-y

DOCOMENT RESOME

BD 205 023 FL 012 423

ROTHOR : Farhady, Hossein

TITLE On the pPlausibili+y nf Second Lanjuage Acguisition
Models: An Experimentz)l Perspective.

POB DATE 79 o

NoTP 35p.: A shorter version of Ehis paiper was presented

at ?he Second language Research Forum (3rd, los

Anageles, CRA, Fehbhraary 1980).

BnHPS PRICT MPO1/PCO02 Plus Postage. - '

DESCRIPTORS Pcculturation: Discourse Analysis: Language Besearch:
*Models: Neurolinguistics- *Research Metholology:
*Second Lanquage tearnina

, ABSTRACT

During *he past ten years, research on second

lﬂnawaae acquisition (SLA) has expanded: at the same time, different

models =»nd hvpo*heeés have been proposed to explain and account for

*he processes underlvina SLR. Paur models seem %o be dominant at the

present time: (1) *he monitor model, which distinguishes between

inplicit or urconscious languaae accu*sit*on and explicit language
learning: (2) the discourse approach which émphasizes the S .

(3) *he neurofunctional pe*spec‘ive, which looks at SLA pracesses

+hrouah two interrelated svstems, macro-behavioral and

neurofunc*ional, and which distinguishes betweer prinmary, secondary,

and foreian language lea*ninq and (4) *he acculturation mddel; based

o~ &ncial and psychological factors, which claims that accultaration

iz the major cause of second language acquisition. Each model irs

raviewed, evaluated, and cri*iqued from an experimental perspective:
It is irdﬁéd *hat +he acculturation model! may establish ths startinag
poin® from which experimen%al resea-ch on SLR might be pursued.

(Au*hnT/7BMH)

H

* reproductions suppiied by BEDFS are the best that can be made 1

Q * from the original documen+. !

]ERJ(j ****¢¢t:ttttttttiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii:titi:iimiiiiiiiitii:ttttrttt:n




on the Plausibility of Second Language Acquisition HModels:

G EPRTMENTOE NEALTH An Experimerntal Perspective ¥ o

P :u‘c z':ou & WELFARE PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
N Or; -s‘(llc?v'-g:“ oF . . MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY
i ariady Hossen Fachad
ThE BT mo-;m-zn"o»«onlcm h seln Farhady . 3 7
AT " NTLOr VIEW OR OPINIONS . _
g:;,’;‘*?{go NE - rs‘nynn.v REPRE‘ e _ _ L . A _ .
ot on ey® % university of Califcrniak Los Angeles o
: SN ) ¢ TO THE EDUCATIONAL _RESQURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."
A * Thi"rls a IOVlSed verion of a paper written ;§7§766H*Sé B
oJ Lioject Eot prof. velyn Hatch in the Winter quarter of 1979;
o A shorter rercsion Of this paper was presernted at the third
Tg arnual second lanjuaye research forum hela in Feb. 1980 at
’ UCLas o , B :
~J I wish to thank E. Hatch; J. Schumarrn, R. Arndersern, A.
o “cb 4, D. Larsen-Freeman, M. Long, K. Bailey, C. Campbell,
w . vzck, K. Sstauble for theair careful readings of the earlier
diaies of ‘his paper and their constructive comments. Of
ccunse I alcre am responsible for any errors :
AESTRACT
It the last decade, research on secord language scquisition
(SLA) expanded énorfiously. Mary aspects of SLA includirg
[Fonology, morphology, Syntax, ind discourse have been
irvastigated semi-empirically or empirically. At the same tinme,
resevarchers have proposed diFferent models and hypotheses
{Q irtended to exjpliin and account for the processes undertying
> : S S
6 51A. At present, tour SLA models are dominant: the monitor
o L - o
-y mcd=t (Krashen; 1978),; the discoursa approach {(Hatch, 1978), the
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scculturation madel (Schamann, 1978), ard the neursfunctional

perspective (Lamerdella, 1976). Though the assumptiors

‘tderlying each model may be well motivated, nore of proporents;
jet, has sujgested systematic methodologies to investigate

o statements evolved from théss models.
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This paper is an atfempt to Leview, evaluate, and critiqua
tte validity of these models from an experimental perspective.
It arguss that the acculturation model may establish the
starting point trom which we @might pursue experimental research

or SL&:



INTRODUCTION

In the last few decades, research in SLA has developed in
many &ihénéiéﬁs; A survey ot the literature indicites that
thece has beer 3 methodological continudm from subjeCtivé and
irtuition-kbased research at the ome end to controlled
esperimental rasearch at the other. Judgirg a particular
Methodoloyy OC putting prefersnceé oh oné method rdther than the
Gthor, without justification, is problematic beciause the term
'‘research! has various interpretation.

Research may be defined as a systematic approach to
irvestigating a problem and finding answers to gquestions
(shiveison, 193J)). There ire many systematic approaches to

arswering guestions: The ip.roach can be historical,
descriptive, develofmental, case stuiy, field study, or

esperimental (Issac, 1976). Therefore, ir order for amn

have to be

o+

investigation to bé;aCCé;fable; it does no
esparimental, nor should experimental ressarch per se be
;Ieferred over any other type of irguiry. Each systematic way
5t findiny ansvwers %o questions has its own pecularities,

assumptions, techniyues, pitfalls, and advantages:

Urfclatsd to ohe another. 1n MoSt cases, there 1s a proyression

from intuitiorn towards experimentation. Generally, a simple

event, an appealiny idea, or a preliminary investijation of

etdpirical data has stimulated scholars to formulate guestions,



State hypothesas and build theories. The findings of

sreliminary investigations may either reject or support the

re is

1]

hjpotheses evolving from a theory. 1In the latter case, th
a desire to accumulate more information and evidence to
stapilize the principles of the theory. When enough éﬁidéﬁéé is
gathered, the final step would be to evperimentally validate the
hjpothésns and drsi SO 3 pcténtiaiiy geraralizacle conclusions
trom the theorys '

Obviousiy for each step of the hypothesis testing process;
different types of researcin are required to substantiate the
tkeory. Prior to theory ouilding, it may be an intuition or an
Urusual evert that heljs ar irvestigator formulate the theorys

ater, anecdotal evidence, observational data, findings of case

o

studies, eviderce frcm diary studies, and many other Sources can
be utilized to make the theorist belisve that the theory
accoiunts for a reasonable portion of the systematic variation in
& certiin ;hencimeror.

Up to this point ir the process, no conclusive or
generalizabie statements can pe made about the phenomenion i

question: Later, Cesearchers usualiy design an experiment; on
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vilidate the theocy. Oualy then, can the claims of such a theory
be extended to cover all iuStances and even be geheralized
beyond the obsarved samples:

Applied linguistics, a rapidly growing branch of the sociai

scisnces, do¢s not seem to be (or a*t leas*t shoulu not be) an



eicsptiok: Linguists, psycholinguists, ard Sociolinguists kave
developed thecries atout the many facets of languaye behavior.
First and second liarguage acquisition, contrastive and
cemparative studiss, discourse analysis, languagye teaching, arnd
lanjuaje testing ace aiichiy the areas peiny investigjated. 1In
sciis ireas; theocies have been formulated, t&éste&d, ind Sither
Cejected, mcdified, cr supported, In some of these fields,

building, The sxisting theories have not yet moved towards the
€iper ifiental phase cf theory construction to bu empirically
valkidated.

Amonj many others, tour SLA uodels have been dominant in

tte field: the monitor model (Krasher, 1970; 1977; 1978; 1979;

198)), the discourse approach (Hatch, 1977; 1978; 1979; 198)),

tte neirofunctional ferspective {Lamendella, 1977; 1978; 1979),

ard the acculturation model (Schumann, 1975; 1976; 1977; 1978).

It is realized that terms suck as theory, model, approach,
and perspectiva have different definitiors in the philosophy of
science; llowever, to avoid definitional comfplexities, these
terms are used interchangably in this paper.

These odals, however, afe Subject to pertiment guestions,
tte most cruciil of which is their empirical validity. Except
for the acculturation model, which deals, at least, with
defirable variables, they all seem to deal with untested and

uridentified hypothesess Furthermore, ‘all ot thess models seen



to be discrete and isolated modules of the whole integrated
process of SLA. Although they are intuitively appealing, their
plausibility will cemair guestionable urtil they prove *o be
testabla and underyo the Scrutiny of experimental investigation.
The purpose of this paper, then, is to review and evaluate

[o )0

tom an experimentil perspective, The

Y

tke four theories
procedures will be tc: (4) briefly summarize each theory, (b)
€jamine the vilidity of the statements e volving froam each

theory, (c) review empirical evidence reported orn in favor or

acainst each theory, and (d) discuss the interrelationships

amory the four theosries;

MODELS OF SLA

This nodel, introduced by Krashen in a series sf papers
second languaye perfcrmince. However, it has lately been

eipanded 35 the monitor theory to cover languiye

acjuisition/leirhifiy as well. The theory distinguishes between
b3 different mears of interralizing a target langiige: an
ifplicit way termed urconcious latiguage acyuisition, and an
exslicit way called lapguage learniny. SLA is claizad to be
very similar to child lanjuiage acquisition in that it rajuires
neaningtul interacticn in the target languaje. But conscious

lanjuage learning is available to the performer cnly as a



fcriitor to alter the output of the ajuired systenm.
AS the model has developed, thsre seems to be a smooth

shkift whick has generally Jeemphasized learning and emphasized

icyuisitions Krasher (1976) states that

- adul*s can ro:t only ircrease their second languayge
proticisncy in informal environments, but miy do as sell
or pvetter thanh léarzners who havé spent a compiarable
amourt of time in formal instruction (p. 158).

hat acyuisition is certral to SLA and

i

[ R

This imjlias

learniry, the monitor, jperipheral, Krashen (1976) provides
ext-nSive evidence trom CLeSearCch arcas that is consistent with
ths monitosr theory. Althodgh the accuracy of these results

is not at yuestion, it i& possibls to State alteérnative

ioterpretations for some of theuws

If it is true that linjuage asscs' perforpancs is &
manifest2%ior of thair competence (or internalized languagye
atilitics), ofe can gain iasijhts into language leacncrs!
ccmpetence via performanca. One of the most defensible mcarns to
systemiticalily investigate larquage learners' pecformance is o
use ohe oCf several tests., The term 'test' should uot give the
igpression of paper and pencil tests orly. & test refers to any
Systelatic attempt to gathér guantifiaple information on ar
attribute (Thorndike, 1¢71}. It could be a paper and pzncil
tast, an oral irterview; a couposition and so forth. Tast -
scores, however, cin sometimes lead to different interpretations

ird conclisions witlh respect to a yiven liypothesis from a given

ERIC -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



tteorys

Accordirng to the monitor model, there is a natural ozder of
acquisition for yramsatical morphemes wher the perfsrmance is
ficiitor-fres {this is when the focus is or communication rather
ttan form, with little time available). But when the
péffét&aﬁéé is monitored, the natural ordec is distorted.
Regjardless of various statistical and methodological
inadequacies in morpheme studies (Rosansky, 1970, Anderson,
1977; 1978, Browr, 1980), and regardless of their relative
Centribution to the wholé process of SLA, K-ashen himself fournd
discrepancies amonj the results reported in morpheue studies.

For example, following Fuller (1978), Krashen admiristered
tte SLOPE test to 3 groiup of acguirers (those who do no*
Genitorj ind to a jrcup cf learners (thios. @ho do wonitor). He
fcund no diffecenca in the rakk order of moTphemes across

Jrouys. is interpretation was tuat both groups depended on

ctl
.

1.ce the test did rot erncourige conscious

(ST

m s

quired sys

Cii

heir a

gl

menitoriny. Or, lwailners 4nd acquirzrs do not differ in thair
LECLOCMAancE On tie same task. Of course, an alternative
interpretation could be thit voth groups did monitor and

i¢oe wis L0 atfference vetween the groups!

fnadl

thazefore,
serfcrmance:,
1n arother sti1dy, followirng inderser (1976), Krsshen, et,

al. uscd culy one vyroup of subjects but tequired two diffecasnt

)

tescs. The SuUbjects wele askeéd to write a2 composition, Lotk

s ..ted (mworitorsd) arnd noh-adited (not wonitored). Agaih, thay



Tteir interpretiation was that students werc cohcertied with
fieaning and communication rither thin form {(though the suujects
were explicitly told tc correct whatever they could, which
requires monitorings) This impltes that the same leazners or
t35ks. Tlus, neither tie task nor thes performer showed
giyrificant relatiorn to ths redictisns of ths theocy in respeéct
tc the use of the mcrnitor.

To justify these inconsisterncias irnd rnon-differertiai
periormances, Krashen refers to Larscn-Freeman's ifnvestigation
cr saorpheme accuracy order (1475) and corcludes that it takes 2
discrete= poitt tesSt to £ring out Cconscious learnifny. This means
thit a discrete-point test would result in an unnatural order
ara other types of *ests (inteyrative, jragmatic, arcd
functional) would yield a natural orders

1his distirction is Snofhér controversial goint among the
claims made by the monitor theory. The difference between

discrete-point (pP) arnd inteyrative (IN) tests is an unsettled

issue in the tield of lanjuage testings Following Oller (1973;
1976), briere {(1979), hinofotis (1976), ard many others, the
distinction between the two is totl 4 matter Of type but of
dejree, I other words, there is a cortiruua ranging from
highly 9P tocsts at the ohe eund to Lijhly IN tests it the other.
The :-oublem, howevar, is %o determine thae. point at which ore

ty.e of test ends ird the other beyins.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Of the ons hand, Oiler {1978) has defined IN tasts,
ircluding pragmitic tests, is meeting two reuirements: time to
process the task and context for the ugse of langjuages Thus, it
cculd Le claimed that ary test which does not meet these
cenditions is not an IN teést. This somewhat vague distinction
Letween DE arnd IN t€Sts, ther, would cité&gorizé teésts Such is
JIdmmar, vocavulary, and auditory discrimination tasks into DP;

ard cloze, dictatiorn, reading ard listerning comprehension

irts IN types of tests.

Or, the other hd4nd, I hive arquad elsewhere (Farhady, 1979i)
thit in spite of tneoretical ccohtroversies, théers is ko
statistical diffecences between DP and 1N tests. TPhey provide
zlmost Idqertical inforfmation about the learners'! languayge
4tilities. No watter how DP or IN 3 given test way be,
the outcome of the tests is very much the same:s I have also
detionstrated tliil tactor Suck 3§ zducational and linguistic
back jrodrd, whick are assumed not to be dirfectly relevant o
lilgjaige piofiCisrcy, iare more influeatial oi sximiree

he type of the test (Farhady, 1979p) s

P ol

performince thiu is
Accorcding to “he monitor theory, on tlic basis st the
leainecs's percocmince on DP and IN L€5ts sre can identifiy *he
[FIdCce ss5es which might have oaccurea. Sirce DP to:sts are not
1lwiys moritored and IN tests are not always monitoc-£free; then
tt- wistinction vetween lzarned and acqguired lanjuige bas<d on

formince onh JP 4and IN tests is an unjustifieu onos
3

D
ry

FE

For irstance, the menitor theory would predict that if

1)
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

1anjuage learners ard language acguirers, ooth at a similar
proficiency levels; are given a DP test; tne ltearfners would
score higher bacause they have Ehérigéiéiéiéé of *he monitor.
OL ta€ other hanud, if *hey are given aa IK test, tie reverse
sEould iiippen Decause the icquirers hive intezrnalized IN types

tes: Thers is no evidence in the litezature, to my

[

fa

of activi

45t people miy ayre? that there is cornscious and
itconscious learniny and performance {dcLauyghlirn, 1979) . 1he

istinction could be made by investijatiny social,

£

csychological; discourse, and other factors involved ir

!

cemmunication. It may be safe to assume that monitoring would

depend on ths tyge of lanjudage activiyies and the cizcumstarnces
irder which thay ave perforued. For exa&ple; as Krashen
obEssries, learneré coild not &35ily monitor their performance in
an oral communicatvicn situation; whereas it may be easy to
mcritor their performance on paper ind pencil tests. Howevar,
this does rot necessarily mean that conscious or monitored
pecfocmance is acquireds

It is alss quite possible for native speakerCs >F a lanjuage
tc mnonitor *their pecformance dnperndiny o the social se:iting
{{or eximple, when they ars talking to the Dean of the
Uriversity, writing a “erm papsr, giving a public lecture;
etcs). 1This dres rot mean that théy hive learred the knowledye

undarlyin; thess types ot -tivities, but have acquired the

-b |
- |

Mok,
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knowledde underlyiny other activities (e.g. when tilking to
their friends). Furthermore, a Second lanjuage learner may Lot
""" t mean

Thus, althouyh there may be a distinction Letweenm monitored
ard non-monitored pertormanceés, it miy not predict the processes
involved in idterralizing the krowledge ir two ways and/or by
two different systemss In any criticail situation such as test
takiny or tormal public interaction, monitoring could oe the
ccntrolling factor in the performance of the speaker/writer. It
méytnot have miuch to do with a second or first language learner
the speech events or speech acts; as weil 35 the praficierncy of
tke performer. |

There may also be a distinction between monitored and
Lcu-monitored leiarning. Diut this miy no* @mean that the moritor
fcr learniny is the same as the monitor for performing. Nor may
it imply that «hatever is learned through the monitor will also
be performed throuyk tne monitor. The pacameteres of the two

mcnitors may ve guite different and it may take a iong time

4]

betore -any corclusive statement can be made about their
ckaracteristics:
These problems with the principles of the theory are; I

Lelieve, reasons for inconsistent outcomes of the research

Lrojects outlined above. Krashken (1977) admits that learring or

fcnitoriny is limited +o individuals, grammatical cules, and

12
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sufficient reasoning for these ad-hoc uases »f the moritor givens
IS

Krashen (1977) states:

 se<s The monitor is uszd ounly by some people, for
some rules, and for more artificial language use
situation (p« 154)

Thes¢ limitaticns cn the use of the monitor would wmean that
learniny, inh compariSoh %0 acguiriryg, has a very minor, if not
rnegligible, role in SLA beciuse it refers to a system which

!
functions irconsistentlys ©Ore might arqgue that the
discrepancies in tne results are variations rather than

irconsistercies. However, there are two kinds of variations

ccnsistent and inconsistent. IS the variation is consisternt, it
should be captured Ly empirical investigation. And if the
‘variation is incorsistent, it is the error variation, ard
therefore inconsistert and unpredictable. The use of the
mcnitor by language leirrars seems to entail the error
veriation, It cannot be empirically validatsd because it is

irconsistent over rules, over individuals, over situations, and

probably over many cther factors: But it seems to me that the

inconsistencies in the use of the monitor are due t> inadequate

interpretations of the monitor by the theory because it may be
g " quite syStematic with réspect to the rules of languige use .

Those shortcomings do not, I believe, invilidate the

o “ 11 N ]
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theorys Nor do they diminish its contribution to sur
urderstandiny of the various aspects of SLA: In fact, the
fcnitor théor§lhas gade several valuakle contributions to both
second language researcin and pedagogy.

The first and the most important contribution is the

distinction between learniny and acjuisition. I believe this

Serve as a valuable reésearch area for SLA. The
secornd contribution 1S the recogynition of inStriction as an
isportant factor irn learting a larguages The third comtribution
is the specitication of tlassroom activities: The theory
ctggests that the irstructional materials should bs presented in
a communicative way and at a certain level of complexity in '
order to match the lealnérs' competence.

These are just a few pedagogical implications ot the theory
which are meLtioned here to avoid &ﬁ&é:ééiiﬁaéiﬁg the theory.
Mcre importantly, the theory seems to be a dynamic ratker than a
static one bLecause it has been modified by the findings of
research resilts. This flexibility is in important and viluible

ctaracteristic ot the wcnitor theory.

methodoloqgy for the Study of SLA with the pelief that it may

provide more information avout the processes underlying SLA.

The primar; motivatron for this suggestiolr seems to be the



igportanceé oi the relaticnship between the form and function of
lirjuistic structures. 1In many cas3s, a JiverL sSantence may have
: :

mcre than one functibn;, and more than one sentence uay serve the

came furctior: Wayner-Gough (1975) has criticized SLA

[agdl

reseirch, especiilly morpheme accuracy studies; in that they
deal exclusively wifh the form of the morpliemes and ignore their
Eéiéfijﬁé} Wagner- Gough presents evidsnce that it is moze
meaningful to talk aiout the fofi of the Structures along with

Many people assume that language learning starts <ith
leacniny Sirgls words and moves towards learniny more complex
structuress ﬁCC6rdihg to the discourse approach, liowever,
laryuage learning evolves out of tearnirg how to carry on
ccehversations. In cther words, one leatrns how to converse; how
tc interact verbally, and it the process one learns a language
{HS%Ch; 197i;f According to the discourse approach, syntactic
structires develop frcm coamunicative interactions and most
larjuage acquisitiorn processes ara the result of conversational
growth.

Gsfors going into the details of this approach, it is
necessary to yive a ;ofging definition of discourse analysis.
Discourse analysis should not be assumed to be synonymous with
Witi the analysis of inputs Discoarse analysis maj be defined
as the inves* ijation of any mearningful and Eéﬁiéiiﬁéiiié& forms

¢t languaje and the effcrt to identify the relationship between

15
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their forms anld their functions in real comuunicative
situations. It does not matter if the discourse is writter,
oral, or in zny other £orm of symbolic reprasentation of the
lényuaye (€.g. Siygr language, computer language, or pictorial
langjuage)s What does matter, however, is that each type of
ctructures: These characteristics are important in conveying
meauinj via form. Thus, conversatioral aralysis is one branch
of discourse analysis. Also, while input is provided through
discourse, it is not the discourss itself.

conceptualize but difficult to identify, to define
srerationally, and tc investigate empirically. However,

fcllowiny Sociolinyuists and anthropologists (Hymes, 1972,

Searie, 1969), Hiatch (1979) and Hatch and Long (1983) have

’

Secii to have hierarchical Structure:’ In other words, each
speech situation miy include several speech. events, each of

which irn turn may consSist of several spreéch acts. For example,

ral

ol

at a party (which is a Speech situation), there may be sev
ccnversatiors (spesch events) going on among geople: and Wwithin
cach conversation, several syntactic patterns (speech act) may
cecntrol the corversation (Gumpers, 1972). . Speech acts can be
directives; ccmmissives, cxpreéssives, iand so forth (Hatch &

Lcug, 1980).

16
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The characteristics of a discourse urit will depend ou
factors such as situation, backyround irformation of both the
Speiker ana listsner, presiuppositions, and many other principles
of discourse. Furthermore, deperndinj on the situation,
discourse may ke planned or unplanned: Social settings and
peychological factors could contribute to the deyree of -
feruality of discourse. For examgls, it is conceiveable that

or: would have a1 pldanned discourse in a very formal government

i
!

are not determined as yet. llowever, discourse urits could be

placed alouy 4 contiruum ranging from planned to unplanrned

g$§tormanée3. 0f course, €ach type of discourse unit will have

their oWn Structure though they ©ay Share solia common
ctaracteristics.

Discourse arnalysis, in a serse, iattempts to account for
functions of syntactic structures by using utterances as the
meaningful units of language., By anaiyzihg contextualized units
ot language, it also modifies the sentence-based SLA research,

SN
which haraly accounts for the use of those senternces 1in real

ccmmunicative sattings: In short, the unit of linguistic
analysis is, dccordiny to the discourse approach, tlie discourse
urit rather than somne unrelated sentences.

& close look at this approach reveals that there ara still

scme questionable pcimts. For example, in this approach the

-

reasons that why people should be willirg to interact with each

other ir order to learn a lanyguage are not clarified. In some

[ Y
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casses, it is conceiveable that people woiuld not want or neaed to
ccnverse with the tatyet language groups Even if they do, the

approach does not specify the factors which may stimulate their
desire for conversation. Furthermore, there are situations in

which people learn languayes not for speaking but for other

pur; ses such as reading or writing. Finally, just the

availability of language in the environment does not necessarily
guarantee that one will learn a languages SR

It is true that discourse is one of the most important
iactors in SLA because it provides the raw material iﬁ‘é

ncthing to learns Nevertheless, discourse by itself cannot
gtaranféé iéafnizg eitker. However, Hatch (1979) has ‘clarified
mcst of thesé issues. She has discussed, in detail, the
ccnditions which ace ecessiry for injput to facilitate learning
Hetch's characterization of simplifisd input and some of
 Krishen's zecent hjpotheses on the monitor model, e:gs the
irput hypothesSis and the net hypothasis:)

flatch's discussion cof simplifisd input has improved the

ol

discourss approack i many dimensions. For exampls, sh
believes that appropriate simplifiked input “promotes

\
cemmunicstion, establishes an affedtive bond, and serves as an
igplicit teacliny .mode f{w.1)." She also believes that there are

various factors (Cejression, matching, and negotiation) which

(ad

help native spsikers to adjust their speech towards the

()

7
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learner's proficiency level. Furtharmore, She explains the
irportince of social settings on iaput and argues thit learning
ervironments influence SLA consideraply.

Thiese clarifications on the characteristics of input and
tteir relationship tc SLA, which I believe could apply to other
tjpes of discourse as well, have made discourse analysis a very

ptomising approach tor research in SLAs
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metatheory rather than a thédry;rattempts to explain the

processes of SLA from a functional point of view: It looks at

SLA yxoceosoo through two different, but irterrelated systems:
macrobehavioral and neurofunctional, Macrobehavioril systems
ate concerned ditkh mlcyical charactarizations of the
regularities inherent in second larnguage SpééCB data"
(Lamendella & Selinker, 1978, pai?). Né&féfﬁﬁé%ibﬁél systens
are defined as a "functional characterization of information
processing ‘wachines® anchored in anatomical structure and
ptysiolojical eneryy patterns" (Lamendella & Selinker, 1978, p.
47)« In respect to the ébéftﬁééﬁéég of these two SYStéﬁs;:fhé

authors state:

A large measure of the differencdes between
m:cro-behav;oral and neurol unctional perspectives
arises from two very different notions of 'systen,

both noticns of course belng ‘theoretical cons*ruct

0o
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reality' is anu open philosophical guestion (p. 47)-

The théofy distinguishes between primary, secondary, and
fcreign language learning (Lammendella, 1977). Normal language
acquisition processes occur from age two to five yeirs, no
matter how many languages are involved: According £o this
perspective, both monolingual and bilingual grimary language
dcquisition are definable by reference to a long list of traits
wEich axjst in accord with basic principles of neuril
organization. Lamendella states that the neural systems
egecific to language are to some extent inhate and genetically
progrémméd.*-ihéré are identifiable infra-systems, constructed
within a yiven developmentil stage of a given neurofunctional

This perspective attempts to explain SLA in terms of
cenplicated reurofuLctional systemss However, it seems that
bit aL attenjpt to formulate a more Jloral theory for the humarn
capacity to tearns The whole information processing system, of

which language learnirg is a subpart, could be relited o this

perspective. Lamerndella (1979) believes that:
When first confronted with *he need to acguire pew

information structures as the basis for performing a
novel pehavior task, a learner must identify the
functional hierarchy best sSuited to this learninyg, then

establish the appropriate level and subsysteas within
the hierarchy with which to begin the learning process.
It seems to be 3 general characteristics of this type of

learninyg that the novel behavior task is initially

20
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carried out by the executive component of the

€
responsible neurofunctional systems operating ir
gonitor mode (ps 15) «

fad
ol
@

Thus he implies that neurofurnctionil systems are

The 3uthors usSe complex teriinologies siuch is perspective,

ell

L 4

ttesry, metatheory, and so forth to represent the least
krowr. functions of the E&aan information processiny systen.
négrofunctionai systems contribdte more to language acquisition
than to iny othéer learning tasSk. Furthermore, as the developers
ot the perspective claim, the ultimate nature of these
metatheoretical systems is rot identifiable at presert.

Hcwever, assuminy that people have healthy brains, and all
external and internal variables are kept constant and equal,

tter. the crucial but open yuestion is whether all

neurofunctional systemns would operate in the same manner for all

peoples It would seem that, individual variations, and the
degree of attained competence in a jiven 1anjuage do Lot appeat
tc ve accounted for by the néurofunctionai systems. Therefore,
what @ay make the individual differences is variables outside
the human brain and not the brain itself. -

The neurofunctional perspective, therefore; could be

censidered a general way of looking at human capacity for

*|



learning any kind of novel behavior and not specifically
language behaviors ©f course, no one wWould dery the impoptance
of the functional procecsses of the brain: Nevertheless, if the

sumption of 'egual btrain capacity under eguil conditions' can

o

a
be postulated to Lé true, then the neurofunictional perspective
canznot have a unijue ir. flience on SLAs The nheurofuuctional
systems could be stimulated by other factors to oparate in
varying rarge of speed and accuracys

The basic problem with this type of inguiry about 1
pLenogenon is the difficulty of providing empirical evidence for
it. No one ktows what the so-called 'innate ability' is and how
much of language acquisition iz accomplished by itts

oparate systematically is rot clear it present and probably
caniiot be clarified for a long ti@e. The major difficulty is
that ore caniot use a healthy brain for research purposss. The
éfSéféétﬁééﬁ of the claims of this perspective could entail
nencrdus guestions tc which answrs would be almost fmpossible
at present., Research in thes social cciences and even in the
Liciedical sciences has a long way to Jjo before it can confirm
the accuracy and validity of the characteristics of this
perspectives | |

Ot couarse, %his dcas .n>t mear that we chould abandor
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it seems unreasonable to issume that SLA is based on
reurofurctional systems alone. FEven Lf it were possible to
itvestigyate these systems empirically, the outGome wight not
accourt for the social and discoursal variables. Therefore the
neurofunctional systems are Leccessary but not sutficieit

requirement for SLA because there are many e xternal variables
i1rvolved irn the preocesses of SLA.

i

i

I\. The Acculturatior Mode

—

The acculturation model, developed by Schui@ann, i5 pised on
~ccial and psychological factorss "Acculturation® is defined as
tne social and psychological integration of the second language
ledrner with the tirget yroup. Thers is a taxonomy of factors
which are beliasved to be impcrtart in tha process of SLA ip
Latural contexts. The major claim of the model iS that
éééQitﬁ?é{iéﬁ; which is a ciuster of social-psycholagical
fictors, is the major cause of SLA (Schumanz, 1976; 1977; 1978) .
Schumanh states that any learner can be placed alonjy a continuum
ranjing from social-psychological distance to social-
peychological proximity with the speakers of the *arget
lenguage. The deyree of language acquisition, then, would
ccrrelate with the degree of the learnmer's proximity to the
target group.

Accordiny to Phis medsl, there are two types of
acculturation. The First tjpe of accultiration takes place whan

the learner is socially integrated with and psycholsgically open
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t¢ the target group. The second type of acculturation has all
the characteristics Jf the first type except for the
psycholojical openness of the learner. It is claimed that both
types ci acculturation are sufficient to cause SLA:s Social
variables relate to social groups which are in a contact but
sfeak ditferent lanyuayes. Some of these factors are sovzial
distance, integration, enclosure, and cohesiveness.
Psychological factors relate to lanjuaje learning by individuils

ard include culture shock, language shock, motivation, sss &tca

mctivation may have more influence ot 3LA than social factors
(Stauble, 1977): It is interesting to rote that according to
this model, variables other than acculturation are of minor or
mcderate importaice for SLA. For example, instruction is
assumed to have no important role in SLA {except for a few

exceptional cases): In this regatd, Schumann (1978) states:

.+. educational institutions are really only free to

waripulate teacher, method and text variables: I

pelieve that these variables are so weak -in terms of the

total languige learning situation that no matter how
gmuch wi: attempt to change them we will never achieve
much more success than we are achieving now {(p. 31).

In my opinion, the acculturatior model takes into account
the most important factors which may be involved in SL”: 1This

mcdel is appealiny because it attempts to explain the potential

.’.



Wiy 's" of SiA. llowsver, there r[v@ain Somé uninswered questions
with the model. Schumarr himself states that the model only
accounts for linguage learning under conditions of immigration.
He 3150 cautions the reader about variables other thar
sccultiration Which gay influence SLA.

Schumann believes that the developmernt of 3 typoloyy of
variables is importact and must be coatinusd. It is not cleai,
hcwaver, how lony or to wnat extert the continuwation of such
typologias is nacessary. Ochsner (1J779) argues that the number
of variables in such a tygology is acbitrary. To some extent,
Ochsner is corractly pointing at ore of the Weaknessas of the
mcdel: The reason that tme model is susCeptible to Such
seeminyly logicil argumernts is that it has peen umaple to
provide criteria or empirical evidence tor the necessary number
ot variaples: Howaver, it is this author's view that if ome
lcoks at the model from an experimental perspective, such
criticisas will become unjustifieds

Had research alcng the lines proposed by this model
projressed ecough to detecmine the amount of overlap ard/or tke
deyrae of relationships among social and affective variables as

celectibn of the variables would have beer considered arbitrary.

|

cr crample, if it were shown that 90% of the systematic

variation in SLA is due to the acculturation factor, then the
remiining 19% would not be terribly significant. Also, during
cxper imentaticn, some of the factors within the acculturation

25




mcdel would probably be eliminated because of thuir overlap with
cther variables or their negligable contribution to SLA. And
the remaining variables, which would bs empirically verifiable,
wculd not yield to counter arguments:

one of the most controversial claims of the wmodel, however:,
is the way the effects of these variables are interpreted rather
than their number. On the one hand, the claim that these
variables are the ciuse of SLA doss not coiiply with the
princijyles of experimental investigation. In the social
sciences the results are subject to marginal error due to
prediction, reliability and validity of the instruments and
cther research obsticles. Therefore, it first glance, the
ceusal claim of the model is open to yuestion.

ou the other hand, the causal hypothesis is one of the

advantages of thes acculturation model because mcst 56phi5ticatéd
statistical analyses require a theory which calls for empirical
verif icatiorn. Ir this respect, then, the causal claim of the
acculturation modsl builds a theory on which a statistical
analysis can later be applied. If it was not hypothesized that
acculturation is the cause of SLA, the appropriate statisticail
procedure could not be applied to e€ither support or reject the
cliiis Of the theory.

The term 'cause! miy be defified as the unique contribution
of 1 var.able fto a particalar phenomenon. If it could be
aetecwinwd, for example, that 19% of the variation ir a

phenomenon is due to one and only one specific variable, then it



cculd ve claimed that the yiven percent is caused by that
viriable. Therefore, using the term ‘'ciuse’ or any other term
stch as the most impcrtant or the most determinant will not

ircrease the validity of the claims because all of fhem would be
interpreted in terms cf the unigue variance they account fors
The model is problemitic, Lowever, in that the concept of
acculturation and what it entails is too complex to L@
oferationally defin=d and experimentally testeds The authors of
the Heidelbergyg ressarch project report (1976) cseem to agree on

ttis point by stating:

ses although we know that many psychological
factors contribute cruciaily to the 'result' of
learrer vacieties, we were not able (and did mot ir
fact succeed in) to operationalize the important

concept of 'motivatiorn', t'attitude!, etc. 1in a
iﬁéahiﬁ'jfﬂl way (E- 8).
Hews ver, this complexity does rnot imply that we should abandon
ocr attempts to measure or axplore acculturation factors.
Another problem with the model is that it delibrately
escludes other potentially important variables (such as
cecgnitive and instructiomal factors) in SLA: Of course detailed
irvestigation is nacessary to determine these variablés, their

ard contribution tc SLA.
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cenclusions

obviously, the main goal of SLA reseacch, 3ither short term
or long term; is to scmehow account for the Very complex nature
of SLA. That is, the yoal of the theories is (or should be) to
explain the interlanguage system of the learners in a scientific
wij, 1In respect to these models, it seems that the
acculturation model attempts to answar questions dealing with
the "why's" ot SLA. The neurofunctional perspective may
eventually explain "how" SLA occurs. The monitor theory deals
with the ways a second lanyuage is learned/acquired and
performeds. And finally, the discourse approach atéémgts to
develop strategies for researching the relationship between
linguistic irput to and output from second larguage learners in
auvthentic situations, Therefore, each model has its own place
it the whole process of SLA. There may be other models such as
a cognitive approach (Larsen-Freeman, 1930), a psycholirguistic
mcdel, and so forth, each of which would look at SLA from
slightly different point of view.

If we want to claim that SLA is a social sciemnce, we should
ccply with the principles of established social sciercess 1In
ary case, and with any numbsc of models, the main oLjective
should be to explain the SLA phenomenon in a reassnauiy
scientific way, Otherwisz the outcome and claims of almost any
thoory will remain guestionable until the theory is proven to
bely empirically tastable.

i would like to Bake it clear that the couments made in



tkis paper should nct we interpreted as discredits to the nature

of the four models discussed. Rather, I hope that the

e

sUgyestions made and yuestions raised, if reasonaple, will be
ccnsidered i& potential wijs Of improvirg the theories. The
ittricate process of SLA i3, at least from my point of view, too
cemplex to be expliifed by any Sifgle Fheorys For cxample, none
of these models deals with aspects of foreigr larguage learnilg
in comparison to seceond linjuiJe learning (Bebec, 1979).
Ficthermore, thare could be numerous unkrown factors beyond the
hypotheses of 1 yiven modal or person wko develops the model.
Tkis is what all theory building and theory moditication are
abdQﬁ. If the idei of incompleteness rather than incorrectness
ot thesc models is conveyed in this paper, it would seem that

its goal kas baer accomplished.
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