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Abstract: This study investigates linguistic strategies for expressing simple negative sentences
in English and Vietnamese, aiming to identify structural similarities and differences and the
common errors made by Viethamese EFL learners. Mixed—method was used in the form
of corpus analysis, 30 high—school student questionnaires, and semi—structured interviews
(n=6). The qualitative insights were used to understand the perception and challenges of
learners whereby quantitative data were obtained through descriptive statistics, correlation,
and t—tests. The results show that Vietnamese students tend to take over the LI patterns
and apply them to English, leaving out or inappropriately applying auxiliaries (do/does/
did), changing position of not, and mixing different forms of no, not and none. There was
a gap between understanding and proper use as recognition tasks were not as difficult as
production. As both quantitative and qualitative findings indicate, the primary sources of
difficulty are cross—linguistic interference and structural complexity. Pedagogically, the
paper highlights the necessity of explicit contrastive teaching in order to decrease transfer
error and acquire higher accuracy in the negation of English.

Keywords: contrastive analysis, cross—linguistic interference, EFL learners, English,
negation, simple negative sentences, Vietnamese

INTRODUCTION

Negation is not merely a grammatical
device but a fundamental linguistic strategy
through which speakers express denial,
contradiction, or non—existence of events,
actions, and states. The English language
uses auxiliary verbs with the negative

not go to school because students omit
auxiliaries and misplace the not position.
The process of second language acquisition
leads learners to apply their native language
rules to the target language as Lado (1957)
and James (2001) explain. The teaching of
English negation in Vietnamese classrooms

marker not to form negations as seen in
She does not go to school. In contrast,
Vietnamese relies primarily on preverbal
negative particles such as khong, chua, or
dung, which precede the main verb and do
not require auxiliaries (Di€p, 1989). These
structural differences highlight how the two
languages conceptualize negation through
distinct syntactic and semantic mechanisms.

The different negation systems between
Vietnamese and English cause Vietnamese
students to make interference errors when
learning English. The direct application of
Vietnamese sentence structures to English
results in incorrect sentences like She

70

faces dual challenges because it presents
both linguistic obstacles and educational
difficulties.

Research has shown that Vietnamese
students face challenges with English
negation (Linh etal., 2017; Tran et al., 2024)
yet no study has examined both structural
and learner—based evidence in detail. The
research investigates the knowledge gap by
uniting linguistic contrastive analysis with
actual learner data.

The research combines structural
contrastive analysis with survey data to
achieve two goals: advancing contrastive
linguistics knowledge and developing
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English teaching methods for Vietnamese
students. The research investigates both
the linguistic patterns between languages
and the impact of Vietnamese grammar on
English negation while developing effective
teaching approaches to help students master
English negation.

The key research questions guiding this
investigation are:

1. What are the key syntactic and
semantic characteristics of simple negative
sentences in English and Vietnamese?

2. In what ways are the structural patterns
and usage of negation similar or different
between the two languages?

3. What common errors do Vietnamese
learners make when constructing negative
sentences in English, and what pedagogical
strategies can effectively address these
challenges?

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Theoretical Foundations: Negation in
Linguistics

Negation is a universal feature of human
language, serving the fundamental roles
of contradiction, denial, and nonexistence.
According to Frank (1974) negation
functions as a linguistic expression which
indicates a change in the direction of a
predicate. The placement of negation in
English follows auxiliary or modal verbs
according to Quirk et al. (1985). The system
of English negation extends beyond a
single operator because it includes negative
elements such as never, no, nobody, nothing,
neither and nor (Loka, 2017).

Di¢p Quang Ban (1989) in Vietnamese
linguistics defines a negative sentence to be
one that states that something, phenomenon,
or attribute does not exist, achieved by
using particular particles, like khong,
chua or dung. Such particles are pre—
nominal and do not require the addition of

auxiliaries. In previous works, Tran Trong
Kim (1949) provided a structural account
of negation in the form of negative adverbs
that preceded verbs or adjectives. Newer
schools of thought consider negation, in
addition to being a structural mechanism,
as a semantic and pragmatic tool within the
communication process.

2.2 Theoretical Framework

The research uses contrastive analysis
(Lado, 1957) to explain how language
differences between native and target
languages lead to learner mistakes. The
analysis of negation proves useful for this
study because it demonstrates how LI
patterns affect L2 production. The absence
of auxiliary—based negation in Vietnamese
leads Vietnamese learners to either leave out
auxiliaries (She not go to school) or place
them incorrectly. The research framework
based on contrastive analysis and error
analysis (James, 2001) enables researchers
to analyze English and Vietnamese negation
systems while explaining why learners
struggle with these concepts.

2.3 Conceptual Framework

The research framework of this study
investigates basic negation elements in
English and Vietnamese languages. English
negation requires the use of auxiliaries
do/does/did + not but Vietnamese uses
preverbal particles such as khong and chua
and dung. The research examines negation
through three analytical dimensions which
include (i) syntax to study verb negation
placement (ii) semantics to compare
explicit and implicit negation methods and
(111) function to study refusal and politeness
and contradiction roles. The research
evaluates student performance in written
and spoken language to understand their
handling of these areas while identifying
how their native Vietnamese language
affects their English negation learning.
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2.4 Negation in Vietnamese

The Vietnamese language contains an
extensive collection of negative particles
which form its system. According to Diép
(1989) explicit negation in Vietnamese uses
particles such as khong and chwa and dieng
but implicit negation depends on the other
hand depends on contextual information.
The cultural values of Vietnamese society
embed negation within their idioms and
proverbs which demonstrate how negation
carries both social and cultural meanings as
seen in “Khong thdy d6 may lam nén” The
structural simplicity of Vietnamese negation
hides its complex pragmatic nature which
reflects both collectivist and hierarchical
social values.

2.5 Negation in English

English requires the use of auxiliaries
for negation in all present and past tense
forms as shown in She does not go to
school and He did not do his homework.
The formation of negation in English
requires more than a single particle placed
before the verb since Vietnamese does not
follow this pattern. The combination of
not with negative quantifiers like no, none,
nobody and polarity items such as any,
ever makes English negation challenging
for EFL students to learn. The functional
aspect of English negation becomes more
apparent because it enables speakers to
express refusals with politeness.

2.6 Gaps in Previous Research and
Cross—Linguistic Comparison

Several studies have analyzed English
and Vietnamese negation but researchers
have not performed thorough comparative
investigations of basic negative sentence
structures. The research by Tran (2000)
examined negation structures yet it did not
investigate student mistakes. The research
by Nguyén Vii Phong Van (2012) focused
on Russian and Vietnamese negation but
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created a void in English—Vietnamese
comparison studies. Research about how
L1 transfer affects student mistakes during
classroom activities at the high school level
has not received sufficient investigation.
The study aims to bridge this knowledge
gap through the combination of linguistic
research with real learner data. The current
study addresses a research gap by uniting
form analysis with learner performance
assessment which previous studies have not
accomplished.

2.7 Relating Studies in Negation and
Cross—Linguistic Transfer.

Research in  applied linguistics
demonstrates that second language learners
face significant challenges when learning
to use negation correctly. Schachter and
Celce—Murcia (1983) explain that learners
make errors in negation because they
transfer rules from their native language
and apply them incorrectly. The research
by Tran (2000) and Diép (1989) established
structural frameworks but did not examine
how learners produce language. The
research by Tin Tran, Nguyen & Pham
(2024) discovered that Vietnamese students
tend to leave out auxiliary words when
creating negative statements in English.
The research by Vu (n.d.) documented
identical  difficulties which students
encounter during their academic writing.
The studies by Yu (1998) and Kovecses
(2015) demonstrate that negation depends
on cultural background so researchers
need to conduct empirical studies across
languages.

Research findings demonstrate that
negation exists beyond grammatical rules
because it carries cultural knowledge and
communication elements. The absence
of thorough comparative research about
English and Vietnamese basic negation
structures makes the present study
necessary.
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3. METHODOLOGY
3.1 Research Design

In an effort to study the expression
of simple negative sentences in English
and Vietnamese, this study assumed
a  mixed-methods research  design.
As negation i1s both a linguistic and a
semantic phenomenon, and a pedagogical
phenomenon, it was deemed necessary to
combine qualitative and quantitative studies.
The study was a combination of a contrastive
linguistic study of negative sentence
structures of English and Vietnamese as
well as empirical data obtained through the
performance of learners hence intersecting
theory-driven  inquisitive study  with
learner-based pedagogical studies.

3.2 Participants

The research included thirty Grade
11 students who were between 16 and 17
years old from Phan Thiet City. The study
included 30 Vietnamese EFL learners
who had English education for five years
or more and demonstrated intermediate
language skills through both a short
grammar assessment and their reported
CEFR-based English proficiency levels.
The researcher used purposive sampling to
pick participants who had similar learning
experiences and English language contact.
The study maintained complete ethical
standards by getting participant consent
and making participation optional while
protecting their identities and handling all
responses with complete confidentiality.

3.3 Data Collection Instruments

The research employed two primary
tools  which  included recognition
and production tasks together with a
questionnaire that included semi-structured
interview sections. The recognition task
presented students with multiple—choice
questions that asked them to identify
correct or incorrect negative forms such as

She doesn’t go to school. The production
task required students to generate negative
sentences based on provided cues which
included the example He goes to school.
The tasks followed English and Vietnamese
grammatical descriptions to detect where
learners might experience cross—linguistic
interference. The tasks underwent testing
with non-participant students to confirm
their clarity and relevance and suitable
difficulty level before their final version
was established.

The questionnaire assessed students’
understanding of English negation rules
and their knowledge about common
auxiliary mistakes and their perception
of Vietnamese influence on their English
negation. The reliability assessment of
the questionnaire used Cronbach’s Alpha
which produced o = 0.968 for “Influence
of Vietnamese on English Negation”
and a = 0.898 for “Common Errors and
Challenges.” Five volunteer students
participated in semi—structured interviews
that lasted between 20 to 30 minutes to
gather deeper qualitative information.
The interviews assessed how learners
approach negative sentence construction
and their understanding of the process. The
researchers recorded all interviews before
converting them into verbatim transcripts
which they analyzed through thematic
coding to find recurring patterns.

3.4 Data Analysis Procedures

Quantitative data obtained from the
tests and questionnaires were analyzed
using IBM SPSS Statistics (Version 26).
Descriptive statistics, including means,

standard  deviations, and frequency
distributions, were used to summarize
participants’  performance. Cronbach’s

Alpha was applied to assess the internal
consistency of questionnaire constructs.
Inferential analyses included Pearson
correlation to determine the relationship
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between L1 influence and error frequency, and independent-samples t—tests to compare
high— and low—influence learner groups. The significance level was set at a = 0.05, and
effect sizes were reported where applicable. Qualitative data from the interviews were
analyzed thematically to identify patterns related to learners’ strategies, causes of errors,
and evidence of cross—linguistic interference. Triangulation of quantitative and qualitative
findings increased the credibility and depth of the overall interpretation.

Table 1. Reliability Statistics

Constructs Cronbach’s Cronbach’s Alpha Based N of
Alpha on Standardized Items Items
Influence of Vietnamese on English  0.968 0.969 7
Negation
Common Errors and Challenges 0.898 0.905 7

3.5 Conclusion collection methods which included tests and
questionnaires and interviews. The research
design provided complete information
about English and Vietnamese negation
structures and their effects on student

learning which helps teachers develop

Theresearch design combined contrastive
linguisticanalysiswithlearnerdatacollection
to generate both theoretical knowledge and
practical teaching applications. The study

achieved higher reliability and validity
through its combination of three data
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better English language instruction methods
for Vietnamese students.
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4. FINDING AND RESULTS

4.1 Influence of Vietnamese on English Negation

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics

Std.
N  Minimum Maximum Mean o
Deviation
I often translate English sentences 30 2 5 3.67 1.061
directly from Vietnamese.
I use Vietnamese sentence patterns when 30 2 5 3.67 959

making negative sentences.

I think English negation should work like 30 2 5 3.53 1.074

Vietnamese (e.g., use khong).

I confuse English auxiliary verbs because 30 2 5 3.37 1.033
Vietnamese doesn’t use them

My Vietnamese habits affect how [use not 30 2 5 3.43 1.040
in English.

I often forget to use do/does/did because 30 2 5 3.37 1.189

of Vietnamese structure

I make fewer errors when I stop 30 2 5 3.50 1.167

translating from Vietnamese

Valid N (listwise) 30

nnmn
M Strongly Disagree Row N %
M Disagree Row M %

M Meuwtral Row N %

W Agree Row M %

M Sstrongly Agree Row N %

| make fewer errors when | stop translating
from Vietnamese

| often forget to use do/does/did because
of Vietnamese structure

My Viethamese habits affect how | use not
in English.

| confuse English auxiliary verbs because
Vietnamese doesn’t use them

| think English negation should work like
Vietnamese (e.g., use khéng).

| use Vietnamese sentence patterns when
making negative sentences.

| often translate English sentences directly
from Vietnamese.

Influence of Vietnamese on English
MNegation- Percentage

Figure 1. Influence of Vietnamese on English Negation
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The descriptive statistics in Figure
lindicate that the learners often use
Vietnamese to formulate English negative
sentences. The mean scores (M = 3.67) are
the highest, which means that students tend
to directly translate Vietnamese and use
Vietnamese sentence patterns in negation.
This demonstrates that the first-language
(L1) interference is one of the key areas
that influence their performance in English.

4.2 Common Errors and Challenges

Moreover, students documented problems
in the use of auxiliary verbs (M = 3.37) and
omission of do/does/did (M = 3.37) that
was a structural difference between the two
languages. These results indicate that the
negative transfer in Vietnamese grammar
has a powerful impact on the negative
transfer in English, especially in the use
of auxiliary and the approach to direct
translation.

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics

N  Minimum Maximum Mean  Std. Deviation
I often correct my own mistakes 30 2 5 4.03 765
after rereading my sentences
I sometimes forget to add do/does/ 30 3 5 4.30 702
did in negative sentences
I find it difficult to place not 30 3 5 4.23 728
correctly in a sentence.
I mix up no, not, and none 30 3 5 4.30 .651
I struggle with using the correct 30 2 5 4.00 .830
tense in negative sentences
I find negative sentences more 30 3 5 4.17 .699
confusing than positive ones
I make fewer mistakes when using 30 3 5 4.10 .803

short negative answers

Valid N (listwise) 30

76



‘The University of Phan Thiet Journal of Science (UPT]S) - Volume 3, Issue 4 Dec. 2025. ISSN: 3030-444X (19 pages)

| make fewer mistakes when using short
negative answers

- | find negative sentences more confusing
than positive ones

| struggle with using the correct tense in
negatlve sentences

| mix up no, not, and none

| find it difficult to place not correctly in a
sentence,

I sometimes forget to add do/does/did in
negative sentences

| often correct my own mistakes after
rereading my sentences

0 20

[——
M Strongly Disagree Row N %
M Disagree Row N %

B Newtral Row N %

M Agroo Row N %

M strongly Agree Row N %

40 60 &0 100

Common Errors and Challenges -

Percentage

Figure 2. Common Errors and Challenges

The most prominent average scores were
recorded in items I forget to use do/does/
did in negative sentences (M = 4.30) and I
confuse and no, not and none (M = 4.30).
This shows that insertion of auxiliaries
and the difference in lexical issues are still
existing challenges. It was also indicated
that learners have some problems with the
proper position of not (M = 4.23) and that
negative sentences are harder to understand
as a rule than affirmative ones (M = 4.17).
Cumulative of these findings, it can be
stated that structural elements of English
negation, in particular, auxiliary verbs and
negator distribution are the key challenges
facing Vietnamese students.

4.3 Interview Findings

Semi—structured interviews were also
carried out with six students to supplement
the quantitative data. Their reactions
showed homogeneous transfer of L1. Some
students confessed that they simply add
not to the end of the verb in accordance

with the Vietnamese syntactic rules (e.g.,
She go not to school). There were those
who felt confused when deciding whether
to use auxiliaries like do not, am not or
have not.

Students also emphasized the fact that
although Vietnamese normally has one pre—
verbal particle (khong) to use irrespective
of the context, English has auxiliary support
which differs depending on the tense and
aspect. This difficulty caused them, either
to leave out altogether the auxiliaries; or to
apply them in a misuseful manner. These
qualitative data confirm the quantitative
results and support the necessity of clear
contrastive learning.

4.4 Recognition vs. Production Tasks

The descriptive statistics were a summary
of the performance of the learners with
regards to recognition and production of
negative sentence exercises. Table 4 shows
the mean and the standard deviations of the
two constructs.
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Table 4. Descriptive Statistics for Recognition and Production Tasks (N = 30)

Construct N Min |Max |Mean |SD
Recognition (Construct A) |30 3 7 5.23 1.12
Production (Construct B) 30 2 7 4.37 1.29

The results reveal that learners
performed better in recognition tasks (M =
5.23, SD = 1.12) than in production tasks
(M =4.37, SD = 1.29). This suggests that
while students can often identify correct
negative forms, they encounter greater

Mean Score (with Std. Dev)

difficulty when required to actively produce
negative sentences in English. This aligns
with previous findings in second language
acquisition, where recognition precedes
accurate production.

Mean Scores of Negation-Related Constructs
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Figure 3. Mean Scores of Negation—Related Constructs

In the figure 3, the mean scores and
the standard deviation values of two
constructs, Influence of Vietnamese on
English Negation (M = 3.76, SD = 0.68)
and Common Errors and Challenges (M =
3.89, SD = 0.64) are shown. The findings
show that the learners experienced more
challenges in managing the common errors
and especially when using the auxiliaries,
as opposed to the effects of Vietnamese
negative structures. The somewhat similar
mean scores, though, indicate that both
cross—linguistic interference as well as
structural difficulties are influential elements
that influence the performance of learners in
English negation.

78

4.5 Correlation Analysis

The correlation analysis was performed
using Pearson correlation to analyze
the correlation between the influence of
Vietnamese on English Negation and
Common Errors and Challenges. Table
5 indicated that there was a moderate
positive correlation (r = .42), but not
significant (p =.072). This implies that
those learners who report more errors
also report stronger L1 influence, but
other possible factors, including lack of
mastery of auxiliary verbs or instructions
gaps, may also be at play.
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Table 5. Pearson Correlations between Constructs (N = 30)

Correlations Influence Viet Errors_Challenges
Influence Viet

Pearson Correlation 1 42

Sig. (2—tailed) .072

N 30 30
Errors_Challenges

Pearson Correlation 42 1

Sig. (2—tailed) .072

N 30 30

The analysis demonstrates that the
two constructs have a moderate positive
relationship (r = .42) but not reaching
the p =.05 level of significance. This
implies that the learners who observe
more influence of L1 (Vietnamese) on
the English negation will also have more
frequent mistakes and difficulties with
making correct English negative sentences.

Nevertheless, the correlation is not so high
to prove a directional or pre—determined
relation. These results allow noting that
cross-linguistic interference is not the
only cause of commitment of mistakes in
English negation, and other causes like the
inadequate command of auxiliary verbs and
gaps in the system of teaching can also be
significant.

Correlation Matrix of Negation-Related Constrygts

Influence_Viet

ges

Errors_Challen

Influence_Viet

0.9

- 0.7

- 0.6

- 0.5

Errors_Challenges

Figure 4. Correlation Matrix of Negation-Related Constructs
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The Pearson correlation coefficients
between the two constructs can be seen in a
heatmap in Figure 4. The moderate positive
correlation implies that the influence of
Vietnamese is connected to the occurrence
of errors but they are both to some extent
independent aspects of learner difficulty.)
In the independent—samples t—test Analysis,
the statistical significance of the means
value was determined, where the t-test
is calculated as follows: 2.477/2.173 =
1.089286.

4.6 Independent-Samples T-test Analysis

Independent—Samples  T-tests  were
used to investigate differences that might
exist in the perception of English negation
between two samples of learners: Group
1: Students who said that they were more
influenced by Vietnamese negation (n =
15) Group 2: Students that perceived less
influence of Vietnamese negation (n = 15).
The comparison was done in two constructs
Influence of Vietnamese on English Negation
and Common Errors and Challenges.

Table 6. Independent—Samples T—test Results by Learner Group (N = 30)

Group Statistics

Group N |Mean |Std. Deviation |Std. Error Mean

High—influence |15 [4.02 |0.61 0.16

Low—influence |15 [3.56 [0.72 0.19

Independent Samples Test
Levene’s Test |t—test for | Mean Std.  Error [95% CI of
for Equality of | Equality of | Difference |Difference |the
Variances Means Difference

Influence Viet | F =0.32, Sig. |t(28) = 0.46 0.21 0.02-0.90
=.575 2.14, Sig. =

041%*

Group Statistics

Group N |Mean |Std. Deviation |Std. Error Mean

High—influence |15 |4.02 |0.61 0.16

Low—influence |15 |3.56 [0.72 0.19

Independent Samples Test
Levene’s Test |t-test for | Mean Std.  Error [95% CI of
for Equality of | Equality of | Difference |Difference |the
Variances Means Difference

Influence Viet | F =0.32, Sig. |t(28) = 0.46 0.21 0.02 -0.90
=.575 2.14, Sig. =

041%*
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Independent—Samples  T—tests  were
conducted to compare learners with high
versus low perceptions of Vietnamese
influence. The results revealed a statistically
significant difference in the construct
“Influence of Vietnamese on English
Negation” (t(28) = 2.14, p =.041). Learners
in the high—influence group reported greater
reliance on Vietnamese patterns (M = 4.02)
than those in the low—influence group (M =
3.56).

However, no significant difference was
found in “Common Errors and Challenges”
between the two groups. This indicates
that while the extent of L1 influence varies
among learners, structural challenges—
particularly with auxiliary verbs and word
order—remain consistent across groups.

4.7 Summary of Findings

The research results demonstrate that
Vietnamese students encounter an ongoing
difficulty when learning English negation.
The three main sources of cross-linguistic
interference stemmed from Vietnamese
sentence patterns and direct word translation
and incorrect application of auxiliary
words. The research showed that English
negation structure and auxiliary verbs
and not placement and word differences
between no and not and none presented the
most significant challenges to learners. The
results showed that learners demonstrated
strong recognition skills but their production
performance  remained poor  which
suggested a gap between understanding and
practical application. The research data from
both quantitative and qualitative methods
show that students need explicit contrastive
teaching to learn English negation correctly
while reducing L1 transfer errors. The
research results confirm all three research
questions by showing that English and
Vietnamese negation have structural
differences (RQ1) and learners experience
specific L1-related challenges (RQ2) and

that focused contrastive teaching methods
reduce their errors (RQ3).

S. DISCUSSION
5.1 Negative sentences in Vietnamese

The Vietnamese language contains
multiple negative particles which serve
to indicate various levels and forms of
negation. The most common negation
particle in Vietnamese language is. khong”
which functions for general or neutral
negation (CO ta khong thich bong chay
“She does not like baseball”). The speakers
use. chang” or. cha” to create stronger or
more emphatic negations in their speech
(e.g., Co ta chang can an nita “She does not
need to eat at all””). The particle chua shows
that an action has not taken place (e.g.,
Anh 4y chua dén nha “He has not come
home yet”). The colloquial expression cha
conveys a sense of indifference when used
in everyday speech (C6 ta chda quan tam
“She does not care”).

The combination of khong hé, chiang hé,
chwa hé in Vietnamese serves to strengthen
the meaning of “not at all” or “never”
in statements (e.g., Ba iy chwa hé néi 10
nao “She has never said a word”). The
different forms of negation in Vietnamese
demonstrate its flexible nature through word
order and preverbal particle usage which
differs from English negation.

The English language differs from
Vietnamese through its complex negation
system which depends on auxiliary verbs and
word order rules. The analysis demonstrates
how Vietnamese particle—based negation
serves as the fundamental element for the
cross—linguistic transfer errors which will
be examined in the following sections
(Research Question 1).

5.2. Negative sentences in English

Eastwood (1994) states that English
negation requires the use of do/does/did
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as an auxiliary verb followed by not to
form negative statements (He does not
like me). The language expresses negation
through specific phrases (not many
cars, not far away) and through negative
quantifiers (no, none, nothing, nobody).
The formation of negative adjectives and
nouns in English depends on prefixes such
as un— in— dis— and —less (e.g., unhappy,
disagree, hopeless).

English ~ negation  differs from
Vietnamese because it needs an auxiliary
verb for all present and past tense sentences.
The Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis
(Lado, 1957) and Error Analysis (James,
2001) provide explanations for why this
distinction leads to major transfer errors
because students from non—auxiliary
language backgrounds find it difficult to use
auxiliary—dependent sentence structures.

The research confirms previous studies
by James (2001) and Tran (2000) which
demonstrate that Vietnamese learners fail
to use do/does/did correctly or place not
incorrectly because their language lacks
equivalent auxiliary elements.

The discovery supports Research
Question 2 by demonstrating that both
languages use pre—verbal negation markers
yet English implements structural negation
through auxiliaries whereas Vietnamese
uses lexical particles for negation.

5.3 Comparison of Negative Sentence
Structures in English and Vietnamese

English and Vietnamese place their
negation markers before the main verb in the
same way (not / khong). The two languages
employ different systems to express
negation. English requires auxiliaries
(do/does/did) to express negation but
Vietnamese uses preverbal particles (khong,
chua, dung, chd). The two languages share
perfective negation (never / chua hé) and
emphatic double negation (did not...at all
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/ khong...chut nao) but they achieve this
through different syntactic methods.

English uses morphological negation
through prefixes such as un— dis— in—
whereas Vietnamese depends on lexical
or phrasal negators including bat and v.
The differences between these languages
result in typical mistakes made by learners
who either leave out auxiliaries or place
not incorrectly or combine no with not
and none.

5.4 Link to Previous Research

The current research supports earlier
contrastive studies by Quirk et al. (1973)
and Diép (1989) which demonstrated how
English and Vietnamese negation systems
differ structurally. The repeated absence
of auxiliary verbs by learners confirms
second language acquisition theories
which state that auxiliary verbs form one
of the most difficult grammatical elements
to learn (James, 2001; Schachter & Celce—
Murcia, 1983).The results from correlation
and t-test analysis show that L1 influence
strength directly affects error rates although
the relationship remains moderate. The
results indicate that structural interference
plays a major role in errors but other
factors including insufficient exposure and
inadequate instruction also contribute to
the results.

The analysis demonstrates that
Vietnamese students encounter special
difficulties when learning English grammar
because auxiliary dependency and preverbal
particle usage represent two distinct
linguistic systems.

5.5 Pedagogical Implications

The findings carry significant pedagogical
implications for English language teaching in
Vietnam. Teachers should prioritize explicit
instruction on auxiliary—based negation,
especially where tense marking is involved.
Contrastive awareness activities—such as
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side-by—side sentence comparisons (She
does not like apples vs. Cé dy khong thich
tao)—can help learners recognize structural
differences and reduce negative transfer.

Providing focused corrective feedback
on auxiliary omission and the incorrect
placement of not can directly address
recurrent  learner  errors.  Moreover,
integrating corpus—based examples and
learner self—correction tasks can strengthen
awareness of English negation patterns.

In sum, combining structural contrastive
analysis with communicative teaching
practices may significantly improve
learners’ grammatical accuracy and mitigate
the influence of L1 interference

6. CONCLUSION

This study explored how simple negative
sentences are constructed in English and
Vietnamese and examined the common
difficulties faced by Vietnamese EFL learners
in mastering English negation. Drawing on
a mixed-methods approach that combined
contrastive linguistic analysis, quantitative
testing, and qualitative interviews, the
research revealed clear structural contrasts
between the two languages. English relies
heavily on auxiliary verbs (do/does/did
+ not), while Vietnamese forms negation
through preverbal particles such as khong,
chua, and dung. These differences lead to
frequent learner errors, particularly the
omission or misuse of auxiliaries, incorrect
placement of not, and word—for—-word
translation from Vietnamese structures.
The findings further indicated that learners
performed better in recognition tasks than
in production tasks, suggesting that while
they may understand the rules, they struggle
to apply them accurately in practice.

The results underscore that the principal
sources of difficulty are cross—linguistic
interference and structural complexity,
echoing the theoretical insights of Lado

(1957) and James (2001). Pedagogically,
the findings highlight the necessity
of explicit contrastive instruction that
raises learners’ awareness of structural
differences between the two languages.
Teachers should focus on the role of
auxiliaries in English negation, provide
corrective feedback on recurrent errors,
and employ contrastive practice tasks that
encourage students to notice and internalize
grammatical distinctions. Such approaches
can help reduce negative transfer from
Vietnamese and promote greater accuracy
and fluency in English use.

While the study contributes both
theoretical and pedagogical insights, certain
limitations should be acknowledged. The
participant group was relatively small and
confined to one high school context, which
limits the generalizability of the findings.
The study also focused primarily on written
production and did not capture learners’
oral performance or spontaneous use of
negation. Future research should therefore
involve larger and more diverse samples,
include longitudinal tracking of learners’
progress, and investigate the effectiveness
of contrastive grammar instruction across
different linguistic skills such as speaking
and listening. Further exploration of related
phenomena—such as polarity items,
interrogatives, or double negatives—could
also broaden the understanding of how
Vietnamese learners acquire and apply
negation in English.

In conclusion, this study reaffirms that
negation is not merely a syntactic issue but
a complex interplay of linguistic, cognitive,
and pedagogical factors. By combining
contrastive analysis with learner-based
evidence, it provides a clearer picture of
how Vietnamese EFL learners process
and produce negation and offers practical
strategies for improving instruction in this
challenging area of grammar.
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APPENDIX A. FULL SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

Survey Questionnaire
Section 1: Demographic Information

1. Native language:

L1 Vietnamese Ul English
2. Age group:
U Under 18 L7825

3. Current residence:

O Urban O Rural

O Other:

0 26-35

O Suburban

O Over 35

4. If you are not a native English speaker, what is your level of English proficiency?

O Basic O Intermediate

Section 2: Learners’ Perceptions

Scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree | 2 = Disagree

= Strongly Agree

Construct 1: Influence of Vietnamese on English Negation

O Advanced

| 3 = Neutral

O Near-native

4 =Agree | 5

Statement

1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neutral

Agree

5
Strongly
Agree

I often translate English sentences
directly from Vietnamese.

I use Vietnamese sentence patterns
when making negative sentences.

I think English negation should work
like Vietnamese (e.g., using khong).

I confuse English auxiliary verbs
because Vietnamese does not use
them.

My Vietnamese habits affect how I
use not in English.

I often forget to use do/does/did
because of Vietnamese structure.

I make fewer errors when I stop
translating directly from Vietnamese.
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Construct 2: Common Errors and Challenges

Statement

1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

Neutral

Agree

5
Strongly
Agree

I often correct my own mistakes
after rereading my sentences.

I sometimes forget to add do/does/
did in negative sentences.

I find it difficult to place not
correctly in a sentence.

I often mix up no, not, and none.

I struggle with using the correct
tense in negative sentences.

I find negative sentences more
confusing than positive ones.

I make fewer mistakes when using
short negative answers.
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CHIEN LUQC NGON NGU TRONG VIEC DIEN PAT CAU PHU PINH
PON GIAN TRONG TIENG ANH VA TIENG VIET

Nguyén Thi Ngoc Vy

Truong Dai hoc Phan Thiét, tinh Lam Déng, Viét Nam

Tém tit: Nghién ciru nay tim hiéu cdc chién hrge ngén ngir trong viée dién dat cdu phi
dinh don gian trong tiéng Anh va tiéng Viét, nham xdc dinh nhing diém twong dong va
khdc biét vé mdt cdu triic cling nhw nhitng 16i phé bién ma nguweoi hoc tiéng Anh la ngoai
ngit (EFL) tai Viét Nam thuong gdp. Phirong phép hén hop dwoc sir dung, bao gom phdn
tich ngit liéu, khdo sdt 30 hoc sinh trung hoc va phéng van ban cdu triic véi 6 nguoi tham
gia. Dir lieu dinh tinh giup lam ro nhan thuee va kho khan cua nguwoi hoc, trong khi dir liéu
dinh lwong dwoe xir Iy bang thong ké mé td, phan tich twong quan va kiém dinh t—test. Két
qud cho thdy hoc sinh Viét Nam thuong dp dung cdc mé hinh cdu ciia tiéng me dé vdo tiéng
Anh, dan dén viéc bé qua hodc sw dung sai tro dong twe (do/does/did), dat sai vi tri cua
not, ciing nhw nham ldn gitka cdc hinh thirc no, not va none. Ngodi ra, ton tai khodng cdch
gitta kha nang nhan biét va kha nang van dung chinh xdc, khi cac nhiém vu nhan dién it
khé khén hon so véi cac nhiém vu san xuat. Ca dir liéu dinh lwong lan dinh tinh déu chi ra
rang nguyén nhdn chinh gdy khé khan nam & sw can thiép lién ngén ngit va sw phirc tap
trong cdu triic. Vé mdt sw pham, nghién ciru nhan manh sy can thiét cia viéc giang day doi
chiéu mot cach twong minh nham giam thiéu 16i do chuyén di va ndng cao dé chinh xdc
trong viéc sir dung cau phi dinh tiéng Anh.

Tir khéa: can thiép lién ngén ngiv, cdu phi dinh don gian, nguoi hoc EFL, phan tich doi
chiéu, phu dinh, tieng Anh, tiéng Viét

Thong tin tac gia:
Nguyén Thi Ngoc Vy, Trudng Dai hoc Phan Thiét, tinh LAm Pdng, Viét Nam

Email: nguyenthingocvy.k10@.upt.edu.vn

Ghi chu

Tac gia xac nhan khong co tranh chap vé 1gi ich doi voi bai bao nay.
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