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ABSTRACT
The souvrces of learner errors in second lanquage iearning have
historically been the centre of much discussion and contention
in 1inquistics and education. The technigues of Contrastive
knalysis (CA) and Error Analysis (EA) were developed to explain
the sources of these errors. It has been has stated; however,
that a CA is felt to be oﬁlv superficially predictive in its
ability to predict errors othér than phonological, and 'least
predictive at the syntactic level'. In this study two languages
are contrasted at the level of syntax, and an attempt is made to
reassess the role that a CA should take in second lanoguage
research.

The CA of the answering systems of Japanese and English as
presented here indicates that they differ greatly and these
differences can cause the Japanese learners of English
difficulty as they attempt to answer English negative ves/no
guestions.

A guestionnaire was administered to fifty subijects, native
speakers of Japanese and English. The subijects vere categorized |
according to the elicited variables of sex, native language,
age, fluency, and the length of time that they had spent in an
English speaking country.

The gquestionnaire included five positive and ten negative
yes/no questions. i system of ‘expected response errors' on the
Enq}ish negative guestions was hypothesized for the Japaness

sample, based uvpon the findings of the CA. Interference was
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predicted from the Japanese ansvwering system for the answering
of English negative yes/no guestions.

Significant relationships and correlations were discovered
in the interactions between the dependent variable of the number
of correct responses scored on fhe test items, and the
independent variables of sex, age, language, fluency, énd time
spent in an English speaking country. Significant differences
were showun betweén the two language groups and their abilities
to ansver English yes/no guestions. Results showed a significant
degree of support for the hypothesis that the answering systenm
employed in Japanese appears to interfere with the Japanese
learner's acquisition of the English answering system in ceftain

predictable wvayse.
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I. BACEKGROURD

An adeguate explanation for lsarner errors in ihe
acquisition of a second language has long been a cenptral theme
for discussion in linguistics, applied linguistics, and
education. Competing linquistic systems must have an eftect wpon
the learner and his/her propenrsity to make errors, but the
degree and manner of these effects has been the cornerstons of
much of the céntroversy.

The propoments of both Contrastive Apnalysis {(Ci) and Error
Analysis (EA) tell us that a learner's native language will
often interfere, invsame manner, with the learning of the new or
target language. One must only consult Greenberg (1963} to =see
how éarkedly the structures of the world's languages differ, and
to see the great potential for the problems that may arise when
twe linguistic systems collide in the learner. Leatners»must not,
only internalize the structoeres of the target langunage, but also
its deep and surface transformations and syntactic processes if
they are to freely communicate imn the language. It is tempting
to get bogged down in a discussion of the learner s reasons for
attempting to learn the taréet language, and the effect that\
these reasons may have upon his/her performance, but for the

purposes of this study discussion of this sort is misleading,



fdr regardless of the leacne;'s reasons the same problems of
interference may be encountered.

The problem of interference can be called one of Ycompeting
systems'. ®¥hen =peakers are confroated with a choice of two or
more systegs, or forms, they will, in cases of doubt, confusion,
or ignorance cof the correct form, choose the structures they are
more comfortable with, probably the forms from their native
tongue, unless tgey have clear guidelines not to. The prediction
of these problems, and the stressing of these gquidelines, isg

what Contrastive Analysis, at first glance, was reckoned to éo.

Contrastive Analysis

The Strengths of the CA Hypothesis

Modern Contrastive Analysis was first developed by Lado and
Fries, two structural linguists at the University of Hichigan.

It was in 1943 that their work, English Pattern Practice

a0

[ 4
contrasted the structures of Enqglish and Spanish. The premise
behind this lancuage teaching method was that for the first time
a scientific method could be used to teach a second langoage. It
was in 1945 that Charles Fries wrotes

The most effective materials are those that are based

apon a scientific description of the language to he

learned, carefully compared with a parallel description

of the native language of the learner.

b(?ries, 1985:9)

The student's native lanquage and the target lamguage could be



contrasted in terms of phono}cqy and syntax, anéd the eftors that
the student would probably make could be anticipated and
remedied before they gdeveloped into major problems. A& great deal
of difference betwzen the target language and the native
language would probably lead to problems for the iearner. Lado
felt that |

essthose elements that are similar to the

secliearner*s... native lanquage will be simple for hiwm,

and those that are different will be difficualt.

(Ladc, 1357:2)

This contrastive approach struck a nezvé in the teaching
world, and was soon expanded to deal with all aspucts of
language, not just phonology and syntax, and could deal with
virtaally any two languages that a learner could have as a
native language or wish to learn. Proponents of this approach
looked at two grammars, indepenaént of the learner, and dacided
what sort of errors were most likely to occur should the tuo
linguistic systems meet in the learner. The concept of
interferznce developed where aspects of the native langquage
would get in the way or 'interfere' with related aspects of the
target language. From this grew the concept of £raﬁsfet.
detailing the type of interference to be expected from the
native language. 1f the transfer were positive the native and
target languages would share a similar structure for the form in
guestion, and the existence of the form in the native language
would only reinforce the learning of the form in the target |
language. If the transfer were negative the native and target

languages would differ in the form and/or structore of the



langquage would interfere with the learning of the new form in
the target language. 2ero transfer would occur when there was no
relation between the two tongues for the form in guestion, or if
the form had no siailar corresponding form in the other
language. |

Bloomfield felt that the learner must start with a clean
slate, the idealic ‘*tabula rasa' of the infant, for the

«seSounds, constructions, and meanings of different
landuages are not the same.

The language student
essmust iearn to ignore the featurss of any and all
other laznquages, especially of onet's oun.
(Bloomfield, 1342:1)
The o0ld habits of the native lanquage were to be igrnored by the
learner, but exploited by the pedagoques in search of hetter
material and better teaching methods.
The change that has to take place in the language
behavicur cof a foreign 1anquaqa student can be eguated
with the differences between the student's native
language and culture and that of the target language and
culture. Differences between two lanquages can be
established by contrastive linguistic analysis. What the
student has to learn eguals the sum of the differences
establisheé by contrastive analysis.
(Banathy et al, 1Y66:37)
In its conception CA was used to better equip teachers to teach
English to native speakers of Spanish. It was wartime, and
language research had access to almost unlimited fundinao. Ck
arose as an applied branch of linguistics and language

education. It was at the practical classroom level where CA was

originally to be used, and where, when used properly, it should

i



excel. Even so, CA at a practical level is more likely to be
useful when used by the textbook writer and the curriculun
developer, although its uses and practicality are made evident
at the clasgsroom l=vel. The practicasl use of CA should be
apparent from the ordeals of everyday lanquage teaching
experiesnce. |

Every experienced foreigm language teacher knows that a

subkstantial number of persistent mistakes made by his

students can be traced to the *pull of the mother

tongue'.

(sridhar, 1981:210)

The impetus behind the practical use of CR came from practical
language teaching experience and research, as well as stodies in
languace cantgct(See weinrich, 1953:1), and theories of |
learning, originally psychological theories, from which stem the
concepts of interference and transfer({See Jacobovits, 1969).

Ko proponent of Contrastive Analysis ever stated that a Ck
could predict all learner errors, but in the enthusiasm |
surrounding this new scientific approach some prematnre claims
vere made, and wany believed that Ck was the answer to most if
not all langquage teaching problems(See‘Sriﬂhar,-1?81:211). This
was andoubtediy due to confusion surrounding the aims of
Contrastive Analysis. Many criticisms of CA show confusion
between CK and the pedagogical presentation based upon the
findings of Ch. Soon after the conception of CA there evolved a
sabtle dichotomy within the field. Applied CA and Theorstical Ck
became distinct, yet little known, branches within the greater

field of Contrastive Analysis. Theoretical contrastive studies



gave an objective and exhaustive account of the differences and
similarities betwezn the the two languoages in guestion, and diad
not preclude a gdirection for which these differences and
similarities would operate. There is no mention here of
transfer, interference, or the learner. Theoreticsl studies
operated within a specific linguistic wmodel or systea éamﬁatible
to the descriptions of both languages, and it favoured
discussion of laﬁquaqe in general, and how the similarities and
differences noted related to the discussion of *language'. There
are no judoements as to what would cause the learners trouble
should they attempi tc learn language A or B, but will merely
document the ?ﬁo systems in contrast. Theoretical Ch was |
concerned with speaker competence, and not the language's
translation into lszarner performance.

Applied Ch drew, in part, on the findings of the
Theoretical CA. The Ahpplied C4 is what educators used, and it
concerned itself with the manifestation of similar lipquistic
forms and entities in the different languages ian guestion. Cne
reason that many of Ci's predicted errdrsrfailed to appear in
the learners wvwas that educators and applied linguists felt that
a mere difference between the two languages, as expressed in the
Theoretical CA, were grounds enough to predict interference and
transfer errors, and in fact constituted a prediction of
transfer errors(Ses Fisiak, 1981:5). It became apparent that .
mere differences and similarities did not constitute ¢rounds for

a prediction of interference and transfer errors im an Applied



ChA framework.
At present it is felt that if a Ck is based upon solid
language data
«ceeit can pxe&zct...potentlal...&1fficu1t1¢s on a better
than chance basis.
{Oller, 1971:79)

It was discovered, however, that interference errors were not

the only errors being made by the learners.

The Weaknesses of the CA Hypothesis

The errors that were predicted with great certainty often
failed to appear, while other unpredicted and unforeseen errors
seemed to cause many learners great consternation. kreas where
there was only a slight difference between native and target
language often caused greater difficulty to the learner than
areas which were markedly different.

It became apparent that one ¢f the maijor problems with the
CA approach, as it was practiced, was that it looked at two
grammars , grammars written in the bias of a specific linguistic
framework, and treated these grammars as entitiés inéepaﬁéent of |
the learners and their performance errors, as well as |
independent of the pragmatics of the 1anqua§e.

There were other problems. The concept af linguistic
universals, and of a universal grammar, were played down. The
structuralists held lanquaqé to be a set of habits, and the
leagninq of a new language merely the replacement of new habits

for oléd, so the strength of their stance lay in the differences



between languages, and not the similarities. The only universals
of lancuage which were allowed were those that fit into their
definition of lanquage. They then had to discuss the differences
between languages using universals as a vehicle for comparison.
For example, a discussion and contrast of the verbal cystems cof
English and Japanese would show great differences, surely, but
would also show the objective observer the systematicity and
similarity of the two systems.

The discrepancies and apparent shortcosings of Ck arew
harder for many to live with.

Chk is not only problematic, but also frausght with

cControversy.

(James, 1980:166)
1t was the structuralists who first promoted CA, yet it was they
who also espoused the doctrine of the 'unigqueness' of each and
every language. Should two languages be unigue and dissimilar,
what criteria could be found to compare them, and by which
theoretical vehicle were they to be contrasted?

Even from the start, the limitations of Structural

linguistics were evident with regard to Ci. The

insistence on {efining phonological and grammetical

categories solely in terms of individual languages made

detailed contrastive statements laborious, if not ’

theoretically impossible, to phrase.

(Di Pietro, 1968:66)
The labels imposed upon phonological and grammatical entities in
one language does not necessarily mean that these szme labels
imposed upon entities in anothar language are actwvally the same

form or entity, or that they react and act in the same manner.

For example, the traditional definitions of 'verb! and



fadjective' had to be revised in an attempt to discuss Japahese,
for their adjectives can *act' as verbs, and the traditional
definitions did not work. The uniqusness of a lanquage's
internal forms rendered unequivocal contrastive comparison
theoretically implausible., A 'degrese of shared similarity?
should not have, in the stance takzn by the structuralists.
constituted a basis for comparison. Even so, CR attempted to
campare dissimilgr tondues in light of their similarities.

Rith the advent of Chomsky's new school of linguistics
scholars were presented with new concepts and new tools for
analysis. In Ti, however, should the contrast of lanquages now
be described on the basis of the two grammars, the lea:nec'é‘
competence, or the learner's performance? Should comparison now
take place at the level of the deep structures or the surface
structures of the languages, structures whose existence the
structuralists had yet to acknowledge in the sixties?

Contrast and comparisop was only possible when the
languages in question actually shared a common grammatical
system, one which only differed to a siiqht degree. CB uas
therefore rendered meaningless in an attempt to discuss, for
example, the article system in English with the (absence of} the
article system in Chinese or Japanese.

Ck was therefore revised to fit a generative framework.
James (1980) and Di Pietro{1971), among others, have adeguately
and succesfully shown the use of CA within the scope of &

transformational model of linguistic description. This was not



done to show that CA was merely & dated structuralist tool, but
when the moédels or vehicles of linguistic description are the
same, and independently each description gives more insight than
a2 dated description, then there is little to stop comparison. It
is felt that a generative description, and uvlitimately a CA
within a generative framework, may go even further than the
structuralist model in terms of describing the *'real' language.
Selinker quotes Keith Sauer as sayvying that

seecontrastive linguistics in a generative framework casn

provide insights into the nature and structure of

language for the lanquage teacher which are not

available uvnder Structuaral linguistics.

{Selinker, 1980:120)

Through C& language students were, at an extreme, hecoming
masters of apn unapplied system, in that they often learned only
the correct forms for the mistakes that they should heave made,
and not the daily workings of the language itself. If it be
tree, that

«esewhat a person wants to do throuagh a language 15 more
1mportant than mastery of an unapplied systenm,

{(Wilkins, 1976:42)
then it was reasonable to expect a reaésessment.of,ca.

Even after many abandoned it, however, moch of what Ci
stood for, and much of its practical application remained.

It is time for people to recognise that it is still
widely uvse2d without being acknowledged, by language
teachers and textbook writers.

{Sanders, 1981:21)
$o, although it is apparent that here in North America Error

Analysis is greatly preferred to CA, CA is still being ussd,

although now more so within the framework of a comprehensive
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Error Analysis.

LLOLr Apnalysis

The discovery of different and varicus sources for the
abundance of learner errors rapidly led people away from Ca.
Interest in CAR waned in North America, and few stayed with it to
farther explore its potential. Work was renewved on discoverinag
the sources of léarner errors, but using contrast between native
and target languages as a last resort.

The leazrner, not the native language, uas now treated as
the dominant furce in what became known as Error knalysis (ER).

Error Eknalysis is ultimately the classification and .)

7
|

documentation of how second lanquage learners use the second |
lanquage differently from native speakers. Where CA predicted
errors based on the pative language's differences from the
target lanqguage, E& would observe and note the errors, and
fustify them using the 1earper, the native 1anquaae,»the tanqat‘;
language, a contrast of the two languages, and the interaction
of all the aforementioned variables. A : _ /
Error Analysis attempted to deal with all aspects of
language. It looked at the grammar and the sound system, as Ci /
had done, but also at the internal irreqularities in the target |
language (e«gs. in the verb forms), sociolinguistic and
psycholinguistic concerns, differences in teaching materials and E
methodology, and, finally, at first and second languace transfer E

anﬁ"interference..Conttastive Aralysis really only dezlt with

11



the last concarne.

Richards cites three maijor types of learner errors;
contrastive, intralingual, and developmental. Contrastive errors
are those that CR dealt with. The latter two,

ees rather than reflecting the learner's inability to

separate two lanquages, ...reflect the learner’s
competence at a particular stage, and illustrate some of
the general characteristics of language acguisition.
Their origins are found in the structure of English
itself, and through reference to the strateqgy by which &
second language is acquired and taught.

{Richards, 1974:173)

Frogress has been made in the guest to ascertain the
sources cf errors. It is generally acknowledged that errors will
arise from several different sources, which includes
t« Interference.

Interference or lanquage transfer is the phenomencon that Ci

dealt with in depth. Weinrich{1953) proposed something of
this sort with his concept of 'Intersystemic interfersnce’*,
which was guickly accepted by the proponents of Ci in Borth

America. These are errors resulting from the forms and

strategies employed in the native language which hampsr or

interfere with the development of like forms and strategies
in the target language.
2. Pedagoqgical Errors.

These are errors resulting frem faalty teaching materials,

methods, or technigues, which may leave the student confused

or erromneously informed.

3. Generalization.

Theze are errors caused by the erroneous application of &

12



paradigm that may not apply. The learmer will reduce the
target language to a simpler form and system via a
generalizaticn of the applicaticn of the rules. Jain (1574)
gives a good discussion of this phznomenon.
. Strategies of Communication.
These are errors caused by the learner attempting to
communicate above his/her proficieancy level. They can be
eguated with ﬁemser's Approximative Systems:
An approximative system is the deviant linguistic
system actually employed by the learner attempting
to utilize the target language. Such approximative
systems vary in accordance with proficiency level.
{Nemser, 1971:115)
5. Markers of‘Transitional Cospetence.
These are the developmental errors which kKichards discussed,
often similar in nature to native language acguaisition
errorse.
6. Performance EILOCS.
These are errors that are caused, in a first or secené
language, by physical variables such as memory limitations
or shortcomings, physical slips anﬂ‘errors.,false starts,
etc.
Other factors that may come into play in the production of
errors are the learner®s sociolinguistic sitwation, age, aeans
of exposure to the target language, and amount of exposure to
the target language, for mary errors are found to be causad by
only a partial and incomplete exposure to the language Eeinq

learned. There are surely numeroos other sources for learner

13



errors, ané thes sources mentioned undoubtedly interact in ways

as yet unknowh.

Once the initial aversion toc CA had ended, in the
seventies, acalemics started to review CA in varyving degrees to
see what potential it still had as a teaching tool or helper,
unwilling as many were to totally dismiss it.

CR as & method for predicting certain errors ané points
of difficulty is probably best regarded, at least for
the present, as an experimental basis for research
rather than a pedagogical panacea.

(Gller, 1971:79)

Taylor feels that, subsequent to its reappraisal, it is
esem0st often seen now as a subsection of...Error
Analysis.

{raylor, 1979:11)

Furthermore,

Error Analysis ...provides a check on

eees {COntrastive)... comparisons, and inasmuch as it doss
this, it is an important additional source of
information for the selection of items to be
incorporated into the teaching syllabus.

(Corder, 1973:275)

Contrastive hnalysis has yet to be returned to the position
cf high states it once held, although even im its prime it was
held to be only superficially predictive in its ability to
divine potential interference other than phonological, althouah
it was held to work quite well at the phonological level.

Stodies of second language acqguisition...have tended to
imply that CA may be most predictive at the phonological
level, and least predictive at the syatactic level.

(Richards, 1974:172)

This would seem apparent given the ostensible and relatively

static nature of phonolegical systems, and the enigmatic and
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obscure nature cof most syntactic systems. Nonetheless, when
confronted with different syntactic systems, and the various
processes and transformations within these systems, it is
possible, with some knowledge of the workings of the two
tongues, and nct merely a superfiéial look at twe grammars, to
divine and to some Gegree predict with ‘*hetter than chanéa

accuracy' where a potential for problems may arise.

Hationale for Investigation

=N

Japanese and English have markedly different syntactic
systems, at legst at the surface level. Japanese is a verb-finai
tongue, with a great native speaker preference for a SOV word
order (See Kuno, 1973)e Its relatively free word ordé: is
supplemented by a rigid case system. It is a left-branching and
postpositional language. English, on the other hand, is a 5?6
language, with rigid constraints upon its word order. It is a
right-branching, prepositional language. There are other obvious
differences between the structure of the two tongues.

There are, for example, similarities and differences in the
strategies employed for interrogation by the two. In Enulish we
can question via a rising intonation, via the inserticn of an
interrogative pronoun, via WH-movement, or, via aux-movemente
There is a major catecorical split, in English, between HH or .
constitvent questions, which reguire a ¥H form and usuvally

solicit a2 sentential reply, and the so-called yves/no guestions,
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most of which solicit a vyes/no response. #Hany ostensibly sizple
yes/no guestions are actually polite (or not so polite)
requests, as in:

May I uge the phone?

Can you turn that music down?

Japanese also uses simple questions as polite reauésts, but
will occasionally use guite different methods for interrogation.
The interrogative&particle /kaf is most often used, placed after
the verb in sentence-final position. A rising intonation cam be
used, as it is in English. The interrogative pronouns, the
Japanese equivalent of English WH words, do nct have to be
preposed to seqtence initial position. There is no guestion
movement in Japanese.

The two lsnguages also differ in the types of answering
systems they use. There are apparently twe major types of
answering systems employed by the world's languages, with
certain languages making minqr modifications to the svstems they
use (See Pope, 1973). English has a positive-negative answering
system, whereby

«esan answer 1is negative if it contains a sentential

negation in its highest clause, and positive if it
doesntt.

(Pope, 1973:482)

Japapese, on the other hand, employs an agreement-disagreement
system, whereby

eesANn ANSWEI is a&reeinqvif it matches the guestion with

respect to negativity, and disagreeing if it doesn't.
(Pope, 1973:482)
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The two lanquages diﬁfe:‘in respect to their systems of
interrogation, but are polar opposites in terms of the types of
answering systems they use. This could lead to problems shouléd
the speaker of Japanese attempt to learn English, or vice versa.

The answering systems will, theoretically, treat positive
guestions in a similar manner. For exaaple:

Have you eaten?

1. PNo, I havan't;

2. Yes, I have.

Tabemashita ka? (Have you eaten?)

1. 1Iie, tabemasen deshita. (No, I haven't.)

2. Hai, tabem@shita. {Yes, I have.)

It is, however, when we are dealing with negative guestions that
the answering systems will show us the potential for problesms.
For exaaple:

Haven't vou eaten?

1. HNo, I haven't.

2. Yes, I have.

Tabemsasen deshita ka? (Haven't you eateé?}

1. Hai, tabemasen deshita. (¥¥eg, I haven't eaten.)

Ze Yie, tabemashita. (XNo, I have eaten.)

One can see the potential for confusion and
misunderstanding should the differences not be impressed upon
the learner. Even so, empirical confirmation of interference was
needed before steps could be taken to place emphasis upon the

teacking of this difference. The empirical confirmation would be
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derived from an analysis of realized errors predicted throuagh a
Contrastive &Amalysis of the two syntactic systems.,

The fellowing discussion will centre around the processes
involved in the two interrogative and answering systems, as well
as discuss previous works and literature relevaat to this stody.
An attempt will be made to investigate the hvpoth@sis,thét
Japanese leérners of English will use Japanese gquestion
answering strateqfes in the answering of English negative
gquestions until the time that they have mastered the correct
English form. The learners will be using an "Interlanguags' of
theilr own devising, speaking in English with English syntax and
vocabulary, bu§ using Japanese transformations and arccesses‘
{See Selinker, 1974).

#e are not looking here at acguisition orders,.or first and
second lanquage syntactic development, but at the alleged and
predicted transfer between the different answering systems efv&n
IndoEuropean and a non-IndoEuropean language. Empirical procf
will be discussed justifying the claims made regarding the
native English speakers methods and the Jananese.learner's
methods of dealing with guestions of this type in Engliish.

Finally, the implications of this study will be discussed.
If the data gathered in this study supports the hypothesis, then
it will strengthen the stance of a Contrastive approcach, within
an Brror Analysis framework, as well as provide practical
information that could lead to the revision of, and the

incorporation of this information into, relevant curricular
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material,
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I1. PROEBELEK STATEMENT AND LITERATURE REVIEW

Coulthard {(1977) says that Firth urged us to study
conversation, for

«seeit is here that we shall find the key to a hetter

understanding of what language is, and how it works.

{Coulthard, 1977:1)
Discourse is not a series of unrelated remarks, but it is a
cooperative effort. Both or all participants in a conversatiorn
agree to cooperate, and mutually accept a direction for the
conversation, for at each staga of the conversaticon moves may be
made that can be deemed unsatisfactory (Grice, 1975).

It scems that what a speaker says relates to the

previous speaker's otterance and is relevant to it in

both speakers'® minds. Thus a speaker doesn*t say just

anything, or even anything that may be reltated in his

mind to what the previous speaker has said, but makes

sure his utterance will be relevant from the previous

speaker's viewpoint too.

(Vvander Brook et al, 19860:58)
It is only through studyving what learners actually gay, in the
context of situation, presupposition, and expectation, that we
can divine the processes that brought them to the point of
attering what they did, and the way they did it. There are,
however, problems that will arise when we try to perceive the
processes that occur at a deeper level than that which we
observe 0n the surface.

Much of language is hidden from the scientific observer,

and linguistic forms and relationships can often only be

ascertained in the context of discourse structure. Semantic
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fields overlap and are often vague, and are often hard to assess
or describe in their various manifestations. Pragratics is
context-bound, and can only reasonably be assessed in a
sociolinguistic framework. The structure of the syntax of a
language is often apparent, but if consists of processes and
transformations whose complexities mere trees, diaqrams;.anﬁ
rules often fail to captoure. It is therefore not unreasonable to
assume that a Ch Qf the syntax of Japanese and English wculd
fail to capture some unforeseen éifferences, and the errors
resoltant from these, as well as predict some errors that may
well not be made manifest.

The understanding of the syntax of an utterance is Qrimafy
to the understandiag of the utterance itself, so if syatactic
interference occurs, and syntactic difficulties arise for the
learners, it will affect all aspects of their proficiency in the

target lanquage.

Questions

k11 sentences have both syntactic form and semantic
content. Questions, being sentences, as well as logical
components of & higher logical interrogative form, will have
both syntactic form and semantic content too, as well as a
social role, guestion asking being a social phenomenon. A
discussion of guestions, and answering systems, in the arammars
of two different languages, must first look in depth at what, in

fact, a guestion r2ally is, at what an answer is, and how the
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two relate. Questions are entities that are *...often assuma=d,
but never defined'(Bolinger, 1957:1). We must, therefore,
attempt a definition. A question is, fundamentally, & request
for information. It has been called a sentence Y...in an
interrogative meod' (Agvist, 1965:868) .
If we ask a guestion, it is usually because we want to
know the answer, so that a typical theme of an
interrogative is a request for information.

{Balliday,1970:161)

Lk guestion can also be a reguest for action.
I venture to say that a guestion is fundamentally an
attitude, which might be called a *craving' - it is an
utterance which ‘craves' a verbal or other semiotic

(e.ge« & nod) response. The attitude is characterized by

the speaker subordinating himsalf to the hearer.

{Bolinger, 1957:4)

Agvist(1965) and others consider guestions to be ‘epistewmic
imperatives', requasts to remove speaker ignorance.
The questioner asks the listensr to supply him with some
information, to make him know a certain thing. Thus the
logic of guestions is a cosbination of the logic of
knowledge, known as eplistemic logic and of the logic of
reguests.

(Nachowicz,1978:157)

Questions can be slotted into a multiplicity of category
types. (Kearsiey(1376) and Bolinger(195%7) both discuss this in
depthe.) Questions can be verbal or non-verbal, non-verbal
questions being either overt or covert. Verbal gquestions car be
either direct or iasdirect, the latter exemplified by the
statement

It*'s cold in hezre.

which may be, in reality, a reguest for the action of closing

the window. Questions of this type can also be declaratives with
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an’ambedded particle, such as
1 wonder where John is.
Pirect guestions can be either copen or closed. Closed questions
can be one of three types;
specified alternate,
Do you want milk or beer?
tag,
You're qoinq,xaren‘t you?
or intonation,
You're going?
Open questions, which include all WH questions, can be simple,
What did ycu eat? 7
complex,
You smoked what at whose place?
or embedded,
Ke said he went to whose place?
All guestions can be expressed in a positive or a nesgative
fashion, depending upon the situation, context, and
presuppositions involved. i1l lanquaqes'have the capacity to ask
either negative or positive guestions.
Kearsley(1976:169) cites the four functions into which
guestions can be classified.
t. The first function or guestion type is that of the echoic
question, guestions demanding repetition or confirmation of
a previous utterance. These are questions such as

Pardon?
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or,

You ate peas?
The second function is that of the epistemic function,
guestions asked to acquire information. These can be either
referential or evaiuative. Eeferential questions are asked
to acqguire information about the contexts involved, e.q.
events, sitpations. Most WH guestions are of this typz.

How are y&u?

#hat time did you get here?
Evaluative guestions are asked to gauge the hearer's
knowledge of the ansvwer. This guestion type is used in
tests, intepviaws, questionnaires, etc., where the gpeakei
already knows the answer, but is merely investigating the
hearer's knowledge. These are commonly asked of childrexn.

What colour is this book?
guestions of the third type, the 2xpressive function, are.
ones in which an emotion or attitude is expressed in the
asking of the guestion, and it is often asked indepmndently
of any search for information. An exémple of this type would
be the impatient speaker asking

Are you coming or aren't vyou?
The final guestion function is that of the social control
guestion, another type asked independent of any information
seeking context. It is the question asked for the saks of
getting attention,

Know what?
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or for the saks of conversational politeness cor verbosity,
guestions asked merely to sustain the conversation, as in

Bow was your trip to Hoose Jaw?

The situation and context involved will determine the.fuﬁctiou
and form of the guestion, as well as its mode and content. For
example, most axpfessive guestions are imn the closed form.

Questions arise due to conceptual conflict, and serve to
reduce uncertainty as well as ‘relieve epistemic drive?'(Barlyne,
1965). The guestioner tries to maintain constant &nd comsistent
veliefs, amd f;lls in the gaps in his/her cogritive godel
through the asking of guestions. These ‘*gaps® are composed of
the six basic reference frames; space, tinme, properfies, causes,
procedures, and roles. WH guestions will attempt to select an
appropriate reference frame, while closed form guestions, yes/no
guestions for example, will ;ttempt to elicit information from
within a particular reference frame, as will specified-alternate
guestions.

Beither a question nor an answer is an autonomous
linguistic unit. &k guestion is an incomplete sentence without an
answer (Hiz, 1976:211). Hishler(1975) extends this concept by
statinc that even the question~answer upit is not an isoclated
whole, but that there is a mode of authority exerted in the
asking of a question, so the actual interrogative unit consists

of gquestion, answer, and finally, speaker confirmation. Asking a



question

seeindicates a state of doubt, ordinarily, but a state

of information as well.

{(Agvist, 14965:7138)
So it is inconceivable that we can adeguately discuss the
concept of *guestion® apart from that of ‘ansver', and we must
do this in a language specific context. We will therefore

discuss, in depth, the yes/no guestion as it is menifested in

Japanese and English.

Yes/Ro Questions

The yes/no gusstion will allow for only two major answer
types to fulf;ll hearer responsibility, ves or no, a neqatiig or
a positive response. Partial hearer responsibility may be
achieved through an adverbal response of 'mayvbe®, }possiblv‘.
*sometimes', or a response of this type, or the hearer could
choose not to respond at all. A response of this type, or nd
response at all, could, however, lead the speaker to belisve
either that the hearer does not know the answer, is not willing
to disclose the answer, or that the hearer is not willing to
participate in the conversation. Grice (1975) feels that the
speaker and hearer in a conversation are co-operating by
observing certain rules, or 'Conversational Postulates?, laid
out as followus:

Te QUAKRTITY.
Make your contribution as informative as is reguired (for

"the current purposes of the exchange).
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Po not make yvour contribution more informative than is
requiref.
2. QUALITY.

po not say what you believe to be false.

Do not say that for which you lack evidence.
3. KHELATION.

Be relevant.

4. HANNER.

Avoid ob'scu.rity‘ of expression.

kvoid ambiguity.

Be brief. (Avoid unnecessary prolixity.)

Be orderly.

(6rice, 1975:46-47)

A partial response, or no response at all, could iead the
speaker to believe that the hearer has violated either the mazim
of Quality or of Quantity, and allow the speaker to opt cut of
the conversation. Even so, responses of this type, or no
response at all, may be valid behaviour in certain

circunstances.

Yes/no guestions in Englishk, also known as closed
questions, polar guestions, or general guestions(Bolinger,
1957:87), can be formed by an auxiliary movement rule, or by
raising speaker intonation at the end of a declarative. ¥We are
here interested in the former type. There is, uwith ves/no
questions, what can be called a *statement-question® pair or

relationship. A1l yes/no questions will have a corresponding
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declarative sentence, a sentence presupposing one of the

possible responses to the guestion. An example of a

'statemant-guestion' pair is:

DECLARATIVE - Yoichi can speak Spanish.

QUESTIOR - Can Yoichi speak Spanish?
Given a declarative sentence containing one or moré
helping verbs, a guestion can optionally be formed
simply by moving the first such verb to the left of the
subject. -

(Baker, 1978:61)

This is known as ‘*auxiliary movement', probably the most coamon
guestion marker. (Bolinger, 1957)
If there is no auxiliary verb,e.eew2 canes..add an
appropriate form of *do' to the left of the verb.

(Akmijian’s Heny, 1975: 14}

For example:

DECLARATIVE - Naoko ate.

QUESTIDN - Did KRaoko eat?

guoirk et al(1972) call this 'do-periphrasis'.

In the teaching of Enq;ish in a langvage class special
emphasis must be placed upon the teaching of the placement of BE
and AUYX in guestions, as well as on the do-periphrasis
phenomenon. Question-statement pairs alsoc exist in Japanese,
although there is no question movement in Japanese, solthis may
pose a problem for the Japanese stuldent of Englisha.

For example:

DECLARATIVE -~ Anata wa gakusel desu. (You are a student.)

QUESTION - hnata wa gakusel desuv-ka? (Are vou a student?)
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E1}l guestions presuppose one of their possible
responses (falone, 19278:67). A yes/no guestion will presuppose
either the affirmation or negation of its correspending
declarative, the only informative alternatives. B guestion can
be relsvant, and it can be proper, but a guestion can never be
*true', only its corresponding statement can. An incorrect
guestion is not a false guestion, but merely & guestion with an
invalid presupposition. Every ves/no question must also
presuppose that

A.) The speaker believes that the addressee knows
whether S; ang,

B.) The speaker wants the addresses to tell him S.
(Rachowicz, 1978:157)

In English, for a positive ves/no gquestion a yes responss means

Yes to your guestion statement,
a verbatim repeat of the guestion statement, while a no razsponse
means

Ho to your guestion statement.
The negation of a positive yes/no guestion, as well as the
contradiction of a negative ves/no queétion, are entailed in the
asking of the guestion.

Harris(19768) considers ves/no guestions to be derived from
a disjuctional source, involving the alterrate forms of the
statement and the negated statement in question. Thus the deep
structure of

Will Charles come?

vill actually be
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will Charles come or not?
or

Will Charles come or will Charles not come?
The entire responsz2 is predicated and the negation is
ptesupposeé along with the potentiazl positive response to the
question. This phenomenon is exhibited in the suvrface structure
of lanquages such as Chinese, where a common questién marker is
the disjunctionzl qﬁestion type.
For example: |

Zhi shi hao buhao? (Is this good or not good?}
It apparently occurs in English as well, for otheruise we would
have a variety of yes/no question and answer types.

‘Bolinqerl19?8) states that yes/no guesticns are not
alternate questions, as Harris asssrts, and uses semantic
evidence as justification for this stance. There is, however,
considerable and waighty opposition to Bolinger's stance, and
yes/no questions are often considered to be '...syntactic
degenerations of alternative questions?! (Karttunen, 1978:165} .
Yes/no guestions are guestions that will give either the
positive or negative aspect of the guestion as é statement. It
is lookirng for one of these forms (XKuroda, 1979).

Katz and Postal (1964) insist on the existence of a
g-morpheme, which acts as a catalyst for interrogative
structures. Semantically it is of the form

I reguest vou to tell me vhether ...%.
Thus,

who is coming?
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is constructed
g-morpheme HH someone is cominge.
and is similar in meaning to
I reguest you to tell me who is coming?
Regardless of the deeper structures of most guestion types,
however, we still must deal with the surface phenomena‘that are

central to this discussion.

Hegaticn a

e

¢ Presupposition

Yes/no questions require a confirmation or denial of the
assertion of the question. Rk gquestion can be worded to express a
negative, positiva, or a neutral expectation, depending uvoﬁ‘th&
context and intent involved. A positive statement X can be
negated by the insertion of |

It is not so that...
before statement X (Jackendoff, 1969:218).

Begation in discourse ‘'presupposes' an abondance of shared
knowledge. It is a pragmatic fanctionm of language, not logically
predictatle, and is therefore differenﬁ from negation in
logic(sivon, 1978).

In natural language, there can normally be only one
negative feature per predication.

{Leech, 1974:164)

Even so, this feature 15 not predictable cutside of the
pragmatics of the sitvation. Regatiomn in language is used to.
correct or affirm beliefs, or to dispel ignorance. It is

strongly marked for presupposition, where the presupposition of

3



of a negative statsment is its corresponding affirmative.
BEegative guestions are often not considered 'negative' in a
logical sense, for even under negation they retain some positive
truth value.

A presupposition is uhatevef has to be assumed to he true
in order for an utterance to be meaningful. A statemen£ is a
presupposition of a gquestion if the truth of the statement is a
necessary conﬁition of the question’s having some true ansvwel.
Hhere an assertion can be gquestionsd, and negated, a
presupposition can't{katz, 1972).

When a sentence is negated its presupposition is still
valid. For exgmple, whether we ask

pid Johm go into the room?
or

pidn't John go into the room?
the presuppositicn of John being cut of the room is still valid.
The negation of a sentence or statement is a denial of the truth
value of the statement, but a validation of the presuppositions
involved. This is what Leech calls the"neqation test'*.{Leech,
1974:294)

There are three closely allied terms that warrant
clarification before further discussion. These are:
Te EBTAILMENRT.

Entailment is the relation between two assertions where -

- if ¥ is true, Y must be trus.

‘- if Y is false, then X must be false.

32



2.

For example:

¥ - He married a blonde heiress.
Y - He married a blonde.

PRESUPPOSITION.
Ptesupéosition is the relation between two assertions where
anyone who utters X takes for granted the truth of Y. For
example, guestion X,
Have you.stopped beating your wife?
presupposes statement Y,
You used to beat your wife.
Katz (1979) however, considers that presuppositions are only
valid for declarative sentences, pot for guestions. The line
of reasoning bshind a question of this type is thersfore: not
a presupposition, but a predication upon whick other
predications are built. For the purposes of this paper,
however, the definition of presupposition will stand as
cited.
EXFECTATIOK.
Speaker expectation is a weaker form of belief than
presupposition. It seems to
eeederive typically from the principle that wher an
assertion is negated, some of its content «eeClfieee
remain positive.
(Leech, 1974:324)
For example, the sentence
If we were married, we would be happy.
expects that

¥e are not happve.



while the sentence
Few girls will come tonight.
expects that

Some girls will come tonight.

These then are the three major semantic categories behind
speaker intent.

one of the ways in which questions differ from

statements is that they cannot have entailments, only

presuppositions. Thus,

*How's your wife?®

does not entail, in the normal sense,

*Youor wife is well.'

or

*Your wife is ill.®

but as the guesticn is normally uttered it does allow us

to conclude that the speaker is under the definite

impression that the hearer is married.

(Rewton:48)

A statement can have an entailment, a presupposition, and
an expectation, while a gquestion can have only the latter two. A,
guestion, in itself, cannot be false. It can have an invalid
presupposition, or even a valid yvet 'risky and vnsafe®
presupposition, but a question, being a request for information,
clarification, or action, cannot be false(Agvist, 1965). All

proper yes/no guestions are logically esquivalent, in that they

all have only valid presuppositions.
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The presappoesition of a given entity is often shown by the
nature of the syntax involved. If ¥ presupposes Y, ¥ can be
either negative or positive, and it can be an assertion or
stategpent, . a guestion, an exclamation, or a command. The level
and type of presupposition will alsc decide the guestionm type,
regative or posgitive. |

The context of a presupposition is the 'common ground* or
‘*shared knouleéq;' that is an essential component of disconrse.
In any conversation there is a body of speaker-hearer shared
knowledge, knowledge which is not in dispute. There may be &
problem concerning a participant's *degree of commitment' to
this bedy, or to invalid or ‘risky’ presuppositions, which égy
arise, but the shared knowledge remains nonetheless{Kempson,

1975).

Indirect Reguests

An interesting aspect of gquestions is that they are often
not questions at all, but indirect reguests, or even
invitaticons. Meaning, as Searle({1975) boints out, coasists inp
part of some intention to produce understanding in the hearer.
This understanding may be a request for action. For example,
when the guest says

It's celd in hzre.
he may actually mean
Please close the window.

an indirect reguest. Questions cen also be used as reguests,
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indirect or otherwise. These can be positive guesiions, as in
Can vyou pass the salt?
or negative questions, asg in
Can't you be quieter?
R positive reguest for action can be convevyed by a necative or =
positive question, while it is impossible to convey a ﬁeqativa
reguest with & guestion, as in
bont*t do thaé.
(Gordon & Lakoff, 197%)
Davison{(1975) disagrees, and states that negative guestions
cannot be indirect reguests, because of the strong assumptions
held by the speaker of a neqative question. The hearer is |
usually expected to confirm or deny the assumptions held, and
the negative question is therefore assumed not tc.be &n
applicable form of the indirect reguest.

These are instances of 'primary* and ‘secondary’
illocution, which often require a native-like ability in the
language to fathom the intent behind the speech act(Searle,
1975). For example, the speaker of theAabove guestion doesn't
doubt the hearer*s ability to pass the salt, but the form of th&‘
guestion is a polite request, and gives the hearer a limited
option of refusing the request. These indirect reguests appear
to be very languwage specific, and a reguest in English may be
nonsensical as a reguest in Czech or Japanese.

In Japanese,

"essforms which incorporate negatives, usually to be

anderstood in a rhetorical sense, are felt to be on a
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higher level ofkpalitanéss than those without such

negation.

(Miller, 1967:282)
Invitations are often expressed in a necative fashion in
Japanese, to sheow deference to the hearer's wishes. The
naqativalv/phrase& invitations will, houever, most zlways have a
presupposition of a positive answer or acceptance. They are
answered in the same manner as a positive question.‘

Eiga ni ikimasen ka? {Won't you come to the mowie?)

Rai, ikimasu. (Yes, (I will) come.)

Iie, ikimasen. (No, (I won't) come.)
{(See Martin, 1962:364-365.)

It is appropriate to mention here the rhetorical ves/no
question, foupé in both Japanese and English. These are |
guestions where the guestion itself shows the correct or
expected answver, guestions like

Don'*t you want to grow up big and strong?
or

Is it necessary to shout like that?
(Pope, 1976}

In a certain sense, these guestions are not even expecting an

answer, but are merely spoken to point cut the speaker's views.

Negative Questions

Semantic considerations weigh heavily in the speaker's
decision to ask a negative guestion. Apart froam polite
ipvitations ané¢ indirect requests, the role of speaker
expectation is deeply involved in the asking of these negqative

yes/no guestions. There is, in discourse, a great connectiosn

37



between speaker/hearer expectation, and a *cancellesd
expectation' on the part of the speaker seems to bhe a major
factor in the decision to ask a negative question.

Negative assertions have a *cancelled expectation' as well
as ap ‘actuzl evxpectationt'. |

For example, the assertion

*Few people died in the flood.®

has the cancélled expectation that

*Many peopie died in the flood.*

and the actual expectaticon that

*Socme people died in the flood.!
(Leech, 1974:319)

Heqative guestions also have an actomal expectation and a
cancelled expectation. Fdr example, the guestion

Aren't you eating dinner?
differs from its positive counterpart,

Are you eating dinner?
in more ways than its surface neqation; It allows for a dual
assumption on the speaker's part, in that the speaker thought
that the hearer was going to eat dinmer, bat itynoﬁ appears that,
the hearer won't eat it. There remains, however, the possibility
of a negative or a positive reply to the guestion, or to any
question asked, despite presuppositions and expectations, or the
gquestion would not have been asked. The phrasing of the guestion
merely illumines the spezkert's expectations. & direct neqati#e
yes/no question ‘conversationally implicates®' the speaker in

having, or once having, a definite opinion op the matter in
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guestion.

In one sense, the negative guestion still reflects the
original and cancelled expectation of the speaker, for cne may
ask

sesd negative q&estion if one expects that the answver to

the corresponding affirmative guestion will be *yes'.
{Langendoen, 1970:169)

For eyample, the question

Aren't you coming?
will suggest that the speaker originally expected the hearer to
come, and this expectation was somehow modified to lead the
speaker to believe that the hearer may pow not be coming. The
speaker will, however, still expect a forthcoming positive feﬂly
to affirm his/her original expectation. The oriqinal'exsect&tion
or belief is that which was held prior to the event which
prompted the asking of the question.

If the speaker expects a negative reply to a question.'or
has a neutral expectation, or no expectation, a pusitiva
guestion will, in most cases, be asked, as in

Can you babysit my tarantula tonight?
The negative countarpart to this guestion will only be asked if
the speaker expected the hearer to babysit the tarantulﬁ, and
had this erronecus expectation cancelled. Further proof of a
substantial speaker expectation in the asking of & negative
guestion can be found in the fact that many negative guestions
are actually leading guestions, such as

‘Haven't 1 get you somewhere?
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whare the speaker is expecting an affirmative reply, or
Weren't you at the scene of the crime?
vhere the speaker is hoping for an affirmative reply.

Syntactically, English negative guestions are considered to
be closer to disijenct questions than their positive
counterparts, in that only the positive aspect of the éuesticn
has been omitted (Pope, 1971).

In Japanesehit appears that it is not as important, in the
asking of & negative question, to have the syntactic negation
(-masen or -nai) as it is to have the syntactic negation coupled
with a semantic negation. This system will allow the hearer more
freedom in thg interpretation of the speaker's intention th&p
will the English system. For example, the Japanese speaker may
ask |

Tanaka-san wa, kimasen deshita-ka? (pidn't Hr. Tanake
come?)
1« If the guestion is interpreted as
*{1I thcught he came, but) didn't ¥r. Tanaka come?!
then:
Hai, kimashita. (Yes, hé came.)
Iie, kimasen deshita. (Mo, he didn't COmE)
Pocitive presupposition.

2. If the guestion is interpreted as
*Mr. Tanaka did not come, right?* then:

Hai, kimasen deshita. {Right, he did not come.)
Iié, kimashita. (Wirong, he came.}

Negative presuppasifion.

{Soga & Hatsumoto, 1978:65)

Kuno considers that the
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esosfieciding factor is whether the guestioner is
expecting & negative answer from the hearer. Therefore,
ese (example 1)eeeis not, semantically speaking, a
negative guestion, but an affirmative guestion with a
tag at the end.

{Keno, 1973:274)

Most English negative questions are of the former type, as
exemplified in example 1, negative guestions with & positive
presupposition and a degree of modified speaker expectation,
while negative questions in Japanese can be of the former or the
latter type, and both are quite common.

This difference in the structure of negative guestions
between the two tongues will, however, cause caly minor
interference, for it is the answering systems, and the answers
to these guestions which turn out to be problematic for the
learner. It is the answering systems which differ, and cause the

learner confusion and problems when learning the new language.

This is where the hypothesized negative transfer will occure

We will begin with a discussion of the English answering
system, follow through with the Japaneée ansvering systewm, ang

conclude with a comparison of the two.

English Ansaerinq system

A guestion is a request for information or action. &
possible answer is ‘'one which would satisfy the guestioner if it
were true' (Hintikka, 1974). Yes/no guestions can be either

positive or negative, as can the answers to the ves/no
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gquestions. There are, therefere, four possible categories ot
answers in English, with only two morphemes in operation at
present, yvyes and no. We had, in 16th Century Engiish, a more
complicated four morpheme system, which has collapsed over time.
1. Yea was used in agreement with a positive question.
2. Yes was used in disagreement with a negative questien.
3. Ro was used in agreement with a negative guestion.
4§, HNay was usaéxin disagreement with a positive guestion.

It is interesting to note that it is the answers to

negative guestions ('yes® and *no'*) that have survived.

(Pope, 1973:491)

Disagreement in an answer can be cunsidered to be a form
with semantic)content, while agreement with a guestion is véié
of semantic content, and is merely a verbatiam repeat of the
gaestion statement. We have collapsed the Enqlish.ansuerina
systes to & two morpheme system, where 'yes® is uased as a
positive answer to both negative and positive questions, and
tho' is used as a negative answer to both positive anéd negative
guestions.

A minimal answer is one in which there is a *no' or a ‘yes’
with no gualifying tage. ‘

Even though negative yes/no questions usaally seem to
expect a positive answer, the fact that they are
negative takes precedence in determining the form of the
possible minimal answers.

(Pope, 1976:112)

Syntactically however, the form of the question in English, be

it positive or negative, seems to be somewhat irrelevant in the

anéﬁering of the guestion. It merely points out what the
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speaker's presuppositions and sxpesctations are in the asking of
the guestion. If the action is positive, or past, we vwill answer
‘ves?t,

Have yvou eaten?
Yes, 1 have.

Haven't you eaten?
Yes, I have.

If the action of the verdb is negative, or has not occurred, we
will answer 'no', regardless of the negative or poesitive
phrasing of the guestion.

bon't you drink?
8o, I don't.

Dc you drink?
Ko, I don't,

Akiyama et al(1979) suggest that guestions may be simpler than
statements, and that the *underlying topic in queétion may be
comppared directly to knowledget. ¥e can therefore ignore the
negative in an English negative guestion. The negation is
deleted before we compare the guestion to knouleéﬂe.‘This is
similar to a method employed in ths teaching of English tag
guestions, where the students are told to ignore the tag, and
answer the question as it is stated without the tag. Therzsfore,

You've eaten, haven't you?
would be treated like

Have you eaten?
or

You've eaten?

and’
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You haven't eaﬁen, have you?
would ke treated like

Raven'®t you eaten?
or

You ha§en't eaten?

The answer is a self-contained syntactic anit in English,
and has only semantic reference to the question. 311 sentences
have both syntactic form and semantic content, and what is
considered 'semantic difficulty', for example, by the Japanese
student of English attempting to answer an English nedgative
guestion, is actually an incongruity between the perceived
semantic content and syntactic form.

In English we practice a 'positive-negative answering
system*, whereby

«eeaN answer is negative if it contains a sentential

negation in its highest clause, and positive if it
doesntt.

(Fope, 1973:482)

We will use:

1. Yes as an agreement with a positive gquestion. (Positive
agreement)

2., Yes as a disagreement with a negative question. (Positive
disagreement)

3. No as an agreement with a negative cuestion. {(Hegative
agreement)

4., No as a disagreement with a positive question.{Negative .
disagreement)

Positive dicsagreement is semantically the wmost difficult answer
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to preduce, and it is specially marked in many languages, such
as German, French, an¢ Worwegian. Bellugi(1967) states that this
category is the last of the four acguired by children learning
their native English. Bellugit's research validated Pope*s{(1373)
contention that the 'more semantically difficult a category is
the later it will be acguired*. Bellugi qgoes on to staﬁe that
children will ose positive agreement and negative disagresment
sooner than negafive agreement, and especially positive
disagreement. The results of experiments done by ikivama et

al (197%) seem to confirm this order.

A compmon view held is that EBnglish ves/no guestions are
answered via a verification of the statement form of the 7
guestion{Clark & Chase, 1972; Akivama =2t al, 197%). There are,
in this *Verification Hodel!', four stat&ment/quesﬁion types.

1. True affirmative - Kk robin is a bird.

2. False affirmative - A robin is a rock.

3. True negative - A robin isn't a rock.

4. False negative - E robin isn*t a bird.

Verification and guestion answering aré considered to be
identical processes, where verification is primary to guestion
ansuerinq. In this model, addressing a negative will take longer
than a positive because of a 'mismatch between the statement and
knowledget.

The 'Verification-Primary Rypothesis', an adaptation of the
‘Yerification Model®' states that

" eesin order to answer a yves/no guestion we must

1. convert the guestion to a verification.
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2, Qerive the underlving representation of the
statement.
3. retrieve the relevant knowledge.
4., compare the two representations.
5. convert the outcome of (8) from true or false to vyves
O DO«
6, respond veS O RO.
(Akivama et al, 1979:367)
Sentence types are determined by the truth value of the

underlying proposition.

Japanese Answering Systenm

Japanese uses an 'agqreement-disagreement answering system',

whereby
eeean ansuer is agreeing if it matches the guestion with
respect to negativity, and disagreeing if it doesn't.

(Pope, 1973:482)

English has both sentential and noun-phrase pegation, as do
most languages using a positive-negative answering system.
Japanese has only sentential negation, the -masen or -nai forss
attached to the main verb. Most languages with only sentential
nagation use arn agreement-disagreement answering systes.

The Japanese terms 'hai' and 'iie' correspond roughly to
the English terms *yes' and *no', although they are better
translated in the terms 'right' and ‘wrong', or 'l agree with
you that...' and 'I disagree with vyou that...'.

The words hai and iie are used to mean ‘what you've said
is correct' and *what you've sald is incorrect'. So if
you state a question ir a negative wvay, the standaréd
Japanese apswer turns out to be the opposite of standard.
Englishk *yes* and *no*, which affirm or demy the FACTS
rather than the STATEMENT of the facts.

" %umamoto e ikimasen deshita ka?

(Didn't vyou go to Kumamoto?)
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Hai, ikimasen deshita.
Ko, I didn*t. (Literally:*Yes, not go did.)

Iie, ikimashita vyo.
Yes, I did isdeed. (Literally:=No, went indeed.)

{Bartin, 1%62:364~385)
Standard qtammars have always translated ‘hai' as ‘ves' and
‘iie' as 'no'. There is, however, a difference.
If the speaker's presupposition is positive, thé gse of
hai *ves*® apnd iie *no* are the same as in English. If
the speaker's presupposition is negative the use of hai
and iie are entirely different froz English.
{Soga & Matsumoto, 1978:65)
Even s6, when a spsaker seeks information to substantiate his
positive presuppositions, the answer may also be Hai, ...-masen,
Yes, with & negative verb in the tag (Soga, 1973). Yes ané no as
an answer to & Japanese guestion ‘are directed to an assumption
ahout the propositional content held by the
interrogator® (Shibatani, 1972},
The Japanese system is structured alorg the following
lines:
1. FHKai is used in agreement with a positive guestion.({Positive
agreegent)
2., Hai is used in agreement with a pegative qnéstion.(&eqative :
agreement)
3. Jie is used in disagreement with a positive
guestion. (Negative disaqreement)
4, Iié iz used ;n disagreement with a negative guestion.
(Positive &isaqreement)‘
?hi§ structure would appear to strengthen the stance of the

‘*Yerification ¥odel'. Aqreement or disagreement with the
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gquestion is in reality an agreement or disagreement with the
statement behind the question, and will account more fully for
the speaker's stance in the asking of the question}

when a guestion is put megatively, the speaker of

standardé Japanese usually replies to the FORM of the

guestion rather than the COHNTENT. ARccordingly, the

answers to

Banana wa nai ka?
Don't we have bananas? (Do we lack bananas?)

are

Hai, banana wa nai.
Bo, we haven't. (Yes, we lack thenm.)

angd

Iie, banana wa aru.
Yes, we have. (No, we don't lack them.)

seeBut, if the Japanese negative is just a formal device

+eedS in a rhetorical guestion (or polite reguest)...the

upderlying CORTENT is answered.

(Bartin, 1975:368)
So it is not so much the existence of the syntactic negative
{-masen or -nai) that the hearer addresses in the guestion, but
the existence of the semantic negative, the presuppositional or
expectational stance taken by the speaker in the asking of the
negative gquestion. When there is an apparent pbsiiive ,
expectation or presupposition on the part of the speaker the
negative guestion is answered as it would be in English, but
when there is & negative or neutral presupposition or
expectation the negative question is answered differently from
English. Kuno(1970, 1973), sShibatani(1972), Soga(1973), and Soge

£ Matsumoto(1978) will all attest to this.

1« A pegative guesticn with an anticipation of & positive
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ansver will be answered *hai' in the affirmative and vYiiet
in the negative.

2 Kk negative guestion with an anticipation of a necative
answer will be answered 'hai* in the negative and "iie® in
the affirmative.

3. A negative cuoestion with no anticipation of a pasiiiva or
negative answer will be answered *hai' in the negative and
*iie* in the\affirmative.

#. AKll positive guestions will be answered 'hai' in the
affirmative and ‘iie' in the negative.

In Japanese the ansver is not really a self-contained
syntactic uni@, as it is in English, for the syntactic struétura
and semantic content of the question are both taken into account
in the anpswering of the guestion. This is what Haftin(?Q?S)
meant when he discussed the Japanese speaker addressing either
the FOEKM or the COHTEK& of the guestion.

The Japanese speaker will use:

Te Hai for positive agreement. (PR}

2. Hai for negative agreement. (KA)

3. Iie for positive disagreement.(PD)

4., Iie for negative disagreement. (ND)

These are, however, the fotms used after the hearer has dascided

the presuppositional stance taken by the speaker, i.e. whether

the speaker has a positive, neutral or negative presupposition.

There are, of course, exceptions to any rule laid down. A

rule or law is proven to be valid by the existence of
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ekcéptions. Intonation at the terminal string of & question, in
Japanese or English, negative or positive, may infer a different
sort of spezker intent and expéctation, and bring about &
positive or negative response. Intonation can manifest itself as
a negative, neustral, or positive aspect of expectation in the
asking of either a positive or a negative guestion in English or

in Japanese.

a

bPertinent Studies on Acquisition

[

With the great interest in second language acguisition in
the last two decades came renewed interest in first lancuage
acquisition as well. Burt & Dulay's L1-12 Acquisition hypothesis
states that

ssethe strategies of L2 acguisition are similar to those
of L1 acguisition, e.g. the use of word order as the
first syntactic rule, omission of functors.

(Bart & Dulay, 1974:108)

The hypothesis goes on to list the structures that have already
been shoun to be acquired im a similar order in L1 and L2
acqguisition, forms including negation and yves/no uuestions.

It is therefore reasonable to assume that both first and

seconpd language acguisition research may be of use to the

teacher 0of a second language.

Answering Systens
Pope (1973, 1976) and Bellugi(1967) point out the order of

acgdisition, for mnative English children, of answer types. It is
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ptedicted, ané to some degree validated by these studlies, that
the more 'semantically difficult® the form is the later it will
be acquired by children. The research involved in the present
study arrived at the same coanclusions for adult Japanese
students of English. Tﬁe answer tvypes, in order from the least
difficult, and earliest to be acguired, are: |

1. Positive agresment.

2. HNegative dis%qreement.

3. Negative agreement.

4, Positive disagreement.

The first two categories are acquired simultaneouslivy.
Hatch(??gu) has discovered that when people taik to
students of English they tend to ase more yes/no guestions, in

lieu of WH questions, to make it somewhat easier fér the
students to answer. Because of this it is important for the
student of English to be given an esarly grasp on the correcf

answer types to be used.,

Hegaticn and Contraction

Bahns & ¥o0de(1960) found that negation is the first
function to be associated with the different forms of
*do-support’. As 'do-support' is a very common means of forwing
a yes/no question, this study has some relevance to the present
discnssion. *Don't' is acguired before *dot, and is the firsﬁ
form to be zcguired for learners of English as a second

language. The crux of their argument is that pegative and
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positive forms of the same auxiliary will be acqguired in a
different order, and not always the expected order of positive
before negative. This will have a certain influence upon the
learners® abilities to correctly handle negatives in the
language, and to correctly hanéia negative guesticns when they
are posed to them. |

Maratseos & Kuczoj(1976) feel that the contracted form *n'*t’
is acquired befofe the form 'not' by native English children,
and that children greatly prefer the contracted form with the
auxiliary. To this end all negative guestions used in this study

were used with the contracted form of the negative.

Questions

Felix(198&) discovered that inverted forms of yes/no
guestions are acgquired after ves/no guestions which are marked
suprasegmentally, for exaﬁple, by tone. Thus,

You ate?
is acquired before

pid you eat?
She feels that both L1 and L2 learners will pass through this
stage(Felix, 1980:104).

vander Brook ot al (1980), however, concluded that inversion
ih English yes/no guestions is not optional, but dependent upon
certain #ariables. The cﬁoice is not in a system or an |
interpretation of a system, but is found in the continuum of

discourse. The speaker will try to be relevant to what he/she
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has heard. The study arrived at no conclusion as to whether thie
was true for speakers of BEnglish as a second language as well.

Kearsley(1975) feels that, while ¥B questions are more
freguent than yes/no guestions in normal conversation, the per
centage of yes/no guestions excéeﬂs that of WH guestions in
informal or one-to-one conversations, while the reversé is true
in formal settings or in groups. In an analysis of discourse
samples he founé an average of 20% of conversation was composed
of guestions, whils 70% to B80% of all guvestions asked wers
either WH or vyes/no guestions. To this end we can sse the
importance of teaching proper guestion asking and answering
strategies to students of English, as interrogation and tesﬁgnse
play such an important role in every conversation.

Goody (127&) found that children are asked quéstiona more
frequently than adults. Questions to pre-verbal children are
most often yes/no guestions, or closed guestions, where the.
mother or speaker

seen2ed only interpret the general direction of her

child's response as positive or negative.

{Goody, 1378324)

It would be interesting to see if further research could fathonm
whether guestions are asked more freguently to romnnative
speakers and learners of English than to native speakers.
Hatch(1960), cited previously, has already shown that people
tend to use more yes/no questions than ¥H guestions to nonnative
speakers, much in the same way that mothers prefer this questicn

typé for their pre-verbal and infant children.
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Akivama's Study

En interesting and relevant study, for the purposes of the
present research, was undertaken by Michihiko Akivama at the
University of Illinois in 1976. She operated on the assumption,
as stated by Brown(1973) and Slobin(1973) that

sse.if a bilingual child acguires a particular mode of
linguistic expression in one language earlier than in
the other language, it implies that the linguistic form
that is acguired earlier is simpler than the one
acguired later.

{Akiyama, 1976:23)

Three groups were ased in her study, English monolingual,
Japanese mono;inqual, and English-Japanese bilingual children.
She found that negative guestions were harder than positive
guestions for both monolingual groups, although they were
significantly harder for the Japanese monolingual children than
for the English monolingual children. Also,

«eswhen the bilingual children are asked guestions in
English they show poorer performance on the negative
ones. When they are asked guestions in Japanese, their
performance on the negative ones falls below chance.

(Akiyama, 1576:28)

She therefore suggests that the bilingual children ‘*switch to
the English answering system when they answer the negative
guestions in Japanese'. The ansuwers they produced in Japanese
were actually English answers, and therefore incorrect in
Japanese. The children answered negative guestions in the manner
that is correct in English, but

" w..the same children have difficalty in answering the

English negative tag guestions, showing the effects of
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knowing the Japanese langquage.
{Akiyama, 1976:293)

The conclusions drawn from this study are threefold:

'« The English answering system is more ‘*natural® to young
children of ags three to six.

2. Bilinqual children answer Japanese negative guestions using
the English way, but have some difficulty in answérinq
English negative tag guestions.

3. The petforménce of bilingual children in the two langquages
is not consistent with that of monolinqual children in their
respective languages. This implies that two separate
linguistic systems do not work in an additive way in
bilinqua} children.

Akiyama's research relates to the present study in several
ways., It stress&s.the important presence of natif& langvage
interference in the acquisition of syntactic structures. It
lends credence to the concept of ‘ceompeting systems?®, uheré the
system that the speaker is more comfortable with, the simpler
system for that speaker, will be used, in many cases, at the
expense of the competing system. Her work also shows that the
problems experienced by adult Japanese learners of English, as
laid out in the present study, are also faced by children,
monolingual and bilingual, when speaking either Japanese or
English, Children will, when cognizant of the two systems, tend
to confuse them in the answering of negative guestions until, it
would appear, they have sorted out the differences at a later

stagee.
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It is a fact that lanquage learners produce errors. The
learner is an individual, surely, with areas of personal
learning difficulty as well as #reas of personal learning
aptitude. Evenr so, the learner is still a learner, a sﬁeaker of
another language attempting to break life-long linguistic habits
in what usua11y~constitutes an inordinantly small amount of
time. The soarces of this learner's errors have been proven to
be various and diverse. Even after the wholesale abandonment of
Contrastive Analysis few would have suggested that the learner's
native tongue would have no effect on the learning of anothér
language, or that there would be no 'negative interference* from
the various systems within the learner's native ténque.

Ehen a CAh is used to predict all learner errors ther it is
being vsed improperly. This is clear from the evidence
supporting the various sources for learner errors. But, even so,
CA is still valid in predicting one of the major sources of
learner errors, the transfer errors from native to target
language. R foreign accent is the clearest proof of this,
accents which are easily imitated, validated, and predicted by =
study of the twoc phonological systems in question. Kative
phonological habits, once entrenched in the learnser , manifest
themselves as an'inability.to accurately produce the sounds of
the new langquage opn a consistent basis. This can be observed in

virtually all adult language learners, which is proof of some
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sort that there is such a phencmenon as ‘*pegative transfer' that
does occur in second language learning. To say, as some do, that
this negative transfer may occur in phonology, but not in the
other areas of the language, is a facile arqument indsed. If the
learner*s native tongee will influence the production of the
target sound system in such an obvious and pradictablevmanner,
there is nothing to stop it from influencing all other aspects
of the target laﬁquaqe as well. These negative transfer errors
#ill occur in all aspects of the target language unless, in many
cases, the correct form is taught early, either via an
anticipation of the prohiem through a Chk, an cobservation of the
problem throngh an e;ror analysis, or merely throuah the |
structure of the target lanquage and the teaching methods and
pProgram. |

Language students will always err, for failure and error
are intrinsic components of learning. Systematic errors uili,
however, most often have a cause, Oor causes, from which they
stem. We can classify two major types errors, interlingual and
intralingual. Interlingual errors are fhose often experienced by
beginning and intermediate speakers of the language, where they l
can be att;ibuted in part to the interaction between the target
and native languages. Intralingual errcors are those often
expeziencé& by mor2 advanced learners and speakers of the target
language, and are found to be caused by inconsistencies within
the target language itself, or within the learners, and are not

due to the interactions between the two languages. There is, of
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course, no evidence to support a c¢lear cut division between
interlingual and intralingual errors in the learner. Bdvanced
and fluent learners of a second language will experience
intralingual as well as interlingual errors, and the beginning
and intermediate l=arners of a second language will experience
both types as well. These labels represent two ﬁiffereﬁt sources
for errors, but these sources interact in the learner in wavs as
yet unkpown. It is the search for these sources of learner
errors that both CA and EA are concerned with. It will ke shown,
however, that predictgd errors decrease dramatically for the
fluent and advanced speakers of English from the levels set by
the beqinninq’and intermediate learners. ‘

Learners will tend to ‘*simplify* the target system to a
system that they are comfortable with, Selinker's.
*Interlanguage® being a good example of this(Selinker, 1%74). To
this end Meisel (1980) has developed a system of classification
of simplification used by learners in acquiring the newv
grammatical system of the lanquage. Simplification can be:
le HRestricitive simplification -

-whereby the new grammatical system is reduced to a simpler‘

form,‘uhether the learner be conscious of this or not.
2. Elaborative simplification -~

-which is an elaborated restricted system, a further step

towards the achievement of the grammatical system of the.

target languagsa.

Meisel considers this to be one of the major sources of error
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for the second language learner, and tends to agree with
Felix (1980} that pative language interference should he
discounted, and is especially not a factor in the learner's
production 'of second langnage syntax errors. This appears to be
a major theoretical contradiction, for what will the learner
simplify the target grammar to other than an &pproximaie& ang
modified version of his/her own native grammar. Bil steps in the
simplification oé the target grammar will be directly related to
the structure of the native grammar, a system which the l=zarner
is more comfortable with and which is therefore much simpler for
that learner. 1t may be, as Burt & Dulay attest, that a new
system does ﬁgvelop, but it will still be closely related té the
structure of the system in the learner's native lanquage. Syntax
errors can be predicted through a CA and comparisén of the two
grammars, and of the processes involved within these. KRegative
transfer can be hypothesized and validated in the arena of
syntax. |

A contrast of the answering systems of Japanese and English
will predict no interference in the anéuerinq of positively
phrased yvyes/no guestions. The two systems will handle this type
of qnestiba in a similar manner. However, the marked differences
in the answering strategies for negative questions, as emploved
by the two tongues, will necessarily lead us to expect sonme
negative interference from Japanese for the Japanese student of
English, and from English for the English student of Japanese.

There are, again, four ansver types:
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1. Pogitive agreement. (PR)

2. HNegative disagreement. (KD)

3. HNegative agreesent. (NA)

Be Positive disagreement, (PD)

The answering systems will operate in the following manners:

1« A positive guestion ip English will be answered.by.'ves' for
positive agreement and *no' for negative disagreement.

2. A negative qﬁestion in BEnglish will be answered by *yes*® for
positive disagreement and 'no' for negative agreement.

3. A positive guesticon in Japanese will be answered by *hai®
for positive agreement and 'iie' for negative disagreesment.

4. A negative guesticn in Japanese will be answered by 'haif
for mnegative agreement and *'iie!' for positive disagresment.

It is apparent that the only real difference between the

answering systems is in the method employved to deal with

negative gquestions, which is where we would expect any neqaﬁive

transfer to occure.

Hypothesis

-

under Investigation

" . .

i

We can therefore postulate an ‘expected response error', an
error pradicted for the Japanese learner of English based on a
comparison of the two answering systems. This error is the
answer thai, while it would be correct were the guestion asked
and answered in Japanese, is incorrect in light of the workings
of the English answering system. These are the 'negative

agreement® and 'positive disagreem=nt' forms used for answvering
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negative questions in Japanese. The Japanese system will us=

‘hai' for negative agreement, while the English system will use

*no', Japanese will use 'iie' for positive disagreement, while

English will use ‘yes'. The ‘expected response error® hypothesis

will therefore state that the Japanese learners of Encglish will

answer English negative guestions in the following wanner:

1.

Should the negative:'question demand a response with negative
agreement, tﬁe Japanese speaker will respond with *ves®, an
egqoivalent form to 'hai', while thes native English spaaker
will respond 'no'. FPor example, to the gquestion

Aren*t vyou coming?
we will predict that the Japanese speaker will answer

Yes, I'm‘not.
and the English speaker

No, I'm not.
Should the negative question demand a response with positive
disagreement, the Japanese speaker will respond uith ‘no',
an eguivalent form to *iie', while the English speakers will
respond with ‘yes'. For example, to the guestion

Aren't yvouw coming?
we will préﬁict that the Japanese speaker will ansuer

Ko, I ame.
and the English speaker

Yes, I am.

Speakers of a gecond language, or even of a native language,

havé the ability to understand far more than they can utter.
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In any study ofklanquaqe, it is important to distinguisk
bet?een what a speaker says and what he is capable of
saying.

(bi Pietro, 1971:18)

This must be taken into account. What we inevitably end up
testing in elicitation type research, or any raesearch involving
what a speaker actually says, is the speaker*s performance
rather than his/her competence im the lanquage. & speaker's
performance will, however,
« e eproceed oAly so far as understanding of underlving
competence peraits.

{Chomsky, 1965:10)

There may well be, especially for second language learn=ars, a
vast difference in their‘oral competence, and thus performance,
and their wri?ten or-fotmal comnpetence and performance. ¥We épe
not testing formal competence here though, but the oral
performance as &isplayed by native speakers of Ja&anese in
attempting to deal with and ansver guestions in an answering
system diametrically opposed to their own.

The acquisition of the svyntax of the guestions is not an
issue here, as an understanding of the questicns is not an issue
either, for withcout an understanding of the question the speaker
would rarely attempt to answer it. The issue is whether a
deep~rooted svntaétic process in a native language will manifest
itself as regative transfer in the speaker's attempt to use a

similar yvet different system in another language. To this end

the following research was performed.
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ITI. METHODS

subjects

Fifty subjects participated in this studvy. Ten of these
were native English speakers, used as a control group to better
mneasure the effect that a person's native language has op
his/her negative question‘answetinq ability. The ostensibly
ligited size of this control group can be accounted for ia that,
as has been &iscusse&, it is apparent which processes are being
used to answer negative questions in Eaglish. The control group
served mainly as & means of validating statements made regarding
methods used by pative English speakers to deal with negative
guestions. The results of the control aroup, as will be shown,
do tend to accentuate the differences between the two language
groups in terms of guestion answerinq}strateqies employed in
English.

The native English speakers were all unpaiﬁ vélunteers,
graduate and undergradvate students from Simon Fraser
University. The youngest sabject was under 19 vears of age,
while the ocldest was 31. The average age was 23.5 years of aae.
There were 4 female subijects and 6 male. These ten subjects
constituted 20% of the subjects tested.

Forty subijects, or B0% of the subjects tested, were native

speakers of Japanese, all of them borm in Japan and presently
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attending classes in the Vancouver area. The youngest subiject
was under 19 years old, and the oldest was 37. The averags age
of the Japanese population was 23 vears . There were 17 fazmale
subjects, representing 42.5% of the sample, and 23 male
subijects, representing 57.5% of the sample. The average age of
the English and Japanese groups were evenly matched, aifferinq
by only 0.% vears. While #2.5% of the Japanese population was
female, H40% in tﬁe English group were also female, so again the
tWo Jroups were relativély evenly matched for sex. Age and sex
were originally not deemed to be overly pertinent variables in
this study, and were therefore not as rigidly controlied as
other vatiablgs- Even so, relative parity was achieved betwégn
the grcups in the distribution of age and sex types. The
Japanese sample were all foreign students, and ali were unpaid
volunteers. Most were enrolled in BSL classes at Columbia
College or the Univetsity of British Columbiaz Language
Institute, while others were foreign students enrcolied at Simon
Fraser University. Some were students at a Japanese 'Saturday
Schoolt', children of visiting JasaneseAbusinessmen enrclled in
English speaking schools who study Japanese and Japanese related
courses to alleviate the inevitable hardships of their return to
the Japanese school system. A cross-section of different
students from different educational institutions was used to
ensure that a particular teaching style, method, or group of.
materials did not come into play as a variable. Roughly 25% of

the sample came from each of the four educational institutes
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mentioned. A1l forty subﬁects had Japanese as their native
language.

Rll participants were asked to state the length of time
that they had resided in an English speaking countrye. &
statemenpt as tou the length of time that they had known or
studied Enqglish would not have been sufficient, as thevJaaanese
school system starts Eaglish language training at an early
stage, but stuaeﬁts will generally acguire littls other than a
reading competence of the langquage. Length of time that the
subjects had lived ipn an Enqlish speaking country, and been
forced, to some degree, to use the language, was felt to be a
more relevant‘and verifiable variable. |

The research involved in this study was confronted by a
problem of some theoretical magnitude, in that not only d4id the
learners® oral competence far exceed their oral performance, as
was to be expscted, but, because of thes rigours of the Japaﬁese
Educational System, and the underlying emphasis ngon‘passinq
rather than learning, the learners have developed a formal
written competence and performance which far outweighs any
achievements in their oral competence or perforaance.
Nonetheless, when asked to assess their own English speaking
ability, an’assessment that was found to be guite reliable, 283%
assessed themselves as ‘*beginning® speakers of English, 38%
*intermediate®, 23% 'advanced', and 10% *fluent’.

The vancouver area has a rather large Japanese population,

including the Steveston fishing area, as well as the downtown
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Powell Street business area. Only foreignm students born and
raised in Japan were used in thié study, however. This was done
to establish a mors homogenecus sample, and to discount the
effect of dialectal variations peculiar to the Vancouver
Japanese community.

The sample us2d in this study is at once both a
‘convenience sample? an&‘a *Judgement sample'’. It is a
convenience sampie in that only available Japanese and English
students from the Vancouver arsa who were willing to participate
have been used, while it is the latter type in that the
cross-section to bes sampled was subijectively chosen from an
enornous poteptial sample size. This larger potential samalé.uas
not used, for it would have introduced variadles cutside the
scope of discussion of this study. These variables include vreat
dialectal idiosyncracies peculiar to sections of the local
Japanese communities, as well as enormous sociolinguistic
considerations, involving rural fishing and farming groups as
well as urban businessmen and entrepreneurs. The local
populations are filled with recent immiqrants as well as third
and fourth generation Japanese Canadians, s0 the amount of
exposure teo the English lanquage would have been another
variable impossible to gauge or to control for. A1l fifty

subjects were students.,
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Questionnaire Design

25

and Construction

}

The design and construction of a suitable guestionnaire

presented some problems. Care had to hs taken to test only the

desired linguistic phenomenon. 2 type of contextual analysis was

nltimately used,
situation or context, followed by a question. They
clue as to the correct or appropriate answer other
context had suqqéste&. They were then to answer the question as

they would in normal conversation, and could potentially choose

one of four answer types:

1.
2.
3.

4.

'Ro', with @ neqativé tag.
*Yest, wiph a positive tage.
‘Ro', with a positive tag.
'Yes', with a negative taq.

The subject's choice of answer, or method of

#«hereby the subijects were given a

shert

were given no -

than what the

dealing with

negative guestiocns in English, was the linguistic form in

guestion, and the dependent variable for the analysis of the

results. Each context/question would have these four potential

response types, but only one would be éorrect if it were taken

in context, and under the rules of English grammar. If, for

example, in context we could only expect the tag 'I didn't® in

the answer, the subjects would have the choice of saying 'Yes,

I

didn*t® or 'wo, I didn't'. If the question asked were a negative

question, only one of these responses would be correct, again

according to the rules of Bnglish grammar. In Japanese, on the

other hand, accerding to the context, either ‘Yes,

&7

I didn*t"* or



SRo, I didn't* might be correct. What ultimately had to bse

determined was where, why, and how the native speakers of

Japanese vsed the correct and'incorrect linguistic forms when

answering these negative guestions in Enqliéh. k contexteal

analysis of this phenomenon was deemed to be a relevant tast.
Contextual analysis examines a linguistic form in érder
to determine where, why, and how frequently that form
OCCUrs in ....discouarse.

(Celce~Ruria, 1980:4%1)

Using negative guestions as the linguistic form in cuestion, the
frequency with which native Japanese used the correct and
incorrect forms in answering compared with the English control
group proved to be a major aspect of this research.

Care had toc be taken to test oral competence rather than a
formal written competence. The Japanese school system statgts its
training early in English grammar and literature, and the
Japanese will generally know the formal rules. An earlier pilot
study, using a different format, had the subiects choosing what
they deemed a corrzct response from a list of four responses
which they had in front of them. It became aapakent that a more
accurate assessment of their responses was one’in khich they had
to decide vpon an appropriate answer without the aid of a key,
but merely uéinq their own oral competence. & ten second time
limit was imposed upon the answering of all gquestions to all
subiects, and this in some way forced the subjects to respond in
a manner not unliks they woﬁlﬂ had the pressures of a rteal :

conversation been imposed upon thew.
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It was important, in the construction of this
guestionnaire, to fabricate believable sitevations and contexts,
and to follow through with questions, positive and negative,
that would complement the contexts. The contexts had to be
composed without resorting to a difficult syntax or difficult
semantics, which could hinder the responses of the nonnétive
sample. The gquestions, negative and positive, had to be
representative of those common in casual conversation, again
without resorting to a difficult syntax or semantics. An
infinite number of positive and negative vyes/no guestions is
conceivable, but the conclusions drawn had to be applicable to
the universe qf these gquestions, and not merely to the Sﬁecific
corpus isvolved. Rative intuition and sxtensive revision after
several pilots were both used to arrive at a qnestionnaira form
that had, in the end, no extensive interference froams &
burdensome syntax, semantics, or confusion arising from the'
contexts themselves.

The guestions in this survey were limited to those with the
auxiliary preposed to sentence initial‘pcsition. Intoration
questions and tag guestions were not used, for that would have
complicated the results and brought in variables outside the
scope of this study. The preposing of the auxiliary foram to
sentence initial position is one of the fundamental gquestion
markérs in English. This is the sole distinction of all
non—-intonational, non-tag ves/no questions, while at one level

cf deep structure it is the sole marker of all yes/no questions.
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There are five major auxiliary types in English. These are:
1. Forms of Bk.
2. Forms of pO.
3. Forms of HAVE.
4, Modal verbs.
S. Transitive and intransitive verbs.
The cateqory of transitive and intransitive verbs consists of
only archaic forés ané fragmeats, so only the first four

categories were used in the testing. Ten auxiliary forms were

used:

1. do

2. dia
3. will
4, would
5. is

6. are
7. can
8. could
9. have

10. should.

A few forms, such as 'shall*® and 'may' were omitted from the
corpus, for they are rarely used, even by native spesakers,
doring interrogation, and are even more infreguent or ohsolete
when used‘in negdtive questions. The modals *can, could, will,
would, and should' were used, three of which are subjunctive

modals. Other modals were excluded on the basis of their archaic
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qualities, as well as their characteristics of slane or
politeness, and because of the bhrewity of the final testing
corpus. Forams of BE (is, are), DO (do, 4id)}, and BAVE were also
used.

The test was originally used in a pilot with a corpus of
thirty questions. The ten auxiliary forms were to be uéed three
times each, twice in negative guestions, soliciting both a
positive and a néqative response, and once in a positive
guestion, soliciting either a negative or a positive response.
It was found, though, that the questionnaire, with a corpus of
thirty guestions, was a heavy burden on the volunteer informants
in terms of time and wental fatique. The final pilot form aﬁé
final guestionnaire form were delimited to a corpus of fifteen
questions. As the survey was designed to test the‘subiects'
ability to answer negative guestions, it was decided to use each
auxiliary form once in a neqative gquestion, and use five of‘
these auxiliary forms as the forms in positive qaestians. For
the ten negative guestion forms, five were used to solicit
negative responses, and five for positive. The choice of which
answer type would be solicited for each auxiliary form, neaative‘
or positive, was achieved by a random sample of the itenms
involved. Because of the limitation of qguestion iteas, a testing
of certain characteristics or manifestations of the auxiliary
forms had to be sacrificed. Forms of BE, for example, may be.
derived from & copular, progressive, or perfective BE form. Only

the copular and progressive forms were used in this study.
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11 tenses, past, present, and future, were used in the
formation of contexts and guestions, as tense is a major factor
in the speaker's d=cision to use one form of gquestion and of
aoxiliary over another. On this basis it was decided to include
tense in the construction of questions and contexts.

Upon the completion of several pilots the final férm of the
guestionnaire was constructed. This final forﬁ saw the use of
all desired auxiiiary forms, and took into account various
aspects of the use of tenses. It also dispensed with most if not
all confusion arising from the semantic and syntactic forms, as
well as potential confusion arising from the contexts and
questions tha@selves. The fifteen items were randomly arran&gé
on two different guestionpaire forms, where an item would
consist of an iscolated context and a guestion apprbpriata to

this context.

Procedures

The final form of the guestionnalre was sdministered to
each subiject individually, the entire éroceedinqs taking roughly
ten minutes per subject. The questionnaire items were uniformly
read to each subject by the examiner, and the interview was
taperecorded and traanscribed simultaneously., for later analysis.
The same guestionnaire was given to both native speakers of
English and Japanese. The numbering of the items was altered on

S0% of the guestionnaires, so as not to allow for any ‘order

effect® in the results of the survey {Sse Figure 1}.
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811 subjects were asked‘to £ill out an information sheet
immediately prior to the administration of the guestionnaire(See
Figure 2). This information sheet =licited data relevant to the
findings of the study, information regarding the subiectts age,
sex, native language, length of time in an English speaking
country, and a self-assessment of their oun Enqlishvspéakinq
ability. The subjects were here asked to indicate if they were a
beginning, int&r%eﬁiate, advanced, or fluent English speaker,
and appropriate definitions of these terms were beside each.
This seslf-assessment was thought to be a sufficient means of
gauging the subjects® fluency, in that it was used only as a
supplement to the information elicited regarding the Ienqthvpf
time that they had resided in an English speaking countrvy.

The subjects were then given a sheet of paper with fifteen
story lines or contexts on it. They were at no time given any
cluevas tc the emphasis of the guestionnaire, and were at nd
time given any prodding in terms of hand or body movgments in
the direction of an expected answer. There were no questions on
the subijects' papers. The subijects aeré asked to anpswer the
questions as if thesy were a participant:in the conversation.
There was an example context and question on the information
sheet, which was explained before the start of the testing. The
examiner, after starting the taperecorder, would read aloud the
context which the subjects had before them, and then ask a
guestion at its close. The subiects were then asked to answer

themquesticn. En example of this format is as follows:
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The subijects would see a context on the page.

Larry and Daisy go to Hcbhonalds.
Daisy does not like hamburgers.

The examiner would read the following to the sabjects:

Larry énd baisy go to Ménonalds.

Paisy does not Iike hamburgerse.

Daisy asks Larry ‘'bDon't they serve sushi here?!
The subjects would not see or read the question, but merely hear
the examiner ask-it. They wonld then give the answer they deenmecd
appropriate. Thé subjects were given a ten second span of tise
to ansver the guestion. This is the time allotment given to
students taking the TOEFL (Teaching of English as a Foreign
Language) test, and was felt to be an appropriate allotment of
time in which to answer the gquestions.

The tape was replaved by the examiner to verify the
transcribed results, znd the data was then processed for the
computer. The final form of the questionnaire and information

sheet are here included.
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v S o

2.

o

"inal Form of the puestionnaire

Larry and Daisy go to Mcbonalds for lunch.

paisy does not like hamburgers.

Daisy asks Larry *Don't they serve sushi here?f

Mr. Tapnpaka was two hours late from worke.
His wife ate dinner without hin.
¥hen he got home he said that he was hungry.

His wife asks ‘Haven't you eaten yet??

Little Lynda was put to bed over two hours ago.

Her mother finds her watching T.V.

Her mother asks *Shouldn't you be in bed?*
Paisy has pictures of Robert Redford on her
She also has pictures of him in her wallet.
Larry asks 'Do you like Robert Redford?*
Richard and Kathy are at a restaurant.
Richard hates to eat peas.

Kathy &sks him 'Wouldn't you like some more
Brett and Laurie are going to see a movie.
Laurie wants to see the movie *E.T.' again.
Brett asks her 'Didn't vou already see that
Brett watched the news on T.V.

Lavrie came home from work.

‘She asks him 'Did you see the news?'

75

wizll o

peas??

movie??



10.

1.

12.

13.

4.

15.

John took his handsome friend Bill to a party.
There were many tenn-age girls there.

One girl asks Bill *Aren't you Robert Kedford?'
Larry is hitting his sister Lynda.

His mother sees this.

His mother asks him 'Should you be hitting your
Barb and Les’uant a vacation this winter.

Barb wants t§ go to Alaska.

Les asks her ‘'#on't it be cold?*

Charles can't find his new book.

He finds Scott reading it in his bedroonm.

He asks Scott 'Isn't that my book?'

Mr. Jones picks up his wife after work.

They are both hungry.

He asks her *Have you eaten yet??!

Mark and Harry are invited to Xim's house.

Mark gets sick, so Harry goes alone.

Kim asks Harry "Couldn't Mark come?’

sister?t

Nacko wants to see a movie tcniqht; so she misses school.

Yoichi phopnes her.

He askg her *Can't you come to the movie tomight?'

Scott comes hone.
His umbrella is dripping.

Charles asks him *Is it raining?®
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The following is a copy of the questions asked eliciting
information pertinent to the study. Each subiect completed this

information sheet.

A.} AGE

1) Under 19
2Y19 - 25 _
3)26 - 35 _
4)36 - 50

—

$)Over 50 _

Be) SEX

1) Female _
2) HRale _
Ce} HATIVE LANGUAGE

1} English _

2) Japanese _

3)other (please specify) ____
BACKGROUND

De} The length of time that you have been in an English speaking
{(months)

country is: {years) .

B — .
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E.} Your level of English speaking ability is:

1) Beginning - (You are -just learning. You can speak a few
sentences and phrases.)

2) Intermediate - (You can hold simple conversations, and can
communicate your main ideas.)

3) Advanced -~ (Yow have a good knowledge of English, with only
some difficulty.) __

4) Fluent - (You have a native-like ability in the language.) _

Please answer these gquestions as you would in a noramel

conversatione.

18



iv.

wil

com

to

2e

Ans

the

RESULTS

R11 fifty subjects completed the same test. Their results

1 be discussed here, independentliy at first, and

pare to one ancther.

wn

AS
fit into one of the four answer categories;

Hoe, with a negative tage.

Yes, with & positive tag.

No, with a positive tag.

¥Yes, with @ negative tag.

. categories can be delineated as such:

Category 1 - *Ro' with a negative tag.
Regative disagreement in Japanese.

Negative disagreesent and negative agreement in

b

Category - *Yes' with a positive tacg.
Positive agreement in Japanese.

Pcsitive agreerent and positive disagreement in
Category 3 ~ *80' with a positive taqg.

Positive disagreement in Japanese.

Rot used in English.

Category 4 - 'Yes'® with a negative tag.
Negative agreement in Japanese.

Nof used in English.

wers were deemed unacceptable if the subiject did

anpswer with a tage A ‘tag' was considered to be
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qualifying the *yes' or 'no"aspect of the entire response. In a
few instances it was needed to approximate the ancswer to an
appropriate category. For example, to the guestion:

*¥ouldn't you like more peas?®
many svhijects, English and Japanese, responded:

‘e, thank you.'

This constitutes a polite refusal to the request. The fora wuas
used properly, agd therefore the answer was treated the same as
2n answer of:

*No, ¥ woulén't.',
a category 1 response, 'No' with the negative tag *I wosldn't'.

a1l answers, to be grammatically correct, had to be frég
either the first or the second categories, depending upon the
specific context in question. All category 3 and # responses
were deemed ungrammatical and therefore incorrect. k11 results
were at first in a categorical form, and had to be prac&sse&, in
terms of the number of correct and incorrect resgonses, before
any meaningful analysis could be done.

The subjects?® ability to correctli answer the corpus of
questions was used as the dependent variable in this study,
while the independent variables were composed of information
elicited from the information sheet, data concerning the
subjects® age, sex, English fluency, native lanquage, and the
length of time that the subject had resided in an Englishk

speaking country.
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Kative Speakers Results

The control group consisted of ten native English speakers
at the University level from variocus faculties at Simon Fraser
University: The native speakers' data was apalysed in order to
verify certain predictions made regarding native su&akgr ability
to answer correctly anegative guestions in English. The first
step in the analysis of this data was merely the tallyving of
results, correct and incorrect responses. There were 150
responses mafde by the native sample, and six errcors were
reported. Threes subjects made a total of one error each, while
one subiject made three errors. Two of the errors made by the
native speakers were reported on item 9 and item 15, positive
yes/no guestions. Item 9 allowed for sonme interpretation on the
part of the answering subiect, and was therefore what we coulad
call an "opinion guestion®. The answers to some of these were
incorrect in light of the contexts, but were stili qraamatiéally
correct in that they were from one of the first two answer
categories.

Fifty per cent of the errors made‘by the native group were
found to be ungrammatical. Two errors on item & and one error on
item 10 were of the third category type, 'No, with a2 positive
tag'. The other error made by the English group was reported on
item 11. Three of the errors made, those on itemr ¢, ites 11, and
item 15, were qr&mmatically'correct, and it must be assumed that
there was some subject confusion regarding the context or

queétion.
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For the three qrammatically incorrect responses, item 6 and
item 10, a negativa guestion was asked soliciting & positive
category 2 fesponse. Two subijects responded with '"Wo, I did." on
item 6, and one with *No, it will.* on item 10. The answers to
these items can both be classified *declaratives', and the
subjects, when answering a negatively phrased question‘uhich
they wished to answer in the affirmative, felt that they had to
negate the neqatéd predicate of the interrogative, and thereby
arrived at the incorrect category 3 responses, '"Bo', with a
positive tag.

There was a 4% error rate for the native speaskers involving
negative quespions. and a ﬁ% arror rate involving the entiré
corpus of gquestions. The mean response rate for the entire
sample was 14.6 correct responses for each subjecf.

There was no significant difference recorded in native
speaker ability to correctly answer negative gquestions with'
regards to age, sex, or length of time that they had resided in
an English speaking environment. ARll were native speakers of
English, so self-assessed fluency was not deemed to be a

meaningful variable{See Table 1}.

Nonnative Speakers Results

The Japanese sample used in this study originally consisted
of forty subjects. One subject, however, scored nine
unaccegptable answers, five incorrect answers, and only one

correct. He was a Japanese male under 19 years of age, who had
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TABLE 1

————— o —

RATIVE SPEAKER RESULTS

A o b . ——— - —_—— O\ " — ——

Regative Positive Totail
guestions guestions
Correct a6 48 144
Contextually
Incorrect 1 2 3
Grammatically
Incorrect 3 Q 3
Total 100 50 150

lived in Canada for only seven months, although he assesszd
himself as an ‘intermediate' English speaker. His results proved
him to be an osutlier or far outlier on most statisticel tests
done, so he was resoved from the sampls and the tests were
repeated, with a modified sample size of thirty-nine sub-jects.
There were 585 potential responses for the sample of 39
subijects. Sevén answers were either left blank ér found_to be
aunacceptable. Thers were 139 errors made, and the sample had a

mean response rate of 11.51 correct responses per subiect.

Positive Questiaﬁs
Ten of the 139 incorrect responses were made on items &, 9,

12, and 1%, positive questions. There were no errors ¢n iteas 7,
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also a positive guestion. Item 4 solicited a category 2
response, and the lone error made here was a category 1
response, & grammatically correct answer. Item 9 solicited a
category 1 response, and of the six errors mafe here, five uere
from category 2, and one from cateqgory 3. The category 2 erroIrs
are grammatically correct, but contextually incorrect,.and only
the incorrect answer from category 3 was grammatically
incorrect. Item fZ sclicited a category 1 response, and the lone
incorrect answer was a category 2 response, grammatically
correct but contextually incorrect. Item 15 solicited a category
2 answer, and the two incorrect responses here were fronm
category 1, again, answers which were grammatically correct.put
contextually incorrect. 0f the ten respomnse errors made on the
corpus of positive guestions only one was qrammatically
incorrect, while nine were grammatically correct but
contextually incorrect. The five incorrect cateqory 2 r@spoéses
for item 9 can be explained by subject or context confusion, for
although only one native Enqglish speaker chose this response
error, the same per centage (10% of both samples) indulged in
this error. A more adeguate explanation is that, as has been
explained, Item 9 was open to interpretation for some subijects,

and many chose an unexpected interpretation.

Negative Questiocns
If we sabtract the total numbsr of positive questions (195)

from the total corpus of guestions given to the Japanese sample
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(585) we are left with a sum total of 390 questions, or ten
negative questions for each subject. Saven of these responses
vere either left blank or found to be unacceptable, which leaves
us with a total of 383 questions‘uith which to work. Of these,
there were 129 iﬁcorrect responses, a 33.6% error rate, with a
mean of 33.02%. Of the sample, 66% were either 'beginning' or
*intermediate’ speakers of English, which would account for the
ostensibly high error rate of the sample. Even so0, of the 129%
errors made on the negative questions, the beginners accounted
for 50.4%, the intermediate subjects 36.4%, the advanced 12.4%,
and the fluent subjects accounted for 0.07% of the errorse.

Some of the errors made by the Japanese sample were found
to be *contextual errors', errors from either category 1 or 2
which were grammatically correct, but incorrect in light of the
contexts they addressed. There were 17 such errors, #.U4% of all
responses, and 13.1% of all errors made. Therefore, 86.9% of all
errors made were from either category 3 or 4, grammatically
incorrect responses (See Table 2). Of the 17 contextual errors
made, the beginners accounted for 23.52 of these errcrs, the
intermediate subijects 52.9%, the advanced 17.6%, and the fluent
sabjects accounted for 5.8% of the contextual errors made on the
test items.

For each item there was an 'expected response error'?, anp
error that ﬁas eipected in light of the workings of the Japanese
answering system. Only 10 of the ungrammatical category 3 and 4

errors were from an unexpected response category, 9.8% of all
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HONKATIVE SPEAKER RESULTS

- — . ————— - — - — . - ———— -

Regative Fositive Total
Qusstions Questions
Correct 254 185 439
Unacceptable 7 - 7
Grammatically
Incorrect 112 1 113
Contextually
Incorrect 17 g9 26
Total 380 195 585

angrammatical errors, 7.7% of all errors, and 2.6% of ail
Tesponses.

0f all responses, 102 were ‘expected respomnse errorst,
26.6% cf all reéponses, with a mean of 26.1%. Of all 129 errors
made, 102 were ‘expected response errors', 79% of all errors. Of
the 102 ‘*expected response errors®*, the heqinneis éccounted for
54.9%, with 56 errors. The intermediate subjects accounted for
34.3%, with 35 errors, the advanced for 10.8%, with 11 errors,
and the fluent Japanese speakers of English made no ‘expected

response errors'(See Table 3).
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TABLE 3

- .

W e e . . " — ——— " . ———————~ " ——— -~ — ——————— - — o f— — — — ————_ " —. - ————— " —

Item # Kesponse Expected Correct Expected Response
Errors Fesponse Respoanse Error Category
Errors Category
1 7 5 1 4
2 14 g 1 4
3 16 Q 2 3
5 8 6 1 i
6 14 12 2 3
8 14 : 13 1 4
10 19 18 2 3
11 18 12 2 3
13 12 11 1 4
14 7 7 2 3
Totals 129 102

Itemized Hesults

1. Item 1. There were seven errors made on item 1, 17.9% of all
responses. There was one cateqory 2 error, one category 3
error, and five category 4 errors, the expect ﬁ response
error. 0Of 21l responses, 12.8% were expected, and 71.4% of
all errors were expected. The guestion was a negative
guestion soliciting a negative response with a negative tag,
a category 1 response.

2. Item 2. There were 14 errors made on item 2, 35.8% of ali

_responses. There were three category 2 errors, two category

3 errors, and nine category 4 errors, the expected response
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3.

error. oOf sll responses,’23% were expected response eTrors,
while 52.6% of all errors were expected errors. The guestiosn
was a negative question soliciting a categqory 1 response.
Item 3. There were 16 errors made con item 3, 1% of all
responses. There were six category 1 errors, one category 4
error, and nine category 3 errors, the expected reséense
error. 0f all responses, 23% were expected response errors,
while 52.6% ﬁf all errors were expacted response errors. The
guestion was a negative question soliciting a positive
category 2 response.

Item 5. There ware eight errors made on item 5, 20.5% of all
responses. There were two category 3 errors, and six -
category 4 errors, the expected response error. 0f all
responses, 15.3% were expected response errors; while 75% of
all errors were expected response 2rrors. The item was a
negative question soliciting a cateqory 1 responsa.

Item 6. There were 14 errors on ites 6, 35.8% oflall
responses. There was one category 1 error, one category U
error, and twelve category 3 erroré, the expected response
error. 0Of all responses 30.7% were expected response errors,‘
while 85.7% of all errors were sxpected response errors. The
question‘uas a negative guestion soliciting a category 2
response.

Item 8., There were 14 errors on item 8, 35.8% of all

responses. There was one category 2 error, and thirteen

‘category 4 errors, the expscted response error. Of all
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10.

responses, 33.3% were e:pected responpse errors, while 93.8%
cf all errors were expected response errors. The cguestion
was 8 negative guestion soliciting a category 1 response.
Item 10. There were nineteer errors on item 10, 48.7% of all
responses. There was one category 1 error, ané eighteen
category 3 errors, the expected respeonse error. Of sl1l
responses, U6.1% were expected response errors, while Ju4.7%
of all errorg were expected response errors. The guestion
was a negative question soliciting a category 2 response.
Item 11. There were eighteen errors on item 11, U6.7% of all

responses«. There were four category 1 errorsg, two category 4

‘errors, and twelve category 3 srrors, the expected response

error. 0f all responses, 30.7% were expected response
errors, while 75% of all errors were expected response
errors. The guestion was a negative guestion seliciting a
category 2 response.

Item 13. There were twelve errors on item 13, 3057% of all
responses. There was one category 3 error, and eleven
category 4 errors, the expscted raéponse srror. Of all
responses, 28.2% were expected errors, while 91.6% of all
errors were expected response errors. The guestion was a
negative guestion soliciting & category 1 response.

Item 14. There were seven errors made on item 14, 17.9% of
all responses. k11 errors were category 3 errors, the

expected response error. The guestion was a negative

mquestion soliciting a category 2 rasponse.
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Forther Results

Within the Japanese sample itself there were other results
that aie hére worth mentioning{(See Table U4}).

There is a significant positive correlation between age ang
correct results on the questionnaire items, r=0.28, b(O.G&. The
clder that th2 subjects were, the better results they obtainped.

There is a significant positive correlation between the
amount of time spent in an Enqglish speaking country and the
number of correct responses on the guestionnaire items, r=0.70,
p<0.001. The more time that a subject has spent in an English
speaking environment the better results he/she attained on thke
test items. This is an encouraging finding, for it shows the
effect that the learner‘'s immediate environment has on his/her
ability to acguire the languaage, and the processes within the
language.

Furthermore, there is a significant positive relationship
between the subjects' ages and the amount of time that they have
spent in an English speaking country, r=0.31, p(U.O?- The older
that the subjects were, the more time that they had been in an |
Enqlish speaking country. This tends to show that it may be the
length of time spent in an English speaking country, and pot the
subjects' ages, which will be an important factor in determining
the subjects' abilities to éerform in the language.

There is a significant positive correlation between the

subjects' seif-assessed fluency levels and the number of correct
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TABLE 4

ey - — -

CORRELARTIOR COEFFICIEKRTS FOR JAPANESE

e ———— — o - -~ — - _O T " T A o O - —— - -

——_— - ——— —— - — —— — VA -~ . o~

Age Time Fluency
Coefficient 02762 07035 D6955
Cases 35 39 3g
Significance p=0.044 p=0.000 p=0.000

responses on the test, r=0,6955, p<l.001. The more fluent a
subject assessed his/her English speaking ability, the greater
number of ceorrect responses he/she attained on the test items.
The beginnezs‘acconnted for 50.4% of all errors, the -
intermediate subjects for 36.4%, the advanced for 12.4%, and the
fluent subijects accounted for 5.8% of all errors made. This
sapports the practice of self-assessment in this arca, as well
as lends support to the hypeothesis as stated, that the 1eazﬁ&rs
will use the incorrect forms until the time that they have
mastered tke correct forms in the target language.

There is a significant positive cdrrelation petween the
subjects' seif-assessed fluency and the amount of time that the?'
have speﬁt in an English speaking environment, r=0.75, p<0.007.
The longer that they have been in English speaking environs, the
greater they assessed their own fluency.

" An analysis of covariance by self-assessed fluency, using
length of time in an English speaking country as a covariate,

found a marginally significant difference between fluent and
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non-fluent members of the Japanese sample and the nuwmber of
correct responses scored on the corpus of test items, F(1,
34)=2.71, p<0.06. The more fluent the subijects woeld aszsess
themselves, the greater number of correct responses they would

score on the tast (See Table 5}).

Discussion of Combined Results

An analysisﬁof covariance, by native language, using length
of time in an English speaking country as a covariate, found a
significant differsnce between native English and nonnative
English speakers and the number of correct responses scored on
the corpus of’question items, F{1,86)=7.78, p<D.01. Thig is'by
no means a surprising result, for we would expect the native
speakers to answer English guestions better than ﬁonnative
speakers (See Table 6} .

The 245 positive yes/no questions asked in this surveynwere
asked for specific reasons, although it was not necessarily the
results and a tabulation of the number of correct responses that
we were interested in. At one level, these guestions were asked
to lead subject suspicion away from the fact that they were
being tesied sclely upon their ability to answer negative
gquestions. Secondly, these questions were asked to verify the
hypothesis that negative guestions are more difficult to answer
than'positiva guestions for nonnative speakers of English. This
assumption is supported by the data. Thirdly, the relative ease

of the positive gquestions asked uwas used as a sort of bhuffer
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TABLE &

- - .

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE OF RONRATIVE SPERKERS SCORES

e S OO . S T —. WD . - ——— o~ - " W W Gl P N WD W W T A DO T AT T Vo T W e o e,

Source of Sum of begrees of Mean F katio P
variation Sguarss Freedon Sguares

Covariate-

TIME 1064756 1 108.756 B1.290 0.00
Hain :
Effect~ :

FLUERCY Z1.6833 3 7144 Ze 7112 J.06

between the subject and the relative &ifficulty of the aegative
guestions asked, hopefully putting the subijects at some degree
of ease. Finaily, the positive guestions were asked to verify
that it was the negative questions themselves, and not the
sabjects' inadeguacies in the English language, that allowed the
errors on the corpus of negative guestions. The sum of positive
guestions, and the results scored upon them, will here be
ﬁismissed.from further analysis and discussion, and we will
concentrate solely on the results scored on the negative
gquestions asked.

For the entire sample grouap of 49 snbiects'thére were 490
negative guestions asked. Seven of these responses uere deemed
unacceptable, which leaves us with a total of 483 negative
questions asked, 100 to the English sample, and 383 to the
Japanese sample.

For the English sample‘there were four errors made, U% 6f
all. responses. Three of these errors were ungrammatical category

3 or U responses, 3% of the responses and 75% of the errocs.
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TRBLE 6

ARALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR ALL SUBJECTS BY KATIVE LANGUAGE

-~ o = . - —— - - — - - - . - . A W W O VN i, A o v A —— > o— — " . o~

Source of Saem of Degrees of Mean F Ratio P
Variation Sgvara2s Freedom Squares

Covariate-

TINE B7.795 1 87795 23.831 G.00
Main : .
Effect- ,

LANGUAGE 26.657 1 28.657 TT7% 0.008

These three errors were answered in the same mapner as the
‘expected response errors' of the Japanese sample. The ‘expected
response error'® is not applicable to positive questions, and is
nct really applicable to the native English sample either. This
fexpected response error' is that error made due to interference
from Japanese, the response that would be applicable were the
guestion asked and answered in Japanese, but which is incorrect
in English. Therefore, the native sample would have no
interference from a competing system, as do the Japanese
subjects, and would therefore have no *expected responss errort.
One srror made by the English sample was a qramﬁaticallv correct,
response, a 60§textua1 arror, probably caused by subiject or
context corfusion.

For the Japanese sample, there were 129 errors made on the
negative guestions, 33.6% of the responses. 0f these, 112 were
ungrammatical, 19.2% of the‘responses, and B86.8% of the errafs.
Of these, ten were ungrammatical and unexpected errors, 2.6% of

all responses, and 7.7% of all errors. There were 102
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ungrammatical and ‘*expected response errors', 26.6% of all
responses and 79% of all errors. There were 17 errors which were
grammatical responses, 4.8% of all responses and 13.1% of all
errors, which must be attributed to contfusion aricsing either
from the subjects or the contexts.

The ‘*expected response error' is that error which; while it
would be correct were the negative guestion beling asked and
ansvered in Jaga;ese is grammatically incorrect im English.
These are responses from category 3 or 4. The research involved
in this study was undertaken to investigate the hypothesis that
when two linguistic systems are in competition in the
learnerISﬁeakgr, he/she will, in cases of doubt, confusion.‘qr
ignorance of the correct form or process, choose the more
familiar, and therefore simpler, form. The simpler system for
native speakers of Japanese will undoubtedly be the Japanese
system. Japanese students of Bnglish will, therefore, ansuaﬁ
negative guesticns in English in a wmanner similar éo‘thair
strategy in Japanese until they have mastered the correct
English process, which we have showun bf the significant positive
correlatiéﬂ between nonnative fluency and the number of correct
responses scoreg on the guestionnaire items. To this 2né the
*expected response error' was used as an importanpt variable in
this study. At one stage, the mere fact that we can hypothesize
an texpected resécnse error', ard to some degree =upport its.
existence by some statistical evidence, constitutes support for

ourmhypothesis, lending credence to thz predictions made by the
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ANALYSIS OF VARIARCE OF RESPORSE ERRORS ON REGATIVE QUESTIONS

- —— - ——— " — o — - ———— —— - — " . —————— -~ ' T~ — oy ———" — -~

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean F Ratio P
Variation Sguarss Freedonm Sguares
Between 55.%47% 1 ' 55.9475 15.086 0.0003
Within 178.2972 b7 3.7085
Total 230.2447 us
Group Count Mean Standard Standard
Deviation Error

1 10 0.400 0.9661 0.3055

2 39 3.0513 2.0894 0.3346
Total 49 25102 2.1902 C.3129

CA of the two answering systegs.

e would expect rnative English speakers to answer more
English questicns correctly tham nonnative speakers. This hés
been shown to be true. The speaker's native language has a
statistically significant effect upon his/her ability to
correctly answer English guestions. For nonnative speakers, it
has been éhown that both their self-assessed fluency levels and |
the amount of time that they have spent in an Epnglish speaking
country also have a statistically significant effect upon their
abilities to correctly answer English guestions. There is an
even greater effect upon their ability to correctly answer
English negative questions. What now needs support is whether

there are enough 'expected response errors' on the necative
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questions to justify the hypothesis regarding their existence asg
a significaat phenomenon.

Ar analysis of variance done on the number of errors made
on the corpus of negative questions found a significant
difference between native and nonnative speakers cof English anad
the number of response errors made, F(1, 48)=15.08, p<0;001.
There were only four errors made by the English sample, for a
mean error respogse rate of 0.4, while the sample of Japanese
native speakers scored a mean error response rate of 3.05 errors
per person (See Table 7).

Ap analysis of variance done on the number of ‘expected
response errors' on the corpus of nggative guestions also fdgnd
a significant difference between native and nonnpative speakers
of Enqlish‘ané the number of errors made, again onvthe corpus of
negative questions, F{i, 48)=11.31, p<0.001. There were only
three errors made here by the native sample, for a mean errér
response rate of 0.3 errors per person, while the Japanasa
sample had a mean error response rate of 2.54 ‘expected response
errors' per person(See Table 8).

The tesults of these last two analyses of variance showed
homogeneity of variances, whershy the variations for different
subijects within each group should be the same between groups,
but they were not here because of the low number of errors
scored by the native English sample. The English sample
therefore had less variation within the group than the Japanese

sample.
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TAELE &
ARALYSIS OF VARTIANCE OF EXPECTED REZPORSE
ERRORS OW NEGATIVE QUESTIONS

- ———— - ———— — ——— — " o v~ G R S e . e S W o, o o W -

Socurce of sum of Degrees of Mean F Ratio |5
Variation = Sguares Freedon Sguares
Between 39.8811 ' 1 393.6811 11.306 0.0015
Within 178.2972 7 3.5275
Total 205.6732 48
Group Count Mean Standard Standard
beviation BError
1 10 0.300 0.674% J.2314
2 39 Z+5385 2.0628 0.3303
Total a4g 2.08186 2.070 0.2%57

The results of this research show thet native speakers of
Japanese do use strategies employed in Japanese when answering
negative guestions in English until they can master the correct

method of dealing with these questions in English.
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V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Hypotheses ané Results

This thesis challenged a recent and current traaitien in
E5L and second langquage research, the tradition that dictates an
inferior theoretical position for a Contrastive Analysis within
a language program, or as a tool for objective languace
research. Error Analysis has replaced CA as a method for
predicting, observing, and justifying learner errors in a second
language program. CA has historically been treated as a fine'
tool for predictinq a few phonoloaical errors for the learner,
but of little or no use in areas other than the sound systems of
the languages in guestion, areas like syntax, morphology, or
semantics. Recent work, however, has shown CA to be helpful in
predicting interference from the learner's native syntax, and
semantics as well (See Taylor, 1979). Transfer and interference
errors are only one type of documented error thét the learner |
will expetiencé, and the only type that a CA would be of any use
in predicting. Not all of CA*'s predicted transfer errors amay
occur, due to a faulty or biased analysis, an analvysis marred by
grammars from two theoretically opposed schools of linguistics,
or mersly because a specifié learner has an aptitude for
avoiding errors of this type. A CA will, however, when properly

administered and objectively discussed, predict transfer errers

99



fesoeOn a hetter than chance basis'(aller, 1971:79)« The native
language of the learner must have an effect upon his/her ability
to use the target language, and this effect will wpermeate the
phonology of the target language as w2ll as the syntax, the
morphology, the semantics, and the working pragmatics of the
language in everyday use.

As it was used CA d4id have gaping theoretical heles, and
tried to account for all of the learner'’s errors by a comparison
of the tarcet language with the native language of the learner.
It cannot do this. But, as a tool for divining and supporting
learner's trancsfer errors Ci has done, and presently does, a
much more tharpuqh job than Error Analysis. An Error &na}ysié
cannot predict a learner's errors, but merely justify thewm. &
prediction of the learner's errors via a CA, and a.suhseqaant
testing of these predictions through ap Error Analysis, is what
this thesis attempted to do. Once validation or empirical préof
of a predicted error is sought we have left the arena of CA and
have already started dealing with Error Analysis. & Ck must be
used withip the scope of a comprehensivé Error Analysis to be
effective.

The basis for the research involved in this thesis, and the
hypotheses that this research attempts to support, was arrived
at throagh a CA of the syntax of Japanese and English, with
special emphasis upon the negative yes/nc guestion type and the
answering systems smployed by the two languages. The hypotheses

were spelled out at the end of the second chapter of this
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thesis, and the results detailed in the fourth chapter. The
research involved operated on the assumption that the answering
system employed by the native speaker of Japanese would have a
deleterious effect upon his/her ability to properly employ the
English answering system when answering negative questions in
Englishe. |

The two answering systems wers compared and contrasted,
and, while thereﬁare certain noticeable similarities between the
two, there are also certain great differences between then,
differences that would, it was hypothesized, cause some
confusion and trouble for the Japanese learner of English. The
differences between the answering systems are highlighted iﬁ‘tha
methods employed to answer negative questions, and upon this
basis it was hypothesized that certain errors, or ‘'expected
response errors', ctould be predicted or expected for the
Japanese learner of English if he/éhe is not cognizant of tﬁe
proper method of dealing with negative questions in thlish. A
discussion of the results of the research proved this to be
true, and lent credence to the hynotheées as stated.

There are many question types available to the questioaer
in Eaglish. Some forms, forms that are not syntacticalily marked
as guestions, can be guestions or reguests for actien. Cn the
other hand, some forms that are syantactically marked as
questions are not really questions at all, in a logical sense,
but indirect reguests or polite invitations. Most logical and

syntactically marked questions will be overt requests for
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information. This thesis dealt with only those questions which
could be formed by aux-movement or do-periphrasis, the ves/no
guestion type. WH, intonation, and tag questions were not used,
Yes/no questions were asked in a positive and a megative form,
with the results scored on the corpus of negative auestions of
most interest and relevance to this research, althouthall
results were taken into statistical and thecretical
consideration. 5

The results showed that Japanese learners of English do
tend to carry over guestion answering strategies employed in
their native tongue to their target English at a statistically
significant 1gvel. This would imply some sort of 'translatién
technigue® beihg employed, where the English guestions are
translated into Japanese, answered in Japanese, tﬁe answer
translated into English, and then answered. This lends credence
to the stated hypothesis that tﬁe learner'’s native syntax will
have a negative effect, via interference and negative transfer,
on the acqguisition of the target syntax. The answering systems
of English and Japanese were compared Ey a CA of their
structures and processes, and the predicted errors were
validated by statistical evidence.

The results showed a significant positive statistical
relationship between subject fluency and the number of correct
responses scored on the corpus of test items. The more fluent
that the native Japanese learner perceived him/her self to be in

Enqiish, the more apt he/she was to answer the negative guestion
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in the manuner found toc be grammatically correct in Enclish. When
two systems are imn competition in the learner, the learner will,
in cases of doubt, confusion, or ignorance of the correct form,
use the system that he/she is more comfortable with, probably
his or her native language system. Beginning and intermediate
students of English are more comfortable with the Japaﬁese
answering system, and thus reverted to its question answering
strategies more éften than the advanced students of English, and
far more than the fluent students of English, who only seldonm
reverted to their native languace guestion answering strategies.

The results showed a significant pcesitive statistical
telationship ?étueen the amount of time that the learner haé‘
been in an thlish speaking country and the number of corrsct
responses scored on the guestionnaire items. The Iénqer that the
learners had resided or studied in Canada, or any other English
speaking country, the greater was their ability te caxractlf
answer negative guestions in English. The more time that they
had spent in English speaking environs apparently qave them more
chance to see the English answering syst&m in operation, and the
more chance they would therefore have to be more comfortable |
with it and incorporate ii into their own English lancuage
proficiency.

The results showed a positive statistical relationship
between the subjects' ages and the number of correct respomses
scored on the corpus of guestionnaire items. The older that the

subjects were the better the results they obtained.
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The above results may be somewhat wisleading, for there is
also a positive statistical relationship between the sabijects?
éqes and the length of time that they have been in an English
speaking country. It would seem reasonable to assume that it is
the leagth of time in an Enqlisﬁ speaking country, rather than
the subjects® ages, that would enable them to scarevbefter on
the corpus of guestions.

The resultsﬁshowed a significant difference between native
English and nonnative subijects' ability to correctly answer
items in the questionnaire. This is by no means a surprising
discovery, for we would expect mative speakers of a language to
be more profigient in the language than nonnative s&eakers.'

The results showed a significant difference hetween native
and nonnative subj2cts and their ability to correétiy answer the
corpus of negative questions in the qua2stionnaire. Furthermore,
there was & éiqnificant finding in that when only the 'expeéted
response errors' were taken into consideration for the Japanese
sample, there was still a statistically significant difference
betwsen the pative and nonnative subieéts and their ability to
answer negative quastions correctly in English. These results
will therefore azllow us to conclude the following:

1. Native speakers of anlish will use correctly the English
answering system. They will use:
i)*N¥o* with a negative tag for negative agreement and
negative disagreement.

"ii)'Yee* with a positive tagq for positive agreement and
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positive disagreement.
2. The resuits of the Japanese sample differed sigrificantly.
They used, tc a significant deqree:
i)'Yes!' with a positive taq‘for positive aqreement, as did
the English sample.
ii)'Ho"' with a negative tag as negative disagreement, as 4id .
the Enqglish sample.
iiiy*vYes? wi&h & npegative tag as negative agreement, where
the Enqglish sample would use *no* with a megative tag for
this form.
iv)*No' with a positive tag as positive disagreement, where
the Englishk sample would use ‘'Yes' with a positive tag fqr
this forme.
Eecent ﬁork by ARkivama {1976}, Akivama et al{(1979), and
Pope (1971, 1973, 1976) appears to corroborate the findings as
stated here; and lends further credence to the use of Ci in'
linguistic and educational research as an objective tool to
divine potential errors for the learner of a secopd language. It
will alsoc give us insights into the acdnisition of language in
general, be it a first or a second language.
The results of this research, therefore, constitute suppert
for the hypotheses as stated. They may also strengthen the
stance that a Ch must take in a second language program for

specific lanquaqé backgrounds of learners.
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Limitations of the Research

There will most always bhe some shortcomings found in a
specific aspect of any research done. Khen dealing with human
subjects, and testing an entity as enmigmatic as languaage, even
the most patient care and thorough preparation will leave scme
aspect of the research overlooked. So it is with the pfesent
researche

The qeneralization of the results may be disputed in that
college and university students do not represent an accurate
cross-section of native speakers of English. It may be argued
that foreign students studying at Capadian scheools do not
accurately represent the encormoogs population of Japanese
speakers using or learning English. The foreign and native
students would be relatively well =2ducated, and céme from a
relatively high socio-economic level. The reasons for chooesing
the groups as done, however, are obvious. There are three
different groups of Japanese speakers present in the Vancouver
area; the first are the foreign students, born and raised in
Japan; the second are the business peoble and entreprensurs of
the downtown Powell Street business area, some of which are
second or third generation (nisei and sansei)
Japanese-Canadians, owning dialectical idiosyncracies peculiar
to their specific community; the third group is the Steveston
fishing and farming community, a rural community composed of a
cross-section of different generations of Japanese-Canadians and

recent immigrants, also owning dialectical idiosyncracies. The
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only reasonably sure method of attaining some linguistic equity
in the sample was to approach the foreign student population
alone, subjects who had learned Japanese as a native language in
Japan, and who were, for one reason or another, studying English
in Canada. Once this sample group was chosen, it had to be
matched with a similar sample cross-section of native Eanglish
speakers, also chosen from the post-secondary level of
education. |

Enother problem facing this research is that of it being a
cross-sectional rather tham a longitudinal study. It would have
been beneficial to try and discover when the Japanese learners
of English do‘écquite the correct English question ansuerind‘
strategies, although it would vary from learner to learner. This
could have been done more efficiently in & longitudinal type
study, although this was not practical with respect to ﬁime and
financial constraints. The data were collected inéividuallfifer
each subject, but only once for each suabiect, so any
*time-ordered relationships' had to be inferred from the
results, such as those indicated by thé positive statistical
relationship between subiect fluency and the number of correct
responses. |

This study chose to ignore all guasstions other than those
formed by asx-movement and do-periphrasis, positive and psgative
yes/no questions{ Intonation, WH, tag, and other guestion types
were necessarily left out of the testing instrument, for several

reasons. HH gquestions require answers in English that are of the
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same type as the answers they require in Japanese. No npegative
transfer and interference were predicted for these guestion ang
answer types, so no analysis was performed upon them. Intonation
guestions c¢an be, logically, WH or yvyes/nc guestions, so this
guestion type introduced variables and issues that this thesis
chose not to address. Tag gquestions may well be anothef SOuUrce
of cénfusion and trouble for the seconi language learner of
English, but weré felt to be outside the scope 0of this paper as
well.

Elicited data was used in the present research, rather than
naturalistic language data, or some other form of data, for
practical reasons. Elicited speech data could be cbtained aihene
sitting, and in a reasonably short amount of time. It would have
been difficult and contrived were the researcher io get
poest-secondary students to speak in a paturalistic way in front
of a microphohe, and attempt to get them to ask and answer
negative and positive yes/no gquestions in English. The
contrivance needed for such a feat would have rendered the data
suspect anyway, so it was decided that‘elicited.ﬁata, imperfect
though it may be, was the best that could be achieved.

One proplem that faces research of any coantrastive pature
is that of different language backgrounds, the very basis for
carrying out this research. A speaker's language background may
well influence the type or level\of,Speaker gexpectation and
presupposition in the asking and answering of questions in

certain circumstances. One question type may be more common ip a
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specific language then in another, and these differences may
~come to light ipn differences for native and nonnative speakers

and how they use the language.

Implications of th

o
s}

search

The :ésults of this research, as reported, will nétutally
lead to certain implications for the field, and for further
researchs. The teaching of yves/no gquestions, and of the English
answering system, should be accomplished early in a second
language prograRke The longer that old or bad habits are allowed
to remain uitﬁ the second lanquage learner the more trouble they
will be to erase at a later date. |

Japanese is not the only ‘international language with an
answering system drastically cpposef in structure to ths English
answering system. Russian, Tagalog, Chinese and Korean all have
answering systems that differ, in one degree or another, frﬁm
the English system. French also differs.

The use of iie *no' for the affirmative answer to a
negative guestion in Japanese is often likened to that
of *si' in French. In French, the affirmative answer to
a positive gquestion is oui ‘yes', while the aifirmative
answer to a neqative question starts with si.

{(Kuno, 1973:274)

German is similar to French, in that it has a specific answer
for a positive reply to a negqative gquestion, unlike English.
k11 learners from these, and other lanquage backgrounds

must be impressed with the differences between their native

language an@ the target language answering systems.
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This research also implies certain directionz for further
Fesearch in second lanquage teaching. There is a practical role
for CA within an Error BRnalysis framework, a role that will qgive
the pedagogue a certain headstart in ascertaining and predicting
the learners' needs. CA has been proven to work, and it has been
proven in the arena of syntax. It is not a difficult nfocess for
the teacher of English as a second language, or the textbook
writer, to consuit grammars of languages common in the ESL
classroom, and to compare the phomnological, syntactic, semantic,
and typological characteristics of the languages in guestion
with the Englishk that is taught in the classroom. If a certain
item or forwm is to be taught in the ESL classroom, a simpla‘
cross-referencing of the grammars of the toagques in guestion
will greatly enable the teacher to predict where a.aotential for
problems may lie with the learners of any language background.

Contrastive studies abcocund in educational and linquistic
literature. Some are well written and researched, others not sSO.
Greater effort is needed, however, to do thorough research and
discuss obijective findings in a theoretical and practical
manner. The role of Ci must be reassessed, within the framework
of an Error Anaivsis; Oor as an autonomous and credible research
tool for predicting and justifying interference and transfery

errors within second language programs and researche.

110



REFERENCES

Adams, M.R. Hethodology for examining second language
acquisition. In E. Hatch (ed.) Sgcond language Acguisition;

ol S S S

A Book of EKeadings. Rowley Mass.: Newbury House Publishers,

— o

1578,

Akiba, T. A typological sketch of Japanese. Ue.Cel .., 1376,

o 2t 35

Akiyama, M. Negative questions in Japanese-speaking,
English-speaking, and Japanese-English bilingual children.
Papers and Eeports on Child Language Development, 1976, 13,
23"30- :

Akivama, H.,,Brewer,ku.. & Shoben, E. The ves-no guesticn
answering system and statement verification. Journal of
Verbal Learning and Verbal Behaviowr, 1979, 18, 365-380.

s, e

Akmijian, k., and Heay, F. An Iptroduction to the Principles of

Transformational Syntax. Cambridge, Mass.: M.i.T. Press,
1975. :

Alatis, J.E. (e&.} Contrastive linguistics and its pedagogical
implications. Hopograph Series on Languages and Linguistics,
21. Washington, D.C., 1968,

Agvist, L. B ney approach to the logical theory of

S e i e,

interrogatives. University of oOppsala, 1965.

Bach, E«W., & Barms, Re. (eds). Universals in 1]
Kew York: Bolt, Rinehart, & Winston, 1968

Bach, E.W. Questions. Linguistic Ingujry. 197%, 2, 153-156.

Bach, E.W. On interrogative word movement in English. In E.
Polome and k. Jazayery (eds.) Festchrift for &rchibald A.

T

Hill. The Hagque: Peter de Riddler Press, 1975.

Bahkns, J., and Wode, He. Form and function in L2 acguisition. In
S. Felix (ed.) Second Language Developmept: Trends angd

o e SO A . e e

Issues. Tubingen: Gunter Nar Verlag, 1980.

Bailey, B., Madden,C., and Krashen, S.D. Is there a 'naturail
seguence' in adult second language learning? In E. FRatch
(ed.) Second Language Acguisition: A Book of Readings.

Rowley, Mass.: Newbury House, 1978.

Th

BRaker, C.L. Kotes on the description of English guestions:
.role of am abstract guestion morpheme. Foundations of
Langmage. 1970, 6(2), 197-216G.

111



Baker, C.L. bDouble negatives. Linguistic Inguiry. 1970, 1,
169-18¢€.

Baker, C.L. Lntroduction to Generative-Iransformational Syntax.
Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-pHall, 1978. .

Banathy, B.H., Trager, E.C., & ®addle, C.D. Use of contrastive
data in foreign language course develcpment. In A« Yaldmap
(ed.) Irends in language teaching. Kew York: HcGraw-Hill,
1966.

Bellugi, U. The acguisition of negation. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, Harvard University, 1967.

Belnap Jr., K.D. Questions, answers, and presupposition. Jourpal
of Philosophy, 1966, 63, 604-606.

Berlyne, D.E. Structure and direction ip thinpking. ¥ew York:
Wiley, 1365.

Bloch, B. Studies in colloguial Japanese II: syntax. (1940) In M.
Joos (ed.)headings ipn Lipgquistics. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 19%7. »

Bioomfield, L.
1933.

anguage. New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston,

Bloomfield, L. Outline guide for the practical study cof foreign
languages. Baltimore: linguistic Society of &merica, 1942,

Bolinger, DeL.
American Di

rogative structures of Americap Engiis
Society: University of Alabama Pre

inter
alect

Bolinger, D.L. Yes-Ho questions are not alternative guestions.
In H. Hiz (ed.) Questions. Dordrecht, Holland: D. Reidel

L, T

Publishing Co., 1978,

Bolinger, D.L. Asking more than one thing at a time. In He. Hiz
(ed.) guestions. Dordrecht, Helland: D. Reidel Publishing

i . . . o AT, .

Co., 1978.

T el o e 7 P ST

Longman, 1979,

Brown, H.D. Principles of Langquage Legarning and Language
Teaching . Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall,

1980.

Erown, Pe., &nd Levison, S. Universals in language usage:
Politeness phenomena. In E.N. Goody (ed.) Questions and
Ppliteness. Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge Gniversity Press,
1978.

112



Brown, R. A First language. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press, 197z,

Burt, M.K. From Desp to Surface Structure. New York: Harper &
Row, 1971%1.

Burt, M.K., and Dulay, H.L. You can't learn without goofing. In
J. Richards (ed.) Error Apalysis. London: Longman, 95-123,
1973, '

Burt, M.K., and Dulay, H«L. Natural seguences in child secong
lanquage acguisition. In E. Hatch (ed.) Second Langgage
Acguisition: R Book of Readings. Rowley, Mass.: Newbury

House, 197&.

Bart, MeK., and Dnlay, Hel. On acguisition corder. In S« Felix
(ed.) Second Language Development: Trends and Issues.
Tubingen: Gunter Kar Verlag, 1980.

Burton, M. Form and Fupction: The Learning of Yes/No Questions
in Epglish as a Second Language. Unpublished HMaster's
-dissertaticn, Simon Fraser University, 1982.

Cancino, H., Rosansky, E.J., and Schumann, J.H. The acguisition
of English pegatives and interrogatives by native Spanish
speakers. In E. Hatch (ed.) Secopd Language Acguisition: 2
Book of Readings. Rowley, Mass.: Newbury House, 1978,

S A o . e e . St

Catell, R. ¥egative transport and tag guestions. langwvwade. 1973,
49, 612-639.

Celce~-Mucia, M. Contextual analysis of English: application to
TESL. In D. Larsen-Freeman (ed.} Discourse Apalysis in
Second Language Research. Rowley, Mass.: Newbury House,
1980, ’

Chamberlain, B.t. 4 Simplified Grasmar of the Japanese language.
London: Trubner & Co., 1886. : .

1

Chamot, A.U. Grammatical problems in learning English as a third
language. In E. Hatch (ed.) Second Lapguade Acquisition: &

e e R AT

Boock of Readings. Rowley, Mass.: Newbury House, 1978.

Chew Jr., J.J. b Transformational analysis of modern colloguial

i, Rk poF Y

dapanese. The Hague: Houton & Co., 1973.

Chomsky, N. Aspects of the theory of syntax. Cambridge,
. MasSe.:l.lI.T. Press, 1965.

Clark, H.H., and Chase, ¥.6. On the process of comparing

472-517.

113



Clark, HeHB. The lanquage-asfixed-effect fallacy: & critigue of
language statistics in psychological research. Journal of
Verbal learning and Verbal Behaviour. 1973, 12, 335-359,

i o S s o

Cole, P. (ed.) Syntax and Semantics (3). New York: Ecademic
Press, 1978.

Cole, P., and Morgan, J.L. (eds.) Syntax znd Semantics (3). New
York: Academic Press, 1375.

. e o e s e

Penguin Education, 1975.

Corder, S.P. Introducing Applied Linguistics. Great Britain:

Coulthard, ¥. Istroduction to DPiscourse hpalysis. Londont
Longman, 1977.

bale, P+S., Loftus, E.F., and Rathbun, L. The influence of the
form of the question on the evewitness testimony of
preschool children. Journal of Psycholirguistic Research.
1978, 71, 269-277.

pavison, A. Indirect speech acts and what to do with them. In P.
Cole and J.L. Morgan (eds.) Syntax and Semantics (3). Rew
York: Academic Press, 1975.

Pavison, k. Negative scope and rules of conversation: Evidence
from an OV language. In P. Cole (ed.) Syntax and Semantics
{9). Kew York: Academic Press, 1978.

pi Pietro, R.J. Contrastive analysis and the notions of deep and
surface yrammar. In J.E. Alatis (ed.) Honograph 3eries on

bR BE

Language apnd Linguistics, 21, Georgetown University Press,
1968.

pi pietro, R.J. Language Structures in Contrast. kowley, Mass.:
Newbury House, 1971.

Erickson, B.H., and Hosanchuk, T.A. ggig;g&ggg;gg Pata. Toronto:
McGraw-Hill Ryerson Limited, 1977.

Felix, S. (ed.) Second Language Development: Trend
Tubingen: Gunter Nar Verlag, 1380.

Ha
]

and Issues .

Felix, S. Intarference, interlanguage, and related issues. In S.
Felix (ed.)3econd Language Development: Trends and Issues.
Tubingen: Gunter Nar Verlag, 1980.

Fillmore, C. A casa for case. In E. Bach and R. Harms (eds.) .
Upiversals in Lingujistic Theory. New York: Holt, Rinehart &
winston, 1966&.

114



Some introductory notes concerning COﬂtraStige
Fisiak (ed.) Contrastive linguistics ana

Fisiak, J.
1981.

Yinguistics. In J.
the language t=zacher. Oxford: Pergamon Press,

g and learning English as g fgreigm language.

Fries, C. Teaching and
Ann Arbor: University of fichigan Fress. 1945,

Pujita, T. The syntax of negation in English and Japanese. In
HeM. Tavlor (ed.) English and Japanese in Cautrast. New
York: Regents Publishing Co., 1979,

Fujiwara, Y. The Sentence Structure of Japangse. University of
Hawaii Press, 1978.

Gaskell, W.H. Correction in native speaker-nonnative speaker
conversation. In D. Larsen-Freeman (ed.) Disccurse Analysis
Rowley, Mass.: Newhury House,

in 3econd language Research.
1980.

Gibbs, R.W. Your wish is my command: copvention and context inm
interpreting indirect requests. Journal of Verbal L&Q[Q;ﬂg

and Verbal Eshaviocur. 1981, 20, 431-444,

Pragmatics, function, ontology.

Givon, T. Heqétion in language:
Semantics (9). New York:

In P. Cole (ed.) Syatax and
Academic Press, 1978.

(eé¢.) Questions and Politeness. Cambridge, Great
1978.

GOOGY, ‘ECNC
Britain: Cambridge University Press,

Goody, E.R. Towards a theory of guestions. In E.R. Goody
(ed.)Questions and Politeness. Cambridge, Great Britain:

1978.

Cambridge University Press,

D., an¢ Lakoff, 6. Conversational Postulates. In P. Cole
x5 (3). Hew York:

Gordon,
and J.L. Horgan (eds.) Syntax and Semant]
hcademic Press, 1%75.

Gough, P.B. Grammatical transformation and the speed of
understanding. Journal of Verbal Learning and Verbal

I e

Behaviour. 1966, 5, 492-496.
Green, G.M. How to get people to do things with words: The
whimperative question. In P. Cole and J.L. Morgan (eds.)
Syptax and Semantics (3). Bew York: Academic Press, 1975.

Greenberg, J.H. gg_g
reference to the
Bniversity, 1963.

and

Gtiée, HeP. Utterer's meaning, sentence-meaning,
wordmeaning. Foundations of Language. 1968, 4(3), 225-242.

115



Grice, HePe Logic and conversation. In PF. Cole and J.lL. Horgan
(eds.) Syntax and Semanptics (3). New York: Academic Press,

1575,

Grice, HeP. Further notes on logic and conversartion. In P. Cole
(ed.) Syntax and Semantics (9). New York: Academic Press,
1978.

Bakuta, K. & report on the development of grammatical morphemes
in a3 Japanese girl studying English as a second language. In
E. Hatch (ed.) Second Language Acguisition: & Book of
Rezdings. Rowley, Mass.: Newbury House, 1978.

Halliday, M.A.K. Language structur2 and lanquage function. In J.
Lyons (ed.) New Horizons ip Linguistics. Great Britain:
Penguin Books Ltd., 1970,

Halliday, M.A.K.
Interpretati
Park Press,

Halliday, Me.A.K., McIntosh, A., and Strevens, P. The Linguistic
Sciences and Language Teaching. London: Longman, 1964.

s e S ot T

Hammerly, He. Synthesis in Second Language Teaching. Blaine,
Washington: Second lLanguage Publications, 1982.

Harrah, D. Questions. Jougrnal of Philosphy. 1966, 63, 5%97-604.

Harris, Z. The interrcgative in a syntactic framework. In H. Fiz
(ed.) Questions. Pordrecht, Holland: D. Reidel Publishing

e . . s

Co., 1378,

Hatch, E. {(ed.) Second Language Acguisition: A Book of Beadings.
Rowley, Hass.: Newbury House, 1978. ‘

Hatch, E. Discéurse analysis and second language acguisition. In
E. Hatch (ed.) Second Language Agguisition: A Book of
Readings. Rowley, Mass.: Hewbury House, 1978,

Hatch, E. Second language acguisition - avoiding the guestiocn.
In S. Felix (ed.)Sscond lLanguage Development: Trends and

i meiel

Issves. Tubingen: Gunter Nar verlag, 1980.

Hatch, E., and Long, M.H. Discourse analysis, what's that? In D.
Larsen-Freeman (ed.) Discourse Apalysis ip Second Language
Research. kowley, Mass.: Newbury House, 1980, -

Hintikka, J. Eknswers to questions. In H. Hiz (ed.) Quegstions.
bordrecht, Holland: D. Eeidel Publishing Co., 1978

Hiz; B. (ed.) puestio pordrecht, Holland: D. Reidel

e

100
publishing Co., 19

S.
78.

116



Holzman, ®. The use of the interrogative form im the verbal
interaction of three mothers and their children. Joyrnal of
Psycholinguistic Research. 1972, 4, 311-335, T

Born, L.R. Remarks on negative raisimrg. In P. Cole (ed.) Syntay
and Semantics (9). New York: Academic Press, 1978.

Ingram, D., and Tyack, D. Inversion of subject KP and Aux in
children's guestions. Journal of Psycholinguistic Ressarch.
1279, §, 333-341.,

Inoue, K. A& 5tudy of Japanese Syntax. The Hagque: Fouton & Co.,
1969,

Itoh, H., and Hatch, E. Second language acquisition: & case
study. In E. Hatch (ed.) Second Language Agguisition: A Book

. . o A

of Readings. Rowley, Mass.: Kewbury House, 1978.

Iwakura, K. A Generative-Transformational Study of Negation: A
Contrastive Apalysis of Japanese and English. Tokvo:

e S .

Kenkyusha Publishing Co., 1974.

Iwakura, K. On wh-movement and constraints on rules. Linguistic
Jackendoff, R. An interpretive theory of negation. Foundations
of Language. 1969, 5, 218-241%.

Jacobovits, L.A. Second language learning and transfer theory.
Language Learning. 1969, 13, 55-86.

Jain, M.P. Error analysis: source, cause and significance. In J.
Richards (ed.)Error Analysis. London: Longman, 189-215,
1973.

Jakobsen, J. Functions of language. In J.P.B. Allen and S.P.
Corder (eds.) Ihe Edinburgh Course 'in Appliec¢ Linguistics.
{(Vel. 1) London: Oxford University Press, 1973.

James, C. Contrastive Analysis. London: Longman, 1980.

Jinushi, T.S. The structure of Japanese. Studies in Linguistics
{11) . ballas, Texas: 1967.

Jorden, E.H. The Syntax of HModern ggllgggig; Japanese.

A——— . e

Lingoistic Society of America, 1955.

Joéephs, L.S. The'syntax and semantics of Japanese .
complementation. Korking Papers in Lingquistics. 1974, 6(2),
1‘68:

117



Karhunen, L. Syntax and semantics of guestions. In H, Hiz (ed.)
Questions. Dordrecht, Holland: D. Reidel Publishing co.,
1978.

Karttunen, L. Syntax and semantics of guestions. In H. Higz {ed.)
Questions. Dordrecht, Holland: D. Reidel Publishing Co.,

e, S e St -

1978, 1E5-210.

Katz, J.J. and Postal, P. An integrated theory of linguistic
description. Cambridge, HMass.: M.I.T. Press, 1964.

Katz, J.J. HKecent issues in semantic theory. Foundations of
Language. 1967, 3(2), 124-194.

Katz, J.J. Semantic Theory. New York: Harper & Row, 1972.

Katz, Je«J+. &k solution to the projection problem for
presupposition. In C.H. Oh and DeA. Dinneen (eds.) Syntax
and semantics (11). New York: Academic Press, 91-126, 1979.

Kearsley, G.P. Questions and question askinqg in verbal
discourse: a cross—-4isciplinary review. Journal of

Psycholinguistic Research. 1976, 5., 355-375.

e e AT o

Cambridqe, JsKe: Cambridge University Press, 1975.

theory. Cambridge, Great Britain:

Kempson, R.M. Semanti
niv ty Press, 1977.

ic

Cambridge U arsi

Kim, T.H. & Kim, T.W. Teaching Epglish: Theory and Practice.
Seoul, 197¢. ,

Klima, E+ Kegation in English. In J.J. Katz and J.A« Fodor
(eds.) The Structure of Language: Readings ip the Philosophy
of Lapgquage. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall,
1964, '

Kuno, S. The Structure of the Japanese Language. Cambridge,
Kass.: K.I.T. Press, 1973.
Kano, S vbject Kaising. In M. Shibatani (ed.) Syntax apd

¢« S
Semantics {5). New York: Academic Press, 1976.

Kano, S. Japanese: A characteristic OV language. In W. Lehmann
{ed.) §zgg§ggig T¥ypology. University of Texas Press, 1978.

Kuno, S. Yes and no. Pathematical Lingujstics and Automstic

Irapslation, Report % NSF-27 to the Ratiomal 3cience
“Foundation. Harvard University, 1974.

Kuroda, S.Y. Eatz and Langendoen on presupposition. In Ce¥Ke Ok

1186



and Do

Dinneen (edsS.)
kcademic Press,

Syntax and Szmantics (11). ¥ew York:
1979. |
Kausanagi, Y. Negation in English and Japanese. Horkinq Paper
Lirguistics. University of Hawali Press, 1973, 3/4, 249-
Lado, R., and Fries, C. Epglish pattern practices
Upniversity of Michigan Press,
Lado, R.

W ‘prac Ann Arbor:
1943,

Linguistics a¢ross cultures. Ann Arbor: University of

Michigan Pres, 1957. :

Langendoen, D.T. Essentials of Enalish Grammar. New York: Holt,

Rinehart & wWinston, Inc., 1970.

Larsen-Freeman, D.

(ed.) Discourse Ampalysis in 3Second Language
Regearche Rowley, Mass.: Newbury House, 1980.
Larsen-Freeman,

D. An explanation for the morpheme accuracy
order of learnars of English as a second language. In E.
Hatch {ed.) Second language Acguisition: A& Bock of Headings.
Rowley, Mass.: Newbury House, 1978.
Leech, G. Semantics. London: Longman, 197d4.
Liqhtbown' Pele T
L2 learners.

he acquisition and use of questions by French
In S. Pelix (ed.) Second Languade Development:

Trends and Issues. Tubingen: G

Mackey, W. lLanguags

Ganter Nar Verlag, 19
Teachi
Malone,

oo oments
ing Apalysis. London: Lorgman,
J.L. Q
interrogatives.
Holland:

Maratsos,

_ 1965.
Generative tragsfarmational studies ip Enalish
Do i
H.P,.,

In He Hiz {ed.) Questions.
Keidel Publishing Coe.,

ion Dordrecht,
1976.
and Kuczoi,

S.A. Is not n't? A sudy of syntactic
generalization. Papers and Reports on Ch;Ld Landuage
Development. 1976, 12, 157-168.
Martin, S. Esseptial Japanese - An introduction tc the standard
colloguial language. Rutland, Vvt.: Charles E. Tuttle & Co.,
1962.
Martin, s. A Beference Grammpar of Japanese.
Yale University Press, 1975.
McCawley, J.D.

Rew Haven,

Conne:
York:

e gt

Fresupposition anﬁ discourse structure. In C.Ke.
kcademic Press, 1979. T
H.He

Oh and D« Dinneen (eds.) nzntax and Semantics (11). Hew
McGloin, Kegation. In M. Shibatani {ed.) Syntax and
Semapntics (5). New York: Academic FPress,

1 5 7 g . ool Gr B8 S

119

s i
258

I
-



Meisel, J.M. Linguistic simplific
Language Development: Trends :

Rar Verlag, 13-40, 1980.

Merrit, M. On guestions following guestions. Language in
Society. 1976, 3, 315-357.

Mikaye, H., and Norman, D. To ask a guestion, we must first know
encugh to know what is not known. Journal of Verbal Lgarping
and Verbal Behaviour. 1979, 18, 357-364.

Miller, R.k. The Japanese Language. Chicago: The University of
Chicago Press, 1967.

Mishler, E.G. Studies in dialogue and discourse II: Types of
discourse initiated by and sustained throughk guestions.
Jourmnal of Esycholinguistic kesearch. 1975, 4, 99-121.

Morgan, J.L. Two types of convention in indirect spsech acts. In
P. Cole (ed.) Syntax and Semantics (9). New York: Acadenmic
Press, 1978.

Bukari, M. Presupposition and Thematization. Tokyc: Oriental
Press, 1979.

Nemser, W. Bpproximative systems of foreign lanquage learners.
In 3. Richards (ed.)Error Analysis. London: Longwan, 1973,
55-63.

Fewmeyer, F.J. On the alleged boundary between syntax and
semantics. Foupdations of Language. 1370, 6(2), 178-186.

Kewton, B.
Univers

« ODnpublished manascript, 5imon Fraser

Semantics
ity, Burmnaby, Canada.

Oh, C.K., and pinneen, D. (eds.) Syntax and Semantics (I1}. New
York: Academic Press, 1979. ,

Oh, C«.K., and Godden, K. Presuppositional Grammar. In C.K. Oh
and bP. Dinneen (eds.) Syntax and Semaptics (11). Kew York:
Academic Press, 1979.

Oller, J.®W. Difficulty and Predictability. Horking Papers in

A R

Linguistics. University of Hawaii, 1971, 3/4, 79-98&.

Ota, A. Comparison of English and Japanese, with special
reference to tense and aspect. Borkipg Papers in
Linguistics. University of Rawaii, 1971, 3/4.

Partee, B.H. Megation, conjunction and quantifiers: syntax vs.
semantics. Foundations of Language. 1970, 6, 153-165.

P 3.

Perlmutter, D., and Socames, S. Syntactic Argumentation ani the

i A

120



English. Berkely: University of California

T

tructure
ress, 19

~HQ
* irh

: 7
Pope, E. Amswers to yes-no questions. Linguistic Inggiry. 1971
1, 69-82.

Pope, E. Question answering svtems. Papers from the nipth

P e, s

regional meeting: Chicago Linguistic Society. 1$73, 482-492.

Pope, E. Questions and answers in English. Paris: Houton, 1976.
guirk, R., Greenbaum, S., Leech, G., and Svartvik, J. B Grasmar
of Contemporary Epglish. London: Longman, 1272.

Ravem, R. The development of Wh-questions in first and second
language learners. In Je. Richards (ed.) Brror Analysis.
Lordon: Longaman, 1974.

Reiman, E.O. F
sentences
Univercsity
Abstracts I

ik

on of guestion sentences and negative
ern Japanese. (Doctecral dissertation,
nsin-Madison, 1978.) Dissertation

e B S

onal, 1976, 39, 4925-3.

.

crmati
in mo
of Wi
nter

=g
I Q

f sC
ternat

.

Richards, J. {

®
fat

.)

]

rror Analysis. London: Longman, 1973.

10

Richards, J. & non-contrastive approach to error analysis. In J.
Richards (ed.)Error Analysis. London: Longman, 1973,
172-18&8.

Eichards, J., and Sampson, G.P. The staudy of learner Englishe. In
J. Richards (ed.)Error Analysis. London: Longman, 1973, .
3”'18.

Rivers, H.M., and Temperly, M.S

. ctical guide to the
Teaching of English as a Seco

Bractical
d Langpage. Rew York: Oxford

o Sy . o

University Press, 1978.

A
n

Sadok, J.B. On testing for conversational implicature. In P.
Cole (ed.) Syntax and Semantics (9} . Wew York: Academic
Press, 127&.

Saint-Jacques, B. Structural Analysis of Moderp Jzpanese.

o, W s £, o

Vancocuver, Canada: U.B.C. Publications Centre, 1971.

Salama, N. kn analysis of the occurrence of the statement
guestion form in spoken English. Epglish Language Teachipg.
1973, 27(3), 261-265.

Sampson, G. Converging evidence for a dialectical model of
function and form in second language learning. Jourmal of
_Applied Linguistics. 1982, 3(2), 1-28.

Sanders, C. Recent developments in contrastive apalysis and

121



their relevance to languags teachers. In J. Fisiak (ed.)
Contrastive linguistics and the lancuage teacher.

e S M s Y s, A e e e o . e S oL

Oxford:Pergamon Press, 198%1.

Sanson, G. Higtorical Grammar of Japanese. London: Oxford
Gniversity Press, 1960.

Searle, J.K. Indirz2ct speech acts. In P. Cole and J.L. Moraan
(eds.) Syntex and Semantics (3). New York: Academic Press,
1975.

Selinker, L. Interlanguage. In J. Richards (ed.) Error Analysis.
Lendon: Longman, 1973, 31-S4.

Selinker, L. & brisf reappraisal of contrastive lingusitics. In
J. Fisiak (ed.)Theoretical issues in contrastive
linguistics. Current issues in linguistics. 1980, 12,

Amsterdam:iohn RBenjamins B.V.

Shibatani, H. (ed.) Syntax and Semantics "(5). New York: Academic
Press, 1976.

Shibatani, M. Negative guestions and conveyed meaning. Fapers inp
Japanese Linguistics. 1972, 1(2}, 321-324.

s e e

Slobin, D.Y. Cognitive prerequisites for development of grammar.
In C.A. Ferguson and D.X. Slobin (eds.) Studies of Child
Language Development. New York: Holt, Hinehart, § ¥inston
Inc., 1%73.

Spouw, C., and Haefnagel-Hohl,®. Age differences in second
language acguisition. In E, Hatch (ed.) Seconi Language
Acgpisition: R Book of Readings. Rowley, Mass.: Newbury
House, 197&.

Soga, K. Yes-no reconsidered. gégggg‘ig Japapnese Linguistics.

Soga, M., and Natsumoto, N. Foundations of i%&ﬁﬂ%ﬁﬁ Languvage. |
Tokyo: Taishukanm Publishing Co., 1978. '

Sridhar, S.N. Contrastive analysis, error analysis and
interlanguage. In J. Fisiak (ed.)Contrastive linguistics angd
the lapguage tzacher. Oxford:Pergamon Press, 1981%1.

Steinberg, D. Semantic Universals. ¥orking Papers isn
Linguistics. University of Hawaii: 1972, 4(8), 67-84.

Steinberq, D., and Jakobovits, L.i. (eds.) Semantics. Cambridge,
Great Britain: Cambridége University Press, 1972.

Tamir, L. Interrogstives in dialogue: a case study of mother and
child 16-13% months. Journal of Bsycholinguistic Research.

122



1960, 4, 4GT7-424.

Taylor, H.K. (ed.) English and Jgpanese ip Coptrast. New York:
Regents Publishing Co., 1979.

Taylor, B.M. Theoratical and methodological backyrocunds. In H.M.
Taylor (ed.)English and Japanese ip Contrast. New York:
Regents Publishing Co., 1979, 3-18.

Tough, 3. The bevelopment of Meaning. New York: John ¥iley,
1977. .

Uehara, T., and Gisaburo, R.K. Fundamentals of Japanese.

At i . gt

Bloomington: Indiama University Press, 1974,

Van Ek, J. The Thrashold Leyel for Modern lLanguage lLearning in
Schoglse. Great Britain: Butler & Tamer Ltd., 1976.

Vvander Brock, S., Schiue, K., and Campbell,C. Discourse and
second language acguisition of yes/no guestions. In E.
Larsen-Freeman (ed.) Discourse Analysis ip Second Lapguage
Research. Rowley, Mass.: Rewbury House, 1980.

Vygotsky, L.5. Thought and Language. (E. Hanfmann and 6. Vakar,
- eds. and trams.). Cambridge, 8ass: HK.1.T. Press, 19&2Z.

Wachowicz, K. p-morpheme hypothesis. In H. Hiz (ed.) Questions.
boerdrecht, Folland: D. Reidel Publishing Co., 1978, 151-164.

Wagner-Gough, J. Excerpts from comparative studies in sscond
larquage learning. In E. Hatch (ed.) Second language
Acguisition: & Book of Readings. Rowley, Mass.: Hewbury
Rouse, 197&.

weinrich, U. Languages in contact. Kew York, 1953.

wilkins, D.A. Notional 3Syllabuses. Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 197&. )

Yoshida, ¥. The acguisition of English vocabulary by a Jdapanese
speaking child. In E. Ratch (ed.) Second Languade
Bcouisition: 2 Book of Readings. Rowley, Mass.: RKaubury
House, 197&.

Zobl, B. Confrenting structural skills with second language
acguisition data. SPERQ Journal. 1978, 2, 5-2C.

123



