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ABSTRACT
Evaluation of a bilingual's proflciency in a second
language . (S) should consider.the extent to which his performance is
influenced by his competence in his native or primary language (P),
An evaluation of proficiency in an S language should reflect the
intuitions of S's native speakers. It is found that native speakers
do not regard ‘all instances of interference in S usage of their '
mother tongue as equally deviant from its P usage. This study looks
at the nature and depth of interference in S Afrikaans usage by
native English speakers, and the attitudes tovards this interference.
A differential tolerance of interference is described, applying to
the phonological, syntactic, and lexical levels of Afrikaans. Cases
of interference recognized as maximally deviant are of the low *
tolerance type, while minimally deviant cases are of the high "
tolerance type..Two principles underlie this differential tolerance:

11nguist1c distance determines that the use of an element or- ruleynot

found in P usage will result in low tolerance interference, and
vice-versa; stylistic connotation determines that interference

- coinciding with strongly marked stylistic or sociolinguistic variants

in P usage will result in low tolerance, and vice-versa. The latter
principle outweighs the former. (CLK)
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Any attempt to evaluate a- b111ngual's pgof1c1ency in a se-
'cond or fo{elgn language S must, 1nter a11p, take into account »

the extent to which his. performance xn $ is -influenced By his

: competence in his native or primary language P, i.e. ‘the extent

to which his use qf S suffers 1nterference from P. -~ ‘

-

Llngulstlc performance presupposes the two przmary skill's
of speaklng and listening, but frequently also encompasses the

tve derlvatlve skills of .writing and readlng. Since these four

tskllls invelve dlfferent neurological strategies it is normal

n~_'

even for monollnguals and P users of a language to perform more -

eff1c1ently in some of these than in the others. "This applies

even more to S usage: a bilingual's performance in S usually,
[ 3

suffers more interference in some skills than in others.

‘ Iﬁ'this paper I will be concerned with fhterference in
speaking’an S language.” I cannot claim that what I 'have to

say will also apply to the receptive skills, llstenlng and

-reading, or ‘even to the other productive skill, writing, al-

though one would expect the conclusions to have athleaet some

" validity in the case of the latter.

If an evaluation of proficiency in an ‘S language is to

EALTH,

ue
have psychological validity it must reflect or approximate ;gg
the intuitions of native speakers on its S usage, i.e. it 'Esg
must:approach as closely as pose%ble'the native speaker's ;gg
intuitive judgments on how much a particuf&f example of S §§§

2

usage of his language devrates from normal P usage. It.is

-possible, in pr1nc1ple if not always in practlcq to quantlfy

#fthe amount or degree of 1nterferenco in a given sample of S
speech. Howetver, such 5 qoantification will not necossarilf_
correlate with the native speekerfs intuitive evaluation of
the same sample of speech, since hg;\all instances of bilin-
gual interference are: felt to be equally deviant from P usage.
The validity and usefulnese ok a'proficiency test can there-
fore be questioned if it provides a‘ﬂere‘quantyfative measure
of deviance which is not related to acceptability By native

speakers. . .

That native speakers do not fegard all instanced of inter-

ference in S usage of thcir mother tongue as equally deviant

form P usage became clear to me when 1 had the¥%pportunity to

2 ' <
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‘rkaans usage by speakers of P Engllsh..

l' -

‘fexam1ne71arge number of tapes on whrch nat1ve\§peakers of var:ous
' formsof English spoke AL jkKaans. (These two languages are the.
) off;cxal languages of . the Republic of South ATrnca) My pUr-, 9

pose was to study the nature and depth of 1ntorforencc in S Air1~

i
3 =

The tapes were f1rst lisfened to with a view to determine .

- how. many 1nstances of phonetlc and phonologlcal 1nterference
". could be identified in a normal ‘listeping situation. This was

- féllowed by a contrastlve}of Engllsh ‘and Afrlkaans phonology in

an attempt to determine how many. of these 1nstances could be pre-
dicted. It was‘fouqé that qﬁite a'few cases of interference preé
dicted by the contrastive analysis and actually occhrring in the
corpus had'not'been'deteeted.in the listening ;ituation. This

could only mean that these cases were not felt by native users

of Afrlkaans to be significantly d1ffegent from P usage. The

. question then arose how this phenomenon, which could be called

differential tolerance of interference, could be acq'ﬁ%ted for.

AN

The rcactions of various native speakers of Afrikaans to
S ; P .

interference by English were then tested and it was found that

_ there was a surprising consistency in the way in whichLinterfer—

ence was evaluated as more or less deviant from P usage. It
was found, moreover, that differential tole£ance also applled -

to the lewvels of syntax and the lexicon.

I have not<%een able to make a systematic and exhaustive
analysis of all cases of interference wich could be predicted
on the basis of a contrastive analysis; only a few strikKing
cases were investigated. The conclusions I have to offer*are
therefore oﬁla precliminary nature and. will have to be confirm-
cd by a morc‘comprohensivc investigation, such as 1 hope to un-

dertake in the near future.

'

The term tolerance as used in this paper refers to lati-

tudes of acceptability in the S usage of a language by speakers

of the same P language, and not to attitudes to interference in
S usage by speakers of different P languages. Tolerance in the
sense .that seme forms of S usage of a language are tolerated

more than others 1is, df course, also a sociolinguis?ic phenome-

non which has to be accounted for. Native spcakers of Afrikaans

for example, tend to find interference of their language by the

closely related Dutch to be less pleasing, more irritating as it
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.were, than interference hy the more dxstant Englxsh or the to-

- “ -

tally unrelated Bantu- languages. Again, interference of Afr1~_ . .
kaans by‘au Afrlcan tongue is  found less diéturbing’than inpter- -
ference .by Engl1Th.. Clearly, this kind of tolerance, which.I

will call inter-langu ge~tolerance,\15 conditioned by- such fac-

tors as 1nter-group attitudes, frequency of occurrence, familiari-

ty, cultural d1stance, etc. : o .

Intra-langnage tolerance, as the subJect under d1scu351on

may be called is clearly" a matter of degree,. and 1t can be

spread over a- continuous scale ranging from cases of 1nterfer—

efice which are not recognlze§ a8 deviant to .cases which are

regarded as maximally deviant. For practical purposes, however,

it seemsjsgfficient to disti;guisch between, on the one hand,
interference tending towards the minimum or zero eno of'the scale -
and, on the o\her, 1nterference which clusters around the maxi=- ¢ \;;/’

mum end. The former may be spid to be of the high tolerance

tvpe and the latter of the low tolerance type. 'High" and "low"

are relative terms, and a particular case of interference can
therefore only be saiE\to have high or low tolerance relative

to other cases of tolerance.

It seems possible to relate differential tolerance of bi -
1in§ual interference to two underlying principles. The first :

is fte purely linguistic prirnciple of linguistic distance. It

determines that the use of an element or the application of a-
pule which is not found, or has no analogue in P usage will re-

sult in interference of the low tolerance type.

’

Speakers of South African English, for example, tend to use

a fricative or sonorant [ } instead of a trilled [ ] when speak-
ing Afrikaans. This is felt by native speakers of Afrikaans to
be typical of a "heavy English accent'", obvipusly because it is
never heard in P usage. If, for cxample, the word dric 'throp"

is pronouncod as [dJl] instead of [dr1] it will unhesltatlnqu

and consistently be recognlzed as deviant.

Another example is the tendency of certain English speak-

. A
‘ers to carry over into Afrikaans a word final r-reduction rule:

. - ‘ RS

(1) @ —=5 1 /o # v
L] , -
This rule causes expressions such as die mense is 'the pcople

are' to be pronounced as [di menssx 8s) instead of [di mE:ss

985]’ This is felt to be hig deviant since no analoguous

‘ . ’ A
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b Oh the*other hand, !hen S usage is 1nterfered by rules

uhach have couuterparts in ‘P usage but which.differ from the - .
latter’ln details such con@ek}ual speclflcatlons the reaultxnc
1n¢erference will be of the h1gh tolerance type. Afrikaans

usage of Engl;sh'speakers is frequently characterized'by‘the

e o e

Ieﬁgthening‘of a stressed final /1/ according to the rule.
+stressW # - : . ‘

7 s ‘
 Long 11 / never occurs in word final position in P Afrlkaans,

~

(2). i ==> [+long] / L=

e

but the languase has a related rule which lengthens /1/ before

/r/ and before morphemes with initial vowels, “i. e.: -

»

)

_ - . o V\
(3 1_--9 [+long]‘/i____‘~4+r } ]

- 0

When a word like drie 'three' is pronounced as [drl ] 1nstead,

‘of [drl] in S usage the interference is con@equently hardly no-
tlced and the pronunc1at10n often passes as acceptable Afrlkaans.
This ﬂs obv1ously Aue to the occurrence of forms like vier [fl r]

'four' and drieé [drl ®Jin accordance with Rule '(3). L -

Anqther example is the affrication or aspiration of /t/
in word 1n1t1a1 stressed- pos1t1on in S Afrlkaans. -The relevant

rule, well-known in Engl&sh,~may be formalized as follows:

(&)t =-y [iarfr] /H ____ T I ~

T ‘ g
- y T K

3 Certain dialects of Afrikaans have a related rule with a differ-
ent contextual specification: | | )

“(5) t -=3 [+affr] / # i

. aQ

- if the Afrikaans word tafel 'table' is tﬂerefore propounced as
' - [t'a:fall‘in S usage:instead of the reguler'[ta:fol];the'inter—
ference is hardly recognized by speakers ofvthe~re1evant ‘dia-
;lects. The reason eeems'to be that affrication 15 normal in
words like tien 'ten’ [t* in] ‘according to Rule (5).

td . .

* That tolcrance is a matter of degree rather than of abso™

lute valueq is borne out by the fact-fhat lengthening of the
vowel” /9/ before /r/ in words such as vir 'for',-which 15 fre-
quently pronounced as [fa J] or [fa J instead of [fer] "is felt
to be more deviant than the lengthenlng of /i/ in drie. This *
can be explained by the fact.that lengthening‘of 49/ in P Afri-

kaans occwers only before morphemes with initial ‘vowels, iie.:

. L 5



.ﬁﬂ&his rulo ;s clearly related,to Rule f3) but has a more restric-

.

x

ted. contexfﬂof appllcatlon, wh;ch explaxms why [&rl ] 1s found .

'f_ dore acceptavle than.. [fﬁ'r] _ On‘the other hand,,however, leng-

then1ng of . /a/ 1s found to be more acceptable than the use of
a fricative or sonorant /x/. 6r the applicatxon of RuLe (l). f'

Thls is because the ‘latter two have no gounterparts in P Afri- .
- ~N .
T | - ) o o : - :

kaans.! *

4
-

. ; N 4 3 - ' .. 3
v o : v : < . - -
. 7
4

o leferentlal tolerance also operates on the level of syn-
tax. Some types of negatlve sentences in Afrlkaans require a

dupl1cat10n o%?nqgat1ve Warker n1e ‘not' so that I have not seen -

h1m is rendered as ek het hom nle gesien nle. In other senten-

. ces a,single marker is requlred,_e g- ek 51en hom n1e 'I do not

seeh1m) - S users of Afrikaans are 1nc11ned to leave out a* se-

cond Qprker when it is ﬁequ1red, so. that ek het hom nie ggslen

"nie is rendered as *ek het hom n1e45e51en. This is usually re-

cognized as an error by native speakers, but it is not, regarded"

-

"+ as a serlous one,,obV1ously because the marker .is not dupllcated

in allk negatlve sentences 1n P usage. .

‘ . . ' : -7

" Low tolerance imterference results, however, when a simis
lar mistake is made in the: use of the past tense. Afrikaans.
‘has only one past tense wh1ch corregponds ts the Engllsh present

perfett in fcrm, e.g.’

ek het gehoor : - 1 have_heard , ;

". ,,l } 3 . ) 11 ) 2 N ‘3 ,-:r‘. ' e ’.

[

In use, however, it is the equlvalent of the present perfect
the past and the pluperfect of Engllsh ' English speakers are
sometlmes rﬂbllned te leave out the tense: auxiliary 1n an at-
tempt to render*the equlvalent of the English past tense, so

“~that ek het gehoor becomes *ek _gehoor. This is felt‘to be a

serious errory, ?The lcwer tolerance for this type of error is
obviously*&ue'to the, fact that the tense auxiliary is never
left out in P Afrikaams.

The sccond principle underlying differential tolerance is

stylistic .connotation. It was found that low tolerance inter-

ference resulted whenevér such interference coincided with strdng—
ly markéd stylistic or sociolinguistic variants in P usage. 1In
certain dialects of Afrik;ans,'different from_those referred to
above, affrication or aspiration of initial voiceless explosives
e . - 6 ’

-



X ‘
rb heard y 1n highlyiafrected speech whmth is consldered to
wbe unac ably snobbish. Jf Rule (1) is applled in Slusage of .

*Afrlkaans, i.e. if tafel ‘table‘ is pronounced as. [t‘a fel] in- ‘
AA"stead of [ta %pl],vlt is felt to be hlghly devxant form "normal®,’ ?f’
. i.e. unaffected, Afrlkaans. In fact, the styllstlc connotatlon' ’
of affrlcatxon 1s‘sp strong. foy: speakers of th€se dlalects that . ‘ :
- thev avoid it when speaklng Engilsh for fear of soundlns affected.
Alternatively, they will affricate 'hen speakxng Engllsh id the’s
presénce of nat1ve speakers of Engllsh but not 1n “the presence

of fellow speakers of‘Afrlkaans. ‘ . .

When the pr1nc1ples of llngulstlc distance~and,st§lfstic R
- connotation lead to different results, the-lattef takes prece-
'dence over and’ cancels the former. A typical example is the: .

' deletlon of /r/ after vowels in the S Afrlkaans of* Engllsh speak-

a
. *

ers accordlng to a rule. , \ .
(7)) =B/ V " G -

. which causes. words like word¥'b€come' to be pronounged as [VO t]
1nstead of [VO rt] One would expect a hlgh tolerance for ' .
this type of interference slnce Afrlkaans has a var1ab1e rule ‘

which has Jjust th;s ef?ect ih the case of functlon words ig-re-

B v

v )

.

laxed, unselfconsc1ous~speech, i.e.:

. (8) r;-->'¢/v

— #lpro, PREP, - CONJ <.
Yet tolerance for /r/~de1et10n is very low. The explanatioh‘

is probably that the - d1alect of coloured Afrlkaners has an int
variant rule 1dent1ca1 with Rule 7 which 15 so typical of thelr'!

speech that’ 1t is reﬁp&ded as a 11ngulst1c stereotype.

It remalns'to‘be added that 1ntu1t10ns aboﬁt Hegrees ofcll~ C -
deviation due to interference are not equally firm in: all mem- -
bers of {he nati;e Epeech'communitx, Various’factors may blunt
these . intuitions or, on the other\hand, reinforce them, Such’
factors may include frequoncy of contact with S usage, fregquen-', :

. cy of contact'with the language causing the interferencel profi-. -ﬁkf
clency in the lhguage causing the interforence; attitudeées towards
language purity, the'number of‘languggeé known, linguistiC'sophi57
tication, etc. Speakers who have grown”upAin bilingual homes and .
know the_ two 1anguages'equa11y well, for example, tend to be less

sensitive }o interference of one of their languages by the other

-

than monolinguales or bilingu;;s whd have a better command of .the

. | 7
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nsuage than of the othera
'_Oﬁever. they represent a shitt over the total spectrum which
) leayes~the essential nelatlons nnaffected.

: between any two cases of 1nterferenee remain remarkably constant.

- <

_“0“#‘.".“.“.l(‘...““.“._

"(a) that not all 1nstances of 1nterference in
a 1anguage are ‘felt to be equally serlous
P usase by nqtlve speakers,

(b) . that glfferent1al tolerance in this sense

.

guages,

(j)ﬂ}that differential tolerance can be accounted for by two

. notation; and -

over linguistic distance.

Further resbarch is needed to establish:

0'” o

/

Uhcre such dxffernces occur,_'i

. In this baper'I have tried to show:

»

‘ ;'~er for some speakers than for others but in Whlcﬂ‘the relatlons

varlable att1tndes on S usage by speakers'

‘priﬁcipiee, thbse of linguistic_distance and stylistic ‘con-

Differential toleo Lo
" rance amounts to a latitude in acceptablllty whlch may be great~.

o
. -

\7.

the S usage of

deviations from

is different from - -

of differentilan-'.

W

-
»

(&) ".that the principle of 'stylistic connotation takes precedence

(9) whe ther other'brinciples-than‘the two discussed ab%ve,ope-

rqfe ih differential toleranéé;

(b)* Qhekher tolerance can be .predicted on the basis of such

Rl

9 ' principles; and

»

V4 ' N

(c) fwhetherNthese pr1nc1ples have un1versa1 validity.

.

FTnally,'I would like to believe that a better insight'into~

dlfferentlal tolerance of 1nterference will not only lead to a better

understandlng of 11ngu1st1c 1ntu1t10ns in general but also to

-the des;gn of more efficient courses in second language teaching.
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