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Appendix ii
Supplementary Data

1. Substitution Ejective Sounds with Non-ejective Countegpar

Pronunciation
NASs MLAESALSs Gloss

/p’awlos/ /pawlos/ ‘Paul’
Itarop’p’ezal /tarapeza/  ‘table’
Ip*agume/ /pagume/  ‘13"month
Itirr/ Itiel ‘January’

imdomot’t’as/ /indematas/ ‘as you come(2SG.F)

ht'an/ fitan/ ‘gum’
Kommoso/  /kamoss/ ‘He tasted.’
llak’s/ Nlaka/ ‘becomes top’
/dink’/ fiink/ ‘precious’
Kuce et/ [kuét/ ‘regret’
[¢ ilfal I&ilfa/ ‘ladle’
I¢'ube/ [éube/ ‘dagger’
/shbayj/ /sabaj/ ‘virtue’
/s’agur/ /sagur/ ‘hair’
fis’'s’'um/  [fisum/ ‘perfect’
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2. Omission of the Palatalization

Perfective PronunciationsG.F.IMP

NASs MLAESALs Gloss

1 | /gommota/ [gammici] /gamti/ ‘Guess!

2 | llommoda/ [limoji] Nlimadi/ ‘Adapt!’

3 | /opllat’s/ [gilac’i] [gilati/ ‘Clarify!’

4 | /dassso/ [dasssi] /dasi/ ‘Touch!

5 | /addblo/ [addiji] fadli/ ‘Distribute!’

6 | /addno/ [addni] /adni/ ‘Haunt!

7 | Igpzzal [gzi] [gizi/ ‘Buy!’

8 | /goss’a/ [gassci] /gassi/ ‘Restrict!

9 | /[dmmora/ [dommir’i] | /domri/ ‘AddY’

3. Substitution of Trill with Flap

/énbar/ /ginbar/ ‘forehead’
Iresa/ desa/ ‘corpus’
Igt’or/ /gotr/ ‘countryside’
Ivenbor/ Iwanbar/ ‘chair’

4. Pairs of Words with Relatively Similar Pronunciation

llaka/ ‘He sent.’ okka/ ‘He measured.’
[borr/ ‘door’ for/  ‘month’
/agdgida/ ‘wall’ /godgwada/ ‘deep’
ldb/  ‘bear’ jilb/ ‘hyena’
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5. Text Data from the Students of the Four Phases

Student A. (Phase 2)

Jogatar lij wiha kowanz pwosdal/ wado atiklito¢ jakocbal/ incbzih inatu jrodal/ weds zaf la]
jiwotal and ajnt filafle jokortal/ lobet wist jisu inat jildal/ &bet wti bagoao atkilt jokort
Kicni¢afod josoboasbal/

Student T. (Phase 3)

Jagate lij bofijal watat agpno/ maskmoaca otowat watst lomisa jaséligal/ bet sighbo josu abat
ijokorata nobar/ and kifl bliju sta/ koSaSa g§sobosobo lokos.

Student J. (Phase 4)

Jogatar lij bozab sic ijatomaru now/ ijamcbobu mw/ minalbat and kg torat ijotoroko now/
konosu fit tikur soleda ad/ inasu moret laj ijptkomtu rw/ and kifl wist iptkomstu now/ and
and gtor lij libs jolacowm/ jokatoma lijo¢ libs jelacowm/ lokotoma bizu biskilet¢ ab/ hulum
abirw jowodadbralu/ Silmatm psotacowall jogatar lijoc gin aj$lomum/

Student R. (Phase 4)

nobsstur mit gize ajbkdum isa vedonasu metac/ bet wti nat/ pkotoma nibstur set [jo¢ bohkim

bet yitbikalu/ gin psa kifl wist apdolom/ bizu masn®d alu/ gptor masing jslum/ set ibet
tiwoldalo¢/ wadokotoma atihedm/ &woloda¢ bohala betsobu gotor wist lijo¢ mojomoria bet
geban/ pnat ina lj aju/ jastamami wd abatutu kofo gize mbar/ ahun dhina rn/ sibzih atifica

abd/ jokatoma astamami wd jotobok Kifl hedo¢/ misrat bebsob hulu bwalads Kifil j agebalu/ inat
ina liju jajalu/ hulum ds alu/ kiflu smo¢i naw/ johakim bet and and gize atmajodslom/

Student J. (Phase 3)

Jogatar lij fijolo¢ alatow/ getor botam 9fi now/ and gibi wist bizu betoalu/ wenz dar ipnoru
now/ inssat@ alaow/ jogotor bet sa bet nw/ Kib nataw/ tiniS naow/ jokastoma bet tins
nataw/ mokinawod alataw/ jonasu bet gibi wist sw/ monged laj ijonoru row/

Student C. (Phase 2)

and lj somajawi kumita $loboso lij bancat kicncaf fijalo¢ jonoda rw/ minalbat psu talak
woandim kisu ga ijonoda rnnw/ liju botam dis a/ fogog al/ jih ajrt sira $to wab/ yokotoma ljj
kasporj ina kowha mvkina ijattbs now/ man rw janb ihit isua iresu and laj ijadbu mw/ jihn
sira bizu gize afgum/ and gize da war jisaralu/

Student M. (Phase 4)

alex pgidgida sil dpSkomaciw/ ina wead wenbor taranpdaé/ ina pgidgida sil bgidgida laj
aslomota¢ Ina kozia whala wd wanboar hedb¢ ina ewoanboru laj watag/ jowanbor ¢af konné
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bogra i misma jazn/ ina bpkon ij modoSa jazcé/ ina isa ijaagdo¢ now/ ina bmota nota rw/
Sogura tikue now/ alex bj tatad sil jaz¢/ ina bmangca sil jaad/ ina bSokomoad/ wadawoanbor
isa hed¢ ina sil askmoth¢/ wonbor jazo¢ ina gidgida aigob askmotad/ bowanbor laj alex
komo¢/ ina mpdoSa jazé bomodoSa misma lomomtat azggo/ jogir tatad wonbor laj
alkonmeém/ alex sgur tikur now/

Student S. (Phase 3)

kotimhict bet hala wds hana timhihrit bet hediku/okohat hala mjomorij misa lan/
kaziam bcawtin mzwazwe bizu aosln/ rotin/ tacawstn/ kizia phala ine wisa wsodoac/ bakfil
warru/ askmoatku/ borun zig/

Student A. (Phase 2)

tilant katmihcit bet ohala bete hedku/ inascfit foto bet hedku/ mkanisa aigob/ and foto al¢
asblagi/ and foto aazku/ koziam ibete hedkina misa blaku/ tiniS diku/ posta bet tenbi
gozaku. yand temib waga ?arat ib kosolasa santim sw. tembir postawéu lay mir ake
atalyku/ kotmihrit bohala tilant vedo migb bet hedin tinS migb &l misa azzn keziam lan/
kazia ohala ine ved bet hedku/ tinSotiaku/ pgona kado¢ wads posta bet antu/ ina pgeona
kacrdo¢ laku wed america/ kzia ohala pne gadna ine ina bek wdo buraju wosadui/ ine ina
bekin myvlasn/ rat elahuna film aju inadnku/

Student L. (Phase 2)

alex and ggidgida sil bkoma¢/ isa pgidgida sil mskl tifalgalb¢/ isa aai nat/ sibzi wanbe
wasodad/ ina gidgida atgob askmotac/ alex wanbor laj konséina misma motac/

Student Cr. (Phase 2)

/alex pgdigda sil 83okomoc¢/ ina blamodac/ ina wenbor ¢af komoé/ ina mpdoSa jalexas hlaj
jaa¢/ ina bolela ij misma jazoé/ jogdigda sil mskal ijazoggoc now/ suriwa smoayawi now/

Student R. (Phase 4)

/hig nosirat inblgaln alu/ pzh hig whulum/ $wo¢ wads dariwos loyu/ lela gods msoloj
kilkil now/ silozih and adis higstariwos tu/ daiwos pasd z lo/ silbzh tbgadadu/ and sw
danel pmibal w now/ gin isu yigziabhe lij nobar/ hul gize bkon sost gize wdigziabhe yisol]
nobar/ and kon lela tilik swoc¢ aju/ isu wds igziabhe solsjo/ moskoto kfto wads igziabhe
siolj nobar/ alko¢ daneln aju ina wdo dariwos heduna danebliig algpzam al alu/ ina daneln
wad gudgad anbsaamwaru/ isu wad gudgad twrwro isu weds igziabhe soljo almotom /
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Abstr act

This paper identifies the acquisition order of seven graticad morphemes of Amharic and analyses the
most recurrent grammatical errors (phonological and mosghtactic errors) committed by the target
group. The subjects of this study were 45 adult monolingual AarerEnglish-speaking learners of
Amharic as a second language at Joint Language School. Tdreyselected via purposive sampling
technique from four phases. This research employed CrossasgedResearch Design. The elicitation
techniques were: (i) Structural Natural Conversation (guiyeBilingual Syntax Measure) to gather data
for morpheme acquisition order analysis. In this cas#) bl and written testes were given for the
target group; (i) Unstructured Natural Conversation (througituge description, storytelling and
classroom speech) was used to collect the data whishiidaed to analyze the regular and logical errors
committed by the subjects. Following this, on one hand, theisaitgn order of seven grammatical
morphemes was analyzed using Group Score Method which i®petdy Dulay and Burt (1974). This
part of the analysis was also accompanied by two scoystgras: (i) Scoring System One: which gives 2
points for correct morpheme, 1 point for malformed morphan@:0 point for no morpheme; (ii) Scoring
System two: which awards 2 points for correct morphemecarméct vocabulary but assigns 0 point for
other cases. On the other hand, the errors were andlgsed on Creative Construction and Contrastive
Analysis theories. The study revealed that: (i) Theran acquisition order of grammatical morphemes.
For instance, the plural marker déb and the passive markes-ftare acquired earliest and latest among
the investigated seven grammatical morphemes respectfiielYhe learners’ grammatical competence
in Amharic phonology, morpho-syntax is low, and (iii) the erneese caused by such factors as the
inconsistency in the morphological rules of Amharic, overgezatadn of the target langue rules,
misapplication of rules as well as the interferencdefstubjects’ mother tongue to Amharic. This finding
will have significant contribution: (i) to widen and develop ttades of Amharic for Ethiopian
socioeconomic development; and (ii) for pedagogical purposesasutextbook preparation, curriculum
designing, teaching method development, and test items pilieparBite study offered certain feasible
recommendations based on the conclusion and indicated furthearcreaeeas too.
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Key for Pronunciation and Distribution of Amharic Phonemes

Ambharic has 27 consonant and 7 vowel phonemes. Moskesé thhonemes have similarity in
pronunciation with their English equivalents; howevems of them are absent in the English
sound system. Therefore, it is important to introdineedronunciations and distributions of all
Ambharic phonemes before going to the detailed analysizeaddta in the subsequent sections.

Amharic Simi- | Asin Word Initial | Gloss Word Medial Gloss Word Gloss
Phoneme | lar to | English Final

word
/bl b bag /bunna/ coffee dnblorr/ | chair /hzb/ people
Ip/ p pen /pant/ pant /papaja/ papaya - -
p’'l - - /p’ap’p’as/ | bishop Itorop’ezal | table - -
/m/ m moon /mnged/ | road /emod/ rope /lm/ | dream
/1l f food [fent’a/ locust 1K/ class /knf/ wing
Iw/ w wood vend/ male /dwl/ bell /w/ human
It/ t tin [tobaj/ insect /wttacbr/ | soldier /@nmot/ | paradise
/d/ d did /ebnn/ forest /ennidm/ | brother lend/ log
It/ - - /t'ind/ pair [atint/ bone [’/ tactful
In/ n no b/ bee Ann/ insect /nian/ what
/sl S see /set/ female /hatgs false /kuwas/| ball
z] z Zero [zbona/ guard /haan/ SOrrow Ivenz/ | river
Y - - /s’slot/ pray las’m/ skeleton| {lg’/ clear
i I look /lam/ cow /malak/ angel /gmol/ | camel
Ir/ - - /rub/ quarter | /grad/ servant ldbr/ tax
IS/ sh she i§ggut’/ pistol kSoh/ thorn #hsas/ | liquid
1z] S measure /zam@d/ | umbrella| /wiznibr/ confusion| /azzaz/ | leader
/¢l ch church | donofor/ | hazard /&al equal /éhni¢/ | potato
fil | jump fjib/ hyena lafat/ intestine | Aj/ child
el - - /& iral tail /be’al yellow /gur’/ | chine
n/ gn cognac | - - /hak’lsha/ | honest ksn/ verse
lj/ y year lifal open lajt’/ rat lsamaj/ | sky
K/ Kk look [kosol/ charcoal | /hukt/ violence | /dink/ dwarf
g/ g good /gunfan/ flu dhgas/ generous db/ sheep
K/ - - /K’ and/ horn [tik'ur/ black /werk’/ | gold
/h/ h hot /habt/ wealth idnot/ poverty | /mh/ You're.
fil ee feet /psus/ Jesus /iva/ knife /anas’i/| carpenter
lel e red leli/ tortoise | /bet/ house oy (0)'¢
lal a car /arat/ four /sahn/ plate / dula/  stick
o/ 0 note - - /bok’k’olo/| corn /doro/ | chicken
lu/ 00 boot - - /muz/ banana /mulu full
ol a above - - Ham/ peace ljad He caught
il io educatiol | /ijosus/ Jesus s/ cloth [fik’r/ love

viii
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Abbreviations and Symbols

CA Contrastive Analys M Masculine

EA Error Analysit NOM Nominative

IL Interlanguag OBJ Object

Ly First Languag PAS Passive

Lo Second languag PFV Perfective

MLAESAL s Monolingual American Englis- Speaking PL Plural
Amharic Learners

NAS Native Amharic Speake POS: Possessiv

SLA SecondLanguage ,cquisitior PRT Perfec

TL Target languag PRS Presen

1 First Fersor PROC Progressiv

2 Second ersor PST Pas

3 Third Fersor REL Relative

ACC Accusativi SB! Subjec

ART Article SC Singulai

AUX Auxiliary Symbol

CAUS Causativi C Consonar

COF Copule ej Ejective

DEF Definite % Voicec

DEM Demonstrativ \Y, Vowel

F Feminine v Voiceles:

FOC Focus - Morpheme Bounda

FUT Future [] Phonetic

GEN Genitive * Il formec

IMP Imperative Il Phonemic

LoC Locative ? Doubtablt
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction to the Study

Chapter one: provides the background of the study; discussesutrent role of the target
language; presents the statement of the problem; stsegutpose of the study; shows the
importance of the study; talks about the scope ofékearch; and finally defines the terms used
in the study.

1.1. Background of the Study

Ethio-Semitic languages such as: Amharic, Ge’ez, and dghigritrace to the Afro-asiatic
language phylum. According to Bender (1976:23), the Semitic |geggioup is one of the best
studied of Ethiopia’s languages. He further claims thataric occupies the first position as to
number of studies. Most of the studies on Amharic shmav mmany lexemes of this language
have similarities with other Semitic languages partitylaGe’ez. However, Non-Semitic
languages, especially from the Cushitic language famile hafluenced some of its structures.
Edward (1965:8) explains that:

Amharic shows a marked lack of Semitic conservation arahy strongly
modified linguistic features. The most obvious aspethisfmodified appearance
is the obtrusive (at least to the eyes of a Sengisipe of Amharic syntax.

Edward’'s argument shows that the syntactic systemnatigkic differs from the rest of Semitic
languages. Bender (1976:77) also fortifies this idea as fellow

Amharic is a very typically Ethiopian language, having sik the eight

phonological markers and sixteen of the eighteen gramwahateatures...

characterizing the Ethiopian language area. A few strikeéagures of Amharic
phonology gives the language its characteristic sound wherhears it spoken.
These are: the weak indeterminate stress; the frequembai@n of consonants;
the frequency of central vowels; and the use of an atiornelping vowel.

Similarly, Baye also claims that:

NTPANG-F°LLP ACHH: NF ABPTE e LA A0 NN-AASP PCOS
CHES Ndud-P MW LAD £7% 10 ASIP NF ALPTT hAdT POI°
£IEDT PNAM N0-ATTP NoolPT PUNI9° 3% HCET QEet ant ALH
Faend:: (09 Lo99°F 1986:6)



The general idea of this quotation is that not only the gpbgra distribution of Amharic but

also its linguistics shape and content indicate the septative nature of it. Amharic is not only
Semitic but also it has more Cusho-Omotic featuresnwdree contrasts it with other Semitic
languages. Hence, it contains the linguistic featuréiseoivhole language branches of Ethiopia.

Edward, Bender and Baye discuss the representative nafuemharic based on their
observation of Non-Semitic linguistic features inTihis by implication indicates that Amharic
has been borrowing and adapting many linguistic featurea fmn-Semitic languages of
Ethiopia.

Nowadays, several foreigners from different ethngtlistic background come to Ethiopia for
varieties of tasks (purposes). During their stay in thentry, they are eager to learn local
languages- particularly Amharic. In addition, many Ethiopiaho were born and grown abroad
also have this need. However, the Amharic language edudatitimese groups is at the stage in
which the textbooks and other teaching materials need tovie®oded systematically in order to
satisfy their demands.

The deviations of the linguistic features of Amharic amgjlEh are more significant than their
similarities. Sometimes, similarities between atflanguage (1) and a target language pose the
most serious problems for the learners because of oagicpon (Whitman, 1972). It is also true
that learners do not transfer all of their dystems to the target language but selective in some
ways (Richards, 1974).

Learning a second language is far more than learning its ngagmvocabulary and

pronunciation. To speak a language both accurately and fluéndl also necessary to learn the
cultural context in which that language is used. The rd@t@ant the target language is far from
L;, the more difficult it is to overcome the crossteral divide and to learn speaking like a
native speaker. There is a significant difference betwle English-speaking culture of North
America and the Amharic-speaking culture of Ethiopia. Ti®isne of the reasons that make
learning Amharic difficult for English-speaking learnetsthiopian society is hierarchical.

Hence, Social positions are defined by age, social stgndiex, family position and so on.
Everyone is a vertical position to everyone else. Prgoeral relationships are extremely
important in Ethiopia society. Amharic has honorificpmlite forms which require speakers to



show their relationship to the addressee. For instakodaric makes distinction among second
person masculine, feminine, plural and polite forms,o/dgbu (M), /arééi/ ‘you (F)’, /inand/
‘you (PL)" and Arsso/ or /anntu/ ‘yowm (F) polite form’, Assa&aw/ ‘3SG.M(F) polite form’ forms
respectively in place of the second person pronoun ‘youEnglish. Identifying this kind of
differences between Amharic and English is challengiagk for monolingual American
English-speakers.

Furthermore, Amharic and English have markedly differgmitactic systems, at least at the
surface level. Amharic is an SOV (Subject + Object +bydanguage, whereas English is an
SVO (Subject + Verb + Object) language; in Amharic, the ve always the last constituent of
the sentence, since the main verb of a sentence &/allwcated at the end of the sentence; a
sentence tends to expand on the left hand side of the @a the other hand, English sentence
tends to expand on the right side; English is a rdghtiching language, whereas Amharic is a
left-branching language. Therefore, English-speaking égarmave difficulties ending a sentence

with a verb.

There are other salient features of Amharic contrasbed&nglish: in Amharic subjects or
pronouns are frequently omitted when the agents are mé&okige verb though this linguistic
feature is not observed in English. In English, tlu@esonants can occur together without vowel
insertion at word initial position and also four or inptyal cases five consonants can appear
together without vowel insertion as codas (Roach, 1993)ebher, these syllable types are not
seen in the Amharic syllable system. For the reason ith&mharic maximally only two
consonants may sequentially go together without vowelrtios at word medial and/or final
position (Baye, 1994, Getahun, 1997, and Mulugata, 2001).

It is impossible to list here all the linguistic behasi@f Amharic and English. For English-
speaking learners, some of these linguistic featuresiare difficult to learn than others. Hence,
in order to gain insight into these problems, learnersrershould be analyzed.

An adequate explanation for the learners’ errors aose language acquisition (SLA) has long
been a central theme for discussion in linguistics, agplinguistics, and education. Some
applied linguists (Fries, 1945 and Lado, 1957) tend to assuméhéhéitst language is a major
factor in second language acquisition and performancey €laim that they can predict those



linguistic structures that will and those that will noause difficulty in learning 41 by
systematically comparing the structures and culturebeofearners; Land L2. In other words,
L; and L, differences bring about learning difficulty whereas saniiles between the two
languages facilitate acquisition. However, the hypothssss discredited, except at the level of
pronunciation (Borden, Gerber and Milsark, 1983). It was fahatl contrary to expectations,
not all areas of differences between two language sgséetnally resulted in errors. Dulay and
Burt (1973) show that error types are the result of prowpssirategies a learner uses to
recognize and produce a new language, rather thantérference. From their findings they
formulated the Creative Construction Theory. In anntext, research on the role of lis
important for a better understanding of the nature &.SL

Due to the remarkable difference between Amharic andigbngh phonology, morphology,
syntax, semantics and pragmatics, evidence;ahight be easily noticeable. Thus, this study
was designed to examine both interlingual (interfereand)intralingual (developmental) errors.
Furthermore, for pedagogical purpose the acquisition orfleseeen Amharic grammatical
morphemes were identified. The aggregate sum of thesgsandielps to see the grammatical
competence of the target group of this study.

1.2. The Current Role of Amharic

Amharic is either a mother tongue or a second languagesif Bthiopians. So it serves as the
official language of the Federal Democratic Republic dfidftia and the working language of
some governmental tiers such as: Amhara Regional SFateth Nations Nationalities and

People Regional States (SNNP), Addis Ababa City Adsnigtion and Dire Dawa City

Administration and so forth. Furthermore, Amharicusslized as medium of instruction to

elementary schools of Amhara, Gambela, Harari and Ské&tffonal states, and the two
administrative cities: Addis Ababa and Dire Dawa (@el2005:33). In addition, Amharic has
being offered as a subject from elementary to secorstdngyols throughout Ethiopia. Likewise,
it is not only studied as field of specialization atstfirdegree level in most government
universities (such as Debrebrehan, Axum, Bahirdar, Wéllmma, Mizan Tepie universities,

etc.), but also it is taught as a second and as a thirdelggAddis Ababa University.



On the other hand, English is one of the Indo-Europeagukges. It borrowed most of its
lexemes from other languages such as: Greek, Latamchr and so forth. Due to its spoken
coverage, it is serving as an international language nowadaerefore, many countries have
been giving consideration for English in their languagécpoFor instance, in Africa countries
like Nigeria, South Africa, Ghana, Zambia, and otheasehtreated English as their official
language in their language policies. Besides, it is givera asbject from elementary to
university levels. Moreover, English is serving as medafnnstruction in many countries of

Africa like: Ethiopia, Kenya, and Tanzania.

Numerous foreigners from different nations and ethmguistic groups come to Ethiopia
(particularly Addis Ababa) as researchers, missionat@srists, workers, investors, official
representatives of their country, and so forth. Tipesple are eager to learn Amharic in order to
communicate, work, and share experiences with the loogl@eT o satisfy this need, some local
language training schools have been established in AddisaAlyaprivate and Non-Government
Organizations. Some of these schools have preparedtieiteaching curriculum and teaching
materials for the trainees. As the curriculum, thacténg materials, and the quality of the
training differs from one school to the other. Mostlt# schools also do not design the lesson
based on second language research findings and languaueddheories.

On the other hand, some local language training sch@als Amharic as a foreign language and
others take it as a second language while teaching it feigfeers in Addis Ababa. Here a very
clear pedagogical problem is observed. As stated by sshglah as Ellis (1994) and Littlewood
(1984) second and foreign language teaching differs in: teaamednodology, material
preparation, curriculum designing, teachers training ana@mib. fThus, the first important step,
to teach Amharic for the above group is defining the statitseither as a second or as foreign
language for the learners.

According to UNESCO, as cited in Cook (2001), any numbéarafuages which are learned in
addition to the mother tongue can be considered as adskomuage. On the contrary, scholars
such as Wilkins (1972), Yule (1996), and Cook (2001) argue that andsdanguage is a
language which is learnt in addition to mother tongue inatl@a where the target language
(second language) is used as a wider means of communicétiba local people outside the
classroom. Littlewood further explains that:



A second language has social functions within the commuuriigre it is learnt
(e.g. aslingua francaor as the language of another social group) whereas a
foreign language is learnt primarily for contact cdgsbne’s own community.
(1984:2)

Ellis also explains the difference between a secoddaaoreign language as follows:

A distinction between second and foreign language atiquisis sometimes
made. In the case of second language acquisition, tlgudga plays an
instructional and social role in the community (i.efuihctions as a recognized
means of communication among members who speak some latigerage as
their mother tongue). For example, English as arsbtanguage is learnt in the
United States, the United Kingdom, and countries in Afriecehsas Nigeria and
Zambia. In contrast, foreign language learning takes ptasettings where the
language plays no major role in the community and is pilynlaarnt only in the
classroom. Examples of foreign language learning arédingarnt in France or
Japan. (1994:12)
From the above definitions one can conclude that notbwaliscrepancies are existed between
second and foreign languages teaching and learning. Hendes me$earch, Wilkins’s (1972),
Littlewood’s (1984), Ellis’s (1994), Yule’'s (1996), and Cook’s (2001)init®ons of second
language were taken as bases of the study. They alkaerseicond language is a language
learned in addition to mother tongue in the host areghdnEthiopian context, if a foreigner
learns Amharic in Addis Ababa, on one hand he/she laainsclassroom; on the other hand
he/she is exposed to the speaking community outside aassiConsequently, in this context,

Amharic becomes a second language for foreigners.
1.3. Statement of the Problem

Although Amharic is taught as a second language to nwséooeigners in more than fourteen
language training schools in Addis Ababa, adequate researamohd®een carried out yet to
investigate the problematic areas for the learners ircplatiand for the training in general.

The dramatic growth of the number of foreigners, whe laring in Ethiopia for different

purposes, demands a well facilitated environment of learroegl llanguages: particularly
Ambharic. But the efforts of teaching Amharic to thensaopanied by many problems: multi-
level classes, lack of quality textbooks and other tegcmaterials, curriculum, teaching and

testing methods, and so on. Most of the existing tekboare far from satisfactory for
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foreigners. There is an urgent need to develop textbaoksett the need of the learners. In
order to create more effective materials, studentsknesses in learning Amharic have to be
identified. The errors’ that students commit in the psscef learning a second language have
always been a cause of much concern to teacherhotdx writers and second language
acquisition researchers. Moreover, it is important dmderstanding the process of second
language acquisition too. Therefore, the present studyatite to identify an acquisition order
of some grammatical morphemes of Amharic and tried ttyamahe phonological and morpho-
syntactic errors which were committed by the target group.

1.4. Objective of the Study

The main objective of this study was: identifying and simgwhe grammatical competence of
adult monolingual American English-speaking Amharic leeriMLAESALS). Under this, the
following were the specific objectives of the study:

» ldentifying the typical development of seven grammatcatphemes;

» ldentifying, categorizing and describing learners phonologicdl
morpho-syntactic errors;

» Discovering the possible sources of the above errors;

» Suggesting remedies for the errors; and

» Providing information concerning the learners’ grammaticaimpetence for
pedagogists, teachers, and textbook writers.

1.5. Significance of the Study

The major aspects of language teaching often involve: iagdstructures, sequencing lessons,
organizing language textbooks, developing reading matesat$,selecting item for language
tests. If the teachers know the order in which studsatisrally tend to learn language structures,
they can work with the process rather than again&llis, 1994). Hence, the contributions of

this study are:

» Facilitates and develops the usage and linguistic covefaymalmaric;
» Clarifies the sources of the errors; because the cldagenrtderstanding of the sources of

learners’ errors, the betteptieachers will be able to distinguish the process,déarning;



» Provides teachers with information regarding what softerrors to expect from
MLAESALSs while learning Amharic as a second language; whky ticcur and how
to correct/ avoid them (including correctly sequencing tleiching);

» Supplies information as to the optimal sequencing otiagahe phonological and
morpho-syntactic details of Amharic;

» Serves as a guide to prepare teaching: methodologidsriais aids and so on;

» Supports the efforts of teaching Amharic for foreignensg

» Holds up the efforts’ of teaching other second languagEghiopian schools.

1.6. Scope of the Study

This study was conducted in Joint Language School (see 83.dhapter three for further
information). This school has prepared its own curriculito teach Ethiopian languages for
foreigners. The target group of this study was adult mogoéil American English-speaking

Ambharic learners.

Accordingly, this study targeted the acquisition orderse¥en grammatical morphemes of
Amharic and the learners’ phonological and morpho-syictasrors. Hence, other linguistic

features were not the primary concern of this study.
1.7. Organization of the Study

This thesis is structured in five chapters. The firsptdrapresents the introduction; the second
chapter deals with the literature review and theoretieaheworks; the third, the fourth and the
fifth chapters discuss the research methodology, the jpi@sentation and analysis, and the

conclusion and recommendation of the study respectively.

1.8. Definition of Terms
» Error: Corder (1967) made use of Chomsky's the “Competence versus penfem
distinction by associating errors with failures in catgmce and mistakes with failures in
performance. In this view, a mistake occurs as the refyltocessing limitations rather than
lack of competence. In this study, distinction was made between error and mistake
(mistakes were excluded from the analysis). Henceugmout this studyerrors are
unacceptable linguistic forms which are committed regulaylthe students.



Language interference: This term is used to refer the negative transfer ofhero
tongue while learning a second language.

Language Learning: A conscious or subconscious process of rule inteataiz a
distinction is not made between ‘acquisition’ and ‘leag’ in Krashen’s (1982) sense
in this thesis.

Interlanguage (IL) : IL is a structured and intermingling system which thenlearconstructs
at a given stage in his/her development. Anldarner at any particular moment in his/her
learning sequence is using a language system which igeindent of both the target language
and the learner’'s mother tongue. It is a third languagé, itgi own grammar, its own lexicon
and so on.

Second languageA second language is a language which is learned in @aldi

mother tongue in the host area.



CHAPTER TWO
Literature Review and Theoretical Framework

In this chapter, some of the studies which focused ercdmtrastive analysis between Amharic
and other languages are reviewed. In addition, the funaamissues closely related to the
objective of this study are surveyed. Finally, the workgrominent scholars in second language

learning research have been referred to and cited.
2.1. Literature Review
2.1.1. Related Research

The purpose of this subsection is to review several wdch focus on contrastive analysis
between Amharic and other languages and to present sortlee agjrammatical morpheme

acquisition order study findings.
2.1.1.1. Review of Contrastive Studies

Several contrastive research works were done bete#raric and other languages. Some of

them are evaluated in this section.

Taddese Beyene (1964) tries to contrast the segmentag¢ipies of Amharic and English based
on the strong version of Contrastive Analysis Thebig.just took the phonological charts of the
two languages and attempted to show what exists in comn@mvhat is not. Afterward, he
identified and reported them as the potential interfereneith the strong view of Contrastive
Analysis. He stated the purpose of his study as follows:
(1) To make a comparative study on the segmental phonemamlzaric and
English;

(2) To predict the pronunciation errors Amharic speakers makleei process of
learning English; and

(3) To classify the predicted pronunciation errors into rgmic, phonetic,
allophonic and distributional. (Taddese, 1964:93)

Moreover, Taddese explained that the most importantranekdiate significance of his study is

in the area of teaching and learning English.
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The current study differs from Taddese’s work in theofeihg points. First, the current study
uses Contrastive Analysis (CA), Error Analysis (EAhd Interlanguage (IL) theories in
combination. However, | placed more emphasis on Iib DA theory because second language
research findings indicate that most of the errors citienin second language learning are
either developmental or transitional errors thanafir@other tongue interference. Thus, the
portion of the errors resulted from mother tonguerfatence are insignificant. Indeed, many
research results have shown that the potential gpredicted via a strong form of CA were not
found as source of errors while learning the target lang(lagly and Burt: 1974). Another
significant point which distinguishes the present studynfiitaddese’s study is the data source
and the data gathering tools. Taddese collected his datapirewviously presented findings of
Amharic and English segmental phonemes by Habtemarianmtdd and W. Nelson Francis
respectively; because he applied the strong form of @stinte Analysis. However, for the
current study the data was collected through elicitagohrtiques (see 3.4 of chapter three).

Loren (1965) studied “Amharic Language Interference in Lear@Giregk.” He investigated the
interferences and classified them as: graphemic, pbgiwal, morphological, syntactic and
lexical ones. The researcher identifies the errorecbas Contrastive Analysis Theory which
shows the potential points of interference between Amhand Greek. The current study
focuses on native English-speaking learners of Amhardt jtarfoundations are laid not only on
Contrastive Analysis but also on Error Analysis anérdanguage theories.

Loren (1967) also conducted the research entitled “Amhatecference in ‘Afar Translation’.”
His study focused on some of the interferences from Aimlrathe translation of the Amharic
version of the Bible to Afar. He classified the ifiéeence errors into the following categories:
passive construction, series of imperatives, subordmatnd coordinating conjunctions,
numbers agreement, and class nouns preferred to pluradsnpgegreement in relatives, verbs
and case, and semantic interferences. The basic airhisofresearch was showing the

interferences which were sourced from Amharic in thaglation course of action.

Lulseged Erkihun (1984) also presented a paper entitled fdréace of native Gedeo language
speakers in leaning Amharic: A contrastive analysis basedh@rphonologies of the two
languages.” As he stated the purposes of his study were:
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(1) To test the area of posisds and illuminations of Contrastive Analysis ireth
prediction of difficulties for foreign language learsieby means of Error
Analysis; and

(2) To find the area of actuadpdlogical difficulties for Gedeo native speakers in
learning Amharic by means of an analysis of structurdémihces between
the phonologies of Gedeo and Amharic. (1984:1)

Lulseged tried to predict the errors basically basethenstrong form of Contrastive Analysis
Theory. This means that he predicted the potential safreerors by contrasting and making
inventory on the linguistic elements of the contrastedjllages. However, as mentioned earlier,
the current study analyzed the errors based on the thost common error analysis theories
(CA, EA and IL theories). On the other hand, bothand my studies focus on Amharic as a
target language. The difference lays; the present studyyzes the errors committed by
MAESALSs, while Luleseged studied the interference otléespeaking learners of Amharic.
The current study also identified the acquisition orderesMes grammatical morphemes of

Amharic, but this research topic was not touched by Lutkege
2.1.1.2. Review of Acquisition Order Studies

Errors and second language development have been studiedngysamlars. The source of

errors in learning a second language has been a majoernoimc the literature of second

language acquisition. In the past, errors in learning ansetanguage were believed to be the
result of interference from the first language (The t@mtive Analysis Hypothesis); in this

analysis, L. regarded as a main factor causing errors (Lado, 1957).

However, the results of morpheme studies (Brown, 1973 araly and Burt, 1974a, b) in first
and second language acquisition indicate that erroroféee the result of the processing
strategies which learners try to generalize in the @guage. (Performance Analysis; Creative
Construction Theory); this perspective minimizes thie af L; interference, and regards the
source of errors simply as a process of creative aatitn.

As a result, researchers (Richards, 1971b and Bailegd&ftaand Krashen, 1974) start to look at
the similarities of the learners’ errors (Error Aysas), and observe the learner’s progress from
L, to the target language (Interlanguage). Interlanguage uglhdo be distinct from both the
learner’s first language and the target language; in thadysis the source of the errors is

12



regarded as an indication of the learner’s progress (Nert@él; Corder, 1981 and Selinker,
1972).

The aforementioned scholars and others have studied maeephequisition order by taking
English as a first, a second or a foreign language.ekample, Brown (1973) among others
undertook large-scale investigations of young children’s bel&aais they learned first language.
These researchers were looking for evidence of Chomskental structure”: for uniformities
in the verbal behavior of language learners. They followexand three-year-old children and
their parents around for several years using tape recdaeasch natural language in all kinds
of situations. Thus, psycholinguists found striking evidermzg some learning behaviors are
common to all children no matter what language theyeaming.

Brown (1973) states that when children do learn gramalatiorphemes, they learn them in the
same order, and that order is not related to how ofterchildren hear the structures nor to
whether their parents rewards them for producing costeattures.

Second language research needed to catch up with first ¢engasearch. Thus, in the late
sixties, they began to turn on their tape recordecatch the imperfect sentences their children

or students were producing in a second language.

Brown (1973) and de Villiers and de Villiers (1973) conducted studin grammatical
morpheme acquisition. They concluded that, there isrdar in which children, whose; lwas
English, learn certain grammatical morphemes and iumetords. Brown’s study included three
children in a longitudinal research; whereas, the deevslliand de Villiers study included
twenty-four children in a cross-sectional study. Browguas, although children learned the
morphemes at different rates and ages, the order irmwhey learned them was relatively the
same. The order of acquisition was very similar ind@é/illiers and de Villiers study as well. A
simplified list (from the early to lately acquired mpbemes) of Brown's (1973) order of
acquisition for children learning English as a native laggua: present progressive /-ing/, plural
/-s/, irregular past tense, possessive /-‘s/, copulaibeles a/an and the, third person singular
present tense /-s/, and auxiliary be.

On the other hand, a fundamental and significant studseobnd language acquisition was
conducted by Dulay and Burt (1973; 1974). They decided to use Brasigisal study and
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extrapolate it to children learning English as a secomgulage rather than as a native language.
Their first study included 300 native speakers of Spanish laid 4econd study included 250
native speakers of Spanish and Chinese. Their findingsairadi that there was evidence of an
order of morpheme acquisition for children learning Engéishan L, but it differed from the
order for children learning English as an L

The children exhibited similar orders using the Bilinguaht&y Measure (BSM), which Dulay
and Burt created for their first study. BSM employs aeseof pictures and questions to elicit
response from the target group. The errors the childrede maere categorized into
developmental, interference, and unique categories. Therityaof the errors fell in the
developmental category; this leads the researchers tahegme that SLA is similar toiL

acquisition.

The second study also provided evidence thatmhde little difference in the acquisition of
English grammatical morphemes. Their finding showstti@tcquisition orders were relatively
the same for both the Spanish-speaking and Chinese-speakimgs gof children. Dulay and
Burt (1974) identified the acquisition orders of their targetups from early to lately acquired
as follows: plural /-s/, present progressive /-ing/puwta be, auxiliary be, articles a/an and
the, irregular past tense, regular past tense /-edd pierson singular present tense /-s/, and
possessive /-‘s/. In the current study, the acquistiaers of seven grammatical morphemes of
Ambharic were identified.

2.2. Theoretical Framework
2.2.1. Behaviorists’ versus Mentalists’ Views of Language Leanng

Scholars in the area of second language research hdsewlifviews concerning the second
language learning process. For instance, behaviorists ¢lamthere is no differentiation
between learning a language and learning in general. Théheffuargue that learning is not a
mental activity rather it is a behavior just like otf@ms of human behavior. They claim that in
order to learn a language there should be a corred atrdng integration of stimulus, response
and reinforcement. Behaviorists strongly pronounce traiptbper combination of these leads
the learner to form habit. Hence, they conclude thaguage learning as a process of habit
formation (Wilkins, 1972 and Littiwood, 1984).
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Nevertheless, mentalists claim that human beinge havinborn capacity to learn language. For
instance, Wilkins (1972:169) states that, “Everybody learfenguage, not because they are
subjected to a similar conditioning process, but becausepitesess an inborn capacity which
permits them to acquire a language as a normal maturgpimeess.” From his idea, one can in
fact claim that the language learning capacity is the sanal human beings but the actual
language learning need not be and as a teacher certalabrihing does not process the same in
all adult students; however, the behaviorists don't dcttep idea. Mentalists believe that the
underlying system of a language enables the speakers to anehte understand an infinite
number of sentences. They further claim that languagaifey is not the product of conditioning
and habit formation rather learners possess someahtesipacities for learning a language that

other animals do not have.

In the 1950s and 1960s behaviorists view was acceptable in lantgageng theories but, it was
challenged by many scholars such as Corder (1976), Chomsky (B#8@) (1994), and Ellis (1994).
For instance, Chomsky’s linguistic theories and cognitive lpspgy confront the behaviorists’ views of

language learning.
Littlewood puts some of the arguments against the belstgiotew as follows:

Language is not merely verbal behavior. Underlying the acelawor that we
observe, there is a complex system of rules. Theable speakers to create and
understand an infinite number of sentences, which baey never encountered
before. What children learn, then, is an abstract kedgd of rules (or
‘competences’). However, this is not what they angosed to: they are exposed
only to people’s speech (‘performance’). This process ofaebing abstract
knowledge from concrete examples cannot be explained by famation.
Although children are exposed to different actual spee€ly, dirive at the same
underlying rules as other children in their community. T\idence also suggests
that they pass through similar sequences in acquiring tiiss. From the outset,
children seem to be constructing their own rule systérhgs means that the
child’s language is not simply being shaped by external $oitels being
creatively constructed by the child as he interacts whithse around him.
(1984:176)

In the current study, both Contrastive Analysis and @& onstruction theories were used to

analyze the phonological and morpho-syntactic erfbhgese theories lay their foundation on
behaviorists and mentalists views of second languageingarespectively. Hence, as stated at
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the end of this chapter, some of the features of titeseies had taken as working framework of
the study. In the subsequent section, three of the omstmon error analysis theories were
discussed in detail.

2.2.2. Theories of Error

In language learning, errors are fundamental parts ofetmihg process. The phenomenon of
error has long attracted SLA researchers (Ellis, 1988)clarifies that in traditional second
language teaching situation, they are regarded as the tiogplnomena deviant from the
language rule and standard usages, reflecting learnersiettefy in language competence and
acquisition device. Many teachers simply correct individeraors as they occur, with little
attempt to see patterns of errors or to seek causesythirzg other than learner ignorance.
Presently, however, with the development of lingesstapplied linguistics, psychology and
other relevant subjects, people’s attitude toward errassdhanged greatly. Instead of being
problems to be conquered or evils to be eliminated, eam@supposed to be evidence of the
learners’ stages in their target language growth. lrisuigh analyzing learners’ errors that errors
are elevated from the status of “undesirability to thfad guide to the inner working of the
language process.” (Ellis, 1985:53)

Scholars such as: Wilkins (1972), Dulay, Burt, and Kragli®82), Littlewood (1984), and
Brown (1994), mentioned the three most common theoriesrof: Contrastive Analysis, Error
Analysis and Interlanguage theories. The differences #heoretical foundations of these

theories discussed in the succeeding subsections.

2.2.2.1. Contrastive Analysis Theory

James (2001:4) affirms that, “in 1950s and 1960s the favored garddr studying FL/SL

[foreign or second language] learning and organizing its tegchias contrastive analysis.”
Brown also asserts that “in the middle part of the tieém century, one of the most popular
pursuits for applied linguistics was the study of two laggsain contrast.” (1994:193). The
above discussions show that contrastive analysisowaf the dominant ways of studying L

learners’ errors in the early 1950s and1960s.
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Contrastive linguistics has been defined as “a sub-diiseipf linguistics concerned with the
comparison of two or more languages or subsystems gdidaes in order to determine both the
differences and similarities between them.” (Fishiak, 1B81lohansen and Hofland (1994:25)
held that language comparison is of great interest ande categorized in a theoretical as well
as an applied perspective. Thus, these scholars’ idgdyg that the study may be theoretical or
applied. The Applied Contrastive Study or Contrastive lysia Hypothesis belongs within the
scope of applied linguistics (Wardhaugh, 1970). Brown sthtgghis way of analysis was deep-
rooted in the behaviorist’'s and structuralist's approaabie 1950s and 1960s. According to
Brown the Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis:

claimed that the principal barrier to second language atiquisis the
interference of the first language system with thei@nsific, structural analysis
of the two languages in question would yield a taxonomyngiistic contrast
between them which is turn would enable the linguistréalipt the difficulties a
learner would encounter.” (1994:193)

Contrastive Analysis stresses the interference a& thother tongue in phonological,
morphological, lexical and syntactic levels when arans a second language. It holds that L
could be affected by i Hence, language is taken as a set of new habits, anihdeas
establishment of new habits, a view spring from behavigrisnder which language is
essentially a system of habits. In the course of lagguaarning, L learning habits will be
transferred into L learning habits. Thus, in the case afttansfer into L, if structures in the
mother tongue have their corresponding structure in tlgeettdanguage and;Lhabits can be
successfully used in theyLlearners would transfer certain elements of théherotongue have
no corresponding counterparts in the target languageaits would cause errors in thg aBnd
learners would transfer inappropriate properties;of L

Contrastive Analysis has a strong and a weak ver8iooponents of the strong version claim
that prediction about learner difficulties and develepmof teaching methods based on a
comparison of phonological, grammatical, and syntdetures of the L.and target language.
The second approach advocates first looks for learnecsiring errors and attempts to account
for those errors by ascribing theif Bnd target language differences (Wilkins, 1972). In 1960s
scholars try to formulate the prediction stage of @mtive analysis to make it relatively
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objective. Corder (1976) formulates the following six gatées of difficulty to capture the
essence of grammatical hierarchy:

Level 0) Transfer: no difference aontrast is present between the two
languages. The learner can simply transfer (positivegguad, structure, or
lexical items from the native language to the targeguage. Level 1)
Coalescence: two items in the native language become scedleinto
essentially one item in the target languages. This requivas learners
overlook a distinction they have grown accustomed to.eL&) Under
differentiation: an item in the native language iseabsn the target language.
The leaner must avoid that item. Level 3) Reinterpigiaan item that exists
in the native language is given a new shape or distributievel 4) Over
differentiation: a new item entirely, bearing littfeany similarity to the native
language item, must be learned. Level 5) Split: one itenthe native
language becomes two or more in the target languagerinegthie learner to
make a new distinction. (1976:195)

2.2.2.1.1. Criticisms of Contrastive Analysis in SLA

From 1940s to 1960s, in SLA research, two languages werenstitally contrasted to
investigate learners’ errors. Researchers at that were motivated by the prospect of being
able to identify points of similarity and differencetWeen native language and target language.
There was a strong belief that a more effective pedagagyd result when these were taken
into consideration. However, although Contrastive gsialwas very dominant and had inspired
many productive investigations, its positions about its ptee power and the relationships

between L and L, learning faced serious challenges in the field of SLA.

The original weakness of Contrastive Analysis wasfétlure to go beyond a statement of
difference to formulate an acceptable theory of diffy. As Briere (1968) showed, difference
by itself does not predict difficulty; often there is maodifficulty in practice with similar
structures than with different structures. Secondlyyieying errors simply as a result of L
interference, Contrastive Analysis places the envieminas the predominant factor in SLA,
while learners are believed to play only a passive moladcepting the impositions of the
environment. Thirdly, interference of transfer from is not the sole source of errors in L
learning. SLA researchers found such non-interferencersermore pervasive in learner

performance than contrastive analyses were readgdmgnize. For instance, Dualy and Burt
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(1973) studied the errors made by Spanish-speaking children leangighEas an £ and
claimed that of all the learner errors they had ctlié 85% were developmental, 12% were
unique and only 3% were results afttansfer.

2.2.2.2. Error Analysis Theory

Error Analysis received considerable attention and fina#lgome a recognized part of applied
linguistics in the 1970s since the strong version of Contm#nalysis turned out not to be a
productive pedagogical tool. James defined the notionrof Bmalysis Theory as “the study of
linguistic ignorance, the investigation of what people dokmow and how they attempt to cope
with their ignorance.” (2001:62). The significance of feas’ errors, which signaled the shift of
pedagogical interest form Contrastive Analysis to Ermoalgsis and provided the movement for

many empirical studies.

In order to analyze learners’ errors in a proper pers@edError Analysis enthusiasts considered
it crucial to make a distinction between mistake andrenvhich are “technically two very

different phenomena” (Brown 1994:205). Corder (1967) made use hmim€ky's the

‘competence versus performance’ distinction by assogiarrors with failures in competence
and mistakes with failures in performance. In this viewnigtake occurs as the result of
processing limitations rather than lack of competenbat 5, it signifies k learners’ failure of

utilizing their knowledge of a target language rule. All deapake mistakes in both native and
second language situations. As a matter of fact, fallaxk lmn some alternative, non-standard
language uses like false starts, hesitations, randomeg)essfusions of structure or slips of the
tongue is a regular feature of native speaker speeciveNsieakers are normally capable of

recognizing and correcting such mistakes.

Nevertheless, an error, in this technical sense, ibrieking of rules of code; it is the noticeable
deviation in grammaticality resulting from a lack of regdirknowledge. It arises because
competent native speakers may also make errors butatkegble to correct their own errors,
however, l; learners cannot by any means always do so. The anafysisor sources has been
regarded a central aspect in the study of learner efR@searchers believe that the clearer the
understanding of the sources of learners’ errors, ¢étterbsecond language teachers will be able
to distinguish the process ot learning. It has been seen from the above discussiasthie
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competence errors that have been considered to be lcentitee study of second language

learning.

Richards (1971) identified a number of different sources auses of competence errors:
interference, intralingual errors within the targetglamge itself and developmental errors
reflecting the learners' attempts to construct hyposhabeut their target language from their
limited experience. He excluded interference errors, faedised on the intralingual and
developmental errors. He further classified them fiotar categories: (1) Overgeneralization,
covering instances where the learners create a dewantuse on the basis of their experience
of another structure of the target language; (2) Ignorahoge restriction, occurring as a result
of failure to observe the restriction or existing stoues; (3) Incomplete application of rules;
arising when the learners fail to fully develop a certtmcture required to produce acceptable
sentences; (4) False concepts hypothesized, deriving lablsndomprehension of distinctions in
the target language.

To sum up this part of the discussion, we can say thiat Bnalysis is a systematic study and
analysis of errors committed by second language leannean attempt to account for their
origin, their regularity, their predictability and vability. It views both first and second language
acquisition as a process involving the active participaifahe learners. In this approach, errors
are seen as natural phenomena that must occur whemégénaifirst, the second or the foreign
language before correct language rules can be completedyrnalized. Errors occur
systematically in learners’ language behavior and aefbre, to be regarded as manifestations

of an inner working system.

2.2.2.2.1 Contributions and Drawbacks of Error Analysis

Scholars such as Corder points out that error anabaese highly significant to SLA in the
following aspects:

» Error Analyses tell the teachers how far towards thel e learners have progressed
and what remains for them to learn. Errors provide feddb&hey tell the teacher
something about the effectiveness of their teachingrraltend teaching techniques and

20



show them what parts of the syllabus they have beldowing have been inadequately
learned or taught and need future attention.

» They provide to researchers evidence of how language isebbar acquired. Some of
the strategies adapted by the learners of a second langueagebstantially the same as
those by which a first language is acquired. By classifyimggerrors that the learners
made, researchers can learn a great deal about ther8téss by inferring the strategies
that L, learners are adapting.

» They are means whereby learners test alternative hggeghabout the,L For learners
themselves errors are “indispensable”, since the makfiregrors can be regarded as a
device the learners use in order to learn. They arayaolvtesting hypotheses about the
nature of language they are learning (Corder, 1967).

On the other hand, Selinker (1972) states that, how&reoy Analysis has produced a far-
reaching impact on SLA in many aspects and proposed asedliegion for the Contrastive
Analysis, it has also defects. According to him, Evmalysis had methodological problems.
Since it used to be difficult to collect or accesgdadata bases of learner's language, a robust not
shed much light on the development route learner taleaube it examines language learner

language at a particular point in time.
2.2.2.3. Interlanguage Theory

The notion of Interlanguage was recommended by Selinker (19%2yler to draw attention to
be possibility that the learner's language can be dedaas a distinct language variety or system
with its own particular characteristics and rulesefl@nguage is a structured and intermingling
system which the learner constructs at a given stagpesidevelopment. An4dlearner at any
particular moment in his learning sequence is using a langyatem which is independent of
both the target language and the learner’s mother torgigea third language, with its own
grammar, its own lexicon and so on. The rules used ble#neer are to be found in neither his

own mother tongue, nor in the target language.
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The earliest formulation of the notion Interlanguages that proposed by Corder (1967). One of
its crucial contributions was its underlying assumptiat the learner’'s knowledge is to be seen
as a unified whole, in which new knowledge is integratedl systematically recognized with
previous knowledge of the native language. By a gradual proakdsial-and—error or
hypotenuses testing, learners slowly and tediously sucnesstablishing closer approximations
to the system used by the native speaker of the langVagieus alternative terms have been
used by different researchers to refer to the same piesman as Interlanguage. Corder (1967),
the notions of “idiosyncratic dialects” to identifiget idea that the learner’s language is peculiar
and “transitional competence” to pinpoint the dynamiaireabf the learners’ developing system
in another similar model, a paper by Nemser (1971) refemethis learner language as
“approximate system”, one of a series of approximate stgeugh which the learner moves in

his acquisition of the target language.

Interlanguage may be viewed as an adaptive strategy by wheclearners try to construct the
structural properties of the target language. This strategy sisplification, reduction, over-
generalization, transfer; formulate language, omissieabstitutions and restructuring (Selinker,
1972). Learners do not progress from zero knowledge of taageuage rule to perfect
knowledge of the rule. By using the above mentioned deuiceg,progress through a series of
interim of developmental stages on their way of tal@@juage proficiency.

The form which Interlanguage takes can be accounted fofbyence to a number of cognitive
process, five of which Selinker (1972) isolates as centrabrtance in the language acquisition
puzzle: language transfer, transfer of training, strategisecond language learning, strategies
of second language communication and overgeneralizationargktt language linguistics
materials. The five processes together continue the imayhich the learner tries to internalize
the L, system.

The characteristics of Interlanguage are described by mesearchers. For instance, Ellis
(1982) explains them as follows: (i) permeable, in theesdmat rules that constitute the learner’'s
knowledge at any one stage are not fixed, but are open todamet; (i) dynamic; in the sense
L. learners slowly revise their variable temporary systemraccommodate new hypothesis about

the target language accommodate new hypothesis aboutatfpet tanguage system; (iii)
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systematic, in that 4 learners’ IL is rule-governed, that is, the learnasds his performance
plans on his existing rule system must the same wé#yeasative speaker bases his plans on his
internalized knowledge of the, Isystem.

2.2.2.3.1. Evaluation of Interlanguage Theory

Ellis (1982) declared that IL studies view interlanguage asnatant mental organization of a
learner’s own version of the language and attempt to uathelrshe systematic features of SLA.
Since then Interlanguage has come to characterize@ a@yroach to Lresearch and theory.
Close analysis of the interlanguage development of individeainers has led a better
understanding of the nature and process of SLA.

The IL theory realizes a complete shift of the fodumn teaching perspective to learning
perspective in SLA. Embracing less interesting the exptameof language pedagogy as
traditional SLA approach did. IL theory concerned prinyattile performance ofldlearners and
established this performance as a suitable object ofrofsda learners were considered to be
playing an active role inJdlearning process. Explanations were sought in the lesirmemtal
processes that the learners used to convert input intoléahgevand the knowledge systems

which they construct mentally and manifest in output.

Some of the important criticisms about the Interlangisigdies are: first, the concentration on
morpho-syntactic development and the failure to dedl se@mantic development (Ellis, 1982).
Interlanguage study is mostly limited to the scope ofpimeme and syntax. The important
aspect of meaning is rarely dealt with. Second, thar&aitlo define the concept clearly, Spolsky
(1989) raises a problem with the nation of Interlanguagehwivias the tendency to confuse a
process with a Competence Model. Last, the failudetelop effective approaches to facilitate
empirical studies. The research methods of Interlargsagdy such as longitudinal and cross-
sectional studies are technically inadequate in themseélexg and complimentary methods are
yet to be found to search into the nature and underlyimgiples of the L learners’ inter-
language.

The above three theories of error have their ownngtrand weak sides to analyze the

grammatical errors committed by second language learhbtss, in this study, on one hand
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most of the phonological and some of the morpho-syintactors were analyzed based on the
weak form of the Contrastive Analyses Theory whicthe reflection of Behaviorists’ view. On
the other hand, most of the developmental errors weadyzed on the base of Creative

Construction Theory which is the reflection of mestaliview of second language learning.

In this chapter, first several of contrastive studiesveen Amharic and other languages were
reviewed; then behaviorists’ and mentalists’ viewsemfosid language learning were presented.
Finally, three of the most common error analysioties (CA, EA and IL) were introduced in
order to understand and explain the nature of the errotsMbAESALs committed while

learning Amharic as anL
The following ideas were taken as working foundations &dyae the data in this study.

» Many studies were conducted to identify the acquisition roroe grammatical
morphemes of English either as a first or second @idgo language; but, this kind of
study is rare in other languages. Hence, the present tstedyto analyze the acquisition
order of seven grammatical morphemes of Amharic whileE8ALs learn it as anzL

» Creative Construction Theory of second language learnirg) talkken as fundamental
base of this study. This approach claims that the legrueluces his/her own internal
grammar from the data he/she has gotten from the enviranaweditionally, Contrastive
Analysis Theory was employed to study mother tongueferice errors.

» This study also took into consideration the contribubéthe external environment on
how well the learners are able to use the language. dak®1968) as cited in Wilkins
(1972) suggest that ‘the external conditions may influeneerdke of learning even if
they do not affect the learning process itself.’

> There is no one best way of teaching a second languager rébth inborn
ability(Mentalists view) of learning a language and exposuié speaking community

or classroom learning have their contribution to leagiven language;

» Acquisition and learning are not seen as mutually excluesiiges;
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» The best learning also will occur in the environments whemgiety is low and
defensiveness absent. Besides, practice has some cootriboti learning a second

language;

» Error analysis data are treated as subset of IL datathBr words, IL incorporates the
assumptions of both Contrastive Analysis and Errory&ma In spite of the criticisms of
Contrastive Analysis; it is obvious that a learnerisplays an important role in SLA.
Error Analysis recognizes the psycholinguistic type obrsr produced by 4 learners
through the learner’s performance and target languageleBinner’s L, target language,
and the learner’'s performance can be used to investibaterarious processes that
contribute to interlanguage development.

» Finally, Corder's (1981) stapes of studying errors was emgldge systematically
analyze the phonological and morph-syntactic errorschwhvere committed by the
subjects of this study. He suggested the following five stapError Analysis research:
(i) collect the samples of the learner’s language,dentify the errors, (iii) describe the
errors, (iv) explain the errors and (v) evaluate thiers. This study will utilize the first
four of these stapes.
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CHAPTER THREE
Research Methodology

The research methodology is discussed in this sectionmEue topics of the discussion are:
research area, sampling technique, research design, idié#ti@h, and data analysis techniques.

3.1. About Joint Language School

This research was conducted in Joint Language School (@L8§dis Ababa. Most of the

students of this school are missionaries who come f&thraver the world but there are also
students who belong to one of the following categoridsigher officials of international

organizations, development agents, researchers and B&tisogwho were born and/or grown
abroad.

JLS teaches Ethiopian languages for foreigners. Itergé objective is: by teaching these
languages introducing and familiarizing foreigners with Hilsio society and their culture. The

school has very long experiences in teaching local lageggua an integrated package. In the
early years, it was using the grammar and grammar atansimethods to teach local languages.
In the meantime, after assessing the problems of thetbods and its curriculum, it has

designed and adapted a new approach of teachirgrawing Participator Approach (GPA).

This approach has six phases’ program (Phase 1: Here-amd-M)® hours), Phase 2: Story
Building (150), Phase 3: Shard Stories (250 hours), Phaséed4Sharing (500 hours), Phase 5:
Native-to-Native Discourse (500 hours), and Phase 6: Ssth#iing Growth). Each phase puts
emphasis for the socio-cultural nature of the langueaening. The first four phases are given in
JLS and the last two phases are left for the studeresatn by their own, using the techniques
they have acquired from the program. The method bagigkhed to help the learners to build
relationships with people with the host community. Theturers (teachers) will help the
growing participators (students) to grow into their comityuand into their world. To facilitate
this, JLS’s teachers have been getting training to teadh, asia GPA. In this approach, the
students are expected to learn the languages within & cociaxt.

The school offers the courses through this method ifethand spring semesters and during the

summer it runs an eight weeks summer course. Languagerneaan choose between a Normal
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Track of 4 periods (of 45 minutes) per day and Fast Traékpariods per day. It also teaches
Normal Plus, of 4 periods plus additional hours accordinpedearners needs.

To support the teaching learning process in each phasayrtiaeers use teaching aids from their
well organized and richest pedagogical center. The centgpped with teaching aids such as;
pictures, toys, and cartoon films, wordless books, amtibadocuments. The nurturers most of
the time teach their learners using these teaching Hids.helps the learners to visualize the
lesson and understand the target topic and developlahginage skills within a short period of
time and less challenge.

In addition to this, the learners record the dailpdes and the language of the nurturer. Then,
they listen and practice it at home. In the next dagy sk the expressions or words which they
did not understand while listening the recorded utterancherae. The nurturer also explains

the learners’ questions using verities of contexts irtdhget language. This helps the learners to
familiarize themselves with the pronunciation of tieives and to learn the cultures of the

speaking community via discussion.

In this section, | discussed the teaching learning procdesaiflanguages in JLS. This helps the
readers and further researchers to see the generalepadttine informants and the data which

were gathered from the target group to identify the adeunsorder of the seven grammatical

morphemes and to analyze the grammatical errorder do check the grammatical competence
of the learners.

3.2. Sampling Design

Linguistic and cultural diversifications are two oktlypical features of the students of this
school. For the purpose of this study, the researatected 45 adult monolingual American
English-speaking learners of Amharic via purposive samplingntgae. Their distributions
among the four phases are shown in the table below.
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Table 1: Digiution of the Target Group

Phase| No. of Students
1 7
2 20
3 8
4 10
Total 45

For the purpose of the acquisition order analysistahget samples were selected from phase: 2
through 4; since in these phases the students can wiitédtees in Amharidedel So they were
tested both the oral and written tests to gather theimataler to identify the acquisition order of
the morphemes. On the other hand, to analyze the gracaimarrors, the target groups were
selected from phase 1 to 4; because this gave a chamacalf@ze the students’ pronunciation,
and morpho-syntactic errors thoroughly.

The ages of the informants range from 21-55 years old. fitkeview with them revealed that
majority of them had not been exposed to Amharic agkgect or medium instruction before
they started their lesson in JLS. Thus, the period af fiormal exposure for Amharic ranges

from one month and half to ten months.
3.3. Research Design

Many second language research methods have been desigralaysssuch as Brown (1994)
and Dulay and Burt (1974 and 1982). For the purpose of this dbudgy and Burt’s method
was employed. Their method assists to investigatdeaiielopment of second language learners’
language at a given point. The sample size taken by thisotheanges from 24 to 1200. The
data collection time also fluctuates depend on the numb&formants and the accessibility of
helpers to administer instruments. Most commonly, nges from a few days to several weeks
(Dulay and Burt, 1982). They further claim that:
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A Cross-Sectional Design is one where language daacaltected from a
relatively large sample of learners at one point mirttanguage development.
Such a design stimulates actual development overtinnechyding many learners
who are at different stages of development. If the sample is adequate and if
appropriate analytical requirements are met, thetatiguage data collected may
be analyzed to obtain acquisition orders which refléet tharacteristics of
language systems developing over a period of time. (1982:246)

3.4. Data Elicitation Technique

The researcher collected the data primarily using Stredt Natural Communication (SNC).
This means the researcher employed natural communicaitbnthe subjects. He asked the
subjects specific questions designed to elicit target tstes naturally but systematically.
However, Unstructured Natural Communication (UNC) wase alsplied as supplementary tool
to elicit the data. In this technique, the researcher aomuates with the subjects naturally
without intention to elicit specific structures (DulagdaBurt, 1982: 249). They explain the
advantages of SNC in a cross-sectional study as fallows

In cross-sectional studies, the structured commatioictask is typically used
because it is fairly short and can be administereddogya sample within a
reasonable time period. (1982:249)
As mentioned in 3.3. above this study applied a CrossefatResearch Design. Therefore, it is
reasonable to collect the learners’ language using a wtedcconversation technigque. Most
scholars have been using Bilingual Syntax Measure (BSM) tbegdhe target data via
Structured Natural Conversation. Dulay and Burt define BSKbkows:

Bilingual Syntax Measure consists of natural conversdigiween the child and
the researcher about concrete things and event#dtance, guided by cartoon
picture of a very fat boy and one of a very thin mae, researcher asks, why do
you think he’s fat? Children spontaneously respond with suggsssiach as: He
eats to much; He eats all day; He eats junk, He drinksnioch beer; and other
sundry comments on the proposed eating and drinking habbitiseofat boy.
(1982:203)

Besides in combination to SNC, | elicited the data frodQUthrough: picture description,
interaction with classmates and school staff, freaversation, storytelling, and classroom

speech. The data elicited via SNC and UNC were used mtifidéhe acquisition order of the

29



grammatical morphemes and to analyze the grammaticaisenvhich were committed by the
target group respectively.

3.5. Data Analysis

The collected data analyzed for two purposes: to idetitédyacquisition order of seven Amharic
grammatical morphemes and to analyze the grammaticails committed by the students. This
gives a relatively clear picture of the target group’srgnatical competence.

3.5.1. Analysis of the Acquisition Order

To analyze the acquisition order of seven Amharic gramalanorphemes, first the researcher
defined precise obligatory occasion(s) for the occurrariceach morpheme. This made the
study valid. As Dulay and Burt describe that “the studst fairovided a precise definition of the
structures being studied and the specification of the xbimevhich they occur are critical to the
valid investigation of acquisition order.” (1982:217).

The target morphemes were: plural marketdhoprogressive markeijjs-/, accusative marker
/-n/, passive markerd¥/, definite marker /-u/, copula da’, and possessive markes-f} Of the
seven grammatical morphemes with this study is concefoedare functionally similar to their
English counterparts and the rest three (/-n/, /-adl /&n»/) do not have direct equivalent in
English. The acquisition order of these morphemesideatified using Group Score Method.

3.5.1.1 Steps to Calculate Group Score (GS)

Step 1: Treating each obligatory occasion for a morpheme

» 0 points no morpheme supplied
» 1 point malformed morpheme supplied
» 2 points correct morpheme supplied

Step 2: Calculate the two scores for each structugadh subject’s total speech corpus.
» Subject’s Actual Score for each structure (AS)

» Expected Score for each structure(ES)
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Then, the group scores for a particular morpheme eaéulias follows:
» Add the expected scores for the morpheme across adldaheers in the group.

» Add the actual scores for each obligatory occasiorhefmorpheme across all

learners.
Step 3: Divide the actual score by using the total expectae.s
Step 4: Multiply the result by 100 as follows: GS= ASAE100

Two scoring systems were employed based on the forahdae (see section 4.1.2.). This
formula gives us the group’s percentage of accuracy in pragltize target structure. Then using
the scores thus obtained, the structures are then raocgedlzag to decreasing group score, from
which their acquisition sequence is inferred.

3.5.2. Error Analysis

First the errors were identified from the corpora &imein classified under phonological and
morpho-syntactic categories. Then the errors werénaglassified into: interference errors,
developmental errors and other errors. Each classiocedt some or all of the following sub-
classifications of errors: substitution, overgeneréibra simplification, addition, omission and
others. Finally, description and explanation were givereé&zh error type.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Data Presentation and Analysis

In the first part of this chapter, the acquisition ordérseven grammatical morphemes of
Amharic is presented and analyzed based on Dulay and BL&7&!) Group Scored Method
(GSM). In the second part, the general grammatical (fronological and morpho-syntactic)

were analyzed based on the Creative Construction anglgStwve Analysis theories.

Several regular errors were observed in the data whicé aleited from the target group and
presented in this chapter. Some of them were: ignordrgpenanated sounds, substitution of the
ejective sounds with non-ejective counterparts, suibstit of the high central unrounded vowel
/il with the high front unrounded vowel /i/, substitutiohtlee trill /r/ with the flap ¢/ and so
forth. These kinds of errors were existed in mosthefdata elicited from the target group for
both the acquisition order study in this section (4.1 #re grammatical error analyses in the
next section (4.2). Therefore, when one sees thesesavhile reading this thesis, it is important
to notice that the data were students’ utterances, ahavsaie these erroneous data throughout
this chapter irbold to avoid confusion. Hence, | want to remind the reattersotice this fact

while looking at the target group’s data in the subsequetibes.
4.1. The Acquisition Order of Seven Grammatical Morphemesf Amharic

Several acquisition order studies were conducted by mdmwjass. For instance, Brown (1973)
studied the acquisition order of a few grammatical morgseby taking English as an ln
America. In the same country, Dulay and Burt (1974) stuthedacquisition order of some
grammatical morphemes by taking English as anThere were also some works on other
languages of Asia and Europe. But, these kinds of studies mar found about Ethiopian
languages: particularly a study which focuses on adult imgual American English-speaking
Ambharic learners (MLAESALS) as an.LThus, in this section of the study, the acquisiticaeo

of seven grammatical morphemes of Amharic was andlyaday a foundation for the detall
analysis of the grammatical errors committed by thgetagroup in the next section (4.2).
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The morphemes under the study were: plural markeét//-present progressive markejjat/,
accusative marker /-n/, passive marker//tdefinite marker /-u/, copula 3w’, and possessive
marker /p-/. These morphemes were selected because: (i) Alherh are basic forms than
allomorphs. Most of the morpheme acquisition study findissw that basic form of the
morpheme is acquired before its allomorphs (Brown, 199#)These morphemes have wider
distribution in the language. Hence, it is necessaigonhceder them while preparing curriculum,
textbooks and so forth for foreigners. To investigateattguisition order of these morphemes,
first a specific definition for the obligatory occurrenoé each morpheme was given. Then
Bilingual Syntax Measure was designed in order to eligttdiget morphemes via twenty-one
fill-in-the-blank questions: three questions for eachpheme. Each question followed a given
cartoon picture that guided the respondents to utteathettmorphemes. Based on the picture,
the students were tested using the oral test at the évidroh and another written test one week
later. The results of these tests were discussed below

4.1.1. Analysis of Each Target Morpheme
4.1.1.1. Plural Marker /-o&¢/*

Ambharic like English makes a morphological distinotlmetween singular and plural though it is
never an /-s/ rather an £&. Getahun states that,

eimA  RTC O°T ImAL T PLmed PART PAT@9C: e RTC
OT°F 77 U3 Ta7 20100 °Ant AVTFo- POT°T7 N9 (VAT oo
ao AR RFAN WILE® oo 71& PTE NovgnooC (PTE UATF@ o7
Noo-7 Nao&19° Y@+ (BFU-77 1989:75)
The overall idea of this quotation is that Amharic hasaffix to mark singularity but it has two
ways of showing plurality of the noun: through affixatemd by repeating the noun.

The suffixes: /-¢6¢/ and /-wa@c/? are affixed to mark plurality and the prefixnro-/2 is attached to
proper nouns and some pronouns to indicate the colleofidhem. In this study, the plural
marker /-&¢/, as in example (1) below, was studied by excluding itsrtsf-wai¢/ and others.

'Baye has different view concerning the role oédtoFor further discussion see his boojamania Swasw(1994:69-75).

23 see Getahune (1997:75-77) for further discussion.
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hulbt bet-&¢ all-u
two housel exist3PL.SBJ
‘There are two houses’

The studies in other languages like English showed tlkeabalse morpheme is acquired earlier
than its allomorph (Dulay and Burt, 1982). Hence, thi®ne of the reasons for the above
exclusion due to the assumption that all of these litiguisntities cannot be acquired
simultaneously. So, | preferred ¢ since it is the base morpheme for /é&cand it is also the
widely distributed and used morpheme to mark plurality irhAnc.

To assess the abilities of the learners’ usage ofplin@al marker /-¢¢/, three pictures that
contained: thirteen plates, two men, and two women weoeided in the BSKI(see pictures:
1.1, 8.1 and 21.1 in appendix i). The respondents’ acceptabesnfor the plural morpheme

test were/sahna/ ‘plates’, /wandoé¢/ ‘men’ and/seta/ ‘women’ as in:

@yrasostsahn-a all-u

thirteen plateL exist3PL.SBJ
‘There are thirteen plates.’

(Bubt wand-o¢ all-u
two malerPL exist-3PL.SBJ

‘There are two men.’

(Apbt  set-a& all-u
two femaleeL exist3PL.SBJ

‘There are two women.’

“See appendix i. In this material, some grammatical morpheraee omitted intentionally to limit the questions froraviding
clue about the target morphemes for the examinees. Foerfutigtussion see Dulay and Burt's boblnguage Twq1982:
203).
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Table 2: Data Summary for Plural Marker /-o&¢/

Type of Test

Form verses Meaning  Oral Written

Number Number

+Form +Vocabulary 32 29
+Form  -Vocabulary 3 2
-Form  +Vocabulary 3 5

-Form  -Vocabulary
Total 38 38

In the oral test, thirty-two students affixed the cdrneorpheme to the correct words. Three
students wrote incorrect words while describing the picturé ssc/Simaglewad’/ ‘old men’
instead of 'wndac¢/ ‘males’ and/inato¢/ ‘mothers’ instead of /set/ ‘females’; however, they
used the plural marker correctly. Three students alsaatiitentify the morpheme but used the

correct words.

In the written test, twenty-nine students affixed therexd plural suffix to the correct words.
Five students attached the correct marker but to the intamads. Two of the remaining four
students used the correct words; however, they did petder the target suffix. There were also

two instances where no answers were given.
4.1.1.2. Present Progressive Markeljf a-/°

Both English and Amharic have progressive markers, bsethearkers are different in their
pronunciation, writing/spelling and position of affixatioAccording to Baye (1994:93) the
morpheme ifjo-/ is prefixed to the verb both in the present progresamd past progressive
tenses; however, they take the present and the pasbpfathe auxiliary /aw/ ‘be’ respectively.
For this study,ijjo-/ was treated in present progressive tense as preseriggdwlow due to the
assumption that the present progressive is acquiredebiesqast counterpart (Brown, 1994).

SFor further discussion see Baye (1994:93-94)

35



(Bsu in¢’at ijjo-Sobbor-o W
He wood PROGbHreak3sG.M.SBJ AUX.bePRS.3SG.M.SBJ

‘He is breaking wood.’

Three different pictures were offered in the elic@atto check the learners’ ability to correctly
identify Ajjo-/. Each of these pictures indicated a continuous &gtsdich as writing (see
pictures: 7, 13, and 17.1 in appendix i). The suitable answerprbégressive morpheme test

were: /ijawarada now/, /ij awata naw/, /ijasakb naw/® as seen in (6-8) below.

(6amson eroja ija-warad-9 o
Samson stePROGQgo down3SG.M.SBJ AUX.bePRS.3SG.M.SBJ

‘Samson is going down a step.’

(Aemu droja ija-wot-a v
Alemu step PROGQO Up3SG.M.SBJ AUX.bePRS.3SG.M.SBJ

‘Alemu is going up a step.’

(8pn ficbl ij 9-saf-o aw
John alphabetPROGWrite-3SG.M.SBJ AUX.bePRS.3SG.M.SBJ

‘John is writing an alphabet.’

Table 3: Data Summary for Progressive Marker #j a-/

Type of Test
Oral Written

Number Number

Form verses Meaning

+Form +Vocabulary 26 21
+Form  -Vocabulary 7

-Form  +Vocabulary 3 5
-Form  -Vocabulary 2 3
Total 38 38

SMLAESALs pronounced the progressive marke¥igs/ instead of ifjo-/. For this error, further explanations are given ia th

error analysis part of this study.
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In the oral test, twenty-six students used the presegrgssive marker and the correct form of
the auxiliary /aw/ ‘be’. Among them, with regard to the word usage, three studerutew
fijasab naw/ ‘He is drawing.’ instead ofijjos'alb now/ ‘He is writing.” Furthermore, two
students usedjstaramods now/ ‘He is walking.” instead ofijjowarrado now/ ‘He is going
down.’ the remaining answers contained the correct woildsere were also seven cases with
correct usage of the present participle but with otleem$ of the auxiliary /sw/. Three
respondents also did not use the progressive marker retitpused the auxiliary sw/. One
student employed the simple present/future tense rdtaerthe present progressive. Moreover,

there was one simple past tense sentence as well.

With regard to the written test, thirty students affistbis marker but nine of them attached it to
incorrect words. On the other hand, five students did r@thes marker; however, they used the
correct form of /aw/. Two of the remaining students provided the perfectetevigh incorrect

words and one gave no answer.
4.1.1.3. Accusative Marker /-n/

Amharic employs an accusative marker unlike English. B&984: 80) and Getahun (1997:80)
state that one of the roles of /-n/ in Amharic is kivag an accusative. Here, this morpheme was
treated in simple noun objects as exemplified in EQWw.

(9)issu bet-u-n ot'S
he hOUSBEN.3SG.M-ACC salePST-3SG.M.SBJ
‘He sold his house.’

To recognize the students’ capability of using the Amharasative marker /-n/, three pictures
were provided to elicit their utterances. The firstyrie showed a man covering his eyes with
cloth. The second one illustrated a man shaving hisdb&8dre last picture depicted a man
covering his finger with a bandage (see pictures: 3.1, 164 18.3 in appendix i). The
acceptable answers for the test of the accusativphmaore were: ajnun/ ‘his eye’, simun/ ‘his
beard’ andtatun/ ‘his finger’ as seen in (10), (11), and (12) below respeltiv

The morpheme /-n/ has another grammatical function in AmHeuicinstance, it serves a first person plural subjeoker to
the verb. For further discussion see Getahun (1997: 109-111) aad1R®y:87-88).

37



(10)irma ajn-u-n b¢ork’ asr-o-all
irn@a eyesEN.3SG.M-ACC PRreloth  cover3sG.M.SBJ-AUX

ir@a covered his eyes with cloth.’

I M)

(11) hassim-u-n Hla¢’¢’-all
asten beardsEN.3SG.M-ACC3SG.M.SB3shavePRS-AUX

deken shaves his beard.’

(12pkk’ olo  tat-u-n dpilasbr -t ok’ ollil-all
Bekele fingesEN.3SG.M-ACCPPbandage 3SG.M.SBJ
-COVEPRS-AUX

€Bele covers his finger with a bandage.’

Table 4: Data Summary for Accusative Marker /-n/

Type of Test

Form verses Meaning  Oral Written
Number | Number
+Form +Vocabulary 9 4
+Form  -Vocabulary 1 2
-Form  +Vocabulary 24 27
-Form  -Vocabulary 4 5
Total 38 38

In the case of the oral test, twenty-seven studentgsvesiad incorrectly by omitting the

accusative marker. Among them twenty-four students usecbtinect words, however, from the

remaining students, one student emploffeetl ‘face’ instead of /s’'im/ 'beard’ and two students

said/ij/ ‘hand’ rather than /at/ finger’. On the other hand, nine students used thecbwords

and the accusative marker correctly. From the reststwdents, one student used the accusative

marker with the incorrect word, and the other one gevanswer.

The result of the written test showed that thirtytstudents did not use the accusative marker of

which twenty-seven utilized the correct words. Theaiamng six students affixed the accusative

38



marker to the nouns in the obligatory grammatical enviratrend two out of six attached to

incorrect words.
4.1.1.4. Passive Marker A&-/

In English, the passive voice is not marked but congiduasing theverb to beplus the past
participle form of the transitive, whereas, in Amharic the pt@me /4-/ is attached to the verb
to mark passive voice construction (Baye, 1994:236-237). Thiy steted the structures in 13
below.

(13)et b-ginbonna b-gonmob-a

house PR-builder PASSbuild.PST-3SG.M.SBJ
‘A house was built by the builder.’

The learners’ ability to use the passive marke+/ Avas assessed from the utterances they
produced in describing three pictures. The pictures showgddsa which was broken by a man,
a log which was chopped by a man, and a thief who wadexdrbg a policeman (see pictures:
15.2, 19.2, and 20.3 in appendix i). The acceptable answersembfaom the learners were:
ltosabaral, /tafalota/ and/tasara/® as in (14), (15), and (16) below correspondingly.

(1Br¢’¢’'iko o-solomon  to-sabar-a
glass PRSolomon  PASSbrakePST-3SG.M.SBJ
‘A glass was broken by Solomon.’

(15hd M-jon ta-falot-o
log PPJohn PASSChOpPST-3SG.M.SBJ
‘A log was chopped by John.’

(18ba b-polis t-asor-o°
thief PPRpolice PASSarrestPST-3SG.M.SBJ

‘A thief was arrested by the policeman.’

SMLAESALs has some difficulties to pronounce the Amharid fril Further explanations were provided in the errofyais
section of this studyln Amharic two vowels cannot go together so to reguldhizerule the weak voweb//is omitted from the

morpheme in this particular case.
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Table 5: Data Summary for Passive Marker /s-/

Type of Test

Oral Written
Form verses Meaning Number Number
+Form +Vocabulary 6 4
+Form  -Vocabulary 2 1
-Form  +Vocabulary 28 23
-Form  -Vocabulary 2 10
Total 38 38

The data from the oral test showed that twenty-esgidents did not affix the passive marker to
the verbs that they supplied to express the actions slowthe pictures. However, a small
minority of the students (six) responded correctly. Tstuedents supplied the passive marker,
but with the incorrect word. The first student utteréstohatoka/ ‘PASScrack’ rather than
ltosobhora/ ‘PASSbraek’ and the second one also ugekiofara/ ‘PASSdig’ instead of Afallat’ o/

‘PASSchop’. There were two cases where no answers weee.giv

The written test result for this morpheme indicated tiaenty-six students did not use the
passive marker but twenty-three of them used the cowedtls. Five students utilized this
morpheme, but one of them affixed it to incorrect dgrThere were also seven learners who

gave no answers.

4.1.1.5. Definite Marker /-u/

In English, the articlehe shows definiteness, and it is not an affix but ratheeparate lexeme
which precedes the noun; whereas, in Amharic the morphémg? /-w/** and /-waF are
suffixed to the nouns to mark definiteness. Hailu (1967:111gdthat “the suffix /-u/ which has
two different functions, (i) masculine definite arti¢dso affixed to the plural substantives), (ii)
third person singular masculine p.s. [possessive suffixopngi

10.11Baye (1994: 82) and Getahun (1997: 81-83) explain that /-u/ andafevelefinite markers of masculine and feminine nouns
respectively¥-w/ is the variant form of /-u/ which is attached in #rironment where the final sound of the word is vowel.

This is just to regularize the sound system of Amhanicesin Amharic; two vowels cannot go together consequently
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As observed from the above discussion, the morpliamhbas variants and another grammatical
roles in the language. These forms and roles of /-u/moaye acquired at the same time when
one learns Amharic as a second language. Therefol@sisttidy, the focus is only on the form
/-u/ and its role of definite marking as in the examplél7) below.

(1BJrr-u aroge ow
doorbEF  old COP.bePRS.3SL.M.SBJ
‘The door is old.’

To discover the definite marker /-u/ some pictures wecerporated in the Bilingual Syntax
Measure. The pictures showed: a doctor who takes a motehis patient, a boy who indicates
directions to another person, and a snake which sesady to bite a man (see pictures: 5.3, 9.3
and 12.2 appendix i).

The acceptable answers for the definite morpheme tast vsakimu/ ‘the doctor’,/liju/ ‘the
boy’ and/ibabu/ ‘the snake’ as in (18), (19), and (20) respectively.

(1Bakim-u mastawsa i-jiz-all
doctorbEF  note 3SG.M.SBXtakePRS-AUX
‘The doctor takes the note.’

(19j-u akta'¢c’a j-t'ok’k'um-all
boybEF location 3SG.M.SBJindicatePRS-AUX

‘The boy indicates the location.’

(2ab-u pmm-ji-n-nadaf #mosl-all
SnakeBEF REL.3SG.M.SBJ-PASS-PHSt 3SG.M.SB3seemAUX
‘The snake seems to bit.’
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Table 6: Data Summary for Definite Marker /-u/

Type of Test

_ Oral Written
Form verses Meaning NUmDber NUmber
+Form +Vocabulary 14 12
+Form  -Vocabulary 2 1
-Form  +Vocabulary 22 22
-Form  -Vocabulary . 3
Total 38 38

In the oral test, fourteen students affixed the definitekera/-u/ to the correct words. Twenty-
two students uttered the correct words but they did not @@ definite marker morpheme to
them. Two students utterésimagle/‘old man’ instead of /hakim/ but they attached the definit
marker /-w/ to it.

On the other hand, the written test data showed tlatitywufive students did not affix the definite
marker to the specific and obligatory grammatical enviremisy and twenty-two of them used
the correct words. The other twelve students answereduéstions by providing the correct
morpheme and the correct words. Only one student useddbwect word and affixed /-w/ in

the place where /-u/ was required.
4.1.1.6. Copula ‘nw’ *

The copula /sw/ ‘be’ exists both in English and Amharic. In English, ildws the subject and
precedes the complement (Bender, 1974); whereas, in Amhamenes sentence final position.

Getatchew explains that:

3 The morpheme v/ also serves as an auxiliary in progressive tensesufber discussions see Baye (1994: 93-94). Here it

was studied only when it appeared as a copula. For thissess&etachew (1974: 139-154).
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Amharic (=Amh) and other “modern” Semitic languages ofdgiita on the other
hand, use the copula regularly. In fact an equative semteém Amh is
ungrammatical if the copula is missing. In other wordsrehdoes not seem to
exist any condition in Amh where the equative main seeteould be introduced
without some form of the copula. (1974:139)

The copula was here studied only in the statement foria @fesent tense with third person

singular masculine subject as illustrated in (21) below.

(21) jth a&'¢’'irbog W
this short by COPbePRS.3SG.M.SBJ
‘This is a short sheep.’

The students were asked to identify the copula fronpttieires which showed: a small baby
with his mother, a man who holds black shoe with lgktrhand, and a woman who has long
hair (see pictures: 10.1, 11.1 and 14.1 in appendiknig now/ ‘It is small.’, /¢ama mnow/ ‘It is
shoe.” andrazm naw/ ‘It is long.” were the acceptable answers as show@22), (23) and (24)
respectively.

(22)j-lva-mm tins  mw
child-GEN-FOC small coOPbePRS.3SG.M.SBJ
‘Her child is also small.’

(23)ik’'ur ¢ama mpw
black shoe cor.bePRS.35G.M.SBJ

‘It is black shoes.’

(24yeri  sbgur-wa _jm  now
Mary hair-GEN.3SG.F long COPbePRS.3SG.M.SBJ
‘Mary’s hair is long.’
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Table 7: Data Summary for Copula /rw/

Type of Test
Oral Written

Form verses Meanin
91 Number Number

+Form +Vocabulary 29 28
+Form  -Vocabulary 2 1
-Form  +Vocabulary 5 7
-Form  -Vocabulary 2 2

Total 38 38

From the total number of the respondents twenty-nine stsidesied the copula with the correct
words in the oral test. In addition, two students afslived the copula but with the incorrect
words: Ivafram naw/ ‘is fat’ instead of /szzm row/ ‘is long’ and/ac¢ir naw/ ‘is short’ rather
than /innS nw/ ‘is small'. Five students omitted the copula and used dhé correct

complements, and there were two who gave no answers.

Concerning the written test result, twenty-nine studeotsectly used the copula; however, one
of them used the copula with incorrect words. Sevadesits did not identify this morpheme,

but they used the correct word. There were also twodihaot answer.

4.1.1.7. Possessive Markeraj/

The morpheme 44/ has various grammatical roles without changing itenfo Hailu (1967:104)
explains that “the §] complex must have a minimum of two substantivese.fiist type of [p-

] complex expresses possession; the second type-ptfmplex expresses materiality or the
nature of the staff of which the second, the objecainbt by the second substantive, is made.”
Some of the genitive role of the morphemse/ /are: purposive, causative, instrumental, locative,
and possessive. In Amharic, possession can also indlidtateugh different affixes depend on
the person in a sentence (Baye, 1994: 80 and Getahun, 1997: 136t4/&/)lL focused only on
the morpheme 4§/ and its grammatical role of indicating possessiorexamplified in (25)

below.
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(2pykobbods  bet
PossKebede house
‘Kebede’s house’

The pictures presented to elicit the possessive markes. \weman’s suitcase, a beggar’s long
right hand and a thief who has stolen a female’s pamseran away (see pictures: 2.2, 4.1 and
6.1 in appendix i). The correct answers wergimakonin/ ‘Mekonnen’s’, [aloman/

‘beggar’s’ andjbset/‘female’s’ as seen in (26-28) below.

(26p-makonin borsa  sddok’-o
pPoddekonnen suitcase faBT-3SG.M.SBJ

‘Mekonnen’s suitcase fell’
(2j-lamai Kann ijj pzzm  j-mosl-al
POSsbeggar right hand large 3SG.M.SBJseenmPRS-AUX

‘A beggar’s right hasekems long.’

(2Bba jo-set borsa stk-o irot-al
robberpPOssset bag  snatc3sG.M 3SG.M.SBIUNPRS-AUX
‘A robber snatched the female’s bag and runs away.’

Table 8: Data Summary for Possessive Marker 3}/

Form versus Meaning Type of Test
Oral Written

Number | Number

+Form +Vocabulary 21 15
+Form  -Vocabulary 6 7
-Form  +Vocabulary 3 11
-Form  -Vocabulary 3 5
Total 38 38
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The number of the students who provided the correct answitie oral test was twenty-one.
These students answered the correct words with the pwssesarker /-/. However, eleven

students did not use the possessive marker in their utesxaAmong them three students
incorrectly uttered the wordabat/ ‘father’ instead of Ammay/ ‘beggar’. Six students attached

the possessive morpheme to incorrect words.

In the written test, twenty-two students utilized therpmeme in the obligatory grammatical
environment; seven of them used incorrect words. And thesbdsen students did not use the

morpheme; however, eleven of them used the correaswor

In this section of the study, | have presented and disdudge data which were gathered to
identify the acquisition order of seven grammatical rherpes of Amharic. In the subsequent
section, those data presented from section 4.1.1 to 4.1vé almye summarized and analyzed to
infer the acquisition order of the target morphemesdas Group Score Method.

4.1.2. Learning Order of the Morphemes

In this research, to calculate the acquisition oxfethe seven grammatical morphemes two
scoring systems were used: Scoring System 1 and scoribgn8¥s In Scoring System 1, “no

answers” were not included in the data, on the assunib@ngnorance of the vocabulary word
did not imply ignorance of the morpheme. This particglzoring system is concerned strictly
with use of the morphemes; therefore, 2 points werarded for the correct morpheme and
correct word, 1 point was awarded for the malformed monghand incorrect word and no

points were awarded for the incorrect morpheme, regardfesorrect or incorrect word.

On the other hand, | also used to score the resultsanddime using an alternative system
(Scoring System 2) in order to better interpret the teslihis system concerned with meaning
in language acquisition rather than just form. Grammlati@a@phemes carry properties of the
language’s grammar, but knowledge of the grammar does noy knplwledge of the actual
usage of the language. If a student can identify a corregh®me, but not a correct word, the
meaning is lost and communication does not succeed. Theréfecause meaning is desired as
much as form, this scoring system awarded 2 points forr@at morpheme and a correct word

and no points for an incorrect morpheme and a cowend or for an incorrect morpheme and
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an incorrect word or for “no answer.” Based on thedeutations, the percentage correctness of

the targeted morphemes in the target group’s utteransésv in the figures below.

Figure 1. Percentage Correct for Oral and

Written Data Using Scoring System 1
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Figure 2: Average Percentage Correct for Oral and

Written Data Using Scoring System 1
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Key:

O= Oral Test Result

W= Written Test Result
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Figure 3: Percentage Correct for Oral and

Written Data Using Scoring System 2
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Figure 4: Average Percentage Correct for Oral and

Written Data Using Scoring System 2
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The figures presented above, help to infer the acquisitiderasf the targeted grammatical
morphemes. As has observed form both Scoring Systamd Bcoring System 2 for the oral and
written tests data, most of the students mastered #@riylural marker /<&/, the copula /sw/
and the progressive markejd-/, however, the definite marker /-u/, the possessiaeken /p-/
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and the passive marken-t were acquired later. Hence, the rank that showgahkest to latest
acquired target morpheme is presented in table 9 below.

Table 9: The Acquisition Rank of Grammatical Morphemes & Amharic

Rank Morpheme
1 Plural /-@¢/

Copula /aw/

Progressiveijjo-/
Possessivedy/
Definite /-u/

Accusative /-n/

N O g M WD

Passive #/

4.1.3. Form versus Form and Meaning

As seen from the data in table 10 below, the studgaigbrmance of identifying the correct
morpheme both in the oral and written tests was bétéa providing the correct vocabulary and
form together.

Table 10: Percentage Difference between

the Two Scoring Systems

Morpheme | Scoring System LScoring System 2 | Average | Average
(SS1) (SS2) for SS1 | for SS2
Oral Written | Oral Written o&w o&w
[-o¢¢/ 90.79 | 89.47 86.84 76.32 90.13 81.58
Inow/ 81.57 | 76.32 76.32 73.84 78.95 75.08
fijjo-/ 77.63 | 67.11 55.26 55.26 72.37 55.26
fjo-/ 71.05 | 57.89 53.56 39.47 64.47 46.52
[-u/ 39.47 | 32.89 36.82 31.58 36.18 34.2
[-n/ 26.31 14.79 23.68 10.52 21.05 17.1
ta-/ 21.05 13.15 15.79 9.65 17.1 12.72
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4.1.4. Interlanguage Interference

In the data, some interlanguage transfers were olikevi@st of the students performed well in
the first acquired four morphemes: plural markercdkocopula /aw/, present progressive
marker {#jjo-/ and possessive marken//jThis seems a positive transfer because all of these
grammatical morphemes have the English equivalent gréoahanorphemes: /-s/, /is/, ling-/
and /-s’/ respectively. However, their forms and proratian are different from the Amharic
ones; they carry relatively similar grammatical fuant and meanings. On the contrary, the last
three lately acquired morphemes: definite marker /-uljsatove marker /-n/ and passive marker
lto-/ seem the reflection of negative transfer since igligim definiteness and passive are not
marked by affixes; and there is no accusative marker too.

Here, we have identified the acquisition order of sevemgratical morphemes of Amharic
while MLAESALSs learn Amharic as a second language. Inndye section several of the most
regular grammatical errors which were observed in the dathe preceding section and others
which were collected half a day per two weeks interwakix months were discussed.

4.2. Grammatical Errors

Committing errors is natural in the processes of legriirst language, second language and
foreign language. However, the proponents of behavitwdry do not accept errors as an
indicator of learning progress. Rather, they see ersoumacceptable act of a learner. Therefore,
they strongly argue that errors must be avoided (litied, 1984 and Wilkins, 1972). On the
other hand, the mentalists believe that errors arédatpns of the process of language learning
in the minds of the learner. So, they treat errors asagohenomena of learning and also good
indicators of the learners’ language learning progresswiBrd994 and Ellis, 1994). In this
section, both Creative Construction (bases its foumadan Mentalists’ view) and Contrastive
Analysis (bases its foundation on Behaviorists’ viewyenveaken as working framework to
analyze the target group’s phonological and morpho-syatecbrs.
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4.2.1. Phonological Errors

Sounds are the building block of speech languages. Childwndarn the simplest and basic
sounds while acquiring their first language. Then they iaeghe more complicated ones in
progress. In the same fashion, second language leaafsrslearn the simplest linguistic
elements first and then try to learn the complex ondse later stage of their learning (Ellis,
1994).

Scholars such as Corder (1976), Dulay and Burt (1982) and Brb®@#) claim that mother
tongue interference occurs often in the learning prodeg®ghonological aspects of a second
language. If some of the sounds of the target languageocarfound in the learners’ mother
tongue, then they become hindrances for correct pronwntiathis was also observed in the
data which were collected from MLAESALSs. They comndttariety of phonological errors, but
the most regular ones are identified, classified and/aedlin the subsequent subsections.

4.2.1.1. Interference Errors

Speech sounds have their own place of articulatiodsn@aanner of articulations. Some sounds
are also found only in a particular language but not wthem. For instance, most Ethiopian
languages have ejective sounds that do not exist indbngh the case of Ethiopian languages,
some sounds are common for all but other sounds may lealtypatures of only a few
languages. For instance, sounds produced by exhaling air armoco for all Ethiopian
languages while implosive sounds (liki)/are found in few languages like: Oromo and Konso.
With regard to Amharic, Bender claims that:

Ambharic is a very typically Ethiopian language, having @fixhe eight
phonological markers and sixteen of the eighteen graicehdeatures...
A few striking features of Amharic phonology give tkenguage its
characteristic sound when one hears it spoken. Thesethmreweak,
indeterminate stress; the frequent gemination of consqgrthatfequency
of central vowels; and the use of automatic helpingelo(@976: 75)

The above quotation shows the most common featuré®e dimharic sound system. Almost all

of these linguistic features are not regularly found inliEhgsound system. For example,

gemination is the most common linguistic feature in Anthdmit not in English. On the

contrary, stress is prominent in English unlike in AnthaHence, these kinds of linguistic
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deviations between Amharic and English can be potentiabesa for interference errors.
Therefore, some of the most common and regular faresice errors of MLAESALsS are
presented below.

4.2.1.1.1. Substituting Ejective Sounds

Amharic has five ejective sounds: /p’/, It'l, IKE/land /s’/ (Baye, 1994:18-19 and Getahun,
1997: 8). Bender describes the production of these soundioassfo

These sounds are produced by closing the glottis (thé oxds), holding
the closure while the lips or tongue articulate the coast and then
opening the glottis and releasing the air pressure built wpvidéke larynx.
The release of the glottis comes either just as#ime time or a little after
the lips or tongue finishes their part of articulatifi®76:77-78)
Moreover, Ferguson (1976:67) states that ejective soundmaref the remarkable features of
the Amharic sound system. He further explains that ggsounds are less frequent than their
non-ejective counterparts. MLAESALs faced difficulties produce and to identify ejective
sounds. One can simply understand this problem from tre mlatsented (29) through (33)

below.

(29) Pronunciation of /p’/

NASs MLAESALs Gloss

/p’ap@g! /papas/ ‘bishop’

ltjp’ija/ fijopja/  ‘Ethiopia’

(30) Pronunciation of /t’/

NASs MLAESALs Gloss

ofrtia/ /mata/  ‘He came.’

ftoffann/  /tofan/ ‘I have forgotten.’
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(31) Pronunciation of /k’/

NASs MLAESALs Gloss

Abom/ /kalom/  ‘ink’

wha/  /kida/ ‘Fetch!” (2SG.M

(32) Proniation of £’/

N&AS MLAESALs Gloss

dreia/ lrucal/ ‘running’

e/ /wanca/ ‘cup’

(33) Pronunciation of /s’/

NASs MLASALs Gloss

/nins’a/ /hinsa/ ‘building’

/gibs’/ /gbis/ ‘Egypt’

The aforementioned data (29-33) illustrated that the leswew@uld not pronounce the complex
ejective sounds of Amharic: /p’/, It'l, IKI¢l and /s’l (see additional data from page 1 of

appendix ii). The pattern of the substitution of thesends by non-ejective ones is as follows:

Substitution of Ejectives
Ejective Non-ejective
(34) Ipl——>» Ipl/

) ———» 1t/
IKf——— kI
&/ ——» ¢/

[SSF——— s/

A contrast between the consonant phonemes of Amhadi&aglish can give an answer for the

guestion why the students substituted the ejective soundsheition-ejective counterparts.
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Table 11: Amharic Consonant Phonemes

Manner of Place of Articulatio
Articulation

Bilabial Labiodents Alveolar Palata Velar Glottal

Stop:
vls p t k ?
vd b

ej p’ t k

Fricative

vis f

vd y4

e

Affricatives

vis

vd

ej

Nasal: m n

Lateralt I r

Semivowel | w ]
Adapted from Baye (1994: 17-18)

As one can see from table (11) above, ejective soundmbéric are: /p’/, It'], K/, &/ and /S'/.

N¢ U
>

O =< 0

=13

These sounds have some similarities in their manneatiofilation and some differences in place
of articulation as seen from the description in (35p\Wwe
(35) a./p'l voiceless, bid, stop, ejective
b. /t'/ voicegesalveolar, stop, ejective
c. /k'l voicelesglar, stop, ejective
&’/ voiceless, palatal, affricate, ejective
e. /s'l voicedeslveolar, affricate, ejective

From the descriptions in (35a) to (35e), all ejective sourely@celess; however, /p’/, /t'/ and
/K'[ are stops anct/ and /s’/ are affricates. On the other hand, in tpéace of articulation, the
following differences are observed: /t'/ and /s’/ ateealar ones, but /p/, Ikl and&'l are
bilabial, velar and palatal respectively. Getahun (1997:8¢ssthat the sounds: /p/, /t/, /k&/ /
and /s/ are the non-ejective counter parts of them.
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The consonant chart below shows the absence oiveieah English sound system.

Tald2: English Consonant Phonemes

Manner Place of Articulation

ofAr_ticu- Bilabial | Labio- | Dental| Alveolar| Palato{ Palatal| Velar| Glottal
lation dental alveolar

Plosive
vls

vd
Fricative
vls f 0 S
vd v 8 z

O ©
—
=

N<¢ U
>

Affricat-ives
vls
vd
Nasals m n |

¢ O

Laterals |
Semivowels w r |
Adapted from: Roach (1993: 65)

As could be found in the table (12) above English doethaet ejective sounds. This seems to
cause the substitutions of the ejective sounds with tlearest non-ejective counterparts. These
sounds exist both in Amharic and in English; and have smmenon features with the ejective
ones as analyzed from (36) to (40) below.

(36) (-voiced, +bilabial, +stop, +ejective)

(-voiced, + bilabial, + stop, -ejective)sp—— L—» b (+ voiced, + bilabial, + stop, -ejecjive

In (36) above, /p’/ and /p/ share more features thamltkever, /p’/ is [+ejective] but /p/ is not.

When we compare /b/ with /p’/, it differs from /p’/ two features: [+voiced] and [-ejective]. The
difference between /p’/ and /b/ is greater than tlsirdition between /p’/ and /p/. Thus, the
students tend to substitute /p/ for /p’/ rather than using /b/
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(837) (-voiced, +alveolar, + stop, + ejective)

T

(-voiced, +alveolar, +stop, -ejectiveq+— t' —> d (+voiced, + alveolar, + stop, -¢jee)

(-voiced, +alveolar, +fricative, -ejective)

As seen in (37) above, /d/ is the [+voiced] counter part/cand /t'/. But /t'/ is not only
[-voiced] but also [+ejective]. The only differencewseen /t'/ and /t/ is, the former is [+ejective]
but the later is not. On the other hand, /s/ diffeosnf/t’/ in two features: [-stop] and [-ejective].
It/ has three features in common with /t'/: [-voicejalveolar] and [+stop]. So, the students
preferred /t/ instead of /d/ and /s/ to substitute /t’/.

(38)vdiced, +velar, +stop, +ejective)

(-voiced, +velar, +stop, -ejective)«—— —k—» g (+voiced, +velar, +stop, -ejective)

In the case of /k'/, it shares two common featuréh vg/: [+velar] and [+stop]. On the other
hand, /k’/ and /k/ have three features in common: §edj, [+velar] and [+stop]. Place of
articulation is common across these three sounds different from the rest in phonation; and
/K'[ is distinct from /k/ and /g/ in [+ejective]. From shanalysis, we can conclude that due to the
highest similarity between /k/ and /k’/, the learnesedi/k/ in place of /k’/ while speaking
Ambharic.

(39) (-voiced, +alveolar, +fricative, +ejective)

|

(-voiced, +alveolar, +fricative, -ejectives-s— s'—» z (+voiced, +alveolar, +fricative, -eje@)v

All /s/, Is’l and /z/ are alveolar fricative sounds.and /s’/ are similar in phonation because both
of them are [-voiced]; however, /s/ is [-ejectivehelsound /z/ differs from /s’/ in two features:
[+voiced] and [-ejective]. When one compares the degfsenilarity among these three sounds,

/sl is the nearest to /s’/. That is why, the studesesl /s/ in place of /s’/ in the target language.
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(40) dieed, +palatal, +affricate, +ejective)

(-voiced, + palatal, +affricate, -ejectivied— ¢’ —»S (-voiced, +palatal, -affricate, -ejective)

|

j
(+voiced, +palatal, +affricate, -ejective)
The description (40) above shows the degree of similagtweend/ and other three sounds.
All 7¢/, I¢l, i and /S/ are palatal however, the first three asdfificate] and the forth one is
[-affricates]. Exceptjl/, all of them are [-voiced] sounds. Another differermamong d'/, /¢/, [/
and /s/ is that¢/, /j/ and /S/ are [-ejective] wherea¥ is [+ejective]. Thus,d/ has three features

in common with &'/: [-voiced], [+palatal] and [+affricate]. As a restihe students tend to use /
in place of ¢'/.

As has been observed from sections (36) to (40) abowestildents are inclined to substitute the
ejective sounds by the [-voiced] counter parts of thgh (/t/, / k/, /s/ and¢/) rather than the
[+voiced] ones (/b/, /d/, /g/, /z/ anfl)/since the formers have most common features with thei
ejective counter parts than the later ones. On ther dtdnd, the learners faced problems not
only to produce the ejective sounds but also to identignathey hear them. The ejective sounds
and the sounds that were used to replace them by the BIRA& are phonemic. They often

cause meaning differences as has exemplified in (41) below.

(41)
Pronunciation
NASs MLAESALSs
a. /lasim/ ‘skeleton’ /asm/ ‘skeleton’
lasm/ ‘asthma’ /asm/ ‘asthma’
b. /dink’/ ‘surprising’ /dink/ ‘surprising’
[/dink/ ‘dwarf’ /dink/ ‘dwarf’
c. k'ira/ ‘tail’ [Ciral ‘tail’
kiral ‘she donate’ [Ciral ‘she donate’
d. /fet’at’a/ ‘stair at’ [fotata/ ‘stair at’
Ifotata/ ‘Untie!’ (2SG.M) | [fatata/ ‘Untie!” (2SG.M)
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As observed from the data presented in column 3 of dbé tin (41) above, MLAESALs
pronounced two different phonemes of Amharic as a splgd@eme as explained in (42) below.

(42) as in: /asm/ ‘asthma’

/s’ asin: [as'm/ ‘skeleton’

< /k/ asin: [éhk/ ‘dwarf’
//

/Kl as in/dink’/ ‘surprising’

¢/ asin: diral ‘she donates’

¢l asin: &iral ‘tail’

It asin: /btata/ ‘Untie’’(2SG.M)

d. /t/
'/ asin: At'at’a/ ‘stare at’

This shows that MLAESALSs not only mispronounced the @jectounds but they also could not
communicate properly due to the semantic problems causedebg mispronunciations. For
example, in (42a), NASs pronounce the two lexemes /askeleton’ and /asm/ ‘asthma’
distinctively. In the first case, the medial sounds$% and in the second case /s/. These two
sounds are phonemic. Hence, they could cause mearfiegedce; however, MLAESALS

pronounced them in the same whsnY. This causes communication barriers with other people.



4.2.1.1.2. Substituting Trill Sound

In English, /r/ has three variations: (a) null (notorpunced) common in the British
pronunciation; for example, as in car /ka/, carpentquitika/ and chaircey/; (b) t / (retroflex)
common in American pronunciation as in carn/lkand chairdey/; and (c) ¢/ (flap) common in
British as well as American pronunciation as in gradeyay, Britain /bitin/ (Roach, 1993: 50).
On the other hand, Amharic has only the trill /r/. lnsincases the learners used the ftan/
place of the Amharic trill /r/ as data (43) below (&a¢her data from page ii of appendix ii).

(43) Pronunciation of /r/

NASs MLAESALs Gloss

oft/ /be/ ‘door’
olhab/ /rahab/ ‘hunger’

This substitution of the trill /r/ by the flap/ seems the result of mother tongue interference.
4.2.1.1.3. Problem of Gemination

Sounds in a given language may vary in length of time thkg for production. If the non-
geminated sound takes time ‘I’ then the geminated one ai@y ‘t+t' time. This means one
requires more time to produce the earlier one. Gemimasi one of the distinctive features of
Ambharic. Ferguson states that:

Length is lexically distinctive in consonants and thera grammatical process in
at least one major word class, such as nouns or varbdjich a short (‘single’)
consonant is replaced by a long (‘double’, ‘geminat&)séme languages such
as English, geminate consonants occur only at gramrhdtizandaries, as in
compound words like pen-knife (nn), book-keeper (kk), or atdwmryundaries
such as seem more. ... All the consonants of Amharicpéxhéoccur both short
and long, although the long consonants are less comraarthtd short ones (ratio
of i to ii). (1976:68)

The above quotation indicates that all consonants dfigkim except /h/ can be geminated in
word medial and/or word final position(s). In Amharioe tpresence or absence of geminated

sound in a given word may cause meaning disparity; howeneestudents regularly uttered both
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geminate and the non-geminate counterpart of it in thee seay as observed from the data

presented in (44) below.
(44)

al/bala/

A

kals/
/all  ‘He exists.’
/inarmbabn/  ‘We (will) cry.’
Gnanabalan/ <
irarmbbabn/  ‘We (will) read.’
/snbola/ ‘when we eat’
tinbola/ <
/enibbola/ ‘when we are eaten’
[aday/ ‘savior’
kadan/ <
/adda/ ‘hunter’
[sigpzal ‘when he buys’
/Sigaz<
[sigega/ ‘when hel/it is bought’

A/ ‘Say!

da/ ‘He ate.’

38l ‘He stated.’

In the data presented in (44a) through (44f) above theelesacould not convey the meaning that
they desired to transmit due to: (i) lack of knowledgexgerience of gemination in their mother
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tongue since gemination is curious in English; (ii) the edutable nature of the grammatical
conditions of gemination in Amharic. Hence, MLAESALsdd obscurity of differentiating and

pronouncing the geminated sounds from the non-geminateddmsused non-geminated ones
to utter the geminated too. The absence of the geminated $o the place where it is needed

brings meaning difference as observed from the abovesitata gemination is phonemic in
Ambharic.

4.2.1.1.4. Problems in Syllable Structure

Native Amharic speakers pronounce words suchiks /fove’ as it is transcribed here. The
syllable structure of this mono-syllabic word is CVCCislthe most complex syllable structure
in Amharic (Getahun (1997:22-24). The target group regularly irdsémgehigh front unrounded

vowel /i/ following a consonant cluster at word init@dsition as exemplified in the data (45)
below.

(45)

NASs MLAESALs Gloss
/libs/ CVCC /lbis/ CCVC ‘cloth’
/hizb/  CVCC /hzib/ CCVC ‘people’
/dink/ CVCC /dnik/ CCVC ‘surprising’
/s'idk’/ CVCC /sdik/ CCVC ‘blessing’
lgils’l CVCC /glis/ CCVC ‘clear’

The syllable structure of Amharic words is more restictean that of English words. In
English, up to three-consonant clusters are possibloat initial as in /stri:m/ ‘stream’. It is
also possible to have up to four consonants in word finaition as in /stju:dnts/ ‘students’
(Roach 1993: 73). The syllable structure, CCVC is one ofcttramon syllables in English
unlike Amharic. Therefore, the students changed the AmIGVICC type syllable into the

English CCVC type syllable structure. This appears to Hee result of mother tongue
interference.
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4.2.1.1.5. Problem of Stress

When MLAESALs began to construct simple sentences, tkeurrently stressed the final

syllable of the verb. For instance,

(46).asu  mysshafkidus areba’'b-a
he bible reRET-3SG.M.SBJ
‘He read a bible.

hne misa bla-'ku
[ lunch e®ST-1SG.SBJ
‘l ate lunch.’

In data (46) above, the stressed syllables were more meatrthan the unstressed ones. One can
feel that these stressed syllables are louder than steessed ones. So, Roach (1993) states
loudness as one of the components of prominence. Ibbtiee syllables in a given word is

longer than the others, there is a tendency for tylltbée to be heard as stressed one. This

feature was observed in the corpora.

In English stress is phonemic. For instance, thezenganing differences between each pair of

words in (47) bellow due to stress.

47 treéss in English

Noun Verb
pérmit permit
record recaod

présent presat

Nevertheless, Bender (1976:77) says that Amharic has “dak Wwdeterminate stress”. And,
stress does not bring meaning difference in Amharic. IBgyllbles in a given construction are
also stressed equally. Thus, MLAESALs imported their gagpee of stressing a syllable in a
word while speaking Amharic as presented in the data in &@hj46b) above. This appears to

be an interference error.
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4.2.1.2. Developmental Errors
4.2.1.2.1. Omission of /r/ and Addition of /I/
The students substitute the trill sound /r/ by lateraldlhas seen from the data in (48) below.

(48) Omissition of /r/

NASs MLAESALSs Gloss

a. /weras/ Iwalas/ ‘the person who heir’
b. Arads/  /walada/ ‘He/it decreased.’
C.dfas/ Ifalas/ ‘horse’

From the data it seems that the substitution wieentaplace when /r/ is found inter-vocalically.
This substitution causes communication difficulty withivea speakers. Besides, it sometimes
brought meaning difference since /r/ and /I/ are phonemignharic. For instance, the word
/walada/ (48b) means ‘he gave a birth’ but originally they wanteccovey /verrodos/ ‘Helit
decreased’. This showed that how this substitution causeaning differences and
communication difficulty. The confusion may be becawdethe trill Amharic /r/ being
unfamiliar to American English-speakers sounds a bit likd/and so is harder to remember.

4.2.1.2.2. Omission in Palatalization

Paltalization is one of the phonological processesAimharic. If a second person singular
feminine imperative forn2sG.F.IMP)of the verb which ends with alveolar sound in a vemblfi
position is followed by the front vowel /i/ or /el etlalveolar sound is changed into palatal sound,
and this process is called complete palatalization (BR9gd: 44-46). Ferguson states that:

Palatalization occurs in verbs and verbal nouns; for elgnmphen the final
consonant of the verb stem is one of the dentdl$' /6 z s’ n I/, it is palatalized to
the corresponding /c j ¢’ § Z 8'y/ in the second person feminine singular of the
imperative and in the first person singular of the gerl®ing doubled in the

latter). (1976:66)
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Baye also explains that:

NESPS NATPPLT ovhhd LAD ARYF [+AR]YF Y0 LHO9° ATPPLeT
[+AL] AT L4PeT [-AR] ooPSTo 1o
PIPA hATT DALY 0L [+AL]YF FAO-MPA “IAFTT 10 LU ADT
PL AN NeoANTE  ATPPYE WILAtovAh o

L9 AooM  PFAD-
CRPET [+AL] NP1 £I°R &k AT Y- (097 1986:48)

The general idea of this quotation is that the differdmetgveen alveolar and palatal sounds is
[+high]. This means the palatal sounds are [+high] bualolar ones are [-high]. Therefore, if

we said the alveolar sounds are changed into palatal sowadsean that they are changed from
[-high] into [+high]. This change is also comes ...duehi® presence of the alveolar proceeding

the [+high] sound.

NASs follow this palatalization rule explained by Fergusmd Baye when uttering a word
which contains the alveolar sound and is immediatelyoviad by the [+high] sound as

presented in column three of table (49) below.

AT180 L/PLET NTPRET

(49)
Perfective PronunciationsG.F.IMP

NASs MLAESALs Gloss

1 /gotbta/ [gottici] /gotti/ ‘Pulll’

2 woasda/ [wissji] Iwisadi/ ‘Take!

3 It't’ of [sic’¢'l] [siti/ ‘Givel’

4 /lobboso/ [1ibaSi] /libasi/ ‘Wear!’

5 [bwwala/ [dowwiji] /dawli/ ‘Call”

6 [fat’'t’ ano/ [fit" oni] [fitani/ ‘Harry up!

7 lazzzol [1zoZi] lizazil ‘Order?’

8 lanns’s/ [annc’i] /ansi/ ‘Build”’

9 /sbbora/ [stbori] [sibari/ ‘Break!’

As observed from data (49) above, if the final sound ef tkerb is alveolar, and if the speaker
wants to construct second person feminine singular irtiperéorm, the alveolar sound is

completely changed into palatal sound due to the influencthef[+high] vowel /i/ (see

additional data from page 2 of appendix ii). The pattéthis change is:
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Sound Change

(5@lveolar Palatal

W— &l
[}
W— 5 &l
sl ————— [/
2] ————— 3
S ——,
N——»
N —

Nl —» Y

MLAESALs did not applied this palatalization pattern whaamstructing a second person
singular feminine imperative form of the verbs as oles#rim column four of the above table.

They simply uttered the alveolar sounds and the [+highlel separately. This seems to be one
of the developmental errors.

4.2.1.2.3. Error due to Similarity in Pronunciation

Sometimes different words may have relatively sinsfaund arrangements as seen from the data
in (51) below. This similarity makes it difficult to idefy and to use those words properly. As a
result, semantic problems arise in the communicatidheointerlocutors.

(51) Words wiklatively Similar Pronunciation

a. /$oa/ ‘Ethiopian hair style’ /Sorba/ ‘sup’
b. /arba/  ‘igrt /arb/  ‘Friday’
asft/ ‘bound’ /assiten’

The pairs of words in (51a) through (51c) have some sitielain pronunciation (see additional
data from page 2 of appendix ii). Thus, MLAESALSs usegwlord in the left column in place of
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the right one or vice versa. These kinds of words dfieudt for them to distinguish one from
another. As a result, they make errors by using théencinangeably. This simply seems to be a

developmental error.
4.2.1.2.4. Vowel Substitution

MLAESALs faced difficulties in using the high centrahrounded voweli/ in its obligatory
place. They tended to substitute this vowel with thé ignt unrounded vowel /i/. For instance,
they uttered:

(52) Substitutioifio
NASs MLAESALs Gloss
. iajora injora ‘Ethiopian bread’
ime mt'tahu ine moatahu ‘I came.”
issu jhedall isu jihedal ‘He will go.’

In the case of (52a) to (52c), the high central unroundeg M@ was replaced by the high front
unrounded vowel /i/. This substitution does not seem tthdabsence of Amhari¢ Aowel in
the English vowel system because when we comparéwiheanguages vowel systems, all
Ambharic vowels are also found in the English vowel sysasmobserved in tables (13) and (14)
below.

Tadl8: Amharic Vowel Phonemes

Front Unrounded Central Unrounded Back rounded
High i i u
Mid e ) 0]
Low a

Adapted from: Bender et al (1976), Baye (1994:21-22) and Getahun (1997:14)

Table 14: English Vowel Phonemes

Front Unrounded Central Unrounded Back Rounded
High i t u
Mid e ) 0]
Low ® a o)

Adapted from: George, L. and Hehrited in Taddese (1964:107)
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Therefore, their tendency to substitute the high eéninrounded vowel of Amharic did not
seem due to mother tongue interference. This too seemsaalévelopmental error.

4.2.2. Morpho-syntactic Errors

Morphology is one of the common features of most dpémaguages. But, some languages are
morphologically richer and more conservative than amothmharic is a good example of a
morphologically conservative type of languages (Edward, 1985 the other hand, English is
one of morphologically non-conservative languages. MLAES committed several morpho-
syntactic errors when they learn Amharic. The mostgrent and persistent ones are identified,
classified and discussed in the subsequent subsections.

4.2.2.1. Interference Errors
4.2.2.1.1. Difficulties in Usage of Postposition and Prepositi

Usage of prepositions is one of the challenges for MLAIESS They sometimes omitted the
preposition and at other times used one preposition mtyrin place of another preposition.
Their most frequent preposition usage errors are discussad.b

4.2.2.1.1.1. Omission of the Postposition /gar/

Amharic has prepositions (e.g.a/Kfrom’, /la/ ‘to, for’ etc.) and postpositions (e.g. /ga/, /gar/
etc.). MLAESALSs regularly omitted /gar/ in obligatoryapes. For instance,

(53) lem-gadena-je rbar-"ku
PPfriend-GEN.1SG COMePST-1SG.SBJ
*| was my friend’
‘I was with my friend.’
b. ka-woandim-e bl'a-n
PRbrotherGEN.1SG eatPST-1PL.SBJ
?‘l ate my brother’
‘leatvith my brother.’
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c.ko-wiha makina ija-tarag-o PW
PPwater car PROGClean3sG.M.SBJ AUXbePRS.3SG.M.SBJ
*He is washing car from water’

‘He is washing a car by using water.’

The data in (53a) and (53b) above show that MLAESALs uk&dand omitted /gar/. As a
result, the structure becomes grammatically unaccepaaoléhe meanings of the sentences are
also confusing. In the case of (53ck//was added unnecessarily. If we analyze the semantics
of this sentence, the meaning was disturbed due to theestarsage of the prepositions/k
Semantically, the prepositionakindicates source but here the water was not the sairthe
washing of the car rather it was the means of the waslimg.implies the over usage of the

preposition /k/ in place of another prepositions.

4.2.2.1.1.2. Addition of the Preposition &/

/bal is a preposition which indicates location, instrumemnt in Amharic. In the corpora it was
observed that this preposition was over used in thadesirutterances. For instance, in data (54)

below, they prefixed A3 to the nouns unnecessarily.

(54) ba-bet Rbar-'ku
PRhome  COPbePST-1SG.SBJ
whs at home’

b.kasat bshwala bs-bet ap'f-u
teaxhoon PPhome  resPST-3PL.SBJ
?They rested at home afternoon’
‘They rested at home in the afternoon.’

Native Amharic speakers did not use the prepositishafbit was used in (54a) and (54b) above.
The sentencéoabet nabar 'ku/ ‘I was at home.’ is the direct reflection of thadlish preposition
usage because when they want to express the meaning)nr(&hglish, they used the sentence
‘I was at home.” This indicates that the learnershis tase use the prepositiorn//lin the

Amharic construction due to mother tongue interference.
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4.2.2.1.2. Addition of Amharic Suffixes to English Bases

Code-mixing is one of the common features of bilingual oltitmgual individuals in particular
and society in general (Wardhaugh, 1986 and Hoffmann, 1993¢rgon whose mother tongue
is ‘X’ may take some linguistic elements from his/hestimer tongue while using a second or a
foreign language ‘y’. Even if this is natural, they ded&en as errors in the error analysis
literature. So, if one imports non-obligatory word regyléitbm ones first language or any other
language, it is considered as an error. MLAESALs took rectlyreome words from English
and tried to affix Amharic grammatical morphemes to thersen from the data (55) below.

[Zbmamhir sentons-a¢  nogr-o-i-al
teacher sanktPL tellPST.3SG.M.SB1SG.OBJ-AUX
‘A teacherdaohe sentences.’

fsu  ija-fis-o aw
he PROGfish-3SG.M.SBJ AUXbePRS.3SG.M.SBJ
‘He is fishing.’

daswa ijo-watar-ac abar
shePROGwater3sG.F.SBJ AUXePST.3SG.M.SBJ

‘She was watgr

In (55a) above the nou¥senbns/ is an object and they took this word from English
unnecessarily since it has an Amharic equivalenftfansgoar/ ‘sentence’. They also affixed the
Amharic plural marker to it. Likewise, the data in (5%nd (55¢) show that the learners took
English verbs and affixed Amharic morphemes to them.

On the other hand, they also affixed English suffixeg\mharic base as in (56) below.

(56)izih  wenbar-s ab
here chair- existPRT.3SG.M.SBJ
*Here is chairs.’

In the data in (56), the woravanbar/ is an Amharic countable noun. This noun can take the

plural marker /-¢¢/ but MLAESALSs attached the English plural marker suffs{ to this noun.
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They committed this kind of errors recurrently. This appéarbe both a developmental and an
interference error.

4.2.2.2. Developmental Errors
4.2.2.2.1. Omission of the Accusative Marker /-n/

In Amharic, however, the subject is understood eithemfthe place where it occurs (the
beginning of the sentences) or from the subject pronmamker to the verb. In other words, the
nominative case is not marked. On the other handadbesative is marked by the suffix /-n/ as
in the examples (57a) and (57b) below.

(5&)ine brr-u-n zgga-hu
I doODBEF-ACC closePST-1SG.SBJ
‘| closed the door.’

b.ime-issu bota-w-n  i-pwk-all-u
PL-he placeBEF-ACC 3PL.SBJKNOW.PRS-AUX-3PL.SBJ
‘They (will) know the place.’

The data elicited from MLAESALs showed that in mossesa they omitted the accusative
marker /-n/ as illustrated in the data (58a) and (58b).

[Z8ine nwskot-u 2aga-'ku
I windowbEF closerPST-1SG.SBJ
‘| closed the window.’

b.isu bota awk-al
he place knowJdx.3SG.M.SBJ
‘He (will) know(s) place.’

The sentences presented in (58a) and (58b) above are umafieat, because the accusative
marker was omitted. Furthermore, in (58b) the subjeatqaro marker was not attached to the
verb. This seems simplification of the rule. As mwmed in the literature, language learners

prefer to simplify the complex constructions and alsst focus on simple constructions and then
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acquire the complicated ones through time (Brown, 1994 amok,C2001). The correct
constructions of the above ungrammatical sentences are

(%0@)ine myskot-u-n Zgga-hu
|  doOBEF-ACC closePST-1SG.SBJ
‘| closed the door.’

b.isu bota-w-n -pwk’-all
he plac®EF-ACC 3SG.M.SBIKNOWPRS-AUX
‘He (will) know(s) the place.

4.2.2.2.2. Simplification of Definite Marker /-u/

Amharic has a definite marker /-u/ and /-wa/. Baye (1994 :s@ates that these morphemes are
attached to masculine and feminine nouns respectivelyh®©ather hand, /-u/ changes into /-w/
if it is preceded by a vowel because the language doeallnat two vowels to go together
consecutively. The learners regularly omitted the defimarker /-u/ while constructing a
sentence that demands it.

(60) aviSa ijo-rabo RPW
dogROGhunger AUX.bePRS.3SG.M.SBJ
*Bas hungering.’

b.lij- ijs-tamar-o Bbor

I[dhPROG learn3sG.M.SBJAUX.be PRS.3SG.M.SBJ
*{hiwas learning’

The subjects of the sentence in (60a) and (60b) aboveandefinite marker but in both cases
the MLAESALs omitted it. This is the result of sinfpdation of the complex rules. So, it
appears to be a developmental error.

4.2.2.2.3. Omission of Causative Marker /as-/

The Amharic suffix /as-/ attaches to the verb to maksative (Baye, 1994:121-122). If the verb
takes this affix, the subject and the object of the sesteshould be marked on the verb

otherwise the structure becomes ungrammatical and meassndfieso, the subject and object
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marked to the verb and the causative marker is omittexh the sentence again becomes
ungrammatical. The data below showed omission of theatigesnarker /agfrom the verb.

(6&) *huneta  Bnadok-a-ni
situation smIilPST-3SG.M.SBJ-1SG.OBJ

bisti dsst-9-1
He entertairmessT3SG.M.SBJ-1SG.OBJ

c. *tom hed--i

Tom g®ST-3SG.M.SBJ-1SG.OBJ

In the data (61a) to (61c) above, the subjects and the ®lgjetite sentences are marked hy /-
and /ain/ respectively. The forms of the verbs require the dcauesanarker /as-/; however, the
learners regularly omitted it. This is another develagalesrror.

4.2.2.2.4. Overgeneralization of 8¢¢/

In Amharic, /o¢¢/ is a third person singular feminine subject marker.he subject of the
sentence isigswa/ ‘she’, the native speaker will affix this morpleetm the verb in order to mark
the subject pronoun as presented in (62) below.

(632kswa ¢’ ¢’ik’k'o  soblbor-aé¢
sheglass breasT-3SG.F.SBJ
‘Sheoke a glass.’

As seen from the data in (63a) to (63c), the learnerg gl that the affix 4¢¢/ is the marker

of a feminine subject in any person.

(63) anti WwSad-a
yasG.F) takePST-3SG.F.SBJ
b.anti anbab-ac¢
Y@3$G.F) readPST-3SG.F.SBJ
c.ine lkafal-a¢

| payPST-3SG.F.SBJ
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From the data in (63a) and (63fanti/ ‘you (2SG.F.SBJ)is a second person feminine subject
form. So it demands its own person marker suffix /sia64) below. But, the learners most of
the time used the suffixaé¢/ instead of /-Si/. In (63c)ine/ ‘I’ is a first person subject pronoun

which is neuter for gender but the learners’ affixedc/-to the verb in order to mark feminine

gender.

(BANCE] asblob-&i
Y(AS$G.F.SBJ) readPST-2SG.F.SBJ

‘You read.’

The data in (63) shows that the learners generaliz€éd/ #/0 mark feminine subjects of the
sentences to the verb without respect to a person.ishisply the result of over generalization
of this rule. Hence, it appears to be a developmental.er

4.2.2.2.5. Overgeneralization of /-ku/

When MLAESALs constructed a sentence with present petéese and first person singular
subject, they affixed /-ku/ (first person subject markeralbmerbs. For instance,

(6B)ne tona-'ku instead of ine bnna-hu

| slee®ST-1SG.SBJ |  sleeysT.1SG.SBJ
‘I slept.’ ‘I slept.’

b. ine gofa-"ku instead of ine gffa-hu
|  pushPST-1SG.SBJ | pushST.1SG.SBJ
‘| pushed.’ ‘| pushed.’

Cc. ine hola-'ku instead of ine lla-hu
| eaPST-1SG.SBJ | eatPST-1SG.SBJ
‘| ate.’ ‘| ate.’

As seen from data (65a) to (65c) the learners affixé&d/ to the verbs. In this case the native
speakers of Amharic affix /-hu/ rather than /-ku/ to iatkcthe subject pronoun of the sentence is
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first person singular. However, the suffix /-ku/ candlgo attached to several other verbs to
mark a first person singular subject. For instance,

(66}ne ms’hof-u-n anblob-ku
|  boOkKSEF-ACC readPST-1SG.SBJ

‘| read the book.’

b.ine wedo bet hed-ku
| PP house @@ST-1SG.SBJ

‘I went to home.’

Here in (66a) and (66b), the affixation of /-ku/ is corr@adl acceptable in the language. So, the
learners, by ignoring the exceptional ones like in (6Bvapover-generalized /-ku/ and tried to
attach it to all verbs. This appears to be a develofahemnor.

4.2.2.2.6. Overgeneralization of /+/
The morpheme 4/ is affixed on the verb to indicate a third person miasesubject as (67a).

(6¥) slomon astmarso
Solomon teadbsT-3SG.M.SBJ

‘Solomon taught.’

The learners extended the use of fo mark first and second person subjects as well. @dns
be seen from the data below.

(8)ine al-a
| pP&#BET-3SG.SBJ
b. ants anbab-a
you 2SG.M  read?ST-3SG.M.SBJ

As one can see from the data (68a) and (68b) above, lifgetsuareihe/ ‘I (in this case ‘I’ was
uttered by male respondents) arahtd/ ‘you (2SG.M) respectively. But these subjects are
ungrammatically marked bya/-to the verbs. This seems due to their overgeneralizati the
third person singular subject affix/-as singular masculine subject marker for any person.
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4.2.2.2.7. Overgeneralization of the Verb Form itannallohu/

In (69) below, column one contains the expressions wshohw Amharic commands for third
person singular masculine. Column three of the tallab#lustrates the positive responses for
the command. For instance, if the speaker uttensidf ‘Sleep!’ the listener may reply,
fitonnallohu/ ‘I will sleep.’ if he agrees with it.

(69)
Command Gloss Response Gloss
[tonna/ ‘Sleep! ftonnallohu/ | ‘I will sleep.’
[tonos/ ‘Stand up!" | inessalbhu/ | ‘I will stand up.’
/billa/ ‘Eatl’ /iballallshu/ | ‘I will eat.’

As seen in (70) below, MLAESALs, after acquiring the @attin (69) column three above,
tended to apply this pattern on another verbs which do tomt al. For example, for the
command /k’'d’ bal!/ ‘Sit down!” they replied/iko¢ala"hu/. Even though, this utterance seemed
logically correct to MLAESALs actually it is ungramnel and semantically null in the
language. This error was the result of overgeneralizaticdhe pattern in column three of the
data (69) above.

(70)
Command| Gloss Response Gloss
k'u¢’ bal ‘Sit down!’ *lko¢aldhu | .......
bik’k’ bal | ‘Come out” | *iboakalshu | .......
zik’k’ bal | ‘Go down! *jzakalohu | .......

4.2.2.2.8. Overgeneralization of /-ainall/

Ambharic native speakers use the morphemes-alb-to the verb in (71) column ‘A’ below, to
show the subject, object and auxiliary of the senteespectively. For example, in the utterance
/wasd-o4in-all/ ‘He took me.’, the suffixes /-o-/,iB-/ and /-all/ mark a third person singular
masculine subject, a first person singular object andiahaay respectively.
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(71) A Gloss for'*A B

wsd-oqin-all  ‘It/he took me.’ dino-n-al
stt-o-nn-all ~ ‘It/he bit me’ K'u¢'bilo-n-al

wogt-onn-all  ‘It/he injected me.’” tamro-i-al

godt-oan-all  ‘ It/he hurt me.’ t’ at’'to- n-al

The MLAESALS by generalizing the rule in column ‘A’, diggl it to other verbs which do not
fit this pattern as observed in data (71) column ‘B’. iRstance, they utterédino-n-al/. This
expression is not only grammatically unacceptable but sdseantically null in the language.
Thus it appears to be a developmental error.

4.2.2.3. Other Morpho-syntactic Errors
4.2.2.3.1. Subject Verb Disagreement

Agreement of the verb with the subject of the sentemceery important to communicate
effectively in Amharic. Most MLAESALs committed seegerrors of subject verb disagreement
while trying to utter or construct a sentence. The rectiones are presented below.

4.2.2.3.1.1. Number Disagreement

Number agreement is one of the basic linguistic featbetween the subject and the verb of
Amharic. But this feature is difficult for MLAESALS agen in data (72a) to (72d) below.

(72) a.lij-o¢ mpslal laj  wet-a
childPL ladder PP Qo upPST-3SG.M.SBJ

b. wof 2Mar-u
rcbi SINgRPST-3PL.SBJ

Cjo-got’ar ij fijal amt-a-acaw
Possrural child goat bringST-3SG.M.SBJ-3PL.OBJ
d izh sost inkulal a

erb three egg exsstG.SBJ

From data (72) above, one can observe several ebutr§) be systematic in the analysis of this
section, | focused only on the number disagreement etro(g2a), the subject is a third person
plural, so it needs the same person and number markeheroe /-u/ to the verb, however, in
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reality, the learners marked the subject incorrectly-afwhich is a third person singular male
subject marker. In (72b), the subject is singular but it mwasked to the verb by the morpheme
/-u/ which indicates a third person plural subject. Indase of (72c), the adjectivsost/‘three’

and the nouriinkulal/ ‘egg’ do not agree in number. The quantifieost/is plural but the noun
that it modifies lost the plural marker ¢&@. Therefore, the sentence became ungrammatical.
Furthermore, in (72d)jagetar lij/ ‘rural child’ is the subject of the sentence and waarked by

the affix /-a-/ to the verb, however, the objéfifale/ ‘goat’ is singular, but was marked by the
third person plural object marker ééaw/ to the verb. Hence, from this discussion, one man

the general pattern of MLAESALS’ errors on number age as follows:

I Plural subject but  singular subject madkethe verb as in: (72.a)
il. Singular subject but  plural subject marker orvéinb  as in: (72.b)
ii. Singular object but  plural object marketleverb  asin: (72.c)

V. plural quantifier  but  singular noun as in: (72.d)

4.2.2.3.1.2. Gender Disagreement

In Amharic, the subject and the verb of a sentenceldtamree in gender. For example; if a
subject of a sentence is a third person singular made,/#1 is affixed to the verb to mark it. In
this case, the subject agrees with the verb in gendirese may not be communication barrier
too. However, the learners recurrently misused the eubjearkers and constructed
ungrammatical sentences as follows:
(&B)iswa wal-a
she calkST-3SG.M.SBJ

b.ants adbtar amta-S
Y@3G.M) exercise book bringST-2SG.F.SBJ

c.isu hol-aé
heatPST-3SG.M.SBJ

In sentence (73a) above, the subject of the sentent®va/ ‘she’ but the verb contains the
suffix /-o/ a third person singular masculine subject marker. ThisgtBement between the
subject and the verb makes the sentence ungrammaticél3b) and (73c) the subjects are
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masculine but the affixes: /-S/ andc&amarked second person singular and third person singular
feminine subjects respectively. Especially, MLAESALs gahieed the morpheme & as
feminine marker for all persons. For instance,

(74)ine mot-ac
|  comePST-3SG.F.SBJ

b.anti mt-ac
YOUPSG.F) COmMePST-3SG.F.SBJ

From their erroneous utterances, one can generddae MLAESALS recurrently committed

gender disagreement errors as follows:

I. 1SG.F.SBJ marked by 3SG.F.SBJ marker /-&/ as in: (74.a)
. 2SG.F.SBJ marked by 3SG.F.SBJ marker /-&/ as in: (74.b)

4.2.2.3.1.3. Person Disagreement

Personal pronoun affixes are attached to the verb tk tha subject or the object of a sentence
in Amharic. The subject and its counterpart affixes oredd should agree in person. But this
was the most difficult task for MLAESALs. They uttersgveral flawed constructions as

follows:

(#d)na kd gumuz-a& ij kuwas bdéaws't-u
we PPgumuzPL volleyball playPST-3PL.SBJ

b.anto misa dba-'n
Ww(SG.M.SBJ) lunch eaRST-1PL.SBJ

c.ine ina babbet-e dfwant- 'ku
| and husbargEN.1SG talk PST-1SG.SBJ
In the case of (75a), the subject of the sentencesisderson plural and it needs the subject
marker /-n/. But, the students affixed /-u/ which marks tpegdson plural subject. In the same
fashion, in (75b), the subject is second person singu&sculine which demands the person
marker /-h/ as an affix on the verb. However, thexedl /-n/ the first person plural subject
marker. Finally, in (75c), the subject is first person plilthe affix on the verb indicates first
person singular subject. Generally, in all these cdgesentences became ungrammatical due to

person disagreement between the subject and the verb.
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CHAPTER FIVE

Conclusion and Recommendation
5.1. Conclusion
The first section of this study shows that there iseddan acquisition order when learning Amharic
grammatical morphemes by adult monolingual American Engliaking Amharic learners. Out of
the seven grammatical morphemes investigated, plural marker /-a:¢/ and passive markermn#t
were acquired first and last respectively. The learnexs sthowed extreme difficulty with some
grammatical features that were absent in their native langtagastance, accusative case marker /-
n/ and passive markepit.
This study supports the proposition that interlanguage ingerde plays a role in grammatical
morpheme acquisition. On the other hand, the students inttiolg sSeemed to have a grasp of the
morphemes more so than on vocabulary. Knowledge and usarofrgitical morphemes does not
imply competence in the language. If the goal of language fepimiludes more grammar and form,
then the students by extension, the teaching methods usedunzoeeded. However, if the goal of
language learning is communicative ability, then the studsitithiave many obstacles to overcome
in their acquisition of the language.
The second part of this study also revealed that megtthibnological errors were caused by mother
tongue interference; and most of the morpho-syntactic ewers caused by overgeneralization of
the target language rules. The later one seems the resultatdpi@ental errors which reflects the
learners’ attempts to construct hypothesizes about thettamguage from their limited experience.
Some ambiguous errors also observed in the learners’ language
In the phonology part, the students committed interferencesdrrahe form of substituting ejective
sounds with their non-ejective counterparts, replachw trill sound by flap one, problem of
identifying geminated sounds in a word, using consonant clusted waitially, and stressing a

syllable and so on.
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On the other hand, some of the regular developmentalseimothe phonological part were: of
omission of the palatalization process in the constructiom fcond person imperative form of a
verb which ends with an alveolar sound followed by the fromtel /i/, substitution of the vowei//
by the vowel /i/. Most of the persistent morpho-syntactiorsrwere developmental errors. However,
there were several errors which appear to be caused dryemsnce of mother tongue such as:
difficulties in usage of preposition, affixation of the Amharic s on English bases and affixation
of the English morpheme in Amharic bases.

Omission of the accusative marker /-n/, simplificatiortref definite marker /-u/, omission of the
causative marker /as-/, overgeneralization of the third pemsasculine singular subject marker
/-a¢¢/, overgeneralization of the first person singular subjeckend-ku/, and overgeneralization of
the morphemes /-dn-all/ were some of the developmental morpho-syntactic erbseseed in the
target group’s utterances. Most of the developmental ewers committed by the upper phases’
students.

Some of the phonological errors such as: substituting thevejesounds by the non-ejective counter
parts; substitution of the vowel by /i/; problem of gemination; and substitution of the frilby the
flap /t/ were focalized by the learners. So, these errore wegjularly observed in almost all of the

informants throughout the four phases.
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5.2. Recommendation

The local language training schools, teachers, and textbook wrigrsuariculum designers should
give consideration while presenting the seven morphemes timsletudy according to their rank. It
is very important for teaching to be done systematically medder of complexity. This is one of the
effective ways of teaching and learning. Akanda (2001: 44) sta&dnhorphological processes be
introduced and taught at different stages in line with thedéearacquaintance with them as revealed
in our database.”

To solve the problems of substitution of the ejective sougdbidnon-ejective counterparts, one of

the solutions is teaching and drilling them in minimal pairs in @ffepositions. For instance,

Gloss Glos:
/dink’/ ‘surprising’ | /dink/ ‘dwarf’
/K iday Record /kida ‘Break promise!
/bak’K’ alaf growr /bakkala/ | ‘Helit spoiled.

To minimize and to solve the phonological interference eribrs, important to prepare audio
materials which contain the expressions and utterancesirttiatle the targeted sounds in a
systematic way. For example to teach geminated soundsprigaring a large list of the minimal
pairs which contain geminated and non-geminated sounds byfyitassn to groups and then
recording them with glossing for each word of a single palirsequently. This gives the chance for
the students to practice better.

Developmental errors are normal in language learningh&aetacher should not consider them as
failure of the learners for a given grammatical comp®terather they should treat these errors as
indicators of the learners language learning progress.

In the teaching of Amharic as a second language for fugesg morphology should be given its right

place. This means that the present imbalance in the s$udksmand of Amharic and Amharic
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teaching materials should be balanced. Teachers shoold¢@isider the distinction between the
errors which reflect the learners linguistic competeand those called performance errors, and
accordingly, tell their students in advance which erroi e considered competence ones.
Consequently teacher’s correction will be based on that claggificof errors.

This study has a shed light on the manner in which studenthahte the rules of the target
language. It further shows that Error Analysis can helptélaehers to identify in a systematic
manner the specific and common language problems studentsseatigt they can focus more
attention on these types of errors. Such an insight angulage learning problems is useful to
teachers because it provides information on common trouble-spotgjuafge learning which can be
used in preparation of effective teaching materials.

Adult students have to be helped not to over generalize thefrgmmar which they have already
acquired. The correction of one global error in a sentéloes more to make clear the speaker’s
intended message than the correction of several locaterrtihe same sentence. Adults do not like
to be corrected too much. Over-correction causes embarrassmergttadults and it causes learners
to lose confidence so selective error correction seambet a more effective and enjoyable
instructional technique. Teachers also should be well-equippelelfo students minimize or
overcome their language problem. They should employ contaatid an error analysis technique in
the teaching of Amharic since it is apparent that the taggetips mother tongue (English)
interferences with their use of the Amharic.

In this study only 45 students from different level of competeof Amharic involved for cross-
sectional study. However, a longitudinal study on more subjecteasible and necessary. Hence,
further research using a larger population sample andifocas a longer duration of the study
might find a more precise measure of when and perhaps hovsiéioguoccurs, as well as a clearer
picture of the growth experienced by the native Amharicestted Furthermore, it is important to

study the target group sociolinguistic competence too.
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