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1. Prepositions are said to be a problem — but are tly@

This paper investigates preposition use in Enghsha second language (L2), an area
generally acknowledged as difficult — “a traditibaad recurring nightmare for all learners of
English” (Littlemore and Low 2006, 285). In detemmg the appropriate preposition, learners
face multiple challenges, including the polysemoature of English prepositions as well as a
lack of complete correspondence between EnglishgsiBon use and preposition use in the
learner’s first language (L1) — assuming that Lerewas prepositions. Different languages
may encode the same relationships by grammaticalctates without resorting to
prepositions at all; for example, Estonian useg easlings while Korean uses combinations
of special nouns and verb, thereby providing ahnrtsource of possible difficulty for
speakers of these languages (see Tyler and Evdi% 284). Potential problems for any
learner are compounded by the manner in which grépos may be presented in grammar
books, where their various meaning extensions raguéntly portrayed as arbitrary, leaving
learners with few options other than to memorizeppsitions “narrow context by narrow
context” (Lindstromberg 1998, 227) and/or devel@wd) dictionary-using habits (see e.g.
Parrott 2010).

This paper adds empirical evidence as part of geminvestigation into the use of
prepositions in learner English. The focus herensthe spoken English of Norwegian L1
speakers. Although such learners may have an amby@ntvhen it comes to English
preposition use because both Norwegian and Engligh Germanic languages encoding
spatial relationships in much the same ways, Nomvegare nevertheless said to have
challenges in this area (see e.g. Austad, AndeesahPeel 1999, 97-110; Davidsen-Nielsen
and Harder 2001, 33; Lysvag and Johansson, 1995134%). While Nacey (2013) examined
written learner texts to uncover the real magnitefiehe challenge that preposition use
presents, we have here investigated oral languagguped by advanced learners. Three
related research questions are addressed:

* How often do these learners produce an inappreppisposition?

» Is there a correlation between inappropriate useldnnfluence?, and

* Is there a difference between Norwegian learnaepgsition use in oral and written
language?

The corpus material used in the investigationrist foresented in Section 2, along with our
methodological approach: All prepositions in thelksgn data were categorized for contextual
appropriateness, while those prepositions judgebletanappropriate were further classified
according to syntactic congruence between the éesrrfirst language (L1) and second
language (L2), and for possible L1 transfer. Sec8aocontinues with a general overview of
preposition use, followed by subsections relatingfondings with respect to each of our three
research questions. Section 4 closes with conaudimarks.

2. Material and methods

2.1 Corpus data: The Norwegian LINDSEI subcorpuBIRSEI-NO)

This investigation is corpus-based, in the senaé alr primary data is retrieved from the
Norwegian component in the planned second editidheoLouvain International Database of
Spoken English Interlanguage, LINDSEI (Gilquin, €oand Granger 2010). The LINDSEI
corpus is designed to facilitate investigation tté spoken English of learners with different
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L1s. The LINDSEI subcorpora each contain fifty 1bwate long interviews of English
language learners, adhering to the same tri-folacgire: a conversation about one of three
set topics, then a period of informal free conviessa and finally a picture description task.
This corpus thus allows for investigations of atigatar variety of spoken learner English in
isolation (e.g. French L2 English), comparisonsossrlearner varieties (e.g. French L2
English vs. German L2 English), or — taken togethi#h additional, comparable corpora —
comparisons between one or more learner varietigls ame or more reference language
varieties (e.g. French L2 English vs. British L1gksh) (Granger 2013).

Our investigation is limited to the prepositioreusf only a single group of learners,
those with Norwegian as their L1. All 50 informamtere recruited from various 60 ECTS
year-long university courses in English from 20002012 at Hedmark University College,
where the compilation of the Norwegian subcorpisNDSEI-NO’) is nearing completioh.
Their English proficiency level may generally béechas high-intermediate to advanced. The
50 interviews providing the primary data for thigper comprise almost 13 hours of total
speaking time. The recordings have been transcfilenving LINDSEI guidelines, with the
learner turns amounting to 83,313 words. This fguwxcludes non-lexical fillers and
backchannels, and indecipherable text, but inclbdés truncated and repeated words.

2.2 Extraction of the data

A list of 92 English prepositions was first compilérom a variety of sources, including
grammar books and school textbooks. An automatichefor these prepositions in the
learner turns of the LINDSEI-NO transcriptions veasmducted, thereby narrowing the list to
50 prepositions that were uttered at least oncenigyor more learners during the course of the
interviews. Concordance lines for each such ocoogevere then transferred to a database
for analysis® where each entry was first coded for appropriaterisee Section 2.3) and then
any inappropriate prepositions were subsequentiygosized for syntactic congruence as a
means of identifying possible L1 transfer (see iBac?.4). The codings were carried out by
one of two researchers — the authors, one whoss Nbrwegian and the other whose L1 is
English. Unclear cases were resolved through désoadetween the researchers. Any doubts
raised concerning the accuracy of the transcriptitimmselves were resolved through
consultation of the sound files.

Excluded from consideration in this study are pakpositions in cited movie titles,
book titles etc., since they do not necessarilyig evidence about the learners’ preposition
use per se. Moreover, prepositions occurring inywotds have been excluded, polywords
being short, fixed expressions suchodsourseandon top ofthat are perceived as single
lexical units even though they consist of two orrenorthographic words (Becker 1975;
Nattinger and DeCarrico 1992, 38-39). In such esxqiomns, the individual components have
“lost their semantic identity” (Sinclair 1991, 110-1), and should therefore not be separated
when it comes to semantic analysis. We have aleserhto distinguish between particles in
phrasal verbs and prepositions in prepositionabvallustrated in (1) and (2) respectively, by

! The LINDSEI-NO subcorpus is scheduled for complein late 2014, although the release date fos¢oend
version of the entire LINDSEI corpus has not yetrbéinalized (as of this writing in September 2014)

2 The guidelines are found here: http://www.uclonvaé/en-307849.html.

® The ‘WordSmith Tools’ software package (Scott 20&as employed to create lists of concordance lioes
each preposition, while our database was creaiad tKleMaker Pro 12 Advanced'.
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excluding the former but including the latter insttstudy. Differentiation was carried out
following Quirk et al's criteria (1985, 1156-1157 and 1167), the mopfhkcriterion with
respect to transitive constructions being the ilitsof the particle to be moved to a position
after the linked noun phrase.

(1) they're allhandedin at roughly the same tim{®&0026Y
(2) I think I'll talk about Germany (NO047)

Finally, the dividing line between prepositions asdme other word classes (especially
conjunctions) is sometimes blurry, something patéidy true of the lexemeas like, and
than (Quirk et al 1985, 658-661). For this reason, all occurrendabease three words have
been discarded from the data. All told, these estchs account for 1,264 occurrences: 37
titles, 385 phrasal verbs, 477 polywords, 67 cadess 244 cases dike, and 54 cases of
than

2.3 Categorization for (in)appropriateness

The prepositions in the material were categorizad 'dppropriateness’, based on whether
their contextual senses and/or collocations arecaéxed in contemporary dictionaries of
English. Here we relied primarily upon corpus-baskctionaries intended for advanced
learners of English, such as the online Oxford Aubeal Learner's Dictionary (OALD).
Because such dictionaries are intended to help usdboth decode and encode words, they
include carefully selected illustrative sentencéshe word in context. These sentences are
often the most effective means of providing infotim@a in a user-friendly way, especially
about very frequent words such as prepositions.y T$erve to clarify points regarding
common collocations, syntax, variety of usage, amhning (Landau 2001, 208; van der
Meer 1997, 566), thereby functioning as a compldrteereliance on informed intuition.

We deliberately employ the term ‘appropriateneatiier than ‘error’ in recognition of
the variable preposition use that may occur iredéht varieties of world Englishes, as well as
acknowledgement of the ongoing discussions overlifinggs a lingua franca, where
successful communication is prioritized more thdhesience to the rules of any particular L1
English variety. English language teaching in Norwaowever, has traditionally been
characterized by a native speaker bias, with thigetabeing British English or (less
frequently) American English (Rindal 2010, 241-242}hus makes sense to use one or both
of these varieties as the benchmark by which tosmeathe LINDSEI-NO learners’
preposition production. For this reason, we de@ippropriateness with respect to dictionary
classification: preposition use is deemed appropria the contextual meaning for the
preposition in question matches one of its sen@esnn standard dictionaries of English.

In this way, prepositions such as both occurrerafem in (3) were classified as
‘appropriate’, a usage corresponding to the firBLO entry for the preposition. By contrast,
the use ofn in (4) was classified as ‘inappropriate’ becaussrdhs no corresponding entry

* In these and all other examples, the prepositidodus is marked with bold italics, and the imnaggirelevant
co-text with italics. The tags following the examplidentify the learners’ L1 (NO = Norwegian) andliude a
number indicating the individual learner.

®> The OALD website is located at http://oald8.oxleatnersdictionaries.com/.
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for the preposition with this particular collocatiin the dictionary (although there is fat,
the conventionally appropriate preposition and ymegbly the target item).

(3) I got some relatives (enm New Jersewyndin Salt Lake Cityas well (NO046)
(4) we're going to Tallinrin the end of MarcifiNOQ17)

While these two decisions tallied with the intuitiof both researchers, such was not always
the case. In any clashes between our intuitive nstaleding and dictionary evidence of
appropriateness, we allowed the latter to trumgddimer.

Appropriateness, however, was sometimes impossdldetermine due to the online
processing factor inherent in the nature of spolarguage in informal conversations.
Specifically, we were unable to determine the appateness of 148 occurrences of
prepositions where the speaker suddenly broke rodf either restructured the utterance or
began to express a new (usually related) thoughtwltere the learner’'s utterance was
interrupted by the interviewer as part of the matflow of conversation. In (5), for example,
it is impossible to definitively categorizafter for appropriateness, as the learner never
completes the prepositional phrase (the ‘=" symibdicates a truncated word). Such usages
have therefore been coded as ‘Don’t Know’ (DK).

(5) so | went there and: . | really liked it after the= and it was only for three months a
half semester (NO012)

Finally, we also observed inappropriate use ofréiqudar phrase that could be attributed not
to the preposition use per se, but to other causgesan example, consider the italicized
prepositional phrase in (6), where unidiomatic lzage results from selection of the definite
article (‘intheway’) rather than the indefinite article (‘aaway’).

(6) I'm ver= more (eh) much more f= fascinated of eglandin the wayand but it's so
vast and so big for me that it's (eh) very manyregsions (NO022)

In all, 67 such occurrences have been categorize®ther’, marking that there is some
incongruous usage but holding these cases didtmtt those inappropriate specifically as a
result of the selected preposition.

2.4 ldentification of (possible) negative L1 traarsf

The most obvious possible motivation for selectmgppropriate prepositions is the learners’
L1, i.e. LINDSEI-NO informants may choose a certpieposition because its primary sense
corresponds to that of a particular Norwegian psémm used in the same context. For
instance, a plausible explanation for prepositiboice inin the end of Marclirom (4) is that
Norwegian requires the prepositiomn a similar context (e.g.slutten av mars Englishin
and Norwegian are ‘basic’ correspondents in the sense that thaseshe same literal (basic)
meaning, a sense difficult to express in wordshout resorting to the preposition) and thus
more effectively illustrated with the help of thalléwing icon representing/into, adapted
from Lindstromberd1998, 27):

® Note that a colon in transcribed text marks a drawt word, while the period marks an unfilled paus
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_@

Figure 1. Icon representing the basic sense ofiali

While L1 influence may be positive in cases whéeelt1l and L2 prepositions correspond, it
may be negative in cases of non-correspondensholild be noted, however, that whether
L1 actually took place is impossible to unambigupysove as a complete investigation of
transfer would require more types of data thanraviped in the LINDSEI-NO interviews
alone. Jarvis and Pavlenko (2008, 35-47), for exampaintain the need for evidence to
measure intergroup homogeneity and crosslinguistiogruity performance in order to
measure the consistency of the language producehidyparticular group of speakers in the
target language, and to compare their English $pedt their speech in Norwegian. Such
investigation would require an alternative versodrthe LINDSEI interviews, recorded in the
Norwegian language and preferably with the sameriménts. Such a corpus is currently
under compilation at Hedmark University Collegehe first of its type — but no interviews
have yet been transcribed (as of 2014), and tha @athus not currently available for
research. Jarvis and Pavlenko further call for ew@ of intragroup homogeneity,
necessitating investigation into comparable datamfrlearners with L1ls other than
Norwegian; investigation of the preposition usetie other LINDSEI subcorpora must
however await future study, being beyond the sadjke present paper.

The deciding factor indicating possible L1 tramsdidopted here is thus the degree of

linguistic correspondence between English and Ngiave following Nesselhauf (2003, 234),
“similarity [is] considered an indication that in#nce was likely.” To uncover indications of
possible negative L1 transfer, all contextuallypp@priate prepositions were subsequently
categorized in terms of their ‘congruence’ betwé®n L1 and L2, a concept adapted from
Nesselhauf's (2005, 221-229) discussion of factoosrelating with language learners’
difficulties and developed for analysis of prepasis by Nacey (2013, 221-223). Congruence
is based on two factors: 1) the syntactic strustuegjuired by the two languages in the
particular context, and 2) the correspondence katwiee basic meanings in congruent cases.
There are five main patterns, spread across twergknategories. These are shown in Table
1 with illustrative examples from LINDSEI-NO, angptained immediately afterwards.
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Table 1. L1/L2 syntactic congruence pattérns

Nor
corresponding

prep

Standard
Eng prep

Congruence pattern Example

A. it'sin (eh) .among
the industrial area
Basic where there’s many | ;
high houses
(NO012)

B. for meit looked like
L1 they m= they liked it
transfer .. enjoyed it
(NOO020)

for to

Congruent

Divergent C. I was (eh) going to

Prep take my horse . and
triad have itby my uncle’s| hos at
(NO041)

D. the whole (eh) the
lines they make
outsideof bakeries | @ a
(NOO022)

L1 re E. for a year agd
required prep wouldn’t be able to for )
Non- g do it (NOOO6)

congruent

L2 prep | F. 1 wasin the staffso ..
required (eh)(NOO050) ] on

If both Norwegian and English require the same tgpsyntactic structure in the particular
context, then the relationship is deemed ‘Congruettterwise it is judged ‘Non-congruent’.
More specifically, congruence concerns those cagese either both languages require a
preposition or alternatively, where neither languatpes. Cases where neither language
requires a preposition are termed ‘@ congruenédioth languages do require prepositions,
the cases then illustrate either ‘Basic congruerare*Divergent congruence’. With the
former, the basic senses of the contextually apmtEplLl and L2 prepositions match; with
the latter, the basic senses do not correspond-chogruence, by contrast, involves those
cases where only one of the two languages reqaipgeposition in the context at hand. Non-

" Abbreviated forms used in this paper: ‘Eng’ = Esiyl ‘Nor' = Norwegian, ‘Prep’ = preposition.
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congruence may either result from Norwegian reqgia preposition while English requires
some other structure (the ‘L1 prep required’ tywbere a preposition is required in the L1),
or vice versa (the ‘L2 prep required’ type, wheggr@position is required in the L2).

As an illustration, Example A in Table 1 showstthiae learner has chosen the
preposition among where the contextually appropriate choice would ibe In the
corresponding context in Norwegian, the appropnmieposition would have beenthe basic
correspondent oh; an occurrence thus classified as an instanceasit lcongruence. Such
cases demonstrate that negative L1 transfer, whdemost immediately obvious source of
inappropriate prepositions, is not the only possétplanation.

Where possible L1 transfer does play a role, heweis first of all in the non-
congruent (L1 prep) type, but only in those casé&rey Norwegian requires a particular
preposition which is the basic correspondent td tiaich the learner actually employed.
Example E in Table 1 shows one such example, wiherdearner has safdr a year ago
having selected the English preposition most closetresponding to the required Norwegian
preposition, had this phrase been uttered in Noiave@.e.for et ar sidei

Secondly, possible L1 transfer is indicated inesasf one of two subtypes of the
Divergent congruent type. This subtype has thus Io@ened ‘L1 transfer’, and is illustrated
in Example B in Table 1 by a case where the le@neappropriate preposition choice
matches the Norwegian basic equivalent (Endgieshand Norwegiarfor, as opposed to the
contextually appropriate English prepositido). L1 transfer cannot, however, explain
instances of the second subtype of Divergent cargme, named ‘Preposition triad’. In such
cases, not only do the basic meanings of the ctralx appropriate Norwegian and English
prepositionsnot correspond, but the LINDSEI-NO informant has chosest a third
preposition. In Example C in Table 1, we see thatlearner has chosday instead ofat,
while the preferred Norwegian preposition transkatequivalent ishos; a preposition that
does not have a basic correspondence to eitherh®f two aforementioned English
prepositions.

3. Prepositions in LINDSEI-NO

The records extracted from the LINDSEI-NO mategahtained 5,791 preposition tokens,

after the exclusion of preposition-like elementgpotywords and phrasal verb particles. The
overall preposition frequency amounts to 6.9% ef tibtal number of words in the material,

meaning that one in every 14 words is a prepositidns figure is, however, somewhat

inflated due to the nature of spoken discourse revdesfluencies are sometimes realized by
repetition of words, as in (7), wherehas been uttered twice:

(7) they had fr= friendsn many friendsn Poland(NOOQ33)

The utterance in (7) accounts for two tokensirofin our data rather than just a single
occurrence as was probably intended by the speadk#rile the inclusion of such
‘superfluous’ tokens has the effect of inflating thverall numbers of prepositions in our data,
it also reflects the nature of spoken language lzasl thus been retained. Although such
repetitions have not been specifically registersdpart of the present project, registration
might nevertheless prove helpful in future studiexe the frequency of repetition may affect
the interpretation of overuse of certain preposgion spoken language.
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Furthermore, only a handful of preposition typesount for the majority of tokens, as
the ten most frequent prepositions in our overaditanial (before the further exclusions
explained in Sections 2.2 and 2.3) account for®604 all preposition occurrences. Listed in
order of decreasing frequency with the number kémns noted in parentheses, these top ten
prepositions arén (1301) of (877),to (615), for (470),with (428),0n (325), at (300), from
(253), like (226), andabout(206). As Table 2 shows, the exclusion of some of therdsco
resulted in a total of 5,174 prepositions subjest domplete analysis in terms of
appropriateness and syntactic congruence.

Table 2. Overview of preposition records extradtedn LINDSEI-NO

Total no. of prepositions 5791

Excluded from overall analysis Titles 37
as, likeandthan 365

DK’ category 148
“Other’ category 67

Excluded from ‘appropriateness’ statistt

Total no. of fully analyzed prepositions 5174

3.1 How often do these learners produce an inapiategreposition?

One of the initial enquiries of our investigatiorasvthe Norwegian learners’ language
competence specifically related to English L2 pegpan use, indicated through
categorization of appropriateness of contextuapgsion use. The results of the analysis
show that of the 5,174 prepositions in the dataselto 96 % were deemed contextually
appropriate (see Table 3). In terroé the overall number of words uttered by learners,
inappropriate prepositions account for only 0.3%tega low percentage given the ‘bad press’
concerning the difficulties associated with L2 mrejtion acquisition. Indeed, our empirical
data raises doubt about the prevailing view of psémns being a formidable challenge for
L2 learners.

Table 3. Appropriateness in preposition use in LBD-NO

Total | % of all prep.r=5,174) | % of word totaln=83,313)

Appropriate 4,953 95.7 5.9
Inappropriate 221 4.3 0.3

There are, however some factors that may pertathagaesults of the particular learners in
this corpus material. Recent surveys rank Norwagpragnthe top nations with the highest
English proficiency level in general (e.g. EF Eduwwma 2012), which may make the
proficiency of these students fairly high in compan with some groups of English L2
learners. In addition, the Norwegian language polygically quite similar to English, with

much the same structures and contexts for preposiise, and with a large number of
etymologically related and formally similar prepasn lexemes. Following this, the high
degree of appropriate preposition use may be vieagead result of positive L1 influence,
although impossible to verify based on the preseaterial. In the remaining sections we
therefore focus on inappropriate preposition use.
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3.2 Is there a correlation between inappropriateams L1 influence?

Table 4 provides an overview of the 221 instances of pnapriate preposition use in the
material. Here it can be seen that more than 90%hefprepositions in our data illustrate a
congruent relationship between English and theestisd L1, meaning that both languages
require a preposition (or alternatively, neithengaage requires a preposition: ‘@’) in the
corresponding syntactic patterns. In most casese tis thus no need for Norwegian students
to drastically restructure their utterances witbpext to prepositions, as might be the case
with L1 speakers of other languages where sim##ationships are encoded through other
grammatical constructions than prepositions.

Table 4. Inappropriate preposition use in LINDSEDN

Basic 52
(23.5%)
83
133| L1 transfer
200 [ (37.6%)
Congruent (90.5%) Divergent (60.2%) _
Prep. triad (22.6%)
15
e (6.8%)
16
Non-congruent 2> -t prep (7.2%)
’ (9-5%) L2 pre o
Prep (2.3%)
Total 221

Of the congruent prepositions, the predominant ,tygmeounting for roughly 60% of all
inappropriate prepositions in our material, is didmt congruence, where both English and
Norwegian require a preposition in the structuretbe basic senses of the appropriate L1 and
L2 prepositions do not match. As discussed in 8ec#i.4, the divergent congruence type
comprises two subtypes: the ‘L1 transfer’ type ahé ‘preposition triad’ type. The
prepositionafterin (8) provides a further illustration of the Lramsfer type, in addition to the
example involvingor previously presented in Table 1.

(8) linherited [it] after my great great grandm@O013)

The context in (8) requires the prepositioom in English, while the prepositiogtter in the
corresponding structure in Norwegian. Simteer has the same basic sense as Englisdr,

the selection of preposition by the learner mayibw/ed as having resulted from negative L1
transfer. Roughly 63% of the divergent congruergppsitions fall into this L1 transfer
subtype, equalling almost 40% of the total numbkrnappropriate prepositions in the
LINDSEI-NO learner turns. Although it is impossiliteunambiguously prove on the basis of
a single audio recording whether L1 transfer atfuadcurred (as previously noted in Section
2.4), the degree of linguistic congruence betwerglieh and Norwegian here nonetheless
provides the deciding factor indicating possiblettansfer.
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This preposition choice most likely does not affde communicative success of the
utterance, mutual understanding arguably beingptiteary goal of the participants in the
LINDSEI interview situation (rather than e.g. graatioal accuracy). Examination of the co-
text shows no indication of misunderstanding onpthet of the interviewer; misunderstanding
would also have been unlikely had the interviewer spoken Norwegian. In terms of the
English as a Lingua Franca paradigm, where onkeofitost important measures of success is
successful communication, this particular instanveeuld arguably raise no problem.
Nevertheless, this use is inappropriate in theesémat it is not codified in standard English
dictionaries and thus does not conform to stanBaitcsh or American English.

The prepositioron is the most challenging for the Norwegian LINDS&formants.
Close to one in five of all instances of this praifon (64 of 325) in our material are
inappropriate, the vast majority of which fall intiee L1 transfer congruence category. One
such example is provided in (9); this same conite}{orwegian calls for the prepositiqra
(which shares its basic meaning wath), while English prefers.

(9)  when | wason upper secondary schoO041)

All told, inappropriate use adn may be attributed to negative L1 transfer in 5tances, a
preposition accounting for nearly 23% of the 22apipropriate prepositions uttered by the
learners.

In addition, negative L1 transfer may be indicalbgdnon-congruent instances where
Norwegian requires a preposition which is the basigespondent to that employed by the
learner, while English prefers no preposition. AlE 2 shows, only 21 instances have been
categorized as non-congruent, equaling roughly 084l inappropriate prepositions. Sixteen
of these non-congruent occurrences involve contetisre only Norwegian requires a
preposition, the ‘L1 prep’ subtype. In turn, 14 thiese instances instantiate negative L1
transfer, illustrated in (10) where the identicahtext in Norwegian requires the preposition
which is the basic correspondentinf(the preposition uttered by the learner despiteligimg
preferring no preposition, i.e. ‘drove the wrongyya

(10) when they drovein the wrong wayn the road (NO020)

In sum, we find 97 out of 221 inappropriate preposs attributable to negative L1 transfer:
83 belong to the divergent, L1 transfer congrudagpe while 14 belong to the non-congruent,
L1 prep type€ This corresponds to 44% of all inappropriate ps#mns, leading to the
conclusion that negative L1 transfer is certaintyimportant factor in terms of challenges
learners face with respect to preposition use.

On the other hand, 56% of the inappropriate prépas may not plausibly be
attributed to negative transfer. However, therends one congruence type which clearly
predominates in this 56%, the next most frequepedybeing basic congruence (with 52
occurrences, 23.5% of the inappropriate preposji@nd the preposition triad subtype of
divergent congruence (with 50 occurrences, 22.6%efinappropriate prepositions). In the
occurrences of basic congruence, there is a mavtelkn the basic sense of the contextually

8 Note that Table 4 shows that there are 16 instaotthe non-congruent, L1 prep type. In the twoaining
instances, the learner has chosen an (inappropHEatgish preposition that does not share the sesise of the
(appropriate) Norwegian preposition. It is onltle remaining 14 cases that L1 transfer is inditate
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appropriate preposition use in both languagesn 4$1), where both English and Norwegian
would normally have the basic corresponding prejmos with/med but where the student
usesat.

(11) arguingat each othe(NOO037)

Because there is no contrast between the L1 aniah Li2is area, predictions on the basis of
contrastive analysis would suggest that Norwegiavasild find this preposition choice
unproblematic, yet a third preposition has nevéedse been employed. In essence, the
potential influence of the L1 has been overruleldisTapparently counterintuitive behavior
has been noticed and termed as ‘striking’ by otbsearchers (Lowie and Verspoor 2001, 83;
Nesselhauf 2005, 187). Nacey, in her investigaibpreposition use in the written English
production of Norwegian L1 students (detailed fartton in Section 3.3), reasons that
somewhere along the way, learners have acquirebdlies that prepositions are difficult, and
simply assume there must be a difference; “Choosingreposition unrelated to the
Norwegian alternative makes the English text appestirthat: more English, or at least less
Norwegian” (Nacey 2013, 235).

When it comes to written texts, it may be argueat tearners do have some choice in
their preposition use, given the possibility totedeir texts. Such a possibility is more limited
when it comes to spoken conversation, althoughmpbssible, as is apparent in our material
in cases of self-correction, exemplified in (12) emh the learner utters the inappropriate
prepositionin, hesitates slightly, and then provides the conveatly accepted preposition
for the context.

(12) from . (eh) eight fifteen to=[...] three PMn (eh)on TuesdaygNO032)

Such self-correction is the exception rather thenrule, however, as there is some pressure
to continue speaking despite grammatical inaccesaavhich might often go unnoticed by
both the speaker and listener. That cases of basigruence are evident also in informal oral
interviews to such an extent, in the relativelytfagced mode of conversation where learners
do not necessarily have time for conscious refdectbout word choice (especially with
respect to function words) indicates that sometimmoge than a desire to sound more English
is in operation. Uncovering the mechanism undegytime production of these inappropriate
prepositions provides an avenue for future research

The same may be said for the cases of prepositiacst with a congruence
relationship involving three prepositions. In (18); example, the learner has not succumbed
to the temptation of L1 transfer by not selectimgeven though the Norwegian contexts calls
for pa, but in the process has nonetheless landed updnappropriate preposition, here
utteringin when the prepositioto is preferred.

(13) you: camean the right . place to b&NO038)

In general, Norwegians are believed to oversa the many circumstances wheawould

be appropriate in Norwegian, to such an extent teatners are warned away from
automatically assuming that the two always corredp@ee e.g. Austad, Andersen, and Peel
1999, 97). Unfortunately, although they may thereftearn to exercise caution with this
particular preposition pair, the learners may resbfficiently cognizant of exactly when that
caution is indeed justified, nor how to correcthoose alternative prepositions.
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3.3 Is there a difference between Norwegian learmeposition use in oral and written
language?
The final area of inquiry for our study involvescamparison of preposition usage in the
spoken and written English of Norwegian learnets, loypothesis being that there would be
more inappropriate prepositions in spoken discoansee oral conversation leaves less time
for editing after the fact. To address this questiwe compare the results gleaned on the basis
of the LINDSEI-NO material presented in this papeith results from a study of preposition
usage in the written English of Norwegian learnas, part of a wider corpus-based
investigation reported by Nacey (2013). This eadi@idy was based on 20,000 words from
argumentative essays collected between 1999 an2l f0@he Norwegian component of the
International Corpus of Learner English ('NICLE&esGranger et alk009), a corpus of
written learner English that closely parallels #tructure of LINDSEI since both consist of
various (comparable) subcorpora produced by learmath different L1 backgrounds. All
20,000 words of text were first annotated for mdrspeech using CLAWSallowing for the
straightforward identification of all prepositiondust as in the current study, certain
prepositions were excluded for analysis, followihg guidelines outlined in Section 2.2. The
remaining prepositions were then categorized far@priateness and congruence, also in a
manner identical to the procedure followed for pmesent LINDSEI study. Results from the
two studies are thus readily comparable, the ogeifgiant difference between them being
the number of words investigated, as the LINDSEI-&N®a comprises slightly more than four
times the number of written words analysed from DNEC

Table 5 provides a comparative overview of therappate and inappropriate
prepositions in the two corpora, reproducing thgufes from Table 3 for the sake of
convenience. The observed occurrences of prepasitiwe necessarily different due to the
varying sizes of the corpora, but the overall petages of prepositions are more or the less
the same, with only a slightly higher proportionepositions in the written texts overall
than in the spoken texts (given the same exclusiondoth corpora). Had repeated
occurrences of prepositions in disfluent languagenbdiscounted, this difference would have
been even greater.

Table 5. Prepositions in LINDSEI-NO and NICLE

LINDSEI (n=83,313)

NICLE (=20,468)

Total (analyzed)
prepositions

5174
- 6.2% of word total

1715
- 8.4% of word total

Appropriate

Inappropriate

4,953

- 95.7% of prep. total

- 5.9% of word total
221

- 4.3% of prep. total

- 0.3% of word total

1636

- 95.3% of prep. total
- 8.0% of word total
79

- 4.6% of prep. total
- 0.4% of word total

° The LINDSEI texts were manually combed for prepioss rather than being annotated with CLAWS beeaus
it was feared that the abundant number of disflissneould make the annotation results unreliable T

CLAWS tagger is located here: http://ucrel.lancsiiclaws/.
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When it comes to the ratio of appropriate and inappate prepositions in the two corpora,
the figures in Table 5 indicate a close degreegod@ment. In written discourse, inappropriate
prepositions thus account for 4.6% of the prepms#iin that corpus, compared with 4.3% in
spoken discourse — only 0.4% and 0.3%, respectieélgll words. Had tokens afs, like and
thanbeen included in our data, the percentage of imgpjate prepositions would have been
even smaller; nearly all instances of the threpgsgions in both LINDSEI-NO and NICLE
are conventionally appropriate. Contrary to outiahihypothesis, therefore, spoken texts are
not characterized by more inappropriate prepositioas thritten texts.

Preposition use in the two corpora is also simifarother respects, including the
predominance of only a few prepositions: the tapgeepositions in NICLE represent more
than 80% of all prepositions in that data. The ‘tep’ prepositions are nearly the same in the
two corpora, except fdsy ranking among the ten most frequent prepositionsI@LE (and
the eleventh most common in LINDSEI-NO), whilke, which is among the top ten in
LINDSEI-NO, is the twelfth most common in NICLE. bther words, there is only a fairly
limited number of highly frequent prepositions whare of primary concern for the language
learner, for either mode of discourse.

Results concerning the analysis of the inappropridtCLE prepositions closely
parallel those from LINDSEI-NO. The vast majorityf cases exhibited a congruent
relationship, perhaps unsurprising given that bitiglish and Norwegian are Germanic
languages and thus share many syntactic featusgmtiNe L1 transfer was also found to play
an important role in NICLE, indicated in the protan of roughly one-third of all
inappropriate prepositions through a combinationcases of the L1 transfer subtype of
divergent congruence, together with seven of niriséances of the L1 preposition subtype of
non-congruence (where the preposition chosen ble#raer corresponds to that which would
ostensibly have been employed in Norwegian, evemgh English actually requires no
preposition). Like in the LINDSEI-NO material, ocoences of possible L1 transfer represent
the largest single block of inappropriate prepossi even though in neither corpus do they
constitute the majority. Other congruence typesaxtiqularly basic congruence and the
preposition triad subtype of divergent congruen@ee-represented in the data, but not to the
same degree as the two types indicating L1 transfer

In short, prepositions may be less problematia tlagenerally believed, in both
spoken and written corpora. When inappropriate gsijons are produced, however, the
single most likely source is negative L1 influen@en though possible transfer was
indicated in less than half of all inappropriate albeit more in spoken that written learner
English). Although the occurrences of other congoeetypes, when considered together, add
up to more than those of L1 transfer, there ism® a@ternative type that dominates.

It should be noted that we have been unable towsma@sults from any other corpus-based
studies of preposition use in learner language witiich to directly compare our findings.
Some few corpus-based studies of preposition useitten language have been carried out,
but none for spoken language (as far as we knowhlryr's (2003) investigation of all
grammatical errors in the written English of Swadimixed-ability’ 16-year-old pupils
reports 619 preposition errors in 71,000 wordseaf,t0.87% of the total words investigated.
As she provides no information about the total nemf prepositions in her corpus, her
findings may at best be compared with the NICLHlifigs where inappropriate prepositions
account for 0.4% of the entire word total — suggesthat the number of inappropriate
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prepositions declines as English becomes more addatas one would hope). Chapeton
(2010) reports that prepositions account for 70df%ll non-native-like uses of metaphorical
language identified in roughly 20,000 words of SphanlCLE subcorpus, leading her to
conclude that prepositions are problematic for &2guage learners. Her findings, however,
cannot be compared directly to the findings herdersstudy relates only to metaphorical
instances of written preposition use (rather thlhruses), she provides no figures for the
proportion of inappropriate preposition use seenrétation to the total number of
prepositions, and she emphasizes that her figueesi@ based on any comprehensive error
analysis.

4. Concluding remarks

The findings presented in this paper may seem isurgrin light of the widespread
perception that English prepositions are difficidt acquire. The Norwegian learners who
contributed to the LINDSEI-NO data employed mosepasitions appropriately; they
produced contextually inappropriate prepositionsless than 5% of the cases, which
represents only 0.3-0.4% of the total number ofdsan the material. These results challenge
positions that categorize preposition use as ahtmgre” for learners, a judgement which
may arise from the view of preposition errors aghly salient, on a par with lexical errors in
general (Wiosowicz 2012, 140). It also opens updaronsideration of so-called ‘positive
transfer’, where conventionally appropriate langu@guld be seen as an indication of L1
influence (Nesselhauf 2005, 234), even though weretitansfer actually took place or not is
impossible to prove unambiguously.

Our findings support the position that negativettdnsfer, having been indicated in
44% of the observed number of inappropriate prejoos, plays an important role in their
production. There is no other single factor thamtabutes to production of inappropriate
prepositions to such an extent, at least with r&sfmesyntactic congruence between the L1
and L2. That said, our results also indicate tHatrnsfer has a stronger effect with regard to
certain prepositions (e.gn), rather than all of them. When dealing with pr&pons in the
language classroom, it would therefore make masteséo focus on those that are frequent —
e.g. the ‘top ten’ — and/or those that have beenamstrated to be especially difficult for
learners from the L1 background in question. Whethe same prepositions are especially
problematic for all L1 groups is a question foruiie research, through for example parallel
studies of preposition use in the other ICLE andRSEI subcorpora.

A further area for future investigation concernasens for inappropriate preposition
use that may not plausibly be attributed to negatid transfer. This study shows, for
example, that almost one in four inappropriate psépns exhibit a basic congruence
relationship between the English and Norwegian gsons, such that there would have
been no observed anomaly had the learner selelgednost likely translation equivalent
between the two languages for the context at hidatk we suggest one possible explanation
for this demonstrable lack of positive L1 influenoamely a form of hypercorrection where
learners assume that there must be a differenegebetL1l and L2 preposition use even in
instances in which this is not the case, and thuiday an L2 choice which differs from the
basic congruence type. However, more research llsdcapon to further explore this
hypothesis.

Concerning the learners’ use of prepositions ial mersus written language, the
results of the present investigation reveal no majéference, meaning that preposition
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selection does not become more challenging fom&arunder the pressure of face-to-face
spoken interaction. There are some minor differerimween the use of prepositions in the
corpus data from NICLE and LINDSEI-NO, such asighsldifference in the percentage of
prepositions in the overall material, and in thegartion of different preposition types. Such
variation may be related to the different topicalteith in the spoken and written discourse,
and/or variations between the different genresafeasid conversation) and the style level. It
should also be noted, however, that the Norwegiamkrs represented in the two corpora are
not the same, as LINDSEI-NO was compiled more thaecade after NICLE. In this regard,
one additional avenue for future research would thei to investigate the spoken and written
preposition use of the same learners, rather thdiferent groups.

Finally, results from the present study suggds¢oareas for investigation, in addition
to those already proposed, that would possiblydyualuable findings. First, an investigation
examining the degree of metaphoricity of the prédmos in LINDSEI-NO is already
underway (Nacey 2014), to complement a parallekstigation of metaphoricity of the
prepositions written by Norwegian learners in NICLEhe aim of such research is to
investigate another possible cause for the prodictf inappropriate prepositions, in addition
to negative L1 transfer — that is, whether chakkenmcrease as the contextual sense of the
preposition moves farther from its basic, most cetec sense. Moreover, while the present
research focuses on the language of Norwegian speak advanced English, it would also
be desirable to investigate the preposition use ngmspeakers and writers of lower
proficiency levels, to discover whether preposisioaver really present the obstacles
commonly held to be characteristic of them, argbifto identify the point at which they cease
to be stumbling blocks. Such studies should be wcied for Norwegian speakers, as well as
for English language learners with other L1s. Yiedther potentially useful approach would
be to investigate the usage of a selection of teegsitions that seem more problematic for
these L2 learners, based on a wider scope of damta ¥various sources, genres and style
levels. In short, there is still work to be done.
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