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i this study s syntactic one. Sentences containing errors of subcategorization were selected and
in

other kinds of errors were ignored. For example in the sentence *We should obey from teacher. only

1ng usage of preposition was considered as error for the study and neglect of article for feacher
wro

was ignored.
4. Results

Errors were shown within subcategorization frame and the correct selectional restriction of each

verb was contrasted with the wrong ones as shown in Table 2:

Table 2.
e e vasion e
Verb, [ PEGR)] Verb, [to be _ PR(with)]
= 5 2
::wu Ve, [_NP] verd, [_ PP(t0)]
Approach | vem, [7 NF] ~ver, [ PG
Amive Verb, [_PPGD] Verb, [_PP(to)]
rerb, [_ NP] verb, [_ PP(omyNP PP(from)]
e .
Ax:; o5, [_NPGomeonelNFGometng)] | verb, [ PP(for someone) NP(something)]
Enjoy Ve, [_ NP Reflexive F] Ve, [ PP(BomyReflexive P]
Go verb, [_ PPCO)] Vb, [_ NP
Hate Vb, [_NP] Verb, [ PP(Eom)]
Help Ve, [_NF] ver, [ PPGO)]
Tet Ve, [7er1 Verb, [ NP mbmtive]
Mamy | vem, [_FPCO)] Verb, [_ PRGwA)]
Obey verb, [_ NP] Ve [_ PR(From)]
Reach verd, [_ NP] Verb, [_ PP(t0)]
Hob et [ NP(fe personplace being ro0bed)] | verb,[ _PP(om a person of place)]
Say verb, [_ PR vemb, [ NPGomeone)] 4
[ Steal Verb, [ NP(ihe object stolen)] ~erb,[ _PP(fom 3 person o1 place)
Ve, [_ PP
Transiate | vesb, [_ PP(mto)y NP PP(mio)] Verb, [ PPRoYNP PE(to)]
["Want Verb, [_ NP/ mBnitive] Verb, [_ that clause]

i i ced
Proportion of errors in each level was calculated and demonstrated in Table 3. Evidence produt %
: S
here suggests that most of the participants were not familiar with verb selectional restriction in

second languages.

+
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Table 3.

Proportion of wrong subcategorizational information

Teem Wrong selection Elementary | Intermediate
No [% [NO %
Agree verb, [to be _ PR(wIth)] 40 [100 [22 [73
Answer verb, [_FP(0)] 33 (80 (7 BE)
Approach | vers, [_ FP(to)] 38 |95 (4 13
Amve verb, [ PPGEo)] W [100 |6 20
Ak ver, [ _ PP(RomyNP PP(Eom)] O B T 70
Buy verb, [_ PP(for someone) NP(something)] 31 |75 |1 033
Enjoy verb, [_ PP(RomyReflexive F] 25 725 |2 066
Go verd, [_ NP] 17 425 [0 00
Hate verd, [_ PP(from)] 230 (A5 |2 066
Help verd, [ PP(to)] 37 [935 |10 [3%
Let verd, [_ NP mfmitive] 36 [75 |3 10
Many Verb, [_ PR(wt)] 30 [100 [12 |40
Obey verb, [_ PP(from)] 31 925 |14 466
Reach verb, [_ PP(o)] 35 [ &5 (8 20
| Rob verb,[ _PP(from a person or place)] 40 100 |5 165
Say verb, [ NPGomeone)] T [ 952 066
Steal Vezb,[_PP(fom a person o7 plac)] 40 [100 |11 [366
[T Verb, [ PP(to)] 37 935 |0 00
Translate verb, [_ PP(toyNF PP(to)] 40 100 [29 966
- ["Want Ve, [ that clause] %85 [0 00

Moreover, comparison of proportion of errors between elementary and intermediate levels shows
that percentage of errors decrease as the students improve their language. Therefore, proficiency
~ levelis an influential factor.

; 5. Discussion
Leamer's performance shown in this study seems to be common in many leamers. This could be

©xplained by considering the fact that leamers have formed syntactic rules for the words they have
acquired either trough stages of language leaming or transfer from L1 when they find similarities
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between L1 and L2. Zobl (1980) stated that in spite of apparently the same structural mechanisms
n 4 .
the origin of both developmental and transfer error, effect of both types of errors on learning
in

would not be the same.

A look at types of errors learners made shows that WE errors occurred ;; a Tr:;u:: i:f":
interference while some are due to incomplete instruction or :mpeﬂecl.ma;ter:y at 2.011. il
with findings of other studies reviewed later in this study (.e.g. Ab.bam & Karimi o;em,,; -
Sadeghi, 2010; Sadeghi, 2009; Namvar et al., 2012). Relatively high percsn'age e
leamers at elementary level makes the necessity of direct teaching of subcateg

information obvious.

out sither L1 or L2 is the source of errors was not the aim of this study. Regardless of the
“Finding : ! 3
mf of erors, it is shown that as proficiency level increased proportion of errors dec;sase
A " ber of errors
is i 94) that a large numl
te. This is also stated by Brown (19
aithough not in the same rat . =
happen at the beginning levels of language leaming, due to negative transfer and that as languag
|earners improve, intralingual errors overcome interlingual errors.

iy ion in
This indicates that leamers need to get familiar with L2 structures through effective lrrs.tructluhl
order to avoid erors, Therefore EFL teachers should pay deliberate attention to the explicit teact r:
¥ i i age
of such erroneous terms and provide sufficient opportunities for leamers to practice correct usag
verbs both inside and outside the classroom.

iliar wif sage. The
It is not only the teachers' responsibility to make leamners familiar with accurate verb ut g: i
i in def
problematic vocabularies required to be identified by research findings and clarified l;r‘a s
i matet
explicitly in addition to their appearance in natural usage by course book designers an
developers.
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Appendixe

!t\datg these sentences using the given verbs in each case.

(Agree).nia Gilga ot b e .
(Answer).aaas gy 5 Ylgw 4
(Approach).us S,535 ¢ye 4 4ial 4,8
(AMIVe) 0 S35 (0 4y il )8

B ayy a olazsllyl ol; SYlpes o gy

b oo o«




image9.jpeg
The 1% Conference on Language Learning & Teaching: An Interdisciplinary Approach (LLT-IA)

(Buy)si > oo 935 ol @limgo palsi 5y, 7
(Enjoy) e oo ) (hmge & (38 A5 Sl e Y
(GO) ) (g0 Auiyn & s ak il 2538 Jlo A
(Hate) ! yiiza frn 055 Jl ool A

{Holp) wiiSioe S o &y 5 o558 1
(Let).piS5 pbSaS Samy ol NN

(Mary).s,5 glyssl Shages s b ppoly Y
(Oby) S el glijl i le Y

(Reach). s yaas s & p2ss NE

(ROb).s6s,5 (5555 et Silig) 330 09,8 K \D
(Tel)s% opole 4y NF

(Steal).s3), pisS 833 Y

(Tell) 28 pyoke & 1y Caii> NA

(Translate) ps,5 4o 5 gocdSil & (il |, Doz ool 4ad e N

(Want) edss g SVlp & o a3 g lo jl oo T+
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Language Teaching and Iranian EFL Learners:
Restrictions in Verb Selection and Errors

Marziye Rableefar!
Payam-e-Noor University, Rasht

Rajaball Askarzadeh Torghabeh
Ferdowsi University of Mashhad

Abstract

Iranian students, who leam English as a foreign language, make mistakes and errors in learing the skills of the
new language. This paper tries to have a review of concepts and theories conceming error analysis and presents
types of errors in which Iranian EFL Leamers make. It focuses on error analysis and studies written errors through
subcategorization frame in Iranian EFL leamers in elementary and intermediate levels. Seventy students from
different institutes were asked to transiate some sentences into English. The aim of this study is to find out
whether lack of L2 subcategorizational information will cause errors in production of L2 and if increasing
proficiency level eliminates the erors. Findings of this study is supposed to confim that lack of L2
subcategorizational information would be a major cause of errors which are highly affected by proficiency level.

Keywords: Error analysis, Subcategorization, Iranian EFL leamers, Proficiency level

1. Introduction

EFL teachers enjoy hearing their students produce flawless English. Unfortunately it is inevitable to
avoid errors of different types. Familiarity with the types of errors students make is important in
order to prepare instruction and implement it in the EFL classroom. Approving this notion has led
emergence of large number of empirical research on adult foreign language errors (Burt, 1975).

According to Brown (1987) errors were considered the resuit of ineffective leaming of the rules of
the target language in the behaviorist theory of language leaming.

The 1* Conference on Language Leaming & Teaching: An Interdisciplinary Approach (LLT-18),

In the early 1950's, language was accepted as a system and second language leaming as
acquisition of two language systems. Errors were regarded as evidence of language transfer, and
were seen as the result of ineffective language learning and their elimination became the intension
of linguists and language teachers (Khodabandeh, 2007).

In the late 1960's, it was demonstrated that memorizing target language rules and using them to
produce language were not all language leamers did, they were also constructing their own rules
based on the input they had received and that led to a rebirth of error analysis which needed
redefinition of the whole concept a more cognitive perspective (Khodabandeh, 2007).

Error analysis was used as a diagnostic tool, helping to identify the causes of errors. Crystal (1980),
trying to redefine error, attributed mistakes to a simple pause, metanalysis, or a 'slip of the brair’
Hence, errors became an aid for describing and explaining how language leamers acquired a
language rather than how they followed a set of rules assumed to be standards of expression.

Today, Khodabandeh (2007) defined error analysis as a kind of linguistic analysis consisting
comparison and focusing on errors leamers make and believed error analysis has manifested for
identifying, classifying and interpreting the language leamers’ mistakes and has associated with
hypotheses and theories of language leaming. Richard (1974) held that error analysis at classroom
level could be a means of assessing leaming and teaching.

Error analysis, as to Brown (1994, p. 204), “emphasizes the significance of errors in leamers’

interlanguage system”. Khodabandeh (2007, p. 8) has cited difinition of this term from some
scholars:

The term interianguage, according to Selinker (1972), refers to the systematic
knowladge of an L2 which is independent of both the leamers L1 and the target
language. Nemser (1971) referred to it as the Approximate Sys:em, and Corder (1967)
as the Idiosyncratic Dialect or Transitional Competence.

Burt (1975) differentiated *error analysis approach’ from ‘contrastive analysis' in that "error analysis
does not assume that first language interference is the major predictor of adult erors. Rather, no
assumptions are made about the causes of error types” (p. 54). Findings of researches on foreign
language errors indicated that interference errors are only one of the types of errors observed in the
Syntax, morphology and lexicon of target language produced by leamers (Ervin-Tripp, 1970;
George, 1972; & Grauberg, 1971; Politzer, 1974; Richards, 1871, as cited in Burt, 1975).
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For example, Grauberg (1971), found that “mother tongue interference could account for only 25%
of the lexical errors, 10% of the syntactic errors, and none of the morphological erors in his
students’ essays” (Burt, 1975, p. 54).

Keshavarz (1994) put errors in two main categories; the first category as Syntactical-morphological
errors including wrong use of prepositions, articles, plural morphemes, qualifier and intensifier, and
the use of typical Persian construction in English. The second category as Lexical-semantic errors
including cross association and language switch.

The primary causes of errors reviewed by Khodabandeh (2007, p. 8) are:

Interlingual/Transfer errors: those attributed to the native language (NL). There are
interlingual errors when the leamer's L1 habits (patterns, systems or rules) interfere or
prevent him/her, to some extent, from acquiring the patterns and rules of the second
language (Corder, 1971). Interference (negative transfer) is the negative influence of the
mother language (L1) on the performance of the target language leamer (L2) (Lado,
1964).

Intralingual/Developmental errors: those due to the language being leamed (TL),
independent of the native language. According to Richards (1970) they are items
produced by the leamer which reflect not the structure of the mother tongue, but
generalizations based on partial exposure to the target language. The leamer, in this
case, tries to “derive the rules behind the data to which he/she has been exposed, and
may develop hypotheses that correspond neither to the mother tongue nor to the target
language” (Richards, 1974, p. 6).

Zobl (1980), however, discussed that origins of both types of errors is processing of properties of L2
input. This division has become the basis of many studies in the domain of errors analysis and
transfer studied.

Dulay and Burt (1972) have demonstrated the traditional distinction of developmental vs. transfer
errors in Table 1.

The 1% Conference on Language Leaming & Teaching: An Interdisciplinary Approach (LLT-IA)

Tablet.

Distinguishing features of developmental and transfer errors

ProductLeve!

Developmental

Transfer

Errors are identical 0 those made by native
leamers (Mougeon & Hebrard, 1975)

Errors resutfrom the creation of rdes simiar to
those of native leaners (Dulay & Burt, 19748)

Ermors reflect leamer's competence at a
particuiar  developmental stage (Richards,
19712)

Errors dustrate learner's attempt to buid up
hypotheses about the L2 (Richards, 1971a)

Interference yields diffecent types of errors
than those that are developmental (Dulay &
Burt, 1974a)

Erors reflect learner’s use of L1 as a crutch
atlow level of L2 proficiency (Taylor, 1974)

Errors reflect use of L1 as a sowrce of
hypotheses about L2 (eg, Cancino,
Rosansky & Schumann, 1975)

Process Level

Origins of eors are within the L2 ( Richards,
19718)

Errors reflect genersl cheracteristics of rule
leaming and language acquisition (Richards,
1971a)

Msn  stateges  are  simpfcation,
genersization and reduction of grammatical
redundancy (Dulay & Burt, 1972)

Ermors reflect inabity o separate the two
languages (Richards, 19712)
Emors resut from L1 habis (out-dated
Contrastive Analysis postion)
Errors represent an  interfingual
genersization (Taylor, 1974)

Excerpted from Zobl (1980)

There is also another wildly known division of errors, global vs. local errors. Burt (1975) suggested
four aspects of English grammar that often cause global errors: basic word order, sentence
onnectors, psychological predicate constructions and selectional restrictions on certain types of

students excel in producing language. Brown (1994) aiso found that a large number of errors




image6.jpeg
The 1% Conference on Language Leaming & Teaching: An Interdisciplinary Approach (LLT-IA)

happen at the beginning levels of language leaming, due to negative transfer. He concluded that as
language leamers improve, intralingual errors overcome interlingual errors.

In this sense, Grains and Redman (as cited in Li & Chan, 1999, p. 85) suggest the term “grammare
of vocabulary”. Examples of this include misuse of verb transitivity (to discuss about something),
confusion between a noun and verb (*to emphasise on something), preposition (*to walk under the
sun), and so forth.

This grammar of vocabulary is what we are investigating in this paper. In the present study we focus
on verb selectional restriction within subcategorization frame. The following questions will be
answered:

1. Do subcategorizational differences between Persian and English lead to inaccuracy in
production of English as L2 in institutes?
2. In case they lead to errors, do they change to correct form as the proficiency level

increases?
2. Theoretical Background

Most of the current studies in error analysis invistigate either the linguistic classification of errors or
on the causes of errors made by adults leaming English and other foreign languages. For instance,
Sadeghi (2008) performed a study on collocational differences between L1 and L2 and documented
that 72.1% of high school students failed to use collocations correctly. He further traced 83.75% of
errors to interlingual interference (Persian as L1) and 16.25% of errors to intra-lingua interference
(English or other factors).

Behjat and Sadeghi (2010) investigated if the Threshold Hypothesis can account for Iranian EFL
learners’ grammar development at different levels and found out that transfer of L1 grammar
operates differently at different stages.

Abbasi and Karimian (2011) investigated grammatical errors among lranian Translation Students *

according to Keshavarz's (1994) model. Their findings surprisingly showed that 98 percent of the
students had grammatical problems. Furthermore, most of errors were of interlingual errors,
indicating the influence of the mother language.

In a study conducted by Nayemia (2011), written sentences of learners were analyzed to find out
what proportion of the leamers' errors were intralingual errors and whether the native language

 that only 16.7 percent of the errors were interiingual errors and most of errors could be attributed to
*target language system. This is in contrast with Abbasi and Karimian's (2011) finding.

Namvar et al. (2012) analyzed collocations in the Iranian postgraduate students’ writings to explore
 the influence of first language (L1) and the cultural background of learners on the production of
collocations. Writing and found out that first language influence appeared to have a strong effect on
the learners’ production of collocation.

In another study Sattari (2012) analyzed Persian English leamers' grammatical errors in writing and
documented that leamers at elementary levels made a great number persistent errors which could
be traced to the mother tongue.

3. Method
2.1, Participants

A group of seventy leamers, forty at elementary level and thirty at intermediate level, participated in
this study. They were selected from different language institutes in Mashhad in order to remove any
probable effect of familiarity with a specific verb use due to instruction of a specific course book.
Participants were female students who had studied English at least for a year. They were given a

The verbs selected for the study were based on hints in Common Mistakes in English and also
based on teachers' experience about verbs EFL leamers often make mistake about. The

. transiations of verbs, which are used in Persian sentences, were given to students on a piece of

Paper with a blank in front of them for students to write the English sentences. In order to make

14 ; Subjects produce the desirable sentences the verb to be used was given in parenthesis at the end

 of each Persian sentence. The sample paper used for data collection is available in Appendix.
3.3. Procedure and analysis

Pieces of paper were distributed by the researcher. Learners were given twenty minutes to write
sentences. The same list of sentences was distributed among intermediate learners to find out if the
same kind of errors occurred in leamers in higher level of proficiency. The maior cateaorv of errors.




