A dog is a man's best friend.

g gou shi # ren-de hao pengyou

(d) The . dog bit @ a man.
(Neizhi) gou yao-le (yige) ren
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Another dev1ce used'tu ccnvey*the'ccncept*of*definxteness

is word order. As Chao (1968) descrlbes it, "the subject has
definite reference whereas the object has 1ndefinite
reference" (p. 77). He maintains that the subject represenfs
the known!‘l.e. the old 1nformatxon whlch is the toplc, and -
the predicate.introduces something unknown,ql.e. the new
information -which is the comment. The following are some

examples: [esp = aspect, prt = particle]

a. Lai-le yi - ge keren., Keren lai-le.
come aspa class guest | guest come asp '
A guest came. - The guest came.
b. Wo zhu fan - le. ’ Fan wo zhu - le.
I cook rice asp rice Icook asp
T have cooked rice. - I have cooked fhe rice.
c. Ni yang gou ma? Gou ni yang ma?
" You rear dog prt dog you feed prt
-\ ) o [y
Do you rear a dog? Have you fed the dog?
d. Ta zhaodao-le difang ma? Difang ta zhaodao-le ma?

he find asp place prt Place he find aspprt

Has he found & place? Has he found the place?

3.2, igeas of;_;pgcted;ﬁgrors-ggd'Levelg of Difficulties
Hxﬁgthe31zed | «
The above description of the basic nature of- Chlnesefand
its contrast with English at the morpho-syntactic level in
severalrmajor,subsystems will now be‘useq as the basis for

predicting errors and for postulating four levels of difficulty
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for Chinese ESLtstudents{-The following'éub-headings which
afe the ?ain'subsysfems‘contraéted appear in the hypothesized
déscending order of difficulty. Further illustrations are
given to show the magnitude of the contrast ih\terms éf the
sources of inter- and ihtralingual;interference.which
cdnstituté theibasis for the hypothesized hierarchy of
difficulty. “\ . ' ’ , . .

3.2.1. The BEnglish Verb System |

As mentioned earlier, the most striking feature that
distingﬁishes Chinese from English is_its‘lack‘of grammatiéal
morphology. The various affixes in grammatical morphology afe
markers of érammaticai‘categofies. One morpho;syntactic area
“in English that involves a variety of these grammatical
categories is the verb system. In fact, in no other areé'of”
Syntax dOeé English disp;ay sUch_a‘Variefy of grammatical
category foge&per with their overt forms as in the verb‘
system. The five forms each verb takes are further involved
in varlous pOSSlble combinations and permutatlons with the
auxlllarles HAVE. BE and DO making up the multiple forms of
verb phgases,whlch mark‘person, number, tense, aspect. mood
and #oice. Some illustration is in order here. The Chiﬁese
sentence given below can have twelve EhgliSh equivélents
showing different tenses andAaspects in the qu;igh verb. In
fact, these twelve sentences can be multiplied with the use
of other personal pronouns and in both singular_and plural

numbers as well as in different voices and moods, yielding
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.a still greater Variety in the verb forms.
Chinese: Ta %iu dian kaishi gongzho.
he nine o'clock begin - work
English: He begins his work at nine.
He has begun his work at nine,
He is beginning his work at nine.
*© ‘H¢ has besn beginning his work et nine,
 <He began his work»at nine;
He had begun his work at nine.
He was beginning his\work at nine.
He had been beginniﬂg his work at nine.
He will begin his work at nine.
He will have begun/his work at nine.
He will be beginning his work‘at nine.
"He will have beéﬁn his work at nine.

3.2.1.1. Nature of Interlingual Interference

' The above example shows that the Chinese verb system is

lacking in the grammatical categories of tense and aspect.
Chinese verbs are neutral yith regard to tiﬁe_refereﬁce in
that tense and aspect are-not bﬁilt into them. The time
reference is either 1mp11ed through extralinguistch
31tuat10nal contexts, whlch is a pragmatlc matter, or made
specific by adding, lexically, temporal adverbs or .
adverbials when required and when ambigﬁity eould othefwise“

arise. Thus, the above example shows the nature of negative
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correspondence with English in'termstof~{e$~the~iaekee£
grammatlcal categorles concerned, in this case, tense and
aSpect as well as the flner semantlc distlnction in each ’
Vcategory; (b) the optionality in the substitutional use of
ldifferent grammatical devices, in thls case, the optlonal

use in Chinese of~tenporal adverbs'and adverbials; (c) the
f.confergence versus diVergencejphenOmena; iﬁ this Case the,
divergence phenomenon, English having a larger number\oflverb
forms and correspondlng semantlc dlstlnctlons in tense and |
aspect than Chinese. Furthermore, 1n the same example riven B
~above, there is in Chlnese no obllgatory correspondence
between subject andrverb in number and person known as

agreement. These are instances of negetiVe correspondences
_ which constitute sources of interference from dhineSe.jErrors.
made that cah be attributed to these SOurcesiwill_be considered
as interlingual errors. To clarifyvfurther, a few more examples
‘are given below. | |

lithough there are a few sﬁffix-like words in Chinese

“which indicate aspects, they do not correspond to their ;‘ )
numerous counterparts in Engllsh. The word le whlch 1nd1cates
perfectlve aSpect can be the simple past, the present perfect.
the past perfect, and the future perfectlln Engllsh as ehown
in the following sentences. ; ST e

Chinese: Shu wo mai-le.
book I buy asp
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‘I have bought the book.
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I bought the;bpok;
I had bought the book.

I shall have bought the book.

Similarly. theﬂaffix-like words zai and zhe which indicete'

progre331ve aspect can be the. present progre551ve, the past

'progre381ve, the present: perfect progressive and the past

perfect progressive 'in English,

Chinese:

Tai zai nian (ghe) shu.

" he asp read asp book

English:

'He had been studylng.

All
from the

in terms

He is studying.
He Qas studying.
He has been studying.
o
the above examples further 1llustrate interference
source‘language owing to negatlve correSpondence

of the lack of the categorles concerned the

"optlonallty in the use of different grammatlcal dev1ces, and

3.2.102.

" the dlvergence phenomenon.

Nature of Intrallﬁgual Interference

@2

Coupled with the above sources of interlingual

1nterferenca from Chlnese are the complex1t1es 1nherent

W1thin Engllsh in terms of its “internal irregularlty.'

lnconsiﬁfency. and asymmetry which Cﬁgextutéthe gource of —

interference from the target language, i.e. 1ntralingual,f
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interference. A few examples may suffice. There is, for

-

_instance, the‘irregulérity in the morphological forms . for

the English pretérite and the pést participle such as those -
of‘thevfollowing categories. -

eat, ate eaten
| take, took,'taken;;

go; went, gone o

fly, flew, flown.

ring, rang, rung
. o teach, taﬁght;~taug§t

set, set, sef
As iékgharéeteriStic of ﬁatural lahgugge, there is also

the lack of one-to-one correspondence betWeendgrammatiqal

form and meaning. English does not shbw consiétenpy in the

~matching of a catégorY‘membef;and‘its underlying grammatical

:'meahing.lThus,’in the>Eng1ish verb system, gramﬁétical tense

e

following sentences, the future time ‘reference is eipressed

is not synonymous with time reference. A logical tense can

have ‘several grammatical tenses in different forms. In the

»

by five different grammatical tenses.

Simple Present: - I leave tomorrow.
‘  Present Progressive: "I am leaving tomofrow.
 Future Progressive: ' ‘I'shail'be leaving—tamorrowarr
Simple Future:s - T shall leave tomorrow.

Copula + Infinite Verb: I am to leave tomorrow.
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On the o%her hand, a tense can mean severalrgiodorof
time as shown in the following sentences. As Lee (1954) has
pointed out, "the English simple tenoe does nOt refer? R
dnoquivocallyto present time" (p. 118).
Habifhal: ‘ He’drives'to school evefydoy.
Future: ThoAsteamermleaves for China next weok,
Historical'Present; Loﬁg ago, thére lives a king. §

Partaking of Past, Knowledge puffs up, but wisdom and charity:

" Present and Futures edify.

Timé}ess: \ Jesus Christuis fhe same yesterday, -today
' . and tomorrow, ) :

Based on the above contrastive description and
illustrations, the Eﬁglish verb system is therefore considered
ahd nypotheéized‘as the syntactic area ‘in which English
\o}eéents‘theigréétest difficulty to Chineso-Speaking studehfs.
Interlingually, Chinese lacks the finer and doro precise
distinction in tense andﬂaspeCt"a; well as the multiple overt
markers for these grammatical categorles and their varlants.
Intrallngually, English displays inherent complex1tles in the
1rregu1ar verb forms and the lack of one-to-one correspondence ‘

between time reference and grammatical tense.

3.2.1.3. Nature of Expected Errors at E§glyfand Later Stages
, e L .

of Lgarning

Chiﬁese-speaking ESL students~aré,eibécied'to make the
most form- meanlng errors in Engllsh verb phrases. They tend,

for 1nstance, to produce sten-form Engllsh in whlch verbs are



used in thelr root forns. 1rrespective of tense. aspect*’

'.,number and person, to fail to maintaln a‘consistent tense

eeqﬁence and to observe the'egbjec¢~verb agreement. Errors

like these are interlingual'in nature and are likely to occur

- at early;stages of learning. Iﬁtralingualverrers such:as the

"use of wrong verdb forms OW1ng to the 1rregu1ar1ty in English 'f Coo-
strong verbs, and the incorrect use of tenses owing to R
. confusion between grammatical tense and tlme,reference are

:;expected *to occur at later st&ges of. learnang.

3.2.2.°The Eggl;gh Artlcle Sygtem

This syntactic area is hypothesized as ranklng next in  »

the hlerarchy of difficulty. The indefinite and definite -
articles are as conspicuousiy absent in'Chihese as the
cateéories of tense and aspect. ASs a result, a Chinese noun
phrase can be as vague in determination as'its ve{P is
imprecise ie fimefreference.
3.2 . Nature of ;nterlingual Interference

| As shown prev1ouely. ingtead of the artlcles. Chinese
uses the numeral one+classifler as a substitute for the -

1ndef1n1te article a and the demonstrative pronouns

B hls[that+c1a§51fig_ for the deflnlte artlcle the if speciflcitye

-ﬁ;s required. Another device to indicate definiteness “is word

:'order;'# noun“phrasehinrerpreverbal~peeitien—xendsgtoghaue

definite reference while one in a post-verbal position has.
indefinite reference, unleéss the noun phrase is explicitly .

modified by indefinite numeral expressions or by demonstratives

-
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‘Tﬁﬁs;mthe‘Essence'ofjthe”artiet‘srtﬂr* tionallty'inrthe T
use of Ch1nese equlvalents, and the use of word order to :
1nd1cate 1ndef1n1teness are 1nstances of negatlve
correspondenfeé which constltute sources of interference’

from Chinese.,Errors made that:can be attributed to these
sources will'be‘considered as interlingual errors.‘

3.2.2, 2.*Nature'of Intralln al- Interferences

Coupled with this 1nter11ngual 1nterference are the
complexltles 1nherent in the Engllsh article system. Be51des

quantlfylng and partlcularlzlng, the 1ndef1n1te and definlte

artrcles,aiso generallze, 1dent1fy end name a class. The heavy
semantic load carried by these two articles results in an
inevitable oyerlapping of form and semantic “function. (As the

uses of the\articles involve the grammstical category number

‘and the notion of countability I shall. include, for
;description purposes.'the presence and abSence of the plural"

. marker =-s and the zero marker g as component features of the
“ Iy

English artlcle system.) Thus, in the follow1ng sentences.»

/the generlc functlon of the artlcle system is conveyed in

five different forms. .

. A tiger . . ¢ L
LT : is a member of the cat family. : e
The tiger N | '

 # migers . .. - LT
are. members of the cat family. - e

*The txgers*ﬁrs —

t B ’ . .o
ﬂ Fur is thlck hair covering certain anlmals. . o
~ On the other hand. One form can convey several semantlc L
¢ v . ( : i "-' o
. . ) T T Tl

?
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f&netionsw~1nsthe~sentences below;. articie”the can,be N

anaphorlc, generic, presuppos1tlonal and conventlonal.

o

' Did you feed the dog?
~7The'dog is_.}r man's»hest friend.
While I was dolng the dishes, the‘phone rang.
"He llstens to the radio. . o
‘ The moon i full tonight.
it is evident that the distinction'between anaphoric, generic,
and presupp051tlonal or conventlonal uses of the 1n the-
above sentences is a semantlc one, since syntactlcally they -
share -the same form. This overlapping of form and function
toéether with the finer semantic;concepts‘undérl&ing each

e

form«makesthe taskvof determining the use or non-use of the
-
articles a dlfflcult and a confus1ng one.;However, when

compared with the verd system, the ‘article system is not as

complex and intricate in terms of the numerous forfais which mark

the flner semantic dlstlnctlons in -tense -and aspects, hénce

5

it é?“ranked as second in difficulty to the verb system.:

3. 2 2.3. Nature of Expected Erro rg_;n Early and Later Stages
of Learning ‘ S
Chinese-speaking ESL students‘are likely(to make'errors

of omlsS1on in both the deflnlte and 1ndef1nite artlcles.

3

They may-tend to use the num/ral one and the demonstratlve
e [, [ I

ronouns as the 1ndef1n1te and deflnlte artlcles respectlvely

‘as is typlcal of Chlnese. Errors of these categories w1ll be

1nter11ngua1 in nature and are expected to be more domlnant

g

-

-~ .
. . — ’ R
N B v
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in eérly stages of learning. Students will tend to ﬁse.thé
articies iﬁdiscfiminately.,omitting them'whén they should
“be used dr«ﬁSing them whén_they éhOuld.nottLater errors of these
tyﬁes are évidence of confusion as a result of overlapping ‘
of form and semantic functisﬁ in the article system. Thd’r
 7are therefqre'intrélingdél‘in naturé and are likely to
"YCOntinue fo occur at later stages of learning.
30203, The‘EnglishrPregositions |

The use of this class of function word is considered as
ranking néxt i?‘the four-level hierarchy of difficulty. It is 7
‘»not_as COmplek as the verb system which has véribus |
'grammatical categories each of which has overt markers for -
Jits distinctive grammaticél'Meaning; nor;igjit”ﬁbre inVolvgd
than the article which. beéause 6f its nly two aﬁailable
forms, has_inevitablycbnfﬁsing overlap iﬁg of form and 1
semantic function. Prepositions are a class 6f'ubiquitoué
Lwords that English cannot do without while Chinese can do

- with relatively- few siﬁilﬁrly:functioning forms. e

3.2.3.1.\Natu§g'bi_lnteflingual Interference

~ As shoﬁn previously, what appearzfo be the productiﬁe
prepositional phrases ih’English are just content words or
phfases‘withdut:prepositiong“in Chinesé. The,noh—useﬁof these
pfép;sifions in €hinese is ITikely %oeauseemisGiene%rers;
i.e. failure to insert the necessary English prepositions.
The relatively small number of Chinese localizers éndf

postpositional words are capable of covering the numerous
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prep051tlons of Engllsh ThlS is- llkely to. cause errors
ow1ng to the dlvergence phenomenon mentioned earlier as ohe

of the sources of 1nterference_from Chinese.

3.2.3;2. Nature of_;ntra;;ngual'Interferenoe'

inherent complexities within the target language in
Vregardrto preposijions‘lie in what:appearsvto the learner
to be randomness and illogicality in their use‘in'English.
Various different‘prepOSitions can follow or precede a word

giving-subtly:different meénings.as'thewfollowing examples

~ shows
jump_at : at the corner
jump on . on the corner
jump in 7 in the corner
.jump aronnd , _ round the'oorner;
jump into into the corner
jump by ‘by the,oorner |

One can travel iﬁ a rocket, at the speed of light, by
the year 2000, 'into spaee, arrive in the moon, walk on its\
surface, Eﬁ an unknown destination, and round the year.

One can throw"things on, ig, at someone; laugh at or
with someone, somethlng can be in or on my mind; someone
can be 1n my way or I can meet someone on my way,'etc. 777777

The use of wrong prepositlons ow1ng to confu31on ‘and
the insertion of unnecessary prepositions are llkely to be

the errors due to intralingual interference. -

E'S

=
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. 3.2.3.3. Nature of Expected Errors at Early and Later Stages

of'Learning' - = o | 8
Inablllty to percelve the 1oglc and the flne semantlc

difference in the use of these ‘numerous spatial and temporal
words will constitute the main learning difficulty. Chinesev
ESL;learners are'iikely, for instance. to omit‘the use of many
prepositions, to use the same preposition or same}few to cover.
the use of many, following the par31mon10us use oé the
equ1va1ent localizers in Chinese. These errors ard interlingual
in nature and will occur mostly in the early stages of

learnlng. Failure to understand the ratlonale or loglc

‘underlying the use of the numerous prepositions is likely to

lead to their random and indiscriminate use. Such’errors are
1ntra11ngual in nature and are expected to be more domlnant
in Iater stages of 1earn1ng.

3.2.4. The Placement of Modifiers

As Chinese and Engllsh are by and 1arge, subJect-verb-
object 1anguages, Chinese speakers are not 11ke1y to make
errors and have difficulty w1th respect to word order in ba51c
sentence structure, hence the ranking’ o£ word order as the
least in magnltude in thé postulated hlerarchy.

3.2.4.1. Nature of Interli ggual Interference

However, interference £reerh1neserzs—l%kely to,manliest

'itself in the positioning of nominal and verbal modifiers in

which English is flexible and more variable and'Chinese is
relatively rigid. As shown earlier, in English,‘noun modifiers‘

o
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can both precede and follow. the head neun. anﬁ’adverbizts
‘can occur in both preverbal and postverbal p031t10ns. In
Chinese, noun modlflers can only be prenominal and adverbials
.preverbal. Errors made in the placement of these modlflers
tggt can be ‘attributed to the carry~over effect from Chinese

w111 be cons1dered as 1nter11ngua1.

3.2.4.2, Nature of Intrallngual Interference

‘Few errors showing intraliﬁguel interference are
enviseged‘as there;is lrttle'inherent complexity within
'English in the plecement of these modifiers. As there are
conditionsfgqverning the:pesitioning of certein adverbs and
adverbials of which Chinese 1earhers~have little knowledge.
and 1ntu1t10n, they w111 tend to place these verbal modlflers
1n pre~ and postverbal p031t10ns 1ndiscriminate1y. Errors of
this category will be considered 1ntra11ngua1 in nature.

3.2.4.3. Nature of Expected Errors in Early and Later Stages’

N

. of Learning
As all noﬁinal-clessifiers'cluster before the:ﬁeéd noun
in Chinese, learners tend to place all adjectives, adjectivals
and relative clauses in prenominal position. Similarly, they |
are 11ke1y to bunch the adverbs and adverblals in preverbal
‘p031t10ns. Errors show1ng this tendency w111 be cons1dered as

interlingual and are expected to ocour in the early stages of

learning. Errors showing an 1nd13cr1mlnate and incorrect
placement of adverbs and adverbials belong to the intralingual

cetegory._They‘are more likely to occur in later stages of



75

legrhing.
3.3. Summary
This Chapier capnbe summarized as consisting qf two‘main‘
- parts. The first part outlines the basic txﬁélbgical naturej
of Chinese while pro#iding a contrast‘witﬁ’English in four
‘ hajbr morpho-syntactic a eas. The second part deals with the
ratiqnaie for theﬁypoﬁ{iﬁized levels of difficulty
‘fbfmulated_on the éontrastive description given in part one.
Interllngual 1nterference is descrlbed 1n termsﬁpf the lack
in Chinese of the grammatical categorles in questlon and their
overt markers, the optlonallty in the use. of other grammatlcal
devices, and the dlvergence phenomena. Intrallngual interference
is described,in terﬁs of irregularity;'inconsistency and the
lack of one-to-one correspondence befweqn,fopm and meaning.
The mag ituderiﬁ the cpmplexity involved in the interlingual
iﬁterfe enée constitﬁtes,thevbasis for hypothesiziﬁg'four |
, %évéls'of\difficulty infourlsyntacfic areas in the fqilowing
descehding\orderr English verb system, articles, prepositions

and placement of modifiers. °
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b, Introguctlog % o
This chapter deals w1th the 1nvest1gatlon proper whlch

provides data-orlented ev1dence to test the hypotheses

propounded in Chapter 1. It outlines the methodology and
1nclud1ng the selectlon of. sultable

procedures employed
subjects for this study. the elicitation techniques used,

the uﬁderlylng rationale as wellﬁas the analysis of the data.
L, 1. Collectlon of Data ’ -0
k,1.1. The Langu age Background;guestlonnaire

A language background questlonnalre was prepared to

select sultable subJects for the study. It 15 an establlshed

fact that factors affecting second language learnlng are
stic.

many and varied, ranging from linguistic to non-lingulstl

‘ Among non-linguistic varlables are pedagoglcal
neurophy81ological. psychologlcal and socio- cultunal ones, An

attempt was made ‘to hold constant only the major varlables

amenable to control, as a complete control of all the relevant

variables 1s’onlyra tﬁeoretical possibility. The variables

considered as of major importance are age,‘ethnlc group, '
source language or dialect, educational'leyel, typeyahd"
amount of exposure to English prior to\and after arrival in

Vancouver, length of study of English and social milieu.

. ‘(L
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The ltems in the quest;onnalre aim at obtalnlng 1nformatlon N

from the supaects about themselves w1th regard to the
aboye-mentloned major varlahles. The questlonnalre was
administered in Chinese..The English version?ofathe
.questionnaire'is in~Appendix A. >

b,1.2. The Subjects = .

The subJects used in the 1nvest1gatlon are students in

the Engllsh Language Tralnlnp department of Vancouver | //4
Communlty College. Only” Chlnese students were chosen as one’
‘purpose of the study is to test the valldlty of the notion
of language transfer with respect to speakers of a source
Llanguage that is typologically different from the target
hlanguage being learned.,§tudents at different stages of
learning and broflclency/levels were taken since another
FObjective of the study is to see the extent of inter- and
.intralingual interference across different levels of learning
and'proficiency.‘Nine squects of the elementary,; intermediate -
and advanced groups (see Note 14) ‘were selected out of their
respectlve classes based on the1r responses to the |
questionnaire administered. Three subjects of each level were
'selected and considered as the closest in homogeneity with
respect to the major variables that affect second‘language
learning mentioned abové;°1ﬁ age, these squeEts'ranée from i
19 to 29. It is assumed that w1th1n thls age range there

could be little gerlatrlc decllne in learnlng owing to the
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age factor. Cantonese and”MandarIn CHIHEEE”ZTE‘tﬁEIr’CUmmon‘“”"**”**f'

\

> dlalects' These two dlarects are cons1dered syntactlcally

" alike according to the ‘consensus of many Chlnese rrammarlans
»llke‘Chao (1968), Krachtoval (1968) Li and Thompson (19?4b),

"and Tang, Tung and Wu (1972). Syntactically, therefore, ‘

" there coulﬁ.be‘iittle interference from a third language or :
dialect Withiregard to the.deviant forms prodUcednyheee m\j)
subjecte were all from Hong Kong. Educationa{ly, they had -
completed their primary and secondary education'in Chinese

' with English}as a second language (see‘Note415) The three
subJects from the elementary group came to Vancouver in the

latter half of 1978, whlle the other six subJects from the
intermediate and the advanced groupsucame in 19?7. All of.

them began their‘Engliah,ciasses shortly after their arrival

in Vancouver. As for the attitudinal variable in the

affective domain, ‘these subjects have immigrated to this

English- speaklng country of their own choice. They were all

well aware of thelr common 1mmed1ate need for a reasonable
competence in Engllsh both for everyday communlcatlon and

for securing a good job. Thelr,regular attendance and serious
attitude toward learning~the language aS‘reported by their - //2;
respectlve teachers show“thelr keen 1nterest and motlvatlon.:;/
As indicated in thelr responses, they come from a.similar .

social mllleu in that they all llve in and around

Chinatown.
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L1, .3. Elicitation Procedure

- An uncontrolled elicitation technique, namely, the. ‘ | ’
*.retelling of given storles was used to e1101t written
linguistic productions from the nine subJects selected. This
uncontrolled e1101tation technique was employed to avoid

1nduced errors whlch controlled techniques 1like multiple

: :ﬁuch01ce, morphological tests, translation and cloze tests SR

©

tend to produce. These controlled,techniques generally tend .
to neglect the‘relationship between language‘and~communication}
A-morphologioal test is often geared to provaking specific : |
morphological errors and a direct translation test tends to
~load a study in favor of transfer and interference from the
source language. In a multiple -choice’ test the learner is

made aware of the spe01fic linguistic tasks he is being
“tested on. His atteption is thus drawn to'concentrate on the> ;:\'
'formal linguistic-rfde so that the resultant linguistic
7productions‘may contain more or fewer errors than is . normal.

In an uncontrolled elicitstion techniQue like the retelling of

a stony.thesubjects' ettention is draun away from the formal
linguistic 'side to the content 31de. They are forced to draw

on their- internallzed grammar while reproduCing the given |
semantic content.iThe llnguistic product thus can be~rw -
conSidered to be more natural and more representative of the:

subjects' interlanguage or~transit10nal competence.

Two stories, considered appropriete both in language
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and content, . were,prescnted,tg the subjects orally by

their respective class tcachers. Any new or &ifficult‘\

word wﬁose meaning was not clear was explaincd.‘The
subjects were.ésked to retell the stcries in their own words .
in.writiné. Thié prccedureﬁwas:followed by both the
intermediate and the advénced'gfoﬁps. For tﬁe elementary
suijCts who could not yet write in English, the stories »

were told to them with the help of pictures and the subaegts
were asked to retell them in their own words orally. Fcr |
these.subjects. beforeithe stories were presented to them;
there was a conversation between eachvsubjectiand the 1
inveétigator for the pﬁrpose of puttiﬁg the subject at ease

apd,for\éliciting more utterances from the subjects. The

istic production from both the conversation and the
etold stories were recorded on-audic cassette tapes which
were Aranscribed for analyéis. |

. Analy31s of Data - _ ’ .

4 2 1. The Categorization of Errors
| As mentioned earlier. the focus of the present study

ig on errors which stem from linguistic gources, namely, errors
due to transfer from the source language and those due. to the
complexltles within the target language. As such, errors |

- from the speech samples collected will be identifled and

cla831fied on the b381s of the definitionsof 1ﬁt€f¢‘§ﬁ‘

1ntrallngua1 errors glven in Chapter 1 and in Chapter 3. The

oft-Quqted statements by Lado (1957)' and Weinreich (1964)
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have been’usedlas the-definifion'forInterIinghaIerrors."
Generally, interlingual|errorsfréfer t0 errors made as a

result of the use or non-use ff elements, patterns and\meanings»
from the source language while using the target language:
Spe01f1ca11y, on the- basas of the contrast between Chinese

and Engllsh 1nter11ngual errors are ‘errors caused by negative

‘ correspondences between the two languages in terms of (a) the -
‘lack of the grammatlcal category concerned and of the finer -
semantic distinctions made among the members of that category;

\
- grammatical devices; and (c) the convergence phenomenon in

(b) the optionality in the substitutional use of. d%;ferént

Chinese. Intrallngual errors, on theiother hand, are errors
as defined‘by Corder (1967) and Rlchards (I971a). Specaflcally,
they are errors whose source is in the inherent complexitiés
within;English'such as its irregularitiés, inconsisteﬁcy,
assymmetry and noh- correspondence between form and meanlng
whlch result 1n confu31on among items and in mutual
interference of items, Besides the above criteria, the
investigator's intuition, knowledge and experience are mnch
used in deciding on the nature of interference which-plausibly
leads to an error. | V | |

As thls study deals malnly with the verhi the artlcle.

the prepositlon and word order, errors not w1th1n these

four syntactic areas such as lexical errors and errors whlch
can be traced to phonological causes were excluded.

Performance and indeterminate errors were also ignored. By

b
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performance error is meant an er
of a patterned regularity or an underlylng rule in the o Al
structure concerned.,It is usually a 51ng1e instance of a- J}f

- deviation from a structure vhen the use of the same structure

in other instances has been correct, Corder (196?) cails ”.,
such an error a mlstake. Indeterminate errors can be |
systematlc. They - have also been known ag amblguous errors.,pfwli
‘They are errors which are amenable to nultlple 1nterpretatlons.e.-
4,2,2. Treatment of ggg . O | o R

Errors, after being~iaéﬁtifiga;ana-eaiegoffzea: were .

processed on the basis of the hypothesesrprOpoﬁhded in
Chapter 1. These hypotheses concern (a) the ev1dence of tz - e
‘1nterlingual errors due to language transfer; (b). the ev1dence : 5
,of‘intrailngual errors due to inherent conplexlties wlthin .
;the target language. (c) the extent of interllngual errors ”
:across the three levels of learnlng, (d) the extent of |
1ntra11ngual errors across -the three levels: of learnlng. ahd .
(e) the hierarchy of dlfflculty for all the,learners 1h the .[
four syntactic areas examinedt .Errors of each.category in

‘each syntactic area made by each subject yere counted,.So_

3
2
=z
Z
-

was the number of instances which involved’ the total usage

of a structure. Errors were totalled and-éxpressed as a -

percentage of errors per total usage of that structure.

Mean percentages were computed for comparing the extent of

1nter- and 1ntra11ngua1 1nterference across the three levels

AE v PAT e

of learning. The frequen01es of 1nterlingua1 errors in each



of the four Syntécticmqrqas and their mean percentages
were computed for estgblishiﬂg°thé rank ordering of

thé”fquf.s&ntactic areas of difficulty.



CHAPTER 5 e
RESULTS AND FINDINGS  /

5. Infrgdﬁction

ThlS chapter reports ‘the results and findings of the
study. The error analyses carrled .out on the llngulstlc
productions of the subjects are shown in n1ne tables.
Only Tables 1;72 and 3 are presentédrin fhis-chaptef—asrthese
tables‘sﬁmmarizg the main results of the analysis for'testiﬁg
the hypotheses propounded-in«Chapter 1. The rest of the tablés

(

are glven in Appendix C.
5,1, Results of the Ana1151s i

Pable 1 is a summary of Tables 4, 5 and 6 in Appendlx C.-R;
It shows the total 1nter11ngual errors in all the four
syntactic areas, namely, the verb, the article, the
preposition and - word order, made by each subject from
all three 1evels of learning; The figufes in column 3 shgw
th; number of 1nterlingual errors made in the four syntactlc
areas by the subjects. Those in column 4 show the total usage,
i.e. the total number of 1nstances of the four syntact;c>
structures used 1n the subJects’ lingu1stic productlons. ,
Column 5 shows- thi¥ pezeentagefof errors per tetaifusage~e£—the
four syntactld_areas and column 6 shows the mean percentage

of interlingual errors for each level of 1éarning. The results

given -in Table 1 show that interlingual errors are present
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~ at each level of learning and that theyﬁaecrease’with 1eve1s
ofwgroflclency. This lndlcatesthat learnlng dlfflcultles
due  to . 1nterference from the source lanvuage are ev1dent

at all}three levels of learning and that these difficulties

decrease as the level of proficiency increases. A

Table 2 isvread in the same way as Table 1 fcr the
intralingual errors. The resultscgiven in Table 2 show that
intralingual errors, like interlingﬁal errors, occur at each
1 :el of learning. Unlike'interlingQal errors, however, they
1:323ase with the three leVels of.learning. While this
indlcatesthat difficulties due tocccnfusicn arising‘within>
‘English‘are more eVidentfin‘later stages of learning, it also
shows that these difficulties are presenf even at the
elementary -level. In short, Tables 1 and 2 show .that, in -
relation totheyaéhinese ESL students, errors of the inter-
vand intralingual types vary quantitatively but. not l
qualitatiyely with the three levels of learning.

Table 3 is'a summary of Tables 7, 8 and 9 in Appendix C.
The figures in columns 2, 3 and 4 show the mean percentage
of interlingual errors made by the subJects of each level C
in each of the four syntactic areas. Column 5 shows the average
mean percentage of the interlingual errors msde by all the
subjects in each syntactic afea. While, in general, thefe is .
a pattern sﬁow1ng that verb errors rank hlghest and word |

order errors rank lowest in the hierarchy of difficulty,

there is little difference in the degree of difficulty between
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the artlcle and the preposition. This result supports partially
the hypothesis‘that for the Chinese ESL students,,English
verbs, articles, prepositions and word order present a

~ descending order of difficulty.

5.2. Discussion: Errors, Learningistrategies and Interlanguage

- A close examination of the subjects' errors at each level
of ‘learning reveals some interesting<fegularities and patterns
from which the nature of the learning strategies and the

interlangnage can be inferred.

5 2.1. Errors at the Elementary Level

’ The linguistic productlons at the elementary level are
found to be a sort of Chinese Engllsh that is, English
that of Chinese. This 1is ev1dent in the subjects' use of the
English verb, article. preposition and word order. The
follcwing are sentences containing‘typical examples of errors
in each syntactlc area collected from the subJects' speech
samples at the elementary level. Each ‘sentence has been
edited in that other errors in the sentence not focused: on
have.been-corrected. The type of error being studied is
underlined. |

5.2.1.1. Verb Errors - Interlingual

"Errors due to the use of the stem form (the non-finite
form) regardless of person and number{
My husband gg'to work everyday.

He come to bring me home at five.
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He drive me to School.
My siStef have two children.
She do household work.

/

Verb errors due to the use of the stem form regardless
_tense and aspect:
I come to Canada in 1978.
Last weekend I =20 shopplng.
Now I _zggx English in Vancouver College.
. The pollce come and ggﬁgg the thief,.
" The dog don't know he have a shadoY.
Omission of copula:
Some of my ffiends __in France.
Some of them __ in Canada.
My factory ___ far from home.
I #ery tired.
The people ___ friendly.
Omission of to before tﬁe second verb in verb-and-verb
-constructions: | .
I like __ speak Chinese.
I ask them ___ eat. o
‘After work I go .__ take my baby.

He asks me __ come to school __ learn English.

They want“igulearn English. -
Omission of'gg support in negative sentences:
Last weekend I __ no go out.

My‘mdther - ho work.

of
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‘The teacher ___ no teach.
My husband __ no allow me. :
- If I _ no- come to school to learn English...

7~ The above errors in the use‘of verbs are clear examples
of errors due to language transfer; Chinese verbé have no .‘
markers for number, person, tense and aspecf;‘Chinese
adjectives and adjectivals'used predicatively are without
the copula §gi as mentioned previously. The omission ofiig‘
béfdré the §econd verb in verb-and-verb construééions and
.of do for négétive sentences reflecté\figzyatterns of Chinése
verﬁ constructions. That Eﬁglish verbs are like Chinese verbs
seems to be\the'hypothesis that the learners are formulating
and testing atrthis level. |

" Verb Errors.-‘Intralingual'

While thé‘majority of verb errors'are interlingual by
nature as shown above, there are also errors in Vefbs,*
though not as many, which could be due to confusion arising
f;om‘within thehEnglish language. ﬁany of theée are efrors
in verdb forms. The following are some examplés:

I ___ studying English now, ’

My brother _; working in Hong Kong.

I have no time to doing homework.

If no fish cémigg...

M& mother helps me wéshing disﬁes.
They stay home to\falkiﬁg and eating.

4

Now I __ making money.
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- 5. 2 1. 2 Artlcle ErrorSZ- Interllngual

The most common artlcle errors - due to 1 ‘uage_transfef
aré omission errors. The follow1ng are typ al examples:.
‘AThey go to __ pérk for wéle | |
I was ___ student of high school.
This is not __ same as that.
I was __ farmer. |
IAwork seven days one week.
Shé gave .him _; drink.
He is reading _; newspapéf;
She looks after __ house.
Errors iiké the above seem to point to.a plausiblerhypothesis—
being used by the learners, namely; that Englishvnouns,)like.A

their Chinese countefparts, do not require articles.

Article Errors - intra i gual

'Based on the limited amount of Engllsh-exposure, there
seems to be another hypothe51s operathg at the.same tlme,
namely, that all’ English nouns requlre the»deflnlte artlcle.
There 1is clea}ly a confusion arising.witﬂin the afticle
system. Numerous errors seem to be the result of this false
hypothesis)and this confusion. The following are some
,_efgmples: | S ' i
I eat the &inner~gt the six o'clock.

All the ﬁérties are held in the weekend.
I was in the high school in the 1976.

They did not teach the English.
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' They don't have the meat to eat. =~ -/
I lived in-the small town.
Same‘of them are in the France.

Others are in‘the‘Canada.'.‘

‘:5.2.1.3; Preposition Errors - Interlingual |
o Efrdfénﬁuéhto omission reflecting the non-use of,tﬁe
preposition as in Chinese: | A | |

I go __ bed at ten ofdl&ékf

My work begins __ eight o'cloék.

‘ ’ \ 3
I have been married __ two years. . .
I work —_— five days.

I come home __ four o'clock.

Shé helps me takefcare ___ the baby.
'_He did not apply __ his parenfs:

They 1isten.__ the radio.

Preposition Error - Intralingual .

Some examples of errors due to wrong substitution are:
- I begin work in eiﬁﬁf o'clock. |

He works g§_8,39 to 5 o'clock.

The bus stops ig HastingS‘andyPendef.

The woman stopped in a store. |

She made a cup of tea 19 her husband.

Mr. Wong comes h?ﬁg on five o'clock.

The lady.lef% her handbag at a bench,

5.2.1.4, Word Order Errors - Interlingual 7

These errors are traceable to word order patterns used
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Ln—Chinese.,The follow1ng are some examples._g

I evervday at seven o' clock get up.

Vancouver in summer is not hot.

I with mx‘mother‘Came to Vancouver.

My work in the afternQQn atifive o'élock stops.

I very early wake up.

The manager vegxday phones.

From the examples of errors in the four syntactic areas

given above, it seems~ev1dent that at the elementary level
' errors.due'teylanguage transfer are more dominant than‘errors
due to confusion arising within English. The latter errors,. ‘f:
nevertheless. are present, especially in the use. of the
'article and the preposition. The" use of language transfer as
a strategy of learning seems ev1dent. The reliance of the
Ylearners on their source language at this level has caused a
large broportion of 1nterlingual errors in all the four
) »syntactic areas. The recurring patterns of these 1nterléngual

errors in the Tour syntactic areas in the subjects* linguistic

\ ,

productions indicate a systematicity in their interlanguage - -

a systematicity that approximates that of the source language.

5.2.2., Errors at the Intermediate Level , - S¢

5¢.2.2+1. Verb Errors -'Interlingual
Errors due to the use of the stem form (the non-finite
form) pegardless of person, number, tense and aspect:

He do not know.
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- 'He-have to dowebmetbiﬁét' |
Uﬁcle George heve a chat with her.
The lady walt for hlm.‘ | /
‘Tbe second traveller pretend to be dead.
He say they go. ‘
‘ Hettellkthe other traveller.

Verb Errors = Intrallngual

- 'f“*"”w Errors as a result of the use of pé‘t‘forms even'for
non- f1n1te verbs in the sentence:
 * Uncle Geqrgezmade his house looked nice. -

He did not liked)to stayed there.

He wondered: how he could continued.

¢ George was lived in a village.
She had something to talked to him. -

He said he could not opened it. .
He had saw the bear.

5.2.2.2, Article Errors - Interlingual -

Errors due to omissions which. reflect the non-use of the
1ndef1n1te artlcle as 1n Chlnesex | ‘ - ;
Uncle George had __ good w1fe.r'“ |
They had __ happy life together.
She had __. bad temper. '

He bpebed __ door.

He waited for __ short time.

After __ few weeks, his wife died.
- He got‘;_ pension.
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He sat on _ bemch.

" Article Errors - Intralingual ;.t‘i' : | o
Errors due to. confusion ar1s1ng within the article .

system. (The context requlres the use of the 1ndef1n1te

article a in many of the follow1ng sentences Wthh appear'
s

non- dev1ant out of context.)

- One dayfthey paséﬁﬂ through the wood._
...'1f_they get into the'trouble. |
The flrst man climbed up the tree.

One day he met the nice woman.

He brought her.to the theater one day.'
He found the bench to sit on. | |
One day they went to the dinner.

| Once upon a time‘there'wss the old man.
- 5.2, 2'3 Preposition Errors - Interiingpal”r -

7 Errors due to the omlss1on of prep081t1gns, reflectlng

the non- use of the prep031t10n as in Chlnese-
. She ‘came _ his house.

They talked __ each other.

ﬁo friends 1live close __ him.

He,met’her __ the same‘day.

After a few monthe _  happy life....

They knocked __ the door. B

Prepositlon Errors - ;Qtralingual = N~

_Example? of errors due to wrong subétitution are:
He'ggt a pension in his firm. .

e



‘f‘gg the summer...
They came to there.
*Tpévgdverqmeﬁt ééidligi his pension.
They were aréund a Wdod.

: Uncle‘George'met her at the same day.

~5.2.2.4. Word Order Errors
There are praéticaily no word order é;rors,'either
infériingual or,intralingual, at this level of learning.
. 0f the;threeflgVels, errors made at this level are most

‘ﬁixed and confusing, The same individual leafner is found to
 alternate the“riéht form ané'the.wrong form of the same
stfﬁcture}in the same}refold story. For instaﬂce, the
’folléwing/sets of forms were used“by fhe same learner in the
éame linguistic.pfoduction; | : S o
| '(a) He didn't have...
He didn't has...
' He has to...
He have to...
(b) She would came...
She would come...
She would ;;§gg...
She would like...
(¢) He was sad...
He were happy...
They was happy...
They were happys..

$hey __ happy...
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. _ 4’7, S
It seems evident that both:the 1anguggé transfer and the
overgéhéralization strategies are»operativé at this learning
stage. The influence from the sdurce language'ané that
from the target language -to whicﬁ they are exposed seem
.to be competing for control rgsulting in more indetermiﬂéte
or ambiguoﬁé errdrs as well as the_léck of systemaficify
in the interlanguage of the 1earnérs at this level of ”

learning.

5.2.3. Er?ors at the Advanced ggvgl

5.2.3.1. Verb Errors - Interlingual

Errors due to ‘the use of the stem form and the omission
.'of thelcopulé are still present, though with less frequency,{
Physical exercise promote good héalth.

If your friehdfp;gg it up and lose it, ...
He‘explain,why he has to do it.

.It __ Very éonvenient for ﬁse.

We __.ready at about eight.

We so very tired. |

Check __ like money.

Verb Errors - Intralingual

Intralingual verb errors at this level are more varied,
‘including confﬁsion between active and paésivé #erbs; the
use éf.wrong.veybrferms—and failure to use the right tense
sequence such as in the following examples. ‘

‘Machines are replaced human labor. =
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Policelwill be arrivéd sOon; 7

An accident __ caused by careieséness.
‘After examined a few, hé selected one.
In a developing country like the Gni?ed States...
How could a person has good héaith. i
They found that his signature has been used.

.She knew that they have made a mistake.

5.2.3.2. Article Errors - Interlingual

AOmission of articles, which reflects pétterns
characteristic of Chinese, is still présent at‘this-level.
The foiiowing are some examplesz“ |

__ car accident is caused by...
~ __ check has repiaced money .
The sfory‘is about the use of __ check.
They talked about __ weather. o
In a deVelopéa country like __ United States...
We can cash it from __ bank.
He went to'__ jewellery.store,ﬂ

Article Errors - Intrélingual

Errors due to redundancy and wrong substitution do not
diminish at this level. They persist and for some subjects
they even increase in frequency. The heavy'Seﬁantic 1oad'
carried by the two articles a and the with resulﬁan£ |
overlapping of forﬁ and semantic functibn‘provés problematic

for ngjects even at this level. (The contexts do not require -
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-zeg‘in some of the sentencesvbelow.) ) .
The physical exeroisé is. good for health.
béryou aeﬁéit payment by the checks.
If the other people pick up the chéck...y
The people can cash it in Ehg bank.
If you give ﬁgg check to your friend..;
" The police‘asked him fo sign his name on the pigée

£

of paper to compare his signature.
One day she went to the store. “
They realized they had made the mistake.

5.2;3.3. Preposition Errors - Interlingual

Omission errors that can be traced to Chinese remain

evident though less frequent.

\

Manual labor is replaced __ machine.’
It‘depeﬁ&s ___ how much exercise we have.
It is __ no use for them.

They went __ about eight o'clock.
We arrived . that place late.
‘They laﬁghed __ me for doing that.

Preposition Errors - Intralingual

Errorsvdue to confusion still persist. The apparent
randomness in the use of English prepositions still causes
many errors. Some examples are as follows:

Everyone has a hobby at his leisure hours,

It has value for itself. -
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'Hé preferred?travelli%grby car than travelling by
plane.. h " |
His“nam was ﬁsed gé a.robbery.

He said hv;would buy;it';g another store.

The weather is different than that of my counfry.
We got up in the Sundéy morning. |

We left Eg‘the.island.‘ S

?’5L2,3i4:.Word Order Errors
‘Thére»are no errors in word order either of the inter-

or intralingﬁal nature at this level.

,"On”%he whole, “the picture with reépeétvto predominance
of inter- or intralinguai errors is clear. Errors causédqby
language transfer, thoﬁgh still influential,rhave |
considerably diminished, while errors caused bi complexifies
within English have increased. pifficultieé due to
complexities’inherent‘within Egglish are now the major cause
of errofs. This indicates that’as'the leafneré at%aiﬁ more
proficiency iﬁ the target‘language, their reliance on the
source language decreases while their reliance on the target
language increases. Overgeneralization and rule
simplificatioﬁ strategies are moré prevalent than the
language transfer strategy‘at,thisr;evel.‘The gystematicity
of the interlanguage lies in the reéurrent patterns in the |
learners' inter~ and intralingual errors and'in their

apprqximating the target language systéﬁ. Individual learners,
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however, show variability with respect fofthe,domihance of
inter-,or'intralingual‘errorsvin the areas of verﬁs,.értigles
and.prepositions. | |
5.3. Summary v

The resulté of the error analysis of thésé subjects
show that interlingual and inﬁralingual errors are two'majar
categofies of\second langﬁage errors. Interlingual erfbrs
decrease while-intraliﬁgual errors increase with the threé
- levels of 1earning. It is inferred from thése resﬁlts that.
1earners at the elementary level rely most on a language
transfer.strategy.-The systematicity of the interlénguage
ét_this 1e§e1 approximates that of the soﬁrce 1aﬂguage.
Learners at the advanced level rely more on an
6vergenera1ization}strategy.-The systematicity of the
interlanguagé at this leveljcpmes closer to.that of the
target language.'Learnefs at the interﬁgdiate level rely
on both strategies reéulting‘in numerous ambigudgs errors and
randomness in the_interlanguage at this level. Most errors
are found in the use of the'verb: Article errors and
preposition errors, which are simiiar in frequency, rank
next. There are few word order errors beginnihg with the
intermediate level. This indicates that the hierarchy of -

difficulty for Chinese ESL students is in the descending order

of verb, article, preposition, and word order.
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| CHAPTER 6 a
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS - 5
6.1, Summérv |
This study is an error analysis of the linguistic
~,productions of nine adult Chinese ESL sfudents'from three
different levels of learning. It seeks to test the following
hypotheses: (1) that the learning of a completely unrelated
language like English presents difficulties traceable to
interfefencé from Chinese; (2) that this inferferenco from
Chinese varies with levels of-leafnihg;\(B)bthat in the four
syntactic areas contrasted, English verbé; articles;
prepositioﬁs and word order will present a goéceﬁding ofder of

-

difficulty; and (&) thét intralingual interference is more
evident io late;'stages of leafning. .
The nine subjects weTre seleoted on the basis of their
responses to a questionnaire. They were assumed to be
approximately homogeneous With respect to the major variables °
affecting second language learning at the adult level. They
were asked to rételloiﬁ writing two stories first presented
to them orally. fhe subjects at the elementary level were
asked to retell the stories orally as %hey-could not yet
write in English. N -

It is assumed that errors reflect learning difficulties

and that frequencies reflect their hierarchy. The results of
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the énalysis shoﬁ'that errors traceable to interference
from Chinese are present at all levels but they vary |
decreasingly with the.leveis of learning, thus supporting‘
hybotheses (1) and‘(2); that, except for the article aﬁd
the preposition which‘have‘similar frequencies, errors Made
in the four syntactic areas do show the hypotheéized
hierarchy of difficulty, thus sﬁpporting hypotheéis (3);
‘that errors attributed to>complexities within Eﬁglish show
greater prevalence at the advanced level, thus supporfing
hypothesis (4). |

- Based on a qualitative and quantitative analysis of
the. errors, twq main-learning strategies are inferréd,
namely, source langﬁage-transfer and overgenerélizavion or
rule simplification. As far as these two main cétegories:of\\\mj
errors are concerned, errors vary quantitatively but not
qualitatively, hence the systematicity in the interlquuage'
of these learners with respect to its predicfability:in terms-
of inter- and intralingual interference. However, there is
variébility inherent in intgrlanguage.owing to its dynaﬁic
nature as well as~towidiOSYncratic differenceg in individual
learners. | -

Contrastive analysis.a priori‘segmg'to have predictive and
explanatory power in forecasting 1é;;ners' pfoblem areas |
based on disfinctive differences revealed in the'éoﬁtrastive“
study made, and explanatory‘powef in accounting for the

cause of a fair proportion of the errors discovered. This
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- finding militates against seme curren£ denial of this»féle,i
~of contréstive analysis. However, éontrastive analysis

can only account for errors due to language transfer. Errors
of otﬁer categories are beyond its predictive and explan?tory}i
powér. | | |

Error analysis-a_posteriori does‘diséover these errors
thbugh it cannot predict'or‘explain,them. Both’cont?astive’
‘analysis and eprbr analysis are useful research tools and
techniques that have to be jointly employed for research.in
second language léarning, and their findings jointly considered
for a better understanding of the nature of second language
‘strategies and for a more efficient treatment of learning
difficulties.

The results and findings of this study should prov1de
useful 1nformation to researchers 1nvest1gat1ng the phenomena
of second language learning in general and those investigating
sécond language learning by Chinese ESL learners in particuiar.
Pragmatically, these findings with théir pedagogicél
7implica£ions are of practical value to teachers of Chinese-
speaking ESL students.

This study is confined to two major categories of errof.
Errors due to othér causes have béenfqategorized‘as
indeterminate or ambiguous and were not dealt with. Among
these. errors there could plaﬁsibly be some inter- and
intralingual errors that could have been added to thé error

and frequency counts taken. This points to the recalcitrant
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nature of error, hence one main limitation of error analysis
studies. Other causes of error merit study, too, if a more

_ complete characterization of second language learning is to’
be achiéved.fMéreover, analysis of erfors aloné'seems,biased
tbwards’étudying the perf;rmanbe of second langu;ge learners
which certainly includes non-errors. Non-error ahalysié or
sucééss analjsis in second language learning is of importance
and will be complementary to error study in the performanceu
analysis of second language learners. Current research in

error analysis needs to extend.its scope to cover discourse

~analysis.

6.2. Recommendatiqns for Further Research |

The fihdings*of a study are said to be reliable if othér
studies confirm them. Réiiability of a study can be
established through replicéEZZH-E;/fzher reéearchers,
either using the same methodology with different populatidns -
or using different methodologies with ‘the same population. |
One suggestion for immediate further research is therefore
a replication of the present study, prefergbly by a research
team and on a larger scale amenablé to inferential statisticali
analysis. )

Iﬂ‘general, more contrastive error analysis studieé‘u
involving more languages,Atjpoiogically reléfed as well as
unrelated, and in diverse learning contexts and situations,
are desirable. So are more crosé-study comparisons and more

replications of similar studies. More and more such cumulative
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data-bésed evidence is a sine ggg ggg for detefmining
with confidence the nature of 1earning.strate§ie36and
interlanguage, aﬁd for establishing the foundations of a
viable theory of second language learning and teaching — a
éoncern aﬁd‘prééccupation of curreht fesearéh in applied
liﬁguistics. | \

"Second language teaching should have, as far-as‘
possiblé,‘azsdientific basis of empiricaliresearch" (Hamherlya
1971, p. 409). "Applicétions of psychology_or linguistiés to
languagé‘teaching «ss must be demonstrated and cannot be |
presumed" (Chomsky, 1973, p. 34). I submit that these two
statements may well sefve as appropriéteumottoes fbr applied
linguistiés if it is to establishlitself.as an autonomous

discipline having a wisdom of its own.
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13'Némez L o
2. Address:f ‘ "i _ _ ___ Phone No.:
f”h.Ethnic éroﬁpz |
5.vb;te of Birth: 'tMonth | 'fear‘
‘ 6. Place of Birth:_ -~ |
7. Céuntry of Origin:
8; Oqcﬁpafién (if any ) : 5

9. Languagé and/br dialect you spoke before comiﬁg to Canada;

at home .

- at work )

with friends

<

10. Education received befdre;you came‘to Cénadas

No. of years with Chinese o

as a medium of instruction

No. of years with Englisg ,
as a medium of instruction

Y
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11. Courses taken in Engllsh as a subJect before you came to

Canadas - 'v . B | ;;)

"LeVel ‘ i , | Primar& »Secondery 'University

"No.'of years o R

Ne.fof months per year

~|No. of hours per week

(Sﬁills emphasized
Check one -or more items |, .
1= least emphasis gnd |1 | 2|3 |4 11 ;2|3 /4 |1 2|34
b= most emphasis) z\ -

Listening

Speaking -

Reading

Writing

Grammar.

Translation.

No. of teachers who
were native speakers
of English.

most|half |partmest half rart|mostihal fipart

The time in- class he/
‘| she spoke in English

The. tlme in class you ’ .
spoke in Engllsh

12 The date on whlch you came to Canada: Month____ Year .

13 If you have not had any- formal 1nstructlon in English,

when did you begin learning English on your own?

Month T Year
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14, Langdage—and/or dialect you‘speak-at presentig

.at home

Y

.at,work"

with;friends

15. How have you been learning English? Check one or more.

HoursVMonfﬁs
_ ‘ : C per per
T ] : v week | year

No, of |
years

]

( )gBy attending classes at the )
- Chinese Cultural Center

( ') By attending classesAatlthe ) B &
Community College -

( ) By watching T,V.'

( ) By 1istening to the radio

( ) By reading the newspaper

() By other means

16. The 1anguages7dia1ects of your neighbours:

Most of them speak

Some of'them speak

Others speak

Do you mix a lot with your neighbours?

If yes; what 1anguages/dialects do you use with them?

Most of the time

Sometimes

\
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APPENDIX B &

Samples of Linguistic Productions

from the Subjects

-
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A Sample of the Linguistic Productions’ from the'Elemehtagxu

P

Group | |

I comé to Canada in the 1978. I am in &ancouver about
twb years. 1 come from big family. I have two brother énq
six sister. Some in the France, some people in the United
States and some in the Canada. ' }%\&\;;__/

I everyday morning at seveh o'clock gef up. I cook the ‘
rice and feed mj daughter. I boil the rice and the soup, give
my pérents and ask them eat. After I pick up my baby and go
give mybmother.'My méther he}p me take care the baby. I go
to schobl study English in nine o‘clock. My_husbahd call me
come to school learnyEnglish.}h no give me go to work. Too
much trouble. No need stay at home. If not come to schodl.
learn is stupid. My English have a little progreés. After
school finish, i'govtakermy béby go my husbénd mother.

He is my fpiend..He no apply his parents came here. May -
be have Communist trouble if they take the Thailand. It is ‘
safety here. No war in Canada. | |

Last weegénd{ I stay home. I livé in house, see home and
take care the baby. No got out. I tipéd. Before evéry day I B
go out to shopping and see my mother. '

Mr. Wong come back at the six o'clock. He 1odk at
newspaper. Mrs. Wong take the tea give her husbahd drink.

They go to park for walki They eat the dinner at the eight

o'clock. They like listen radio.
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One day a dog stealing one bone in the meat shop. The
man want to catch him. He run awéy. He cross the bridge.
~ He see the other dog and the bone in‘the water. He want to
take the‘bone. He see the river have shadoy. There have
-,anothef doé. He want get th;fbone in the river dog.

After he open the mouth, the bone fell the river.
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A Sample of the;;jhgﬁistic Productiens from the Intermediate

Uncle George was lived in a village. He was over sixty
~and retired. Every month he got‘the pensioh from hie company
which was the gevernment ﬁaid for him. He had his own house
and he didn’t have worry about the money. He had very nice
wife and good life. In the spring time, he Qorked in his
garden, produce some vegetables and made his housellooked nice.
In the winter, he raked the gnow when the weather were snow1nn.

»

One day, his wife was s1ck¢ After few week she deadS
Uncle George was very sad. He}do not know how he contlnued his
life. He didn't has any close relative and any good frlend.
He have to did something, so he decide to taKe a long walk.
He walked everyday. ‘ h

One day, he walked to a park and felt a 11tt1e tired. He
sat on .a bencn. A yourg lady was just sitting beside him. They
h.start'to talkihg about weafher. They have a very nice
conversatlon. The young lady stood up and sald that she had to -
bgo. He asked’ff he would meet her again and the young lady
said that maybe.

Since fhen he walked—through the park and sat on the sahe
bench evefyday. He met the young lady again. They'had a very
nice conversation. Later he asked she would 1iked to have a
dinner with him. She answered yes: They both went to take the

dinner. After dinner, they went to movie. In the later four

mehth, they went to theatre and some other place. They was
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very héppy. One déy. Uncle‘George asked .her if she would‘iike,
to married him. The young lady answered yes.‘They married.
‘At beginning»four or fi?e month, they very happy, After
than there were SOmé between he and she. His wife had very o
bad temper. One day'they‘finiéhgd the\dinner. He help his
‘wife wash the dishes. While the wind was through the kitchen
‘door and his wife asked him to close the door. Uncle George
‘said that he was busy and wait for short tlme he would closed
the door. His w1fe was very angry. She throw the plants at
hlm. After that Uncle George went to- bar to drink the whisky
every day. He'dld,not like stayed at house. Every day he was
.drunk, | H
One night, he came back. But he couldn't dpenedvdoor.
\ﬁHe knocked at door. His wife came down and opened‘déqr"fqr'
him. She said to Uncle Gedrge that she had soﬁething talked
to him. Uncle George was drunk but he also went‘torupstairs.
His Wife pulled him while he came. He was fail dbwn to the

downstair. Also he made so much noisy.
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A Sample of the Linguistic Productions from the Advanced
Group ’ : | ‘ .

The story is about using the check. You can use it

je
|

everywhere. For example, if you want to buy things you can
write a check to the company or to the store. Check just like
.a'money. The people can cash it in the bank. And it very
convenient"If you give-the check to your friend, but ybuf
‘frlend lose 1t then the other people get it. It is no ﬁse for
them because they cannot get the money from bank. |

At one time my friend went to geWellery store to buy a
necklace. She gave the saleman a check. The saleman Qent to
talk to the.maﬁager and they did not wanted to sell the |
ne?klace to my friend. So my friend got mad and wanted went
'ou% of the store and went to the other Jewellery store to buy ’
it. At the moment the manager told her she better walted a
few mlnutes because the pollceman would ,come soon.’

 When the policeman came, they asked her-wrote.alfey_words
on the paper. "I have a gun in my pocket, bring all the money
iﬁ the bag." Fortunétely, myvfriend hand-writing was quite
diffefent to the note which the policeman had read. It Qritten
by the robber who has 51gned the name llked my frlend. After
that the policeman knew that they mixed up . So my frlend

eould leave safely.
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One day.‘MrS.WOng came home from work. Shé opened the
door.‘She saw the cigarette ash on the stairs. She surprised
because she and her husband don't smbke.VShe went to open the
‘living-room. She saw a stranger fell'asleepvin éhair. She |
went out fromrhome imﬁediately and called a taxi to. the poiice

, : ®
station. She told the policeman all’?bout~what she saw. Two

palicemen and she went hdme by police car. When they arriveé.
it Es tﬁo late. The sfranger,ran away. Mrs. Wong checked the
" things what has stolen. She went to the dressing table. She
-found her' imitationhdiamond was stolen, but not her valuable
things. she feeljrelieﬁed because the stranger just.stole her
imitation diambnd.“ | |
She guessed the stfénger came into ﬁhéﬁhouse”from the

open window. She learned a lesson. When she go out she has to

close «the window too.
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APPENDIX C

Tables
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REFERENCE NOTES

1. Li and Thompson (1978 p. 226), among others, find that
certain grammatical aspects and phenomena peculiar to
Chinese cannot be adequately tested and dealt with in
current grammatical models which carry the assumption that
the sentence is a self-sustained unit for grammatical
description. Further, they contend that the notion of
subject is not a well-defined one in Chinese grammar and
the order in which basic constituents occur is governed
to a large extent by pragmatic and semantic considerations
rather than by grammaticalness. :

2. The Contrastlve Structure Series is the world's first

large scale contrastive investigation organized and carried

out under the auspices of the Center for Applied Llngulstlcs

-in Washlngton, D.C. Among this series are: -

Moulton, W. G. The sounds of English and German. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1962.

Kufner, H. L. The grammatical structures of English and
- German. Chicagos University of Chicago Press, 1963.

Stockwell, R. P. & Bowen, J. D. The sounds_of English and
Spanlsh Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1965.

- Stockwell, R. P., Bowen, J. D., & Martin, J. W.'The
grammatical structures of English and Spanish. C Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1965. ‘

Agard, F. B. & Di Pietro, R. J+ The sounds of English and
Italian. Chicago: University of Chicago-Press, 1965,

Agard, F. B. & Di Pietro, R. J. The grammatical structures
of English and I;allan Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1965. '

uage, W. W. The sounds_of Engllsh and Russian. Unpublished.

Gage, W. W. The grammatical structures of English and
*  Rusgian. Unpublished, ,

3. Among these bibliographies are:

Gage, W. W. Contrastlve studies in ll_gulst1c33 A
Blbllographlcal,Checkllst‘,Washlngton, D.C. : Center
for Applied Linguistics, 1961. ‘

Hammer, J. H. & Rice, F. A. (Eds). A bibliozraphy of
contrastive llngulstlcs. Washlngton, D.C.: Center for
Applied Linguistics, 1965.

Nostrand, H. L. & Foster, D. (Eds.). Research on
language teaching: An annotatgd 1nternat10nal
. bibllography 195%-196ﬁ. Seattle: UnI@er51tv of
‘Washington Press, 1965, 244-258,
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Proceedings of this meeting are published in:

Alatis, J. E. (Ed.). Report of the 19th annual round table

meeting on linguisties and language study: Contragtive
linguistics and its pedagogical implications, Gebrgetown ’
University Monograph Series No. 21. Washington:
Georgetown University Press, 1968,

A selection of the papers presented in th1s conference are
published in: ;

Nickel, G. (Ed.). Papers in contrastive linguistics.
- Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1971. '

A selectlon of the papers presented in this conference are
in:

Whitman, R. & Jackson, K. (Ed.). Proceedlngs of the pacific
conference on contrastive l;ggulstlcs and langg*ge
universals. University of Hawaii Working papers in -
linguistics, 3 (&), 1971.

Papers presented at this conference are published in'

Nickel, G. (Ed. ). Proceed;ﬂgs of the fourth international
congress of applied linguistics GCopenhagen 1972, Vol I.
Stuttgart: Hochschul Verlag, 1976. _

While ‘Karlgren and Wang Li have been-associéted with

- traditional Chinese grammar, Y. R. Chao and S-Y. Wang have

10.

11.

been regarded as having played a major role in laying the

foundations of modern Chinese linguistics, the former in

.structural grammar and the latter in transformational

generative grammar.

While by and large this”typological statement is true, it
is evident that neither English nor Chinese is a complete
representative of inflectional and isolating languages ‘

.respectively. Modern English has lost much of its
'inflectional system and modern Chinese has words which are

the results of combining two or more morphemes.

Li and Thompson (1978, p. 226) are of the opinion that
Chinese is not a straightforward example of subject-verb-
obJect language. According to them, the notion of ‘'subject’
is not a well-defined one in Chinese grammar and the order
in which sentence constituents occur is governed by
pragmatic and semantic con31derat10ns rather than by

grammatical ones.

Li and Thompson (1974b) have described Chinese as a
discourse- oriented language in which the topic rather than
the subJect is promlnent Chao (1968 D. 69 also observes
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13.
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that "the grammatlcal meanlng of subJect and predicate
in a Chinese sentence is toplc and comment rather than
actor and action.” Fillmore (1968, p. 57) calls this

“process of fronting a topic of discourse and following it

with a surface subject "a secondary topic¢alization", In.
English, the corresponding form would be sub- standard
or dlalectal for most speakers.

Normal word order o S v 0
: v _ WO chi ji
Word order after object preposing .0 s .,V
. - - Ji wo chi

Word order after subject deletion [ [ v
: ji . chi

a

Classifiers are also known as measures or numeral adjuncts.

‘They are bound morphemes ich form determinative-measure

compounds. In Chinese, a Rumeral cannot directly modify

"-a noun but must be follow by a classifier according to

14,

the shape, kind, or some other property associated with
the noun. Thus, every noun has its proper classifier.
The following are some examples:

“yii- ge ren . . a man
one 'class man

yi - zhi niao a bird
one class bird
yi - ben shu a book
one c¢lass Dbook

vi - jian wu a house
one . class house :

The English Language Training‘department,of Vancouver

“.Community College.offers courses and programs which

cater to students ranging from those with zero .
competence in English to those requiring a pre- college
level -of proficiency. The elementary, intermediate and
advanced programs consist of core courses, each of
one-year duration with fifteen hours of tuition per
week., The elementary course is also known as the beglnners'
level. For admission into the intermediate and the -
advanced courses, students are assessed by the testing
department before being assigned to their respective
groups. Besides these three courses, there are English
059, English 098 and English 099, among other sgec1al

courses which are designed for post-advanced s udents
who wish to attend collége, university or British
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Columbia Institute of Technology.

Under the education system in Hong Kong, English has
been taught as a second language for about.an hour

\

per school day from primary one to junior middle thrée.

which are equivalent to grade one to grade nine
respectively under the school system nere in Brltlsh

MColumbla.

Laaer"
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