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1. Introduction o . .

How do people learn a further language once they have acquired
a first one”? How do peopJe communicate by means of that lanquage?
These have baén cential questions for second language acquisition
researchers, pidginists and creolists, language planners, design-
ers of cuurses and materials for the teaching of a second or
foreign language, and for second and foreign language teachers.
Attempts to answer these questions havé been forwarded in terms of
verious "theories" and hypotheses (cf. Bausch/Kasper 1979) which
are largely determined by their authors' conception of langusge,
lunguage learning, and commonication in general.

/——"‘

Ever since the paradigm shift from behaviourist to cognitivist
viewsof how languages are learned and used, researchers have tuken
an 1ncreasing-interest 1n the processes which take place 1n the
learner 'smind whien she learns @ second or foreign language and .
tries to communicate 1n that lanquage. Moreover, the conception of
the learner as actively and creatively involved 1n these processes
has directed researrhers' attention to the devices learrers make
ugse of 1nsecond or forelgn language learning and cemmunication,
and they have referred to these devices as strateqies. It

*We would like to thunk the participunts at the colloquium on coin-
. municat 1on strateqies, arranged by the PIF Project, Univeraity of
Copenhaczn, 1n August 1979 Tor a profitable discussion of some
major aspects’ of the present -artucle. Special thanks are due to
K.-Richard Bausch, Craig Chaudron, Wil)is Edmondson, Riidiger Grot-
Juhn, Robert Phillipson, Horst -Raabe, Mike Sharwood Smith and
flaine Tarone, who tuok the trouble lo comment or 8n early draft
and who suguested considerable changes aid revisions. We have made
use cl many of these suggestions i1n finishing the article which, \

needless to say, doed not reduce our respdnsxblhtv far the fina
product . PARTMENT OF EDUCATION
NAﬂONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION

-471- CENTER (ERIC)
@ Ths document has been reproduced as
O recerved from tha person or Organization

ERIC 2 e
A st provivea oy e | o Pownts of \;nw of opinions stated in :m docu-
B ment do not necessanly represent official NIE

position or policy.



N

h.  become widely recor 1zed thiut processes and strateygies an

learning and communicecl sn will be constitutive components of any

theory ot second lanyuage dcquisition, au was particulerly empha-
. aua&fmlmker's programmatic arvticle on “Interlanguage® (IL)

(1972).7¥ this he distinguished between "tive central preeesses”
whach contribute to the Formation of Ils, two ot them bery
"strategies of second -language learming” and "strategies of second
anguage communication”. .

A better unaerstanding of processes und stiategres 1n secomd

ond tareign language learning and communication will be highly
relevant for all concerned with second or forergn language teach-
10y decper 1nsights into the processes 1nvolved 1n second or
foreign lanyuage learnming ond communication and 1nto the strate-
yies ledarners use 1n coping with leacning or comnunication tasks
w1l enable usi to set up more reasonable learning ubjectives and
to devise more adequate methodologies for second or forewyn lan-
guate learning 1o the classroom.

Unfortunately, the terms "learning process”, “leatning stiote-
gy", “"communication process”, and "communication strategy" arc
far trom well-detined, and different authors seem to refer by
them to quite different concepls, as we will 1llustiate presently.
We shall therefore try to establish a theoretical framework by
means of which processes and strategies can be mare precisely ce-
fined and 1dentified. By utilizing this framework, we set up d
taxonomy of learning and communication strategies which, we hope,

- will be useful 1n future theoretical and empirical 1L 1eveatch.

1.1 Types ot L2 learning

It seems tu us o disadvantage of some of the previous studies
of learning and Snmunicat 10n processes/strategies 1n 1nterlangudye
studies (ILS) that one 1s sometimes left 1n doubt as regdrds the
precise type of language learning in which they function, 1.e. one
does not always know whether the author refers to a second lan-
yuage (SL) or a foreign language (FL), to "acquisition" or “learn-
ing", to informal or formal acquisition/learming contexts, or
whether she refers to a purportedly "neutral" type of t2 learning
(see e.y. Tarone/frauenfelder/Selinker 1976, Kleirwmoann 1977, Tarone
1979 ;.

Dur interest 1n learning and communication processes/strateyies
15 ultunately motivated by our aiming at o reascned wmprovement of - -
ft teachiny or, to be more preciue, the wmprovement of FU learnang
under classroom conditions. However, o restriction to this party-
ctular learning context seems to be inadequate for variocus 1eusons:
- The structure of the classroom asg a leorning arxd rommunicdtion
wetting differs in quality from other learning and comnnleat ron
.
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envirunments (Hallen 1976; Krashen 1976; Cdwondson 1978; Felix
1977). Confimidy our attention tu this type of aetting there-
fore allowa fur immanent changea only: 1t precludes the poysL-
bility of introducing or trying out procedures which have proved
to be succesaful 1n informal contexts,

- As learners ultimately learn a fl to be uble to use 1t outside
the classroom, we have to know how 1L comnunication functions
in 1informal contexts i1n order to prepare the lear.er appro-
priately for such communication.

= Fven 1n FL learning contexts, some informal acquisition/learn-
1ng very otten tukes place through the muas medis, contact
with native ‘speakers of FL etc. If the learner 1s to profit as
much as possible from both formal and 1nformal learning con-
texty, then FL teaching hes to integrate the lesrner's fL
experience from outside the cl.ssroom and help facilitate fL
leaaning and communication 1n informal environments. This again
presupposes that we know how FL learning and communication func-
tivn outside the classroom.
L4
The heuristic procedure we adopt 1n this article is thereforge to
set out from a context which 1s ne ‘ral between fL learming and
Fl acquisition, and for which we uyse the- term "L2 Jearngng". Thas
will enable us to set up exhaustive taxonomies of I learning and
communicat10n processes/strategies discovered so far. It will then
be a matter of tuture empirical research to establish which of these
HT(EGSSUS/StrleQKes are universal and which are specific to’cer-
toan learning und communication contexts, and furthermere, which
are ol e successful ynder whut ieurnnqg and communication condi- ‘\\
tions. '

o’

1.2 Dutline

We can now gpve an outline os the article. In 2 we discuss
Vdarious dpproaches to the description of processes und straiegies
1n 12 learning and communication, which prevares the ground for
adr owh general discussion of processcs and strategies in 3. In 4,
the general characterization of processes and strategies 1s then
applied to 12 learming and 1n 5 to IL communication. The interre-
lationship between learning and communication stratedies i1s the
topic of 6, which leads ¢p to a yeneiral discussion of pedagogtcal
1s55ues relating Lo learning/cummunication processes and strutegires
£7)

2. _Approaches to describing processes/strategies

In thas chapter, we shall comment on how three problems 10 It
studies which are relevant to o description uf processes/strateqgies
have been treated 1n the literaturd, and show that seme of the con-
ceptudl arxl terminological contusion one omes acruss s at least
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partly due to the difterent ways in which these problems have been
handled by various dothors. On the basis of tias criticiom, we shall
clarify our _wn position as regards these thiee problems.

2.1 Lhu)éé of perspective

[

Some confosion has arisen becaose resealchels have not dlways
made 1t clear whether IL descriptions reiate to the analyst's ot to
the languaye oser's point of view. Thus 1n the literatore on simpli-
fie ityon, 1nterlanguayp 18 somet imes chatocterized as beiny a result
of a implifacation strateyy/process (Widdowson 1977, hachards 1975,
selinker/Swain/Dumas 1975, Fathwan 1677), whereas what 1s perhaps
really meant 1s that the langouage user's langueye to the interlan-

uaue anslyst represents a simplified code of the target languaye
iCorder 19;75. Levenston and Blum (1977:52) apparently tuke accoont
ot these two pussible perspectives when they distingoish between
Sunplification a9 d characterization of the lingoistic product and
sxuwllfxcgtion us a process/stiategy.

In order for ¢ description of 12 learning and It comreunication
to have explanatory power, the relevant units to be dnalyzed must be
psycholinguistic, 1.e. the researcher has to tuke the learner's
perspective 1n finding oot about the mentul processes/strategies 1n
learning und communicdtion, Father than tuke the analyst's per-
spective, which means focussing on the Linguistic product.

4 - -~

By tuking tne learnetr's perspective, we do not wish to mply
thst the learner has o clear or even ngeient1fic"” 1deg of what uhe
does 1n learmng 4 L2 and communicating 1n an 1L. Obvaously, the
learner's notions of her learning and communicative activities are
aften distorted, naive, or she has ng conscious accesy to them at
411. As Rehbein soggests 1n connection with an ancelysis of action:
“If a eontent analysis of the term taction' 18 meant to provide a
gystematic analysis of what everyday interactanls understand by 1it,
then this does not 1mply that sucty a systematic analysis 15 al-
ready dva‘lable to everydoy interactunts. The opposite 15 the case”
(1977: 3)'. It 1s4dherefore the recearcher's tusk to reconstroct
what goes on 1n the interactants' minds by yiving an explicat
scientrfic account of their wphicat (or explicit) common sense
knowledge. 1t we transpose this to the present context, we can auay
that adopting the learner’'s perspective means reconstructing the
mental processes whieh lie behind the léuﬁner's observable behav-
tour 1n L2 learning apd IL commonication.

We conseqeent ly suggest that 1L researchers in their terninology
observe o systematic distinction between dynamic (verbal) and stat-
ye nouns  so that verbal nouns like complexafication, simplification
and ovorgeneralization are exclusively used with reference to pro-
cesses/strategires, and static nouns like complexity und simplicaty
are used whenever leference 18 made to product level descriptions.

. -50-
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2.2 Learning end communication

Another obvipusly relevant distinction which 1s not always
observed 1n the literature 1s the one between learning and com-
aunication. Selinker, Swain and Dumas (1975), to give but one -
exweple, i1nvestigate what they refer to as learn: strateqies
(overgenerglization, simplification, L1-transfer) Ey using com-
municative tauska (picture story telling, interviews). It 13 not

clear how one can infer from learners® linguistic behaviour on .
such tasks'tq how they learn L2. Rather, such taske provide data ‘o
about learners’ activities 1n IL communication. (See also Bialy- \
ttok/Frohlich (1977) for a similar confusion of learhing and

comaunicate on strategyes. )
¥

The reason uh; learning 13 rot kept distinct from communication

A\, In some IL studies 18 of course that especially 1n informal 2

* learning contexts, learning takes place through communication,
and one particular act of verbal bghaviour can have both learning
and communicative functions for the L2 learner. Whether learning
and communication occur simultageously - as 1nlL1 and SL acqui-
sition - or cor\secjutlvely - a8 18 often the case in formal FL
learning settings’ - is however irrelevant for the diatinction
1n_functiun between these two areas, which can be roughly charar - -
“terized as follows: Learning L2 refers to the processea wheret ;
the learner discovers the {pragmat1c, semantic, syntactic, phono-
logical) rules of L2, and graduslly co s to muster them, thereby
developing a discrete IL aystem. Communicating in IL refers to the
ways the learner:uses her IL system in interaction. In the present
article, we first deei with procesges/strategies 1n each of the
two areas 1n turn (4,5) and then diacuas the relationship between .
them (6).

-

2.3 Pefining critecrta N
A third, and perhaps the most importent, reason for the unsatig-

factory conceptual and terminological situstion 1n studies of IL

proceases/strategiea 1s that the terms "proceases" and "strateqies"

are often used in an apparently arbitrary, non-defined way (see

Brown 1976:136 for the same criticism), ss can ke aeen from the

followiny quotes: "' Simplification'1s understood ag the act of

simplifying, the atrategy of"cunmmcatmn, the process whereby

specific meaninys are communicated on specific occasions" (Leven-

ston/Blum 1977:52); "the learning strategy to reduce speech to a

almpler system seems to be employed by every learner. (...) both

the native child and the aecond language learner use a develop-

mental process of speech reduction” (Jain 1974:190F); "... over- .

generalization and transfer learning strutsgies asppesr to be two

distanctly different linguistic man1festations of one psychologi- .

cal process" (Taylor 1975b:87); "simplification may bz the result

of a learning strategy or process ..." (Corder 1977:12; wull jtalics

ours). .
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while the above guotes t1lustrate coptuston 1n the uoe ot the
terns 5lruleq¥ And process, b»ome authors use the tenn strate
when they an fact t,cm to 1efer to linguistic rules, (F. "I’ﬁix
\edarner appaently constructs hypotheses about the target language
Liaged un knowledge he already has about his own language. 't the
constiuct 10ns are similar an the Yearner®’s mnd, he will tramster
his natrve language strategy to the target language™ (Schachter
1974:212). As will be cledr trom the discussion of strategies and
rules below (1), 1t 1s amportant to mainptaln o dastinction be-
tween stiateyies and rules. This has also been emphasized by
Adjemian, whu makes the point that "learmny sti1ategies dare toy-
mitive activities of o detferent kind than Linguistic aules. tearn-
ing strateyies dret rucially concerned 1n the acyuisition ot @
Vonguage systewm. Linguistic rules are crucially concerned 1n the
actual form of o Linguistic systes” (19762303, see aluvu teich
197943626, ). -

The shortroming 1n the use of the teims "process and “stiategy”
i the preceding quotes 1s that they lack clear detimtions. tn
some other studies, duthors have taken cale to use non-artntrary
terms by setting up defiming criteri. fal poocesses and strategies.
Blum and Levenston, tor instance, 104 laler study use the tempo-
ral dimengion du d defining Lriterion, suggest ing that stiateqgy
reters to “"the way the learner darrives at @ certain usage at @
specatic poant an time", process being ased with geference to
“the systematic series v steps by which The lealner virives al
the sdme usdaye overg e" (1978a:402). frauenfelder ond Porquivt
(1979} daistinguast ocesues from strategies according to thert
untversalityZoptdonalaty, propesses being unversal, strategies
optr1onal mecharfisms employed by individual 12 learners

Meaningtul as theae defining criterida may be, their chorce
seems to us nonetheless rather arbitrary, as 1l as drtfreult to
argue for thear relativ€ validity on any "object 1ve’ Jrounds. The
generdal problem we dre faced with here 18 how decisions relating
to the categorizatioirof reality and to the estublishment of
detiming citteria for cuch categuriescan be rat 1onal ly motaveted.
Unfortunotely, metatheorstical 1ssues af this kind have not been
given much thought a1n It studies. The presupposition betand the
approaches taken Ly the cited avthors 1s probably the om retlect-
ed 15 Yelinker's statement that "little 18 known 1n psychology
about what constitutes a strateygy, and @ vidble orbimition of at
doek, not seen possible at present® (1972: 219), nemely that the
catgory of shiategies as gwven a priori and the task for re-
seap hers 16 one of developing adequate descriptions of this
catrgury. We woudd argue thot while there are certaindy (lasses
w  bjects an reahity which can be unarbitrarily dist inguished
fr. cach other ( ey elephant s from Stl‘(ll(if]l(:b), ttiere are othel
phenonends whooe (ateqgoricdl sepdrationas wch  less obvious
( eq processes Frog strateqgies, uee abovel. for the scientati
desciption of such phenomend, We commider the theoretical po
aition taken by the sarly Habermdg 85 m0st adeguat e, fiv diacusnsing
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the relationship Letween knowledge and human interests (1971), he
arques against "the basic ontologicdl assumption of a structure

uf the world i1ndependent of the knower" and against "the objec-
tivism of the sciences, for which the world appears objectively

as a umverse of facts whose lawlike connection can be grasped
descriptively" (304). Habermas emphasizes that "fundamental metho-
dological decisions ... Heve the aingular character of being
neither arbitrary nor-compell)ing. i1hey prove appropriate or 1in-
appropnate"“ (312), 1.e. they are, in the final analysis, located
1n the researcher's “Erkenntnisinteresse". As we pointed out ear-
lier, our ultimate interest in dealing with IL processes/strategies
1s "the 1mpruvement of FL learning/teachiing. The criteria we adupt
for the definition cf these categories will therefore have to be
legitimized out of this "Erkenntnisinteresse". This will be the
content of the following chapter.

1

3. Defmmg “strategies"

The pracedure we adopt 1n definiryg strategies 1s to localize
them 1n a yeneral mode! of 1intellectual behaviour (cf. 3.2. below),
1n which their function can be explained through their relation-
ship to “processes" and "plans". The cateqgory "strategy" will be
shown as oelng relevant for FL leArming/teaching, and criteria
for 1ts definition will be developed out of our Erkenntmisinteresse
in this area.’

3.1 Processes, plars and strategies

Process 1s frequently used 1n a general sense 1n which 1t 1s
prmanlyLoppo..ed to (lingmstic) product. This use of the term
18 particularly clear 1n articles arguing for the relevance of
"process descriptions", rather’ than "product descriptions”, of
lanquage learning/acquisition (e.g. Dulay/Burt 1974). Brown
dsfined "process" in this general sense as “continuing develop-
ment 1nvolving a nuaber of changes' (1976:136), a definition
not far from that given by Klaus ard Buhr (1976) who define a
process as "a dynamic sequence of different states of an object
or syster"” (990). It )3 this general sense of proress which
lies at the back of such otherwise disparate expressions as
fthe process of L2 acquisition" (Brown 1976:136), "the com-
munication process", "restructucring apd recreation processes"
(Corder 19784:75-76).

Progess 1n this general sense seems to us ;ndeed an 1ndispens-
able calegory 1n IL studies, and we shall use the term 1n this
urtlrle as defined 1n the above quotes..

Ihe 18%4e bhecomes ﬁqrn problemstic, however, ¥f pl‘ocess 18

used 1n cunnection with strateqy 1n the woy 1t 18 often the case
i the literature, 1.e. either as being interchangeable with
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strategy or, in the more specitic sense of "nan-strateyic process”,
as uppused to "strategic process” (= strategy) (ct. the literature
cited 1n 2.3).

£

In our opinion, the basic assumption behind these attempts at
Jdefining strategres 1s rather questionable, namely that stiateg.es
constitute a specral closs et processes. By looking at the phenonend
which ure normally eharacterized as ledrning or comnunication stra-

. tegies 1n the literature, 1t 1s evident that thege can tore pre- .
cisely be characlerised as "plans": entities which "control the
order 1n which 4 sequence of coerations 1S to be po formed”
(Milier/Galanter/Pribram 1960:16), ways of controlling processes
(see also Rehbein 1977:146fF, Sharwood Smith 1979, and Kldus/
Buhr 1976, 1n which “"strategy" 1s subsumed under "plan”). To
quote the analogy mentioned by Miller, Galanter and Praibram, "o
plan 1s, for an organism, essentially the same as d program tor 2
camputer” (1960:16). -

By treatirg strategies as plans rather then processes we can
specity our task of detining strategies as one of arswering the
questions (11 what 15 o plan, and how does 1t relate tu processes?
(2} how do gieategies relaty to pla

3.2 Pland and processes

fo 1llustrate the functiun ot plans and the relstionstup between

plans and processes, we set up 8 general model of the princaples
behind goal-related intellectual behaviour, represented an fig. 1
below. The notion "intellectual beheviour" (Mintellektuelles Ver-
hakten”) 1s borrowed from Leont'ev (1975:1%3), who uses 1t 1n
contradistinction to "retlectory behaviotr® (" -etlektorisches
Verhalten"). "Retlectory behaviour"” refers to a fixed conpec tion

- between o stimulus and a retlectory response which is either
genetically determined or learned, whereas there is no such fixed
connection 1n the case of intellectual behaviour: ralher, Llhe
individual has to choose (more or less consciously) between
various alternstive responses tua given stimulus 1n constructing
"models of che future" ("Mude}le des Kunftigen") on the basis of
"rodels of the pest ond present” ("Modelle des Busherigen). We
uhiall use the term "intellectual behaviour” 1n o broader sense,
fiomely as refeiring to all those p:ychic and behavioural (observ-
able) actions which 1nvolve cegnitive processes. Intellectual
behoviour thus includes the phenomena which we are interested in,
1.v. longuage ledarning and verbal communication. - .

™
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el 2 Realizalion process

fig. 1: Planning ond realization of intellectual behaviour

=

The model divides into two phases: a planning phase, comprising
“goal", “plaming process” and "plan", and o realization phase,
which comprises “"plan", “realization process” and "action".

The a1m of the planning phase is to develop a plan, the exe-
cution of which will result in an action which will lead to the
actional goal. In order fur the plan to match the goal, the 1ndi-
vidual has to base the construction or selection of a plan on an
analysis of the given situetion and 1ts resources with 1egard to
the goal. Leont‘ev characterises the first phase in 1ntellectual
behaviour as comprising “the orientation shout the situation and
the condltions’of the task" ("die Orientierung uber Situation und
Bedingunyen der Aufgube”) which lends to the “selection of the
plan of actien” ("Auswahl dss Handlungsplans®, 1975:153). [he
"asasessmetit of the situetional conditions® ("F1nschlitzung™) also
constitutes the first of Relbein's seven “phuses of the pr :ess of
action" ("Stadien des Handlungsprozesses”, 1977:141ff).

As regurds the structure of plans, Miller, Galonter and Pri-
bram assume them to be hierarchically organi zed (l96(l:16f), which
can be exemplified by the division into pragmatic, semantic, syn-
tactic and phonological elements of plans aimed at verbs! hchav-

* =« dour. This hierurchiral organization of plans 1s of some interest
in relation to strotegies, ¢ point which will be further discussed

ﬂ,,belnu (3.4.2.).

In the relevant 1:terature, one often finds that no distinction
18 made between the planning process and the plan itself. [hus
leunt 'ev says thut “the programme (- plan]is- ... nothing given,
reedymde,' but & process, the process of programming™® (1975:216)
ond Miller, Golonter and Prib em refer to o plan as ¢ "hierarchic' .
process® (1960:16). Although a distinccion 1s arbitrary, as we aie

El{lC -565- .

=




]

dealing with puychological constivcts which buve not been given ény
nearologieal support, we find that 1t as convenient Lo maintain @
dist nin Lion between the plapming prodce is, which sensitive to
what, type of goal has been selected and Lo lhe analysas of the sit-
uat 1on, and the plon itself, which s what controls the realization
phaue. I so dorng, we follow Rebbern, wha explicitly dastiiguishes
between the plamiig process and g plan ag 1ts resolt (1977:1461F).

By (harecter1zing a plan as “sothing given, 1eadymade”, leont'ev
mplies thot plans die belny constructed by the 1bividual 1y Qene-
tat 1ky specch. Miller, balanter and Pribram (1960, especiuldy 177ft)
aid Ryhbean (1977:146), however, distinguish between readymade,
aotumut 1c plans which the wxkhividos] can choose winong, ared plang
which ase gpecifically formed by ghe individual 1n e patticulis
situat 1on.’ Horeover, 1t 1s o molter of controversy to what oxtent
the 1ealization process, 1.e. the conversion of a plun into action,
Can take place withoot the existeice of plans: according to Miller,
Lalanber aixl PPibram, this 1s not ausused to be the case, whereas
Leont tev (1975:153, 194t ) and Rehbean (1977:147) draw o cledr dis-
Lirw tion between “unplanned” and ¥ planned " communicative behavioor. .
Interesting thoogh this question as, 1t s beyond the scope of the
present article to engage 1 anys further discossion of 1t, 1n
pusticatar au 1t 18 of npo serioos consequelx e for owr treatment
of learniing aid Comsupication sliateyies whicheves stund we take.
tn the tullownixg, we adopt whal we consider the stionger clawm as
seen frowm o coguitivist view aid consider all intellectual proces-
wew Lo be planied by erther readynade, automat i plans o1 by plais
corstiucted od hoe, as described ummediately dabove.

for verbal behaviour, the strony claim mwplies that 1 vider to
reath o learniig or communicative goal, the learner/languaye ouel
sely up a plan on the batas of bher hngunstic system(s) (end her
asstosment of situatiunal foctors) wid selects Lhe rules/items
from her systeés which are to go into the plan. We asoume that
thas planniig process ond the 1ealrzation of the plan  as 1ty prod-
ot 1 glied e omeon notions like “rule agplication” or “usig
one's Ningaistic system®, and we shall ose these notions tor the

seoof brovity ws guot desonbed,

i.." Pl ond atiotegies

Ve menttuned an 3.1 that we consider strategies to be plang,
puther than processes, aid 1n 3.2 we set up s yeneral wodel for
goal 1chaled mtellectual behaviour, demonstroting how plans ate
austed Lo funclron within the two phises of the models pionr 1w
aidd 1ealizotion. Whal now tewains Lo be done 1s deseribe whit
(horatter1zes thove plans to whiel we wanl Lo refoer by the term

pleateyy-
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Befuie we proceed to doing this, 1t should be repeated that we
do not consider strategies to form a "yiven" class (cf. 2.3.).
Plans cari be charactgrized by numerous criteria and consequently
divided 1nto subgroups 1n a variety of ways. If we do not want to
establish a more or less arbitrary subgroup of plans we have to
base our defining criteria on our "Erkennt usinteresse”. This, 1n
the cuntext of the present article, means relating the defininy
criteria to what 1s of relevance to FL learning/teaching.

Basing the defining criteria for atrategies on one speci1fic
type of L2 learning, namely FL learning, 1s not measat, to 1mply
that the definition of strategies holds true for that context only:
strategres as defined 1n the present article can no doubt be
fourd 1n o mullitude of learning and’ communication situations.

But the approach we adopt 1mplies that the subgroups of plans we
estublish as strategies 1s not necessarily a relevant subgroup
1n contexts other than that of FL learning/teaching.

Our defining criteria relate to the lecrner and not to her

aghservable behaviour (cf. the discussion of "mental reconstruction”

above, 2.1.). It 1s often difficult, on the basis of a certain
wstance of behaviour (eg (part of ) un utterance 1n & sample of
learner language) to decide to what extent the glan which under-
lies the behaviour satisfies the defining criterie for strategies.
The main reason for this 1s thut there 18 no ope-to-one correspon-
dence between plans which satisfy the defining criteria (and

which are therefore "strutegxes“) and behaviour: strategies may
bring about exsctly the same 1nstances of behaviour as mgy "non-
stralegic" plans. Sume types of behaviour, as eg the use of ges-
tures and sound 1mitation in communiccation, or the use of "behav-
ioural" learnang strategies (cf. 4.4. below) are 1ndeed more

13kely to be the result of "strstegies” rather than “plans", just
ag Esémxnxcutxve behaviour which 18 affected by strategies may
contain "traces" of the defining criteria (or "strategy markers"

eg hesitations, laughs, ete., cf. ferch/Kusper 1980). But 1n
nurerous cases 1t 13 impossible to decide in a non-arbitrary way
whcther the defiming criteria for strategies werc satisfied or

not ot the moment of production.

5.4 Stiategies

[n the preceding paragraphs we characterized strategies as
plans which sail,ty certain, as yet unspecified, criteria. These
criteria are o ciilerlon of problem-orientedness and a criterion
of consciousness. The criterion of cunsciousness 1s derived from
the criterion of problem-orientedness ardd can consequently be
considered o "secondary"” (riterion. The two criterid are discus-

sed 1n 3.4.1., which represents our attempt ot defining strategies.
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Our criterion ¢f consciousness differs from the way cunscious- .
ness has been used 1n 4 number of previous studies (ey Tarone 1977)
in that 1t 1s not taken by us to hold directly for the strategy
itself but rather for the situation 1n which the strateqy 1s used.
In 3.4.2., we discuss this and a nunber of related 1ssues having
to do with consciousness.

3.4.1 Problem-orientedness and consclousness
g a—
In 3.2. we desgribed plans as being inherently goal-related,
- without discussing the nature of goals. Our "orimary" defining
criterion for strategies, prbblem-orientedness, presupposes d
distinction between goals which the i1ndividua: experiences no *

ditficulty 1n reachind a hich present themselves to the
individual as "prob : only plan at relate to the latter
Lype of goals will be considered struted¥g.

The word ' “sroblem” 15 sometimes used 1n u rather vague way
48 o near-synosym to "task!. Yhis 138 not 1n accordance sith our
usaye of the word, which corresponds to the definition qiven by
Klaus ,and Buhr, who define problem as “recognitlon by sn 1ndivi-
dual ... of the nsufficiency of her ... existing knowledye to
reach a "'Bqudl and of the consequent need for expanding this
knowledge” = (1976:974). 1f the individual experiences a pfoblem
10 leathing a goal, this amplies that the learner 18 Consc 19Us
about there being a difficulty. Hence the deriyed, sccondary
status ol consciousness as a defining criterion of strategies.

Returning to the yeneral model (f1y. 1), we can establish
two situations tor the occurrence of strategies, dependiny
on whether the problem 1s a-problem 1n the planning phase ol
. 1n the realization phase. In the First case, the 1ndavidual ex-
periences a problem in constructing a plan which sshe considers an
adequate means for reaching her goal. 1n the sechnd case, the N
problem crops up when the i1ndividusl attempts to pertorm the plan.

If strategies are to be devised 1n order to reach toals whose
sttaiment 18 seen as a problem, then individuals have to mentally
anticipate these goalw as results of their action. According to
Marxist anthropology, the capability of mentsl anticipation con-
stitutes a specifically human qualxty.9 This 1des ias been taken
up by Schmidt and Hurnisch, who maintain that "action plans or
strategies are the expression of the specifically himan capability ",;"""
to mentally anticipate the reaults of an action and to act coqﬁ
sciqQusly and systematically 10 order ta reach & yoal™ (1979).

Decisions us to how to achieve these gnals sre non-arbatrary: in-
dividuals try to realize them 1n as efficient a way ay possible,
1.e. they use what seems to ‘hem to be the wost efficient means
relative to a given end. Joviously, what they conceive of as beiny
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most efficient might turn out not to have Leen the optimal pro~

‘ cedare, and At might even be the case that the achieved result ’
does not corraspond to the intended geal. 1t follows therefore

that efficiepcy, like our defini s criteria, refers to the spec ‘-

er's/learner*s, bnd not to the analyst's, perspective. The assumed

efficiency of an ends-means-relation as a crucial feature ofﬁxtrat-

egies has glso bqe7113uggested by Schmidt and Harnisch (1975)'! and
by K. Wagner (1977)1¢, Y

Us1nq problem-orientedness as a defining criterion has bteen ~
done by both Kellerman and Jorders 1n their respective descrip-
tions of strategies: Kellerman defiges a strategy as “a weil-
organized approach to a problem” (1977:93), and Jordens makes the
point that "strategies can only be applied when something 13 ac-
knowledged as problemstic" (1977:14), which points to the addi-
tional criterion of consciousness. Neither Kellerman nor Jordens, \
however, argue for their defining criteria relative to a given
"Erkenntnisinteresse".

As we pointed out above (3.3.), our def ning criteria for

strategies relate to what 1s of relevance to FL learning/teaching.

It 13 obviously important that learners not only achieve a (par-

tial) communicative competence 1n the FL but.algo that they becoume

competent in reaching learning and communication goals which they

experience problems in reaching ("learning how to learn® and ’
s learning how to communiczte 1n situations/about topics which differ

from wh st characterises classroom communication). One prerequisite

for this 1s that learners are conscious about the existency)of

leain.na and communication problems, as this creates the nAecessary

"motivat onal basis for learning how to set abeut solving such prob-

lems by means of strategies. Another preraguisite is clearly that

learners are aware of the ends-means relationship of using strate-

gles and that they become conscious of the vorious ways 1n which

strategies can be employed. The pedagogical ugpects of learning

and communication strategies as defined 1n the present article are

further discussed 1n 7.2. and 7.3.

3.4.2 Consclousness

As we pointed out 1n 3.4., our criterion of consc 1ougness
differs from the way consciousness has been used by some other

IL researchers as a means of characterizing strategies. Thug

varadi (i7,3), Kleinmann (1977) ond Tarone (1977) all churscterized
strategies as being consciously employed by the lanquage user
which, formulated within our general model, 1s the same as suylng
that 1t 1s the plan which the individual 1s conscious abput .

Although 1t 18 no doubt the cuse that plans cun be consciously
developed and ewployed, we do not want to adupt this as a defim -
criterion for strategies. First of all, consciousness as applied to
plrng s perhaps more a matter of degree thun of either-or, as s

-
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apperent from farone/f rauentelder/Selinker (1976), who distin- r
guish between "more reynscious '™ and "more 'unconscious'” strat-
ejies (see dlsu farone 1979 tor & samilar point). This, to sume
extent, may be related to the hierarchical urganization of pleny

(cf. 5.2.): 1t 1s probably the exception, rythel than the rule,

that consciousness refers to o complete plan: in most cases,

“Lertain elements only 1n the plan will be consciously scleeted,

ey (1n connection with communicative plung) "high-level elemonts”
like vocabulary (Jordens 1577:16) or pragnatac, semantic and
syntactic, rather than articulatory, features (Leont'ev 1975:

195€F).

Second, Lonsclousness 18 Clearly not o coastant holding tot
specific types ot plans (or parts of plans) across all indiva-
duals. As pointed out by Sharwood Smith, "fifterent 10dividuals
may bearore or less able to bec ome aware of their own 1nternal
mental operations” (1979), which represents a CONSLIOULNESS-Td1S1NY
IrOCess. Furthermor\xe opposite situatron can dlsun be envis-
wyed: andividuals may tomat 1ze what was at one stoye conse 1ously

employed plans. This puints to the following theoretically pus-

sible classification of plans:

(1) plans which dre dlways conserously employed
{2) plans which dre never consiiausly employed

(3) plans which to suome lanquage users and/or 10 some s1tuations
may be consciously used and which to other languaye uvsers
ww/or in other situations are used unLonsciously.

[f wuth a (lassification Lould be given empirical support, tins
would be highly 1nteiesting from the view of tt learnming/tesching,
as this covels the aieas of consClousness ralsiy atd automat 1za-
tion, whﬁh have etéac 1mplications for the choice uf teachinyg
methods. V2 Also, the 1ssue of consclousness as relating to plans
1o of cunsiderable 1nterest to I regearchers as 1t delimts the
subgroup Bf plans which can be characterized by means uf 1ntro-
spective techmques (viz. toe strategies) from other types 0f
plang, the existence and natuie ot which can only be inferred trom
behavioural data or neurclogical investigations. However, using
Cansciousness relating tu plans as o defining criterion ot strat-
egies ab the present state of 1gnorance would be rather vacuous,
for which reason we shall keep the question open by characterising
strategies s potentially consclous plans. By adding together hat
we have sai1d about strategies 1n the present chapter we can no
say that a strategy ¥s a pdtentially conscious plan for solving
what to the individual presents 1tself as s problem 1n reachiny a

partacular qual.

-~
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4. Processes and strateqies in L2 learning

4.1 Lanquage learning and types of intellectus} behaviour

In the introductory chapter, we mentioned the paradigm shift
from behaviourist to cognitivist viewd of language leacning. Basic
to the cognitivist view 1d the assumption that the learner 1s
actively and creatively invelved 1n the learning process which,
following a gencral Piagetian model of developmental psychology,
can be characterized as a process of assimilation and accommodation.

Alt "creat)ve" aspett of rule formation 1s of central
relevance to the cognitive paradigm of language learning, recent
research hae paid more and more attention to ways in which the
cognitive | rocesses of lapguage learning are interrelated with
aspects of the learning situation, eqg what the impact of lingu.stic
1nput 1s on language learning (see, eq, Hatch 1974), and how learn-
ers try out their hypotheses aboul the L2 and obtain feedback (see,
eg, V1¢g*'/0ller 1976). It 18 no doubt because of these links be-
tween language learning and commun:cative behaviour that a distinc-
tion between lzarning and commurication 1s not always maintained

. 1n the literature, as Whserved above (2.2.).

Another, obviously very important aspgct of language learning
1n addition to rule formation 1s rule automatizatjon: the learner
not only has to learn new rules but also to develop her ability
to use these rules, :ore or iess automatically, 1n communication.
This aspect of language learning has often been totally neglected

- by researchers halding a dogmstically cognitivist view of lanquage
learning, as opposed to a nimber of Soviet researchers working in
a framewo of “Sprethtatigkeit" theory (eq Gal'perin 1957, Leont'-
ev 1971), who observe 3 distinction between coynitivist and be-
haviourist ¢ nts of lsnguatje learning 1n their studies.

¥} It we applv the ceneral model of goal-related intsllectusl
behaviour (cf. 3.2. above) to (2 learn ., we can diskinguish -’
betwegn the following two situztions: (1) the realizat process
18 8 behavioural actigﬁy; (2) the realizavion process 18 @ psycho-
linguistic activity /In either case, the yoal represents some
aspect of language Nwarning oand 1s consequently ps cholinguistic
(see however the jendral discussion of behavioural strategies in
4.3, for a mudificat¥on of this).

K fhe first situation can be illustrated by an example from
hypothesis testing (cf. ftiy. 7; see also 4.2.3.). The learner
hus established a hypothetical rule Rh and wants to try it out.
Ihis constitutes the goal. The learner hus to develop a plan for
how to test the hypothesYy, which represents the planning process
and the plan 1tself. The plan may be to appeal directly to some
authonts—mﬂtwe spesker/reference books) for confirmation or
to apply the rule tentatively in communicaticn {productively/
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receptively ). This represents the realizaticn process. lhe pro-
duct of this process 1s the establishment of R s a "fixed" rule
in the IL or, in the case ot neyative feedback, wne deletion ot
the rule from the learner's IL system. This repreuwents the answer
to the question raised under the goal.

L.

" Goal :

18 Rh -=~=~3 Planning process

correct ' l

Plan: '

<
direct appeal/ | N Realization
uve of Rh n process: asking,

communicat 1on "looking 1t up"/
‘ communication

Product :

. "tixed" rule/
. ldeleted 1ule

Fig. 2: Fxample From 12 learning (hypothesis testing) wath be-
havioural realization process T

N
.

%o illustrate the situation which the 1ealicat ron process
invulves the learner 1n psycholinguistic, rather than behivioural,
setivity we grve the following example. The learner wants tn fand
out how to refer to future events 1n L2, This represents the guul.
In order to do su, the leainer bas to develop a plan tor how to
establish a rule. In some (mainly formal) learning situations,
this could be achieved through behavioural activity such as
"looking 1t up". We assume that this possibility i1s not open to
the learner, for which reasor she has to develop a plan which
can lead to the v tablichment of a (hypothetical) rule. This
could be to 1nauce the rule from i1nput data.

Induc1ng the rule %duld then represent the realization process
leading to the eustablishment of the hypothetical rule Rt in the
It system (the product of the process). This 1a Vilustridted an

fiy. 3.
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Goal :
how to refer

- to future -~ Planmng pcocess

events 1n L2 I
1]

. Plen; . / ’
; Realization
induction from |----9 22212801000
input data Brocess:
induction

Product : ’

hypothet1-al
rule

Fig. 3: Wpample From L2 learning (hypothesis formation) with
psvcholinguistic realization process

4.2 1L rule formatjon

Before we discuss IL rule formation 1n some detail (4.2.3.) 1t
will be necessary to take a closer }ook at three of the basic
dreas within the learning process, viz. the IL system and its
components (4.2.1.), 1nput/intake to the system, and output from
the system (4.2.2.).

- 4.2.1 Components of the Il system

The IL system consiats of ,mplicit and exphclt (or metalin-
guistic) knowledge of unanalyzea ~hunke, hypothetical rules and
fixed rules. The extent to which the learner has stored explicit -
knowledge determines her ability to monitor her learning of and
communication 1n IL. The terms "implicit" and Yexplicit" knowledge ‘ime . £
of IL rules (Bialystok 1979a; Bialystok,/Frohlich 1977) correspond ’%
to Widdowson's “expression rules" and "reference rules”, rdspec-
tively (1977). “Unanalyzed chunks™ sre L2 items which the learner
has stored as "prefebricated patterns”, i.e. without anslyzing
them into their underlying rules and elements. Of the twe types
of rules the 1t system includes, the hypothetical rules refer to
the hypotheses the learner has set up for herself about the re- Y
gularities of L2, Together with the ununalyzed chunks, the hypo-
thetical rules fora the part of the IL system which 1s permeable
(Adjemian 1976) and thus subject to chang 8 long as hypothetical

.
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rules are a component of a speaker's IL system, she can be said
to be 1n the process of learming. The fixed rules, on the other

hand, constitute the stable rules the learner arrives at as a
result of her hypothetical rules having been canfirmed (see below).
Cnce a fixed rule has been established, the learner can be said

to have stopped learning 1n thas particular 1L drea. The faixed
rules fall into two categories: they are either 1dentical with or
different- from L2 rules. In the latter case, they cunétnt:ie the
fossili1zed parts of IL which were first aentioned by Selinker
11972 and which have been extensively discussed 1n Vigil and Oller
(1978) and Selinker and amendella (1978).

In pd{tncular within SL ecquisition, the quantitative distribu-
tion of the IL components changes during the learning process:
while 1n the beginning stages of L2 learning the unanaiyzed chunks
and the hypothetical rules-have a proportionately larger share
than the fixed rules, these will increase with * ~ advancement of ‘
learning unt1l they constitute the only categor f IL rules, which
mplies that the individual 1s no longer 1n the .rocess of L2 learn-
1ng. Accordingly, the learning of a particular rule will typically
proceed from the gtorage of that rule in 8p unanalyzed chunk over
a hypothesis or several concyrrent or cons .~utive hypotheses about .
the rule to 1ts establisment as & fixed rule.

4.2.2 Input - 1ntake - output

-

*

Relative to the IL system, the L2 data the learner 18 exposed
to function as potential 1ggut,wh1ch 1s, however, to be distin-
guished from the actual 1ntake (Corder 1967, 1978a), 1e the sub-
3et of the 1nput which 18 assimilated by the IL system and which
the I system accommodates to.

The notion of 1ntake as seen fram a learning point of view
18 more rgstricted than as seen from the point of view of com-
munication® while 1n the latter case, all of the L2 ipput the
learner receives and decodes at & particular 1nstance 10N Comuni-
cution can be regarded os 1ntake, 1ntake as relating to 'earning ¢
gefers only to 1nput on the basis of which the learner forms her
! , hypotheses about the L2 rules and tests them out suhaequently.

which part of the available input the learner actually takes

“1n will depend on the state of the IL system and various non-
linquastic tactors, 1n particular the learner's motivation for
L2 leacrning. Derivirg intake from ipput by selecting what the

Il system 1s ready to use for hypothesis formation and testing
can be referred to os 1nput reduction. As the learner can nly
process a very limited part of the available L2 data at a e,
put reduction 18 necesuary for the learner 1n order to reducs
her lesrnig load at o given point 1n the learning process.
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With respect to ditferent types of input and their impact on
the L2 learning process, 1t should be sentioned that an mportant
difference between 1nput i1n 1nformal learning settings and in for- ‘
- wmal instruction 1s its having ‘the form of raw dats in the former
and of structured data in the latter case, which implies the 1n-
herent possibility for formet inastruction to organize the L2 input
so thaf the new learning waterial corresponds exactly to the learn-
":;ég_gggun&’fntake. It 1s obvious, however, that we do not yet L
. w enough about L2 learning to be able to devise suych optimally
learner-orionted syllabuses. In formal i1nstruction - with the ex
ception of teaching which follows an extreme version of the direct
, method -  the learner 18 of course not only presented with 1in-
guistic data but also with metalinguistic i1nformation about LZ.
The taken-1n metalinguistic i1nformation 1s then stored in the IL
system as the Jearner’s explicit knowledge or refarence rules
which allows for monitoring IL learning and communication. It 1s N
perhaps these two 1nput features - structured (selected and graded) “
L2 data and systematic metafinguistic information - that churac-
terlgtlcally distinguish L2 learning from acquisition {Krashen
1976).

*
b

> ¥
-

The It data which the kemrmer produbes as outputare a function
of the IL system and of the learner's making use of learning and
communication plans and strategies. It 1s a major problem for the
analyst to determine which of the IL components described sbove
the learner has relied on 1n producing (= plannming and realizing,
ct. 3.2. above) & particuldr IL utterance, or 1f the utterance 1in
question 1s in fact the result of an additionsl learning or com-
munication plan or strategy (cf. Adjemian 1976, Ferch 1979a). Very
often, an IL utterance cannot be attributed to any of these pos-
sible sources on the basis of IL output alone. Here we touch upor -+
the problem of IL data elicitation. A discus ion of this 1ssue,
however, 1s beyond the scope ¢f this article.

In f1g. 4, the relationship between the IL system and 1nput,
intake and output 13 summarized graphically. /7m

4.2.3 Processes 1n IL rule formation

ibe main processes 1n 1l rule formation are the tormation and
testing out of hypotheses about a specific L2 rule. A schematic
overview of these processes 1s contained in fig. 5. In initial

-
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hypothesis formation, the intake constitutes the material on which ¢
the learner bases the formation bf a hypothetical rule. This
hypothetical rule 1s subgequently checked for its velidity by be-

ing used 1n communication or, 1n formal learning settings, 1n ex-
ercises, etc. (hypothesis testing). Wmle thus the overt intention .

of the learner's using @ particular hypothet ical tule may be to «
\ communicate, 1ts occurrence in her output functuons Simultaneously
\ as a test as to 1ts validity, 1e ag a learning device. Li1kewise,

the 1nterlocutor's intention 1n reacting to the -learner's output
will usually be to communicate; however, the taken-in part of the
interlocutor's 1nput (intake,) also serves as feedback as a pesult
of which the hypothesis undef test 1s either confirmed or rejected. ‘
In the case of positive feedback leading to hypothesis confirmation, s
the hypothetical rule changes 1ts status to become a fixed rule

i of the IL gystem. Negative feedback leading to h!p_gthesxs rejec-

. tion, .on the other hand, 1nduces h[\e learner to either look for

new 1ntake or to us: the feedhack to form a revised hypothesis. In
the latter case, ntake, functions as 1ntake. The procedure of hypo-
thesis formation and t&ti‘nq 15 repeated unt1l the learner’s -
hypathesis 1s confirmed ynd gets stored as a fixed rule.

4.3 Strateqies in language learning

1 4.2., we concentrated on the psycholinguistic aspects of 12
legrning, without going into 8 discussion of the cort ribut 1on of
veybal interaction to the learning proceds. It 13 clear, however,
tHat without receiving input of some sort (authentic 12 data, 10~
PU In the form of teaching materials, etc.) there will be severe
limitg to what hypotheses can be formulated. It 1s equally clear
that hypothesis testing presupposes interaction with the environ-
went, either 1n the obvious sense of receiviryg feedback from inter-
locutors thrcugh communicative activities or in the speclial gense
of obtaining feedbuck b; cunsulting a {2 authority (teacher, native
qpeaker, reference grammar. dictionary).

Py

-
¥ As concerns automatization, one can draw . distinction betwetn
automatizing the physiological elements of spesch production and . .
incressing the aveilsbility of lingwstic means 1n connection with

the planming phase. In the former . age, 1t 1s possible to increase
automat1zation through drill-1ike activities, without interacting.
This 18 not possible with the automatization of the plamning phase,
=5 this 18 clousely asscciated with using lanquage creatively in &
variely of situstions. For this reason, engaqing -1n commurniication-

Like sctivities 1s 8lso & prerequisite for practising specific
aspectd of automuatization.

A4
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The type of actlvit;kneeded by the learner 1n order to get
wnto situations in which L2 1s/can be used 1s clearly behavicural
(cf. 4.1. above). The same holds for the activity needed 10 order
to ieach’ the goals of testing hypotheses and of increasing auto-
mat1zation, although both of these areas also contain strong psycho-
linguistic elements: to test a hypothesis, the learner has eqg to
engage 1n un 1nteraction 1n which the hypothetical rule can be
used (behavioural activity), but 1n order to do this, she hms to
plan and realize her speech production 1n a specific way, which
clearly 1nvilves her in peycholinguistic ond physiological activ-
ity. In the présent article, however, we shall focus on the be-
“activity 1avolved 1n both hypothesis testing and 1n
automatization, and we shall refer to plans which con-
e types of activity as behavioural plans. in hypothesis
formation, on the contrary, the predominant activity 1ncluded
15 clearly psycholinguistic. Consequently, we shall refer to plans
which control psycholinguistic activity leading to hypothesis for-
mstion as psycholinguistic plans.

In applying our defining criteria of strategies to planning an .
learning we are confronted by the problem that our ciiterion of
preblem-orientedness 1s 1n need of a more precise specification
betore it can be used to distinguish some lesrnyng goals (viz.
problematic yoals) from others (viz. non-problemat ic goals). Such
a specification presupposes that we have a good knowledge of what
presents itself to.learners as difficulties 1n LZ learning, which
quite clearly we do“not have at the present moment (cf. the dis-
cussion of some pre  .us studies on "difficulty” in Kellermun
1979). That we have 1fficulty 1n applying the defining criteria
of strategies to learning plans does not 1mply that the criteria
are 1nvalid, related as they-are to “mental reconstruction” (wee
above Z.I.?. They would only be invalid 1f 1t should turn out that
all learning goals present themwelves to learners as problems to
be sclved, which 1s most unlikely as L2 learning (1n particula
SL learning) can apparently toke place without the learner being
conscrauddy aware of this. However, there exists a problem for the
I analyst 1n applying the defining criteria of strateqies to the
planning phuse of learning, for which reason we can ofly suygest
that certair types of learning goals are intuitively more likely
to constitute problems which learners are aware of thun otlhers.
Ihus learners are probabiy more aware of their haplng difficulty

210 planning or realicing a behavioural than a psychulinguistic
activity, which mmplies that 1t 13 possibly eusxerwzo apply the
defining critericn of strategies to behavioural learning plans
than to psycholinquistic learning pluns. But rather than indulge
1n further speculations about the potential strategicpess of daf-
ferent types of learning plans we shull simply discuss those plane
which we believe could be employed as learniivg strategies by some .
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learners 1n some situations (psycholinguistic strateqies 1n 4.4., be-

havioural strategies in 4.5.). It will then be a matter of future re-

search to assess to what extent and 1r what specific areas of L2 ‘
learning learners are consclously aware of their having learning

problems, and how thiu cam be made use of in connection with 'L learn-
1ng/teaching. '

4.4 Psycholinquistic learning strateqgies / )
o 8

In forming hypotheses about L2 rules, learneréfz;n basically rely
on two suurces: on the L2 intake and on prior krowledge arxd experlence
relating to language learning and communication. The learning strate-
gles to bg discussed below can be classified accord1ng to how they
relate to these two sources. Thus we get strategies that relate to L2
ntake exclusively (“induction®, 4.4.1.) ond strateqies thgt make
use of prior knowledge and experience (("inferencing" and ™non-1n-
ferencing transfer", 4.4.2.). Strategies that make use of L2 1ntake

“préuppose 10put reduction as described above (cf. 4.2.2.), as the

leurner does not make use of the entire 1nput available but only uses
part of 1t for hypothesis formation.

4.4.1 Psycholinguistic learning strateqies relating to L2 intake ex-
clusively: ™induction®

If the learner builds her hypotheses on the basis of taken-1n
L2 material exclusively, she uses the learning strategy of induc-
tion. There are two conditions in the learning situation which make
1t particularly likely for the learner to rely on 1nduction: (1) she
has no prior knowledoe of L2 which could be used 1n deriving hypo-
thetical rules from the intake; (2) she does not want to use her
knowledge uf L1 and/or of other languages as she does not assume
that those languages and L2 are sufficiently similar go that the
application of such knowledge could be successful. If erther of these
two conditions does rot apply, the learner is likely to use her lin-
guistic and communicative knowledge available 1n grder to build
hypotheses about {2 on the basis of 12 1ntake.

4.4.2 Makirg use of prior knowledgu and_experience: "inferencing
and "non-inferencing transfer®
¢

In most learning situations it 1s probably the case that the
learner will make use of prior knuwledge and experience 1n order to

. form hypothuses about L2. This can be done 1n two ways: (1) by

apply1ng prior knowledye and experience tu L2 1ntake ("inferencing");
(2) by relying exclusively on priot linguistic knowledge without
applying 1t to 1ntake ("non-1nferencing transfer"). Before we qu

into a discussiun of these types of psycholinguistic learning strat-~
egies 1t 1s necessary tu specify what we consider relevant cateqo-
ries @f prior knowledge and experience in the present context.
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4.4,2.1 Types of prior knowledge

Making wse of nrior knowledge 1s certainly not specific to
language learning but 1s employed in all kinds of learning tasks,
ag has been emphasized by cognitive psychology (see 10 particular
Ausubel 1968). In L2 learnina, hawever, “prior knowledye" refers
primarily to three areas:

(1) To the learner's entire linguistic experience which 1ncludes
her 1mplicit and explicat knowledge of L1, other hitherto learned
languages (Ln) and her IL as relating to the L2 being learned.
from this perspective, the debate about whether or not the learnor
relies on her L1 in L2 learning becomes futile: rather, the ques-
tion to be asked 19 to what extent and under what learning condi-
tions the learner prefers to rely on the one or the other type of
her linguistic knowledge (Ervin-Tripp 1974; Taylo: 1974; 1975b;

). James 1977).

(2) To her entire communicative experience which directs her at-

tention to tnose LZ aspects which appear to be most relevant for <
sat1sfying her communicative needs. Exploiting her communicat ive
experience also 1mplies a reduction of the learning task as the

learner has ?eady acquired communicative competence i1n her L1.

However, the learner's implicit pragmatic and discourse knowledge

does not always seem to be readily available for transfer to L2

learning, 4s 1s evident from duta of learners' verbal behdviour

1n communication (Gotz 1977; Nold 1978; Kasper 1979a,b,c).

(3) To the learner’s language learmr&expener‘t‘e, which laplies
that she has recourse to the learning plans by means of which she
arrived at her previously learned/acquired linguistic and commun) -
cative proficiency, and that she will preferably use those plans
in L2 learning which proved to be most successful on prior occa-
. sions. This 1s 1n line with Reibel's remark that L2 learning 1s
guided by "underlying learning principles, knowry, 1n advance by the
learner before he even undertakrs a learming task" (1971:89).

4.4.2.2 "Inferencing” and "non-inferencing transfer®

- -~

As described by Carton, *"in inferencing, attributes and contexts
that are familiar are utilized 1n recognizing what 1s pot famliar"
(1971:45), or as defined by Bialystok, inferencing 1s "the use of
available i1nformation to derive explicit linguistic hypotheses™
(1979b:376; see also Bialystok/Frohlich 1977, 1978). Thus inferencing
18 a clear specimen of combining the two sources for hypothesis '
formation described above: inkralingual, interlingual and extra-
lingual cues serve as a basis for probalistic guesses about the mean-
1ing of a new L2 1tem or the rule underlying a string of L2 data
(Carton 1971).
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Inferencing 13 a learping strategy which canjapply to ali kinds
of learning enviromments. The extent to which 1t 1s made use of 1n
formal 1nstruction, however, will crucially depend on the teaching
method. Thus highly explicit-dedective methods will leave little
room for inferencing, while implicit-inductive methods rely heavily =~
on thus type of strateqy. Other than 1n 1nformai learning settings,
inferencing 1n L2 teaching will mostly be quided inferencing 1n- -
duced by ‘a specific presentation of {2 material which guides the ~
learner's perception and hypothesis formation process.

To the extent learners apply their prior liguistic experience to
L2 intuke, i1nferencing can be more precisely characterized as a
trunsfer strateqgy. Transfer strateqies can also be used indepen-
dently of L2 1ntake, learners forming hypotheses aboﬁt L2 onthe
basi1g of their prior lipguistic knowledge exclusively ("non-infer- *
encing transfer). Whether #n inferencing or a non-inYerencing -
transfer strategy 1s used 1n a given situation 1s probably more a
result of whether L2°data are available than of a conscious choice
on the part of the learner: 1f L2 data are available, it stands to
reason thut ledarners will make use of these by -transferring their ;“
linguistig knowledge to L2 i1ntake rather than” ignore them, '

"

et
[}

4.4.2.3 lypés of transfer strategies
- . .
fransfer strategies, no gatter whether they are applied to 12
intake or not, can be subclassified into three categories, depending
on which types of linguistic knowledge the learner makes use of.

-

4.4.2.3.1 lnterlinqua' transfer

In the case af L1 or Ln knowledge being applied to the formation
of @ hypothetical rule, the learner employs interlingual trunsfer.
Some attention has recently been given to the conditions governing
learners' readivess for interiingual transfer. A necessary pre-
condition seems to be that the learner finds a “point of réference®
v the language she transfers tfom (J.Times 1977), which 1mplies
that the learner must consider L1/tn and L2 as sufficiently similar
for the transfer_ to be successful.

A relevant variable 1n tranaferability 1s the degree to which
learners perreive a given L1/Ln 1tem/ruie as L1/Ln specific or
neutral: only 1. the latter case mll’they transfer 1t to L2 os “
has been empirically established by Kelierman (1977; 1978) and '
Jordens (1977). . |

4.4.2.35.2 Intralimjual transfer

from o psycholinguistic pant of view intralingual transfer
does nut ditfer from interlingual transfer. 1n terms of the pro-

26
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duct and tha L2 learning process :n gemeral, however, 1t 1s cTé‘h{ly
felevant to specify which part of her previously learned/acquired
linguistic knowledge the learner transfers.

Intralingual transfer us a strategy used 1n forming a hypothesis
] @bout a L2 rule presuppcses that the learner alresdy has some IL
Vo knowledge at her disposal. In 1nitial hypothetical rule formation,
during the first stages of .2 learning, this will hardly be the
case. A learning strategy which dees not build on prior W know-
l:je but exclusively on the new L2 data the learner has selected

for lintake plus some gengral knowledge about language, such as
t there must be some reqularity underlying the L2 data, can-
nbt justifiably be termed 1ntralingual transfor but 1s simply
L2-based 1nduction as mentioned above (&.4.1.). The difference
between the two strategies 1s schematized in fig. 6.

L2 intralingual rIL .

ntake| transfer knowledge €= UL syston !

»

7 e y

L2 induct1on 3 [/ ¢- : :
Il gystem o

hntake ! .

L ¢

Fig. 6: Intralingual transfer and induction

. The 1mpossibility for the learner to rely on IL knowledge 1n
forming hypotheses about new 12 rules can account for the well
documented fact that interlingual transfer prevails in the early
L2 learning stages (eg Iay!or 1975a,b; Dommerques/l ane 1976 ).

In squbsequent hypothesis formation or hypothesis revision, on
the other hand, new intakemay be anélyzed in terms of previously
formed fixed or hypothetical rules. In this car., a given IL rule
miy be sald to be generalized to new L2 data, or a new h:pothetical
rule may be formed 1n analggy to a rule already availsble (eg “use ,
the same sblaut pattern with 'bring' as with ‘ring' and ‘sing'”,
or "use 'ought' + verb like 'shall' aid 'must'").

rd
f While thus ralizing (Jaan 974; 3, James 1977) and analogiz-
1ng {Taylor 197%a; erques/Lara 1976) can be seen as cr-es of
intralingual transfer, ie of pok1ng use of already available IL
knowledge, some of the other categories often found in IL lite-
rature as refer ng to intralingual trsnsfer seem to be problem- g
atic conceptualizations from a learner's porspective. In particular,
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the notions of samplification (Taylor 1974; Richards 1975; Selinker/
Swa1n/Dumas 1975; Fathuan 1977) and overgeneralization (Taylor 1974;
1975b; Selirker/Swain/Dumas 1975) seem to be misquided: simplifying
a fL rule presupposes knowing the ccmplex rule, which the learner

1s not very likely to do (Corder 197;; ferch 1979c, 19804). Likewise
the learner cannot be said to overgeneralize a particular rule;
rather, ghe forms an 1nitial hypothetical rule of high generality
(which 18 becoming more restricted ir the advancement of learnmg)
and generalxze%prevxously formed rules to new L2 data, as de-
scribed above. Both the notions of simplification and over-
general 1zation meke sense only fram the analyst's cr native
speaker's point of view which, however, 1s not the perspective

we adopt here.

.

4.4.2.3.3 Inter-/1ntralingual transfer

One often finds the implicit or explicit assumption 1n the
liteiature that 1n transferring previous linguiatic knowledge to
a new L2 learnming task, learners rely either on their L1/Ln or
on what IL knowledge tey already have. Ihus Dommergues/Lane {1976)
posit "two i1ndependent sources of error" which result 1n either
"interference” (From L1) or "analogy" (within 1L). However, “"the
phenomenon of errors caused by the cross-association of both L1
and L2 also aeems to exast” (Jain 1974:190), cf. the diacussion
of "Pluriksusalitat” .n Kielhdfer/Birner 1979:89 tf. Basing the
formation of a hypothetical rule on both L1 and IL presupposes
aga1n that the learrer perceives L1 and L2 as sufficiently simi-
lar so that she can “"preject” (Kellerman 1977:85ff) L1 rules onto
t2. Thus learners may classify L2 verbs into strong and weak 1n-
flectory clussea on the basis of their having strong or weak 1n-
flection 1n L1, 8s eg a native opeaxer of Germain who arriveg at
English "shaked" as past tense of "shake" 1n anulogy to the weak
wflect 1on of Germsn “schutteln" ("schiittelte”). (For more ex-
amples and discuasion of inter-/intralingual transfer, cf. J.
Jumes 1977:11; Jordens 1977:6ff; Kellerman 1977:65tf).

4.4.3 Paychulinguistic learniny strategies: summary

Aftec having described the various types of psycholinguistic
learning strategies which are of relevance for hypothesis forma-
tion, we can offer tihe following survey of the ares (fig.7).

4.4.4 Non-learning strateyles

. - >
S0 tar, the terms “simplification” und "overyoneralization®
have been reje ted as 1t was arqgued that designating learning atrat-
egies us samplifyine or overgeneralizing linguistic rules presup-
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L2 intske | L2 intake and priur knowledge | prior knowledye

induction | inferencaing based un

‘a) communicative experiance
(b) language learning experience
(c) linguistic experience:
(i)interlingual trandfer)
(11)intralingual transfer)
(111)inter-/1ntralingual transfer

F1g.7: Summary of psychohnguxétxc learning strategies

A 3
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poses that the learner knows that these rules are in fact less
simple end less general, which 1s very often not the case. However,
1f this presupposition applies, 1t 18 of course perfectly appro-
priate to conceptuslize what the learner does as simplification

or overgeneralization. The learner might more or less consciously
decide not to learn how certain linguistic distinctions, rules

and Features work because this seems unnecessary for her specific .
comaunicative purposea. Thus she may refuse to learn a range of
more speciCic words if a superordinate term works all right, t%
learn verb .nflections 1f the infinitive turns out to suffice, to
learn tMe subjunctive if the indicative or 1nfinitlve function
Just as weli. Whenever the learner knows that there is a cert\{n
rule, 1tem cr subsystem to learn but refuses to do it, we migh
well describe this refusal as her deciaicn to si 11fy (Richards
1975; Tayior 1974: Selinker/Swain/Dumas 1975; fat%n 1977) o1
regularize (1aylor 1975a; Slama-Cazacu 1973) a lingnstic sub-
system, overgeneralize (Taylcr 1974; 1975bs Selinker/Swain/Dumas
1975) o tule, reduce redundancy (Jain 1974, Taylor 1974), or mi0y-
mize graﬂatlcai frills (Dulay/Burt 1976). We have difficu)’ ies,

however, in concelving of theae decisions 8s learning stral _ies:
rather, they seem to be decisions ¥eading to non-learning of the

L2 area 1nvolved (Shapira 1978). Categorizing them as learning strat-
egies would be justified only 1n 8o far as they might Indirectly

l¢ . to the learning of other L2 areaa, by reducing the learner's
general learming load, thereby increasing her free learning capa-
cities.

The main reagon why categorice which, as we hope to have shown,
are inuppropropriate corceptualizations of learning stretegies are
so abundant 1n the litersture seems to be a) that authors are
often inconsistent in their "focuasing on the learner” in that they
somet imes shift to an analysl ‘s/native speaker's perspective with-
o udicating this shaft, b) that thay hold too simple a view of
the relationship between certain IL output products and their under-
1ying plan or strateqgy governed processes. Thus an IL utterance

w
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which 16 siapler than an equivalent L2 utterance need not be due to
simplaficatiung the useof a L2 rule 1n a context where 1t does not ap-
ply need not be due to overgeneralization; reduced redundancy as
compared to L2 norms need not be due to reduwtion. Rather, all

these IL products could be due to the learner's using a high gene-
rality rule ond trsting 1ts range uf application, as we have arqued
above.

4.5 Behavioural learnming strategies

While psycholinguistic learning strategies function 1n the form-
at1on of hypothetical rules only, the renge of application of be-
hqvioural learning strategies 1s much broader, as mentioned above
(4.3.). As well as bringing about the appropriate situation for 2
learning to be possivle, behavioural learning strateqies are employed
by learners both 1n connection with hypothesis testing and rule auto-
Matzatiron,

Research 1nto behavioural learning strategies has especially been
cunducted 1n the projects "The Good Language Learner” ond "Second
Language Learning and Teachiry 1n Classroom Settings" al OISE, Toronto,
und 1nstead of listing the strateyics 1.ound 1n these projects we recom-
mend the relevant repoits to the ieader's it _.ntion (Rubin 197% ;

Stern 1975%; Naiman/frohlich/Stern/Todesco 1978; Bialvstok/fFrdhlach 1977;
Wesche 1979).

We shall contine uvurselves to the tollowing three pointc about
behavioural learnming strategies:

1) Care should be taken not to confuse actual behavioural strat-
egies, 1e strategies controlling the activities learners indulge 1n 1n
order to learn L2, with their attitudes towards '2 learning. While at-
titudes such as "empathy with L2 speakers™ (Stern 1975) or "i. ¢
degree of jphabition™ (Rubin 1975) can have a positive effect on
L2 tecrning (although, 1nterestingly enough, Naiman/Frohlich/_cern/
Tudesco 1978 could not establish a correlation between personality
factors and cognitive styles on the one hand and successful L2 learn-

} g on the other), they 1n themselves are not strategies but rather

) underlying psychological conditions which heighten the 1ielihood fur
} the learner tu use certain learniny strategies (cf. the parallel

; distinction below between avoidance/achievement behaviour and reduc-
| tiun/achievement .trategies (5.5.5.)).

2) One uf the striking differences between SL and fL learming 1a
that w 5t learners have to achieve throuyh developing and cea-
lizang behavioural lesrning strategies, fL learners cften obtain
dutomatically as part of the instituticnalized context of FL teach-
‘ 114): behdavioural lgggnxgg strateqies become behavioural tvuvhxn”
stiategies. It ts an 1mportant task for fi teachers to make their
}eﬂrners aware uf this fact, so that the learners come to a know-
wedye the ea1stence of behavioural learning strstegies. Thiz 1s not
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only important for their subsequent learning of fL's after schwol-

leaving but also for their gutting as much as possible out of 1n- -

formal exposure to ard interaction ‘with the L2 outside the class- .
room.

3) 1t wight be useful to sperify at what stages 1n the learning pro-
cess the learner employs ceriain behavioural lesining strategies, and
relate them to the specific functions they serve 1n L2 learning.
Thus "attending to form and weaning" (Rubsn's strategies 4 end 7)
and "coming to grips with th: Janguage as a system" (Naiwan/Frohlich/
Stern/Todesco 1978:103) are most crucial 1n hypothesis formation
and testing, 1e 1n the process of IL rule formation. "Practising
“L2", on the other hand, which 18 a behavioural learning strateo: men-
tioned by all of the authors referred to above, 1s relevant in rule-
automatization only as 1t presupposes the establishwent of the rule
to be practised 1n the IL system. As was pointed out 1n 4.1., we
see nu contradiction 1n emphasizing the importance of rule auto-
matization and holding 8@ coghitive view of language learning at the
sume time: as there 1s no direct way from the i1nteyration of an IL
rule 1nto the learnmer’s cogmitive structure to the free availabilaty
of that rule 1n communication, ie without the learner having to
monitor, we have to assume an intervening variable which can ac-
count for the difference between those two stages 1h L2 learming.
This variable can be referred to as rule automatization, and the
more obvious plan to follow in order to achieve an automatic access
to the 1L system 1s practising L2 in a variety of situestions. Other
behavioural strategies mentioned 1n the literature such as "an
active task approach”, "the use of IL for meaningful communication",
the "management of affective demands" (Na1man/F réhl1ch/Stern/Todesco
1978:13ff) and "self-exposure to L 2" (Wesche 1979) seem to be most
appropriately categorized as "global" behavioural strateqies as they
do bt refer to any particular phase in the learning process but
rather to L2 learning as such. o

5. Processes and strategies in communication

In this chapter we shall focus on the use of strateqies 1n com-
municative events which are performed 1n an IL. We first modify the
general model of goal-related 1intellectual behaviour to communiLation
(5.1.), then go 1nto those aspects of the model which are particular-
1y relevant for a discussion of IL communication and the use of com-
munication strategies (5.2.). In 5.3., we establish some principles

¢ for a cetegorization of communication strategies within speech pro-
duction, Such a cefegorization 1s then carried out 1n 5.4., which
represents 8s comprehensive d survey of communication strategies
as we can give at the present moment. 5.5. contains a brief discus-
s10n of receptive strateqles. .
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5.1 General model

The general model we established in 3.2. contsins the two phases
of plamning (goal, planning process, plan) and realization (plan,
realization proceas, and product). We can specify these 1n the fol-

. lowing way with respect to cosmunication.

Goal

The goals we are concerned with are clearly communicative goals,

ie gosls relating to the activity of engaging in communicative events.
The goals consist of actional, modal, and propositional el ts. The
actional element 18 associated with apeech acts and discourde
functions, the modal element with the role relationship holding
between the interactants, and the prcpositional element 1s asaociat-
ed with the content of the communicative event.

A communicati.e event (eg & conversation or writing a letter) can
be characterized as having both a global goal (or pessibly a number
of global geais), Molding for the entire event, and a series of local

1s which appear as part of the realization of the global goal{s).

his hierarchical atructure of goals 1s of some relevance for a dis-
cuaalon of communication strategies, as we shall see 1n 5.3.

Certain types of communicative svents 1involve the language user
1n bath producing and receiving language, 1e the global goal consists
of a series of local goals, some of which are productive (performing
a speech act with a certaln modality and a certain propositional
content ), some receptive (reconstructing the intended speech act with
the 1ntended modality snd propositional content). Although a good
deal of research has been carried out in connectiony with speech re-
ception in general, little attention hsa ao far been paid to the area
of receptive communication strategiea. for thia reason we shall con-
centrate on speech production and productive communication atrategies
in the following, with the consvquence that the communication model
we establish will be a model of speech production. (Receptive strat-
egles +'11 be briefly discusaed separate.y, 5.5.).

In the planning phase, the language user collecta rules and items
which she considera most appropriate (cf. 3.2., 3.4.1. sbove) for
establishing a plan, the realization of which will lead to verbal
behaviour which 1s expected to satisfy the original goal. The rules
and 1tems are mostly selected from the coda(s) within which the com-
municative event is performed. In L1 communication, plsnning procea-
sea are normally gubconscious and highly automatic, a fact which may
explain the occurrence of transfer from L1 in communication performed
Ly means of an insufficiently automatized L2 (see further below, 5.2.2.).
The product of the planning proceas is a plan which controls the rea-
l1zation phase. When dealing with a speech producflon model, the
reali1zation phase consiats exclusively of neurological and physio-
Togical processes, leading to darticulation of the speech organs,
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writing, the use of gestures and signs, etc. lhig part of the c&-
munication model 1s of relevance for a discussion of communication
strategles only in so far aa the 1ndividual may unticipate or ex-
perience problems 1n the realization of a plan (cf. 5.8.2.).

We can now present the following comprehensive model of speech
production:

Goal:
produce speech

with specific |- --- » Planning process:
function/ 1- retrieve 1tems

1ty/content from relevant
linguiatic system

Plan: |

1tems the realiza-

tion of which are

expected to lead to neurologlcal/

communicative coal physiological
\ process

--- 3 Real1zation:

End-product :
speech, writ:ing,
etc.

f1g. 9: Communicative model of speech pruduction

5.2 Loals and plans 1n 1L communication

5.2,1 Goal formulation

In 3.2. we referred to "Cinschiitzung" as part of the planning
phese: the i1ndividual has to assess the situational conditions 1n
order to select the most appropriate plan. Assessing situational
conditions for communicative behaviour 1s mot, however, 8 process
the relevance of which 1a restricted to planning only: deciding
on what goal(s) to set up clearly deperds on asaumptions about whut
can be schieved 1n a particular situation. Furthermore, on the basis
of assueplions about wiyat conditions hold for communication 1n
spec1fic situations, i1ndividuuals may avoird or engage 1n different
types of communicative airtuations. Aa the 1ndividual's need for
using communication strategies and her ultimste cholice of atrategies
are 1ntimately rela.ed to these aspects of Einschateung, we shall
gora little more i1nto this 1n the present chapter.




. “Practising L2* was ment1oned above (4.4.) as a generally ack- .
nowledged behavioural learning strateay. Thus from a learning per- -
spective 1t 1s evident that the more communicative situations the”
learner engages 1n and, the greater tne variety, the more possibili-
ties she gete pot only for practising her IL but also for construct-
1ng hypotheses about L2 and getting them tested. However, Il users ' -
someti1mes avold situations which they expect will 1nvolve them 1n
communicalion which surpasses thelr communa: atlve resources, hereby
prevent ing themselves from expanding their IL system. These may be
s1tuat1ons which call for the use of specific types of 1llocutionary
acts, specific topics, or situations 1n which special attention has
to be Paid to marking 1nterpersonal relations linguistically (eq
with respect to politeness).

If IL users keep out of communicative situations which, through
projected or enticipated Einschatzung, they consider problematic,
the need for devising communication strategies to reach goals which
are problematic 18 clearly reduced. It 1s self-evident that thas
type of avoidance behaviour - “communication avoidance” - blocks
all subzsequent stages 1n the communication model, and although this
may be a highly si1gnificant aspect of IL users' general behaviour
1t 1s of very maryinal 1interest for a discussion of IL communication
which clearly presupposes that some communicative activity takes
place. In the following, 1t 1s taken for granted that the IL user
has a communicstive goal, relative to the situation she engages 1n.
As we shall see below (5.4.2.), the goal may be "reduced" compared
to the youl which the Il user would norwmaliy have 1n a simllar con-
municative situatiron, 1f this was performed 1n her L1,

Wtether the It user opts for complete “"communication avoidance"
or "gual reduction” depends to some extent on the degree of optiuvnal-
1ty of the problematic aspect of communication 1n a particular sit:
ation. To take an example: 1t the situation 13 more or less defined
by the occurrence ol specific speech acts, i1t 1s daffacult to par-
ticipate 1n the situstion and at the same time reduce one's com-
municat1ve behaviour with respect to these speech acts. The same
speech acts, however, may be of a more optional nature 1n a dif-
ferent type of commmnicative situation, which’allows the IL user to
engage 1n the situation without hdving to carry out what she con-
s1ders problematic dpeech acts: she can reduce her "global®™ commu-
nicative yoal. As another example of "goal reduction” can be mentiog-
ed Il users engsging 1n communicative situstions which, 1f performed
1n their L1, would have 1nvolved thew 'n both speech productinn and
speech receplion but 10 which, due to their experienciny problems
i speech production, they reduce their role to that ot the "actave
listener”

-79-

ERIC 34

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




5.2.2 Planning

The planning procees, the objective of which 1s ﬁodevelop.a plan
which can control the realization phase, 1s primarily sensitive to
the following three variables: the communicative goal, the commu-
nicative resources available to the individual, and the assessment
of the communicative situation ("Einschdtzung"). This 18 1llustrated
graphically in f1q. 9.

; I"Eanschat zung”

/
4

- ¢
¥

Planning «
""') process £,
R TS ¥
b 2
NRY; £
o
\ 4 Ln b3 .
- [+ ]

'
.

fig. 9: Variables in the planning phase

)

Throuvgh "Einschdatzung”  the ingividual builds a hypothesis s
about which parts of her linguistit knowledge are shared by her
interlocutor(s). This is clearly an important aspect of communi-
cation 1n general, as 1t 1s necessary in most communicative situa-
tions to establish what one's actual communicative resources are
relative to the specific si1tualion, as opposed to one's potential
resources.

In most cises the interactants choose one code as the basic
code to be used. However, within the limits imposed by the shared
linguistic knowledge there 1s the possibility of switching codes
whenevet prablems crop up (cf. 5.4.3.2.1.).

The fact that the IL user builds a hypothesis about her "actual®
communicative resources 1n a specific situation does not imply that
the 1ndividual will always produce utterances which are controlled
by plans based on these resources. First of all, the individual
may have to deliberately go beyond what she considers shared know-
ledge as a stratefy in order to solve a communicative problem.
Second, due to the fact that different langueges are likely to be
sutomatized to .ifferent degrees, slements originating from highly-
automat1zed languages may be reslized contrerily to the Einschiit zung.
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WMather we say Lhut auch occurrences of non-1nbended tianster from
L1 and possibly other {n's 18 the result of subconscroys, hghly
automstic plang which get incorporated into the general, 12 specit-
1e, plan, or whether we say that transfer features )p linguist ic
performance are the result of non-planned realization depends on
the genersl stund we tuke on the question whether all intellectuol
yoal-1elated behaviour 1s pluneed or aot (cf. 5.2.)7 However, tins
is of litte cofsequence for -our discussion i cosmunical 1on st rat -
egles, a4y these guite clearly relute to behaviour only to the extent
that this 13 plaoned.

As we discussed 1n 3.4.2., planiing can be more or less con-
‘scious, which was one of our reasons for not wayting te odupt o
criterion of coneciousness 1n the planning phose us s defininy
criterion for gstrategies. One condition for planing to be
consclous 18 that the individual has some explicit linguistic know-
ledge. This brings consciloue planning close to what 1n Kroshen's
terminoloyy 1s “"monitoring®: controlling the performance by refer-
ring to Lingyistic rules und items which the languaye aser hus a
consclous knowlewye sbout (see eg Krashen 1978), either because
these liave been learnt explicitly or because mplicitly “acquired"
elements have been "cunceptuslised” (t rsuenfelder/Poryurer 1979,
gee also Biralystok 1979a).

9.3 Strutegies 1n communication

As & point of departure, let us repeat our definmition of strat-
egles from 3.4.2., wodify1ng 1t to communication: Communication
strategies are potentiully conscious plans for solving what to on
1ndividual presents itself as a problem in reaching a particular
communicative goul. Both the "plan” and the "problem” part of tha
definition require further discussion Lefore we can proceed to o
description of main types of communicution stretegies,

5.4.1 blobal - lowal plans ardd strategies

In 5.1., we mentiuned the distinction between global and lod ol
yuals 1y commmu 1catron, Parallel with this we can draw ¢ distimction
between global pl. w and local plans. Globol goals/plans are restiact-
ed to very general decisions about which rossunicative role to
perform 1n a certain situation, us exemplifiled shove by the amount
ot speech one decides to u-cduce. Other potential decisions tu be
wade 10 connection with g obal plans have to do with cholce of regis-
ter (eq "simplified” or formsl/1ntormel regislers, cf. ferguson 1971,
Labov 1970), level of "directness” (Gewl le 1975, louse/ivagper 1974),
distribution of commsnicat 1ve rolas among tntoractunts (3. Wagner
1979). To the extont problems ppear 10 comect ion with this glubul
phase of commication o need saises for global strotegies to bo
constiucted,
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Most of the goals 1n communication are no doubt local, made
during a communicative event. For this reason, most commungcation
strotegies are employed in order to solve problems 1n connection
with reaching local qoals. These strategles will be referred to as
local strateqies. In f1y. 10, we give & schewatic representation
of the distinction between global and local goals/plans/strategies.

(‘l}lohal 90313
JGiobal plan‘e

. .

" *
¥ Global struteyy)’

g e e e e

tocal yoal 1|) (Lural goal 25 (tocal yoal }§
(anul plan 1 /¢, dlacal plan 2 7¢€¢., | X Local plan 3 7¢.
. N o .

. .

N of . of ¢ ,
Htocal steategy 1Y *Noral strategy 2)°} Mlocal strateyy 3)

t commuanicative event . a|

fiy. 1: Global and local goals, pluns, and strateyires

We have characterized communication strategres as plana. Tlas
18 perhaps potentially confusing unless one points out explicatly
that "strategic plans™ ate nut identical with plans established
1n order Lo resch a cosmunicative gosl: the goal of a atrategy
(the “strategic yosl") is the problem, and the product of the rea-
lizatron phase controlled by t smleqy 1s 8 sulution to the
problem. This 13 represented in fig. 11,

Communa¢ at1ve Planning/ Communicative
— —
‘| ywal realizatjon guul 1eached
l T
]

Pioblem [ l l
(= otrate- — ‘S_trnleqy - buluhon]
gic goal)

Fry. 11: tommunicative ond strategic goals

[

In 5.3.2. we Luke a closer look at “strategic guals” (= problems
in communication), and 1n 5.3.3. we focus on some hasic differernces
10 how individunls can solve = “» problems.
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5.3.2 Problems 1n communication

In 3.4., we divided problems into problems in the planning phase
and problems 1n the realization phase. We shall now specify what
types of problems are likely to crop up within either of the two
phases when we are deasling with communication.

Problems within the planni se may occur elther because the
linguistic knowledge is felt to % Insufficibnt by the lanquage user,.
relative to a given gosl, or because the languagk user predicts
that she will have problems in realizing a given plant

ihe former type of problem 1s particularly characteristic of
IL communication, as IL aystems sre typically restricted Compared
to L1 systema. Not surprisingly, most of the literature on commu-
nicat ion etrategies has focussed on this type of problem, and the
majority of strategies to be discussed below are strategies aimed
at solving problems due to insufficient linguistic knowledge.

The latter type of problem 1a cheracteristically sasocisted with
the learner being concerned with fluency or correctness. If a plan
nocessitatea the rsalization of non-sutomatized items or rules,
this may leed to non-fluent apesch production which, in certain
communicative situations, may be considered problematic by the IL
user, who way therefore try to prevent the problem by changing her
plan. Similarly, if a plan containe rulss or items which are still
of a hypothetical neture, the realization of the plan say result in
incorrect utterances which, at leasc in some (normully formal) con-
texta, may be considered undesirable. Again, the IL user way try
to prevent the problem from cropping up by changing the plen.

Probleme within the realization phase have to do with retrieving
the iteme or rules which are contafned in the plan. This is the
tip-of-the-tongue phenomenon, well-known from L1 communication.

The difference beétween anticipating fluency or correctneas problems
and experiencing retrieval problems 1s that in the former case,

1t 18 posaible to avoid getting into a problem by developing en
slternative plan, wheress in the realization phase problems are
there apd have to be solved. Thua we cou}d characteriza strategies
assoclated with the former type of problems as "problem>avoidance
strategies” end strategies associated with the latter type of pro-
bleme as “problem-solving strategies®.

5.3.3 Major types of strategies

When confronted by probleme in communication, language users
cop either base solutions on avoidance besheviour, trying to do eway
wi‘h the problem, normally by changing the communicstive goal,-.or
on achievement behaviour, attespting to tackle the problem directly
by devefuprnq an alternativo plen. On the basis of these two funda-
montally different spproaches to problem-solving we cen draw 8

we T g
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distinction between two major types of strategies: reduction strat-

eqies, governed by avoidance beh%vmur, and achievement strateqies,

governed by achievement behaviouf. The relationship between problem,
type of behuviour and type of strategy 1s represented in fig. 12.

Problem 1n designing -

or realizing plan

Reduct 1on strateygy: ’ Achievement strategy:
change of goal developing alternative

plan, keepiny goal con-

stunt
Plan can be designed/

realized without problem

t1g. 12: Types of behaviour and types of strateyies

That reduction snd achievement strategies result 1n very dif-
ferent types of solutions to problems can be seen from fiq. 13,
which conflates figs. 11 and 12.

-

Communicative Planning/ Communicative
| Pt

goal realization goal reached

Change Developing
« uf yoal alternative
plan

Reduction hievement

atrategy strategy

Fiy. 13; Effects of reduction 8nd schievement strateyies
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It 15 haraly SUrpr1s1ng that the choice of strategy as not only
sensitive to the underlying behaviour (avoidance/achigvement) but
also to the nature of the problem to be solved. In particylar, prob-
lems thut relate to fluency and correctness {cf. 5.3.2. above)
constitute & special class 1n that they freguently csuse the lan-
guage user not to use the most “"obvious" parts of her IL system
because she expects that there will be problems 1n realizing them.
“formal reduction” of this kind {cf. V4dradi 1972) represents a

- special type of communication strategxes, first of all because it

1s neutral with respect to the underlying behaviour (see further
5.4.1. below}, second because formal reduction 1s frequently close-
ly related to reduction of achi@vement strategies: 1f eq the prob-

. lem 1s one of fluency and the IL user "redmes" her IL system with

O

respect to the ppoblematic item/rule and does not 1ncorporate 1t
intoher plan ("formal reduction") she may have to develop an al-
ternative plan based on her - now "reduced" - linguistic resources
in order to reach her codqunicative goal ("achievemesrit strategy).

8y adding together what we have sa.d about types of problems,
types of behdviour and types of strategies, we obtain fiq. 14
(see next page) which will gerve as a basis for our description
of 1ndivioual communication strateqws n 5.4,

2.4 Communication strategxeq - a (*lasgxfxcatmn

5.4. ?Formal reduction strategles ¢

Y

In order to avoid producing non-fluent or incorrect uttarances
by realiz1ng 1nsufficiently automatized or hygothet1cal rules/items,
learners may decide to communicate by means of a "reduced" system,
fucussing on fixed rules and 1tems which have become reasonably
well automaticed. Following Viradi (1973) we refer to this as
"formal reduction", a term which should not be taken to imply that
a substant1al reduction of the syst m takes place:.what happens 1s
that the learner 1n a specific communicative sifuation avelds
us11g what to a native speaker would be the most appropriate way
of reachliy) acertaln communicative goal (cf. Kleirmann's "linguistic
avoldance®, 1977:102), and makes do with a subset of the rules/
1tems which she has at her disposal.

As mentioned 1n 5.3.3., formal reduction s often closely #elaied
to feduction or achievement strategies. It 1s evident that a dis-
tinction between formal reduction as such and the subsequent’ ap-
plication of other strateoies can only be made from an analytical
point of ,view, as no such clear-cut distinction between a stage of
tudurtion and 8 stege of compensation exists in actual communication:
whe‘ther d learner reduces her linguistic system or not, largely de-
pendJ of: what cumpensatory strategies are avallable and whether
thessy sre considered appropriate. Thus 1t no doubt makes a difference

40

RIC *

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Type of problems

/\

Planning phase Realjzetion phase
(retrisvcl problem)

o

Correctness/fluency | Ineufficient

*% Dlinguistac
reQourt 28

- .- .-

] Iformel reduction
(otrategiss (5.4.1.)

+/pe of bebaviour &——

Achisvement Avardance i
Achievement N Functional uducuon'
; strotegies (5.4.%.) straicniea (5.4.2.)
3 .
1 Planning Retrieval Plamiing Retrieval
Fig. 14: Overview of major types of communicatiin stretegiss /
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whethor the compensstory strategy is an achisvement or & reduction
strategy: If, for instance, the consequencs of forsal reduction is
a reduction of the message, the language user might decide not to
reducs formally.

Our discuesion of formal reduction strategies will focus on the
foliowing two questions:

{}) Why should the learner want to reduce her linguistic syetee
in the firat plac@?

(2 Which aress ¢f the linguistic system are sueceptible to formal
reduction?

5.6.1.1 Avol jing srrors and facilitating spesch

Me have slreudy mentioned two reasone why lesrners sdopt formal
saduction strstegies: they went to avoid meking errors and/or they
want to incresas their fluency.

f 'ror svoidance {Jordens 1977) may to some extent be psycho-
logicully detsrmined, some language users feeling badly about
communicsting in s forsign languegs unless they can do so without
sxhibiting linguistic handiceps. An additional rsason may be that
the .enguage ueer assumes that linguistic correctness is a prereqg-
uisits for communicative success, an sssumption which probably
derives mors froe the foreign la clasaroom then from real-
lite sxperiences {Enkvist 1973:18?.

Ihat forsal reduction may help increase one's fluency was ob-
sarved by Véradi, who writes that "target languege learners may
notice that slicination of csrtain formal alemonts does not inter-
fere with the transmission of meaning; ic may facilitate communi-
cation by increasing fluency® (1973:9-10). A similar view is taken

Tarone (1979), who ressrves the term "production strategy” to

tegies which are employed to increase efficiency in epeech
product ion.

ihe difference between formal reduction caused by srror svoidance

and formpl reduction with & view to facilitating communication is
thui in the former cass the result is what ie congidered by the
learner correct language, whersas in the latter cess the learner
may perform uytterances which she knows sre not correct but which
she considere sppropriate from s communicative point of view. This
distinction has some consequences for the subsequent choice of
stretsgies:s in the case of srror svojdance the learner will employ
thuee strategiss which she ass i1l reault in correct L2 ut-
terances (ie either reduction sifitegies or achievement strategies
like persphrase, cf. 5.4.3.2.3/, whereas in the case of communica-
tive facility the learner mayfadept strategies that lead to per-
formance which she knowa is got correct 28 seen from @ L2 point of
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view but which. 1n the given situation, will work. Strategies of
this istter type will typically be achhevement strategies such as
overgeneralization and borrowing (cf. 5.4.3.2.1., 5.4.3.2.3.).

5.4.1.2 Types of formal reduction

All areas of the 1L syaiem are susceptible to farmal reduct.on.
However, because of the different communicative atatus of 1t wins
from different linguistic levels there sre nuome significent dif-
fersnces with respect to what subsequert strategiss are needed 1n
the case of reduction at the phonological, the morphologicel, the
syntactic « tne lexical level. Must 1tems at the Fg[-?lggical
level st .ighly obligatory 1n 8ll cosmunicative situations.
1t 13 no doubt the exception, rather then the rule, that s partic-
ular phoneme ia restricted to specific words (eg to losrworde only).
this hus as a consequence that ~aduction at the phonologicsl level
due fo avordance of & particv . phoneme cannot ?ﬂ_grallz be 8-
chiofed through reduction strategies auch ss toplc avoldance
(¢f. 5.4.2.2.) but only through achievement strategica aimed at
providing 8 formel alternetive to the IL 1tem being sveuded. To
take an example, it would be impossible for lesrners of English
to reduce their phonological IL system by the /3 / phoneme by com-
pletely avoiding lexemes thst contain /& / - formel reductisn with
respect to /A / cen only be achieved by adopting other ways of rea-
1121ng the phuneome (eg by overgeneralizing the use ot /d/ or by
rorrowing & L1 phone).

It should be clear from the preceding description of formal re-
duction at the phonological ieve! that some exumples forwarded by
Il researchers as illustrative of phonological avoldance are not
treated 1n the present anslysis ss examples of phonological reduc-
tion but rather as examples of reduction at the lexical level. This
18 89 the case with Tarone, Cohen and Dumus's exsmple of learnera
avoiding to say “"pullution problems" because they experiemne 8 praob-
lom with /1/ and /tv/ 1n English (1976:82). We would eay that the
learners in yueation upply the strategy of formal reduction, re-
ducing thoir lexical system due to phonologicsl svoidence. In other
words, we want to msintain 8 distinction between what 1a affected
by the strategy of formal reduction snd why the sftafegy is applied.

Sa far our discussion has focussed implicitly on essgmental us-
pects of the phunological level. Very little research has been done
at the suprasegmental phonological level of IL, and consequently it
18 dafficult to discuss formal tion st this level. Dsnish
lesrners of English often do not Uye glides and do not expsnd their
pitch range, which can be sedduced ab\examples of reduction of the
supresegmental rart of their IL systek, providest the learners »yow
about these particula: aspects of English phonoloyy, and provided
they are capable ot produs ing them if pressed to do so.




The gituation at the mrg\_?logu:al level is, at least as seen
trom 2 superficial point™oF view, similar to that at the phonolo-
gical level: grasmatical morphemes are normally obligatory 1n
particular linguistic contexts, and these contexts are used i1n most
communicative situationa. Thua, to tske but one obvious example,
temporal suffixes are obligatory in the context of & main verb in
English, and main verbs occur 1n most communicative gituations.
Hence it might be expected that norpholoqzﬁal reduction would en-
tail the application of similar typas of fchievemert strateqgies as
18 the cuse with phonological reduction. This is not necessarily
80, however. fhe fact that grammatical moiphemes are normolly
obligatory sentence conetituents does not imply that they also add
to the meaning of the senterwe - frequently they are in fact se-
santically redundent. For this resson learners, ir order to facil-
itate speach production, may avoid gome of these redundant features
without feeling ¢ need to ¢ ate. Such morphological reduction
due to “rodundnmy avoidance; ic; the discussion of "redundancy
reduction” in Dulsy/Burt 1972, Jain 1974, Taylar 974, 1975b) is
exceptional among formal reduction strategiea in that 1t does not
necessitate the subssquent application of compenaatory strateqies.

In aome cases reduction of the morphological part of the learn-
er'a L system dues huve to be cumpensated for by the applicution
of various achievement gtrategies, normally by substituting syntac-
tic or lexical i1tems for the avoided morphological i1tem. This 1s
e the case with some laarners of French, described by hamayan
and Tucker, who avoided subordinute clauses containing the sub-

. Junctive, using inetead an infinitival verbal complement ("11 raut
aller® for “il faut que j'aille") (1979:84). ’

The situgfron at the s ntactic level resembles that at the mor-
ptological 1vel 1nsofar 88 there 1s & distinciion betwesn what
learners corcelve of as obligatory and ‘yLionel structures. Whereas
reduction uf what to the learner appears to be an obligatory struc-
ture will necessarily result 1n either functional raduction or per-
formince ussumed tu be erroneous, reduction of asgumedly "
rules cun be achieved simply through non-application of t
in question. An exomple would be the passive rule in EnglAsh, which
learners might wvoid simply by not applying at, forming Kheir sen-
tenves accurdsng to the rules governirg active sentence sWuctures
instaad. form ¢ reduction of this type cen be difficult to Hetect
48 the result of the strategy is often s well-formed L2 sentence
which 14 appropriate in the jmmediate context, and the application
of the sivuteyy only shows through Yoverindulgence” i particular
structures (cf. Levenston 1971).

tormul reduction at the cil level can be achieved both by
meano ot reduction strategies (as 8y "tupic avordence", of, 5.4.2.2.)
and Ly meanu of achievemant strategies (wwh us "paraphrage" an
"borrowtig®, o, $.4.3.2.1., 5.4.3.2.4.). Several redsons csn be
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given why learners should attempt to reduce their lexical system.
Particular lexemes may be difficult to pronounce (Blum/Levenston
1978b:10), they may belong to 1rregular or infrequent declensional
morphologici 1 classes (1big.), or they may impose morphological,
syntactic or lexical restrictions on the context which the learner
finds difficult to observe. Reasons for lexical reduction can also
be found outside the IL system, as®eq suggested by Blum and Leven-
aton that learners will svoid using words for which no direct
4 translaton-equivalent exists in their L1 (1bad. ).

5.4.2 functional reduction strateqies

As can be seen from f1g. 14 above, functional reduction strategies
are employed by learners who experience problems 1n the planning
phase (due to 1nsufficient linguistic resources) or in the realization
phase (retrieval problems), snd whose Hehaviour 1n the actusl situa-
tyon 15 gne of avoidance, rather than achievement. By adopting 8

tonal reduction otrategy the learner “reduces" her communicative
-4osl 1n order to avoid the problem. Such reduction car. attain the
character of "global reduction”, affecting the global goals (~f.5.3.1.),
or 1t can be restricted to one or more local goals ("loca: reduction).
For obvious reusons, global reduction cannot occur a8 d result of re-
“ trieval problems, which presurpose that both goal and plan have been
formed.

Functional reduction may affect any of the three types of ele-
ments of the communicative yoal (actional, modal, propositioial,
¢f 5.1.). Reduction of actionsl or modal components will be decalt
with 1a 9.6.2.1., reduct.on of the propositional content 1n 5.4.2.2.

5.4.2.1 Actional and/or mwodal reductiun

learners may experience problems in performirg speci1fac speech
acts and/or in marking thear utterances appropraiately for politeness/
social distance ("speech act modality"). Reduction of speech act
modality has been discussed 1n some detail by Kasper (19794), who
yives exomples of how German learners of Lnglish reduce their IL
performance with respect to politeness marking (see also Hold (1978)
and Kasper (1940) for & more extensive discussion of this and re-
lated types of reduction). Examples of speech act 1eduction can be
geen 1n the PIF corpus uf learner language (Ferch 197%b, 1980L), an
which leerners 1n conversations with native speakers often do not
ase 1nitisting acts.

"Llubal” rehﬁ:twn of actional features of communicative gosls
18 4 predxctabl%cmncahvu behaviour with learners who have
received thear foreign language 1nstruction in traditionally taught
foreign language classrooms, 1n which the emphasras 18 almost exclu-
sively on referentisl speech acte (cf. hiullen 1973, Piepho 1974, ’
wilkins 1976, Kasper 1979a). When faced with communicative tasks
which demand other types of speech acts, suwh a8 the argumentative
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or the directive functions, the learner may experience severe
problems 1n performing these and either avoid engaging 1n com-
munication 1n situations which are likely to necessitate the useof
such functions ("communi~ation avol # cf. 5.2.1.) or abstain
from using them 1n communication no faastter how relevant they appear
ag seen from a L1 perspective. If the learner chooses to reduce
her goal globally with respect to the actional and/or modal com-
ponent, the result may be that she conveys o distorted picture of
her personality, as observed by Harder (1980). -

5.4.2.2 Reduction of the propositional content

functional reduction of the propositional content comprises
strategies such as "topic avoidance", "measage abandorment" and
“meaning replacement” (or “semantic avoidance").

Topic avoirdunce (Tarone/Frauenfelder/Selinker 1976, Tarone/
Cuhensliﬁs 1976, larone 1977, Corder 1978b) refers to the strateqy
of avording formulating goals which include topics that are peicerved
as problematic from a linguistic point of view. Topic avoirdance 18
used exclusively 1n connection with problems 1n the pianning phase,
as oppused to message abandurment (Tarone/Cohen/Duras 1976, Taiune
1977, Corder 1976b), which can alsc be used in connection with a
retrieval problécklg the realization phase. Message abandorment
18 defined by Tatone/Cohen/Dumas 1n ‘the following way: "communi-
cation on & topic 1s tmtiated but then cut short because the learn-
er runs 1nto difficulty with a target language form or rule. The
lesrner stops 1n mid-sentencd, with no appeal to authority to help
fimsh the uttersnce" (1976:84),

-

Hoth topic avoidunce and message abandonment result in the learn-
er qiving up referring to a specific topic. This 1s not the case
with meaning replacement (Vdrad: 1973), termed "semsntic avoidance™
by farone/fravenfelder/Selinker (1976), Tarone/Cohen/Dumas 1976,
Blum/l evenston (1978a), Corder 1978b. Here the learner, when con-
fronted by a planning or retrieval problem, operates within the
intended propositionsl content and preserves the “"topic" but refers
tu.thi1s by means of a more general expression. The result of meaning
replacement 183 a certain smount of vagueness.

The distirction between “topic avoidance" and "meaning replace-
ment” 18 us arbitrary as the distinction between what constitutes
runcepts belonging to one and the sume topic and concepts belonging
to d.fferent topics. Rather than visualize the propositional reduc-
tion strategios (apart from message abandorment) as falling neatly
into one of two classes, one should see them as forming a continuua.
At the une end, the learner says "almust' what she wants tu say
sbout a grwso- topic (= mewning replacement), at the other end she
34ys nothing at all about this (= topie avordance).

L.
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5.4.3 Achievoment strategies

By using an achi1dvement stmtegy, the learner attempts to solve
probleme 1n communication by expanding her communicative resources
(cf. Corder 1978a:84), rather than by reducing her. comnunicative
gosl (functional reduction). Moat of the strategies we shall discuss
relate to problems in the plunning phase (5.4.3.1., 5.4.3.2.), some
to retrieval problems 1n the realization phase (5.4.3.3.), and one
("restructuring®, 5.4.3.2.4.) to problema in both the planning
and the realization phase. Of the problems 1n the planning phase,
we shall distrnguish between discourse problems (5.4.3.1.) and
probleds with respect to the linguistic code (5.4.3.2.).

5.4.3.1 Problems 1y discoursq

A nunber of studies have provided lists ot English discourse
features which are supposedly relevant for learners (Beneke 1975,
Xeller/Taba Warner 1976, Edmondson 1977). That learners do 1n fact
have difficulties 1n organizing discourse has been demonst rated by
Gite (1978) and Kasper (1979b), who found that the following re-
presented problems for advanced German learners of English: realis-
1ng woves 1N opening phuses; signalling change of topic and end of
exche ; 1dent1fying the interlocutor's preclosing signals; using
uptakers snd devices for getting the floor. Nold (1978) 1nvestigated
how Germen learners of English coped with various diacourse phenome-
na and found that they to a large extent usd{ structures with which
they were fomiliar from Germen. Howsver, this™(inding should be
compared to that presented 1n Edyondson/House /Kpsper /McKeown (1977)
and Kasper (1979a), in which 1t 15 demonstrated|that learners do
not always make usa of their L1 when confronted by difficulties 1n
12, not even 1n those situations where L1 and L2 are comparable 1n
this respect. !

[

It 1s daffacult to !_311 whether learners are aware of their
having problems 1n discourse structures. However, the fuct that
this may not noriwslly be the case does not imply that learners can-
not be made conscious sbout 1t, a fact’which at least sugyests that
there could be room for communication strategies as defined in the
present article within the area of discourse.

Y.4.5.2 Languistic code problema - compensatory strateqles

We shall refer to achievement strategies aimed at solving prob-
lems 1n4the planning phaae due to insufficient linguirstic resourcea
as compepsatory strategies. The compensatory strategies will be
subclassified according to what reaources the learner draws on 1n
trying to solve her planning problem: a different code ("code awitch-
g, 5.4.3.2.1., "interlingual transfer", 5.4.3.2.2.), a difterent
code and the IL code simultansously ("inter-/intralingual trenafe:”,
5.4.3.2.3.), the IL code exclusively {"generalization®, "puraphidse"
ete., 5.4.3.2.4.), discourse phenomena (eg appeals, 5.4.2.3.5), and
non-1inguistic commonication ("mime® etc., 5.4.53.2.6.).

-
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5.4.3.2.1 Code switching

In communication in which foreign languages are involved, there

slways exists the possibility of switching from L2 to either L1 or

; another foreign language. The extent to which this is done depends
on the interactants' analysis of Lhe communicative situation (cf.
5.2.3.). Thus in the foreign language clessroom, learners frequently
share the L1 with their tescher, which enables them to code switch
extensively between L2 and L1.

‘

Code switching (or "language switch®, Taione/Cohen/Dumas 1976,
Tarone 1977, Blum/Levenston 1978a, Corder 1978a,b) may involve
varying stretches of disceurse from single worde up to complete
turns. When code awitching only affects single words, as 1n example
(1), the strateyy 1s sometimos referred to as “"borrowing" (Corder
1978a,b).

(1) do you want to have some ah - I:nsen or do you want to

have some more ...

fpo ™ ] \

5.4.3.2.2. Interlingual trar&)far

Whereas with the code switching strategy learners ignore the
IL code, strategies of interlingual transfer result in a combi-
nation of linguiatic features from the IL and the L1 (or other
languages different from the L2 1n question). As described in
Tarone/Cohen/Dumas 1976, interlingual transfer (termed "tranafer
from NL") may involve the transfer of phonological, mgrphalogical,
syntactic or lexical fFeatures to the IL.

I7 a lexical 1tem 1s adjusted to IL phonology and/or morphology
(cf. example (2) below),the strategy of interlingual transfer is
sometimes referred to as "foreignizing” (Ickenroth 1975), whereas
adjustmer.e at the lexicel level of the IL aystem (eg trapalating
compounds or idiomatic expressions from L1 verbatim into L2,
cf. example (3) below) 1a described as "literal translation®
(Tarone 1977).

(2) Native spesker: how do you go to school []
Learner: [...] sometimes I take my er - er what'a 1t called
- or [..] "knallert" finelo] -

(P1f, "knallert” panish for "mped-j

(3) they [ly petq ests - erm greens - things
B’"."‘lieeﬂﬂ things" : panish "grentsager" = 'vegetablusj
Q ‘ —r
i EMC -93- 4 8
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£.4.3.2.3 Inter-/1ntralingual transfer

Eapecially 1n situations in which tne learner cnnsiders the ‘L2
formally similar to her L1, strategies of inter-/intralingual
transfer may be applied. The result of the strategy 1s . general-
1zation of an IL rule (see below 5.4.3.2.4.), but the generaliza-
tion is influenced by the properties of the corresponcing L1 struc-
tures (cf. Jordens 1977, Kellerman 1977, 1978). Thus Danish learn-
ers of English might generalize the regular -ed suffix to irregular
verbs on the basis of the way verbs in Denish are distributed be-
tween the regular and the irregular declensional classés (eg Danish
avoume - svesmede (past tense), English swim - *swimaed).

5.4.3.2.4 IL based strategies

The learner has various possibilities far coping with communi-
cative problems bv sing her IL system: she may (1) generalize;
(i1) paraphrase; ..11) coin new words. As a special type of 1L
based strategies we i1nclude (1v) restructuring.

(1) Generalizetion

By generalization learners solve problems in the plenning phase
by fi1lling the "gaps" 1n their plans with IL 1tems which they would
not normally use 1n such contexts. As seen from 8 L2 perspective,
the strategy resembles overgeneralization of a L2 item as 1t results
1n the extension of an item to an inappropriate context. However,
this 18 not necessarily the case for the learner, who may not yet
know the appropriate context for the relevant item, 1n which case
she can hardly be said tu cvergeneralize. An obvious exception to
this 1s generalizatiop as an achievement strategy to compensate for
tormal reduction (cf. 5.4.1.): as the learner "knows" the most ap-
propriate item but decides to avoid using 1t (formal reduction)
she clearly overgenetalizes 1. °*sing an alternative - and less ap-
propriate - 1tem. '

Our usage of the term overgeneralization 1s obviously more re-
stricted than that normally found in the literature on communica-
tion strategies (see eg Tarone/Fradenfegder/Selxnker 1976, Tarone/
Cohen/Dumas 1976), as the normal usage conflates an IL with a L2
perspective and characterises violation of restrictions which hold
on rules 1n L2 as 1nstances of overgeneralization.

Gene:alization Jiffers from the Functional reduction strategy

of meaninq replacement {(¢f. 5.4.2.2.) in that the learner, when
yeperalizing, does pot chuanye her communicative goal: the learner

sumes that her "original" goal can be reached by usina a gyeneral-
12ed IL item or, in other words, that the generalized item can
convey the appropriate meoning in the given situation/context.
whether "lexical substitution” (Jarone/frauenfeider/Selinker 1976),
"approximation” (Tsrone/Cohen,Dumas 1976, Tarone 1977} the use of
superocdinate terms (Ickenroth-1975, Blum/Levenston 1978a) etc. ire

-94-
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1nstances of generalization strategies or of functional reduction
strateqgies 1s difficult to tell from the rather vague definitions
these terms have nermally been given in the quoted literature. Cf.
the following: " ... lexical gubstitution - using a word 1n the
target language which does not communicate exactly the concept which
the learner desires, but which shares enough semantic elements 1n
common with the desired concept to satisfy the learner." (Tarone/
Frauenfelder/Selinker 1976:127). If this can be taken to mean that
the learner, in using @ lexical substitute to fill a gap 1n her
vocabulary, believes that the substitute will convey her intended
meaning, this implies that the learner's underlying behaviour 1s
achievement, rather than reduction, and that lexical substitution
1s & generalization strategy. (That the effect ~f lexical substitu
tion may be that the intended meaning does not get across to the
interlacutor 1s arrelevant 1n the context of the present article
1n which we take the learner’s, and not her interlocutor's or the
analyst's, point of view, cf. 2.1.).

(4) Native speaker: do you have any anaimals -

Learner: (laugh) yes -~ er - er that 1s er - I don't know

how I shall say that in Fnglish -

Nat 1ve spedker: I think they must be rabbits -
learner: er what

Native spgakes: rabbits -

Learner: rabbits -

Nat 1ve spesker: yer rabbits

Native specker: does 1t - sleep on - 1n your room

Learner: er my - my ammals -

Nat ive speaker: mm your animal

[p1t]

-95- 5“

As an 1nstance of gereralization we include the following example,
1n which the learner uses the superordinste term “animals” to refer
to her rabbit




{11) Parsphrase

By ueing s peraphrase strategy, the learner solves a problom in
the planning phese by-£illing the 'gap’ in her plsn with s conatruc-
tion which is well-formed sccording to her IL system {cf. Tarone
19771198 for s related definition of parsphrese). Paraphrases cen
have the form of descriptions or circumlocutions (Vdéredi 1973, Tarone
1977), the learner Tocussing on characteristic properties or fuc-
tions of the intended refersnt. Thue in ex.1 the lsarper describes
‘intereat' as "have some more money *. In the following example,
the learner tries to explain 'moped’.

(5) Learper: [] some people have 8 car - and some People have
a er bicycle - and some people have 8 er - erm - 8 cykel

there is & & motor

Native speaker: oh 8 bicycle ~ with a motar

{prr]

As a vnen1sl type of description can be mentioned the use of a
converse tarm + negation, #s discuased in Blum/Levenston 1977.

Paraphras. can also be exemplifications, the learner using a
hyponymic expression instead of the (miseing) superordinate term.
The learner who tried to comsunicatib 'moped’ by means of a de-
scription (example 5) earlier used exomplificstion, without success
(example 6).

(6) Learner: er (laugh) knallert - [‘knlla]— er (laugh) []

you know er Puch R

PIF, "knallert” Denish for 'moped'; "Puch" a make of moped
P

(111) Word-coinage

-

As the term says, 8 word-coinage strategy involves the learner 1n
a creative construction of 8 new IL word (cf. Vdradi's "airbell" for
‘balloon'). In the following exomple, the learrer wants to refer to
the curve of a stadium,

(7) we were sittirg 1n the - rounding of the station and []

(ko]

{(1v) Restructurimg

A restructuring strategy is used whenever the lesrner reslizes
that she cannot complute @ local plan which she has alreudy begun
realizing and develops an alternative local plen which enables her
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to comsunicate her intended message without reduction (cf. "message
abandorment®, 5.4.2.2., which can be coneidered the reductional
parellel to restructuring).-In an example Juoted by Aibrechtsen/
Henrikeen/Farch (1979) the learner gets aiound the word M
by restructuring his utterance: “ ... my parents has I have er four
elder sisters ...". In the following example, the learner wants to
express that he i1s hungry. v

(8) my tummy - my tummy i1s - 1 have (1nawiible) 1 must eat some-
thing

(6]

5.4.3.2.5 Cooperat 1ve strateqies

As pointed out -y Tarone (1979), the interactional aspect of com-
munication is of . msi1derable significance for a discussion of com-
munlication strategies. She therefore propos.s to broaden the defini-
tion of communication strategy "to make it clear that the term re-
lates to a mutual attempt of two interlocutors to agree on a meaning
in situations where requisite meaning astructurea do not seem to be
shared"( Tarune 1979). That conversations between learners and native
speakers often contain a fair amount of metalinguistic communication
is 8 well-known fact, discussed eg in Glahn 1980. However, we do not
find it feasible to broaden our definition of communication strategies
in the way suggestsd by Tarone; although problems in interaction
are necessurily "shared" problems and can be solved by joint efforts,
they originate in either of the interactants, and it 3 up to her
to decide whether to attemot a solution herself, eg by using a
linyuist1c-bused achievement strategy, or to signal her problem to
ner 1nterlocutor and attempt to get the problem solved on a coopera-
tive basis. .

If the individual decides to try to solve her problem herself and
she succeeds 1n communlcoting her intended meaning to her :interlocu-
tor, the interactants clearly do not reach a state of "mutually
attemptiny ... to agree on @ meaning"”. If, however, the individual
does not succeed 1n communicating her intended meaning by vusing a
non-cooperative strategy, this may funchogae a "problem indica-
tion", leadiny to 8 cooperative solution. .

Ir the learner decides to signal to her interlocutor that she 18
experiencing a communicative problem and that she needs assistance,
she makes use of the cooperative communication strategy of "appeal-
ang” (cf. Tarone/Cohen/Dumas 1976, Tarone/Frauenfelder/Selinker 1976,
Turone 1977, Blum/Levenston 1978a, Corder 1978a,b). Appeals, which
can be chatacterized in ethnomethodological terms as "self-initiated
other -repaira” (Schegloff/Jefferson/Sacks 1977: 363FF.), can be
direct (cf. exvmple 9), or indirect. In the latter case ("admission
of ignorance”, Palmberg 19797, the .earnsr often scpplements the
(indirect) appeal by another communication strategy, as seen in

exsmple 10,
-97- 52
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(9) Native spesker: what er colour e it -

Learner: er skim (lsugh) er - er - what's - colour is this -

. (pointa to her sweater)

[pre]

(10) after my school 1'11 start erm (sigh) er - I learn erm shirts
and er (laugh) can't explain that - er - sy - ny]l 1 can't
say that
E’lF, “ey" Danish for 'aou']

As mentioned above, sn uneuccessful non-cooperative strstegy may
function as 8 “problem indicstion®. In this case the strategy has
the same function 8s an sppeal, though this is unintended by the
learner. ~

In communicative situations withwsll-defined communicative goals
(eg problem-sclving activities), and in which one of the inter-
actants has 8 less slaborated linguistic system than the other(s),
the interactante may change the distributinn of foles in euch a way
that the comsunicative task is reduced for the linguistically “hand-
1capped” interactant (J.wagner 1979). This can be characterized as
a "global® etrategy, affecting the nversll organization of discourge.

5.4.3.2.6 Non-linguistic strategies

]

In Face-to-face communication, lesrners fraguently resort to
non-linguistic strategies such 8s mime, gesture and sound-1mitation
(cf. Tarone 1977, Corder 1978s,b). Although non-linguistic strat-
eyies are sometimes use:’ the learner's one and only attempt at
sclving 8 communicative . lem they are often used to “support"
other - verbal - strategies. An important function of non-linguistic
strategies is to signal an sppeal to the interlocutor.

5.4.3.3 Retrieval problems

)

In reslizing 8 plan, learners may hdve difficulties in rstriev-
ing specific IL itema (see above, 5.3.2.), and may adopt achisvement
strategies in drder to get at the problematic item. This phenomenon
has besn studied by Glahn, who concludes that the learners who par-
ticipated in the task "immediately realized whether they did or did
not possess @ term in French®, snd that jn some cases they “knew
that the term wss there", snd they muld\mve to retrieve it in
some way"” (1978). The. following six retrievs]l strestegies were iden-
tified in the experiment: waiting for the term tc appear; appealing
to formal similarity; retrievel via semsntic fields; searching via
other languages; retrieval from learning situations; sensory proce-

» dures.
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5.4.4 Overview of communication strateqies used in epeech production

\ formel reduction strategies:
Learr~r communicates by means
of 8 “reduced” system, in order
, to avoid producing non-fluent or
v incorrect uttsrances by reeliz-
ing insufficiently automatized
«Or hypothetical #ules/itome

A ]
functione]l reduction strateqgies:

Subt ypes:

phonological
morphological
syntactic
lexical

Subtypes:

Learner reduces her communicative
goal in order to avoid a problem

Achievement strategies: !

Learner attempts to solve com-
sunicative problem by expanding
her cosmunicative resources

LRIC

actional and(or modal reduct ion
reduction o propoaitiona

contentl
EopIc avoidance
message abandorment
meaning replacement

Subtypes:
atrategies simed st solving dis-

course problams
strat Eu almed st solving lin-
guistic code groblemws:

code anltaﬁgng {incl. "borrowing”)

interlingual transfer {incl.“for-
eignizing" end "1iteral transla-
tion*) .
inter-/intralingual transfer
IL based strategies:

generalization

paraphraas

word-coinage

restructuring
cooperative strategies (incl.
appeals)
non-linguistic strastegies:

mime

gesture

sound~-imitation

strategies asimed at aolving re-
trieval problems:

waiting for the term to asppesr
appealing to formal aimilarity
reirieval via semantic fields
searching via other languages
retrieval from learning situa-
tions -
sensory procedures

‘¥




5,5 Receptive communicatiun strateqgies

The model of intellsctus’ “ehaviour which wes established 1n

1ng pc

.ef1zang strategtés adopted by the leafn-

3.2. canjbe used for rhat
er for rpblems decoding L2 utterances. As 13 the case

with th¥ learning sttateqies, we can drew a distinction between

- peycholinguist
guistic receptive strategies sre 1llust

receptive strategies by fig. 16,

F1g.15: Psycholinguistac receptive struteyies

{d‘
- - - -3 Plannming
Plan: |
(1) create X\
Raalization Reusl1zation
(2) coupare process 1 process 2
le and le $
it XLZ: le,
then X”
means X“

Problem: '
what dues | __ 3 plunning
a2
] XL2 meang l,
Plan:
appeal to} - - - -
j authoraty
/ F1y.16: Behavioural t1eceptive stiateqles

O
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As Eluﬁcmllmutlc receptive atrataleu can be used those of
the p va achievement strategies ch make use of priaor lin-
?uhtlc knowledge related to the IL: interlingual tranafer

5.4.3.2.2.), inter-/intralingual tranefer (5.4.3.2.2.), and the

Il based strategies of generalization and word coinage (5.4.3.2.4.
(1) and (111)). Making uee of prior linguistic knowledge and com-
paring this with input resembles the learning strategy of inferenc-
ing (cf. 4.4.2.2.), and ™inferencing" hes boen mentioned in the
literature as a receptwa strateqy Blalyatok/fr&\llch 1977, Bia-
lystok 1978, 1979b). If the learner resorts ta sxplicit IL knowl-

* edge in order to solve a reveptive problem, the stretegy reecembles
the proceas of monitoring ir: speech production. This would be the
case if tha learner had to run through an internalized paradigm
montally 1n order to interpret a particular morphems.

A
The last-ment ioned type aof recepilve atrategy reaesbles the
behavioural receptive strategies 1n being appeals to autharity - in
the case of the psychelinguistic atrategies, appeala to an internal-
ized suthority.*In interaction between an IL yser and a pative
speaker there is ample room for adopting the behavioural receptive
strategy of wppeal to authorit; either aa 8 direct appeal (example
11) or aa an indirect appeal (example 12). These can be seen as
the receptive pargllela to the aelf-imiti..ev other-repairs dis-
cussed in connect%n with cooperative atrateg es (5.4.3.2.5.).
»
(11} Native speasker: do they have a a white - a white tail -
Learner: tail - what ia tail -
(P1e]
(12) Native speaker: do you - make clothes in your spare time
n
' Learner: spare time -
Notive speaker: well in your time when you're nut st schoal
at the week-enda - 1n the évamnqa
. [Pie]
The learner muy also appeal for confirmation that her inter-
pretation 1 correct, au in example 13,
(13} Native speaker: do you smoke ¢ lot - -
Learner: - 4 lot - very much - - )
—_— —— “§
: [Hr]
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6. L2 learning aix cosmunicatlon sirategles

As wment 10ned 1n 2.2., learning often takes place through com-
munication, 1n pérticular 1n informal L2 learning contexts. For
this reason it cen sometimes be difficult to draw a hard and fast
distinction between learning and communicstlon strategies in uactual
communicat 1ve situations. In the present chapter we discuss how
communication strategies can lead to learning, and we try to clas-
sify the communication strategies .1sted .. © according ta whether
they are likely to have 8 learning effect or no!.

In 4.1. we drew a distinction between rule formation and auto-
wat 12ation, and 1n 4.3.2. we went into a further categorizution
of rule formation into hypothesis formation ond hypothesis testing.
As the use of u communication strateqgy presupposes that the learner
experiences a problem, this implies either that her IL system does
not as yet contain the appropriate item/rule {planning problem),
or that the appropriate 9L 1tem/rule is difficult to retrieve or
18 considered problematic ttom 8 correctness or fluency point of
view (realizstion problem). We can therefore conclude that com-
munication strategies which aim at selving problems (productive or
receptive) 1n the planning phage can lead to L2 learninyg only with
respect tu hypothesis formation, an  that communication strategles
sn connection with the realization . nhagse will be associated with
automgt1zation only. N

A Lasic condition tar%comaunication sttutegles to have o poten-
t1al learning effect 1s thut they are govecned by achievement,
tather than avoldance, behsviov.: 1f learners avoid developing a
plan and chunge the goal inste.d so that this can be reached by
weans of the communicative resouices she already possesses in her
iL, no hypothesis formetion takes place and her Il system remains
unaffected (although the sutomatization of the system may hereby
be increased 1n general due to practice). Similarly, 1f learners
avold usimg a particular 1L 1tem because of uncertainty about its
correctness (formal reduction), this clearly does not lesd to auto-
mati1zation of the relevent 1tem (but again, possibly, to a con-
solidaton of some ot er aspect of the eystem).

The di1fterence between productive and receptive communication
strategiles with respect to hypothesis formation mirrors the dif-
farence established in 4.4. between inferencing and non-inferencirng
transfer (4.4.2.2.): In using a productiye communication strategy,
the learner relies exclusively on priocg knowledge snd experience,
whereas the lesrner, when trying to cope with a receptive problem,
velates her prior knowledge to intake. Within each of the two types
of comeunication strategies {productive/receptive), one cun again
ident1fy strategqius which resemble the paychulinguistic lesrniry
strategies (all productive achievement strategies except the co-
operative strateqies (9.4.5.2.5.) 1n addition to the psycholinguis-
tic receptive strategies (5.5.)), and struteqies that are related -
to the behavioural leaining strategles (productive and receplive

appouls, 5.4.3.2.5., 5.5.).
o7
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Ae regards sutomatization, tne retrieval strategies mentioned 1n
5.4.3.3. have s clear potential leaining effect: if learners attempt
to retrieve an IL item and succeed it may be eagsier to make use of
the 1tem on future occasions. The receptive strategy of consulting
an internalized reference Yrusmar (“monitoring", 5.5.) can elso be
assumed to have a potential positive effect on automatization. Final-
ly, 1t should be pointed out thut to the extent strateyies involve
the learner 1n using other aspects of the IL syctem thun what 1s
coneidered problematic, this can ulso be assumed to contribute 1n-

directly to sutomatization of the system 1n general, as pointed out
above

Fig. 17 contains @ summary of he potential learning effect of
communication strateqies.

. potenti1sl learming - potential isarning
hyputhesis formation aatomat)zation
3
interlingual retrieval code-switching
tranufer produc tive
¢ non-linguastac
inter-/1ntro- I o *monitoring" strategies
lingual trarsterfo a receptive
l1zat 3 3 reduction strategles
generallzatian = 2
jehe o ?? E)ructxsmq lL]f- - {paraphrase
word-colnuge 5 restructuring
£
]
w >
R > 23
Thveierd v z a
swiralaqgies a
$
~
—
©
appeslia: 5
product ive o
A
receptive >
©
£
©
o

Fag.r7. Potentiar learning eftect ob comumnichcaon strategies
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7. Suasmary and concluaion

~

7.1 Susmery

The approach we ‘adopt in the present srticle can be characteriz-
od with respect to three types of problems 1n IL studies: the choice
of perspective, the relstionship between learning and communication,
and the ontological status of clesses of IL phenomena. Our descrip-
tion of processes and strategies is based on the learnor's, and not
the analyst's, point of view. We maintsin 8 distinction between
procmeo?n[rntegiea in learning s in communication. And we
sgsume that strategies do not conatitute 8 'netural' class of phe-
nowena, given 8 priori, but rather that the clasa of strategies
hae to beestablished by means of defining criteria based on the
Erkemntnisinteresse of the analyst. .

Central to our description of proceeses and strategies 18 8
genersl model of gosl-related 1ntellectual behaviour. Within this
model, strategies constitute a subclass of plane and ar defined
by means of two criteris: problem-orientedness and conaciousness.
Both of these ore based on oJr Tnterest in questiona of FL learn-
ing and tesching and have a clesr relsvance fer motivstional and
methodological espects of FL teaching. The criterion of problem-
orientedness 1mplies that the lesrner is having 8 problem in reach-
ing a particulsr learning or communicstive gosl, the criterion cf
coneciousness 1mplies that the lesrner- is conaciously eware of her
having such 8 problem. Hence cuneciousness refers to the problem,
and nat to the plan which the lesrner adopts in order to cope with
hep problem. Strategigs can consequently bs defined as potentially
conacious plena for Bolving what to en individual presents itself
as a problem :n resching a particular gosl.

Lesrners may atiompt to solve their problems in L2 learning by
means of paycholinguistic or behevioursl lesrm? strategies.
Psycholinguistic sgrstegiea sre adopted i e learning problem
18 a problem in hypothesip formation, behavioursl strategles if
the problem is @ problem in hypothesis testing or in incressing
automatization. The psycholinguistic strategies can be subclaasified
on the basis of whether/how the learner makes use: of grior knowl-
edgo in hypothesis formetion. I this wey & distinction csn be
made between the peycholinguistic strategies of inductlon, infer-
encing, and trensfer.

Communication strateqies are used in order to solve problems .
in either the planning or the reslizstion of wpeech production.
Strategies used in speech reception conatitute 8 special claes
and have been discussed separately. Planning Er_‘o_glma can be caused
ty (1) lack of linguistic resources 127 uncertsinly about the cor-
roctness of rules/items belonging to the IL aystem (3) expectation

of fluency problema in connection with the realizetion of epecific
rules/itoms. Realization problems are problems 1n retrieving the

phonological/orthographlcel forme of iteme which have been selected
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Communication strategies can be subclassified into formal reduc-
tion, functional reductien anu achievement strategies, each of which
cleases contains a range of specific etrategiee (¢f. 5.4.4.) In ad-
dition to their communicative function, several of thgse strategies .
cen have a subsidisry learning effect, contributing to either hy-
pothesia forsation or to aytomatization.

-

7.2 Discussion

By adopting problem-orientedness, rather than consciousness, as
the primary defiring criterion of strategies we avoid basing our
definition directly on a concept of rather problematic status. Thas,
howover, does not imply that the issue of cunsciousness is of rel-
astively minor 1mportance in connection with & discussion of strat-
ogies in fL learning and communication: it is difficult to imagine
how methods of handling learning and communication strategies in the
FL classroom cen be developed before we know more about the rela-
tionship between (types of) consciousness, leasrner variables and
learning/communication. -

In our discussion of L2 learning we have pointed out that 1t
can be difficult to apply the defining criteria of strategies to
learning plans aas it ie unclear to what extent psycholinguistic and
behavioural activity leading to L2 learning can be seen as the re-
sult of the learner being aware of specific learning problems. We
here touch upon something which we have not considared-in the ar-
ticle: the role of learning plans and strategies in the FL class-
room. It is a8 question of teaching methods whether teachers make
learnars aware of specific learning problems, rather than try to
téich the learne:s the relevent L2 .tom directly. In the {ormer
case, L2 learning may proceed by means of learning gtrategies em-
ployed by the learner. In the latter case, it is the teacher who
devises & tesching strategy - learning takes place in the learner
by means of a non-strategic plen established by the teacher. Hope- '
fully, future research in this ares will reveal to what extent
learners can be made conecious about problems within ihe different
phases of L2 learning (hypothesis formation, hypothesis testing,
automatization), and to what extent liarning strategies (as used .
by the learners) can be utilized in the L classroom. . \
Becsuse of the specificity of IL communication, as compared to
communication in L1, there 18 less difficulty in applying the de- -
fining criteria to Il communication than to L2 learning. Howevar,
there exist some real problems for the IL analyst in applying the
defininy criterys to data: 1t 18 not necessarily the case that the
defining criteria leave any tracea in the learner's IL performance
which can be used by the analyst as "strategy markers" (cf. Farch/
Kasper 1980),
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By adopting the learner's and not the analyst's or Lhe 12 gpeak-
er's perspective w have to exclude a number of phenomeny from
the class of communication strategiea which have been referred toin
the literature as strateqies. This 1s eq the case with ‘prefaba’
(Tarone/Cohen/Dumas 1976:80), ‘overelaboration' (Tarone/Cohen/Dumas
1976:81), and ‘samplification’ (WidGewson 1977:12), none of which
cen be seen as plans devised by learners 11 order to solve problems
1n planming or realizing Il communicacion.

Une uspert of communication atrategres which 1t has not been
pussible to discuss 1n the present article 1s the sequencing of
strategies 1n communication: learners often have to try out a
number of different strategies before they succeed 1n reaching
thei: communicative ‘Jual. Thus the learner who produced the data
cort1hed 1n examples 2,5,6 adupted the following seguence of
atiategies 1n order to communicate ‘moped':

laruage switch + geneialization: cykel (= 'bicycle’)

lamguage switch: knallert (= 'woped*)
wnterlingual transfer: . ['kniela']

paraphruse: exempllfu‘a\tum " Puch

patdphrase: circwmlocut 1n some peuple have o cdr

{cf. example 5)

A samilar type of sequence, moving from L1 bas@}d to L2 based
strateqgies, 1s often seen n data produced by elefentary and 1nter-
medirate learners within the PIF corpus. One possible explanation of
Lbis 18 that the learners whe are normally taught by English teach-
.3 rhose native language 48 ":n13h are used ta 'lciking up the
word” they need in the teacher by givang 1t 1n Danish 1n the class-
room. This procedure may be efficient as seen within a learning
perspective, whereas 1t 1a highly questionable whether it contri-
butes to the learner's communicative competence 1n any poaitive way.
One might indeed arque that 1f learners are encouraged to use LI
hased strategiea 1n the classroom this gives them the faulty 1m-
pression that they can do the same in communicative situations with
speakers whose L1 1s different from their own. Ihis points forward
to our last topic: the relationship between learning and commun-
cation processes/strategies and FL teaching.

7.3 Some implications for FL teaching

One 1mportant aspect of communicative competence 18 situational
and 1ntentional appropriacy, not to be understoud in the stylistic
sense of ‘decorum’ only but alse in the sense of chuusing the most
efficient means of reaching one's communicative goul 1n 8 given
cenmunicative situation. If learners are not made sware of the fact
that different communicative situations may call for different so-*
lut 10ns to problems but exclusively transfer their classroom-based
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communicative behaviour to other types of communicative situation
(cf. the example of sequencing in 7.2.), they are likely to pro-
duce more or leas inappropriste utterances outside the classroom.
It is important for learners to become aware of the significanca
of 'Einschiitzung’ - not just with respect to communication strat-
egies but also with respect to other aspects of communication. But
before we can give precise directions to leagners about the use or
communication strategies we need further studies of the communi-
cative effect of different types of strategies relative to differ-
oent types of communicatjve situations. A B

{

There also exists a need for investigitions into the relation-
ship between different learning strategits and differont learning
situstions (eg Formal/informal gjituatione, different types of in-

« formal situations), and between different learning strategies and
different 'distances’ between L1 and L2 as perceived by the learner
(cf. Kellerman 1978). On the basie of suct investigations it shoyld
be poesible not only to asseas the potential learning effect of the
differont types of learning strategies but also to suggest how
learning atrategies should be uytilized in the FL classroom.

Ignoring the fact that there are many unresolved Questicns con-
cerning the potential function of learning and commun .cation strat--
egies within a fL conte t, we might venture to conaider the genersl
question whether learning and commmication atrategies should be
taught If by teaching we mean passing on new informatidn only
there 18 probably no need to “teach" strstegies: FL learners no
doubt have implicit knbwledge about both learning and communication
strategles and make uee of this. But if by teaching we also mean
making learners conscious about aspecte of their (already ex1sting)
behaviour it is obvicus that we should teach them about strategies,
in particalar how tc 1se learn:'.g £nd communication strategles
most appropriately. Befure we can do so, however, we need more in-
formation about the potential effect of different types of strat-
egies, as mentioned sbove. Furthermore, the cheice of teaching
methods will have to take into consioeration what the relationship
18 between learner variables and learners’ preference for strat-
egies (cf. the two basic types of underlyiig behaviour: achievement
and avoidance, 5.}.3.), 88 well as the relationship between lcarn-
ers' prefarence for strategies snc teaching gosls/methods. Thua
ore might 1magine that learners would be induced to opt for reduc-
tion strategias 1f the FL teaching gives high priority to correct-
ness and possibly penalizes errcra against the L2 norm, even if
these are & result of achievement strategiou.

a4

Would 1t be feasible to have learner s efigage in communicative
satuations 1n the classroom which require s more extensive knowl-
edge of L2 than what the learners can be expected to have? On the
one hand, there is 4 risk of frustrating the learners by making
too stroig demands on thei: nbility to commsnicate. On the other
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hand* there could bg _considerable gains in teaching learners how
to compensate for 1 jcient linguistic resources by using the
totality of their communicutive resources creatively and appropri-
ately.

With the last-mentioned question we reach a topic which has
been extensively discussed in recent years: syllabus desiyn, pros
and cons of a notlonal/functional syllabus as compared to & 'tra-
ditional® structural syllabus. Basic to a notional/functional ap-
proach 18 the attempt to establish syllabuses which are geared
towards very spec1fic communicatlive needs, something which 1s nei-
ther realistic nor desirable 1n connection with courses like most
FL courses offerad within school programmes. In connection with
such courses, communication atrategies can be seen as devices which '
enable learners to bridye the inevitable gap between classroom 1n-
teraction and specific, authentic comsunicstive situations, hereby
1ncreasing their communicative competence 1n a way waich 1s gpecific
for IL communication. Parallel to this, learning strategies sre what
will enable learners to develop a ‘pecific linguistic competence
relative to those types of communicative situatioms in which they
need their FL outside the classrcom. In other words, by lesrning
how to use lesrning and communicstlon strategies appropriately,
learners will be more able to bridge the gap between formal and
informal learning situations and between srtilicisl and authentic
comnunicative situations.

Js mach® . einen Plar

sel nur eln grosses Licht

und mech!' dann noch 'nen swellen Plan
nehn tun si1e beide nicht

irecht : Dreigroschenoper
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NOTES

"Wenn also die Sachanalyse des Auadrucks 'Handlung' eine
systematische Analyse dessen liefern soll, was die Aktanten

des Alltaqgs darunter verstehen, dunn heisst das nicht, dass
die Aktanten des Alltaga bereits iber eine solche syatematische
Analyse verfigten. Das Gegenteil iat der Fall.®

This approach 15 in line with that represented by ethnometho-
dological studies of vonversation, and aa expressed in the fol-
lowing quotation: "In the ensuiny discussion ... it should be
clearly understood that the 'closing problem' we are discussing
1s proposed as & problem for converaationalists; we are not
interested in it as a problem for analyats except in so far,

and 1n the ways, 1. 18 & problem for participants."” (Schlegloff/
Sacks 1973:290). .

€f. the phasing of lessons 1nto presentation, explanation, re-
petition, practice, and trunsfer, as in the (aud1o~visual)
CREDIF method (Moget 1972:x1 fFf.), where it 1s the function of
the transfer phase to provide an opportunity for the learner

to use the rulea and elewents learned 1n the previous phases in
communicative taaks.

"die ontologische Grundannahme einer vom Erkennenden unabhéngig-~
en Struktur der Welt" (1968:150); "... (der) Objektivismus der
Wissenschaften (,denen) die Welt geyenstandlich als ein Univer-
sum von Tatsachen (erscheipt), dessen gesetzmassiger Zusammen-
hang deskriptiv erfasst wurden kann" (151). "Methodische Grund-
satzentscheidungen ... haben diesen eigentumlichen Charakter,
weder willkurlich noch zwingend zu sein. Sic erwetsen sich als
angemessen oder verfehlt" (161).

" . . dyram.uche Aufeiranderfulce von verschiedenen Zustanden
eines Dinges biw. Systems".

"dag Progremm [:le] ist ... nichts Gagebenes, Fertiges, sondern
ein Prozess, der Prosess der Programmierung®.

. Cf. "The planning process only takes place whenever the language

user does not reach her aclional goal automatically and as a
matter of cause.” ("Die Planbildung findet nur dann statt, wenn
der Aktant nicht automatisch und selbstversténdlich zun Ziel
se1oer Handlung kommt.") (Rehbein 1977:147).

"Wissen eines Individuums oder einer Menschengruppe daruber,
dass das von 1hm (1hr) beherrschte Wissen nicht genigt, ein
21el erreichen 2u konnen und dass dieses Wissen deshalb ent-
sprechend erweitert werden muss*.
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9. Cf. "what distinguishes the wors hitect from the best of
bees 1s this, that the archntect':faSb\hx astructure 1n 1ma-
gination before he erects 1t 1n reality. the end of every
labour-procese, we get a result thet already existed in the
imagination of the lebeurer at his commencesent” (Marx 1912:
157). ("Was aber von vornherein den schlechtesten Baumeister
vor der besten Biene suszeichnet, 18t, dass er die lelle 1n
seinem Kopf gebaut hat, bevor er sie in Wachs beut. Am Ende
des Arbeitsprozesses komat ein Resultat heraus, das beim Beginn
desselben schon 1n der Voratellung des Arbeiters, alao schon
1deell vorhanden war® (1966:195)).

10. "Aktionspline oder Strateqien sind Ausdruck der spezifisch
menschlichen Fihigkelt zur geistigen Vorwegruhme des Ergeb-
nisscs e1ner Tatigkeit und des bewussten plaimsssigen Handelns
zur Erreichung eines Ziels" (1975:285).

11. Ct. "8y communication strateqgy we understand a plan deviaed
for the optimal realization of s communicative intention, which,
tn taking account of the objective and subjective factors and
the conditions of the communicatior process, determines the
internal and external structure of & text, and from which the
use of linguistic means of expression derives." ("wir verstehen
unter Kommunikationsstr_tegie einen Plan zur optimalen Reali-
srerury) elner Kommunikationsabsicht, der unter Berucksi itigung
der objektiven und subjektiven Faktoren und Bedingungen des Kom-
munikat 1onsvorgangs die 1nnere und Hussere Struktur eines Textes
festlegt und von dem sich die Verwendung der sprachlichen e~
staltungsmittel sbleitet." (1975:285).

12. "The speaker's strategy 1s a behavicural plan for linguistic
sctions embedged 1n the speech situation ... according to which
the current speaker, in continoue feedback with the entire speech
components, selects a combination of linguistic means and speech
acts which 18 most efficient within a medium-term perspective."
("D1e Sprecherstrategie 1st ein 1n der Sprechsituation ... ver-
ankerter/e1nyebetteter Verhsltensplan fiir Sprachhandlungen, nach
dem der Jewellige Sprecher in stindiger Ruckkoppelung zu simt-
1ichen Sprechkomponenten die mittel fristig wirkungsvol 1ste
Spractmit tel-/3prechakt-Kombination wahlt") (1977:137).

13, for an sttempt at establishing a methodological hiesichy, leading
to FL internelizatilon and sutomatization, cf. the discussion of
. applications of Gal'perin's theory of learning to Fl teach1ng 1n
Baur/Rehbein (1979).

14, See alsc J.Jumes (1977:11), who makes ¢ similar point. A rather
different specification of overgeneralization 1s qiven by Kiel-
hoter/Borner, who characterize it as a "stratggy of discrimina-
tion ("cine Strategie der Diskriminmerung”) (1979:121).
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. The dete used to illustrate communication strategies in the
present article originate from two sources: (1) the t
"Kommuniketive Kompetenz sls reelisierbares Lernziel"”, Semi-
nar filr Sprachlehrforachung, Ruhr-Universitlit Bochum (BO),
(2) the PIF project, Department of English, University of
Copenhagen (PIF). For descriptions of the two corpora of
learner languege, uf. Edmondson/House/Kasper/McKeown (1977)
for the BO data and Ferch (1980b) far the PIF data.
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