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. third parts deal with CA, EA and IL respectivel& and the last

r /

(EA, hereafter), it is claimed, is significant for the insights

P .

it provides into the strategies employed in second language ,.:

acquisition, and in turn into the process of languege learning

in general (cf.-Corder 1967). The study of 'Interlanguage'’

(IL hereafter), it is claimed has implications for theories

of language contact, lenguege change and language acquisition,

besides its usefulness in describing special lenguege types

such as immigrant speech, non-standard dialects, non-native

varieties of language and the langusge of ephasics and of

poetry, among others (cf. Kemser 1974 Richards 1972; Corder

19712)., Dgspite these meny and varied claims, it is still correct,

however, to say that the pfimary goal of all the three areas of

research has been to facilitate foreign language learding by

providing insights into thegdat;re of the learner's performance.
In addition to the diversity of claims regarding their

epplications, CA, EA and IL also differ from one another in a

number of respects - in their theoretical assumptions .netho-

dologies, the- nat%re and scope of data considered’ relevant in

each area, the kind of insights they prov1de into the nature of

foreign language learning, and in the implications of tne studies

carried out im each of these areas for practical classroom

e — e
e -

e . > -

teaching and materials @reparation. — <
,It is the purpose/offtﬁis paper to present the xstate of

the art' in each,of”tnese areas of research from the point of

view of ‘the. one goal' xplained above. In- particular with respect

to each field of study, we will be examining the current trends

" in theory, methodology, cleims and empirical valiqations thereof
"and its contribution to foreign language teaching! The following

*discussion is organized in four partg - the firsé, second, and

-part is the conclusion. There will be a good deal of overlapping
among the .sections, but this is unaVOidable given the fzct that
the three fields have’ developed at times aa rivals, and as

complementary to one another at other times.
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(EA, hereafter), it is claimed, is significant for the insights

it provides 1nto the strategies employed 1q second language _.:

acquisition, and in turn into the process of languege learning

in genersal (cf -Corder 1967). The study of 'Interlanguage'

(IL hereafter), it is clalmed hes 1mp11cat10ns for theories

of lenguage contact, language change and language acquisition,

besides its usefulness in describing special languege types

such as irmigrant speech, non-standerd dialects, non-native

varieties of language and the languege of aphasics and of

poetry, among others  (cf. Kemser 19744 Richards 1972; Corder

19113).‘ Dgspite these meny and varied claims, it is still correct,

however, to say that the pfimary goal of all the three areas of

research has been to facilitate foreign languege leard&ng by

providing insights into theéégzaie of the learner's performance.
In addition to the diversity of elaims regarding their

epplications, CA, EA and IL also differ from one enother in a

number of respects - ;n their theoretical assumptgons Dnetho-

dologies, the- nat%;e and scope of data considered’ relevaat in

each area, the kind of insights they prov1de into the nature of

foreign language learning, and in the 1mp11cat10ns of tpe studies

cdrried out in each of these areas for practical classroom

T ——
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teachiqg and materials @reparation. <
,It is the purpose/efltﬁis peper to present the 'state of

the art' in each of these areas of research from the point of

view of 'the.'cne goal' xplalned above. In- partlcular with respect :

to each field of study, we w1ll be examining the current trends

" in theory, methodology, claims and empirical vallqptlons thereof
"and its contribution to foreign language teaching/! The following

*discussion is orgenized in four partd - the flrsé, second , and

. third parts deal with CA, EA and IL respectlvely and the last

-part is the conclu31on. There will be e good deal of overlapping
among the .sections, but this is unav01dable given the fzct that

the three fields have’ developed at times as rivals, and as

complementary to one ano@ﬁer at other times.
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1.0. CONTRASTIVE ARALYSIS-A bit of history: Although several prominent

Y

lingﬁists end pioneers in the field of foreign lenguage, pedagogy,
including Henry Sweet, Herold Palmer, and Otto/Jespersen

vere well avere of the "pull of the mother tongue' in learnlng

a TL,"it wes C. C. Fries who firmly established contrastive ling-

-
-

uistic. enalysis es en integral component of the methodology of
forelgn language teaching. b Declaring that.

the most effective materials (for foreign language
teacnlng) are those based upon a scientific descrip-
tion of the language to be learned, garefully compered
with & parallel description of the natlve language of :
the learner (l9h5 9}, v

Fries may be seid to have 1ssued the chdrter for modern CA. ‘In
d01ng so, he also made the firgt move in what has turned out’ to
be one of the most spirited controversies in the.field of foreign
language teaching, nasmely on éhe role and relevance of CA, but
more on this later (see sections 1.7 end 2.2, below). Thé -
challenge wves teken up b& Lado,, vhose work Linguistics Across’/
Cultures (1957) soon became a class1c field manual for practical

contrastlve studies. The Chomskyan revolution in linguistics
gave a fresh impetus to CA not only meking it possible for the
comparisions fo be more explicit and precise, but also giving it
what seemed to be a'more s0lid theoretical foundation by clalmlng,
the exlstence of 'languege universals' {but cf. Bouton 1975)

The volumes of.The Contrastive Structure Series. (e.g 4 Stockwell
and Bowen | 1965) Stockwell, Bowen and Martin (1965 )) represent

this phase of CA. The pgpers from the three. conferencee on

CA heldfln Georgetown Cambridge, and-Stuttgart (Alatis 1968
Nickel '971&, Nlckel 1971b respectively,) present schdlags es,

by end large, optlmlstlc about the possibilities of CA. But by .
CA was already open to attack on both external gﬂfunds
(of empiridal validity) and internal (theoretical foundations},
leading Se11
period‘when a gerious crisis of confidence exists as to exactly
what it is" (Selimker 1971:1) and Wardhaugh to forecast a "peristd
of quiescence" fo? it (Waréhaugh 1970). CA todaey, however, is not

er to wonder that CA was still thriving "at a ’

. .
entirely on the defensive ~ not only do 'messages of hope' keep

»
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.8 Hindi speaker learning English says, "The plants were all right

‘‘formance. Moreover such a 'carry over' seems to result in the .

appearing from time to time {e.g. Schachter 197k), but even the

|
|
1
proponents of elternate approaches (EA and IL) 1mnllc1tly or ) 1
exp11c1tly 1ncorporate CA in their methodongy[lsectlon 3. 5) . i
If anything, the controversy seems to have clarified the possibilities
and limitations of CA and its p}e.ce, along nth?ther components, . -

in the task of‘acceunting for the nature of the learner's per-
) -

e 7 - .

formence.

-~ ~
- »

Tne Retignale for CA. The rationale Tor underteking contrastive

studies comes mwainly from three sources: (&) practical experience °

of foreign‘languaée teechers; (b) studies of language contact in

bilingual situatiens; and {c¢) theory of learning. .
Ewery‘experienced foreign language teacher knows that 'a

substantial number of persistent mistakes made by his students

can be traced to the pull of the mother tongue'. Thus, when

till we kept ‘them in the study' in the sense of ag long as" or
.en Arabic speaker perszsts in retaining a pronomlnal reflex of

*the relat1v1zed noun 1n hi's relative clauses as in "The boy that
he ceme"’ (cf. Cat ford 1968 Schachter 197Th), or to give a diff-’
erent type of exesmple, the Indlan learners of English systemati-
cally replacg the alveolar consonants with their retrofitex ccunter- .
parts, there is eo doubt tHaé the learnier is 'carrying over?’ - -

patterhs of the mother tongue into his foreign laﬁguage per-

largest number of devient sentences in areas where the structuges
of the native laqguage and the target language differ the mpst.
Students of languige contgct have also noted the phenomenon
of "interference", which~Weinreieh defines as "those instances
of devi;tion from the norms of either language which occur in
the speeEh of bilinguals .as a result of their famiiiarity with’
more than one language." (1953-1).‘ Weinreich (1953) was the e
first (and perhaps still the best) extensive study of the .
mechan1sms of blllngual Lnterference.
" The third source which has been consldered to support the

|

CA hypothesis ‘(see 1. 2) ig» learning’ theory - in partlcular, the !

o .
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. t;Eory of transfer. In itp simpiest form, trensfer refers to the . . .§
. . hypotheSis that the learning of a task is either faCilitated . i
('positive' transfer) or impeded ('negative' transfer) by the %

nrévious learning of dnother task, dedendingciamong other things, |
the degree of. SlMllarlty or difference obtazhing between the'ywo .

FA

tasks. The implications of trensfer theory for foreign language ~—_
1earniqg-are obv1ous. (For an excellent study of the application
of, transfer theqry to second language learning, see Jakobov1ts
"" 1969; see also Carroll 1968.) '
1.2. Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis. The ‘strong' version of the

CA hypothesis is clearly stated by Lee (1968:186), CA is-based

s8ys
pSeyss

(1) that the prime cause, or even the sole cause, of diffi-
*culty and error in foreign-language learning is intey-
. ference coming from the learners' native language;
(2) that the difficulties are chiefly, or wholly, due to
the differences beétween the two languages;
(3) that the greater thése differences are the more acute
. the learning difficulties will be;
o \ (4) that the results of a comparison between the two lan- . ‘ N
guages are needed to predict the difficulties and ‘
3 \ errors which will occur in learning the foreign ) -
' lapguage; '
' (5) that what there is to teach can best be fouhd by com-
' paring the two langliages and then subtractihg what is
' - common to them, so that 'what the student has to learn
\ equals the sum of the differences established by the
contrastive analysis'.

on the assumption, he

It must be mentioned that not all theoreticians and praetitioners
. ‘ of CA would go along with this version of the CA hypotheeis. KIn
% particular, scholars differ on how s&rongly {gey wish to claim
for interlingual interference the pride of place among error type:,

5

5/ “and the rather 'simpliste’ correlation in Lee's version’, between
v differences in structure and learniﬁg difficulty Nevertheless,
some versxon of thig hypotheéis with the qualifications noted.

above (or similar ones) is assumed by most practitioners of CA.

. (For a detailed discussion of the predigtive vs 'explanatory' /
versiofs'of the CA hypothesis, see sections 1.7 and 2.2 below.)
. s . .
c L 1.3. CA: its_pedagoéicai cleims. On the basis of these, or similar, )
. assumptions, various claime have been made as to the potential .
o . "o . : 6 . /
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role of CA in foreign langugge téacging. Hall (1965)5aqserts that
the era of the Lniform,_standafd textbook for all learners 6f s TL irre-
specfive of their language backgrounds is over; the structure of
the textbook - selection of teaching items, degree of emphasig, klnds

- of practice drills, nature of e£5081t10n, etc., - should be =~ -
geared to the native language of the learnmer; Nickel and Wagner '
(1968) elso e similar claims about the crucial role of CA
in both 'dizzttic‘ (1imitation (gelection), g}ading, and
exposition) as well as *methodic' (actual classroom presentation) ,

' programming. (See Lado (1957) and Halliday, et- ol - B ’
(}96u)on this point). It is also claimed (by Lado (1957)) that
the results. of CA provide idesl criteria for selecting testing
1tems(for an opposite view  see Upshaur (1962)). It is also
generally agreed that basing teaching materials on the-results
of contrastive studies necessarily entails & more 'mentallstlc'
technique of teaching - explicit presentatlons of points oﬁ
contrast and. similarity with the native langu&ge, involving en
enalyticael, cognitive activity; (Rivers 1968, Jakobovits 1969,

- Stockwell 1968).

A AN P S0
-

.

1.4. CA and lzngulstzc models Slncé comparlson depends on descrlptlon,

there ex1sts an inevitable 1mp11cat10nal relatlonshlp between CA
end linguistic theory Accordingly, the assumptlons of CA,
the delicacy of its comparlsons and the form of contrastlve

statements have changed. from time to time, reflecting tbe changes

\1n lingiistic theory

P

} The earlier contrastlve sﬁudles were conducted in the

[

structural1st framework, although structual llngulstlcs with its

' 1n51stence on descrlblng each language in its ‘own terms,theoreti-

caily precluded any comparison across languages.-. However, chera-~

cteristic of a practice that hes been eédemlc in CA, the theoretienl

.

and methodologicel contradictions fid not deter practitioners of

. CA. ?axonomic CA displayed the similarities and differences
between languages in terms of simi|arities and differences in

(i) the form and (ii) the distfibu ion of comparable units

(compgrability‘being based »n nothing more spectacular than




lgut, feelings'), - Lo

- With the advent of generative greimer, taxonomic CA,'like
taxonqpic descriptive linguistics in general, hes been critized
for its lireoccqpation with the surface structure of 1angua'ge(cﬁ—‘ - Df P\'e’crc(:?‘%‘)?"s))cf“

Three aspects of the TG model have profoundly influenced CA: |

(1) thé:univergal base hypothesis; (2) the deep and surface

structure distinction; and (3) the rigorous and explicit

description of linguistic phenomena? The universal base hypofnesis,
itsis claimed, provides a sounder theoretical foundation for

CA as contrasted with the structuralists' relgtivity hypothesis «—
for, the assumptlon that all languages are alike at an abstract, i
underlying level provides, theoretlcally at least, a basis for_ __ .
compara.:ollz.ty.6 liethodologically, the description of this undéer-,

lying level of rep{esentation in terms of a universal‘(non—language

éﬁecific) set of basic grammeticgl primes, semantic featurps,‘and

. phonetic (dlstlnctlve) features makes 1t easier to state

.

similarities and d1fferences in a unlform menner. . The explicit

»

incorporation of two levels of llngulstlc organization makes it

possible for the cont?aétive i}nguist to capture and represent

the intuffions-of’bilinguals about the translation équivelence ' 1
of'utte;ances in two -languages, although they,are disparate

on the surface. Finally, the adaptation of mathematical models

for the description‘of natural language phenomena has enabled
descriptions to be rigorous and.explicit. This in turn has
enabled comparisons to be rigorous and’explicit as contrasted
with, for example, statements such as e

The past définite, or preterite, Jje portai
corresponds to the English I carried...

modified by a 'fiction',

* * .The past indefinite is frequently used for
the past definite in colloquial style. @q: Halttiday et. az \944"“29

4Th18 is not to say that the .use of the TG model has solved
the probléms of CA; 6n the contrary, it has made explicit the
intricate problems facing CA which ha@ not pfeviously been
appfecia%ed.‘ Never@heless, it will not bé.disputed'thgt the

application of the TG model has made it possible for comparisons

‘ ‘ ' ’
. 8




and contrasts insightful and sophisticated to a degree unimaginable

. two decades ago. .

1.5. CA: ‘The Methodology. The prere¢u1s1te for any contrestlve study

is the gwaflebility of eccurate and explicit description of the - .
languages under comparison. It i$§ also essentjel that the
descriptions be ‘theoretically compatible. Given such deseriptions,

how does one .go ebout comparing two langueges?

1.571 Selection: It 1s generally agregﬁ thét atterpting to compare two,

-~

b%

languages in entlrety 1s both imprecticel ‘and wvasteful. An alter-
native is suggested by the British linguists, Wwho advocate &
?irthian"volysystemic approach. This approach is based on the
assumvtlon that language 1s a system of systems". Hence comparl-
sons are mede in terms df partlcular ‘'systems and subsystems (e.g.,
the personal deictic system the auxiliery verdb system, etc, )
(ef. Halliday et.al. 1964; Catford 1968). While this approech
may ;ork in contrasting ''closed systems" such as the determiner
system, or even for phonology as & whole, which can be reduced to
an "item by ifem analy81s of segment types", it does not seem to
b€ suited for syntactlc comparison, which mist hendle "a bound- -
less class of possible sentences." (cf. Langacker 1968). :

A second critérion for selection has often been advocated by
_scholars who consider the role of CA to be primarily 'explanatory"
and not "predlctlve" (see Catford 1968; Lee 1668) According to
"these scholars, CA should limit itself to "partial" comparisons,

* analysing those perts of the grammar which are known (through
error analys1s) to presenti%reatest d1ff1culty to learners. But
such an approach, as Hamp rightly points out, is.of limited valuet——
we neeéd CA to provide a “theo;y adeouate to explain cases not in
our corpus" (1968:146).
A reasonable approach to this problem is taken 5y Langacker

1

(1968), who suggests that syntactic comparison should cover

approximately the same ground that the
language teacher is called on to deal with
cexplicitly in the classroom. Within this
area, common productive processes (such as
infinitive embedding, for example) should , . ..

be compared for the two languages with respect .
tokthe rules, generating them.

4
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\ This is essentially the approach ad0pteé by Stockweel, et. al. (1965).
While Stockwell admits that their approach was "somewhat tempered
by (error-enalysis)" (used as a delimitation device in selection),
he insists that "Qhe most useful basis for contrastive analysis
is éntirely theoretical" (1968:25).
. 1.5.2-Comparability: The Problem of’EQuivaZeyce; The discussion in
the previous section dealt with the general problem of selection. R
“A much-more difficult and crucial problem is that of’ comparabllaty ’
i.e., of establishing just what is td be juxtaposed for comparlson.

3

Despite the extensive study of various eepecte of CA, this problem,
which lies at the heart of CA, has yet to be satisfactorily resolved.
The gquestion ¢an be app}oached from three points of view, viz.,
those of (i) structural (or formal) equivalence; (ii) 'transleation'
/éeuivalence; (iii) both structural and translat&on equivalence.
Vhile the'most widely used criterionin the literature has been

-

that of translation eguivalence, the term —

&—has been used rather loosely:; Harris seemed to work on the
assumption that for a given sentence in language A there would “be
only one "roughly amnique" transiation in'lepguage B, and'proposdd
to construct a "transfer" grammar on the basis of the "minimal
granmatical differences" (1954:259). Levenston (19659, on the
other hand, points out the possibility of multiple transletion
equivalents (cf. also, Helliday et. al. 1964:121) and hence
_ advocates constructing "translation peradigms" - i.e., tabulation R
N of the various structural conf1gurat1ons by which a given item .. -
may be translated with specification of the contextuay’restrlctions ‘
governlng the use of each equivalent. Catford on the other hand,
believes that "the only basis for equating phonemes, or for equating
grammatzcal units in two languages is extra-linguistic - is
substantlal rather than formal." (1968:16k4). For him, the
! test of translation equivalence is the interchangeability of the
1temd,1n a given situation (1965: 49)..
', Is it possible to formalize the relatlonshlp that should hold

~t -

5e¥ween constructions that are considered translation equivalents
by a 'competent b111ngual'? There have been a few attempts to
confront this crucial problem. Dingwall ¢1964) proposed that * ‘

*




‘

'polarlty of presuppositions, etc.) thus calllng for e1ther a

notion of equlvalence and the relevance of pragmatlcs and .

-

{0 .

"lagguages are more llkely to be s1mllar in the1r 'kernel' than

in their total striicture, and that wh1ch is obllgatory 1n the

most hlghly ‘valued grammar is more basic than that which is .

optional”, but with the ﬁemlse of 'the notion of 'kernel' sentences,

his hypothesrs has hecome somewhat outdated. Perhaps the s1ngle

most influential work on this question is Kreszowski §l9Tl) a

This paper, although it does not solve the problem of equ1valence,

shows how much ca has ga1ned in rlgor and sophistication from the T,

appllcatlon‘of current generative theory. In that paper, Kreszowskl

proposed that "equ1valent sentences have 'identical deep structures

ever® if on the surface they are markedly different" (1971:38), .

'deep structures' belng defined in the sense of Lakoff (l968), ‘

in terms of basic grammatical relatlons, . selectional restr1ct10ns I

and co- -occurrence relatlons. While th1s is probably the closest

we have ever come to rlgorously defining the notion of equlvalence ’

even this formulatlon is still fer from sat1sfactory,_as is -

apparent from the -works disoussed below. | S «t)
Bouton (1975) points out that there are large classes of \i" : o

constructions whlch are translation equ1valents but cannot be * . i

derived from & common deep structure (1ntthe sense of Kreszowskl) -

instences where deep structure parts ‘contain crucial information

with regard to notions of stat1v1ty, trans1t1v1ty, tense/aspect , <

redifinition of 'deep structure' to include 'contextual structure, s
or the rejectipn of Kreszowski's hypothesls as it stands.
7 Kachru (_foqwm() has shown the llmltatlon of a purely structual .

'conversatlonal 1mp11cature' for defining 'equivalence'. Fillmore
-(1965) had earlier pointed out instances of translation equlvalence
"which are constructed along non-analogous (structural) principles”
end "cases Where sentences in one language cannot be translated
e}langunge ‘at' all" (1965:122). ‘ ' o ' \

While discussion, formalization, and ref1nement of the. notien

into another

),\ L . .

of equivalence proceeds on the theoret1cal plane, the problems

\

1nvolved 1n this endeavor have not significantly impeded the

flow of pract1cal contrastlve Studies. and their appl1cat1on in

T .
v . -

.
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classroom and text materials. I will now briefly coﬂs_i}der they.
state of the art in practical constrastiVe analysis.

1.5 The scope of contrastive studies~ By 'scope' here I mean the levels

- ) of linguistic structure and language use covered by contrastive ~o .
studies. Ever a cursory glance at the extenSive bibliographies
by Hemmer and Rice (1965) and Gage (1961) as well as at the ‘

volumes of IRAL, Langpage ﬁearning,and‘other journals, reveals

n

®

s
y P, TP T T U D o N

that the major emphasis has been on contrasting phonological

L]

o systems. This preoccupation is understeandable Since phonology
is relatively more accessible than other aspects of language.
wgphth%i
‘Also, it is consistent w1th the structualist dictum L_ e
primacy of speech. However, as, Stockwell rightly reminds us) it~

is time to face up to the “fact that "pronunication is’ simply

S

’

not that important...Grammar/and meaning are at the-heart of the ’

a matter"(l968 22).  Despite the 'kiss.of life! that syntax has o
received with the_advent of generative grammar, the number of . v

. sophisticated stndies of contrastive syntax still remains ) ..

rather small. (Part of the problem may have to do with the

O
(o]

rapid'change in syntactic theory in the last thirty years that
has left the 'applied' linguist constantly trying ‘to catch up e
with the new developments) The best fnil length studies of

contrastive syntax still remain the volumes produced under the

. Contrastive Structure Series of the Center for Applied Linguistics, \»]as\nmgb“;D'G
< . The area of vocabulary hds hardly been touched at all. One of
.. “the notable exceptions is. Oksaar(l972),,1n that work, Oksaar o -

reports on research using the semantic differential technique

(Osgood, Hofstdtter) in order to meashre intra- and irterlingual
differences (German;Swedish) in the area of connotative meaning.'
] Taking certain operational terms to demonstrate the approach,

- she comes to the following concluSion. the "competing" terms o /,~;\’
differ from each other in the two languages, interferences are
likely on the non-denotative meaning level of the second langueage, ,
the source of which lies in the influence of the mother tongue. ]
The extensive work done in bilingual lexicography heas not been,
as Gleason correctly points out, "deeply theory-informed work"

~  (1968:40)., The huge areafbﬁ\gsage still remains practically

’

Q . - - 6 .- - » ' .
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~ . to include_c« comperison of cultures as an integral part of contraetlve

L ‘ llngulstlcs, yet his example does not/ seem to have been pursued )
seriously. Thus the plcture of contrastive studles-today 18

o ) ' rather looslded - leanlng heavlly on the side of phonology,
o ‘ B moderately 1q911ned to syntax but,. (to mlx-metavhors ) leaving
entlre flanks of lex1cography, semantiés and Lsage almost oompletely

.o . . |

exposed., . . ) T .
"« .
1.7 Crltlcs of CA. PFor convenxenge of dlscu551on we may con51¢er the

mejor crlth;sms of CA under tvo heads (i) criticism of the .

o, . ) 'ﬂ predlctlons made by contrastive ana1y51s? and (11) cr1t1c1sm of
,",’

. ~the theoretlcal basis of CA. , : )
- S
o7 ,‘; “Cffitics of CA have argued that since native language inter- :

.-

e

o . ference is only one of the, sources of errpr, 1ndulglng in CA
. ‘ ewith avview to predlctlng d;fflcultles is mot .worth the time - . ,

' spent on it; moreover, they eargue, many of the dlfflcuitles

predlcﬁed by CA do not show up in the‘actual learner‘performance .

- 2 at all; on the other hand many: errors that do turn up are not
. predlcted by CA In the llght of this, they suggest, the ™’ if’~ o
only ver51on of CA that has any valldlty at all:-is the a posteriori
ver51on of CA, i.e., the’ role of CA should pe explanatory, restnlcted

to the recurrent problem areas.as revealed by error analysis,

g N ' rather‘than the & priori or predictive version (see Whitman and
" Jackson 1972 Gradman 1971, Leé 1968, Wilkins 1968, Richie 1971, _
: among others). come . . '

. L These, andkofher criticisms of (4 have been, in my opinion,
‘ ) aﬁly answered in JamES (1971). Suffice it here.to say-that the

‘ : proponents of» the strong version of CA are the first to éoncede “ e -

. that CA does not account for all errors, they never clalmed that ° 4

- it d1d Secondly, fhe non—occurrence of error does npt necessarlly
invalidate the’ predlctlon -"on the other hand, it may- qonflrm it
in that it provides evidence that the student is av01d1ng the use w i
of problematlc strucogaﬁa (cf. Corder 1973, Schachter 197H{ o

CA canriot merely be a subcomponent of EA because, for one thang, . » A
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vhet we need is not only a taxonomic classification of a corpus
of data but a ¢ Sfree the;ry of errors « —_—
. 45——;—-———- andQEZfsanother,- “predictive" CA brings to light areas
' ’ of .difficulty not even nqoticed by EA. (cf. Schachter l97h) More-

over,.the failure of the predictions of CA in partlcular instances

+ . does- not necessarlly 1nva11date the theoryfttself- a dlstlnctlon
oft®n lost 51ght of by the extremist critics of CA. After all,
there have been scores of instances in the published literature

of the last decade where the predictions of CA péve been borne

out by empirical results (see, for example Duskove 1969, Schechter
l97h Bieritz 1974, among others). George (1972) estimates.
that app;oximafely“one-thi;d of ell errorglmade by foreign, lang-
uag; learners cen be traced to native‘languagejinterference.
Thereforé‘ as Stockwell (%?68) says, as long.gs one of the vari-

ables that contribute to success or failure in language learning\

is the cé?flict betveen linguistic systems, CA has its place in
FL teaching methodology. The eritics of CA have not conclusively’
proved this is not so. If anything, recen£ developments
in the theory'and methodology-of EA and IL have explicitly in-
corporated the assumptlons and methodology of CA 'in their models
(see section 2. 3. h below). Saying that CA should be only one
component among others of FL ueachlng.methodology is not a ‘
criticism of CAL~ after all, it was meesnt to be exactly that.

' " . Those who have-attempté@;yp 'put CA in its place' may only have
. revealed their .own insecd?ity
The second ‘type of crltlclsm seeks to show’that given its

theoretical and methﬂaologlcal essumptions, CA is in principle

incepable of accounting for learner behavior. For ;nstance,_ C’
Hewm’k and Reibel (1968) contend thgt interference is an .
\otlose idea and that ignérance is the real cause of errors.

ulay énd Burt -(1972), among others, accuse CA of belng based on

behav1orlst cond1t1on1ng pripciple, which has now fallen on .
' evd] days.  Dickerson (197¥) says that CA, by denying the

'va ability' and the 'systematicity' charaéferlstlc of the
'g's output. is necessarily forCeﬁéto predict'caéegoritai{ (geq'non

! 1}

! N

.
\e - . . . 4 »
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' .The'argument-of Newmark and Reibel (1968) h;s beep:answered
by James (1971) and I shell not go into it heye. As for the
N éécond criticism, despite the authors' dismissal of Corder's
- arguéent‘ I think Corder (1967) is essentially correct in claiming
K that CA is not 1ncompat1ble with the generat1v1sts view of laoé—
' uage learnlng as a hypothesis tes?@ng protess. Only,v1th this
view the psychologlcal b331s of 'interference' would shlft to

-

something more like that of transfer of tralnlng, in that the ’
Tearner may be seid to select his experience with the learning,
s ©°f ozsu?ﬁ;éﬁgﬂiﬁg%&g%sagfuggeao£1fhe initiel hypotheses to bé
tested| As for the third cr1t1blsm (Dickerson 1974), it must )
" be grented that this is one of the most serious criticisms levelled
against CA, and calls for a deliberate response. At this point,
I shall content myself with a few observations. There is nothing o
' in the CA hypothesis thai denies the learner's languzge system- ' '
aticity: i fact, the very premise of prediétabiiity 6 the
‘ systematicity’of the learner's performance. The presence of
elements othér‘than those due to interlingual interference is, '
though correct, not a cr1t1C1sm of-CA per se. On the question
of varlablllty' it is true that none of the current models of .
»CA incorporates Fhls feature. After all, variability still
. remains & chailengexto descriptive linguistics as well, and
CA can only bé as good as the descriptions on which 1t is based.
Certalnly variability must be accounted for in synchropic descrip-
. tion as well as contrastive analysis. Selinker's 1ppre981onlst1c
- observations on the emergence of ‘'fossilized' elements in the
= learner s language under ¢ertain c1rcumstances is the first

step toward regognition and exploratlon of this important

C
aspect Sellnken 1972). Models of CA in the past have shown

considerable resilience, and clalms such as that variability : K
‘ anelysis :is the 'Waterloo of CA seem to be a bit premature at
this point. ' .. . , .

* 2.0 ERROR ANALYSIS )
2.1 Traditional EA. - Of the three areas of study under review, Error

Analysis (EA) has probably the longest tradition.  Yet, till

A

‘recently a typlcal EA went little beyond 1mpre881on18t1c collectlon
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of ‘common' errors and their texonomic clessification into tategorie~
(mistakes of aereement omission of articles, etc.). Little attemp®
was made eitker to define 'error' in a formally rlgorous end
pedagogically ‘insightful way or to systematlcally account for the
occurrence of errors either in llngulstlc or psychologlcal terms.,
Hence it is substantically correct to sey that ireditional EA was .

an ad hoc attempt to deal with the prectical needs 9f the class~

. ’
< | .

room teacher. - N

The goals of Traditional EA. The goels of traditionel EA were
purely prageatic — EA was conceived and performed fg{viﬁé 'feed
back} vaelue in degigning pedagogical metgrials end strategies.
It was believed that EA, by identifying the areas of difficulty
for the learner, could helﬁiﬁi) determining the sequence of
presentation of target items in textbook and classroom, with the

dlfflcult items following the easier ones; (ii) deciding the

relative degree of emphesis, explanation and practlce requlred in

putting across various items in-the target language; (111)
devising remedial lessons and exercises; and finally, (iv)
5°lecting items for testing the learner's proficiency. The

applled" empha51s in this approach to error is obvious.

.2 The methodology The methodology of EA, in so far ag traditional

EA cen be said to have followed a uniform method at all, coqslsted

of the followjing steps: o .

1. collection of data (either from a ﬂi‘ree . composition
by students on a given theme or from exémlnatlon answers);

. iu g
5, with varying
e linguistic #

he tesk, with

-

2. identification of errors (1abellin
degree of precision depending on t
- - sophistication brought to bear on;

é respect to the exact nature of thef deviation, e.g.,

. ) - )‘6
dengling preposition, anamolous sequence of tenses, )
etc.J; i . §

‘ - ’%' DAY

‘3, classification into error types (e.g.errors of’
" egreement, articles, verb:{orms, ete.); ’

L, statement of relative freguency of error types,

~ 5. identification of the areas of dlfflculty in the
target language;

t .

. 6. therapy (remedial drills, lessohs, etc.). .

1
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While the above methodology is rnoughly representative of the majority

of error analyses in the tradltlonal framework, the more sophisti~ .

cated investigations (for example, Rossipal 1971, Duikova 1969)
went further, to include one or both of the following:

(i) analysis of the source of errors (e.g., mother
tongue interference, overgeneralization,. 1ncogglstenc1es
in the spelling system of the TL, etc.). :

(ii) determination of the degree of disturbance caused 1
by the error (or the seriousness .of the error in 4 -
terms of communication, norm, etc.).

Notice thaf the inclusion of the two tasks Just mentioned brings
with it the possibility of making EA brosdbased and evolving a
theory of errors. This possibility, however, has only recently

begun to ‘'be explored.
2.2 Resurgence of Interest in FA. It was with the advent of CA and its e

: claim to predict and explain (some major types of) errors that
serious‘interegt began to be teken in EA. Although in the
beginning, CA with its relatively sophisticated linguistic

e apparatus and the strong claim to predict a majorlty of errors

. in second languege learning seemed to condemm EA to obsolescence,
as the claims of CA came to be tested against empirical data,
scholars realized that there were many kinds of errors besidéo ,
those due to interlingual interference that could neither be
'predicted nor ‘explained by CA. This led to renewed interest
in the.possibilities of EA. The claim for using EA as a-primary
pedegogical tool was based on three_ arguments: (1) EA doéé not
suffer from the 1nhe§ent llmltatlon of CA --restriction to errors
caused by interlingual transfer: EA_brlngs to light many other
types of e:fors frequently made by learners, for exampig, intra-
language errors such as over generalization, iénoranoe of rule
reStfictions, iocomplete application of rules, hypothesizing false
conoepts, etc. bésides other types of errors earising from the
particular teaching.and learning strategy employed (cf. Richards
19712). (2) EA, unlike CA, provides data on actual, attested
problems and not- Lypothetical problems and therefore ;orms a L

% ' more efficient and economical basis for degigning podagogibal -

otrategies (Lee 1968). (3). EA is not confjsgted with the complex

17




A * ’

‘ . \
‘\

3 ’

theoretical problems enébuntered by CA (e.g., the problem of
equivelence, see section 1.5. 2) (Werdhaugh, 1970).
j Based on arguments such as these, some scholars (e. 8-
'Wilkins 1968) have argued that there is no necessity for a prior
comparison of gramnars &nd that en error-based analysis is
equally satisfactory, more fruitful, and less ‘time consuming".
:Tﬁe experimental evidence, the little that there 1s: however,
does not slpport such an extreme position. The investigations in
Dudkove (1969), Benathy and Medarasz (1969), ‘Richards (1971b)
and Schachter (1974), among others, reveal that just as there sre
errors that are not handléd by CA, there are those that do*not
surface in EA, and that hes its role as a testing ground for
the.predicﬁions of Ce/é:Eiell as to suPplement the results of CA.
2.3 The reorientaiton,ﬁélEA At the seme time that the extendeaqgomain

of EA vis-a-vis 'A came to be apprec1ated g development took -
place, largely as & result of the 1n51ghts of British linguists
and th9se 'nfluenced by them, (Coraer l961,:l97la l971b3 1973,
197Lh, evens l970 Selinker 1969 l972 Riékards 1971a, 1971b,
1973) Ahich has ndt only reVolutionized the whole concept of EA,
but/also opened up én exc1t1ng aree of research cogponly referged
tp es Interlanguage. Althcugh in the current literature the
distinction betwéen ?\ EA and 2 Interlangnage
is not alweays clear, we will, for the purposekof'this paper,
study the developments in two parts those diregtly relevant to
. the theory ‘and practice of error - analysis in this part and
those %av1ng to do with Interlanguage in the next

On the notion of 'error'. P1t~Corder, in his’ 1nfluent1al paper =
(Corder 1967), suggested a néw vay of looking at the errors mede
by the learmer of & second lan§£ageu He justified the proposed
revision in viewpoint on the basis of "the substantial similarities
between the st{gtdgies employed by the infant YTearning his native
lagguage and those" of the setond, languege learner" The~notion

of -'error', he argued, is a'function of the traditlonal practice

* . to teke a tgifher-centered v;evpoint tovithe. learner g performance,

and to Judge A_ in terms of tme norms of the TL. Aé~——————:::3
<Prom the perspective of the language 1earner, the obs®rved deviations

o
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are no more ‘errors' than the first avprox1mations of a child
learnlng hﬂs;mother tongue are errors.” Like the child struggllng

-to'acqulre has lankuage, the se€ond langusge learner is also trying
- out successive hypotheses ebout the nature of the TL,
and from this viewpoint, the learner's "errors" (or hypotheses)
are "not only inevitable but are a necessary' part of the languege g
learning processzl 'l ’

2.3.2 Errors vs Mistakes. At this point, Corder introduces an important
distinction between 'errors' and 'mistakgk' "Mistekes ard deviatfions
due to performence fectors such as memory limitations (f -2 mlstakesf
in the sequences of tenses and agreement in long* sentences), spelllng
pronunciation, fatigue, emotional strain, etc. They are typlcélly
rapdom and aré“readlly corrected by the learner when hlsfattent1on
is drewn to them. 'Errors' on the other hand, Corder argues, are

" systematic, consistent devianpies characteristic of the learnmer's
linguistic system at e glven tage of learn7ng "The key-: p01nt ’
Corder asserfs, ctee .

is that the learner-is using & definite system of
language at every polnt in his development, although
it is not...that ofythe second language...The learner's .
errors are ev1denc§Jof this system and are themselves

systematic. (1967
Corder proposed the term “trensitional compétence" t6 refer to
the intermediate systems conatructed ‘by the leerner in the process
of his language learning: : ' >
. 2.3. 3 The goals of EA. Given this redefinition of the.notion of error,
yit follows that ‘the ~goals of EA as conceived previously also
o tA need to te redeflned I\Corder ) makes g distinction between
the-theoretical and applied goals of EA. EA has too often, he
argues,’ concerned {tselr exclu31vely with the 'appl;ed' goal of
¢orrecting and eradlcatlng the learner s erfors at the expense of
the more'meortant and loglcally prior task of evolving an
egplanatory theory of learner performgnce. The study of the
systematic errors made by the learners of a TL yields valuable
. insights 1nto the” nature of language learnlng strategies and '
hypotheses empldyed by learners and the .nature of the

intermediate 'functional communicative systems' or languages -

#
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constructed by them, i’ Thns the "theoretical" aspect of EA is

as worthy of study in and of itself as is that of Chlld languege
acquisition and can, in turn, provide insights 1nto the process

of languege acoulsltlon in genersal. .

The data and‘nethod of EA. Ve have already noted Corder's distinction
between 'mistekes' and '‘errors'. Corder proceeds to point out that
not all errors are overtly observable; i:e,, the traditionel re-
liance on obvioue\ observeble deviations in the learner's productive
use of the TL is not a relieble procedure for data-collection
purposes. The ‘'covertly erroneons' utterences, i.e., utterances

thet are superficially well-formed and ecceptable, but are produced

by a set of rules different from those of the TL (e.g.,"I want to = _

_know the English'lin the sense OXX’I went to learn English" *should

also be considered part of the data for EA, Learner performances,

nay also be right "by chance", i.e., due to holophrastic learning

- or systematlc avoidence of problem structures. All this goes to

show that learner errors - overt or covert - "are not properly to Be
regerded q§ rlght or wrong in themselves® but only as evidence of

a right or wrong»system . (Corder 1973:274). Hence, the object
of.EA is to describe the whole of the learner's linguistic system

end to compare it with that of the TL. "That is .why error

enalysis is & brand of comparativg linguistic study.” (ivid.)"

As Corder correctly observes, the rucial element in describing
the learner's syetém is the correct nterpretation of the learner's
utterances. This is to be done: he safs, by reconstructing the
correct utterance of the TL,matching the 'erroneous' utterance

with~its equivalent in the learner's native language. If this

. can be done by asking the learnmer to exprees his intentions in

the mother tongue (the translation gueranteeing its appropriateness),

then it is an authoritative réconstruction. If the learner is not
available for consultation, and the investigator has tQ_relyson his

knowledge of the learner's system, his intentions, etc., then it

éen only be called plausible reconstruction. (b. 27h) e

On the basis of this data, the 1nvest13ator can reconstruct the
learner's linguistie syqtem. This is to be complemented withr a
psychological explanation’in terms of the learner's strategies’

pnd .the process of learnjng. (See section 3.2).

20




2.4 Is the notion of error obsolescent?

|
|
|
|
e proposed change in the ;
d attltude toqardL}earner 5 devient utteyances raises several 1mport- .i
‘ant questions from the pedagogical poiht of view. Since the i

assumptions underlying the current appycach to FA and the study 6f
Interlanguage are identical, I shall piiiwne discussion of these
questions until after we have examined he ‘concept of IL in more
detail. In this section, I shall merel p01nt out some of the ",
issues that need to ée clarified in the|new framework of EA.

For ome thing, we need criteria tv diétinguish between
productive systematic deviations from n ~productive but never- %

theless systemetic deviations in the lealner's performance, in order

to meke learning more efficient. Secon y;_;é need criteriz to .« —
determine the seriousness of 'errors' in|terms of the degree of
disturbance #o effectivée communication (Entelligibility,etc.)
caused by them. Thirdly, we need to re comine the notion of errors
4 in the context of second language teaching, éspecially in those R
settings where the primery object of leprning & second language
is'not so much to communicate with the [native speakers of that z,
and where full-fledged,

jes of a TL are in wide

language‘ but for 'internal' purp05es,

_fuqctlonally adequate non-native var1
use (for example, English in India; s ;BKachru(;97€9) It is
es that EA will have &
e shall teke up these

only when we. have clarlflgd thege is
( . pedagogicaliy useful role to play.

’ questions again in section 3.6.

3.0 INTERLANGUAGE: The successive 1lin

- T lconstrucfs on his way to the maste

referred to aé 'idiosyncratic d1ale ts' (Corder 19713), 'approxi-

matiye systems' (Nemser 197h9 and '‘Enterlanguages' (Selinker 1969).

L]

istic systems that a learmer .

of a TL have been variously

The term 'Interlanguage' is becomi established in the current

literature on the subject possibly] because it is neutral as to .

the directionallty of attitude: thF other’ tyo terms imply & .

- TL-centered perspective. ) o - g
. Xy
. The term Interlanguage (IL) sepms to be eppropriate also for i
indetermina .
the following reasons: (1) 1t éaptures the 4 " status of

the learner's system between hls native language and the 7Ly (2) it

represents the "atypical repidity" with which $he 1earner 8 language .

' \.)‘ + ' - -
|




changes, or its instability; (3) focussing on the term 'lahguage',

it expliciély recoénizas the rule-governed, systematic nature of

the learmer's performaace, and iFs adequacy as & functional cqommun- .

cative system (from the learner's point of view, at least). .
The single most important influence om the study of IL

phcnomena haes been.the findings of the (post-generative) studies

of child language acquisition (see Cook 1969, 1973). In a sense,

the progression from traditional EA to the concept of IL may be )
gpeech ’ medel

said to parallel the shift from the "‘53‘2370‘?“":“ /\of child
1anguage to the recent study of the stages of child language
acun.s:Ltlon in sui generis, terms. The eavlier voded

treated the child's speech as a fruncaked telegraphlc version of
edult language and proceg¥ed to derive the chllo's utterances by’
means of deletion rules operating on the adult system, just as EA
looked upon the secopd'language learner's p ,formance as '"inadequate

approxlmatlons of the TL norm". Recent studies in child language

(p(‘%rown ‘973) .acqulsltlonthave recognized the absurdity of describing the child -

3.1 IL: assumptions. Defining en

as possessmg a',.‘the rules of the adult language together With a
ﬁusplclously large number of deletion rules. Thé current approach
treats child language learnlng as @& progress1on of self-contalned

1nternally structured systems, getting increasingly s1m11ar to the

‘st

adnlt language system. 'This was egsentially the approach advocated -
as early as 194l by Jakobson:7 The paralﬁéllsm between this change
of approach in developmental psychollngulstlés and the change from
tradltlonal EA to the concept of IL is 2bv1ous. .

"approximative system" (La) as a.

"deviant linguistic system actaglly:employed by the.learner attempting :

to utilize the target language;g Nemser (1971a) states the assumptions .

underlying the concept of Lg' sé : ©

’ ...Our assumption is thrgeofold: {1) Learner speech at a given
time is the patterned prdduct of a linguistic system, L ,
distinct from LS and LT [theﬁource and the target langtaiage]
and ‘interhally structured. ,;(2) La s at successive stages
of learning form an evolving series, Lgi....n, the earliest

" occurring when a ledrner first attempts to use ‘LT, the most
advanced at the closest approach to,LT... {3) In a given
contact situation, the La's of learners at the same stage of
proficiency roughly coincide, with mejor varlatlons ascribable’
to differences in learning experlence. ‘.

l
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3.2

Similar views are put forth by. Corder (1967, 1971a), Selinker
(1969, 1972) and Richards (1971b, 1973). '
Toward an explanatory theory of IL. Selinker (1972) has proposed

a theoretical fremework in order to account for IL phenomena in

second language learn1n§:f::>
CZ—— According to Selinker, the most crucial fact that any descrip-

-

tion of IL must account for is the phenomenon of fossilization.
-3

Fossilizable linguistic phenomena ere linguistic items,
rules, and subsystems which speakers of a perticular NL
will tend to keep in their IL relative to a particular

TL, no matter what the age of the learmer or amount of
explanation or instruction he receives in the TL. (p. 215)

In order to account for this phenomenon, Selinker posits the

existence of a genetically determined latent psythological structure

. (@ifferent from Lenneberg's 'latént.lipguisticsstructure') "which ’

is activated Whenever an adult attempts to produce meanings, which
he may have, in a second language he is learning." (p. 229) This
latent psychological structure contains five central processes

(1angwage transfer, transfer of training, strategies of second

language learning, strategles of second language communication,

and overgenerallzation of TL llngulstlc material) and & few mlnor
ones (e.g., hypercorrectlon, speillng pronunciation, c0gnate
pronunc1at10n holophrase learning, etc. )\ Each process, he SUggests,
"porces fossilizable material upon surface IL utteranceé, controlling
to a very large extent, the surface structures of these sentences"

(p. 217). It follows from this that "eafh of the analyst's predic-

tions as to the shape of IL utterances should be associated with one

or more of these...processes." (p. 215)

Before p}oceeding to consider the suggested methodology for

descrlblng ILs in terms of ‘the processes listed above, 1t may be

" fruitful to clarify some of the terms used to refer to the. processes. .

'Language trensfer' is of cqurse, self—exg}anatory. So is
'overgeneralization' (e.g., 'What did he intendltd'say?’)[
"Transfer. of training' is dlfferent “from either of these, and refers
to cases such as the one whexe Serbo-Croatlans find it hard to use ,
the Ke/ghe distinction in English correctly, due to the presentation

of drllls in textbooks and classroom exclugively with he and never

\ . L. . ¢
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with she. An example of a 'second-language leérn{ng strategy’
would be the tendency to reduce the T to a simpler system' .
(e.g., omission of function words, plural markers’, etc.). ‘'Setond-

lenguage comﬁanication strategy'! refers to the tendency to stop

‘learning once the learner feels he hes attained 2 'functional

competence' in the TL, or that certain elements in the TL are not

crucial for effective communication.

Methodology for studying IL systems."?oth Selinker (l9722fand Corder
(1971b, 197h4) agree that since ILs are internally patterged autonomous
systems, the data for IL shéuld be based on sources otherithan

those used in conventional EA. Selinker argues that

the only observable data from meaningful performance in

* controlled situations’ (as opposed to classroom drills
and experiments with non-sense material) we can establish
as relevant for interlingual identifications .are (1) utter-
ances in the learner's native language (NL) produced by %
the learner; (2) IL utterances produced by the learner; and
(3Y TL utterances produced by tHe native speakers of that
TL. (p. 21k) : , ‘

As opposed to Selinker who feels that "the analyst in the
interlinguel domain cannot rely on intuitive grgmmatical Jhdge-
ments since he will gein information about another system...i.e.,
the Tt"_(p. 213, footnote 9); Corder (197k) does not con;ider this
a drawback, because the judgements of the learner~wili give crucial
inférmation on wha? hggthinks, is the norm of the TL, thus (unr
cousiously) reveaiing his own IL system. -

IL: The Eﬁﬁirical‘Evidence. Nemser (197fa) provides some arguments
for the structural independence of IL from the NL and Tﬂ systems.

Based on his study of‘tgehacquisition of English pﬁnnoiogy by .
Hungarian learners (published tersion, Nemser 1971b), he points

out .that the learner's IL ti) exhibfts freqﬁedt end systematic - .
occurrence of elements not gttributable to either the learner's

NL or the TL; (ii) constitutes a system‘éxhibiting true internal
coherence when studiéd in sui geneéis terms. Supporting his geéond
assumption (with regard to the evolutionary stages), Nemser notes
that the amount and type of deviation in the suécessive stages of’
language learning varies systematically, the earliér stagés being

cheracterized by syncreticism (under differentiation), while the’

’
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later stages are marged by -processes of re1nterpretat10n hyper-

.24‘.

- correction, -ete, In‘érder to account for the~systemat1c1ty of
4
: deviant forms (or the;g ‘fossilization' at a given stage), Nemser

* p051ts the pday of two orces: demands of communiéation force the

establishment of phonoigglcal, gremmaticel) and lexical categories,

‘and the demands of econggz force the imposition of the balance and

order of the llngulstlcﬁﬁystem. ! .

Richards (19Tle, 19?1b), extrapolating from the results of EA
K in various second languaégxlearnlng situations, shows that many ofﬁ
. *  the 'deviant' forms produ 1& by learners can be accounted for in
terms of one or more of tﬁ processes posited by Sellnker.

The acid test for thg& L hypothe51s would be, of course,
longitudinel studies of’second language learnlng. This task is
made extremely compllcated by what hasL?een.referred té
as the 1nstab111ty of the learner s IL. In this difficult eree

of research, the only study to have ‘'appe&red to date is Dickerson

. 197h. . PR K
. . ) . h\\\,///-\w
' ) In her study of, the acquisition of selected consonant sounds
of Engllsh by & group of Japanese learners, Dickerson demonstrates
that the learner s output at every stage is both systematic and"
‘ variabie; the variability being a function of the internal linguistic
- environment ‘of the sounds &s well as the external style stratifica-
tgzl\ tion. ' Dickerson's use ofLPabov1an var1ab111ty model to the study
' of languege acquisition is significant for at least two reasons:

- (i) methodologically, it is ideally suited for the study of mani-
festly unstable language phenomena such as learners' 1ntermed1ate
systems; and (ii) theoretically, it prov1des ‘a more plau51ble
explanatory acconnt of the so—called~'backslld1ng to IL norm nobed
by Selinker and many others in the .performance of language -learners.

st 3& is obvious %‘*‘ the studies reported above
seenm to provide at Jbest partial ev1dence for the IL hypothe51s.
o What the study of IL needs is empirical ev1dence valldatlng each
of the psycholoéical constructs, posited by Selinker. This task
# © s 1mpeded at present by the lack of a rigorous dtscovery
procedure that. can unamblguously identify whether a given utterance )

. 25
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in the 1léarner's IL is broduced by the'operation of one process &s
“egeinst anothér. As long as we lack such procedurea, the greater

) _explanatory power cldimed for IL'will remain no more ekplanatory.

! thok q? thanLthe much maligned lists of errors organized into error-types. )
\ 3.5 IL-in relation to CA and EA. At this point, we may pause to consider

’ ) in what respects, if any; the theory and methodology of IL dlffer

from those of the two other approaches to learner performance -
. a " in this peper, and to try, to asseas whether . .
- this dlfference actually amounts to an 1mprovemeﬁt.
The most obvious dlfference, of course, ig in the attltude

toward learner performence, especially toward the 'errors'. - While

CA per se does not teke any position on this issue, traditional

EA considers errors to be harmfuI and seeks to eradlcate them;

in the framework of IL, the dev1at10ns fr0m the TL norm ere treated

as expqQnents of the learner s system. )

. o Secondly-—-and perhaps this is the most important difference —

whlle CA is concerned exclusively with that aspec of the learner's
) ' performance which can be correlated with the similarities in hls
© native language,r IL avoids thls llmltatlon. 'NL 1nterference is
only one of the explanatory tools 1n the repertorle of the IL
- investigator. -Thus IL is explanatorlly‘more powerful in as much
as it includes the explanatory power of CA and extends beyond tt.
v ) Methodologically, IL ﬁap_be said to incorporate the assumptions

. of both CA and EA. Vhile CA contrasts the learner's NL and the TL,

.

and conventional EA involves contrast between- the learner‘s

' performance arid the TL, IL takes all three systema into account,
. explicitly 1ncorporat1ng the oontrastlvé analysxs of the learner 's o
i IL with both. his NL and '‘the~TL. The difference is that in IL
the contrastive analy51s is an 1n1t1a1 fllterlng device, making
wey for the testing of hypotheses aboutMthe other determinants

of the learner's language. " ' .
3.6. Pedagogical Implications. It is perhaps too early to expect concrete

suggestions for practical classroom teaching and preparation of

materials based on the assumptlons of the new approach to EA and
the study of IL .Yet one may w1§h to at least speculate on the “

¢ possible pedagogical 1npllcat10ns of the recent gtudies, if only
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to generate conﬁroversy

A major outcome of the apnllcatlon of IL studies to FL pedLgogy_
would be a radical change in the teacher's attitude toward the
learner's performance {cf. Corder 1967, Cook 1969, Richards 197la).
~In perticular, the teacher should'give up the unreasonable expecta-
tion of TL performance from the learnér from the very start. Insteead,
: as Dickerson ° suggests, he is asked to "expect variability",
to measure the learner's attempts not ifk ferms of the TL vs non-TL

oyposition, but in terms of the "proportion of TL and non-TL verients"

¢ ST Labov 1969,  among others), the pedagogical problems posed by them

eyhskc/Skuﬁc- in the leerner's performance in a given[situation. From this it
tinguiste 7/ po110ys that the so-called back-sliding to the IL norm does not,

u“

1nd1cate regression but a natural sensitivity to style differences.
This in turn suggests that the tradltlonal monolithic forrtiat of

- proficiency tests should give way to a more fleiible, multi-factor

’ forﬁat, sampling leerner performence in various s$tyles and sﬁructuﬂTﬁL

-

- enyzr ents.

’ A similaer ‘chenge-in v1ewpo;nt s also warranted ig decldlng on

/the model of 1nstruct10n (and consequently the norms of correctness)
in those second, language (or dlaxpct) learning cbntex¥s where indige-

nous non-native varieties of a'TL or "non-standerd" native varieties

«:X\, Black English in the U.S. are cases in point. While the systemati-

g 'ﬂ?%gx of the TL are in wide use. English inLIndia and West Africa, and

s S city, contextual determination and -functional adequacy of these

* Yarieties have been recognized for some time now (see Kachru 1966,

b4

ere only recently being ap;éreciated. Richards (1972) suggests that

e ,*  these varieties are properly to be regerded as Interlanguages which '

have developed as a result.of the partlcular 800181 contexxs‘bf . o

theix learning end use. In these contexts,.he suggests, we need

- '_N" \go dlstlngulsh not only between ‘errors' vs 'mon-errors' but also

' between errors' (and ‘deviations' » in the sense.of Kachru(l966)

\Acqordlng to Kachru, ‘deviations' are explalnable in terms of the
soclo-cultural context in which English functions in India, while .
'errors' are breaches of the linguistic code of English. Richards
points out the. rélevance of this distinction in secoﬁgygorelgn {

e ~

language teachlng: "in the forelgn language settlng » he observes,

-
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all differénces between the learnmer's use of English and oversees
Engtish are miste%es (= errors) or signs of incomplete learaing"
(p. 182), there is no scope for 'deviations' here, whereas in a

second lenguage setting deviations (in the segse just defined) eare

"reflections of interlingual creativity" (p.181). Given this distinc-

tion, it follows that questions of imstructional model, etc. are

to be decided keeping in mind the pragmatfcs of languege use in
such contexts (cf.i'xachru 19786). 'If the. TL is to be used primarilg
for communicating vith other members of the interlingual community
and only very marginally for communicating with the native speskers
of the Tﬁ,~one wonders if the enormous time, effort and resources
expended on polishing the t's, d's, 6's and Ds of the learners is.

justified. Thus the notion, of 'error' in such learning contexts

.
.

needs a redefinition.
This does not mean that teachers are asked to ebandon comparison

of the learner's language with the norms of the TL altogether, and,
replace the notion of error with that of interlanguage. On the

contrary, as Zyatiss (l97h) remarks, a pedagogically orlented

‘description of the learner's ﬁanguage is "always contrastive and
\ eventua{lz evaluative" (p..23%). This viewpoint is shared by

Richards (1971b), who agrees that we still need the notion of 'errors'

¢

and to 'correct' them,

simply because speech is linked to attitudes and social
structure. Deviancy from grammatlcal or phonological norms
of a speech community elicits evaluational reactions that

may classify a person pnfavorably (p. 21)
To sum up some of the problems ralsed in thls section and in

.

section 2. h, if the proéposed reorlentatlon in the perspective &
toward learner s e*rdrs is to be pedagoglcally useful, we need to =
clarify the fbllowlng (i) the cr1ter1a to distinguish betweed

errors which are productive hypotheseswand errors result1ng from

. false generalizations; _£if} the methodology to clearly identify

the sources of errors in terms of the processes'outlined in
3.2; (iii) a hierarchy of types of errors in terms of their
disturance to effective communication and ettitudinal reactions;
and finally (iv) the notion of 'error' vs acceptable 'ceviations'

in zecond languege ledrning conbexts.

28 . ﬂ B
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CONCLUSION: In the course of this paper, I have attempted to show . i
that CA, EA and IL m=2y be looked upon as three evolutionarv phases %
in the attempt to understend and explain the nature of the TL learcer's ]
perforsience. This 'evolution' may be said to involve an extenslon 1
of perspective in meny ways - in the attitude toward the learner : 4
“errors', in the explanatory hypotheses regardlng the source(s) of
the 'errors', in the data considered relevant for study and in the
suggested methodology. In other words, the epproach towara the . o
--learner's performance Has become more broad-based im trying to come
up with an explanatory account why the TL learper spesks and writes-
the way he does. ) . . ,

Unfo?tunately, the proposed reorientation in_theory has not
brought with it a sufficiently rigdrous methodological apparatud
comparable to that of CA. Consequently, while one readily grants
that an explanatory account of the TL learner's language must
ipclude other components besides interlinguel interference, CA
. gtill remains the only rigorously worked out component of the theory.
fhe next few years will probably see a_flurry of pfoposals for
the study of the role of the other major and minor 'processes'

claimed to influence the nature of the TL learner's performance,

.
-

FOOTNOTES

4

2. I em grateful to Professors Bra} Kechru and Yamuna Kachru for
their suggestioné on an earlier version of this paper. My - P
thanks are also due to Mr. Ahmad Siddiqui for his help in
preparlng this. paper.

2. See, for example, the following: George Yhitworth: Igdian
Fnglish: an exemindtiol of the errors of idiom made by )
Indians in writing English. (Letchworth, Herts, 1907); 1
v . T.L.N. Péarse-Smith: English errors in Indlan schools
(Bombay, 1934); F.Q. French, Common Errors in English
, (London, 1949). .

3. The possipility of evolving a scientific theory of tranclation
that could, in turn, be used in machine translation, has veen
one of the additional motivations for pursuing CA- see - Catrord

{1965). ' 8
L. cf: Stweet (1899): "There is ahcther class of difficu}ties v f
wvhich may be regarded as partly external, pertly interu:l - .

v ’ -
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those which-depend on the relatiots of the foreigm lenguege
to the leerner's native languesge, especially as regards
similerity in vocabulery and structure.” (p. 53-4 in the 196k
edltlon) Sweet varned egainst the formation.of wrong
"eross-associations" across seemingly similer items in "closely 1
allied langueges". Jesnersen recognized HL 1nterference, ‘
but edvocated ccmparatlve enalysis only as an "interesting" |
edjunct to the main tdsk of teaching the TL. "Compr:isons i
between the languages which the pupils know, Zor the purpose . 1
of showing their differences of economy in the use of liag- ~
7 : uistic means of expression...may often bzcome very interesgting, i
especially for advenced students...The teacher mey call
attention to the inconsistency of the langueges; what is
dictinciiy expressed in one case is in wnother cese not
designeted by cny outward sign (haus }Zuger... sheep: sheep)”
. (Jes crsen, 1904 : 135)<—, . : .-
CH.E. raiver deals ac com# length with the “"illematimnte"
cvbstitirions rade ty English learners :n spe-king krench -
in phonolovgy, iexis ond graraar. He ai-o recognizez cases
cl positive trcnsfer. Hovcver, L2 ste'rly warns aZzzinst
“the tewrlation to replace habit-formin~ by e-alysis and
s..athecis (of problem 1te':'.'>1 " (Pabwmer, 1964 - 53) ..

5. T.is viev seems to derive from Iado (1957:2): ™Those elements /
thet are simiiar to his naiive leaguage will hie simrler for
hir:, and thosc elements that are diffevent wiil be diffidult."”

: . R : e
<. Bouton (1976) points out that the universal base hypotheses W

and the notion of equiivalence in the sense of Kreszowski ere
zot strictly coupatible.

—

7. See Jakobson (1941).°, In the words of Fergusén (1968), ‘
. - M"...Jakobson made clear the ‘notion that & child's language . ,
“is always a coherent system (although with more margindl : : ,
- . features and fluctuation than adult language) and that -
the development of a child's language may profltably be -
regarded as a succession of stages, just as the history
§ G of a language may. be." . . )
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