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Abstract

This study makes use of the Contrastive Interlagguenalysis (Granger 1996) to examine
the differences in use of modal auxiliarreayandmightin the interlanguage produced by
Norwegian and Japanese learners of English, anpa@s it to the use in language produced
by native speakers. The material is extracted fifzerNorwegian and Japanese components
of the International Corpus of Learner English, EENO and ICLE-JP respectively, and the
Louvain Corpus of Native English Essays, and araysccording to a set framework for
modal meaning based on Palmer (1990) and Colli@82R To attempt to explain the
differences between each learner group, referenitidse made to Contrastive Analysis and
the Integrated Contrastive Model (Gilquin, 2000/200

The main goal of this thesis is to compare andudistiow Norwegian and Japanese learners
of English usenayandmightcompared to native speakers, and if there arenaligations of
overuse or underuse. The assumption that there t@uan overuse among Norwegian
learners is mainly based on Aijmer’s (2002) studyradal auxiliaries in Swedish. As for
Japanese, modal auxiliaries are used in suchereliff manner that one would assume this
would have some kind of effect on the interlanguageluced by Japanese learners. The main
findings prove that while the use differs in terofigrequency, i.e. occurrences per 10,000, the
distribution of each modal according to modal megns proportionally similar in all groups.
However, the ways in which modals are used witlhichecategory also differs. Example

sentences showing similarities and differencegereided to illustrate these differences.

The thesis concludes that both Norwegian and Japdearners of English seem to have a
good understanding of how to usayandmight, although there are a few prominent
differences. Norwegian students overagghtto an almost extreme extent, while some

Japanese learners seem to have problems with niteectig features of modal auxiliaries.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background and scope

During the years | have spent as both a studeahglish and in the teacher education
programme at the University of Oslo, | have becdamailiar with the concept of second
language acquisition and learner language rese¥ecious lectures and seminars in corpus
linguistics have all shown that Norwegian learrtersl to have certain problems with
modality, for example in the case of using modalilearies. In many cases these auxiliaries
seem overused, as found with Swedish learnersjmekis study of modality in advanced
Swedish learners' written interlanguage (2002).iftapeompleted a year of studies in
Japanese recently, | also became curious as tthermhat not Japanese learners, whom all
speak and write in a language very different frasthiNorwegian and English, would have
the same tendencies to overuse modal auxiliarieshas learner groups, or if there would be

any other differences in use.

The use of modal auxiliaries is perhaps one oftibee difficult concepts for a learner of
English to grasp, and there are a few indicatibasthis is indeed the case. While Aijmer
(2002) has briefly touched upon how modal auxiéiarare used in Swedish interlanguage,
there have been few studies discussing modal auesi used by Norwegian learners in
depth. Perhaps even fewer have discussed modd#is interlanguage produced by Japanese
learners. However, while there are few studies donmodal auxiliaries in learner language,
there are quite a few other studies done on mgdaltich all proved to be invaluable
resources when writing this thesis. The main sofocenany of the theories and assumptions
| have concerning Norwegian learners, for exampikkbe Lagken’s (1996) contrastive
analysis otcan, could, may, migt#nd the Norwegiakunne The work of Palmer (1990) and
Collins (2002) done on modal auxiliaries have ptbiebe invaluable, providing a great
overview of their uses in the English language.tReruses of modals in Norwegian, Eide
(2005) has done a comprehensive study on the topliecting and connecting the many
views on modals of scholars before her. For theofiseodal auxiliaries in Japanese, the
detailed study done by Johnson (2003) proved textremely helpful, and so did Narrog’s
(2009) study on modality in the Japanese language.



This study is corpus-based, i.e. it will use ‘caplata in order to explore a theory or
hypothesis’ (McEnery & Hardie 2011: 5 — 6). In artie allow a certain degree of depth in
the discussion and analysis of modals carriedrothis study, its scope is limited to the two
modal auxiliariesnayandmight There are in particular two reasons why thesermwedals
were chosen. Firstly, Aijmer’s study showed thahbroayandmightwere heavily overused
by Swedish learners (2002: 61), and since SwedlidiNerwegian are fairly similar
languages, one could suspect the same to be trivofavegian learners. As for Japanese,
mayandmightprove interesting as there are, in fact, corredpmmodal auxiliaries in
Japanese, although they are used quite differeéddlgondly, these two modals are found to
express a wide range of modal meanings, and thwsuld be interesting to examine how the
distribution between these are in the interlangyagduced by Norwegian and Japanese
learners as opposed to the language produced ivg sgeakers.

1.2 Aim and research questions

Despite its limited scope, the aim of this thesil$ be to contribute to the studies done on
modality, more specifically modal auxiliaries, gafner language. | will throughout this
thesis investigate the usage of the modal awekanayandmightin the interlanguage
produced by Norwegian and Japanese learners ofshrigl using computerised corpora. The
ultimate goal of this thesis is to compare theafsmayandmightin both learner groups to
each other, as well as to language produced byengpieakers. By doing so, | hope that this
thesis will be able to shed some light on hoayandmightare used by the learner groups in
guestion, and perhaps be used to predict learnstakes’ or diagnose possible challenges
learners might have with these two modal auxil&righis ability to predict challenges is
quite useful, especially for learners of EngligtchHallenges concerning modal auxiliaries can
be identified, possible errors can be preventediceleexploring the use afayandmight
among Norwegian and Japanese learners may prosidéhuvaluable insights for further

studies as well as language learning in general.

Based on the hypothesis that there are differeincese with regard to these modal
auxiliaries, as presented in section 1.1, thereéhaes research questions which | would like

to examine further:



1. How do Norwegian and Japanese learners of Engiismayandmightcompared to

native speakers?
2. Is there any indication of overuse or underuse, s, why?

3. Is there any difference in the meaning conveyethbymodals as used by the three

groups?

These three research questions will be centréled@nalysis carried out in chapter 5.

1.3 Outline of the Thesis

Following this introductory chapter, Chapter 2 vidtus on the theoretical background for
this study;mayandmightas modal auxiliaries in English, and their cormxtences in
Norwegian and Japanese. Chapter 3 will deal witht@stive Interlanguage Analysis and
learner language, explaining the background ofiieéhod used for this study. This subject is
addressed in a separate chapter due to CIA betialgag a framework for analysing learner
language, and hence I did not feel | would be &dbkress this point enough other than by
doing so. Chapter 4 will continue on describingiethodology employed in the study, such
as framework of classification, and various methogical issues that arose. The material
will also be presented in the final section of Gleagd, before being thoroughly analysed in
Chapter 5. The analysis will be split into two pa#ds each auxiliary will be discussed
separately; one fanayand one fomight Finally, Chapter 6 will sum the main findings of

this study, answers the research questions, argkstsgideas for further work.



2 Theoretical background

This chapter deals with homiayandmight and modal auxiliaries in general, are used in
English, Norwegian and Japanese. It will also labgossible correspondences ificetyand
mightfound in Norwegian and Japanese, and touch brugibn how modal auxiliaries are
used in these two languages. As this study willatt@mpt to do a full contrastive analysis of
mayandmightand instead focus on the contrastive interlangaagéysis, the background
information on how modals are used in each langpag@des vital for discussion, and thus
will be included in this section.

The first section deals with modal auxiliaries imgish in general, and how it can be possible
to classify them. The second section looksiayandmight and explore their functions in the
English language. The final two sections deal Witk modals are used in Norwegian and

Japanese respectively, and possible correspondeanteyandmight

2.1 Modal Auxiliaries

Studies of modality in the English language aréegnumerous, and the study of modal
auxiliaries, which are central to this field, is @ception. Due to the limited scope of this
study, its primary focus will be on Palmer’s (199@d Collins’ (2009) work on modal
auxiliaries in English. Their classifications of dab auxiliaries, both in terms of syntax and
function, will be the starting point for the learnanguage analysis in chapter 5. Section 3.1.2

concerning function will be using Palmer (1990)tagprimary source for discussion.

2.1.1 Syntactic function

According to Palmer (1990: 14-21), modals in thglish language can be identified by using
four criteria, all related to their syntactic fulocts. Collins (2009: 12) also mentions these
criteria as being what separates modals from lexeds. The ‘NICE’ criteria, which they

are called, all describe four different construasian which modals can be used.

Negation. Auxiliaries can be used with the negapiadiclenot, thus having negative forms.
(1) It may not come out right. (BNC BMS 3238)



Inversion. The word order of subject and auxiliaag be inverted so that the auxiliary comes
before the subject in a sentence, for exampledrcise of asking questions.
(2) May | come with you? (BNC AT7 2254)

Code. Post-verbal ellipsis dependent for its intetigdron upon previous context (Collins
2002: 12).
(3) Let's see keep keep it on the same line if ga.._Can you? (BNC KLW 1394)

Emphasis. Emphatic polarity involving the use oftcastive stress (ibid).
(4)  They think he won't study, but he will (ibid).

Palmer also adds three other criteria that can ieelgistinguish modals from other auxiliaries
(1990: 4).

- No—sform in the third person singular. Modal auxilesiare not inflected in th&'3
person singular of the present tense.

- No non-finite forms. Modals can only occur inifenform, as the first element of a verb
phrase.

- No co-occurrence. Two modal auxiliaries cann@uodn the same clause.

However, as also pointed out by Lagken (1996), thestethree criteria overlap to some extent,
as no non-finite forms would also mean there wdagldho co-occurrence. These three criteria
fit well with those mentioned by Quirk et al. (19837), who also say that all modal

auxiliaries are followed by the infinitive.

2.1.2 Semantic function

In terms of semantic function, modal auxiliaries aften classified according to what type of
modality they express. Von Wright first introdudbdee types of modality in 1951;
epistemic, deontic and dynamic modality (PalmeBQt ®-7, 35-38). As will be discussed in
this chapter, these types are widely used not mntiescribe the types of modality in the
English language. However, they may also be appdiedher European languages such as
Norwegian, and, to some extent, even Asian languageh as Japanese, as explored in

section 2.3 and 2.4.



Epistemic modality, according to Palmer, is thedest type of modality to deal with (1990:
50). It expresses possibility, markedrogyandmight and necessity, which is marked by the
usage omust The function of epistemic modals is to expressgbeaker’s judgment of
whether something is possible or not, i.e. howsiheaker judges the truth of propositions.

(5) This_may be true. (BNC CEU 203)
(6) You must be tired after your journey. (BNC ARM73)

Example 5 denotes epistemic possibility in the s¢hat the speaker is expressing his or her
attitude towards whether something is true or actepting that there is a possibility that this
something may be the case, without being certaiantple 6, on the other hand, is an
example of how epistemic modality can express rstyedNecessity, as opposed to
possibility, is a much more complex form of episiemodality. As this paper concerns itself
with mayandmightonly, which are used only when dealing with eprstepossibility (Ibid:
50-53), we will not venture further into how episiie modals are used to express necessity.

While the distinction between epistemic modalityg aher kinds of modality is fairly clear,
the same cannot be said for the distinction betvdeemtic and dynamic modality (ibid: 69).
However, Palmer also states that the two types $&¢m to have different semantic and
syntactic features, which would justify their tn@aint as two different types.

Deontic modality concerns itself with the act ofigg permission, obligations, and making
promises and threats. As such, it is often desgraseperformative, since the speaker grants
or asks for permission to act out the propositibthe clause in question. As with epistemic
modality, deontic modality can be subdivided inesgibility and necessity (ibid). Deontic
possibility is often marked by eitherayor can, musbr shall. Example 7 below is an

example oimaybeing used to express deontic modality in the fofmiving permission.
(7) You may leave us. (BNC CKO 393)

Dynamic modality, on the other hand, is often egpeel by the use chnandwill (Ibid: 83-
91). It deals with ability, i.e. describing the liti@s of the subject to perform the action stated
in the proposition of the utterance, as well astiool and non-deontic root meanings.
Therefore, while deontic modality is consideredhéo'speaker-oriented’, i.e. the speaker
appears to be the deontic source, dynamic modal@dgncerned with the ability or volition of
the sentence’s subject, thus being ‘subject-orérftbid: 36). As explained by Huddleston

6



and Pullum (2002: 179). ‘dynamic modality is lessttal to modality than deontic
permission in that it does not involve the speakattitude to the factuality or actualization of
situation’, which they consider to be central todalomeaning. Example 8 below shows how
canmay be used when describing an ability of theettbp the sentence, which is one

feature of dynamic modality.
(8) That guy can play the wind. (BNC ASA 805)

In addition, deontic modality is performative orsdourse-oriented’, something which
dynamic modality is not. In this respect, it difdrom the discourse oriented modalities
mentioned above, i.e. modalities that involve lbthspeaker and the addressee (Palmer
1990: 83-88).

2.2 May and might in the English language

Historically, mayandmighthave been treated as one lexeme, something thlsbisione by
Palmer (1990), Mindt (1995) and Hoye (1997). Mvsrth noting however, that linguistics in
more recent times, such as Collins (2009) and Hastoh and Pullum (2002), suggest that for
many speakers todayayandmightare forms of different lexemes rather than forithe
same lexeme (Collins, 2009: 117). Batlayandmight being present and preterite forms
respectively, are used when expressing possiljligford Dictionaries, 2014). While some
insist that the distinction should be made whertdlgisg current and past situations, they
also argue that this distinction is rarely madeatodVhether or not these verbs are separate
lexemes or not will not be dealt with in this pgpdamut they will be treated as independent

forms due to their differences in usage.

2.2.1 May

The studies done anay, both on its meaning and use, are many in nunamer ppinions
seem to be quite divided. According to Mindt (19261), there are two basic modal
meanings ofmay, possibility and permission. As we saw in secioh2,mayis mainly used
as an epistemic and deontic modal, and this suppirtdt’s view of meanings fanay.

Examples 9 and 10 below shomayused as an epistemic expressing possibility, and a



deontic dealing with permission, both being witthie range of Mindt's (1995) and Palmer’s

(1990) definitions fomayas a modal auxiliary.

(9) The organisation making the most economic diseises may expect to have a good
proportion of its staff on part-time contracts. (BEVY 594)

(epistemic, possibility)

(10) ‘May | see your left hand, please sir?’ (BNDA?21)
(deontic, permission)

Collins (2009: 95-96), however, argues that thése are ways in whichmaycan function as

a dynamic modal. He mentions two possible dynamséswimay, ‘theoretical possibility’

and ‘dynamic implication’. The former ‘involves atentiality for action that resides in the
external situation’, while the latter ‘involves atpntiality for action that is the basis for an
implied directive speech act’ (ibid: 96). In hisidy, Collins found that while most occurences
of mayfound were examples of epistemic modalihgyin its dynamic meaning actually
appeared more frequently tharayin its deontic forms (ibid: 92). In faahhayis sometimes
used as a substitution foanin its dynamic sense, especially when the sitnatgguires a

greater degree of formality, which is illustratedexample 11 below.

(11) Nevertheless it may be observed that in thieesaphases of the life of the Cowdery's
Down settlement when all the buildings were clogegociated with fenced
enclosures the majority of bone and cereal recavesene from buildings straddling
the fence (BNC CFK 277).

It would therefore be safe to assume thayin modern English can express all three modal

meanings, depending on the context.

2.2.2 Might

As with may; the opinions on the use wifightas a modal auxiliary are divided. Whiteay
has two main modal meanings, Mindt (1995: 108) esghaimightonly has one, namely
possibility. This view is also shared by Palmer9@:958), who states thatighthas all the
same functions asaywhen denoting epistemic possibility, albmiightindicates a little less

certainty about the possibility from the speakeoat of view. In addition, it is solely



epistemic when used in certain structures, susth@mmaycould be interpreted as either

epistemic or deontic depending on the context giweprevious clauses or sentences.

(12) He_might go to the bathroom, or come downstaven. (BNC ABX 3476)
(epistemic, possibility)

(13) Those who won't pay may go to court. (BNC AMEQ)

(epistemic, possibility or deontic, permission)

Collins (2009: 111-112), however, argues that plaigicular view may be outdated, as recent
data show that they can in fact be used interchaiigeHe clarifies thamightis far more
common in spoken than written language, whikeyhas maintained its position as the most

used modal for marking epistemic possibility intéem language.

As with may, mightmay be used as a dynamic modal, as well as aidewn g (Collins, 2009:
113-117).Mightis also used to describe theoretical possibgitygwn in example 14, as well
as dynamic implication such as suggestions, asisetample 15.

(14) The verderers were closely examined at thedtdtyre as to the facts to which they
deposed in their rolls of presentments, and everongontradictions in their evidence

might result in their committal to prison and sufpsent amercement. (BNC AE9 386)

(15) And I think you might remember that my ‘Jog& have been in the paper since long
before your grandmother had her first G.1. in tharWBNC FB9 479)

When expressing deontic possibility or permissiaightwas, according to Collins,
frequently used in questions, as seen in the abxample 11, and in conditionals with the
addressee as the deontic source, as in exampko08:(117).

(16) If I might be so bold, for one who missed ontso much (and not just in a cricket

sense), | would offer a few words of advice. (BNB3EB)

Conditionals, such as the example above, makesfuganticmightto ask for or give
permission, with a higher degree of speaker involset.



2.3 Modal auxiliaries in Norwegian and possible

English correspondences

Modality in Norwegian can be expressed throughoteimeans. According to Lie (1976:
60), one is the use of modal auxiliaries, whicH i the focus of this study. However,
studies done in the field of modal auxiliarieshie tNorwegian language are rather scarce. In
fact, there is no definition as to which auxiliarigelong to this category in neither Lie (1976)
nor Rgdhovd (1993). This is a problem also addcebgd gken (1996) in her study of
Norwegiankunneas a correspondencertay, might, camndcould where she mentions that
there is no agreement as to which verbs shouldlmléd as modal auxiliaries in Norwegian.
She mentions that there seems to be an agreenathtitime, skulle, ville, mat@ndburde

are central modals in Norwegian. These modalslacecanfirmed by Eide (2005: 16) and
Faarlund et al. (1997: 527) to be the five cerdrads in Norwegian, as they all have deontic,
dynamic and epistemic readings. Their charactesistill be discussed further in the sections

below.

The Norwegian auxiliarielsunne, ville, m@andmatteare often mentioned as possible
translations fomay, andkunne, haddandville as possible translations fiaright (Stor
Norsk-Engelsk Ordbok, 2014). Lgken (1996: 128)en contrastive analysis ofayand
mightand Norwegiakunne identifies the structureunneandkunne+ ADV as the most
common correspondencertoghtwhen denoting both epistemic, deontic and dynamic
possibility. In the case ohay, there was a lot more variation. The most comntrctire,
however, involved the use of Norwegikainskjein combination with verbs, either lexical
ones or auxiliaries. In all these casasydenoted epistemic possibilitiian was also shown
to have a high frequency of correspondence mily (Laken, 1996: 114 - 118), and was
found to correspond to all meanings except ‘wisténce kanandkunnewould seem like
good translations fanayandmight respectively.

2.3.1 Syntactic function

Syntactically, Norwegian modal auxiliaries diffeomn their English counterparts in many
ways. While there is no co-occurrence of modakhénstandard English verb phrase (Palmer
1990: 4), Norwegian, and other Scandinavian langsiagllows co-occurrence of modals,
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albeit with certain restrictions (Eide 2005: 5%).addition, Norwegian modals can occur in
non-finite forms, whereas they cannot in Englisbn§ider the following examples, taken
from Eide (Ibid).

(17) Det.ma kunne finnes en lgsning.
There must canINF findPASS a solution.

It must be possible to find a solution.

In this example, Norwegian has two modals servimgwiliariesmaandkunne While this
sentence is perfectly fine in Norwegian, the counmnce of two modals is unnatural, and

ungrammatical, in Standard English.

(18) Jon antas a8 matte veere morderen.
Jon presumePASS to mustINF be killerDEF.
Jon is presumed to have to be the killer.

If we were to discuss the NICE criteria mentiongdPalmer (1990) and Collins (2009), and
how they apply to the Norwegian modal auxiliariesly ‘code’ would be relevant when
examining the differences between modal auxiliaaied lexical verbs (Eide, 2005: 65).
Norwegian modals are used just like regular lexveabs with regard to negation, inversion
and emphatic affirmation. However, as explainedtlne, lexical verbs in Norwegian are
replaced by the light vertjgre, meaning ‘to do’, in elliptical constructions, seen in
example 19 below. In this sense, Norwegian andi§imghodals seem to follow a similar
pattern. Modals, on the other hand, are repeasesh@wvn in example 20. The following

examples are taken from Eide (Ibid).

(19) Marit svemmer, og det *svammer / gjgr Jondogs

Marit swims, and *that swims / does he too.

Marit swims, and so does Jon.

(20) Marit skal svemme, og det skal / *gjar handgs
Marit shall swim, and that shall / *does he too.

Marit is going to swim, and so is Jon.

Hence, while the NICE criteria is perhaps not te&vant when discussing Norwegian modal

auxiliaries, there are other syntactic featureshhae to be taken into consideration.
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2.3.2 Semantic function

According to Eide (2005: 46mayandmightin the Norwegian language, when used in either
the epistemic sense or the deontic sense, corrégpdhe vertkunne This is further

supported by Lgken (1996: 141), as she concludg&dinneis the Norwegian verb
corresponding to most meaningsnadly andmight Laken (Ibid: 108) lists these meanings, or
usages, okunnein the Norwegian language as epistemic possibditylity, permission,

wish, suggestion and root possibility, which copasds to deontic possibility in the studies
by Eide (2005: 46).

Sincekunneis also connected to dynamic modality as a passibhslation of the English
modalcan kunneis seemingly far more versatile tharay Consider the following example,
taken from Eide (2005: 42).

(21) Marit kan veere uforsiktig.

There are several possible ways of reading thikeseag, as it, in Norwegian can possess all of

the three following meanings:

It is possible that Marit is careless. (epistemic)
Marit is allowed to be careless. (deontic)

Marit is capable of being careless. (dynamic)

One possible translation could be ‘Marit may bestess’, in the epistemic or deontic sense.
‘Marit can be careless’ denotes not only dynamidatity, but also deontic in the sense that
she is, in some way, permitted to be careless. &J&aain Norwegian would correspond to
all three modal readings. In English however, themeslight difference as to what modal

readingmayandcanwould denote.

In fact, most of the English verbs and construdioorresponding tkunne according to
Laken (1996: 151-153), denote deontic possibiégpecially wheranis used as a
corresponding verb. Her study also shows that thnity of the instances whekeinne and
other forms of this verb such kan, are used, corresponds to the epistemic useagtnd
might(ibid: 108-142) There are also instances wherayandmightare used in the sense of
giving permission and suggestions, although theyemss common. Eide (2005) further

comments on the epistemic use&ahneas having only one reading in contemporary
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Norwegian; ‘it is possible that’ (ibid: 43-44). Shdds thakunnealso has one deontic
reading, and one dynamic reading, where it cornedpdo the Englishan Hence, it would
seem thakunneis more prominent as a Norwegian correspondenEmgtishmayandmight
when the latter two are used in their epistemicsen

Based on the fact thiatinnecan correspond to bothay, might canandcouldin English, one
would perhaps expect Norwegian learners to hawbkeodistinguishing the use of these four
modals, and thus use some more than others lesmgruse or underuse. In addition, while
Norwegian allows co-occurrence of modal auxiligrtéss is not allowed in English, and this

could also be problematic for learners.

2.4 Modal auxiliaries in Japanese and possible
English correspondences

Modal auxiliaries are used in a different way ie trapanese language than in Norwegian and
English, and it has long been a common conceptianmodality in Japanese is not
comparable to the conceptions found in Westernesuds Johnson explains it, ‘modal
content in Japanese involves a much wider variesybcategories, such as auxiliary verbs
and sentence final particles, and therefore coomdp neither to the idea of mood nor
modality present in European languages’ (Johndad3:24). In the case of Japanese and
Norwegian, however, both languages share the udagedal particles, while these types of
particles do not exist in English (Eide, 2005). piesthe differences between these three
languages, she points out that Japanese modaiasiesido have some common features with
their English counterparts, such as the concepgpigtemic, deontic and dynamic modality
and the notions of necessity and possibility, othat are often discussed in English
language studies of modality.

Another challenge of comparing the use of modall@mies is the fact that Japanese sentence
structure is fundamentally different from that amyegian and English. While both English
and Norwegian are verb-object languages, Japaseseabject-verb based language (Tomlin,
1988). Consider the following sentence, taken fidakino & Tsutsui (1986: 18).

(22)  Mr. Smith (S) is studying (V) Japanese (DOJapan (Adv).
Herr Smith (S) studerer (V) japansk (DO) i Japadw).
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Sumisu-san wa (S / TOP) Nihon de (Adv) nihongo(ld®) benkyoushiteiru (V).
(Mr. Smith (S) in Japan (Adv) Japanese (DO) islyig (V))

Therefore, using modal auxiliaries when forminguskes in Japanese is also done differently.
As noted above, modal auxiliaries in Japanese deesgome of the functions found to be
applicable to English modals, which will be furtlexplored in the following sections. All

examples in this chapter, and its subsectiongas&en from Makino & Tsutsui (1986).

2.4.1 Syntactic function

In Japanese, auxiliaries follow immediately aftex stem form of a verb, and thus changes
the verb’s form and meaning (Johnson, 2003: 17\28)le the Japanese auxiliaries are
similar to their English counterparts in terms adaning and function, the way in which
sentences containing these auxiliaries are formegite different. Observe the following

example.

(23)  Ano hito wa kg no gati no koto wo wasureta.
That person (TOP) today (GEN) party (NOM) abouC(®) forget-PAST.
That person forgot about today’s party.

By adding the modal auxiliakgamoshirenaito the main verlwasuretapr in the case of this
particular example the polite forkamoshiremasenhe content of this sentence is modified

by the auxiliary.

(24) Ano hito wa kg no ati no koto wo wasureta kamoshiremasen.
That person (TOP) today (GEN) party (NOM) abou€(@ forget-PAST (V) might
(AUX).
That person might have forgotten about today’sypar

This particular morphological feature of agglutinat as explained by Johnson (2003: 18),
means that most of the Japanese auxiliaries cérengewed as a morphological entity on
their own. They are attached to the main verbeas :n example 23, and follow strict rules in

terms of order and what kind of verb stem theyoholl
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Using the NICE criteria mentioned by Palmer (19839 Collins (2009) to classify these
modals would also be rather problematic due tostist differences in language structure

between the two languages, and perhaps not nebgsgqropriate.

2.4.2 Semantic function

There are quite a number of possible sentencetgtascin Japanese used to express modality,
but only a few involve modal auxiliaries that aesgible correspondencesnmayandmight.
Whenmayandmightare used in the epistemic sense, the auxikarngoshirenais generally
considered to be the best correspondence. Wheerssipg permissiorste mo iiis usually
used (Johnson, 2003: 112-114), which fits well wité notion of deontic modality. Dynamic
modality, on the other hand, is often expresseddnyg the ‘potential form’ of a verb, which
is a special form of conjugating a verb expressibigjty. It is also common to use&eto ga
dekiry, a structure containing the potential form of Wieeb suru meaning ‘to do’. These
claims can of course be debated further, since thier other structures in Japanese which
also might deal with these types of possibilitywéwer, for the sake of simplicity, the focus
of this paper will be on these three auxuilariep@ssible correspondences foayandmight

in English.

Kamoshirenais generally considered a correspondence of imatyiandmightwhen used in
its epistemic sense. It expresses uncertainty estehpility, which is evident when
considering its literal translation, ‘it cannot kiown’ (Makino & Tsutsui, 1986: 172-175).
When used in a sentené@moshirenaexpresses a lower degree of certainty than sestenc
usingdaro, or desld in polite writing and speecimeaning ‘probably’As we saw in example
24, kamoshirenaattaches itself to main verb. However, it may dtdlow directly after an
adjective.

(25) Kyoto no sakura wa mada kirei kamoshirenai.
Kyoto (GEN) cherry blossoms (TOP) still (AVD) begwl (ADJ) might (AUX).
The cherry blossoms in Kyoto might still be befuti

In terms of asking and giving permission, the parde mo iiis used, expressing either
permission or concessiofite mo iiis attached directly to the stem of a verb, andeathe

meaning of ‘is it alright if’ if translated into Efish (Makino & Tsutsui, 1986: 471-473). It
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can be used for either asking permission, as seexample 26, or giving permission, as in

example 27.

(26) Koko de tabako wo sutte mo ii desu ka?
Here (LOC) tobacco (ACC) smoke-even-if OK (COPE®)

Is it alright if | smoke here? / May | smoke here?

(27) Hai, ii desu.
Yes, eat-even if OK (COP)
Yes, it is alright / Yes, you may.

Another interesting observation is that the posdritirm of a verb may also be used to
express permission, as noted by Johnson (2003: hE4¢ad of sayintabete mo iwhen
giving permission, you might in some cases be tbjest saytaberarery which is the
potential form otabery meaning ‘to eat’.

In order to express dynamic possibility in Japanteepotential form of a verb may be used.
Another option is to use a structure involving tisage of the potential form of the vestlory,
~koto ga dekiryNarrog, 2009: 96-97), which can be obeserved ang{e 28. This structure
describes that someone or something can do sorgethiis able to do somethiiflylakino &
Tsutsui, 1986: 200-201). This structure is formgdibing the potential form of the veshry,
which means ‘to do’, and basically translates diyaato ‘thing can do’ Koto, meaning

‘thing’, is used as a nominaliser, hence makingateeeding clause a substantive. Therefore,
using koto ga dekirus a way of nominalising clauses so that they baysed as subjects.

The structure itself is attached after a regulab we the infinitive.

(28) Taguchi-san wa dlgokugo wo hanasu koto ga dekiru.
Mr Taguchi (TOP) Chinese (ACC) speak (COMP) (NOM) able to.
Mr. Taguchi can speak Chinese.

Hence, Japanese does have good correspondencedahmeaning fomayandmight But

as Japanese is differs from English syntacticalig would expect Japanese learners to have
problems with the use of modal auxiliaries in Eslgliwhile Japanese is, in general, an
agglutinative language, the same cannot be saidrfglish. Whether or not this will have
some consequences for the use of modal auxiliayidapanese learners will be explored in

chapter 5.
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3 CIA and Learner Language

3.1 Defining interlanguage

A key term in this chapter, and in this thesis aghale, is ‘interlanguage’. The notion of
interlanguage is central to research done in #id 6f second language acquisition and
learner language research, as studying interlaregaimgs to explain the differences between a
leaner’s produced second language to that of napeakers. As explained by Tarone (2006:
747),

The central object of interlanguage research exfain this difference — essentially,
to describe and explain the development of intgiiages and also to explain the
ultimate failure of interlanguages to reach a stdtieentity with the target language.

In this study, interlanguage will be understooddisiguistic system that has been developed
by a learner of a foreign language, L2, who haggéiecome fully proficient in his or her
target language (lbid: 748-749). The learner’sriateguage differs from the target language
in the sense that the learner might use differeategjies with roots in their first language,
such as transfer and overgeneralization, to develgpistic structures in the target language
specific to that learner group. It is this theofymterlanguage that will form the basis for

discussion and analysis in the following chaptéithis thesis.

3.2 Contrastive Interlanguage Analysis

While interlanguage studies before the age of caerjaed learner corpora were limited in

both scale and range, one could say that the nttaxh of technology reformed the way
interlanguage studies were looked upon by schadarssell as how these studies were
conducted. Computerised corpora made it possililectease not only the size of material
available for research, but also the variety ofd@vailable. This enabled researchers to adopt
a more scientific and empirically-based approadticlvscholars believed was previously
lacking (Granger, 1996). The introduction of congpised corpora also opened up for new
types of studies to be performed, as well as for research methods to be used, as computer
corpora give easier access to numbers such asfiegwf occurrence and patterns of usage
(Hasselgard & Johansson, 2011: 37).
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The popularity of computerised learner corpora, thiedncreased interest in them which
developed through the 1990s, are mainly to be wedo Sylviane Granger and her team at
the Université catholique de Lovain. Granger wasrttain force behind the extremely
successful and widely used International Corpuseainer English, or ICLE (see also section
4.1). ICLE contains argumentative essays writtehigiher intermediate to advanced learners
of English. The corpus is divided into several canajple sub-corpora based on the writer's
mother tongue background (Granger 1996). The Fettthese are all comparable enables us
to study the relationship between interlanguagédsrther detail, for example in relation to
whether a specific feature of learner language belgngs to one mother tongue group, or if
it is common among learners in general. This ofseean be quite useful for teachers and
students alike, as it would perhaps predict sontbefeatures, and perhaps, errors, common
to learner groups.

Alongside the development of the computerised kracorpus itself, Granger also developed
a framework for analysing learner language calledtastive Interlanguage Analysis, also
known as CIA. CIA, as opposed to the more trad#@id@ontrastive Analysis, ‘does not
establish comparisons between two different langsidyit between native and learner
varieties of the same language’ (Granger, 1996: E®)this purpose, the comparable sub-
corpora of ICLE are perfect, but to compare withiveaspeakers, one would need a
compatible corpus of native speaker texts. Forghipose, the Louvain Corpus of Native
English Essays, or LOCNESS for short, was comfdi&enger, 1995: 45). LOCNESS
contains essays written by British A level pupflather explained in section 4.1), British
university students and American university studeand even with minor differences from
ICLE in terms of essay topics and contributors,aers the best comparable corpus available
(Hasselgard & Johansson, 2011: 38).
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Figure 1: Contrastive Interlanguage Analysys (Grand®96 : 44)

With the corpora available, and the framework €#4 involves two types of comparisons, as
seen in figure 1 above (Granger, 1996: 44). Trst Would be comparing native language,
NL, to interlanguage, IL. In other words, it is@ngparison between texts that have been
produced by native speakers with English as tlivsir fanguage, L1, and text produced by
learners with English as a second language, L2nétis goal is to document how L2 English
differs from L1 English, where native speakerstseare used as a control corpus. The second
type of comparison is between different interlargpsa IL versus IL. Here, the different
interlanguages of the L2 language, written by leagroups with different mother tongue
backgrounds, are compared. Throughout this stwdif be focusing on comparing the
interlanguage produced by Japanese learners codngsatigat of Norwegian learners, which

is an example of CIA being used for comparing lateguages. Moreover, the other branch of
CIA, in which the language of native speakers impared to interlanguage, will also be
addressed, as the interlanguage produced by kartielegroups will be compared to the

language of native speakers.

The advantages of having vast amounts of datacstreeinvaluable to CIA. Granger (1996:
45) points out that what she calls ‘over- and uref@esentation’ has to be done by using a
quantitative-contrastive approach, which is onlynageable by using corpora of significant
sizes such as ICLE and LOCNESS. Previously neglanteearner language due the fact that
guantitative studies were hard to conduct becaltiserpus size, the terms ‘overuse’ and
‘underuse’ are today widely used when comparingriahguage to native language. Overuse
happens when a word or an expression has a mukarHirgquency in an interlanguage than
in the language of a native speaker. Similarilgréhis underuse when there is a much lower
frequency attested in the interlanguage than im#te language.
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3.3 The Integrated Contrastive Model

As we saw in section 3.1, CIA is an invaluable feavork for analysing interlanguage.
However, to take full advantage of CIA, Grangerq@946-47) developed a method for
integrating CIA and traditional Contrastive Anal/$CA), creating the Integrated Contrastive
Model. By doing so, Granger devised a tool in whtdA and CA work together to explain
not only certain features of interlanguage, bub giedict or diagnose them. As explained by
Hasselgard & Johansson (2011: 44),

this model offers a new dimension to interlanguagdedies, enabling the researcher
not only to differentiate general from L1-speciarner problems but also to explain
and/or predict such problems on the basis of cetieaanalyses of the L1 and the
target language, in the spirit of the weak vergibthe contrastive analysis hypothesis.

TN
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Lo E t :// el
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NL vs. IL IL vs. IL

Figure 2: Integrated Contrastive Model (Gilquin, ZR001: 100, Granger 1996: 47)

The Integrated Contrastive Model, as illustratetigare 2, involves a ‘constant to-ing and
fro-ing between CA and CIA’, where ‘CA data helpsmbysts to formulate predictions about
interlanguage which can be checked against CIA {atanger, 1996: 46). This is shown in
figure 2 by the arrow pointing from CA to CIA markas ‘predictive’. Having checked

20



possible predictions using CIA data, the mismatdébesd between native language and
learner language, or between two learner languagesthen be explained by going back to
the contrastive analysis as a resource. This ishy the arrow marked as ‘diagnostic’ in
figure 2.

Central to the Integrated Contrastive Model isrtbgon of ‘transfer’, which means a learner
group may let their mother tongue, L1, influenceitlacquisition of a second language, L2,
either positively or negatively (Granger, 1996:.46pwever, research conducted by Gilquin
(2000/2001) raised questions on whether using GAlyand the notion of transfer were
enough to explain and diagnose all features foondterlanguage deviating from native
language. Gilquin suggested some changes to thelmaldich in figure 2 above is
represented by the arrows pointing out of the ggtw show that not all errors can be
explained by contrastive analysis (Gilquin, 2000/20100). In addition, the usage of broken
lines between CA and CIA were also introduced is tavision, to indicate a weaker
connection between the two, which is also pointgichy Hasselgard & Johansson (2011: 44-
45).

This particular study’s main focus will be on tledthe block marked CIA found in the
Integrated Contrastive Model, and one could perlaagse that the model is not necessarily
relevant to the analysis carried out in chaptémBould, however, argue that it is, as the
diagnostic part of the model is crucial in term®gplaining the results of the CIA carried
out. In addition, thoughts on notions central t® hitegrated Contrastive Model such as
transfer will be adressed, although | will not kempting a full CA due to the limitations of
this thesis. Hence, the Integrated Contrastive Matilebe used in discussion as a way of
developing theories and thoughts on the interlaggud Japanese and Norwegian learners

compared to the language of native speakers.
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4 Methods and material

4.1 Corpora

In this study, corpus methods will be used to penfthe Contrastive Interlanguage Analysis
(see chapter 3). The material that will be usedHeranalysis is drawn from the International
Corpus of Learner English, ICLE, and the Louvainls of Native English Essays,
LOCNESS, both of which were introduced in chapteftds study will use both the
Norwegian subcorpus of ICLE, ICLE-NO, and the Jasasubcorpus, ICLE-JP. ICLE-NO
contains a total of 210.367 words, while ICLE-JRtains a total of 198.241 words (Granger,
1993, Granger, 1996). LOCNESS, on the other hanmtams a total of 324.304 words. Since
the corpora differ a bit in size, normalised frengies will be calculated to make the results
comparable. By normalised frequencies, we undeitstaas ‘a frequency expressed relative
to some other value, as a proportion of the whdla example, frequency of a word relative
to the total number of words in the corpus’ (McBn&rHardie 2011: 247). The normalised
frequency will be calculated per 10.000 words, ssletherwise stated.

As mentioned briefly in section 3.1, LOCNESS islfasimilar to both ICLE-NO and ICLE-
JP in the sense that they all contain student sségnce, LOCNESS seems a fairly good
choice for studies comparing the written Englisheainers and native speakers. However,
one particular challenge is that the essay topitkase corpora do not necessarily always
match, and it can thus be difficult to compare tresifferent words might be triggered by
different environments and topics. For the purpafgéis study, this particular problem is
perhaps not very relevant, as all the texts showoitdain structures usingayor might

regardless of their topic.

4.2 Extracting data

Using the ICLE v2 interface available on CD-romd&@ger et al., 2009) a simple search for
mayandmightwas carried out separately in both ICLE-NO andBEEIP, once for each verb
in each learner group. Results were not filteredddly in the interface, but instead

downloaded as a .pdf, printed, and gone throughualbn For accessing LOCNESS, the
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online version available at the University of Oslas used.Searches famayandmightwere
performed in the web interface, and then savegddidiles created from the web panel

directly.

Although ICLE-NO, ICLE-JP and LOCNESS are computedi corpora, and even though
they have a search interface, one is not guarambeiad all examples of the word searched
for (recall), and even if an item is found, it migiot be the item one was searching for
(precision) (Gries 2009: 16). Misspellings and &miexical items are typical examples of
possible problems. Unfortunately, it is almost iregible to search for misspellings, as one
would have to know the exact way in which the it@as misspelt to get a hit in the search
interface. When seen in connection with this stygcision will probably not be a
significant problem when searching for eitheayor might since we will be looking at all
instances where it is found, although instancab@hounsviay andmightwill have to be
discarded manually. Recall, on the other hand,ctqulte possibly be an issue. Since both
ICLE-NO and ICLE-JP are learner language corpana,@uld assume that misspellings are
to be found more often in their texts comparedaigpora containing works by native
speakers. However, this is just an assumptionddiitian, all search results will be checked
manually to filter out any possible errors.

4.3 Framework of classification

This study will classify the material accordingca@tegories based on the semantic functions
of mayandmightpresented section 2.2, epistemic, deontic, andrmye) as well as two
additional categories, ‘ambiguous’ or ‘wrong’. Tt latter categories were added as the
three categories in section 2.2 proved to be irgeafft. ‘Ambiguous’ contains examples that
were too difficult to classify as belonging to apecific category, as they could be
interpreted as belonging to more than one. Thegoagewrong’ contains instances where
mayandmightare not used correctly by the learner groups. Safitleese examples, which
were identified as either ambiguous or wrong, dlfurther discussed in chapter 5.

The examples were then counted, and the total nuaflzecurrences for each learner group,
as well as occurrences per category, were registéhes was all done by hand and on paper,

not using computerised databases. The normalisgdéncy of each verb in each learner

! The online version of LOCNESS available at thevgrsity of Oslo may be accessed at
http://www.tekstlab.uio.no/cgi-binf/omc/LOCNES Ssdacogi.
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language group, as well as in that of the natiweigy was then calculated to make the number
of occurrences comparable. An overview of thesgueacies are presented in tables 1 and 2
in section 4.4 of this chapter. A further analysés then carried out to decide which
categories the verbs belonged to. Again, normalimsgliencies were calculated for each

category, each verb and each language group. Tine#ggs are presented in chapter 5.

4.4 Qverview of extracted material

The material extracted from ICLE-NO, ICLE-JP and@MESS form the basis for analysis in
chapter 5. Presented in the tables 1 and 2 belevtha filtered results, which means that
possible noise, such as instances whaagandmightare used as nouns, already has been
removed. These figures provide us with an intemgdirst impression of tendencies regarding

overuse and underuse.

Table 1: Total number of occurrencesmdy

Corpus Number of Total word count Occurrences per
occurrences 10,000 words
ICLE-NO 268 210,367 12.7
ICLE-JP 293 198,241 14.8
LOCNESS 473 324,304 14.6
Table 2: Total number of occurrenceswifjht
Corpus Number of Total word count Occurrences per
occurrences 10,000 words
ICLE-NO 271 210,367 12.9
ICLE-JP 130 198,241 6.6
LOCNESS 85 324,304 2.6

24




5 Analysis

5.1 Introduction

Tables 1 and 2 in section 4.4 provide us with segaroverview of the differences in usage of
mayandmightbetween Japanese and Norwegian learners of Engtiskiell as the

differences between these two learner groups ativerepeakers.

Interestingly, the use ahayseems to be fairly similar in the written languag¢he three
groups in question. While results from the LOCNEB8w that native speakers are at 14.6
occurrences per 10,000 words, there is a slightwse oimayfound in ICLE-NO where the
results show a total of 12.7 occurrences per 10vaf¥ds. Japanese learners’ usenalyis
very close to that of native speakers, with 14 @ioences per 10,000 words.

Initial results formight as seen in table 2, show vast differences inderinfirequency. Both
learner groups, Japanese and Norwegian, were floumalve quite a substantial overuse of
mightwhen compared to the usemightby native speakers. Although both learner groups
overusanight it is particularly noticeable in the results fré@LE-NO, where the frequency
is twice as high as that of the frequency fountCibE-JP. While there were only 2.6
occurrences afhightper 10,000 words in LOCNESS, ICLE-JP had a tat&él.® occurrences,
and ICLE-NO an even higher frequency of 12.9 o@nes per 10,000 words. Hence, one
might expect to find several differences in usagpeeially with regard taight, due to the
differences in frequency, as opposedn@ywhich seems to be more evenly distributed

between the three groups.

While these statistics provide us with an intergsbiverview of the use @hayandmightas a
whole, it does not take into account how these risoal® used and what type of modality
they are most likely to express in the languageagh learner group, nor in the language of
native speakers. Neither do they form any grouridgrther discussion as to what may have
caused the overuse wiight, nor as to why there seems to be a slight underiusey by
Norwegian learners. These differences, or perhkspssanmilarities, in usage will be
thoroughly investigated in the following sectioasad, hopefully, the qualitative analysis of

the material will shed some light on the differentigese initial observations have shown us.
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5.2 Analysis of may

5.2.1 Native speakers’ use of may

As one might have expected, epistemizgyaccounts for the majority of instances found in
the material. In fact, 395 out of the 473 occuremnofmayare instances whemayis used

epistemically.

Table 3: Distribution ofnayaccording to modal type, LOCNESS

Number of Occurrences per Distribution

OCCUrrences 10,000 words (per cent)

Epistemic 395 12.2 83,6%
Deontic 19 0.6 4,1%
Dynamic 53 1.6 11,0%
Ambiguous 6 0.2 1,4%

Wrong - - -

Total 473 14.6 100%

Many of these occurrences are what Huddleston &Pu{2002: 182) refer to as ‘concessive
may. Concessivenay, as explained by Collins (2002: 27, 93), is usecktnforce the overall
larger contruction’s concessive meaning. It invelaetype of pragmatic strenghtening ‘in
which the speaker concedes the truth of the praposrather than expressing a lack of
confidence in it’ (Ibid: 93). As shown in exampl®, Zoncessive may is usually followed by

but or the like, but may also be part of concessivestoctions like example 30.

(29) Sometimes they already have a good idea of thiegt would like to make of their
lives, but it may be impractical, or at least othill them that it is (LOCNESS-US-
SCU-0006.1).

(30) Rare as it may seem, there are females tbatagrable of the same crime (LOCNESS-

US-SCU-0002.2).

Epistemicmayalso involves the use of intensifying adverbshsamwell, observed in

example 31.

(31) Infact the increase in Sporting facilitiegldraining academies may well increase our
sporting prowess in the long term, something thatlds be most welcomed and for
which many would be happy to pay for.
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Most of the instances, however, are related to dredr not the proposition of the clause is
true or not. Hence, it passes some type of judgerrégrrestingly, some of the instances
found seem to usmayas an objective epistemic modal, instead of theeaommon use of
mayas a subjective one, a use which Collins (2002932mentions as being quite rare with

regard tamay, although not impossible.

(32) PHS has some arguments against marijuanayu&is patients-mainly that it
contains carcinogens and it may harm the immuntesysf AIDS patients
(LOCNESS-US-PRB-0036.2).

(33) I may advise him to read "How to win friendgldnfluence people”, but to take it
with a grain of salt and not to overdue the "layishise" (LOCNESS-US-PRB-
0030.1).

Example 32 can be seen as an example of the olgece, whereas example 33 is interpreted
as subjective. The objective usagerayusually indicates that the judgement passed ts tha
of public record, and not necessarily limited te #peaker. The subjective usen@y, on the
other hand, involves the speaker’'s commitmentegptioposition, which is seen in example
33. Although mere speculations, the fact that tlaeeequite a few instances of objective use
could be due to the material used for this studyn#entioned in chapter 4.1, LOCNESS
consists primarily of texts written in an acades®tting, and these do not usually have
prominent writer visibility in terms of using thalgectl, as noted by Aijmer (2002: 71),
especially with regard to the phrdgéink. This is not to say that there are few instances
found in the material whemayis subjective, merely that there are many instauote

objective uses as well.

There are also a few instances of deomi&y, and most of these deal with permission as seen
in examples 34 and 35. These occurrences genesédiyto what is permitted under certain
circumstances, laws and regulations, and do not $eénclude the speaker as the deontic
source. Hence, most of the occurrences are obge@svsoften is the case stating rules and

regulations.

(34) 1. May be directed primarily against sociapamarily against sexual forms of
display; (LOCNESS-US-SCU-0009.3).
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(35) The result is that a pupil who has obtained'ilac’ may continue into higher education
(LOCNESS-BR-SUR-0021.1).

Dynamicmayis also present, and for the most part found enftihm of possibility as well as
suggestions with the use aso,which can be seen in example 36 below. There are al
instances whermayis used in combination withs wel|l formingmay as wellThe latter is
classified by Collins (2002: 116) as a modal idittvat seems to indicate that the speaker is
involved somehow, passing on his or her suggestaitivough they may sound more like
judgements, as seen in example 37. Both of theseas below are examples of what Collins
call ‘dynamic implication’ (Ibid: 116). Dynamic infipation is, according to Collins (2002:
166) ‘a pragmatic extension of the unreal hypotattise, with the utterance being used to

perform a speech act other than mere assertion’.

(36) The financial hardship and the constant disaggment may also put a strain on what
used to be an ideal marriage (LOCNESS-ALEV-0007.8),

(37) As a natural cosequence of this, there woald bolitical loss of sovereignty, because
if there is no way that British instructions caresoise their power, they may as well
not exsist (LOCNESS-BR-SUR-0003.3).

As seen in table 3, there were six instances al witich | was unable to identify as

belonging to one single category. These are adlléabas ambigous. Example 38 below could
be interpreted as either deontic or epistemic.dtithey are allowed, or permitted so to speak,
to spend the night, which would make the usmafyhere deontic, or it might be a possibility

that they will, which would marknayas epistemic.

(38) Do they mind if people are there at all timéshe night and that they may even spend
the night? (LOCNESS-US-SCU-0002.2)

5.2.2 Norwegian learners’ use of may

Epistemicmayis by far the most commonly used modal meaningreyidorwegian learners
of English, as can be observed in table 4 beloweBan percentage, however, the
distribution of each modal category is similariattof native speakers. In fact, it seems as if
Norwegian learners ugeaymore or less in the same way native speakers itlo sasme

minor exceptions.
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Table 4: Distribution ofnayaccording to modal type, ICLE-NO

Number of Occurrences per Distribution

OCCUrrences 10,000 words (per cent)

Epistemic 227 10.8 85,0%
Deontic 13 0.6 4,7%
Dynamic 25 1.2 9,5%
Ambiguous 3 0.1 0,9%

Wrong - - -

Total 268 12.7 100%

In the interlanguage of Norwegian learners, abélanguage of native speakers, epistemic
modality is often used to pass judgment on wheteproposition of the clause is true or not.
The instances found usually involve some sort ¢éaitve use with less speaker involvement,

in many cases with as a subject.

(39) The motivation of the hired soldiers may tout to be of very different nature (ICLE-
NO 02/04/07 F 22 522 Army).

(40) It may be that some people feel that a ferhinisomeone who is constantly "nagging”
about women's issues , that feminists have a negatiitude towards men and that
they appear little nuanced in their views (ICLE-R2/04/07 F 23 997 Feminists).

Sentences whereayis interpreted concessively are quite prominent.

(41) This is a situation that may change yourflifieever but you are not thinking of the
consequences at this moment, the excitement dyoue$ICLE-NO 02/04/07 F 27 549
Crime).

While the instances in LOCNESS are found to be etbéppear in several different

structures, concessiveayin the interlanguage of Norwegian learners is gahefound to

appear in connection witbut, with no other clear concessive constructions donnCLE-

NO.

Interestingly, the use ahaytogether with strengthening adverbs suctvel however, is
rare. In fact, there are no results foundrf@ay wellat all in ICLE-NO, whereas there were
seven found in LOCNESS.

Deontic use occurs throughout the corpus, suchhasasking or giving permission. As with
the results found in LOCNESS, these examples aabwiith stating what is generally

permitted by the public, regulations and laws,eensn example 42 below.
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(42) Amended in the late sixties, the law now stébat instead of serving under arms, men
may do "civilian" service instead, working as pafrthe civilian defence (ICLE-NO
02/04/07 M 25 1191 Army).

Norwegian learner’s use of dynamm@ayseems to be similar to that of native speakerth wi
one noticeable difference. There were no uses wherphrasenay as wellvould denote
dynamic possibility in terms of suggestions foundGLE-NO. In fact, there are no instances

of may as welfound in all of ICLE-NO.

Ambiguous results are also present in the intedagg of Norwegian learners, whenay
usually could be interpreted as either deontigoastemic. Consider example 43 below, where
it is rather unclear whether the speaker intendegivie the prisoner some sort of permission
to earn more money if he chooses to work in jaitould, perhaps, be intended as epistemic
possibility, in the sense that there is a possyhihiat this prisoner will earn more money if the

decides to work in jail.

(43) The prisoner is paid every day and may earremmney if he would like to work in
jail (ICLE-NO 02/04/07 F 22 886 Prison).

5.2.3 Japanese learners’ use of may

Japanese learners, too, frequentlymsgto express epistemic modality as opposed to other
modal uses, as seen below in table 5. Comparedtiteerspeakers, there is only a slight
overuse, which could imply that Japanese learmeralae to usenayidiomatically. The
classifications of the other modal categories &ge sted in table 5, most of them being
similar to the frequencies found in both the naipeaker material and the Norwegian learner
material, with the exception that Japanese leatmars instances wheneayis used wrongly,

as opposed to Norwegian learners.

Table 5: Distribution ofnayaccording to modal type, ICLE-JP

Number of Occurrences per Distribution

OCCUrrences 10,000 words (per cent)

Epistemic 250 12.6 85,1%
Deontic 13 0.7 4,7%
Dynamic 20 1.0 6,8%
Ambiguous 2 0.1 0,8%
Wrong 8 0.4 2, 7%
Total 293 14.8 100%

30



However similar the results may seem, there isroam difference especially apparent when
mayis used in its epistemic sense by Japanese lsat®&previously mentionedhaytended
to be used rather objectively, i.e. the speakerésslinvolvement in the proposition. For the
interlanguage of Japanese learners, however, {asdp seems to be the case. While litoth
andthis are used by Japanese learners, there are farimstaaces found in ICLE-JP using
first person personal pronouwg and sometimek and third person personal pronotnes
sheandtheyin combination withmay.

(44) 1 may work at some kind of laboratory, or goto graduate school so that | can work
at university (ICLE-JP-HI-0002.1).

(45) They may have a good life before they do awfimhe (ICLE-JP-TF-0007.1).

The deontic use ahayseems to be very similar to that of the Norwedgamner group, and
as such will not be discussed in further detailaraple 46 below illustrates the use of deontic

may found in ICLE-JP in regards to permission.
(46) *“May I grasp your hands? ” (ICLE-JP-SWU-0G19.

May used to express dynamic modality seems to beinged same manner by Japanese
learners as native speakers, albeit with littleateom. As with the Norwegian learners, there
were no instances found foray as welln ICLE-JP either, which could perhaps be one
reason why the occurrences of dynamiyare fewer in the two learner groups as compared

to native speakers.

Perhaps one of the more intriguing things aboutiipanese learner group, is that there are
instances whermmayis used incorrectly, as seen in examples 47 anth48ct, there are

more instances whemeayis used incorrectly than there are apparent anobigones.

(47) If English was n’'t an international commondaage, | would may think that it is no
need to master English for us (ICLE-JP-SWU-0025.1).

(48) I think it will may hate English (ICLE-JP-SWQDB36.1).

According to the criteria established by Palme©@34) which we explored in chapter 2.1.1,
there can be no co-occurrence of modals. Thisastgxwhat is the case in the above
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examples. Other examples were instances wheregsartaywould work perfectly fine, but
sentence structure and perhaps confusion betmegmmay beandmaybe such as example
49.

(49) [...] suddenly an idea came to him; “ fried nteoshay be do.” (ICLE-JP-WAS-
0012.4)

Now, the below example is actually quite interegtom its own. It is considered among the
occurrences classified as ‘wrong’ in table 5 abdws,it is particularly interesting because it
might have been meant to be used as an epistemimodal, but the use of multiple adverbs,
as well as some confusion with be and sentencetstgy actually make the use of may

wrong.

(50) In fact, one who helps apparently may be digthalped by one who is helped
seemingly, that is, they are completely equal (IGIE=TM-0002.1).

The writer might have intended to us@yhere as an epistemic modal, describing how it is
possible for the person who helps someone to lpetdiimself. The first noticeable feature
of this particular example is the use of two adseapparentlyandactually, which do not
necessarily go well together. Nor daggparentlyseem to go well together withayin this
particular instance, baictually could work if the structure is reorganised, iraay actually

be helped’. Depending on how the sentence is r@nriand what the writer intendeday

could very well be classified as epistemic in ttase.

5.2.4 Comparisons

As shown in section 5.1, neither overuse nor ursieaimayseemed to be a problem in
either learner group, as the frequency results ey similar to those of the native speaker
group. Even after dividing the research material @ategorisingnayinto modal categories,
the distribution ofnaybetween each category seems to be fairly eventyilalited, as we

may observe in figure 3 below.
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LOCNESS ICLE-NO ICLE-JP

M Epistemic H Deontic M Dynamic M Ambiguous ™ Wrong

Figure 3: Distribution ofnayaccording to modal type (percent)

Both Norwegian and Japanese learners have a shghtise of epistemimaycompared to
native speakers. When the percentage of use afvth&earner groups is compared, however,
it is surprisingly similar. 1 find it rather intrigng that a learner group with a mother tongue so
different from English and Norwegian seems to de &tbhusemayidiomatically when used in
its epistemic sense, albeit with a few mishapsit #&s in my opinion, very unlikely that there
should be some kind of positive transfer in thisation considering that the use of modal
auxiliaries in Japanese does not necessarily goneksto the use of Englishay, as well as
Norwegiankan there might be something else enabling Japaeasedrs to usenaymore or
less as native speakers would. Whether this idibegénduced, i.e. learnt in school, or caused
by other aspects of language acquisition, is perirapossible to say, but it is evident that
there are other reasons than transfer that atfieclapanese learner group in their acquisition

and usage ahayas a modal.

One aspect of the Japanese language that mighbleawetransferred is perhaps the subject-
oriented use of epistemimay The fairly equivalent Japanese auxiliaskamoshirengiwhich
we explored in chapter 2.4.2, seems to always vsvtile speaker’s sentiment in a much
higher degree than the prominent objective useaffound in the interlanguage of
Norwegian learners and native speakers. Sincesthats for epistemimayshowed that there
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are, in fact, more instances whenayis used with personal pronouns in the interlanguafg
Japanese learners compared to that of the othegrvups, this could perhaps be some kind

of transfer as well.

Norwegian, on the other hand, has plenty of goatespondents to may, all of which are
thoroughly investigated by Lagken (1996) in her casiive analysis ahayandmight Hence,
one would probably expect that positive transfey mecur in the interlanguage of Norwegian
learners of English. Indeed, there seems to be smdence of positive transfer from the L1
in the case of Norwegian learners, it is also agpathat there could be other reasons behind
Norwegian learners’ ability to ugseayalmost idiomatically. While Norwegian, accordirmy t
Stor norsk-engelsk ordbdKunnskapsforlaget, 2014), only has one corresjgnitanslation

to may, namelykan kanin Norwegian may be translated as eitimayyor can Hence,

students have to be taught the difference, anome specific features ofiay, such as
formality, might be teaching induced. This againlddead to overgeneralization, but the
results from ICLE-NO do not appear to show any bi&grds certain language structures

wheremayis included.

Interestingly, both learner groups also have eydh# same distribution ehayused as a
deontic modal, and there are no immediately appaliffierences in use compared to that of
native speakers. However, deontiayis slightly overused by both learner groups, as @m
observe in figure 3. It would therefore seem thahlearner groups have less problems with
deonticmaythan the other categories. Since most of the oecaes of deontimayin all of

the corpora do in fact deal with permission, arsdwa saw in chapter 2, each language seems
to have good correspondencesitaywhen dealing with permission, this is perhaps etque

As such, this use ahaycould be an example of positive transfer.

It is in the dynamic use that frequencies diffex thost. While Norwegian learners have a
slight underuse, Japanese learners have much mhaneumderuse compared to the use
dynamicmayby native speakers. One striking discovery is tiegither Norwegian, nor
Japanese learners seem to be usiay as welto express suggestions, whereas this is done
by native speakers. Why this is the case is haexkptain. Both Japanese and Norwegian
seem to have constructions that could correspontaioas well~te mo ii(Bunt, 2006) and
kan like (sa) godfKunnskapsforlaget, 2014). However, the Japaréseno iiis only used
when dealing with permission, and hence would gobblae expected to only correspond to
may as wellvhen some sort of permission is given, thus exymgdeontic modality, and not
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as dynamic modality in the form of an idiom expnegsa suggestion as seen in the native
speaker material. Norwegian speakers seem to hiaiaes dowardsnight as wellwhich will
be further addressed in chapter 5.3.2. This biakiquerhaps be one of the reasoray as
well is not found in ICLE-NO at all.

5.3 Analysis of might

5.3.1 Native speakers’ use of might

There are in total 85 occurrenceswfjhtfound in LOCNESS, which is quite a small number
compared tanayin the same corpus. In fact, as seen in tableohly occurs 2.6 times per

10,000 words.

Table 6: Distribution ofightaccording to modal type, LOCNESS

Number of Occurrences per Distribution
OCCUrrences 10,000 words (per cent)
Epistemic 72 2.2 85,1%
Deontic - - -
Dynamic 10 0.3 13,9%
Ambiguous 3 0.1 3,9%
Wrong - - -
Total 85 2.6 100%

Most of these 85 occurrencesmoightare instances in which epistemic possibility is

expressed.

(51) As a British student of modern languages, iglived and worked in Paris for a year,
and become acquainted with the French cultureghtrbe expected to have a more
"European” perspective than the average Britiskgre(LOCNESS-BR-SUR-0021.3).

The above example illustrates the usenagfhtas an epistemic modal expressing possibility,

in the sense that the speaker in this case doetenessarily know if he will be expected to

have a more ‘European perspective’, it is merghpssibility, a hypothesis made by the

speaker.

(52) Those people would argue that a scientistlshmmat introduce small fragments of
human DNA into a harmless bacteria, to produce boss that some individuals are
incapable of producing, because there is a slightaf mutation or other chemicals
might be produced or the technology could be usetthé military or terorists to
produce new weapons (LOCNESS-ALEV-0013.8).
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What seems particularly interesting is that in meagesmight as an epistemic modal,
alternates freely witkould, as seen in example 52 above. This is also merdibg Collins
(2009: 113) as a possibility, as he seems to hawedf multiple cases in his data supporting
this. While there are only a few cases in whick ttiaim would be supported in the data in
this study, it would seem that this is indeed dassiand furthermore that it is in fact done by

native speakers.

However, there are also a few instances wheghtcould be interpreted as expressing
dynamic possibility. These are often cases in whigfhtdescribes what is circumstantially
possible, or what would sometimes be the casenmstef expressing characteristics of some

sort, such as ability.

(53) When you bump other cars, a car that is hifnbreak down in the middle of the
track and can easily get hit by another car (LOCSES-SCU-0002.4).

There are also other instances of dynamic mod#&titygexample whemightoccurs as part of
a fixed expression or idiom, suchragyht as well There are three instances in total of this
use ofmightfound in the LOCNESS, which are all classifiedigaamic. For these three
examples, the expression as a whole was being tat@nonsideration, as previously

mentioned in connection witinay as wellConsider the following example.

(54) [...] after all if you have to drive twenty mil¢o the nearest station, you might as well
just drive to wherever you are going (LOCNESS-Tpams02).

It is clear that the speaker uses the whole phraght as welto express a suggestion, which
would mark the expression as a dynamic implicatasnit would have witimay as well
explored in section 5.2.1. It would be very diflicin these cases, perhaps nearly impossible,
to look atmightas a separate constituent with a specific cortidhuo the clause. It could
perhaps be labelled as ambiguous; it may be episiarthe sense that the speaker informs of
the possibility to drive to wherever, or deontidlve sense that permission is given for the
addressee to drive wherever he or she is goingcéjdinis difficult to isolate the meaning of

mightitself as a modal and its individual contributtonthe clause as a whole.

There were also other instances whaight, often together witlalso, could be interpreted as
expressing suggestions, as seen in the example bélappears here as the speaker presents
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the content of the clause to the reader as a stigges what might happen. This is extremely

similar tomay alsg which we discussed in section 5.2.1.
(55) The young might also be chaperoned m her({&@ENESS-US-SCU-0015.2).

Interestingly enough, there were no clear instancegichmightwas used on its own
denoting deontic modality, which we saw mentionedeaction 2.2.2 as a potential use.
Whether or not this is evidence that the deontecafsnight may not be very frequent in
English, or if it is merely because of the mateuviséd for this study in particular, is difficult
to say. However, it provides us with some intengstlata when comparing native speakers’

use ofmightto that of learners’.

In some cases, distinguishing between these twaestgppossibility turned out to be rather
difficult; the ‘ambiguous’ category accounts fordl occurrences in total, as shown in table
4. One of these occurrences can be observed inpe&t below.

(56) Should there be a fire in the house, many lgemght be seen furiously running about
in the streets, clutching the machine tightly teitlthests.

The above example could very well be an examptiyoamic modality indicating a
suggestion. The house is on fire, hence it woulddeare sight to have people running about,
which is perhaps what the writer is suggesting. E\av, it may also express epistemic
modality in the sense that we, or the speakerad&mow if this will be the case. It might just

be a possibility due to the circumstances.

5.3.2 Norwegian learners’ use of might

While the use omayamong Norwegian learners of English seems toibg &amilar to that
of native speakers, the usemoightappears to be quite different. This is perhass fir
observed in the differences the number of occuaeper 10,000 presented in table 2, as
Norwegian learners show a great overuseightcompared to native speakers. The
classification of modal meaning, and the occurrerdenightas a modal auxiliary by
Norwegian learners, can be seen in table 7 beluerdstingly, as we saw withay, the
distribution of modal categories per cent is simitathat of native speakers.
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Table 7: Distribution ofmightaccording to modal type, ICLE-NO

Number of Occurrences per Distribution

OCCUrrences 10,000 words (per cent)

Epistemic 221 10.5 81,4%
Deontic 6 0.3 2,4%
Dynamic 35 1.7 13,2%
Ambiguous 7 0.3 3,0%
Wrong 2 0.1 0,8%
Total 271 12.9 100%

There is one category modal meaningrfoghtthat is overused in particular, namely
epistemic modality. All other modal categories ialatively close to occurrences to the
numbers found for native speakers, with the exoedieing dynamic modality for which

there is a slight overuse as well.

Epistemicmightoccurs in several structures in ICLE-NO, and isdusidely with both
pronouns, as seen in examples 57 and 58, and ti@stberg as in examples 59.

Interestingly, the use of pronouns is far less comin the native speaker material.

(57) She might not be educated or have any wagirgg money at all (ICLE-NO
02/04/07 F 19 508 Abortion).

(58) Maybe it is important for the people to haneaamy to believe in even if it is not as
effective as they might think (ICLE-NO 02/04/07 FAN646 Army).

(59) To a certain distinct | agree that there migttmoreover, a greater need of personal
involvement in the chase for dreaming and imagomatbut as one get started, |
believe that there are clear advantages to beedifICLE-NO 02/04/07 M N/A 471
Dreaming / imagination).

There are also quite a few instances of concessighbt which is used in more or less the

same way as concessivay The typical uses of concessivieghtcan be seen in examples

58 and 59 above. There is also one case in whishkeegicmayandmightare used in the

same sentence, as in example 60 below, a use whismot found in any occurrences in

ICLE-JP, and only once in LOCNESS.

(60) Computers and machines may take over, the hilnad might be enslaved by aliens,
plagues may lay waste the earth but for now, hamioge knowledge and capability
than ever- our future does not look so hopelessEHNO 02/04/07 M N/A 615
Dreaming / imagination).
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Collins (2002: 111) mentions that this type of wesaghere both modals express similar
degrees of likelihood, is in fact a possibility. Wever, according to the data from all three

corpora used in this study, this use seems to tveregly rare among novice writers.

While there seems to be no instanceswfhtas a deontic modal in LOCNESS, there are
some in ICLE-NO. The following example is one im&t@ wheranightseems to denote

deontic modality.
(61) A dealer might be arrested if he were caulfPitEE-NO 02/04/07 F 36 502 Crime).

In the example above, the speaker does not sepastoany judgment on what ‘the dealer’ is
permitted to do. Quite the contrary, the use helemsed on what is generally permitted by

laws and regulations, thus being rather objective.

(62) | also wish for it to stay that way, that nmgam_might be kept whole and untainted by
disappointments (ICLE-NO 02/04/07 F 20 1775 Dreaihmagination).

Example 62, on the other hand, may also be sean esample of deontic modality, ssght
here is used to express a wish. This use is génataibuted tomay, and the use ahight

here might seem unnatural.

In the instances wheraightis classified as dynamic in table 7, the use gfli@d suggestions
Is prominent. This use is either expressed by usiiginton its own, or, more frequently
found in ICLE-NO, the modal idiormight as well

(63) But,on the other hand if you actually candiarit, and find the pleasures in it, you
might enjoy it (ICLE-NO 02/04/07 F 30 535 Dreaminighagination).

(64) Breaking with all good scientific philosoptilie statement might as well claim that
since so many criminals evade justice, we mighwelsall become criminals (ICLE-
NO 02/04/07 M 25 1191 Army).

In addition to these three modal categories, thegeoccurrences that may be classified as
either ‘ambiguous’ or ‘wrong’. The latter categamyght be a bit surprising, as there are no
occurrences of wrong usage wittayfound in the same learner group, although theze ar
instances found among Japanese learners. Intgjlgstime rule of no co-occurrence proposed
by Palmer (1990: 4), which is the main problemJapanese learners when usimay, is the

main source of wrong usesmightamong the Norwegian learners.
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(65) What will work against one type of criminalllwhight encourage another poosible
criminal to become a criminal (ICLE-NO 02/04/07 M 288 Crime).

As for the ambiguous results, it is often unclelether the speaker meant to nsghtin its
epistemic or its deontic sense. Consider the fafigvexample.

(66) You_might ask yourselves why (ICLE-NO 02/04K0724 698 Breakfast).

As seen in example 66, it is not obvious whethemnhiter meant to use deontic permission,
meaning that the writer gives the reader someddgérmission to ask himself why and
allows the reader to do so. It may also be consdlan epistemic modal, as the writer may
have intended to merely state what he thinks isssipility considering what the reader

would do in a certain situation.

5.3.3 Japanese learners’ use of might

Japanese learners do not seem to ovenigltto the same extent as their Norwegian
counterparts. There is, however, still a signiftcaveruse omightcompared to native
speakers, with a total of 6.6 occurrences per TOv@frds in comparison to 2.6 in LOCNESS.

The classification of modal meaning for these o@noes can be seen in table 8 below.

Table 8: Distribution ofmightaccording to modal type, ICLE-JP

Number of Occurrences per Distribution

OCCUrrences 10,000 words (per cent)

Epistemic 123 6.2 93,9%

Deontic - - -

Dynamic 2 0.1 1,5%
Ambiguous 3 0.2 2,3%
Wrong 2 0.1 1,5%
Total 130 6.6 100%

As was also the case withay, Japanese speakers frequentlymgghtas an epistemic modal.
In fact, almost all of the occurrencesnoiightin ICLE-JP are of this type, in contrast to the at
least slightly more varied use by Norwegian leasraard native speakers. The cases where

mightis used as an epistemic modal are often instanbesevpersonal pronouns are used as

subjects, as seen in example 67 and 68 respectively
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(67) If I couldn’t use English then, I might beaaloss for an answer (ICLE-JP-SWU-
0021.2).

(68) It might be safe for kids, but the problenmasv to use the cell phone (ICLE-JP-SWU-
004.4).

The concessive use ofightis also present among the occurrences found i@, and as
with Norwegian learners, this type of usage isggaadmmon, one such instance being found

in the example below.

(69) Itis so difficult but | feel it might be intesting want to talk fluently (ICLE-JP-SWU-
0020.4).

Clear deontic uses afightseem to be missing, albeit there are a few amhbigoocurrences
which could be interpreted as such. It might bdearan the following example whether or
not the writer meant that it is possible for thee to divorce as they are permitted to do so,
which would be a deontic usemight, or if it is something that is hypothetically pidss for
them to do, and as such could be interpreted aseepic.

(70) If things do not go well, they might divord€E-JP-WAS-0009.3)

Dynamic might is almost non-existent in the matae#&rieved from ICLE-JP. The two
instances in which it does occur are both examplegich mightis used in the modal idiom

might as wellexpressing some sort of suggestion.

(71) Therefore, we might as well have no pornogi@plttures on the internet at all
(ICLE-JP-WAS-0010.1)

(72) To answer this question, we might as well bdyi deciding who should not (ICLE-
JP-WAS-0007.3).

Instances classified as ‘wrong’ are not as highumber withmightas they were for the same
learner group witmay: It would seem, however, that the problem of counence is in fact
not present in the occurrenceswfghtat all. Examples 71, 72 and 73 are therefore mests
where it would seem that the writer simply chosewinong modal auxiliary, or it seems

wrong due to the structure of the sentence or ¢dgloper references.
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(71) Other school might did like this (ICLE-JP-SWI008.1).
(72) If you break the rule, you might pay moneyl(E=JP-SWU-0004.0).

(73) Consequently, student do not study as hatdeasmight (ICLE-JP-WAS-0016.3).

5.3.4 Comparisons

While mayseems to be used fairly similar to native speakgfsoth the Norwegian and the
Japanese learners, the same cannot be saiddbt In addition to being overused in general,
it would seem that there is an overuse of epistenmghtin both learner groups as well, and
this is seemingly most prominent in the Japanem®ég group. As seen in figure 4 below,

93.9 percent of the instances wherightis found in ICLE-JP are epistemic.

LOCNESS ICLE-NO ICLE-JP

M Epistemic M Deontic M Dynamic M Ambiguous ™ Wrong

Figure 4: Distribution ofmightaccording to modal type (percent)

As to why this might be, | would expect the maing&to be transfer, particularly from the
Japanese expressikamoshirenaiyhich we explored in section 2.4Ramoshirenais
considered very similar tmightin the sense that both auxiliaries express a legvek of
certainty (Makino & Tsutsui, 1986: 172-175, Colli2002: 113). Other expressions found in
Japanese used to express deontic and dynamic myadtalnot necessarily seem to
correspond to the degree of modaiitighthas in the English language, nor do they seem to
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be a particularly good match. This may be one reagoy the use of epistemmightis
exceptionally high among Japanese learners, whd@ther uses ghightare almost

obsolete.

Norwegian learners, on the other hand, have aisurgly high overuse afhightoverall
compared to native speakers, considering the fretgiency oimightper 10,000 words found
in ICLE-NO. Despite this, they seem to usgghtas an epistemic modal as much as native
speakers when considering percentage of the totalreences found, as seen in figure 4.
There are, however, far more variation in the wdesightas an epistemic modal found in
ICLE-NO than in LOCNESS and ICLE-JP. As to why #hex an overuse ahightin the first
place, there may be several possible explanathmording to Legken, the most frequent
correspondent toightis kunne followed by constructions such lasnne nolkandkunne
kanskje(Loken, 1996: 127). She also points out thatneis often translated back into
English not usingnight but instead by means of other modals or constmt While it can,
to some extent, be a question of transfer smightandkunneseem to correspond well with

each other, there has to be other reasonsmlytis overused to the extent that it is.

It may also have to do with the degree of certagxgressed. In many cases where may could
have been used, Norwegian learners optechfghtinsteadMight, as we know, carries an
even stronger epistemic meaning tiaay: Although this is based on my personal
experiences as a teacher, and is by no means eafagge for the learner group as a whole,
Norwegian learners tend to think that the strortigermodality, the better, as one should not
be too decisive in one’s arguments. The reasonl@hfz-NO seems to contain the only
instances omightas a deontic modal seems to be connected to wlya¢el of modality one
would like to express as well. While native spealsems to prefer usimgay, Norwegian
learners again opts fonightin some cases where it would perhaps have betsr beuse

may. This belief might be one of the reasons as to thiye is an overuse of might, but this
claim would of course have to be investigated femths there is no data available to support

this claim.

What also surprised me was the lack of deontic abesghtin both LOCNESS and ICLE-
JP. While it is certainly rare in ICLE-NO, it doappear, as we saw in section 5.3.2. Example
62 also illustratednightused when expressing a wish, a use which is ginexecording to
the literature consulted in this paper, listed asssibility for deontienay, and not
necessarily fomight Whether or not this is also related to the degfeaodality expressed
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is difficult to say. It does not, however, seenbéorelated to transfer, as the Norwedianis
usually used when expressing wishes, which agaimoi® equivalent tmmaythanmight
(Loken, 1996: 113).

As for the dynamic use ofight the most striking similarity between both leargesups and
native speakers is the usenaight as wells a modal idiom to express suggestions.
Occurrences whemightis used to make suggestions in a dynamic sersdygound in
ICLE-NO. This type of dynamic use was far more canmmong the occurrencesméyby
native speakers, and not common at all among Japapeakers. While Japanese learners
seem to have a very limited use of dynamight there are still instances foundrofght as
wellin ICLE-JP. Going back to the findings in sect®@.4, there were no instancedy

as wellfound in either ICLE-NO or ICLE-JP. In LOCNESS hewver,may as welandmight

as wellseem to be evenly distributed with three hits ebgnce, both Norwegian and
Japanese learners seem to be biased towardsmigjhgas wellwhen wanting to create
sentences and modal meanings similar to that ofengpeakers. The bias among Norwegian
learners might be explained by transfer, usingeth@essiorkan like (sa) godtvhich we
briefly touched upon when examinintpy as wellas a possible source. The problem for the
Japanese learners, however, would be the samaséreould be fomay as wejlthere is no
good correspondent available in the Japanese lgegrantaining the same sense of dynamic

modality asmight as well

Another interesting observation made was that magatith might notwas far more common
among Norwegian learners than Japanese learnaegioe speakers. Likewise, the use of
may notwas higher in the two latter groups than the farmable 9 illustrates the

occurrences afay notandmight notin each corpus.

Table 9: Occurrences afay notandmight notper 10,000 words.

Number of Occurrences per

OCCUr rences 10,000 words
May not LOCNESS 56 1.2
May not ICLE-NO 20 0.9
May not ICLE-JP 24 1.2
Might not LOCNESS 4 0.1
Might not ICLE-NO 26 1.2
Might not ICLE-JP 11 0.6

Again, Norwegian learners seem to prefer usmghtinstead ofmay, which could be due to
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the apparent preference in choosing the modal avilsser degree of certainty. It is worth
noting, however, that the results foay notonly has a slight underuse. Japanese learners, on
the other hand, seem to usay notin the exact same frequency as that of nativekgpsa

They do have a slight overuseroight notas well, but not as prominent as that of the
Norwegian learner group. Again, whether or not ihidue to transfer from the L1 of the two
learner groups is difficult to say. Interestinglye Japanese learners construct negation in
quite a different way than that of native speakiéesnoshirenaitself is not negated, but the
verb preceding the auxiliary is, as it is put ia timai-form to express negation. As an

example, ‘kare wa isshou ni ikanai no kamoshirewaiild carry the meaning of ‘he may not
go together (with us)’ (Tanimori, 1994: 8 §anai would here mean ‘not go’, and
kamoshirenagias we have seen earlier, would correspomdi¢it, but it can also, according

to Tanimori, correspond tmay, even though Makino & Tsutsui (1986: 173-175) oo Irst
mayas a possible translation. Hence, choosing betwegnnotandmight notcould be
attributed to personal preference of the studamdsh@t necessarily transfer. This, of course,
is difficult to prove, but it is apparent that theare aspects other than transfer that have to be

taken into consideration here as well.
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6 Conclusions

This thesis has compared the use of the modaliauggmayandmight between Norwegian
and Japanese groups, as well as between learmeratwve speakers. It has offered a
qualitative analysis ahayandmigh with regard to which modal categories these lxgton

The framework for classifying modals, as well as iain analysis of the usgayandmight

as modal auxiliaries, is mainly based on literaturgten on modals and modality by Palmer
(1990) and Collins (2002). The analysis was caroigidusing a corpus-based approach, using
ICLE and LOCNESS as the sources of material. Thimodgcal framework followed is that

of CIA, originally outlined by Granger (1996), atite revised Integrated Contrastive Model
by Gilquin (2000/2001). Focusing on the two modatikaries, both the interlanguage
produced by Norwegian and Japanese learners amidtieced language by native speakers

have been examined thorougly.

Revisiting the main research questions of thisystu@é can safely say that the use of the
modal auxiliariesnayandmightamong Norwegian and Japanese learners of English i
surprisingly similar in some respects, a fact wHidiid not expect when first starting to
analyse the occurrences. Rather | would have eggeat underuse in the case of Japanese
learners, as much as | would have expected an sedryithe Norwegian learner group, as the
Japanese use modal auxiliaries in a very diffeneyt syntactically than Norwegian and
English, although the latter two have their differes as well. These assumptions proved to
be both wrong and right. There seems to be no usdefmayamong Japanese learners
compared to that of native speakers. In fact, godlups are extremely similar in terms of
frequency. There is even an overusengfhtin the same learner group.

Furthermore, the Japanese learners’ useayfaccording to the modal categories used in this
thesis was extremely similar to that of native &ees | would have expected much more
variation, as Norwegian and Japanese are quiteréeiff languages compared to each other, as
well as to English. However, the fact that these k®arner groups seem to use may more or
less idiomatically is actually interesting on it®rg as there either has to be some kind of

positive transfer or perhaps other aspects of laggwaquisiton that enables them to do so.

As we have seen, Japanese learners may show $igositive transfer due to the auxiliary
kamoshirenaiHowever, this can be translated as bodyandmight depending on
individual preference perhaps. There seems todwever, some sort of concordance
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between the degree of modality one would want fwess and the choice wfayor might,
although | cannot be absolutely certain. Anoth@eas! would like to mention is that the
Japanese learner group is the only group in whamer‘s (1990) rule of no co-occurrence
between modals is broken. This might be a probtebetaware of when dealing with
Japanese learners’ second language aquisitiomeasonlld, based on the results of this study,

expect these sorts of things to happen.

As for Norwegian learners, there was indeed ovetusenot for both modals. There is, in
fact, a slight underuse afaycompared to the use of native speakers and ttzamdae learner
group. Perhaps the most interesting part of thé/sisas, however, the Norwegian learners’
overuse ofmight which is extremely high. This might also be doi¢ransfer, which we
discussed in section 5.3.4, as the use of Norwemparepondentkan andkunnemight
influence the interlanguage produced by the leaifi@gremay, however, also be other
reasons, one of them being the possibility thatNbevegian learners prefer expressing a
lesser degree of certainty in their sentencespadih this is merely a hunch | personally have

based on personal experiences from teaching Englislorwegians.

This overuse by Norwegian learners also meanghbat is a much broader usenaijht

found among the occurrences in ICLE-NO. Deontisusgenight which were not found in
neither LOCNESS nor ICLE-JP, were present in ICLE-N the form of permission and
expressing a wish. Even in its epistemic usightseems to have a wider spectre of use
among Norwegian learners than that of native speakéese observations could be valuable
for further studies of Norwegian learners and sddanguage acquisition, as well as
something to consider, perhaps in a classroomtsityavhere attention could be drawn to

these issues.

6.1 Suggestions for further studies

Since this study was of a rather limited scope, might consider doing a full contrastive
analysis of botimayandmightin parallell corpora, such as the English-Norwedtarallel
Corpus or the Tanaka Corpus of Parallel JapanegbsBrEentences to take full advantage of
the Integrated Contrastive Model developed by Gea(t996) and Gilquin (2000/2001).
While | have only shared my thoughts on the tygfasse that might be due to transfer from

the L1, and what might be attributed to other atpetlearner language output, these
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thoughts would still have to be ‘proven’. One siiepincovering the reason behind the
findings of this study further could therefore beekpand it, to include a contrastive analysis

for Norwegian and English, as well as Japaneseeagtish.

Furthermore, | have only touched upon a small portif the modal auxiliaries. | suspect that
there are still many interesting aspects of bothadgian and Japanese learner language
waiting to be explored, perhaps especially witrardgo Japanese, as the use of modal
auxiliaries is entirely different from that of nasi speakers. Due to the limited time available
to me, | chose to focus anayandmightas my representatives of the modals, which gave me
the opportunity to investigate their use to a ¢ertiepth. | have not, however, been able to
give any conclusive answers, as further investogatwould be needed to do so. Instead, |
have illustrated the use nfayandmightby Norwegian and Japanese learners of English, and
attempted to explain the differences in use bygilie Integrated Contrastive Model as a
reference. As the limited scope of this study du#sallow time for a full contrastive analysis

to exploit the full potential of the ICM, | wouldkk to include this in further research.

However, | do believe that the tendencies in ugdgoegd by this study to be important and
highly interesting, for both learners of Englisiddarther research. A start would perhaps be
to examinecanandcould since in many cases these modals can overlapwagtandmight
This would perhaps be an interesting study to cautybased on Norwegian learner language
as well, seen in connection with Lagkens’ (1996 gtaf can could mayandmight and the

Norwegiankunne

6.2 Final comments

To sum up, both Norwegian and Japanese learnarstedeave few problems with the use of
modal auxiliariesnayandmight The Norwegian learners have a good understaraditige
syntactic and semantic features of these two mpdatgpite the fact that there are prominent
differences in the use of modals in Norwegian andligh. However, they were found to
struggle with overuse ahight even though they manage to use the modal in #yenative
speakers do. In the case of the Japanese leamzala)s were not necessarily overused nor
underused, but they seem to struggle with the syintieatures, i.e. how modal auxiliaries are
used in English. A few of the instances found ibECIP contained co-occurrence of two

modals, which is not permitted in English. Theseliings are well suited for further studies
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on other modal auxiliaries, as well as in-depthti@stive analysis on the same modals in, for
example, Japanese. It seems to me that thesedsdould also prove to be useful for
learners of English in general, as modality andutbe of modal auxiliaries is perhaps one of
the more difficult aspects of language to mastdarlone, have become more aware, both as
a learner of English and as a teacher of Englisbetfiyas to hownayandmightas modal
auxiliaries are used by native speakers, comparéiibtwegian and Japanese learners.
Therefore, my hope is that this study will havetcbited to the awareness of how modals
are used by learners and native speakers alikehahd has raised some interesting points,

and perhaps questions, regarding similarities difekreinces between these groups.
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