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It has been clalaed that error analyszs (EA) has two
broad aims and- tvo levels of application: gpedagogical (relevant to
syYllabus desidgm and second language - €bach1ng) and p&ycholinguistic
(relevant to language learning studies). At.the moment, EA‘s
pedagogical claims are stronger than its psycholinguistic cnes. In -
its early days, EA-definediits object ¢f study as the natiye and the
target language and the points of similarity between thea. This-was
based on the notions of contrastive apalysis and interference. Froa

‘Cr1t1615l of tlhis approach grew the ‘nction cf 1nter1anguage. Thls,
tod, is open to criticisam, It is proposed that a new apprcach is
needed toward- the learner's-knowledge and .use of thé target language,
one which is neither pugely psycholinguistic nor pedagogical, but -
"which incorporates a sociolinguistic element. The suggested apﬂioacﬁ
* describes the learner's languagé in terss of his or her "linguistic -
repertoire," wvhich Ancludes, the native language and the- target
languaqe. (AM) . .. - .
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~O It is customary-to claim that Error Analysis (EA) has two broad
o> . aims, and two levels of application pedagogical and psycholinguistic. -t

1ts.pedagogical relevance is to the design of syl 1abuses and teaching
w&a&n&mﬁiwlaru for remedial courses; and it also provides feed-

T back about the efficacy of emftmg teaching methods and materials “This - -
UJ . pe«?agogjcal application of EA jthus amounts to an elaborated and* extended
. " ‘form of diagnostic.testing. /

NN

The second application /ils psycholinguistic: particularly via longi-

* tudinal studies it may throw 1ight on the way languages are 1earned in
genera], and on the relationship between the acquisition of a native lan-
guage and_the learning of a foreign language. The psycholinguistic feed- *
_back it may provide-could in turn affect the Linguistic description of
_the language(s) concerned. This side of _EA has-been called perfor'mance
ana]ys’as (Svartvik 1973). 2 .. o . N .

5\ though diagnostic testmg ‘§s nothing new, EA as a separate branch
of applied linguistics is scarcely a decade old. Xt is thus not really

. ’ urpmsing that its pedagogical claims stand, at the morr;ent, on much

firmer ground than its psycholinguistic ones. Prob]ems arise in part1cu-

( lar from current definitions of precisely what EA should study, and from .

. /attempts’ to find explanations for errors. In addition, the links between E S

oy theories of language learning and the general psychology of learning are 0
sti?l somewhat tenuous.

,
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N After discussing some of the theoretical problems that hdve arisen
from wighin'EA ‘itself, 1"shall try to show that some loose ends can be

drawn ‘together if a soc1ohngu1st1c dimension is 1ntroduced into the EA ¢
‘model. -

The first (applied linguistics) approach to EA was that hased-on—"" 7
/t/h/e, notion of interferénce, the psychology of mgatwe«transfer, and o A
y Y“~Contrastive Analysis (CA), stemming pnmprﬂy from ‘the work of Lado (195]1
\)‘ - - /c
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The object of’stu'dy was‘ga"e_fined in linguistic terms: the native language
(L1) and the target language (TL) of the.learner, and particularly the
points of similarity and difference‘b_etween them. » . -
There has been a great deal of discussion and criticism of this view,
in its extreme forms at least, and [ need pot repeat it nere. (See e.g’
Nemser 1971,  Dulay and Burt 1974, James 1971.) The consensus view nowa-
“~days seems to be.that L1 interf ence can certamly explain some errors —
* perhaps about one third for adult learners (George 1972) — but there are

~

planations are negded for these.
Out of the reaction.against the CA approach there'has grown

(Selinker 1972, Frith 1975), the L1-learnings L2-learning
' (Dulay and Burt 174), or simply the cognitive approach.
. been far less criticism of this appro'acﬁ, and I shall
some of the problems 1t raises in rather more detail

+ Shis new view of‘ EA brought about a smify of, emphasis from forma] " ' .
causes to efficient causes (Kellerman ]{77 s+ from the lang‘uages to the
learner himself: the object of study is ¢géfined now more in psychoh‘nguis-
N 4 t1c than 1inguistic terms.
- According to Corder, EA should gtudy the tranactional competence of
> the learner who is said to speak #n Méyn%duwect comparable to
the languages of mfants, poets 4nd aphasics (1971). He argues that EA
. - should be cbncerned with the yhole of the learner's use of the TL, not -
. Just the errors, because ey ry sentence is to be regarded as 1d1osyn—
cratic until shown to be herwzse" (Corder 1971:155). , ’
These terms, and, more 1mportant1y, the concepts underlying them are
not nt1re’§ly sahsfac ry. Firstly, the term ‘transitional' seems to sug- #
/ ggja moveﬁent' pr umably from L1 to TL — an unreasonable vLevy, since
t‘ej learrfer does pdt leave his L1 behind. Further, this movement is uﬁder;
N stood gtfbe.a suZZsswn (presumably infinite) of intermediate s'tages . -
(Nemsgr's approx1mate systeys Yet'any langtﬁge changes, afy competence
is tran51t1ona’| ot Just a learner's. Maybe a learner's language changes
./ faster, is mere, transitory, but this is a'relative, not an abso]ute d1f-
/ Q ference. What EA needs is a/ccm‘aept which ‘captunes this ndwtcve d1ffer- e
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ence. - - . i ~
There are also problems with the ‘term 'competence'. Zydatiss (1974)
has argued convineingly that although such a concept may be useful from

N the psycholinguistic point of view, it is irrelevant to the pedagogica[

#- ) " view of EA: teachers must be able to talk about ertors, about urwanted ;
.forms: but these are not relevant terms in a description of competence, ﬁ%‘
which, by definition, is at any one time EOmplete and perfect in itself. -

\The concept of an idiosyncratic dialect—is—also-open te criticism

= {WPS mrlar _grounds. See1ng the learner's use and knowledge of the TL as
a'd a1ect' will work ‘for psycholwngu1st1c EA, Just as competence will,

t 1s scarcely an appropr1ate term for the pedagog1cal approach if

- tion to talk about errors in this dlalect 'Id105yncrat1c , on the other

s

cratic|than any other language system . L
. [ - sdlinkér's (1972) term for what.EA should study 1s «nterlanguage

|

(IL). This has become perhdps the most common label for the Jearner's /1

knowledge and use of the TL but in some respects this is also‘n1sleading.

It 15 ofiten p1ctured as a c1rcle “overlapping on each side the circles

of the L and the‘TL wh1¢h suggests that the IL system is made up of }

elementsidrawn part}/ from the L1 system, partTy from the TL system, and

partly from neither. Yet the IL itself, 1ike a 'dialect' or a 'competence’

1ssdefingd as 2 "separate linguistic system™, this 15 not identical to

' the L], of course, but-nor is 1t identical to the TL. Th1s s _because a .
g1ven set of utterances in an IL are not 1dentical to the "correspondmng |

- set of ut erancgs which weuld have been produced by a native speaker of l

the TL had{ he attempted to express the same meaning as the learner

(Selinker 1972; 1974:35). — , .
d Thus view of the IL as a separate system wmplies that the IL-speak- b
ing learner never actuallx speaks the TL, which 1s socfol1nguist1cally . ‘

rather strange. When I, as a native speaker of English, speak Finnish,
there may be errors in my Finnish, and some of these ‘errors may be partly
due to interference from EngLfsh nevertheless I am, .t cla1m, speaking

Finmish, albeit in a reduced and somewhat 1rregular form. After all, a A
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Finqygjlléid@r and @e, more or less, and a monolingual Englishman will
not. The difference between my Finnish and a Finn's Finnish*is,‘rath;r,
a.relative one. - . -

A further problem with the conceﬁt of the IL as a separate System

is: precisely what is meant by ‘system’'? Cordef (1971) and Nemser (1971)

, * also stress the systematic nature of the learner's use of the TL, bu§1
. —as Frith ¢1975) has pointed out, the concept of systematicity, as usé!

~" " in EA, has yet to be adequately defined. It must presumably be a relative
- —ébncept*, for-a—starti—If-by ~*systematic*—is"meant] 'very regular, -and so
/ 'predictable' » then it must be admitted that many errors — even those of
advanced learners'~ appear to-be random, not predictable. Moreover, al-

_ thoﬁéh it is often possible to predict areas in/uhféﬁ/érrors are more:’\
T Nkely to occur, it is much more difficult ;;’prediqt exactly what foam

- an error will take. - :

"_ Howevér, even granted that $uck of the IL is fairly regular, rela-
tively little of this regula}jty consists of systematic ewydns; most o;
it, for learners past an absolute beginner's stage at least, consists of

the regularity of the TL system itself. For this reason too, it seems un-

necessary to postuTate a separate 'IL system. '

’ } suggest, therefore, that we need a different angle of approach to
the léarner‘a knowledge and use of the TL: one which is neutral between
the psycholinguistic and pedagigical views; which would give more weight
to the flexibility and growth of the learner's command of the TL; and
!pich would allow us to say ‘that the fearner does in fact speak the TL.

-

+" THE PROBLEM OF EXPLANATION .

. + In terms of learning theortes, the approach adopEed by Cordér et al.
rests on a cognitive view of language learning; they argue that learning
is not the habit formation of behaviourist theory (and eagly Contrasti:/%v
Analysis), but rule-governeé\behawiour.<Mﬁch emphasis is given to tﬁig '
distinction. ’ .

However, no sS}isfactory explanation has yet been offered of ‘what the
difference between habits apd internatized rules really is. Carroll (1968:
114) d6upts whether there is one at all: ., ~

. -1 am not convinced.... that there is any real difference between a
‘habit' and a 'rule', or between a 'response' and a,"rule-governed

- .. “performance’. T
Q 5
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AlthOugh this distinction seems to me to be a f31se one, the stress given
fo the 1earhér's active participation in the language learnihg process is !
valuable, and any theory of language learning nqst‘certainly take into
account the various cognitive strategiés of the learner. Only in this’
way can errors be explained. . -t

L1 %nterference is recognized t8 be one source of explanation: Keller-
man (1977) presents a fairly detai]ed'analysis of L1 transfer, treating it |
as a cognitive strategy in its own rjghte However, classifications of oth-
erfstrateg%es or explanation§ that have so ?5;/been proposeg are woolly

1

al{zation' from "ignorance of rule restrictions' and 'incomplete appli- Lo

cation of rules'. Quite how these are to be distinguished I f&i1 to see:

the overgeneraliza}ion‘of one rule is surely the result of ignorance of

the restriction of another rule, and shows that a further rule has been

incompletely applied. - e |
‘Zydatiss (1976:338) points out that current classiifications of ex-

planations also equate like with unlike. ~

On the one hand we have psychological mechanisms 1ike L1-interferencd
and overgeneralifation (which in fact are inferences from observable
data), on the other hand we have a Linguistically oniented product

analys<s (which would incorporate categories 1ike 'ignoramce of rq]e( rooe
restrictions' and 'incomplete application of, ru]es'z. We should also ¢
distinguish between sounces of error, examples of which are certain

teaching procedures like overteaching or, incorrect presentation in
the textbook, and fearning staxtegdies, to which we may waiht to assign. -
hyper-correction, simplification, apd Levenston's (1971) notions of
ever-indulgence and under-representation.

¢
.

* ° Selinker (1972) also offers a very mixed bag of ,'processes' {lan-

guage_transfer, transfer of training), 'strategies’ (g-second 1anguage oo
lgarning, second languagée communication), and ‘overgentralization', al}_ )
of which aré then also called ‘processes’. , i . 3

Quité apart from the problem of defining and classifying the leqznef's
Eogni\;ve strategies, there is a further weakness in most‘éf the attembts
made so far to explain errars. This is the tendency to posit one explana- .t
tion only for a given error. The reason for this tendency may be that  °
many influential studies have been dogmatically orieand, besng out to
prove or disprpve a given hypothesis. Thus Dulay'and Burt (1974), for
exampfe, do their utmost to argue that certain errors are not interference’
errors, although they may 100k like them, but deyelopmental. errors (i.e.
errérs also made 'in L}-learning), which therefore support their hypothesis
that L]-learning,; L2-1eqrning. But, why do errors have to be one ¢x the

.
Y . ' 6 ‘ . c -
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the other type? It %is surely more reasonable to assume that an error
probably has many sources: a similar structure in the L1 may, for in-
stance, make ar overgeneralization of a TL. structure more 1ikely.
A third weakness 1n much EA work is that not engugh attention is Co

paid to 5aequenc4ea Corder (1975) does mention thg importance of this
&for pedagogical purposes, and it is also stressed by Svartvik (1973);

but Ringbom (1976) can stil ‘state that the Abo Akademi EA project has

a slightly different slant :\xm that of most others, since it is pr1-
marily concerned with comparing error frequencies.

In much EA work it seems that one occurrence of a given error is
often taken to be as s1gn1f1cant as 200 occurrences of another. Types -~
‘are analyzed, but rarely tokens. Now it is all very wéll to restrict
the analysis to types if the aim,is merely to describe the learner's
TL system at a given point in the learning process: relative frequencies
of occurrence are irrelevant for a description of grammatical compe-
tence in the Chomskyan sénse./But if the ingerest is in what native
speakers, or learners, do, how they perform, then frequency data cannot
be neg]ecied. ; X

Hymes (1971, 1972) made the same pojnt in .his paper outlining an , -
approach to the definition and study of cqnnunicat1re competence. We ,/ '
should study not only what is formally possible (i.e. what occurs iq the
system), but also whether a given foris feasible (in terms of. mevb ry
and percept1on limitations, etc.), and anpropr1ate to tne s1tuat1on We
should also be able to state "yhether (and to what degree) someth1ng is
in fact done" (Hymes 1972:281). He adds: "The study of communicative com-
petence cannot be restricted Itself to occurrences, but it cannot ignore
them." (Hymes 1972:286) In particular, statistical information abowt

, "what is done is esseptial 1f qne wants to change what is done.

This view has obvious relevance to the pedagogical, therapyor1ented
app11cation of EA. .

« Selinker's not1on of fossilized forms (1972)'; which could be inter-
preted as relat1ve1y permanent errors of h1gh freguency — captures some-
thing of the need to include frequency data. W

The importance of statistical information 1s a]so stressed by George
(1972), who seeks to combine ‘elements from the CA approach and the cog-
mtive approach 1n his communication-type model. He focusses on the ac-
tive cognitive processes of se]ection:\organizatipn, and memory storage,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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whicn are inferred to exist in the learner’'s ‘blacl‘bOx' Sone‘canses
of error can be traced to faultsiin the input to the-black box, which
lead to faulty selection, organization or storage. Input includes not
only the textbook, but also the teaching methods, and the whole of, the
learner‘s exposure to the TL. Faulty se]ect1on or argamiiatipn may also
be partly due to the natura] eff1c1ency-seek1ng character of theblack
box, which tends to simplify, to overgénera11ze, to reduce reﬂundancy5
to secure a maximum réturn for a given effort (cf. Se11nker s communi-
cation strategy). How the learner perceives redundancy in the TU is
partly due to how he has been exposed to it, and partly to,how he per-.
ceives redundancy m his LI. Interference may be from L1, or from al-
ready learned parts qf the TL, or from other languages known.

George po1nts out that errors are most, 11kely caused by a combi-
nation of factors. interference may combine with redundancy perception

"and a statistically/distorted 1nput, for exampl€, and thus encourage

the efficiency-seeking black box to overgeneralize.
I should now.like to suggest an extension of this model, which will

1nclude 1ns1ghts from both the CA hypothesis and the IL hypothesis, and

wh1ch will attempt to cope with the. various problems discussed above, =
The mOdEI‘L'DFODOSE*lS based on the concept of the linguistic repertoire.

v
.

THE STUOY OF THE LEARNER'S | INGUISTIC REPERTOIRE ' 5
The concept of the 11

uistic repert01re was defined in soc1011n-
guistic terms by Gumperz (1964) as the totality of linguistic forms reg-
ularly employ=d .n the course of sdc1ally significant interaction. The
same 11nguIstic (or 'vergal') repertoire may contain two or more d1a1ect;,
or even two or more Yangua@es There are soctal constraints which de-
‘termine the chojce of dxalect or 1anguage n which a particular utter-
ance 15 nace, #ut these constraintg are seen as operating on 3 single
re,,er'mre . -

Within a jiven speech communitygdthe linguistic repertoire may be'
more or less :.upantmentaldized, less or more 4fux . The dgu;ee of fluid-
1ty or comparunental1zat10n depends partly on the degvee of differenti-
atnon between the solhal s1t1atwoﬁe dr domains tn which each language
ws u5ed, and Jart1/ on the 1anguag° distance between the languages {or
dralgets) concerned.

One advantage of !he congept g nf the linguistic reperto1re is the

8




o~ high level of generalization it permmits, in that monolingual and multi-

‘ lingual communities may thus both be analysed within the same sociolin- -’

.« guistic framework. . k .

\ Gumpekz (1969) extends this concept in his discussion of individual
b¥lingualism. (A given linguistic repertoire‘may be that of an indiv1&ual
,3s well as that of a group. ) St1ll maintaining a sociolinguistic approach,
he suggests that in a\mult1l1ngual cunnun1ty bilinguals shift from lan-
guage to language in the same way that monolinguals shift from style to
style, and that the two languages of bilinguais should be treated as a
whole, as one—l1ngu1st1c reperto1re

The fluid- -compartmentalized distinction seemé_related to that betyeen

C- compound an co-ordinate bilingualism {Weinreich 1953). Compound bilin-
! gual1sm for example, is said to be indicated by a higher degree of L1

interference in L2« thls.gsuld correspond to a more fluid repertoire.

The acquisition of a first language can be described in these terms

as the initial forming of a linguistic repert01re. and I suggest that i .

*second langaage learn1ng may 3150 be described within the same framework. g
The monolingual learner of an L2 starts with a linguistic repertoire con-
taining only one distinct language (although it may of course contain

‘more than one style-or dialect) The process by which he’ learns the L2

¢an be-pictured as an enlargement of his repertoire. New 1tems are addej<:’//1.—5

to it, from the {s2 and by using these he 1s gradually énabled to widen
‘the scope of h1s social 1nteract10n to 1nclude speakers/wr1ters of the L2.
At the beginning of ,the L2 learnlng process his reperto1.e is likely
" to be fluid, and the ’flow (or ' 1nterference ) w1ll bé over@BEJnnngly
" towards the L2. As he learns more of the L2, his_ reperto1re continues to
enlarge, and 1t becomes increasingly compartmental1zed, as he acqu1res
the ability to use his new 12 1n social interaction without recours%;to .
items from his L1. - -= .
How can the conceﬁ{ of the llngulstIC:_gpertoire Be applied to EA?
lt has often been arqued (e:g. Corder 1971, Hammarberg 1973) that EA should
be concerned .not only with the learner's errors but with the whole of his -
use‘of the TL. But perhaps we Should go further,“and study thie whole of
the learner's linguistic repertoire. Such an extension Seems particularly
useful for the psycholinguistic application of EA.
If the linguistic repertoire 1s incorpora into an<ada¢fai10n ot
George's model, a picture of the learning of t::g(\

3 |

L« emerges which can also

~
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be. he;pful in d1st1ngu1sh1ng types and levels uf explanations_ for errors.
Figure ! schematizes the growth and use of the linguistic repertoire
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of a learrer (ar group of Tearners) of @lgiven TL. For simplicity, other

‘possible languages in the repertoire are excluded. .
both processes and an everchanging prod-

-

The black box now contai
~”

\

~

uct - the*linguistic repertoire.
’ The input may be L1 or TL, an

ized and stored in the expanding repertoire; 1dea11&, they w111 be stored

in the appropriate compartments

also qccur on the output side, as items from the reperto1re are taken and

organized into LT or TL utterances.

B

-

d items fr th1s are, selected organ-
Selection and organ12at1on processes‘

The ledrner thus has selection or
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~
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~ ‘thovce ‘problems and organizaligfl problems.(Galanter 1966) at two points.
Cutpat 1s understood to mean all use of the repertoire, 1.e. tor;Pﬂ
clude receptive 'use! as well as productive. It 1s in principle avar 1

able for direct study, as empirically observable data. The anput 15 ob-
servable up to a point, but the'prbcesses and the fcrm of the repertoire
‘1tself can only-be inferred. .

\
/

. If an error is defined as an unwanted form (George'l972) we can
apply the term to the output as a whole: Li*utterances, 00, may be 'un-
wanted' in terms e.g: of their social acceptability in a g1ven situation,
1 n terms of their appropv1ateneosl Such a def1n1t1on also allows us to
conceive of errors in realistic, relative terms. ﬂn the TL output, for
e§§?ple.-a qum may be upwanted at one stage of ]garn1ng. and yet bsnar-
ceptahle at another (e.g.”earlrer) stage.' (Enkvist (1973) has also argued
1that enrors should be defined n relation to specific goals, not abso-
Jutely.) We Can also include errors of distribution, where the frequencies
of 1tems used are unwanted {see e.g. Levenston 1971), and errors con-
cerning the structural and Jexical density of the TL output, -where the
variety of 1tems used 15 'unwanted'i(see e.g. Linnarud 1975).

Levels and t}pes of explanations for errors can be distinguished by
moving step by siep up Figure 1. If the TL output confains an unwanted
form, the <implesé and most superficial erplanation 1s that the learner
has selected the wrong 1tén from his reEErtoxre, or has wrongly organized’
the items selectéd. Why> Something must be wrong with the ‘repertoire, and
the .neft level of explanation must be found there. !

Possible faults in the repertoire affe ) ,

) 1t 1s too smali — the relevamt items or rules are absent;

1t contains wrong 1tems or rules — falée concepts,
1t 1s statistically drstorteds
there 1s fluidity between the LI and TL compartments — i1ntérference
betweeh the two languages. {Thys assumes that 'flurdity' can apply
to wndiwvidual tems or rules, as well as whole 1anguages or d1a-
lects.) : - -

(e) there 1s f4u1d1ty within the .TL compartment 1tself - 1ntral1ngua1

! 1nterference

Reasons for these faults in fgé répertoire pustg&& sought farst n
the processes which §o towards making 1t up: there mdy have been defegts
or om1ss1ons n the select1on or orgamzation of the input, and there

1i
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may have been storage (memory, intérnalizatjon) problems. -
, > Similarly, reasons for these faults go back in turn to the input
. itselg. It may havé swmply been too “small: certagn items or rules may
not have been present. On the other hand, 1{ may have conta1ned wrong
items or rules. 1t may have been presented or organized in a m1slead1ng
way, it may have been statisticallywdistorted. etc. Reasons of this kind
are nonmally subsumed under the term ‘transfer of training'.
The relevance of Contrastive Analysis, is also evident here: the way
in which the L1 1nput .has been pragessed will obviously affect the se-

N lection, organization and storage of the TL inpuwt. .
jv/,A-___, ’ What have been'termed 'strategxes' are now seen to"oﬁerate at drf-
. - ferent stages, directed at different objects: there are She strategies

" involved 1n select1ng and organizing the input, those involved 1n se-
lecting and orgamizing 1tems from the repertoire for the output. and
those motwvated by the act of communication as a whole, by the effort
td transm1t mean1ng

.

W

. Under]ngg all these explanations, at all stages. As the general
- tendency oft the black boxfto be efficiency- Seek1ng, to reduce redun- .
dancy, to swmglify,. etc. Thus fluidity will be more 11kely where 1t
praduces greatgr s1hp11c1ty and eiflc1ency in the repertoire, 1tems
will. tend not”to be stored 1f they “are seen to be unduly complicateg .
and to offer 1nadequate compersation in terms Of “increased output po-
tential; input will be ovganwzed as s1mp1y as possible; and sg on,
. It therefore becomes cledr that an e;ror cannot be given one ex-
+ ~planation only, but must be traced back through the-various stages In e
the-operatxons of tha black* box And there are of course many other
.« 7 factoms which may be relevant to the e;planat1on of a ngen error, and
- _ which are nog shown n this model: factors ‘such as the age and sex of, v
the learner, the time’ spent learning, the character of his exposure to
the*TL, the learner's attitude to the TL, s motwation, etc. In the-
ory one would hive to analyse the whole of tfa 1earne{ s previous ex-
per1ence of 11fe.
. At a practical level, though, It 15 ofter poss%J}a to identify a 1
magos cause for.a given errott Further testing, carefu\ elicitation and

follow-upy such as the 1atera11zat1on techmques discussed by Kellerman ¢
(1974}, can sometxmes pinpoint specific defects wn the black box. 1f a
; learner cannot correct an error.jhig asked to do so, for example we )
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. may assume that the relevant rule or 1ten is'not present in the reperto1re,

ABr-at ]east has not been sufficiently 1nternahzed Perhaps the most useful
.y practical guide is the learner's oww perception of the error (see Kellerman
> 1974, Tran-Thi-Chau 1975), rather than what the analyst thinks the primary
ex;_)fénation is. Further experimental work is certainly needed,-e.g. on how
‘variations in the presentation of the input.affect the output.

Fromthe pedagogocal point of view the best explahatjon is obv1ously
the one which, when made use of in sy,}fabus planmng or remedial teaching,
most reduces the freguency of the error. Here again, experimentation is
i necéssary. , .

—

for pedagogic'al purposes we also need to evaluate esrors in terms
of their degree of seriousness or degree of deviance. This 1s a complex
problem, and I do not intend to discuss it here {see e. 6 Nickel. 1973,
Johansson 1973 and 1975, Chesterman 1977). It has been realised that Jin-
gu1st1c criteria of one kind or another often conflict with communication
“criteria; and other factors, such‘as the stage of ]earmng reach‘ed, com- e~
plicate the 1ssue still further. In the present stage of the art the safest
solution would seem to be that any scale of deviance used should be as .
narrow as possible: the more degrees of seriouspess that are recognized, -
the greater the danger o'f a loss of valicﬁtyhn the grading scale. Much
work remains to be done here. ‘

Yo conclude: desplte the pr’oblems involved 1n trying to explam {and
evaluatel érrors, EA does have a c1a1m to be psycholinguistically and ped-
agogically useful. 1 believe this claim will b%he more substantial
if, the d1sc1phne can nclude the kind of soc1ohngu1it1c dimensiion sug-

gested here. ) , . ¢ .

e
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