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Abstract

This paper presents an empirical study on the difficulties in learning Chinese as a
second language based on learners’ corpora written by native English speakers and
native Japanese speakers at CEFR-based A2 and B1 levels. The first part of this
paper will discuss the procedures for how to collect learners’ corpora, proofread,
establish an error tag system and annotate errors. Later it will focus on a significant
difference in the production of “ — + Classifier” among the corpora of native
English speakers and native Japanese speakers. The corpus of English native
speakers displays an overuse of “ — + Classifier”, even in an atelic context like
a negative construction or a conditional construction where a “ — + Classifier”
should not occur. On the other hand, the corpus of Japanese native speakers
displays a lack of “ — + Classifier”. This striking contrast is due to whether or not
a determiner position exists in each language. Since English has a determiner
position which accommodates an article, “a/an, the”, “this/that/my/your/~’s”,
English-native learners tend to treat the “ — + Classifier” as an article although it
does not appear in an atelic event structure. On the other hand, Japanese does not

have any determiner position before a Noun Phrase, therefore it is assumed that
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Japanese learners find it difficult to learn the conditions where a “ — + Classifier”

is necessary.

Keywords: Learner’s Corpus, Annotation System, Error Analysis, Online
Dictionary of Misused Chinese based on Learners’ Corpora, Interference of Mother
Tongues.

1. Objectives of Constructing the Learners’ Error Corpus

The purposes of constructing the Learners’ Error Corpora can be divided into two categories.
The first is to discover the errors made by advanced-level learners since we assume that these
errors reflect grammatical difficulties, significant differences in conceptual representation
between the target language and the native language, and a different focus of representation
despite relatively easy sentence structures. We believe that lexical/syntactic areas that are
difficult to learn are caused by cases where the natural language system itself is difficult and
where translation is difficult due to negative transfer. Clarifying these differences will lead to

improvements in language teaching materials.

The second purpose of the research is to obtain new findings for comparative linguistics.
The error analysis of cross-linguistic learners’ corpora will enable us to distinguish
language-specific error types based on the learners’ native language and universal error types
which occur regardless of the learners’ native languages. Distinguishing these two features
will also lead to the improvement of language teaching methodologies, especially those based

on comparative perspectives between the learners’ native language and the target language.

2. Procedures

2.1 The ‘Full Moon’ Learner Corpus of Chinese at Tokyo University of
Foreign Studies

The characteristics of the data set of the ‘Full Moon’ Learner Corpus of Chinese at Tokyo

University of Foreign Studies (henceforth ‘Full Moon Corpus’) are as follows:

Table 1. Learner Corpus of Chinese ‘Full Moon Corpus’ at Tokyo University of
Foreign Studies (TUFS), collected May 2013-August 2014.

Academic | Level Number of Approximate Number of
Year Chinese Major Students essays number of words | students
Advanced (4™ year) 95 45,500 35
2003 Intermediate (2" 3™ year) 132 51,200 58
Advanced (4™ year) 21 12,500 23
2014 Intermediate (2" 3™ year) 34 25,100 69
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These compositions are proofread by Chinese native speakers with an MA. or Ph.D in

linguistics/language education and sufficient experience in teaching Chinese at university

level. Proofread compositions clearly indicate errors and corrections so that the errors can be

identified within the respective sentences.

The ‘Full Moon Corpus’ includes learner’s information as shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Example of Learner’s Profile

Residential History

Canada 4-9 ; Japan 0-4,9-21

Native Language

1 Learner’s ID Th_Ch 001
2 Name Tokyo Taro
3 Major Chinese

4 Year 3

5 Gender male

6 Age 21

7 | Nationality Japan

8

9

Japanese

10 | Language of Education

Japanese, English

11 | Length of Chinese study

3 years and 2 months

12 | Institution

Tokyo University of Foreign Studies

13 | Study Abroad Experience

Mandarin Center, National Taiwan Normal

Institution / Period University, Augustl-31. 2014
14 | Speaking with my family Japanese
15 | Speaking with friends Japanese

16 | Language used in Elementary School

5-9 English, 9-12 Japanese

17 | Language used in Junior High School

Japanese, English

18 | Language used in Senior High School

Japanese, English

19 | Test of Chinese as a Foreign Language

(TOCFL) Band B(2014)
20 | HSK POEAKFHIA 5 (2012)
21 | English TOEFL(iBT) 108 (2013)
22 | TOEIC 955 (2012)
23 | IELTS (academic) 8.0 (2013)
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The ‘Full Moon Corpus’ has four key features : 1) compositions are written by
experienced learners majoring in Chinese in Japan, 2) compositions go through an appropriate
proofreading process conducted by university teachers, 3) errors and corresponding
corrections are recorded, and 4) the detailed profiles of the learners are also recorded.

2.2 Error Tag Categories

There are two tag categories for misuse: Error and Modify. The Error tag indicates
grammatical errors while the Modify tag indicates inappropriate use of expressions

( ‘expression’ tag), punctuation and Chinese characters as shown in Figure 1.

Interpretation Framework (error tags)
Classification and in-text marking of syntactical, lexical, stylistic, rhetorical and
notational misuses

| replace
Error __‘ delete +error subcategiries
- (e.g. +A)T+IE"F4H)

——
insert in order to interpret

—————————— | syntactic features)
move

|

expression
Chinese
Character

Figure 1. Misuse Tag System

The Error tag consists of the following four sub-categories: Replace, Delete, Insert and
Move. The Replace tag indicates the need to replace an error with another correct expression.
The Delete tag indicates that deleting an error will lead to a correct expression. The Insert tag
indicates that inserting a new expressions will lead to a correct expression. The Move tag
indicates a word order error.

The Modify tag consists of the following three sub-categories: Expression, Punctuation
and Chinese character. The Expression tag indicates that it is preferable to use another

expression or that the misuse cannot be categorized as any one specific error. The Punctuation
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tag indicates the need for correction in view of the style of writing. The Chinese character tag

indicates the misuse of a Chinese character.

As subcategories of the error tag, we have designed the 74 tags as shown in (1) referring

to the grammatical system in T ¥4I EE 5 GER ~ 2

(1) Tag List in Chinese

A. Subcategories of Misuse

=<

Modify

B. Subcategories of Error

Error —_—

B

2002: 273-467).

B, A0,
B, B

T,

SRLRTSR, SRR

Ko H INGYHR

1 | #56 Wi f4gE, PRFTAEE, J7frsE

2 | B

3| E:

4 | B ARREEh 3], BhiREhaa, fFEREhaE, R REhee, sElESEhEE, MmBhad,
(S Ik
FiEnEE, R e, e
26 SUET

5 | eaEE

6 | Bl TEERIGE, HEERE, R, BRI, SEREE, shREIEE,
)l

7| ARG NEAGEE, fenAEE, SerEE

8 | A

9 | Jra

10 | B GhfEBNEE, BERERDEE, BRI, CLoBheE, FREEhEE, TR, BR
B, EAthBhEd

11 | 4558 SBEEEeE, JTEEE, rEEEEE, R FHEEE

12 | F3E
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13 | Hif EEERE
14 | fah GERRE, BEEE, AIREMHSE, TRAEHHSE, IHRRMSE, BEME, i,
E%‘Dﬁﬂﬂ

15 | BEf4) | BIEMA, FrEMAA), BERA, ERE

16 | A= EERERER), T A, W A, EEYA), sEERA), HREH), [
H], A4, Eolch), “HET A

17 | #84] WHIEE] - AR R, IRHENR ), B, JEARE
fmIEEH] - NFRAE R, WRIFES), TR, B2V, HIVER

2.3 Method of Proofreading and Annotation

We use the ‘TNR_Chinese Writing Correction2014’ and ‘TNR_Chinese Error Corpus
Tagger2014’> (2014) tools developed by F B (Yu Kang) and H 5 B (Ryo Tanaka) for
proofreading and annotation. The procedures are as follows. First, compositions written by
learners in a WORD file are converted to text files. Next, errors and the corresponding
corrections are added to the composition texts using the “‘TNR _ Chinese Writing Correction
2014’ system. The following figure 2 is an example of proofreading using ‘TNR_ Chinese
Writing Correction 2014°.

u PSR
74L7H) Ga7-5 v 774)) 3112.0% v ﬁhi&b| Ilﬁﬁl 27k [
Y < m| ilt:|

REETZ-READ, (RAUAEIRNASE, AEAEHRANEET, BAR

ASRIR, 2oniie niuRA i §: WETieed), asng
m [ Bk
AR

REA-LL\E8E
CHERHEE, &2
72, (%, koRoMATERE, ikt £, BREERELAIATGESLEENT \HE
ﬁFH!ifﬁﬁT;LﬁﬁFEE §Hieit | ﬁ%“I'tTiF;iﬂ 3. REENWNGETE

‘:ﬂl
Sty

EnzTAREN
AN .-IM .' a“ g! .
- ﬁ;ﬁ‘” :‘ﬂ}!- R AR
~i§ué !E H!T!!)\ lﬁ"i

RARRER

+ 4 e -
=23 = I

Figure 2. Proofreading System
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The ‘TNR _ Chinese Writing Correction 2014’ system displayed in Figure 4 has two
windows: the left window displays the composition text and the right window displays
corrections. Each correction in the right window and its corresponding error expression in the

left window are marked up in the same color for better visibility.

For annotation, ‘TNR Chinese Writing Correction2014’ and ‘TNR_Chinese Error
Corpus Tagger2014’ (2014) enable free creation of tags and the displaying of a tag list
underneath the composition text as shown in Figure 3.

ms=z o | osm | e | e |

nt Fons | ER | a¥F

rom 29 | ma | ms | ma |mea | wa | wa | 22 | na | wa | e | ze |
== E-4 HE8 a 8

23 22 |wmza | wwea | ses

53 55

#s 83

28 a2 | wana | xxoa | wuna | sena | eens | wona |

R AL bl *Rﬂﬁﬂl mEDR

b5 | & it

waa waa

us waw | mmws | eomws | s | ews | mews | xewn |

/3 A | mres [ mara

£ &5

na ne

i3 =NEE | HEhE | HE mﬂIMﬁlﬁaMﬂlﬁmﬂlxﬁ.ﬁﬂl

w e | mwes | naee | v |

z P

EE EE nEE

- mmaz | pane | gmes | mxns | movz | peve [noesael

859 8%99 | wEse | =8me | ExEe

ax  zames| £ra | wes| 520 | ane | m2e | ses | mme | wae | wes|

b=y 40 H#PES | ¥BES | 22ES | 2859 | 2EES

R|REERS ERRS | SRS | #FES | LEES | BOES

Figure 3. Annotation System: Tag Buttons

The first step in annotating a composition is to designate the region of each misused
expression in the composition text. The second step is to choose one of ‘Replace %, Delete
MR, Insert J711, Move £%8f, Expression 25, Punctuation {2255, Chinese Character $5
A and click on the appropriate button. This procedure enables annotations to be made
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automatically. The third step is to choose one of the error subcategories, e.g. ‘Resultative
Complement 4% 5 55>, This click-annotation system greatly reduces the burden of

annotation. ‘TNR_ Chinese Writing Correction 2014’ also has the function to convert

annotated data into XML data.

Digitization Framework (XML Data)

<?xml version="1.0" encoding="UTF-8"7>

<composition>
<id>Tu_Ch_021</id>
<learner_data>

(... snip ...}
</learner data>

<title>7 48— T AF MRS/ AR HME RN S NERNTE R title>

<body>
<paragraph>REh0 R ERINE, lna — i a A, SLLIBARIZIEA
K, mERIt. 54 alrgory "N revi pe- ﬁﬁ‘é ﬁEQﬁB‘}#EE)}[])\T
BANE LR <error cattpesys ™ revised=", * type="re 5. <fe

<error category="15" 1.::'}:_!' revised= ﬂ_. type="insert" />
<error category iz ised="13" type="insert” />_fFiRMZF ¥ <error category="iB5&hA"

revised="" type="delet ror>flA T <error category="E£i5" revised= ﬂ{l]iﬁ?lﬂﬁk"
type="insert” />HEIGIRAERT 2SS U. H’fl]f’"f'a/\m-y{bﬁcerror (ategory-“’*!“!ﬂ.ﬁﬂ
revised="§9" type="insen* />l {li<error category = “THasEIE : 5. k" revised=" E" type="insert* />,
B NE. B NES F<ermor category="TCEBIFIE]" revised="8P" type="insert” />REWI[. ]
iV ILUBAREEM. (.. snip..)
</paragraph> —
<!ggdyg> v Original text

</composition>

Figure 4. Digitization Framework (XML Data)

3. Cross-linguistic Analysis of Errors

We will discuss two significant error types in two learners’ corpora by comparing The Full
Moon Corpus written by Japanese native speakers at TUFS with the TOCFL learners’ corpus
of Chinese written by English native speakers (henceforth, TOCFL corpus)®. (FE#(5 Chang
Li-Ping:2013)

Table 3. the TOCFL English-Native Learners’ Corpus of Chinese

TOCFL (CEFR) Number of Number of Chinese Number of
Compositions characters Students
HE(A2) 223 119,971 223
HEFE(B1) 344 31,852 344

S

% Special thanks are due to Professor Chang Li-Ping 5E#/5# and Professor Howard Hao-Jan Chen [i}4%
#R at the Mandarin Training Center, National Taiwan Normal University for offering this learners’

corpus and guiding our work with their detailed comments.



Cross-Linguistic Error Types of 105

Misused Chinese Based on Learners’ Corpora

3.1 Classifier Phrase(E:za5GsE) “ — + Classifier(Z&d)”
One of the most significant error categories observable in The Full Moon Corpus is the lack of
“ — + Classifier(&z5)” while the TOCFL Corpus displays an overuse of « — +

e s

Classifier(&zd)”.5855 Chang Li-Ping(2014:68) also indicates the same contrast between
English-Native learners and Japanese-Native learners.

Table 4 compares the frequency of “ — + Classifier ‘-ge {#> » in The Full Moon
Corpus and the TOCFL Corpus.

Table 4. the Frequency of “ — + Classifier ‘-ge /&

CEFR Level Number of Occurrence of “—{f&”
Chinese characters
The TOCFL Bl 119,971 586 tokens
English-Native A2 31,852 159 tokens
Learners’ Corpus
Total 151,823 745 tokens
1,490 Chinese characters
The Full Moon A2-B1 134,094 385 tokens
Japanese-Native 770 Chinese characters

Learners’ Corpus

Table 4 shows an interesting contrast in the frequency of “—{f” between The TOCFL
English-Native Learners’ Corpus and The Full Moon Japanese-Native Learners’ Corpus. The
TOCFL English-Native Learners’ Corpus displays a higher frequency than The Full Moon
Japanese-Native Learners’ Corpus. Upon conducting a chi squared test, a significant
difference between the data sets was discovered (0.1%, x*>=150.03, p=0.000).

3.2 Lack of “ — + Classifier” : Japanese Learners

Let us examine the lack of “ — + Classifier(£&d)” in The Full Moon Japanese-Native
Learners’ Corpus. The following examples (2) to (18) show that each sentence lacks the
bracketed “ — + Classifier” in The Full Moon Japanese-Native Learners’ Corpus. There are

113

almost no examples of overuse of — + Classifier” in The Full Moon Japanese-Native

Learners’ Corpus.

(2) Copula “/& Shi” Construction:
‘Topic(Old Information) + “/2& Shi”+ Comment(New Information)’
a. PR EE(—E)ARNEL -
b (B AT E(—HF) A RS -
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c. PERIREMBETH > HHlE(—E) RS -

d. (B2 - $REF TIELA E(— )y SEE -

e. /NEERRMPISORE(— BT - (B2 > T TG FIHIERS 2
f. 3L - RS SR (— (B RAATRRE

(3) Existential “You 75 Construction
a. HAFAE(—EERNAE---RAMEAE - A ta (—#R)/ N -
EOEFEA(—E)E A ETE Y -

(4) Perfective Construction with “-le

BT —RARNVEERE T (—H)RTENIR SR EH

(5) “Give” Construction and “Become” Construction
albdl - BRI DIE - FAERGE SCRH— ) 1Sy - Bl » JBINIRTT -
b IRAAE R OB LR - A S AR R (— (B TRAFHY A

(6) Presentative Construction

AT AR EEIERTAIEE T (—R) P&

(7) Resultative/Directional Verb Compound

Bt EECRIN(—E)AREENEY) by > SiEEE -

(8) “Modifier +f] DE+ Noun”
a JRACH R 2R Y H AR (—E)Fr Ct 2 8RS iREE SRR S -
bAETRATENGAEAR R (— ) SR/ N 5 AR AT 45 B Bh P Sk B 2h
o KL EHI(—R) CE R M H AL M — 475 | AGEH -

(9) “Source’ with New Information:

A8 T AR T (— R (e F B LA Ay E
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The reason why it is very difficult for Japanese learners of Chinese to learn the principle
of “ — + Classifier” is because Japanese grammar is insensitive to ‘Boundedness’ (75 5-14:)
which controls the occurrence of “ — + Classifier”.

Shen(JLZRJE) (1995) discusses the interaction between “ — + Classifier” and the
concept of ‘bounded’ and ‘unbounded’ events. Shen (1995) indicates that a “ — + Classifier”

is necessary before a ‘bounded’ Noun Phrase(NP) in ‘Telic’ events as follows:

(10) Indirect Object in a Move Construction:
a. EEBIE R -
b. *EEmIE A -

(11) Resultative Object (45 -2 :E)
a. Wl T/ NEREARE -
b. *EFIT T /NEAA -

(12) Resultative Complement (4552625
a. FTHY IR -
b. *FTHHILIE -

(13) Directional Complement(#[a] #fHzE
a. FRAMEZE —{HEWE -
b. *FRAEA G -

(14) Verbt+ “-le T construction
a. Iz 7 —{E#R -
b. ¥z THER -

Shen (1995)’s “bounded/unbounded” theory can explain why the following types, (4)
Perfective Construction with “-le T, (5) GOAL in “Give” Construction and “Become”
Construction, (6) Presentative Construction and (7) Resultative/Directional Verb Compound
require “ — + Classifier” since all cases in (4)(5)(6)(7) have “telicity”, the subcategory of
“bounded” concept in the temporal structure.
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In (2) Copula “JZ& Shi” Judgement Construction and (3) Existential “You &~
Construction , “ — + Classifier” often appears after “‘& Shi” /“You 75”. Both constructions

have the following informational structure:

(15)
“IZ Shi”/ Topic “& Shi” /“You B> | “ — + Classifier” NP
“You 7% Construction
1)Informational Old Information New Information
Structure
2) Boundedness Bounded

It is supposed that the NP with new information is a bounded entity, because the NP with

new information is a focus in terms of cognition.

3.3 Overuse of “ — + Classifier(&:d)” :English-Native Learners

We find the reverse phenomenon in The TOCFL English-Native Learners’ Corpus: the
overuse of “ — + Classifier”. The following examples (16) to (23) show that the bracketed
“ — + Classifier” should be deleted .

(16) Conditional:
AR R P T (—28) B s |

(17) Plan:
e ket ERM LB E(—E)ER -

(18) Potential:
a KM LA TP ) BER - FTHER > BR(—E) R ESERER
bARERCA A LIS (—ENE

(19) Future Activity:
HECRREUBIREEERE - BT IR E I (—TR) K -

(20) Topic Noun in “/2& Shi” construction:

P55 £ EEBEARAEEEH - FMTE(—E)H A0 -
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(21) “When” Clause: Old Information
RBHA (BB Ot & B F A RE S DA R AL SN TAF

(22) Negation: “4(H)”
a AEGILZAE R E(—RE)ARME - ...
bAME — RS - TREMMIIRLART - BEE(—E)ES. ..

(23) Missed Action:
SRUAET THFE - T H (K -

It seems that the interlanguage of Chinese created by English native speakers displays the

following incorrect overgeneralization:

(24) Overgeneralization by English-native learners of Chinese

a/lan NP = ¢ — + (Classifier” NP

Shen (1995)’s “bounded/unbounded” theory can also explain why “ — + Classifier”
cannot appear in (16) to (23): all cases express atelic events and an entity in an atelic event
should be unbounded. Shen (1995) indicates that a “ — + Classifier” cannot appear in the
following atelic structures.

(25) Verb Reduplication(&fza 88 A& =X):
a. (*) SRESEWIERTE -
b. * B HIRAER AL — AR -

(26) Durative Aspect Marker “-Zhe 2~
a. Progressive Aspect: *{tf 1F172 =Wifk
b. Resultative State: *[[| FZEE I -

(27) Negation:
a* S RA B R -
b E(E H A =R -
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3.4 Comparative Analysis of Error Types by Japanese Learners and
English-Native Learners

The contrast between the lack of “ — + Classifier” in The Full Moon Japanese-Native

Learners’ Corpus and the overuse of “ — + Classifier” in The TOCFL English-Native

Learners’ Corpus suggests a difference in Noun Phrase Structures in Chinese, English, and

Japanese.

Japanese syntax has no ‘functional category’, therefore there is no syntactic node (i.e.
‘determiner’) to accommodate a constituent like “a/an, the” while English has ‘determiner’ as
Fukui (1995) proposes. This syntactic difference between English and Japanese causes the
contrast between the lack and the overuse of “ — + Classifier” in Japanese-native learners

and English-native learners.

In addition, Tkegami (it _F ) (1981), (2007) and Kageyama ( #2111 )(1997), (2002) suggest
that Japanese is an “unboundedness-oriented” “less-individualization” type language in terms
of having no grammatical category of number, ellipsis of subject/object, and no determiner
node. This “unboundedness-oriented”, “less-individualization” feature is reflected in second
language acquisition of Chinese and English by Japanese learners. Since Japanese grammar
has no syntactic strategy to individualize an entity/event, it is very difficult to acquire both the
principle of “ — + Classifier” NP which appears in an bounded/individualized noun, and the
usage of the articles “a/an, the” in English. According to “NTNU/TUFS Sunrise Learners’
Corpus of English”, the most frequent error category in the Japanese-native learners corpus is

articles “a/an, the” as shown in “TUFS Online Dictionary of Misused English” :
http://sano.tufs.ac.jp/Icshare/htdocs/?lang=english

On the other hand, English is a “boundedness-oriented” “high-individualization” type
language in terms of having an obligatory grammatical category of number, determiner node,
and an obligatory subject/object. The reason why the English-native TOCFL corpus displays
an overuse of “ — + Classifier” is because the principle of individualizing a noun is different
between English and Chinese. Chinese cannot individualize a noun in an atelic unbounded
event like a future event, a potential, a negation, a missed action or a conditional. On the other
hand, in English, each noun is itself classified according to its property: countable or
uncountable. The principle of individualization in English is not controlled by

“Bounded/Unbounded” cognition.
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3438 | Englsh
DREAFRES- (0S) @
ANV A T =]
ADSAVRENFEET )R - RN
Online Dictionary of Misused English
——Based on a Learners' Corpus ————
Home Overview Cerpus How to Use. F=94a:0-F
Login 1 TUFS_06_2012 When I was m high school, our band was When 1 was m high school. our band was the 2 =4 o
aEtz offered the opportunity to play in the concert  offered the opportunity to play in a concert
2REF | Logout
held there held there.
I TUFS_16 2012 Iden't have @ concrete idea what Twanttobe  Idon'thave a concrete idea whatIwanttobe ¢ 2 B8
0 the future right now, but [ guess [can find 10 the future nght now, but I guess [ can find
outwhile I'm 1n this university. out while I'm in this university
MENU 3 TUFS_16_2012 In TUFS, I study Spanish as the second InTUFS, I study Spanish as a second language the 3 EH
Home language because it's widely spoken in the because it's widely spoken in the world and in
. world and in Amenca. Amenica.
Overview
Corps 4 TUFS_09_2012 However, it is the fact that many Japanase Hewever, it 15 a fact that many Japanese the 2 [EH
Howtn lka companies change thewr official language to  companses change their official language to
Figure 5. TUFS Online Dictionary of Misused English
4. Conclusion
This paper introduced an empirical study on the difficulties in learning “ — + Classifier(&

Zd)” in Chinese based on learners’ corpora written by English-native learners and Japanese
-native learners at CEFR-based A2 and Bl level. The interesting contrast between The
TOCFL English-native learner’s corpus and The Full Moon Japanese learners’ corpus is the
overuse and the lack of “ — + Classifier”.

The overuse of “ — + Classifier” in the English-native TOCFL corpus is due to the
overgeneralization by English-native learners of Chinese that “a/an NP” is equivalent to “ —
+ Classifier” NP. On the other hand, the lack of “ — + Classifier” in The Full Moon Japanese
learners’ corpus is due to the lack of individualization in terms of cognition in Japanese. The
different features of the three languages are summarized below:
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(28) Different Features in Number, Classifier and Degree of Individualization

1)Number(Singular/Plural) | 2) Classifier 3) Degree of Individualization
English
Obligatory No Classifier High
Chinese Moderate
None except for Rich system “ — + Classifier” occurs
Hef/iEL ina “bounded” cognition
Japanese None except for Low
Watashi-tachi(we), Not as rich a | No article
kore-ra (these) system as in No determiner in syntax
Chinese

This comparative research into cross-linguistic learners’ corpora suggests that it is
indispensable to explore the pedagogy of Chinese based on leaners’ native language to
develop more efficient and advanced learning science.
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