.__scc Schumann (1978) it may be said tha’t
the om1ss1ons occurred in our date are_m

'- caused by thlS umversal tencioncy and not by the
learners' mother 1anguage This will sharply_

decrease tho role of L1 in the ‘acquisition’ of 'the
'jEnghsh as' the Target Language (TL) of our
subjccts Consequently, itis shown that negative
transfer. from- Persaan mto English written
:-producuons is neither tho on}y source of errors,
_nor the major one. “Mlsinformauon which is

mostly refated to the lexical aspects of the

language aoqulsltlon is the: most mﬂuennai source
of errors. 3 :
Thcroforc accordmg ﬁo our ﬁndlngs in thlS

-- study, putting too much effort on comparing and

'contrastmg the structural patterns of the two

{§anguages (Ll/TL) w1li possﬂ)ly retard the

:racqutsmon of the same items: by langnage learners.

In'this respect, we suggcst the' best option will be

“to invest more on the genoral/umversal patterns/
?_pnnczpies of language acqulsltwn, while, it may
‘be more proﬂtablo to refet tq the native language'
-items when msroducmg the Iexu;al patterns of the
;target language Referenoe to vocabulary itéms

bmmwed fmm the target ) ,g__uage, for instance,
wﬂl of groat holp here LN -
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Appendix A: Sample test -
In The Name of God
- Headway 3, Final Exam’

1. Compare eating customs in Britain with that in Iran.

2. How do you take a room at a hotel"

3. Suppose that you are going to descrrbe Iran for a
foreigner, what do you say‘?

(hlstory, p]aces 2 )

4. Wmch one do you prefer for hvmg? Village ot city?

Why?

‘5. How do. you give dlrectlon to your house from the '

Institute?

6. How do you describe Miss Shariati to othersq' “

7. Whlch weather do you like? Why" What do you do
1n that kind of weather?

8 What do you know about Cathertme Dcsuvello”

9, What are you going to-do in the future?



my of errors.*

Table, 1. A surface strategy to
Category _ Description Exampic
Oumibsloas The absenve of an jicrn il must | *She sleoping
appear in o wedl-formed utierance .
&n Britain people eating
Additians | 5% precence of an em fhat mut | > We did t wer Ohere
not  appear  In well-formad
utterances. She climbed from
“Miginformations. | The use of the wrong form oflbe *The dog aiad the chicken
. marpheme of structure o
) ‘Fhey et tea
Misorderings The incoreet placement of a [ *What deddy is doins?

morpheme or group of morphemes
n an uilerance

mambers elub.

SCategorias ond siarred exawpies have been ioken from Dulay, Burd, cwd Kroshen 1982, and il Jloe

@her examples wers prodiced by the Informants of ihis study,

- Table 2, The frequency and perceniage of each category m the total mmber of errors '

(m!alN 1070;
) Cmgory Number %
Omimions 345 .64
T Additions 7 T6.17
Misinformations | % ®53
: lﬁinrdeﬁns . 82 - 166

As shown in Table 2,from the total number of -
students' errors (1070), the majority of them are -~
the result of "misinformations" that comprises.
49.53% of all the errors. The smallest proportion

~ of the errors was the result of "misordering”. Then :

we drfferentrated between errors made based on

- -the students' L1 and the other errors, Of the total

number of errors, 320 were made as a resuIt of

_negatrve transfer, which comprise only: about 30% :
- of the data. Brrors were considered as transfer; f
:errors if thelr grammaneal behavmr slmwedj_:f
' similarities to Persian, being different from the
English grammar. In this regard we followed Lock 5
(1996) who introduced four levels of analysrs for
"language phonology, lexrs, grammar, andh-ﬁ

semantlcs Grammar, among the others ‘s

analyzed into two aspects, 1) arrangement of
words; and 2) structure of words and part_s-ef:_'
speech, and four ranks: word, phraée'; claﬁseiénd ;
sentence. Considering the above levels closely-_f‘:
along with the knowledge of the two tanguages, f

She becsme betior tan the older|.. |-

320 errors weré found to be the result of the
negative ‘transfer in the students' written.

production.

Table 3. The frequency and, pemmage af sach oalegory in ihe Total mmiber gf mmt '

made by negative transfes {320);
Category Tﬁ Number - %oh_rlltkeerm %ol'nllﬂ'ranors :
G T T8 N5 R
T N N I R [ REEEE S
[Wiamtormations |31 T TR
: Miordeting | —F 271 506

fsot:rce ‘of errors, more. zmportant than Negative”'

- iConclusmns_ and flmplicat:ons -

‘In tabie?: we present the drstrlbuuon of these

: errom in the four. categones Onussrons, Addmons,

Mrsmfonnatlons and Mrsordenngs As seen, more.

~than 45% of these errors are classified as
' ;"Omlssrons

ie. ,some grammatlcal items are-

“missing from the sentence. Only 9% of the errors

are due td "Misorderings". The second important

'category is "Additions” in which some foreign

elements are mcorporated into the sentences

"Mlsmformatrons .include only 9 7% of the data.

To sum up, 1t is shown that negative transfer .

from Pers:an mto Enghsh written production i is a.
- souree of errors ‘but not the only source of Brrors.
' _It only accounts for less than' one—thlrci of ail the

errors and :'smformatrens are the b;ggest_,

Transfer

_:studles on’ P1dg1n aﬁd Creole languages where

arguments- e made" that there is. a umversaL




: ¢ and "Japéﬁéée produced far fewer
lauSes _than d1d the Persmn and Arabxc

ndmgs were dlﬁ‘étent because of thelr
: 'ffe!‘ent Sources of the data: the former took from
grammar prescriptive books but Samar took the
fmm the reai smlatmns

r@l s mechamsm of erss-Assocxatlon (1972)
:md ewmark and Reibel s Ignorant Hypothesis
968, cited in James 1981) but with the emergence
’tmsm and collapse of CA, the direction
-of the. analysxs reversed. CA gave way to Error
': ?-Anaiysm:"(EA) which sta.rts from errors. As it is
~cited mElhs (1994), it was riot until the 1970s that
f-;’;?.EA became a recogmzed pate of apphed

'fj._.;ngu;spcs. Corder (1974) talks about the steps'

“.in [EA research: collection of a sample;
“identification of errors; description of errors;
=xplanation of errors; and evaluation of errors,

L --Cfa@ﬁﬁbatiqﬁ of errors is ahbt_h_er controversial
i beCause the experts do not see eye to eye on
~it. Corder. (1974), for instance, introduced a
;framework for deSCnbmg errors according to their
'f'=systematlclty Dulay, Burt and Krashen (1982)
"__-p:mwded a surface strategy taxonomy of eITorS:
: omkssmns ‘additions;
:msordarmgs Tayior (1986) classified the sources
..ki'gof en‘ors as psychohngmstlcs, socmhngmstm

misinformations: and

m‘ne altematlves to CA also emerged like

epistemic; or in discourse. Dulay and Burt (1974)
talked about different types of goofs.

Despite its shortcomings, EA is stﬂl alive and
in the tecent studies there is no mention of any of -
thc methodologlcal problems involved in EA (Ellis,

_1_994). It has made a great contribution to second
- language acquisition research. And some (e.g.

Mirhassani, 2003) even believe that "CA with all
its limitations is useful in teaching...".

Data and YO e ——
To gather data, we follow Sehnker (1972) and
consider the vital notion that an émpirical account
of the actual usage is essential and "evidence
should come from scientifically collected and
analyzed empirical data." (Samar, 1998)."
Therefore, the data used in this study'repre_sen_t the -
writing of 40 Persian English learners fanging in
age from 18 to 26 who are at pre-intermediate _
level.They were given a mid-term exam on 9
questions that all involved either description,

i

‘explanation or discussion (The sample exam can

be found in appendix A). All of the written
production is read to find the errors (grammatical
and lexical) and are coded and analyzed with the
taxonomy of errors introduced by Dulay, Burt and-
Krashen (1982). In the end, we show how many -
errors are the results of native language transfer
and then contribution and percentage of each
category in this regard is presented stahshcally and
discussed followingly.

Data Analyses and Conclusion m—
After finding the errors in students’ wntmgs and ’
codmg them according to the categories, shown in
table 1, the total number of errors (1070) and
frequency of each category as well as the frequency
of negative transfers are gauged (Table 2). |




and then contribution and percentage of each’

‘category in this regard’ will be- presented
stansncally and dlscussed followmgiy

‘Review of the literature: s
Foreign language teachers even from 2000
years ago were obsessed w1th the practlcal

question that what the sources of learners’errors -
in their production were. They wrote: t:ont:rastwe_=
~observations about students' natlve language and
 the language they were learning as eaxly as: the{’ een
schools of the ancient world (Kelly, 1969). Theﬂ'l?_= '
the idea of the influence of native Ianguage onthe.
'_second language acqulsltion was inspired by:;-
Jesperson (1912), Palmer (1917} and espec;ally-
Fries (1945) who "subscribed to the behavmnst o
: syntagmattc eate gcmes All this indicates that how
_much the natton ts complex w1thout any
cunsensus e

analysis of linguistic competence as a series of ;
habits. Errors considered to'be the result of transfer

~ of L1 "habits" but the transfer of some habtts are

linguistie k;iom_eag“e including the imperfect
' knowledge a learner may have of the L2 as transfer
© - and 'e\}eii'sbé =clatins'theft transfer is not a process-
Cat all but rather a constraint on the acquisition
_.ﬁ'pmcess(Gass 1996) 0dhn(1989) after discussing
the’ problemati¢. nature of transfer, has brought
 some observations dboit what transfer is not and
' jconcluded that "Transfer is the influence resulting
from szmtlanttes and dlfferences between the

target 1ang1;age and any other language that has
e utxsly {(and’ perhaps 1mperfectly)
(p-27). And then he stresses that it is

fonly & workmg deftmuon And even recently,
_ ,Pavlenka and Scott (2@02) argued that transfer is
?nnt untdlrectmnal but bldlrectlonal and

s1multa.‘neous tha.t is shown by paradlgmatlc and

useful and some others harmful” (Lado, 1957~ & . CE

Contrastive Analysis emerged and it was -
founded on the assumption that L2 leamers will
tend to transfer to their L2 utterances. the fofmal .

features of L1 (James, 1981). Accordingly,

learners, he state, are greatly-inﬂu'enced by thetr

L1.If LI and L.2 match, learning will be facilitated
and if they differ, learning will be impeded. In the:.
first case, there is positive transfer and 1n the

second, negative transfer.

£

and turned to be a controversial notion. It means- IR
different thmgs to different people. For Ladbr_; |
{1957) and Fnes (1945) transfer is.the 1mp031tton .
of native language information on an L2 utterance :
or sentence, but for Kellerman (1986)-and Odhn
(1989) it refers to cross- Imgulsuc mﬂuence .

Schachter (1983- 1992) has considered all p_;mr

Accordmg tO thelr own assumptlon and inorder

-to eradtcate errors, contrastwe analysts compared
‘and contrasted L1 and L2 to find the similarities
“and d.tfferences and consequently predxcted leamner
'j"dtffieulty In other words the processes of CA

mvolve provxdmg 1ns1ghts into s1mt1ar1t1es and
élfferences between languages explammg and
_predmtmg problems in L2 learning and finally

oo developmg course rnatenats for language teaching
_ f T (Mtrhassam, 2003) CA was successful in

The problem but starts with. the notion-of
“transfer” itself, It has created vexing problems

phonetlcs but because of its problems it is not
praettced much but itis still alive.

vadence of analyses regardmg Persian learners

‘of Enghsh 1s scant. Stram (1968) has worked on a
fcontrestive sketch ef the. Persian and English
“sound systems. ‘Schachter- (1974) examined the
producntm of Enghsh ralstwe clauses by Persian,
: Arabxc Chmese and Japanese students She found




Dulay, Burt and Krashen( 1982) that focuses on four categories: Omissions, Additions, Mlsmformatlons
_?and Ml’serdenngs After ﬁndmg the errors and coding them, the frequency and percentage of each category
* are shown, Furthermore, 0 gauge the effect of “Negative Transfer”that is believed by Contrastive Analysis
(CA} as the only source of errors, the frequency and percentage of each category in the total number of
"'“Z,errors made by negative transfer are evidenced. Based upon data, it is shown that despite CA's claim,
. negatwe txansfer accounts fbr only 30% of all the errors, less than one-third of the all errors and most of

ﬂthe ermrs are the result of "mlsmfonnauons

addxtlon, omlssmn mlsordermg

._g_-

T R TR 0 i

i?"In:tmductlon m
‘ Errors made by language learners in their
"preductlon are so frequent Ehat they have turned
'Q,_:Eheads of so many specwlmts&mi language teachers
;esper:lally who are-at the fmnt More noticeably

; e the errors obserVed ;n learners written

 prodh ctwn that are more eye—catchmg may be just
."’jbeeause of non—tranmtory, lét us say, permanent
nature of wntmg Even at upper-intermediate
: 'E}evel these errors do not d1sappea.r

rom the ﬁve 10 six decades before, it has been
“seri 'nsiy questioned that "what are the sources of
these errors"" In an attempt to find an answer to
3 -thls questmn a lot of vmces(m dlsagreement) have

":_been arisen; some c0n31der just leamer's native-

languages as the only source: ‘of errors(Contrastive
: fAnalysts) but. some (Corder 1975; DuIay and
- Burt, ’1972) distinguish etherfpossﬂ)le sources. The
T_f@nner consxder eITors as evil signs of faﬂure, but
5flatl:er cunszder them’ s1gn1flcant and signs of
Iearmng(Rlchards 197 1; Jam 1974) Regarding

: 5 text fhere i not any consensus. As Gass(1996:
iP; 17) says ”[11;] .has been ciebated for over 2000

e as the pnmary source of errors and

__ Vme) On the other extreme, Dulay and Burt

" Some’ (La“’do, 195’7) consider native -

“giym.iglve the utter role to NL (the first.

“Key Words Error AnaI?yms, _Contrastlve Analysis; negative transfer; error; mlsmfonnatlon '

(1974Ja) stand who give little role to NL. in Gass's
words again, "in both cases, extreme positions
were taken in that the native language was seen
as having either a major or a minimal role in the _
Ieammg on an L2" (p. 317).

While Contrastive Analysts started from the
comparison and contrast of two languages and then -
went to prediction of errors, after the collapse of
CA by the emergence of cognitivism, EA reéversed
the direction (starting from errors) and obviously
it could give us a more complete picture of L2
learning. More careful studies on these errors,
actually, are essential and of great value to find
the sources of these errors in the producuon of
Iranian English learners.

In pursuit of this goal, this paper elaborates on
the errors made by some 40 Iranian English
learners at pre-intermediate level in their written
production and then analyzes them based upon
taxonomy of errors introduced by Dulay, Burt and _
Krashen(1982).

An attempt is made to find all the errors
(grammatical and lexical) and mark them with
codes to gauge the effect of each category and its
percentage. In the end, we will show how many
errors are the results of native language transfer;
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Abstract i

Inthe ongamg study of language lemers
a vexing problem and a controversial iss
the objective of this paper is to.do-an’ B
written production. The- data are colleetesi
pre—mtermedlate level and then analyz;d ntific




