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Mo§t of'thejéapers whﬁkh,afe Bublished‘in Jyvéskylﬁ Cross-Language
¢ -Studjes 9 and 10 were presented at the Fifth International Conférence
~on Contrastive Projects entitled “Eross-Language Analysis. and Second
Language Acquisitidh"{ Theé conference was held at Jyvdskyld on June 1-5,
1982.-A number of the conference papers have been.pub1ished in a special
‘issue on cross- language ‘analysis and second language acquisition of
App]led Llngu15t1cs (Volume 4, Number 3) and in Finlance: the F1nnish "
Journal of Uanguage Learn_~g,and LanguagLfTeach1ng (Volume 2), Both were
published 1n-1983
Some of the papers included in the .two volumes were not read at the
_ conference; thy come from vqrjoﬁs contexts, eg., Finnish Summer Schools
) of'Linguistics%\pr are based on vesearch carried out in Jyvéskylﬁ. '

% N : —— . ) "
Jyvidskyld g g ' " K.S.

November, 1983 - ax“
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# . Contrastijve 11ngu1st1c research has been going on for decades now, :

P with ups and'apwns in certain parts of the world but stead1]y deve]oplng
in others, A]though ‘beset with fiumerous difficulties and prejudices
and some of its fundamental concepts still vaque, it is far from re-
treating from the linguistic scene. On the contrary, three Journals
- recently founded and devoted exc1u51ve1y to contrastive studies (ie.
Papers and Studies in Cont&abixue L&ngu&bikcb pub11shed in Po]and
v (since 1973), Sopostovitetno ezykoznan&e/ContnaAtLue LLnguLAILCA in
. Bu]gar1a (since 1976),+and Contrastes - in France (s1nce 1981), serial
publlcatlons of organized projects (eg. the Yugoslav Serbo-Croatian- .
English and the Zagreb English- ~Serbo- Croatian Projects, Jyvaskyld -
_ Contrastlve (51nce 1979 Cross- -Langudge) Studies, PAKS reports (until .
+ '1974), Rumanidn- -English Contrastive Project publications, Hungarian-
) English Contrastive Project reports, publications of the. Institute fiir .
« Deutsche Sprache’ in Mannheim, etc.),. numerous international contrastive
¢ rconferences (since 1975 one in the U.S.A. » one in Rumania, eight in
Poland, one in the Felleral Republic of Germany and one in F1n1and to
‘mention a few), sections on contrastive analysis at 1nternat10na1 cong- -

o resses, numerous papers on the subject at various Tinguistic meetings

. and foremost a constantly growing body of publications (see biblio-

' graphies by Sajavaara and Lehtonen 1975, 1981"Siegrist 1977, as well _

as bibliographies.of some palrs of languages pub]ished in various jour-

. nals or collections of papers), all give but unamb1guous evidence to a -
dynamic development of contrastlve 11ngu1st1cs Th1s dynamlsm, however,
can be observed more in Europe than in America, “where much less of '

' importance for contrastive Tinguistics has happene& since 1968 ‘whep
,several outstanding linguists presented their views on CL at the 19th
~ -Annua) Round Table on Linguistics at Georgetown University (Alatis 1968).
Some of these -views were subsequently developed'in Europe’but the contro-
versies which surfaced then have definitely overshadowed the positive
aspects of -CL and arrested 1ts'fUrther djnqﬁic,growth in the Unjted
_ f' States, Although the American”scene has become less 1ive1y in the . °
o f1e1d, the interest 1n CL: has not disappeared a]together.' Coxses on
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CL have contlnued to be tauqht at many un1vers1t1es unt1l today and.a
fair number of . pub11cat1ons by Amer1can contrastivists have appeared in
print 1n Europe and America. Two important ‘cornferences, a]so attended
by. European scholars, were organ1zed 1n Hawaii in 1971 (papers from the . -
conference were pubiished in Working PapenA i Lingudatics 3/4, Univer-
Sity of Hawa11),_and-another one in Stanford in 1980. Yet it is Europe

-that, has taken over the 1eading.role in promoting and expanding contras-

s
tive studies since the late sixties.
The major issues of contention which have been the source of various

‘misunderstandings, often hampered a more dynamic development of CL and

have ‘added. to its controversiaT nature are the p]ace of CL in Tinguistic
science (ie. pure or 'applied’ 11ngu1st1cs) its,status, form and
methodo]ogy, ¥ well as. such fundamental notions as equivalencé and
inseparably connected with 1{ ‘tertium comparationis'. In what fo]]ows
we shall take up these issues, arguing in keeping with our earlier idea
(Fisiak 1971, 1975, 1980, 1981) that there are. two branches of CL, ie.
theonéticat and applied, wh1ch in turn may determine the treatment of
the other issues. The paper u111 be concluded with a brief survey of A

~ selected areas of contrasfive research currently under way.

In order to understand the nature of controversies surrounding CL
nowadays, it seems necessary, however, to ook back 7in the history of
11ngu1st1cs for poss1b1e roots of contrastive 11ngu1st1cs Different

traditions-df linguistics research in d1fferent parts of the world no

doubt have made a different impact on contemporary developments in CL.

As we have pointed out on several, occasions, the roots of contras-
tive linguistics go back to the 1ast guarter of the nineteenth century
(see Fisiak 1975, 1978, 1980), more precisely to companaxkve synchronie
11ngu1st1c studies, -which could deve]op particularly at the turn of the'
century due to the work of Baudouin de Courtenay and de Saussure. .
Baudouin de Courtenay in his comparat1ve grammar of Slavic- languages

- (1902) laid the foundations of contrastive 11qpu1st1cs, pointing out

that comparative surveys of languages are: of three types, and one pf ‘
them is such that "linduistic processes can be examined ‘without regard
to 11ngu1st1c kinship, in order-to’establish the degree of similarity
or difference between the structures of two languages (p. 319). As a

_resu]t of this kind of comparisan one can arrive at un1versa1 11ngu1st1c
' phenomena" (p. 320).° In 1912 Baudouin de Courtenay pub]ished his c0mpa-

rative study of Polish, Russian and 01d Church Slavonic, a contrastive
-rammar par excellence with an 1ntqust1ng and unique contrastive ana-

[:lz\v(:y31s of graphemics Baudou1n $ tradition was continued by the Prague

m Provided by ERIC
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school and individua] scholars in the Slavic world, a]though Méthesius

himself stated in 1929 that his ideas'conterning the subject derive,'on

- . the one hand, from Humboldt, Steinthal, Misteli and Finck,. and Strohhmyer,

Aronstein, Deutschbein and Jespersen, on the other (Vachek 1980:9).

The Prague School 1inguists_recognized.from the start the.theoretical
impertance of synchronic comparative studies'd Mathesius saw it as early
as 1923 (Vachek 1980:7), formu}ated it in his Czech paper in 1927 and
presented it in a modified form at thé First Interrational Congress.of
Li%guists in the Hague in 1928 (published subsequently in 1929).. He
terms the synchronic study of a language as Linguistic: characterology.
The synchronic comparison of 1angu;ges is referred to by him as analy-
tical comparison. This is what he wrote: "Comparison of languages of
djfferent types without any regard to tﬁeir genetic ré]atiohs'i§ of
the greatest'value fby any work in concrete linguistic chabacterology,
for it considerably furthers the right understanding of the real natufe
ana meaning of the analysed linguistic fgcté" (Mathesius-1929 in Vachek-
1964:59). ' — - '
The ,same year Trnka (1929) presented the principles of the ‘anaty-
tical method of comparison of languages as opposed to diachionic analysis, -

'

,

' Two extensive quotations will best i]]ustrate’Tfnkaf; standpoint, which

was also representative of the Prague School: * .

.- La grammaiire analytique admet em outre possibilité de la comparaison

., d'états de langue entre langues apparentées de Toin.seulement ou
pas_du tout apparentées, et permet ainsi de caopstater des tendances
linguistiques et des cathagories grammaticales plus générales. ..
(Trnka 1929:34). * °} [ ' ' '

. . i ; [

On emploie la méthode s}nchronique quand on compére des systémes .
Tinguistiues, que ceuxict représentent des stades successifs d'une
méme Jangue ou des stadds 'de langues apparent8es ou non, Ce faisant, -
on se cdmporte comme quand:on compare deux ou plusieurs tableaux: on #
note les couleurs, les des§ins, les rapports des parties au tout, on*
Jreléve les ressemblances ‘et tes différences, et 1'on tend & voir dans _
les. détails qui se reproduisent la manifestation de tendances déter-
minées... La linguistique qui emploie Ta méthode comparative ana-
Tytique vise & déterminar .Jes-relations réciproques des différents
€léments d'un systdme d'expréssion donné ¢'est-3-dire & constater
des relations mutuelles cycliques.(Trnka 1929:35-6) .

In the following years Mathes{yg_wrotg a series of contrastive papers

_on various aspects of English and Ciech grarinar (see references and_Vachék

1980}4and in 1936 once again ascertained his position concerning the
analytical comparison of languages and made it even more categorical,
saying that "a semantic analysis of any language can be achieved only on
a strictly synchronic basis and with the -aid of analytical comparison,
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ie. compar1son of 1anguages of different types without any regard to
their genetic relations. }t is only in- this way that we can arrive at

a right understand1ng of the given language as an organic. whole, and get. :

a sufficient insight 1ntovthe rea]‘mean1nqs and funct1ons of the svng]e

facts which constitute it (1936:95) . . f‘

Mathesius® works exerted a ‘strong influence’ on his younger collea-.

~ gues, collaborators and disciples who continued and deve]oped h1s contras-

_tive ideas. Poldauf (1954a) contributed a theoretical paper on- gna]y-

tical comp9r1son ‘and some particular grammatical problems in English

" and Czech (1954b, 1964), Vachek wrote on ‘the expression of universal °

negation "in Eng]1sh and Czech’ (1947) as well as on the trend in the‘use

‘ of .nominal express1ons in the two languages (1961), Firbas (1959, 1961;

‘1962, 1964, 1968, 1976) anaJyzed the ‘word: order and the communicative
_ dynam1sm of the sentence in Engl1sh Czech and German, and Trnka (1953-5)

various aspects of English grannar in compar1son with Czech. In the

area of RuSS1an and Czech or STovak the comparative tradition also _goes T
back to the thirties (Kopeckij 1934) and continues on a large sca]e

after 1945 (eg. Ilek 1950-1, 195%a, b; Isaenko 1954-60, 1954, 1956;
Kollar 1954; Mrazek 1954; Bauer 1955, 1957; KriZkova 1955, 1962a, 63
Havranek et al. 1956; Bare$ 1956 and others). German and Czech studies

: are represented by E. Bene¥, J. Povejdil, Z. Masarik and pthers.

At the start of the sixties the term 'confrontational linguistics/
analysis' (Horalek 1962, Skalika 1962) begins to appear next to 'com-.

_parative'(and Tlater contrast1ve ) among Czech 11ngu1sts With the -

numerous works which appeqred in the f1ft1es,severa1 problems of a
theoretical nature cropped up calling for a more precise redefinitign

.of the field (Schwanzer 1966, Bene$ 1967). The term ‘confrontational’

beg™s to be adopted also by the DDR, Soviet gnd some Polish and West
German linguists. At the meeting in Mannheim in 1970 both Schwanzerl -
(1970) and Bene$ (1970) presented updated Czech views on confrontatio-
nal linguistics'. These views were the subject of discussion and
further refinements (Zabrocki 1970 and Coseriu 1970). ;

" Our discussion of the development of contrastive studies within
the Prague tradition would be incomplete without pointing out, that the

- theoretical cons1derations of Prague 1jngu1sts found pedagogical appli-

cations from the early days of the ‘development of the 'analytical synch-
ronic comparison' of languages, Since the problem has been competently

_presented by V. Fr1ed (1965, -1968) let us oniy repeat briefly that two~

paths were followed parallely, ie. handbooks for teaching foreign Tlan- .

1

-

+
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_; guages based on COntrastive-princibles were published from 1927 (TFnka
and-Potter 1927, Kopeckij 1934, Vachek 1946, Hais. 1958, Bauer et al.

1960 anq others) and a series of popular contrastive analyses of Czech
and.othér languages was planned, of which two appeared befoqg:T§45
{Mathesius 1936, Nosil 1942). This earlier tradition has’ béen continued
-along the lines. of 'linguistic confrontation' unti]Afoday. _

. When oné lopks back to the turn of ghé Tast century, it is easy to .
observe that the number of comparative synchronic.studies began to in; -
crease. . This was due to thesgrowing opposition to the Neo-grdmmd?ién

. doctrine of'histoFicism. The independent attémpts of several linguists,
whiéh in distant glaces at the same time grew out of this dissatﬁsfaction,.-
to estab]isp a new appfoach and justify its scientific status was-dome—_
thing more than natural. _The:works of Baudouin de Cburtenay{ Mathesius,
Jr de Saussure, although of ¢onsiderable importance,’weﬁe not a]way§ the
source of inspiration. For instance, Otto Jespersen] {1924) i1 chapter

. thret {Syntax) of his Phi!oaoph of Gramman advocates independently a

: synchronic'éomparatfye analysis similar to that of:Baudbuin de Courtenay
and the'Prague Schodj as can be seen from the last paragraph of'the
" books . ngq is yhat-he said: ' : ' ’

\

. We can obtain new and fruitful” points of view, and in fact
arrive at a new kind of Comparative Syntax by following.the
method of this volume, ie. starting from C (notion or inner
meaning) and examining how each of the fundamental ideas common
to all mankind is expressed in. virious languages, thus proceeding
through B (function) to A (form). This comparison need not
be restricted to languages belonging to the same family and .
representing various developments of one original common tongue,
but may take into consideration languages of the most diverse
type and ancestry. Jespersen (1924: 346-7). . N

N
M is also interesting to note that phonetic and phonological
_contrastive Work's were more humerous’ét'the end of the nineteenth
. centur}.and the beginning of the twentieth {eg. Grandgent 1892; Vitta
1894, 1903; Passy 1901; ‘Soames 1908 Ch]umski 1914; Bogorodickij 1915)
than_syntactfc or éemantic ones. One of the reasons may have been the
problem of 'tertigm comparations' far more difficult to.solye for ¢ *
syntax than for phonology. ] _
. Baudouin de Courtenay's tradition has been directly continued tn
Russia and the Soviet Union (ng Bogorodickij 1915-and S€erba 1937 for
Russian ahd French, English and German) and in Poland (eg. Kielski
1957-60 for Polish and Frerich), ' His tradition combined with that of

o (.' -]Nickel'(1972:'95;drew my atteﬁtion ;o'uéspersen‘s,work.

R [ B 3 12.. : L
- o . . . . . _l-.




IRL S

v,

the Prague Schoo] was carried on in the.fifties and the sixties 1n the
Soviet Uhign for Russian and German (eg.. Gejn 1952, Kru¥elnickaja 1961),
Pkrainian (eg. Krotev1é 1949; Bajmut et al. 1957), ‘Azerbaijani (Ibragimor:
1955, §ira11ef and DZafarov 19549, Korean (Skalozub 1957), Kazakh
§kur1d1n 1957, Isanga]eva 1959, 1961), Latvian (Bogo]jubova 1957,
Semenova 1961), Uzbek (Sak1rova 1962), Chuvash (Rezaukov 1954)
Ukrainian and English (Z]uktenko 1960).

In early seventies the-Russian "comparat1ve synchronic" 11ngu1$t1cs
evo]ved into the "confrontat1ona1“ type of contrast?ve linguistics.
Severa] d1ssertat1ons on the theory of contrastive linguistics were
written under Professor Akhmanova in Moscow. Her own pos1t1on and that
of most Soviet contrast1v1sts has been best summarized in 1977 by 0.

w-  Akhmanova and D. Me]enéuk in The. PLLHCLpKQA 0f LiuBuistic Congrontation:

There is an’ever grow1ng 1nterest for what is usually (or at any
rate has bgen described until quite recently) as contrastive
£ inguastics. it is assumed at present that this term. {or this
_metalinguistic designation) unduly narrows the field or research..
We shall, therefore, speak of "contrastive analysis" as only a
part of ‘a much wider field which is more adequately devoted by
the term “lTinguistic confrontatiog”, because the particular
. applied aspects of contrastlve 11ngu1st1cs, the way it is most
- frequently approached, is only a fraction of the total problem.
"Contrast" implies digference, opposdition. Before-we turn to
- the differences, we must confront or compare systematically and
‘Synchron1ca11y objects which may‘hp quite similar, or even “the
ame™ in quite a number of respects. Akhmanova and Melencuk 1977:
4: cf, Fls1ak 1975).- . .

3

Pedagogical app]lcations of contrastive 11ngulst1cs (1e compara-
_tive/confrontational) have not been neglected in the Sov1et Union
e1ther Apart from early genera1 treatment of the 1§sue by Jarceva
(1960), some handbooks and numerous papers. treat1ng’more specific areas '
- of contrastive 11ngulst1cs have appeared in the journa1 Thnpstranngfe
Jazyki v Skole and other Tocal seria].pub]lcations, proceed1ngs of
- conferences, collections of papers, etc. (eg. Pol]er 1950, Pecatn1kov
11950-51, Medov¥Cikova 1958 to name & few). _ o
\" The second source of contrast1ve linguistics, as has been mentioned
above, is de Saussure. As Wandruszka (1973:1) has po1nted out "seit
" der Begriindung einer neuen synchronischen L1ngu1st1k durch Ferdinand
de Saussure is auch die Frage ‘nach.der Notwendigkeit und den Mog]1ch-
- keiten.einer neuen vergle1chenden Sprachwissenschaft nich mehr ver-
stummt". The first to produce a significant work in this tradition .
'was‘Charles Bally (1932), who Analyzed the strutture of French in .
QO comparison with German, The other most important works fo]loW1ng Bally
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(whose study appeared in its Jrd ed. in 1950)'are Vinay and Darhernet
(1958) on French and English, Malblanc {1961} on French and German
(both using the term ‘comparative sty]istlcs for contrastive 11nguls—
tics'), Barth (1961) and Darbernet (1963 1971) on selected problems of
French and English or French English and Span1sh . This tradition of
contrast1ve work has been developing main]y in France and Canada; but .
also in- un1vers1ty French der@eptments “in other countries-(Clas 1968).

The third source “of contrastive 11ngu1st1cs (indeed by some 1inguis-
tics erF“neously assumed as the only genuine source, cf. Rus1eck1 1976:17 -
and his untenable argument on noncont1nu1ty of the European trad1t1on,
etc. in an otherwise valuable contribution) is the language teaching
philosophy developed in the early fourties in the United States and

-.summarized by Fries ( 1945), ‘who postulated that- fore1gn la uage?c)urses

" should be baseg on the comparison of the nat1ve and the for ign Tanguage
which will reveaf’h1fferences between the 1anguages thévéby identifying
areas of d1ff1cu1ty for the Jlearner, Fr1es (1945.9) stressed that

“the most efficient mater1als are those that are based upon sc{entific

' description of the. 1anguage to be learned, carefully compared with a-

parallel descr1pt1on of the native language of the learner". Such
parallel descriptions began to develop in Michigan and later in other
places, first Gnder the label of comparative dtudy or simply comparison
(eg. Sitachitta 1955, Staub 1956, Lado 1956, Malick 1956-57, Subjakto
1958 or Kleinjans 1957-58) and s1nce c. 1960 almost exclusively as,
contrastive ‘studies. The pronouncements of Fr1es were followed up by
works ‘of Fries and Pike (1949), Weinrich ( (1953) "and Haugen (19539 on

~

bilingualism and_language cOntact. The latter two works dereloped'the ‘v
~notion of {nterfererice (;tudied earlier by Polivanov 1931 and going
" bacK to the Prague School), so‘crucial for the prevailing foreign lan-

guage pedagogy and associated contrastive studies. .

+In 1954 Harris published an. important theoretical paper on thanéﬁen
gnanman, which he described, rough]y speaking, as a device generating
utterances of one language from another. - The notion exerted some in-

, fluence on later contrastive work'(a notable example is Borkowski and

‘Micklesen 1963) but'not to the extent to dominate the American scene.

\ The turning point in the development of contrastive linguistics in .
the USA seems to be the publ1cation of Lado's .Linguistics achoss Cultunea

in 1957, where earlier statements by Fries and others werg reasserted and
a detailed presentation of contrastive procedures was prov1ded In the
" Preface Lado states his credo: in the fo]lowing words : s

- . \
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The plan of the book rests on the assumption that we can predict
and describe the patterns that will cause difficulty in learning,
and those that will not cause difficulty, by comparing systemati-
cally the language and culture «o be learned with the native lan-
guage and culture of the student. (Lado 1957:vii).

In 1959 the Center for ‘Applied Linguistics began preparing a series
of contrastive analyses under the general editorship of . Ferguson.

- Two volumes appeared 'in 1962 (Moulton 1962 and Kufned 1962), the other
“four -(Spanish and Italian) in 1965, and four (Russian and French), .

have not been published. In the preface to Moulton's vblume (1962:V)
Ferguson dgfined contraétive studies more broadly than Lado, ie. as
dealing both with “similarities and differences between English and
each of the, five foreign languages". 4 . .
The contrastive studies produced in America wére inseparably
connected With 1anguaggﬁ¢eaching although on.many occasions they were
simple, eften oversimplified taxonomic treatments .with no special

-
adjustment,for'¥mdagogica1 purposes (cf. Fisiak 1981), which was .to Be.

_onE of the serious reasons of the failure and disillusion with contras-

tive linguistics in the States in particular in late sixties and early
Seventies. - It is worthwhile in this connection.to return to the now
venerable guotation by Fries (1945:9), which is immediately followed
by a precise requirement concerning the format of fhé “parallel éompa-‘
rative description®. Acco;ding to Fries (1945:9), "it is not enough
simply to have the results of such a thorough-going analysis; these

“results must be organized into a satisfactory system for teaching-and

implemented with adequate spec%ﬁicvpractice materials through which the .
learner may master the seund system, the structure and the most useful
lexical materials of the foreign,landuage".l In practice, however, it

.‘'was assumed too often that contrastivk analyses could be immediately

applied to language pedagogy.

Although the understanding of the field was such that it was
immediately associated with language teaching, ie. applied 1ingu?stics,
Gleason (1961:207-8) in the second edition defines contrastive gﬁanmar
(orAtransfer grammar) as “"descriptive grammars of two Janguages tied
together“, which is, however, not a new venture and is most useful in

preparing teaching materials. This would suggest that Gleason recognized

- contrastive grammar as valid descriptive work, one of its possible appli-
cations being pedagogical. But his voice rppresents the minority of

linguists. For the majority, contrastive finguistics deals with
differences (which is unrealistic, cf. Fisiak 1975; Akhmanova and .
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1 N Melenuk'1977) and is part of language pedagogy (Hall 1964:125). Here =
L is the classical Ameqigap formilation of what contrastive linguistics
- is as proposed by Lado (1964:2). . ' - - N .

...contrastive linguistics...compares the structures of two lan-
guages to determine the poipts phere they differ. Thesé.gifferen-
ces are the chief source obé*{lgiCulty... . The results of these
. contrastive descriptions fo he basis for the preparation of
. " language- texts and tests, ‘and for the carrection of students learn-
_ing a language. - . ' . ' .

& The reductivism in termg of the scope of contrastive linguistics
- (differences only) and ‘its place in applied Tinqui%tics-alone togzther
with the association with structural lingujstics has brought about -
criticism from Var?ous;qﬁarters and gisillusionment because, of unful-
filled promises and expecﬁations."The ferment in the area of contrastive
linguistics in America culminated with the 1968 Georgetown Round Table.
The disiliusionment, however, affected the United States basically . .
e . because CL was considered in toto part of foreign‘1anguage.pedq§ogy, L,
. ie. applied 116§uistics. Since the linguistic paradigm with which (L
» was associated was declining, mutatis mutandis was CL. .
- 4 European scholars, who fo]]oyed_European trad%tions and were not .

y

» under a strong influence of America, didinot sh§re in.the qeclarations ) -
* rejecting cantrastive linguistics, ‘As -has ‘already been pointgd out o
above, the continuity of earlier traditions hasfrééy]ted in a dynamic .
dev91opﬁént of CL in Europe over the 1ast decadé a]phbugh not free from -
, Other -controversies and diécussions} But Rt should be pdinted out that
the European 'synchronic comparative' point of view was. recognized in
America by some linguists and language teaching experts, particularly ,;f”
y with reference to theoretical values of CL and the distinction between ° '
o those and the practical use.  Stockwell (1968:25) wrote this in the %
' conclusion- of his-Georgétown paper: - - Y

4

I think contrastive. studies are {anrtant and useful and that we
need more of them; ...I think that while error-counts are of some
- use, the most hopeful basis for insightful contrastive study is
_ entirely theonetical (itaTics mine); I think that the confused
. state of contemporary theory is no proper basis for withdrawing
from the challenge of this kind of comparative study; I think RS
that the notion that the primary audience for such studies is a "
pedagogically oriented one is mistaken in part, that such studies :
are viable objectives for their own sake, just as any good descrip-
"tion is... : ' .

2

Wilga Rivérs (1968:152) also bdinted out the difference between
. pedagogically any Tinguistically oriented c0ntré§tiye descriptions.
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., . .
A cortrastive analysis of two languages when it is designed with

a scigntific not a pedagogical intent is sot in itself-a teaching
aid..] Since the linguist's aim must be to make the description
scieptifically €legant rather than ,pedagogically applicable, the
analysis will not normally be directly transferable to teaching
materials and situations. Chomsky has already emphasized the
difference between a 1inguistic, grammar which is an account of ’
competence and a pedagogic grammar which attempts to prbvide the .
student with the ability to understand and produce sentences of

a particular-language (1966:10). The same distinction may be .
applied to types of contrastive studies.

" A pronouncement similar to Stockwell's was made by 1inguistsl th
formulated reconymndations'of the 10th FIPLV Congress in Zagreb in 1968
‘ (Filipovie 1972:XXI11-XXV), ie. (c) "The most hopeful basis for effec-
.7 tive insightful contrastive s tudy is entirely theoretical; therefore
it is recommended that such.studies. be regarded as viable projects for
¢ _their oWn §ake, and not directed immediately to pedagdgicalﬁpurposes".

~ For another yeason it is worth noting two other recqmmenda¢ioné which,

.

unfortunateiy, were not followed up immediately, ie. .
(e) “Contrastive studies should*be unde?taken.beyond the sentence level
- in discourse structure’ in semantics, and on the socio-cultural/
and psycholinguistic level. ' ' *
() Céntrasmive studies should be undertaken in the study of stages of o
native lanquage development of children". - '
_ The trend which could be observed in Zagreb as regards the dis-
tinqtjon between theoretical and applied aspects of contfastivenﬁinguis-
tics was echoed by the Mannheim conference in 1969 (published in 1970).
Contrastive linguistics undér the term 'konfrontative Linguistjk'his .

" defined as a synchronic comparative study which invéﬁtigates both simi-
larities afdd differences between languages (Coseriu 1970:29, L. Zabrocki.
'1970:33, Schwanzer 1970:12, Bened 1970:107). Zabrocki and Coseriu also
made a clear distinction between theoretical and applied types'pf contras-

tive sEudiés; calling the former 'confrontational' and the latter -'contras- '

.

tive' (with more restricted scope). _ .

At the Zagreb Conference on English Contrastive Projects in 1970
Fisiak (1971) 1ikewise drew a shdrp distinction between theoretical and
applied contrastive linguistics. This distinction has been followed by
the Polish-English contrastive project, which is theoretically biased
and has.produced‘a large number of monographs, dissertations and papers .
which havé nothing in common with pedagogical or other applications (see

a

Q ]The comnissfon under the chairmanship of J. Alatié consisted of B. *
IQ\L(jCarstensen, R. Filipovi¢, J. Fisiak, W. Marton, K. Mildenberger and

G. N'i‘(lke] . _ v [
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Procifska 1982 for bib]iograph1ca1 refer e§ s we11 as Fisiak 1982)
This brdad definition and dist1nct1on deifb\ngwd1rect1y from the
European traditions have been accepted by a Targa number of researches
and some projects in Europe (Wagner 1974: 371 373;\wandruszka 1973;
Jackson 1976; Sajavaara 1977. 1980; Berman’ 1918, Aarts 1982; Kiihlwein in
press), although not by all. Among others cSnu 1n %\111 places CL in .
applied 11ngu1st1cs] in the Preface to James (1§QP\IV), sayirg that N
. “because of its closeness, however, to lanquage 1&1rnw\q an&k to the
“more general concept of bilingualism, contrastive analysqs has always
been regarded as a major branch; of applied, rather than phre 11ngu1st1cs"
In view of a large number of existing contrastive works wh1ch have no
relevance to app]ied Tinguistics, Candlin's conclusion 1s nd& convincing
~unless typo]og1ca1 11ngu1st1cs is to be considered also applled linguis-
. tics. W

A

LT James (198Q) himself is inconsjstent He begins W1th ass1gn1ng CL
- to.applied 1inguistics for two reasons: "first, that it is d]fferent
* from 'pure’ Tinguistics in drawing on other scientific d1sc1p11nés, and,
‘secondly, because 11ngu1st1cs is the sc1ence it draws most heav\]y upon".
(Is historical Tinguistics in view of this also an app11ed branch of’
11ngu1st1cs7) On p.8, however, James reiterates his ‘position stat1ng¥“
"The answer to the question is CA a form of ! pure or of app11ed' ;'35'
linguistics? s . - of both (italics are piné). But while . 'pure " CA
analysis s only a peripheral enterpr1se in pure 11nguist1cs, it 1s a
*central concern of-applied 11ngulst1cs " The question that crops up 1s
how to measure the centrality and per1phera11ty of CA? But to end W1th
C. James's opinions, who is ‘undoubtedly one of the greatest author1taes\,'
-on the subject, I would 1ike to point out that on p. 143 hé f1na11y\ A
recognizes the va11d1ty of our dlst1nct1on into two types of CL, ie, E}i
theoretical and .applied. o : . ﬂ
. In what follows we shall: argue ‘once again for this distinction (spe
. -Fisiak 1971, 1975, 1978). The terms 'theoretical’ and Japp]]ed' shou]d
not be treated as better vs. worse. As SaJavaara (1980:29) has r1ght1y
pointed out Mthe fundamenta] d1fference between theoretical and app11ed
CA lies in the basic motivation for such studies,, While theoretical ';
contrastive studies strive for generalizations in the description of the
' structures of two or more 1anguages, applied contrast1ve Qtud1es will

LY

s

1T Slama-Cazacu would also consider CL-as part of applied llnguistics
but for other reasons. : . .

-
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have tovétart from-the individual, his attitudes, motivations, and needs,

~and all the communicative means which he applies to reach his goa]“.'

The distinction between theoretical and.applied CA has been recently
md%t forceful Py arqued for by Jackson (1976). His arguments are Stily
valid but for the lack of space will not be repeated here.

Jtooking back at the development of CL and {ts'present,situation-it .
is possible to define the field as a systematic comparative study
between two languages {or two language sub-systems) with the aim of

) revea11ng d1fferences and similarities.. CL has two branches: theoretical
KLMQuLAIch (this IS part of comparat1ve synchronic linguistics together
alth language typology) and appﬁ&ed (cf. Coseriu 1970, Zabrocki 1970,

Jackson 1976, Berman 1978, Sajavaara 1977, 1980). What is still prob-

lematic is the exact nature of the relation between the two as also "
noticed by James (f9§0). What we call, for want of a petter term,
theoretical conthastive -study is a contrastive analysfz which takes

into account bo;h.simflarities and differences between two Tanguages

and may have severaf aims, beginning with an exhaustive comparatiVe .
descr1ptlon of two 1anguages which may’ be the end in itself, a valid

“endeavour as any other description, and which n- turn may help to verify ©

-

claims postulating universality of given rules or items of grammar or
which can contribute to -a more 1ns1ghtfu1 descr1pt1on of one of the
1anguageo by allowing to arrive at some categories when data fr ohe f
language are insufficient (eg. Szwedek 1974a, b, 1976, on the. oategory
of definiteness in Polish or Zabrocki 1980a, b).

The form of a theoret1ca1 contrastive study may be hlghly abstractt
and oriented in the direction making it totally unsuitable for applica-
tion. There is nothfng wnong about it as'long as it is the case and no
claims . concerning'applicq2ions are made., The objection sometimes raised

by linguists is‘that this kind of contrast1ve work is not really what
one would expect from a science since it makes no pred1ct1ons and after
_all the verification of the claims mentioned above can be made by the .
traditional method of cross-language checking which has been incorporated
eg. in TG from its inception. This, however,;is only partially true,
As ‘we see it, theoretical contrastive analysis is part of the comparative
" synchronic Tinguistics together with language typology. It is, however,
different from typology proper both as to\its aims and écope The cross-
'1anguage verification as employed by TG 1inguists and typological classi-
fications are usually based on single features, items jor configurations °
" of items, eg. word order in a number of langques. Contrastive studies,

Q0 the otheér hand, include relations of a ‘given rule or item to other
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rules in one system vis-d-vjs relations in another system, thus, pro-
V1d1ng deeper insights, which allow to reject or modify certain claims
Wwith the information otherwise not availablesThey support typological
investigations by giving them more, depth. The purely descriptive functjon'
of theoret1ca1 contrastive grammars, which may be compared to descr1p-
, t1ve grapmars of the language, has not beten challerged. Such contras-
tive grammars may constitute the foundation for other theoretical and
. describtive endeavours. The status of theoretical contrastive studies
was discussed in detail in Zabrocki (1980a b) and therefore we will not
dwell updn ‘this issue here. :
. What has been said above should not imply that applied (ie. peda-
s gogical) contrastive ‘studies are less ippoctant. ' Not at all. They \are
valid and suffer from some deficiencies of ‘theoretical contrastive
studies as they have to be derived at least partially from them thoug
enriched with components which will convert them into pedagog1ca11y
useful. Their format will depend not only on the data provided by
theoretical- contrastive studies but also on psycho]1ngu1st1c theories of\ -
‘Tanguage acquisition, soc1o]ingu1st1c considerations, performance mode]q
and a variety of -other factors . :

It seems that the dlst1nction (not the 1solat1on) between the two
types of contrast1ve studies should guarantee the avoidance of some e %
unnecessary controversies, What should be envisaged as a task for the
future at this point is to construct the bridge between them. so -that the

L theoretical linguistic contrast1ve research will be fuily utilized (as
; much as it can and ought td be) in applied contrastive work.

. One of the problems which has not been solved def1n1te1y until today
but wh1ch lies at the heart of contrastive studies and’ a11 ‘comparative
_work for that matter is the problem of comparability, fe. the issue-of

 tentium comparationis. One wonders how CL has achieved what it has
without clearly handling one of its basic premises if not the basic one.
According to Krzeszowski (in .press), one of the reasons why CL is still
-1gnored by many linguists is that its fundamental concept is hazy and

* has ‘béen by and Targe neglected in contrast1ve research., Different TC's
(tertia comp.) are used for phonofogy, lexiology and syntax. In phono~
Togy tlie articulatory or acoustic parameters provide the substantial TC.
“In lexical CAs "the external reality or strictly speaking its psych1c
image in the minds of language users, provides the substantial TC as’ _
items across languages are compared with respect to d1fferences and: simi- -
larities concerning their references to various elements of the reality.
in the world at large as it is reflejted in the minds of language users"
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(Krzeszowzki, in press). " Carl James (1980 166- 78) has recently summar1zed
the present situation with reference to TC's for the three levels of
- language organ1zation As regards the. syntact1c Tevel he has reviewed .
. ' t?e proposed 5oanm£ {surface structure), semantic (deep structure) and . B
Lranslation equ1va1ence and has come to the conc1u51on that since there -~
are two levels of translation, ie. semantic and pragmatic, “and that for
CA, ve ought ‘to equate L] and L2 forms, which no matter how they Hiverge
superf1c1a11y, are semgntically and pragmat1ca11y equivalent, the trans-
lation equivalence which includes both the pragmatic and semantic equi-
valence is the best TC for CA The ]fmitations of space and time prevent
us from go1ng “into deta11 but the shortcom1ngs of both formal and semanti¢ .
equ10a1ence have been genera]]y known, and the 11m1tat1on of semantic
translations have been likewise discussed to some extent {cf. lvir 1976,
Rilker 1973, Krzeszowski 1974 and Kopczyfiski 1980). e
. ~ Krzeszowski has ‘taken yp the issue again being previously cr1t1c1zed
by Bouton-(1976) "for his Deep Structure and d1scussed his pos1t1on as re-
gards TC for syntax. He reJects the translation’ equ1va1ence and proposes

¢

sentential PQULUG(OHCL, combining both "the semantic identity of sentences
which are the closest approx1mat1ons to acceptable word-for-word trans-
" lations and their synonymous paraphrases (if indeed such pfraphrases
ex1st)“ (Krzeszowsk i 1981a,133). He donstrains his sentential ¢quivatence
in two ways:- ; ) : : .
(1) On the surface structurally and lexicalTy by taking as the
 primary data to.be assigned the status of equivalence "the
closest approximations to grammat1ca1 word-for- word trans-
- lations and their synonymous paraphrases
(2) - 1In the semantic structure by assuming the identity of dpép
structures whose surface man1festat1ons are restricted to
: cases delimited by (1). ' , .
, Translation and semantic equ1valence are two d1fferent th1ngs " The senten-
) tial equivalence is semanto- syntact1c, where the formad constraint seems _
to be of paramount importance . ' , !
The sentential equ1va1ence according to Krzeszowsk1 (1n press)
also embraces the notions of system equivafence and rube equivalence as
"system equ1va1ence can be made explicit only through the exam1nat1on of
. constructions in wh1ch elements of the compared systems appear, ie. v1a
the notion of semanto- Syntact1c equivalence. Likewise, -any comparison
of rules canfiot be. divorced from an implicit compar1son of constructions
[:lz\v(:n wh1ch ‘these rules Operate Therefore, the semanto~ syntact1c equi-
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va]epce nf-constructions is the central concept in syntaetic CA's,
Recently Krzeszowski (1981b, in press) has- turned h1s attention to.
-huant1tat1ve aspects of CA. Following Becka_ (1978) he advocates _
quantb&zt&ve CA, which is statistical vin nature and-could possibly open =~ ~
new v1stas in contrastive research. QCA is text bound. "QCA may but
' does not have to use trans1at1ons as primary data. It is possible to
o conduct QCA's on texts which are not translations and which are not
equivalent in any of- the senses of the ‘ equivalent®. ...Thé texts
...used for QCA may be chosen for comna??:§n}gnly'on the grounds that
+  they represent the same register, or the same style, or the same literary
genre, or on any platform or reference mot1vat1ng the ‘comparison. Such '\
texts will probably exhibit statistical equivatence by repre\enting a
‘certain fixed pattern of frequencies of occurrences of various Tinguis-.
t1c forms characterizing a particular register, style, genre, etc.

"~ These patterns of frequencies characterize specific "styles” in parti-
cular languages by following a certain statistica1 norn Deviations in
plus or-minus from such a norm may be connected e1ther with non- nat1ve
performance...or they mgy.be deliberate as parodies” (Krzeszowski 1981b:
103). QCA is opposed to all the other products of CL, termed Structural
Contrastive Analysis by Krzeszowski. To what‘extent QCA and with it the
notion of statistical equivalence is a valid and genuine proposal refains

' to be seen. It is definitely for the future contrastive work to continue

the research for adequate and more prec1se1y defined TCs.

One of the issues which also has not received too much attent1on. .
possibly because the issue of TC has not been made explicit enough and ‘
most of the contrastivists so far have used their intuition and ‘the rule of -

" thumb when Jjuxtaposing primary data from two contrasted languages, is ‘
~the fOrmat of CAs.. Is there a specific model for CA or is CA a simple
JuXtapos1t1on of - two. language systems or sub-systems? The q‘est1on has
been raised here and there over the past twenty odd years Hamp (1968)

did not see anything of a systematic contrastlve grammar dn juxtaposed
" descriptions of two Janguages ava1lable by ther despite the ¢laims made .‘(
,to the effect but only a set of contrastive observations aboutvgiven two
languages. Krzeszowski (1974, 1977) and Lipifiska-Grzegorek (1975 (1974))
v Tikewise rejected the old "horisontal” model of contrastive grammar pro-
' posing a new "vertical" grammar, deriving equivalent constructions in
" two languages from a common universal semantic repreSentation These
derived constructions underwent diversificatiofi in different places. of

_ the lower levels of language structure (cf. Fisiak et al, 1978:15-16).
O "__ .o . . ' . ' .')
B ‘ S v : : : .
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Lipifiska gavé a very qeneral outline o? such grangmar and used ncaﬁé?&t&un |
“rudes as divers%fying devices. Krzeszowski (1974 (reprinted 1979)) has
given a detailed a]gorit%m of derivation of.constructions'step by step
down to the final representation. Their works though followed by a
few contrastivists (Fisiak, forthcoming) in some respects, unforténa-
q‘ly, were not tested in detail (the expectation being Lipifska-
Grzegor@k.s critique of Krzeszowski (1977) and Chqsterman s (1980)
discussion of some of Krzeszowski's ideas). In his extensive and -
_critical review of Krzeszowski, van Buren (1976) recognized Krzeszowski's
work, pointing out that it is a new theory of contrastive grannﬁr _'
combjniﬁg with it a new theory of grammar per-se. The area of the S
format of CG with an underlying set of theoretical principles needs
further test1ng and elaboration in the future research and const1tutes
a product1ve area for ongbing investigations’ '
One of" the trends in applied contrastive studies which occup1é; a
central place 15 the forma% of a pedagog1ca] CG. It has been dis-
cussed by Marton (1972, 198]) and Kiihiwein (in press), ‘among others.
,Theyin
where abstract rules are presented together with various pedagogical

visage it as’a derivative of a general pedagogical grammar

devices (such as mediators) helping learners to 1nterna11ze and use
these rules (cf. Engels 1974, Sharwood Smith 1977). Marton s contras-
tive pedagogical grammar is unidirectorial in that it is more systema-
tic in the presentation of the grammatical systemféf the tardet language
than the native one: .“Yet at the same time it will never take metalin-
e guistic knowledge of the native language for granted and will present
as much explicit information about the native language as will be
. thought necessary for the teacher-and materials writer to grasp the full
scope of interlinguistic contrasts and similarities": (Marton 1981:148-9).
™ The present state of the pedagogical contrastive grammar is far from

r

being f1na11y established. Nhat'we have at our disposal now is a number _
of more or less detailed- proposa]s, programmatic in nature, and a few
fragmints of contrastive grammar samples. This area remains to be
deve]oped in the future on the basis of what has heen done so far both
in terms of the clarification of under1y1ng principles as well as in
terms of contrastive presentations of grammatical structures of two.
]anguages for pedagog1ca] purposes.

Closing the®few remarks on-the format of contrastive grammars it

seems unnecessary to deal at length W1th the prob]em of changing 1in-
\)ﬂuistjc theories and their impact on CL. _The. changes, which according ,

oq &
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to many, are detrimental to the development fo comparat1ve studiés of
~any sort and the1r pedagogical app11cat1ons, will certainly find their
way into CL. New views on.the nature of language and its structure
will be ref]ected in the rise of new concepts which eo ipso Will bew
used in CA's.* But this is the way things work %in. the world of chang]ng
. . ideas and there is nothing we can do about it ,but to absorb what is

better and more powerful as a tool of explanatlon even if departing
markedly from what is familiar. Needless tolsay new idgas provided by
psychology, psych011ngu1st1cs, socqol1ngu1st1cs, etc. will shape the
format of pedagogical grammars. .

One qf the developments characterlst1c of the recent 11ngu1st1c
sceng is .the expanding research interests beyond the sentence 11m1ts,
ie. lext Linguistics and discourse analysis. Papers in -this area begin
to be more and more numerous. - Several projects on contrastive discourse
analysis (Jyvdsky]ﬁ Bochum,-Hamburg,'Copehhagen)'have beén sek up.
Contrastive text Tinguistics was subject of three major papers presented”

T, at the 1980 Conference of Contrastive Projects in Poland (F1s1ak (ed.),
+in press). . James (1980) has presented .an excellent summary of problems
which should be 1nvestigated in the two vast fields of contrast1ve dis-
course ana]ys1s°and contrastive text ana]ys1s In the area of CTA such
problems can be stud1ed broduct1ve1y as eg. various devices for achieving
textual cohesion (eg. lexical devices, reference, ellipsis and the
funct1ona1 sentence perspective, which as has been already pointed out

v s in fact a product of the Prague School contrastive Tinguistics).

" These dev1ces may d1ffer from one language to another, eg. there are
1anguages where ellipsis. is not- permissible or where FSP operates in §
different way than in other languages. Enkvist (in press) in ugs inte-

_ rest1ng overview of contrastive text 11ngu1st1cs presents four types of
text models (ie. sentence based, predicat1on based, cognitive text
mode]s_and interactional text models). and contrastive problems, which
can be studies with the help of these models, suggesting that:

, ' , (a) within the first one (sentence based) the information
/_ _ structure of the ¢lause and the sentence can be best
~ handled; - - oo ' . :
{b) in the predication-based model - borders between clauses -
and sentences, which is important in translated texts;
"+ (c)  -cognitive models are needed when cognition is structured
. 'differently by- speakers of two languages (eg. the cate-
v _gorization of the world by speakers of two languages is -
d1fferent and expressed in different ways by different
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N lexefes, as “snow” in English and its numerous equivalents
. fin Eskino); ‘ : '
J//J - {d). interactional models can-best handle 1nteract1ona] patterns,
' y o " this last type of text would be discussed by some linguists

. under the heading of discourse analysis Epd pragmatics.
_ Numerous stidies concerning word order ang FSP in Polish and English
have been publ1shed\by Szwedek .(1974a,b, 1976, in press) and can serve
as exempl1f1cat1on of one type of CTL. . Stein (1979) has presented a '
contrastive analysis of sentqnce connect1ons in English and German. i
Contrastive discourse analysis deals with conversational inter-
action in two languages In a recent excellent study Fafrch and KaSper
(in press) analyzed ]1ngu1st1c devices (called gambits) ma1hf51n1ng and
requlating discourse in German and-Danish, The d1scourse regulat1ng
gambits include go-on, receipt and exclaim for the uptak&ng function, *
starters, receipt, exclaim (conjunction) for turntdking, etc. 'Their
analysis based on the Bochum role play corpus and the Danish Copenhagen
corpus collected by C. Faerch has indicated that there exists functional
.. eduﬁva]ence between formally re]dted gambit tokens pnd there were fewer
. differences than one initially expected. Another CA of gambits worth
_ mentfoning here is an earlier study by House (1980) on German and English.
valuable contributions have also come from J}Véskylé, eg. Sajavaara et
al. +1980) on the methodology and practice of contrastive discourse
-analysis, saario (1980) on interactional activities in discourse- between

native and Finnish speakers of English, and Ventola (1980) on conversa-

-
~

tion management.
These studies should serve as a_Signpost for further investigations
of the kind. . o e

: CTA and CDA are relatively new f1elds with tremendous potent1a1s,
which were noticed by Gleason as early as in 1968.

_ Recent 'years have witnessed a growth of interest in pragmatics,
which was parallel by the work in contrastive pragmatics (Zimnerman
1972, Riley 1979, Bublitz 1978, 1979; Oleksy 1979, -in press; Fillmore
1982, Kalisz 1981).. The problem wigh pragmatics, however, as pointed

“ out by Fillmore, is that "there is no characterization of linguistic
pragmatics on which-linguists are in agreement, nor. is there, in fact,

a un1versa11y convincing case that such a field exists". As has already"

_ been pointed out, some. phehomena wh1ch are the subject of 1nvest1gation

) .of pragmat1cs {(if recognized as an 1ndependent field of research) are
Q often dealt with under the head1ng of text 11nguistlcs (cf EnRV1st, in

[:IQ\V(: ' - B o
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_ underStandlng of language use and' language usage. The importance, of

- linguistics which has betn promoted, among others by K. Janickl in 'lf

- e, Y

pEess) or discourse analysis (cf. James 1980). ,The interest in contras-
" tive pragmatics has centered so far usually op—Speech acts and the per—
formative ana]ys1s An-interesting contr1but1on %o the field of CP's
Fillmore's paper (in press) ana]yz1ng'Pragmat1c funct1ons of formulai%
expressions and German pragmatic ‘particles with-their English equ1Va1ents
(doch, zwar, etwa, namt&ch ja, denn). Little contrast1ve work has been
done in this field in comparison with eg. varlous structural aspects of
CA. The .field of CP also has a great potent1a1 and should be developed

a]ongs1de the two previously mentioned fields for the benef1t of the °,

pedagogical applications of thﬂse fields can hardLy be overlooked.
-Finally I would Tike to mention the field of contrastive sqcio-

. several of his writings {1977, 1979a,b,c), In his programmatic papers Ny
he has identified several areas of” researcﬂ, some of which he has -sub- ‘Ef
mitted to detailed scrutiny (eg a contrastive study.of styles in R
English and Polish). ° : : . .

Concentrating on some general issues and macnnqtnguxbt&c problems
nothing has been said about the m&cﬂoﬂ&ngu&éixc works. - This is for the
reason of ooncentrat1ng on areas which were, and hy and large still are,

'controversja] and on those fields which were seriously neglected until

recently, as well as for the reasdh of the 1ack of space. ‘Since cdntras-f‘
tive research in the area of phonetics, phono]ogy and grammar has been '
deve10p1ng 1nten51ve1y, it wou]d take twice as much space to character1ze »
but briefly the eurrent-trends in contrastive. microlinguistics. A

cursory glance at contrastivé bibliographies, journals, col]ect1ons of
papers, programmes of linguistic congresses, etc. will provide best

evidence on]the unlﬂfegrupted development of” th1s area of contrastive
]1ngu15t1cs C . : o '

]Current issues in theoretical contrastiye phonology have been presented
in the volume edited by S. Eliasson, Theox I1ssues 4n Contrastive
Phonology (Heidelberg: Groos, in press). Both phonoldgical and syntac-
tic proglems have been presented in severa papers in Fis1ak (1n press)

o -
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y S _ o CONTRASTIVE_LINGUISTfCS'IN BULGARIA

- T _' ' Andrei Danchey

Institute for Foreign Students,
. Sofda

INTRODUCT ION
The early wonk, As in most countriesi contrastive linguistics in
Bulgaria began to develop more systematically in the sixties and ex-
pan¢ed rapidly in the seventies, Nevertheless, some contrastive” analyses
appeared much earlier. . !
The outstanding figure among the pioneers was undoubtedly the late
Professor Ivan Lekov (1904-1978), former Head of the Slavoric Philplogy
Department of Sofia University. As early as 1942 he published a paper
on phonologigal opp051tions in-which he made some contrastive state-
ments about several Slavonic languages. ' The contrastive element is
even more conspicuous in 'Characteristics of the Common Features of
Bulgarian and the East-Slavonic Languages* (1n Bulgarian), also published
in 1942, After a pause of twelve years Lekov continued his .work with
numerous papers on a wide variety of grammatical, lexical and word-
., formation features of Bulgarian in contrast with other Slavonic languages.
Most of these publications contain interesting observations, some of
which have not been fully used. yet by present-day linguists, Lekov dis-
tinguished dapostavitetno (contrastive) from aaaunxxczna (comparative)
ezikoznande (linguistics), eg. in his paper 'Proekt za plan na kratka
sravnitelna i sapostav1telna istorija na slavjanskite literaturniipzici'
(Project for a Brief Comparative and Contrastive History of the Slévonic
‘Standard Languages), published in 1955. - The contrastive research of o
-Lekov was typologically oriented, aimed at throwing into relief the' - v
features specific¢ to ‘Bulgarian vis-8-vis the remaining STavonic langoages. -
This is why, in addition to particular: problems, he was also 1nterested
in general questions of language typology and its connection with con-
trastive and comparative linguistics (cf. eg. Lekov 1978). Methodo-.
'logicaily his approach is connected mainly.with the Prague School (for

a more detailed discussion of Lekov's “publications see Ivantev 1979).
‘The work of Professor Lekov has been continued by Professor Sveto-

mir Ivanfev, present Head of the Slavonic Philology Department of Sofia
" University and editor-in-chief of the Sapostayitefno ezikoznanie (Con-

' trastive Linguistics) Journal, Ivanﬁev has ‘written. papers on a variety
Q .
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of granmwtlca] and 1ex1cologlca1 topics {cf. Ivan¥ev 1978), but most >
of his work has been in the area of contrastive aspectology, summed
¥ up in an 1mportant book - (Ivanéev 1971) _Numerous younger linguists
contlnue to work today along the 1ines of Lekov and Ivanéev
. wonktng groups . Contrastive studies in Bulgaria have not been
‘sponsored by any particular institution or organitation, nor -have
they fq]]owed a stng]e unified methodo]ogy (incidentally, even the
confrastive proJects in countrles with more centralized guidance do. ...
not seem to have.achieved this). The main centres of research have
, been Sofia University, Veliko Tarnovo Un1vers1ty over the past ten or '
T fifteen years, and the Institute for FOP&]QH Students in Sofia more
recently. % p
A]thodﬁh there does not exist an adm1n1strat1ve1y organlzed con-
trastlve project, there have been some efforts to coordinate research
~work. A working group lnc]udlng ]lngulsts representing a number of
languages (headed by syetomir Ivanfev) was established at Sofia
University in 1974. Over the following couple of years the members -
of the group met occasionally to discuss various methodo]og al and
a theoretical problems. It functions more like a censu]tat1ve body
than as a working group in the real sense of the word, where papers
are discussed and accepted or rejected (for a more detailed account
of the act1v1t1es of the group see Batvarov 1976 and Gokeva 1977).
Another working group was star | (unders the guidance of Andref
Danchev) at the Institute for Fore Students in Sofia in 1977. It
< consists of the folfowing two sections: (A) contrastive studies of ;

Bulgarian as native language w1th English, French and German (studied . " :
.\F by adult Bulgarian learners in intensive language courses) and (B) - 4
. contrastive studies of Bulgarian as a -foreign language with the various .~

European, Asian and Afrlcan languages, spoken by the fereign students
who study Bulgaulan In addition to theoretical papers, the u]tlmate
' a1m of this work1ng group is to produce learning materials based on the
natlve 1anguages of the respective learners. The identical purpose
of all the members of this group enables them to use more or less the
same, 'expanded' analytical model, which combines contrastive 11ngu1st1cs

with error ana1ys1s and translat1on theory (cf. Danchev ]978a, 1980)

) Conferenggs. There have.been a number of bilateral conferences
- and sympOsia, eg. of Bu]gar1an with German, French Polish Byelo-~.
Q .
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~ russian, Roumanian and Greek. Some of these meetings are biennial
-{eg. Bu]garian Roumanian), others are held at three years 1ntervals
. {eg, Bulgar1aanyeloruss1an) Most of the papers are published in
the 'Contrastive L]ngu1stics Journal. Annual contrastive conferences
., are held by the Institute for Foreign Students in Sofia and the
l Uniyersity of Veliko Tarnovo, Four such conferences have been held
.- So far (the Jast two were on semantic ana]ys1s and translation problens )
in contrastive 1inguistics) and the special volume containing the
papers of the first one is available (Danchev et al. 1980)., Despite °
the relativély frequent bilateral meetings of one kind or another,
there ‘has not been a bigger 1nternat1onal conference yet involving a
larger number of languages.

Publications. The S«_zpoataui,tdno ezikoznanie (Conthastive Ling-
uistics) journal, dnti] 1976, when the 'Bulletin for the Contrastive
Study of Bulgarian with Other Languages' began to be pub]ished(ﬁy
"Sofia Uhiversity, contrastive papers appeared in various journals and
-un1vensity yearbooks in Bulgaria and abroad. . From 1978 the above

~bulletin has continued as-a regular bimonthly journal under the title

of Sapostavitefno ezikoznanie (Contrastive Linguistics). Although -
most of the material published in it has so far been in'Bulgarian,
the journal also accepts articles and reviews by foreign contnibutors
in Russian, English, German and French. It carries articles of a
general theoretical nature, papers on specific topics, reGiews, biblio- -
.graphies, information on conferences and contrastive projects in othen
countries and various personalia., Some contrastive studies -appear also
occasionally in the Ruski 4 zapadni ezici (Russian and Western Languages),
Batkansko ezikoznanie (Balkan linguistics), Bolgarskaja nusistika ‘

. (Bulgarian Russian Studies) journals and in various other publications.

-
Y

-

. Counses. Courses. in contrastive. linguistics were. started recently
for students at Sofia University and for post-graduate students and
teachers at the Institute for Foreign Students in Sofia. .
LANGUAGES AND TOPICS

A bibliography publ1shed in 1976 (Danchev and Badvarov 197§)
lists 412 contrastive publications of Bulgarian with twenty other ,
*languages: Arabic, Byelorussian,.Czech, English, French, German, Greek,
Italian. Kazah, Persian, Polish, Roumanian, Russian. Serbo~Croat1an,

40
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$: Slovene, Spanish, Swahili; Turkish, Ukrainian and ‘Vietnamese. The
" overall number of studies has more than doubled since then and,is in
the u1d1n1tv of one thousand today; and some new languages, eg. Finnish

T T

: and Hindi, have been.added to.the 1ist. The largest number of studies
are with Russian, but in recent years there has been a marked increase -
in the number of studles of Bulgarian with Engllsh French, German,

LA =

Po]1sh and some other 1anguages

Contrastive studies in Bulgaria can be d1v1ded into the fallowing
_four types: (1) theoretical studies of a. genfra] nature, (2) studjes
of specific problems connected with 1anguagq
-t1on, (3) typology, and . (4). trahslation theory and practice. .
' “As can be expected, most. of the work has been on grammar, followed - -
" by phonetics (with phonology and morphono]ogy) and lexicology, and
there have also been some ‘papers on phraseology and Sty]]StlcS The

teaching and/or acquisi-

. interest in contrastlve §bc1011ngulst1§s and psychollngulsflcs is
fiore recent, Despite certain disproportions, the thematic range can
thus be said to be fairly broad with a steady tendency towards further
broaden1ng As regards the theoretical and/or app];ed status of the
. studies concerned, all possible kinds are represented, ranging a]l
- the way from the purely theoretical to the purely applied, with numerous .
- intermediatogypes. ' .
Contrapstive studies can obviously be clagsified in a varitey of
ways, eg. irto.topics (language levels and sublevels), theoretical
and ‘app]lied, into languages, etc. It is the latter criterion that
emerges as the most convenient one. The grouping into languages is
indicated by thq FaCt that the contrastive studies of Bulgarian with
. the major Europdan languages are.methodological]y connected with the
' various linguis{ic theories and methodologies developed in the res-
pective languagds and countries. Therefore, in add1tlon to a section
dealing with general topics, the fol]owing language groups w1]1 be
considered: Slavonic, Germanic, Romance Balkan, Other European Lang-
uages, Afrlcan and Asian Languages

’
1

GENERAL TOPICS
A certain number of. papers have been devoted to theoretical and
) methodological problems of a more general nature, eg. the connection
of contrastive ]1nguist1cs with language-typology (Lekov 1978), the
;';;‘1nature and use of. the teatium comparationis (Danchev 1976, Petkov
O 1978, the role of. translation (Petkov 1978, Danchev 1978a) and of
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error analysis (Danchev 1980) in contrastive‘linguistics, the

application to contrastive analysis of Coseriu's ~distinction between'
']anguage, 'speech and norm (Kanéev 1976) and the contrastive analysis - -
of speech production (Petkov 1976, Jotov 1977). Ihgrg;hnle_alsn_heen__.a___f

contribut1ons by foreign authors, eg. on the use of a specific model
"of analysis (Helbig 1977), the"role of deep and surface structure
(Viljuman and Soboleva 1979), and the connection of contrast"f linguis-
tics with neighbouring disclipines (Sternemann 1978). .
When speaking:of the various methodological approaches to contras-
tive analysis in Bulgaria, it is not possible to leave unmentioned
 the work of Professor Miroslav Janakiev from Sofia University (in
collaboration with N.V. Kotova from Moscow University) on the quanti-
tative contrastive study of’Bulgar1an with the other Slavonic. languages
Ip a couple of articles (Kotova and Janakiev 1976, 1978) these two
- authors have -described the procedure of using a text as.a'measurable
object of analysis. ‘This is achieved through the excerption of samp-
B ~les which contain’either an equal quantity of words from the text br & -
N . an equél quantity of speech sounds. It may be added here that a
 whole number of the 'Contrastive Lingujstdcs' Journal (3, 1978) has
_ been devoted to quantitative contrast1ve studies,
: _-_Polemics have arisen over the use of translation in contrastive
' analysis. It may be noted however, that regardJess of theoretical
considerations of one kind or another, an increasing number of -auth-
ors in recent years have used translation examples for comparability
. and verification. More specifically the problem of determining the
nature and size of a translation corpus has been discussed inan
1mportant article by B. Lingorska (1978). '
Terminological points have been raised too, especially concerning
the meaning. and use of Lthe term 'contrastive' as against confrontative o
Although 'contrastive" ay. not be a’ very felicitous term indeed (cf.
also Fisiak 1981), it must be admitted that it has acquired interna-
tional currency today. : PR T ‘

SLAVONIC LANGUAGES .
Russian. The first linguist to work systematically in the field
of ‘bilateral Bulgarian-Russian contrastive analysis was: Professok G. .
L Tagamlicka (Sof{a University and later Veliko Tarnovo University),
' "~ In 1950 she published & Tengthy article on the Bulgarian preposition
~sneftu (against) and its Russian counterparts; a few years later it
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was followed by a monograph on preppsitional government in Bulgarian
~and Russian (Tagamlicka 1956). Another early Bulgarian-Russian con-
_trastive 11ngu1st is Professor B. BlaZev from Sofia University. His .

first publication is on state words in Russian and Bulgarian (1935) and
.worth noting too s his dissertation on the adverbialization of word.
phrases 1n Bulgarian and Russian (1956)." Since then he haS'pubTished .
more than twenty papers on a variety ‘'of topics. Other authors with
1mportant contr1but1ons to Bulgar1an-RUSS1an contrastive studies.are
N. Dilevski on the main features of the common S]avon1c vocabu]ary in
Bulgarian and Russian (1958) M. Leon1dova on aspect and tense (1960,
1906), K. Popov on syntact1c para]]e]s in the two 1anguages (1962), L
DonCeva on the direct object in negative sentences (1962), K. Babov

A

" on the interdependence®f prefixes and'prepositions in verbal phrases

in Russian and Bulgari (1963) N. Kovaceva on pronouns (1967) and

verbal suffixes (1970),\1 Cervenkova gn lexical contrasts (1968), R

Pavlova on preposit1ona1 phrases { f971) M. Georgieva on phonetics and
Ophonology (1974) and numerous other authors with.a wide variety of

Most of the Bulgar1 n~Russian contrastlve work is connected with
.language teaching, but “there are also studies dealing with various
transtation problems. The most important work along these Tines is . '

ranslation (1967), which has been translated . .
into German, French and Po 1sh ‘There have also been numerous contri-

translat1ng from Russian into Bulgarian and vice versa (1980}, as well
' Tas a book by S. V]ahov and S, F]or1n on the translation of reatia and
phraseology (1981). o .

The survey of Bulgarian-Russian contrastive studies in Bu1garia6
shows that work has been done on practically-all 1anguage subsystems:
phonetics and phonology, morphology and syntax, lTexicology and sty11s-
t1cs ~ Some authors, eq. k Babov, M. Leon1dova, B. Bla¥ev, K. Popov, .
“E. GoEeva, have also worked on native language interference and error .
analysis. In recent years the work on error analysis has become more
systematic and an extensive file of 1earners errors has been gathered.
at the Russian Department of Sofia University.

The methodology of the Bulgarian-Russian contrastive studies is
varied and could loosely be described as be]onging to structural—
systemic linguistics, connected -with the work of the -leading RusSTan



Czech, Polish and dther Slavonic linguists over the past several de-'
cades. " Despite the relatfvely. large-quantity of Bulgarian-Russian
contrastive studies on all 1anguage leyels and Subleve1s ne bigger

Tanguages (1962) and ‘Ivanfev on pronouns (1968), there have be

contrastive grammar of the two 1angu)gg§ has been written so far,

Polish. The contrast1ve studies of Bulgarian with Po]ish have a

' relatively long history, tod. In addltwon to papers by Lekov (whose

work has already been referred to), eg *on word length in the two
1anguages (1964), there are also studies by Ivancev on verbal word-
format1on in Bulgarian and Polishe (1976), B. Lingorska on verbal

a5,

aspect and tenses (1963, 1976),-1. Gugulanovagqn- phonology, morphonology

and morpholog (1973, 1974}, E. Balevska-Stankulova .on masculine
pgentlve nouns (1964) A. Popova on some modal construétions in Polish

-and their equivalents in Bulgarlan (1976), 1. Kucaroy on the citational
“verbal forms in Bulgarian and their Polish equivalents (1976) There

have also been contributions by V. Radeva S. Radeva, T. Samraj,
Se11msk1 and others, and’ by the Polish authors B. Bojar, K. Herej-
Szymanska, M. Korytkowska, V. Koseska-Toszewa, H. 0rzechowska T.
Szymansk1, and others (for details see the annual b1bliograph1es in
the 'Contrastive Linguistics' :journal). .So far there have been three -

Bulgarian-Polish conferences. in 1976 (cf Bu]let11 1976, 2), 1977

i

(Szw1erczek 1978), 1979 (Llngorska 1980) o
Czcch. Beside some work by'Lekov on interjections in the two-
e

papers by M. Konteva on the prefix po.in thetwo- languages (1972)

~and by N. Caneva on the Czech and Bulgarian forms of the verb have

(1979). Worth noting.is also the extensive work of the Czech Tinguist
B. Havranek on various toplcs, of Z, Kufnerova on the category of

. definiteness fh Bulgarian and Czech «(1980) and of L. Unlirova on

functional sentence perspective (1980) Compared to Polish the
number of contrastive studies of Bulgarian with ezech is rather llmited

Byeforussian, The earliest contribut1on, comb1n1ng historical
and synchronic data, is again by Lekov and deals with similarities

'-, between Byelorussian and. Bulgarian (1967): Common Eypoiogica? and
~ genetic features of the two languages were ex ined at the Bulgarian-

Byelorussian symposium in 1976 (cf. Bullet 976, 5)s eg. the

' 'contrastive analysis of the two 1anguages within the framework of their
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genetic ré]ationship (1. Lekov), new verbal der1vat1onal types in the '

two }anguahes (S. IvanEev), word order '(J. Bacvarov), the functional

" equivalents of the Bulgar1an def1n1te-art1cle in Byelorussian (L.

Laskova and L. Kueva- SWIerczek), express1vely coloured suffixes in o
the two 1anguages (M. Karaangova) There have also been papers by

; Bu3uk11ev and 1. Kucarov and by the Soviet linguists G. K. Venediktov,

A. E. Suprun, B. J. Norman, V. A. Karpov and others. Although some
language levels only have been investigated so far, it is interesting
to note the relatively high number of Bulgarian-Byelorussian contras-
tive studies, hjgher for instance than those with Czech or some of

the other Slavonic languages. The papers of the. second Bulgarian-
Byelorussian conference’ have been publisheﬂ in ‘Contrastive L1ngu1st1cs
(1979, 2-3). - - L o

- . "“ : _— . .

Other Stavonic Languages. Due to reasons that will become clearer

a little further on, the contrastive studies of Bulgarian with Serbo-

Croatian will be cons1dered under the heading of Balkan languages

below. : :
There exists one or two contrastive studies of Bulgarian with

~ Slovene (on predicative constructions by Dejanova in 1972) and Ukrain-

an (the use of the p]uperfect by Bojtjuk in 1981).

.

GERMANIC LANGUAGES

English. A couple of articles with statements on d1ffe(ences and .

~similarities between Bulgarian and English appeared as early as 1924

(K. Stefanov) and 1943 (Eng11sh Bulgarian parallels by R. Rusev). There

. is an interesting d1achron1c study of- the analytical trends in the two -

cology - - i '\\ '
M o '1 - 45 \\,

languages , (Minkov 1957). Marth noting too is an English- Bulganian
school grammar (Rankova et al. 1955)’ Contrastive Statements can also
be found in M. Minkov's ‘An Introduction to English, Phonetics' (1963)
However, the first linguist to work consistently in contrastive l1ng-

~uistics is Professor J. Molhova from the Department of English of .

Soﬁia‘UniVersity Her first contrastive study-is on the predicate in

. English and Bulgarian (1962), followed by a contrastive grammar (Molhova

et al. 1965), the examination of some "syntactic parallels (the Engl1sh :
infinitive and -its Bulgarian equivalents in 1970), the nature and use
of the article in the two languages (1970), and a nuber of other pub-
‘ications connected with morphology, syntax, wondrformation and lexi-

\
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‘ A number of relat1vely more recent contrastive analyses deal with
_ Y verbal categories such as aspect and tense (Itiev 1973, Danchev and
; ¢ ~Alexieva 1973, Danchev 1974), trans1t1v1ty and 1ntransit1vity (Molhova
- 1977), reflexivity (Stamenov 1977) the activz-pass1ve use of verbsq_hﬂ_u_ﬂu
(Alex1eva 1980), 1mpersonal constructions (Djakova 1974, Kovaceva 1977
Penceva and Savovd 1977, Zlateva 1981). Other aspects of language
~ study 1nclude adverbial positions in the two»languages (Rankova 1967),
e the English 1nf1nitive and its functional equnvalents in Bulgarian
(Todeva 1980), prepos1tions (Benatova 1980) quanti and implicit s '
negation (Grozdanova 1980), the sequengefef’tehses/f;:::ova 1980), . -
" modality (J. Konstant1nov M, Nenkova), pronouns (I. Piperkova). :‘
Contrast1ve work on phonetics and- phonology has been done by M. Ek1mova o
(1972) A. Danchev (1978b), V. Despotava- (1978) . -
Translation problems have been considered 1n Danchev and Alexleva
d1973) and in a number of subsequent-papers by Alex1eva (most of them .
summed- up -in her dissertation on expl1c1tness and implicitness 1n
English and Bulgarian, Alexieva 1982) Some’ contribut1ons have also
come from A. Karseva and M. Savova.” . - ' ' _
There are a certain number of papers on language contact, inter-
ference and error analysis by J. Molhova, A. Danchev, H. Stamenov, N.
Alex1eva M. Moskovska, and others A file of errors of Bulgarian
learners of English has recently been started at the Inst1tute for
. Foreign Students in Sofia. ' . . :
Most of the .earlier publ1cations bear the recogn1zable stamp of
Prague functionalist and American descriptivist structuralism. Pre-
dictably,. the later work has-been influenced in varying degrees by
‘generative grammar..; howeVer, the influence of the latter has been
rather conceptual only and relatively few people have attempted to
work wholly and cons1stehtly within a generative framework of -one
kind or- another. This is du to a variety of reasons. For one thing,
with the exception of a gener tive phonqlogy (Scatton 1975) and a few .
isolated brief papers (eg. Ancliau® and ancev 1978), there are prac- '{"
v tically no generative Uescriptlons of Bulharian which faces.the . -
prospective Bulgarian-English generative contrastivist with serious
problems Besides, the influence of ‘Prague structuralism and its
later developments in Eastern Eurppe is still ‘rather: strong Finally,
the fluctuations in the deVelopmeht of generatiVe grammar -since 1965
and. in"18ter years have not helped to. overcome a certain 3cept1cism
on’ the part of many l1ngu15ts. '\ e R
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Gexman. One‘oﬁ the pioneers in'Bulgarjan-German and generally in
contrastive lingnistics in Bulgaria is'ProfesSOr Pavel Petkov from:the

_ 7 Department of German Philology of Sofdia Univers1ty.- His first pubti- .

“*“""‘"Tmtﬂun“1S‘Un*thE‘expresston'uf~Slavon1C"(Bulgartan)~verbal -aspect in

" German (1964). Work has also.been done for instance on cenversion in . #
the two languages (Méckova- Atanasova 1975), sentence syntax (Bor1sev15
1977), reflex1vlty (Slivkova l977), verbal valency (Buéukovska 1973), -
impersonal constructions (Kostprkova 1977), “set phrases’ (Vapord§1ev
1977), negat1on (MedKova- Atanasova 1978), temporal conjunctions {Kos -
tova-Dobreva 1981), def1n1teness (Grozeva 1980), and phonetjcs (Slmeo-‘

'nova-1980). . . : S
There have been several conferences. kt the 1977 conference in
Leipzig papers were read on the citational form in Bulgarian-and-its
equivalents in German (S. Ivanev, B. Bajlev), modality (B. Fiedler.
- and K. Kostov), person (H. Walter), verbal prefixes (T. Sugareva), and
. other topics (for more details see Buukovska 1978)." At the next '

. - conference (1978) there were papers on the use of the present and future
tenses (P.Petkov), the syntax of complex sentences (K. ‘Jiger), attri-
butive sentences (R. N1colovayg and word- format1on and lex1cology (for B
details see N1colova 1979). :

_ Translation problems have been analysed in detail by A. L1lova, ‘

" author of a book on the social functions of translation (1981). Va-

rious instances of language contfact, espec1ally “the presence of loari-

words of German origin in Bulgarian, ‘have been studied by B. DZonov
~and B. Para§kevov. The methodology of the Bulgarian- -German contrastive .
studies is varied: in certain hases valency grammar models have been
‘used. . . : - . - i
\\ No significant contrast1ve analyses of Bulgar1an w1th any of the '
other German1c languages seem .to have been done so -far.

;ROMANCE LANGUAGES . :

French, The earliest and- one of the most proliflc authors is
Professor q Simeonov from the Department of Romance Philology of Sofia
Un1verslty \ His first paper is on verbal aspect in French and Bulgar1an ’
(1967) and hé\has written a number of papers on related topics since
then (for a bibliography. of and extensive comments on, Simeonov's work

" see Mancev 1977). Other authors with contributjons to the contrastive

[Kc
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in Bulgaria is.on French-Bulgarian phonetics_and phonolegy by PrOfessor,
B. Nikolov (1971), Head of the Romance Philology Department of Sofia
Un1vers1ty and at present Rector of ‘the Institute for Foreign Students
in Sofia. . His study is based on both aud1tory and laboratory data and
covers the entire sound system of French in contrast with Bulgarian.
This study has served as model to éeveral contrast1ve phonet1c studie
of Bulgarian with other languagesé Extensive work on 1ntonat1on and
interrogative constructions -in the two languages has been°done by M
. Nikov (1979). A number of studi¢s «n the field of word- ~formation

(verbal affixes), pronouns and various translation problems have been
published by P. Hristov (l979) rom-the. Univers1ty of Veliko Tarnovo.
There "has -also been research on verbal valency (Cukanova 1980), def1n1te-
ness and. indefiniteness -(Atanajova l980), negat1on (Gerganova 14980),
and adverbial modal1ty (A. Toneva). : '

In 1980 there.was a Bulgarian-French. conference, at which some

contrastive papers by Bulgar1 n and French authors were presented, eq.
on aspect in French and Bulgarian (J, Feuillet), genér1c determiners
* -.(D. Paillard), verbal prefixes in- Bulgar1an and the1r analytical equ1~
valents in French. (R, Besko?a), nominal sentences (Z, BOJadZ1ev), _
- semantic relations in complex sentences (P. Hr1stov) typological
Jparallels (S. Ivancev), diminutivity (B. Krastev), vowel nasality
(B. Nikolov),‘and consonants (B. Simeonov). All the papers have been
publ1shed in 'Contrast1ve'L1ngu1st1cs' (l982 1-2).. A second conferencé -
will be held soon. :
- Papers on loan-word and language 1nterference have been publ1shed.
v by P. Patev. : .o . -t
As m1ght perhaps be expected, some of the contrastive Bulgarian* ,
‘French work in the area jof grammar haq been influenced by the psycho* '
mechan1cs postulates of |G. Guillaume._ -

Spanish. The earliest publication is by P, Pashov on grammat1cal
gender in Spanish and Bulgarian (1975), but the most active author $0 _
“far has been I. Kanlev with publications on object doubling in the two
languages (1972), existential verbs (1977), phonetics ‘and phonology
(1978). There is work in’ progress on prepositions in the two languages
(M Zaharieva) :
Othm'Romance Languages . Apart from work on loan-words there do
Qo . ‘fot ‘seem to exist any-substantial contrastive studies of Bulgarian with
‘ Itahan and Portuguese. There are quite a few studies of Bulgarian with
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Roumanian, which will be' considered in the next section,

BALKAN LANGUAGES , e '

‘o A certain proportion of -the contrast1ve studies in Bu]gar1a have

been slanted typologically with the purpose of outlining the specific

features of Bulgarian as both a Slawonic and a Balkan 1anguage The

app11cat1on of contgastive analysis to areal studies may perhaps seem -
unusual to linguists used to associating contrastive linguistics above %
all with language teafjhing (and possibly with translation theory) '

_ However, it should be\omted out that an 1ncrea51ng number of scho1ars
'nowadays apply contrastive ana1y51s to the 1nvest1gat1on of historical
Janguage contacts. The particular emphasis on this kind of research

~can perhaps-be regarded as one of the characteristic features of contras-
tive -Tinguistics in Bulgaria., Studies of this type are becoming in-
creasingly important and obviously contribute to ‘the widening of the
scope of contrast1ve linguistics. This kind of contrastive analygi
is usua]]y part of a complex approach which includes also history,)
ethnography, folklore, mythology, etc. An interesting and instructive
para]]e] may be drawn here with the recent world-wide tendency (cf.
eg. the.1982 Cross- Language Analysis Conference in Jyvaskyld, Finland)
towards widening the scope of language teaching (and acquisition)
oriented contrastive linguistics by including psychotinguistics, socio-

' 11ngu1st1cs, pragmatics, commun1cation theory, etc.

The study of Bulgarian in contrast with the other Ba]kan 1anguages
has attracted the atténtion of numerous 11ngu1sts, but the most signi-
ficant theoretical contribution has come from Academician Vladimir
Georgiev. In.a frequently quoted paper'on e 'Balkan Sprachbund’

(1966) he reviews and discusses the maln cdﬁmon features resulting from

. the partial historicaldfonvergence of ‘the genetica]]y only distant]y

" related Balkan languages. Georgiev s observat1ons have been worked out

in more detail by I. Duridanov (1977), P. Asenova (1971, 1980) %9‘

Minceva (1981) and a- number of Bu]gar1an and foreign authors. Many of’

the contrastive studies 1nvo1v1ng the Balkan languages are multilateral,

but there are naturally a number of bilateral stud1es of Bu]garian with
the following languages. ' :

Rownan&an Interest has centered on phdnetics and phonology (B.
o S1meonov), morpho]ogy (Mladenov 1970) and, understandably, more spec1f1c-
[KC ally on the nature and use of the post- pos‘lted definite art1c1e in the
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. existential sentences (N. .Ivanova).

_ verba] nouns 1n the two 1anguages (L1ndstedt 1978)
¥

“‘;‘l : | :: | | .. __-51

two 1anguage;/(Ga1abov 1962, Vasilev 1968, Alexova 1979);'morphosyntactic

correspondences (I. Duridanov), syntax (0, Mladenova), pronouns (K.
I]1eva), etc. There have been two bilateral symposia s0 far, in 1978
“(for details see Asengva 1979a) and 1980 (see Ml adenova- 1981); at
which some contrastive papers by the authors ment1oned above ang also
by .some Roumanian authors were presented
. \3 . . . .
- Greek. There have been VQ\&tive]y few contrastive Bulgarian-

. Greek studies so far. Apart from the multilateral studies of P.

Asenova on preposit1ons and syntax of the Balkan languages, there has
_been some work on Jexical para]le]s (M. F111pova -Bairova), on lexical
borrow1ng and on. 1nterference (I. Palavejska). There have been two "
symposia so far, in 1978 (for deta1ls see Asenova 1979b) ‘and. 19@0 at -
-which some papers on language contact have  been presented

Seabo Ciloatian, Although Serbo-Croat1an is not usual]y regarded

" as a typ1ca11y Balkan language, as is the case with Albanian, Bulgarian,-

Greek Roumanian and Ardumanian, it is often referred to in the context
of contrastive Balkan studiee, The most act1ve author has-been M.
Dejanova, with’ papers on the madal use of the aorist in the two langua-
ges (1968), the aux1liary-1ess perfect (1970), the pred1cat1ve, and
‘recently a boak on the deve]opment of the infinitive in Serbo Croatian

~and its ultimate loss/in Bulgarian, There are-also analyses of masculine -

nomina agentis (P. Kovafeva), syntactic negation (L. Laskova), and .
ALbaiian. - No significant b%]atera] contrastive studies of Bulgarian'
with Albanian seem to have been undertqken So far, although the cons1~
derat1on of A]ban1an has been 1nc1uded in a number of mu1t11atera1
stud1es : ’

©

Tutkish, Although it is not a Balkan language proper, Turkish

/is naturally oftei referred:to in the work on the Balkan languages.

There have}been.several studies of language contact, .but no truly
contrastivewggddies seem to have Been produced‘yet.

)

“ OTHER EUROPEAN LANGUAGES

Finnish, There are t:t Finnish-Bulgarian studies, of, the Bu]garian
reflexive and its equivalents in Finnish (Paraskevov, 1976) and of ‘some-

y o
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ASIAN AND AFRICAN LANGUAGES
*The interest in contrasting Bu]gar1an to various Asfan and Afri-
can 1anguages is fairly recent and stems from the fact that Bul
is nowadays taught to an increasing number of Asian.and African Students :
in- Bulgaria. '

AMabic. Articles have been published on definiteness in Bulgarian
and Arabic (M1ha1lova 1980), phonetics and phonology (Gegov 1981) and
" there is work in progress on various aspects of language structure by
‘P, Samsareva, R, S]ayova, p. BoJanova, and N. Ibr1§1m0va

\

Vietnamese. | The contrastive study of Bulgarian and Vietnamese is
connected above aL

1 with Le Kuang Thiem's work on polysemy and other
. semantic prob]ems {see eg. Thiem 1979), and there are also a couple
of studies by Z, Ivanova on syntactic parallels between the two. Tangua-
- ges. . A ' ) -
_ ‘

.. Hindi. Some nork on-the infinitive and certain prepositional
phrases in Hindi and their equivalents in Bulgarian has.béen done by
M: Stojanova. o

Othen Asian and Aﬂn&can'LanguageA On some 1anguages such as
Kazah, Persian and Swahili there have been only 1so]ated papers so. far,
‘with no systematic work in progress for the time being. fieverthelgss,
the contrastive studies of Bulgarian with some Asian and African lan-
guages are likely to expand in comina years, Most of the contrastive
nork'along these lines is carried out at the Institute’ for Foreign
Students ‘in Sofia. o N -

" CONCLUSION - .

In a brief survey like this it is naturally impossible to cover -
adequately all the aspects of*contrastive linguistics in Bulgaria.
Some authors-and Studies have been touChed upon but fleetingly and
others have not even been mentioned at all, Therefore, rather than
i offenjng'a complete account, this survey is merely intended to provide '
(it is hoped) certain guidelines to the prospective reader. who might
be 1nterested in the fairly vast subject oF contrastive linguistics

]



in this country! ' .

‘The bibliography following below is thus inevitably selective: 1
not ‘all the authors and publications mentioned in this survey have

been” {ncluded. However, full bibliographical data can be found in -
ghe ‘Contrastive Linguistics' journal, especially in the sixth issue .
-of every year, .In the present bibliography, all Bulgarian'and Russian

> titles.of pub]iqations have been transcribed into the .Latin alphabet
using the international bibliographical transcription system.. The
_translation (in brackets) is in the language of the respective summary. . .
Where no summary,.énnotation or anything of the kind was available, an -
English translation has been provided. ' - '

- SELECT BIBLIOGRAPHY

A]exieVa,_B. 1982, “Explicitpess and Implicitness in English and Bulgarian,
Unpubl. diss., Sofia. 325 pp. : '

Mexieva, N, 1980 On the Problem of the '"Activo-Passive' Use of Verbs
in English and Its Expression in Bulgarian, Engfish Studies, Sofia
'University,«24-36. _ : . :

" Alexova, V. 1979. Nabljudenija varhu upotrebata na pprede]ftelnija
Elen v bulgarskija i rumanskija ezik (Observations on the Use
of the Definite Article in Bulgarian and Roumanian), CL 6, 12-17,

Anciaux, M, and J. Penﬁev 1978, €an Conditions on Transformations be .
Universa]?,.finguibtique Balkaniq%e XX1, 1, 35-40,

Asenova, P. 1972, ObStnost v upotrebata na naj-harakternitq gra- '
matikalizirani predlozi v balkanskite ezici (Unité dans 1'emploi -
des prépositions les plus caractéristiques grammaticales dans
les Tanguages balkaniques), Annuaire de £'université de Sofia:
Facults des Lettres 61, 1, 177-250, . _

-Asenova, P. 1979a. Ezikoznanieto na hu]garo?kumansk Jja simpozium v o
Bukurest (Linguistics at the Bulgarian-Roumanign symposium in
Bucharest), CL 2, 111-114, _ : N o
1

TN . : _ , ‘ VS :

}\’ \ B .' - . ’ . ) 1 .... e _

Tor rea ing the final'draft of this survey and for-helpful comments

\ I am indebted to Prof. J. Molhova, J. Balvarov and H/ Stamenov from .
ofia University. The responsibility for any major pmissions, instances .
_ inagequate presentation, and all- other shortcomipgs is, of course,~- .

mipe alone. o L 3 T :

"

i,v ‘;‘;L E;IEZ | _» | “tj..



54 . | o N S

! Asenova, P. 1979b. Bulgaro-Gracki simpozium (Bu]garian-Greek Symposium),.
‘ - CL 3, 122-123. " : - C . T

Asenova; P. 1980. Sur le statut des Balknismes syntactiques, Linguistique
Bathanique XXIIT, 1, 9-19. : .

v

Atanasova, 1. 1980. Sapostavjane na funkciite na-neopredelitelnija t1en
vav frenski ezik s formata ‘edin' v bulgarski ezik (Le probleme. de -
la correspondance des fonctions de 1'article jndefini en francais
et de celles de la forme "edin" en bulgare), in Danchev et al {eds.)
1980, 161-176. . : . SR
_ _ R 4
Babov; K. 1963. Zavisimost meZdu predstavki i predlozi pri glagolnite
slovosaletahija v ruski i bulgarski‘ezik (Interdependence between
Prefixes and Prepositions in Verbal Phrases in Russian and Bulga-
;iaz)i Agnuaiﬂe de £'université de Sofia: Faculté des Lettres 57,
- 2, 471-568. :

, ‘Bacvarov, J.- 1976. Kratak otlet za dejnosta na Grupatd za sapostavitelno .
izsledvane na bulgarskija ezik s drugf ezici (A Brief Account of
the Activities of the Group for the Contrastive Study of Bulgarian
. with Other Languages), Bjufetin 1, 110-112. : R .

Balevéka-Stankulova, E. 1964. Dejatelni imena ot maZki rod sas sufiks
_-acf-acz i -nik/-nik savremenija bulgarski i polski ezik. (Mascu=-
“1ine Agentive Nouns with the Suffixes -ac/-acz and -nik/-nik in

Modern Bulgarian and Polish),. Tzvestija na Instituta za bulgarshi
ezik 11, 171-176. : . -/

Benatova, P. 1980. Za njakoi znatenija na anglijskija predlog for v
sapostavka s funkcionalnite mu ekvtvalenti v bulgarskija ezik
*(On Some Meaninings of the English Preposition 'for’ in Contrast
with Its Functional Equivalents in Bulgarian), CL 6,  38-45.

Bjubetin . Bjubetin za sapostavitelno izsfedvane na butganshkija ezik |,
. ' s drugd ezded (Bulletin for the Contrastive Study of Bulgarian
with Other }anguages), Sofia University.

. J""“'

Blazev, B. 1955. Za dumite, koito spadat kam kategorijata na sasto- o
" janieto v ruski i bulgarski ezik (On the Words Belonging to the
Category of State in Russian and Bulgarian), Bulgarshi ezik 1,
44-52. : . ‘ ' S

Bojtjuk, A. 1981. Nab]judeniji'varhu upotrebata na pTuskVamberﬁekta v
:1 bulgarskija, ukrainskija * polskija ezik, (Observations on, the Use
of the Pluperfect in<Bulgarian, Ukrainian and Polish),:CL 1, 31-37.

Borisevié, P. 1977. Kam distribucijata i semantilnata struktura na-
podToga v nemski. 1 bulgarski ezik-(On the Distribution and Semanti¢
Structure of the Subject in German<and Bulgarian), Bjufetin 3, 35-47.

Bufukovska; A. 1978. Treta konferencija po sapostavitelno ezikoznanie
v Leipzig (Nemski ezik v sapostavka sas slavjanskite ezici) (Third

. Conference of Contrastive Linguistics -in Leipzig) (German in Contrast

- . with Slavomic Languages), CL 1, 84>87, o A A

éaneVa, N. 1979. Po vaprosa za Kopulativnosta na eskija glagol mit v
Q . sapostavka s bulgarskija glagol Amam (On the Copulative. Nature of
ERIC the Czech Verb mit in Contrast with the Bulgarian Verb .imam), CL 1,
= 57-59. e T ' ' :

't.i . o ';' Co E;i} ; o




_ © b
IR 3 i .
4 .l . \ .
Causev, A. 1977, Sapostavitelen pregled na sastava i znalenieto ma _
. “prifastnite formi v bulgarskija i frenskija ezik (Etude comparative
. de la composition et la $ignification des formas participiales en
bulgare et ‘'en francais), 8juletin 1-2, 144-159.. . R

6ervenkova, I. 1968, Lexico-semantiteskoe sopostavlenie dvuh geneti-
g~ . Ceskih rodstvenih slov bolgarskogo i ruskogo. jazikov' (The Lexical
and Semantic’ Contrastive 3}uﬂ§ of Genetically:Related Words in :
_ Bglgarian and Russian), Truvestia na Instituta za bulgarski ezik 16,
.317-326. ' L o

" CL ¢ Contrastive Linguistics (Sapostavitetno ezikoznanie), Sofia
University. ' . .

' Eukanova, J. 1980. .Opit za ustanovjavane na saotvetstvijata meZdu
' valentnite vrazki na frenskija i bulgarskija glagol, (Essai d'étude
des valences des verbes francais et bulgares), in Danchev et al.
(eds.) 1980, 83-96. . '

Danchev, A. 1974, A Slavonic/Bulgarian View of the'Aspeétuél Meaﬁing
.?; the Mgdern English De-Adjectival -En Verbs, Linguistics. (Mouton)
7’. 5"2 . . . . . . .

Danchev, A. 1976, Za njakoj strani na sapostavitelnite izsledvanija
(On Some Aspects of Contrastive Linguistics), Bjutetin 1, 7-2f.

Danchev, A. 1978a, Sapostavitelno ezikoznanie, teorija na prevoda i
Eufdoezikovo obuCenie (Contrastive Linguistics,.Theory of Trans-
latior and Foreign Language Teaching), CL.1, 30-47. - S

Danchev, A.*1978b. Po njakoi problemi na kontrastivnata fonologija
(On Some Problems of Contrastive Phonology), CL 6, 21-33, -

Danchev, .A. 1980, Kontrasfivna iingvistika, analiz na gregkite i
¢uZdoezikovo obulenie (Contrastive Linguistics, Error Analysis
and Foreign Language Teaching), in Danchev et al (eds.).1980,

. l,
n-32, -

Danchev, A. and B. Alexieva 1973, Izborat meZdu minalo svér§eno i%nfﬁ“_
- nalo nesvarfeno vreme pri prevoda ha Past Simple Tense ot anglijski

na bulgarski ezik.(The Choice between Aorist and Imperfect in the . - -
Translation of the Past Simple Tense from English into Bulgarian), -

v gzlgua.g;e de L'université de Sofdia: Facults des Lettres 67, 1,
: -329, . a A DA o

Danchey, ‘A, -and-J. Badvarov seds.) 1976. Sapostavitelno izsledvane na
bulgarskija ezik s drugi ezici - bibliografija (do kraja na 1975

, “godina)'(The Contrastive Study of Bulgarian with Qther Languages -

- ¢ Bibliography; to the.end of 1975), Bjuletin 4, - :

. Danchev A., Hristoy, S. Djakbva and P, Borisevit {eds.) 1980, Parva
' naubno-metodideska konferencija 'Sapostavitelno-ezikoznanie i
Sutdoezikovo obufenie’ - Veliko Tarnovo,. 27, X. 1979 (First Confe-
rence on Contrastive Linguistics and Foreign Language Teaching -
Veliko Tarnovo, 27. X 1939).'Veliko Tarnovo ‘Utiversity Press.

- Dejanova, M. 1968. Kam“médalnata upotreba ha aorista v bulgarski i

© /sarbo-harvatski ezik (On the Modal Use of the Aori$t in Bulgarian B
and Serbo-Croatian), Stavistifen sbornik 3, 63-67.° Lo

1L B4




Dejanova, M. 1972. Za konstrukciite s predikativno opredelenie v slovenski
. ezik v srivnenie s bulgarski ezik (On Constructions with Predicative

. Definition in the Sloveénian Language in Comparison with the Bulgarian
Language), Ezik 4 Literatura 1, 25-38. : " ' P

Despotova, V. 1978. Akustifen analiz na ahg]ijskite fonemi [G:J i [I],
proizneseni ot bulgari (Acoustic Analysis of the English G and
[1) phonemes pronounced by-Bulgarians), €L 2, 28-36. " - :

Dilevski, N. 1958. Glavnejgie osobenosti ob&tesTavjanskoj leksiki

' ‘sovremenogo- bolgarskogo jazika (v sopostavlenii s ob&testavjanskoj
Teksikoj ruskogo jazija) (The Main Features of the Common Slavonic
Vocabulary in Modern Bulgarian (In Contrast with the Common Slavonic
Vocabulary in Russian), Sfavistifen sbornik 1, 91-132.

_ ’ R _
~ Djakova, S. 1974. Bezlicni strukturi v bulgarski i anglijski ezik
4 - (Impersonal.Constructions in English and Bulgarian), Taudove na
Vebihotarnovskija univensitet 'Kinik i Metodij', Filologileski
fakubtet 10, 211-243. . o o

Donfeva, L. 1962. ViraZenie prjamogo dopolnenija v ruskih i bolgarskih
-otricatelnih predlo%enijah (Die Ausdrlicke des direkten Objekts in.
den negativen russischen und bulgarischen Sitzen), Anmaire de
¢'univensité de Sofia: Faculté des Lettres 56, 171-246.

Duridanov, 1. 1977. Zum Begriff des Sprachbundes, Linguistique Baﬂ-n.
kanique XX, 1-2, 17-22. v . -

Ekimova, M. 1972. Iqtonécija na vaprositelnite izrefenija v bulgarski
ezik v sravnenie s anglijski (The Intonation of Interrogative

" ‘Sentences in Bulgarian in Contrast with English), Bulgarski ezik
4, 313-333. : ' h

Fisiak, J. 1981. Some Igtroductory Notes Concerning Contrastive Linguis-
“tics, in Contrastive Lingwistics and the Language Teacher (ed.
J. Fisiak), Pergamon Press, 1-12.

Galabov, I. 1962. Problemat za &fena v bubgarski { rumanski ezik
(The Problem of the Article in Bulgarian and-Roumanian). Sofia.
150 pp. Cme S

Gegov, H. 1981. Nabljudenija varhu bulgarskija i arabskija vokalizam
. (Observations on Bulgarian and Arabic Vocalism), CL 6, 25-29.

Georgiev, V. 1966. Le probléme de 1'union 1ihguistiaez'ba1kanique in
© " /Led problimes fondamentaux de fa Linguistique bathanique, 5-21.

Geg?gieva, M. 1974. Akustifeskie parametri ruskogo bezudarnogo /el /v
7 “sravnenii s bolgarskim bezudarnim /"b/ {Les parametres acoustiques
du /bl / russé atone comparé au /% / bulgare atone), Annuaire de R
2'université de Sofia: Faculté des Lettres (Langues et litératures
slaves) 67, 1, 219%241, T ' :

savremenija frenski i bulgarski-ezik (A propos de certains pro-
blemes de la phrase negative en francais et en bulgare), in
Danchev et ‘al. 1980, 41—54._ i :

R. //,Gerganova, D. 1980. Za njakoi probTemi na otricatelnoto izreﬁenie v

o ~Qo¥eva, E. 1977. Kratak ot&ét za-dejnosta na Grupata za* sapostavitelno

e e



) 1‘._. ' . . : ' . v . /-4(%\,.»«—;\?4/,%
- {zsledvane na bulgarskija ezik s drugi ezici (A Brief Account of

the Activities of the Group for the Contrastiye-Study of Bulgarian ' .
. with Other Languages), Bjufetin 6, 159-161. ) St

' Grdzdanova,'L. 1980. Vlijanie na otricanieto varhu izbora na anglijskitgl L

kol i¢estveni dumi.some i any v Sravnenie s bulgarskite im korelati .- -
(The Influence of Negation on the Choice of the English Words

“some"™ and "any" Relative to Their Bulgarian Correlates), in e
Danchev et al. 1980, 177-196., Y -

Grozeva, M., 1980. Sapostavitelen analiz na naj-upotrebjavanite de-
terminatori v. bulgarski i nemski ezik (Zur konfrontativen Anabyse
der gebrduchlichsten artikeldhnlichen Worter im Deutschen und x\\
Bulgarischen), in Danchev et al. 1980, 143-160. S

Gugulanova, I. 1973. Tipglogideski usporedici mefdu polskija & bul- ° :
gwuskifja ezik v obfasta na fonologijata i monfclogdijata. (Typologic-.
al_Parallels between Polish and Bulgarian in the Area of Phonology -
and Morphology). Unpubl. diss., Sofia. 280 pp. S

Gugulanova,'I.'1974. opif za tipologifeska sépostavka na morfonologi- oo
leski sredstva v bulgarskija i polskija literaturen ezik (An Tl
Attempt at the Typological Comparison of Morphonological Means CN

in Standard Bulgarian and Polish), Ezik i Literatuna 6, 61-66,
. Helbig, G. 1977, 2u einigen theoretischen und praktischen Problemen =

der grammatischen Konfrontat@on, Bjutetin 3, 5-34,

“Hristov, P, 1979.'Transformacii,pfi prevoda na bulgarskite naredija
za nalin na dejstvie na frenski ezik (Transformations in-the
Tranglation of Bulgarian Adverbs of Manner into French), CL 1,
79-88, . ' o o

Iiev, C. 1973, Sapostavitélno izsledvane na bulgarskoto minalo ne- -
-svardeno vreme i na anglijskoto minalo prodal¥itelno vreme (A
-Comparative Study of -the Bulgarian Past Perfect Tense and the

hS English Past Progressive Tense), Ammuaire de £'université de

Sofia: Facubts: des Lettres 66, 1qf1<91:

Ivanev, S. 1968. Tretoli¥noto mestoimenie v Ceskija ezik/v uspore«
dica s bulgarskija (The Third Person Pronoun in Czech/parallelly
-with Bulgarian), Stavistidni {zsledvanija 2, 27-47,- o '

Ivanfev, S. 1971. Problemi na Aspektualnosta v Slavjanskite Ezici
éThe Problems of Aspectuality in the Slavonic Languages). Sofia.

. Iyandev, S, 1976, Edin neopisan se¢ant1ko-s]ovoobrazovatelen glago-

len model v savremenija bulgarski ezik (v, sapostavka s polski .
v ezik) (A Semantic Word-formation Model of the Verb in-Modern
' Bulgarian/in Gontrast with Polish), Bfuletin 2, 19-30." .

Ivanev, .S, 1978, Prinosi v bulgarskoto 1 slavjanskoto ezikoznanie -
(Contributions to Bulgarian and Stavonic Linguistics), Sofia.
364 pp. o o L S : o
Ivandev, S. 1979. Ivan Lekov, CL 2, 114-116.

Jotovy G 1977, Sapostavitelnig izsledovanija jazikov 1icom k sociah-

-

N

o ”ii.j B ES,f§



. . noéreiévoj pqutjke.(The Contrastﬁve'Study of Languagés Oriented
to Sotial Speech Practice), Bjuletin 6, 57-70. o .

' | : : _
Kanlev, I\ 1972. Njakoi nabljudenija varhu upotrebata na udvoenoto
dopalpenie v ispanskija i bulgarskija ezik (Some Qbservations on
. Objec® Doubling in Spanish -and Bulgarian), Ezik { Literatuna 1,
- 52-58. - - ' )

kanfev, 1. 1976. Za ezikovija kontakt mefdu ezikovi sistemi’s raz]igné
struktura (On the Contact between Language Systems with Different .
Structures), Bjuletin 6, 27-44. ' _

Tanfev, 1. 1977. Njakoi nabljudenija varhu ispanskite glagolj ser i
. estar v sapostavitelen plan s glagola sam v bulgarskija ezik.
~ (Algunas observaciones sobre los verbos espanoles sen y esian

’ en comparacion con el .verbo-bGlgaro sam), Bjuletin 1-2, 160-184.

kanfev, 1. 1978. Za razstojanijata mefdu fonemite i diferencialnite
priznaci v konsonantnite sistemi na ispanskija. i bulgarskija ezik
(On the Distances between the Phonemes and their Distinctive Featur-
gs gg the Consonantal Systems of Spanish and Bulgarian), -CL 2,
32-65. ' : . ) . .

‘Kmetova, T. 1980. Slufai na nesaglasuvanost .na glagolnite vremana v
"anglijski ezik (Cases of Non-observance of the Sequence of Tenses
in English)# i Danchev et al. 1980, 55-64.,

Konteva, M. 1972, ‘Razvitie i raznoobrazie na semantikata na predstavkata
po v bulgarskija i Leskija ezik (Development and Variety of the
Semantics of the Prefix po in Bulgarian and-Czech), Sbornik dokfadi

- { saobstenija, Sofia, 15-23. ~ \ S .

Kostova-Dobreva, H. 1981. Kam temporalnoto otnofenie na poddinenite
obstojatelstveni izredenija za vreme sas sajuzite ehe, bevor 1 . -
predi da v nemskija i bulgarskija ezik (On the Temporal Relation. ' '
of Subordinate Adverbial Clauses of Time with che and bevox .in
German and predd da in Bulgarian), CL 1, 38-41. :

’ : .
Kosturkova, M. 1977. Njakoi naj-tipi&ni vidove bezli¢ni izredenija
\ v bulgarski i nemski ezici (Einige typische unpersonliche Satze
" im Bulgarischen und Deutschen), Bjuletin 3, 58-76. 1

Kotova, N. and M. Janakiév,1976. Kakvo e naj-ubdono .da sapostavjame
: kolilestveno v slavjanskite ezici (What is Most Convenient for . -
Quantitative Contrasting in the Slavonic Languages), Bjuletin 1, T
27-39. , . . . -

] Kotova, N. and M. Janakiev 1978. Glotometrijata eksplicira osnovite na
e -apostavitelnata lingvistika (Glottometrics for.the Explici tation .. ..
. of Contrastive Linguistics), CL 3, 3-15. L

Kovalewa, N. 1967. Leksiko-semantifeskie osobenosti grupi opredélitelnih
" mestoimenij ves i kafdif, vsjakij, Ljubej v plane sopostavlenija
s bolgarskom jazikom (Particularités semantiques et lexiques de
pronoms’ definis ves, ha¥dif, vajakij, £juboj par rapport a la
Tangue bulgare), Annuaire-de £'univers{td de Sofda: Facultd des
o Retines 61, 1,.469-493, M o

Eiﬁg;g; Kovadeva, M. 1977.. Semantiko-sintaktifna. struktura na bulgarskoto

_ A S e : I



studeno mi e 1 anglijskoto 1 am cofd (The Semantic and Syntactic
Structure of the Bulgarian studeno mi e and the English 1 am cofd),
‘Bjuletin 4-5, 61-89.- - . - o AR -

Krumova, L. 1979, Njakoi tipove obosobjavane v narodno-razgovornija
ezik (varhu material ot bulgarskija ezik v sapostavka s polskija) .
- (Some Types of Apposition in Popular Colloquial. Speech in Bulgarian
Contrasted: with Polish), ¢L 3, 34-38. - . o

- Kucarov, 1. 1976. Preizkaznite formi v 'savremenija kniZoven bulgarski -
- ezik i saotvetstvijata im v polski ezik (The Citational Forms in;
Modern Standard Bulgarian and their Equivalents in Polish), -
Bjuletin 2, 56-64. A _ _ .
Kufnerova, Z. 1980. Za kategorijata 'opredelenost' v bulgarskija i o
eskija ezik (On the Category of Definiteness in Bulgarian and o
Czech), CL 4, 16-23, - 2

_ La%kova, L. 1981. Za njakoi strukturni. osobenosti na sarboharvatskija:
# "~ knifoven ezik v sapostavka s bulgarski ezik (On Some Specific .~

S Structural Features of Standard Serbo-Croatian. and Bulgarian), -
CL 3-4-5, 51-60. : - . "

s,

Lekov, I. 1942, Harakteristika na obgtite'éérti v bulgarski i iztoghd?f
—slavjanski (Eine Charakteristisk der gemeinsamen Zlige im Bulga- -
rischen und Ostslavischen);-Shoanik BAN 37, 1-104.

" -Lekov, I. 1955, Proekt za plan na kratka sravnitelna i sapostavitelna
istorija na slavjanskite literaturni ezici (Project for a Brief
Comparative and Contrastive History of the Slavonic.Standard .
Languages), Bufgarski ezik 4, 316-318, - . '

Lekov, I. 1962. Nabljudenija nad tipologijata na zvukopodrafktelnite -
mefdumetija v Eeski i bulgarski ezik' (Some Observations on the
Typology of Onomatopaeic Interjections in Czech and Bulgarian),
2?3u4g2iuQAALXH£&A Carolinae, Filologica 3, Stavica Pragepsia 1V,

Lekov, I. 1964. DalZina na dumata v bulgarskija i polskija ezik (Word
Leng;h in Bulgarian and Polish),  Prace. Filologiczne 18, Warszawa,
2, 49-55, - - _ o

- Lekov, {. 1978. Kam po-priemliva analiza i postrojka na opitite za
" . sapostavjteini i tipologi&ni izsledvanija v slavjanskoto ezi-
-koznanie (Towards a More Acceptable Analysis of Contrastive and
Typological”Slavonic Studies), CL 6, 3~13. N .

- Leonidova, M. 1960. Upotreblenie vremenih i vidovih form v ruskih - .
..+ perevodah I. Vazova (Emploi des formes verbales de temps et d'as-
pect-dans les traductions du poete bulgare Ivan Vazov en langue -
a_~—_—m~ggss?),iAnn?;ineﬂde~&lun£vea4££€ de Sofia: Faculti-des—Lettres — -
- y Uy 09-172. . . . " o : : ’

Lilova, A. 1981. Wvod v obltata teonija na.prevoda (Introduction to
: .the_General Theory of Trqnsﬂa;ion).,Sofiq5/340 pp. -

S Lindstedt,.d. 1978. Nabljhdenija'varhu njakoi otglagoini saftestvitelni -
v : . v bulgarskija in finskija ezik (Observations on So@e«Verbal Nouns .- .
: T ~ . 1in Bulgartan and Finnish), CL 4, 36-40. B S

.58

‘I\_ Ve




60

__Lingorska, B, 1963. Bul?arskite-saotvetstvija na polskoto minalo vreme
: (The Bulgarian Equivalents of the Polish Past Tense), Ezik £
Literatura 2, 53-69. ' : .

Lingerska, B. 1976. Kam vaprosa za funkcionalno-semanticnite saot- -
vetstvija na bulgarskija pluskvamperfekt v polskija.ezik (On the
Functional and Semantic Equivalents of the Bulgarian Pluperfect
in Polish}, Bjuletin 2, 83-9;. o _

Lingorska, B. 1978. Za njakoi problemi na korpusa, prednaznaéén_ia .
sapostavitelni izskedvanija (On Some Problems of the Corpus for
Contrastive.Studies), CL 4, 3-14. :

'Lingorska,'B. 1980. Polsko—bu]jarski sintaktidni paraleli - treta
.bulgaro-polska konferencija' (Polish-Bulgarian Syntactic Parallels
= the - Third Bulgarian-Polish Conference), CL 5, 52-56. :

Ljudskanov, A. 1967, Preveddat dovekat i masinata (Mensch und Maschine. .
als Ubersetzer). Sofia. 158 pp. S

Manfev, K. 1977. 'Sapbstavitélnite izsledvanija za frenski i bulgarski
ezik na Josif Simeonov (The French-Bulgarian Contrastive Studies
of J. Simeonov), Bfubetin 1-2, 189-215,

Melkova-Atanasova, Z. 1975. Konversija v nemski i v bulgarski ezik
(Conversion in German and Bulgarian), Annuaire de £'universite
de Sqfda: Facutté des Lettres 70, 3, 101-121.

Meékova-Atanasova, Z. 1978, Negation von modalen-prddikativen Syntagmen.
im Deutschen und im Bulgarisclen; Linguistische Arbedtsberichte,
20, 171-179. K ' R

‘Mihailova, S. 1980, Clehuvaneto v bh]garskija i arabskija ezik - njakoi
osobenosti i sapostavki (The.Use of the Articles -in Bulgarian and
Arabic), CL 2, 30-35. ' . ’

Mihov, N, 1977. GramatiCeskata kategorija “vreme" vav frenski i buTgarskﬁ

ezik (Le probléme de la correspondance de 1'4spect du verbe francais '

et du vid du verbe bulgare), Bjufetin 1-2, 104-142.

Minleva, A. 1981. Strukturnite Yerti na. balkansk ja ezikov sajuz s
ogled na savremenija bulgarski ezik {The Structural Features of
the Balkan Sprachbund from the Point of View of Modern Bulgarian),

AL 3-4-5, 136-144. o L ,

© Minkov, M. 1957, Za analitizma v anglijski i bulgarski ezik (Om Analyti-
{" ‘cal Structure in English and Bulgarian), in Ezikovedshi izdled-
" vanija v Sest na akademik Stefan Meadenov, 503-514.

Minkov, M. 1963. An Introduction to English Phonetics. Sofia. 158 o

Mladenov, M. 1970. Edna morfologiéna dsporedica v bulgarski i rumanski
ezik (A Morphological Parallel in Bulgarian and Roumanian),
Tzvedtija na Instituta za bufgarskdi .ezik 19, 893-897.

Mladenova, 0. 1981, Vtori bulgaro-rumanski simpozium (The Second’
S Bulgarian-Roumanian Symposium), CL 1, 137-139. :

hd .



. v 61

e Molhova, J. 1962. Strukturni i semanticni osobenosti na skazuemoto v .
: anglijski v sravnenie s bulgarski (Structural and Semantic Features
of the Predicate in English Compared to Bulgarian), Bulgarski
ezik 6, 499-511, - _ S

‘Molhova, J., N. Kolin ard C. Ivanova 1965. Anglijska gramatita v snav-
A nenie & bulgarski ezik: Sintaksis (English Gramnar in Comparison
© . with Bulgarian. Syntax). Sofia, 156. pp. C S : o

. Molhova, J. 1968. Anglijsko-bulgarski sintaktidni paraleli (English-
Bulgarian Syntactic Parallels), S£auiAt&5ni {z8Ledvanija, 319-340. -

Molhova, J. 1970, Hanakxem.i upotreba na &lena v bulgarski i anglijshi
- ,ezik (Nature and ‘Use. of the Article in Bulgarian and English).
Sofia, 139 pp. . .S . : o

Molhova, J. 1977. Kam vaprosa za kategorijata prehodnost-neprehodnost
v anglijski i bulgarski ezik (On the Category of Transitivity -
Intransitivity in English and Bulgarian), Bjufetin 4-5, 92-113.

Nicolova, R. 1979.-Vtora-bulgaristiéna bulgaro-nemska kﬁnferencija'v
. Leipzig (The Second Bulgarian-German ConTerence:in Leipzig), |
CL 5, B85-86. o : . -
Nikolov, B: 1971, Etude de phonétique et de phonologie ‘contrastives -
~ . (Domaines frangais et bulgare), Ammuaire de £'université de Sofia:
- Faculte des Lettres 64, 2, 1-75. R : T
Nikov, M. 1976, Leksikoréintaktiéna'struktura na sastinskite ob¢ti
vaprosi vav frenski i bulgarski ezik (Structure lexico-syntaxique
-+ des ver{tab]es-questions totales en frangais et bulgare), Bjuletin
3, 115-134, ' o : e

parafkevov, B. 1976, Funkcionalni ekvivalenti na bulgarskoto vazvratno -
" 1ifno mestoimenie vav finski ezik- (Funktionale Kquivalente des
?x]garischen Reflexivpronomens im Finnischen), Bjuletin 3,.135-
- 145, o ) .
Pasov, P. 1965. Nabljudenijavarhu gramatifeskija rod v bulgarski i~
ispanski ezik (Observations sur le genre grammatical en bulgare
et en espagnol), Anwuaire de £'univernsité de Sofia: Facults des
Lettres 59, 1, 87-131, - : : :

Paviova, R. 1971, Sopostavitelno isledovanie konstrukcij s predlogami
"~ pridinogo znafenija v bolgarskom i ruskom sovremenih.literaturnih

Jazikah (The Contrastive Study of Causal Prepositions in Modern

. Bulgarian and Russian). Unpubl. diss., Moscow. 359 pp: -

N :
: Pendeva, M. and M., Savova 1977. Nabljudenija varhu njakoi anglijski i
e ' * bulgarski bezlicni konstrukcii, fzrazjava¥ti prirodni javienija® -
’ 4 ‘ - (Observations on Some Impersonal Constructions Expressing Natural
Phenomena in English and Bulgarian), Bjuletin 4-5, 163~169.:

"vid (Ausdrucksmittel im deutschen fiir den slawischen Verbal-
ggpe?t)i Annuaire de £'universits de Sofid: Faculté des Lettres
: s Iy "'53; : ' : . i . l» . .

:Petkov.-P.11964. Izrazni sredstva v nemski ezik za s]avjanékija glagolen . '

. ’

Petkov, 'S, 1976, Sistemata na refevite naini -

S N
ien  \

osnova za sapostavi-




N N . . o . - - .
 telno izsledvane na ezicite (Le systéme des modes de parole - base
' d'une &tude contrasﬁive‘hes langues), Bjufetin 6, 3-26.

Petkov, P. 1978, Opit za klasifikacija na Kastnjte disciplini v srav-
nitelnoto ezikoznanie (An Attempt at Classifying the Branches of
Comparative Linguistics), €L 1, 7-18, '

Popov, K. 1962. Rusko-bolgarskie sintaksigeskie paraleli (Russian-
Bulgarian Syntactic Parallels), Spisy University J.E. Purkyne. v
Buie, Filosoficka fakulta 85, Otdzky sLovanské syntaxe, 115-126.

Popova, A. 1976. Njakoi-po1ski hodh]ni konstrukcii i tehnite bu]garski
’ saotvetstvija (Some Polish Modal, Constructions and their -Bulgarian
' Equivalents), Bjutetin 2, 13§-138. -~ : SN

Hankova, M., T. Atanas&va, N, Radulova and R. Rusev 1956. Anglijska
ghamatika v snavienie § bulganski ezik (English Grammar in Compa--
rison with Bulgarian). Sofia. 360 pp. ' o

Rankova, M. 1967, Adyerbial Positions in English and Bulgarian, Annuaire '
de C'unifensits de Sofia: Faculté des Lettnes 61, 2, 179-224.

Scatton, E. 1975, Bulgarian Phonology. Cambridge, Mass. 224 pp.

Simeonov, J. T967. Nabljudenija varhu vida na glagola vav frenski i
v bulgarski ezik (Observations sur 1'aspect verbal en francais
et en bulgare)!, Annuaire de £'université de Sofdia: Faculté des . .
‘Lettnes 61, 2, 317-339,

"Simeonova, R. 1980. Buldgaro-nemska interferencija (Bulgarian-German
Vowel Interference), CL 3, 14-17. . '

S1ivkova, D..1977. Zalogovata prinad]e%nost na tri tipa vazvratni
konstrukcii v nemski ezik i saotvetnite vazvratni konstrukcii'v
bulgarski ezik (Genus-Zugehdrigkeit von drei Typen Reflexivkonstruk-

: . tionen im Deutschen und den entsprechenden Reflexivkonstruktionen
’ im Bulgarischen), Bjuletin 3, 77-111.

Stamenov, H. 1977. Belezki varhu refleksivnosta v bulgarski i anglijski
. ezik {Remarks on Reflexivization in Bulgarian and English),
- Bjubetin 4-5, 191-213.

Sternemann, R. 1978. Konfrontativna lingvistika, Castna gramatika i
teorija na ezika (Confrontational Linguistics, Particular Gram-
mars and Language.Thedry), CL 1, 19-29, : o

- Swierczek, L. 1978. Polsko-bulgarska sapostavitelna konferencija na
tema 'Glagolat v polskija i bulgarskija ezik (The, Polish-Bulgarian
Contrastive Conference on the Verb in Polish and Bulgarian), .
cL 2, 94-95. - , ' ' . °

Tagamlicka, G. 1950. Bulgarskijat predlog "srestu® i negovite ruski
saotvetnici (The Bulgarian.Preposition snedtu and its Counterparts
in Russian), Annuaine de £'univénsité de Sof4a: Faculté des :
Lettnes 46, 4, 1-75. o : :

Tagamlicka, 6. 1956. K voprosu o predlofnom upravienii v ruskom i

: Q bolgarskom jazikah (On Prepositional Government in Russian and _
i]E[{J!:* N Bulgariang,.Annuaine‘de l'univenéixé dq 806£ai*Tﬁtu&tégdaA_lgxiheA

51, 1, 275-448,



63

-Thiem, L. K. 1979. Sapostavitelno semantilen analiz na polisemantiéni
rodninski vrazki v bulgarskija i vietnamskija ezik (A Contrastive
Semantic Analysis of the Polysemantic Kinship Terms in Bulgarian
and Vietnamese), CL-1, 42-50. . _ ' .- s

Todeva, E. 1980, Anglijskijat infinitiv i njakoi negovi funkcionalni
ekvivalenti na bulgarski ezik (The English Infinitive and Some
of its Functional Equivalents in. Bulgarian), in Danchev &t al.
1980, 97-114, _ R . :

Uhlirova, L. 1980. Strukturaga na temata na izrelenieto i na&ini za
: nejnoto izgrafdane v feskija 1 bulgarskija ezik (The Structure
of the Sen%ence Theme and its Formation in-Czech and Bulgarian), -
CL 6, 23-31. : o o i . U s

VapordZiev, V. 1977, Za njakoi frazeologizmi s povtorenija v bulgarski, -
ruski i nemski ezik (Zu einigen Phraseologismen mit Wiederholungen
im Bulgarischen, Russischen und Deutschen), Bjufetin 3, 49-57.

Vaseva, [. 1980. Téorija'i braktika perevoda (The Theory and Pracﬁi e
of Translation). Sofia. 280 pp. -

Vasilev, H. 1968. Nellenuvaneto na rodninski nazvanija v rumanski i \
v bulgarski kato ezikovo javlenie (The Absence of the Article

in Roumanian and Bulgarian Kinship Terms), Bulgarski ezik 2-3,
©214-216. . , ' ' ’

Viljuman, Vs V. and P,‘A; Soboleva 1979, Roljata na dalbokata i povarh-
nostnata struktura pri kontrastivnite izsledvanija (The Role of
" Deep and Surface Structure in Contrastive Analysis), CL §, 3-12.

Vlahov, S. and S. Florin 1980. NepereVodimoe v perevode {The Untrans- -
: Tatable in Translation). Moscow. 342 pp. -
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" 'The following is a report about a,research_prbject into
?CommunicatiVe.Competeﬁce as a Learning Objectivekin Foreign Language
Teaching'(FLT)". which was carried out at Ruhr-Universitht Bochum,

-'Federa]_Repub1ic_of'6ermany,.between 1976 and 198]! Although the _
project was motivated by the discussion about central issues in foreign
language pedagogy in Western Germany, and 1nv6]ves foreign language .
learners with German as their native language, I should think that the
problems it set out to tackle, the methodology adopted as well as its
results might be of intevest td foreign 1anguagé teachers and researchers .
"in Northerd Europe. C . : '

E As.its title implies, the project's orientation was a fundamentally
pedagogic one, and was origina]]y'motivateg by the shift from éirhctural]y '

“based objectives and syllabi 1anLT to course designs which are based on

- functional, situational and interactional.considerations. .

Asl subscribers to this new épproach..the project workers felt that S
it unfoﬂtunate]y suffered from a ser1ods.defjcit in that information was o

\lackingfabqut two vital issues;

(¥ How do native’speakers actually organize their verbal
s 1nteractibnﬁin contexts which are potentially relevant

- for the FL learner?. . o ”
~(2) How do FL Tearners who have been taught ccording to a
‘structural syllabus behave 1inguistically in interaction
» with nﬁtive-speakersf More Spécifically; in what respects’
does their communicdtive behaviour in the FL differ from

1

1 The project workers were Willis Edmondson, ‘Juliane House, Gabriele ~
Kasper, John McKeow and Brigitte Stemmer. The project was financially
supported by the German Research Council. -This brief report can obe -
viously only pravide an .overview on the project's activities. The

.. reader who .is interested in more detailed information is referred to
the 1ist of project publications. -For reasons of space, reference is .
made to project publications exclusively. An extensive discussion of
the relevant 1{terature can bé found in the publications referred to
under "Analytical: Results", (;:3« e ) i

. e
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native-soeakers? What is the communicative effect.of such
_ ' differenCes, and how can they be accounted for-in process
PR terms?’ ’ '
If answers th,those questions were found for some areas of prag-
matics and d1scourse \qt was hoped that these could serve as input to

the construction of FL courses on a more principled basis.

' EMPIRICAL DESIGN =~ - ; o B
In order to approach this task with respect to the teaching of

- English to-German learners, empiricatl data was needed about the commu-

" nicative behaviour of three groups of speakers: native speakers of
English, representing the target norm;-native sbeakersvof German, re--
presenting the learners' native communicative behaviour; and German -
tearners of English. . . ' '

It was decided that the discourse type in which the verbal inter-
action of these groups of speakers was to be observed should be .dyadic
face-to~face conversations in everyday‘situations of /some interactional

complexity, ie. involving some conflict, imposition/or obligation which

could not be handled in a totally prepatterned or routinized manner,
_Undoubtedly it would have been most des1rab1e to obtain the relevant

data from real-life encounters of members of each of the three groups. -
However, observing conversations which both contained aspects of prag-

matics and'qiscourse which are‘relevant from a teaching perspective, and '

which were similar enough to allow for cross-linguistic comparison, did
- not 'seem to be feasible We therefore decided to use role ptay'as an
e11c1tat1on technique '
In construct1ng the individual role play tasks, the fol]ow1ng
procedure was adopted: On the basis of varIous typologies of speech
acts and speech functions, three such functions were selected, viz.

- the regulatory, the attitudinal, and the argumentative function. These

functions were transposed into six abstract interactional bases, viz. -
1. X wants Y do P . '
2. P needs to be done A A,
3. Ydid P - P bad for X '
4. Y did P -~ P‘good for X
"5, X did P - P bad for Y

'. . '6.."Controversy“

E

In these interactional bases, the X- role stands for a German
Kcharner of English who was- further characterized as' a male or female

o 64
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~ student bétween 18 and 25 years of age; the Y-role stands for a native
speaker of Engl1sh Furthermiore, the ro]e rélatlonshlp between the two .

v partlcipants was. specified according 'to the parameters " t domlnance”
' and " - SOGla1 distance". Thus, two symmetrncal and two asymmetrical R
role constellations emerged, viz. \
(a) Xx€y-+sp - . ' ‘
(b) X<Y = SD

(C) X =Y +SD \
C(d) XY -0 . S |
As the readll'w111 have noticed;ineither,the typology of inter-
actional bases nof the one'of role constellations is complete: in- the
first, the basis "X did p-p good for Y" is missing, and in-the second,
there are no role re]ationshlps in which X .is ‘the dominant part. The
reason for ‘these gaps is pract10a1 rather than theoretical: we simply
did not consider it likely for the 1earner of Eng]ish to. be involved in
situat1ons of those types. = : : ' .
By combining the 51x-nnteract10na1 bases with " the four types of
" role constellations, 24 situational patterns were obtained. They serv¢d
as the basis for constructing 24 concrete situations, whereby fhe most
important criteria for selecting such sltuat1ons were the assumed comfu-
'j nicative needs of a German learner of Eng1lsh in a Br1t1sh context and
a fa1r amount of 1nteract10nal comp]ex1ty o . ' ,’ VJ
" For each of the situations thué constructed, role descr1pt1ons were '_/
worked out for each participant, whﬁch took their point of departdre in /‘
interactions between a .German ]earner and a native speaker/of Enﬁl1sh
.and were subsequent1y~modified S0 /as to serve as inéfructions'f&r pairs
of native speakers of Eng11sh anq German, convers1ng in thelr hatlve '
language. / . j .
The role p]ays were enacted by native German and Eng]ish students. -
~ The Gernan learners were all f1rst-year students of Lng]1sh, which 1mp11e$ :
that most of them had had English for'9 years. Abgut 30" 1earners of ;
.Eng11sh and 60 natlve speakers of English and German vglunteered as
subJects ) : n
' As the 24 role p]ays were each enacted twice’ by the three groups
- of language users,-a corpus of thrée fparallel sets of dialogues resulted,
,each sot comprising 48 conversatlons, which were audiotaped and trans-
cribed. Subsequent to the ro]e plays, subJects were.asked to listen to J
their recording, comment on it “and exp]ain sequences which were ambigu
/ or otherwise -difficult to understand,' In particular for the analysisjfof

Kl
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1
" the learners' performance this procedure-yielded useful additional

information. Furthermore, some background information about the learners
experience in tearning English was gathered via questionnaire. Flnally.
videprecﬁrdings of various English lessons served as. a subplementary
data source about interactiohal structures of the FL classroom. (For a
comprehensive description of the reéearch design and methodology cf.
_Edmondson et al. 1979). ' ’

- RESULTS

‘ ' The outcomé of the prOJect can rough]y be divided into two cate-
gories, which will be referred .to as 'analytical results' and pedago-
gical products'. ' ' ' S

ANALYTICAL RESULTS ' ~ : y
The analytical results compr1se 1nvestlgatlons 1nto four areas:
- - descriptions of pragmatics and discourse in the English
' native speaker'conversations, resulting in a model for the
- analysis of spoken discourse; '
- contrastive discourse analyses of the English and German
native speakers conversations; o '
- interlanguage analyses of the conversations between 1earner5\.

" .and native.speakefs; . o .
. analyses of ﬁ}dgiroom discourse. o \
ANALYSES OF THE ENGLISH CONVERSATIONS - \

On ‘the basis of the native, English conversat1ons, W1111s Edmondson
developed a model for the analysis of spoken discourse, - descr1bed in
detail in Edmondson (1981e) _The mode] consists of the following cate-

- gorjes: ‘ - ' - .
(1)' -An {ntendetional structure whose e]emenys are hierarchicajly.
organized in terms of acts, moves, terms, exchanges and
‘ phases of a conversation. The constituting elements‘at the
exchange level are.the initiate, satisfy, contra and counter.
An initiate initiates an exchange, and a satisfy produces
. an outcome. By mean$ of a contra, a precedih§ move is re-"
- jected, whereas a counter functions as an attempt by a speaker:
to get his -interlocutor to modify or withdraw a preceding - '
move. These interactlonal e1ements can be- 111ustrated bv'.

!
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o f.- . the followinglexchange-]' o0

-*.A: I think we should invite the whole. family N
B: onﬁﬁod the kids are 50 looﬁish N A ; L

but even soz I don't want to have to :
“A -y
~ ¢ook for the ole family 1'11-be exhalsted.
A: .Oh well,\if you feel like tha about itA
Tet's forget the whole Qusiness

N S —— R
_ Initiate Coynter _ Contra s\§atisfy - Contra Satisfy

AL B A \\{L\ 8 A

(From Edmondson and Hogse:l981=41);'\\ . v

(2). Further components of the model are tttocuikgnaay 'acto.-
by means of which the slots in the interactioMl structure
"are realized, and which roughly correspond tohz\ggeaker‘s
communicative intention, as in’ speech act theory, '
.(3)  Moreover, the model contains conversational Atnategthb.
which refer to the ways “in which speakers proceed in order
" to reach their conversational goals. g
(4) These strategies are in part guided by a set of conuenaat¢0na£
" maximes, the most 1mportant of’which is the "Hearer-suppont“
'nmxim. It- consists of three relatéd formulations: "Support . ..
your hearer's costs afd benefits: - Suppress your own! Give “\i
o benefits when you receive them'“ ‘The Hearer-support maxim
' ‘thereby takes account of participants needs for, face saving _
(Edmondson 1981c: 25) e R ¢

" A .

]The following conventions are used in the transcripts

X = German learner of English ' o Y

Y = English native speaker ST o

RU= reconstrued utterance % : _
™ 2 fall _ . e e
rise - . T
rise-fall . - . v . TR
fall-rise - : St -
short pause

longer pause . . o
primary stress _ S v
simultaneously spoken passage. . el
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&) The model further includes some categories of gambits,
whose function is to “iubrfbate"ﬂan'ongoing discourse
without, . however, contributing to an outcome. Figure 1

-shows how the various componehts-interrelate in the model:

PR

['SOCIAL CONSTRAINTS, CONVENTIONS, NORMS

~e9 _ Coriversatfonal Maxims : K
Ho ns S
. l \1/ - . ‘. .
ILLOCU-" | | | GAMBITS
TIONARY | | .
L4 ACTS ' e
eSO 4 | SPEECH
| SITUATIONAL) z;ssI;?IC prODUCTION| ] SPOKEN
CONTEXT | Almes [ ] DISCOURSE -
| I MECHANISM I
L I possIsLe _
INTER- | .
ACTIONAL N ~°7 -
STRUC-. |-
TURES -

.- Figuee- 1,--The components of Edmohdson's model for the ana1ys1s ofds
spoken d1scourse (from Edmondson and House .1981: 68)

Various aspects of pragmatics and discourse in the English conver-
sations were analyzed according to this mode] (eg. Edmondson 1979b
1981a, 1981c, 1981d), and_it was.used as an analytical ffamework for
some of the contrastive and interlanguage studies as well as for the
"descriptions of c]assrobm discourse and the pedagogically oriented

-products.

:CONTRASTIVE DISCOURSE ANALYSES

_Comparison was- made- between’ the native Engﬂ1sh and German conver=-

sations 1n the following areas' .
- the selection and rea]1zation of several 11locutionary acts
S with particular respect to speech act modality, ie. the
degree to which the politeness function is accounted for
o (et House 1979, House and Kasper 198la); _'
"~ = discourse opening and closing phases in terms of their
internal. structure, the interactiopal functions in these

“structures and their l1nguist1c_rea]12ation (House_1982c),_g ; =

RR‘V‘ " . . . “ - ._ b



- - the distribution and realization of gambits, or discourse
lubricants (House 1980, 1982a);

- .'conversational ‘'strategies’whose function.is Jo support
a central move -and: to anticipate a speaker's Conversational .
goal (Housé 1982d). o I :

~As an overall result, the studies "yielded strong 51m11ar1t1es

between the_natwe English and ‘German ‘subjects ' conversational, behaviour,
which-is hardly surprising, given the close relatedness of the two .
speech comunities. . However, more delicate analyses brought out inte- - . ¢

.resting difference.s in the selection, d1stribution and realization of

varidus pragmatic and discourse functions.

For insgance, German speakers were found to realize the speech
acts -nequest and complaint more directly than the Engtish natwe speakers.
and they also tend to use moye upgrading, or aggravating, modality
markers., Furthermore. some speech acts and discourse functions could

“be shown' to vary cross- linguistically in terhls of their optionality:

for instance. after an act of thanking, an acknowledgement is odligatory

' 1n German; compare the adjacency pair "danke- bitte“, whereas no such

verbal response seems to be obligatory in English, where this act is

foften realized non-verbally. The reverse tendency was found in a .
‘phatic mt‘u,m.y as an opening exchange. -The typical pattern in English

s e

A: hello John how are you

B: fine thanks how are you

A: okay o
where the reciprocation of the inquiry by the second speaker is obli-
gatory. In German, it seems .to be optional, as-can be inferred from -

_the fact that our subJects often do not reciprocate. ,

. 1t was further found that certain opening mOVes: such as’ te/m/tmy ‘
dnvasion ("excuse me"), topie introduction ("there s’ something 1'd 1ike

“to ask you) and Aum-ups ("okay let's do it that way then") are normally
-~real12e¢ by routine formubae by the native speakers of English, whereas |

the German $ub, ects prefer more 1engthy. content-oriented non-rOutinized
§

realiftions. : e .

The analysis of gambits indicates that German _speakers.use more

uptahers (mhm, uhu) and appeaters (question-tag) than English inter- ° -

Tocutors, ie. as listeners, they signal more frequently to the present - =
speaker that they are following his speech activity. and as speakers,

-_f'»they appeal more. frequently to theif interlocutor for consent, or simpl y
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uptaking, than their English copnterparts On the other hand, cajofers
(you know, I mean), je. gambits which primarily operate on an 1nterper- '
‘sonal level, are used by far. more frequently by the native Speakers of
English, .
Finally, in- their choice of conversationai strategies, the Gerian-
subJects prefer strategies. operatlng on a content 1eve1, such-as ‘the
.+ expanden ("1've been invited to this party you know and I'm sure it's
. gonna be terrific and John's 901ng too..."), whereas the English parti-
'_'cipants tend to select strategies which are more interpersonally oriented,
such as the disarmen ("1 hate bothering you of all people John cos I
know you hate’ Tending out your records but..."), s
A As a general tendency, which could only be di scovered by aclose
qualitative inspection of'themdata one can observe that the German SN
-SubJeCtS operate more on.a ‘contact level, using whatever 11nguist1c
means they think fit- in a 'given 51tuation, whereas. the English subjects
prefer to focus at the 1nterpersona1 level, and exhibit more routinized
conversational behaviour. _ . S ! ‘

INTERLANGUAGE ANAL YSES :

Various aspects of the performance of the German 1earners of English
were analyzed on both the product and the process.level dcf ‘the studies
by: Kasper and Stemmer in the list.of project publications). The function
of the product Level descriptions was to Jdentify and describe in terms

. of their interactional implications pragmatic errors, fe. communicative
behaviour which would be assessed as inappropriate by native speakers,
and non-erroneous but 1earner-spec1fic features, ie, communicative be-
haviour which is different from native Speaker preferences but con51dered
pragmaticaliy appropriate. The function of the process Zeueﬁ ana]yses
was to hypothetically explain the product level phenomena in-terms of
their underiying psychoiinguistic pracesses as we11 as 1n terms of the

: 1earn1ng and comnunication context. : :

"~ The following aspects were selected for pﬂdduct 1eve1 description
- - some initiating and responding speech. acts

o~ gambits :
- - = . discourse opening and ciosing phases :
o -cohesion.

In these areas, the learners' performance was found to be charac-
, teriZed anong others by the fo]iowing features. , '

"ﬁ'.

e :?.\'7'0_



73,: ;T;f
. A P
(1) The Tearners. have a Amacten aange 0f Linguistic means fOr
- the ‘realization of a particular pragmatic function at their
~ disposal than the native speakers Exampee: The_learfiers o
Q‘express appreclation in connection with the speech act of
thank1ng exclusiuely by formulae Tike that's very nice/kind
. 'of you, but do it use altérnatives such as- that's 6anxaatxc/ R
- gneat, yaa 'ne a mate/real 6A4end/£4ﬁe saven, as are- employed
.- by the Engllsh native speakers. . ‘
_ . (2) :They prefer structuwially sdmpte ways of realizing a pragmatic
N © - function to a more complex one. Exampée:. Complaints are most \
L ' - frequently realized by means. of the structure you did- P \&
whereas more complex ‘alternatives such as yoa could haue done’ . -
0 instead of P are avoided. : '
(3) ~Routine 6onmu£ae, by means of which native speakers realize -

' standardized and rituallzed communicative functions, in _
particular in opening and' closing phases, are used 1nappro~ '7 i
priately in two respects: ’

(a) --Instead of a routine formula, learners use non-rout1n1zed
' _linguistic means Emwane- . L C
(1) ¥: oh hello Peter_how are you oo
) o X: oh well 1 thinerl ‘m very fine riow

. *RU: fine thanks... - )

R © + (b) - In choosing a routine formula, the learners do not B
' . observe contextual’ constraints.v_ T : :

4q5 » Example: :

(2) ¥: okay I' ll\;ee you down there toh1ght yah
X yes good-bye
— _RU: alright cheerio :
(4) Syniux and {ntonation are tncompaIAbLy combtned. thus
o producing a contradictory cpnmunlcatiVe effect ~\§A
‘Example: - :
‘ (3) X: perhaps 1 could er phone you at about twelve
A ,'tw' .0 clock toa,y
L "Rz perhaps 1 could phone you around twelve
'(5) The learners respondlng acts often £ack sufficient
' cohefience to their interlocutor's preceding act. This
lack‘Of coherence; or -nomtesponsive discourse behaviour,
_ is due to an inappropriate selection of speech act compo;’ .
o « ... nents: of the propositional act, of the illocutionary act, -~
'IEIQ\L(:elx- o ’7.2 K e-u‘ | o _‘: e 3 R
e TR - '17;1-‘_
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or -ofboth, The example 111ustrates a failure to choose

-

~an appropriate 1110cut10nary act, ' : L

(6)

Exampze o _ . .
. . : :

(4) Y: you're drinking.a beer there o T
X: yes - S : ' '

-~
Y: erm erAwell er ] might erA1f you were kind

enough, to offer me one I probab]y wouldn't
" say h& -

X: of course of couégeAyes (1aughing)
Learners' responding acts tend to be organized as compﬂete .

neaponAeA, ie. they explicitly repeat parts of the inter-

- Tocutor' s precedmg utterance 1nsteﬁof using pr‘oforms

o)

-~ (8)

and ellipsis. This weakens the cohesion of the discourse, -
| Example: IR
(5) Y: so you'll phone up at. twe]ve o ‘clock’
X: I1'11 phone up ‘at twelve o c]ock and I'11 see.
"-~~"~—-ﬁ«uhat 1 can do and then we'll see er what we
' can do _ : ' .
Further, a learner=specific preference for establishing

.cohesion was found: the learners most frequently eploy

conjunétions as cohesive devices, whereas the native
speakers make more extensive use Qf substitut1on ellipsis,

_lexical cohesion, and reference, Le

The learners' rea]izat1ons of speoch acts and discourse

" functions exhibit an Lnapp@opnAate modality: the relatiopal, o

or bo]iteness function is marked'in a pragmatically in-

‘adequate way. The 1earners seem to organize their communi-

cative behaviour accord1ng to two learner- spec1f1c conversa-
tional maxims: . . : )
(a) For one thing, their speech act rea11zations are
. inconsistent with the Hearer-support maxim, In-
herently face- threatening acts like nequest, compla&nt,ﬁ
object and ne;eg@ tend to be performed directly and
without mitigation, as illustrated by example (6),
whereas inhekénf]y.faqersaving'acts such as suggest,
offen, Linvite, accept, paomiéc.'apdlogiée and thank
“tend to be realized more 1nd1rect1y and w1th mitfgation
(cf example 7) ’ :
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- Examplet’
(6) (X wants to borrow some records from’ Y)
¥: I can Took through erm I can Took -
through and find erm I was thinking
“in terms of three or four I can think
, of .some old Stoﬁés and/Beatles I assume
that's the sort of thing you want for
N q:Pcing and so on is that right .
X\\ye\hbut we cannot hear erm 5 the whole o
T eve ing Beatles and StonasA we need some ,
other mu c as: well ' :
(7) Y: erm I've been\writing a paper this evening
~and I've got to [oh 1 see) present it in
a tutorial tomoﬁrow morning so, couid
you be a bit Quieter do you . think
X: yes-we could do 50«

",(b) Secondly, the learners seem to organize their per- .

formance of speech acts and discourse functions
accordinggto what ‘might be termed the principle A

of minimal communtcattve aaqutnemenza ‘while they
mostly realize the i1Ttocution and proposition of *
speech acts in an adequate way, they seem to assess -
relational and expressive functions as less important

" and therefdre do frequently not.mark their speech acts

for them. - This tendency manifests itself, among
~others, in the striking underrepresentation of - the,
expressive and relational ‘gambit categories exczaim

qajoteh and appealer,
-The learners -readiness to-'take 1nitiatives in the inter--

~ actions and thereby to actively promote the discourse is -

largely determined by the part they play according to their .

_ role instructions. For instance, all the vari0us functions

in discourse opening phases are act1Vely realized by the

_ learners, most of them overtly erroneously The learners -

_were simply forced by the’ instructions they received to
‘perform these initiating acts, even though they were Tacking
the necessary 1inguistic means; to' db soi In d&dcouhAe .
closing phases, by contratt the Tearners leaVe the per-

' formance of initiating moves to the more competent native

Y . I N
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speaker and restrict themselves to realizing reactive functions,
the error ratio of which is consequéntly much lower (60%:27%).
_ The conclusion has to be drawn from these product Tevel
- . descriptions that learners who have received structurally
orientated FL instruction and Tittle exposure to the FL in
] non-educational contexts are'large]y incapable of realizing
« pragmatic and discourse functions in an interactionally appro-
~ priste way. _ '
’ On the pnoceAA £eue£, a taxonomy -of psycho]1ngu1st1c
processes and contextual factors was estab11shed in order
to account for the 1earner-spec1f1o features observed at the
product Tevel. It comprised varioys forms of Ll transfer,
. generalisapion, functional reduct1on; 1nferenp1ng, d1scourse

' performance., The maaor1ty~u*~pr&gmat1c errors
| h were aftributeg/hypothetically to genera11zation, followed
\ ] by L1.thansfef as the second- most frequent error-cause, This
resu]t is perfectly in line with studies of mbrpholog1cal
and syntact1c aspects in’ 1nter1anguage, which also indicate
that advanced L2 learners prefer to solve 1earn1ng and commu~ -
‘nication problems by means of.their interlanguage rather than
their L1 knowledge. Furthermore, it was- bypothesized that .
about 1/3 of the learner- specific features were’ 1nf1uenced
by-the FL teaching the learners had received, ie, by the
‘teaching materials and by the-specific communicative norms
_ ~ whiclj.govern classroom. discourse (cf. Kasper 1981 1982).
s i',.. _ These were more.closely exp]ored 1rkthe fourth group of
' S ~ana1ytica1 stud1es N '
. . .
ANALYSES OF CLASSROOM DISCOURSE-
Some typical features observed in V1deotaped English léssons were
“ . -the following (cf. Edmondson 1978b 1979a, -1980, 1981b): '
(1) 1In the basic 1nteractiona1 structure initiation-response-
: - feedback, the last move is the decisive element in that it.
determines the outcome of the whole sequence. 1t is due
to this funct1on of the teacher's feedback, or evaluation,
that 1earners often give. thevr response 2 rising 1ntonat1on,.

v
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PEDAGOGICAL PRODUCTS'

v

S which establishes a-link to the follow1ng feedback move
rather than to the. preceding initiation; compare
L:  what 1s the: capital of Finland Mary
) Pm: Helsinki A ,
L:  good R -
(2) The Tearners response frequently lacks™ any illocutionary

value: he says (or quotes) something without do.ing anything.:‘__

This 1s also reflected in the fact that
(3) the whole sequence is often a teaching strategy whereby the
. teacher gets the learner to say something in the FL, but
the “communicative" act performed_is'a classroom specific
~.one which does not reflect any actional aspects of language
;use in non-educationa] contexts. Compare a sequence like
' the following: 3 -
-+ Tt I'11 give you a sentence in the’ declarative, and you
; . put it into the interrogative _right John swims a-lot-
; P]: does John swim a lot _ '
good o Mary can play the piano
: can Mary play the piano '
hma he fs. Spanish . '
Py is he Spanish-
etc. x
(From Edmondspn et al. 1982 64f)

-

©
o

-

v
As a résumé of the dlassroom discourse analyses, the following
pedagogical. paradox, borrowed from Labov's observer's paradox was

formutated: “We want to te?Ch people how to talk when they ace not

being taught“
{

N

N

Based on the results from the various analyses\ two dlrectl?<;:da- B

ogically oriented books were produced, viz. a "pedagogic interactional.

~grammar" for teachers of English at secondary school level by Edmondson _?
~and House (1981), and a communication .course for future teachers of

English by Edmondson” (1982). .
_In the pedagaqac interactionad gnamman, an attempt is made at
describing the "grammar" underlying participants’ conversqtional beha-

- viour, to provide categories and a terminology which can be used for
analytical and metacommunicative purposes in the classroom, and. to

129

ey

N

v
BT



' suggest forms of claséroom'activities.which allow for combining communi-
cative with, eg, syntactic.learning objectiues.

The communication chﬂAe for university students of English aims .
at improving the .students' conversational 'skills, to raise their meta-
conmunicative awareness of conversational rules as well as ‘of their own
conversational behaviour in-both Eng]dsh'and_German, to reflect the
prohlemé involyed in the teachihg of communicative abitities in an
institutional context, and to increase the- students' self-confidence
both as conversat1ona1 part1c1pants in English and as future teachers
of Eng]lsh :
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. FROM TRADITIONAL \CONTR}}STIVE LINGUISTICS TOWARDS A COMMUNICATIVE APPROACH:
THEORY {AND APPLICATIONS WITHIN THE FINNISH-ENGLISH CROSS-LANGUAGE -PROJECT
‘ paakko Lehtonen and Kari Sajavaara
"_;—”' L } e University of Jyviskyed

o L ' /
oL ,

'
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INTRODUCTION ;
Contrastive linguistics has traditionaily‘been'described;as.a;
: 'discipline which is concerned with. the juxtaposition of the structures
\ . of most]y two, in some" cases-more than two, 1anguages. In the last few
\ ' ears, the scope of contrastive analysis hag been w1dened, in accordance
-With the expansion of the1nterests Bf]ingu1stics to cover dreas other
: than structures. In this way a shift has been seen to take place from
\ the comparison of structura] descriptions of syntax and phono]ogy over
to semantjcs and pragmat1cs and ‘further to the analysis and compar1son
of the 1nteract1ve setting between individuals and cultures, Slmulta-
neous]y, contrastive analysis has no longer been seen solely as a -
confrontation of two parallel descrlptlons. instead, various aspects of
. 1anguage in use have been integrated in this type of research. Moreover,
‘communication and the communicating -individual have . been put ‘into relief
in addition to 1anguage and its structures. This has se]f—ev1dent1y '
brought about s1mu1taneous shift from dec]arative knowledge over to -
_procedura] knowledge, which means, in'the present context, dynamic
1ingu1st1c and commun165t1ve processes being seen as a central area’
subjected to analysis instead of static structures of:grammar, At the
same time, a mere de5cr1pt1ve aceount of paralle11sms has been rep1aced
by causal analysis: in addition to asking what and how, the reSearcher
s also interested in inquiring why and With'what consequences-certain»

utterances have been produced by a certain speaker ina certann_speech
situation, o

M

o

An attempt to deal with cross-1anguage problems encountered by
speaker-hearers when they use second'or foreign iahguages as aqainst .
their use of their nat1ve languages, requires a framework in which 1anqpaqe

' phenomena. 1e. 11nguist1c knowledge internalized by.an individual, cogn1¢1ve ‘
} . language processes taking p1a€g in the individual, and landuage products by an
< ind1V1dua1, are described ina psycho~sociol1nguistic setting, In- th;s

ifI;E;l(;E fd_ rh:'--i o ‘:;:_ 7?53 ':'t:i// e.,,
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- ‘way, several approaches are possib]e-within what is_ca]]ed contrastive or,

\ _ preferably, cross-language ana]ysis.'A1thoggh-theoretica1 contrastive

. linguistics may provide us with new insights .into various problems of linguistics,

: purely theoretical studies should not be‘b1amed for not having immediate
-applications. Applied contrastive Vinguistics should start from prob]ems
- found fn(a second language speaker's performance. This is the way to S
“-avoid such methodological problems as have characterized the history of#
.con;rqstive‘]inguistics; ' o .

'PROLEGOMENA TO THE THEORY

People do not speak to'produce utterances but they speak to serve
a number of 1anguagefextern61 functions. The linguist's attention has N
“traditionally been centned on elements of the.linguistic code; however, -
categories and phenomena abstracted for a linguistic analysis are not
.necessarlly elements which serve as the basis for an analysis of ‘human
. communication. Severa] reasons can easily be listed why theoretical
linguistic models and descr1pt1ons are insufficient for the study of
cross- Tanguage speech communication. Such descriptions norma]]y present
: ’1anguages as verbal codes without a Tink with the dynamlsm ‘of the speech
" events in which the languages are used for communication and other purposes
(cf. Sajavaara and Lehtonen 1980). The processes whych take place.1n the -
speaker and the hearer have usually been seen-as hierarchical 1ingdﬁstic
processes only. Yet speech production and speech reception are dynamic
‘processes: the interactants arrive at an agreement as to the. content of
messages only -par '611y~on‘the bagis of the rules and norms available
in each individua?fspeech community to its members through the inter-
" -related process'of socialization and language ‘acquisition; in addition;

'

vanidus'acquired negotiatiof procedures make it possible for the partici-
pénts(to apply ad hoe rules for eéth_partiéu]ar situation.

The idea that linguistic elements have fixed and generally va]id

'meanings' is rather common, ‘Yet it 1s an 111us1on which is 1arge1y

based on normative grammars or var1ous ‘methods of decontextua11zat1on
carried out By 1inguists, Representations of the establlshed' features
can be misTeading on a vartety of ways.-Linguistic elementsAobfain their
meaning in communicative situations in a way which is different for a
-naive language user from what it is_for a linguist: the Tinguist abstracts-
a function for the element ‘through an idealization processi;tnis Ce

o
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._conmyn1cat1ve approach is concerned with the description of how the
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necessitates decontextua]izat1on of some.sort and, in th1s way, replaces.
. fuzziness typical of Tanguage by rules and structures even.where there _
are none, while naive language users develop a 'feel’ for what ¢onstitutes.

" the language without be1ng ab]e to state ‘rules'. The linguist's system- -
and the naive 1anguage user's . system need not over]ap. The processes
of message production and message recept1on cannot be appréached without ,
‘referente to interaction, becadse the processes are dependent. on exchanges
between interlocutors. Any model that neglects the influence of -intep-
action on the processing ‘of speech is certa1n1y defective.

77 The representations of language which have been available so'far.
i are "partial and tentative attempts to map out part of -the cognitive

configurations underlying verbal behavior" (Slobin 1979: 31). True pec-
formatce grammars, which are based on natural language use and whiich re]y
on the processes of speech production and recept1on are yet to come. In
future work it is necessary at.any rate to make a distinction between a
Jlinguistically orfented_approach and a'conmunicativeTy oriented. one (see
Sajavaara and Lehtdnen 1980). The linguistic approach gives an explanation
‘of ?ow a 11ngu1st1c representation results in speech output, while the’

“speaker imp]ements'his communicative intentions, how the hearer deciphers

" the $peaker's intentions, and how these two 1nteract in dynam1c situations
of l4dnguage use. ;

‘The distinction between linguistics and communication implies a

'choicf between a static view of language and a dynamic one (cf. Levelt

and F]ores d'Arcais (eds.) 1977:xiv). According to a static, structural
mode] languages are described as sets of ru]es.abstracted and idealized
from 1anguage data while for dynamic models grammatical rules function

as constraints’ for possible- utterances, not as models for mental processes,
In real- communication, the hean1ng, or. the intended 1og1c51 content of
the message, may also be cgnveyed.through channels other than.]anguage..

_eg. gestures, body movemehts, or paralanguage (cf. Knapp 1978:20-26,

' Lehtonen and Hurme 1980, Lehtonen 1982). There may, or-may not, be a
concominant language utterance; either in accordance with, or ih contra-"-
diction to, the meaning of the non- verbal message. As is well-known, ‘the
Tistener normally re11es, in the latter case, on the non- verba] informa-
t1o$for the intended meaning of the message,

\
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The - final goal of the dynamic of communicatlve mode] is. not a
comprehensive description of language as a paradigm of rules for struc-
tures for which actual messages- have the value of raw material only. It

~aims at the descr1ptlon of the entire communicative vehicle of human

communication, both from the perspect1ve of the speaker and the’ listener

and. from that,of 'society,

“THEORY AND APPLICATIONS

L
The experimental and other studies .carried out within the Finnish--

- English Cross-Language Project can be classified.in terms of three

categories in accordance with the fo]]owjng three levels of analysis:
(1) intrapensonal, (2) inteﬂpanaanaf, and (3) ongantzat&onal The intra-

ipersona] Tevel relates. to the interaction of various Tinguistic and other
_ data within the cogn1t1ve system of the speaker—hearer when he produces

and rece1vég messages and part1c1pates in communlcative transactlon, the
interpersonal level is concerned with the use of 1anguage( ) in human
interaction; and the organizational level centres round the role of the
foreign language (as against the mother tongue) in_society'and in varjous
social subsystems. - ' '

Language phenomena at the three levels characterized above are
described in terms of structures, processes and products: for 1nstance,
at the intrapersonal level, language means both Know]edge inter-

~nalized by an individual, ie. competence, cognitive processes taking «

place,in an individual, and fanguage products by\the individual. .
The 4ntrapersonat £eue£ - The: research at the ‘intrapersonal jeve] could
be character1zed as contrastlye psycho]1ngu1st1cs Its primary concern

is the internalized know]edge schemata of the mother tongue and forefgn

‘Janguage as reflected. in hat1ve and fore1gn 1anguage speech performance.

The research in.this area should give- answers to various problems related -
to the interaction of NL and FL structures 1n the reception and production
of speech (what is normally termed ‘transfer’: in FL processing is included

. 'here). In addition to the mere study of the interrglationship between

the structures of the two languages, contrastive psych011ngu1stics 1s

.also concerned with differences and similarities in native and fore1gn'

\)‘

language processing, which présupposes the acceptance of the idea that
learning a secohd language also 1nvo1yes, if not.acquisition of new

’
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processes, - at least ah ability to employ prev1ously acqu1red.processes S ¥
_in ways that havé not been accessible before. - S i \11
It is seif-evident that phenomena which are here c]assif1ed as ‘
1ntrapersona1 do not exist in isolation: they relate d1rect1y to phenome-
na at the.other two levels. A good examp]e of euch an- 1nterre1at1onsh1p,
- wh1ch also relates to the Jyvasky]a Project's maJor concern in the f1eld
af fore1gn 1anguage teach1ng, is the impact of the type of analytical
language know]edge that is introduced in the classroom by the foreign
1anguage teacher and teach1ng materials, FL teach1ng brings ih factors:
N through a process wh1ch 1s generated by 1nterpersona1 activities and
r. . have their foundation \ncons1derat1ons whichderive from norms established
" by organ1zat1ona1 subsystems. ' o «
. The .data for research at the intrapersonal, level comes from recordings ’
s Of spontaneous speech or from virious type! of -tests and experiments
‘iwhere the speakers are, subJected to different’kinds of linguistic or
pther st1mu11€ﬂlny k\nd df spontaneous &peech can obv1ous]y be used . for
LN fthe gathering of data, sudh as var1ous types of interactional situations,
£g. seminars, telephone conversat1ons, or straightforward narratives,
Read1ng tests introdyce a certain type of experimental techn1que by -
exposingfthe'subjectds language prdcessing mechanism to linguistic or
other cues, but material eticited through reading tests can also be used
similarly to spontanebus speech for the ana]yS1s of var1at1ons in the
. rate of speech, pauses, speech .errors, etc,
One of» the great problems jn contrastive psycholinguistics has been,
and still is,’ the establishment of expérimental techniques which can be
. used to interfere, in a way which s both theoret1ta11y and pragmatically
o feaslble, in the bilingual speaker s interlanguage speech channel: most
- of the information that is-accessible thiough the exper1menta1 techniques .
wh1ch are available at the moment is only 1nd1rect and, thus one .¢f the
urgent needs in the field is the deve]opment of strategies_wh1ch could be
used to get closer to the phenomena proper. The techniques which have
been employed so far by 'the Jyviaskyl¥ Project are various types of
reaction-time tests, where the stimuli introduced have been either visual
(by means of a tachistoscope) or auditory, the shadowing technique, the
gating parad1gm (Grosjean 1980), and experiments with the perception of o
< various types of distorted speech stimuli, A1l theseé techniques can be
- used to. test phenomena that re]até to grammaticality. and acceptahility
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(see eg. Lehtonen and HaJavaara 1983), various aspects of - grammat1ca1
processing (Havia 1982), ahd prob]ems of lexical access (Lehtonen 1983).

' Theoretically; the research carried out by the Finnish~English

- Cross-Language Project within the framework of contrastive psybho]inguis- .
tics re]ates to the genera] theories of cognition and human information
processing (see SaJavaara and Lehtonen 1980, Lehtonen and SaJavaara 1983),
which have been used as a background for the tentative mode1 of message

. processing developed by the project.

The intenpersonal Levef. - At the interpersonal level, an individ- .

ual's competenge in terms of structures, processes and products is y
'subjected'to extermal 1nf1uénces.' Instead of Competénce we have to deal
-,with'what.could be termed 'communicative competence'. Even here, the '

researchers’ @ain concern may be an individual's interactive speech

behaviour. In addition to various aspects subjected to analysis in the

ethnémethodd]ogy-of-speech type of research (turntaking, opening and

closing of gonversqtion,-etc.),>areas which come up in this context

include fluency of speech delivery, which is, contrary to intuitive

assumpt1ons primarlly interaction-bound {see Sajavaara and Lehtonen

1978) instead of being a function of speaker-internal factors, and
'problems related to communication apprehens1on which means anxiety -

caused by real or anticipated commuﬂicat1on s1tuat10ns A special {ype

of communlcatlon apprehenslon ‘which is particularly re]evant for - research

reported here, is. foreign language apprehension; which is a particularly -

difficult prob]em for Finnish speakers of foreign 1anguages for reasons

which are not yet known but are at present subjected to examination

under the auspices of the Finnish-English Cross- Language Project.

Various cognitive and emotional factors whlchroperate dt the 1ntra-
personal and 1nterpersona1 Tevels can be considered in toto from the
viewpoint of communication satisfaction, These factors detarmine to
what extent the interactant feels that his goals and communicativg

" intentions have been reached during a communicative interaction. For Iy

L

the foreign-language speaker satisfaction experiences are negative for
the most part, ahd they may, in turn, provoke foreign-]ahguage anxiety.
Anyiety in- the use of foreign languages or foreign-language communi -
. cation Jpprehqnéioh; which may also have its ofigin in unpleasant
'expgriences in the f?reign-language c1assropm, results at the behavioural

L%
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Tevel in unwi]]ingne%s to-barticipate in commuhicative events ih the

foreign 1anguage and in active avoidance of interaction. In this way, -

emotional and affective factors may disrupt the progression of communi-

cative interaction much more severe]y than any kind of def1c1ency An -
'.1anguage proficiency proper,

An {ndividual's behaviour w1th1n a group is governed by various
dominance relations, which are, at 1east part1a11y, 1nter11nked with _ -
the group participants' statuses and roles, either real or assumed.

In a real-world situation, interaction consists of moVééhcarried
out in é,g1Ven environmental«setting; The persons who take part in the _ )
interactional situation horma]ly shaﬁe-a:given amount of common interest
and knowledge. In most situations yhere also exists a history of earlier.
~talks, contacts, and dther-experiences between the-nmteraetants, The ...
task of abstracting the rules relevant for casual conversation as well
.as other stereotyped.infernal geneka]i;ations which cause and explain
certain regularities and expectancies in real-life conversation is one
‘of the challenges for contrastive discourse analysis. It is here that
various 'non-verbal' social, cultural, and personality cue;_tbgether with .
the interactant's cognitive style and his experience become more decisive,
_ The Finnish—Engl}sh Cross-Lapguage Projecf has made ah attempt to ,‘.\ _'
pay attention to a speaker-hearer's conmunicative competence as a whole,’
including all the linguistic, psycho]ogfcal, andisocjolqgica1 parameters
which make it possible for him to-interact with ther pedple in communi-
cative situations. This type of analysis requires information about how
a Finn uses Finnish and English in communication, hdw_a native speaker
of English understands a Finn's English and how a Finn understands the
speech of a native speaker, Contrastive analysis of fhis kind is possible
only on the basis of natural speech, and audio- and videotaped: materials
have been collected ‘for this purpose about varioys situat10n§ of language
use. _ .

At the first stage of this work, small-group interaction in seminar- -
Tike-settings was.thosen as the primary target (see,eq., Saario 1980,
Valokorpi 1980). Later on, some research has also been carried out on
casual conversation (Ventola 1979, 1980), certain types of service
encounters (Ventola 1983), and giving-directions situation on the. street

. (Pihko 1983), In add\}lon, dynamic material such as telephone conVersa- '

tions and, in some cases, also interviews has also been used. More '
. . . \
o . - o - ‘
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_ recentiy. the réseprch.on’thé interpersonal implications of cross-language
\ _analysis has been tentatively extended to the classroom situatiop (eg.
vMéktikainen and Renko 1981), which also relates to the'organiZatiOnal level, -
An important .aspect of intekpérsonal‘croSs-language research is
concerned with the impﬂéssions which different types of FL speakers
arouse in native speakers. These'impressions may be highly reievant for
the success or failure of communication (Makkonen 1982).

The crgandzational feveld, - The organizational Tevel refers to the
role of language and communication ‘within and between larger functional '
and cultural units. Such units may have sets of gba]s; habits, and values
of their own which function as constraints on the use of language..

The cross-language research at the organiiationa] level relates to
the roles of the mother tongue and the FL in society and in various
social sLb-systems. The phenomena to be studied-include, for instance,
how and where people use their foréign language(s) as against the mother
tongue, what the purposes are which the fordign language is used far,
and in what kind of s1tuat1ons, etc. The researcher shou]d also
interested in finding out"whether the learners feel. that it made;
did not make, sense to léarn the language.

Research at. this level involves a number of causa] factors
which relate to motivational aspects of fore1gn language learning, 1
communicative attitudes in the mother ‘tongue énd the foreigh language
and to communicative planning. A number of intervening factors have to
be observed, in such studies: the language users have certain expectations
as concerns the transference of messages in communicative situations of.
1anguage use; the factors which cause anxiety or communication apprehen-
sion at the interpersonal level can also be seen to have certain organ1-
zationa] 1mp1ications . fo \

It is very important to see that many of the phenomena escape human
consciousness: society is assumed to fynction in accordance with certain
laws and statutes but to a great extent these remain a 'surface structure
only, and the true functions are much deeper. What the 1nteractants are
able to percelve at the consc1od¥ Tevel relates mostly to what Berger et,

. (1974:12) term 'recipe knowledge'. Brislin {1981:11ff.), for instance,
_1ists anumbqr of criteria which help in establishing an individual's
position with  the network of various kinds of interrelated factors. -

fis group factors are based on mutually developed activities and

o R . Lo
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affective ties, which credte various kinds of support networks and - . S,
resutt in the integration of new peop]e 1nto ‘groups. Every group creates

. a certain set of normsw which imply the ways in which "things arb 'properly’

7

done". In addition to the group factors, there are ‘sets of factqrs which -
-derive from s1tuat1ons (external to the 1nd1v1dua1 and modifiable) and

fromn tasks. Brislin po1nts out that under a11_c1rcumstances it is necessary.
to consider individuals as."active processors of information" who make all
the time, consciously or subconsciously, decisions as to what aspécts of the
comnunicative event should be attended and what ignored. In terms of cross—
Tanguage analysis it is import to study cross- cu]fura]]y "how and why

“people employ certain perce1ved motives, tra1ts, and exp]anat1ons in

aua1y21ng other people's behaviolir as well as their own". . ) ' "
The organizational level constitutes the newest trend in.the cross-
language research carried out by the Finnish-English Cross-Language PrOJecg.
although- certain studies which clearly have an organizational (in the
above sense) bias have" an established position in the project. Most of
the work in the area remains at the planning stage. A premilinary - _
study (Makkonen 1982) has been carried out on the attitudes of the Finns
towards certain varietes of English and on the ways in which the Finnish
subjects, as against native subjects, perceived the speakers. More research
in this area is nkeded. This_kind of research ties in closely with the
fstud1es carried out in Jyvasky]a on the characteristic traits of the Finn
as a commun1cator (Lehtonen and Sajavaara 1982): an attempt is being made,

" for instance, to find out whether the well-known Finnish ‘mynth" about -

the ‘silent Finn' is justif1ab1e Some of the early work by the project

which was concerned with the Finns' fluency in English (see Sajavaara - .
and Lehtonen 1978, Lehtonen 1981) has - obvious organizational imptications
because one of the important findings was that the only possib]e way to E

deal with fluency is to see it w1th1n an-extensive framework of interact1on R
in communicative situations.

Certain aspects of the research earried out within the aUspices of C

-‘q<\fpe Anglicism Project, which is an important sub- prOJect of- the F1nnish-

English Cross-Langugg_wProaect have been directly concerned with the
organizational Tevel of crossiTanguage -analysis. The Anglicism’ Project o
(see Sajavaara et al, 1978; Sajavaara-and Lehtonen 1980, Sajavaara 1983a5
has been conce\ped with the 1nf1uence of English and Ang]o -American 4
cu]ture on modern F1nnish.¢uh1ch has made it necéssary to study, among ¥

.':", R o
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-ocher things, the attitudes of Finns'towards Eng]ish as against certain
other languages and towards certain varieties of Eng]fsh.
: Languaoe for special purposes constitutes a particularly interesting _ '\
.and valuable area. of study nitn organizational cross-language implicatidns. .
- Some work has been carried out in this field in co]]aborat1on with the
Language Centre for Finnish Un1ver51t1es, which -is situated in Jyvaskyla.'

The first concrete product of this work is a course in conference Eng]1sh
for Finns (Korpimies et al, 1983). . -~

" CONCLUSIONS

In cross- language and cross-cultural ‘communication we are concerned
w1th the 'interface' between two cultures. Languages make up closed
systems, which can be interfered with only.with difficulty kthe Texicon
is, to a certain extent, a case apari but this results, at least partly,
from the interrelationship betweenbvarious Texical itenS«and cultural
phenomena); cultural phenomena are more open systems making\ug the
ontext in.which the languages are used They involve a certa1n\number g
of norms relevant in each individual cultura] context, and such norms . J;
" may, or may not, overlap across cultures. Through soc1a11zat1on an o
individual has acquired certain patterns of social behaviour, which are
. never absolute even within one and the same'culture. Such patterns also ’
1mply the existence of certain expectatﬁons as concerns normal and
~deviant interactional behaviour {see, eg,, Brislin 1981).
.- It should be evident today that languages cannot be studied as
something abstract and divorced from their users; in many respects
* language follows rules which are similar to those of other types. of
behaviour. Therefore it is necessary to correlate the knowledge there
" is of the ways in which pecple use 1anguages with the knowledge of the
'human being's cognitive behav1our and percept1ve capacities, In commun1-
cative situations, the speaker s performance is conditioned by that of
the hearer. The communicative event must be observed as an entity in
»wh1ch the- speaker and hearer introduce linguistic and other.cues and
wh1ch is paced by the a]ternat1on of the roles of speaker and hearer,

. The social and cogn1t1ve organizat1on -of speaking .and 1isten1ng e
and, accordingly, the cues: embedded in speech which give information to —..
the interactant about the other's attitudes differ in different cultures

A o R , .

Ce
a

e _/' ‘ ' : L ‘ V o o ‘ ) .
E;E;- . e R 0 -




a,

and languages, and it is obv1ous %hat intercultural differences in
feedback cues -can lead to erroneous interpretation of the- ‘interlocutor s
1ntent10ns as a result of 1ntercu]tural 1nterference .

' 8951des the analysis and descr1pt]on of data at ‘the interpersonal
and organlzatlonal levels both 11ngu1st1c and psychdllngu1st1c approaches -
remain an important area of contrastive.ﬁnalys1s (see SaJavaara 1977:25).
“In many cases, however, results of ear}ier linguistic analysis will have

to be reinterpreted in terms of the wider framework delineated above.

2

Linguistic research is necessary for cop1ng‘w1th various supdlsc1p11nes f
of linguistic analysis (phonetics, syntax, semantics, 1ex1con, and text),
but messages must be studied in conmmn1cat1ve51tuat1ons with respect to -
cr1ter1a drawn from these 5ubd1sc1p11nes. Psycho]1ngu15t1c -research 1s
needed on the decisions which a- speaker-hearer is expected to make to’
participate. in given social situations. The influence of insufficient
competence on communication makes an important part of such studies
. (including error analysis, which-has been touched upon in a number of
o Jyvaskyla studies; see eg., Sajavaara 1983b).
" Most of the work whlch has been carried out or is at the plannlng
.'stage has obvious 1inks with research in second langu%e acquisition
and foreign language learning (see Sajavaara- 1981a, 1981b, Sajavaara
- 1982, Sajavaara and Lehtonen 1983) Today we are however in no position
to see all the 1mp11catlons of cross-language analysis for research in
second language acquisition. »
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ESTONIAN-ENGLISH CONTRASTIVE STUDLES
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- Esfonian-fnglish contrastive studies began to develop in a syste- '

matic way in the 19605, the Engllsh Department of Tartu State Un1vers1ty
being considered the coordinating centre. They involve studies in (i)
phonology and phonetics, (i1) grammatical structure, (111) vocabu]ary '
and (iv) error analysis; in the majority of cases they.belong to the
applied type, ‘representing “"classical contrast1ve ana]yses based upon

K sentence grammar" in the Krzeszowskian sense. However, have been
"A - usefut in improving the teaching of Endlish as well as in wri text-
‘:'; " books for the Estonlan learner. It goes without saylng that various

large-sca]e contrastive projects have 1nsp1red us to greater efforts
(Polish-English, Finnish- -English, German-English, Serbo-Croatiah-Engllsh
~ Romanian-English, Hungarian- English, Swedish-English; Danish-English,
etc.). Below an attempt will be made to dwell upon some contrlbutions
to the" f1e1d i '

[

PHONpLOGY AND-PAONETICS. L . o
Pul Vaarask's The Tonal Structure of Speech 1, 11, (Tallinn 1964)

is a survey of Estonian intonation, accentuation and rhythm in cpmparison
with that of Engllsh as well as Russian, German gnd French. The theore-
tical valye of this investigation consists in sheddlng Tight on the
phonatory and phono]oggca] phendmena in connected speech. The practica]
value of the work. consists in .the appl1catjon of the syntagmatlc prin-

. : ciples of speech analysis, The work ‘sérved as a basis for the|1mprove-
ment and rationalization of. teach1ng methods and as a reference book
for teachers and students in the sixties * - .

’ . In 1965 An Tntroduction to English Phonet&c& fon ihe Estonian

/ " Leatner by Oleg Mutt gppearej}iﬁ?c nd edition 1971, Estonian version

-0 I 1978). It is.a comprehensive Ceolint’ ¢f the EngTish sounds, various

. Tassamllatory phenorena,- word and sgntgnce stress as well as intonatlon,

e ‘ writteq with' the Estonian learner fin mind. Chapters 1-2, ‘and the first

’ . . foyr éeotions of Chapter 3, are theoretica] d1scussions the rest of -
the bodk is of a pract1cal-normat1ve character. The comparjson of
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.English and Estonian sounds is based on the -use of the artificial’ palate '

,-(palatograms) and X-ray photographs of the speech organs -(ie. using

traditional methods of exper1menta1 phonetics). The works on_Flnnlsh g
phonetics by Kalevi Wiik (eg. Finnish and English Vowels, A Comparison
with Special Reference to the Learning Problems Met by Native Speakers
of Finnish Learning.English, Turku, 1965, and his dther works) were

of great he]p in the ear]y studies, more recently those by Jaakko

_Lehtonen,

_ In 1972 an experimental contrastive study on English and Eston1an
monophtongs was unhdertaken by Leili Kostabi who investigated them on

four Tevels: articulatory, acoustic, perceptive and'phonologicah.'The

" analysis was carried out mainly with pedagogical aims in view. Spectro-

" Tevels of competence in- English,

- learners.

graphic-analysis was carried out at the Laboratory of Exper1menta1
Phonetics. of the Institute of Language and L1terature in Tallinn, In
addition, 1lsten1ng tests were administered to students of different

L2

The acoustic data drawn from the analysis of 216 spectograms was’

“then contrasted with’ the articulatory data on the basis of several

handbooks _and monographs on English.and Estonian Phonetics.  Correlations
between articulatory-and:acoustic features were established ang c]assi-
fied with the 4im of teaching English monhphtongs to adult Estonian

Listening tests revea]ed ba51c d1ﬂ¥icu1t1es which adult Estonian
learners face when hearing English. *he conclusions drawn from the
data obtained. served as-recommendatibns for the Tearners.

Phonological mistakes and difficulties were pointed out while
analysing. phono]og1ca1 m1ninmﬂ.pa1rs '

- The conclusions drawn From the whole study showed considerab]e

differences in the pronunc1atiqn of Englsh and Estonian monophtongs

.forming a complex of (i) qua]ity,‘especially with the historically

short vowels &nd (11) duration, which is very much dependent on the
1mmed1ate phonetic environment of a vowe1
. ‘ ) -
GRAMMAR : _ .
Pedagogically,oriented contrastive studies on gﬁammar_consist of

Tinguistic and pedagogical analyses. Linguistic analysis tries’to

establish similarities and differences in two languages. Pedagogical T
~analysis selects from the data the points that may prove effective in.
' nrganmng the teaching process and compiling sets of exercises. The
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fo]lowing will 1ustrate ‘such an approach.

Semantic equivalences and formal-semantic correspondences of Eng]ishis :

and Estonian tense forms were found by opposing the forms in minimal

neutral contexts and carrying out various stat1st1ca1 counts (H. Liiv).
. Differential _features of Eng]1sh tense forms, the frequency -of the1r

occurrence in works of fiction and ‘the means of ‘rendering them in

: Estonian were estab]ished As a result it was ‘possible to set up a

provisionary scale of difficulties and predict the areas where intéf-
ference from Estonian h1ght be expected., Then the scale was correlated
with the scale of d1ff1cult1es obtained through an error analysis as
well as with the data for.the relative frequency of tense forms. 'The

. new complex rank-scale of ydifficulties was used for planning the teach- .

ing of ‘tense forms, writing a- programmed study aid.and compiling various
exercises to 1t,,among them exercises for st1mu1at1ng positive transfer
and preventing negative transfer. s

At present a pedagogical. contrastive grqmmar of English and
Estonian for intermediate students is in the process of writing (H. Liiv,
A. Pikver), aimed at providing the students with the basic facts about
English structures and illustrating similarities and differences between’
the Tinguistic systems of English and Estonian. It also tries to -
develop cbmmunicative as-well as social cohpetence in students with
the help of various exercises.  As to the 1ingu{stic model, it is a

.- compromise of tradit'ional, structural and genera%e_—transformationa1

gramnars showing .language in action,

VOCABULARY Lo : N
\S1nce 1969 a group of scholars headed by Juhan Tuldava "has been

dealing with “Quant1tat1ve 11nguist1cs and automatic text analysis"..

This trend is connected with computational l1nguist1cs, and- research

-_15 being carried out in cooperat1on with the Un1versity s Comput1ng

Centre.  Several frequency dictionaries of Estonian and some other
languages have been compiled, among them a -reverse frequency dictlonary
of Estonfan word forms; which enables us to jnvestigate phonetics and
iorphology, and if the necessity arises, it can be done on the contras-
tive plane. Typological studies of languages are being carried, out
with the help of frequency dictfonaries and a more detailed text ana-
lysis. The following nfight serve as an example: -the 2000 most frequent
word.forms cover 58.9% of the Estonian ]iterary'text;'whereas in the
Swedish text of the same type the figure is 69:3%, in the English text

'79.0% and in the French text 85.6%. As the degree of analyt1c1ty 1s _
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.. ture of texts.

.

d]fferent in ditferent T&ngnages (analytical languages abound in struc-.J:'
tural words), the content ff‘“qua11tat1ve1y more frequent words" also A
'differs, finding its refTectwon 1n»essent1a1 d1fferences “in”the strUC-"”

StatIStICS" Scholars frOm many countr1es ‘have: contrvbuted to it (eg.

Pauli Saukkonen (Oulu) .Ferenc- Papp (Debrecen), ‘Pavel Vasak (Prague).
“Lothar -Hof fman - (Le1pz1g), and’ others) :

~ ‘There have been a few studies on semantlc 51m¥+ar1t1es~and dis-
simllarlties of sets of words A set or group of words eq. synonyms.
"is viewed as & f\e]d, e1ther on.the. paradﬂgmatlc or on the syntagmatic .
axis or on both. They must have- at 1east ane ‘common semantlc comoonent'
(feature, seme) which is also present in all othér ‘members. " Each
member of the set has its -own distinctive features. Their relation to

" each other is contrastive. The structure of the field, ie. the meanings

-and the re]atlons of the individual members of the group are studled
with various methods, eg. component1a1 analysis and va]ency study
(collocability). The former consists in manipulations with the" dis- '
.tinctive features of thg denotational meanlng of each word as defined
in English-English dictionaries ind dictionaries of synonyms, Statisti-
cal counts are used to find the most freduently occurring members.
.ltems in synonymic sets are further studied in their typical oontexts
¥ to find ranges of this collocability, eg. for the set of adjectiveé
referrlng to beauty: beautifuf, Lovely, pnettj, handAome, etc. The .
correspond1ng field in Eston1an (ilus, Raunis, nigus, kena etc ) is
examined in the same way. As a result certain wordis can be taught to
the learners of English as members of sets or fields, and in their
proper collocations. Syntagmatic fields (collocations) -are regarded's;
as sy§tems, as they consist of different word classes. In tgachihg'
they are used as'substitutjon_patteros. Thematically arrangeglistsw
of words (eg. for teaching conversation), in which grammatical meaning
is not taken into account, are rot regarded as field but ideographic
groups. . .

-7

* ERROR ANALYSIS

The study of typical mistakes occurrlng in the students' speech
. has been an 1nseparable-part of our contrastive studies. But there’
j;ave also been 51ngle studies.v Thus- L. Hone has studied grammatical
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and lexical mistakes occurrlng 1n the students' wr1ttew papers (L Hore,
SOML Typccal Mistakes Oceurring i Qun Students’ Written papens, 1, 11,

t

- 1M1, Tartu 1966, 1971, 1973). In Parts 1 and II some of the most ¢
\\ ) ')/glaring granmatical hlunders are discuijj72 They are grouped under
v different heads, eg. "the use of tenses",/ "the infinitive or the gerund"”,
*“the articﬂe", etc. and their sources have been pointed'dut. Part 111
tackles lexical .difficulties connected with the use of some verbs.
The poiht of departure is Estonian. The author gets clusters of verbs,
which from the point of view of one ]anguage can be regarded as syno-
nyms, whereas from the point of view of the other they may have very
little or nothlng in common.
g Last but not ]east, the students of the Engllsh Department have
written 62 term papers and 56 graduatlon theées on relevant matters
‘" during the past 12 years
. In this brief review [ could magption -only some of our studies.
More lnfornatlon can be found in Tartu University's Transactions en-
titled "L]ﬂgulSt]CS" and “Methodlca" From 1969 a total of 14 volumes
" of “kinguistica® and 10 volumes of "Methodica" have appeared.

D
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Eva H. StephaniJes
. Lénand EGtuds Un&ue&d&ty,
Budaput . -

1
’

This report aims'at'giving a short survey of the three phases'of‘
the English-Hungarian Contrastive Linguistics Project. A few words -
will be said about the first bhase, and about the participants; research -
topics, meetings and planned puhlications of the second phase (f1n1shed
in 1980), and of the third phase, which'is in progress at present.

‘A detat]ed report was given about the first. phase qf the research
project (1971 1974) at the 2nd International Conference on English
Contrastive Projeets, held in Bucarest in 1975 {see the Bib]iography);

This first phase'of the project was initiated by the late John Lotz,

and was joint]y'sgonsored by the Linguistics Institute of the Hungarian
‘Academy of Sciences ahd the Center for Applied Linguistics, Nashington,
D.C. The director of the proaect was first Professor Lajos Tamds, then
Director of the L1nguist1cs Inst1tute and, after his retirement, Pro-

" fessor Laszl6 Dezs0. The publ1shed results of the project were seven
volumes of Wonking Papens and a final volume, containing 15 articles
,on the field of syntax and prosody as well as semanitics and methodology,

* which appeared after a delay of severdl years, because of pr9b1em§ of
publication, at the beginning of 1981 under the title: Studies in English '
and Hungarian Conthastive Linguisitics. {For authors and titles see the
Bib]iography'below.) The 1ist of publications is supplemented by a
volume, edited by L&sz16 Dezsii, published in 1982 by the Academy
Publishing House (Akadémiai Kiad6), Budapest, under the title Contrastive '
Studies: Hunganian - Engkibh ¢ontaining seven articles, This pub]ica- b
tion is one issue in a series containing results of Contrast1ve Vinguis--

" tics comp]eted in Hungary, comparing ‘Hungarian with otherflanguages
such.as German, Russian and French. o

On- the basis of this first phase, further researéh work has been
organized, with the financial support of the Hungarﬁan Ministry of
£ducat1on in the English Department of the Lﬁrand Eotvis Un1versity
as headquarters under my direction and W1th eight other researchers
who are practising teachers of English 1n ‘various universities as well

. as_specialists in applied and Eng]zsh lingu1st1cs. As a result of £h1s
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second research™phase (1979-1980), five papers on syntax will be pub-
lished in Studies <n Modenn Tﬂaﬁniogy, a new journal«of the Hungarian
Academy of Sciences, probdbly in 1983=. Another set.OF three'papers'dn
semgntics will appear in Studies in English and’ Amen&can, an annual
of the English Department of the Lérand Eotvos Un1vers1+y, Budapest,
in 1982. In the framework of the contrast1ve project a Hungarian-,
Engt esh Stang Ucct(unang has been compiled by- Lssz16 Andrds and Zoltén
Kovecses containing about 5,000 items with their British and American
counterparts.and illustrated in sentences. The dictionary will be
published by the Hungarian Textbook Publishing House (Tankdnyvkiadd)
in 1984. The plan'is to prebare its reverse counterpart, ie. an
(ng((sh-Hungaaian Stang Vdcticnany, in thé.three—year period of our
present project. - ) ¢

In the present phase (]98241985) 12 researchers are hdrking on
contrastive ‘topics. apne'of them is dealing with phonology, six with
syntax, three with senéntics and lexicography, and two,with sociolinguis-
tics. (For the list of topics and authors see the<attached Biglio-

" graphy.) ‘o : . s co,

0]

Only one international contrastive conference has been held’in
Hungary; th1s was in Pécs in 1971, where papers were read on contrast-
ing Hungarian with several other languages. But the participants of
the English - Hungarian Contrastive Project held regular monthly '
meetings where the researchers discussed the first drafts of the papers
in‘preparation, The second drafts were checked by project consultants,
and the, final versions by native speakers of. English from ‘the language
po1nt of view. We had only one Round-Table Meeting ‘with Austr1an
scho]ars from Klagenfurt in ]981 where,we exchanged v1ews on our
research. . ;

" Our American consultant thioughout the whole research project has
been Professor William J. Nemser (at present Chairman of the Department
of American Studies in the Klagenfurt University), who has helped us
in both contrastive research and -in the editing of the papers. OLr
Hungarian consu1tants and advisers have been Professor Ferenc Kiefer
(Linguistics Ihstitute of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences) and

.. Professor Sandor Karoly (Chairman of’ the Department of General Lingu1s-
- tics in Szeged University) giving us help from the general 11ngu1st1cs

and Hungar1an Tinguistics points of view, respectively.,
The main atm of our research is to satisfy theoretical research‘

Q equirements and so enrich‘general 11ngu1st1cs and typo]ogy, and a]so

- ERIC
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to apply the resu]ts in 1anguage teaching.
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2

The first phase of research helped us to raise the level of teacher

'?ra1n1ng in Hungary both in the universities (Byflapest, Debrecen, Szeged)

and in the teacher trgining colleges (Eger and Pécs; the latter was
recently raised to university level); and it also .helped young scholars -
to deepen their knowledge of general and English 1inguistics Starting
from this lmproved s1tuatlon our aimsin the second and third phases have.

“been manifold: . v

(aY to deepen English*linguistics sthdieS'in~Hurgary;

. (b) 58 raise the level of general, and app]}ed ]IHQUIStICS in
3 : ngary; - .

(é) to improve the standard of English teaching in the course of
our educational reform (which started 2 years ago) concerning
instruction at the un1vers1ty and teacher tra1n1ng college. !
Tevel;

(d) to prepare. new curricula and teachlng-mater1a]s for primary
and secondary schools-where a new reform is a]so being -
carr1ed out. -

dchleve the aims mentioned above ‘contrastive 11ngu1st1cs research s -
an important factor. Ne stil] have to clarlfy gramnatical prublems
not yet solved 10 the two .languages under cons1derat10n The resu]ts
of our research have to be 1ntegrated with’ teaching maté’1als and B
curricula for the different 1evels Th1s has- been ach1eved partly by
the fact that researchers of the contrast1vg project are Nectures” oR- "~ ,
descriptive grammar, teachers of English 4t the departnnnts of d1fferent

“universities, and. partly that they are author®of and advisors on - " -

textbooks new]y,prepared Opt1oﬁs are also offered_on contrastive _3;"_
linguistics at the. university. ‘Several d1ssertat10ns and theses have 1
been completed on Lontrast1¥3 basis. O.L'

I do not* plan.to talk about the articles a]ready pub]lshed in -
English and' which are avai1ab1e. However; T- #\11 say a few words about
the research results which are in press. As can be seen in the

81b11ography,»anu,wa$ mentioned earlier in-the report, five papers on

*syntax and three on semantics were completed. Because of lagk of time

and space I will say a few wdrds about the papers on Jyntax fol]ow1ng
tiie alphabetic order of the authors names . '
Agnes F. Kepecs (lecturer at the Un1vers1ty of Econ0m1cs Budapest)

“wrote " A Contrastive Analysis of the English Passive Structures and

Their Hungarian Equivalents". Shé approaches”the problem by analysing

the mean oflpxpressihg the same information. ‘She diséuﬁse§ the semantic

meaning &f the Eng]ish_péssive ‘clauses and shows the place of the paésive

t
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' vo1ce in the top1c/connmnt structure of the English sentence, Giving
the subd1v1s1on of the passive voice in English, she belps to differen-

~ tiate that great mags of clauses labelled as passive. The importance
of the analysis forlHungarians lies in the fact that in present-dqy >
Hungarian wé have no passive structures, but we use_ act1ve reflexive .
and causative verbs or a potential suff1x added to bas1c verb forms '
to- express “the same meaning., -

Nandor Papp (1ectur6’ dt the University of Econom1cs, Budapest)
gave A Hungar1an Look at the Meaning of the English Perfect" Using
_K;efer s (1980),and Reichenbach's (1947) potions of temporal Spec1f1— '
cation he distihguiShes external and 1nterna1 time spec1f1cat1ons,
speaks about Speech Time, Reference T1me and Event Time. Using these,
_d1st1nct1ons he shows how these times are expressed by the Perfect in _f -
'English, and how‘the same relations can be expressed in Hungarian w1th
the help of verb tenses, prefixes, adverbial phrases, word-order and
supersegmenta1~e1éments,'since'in present-day Hungarian the Perfect
does, not ex1stﬁ*, %=\ : - )

Eva H. Stephan1des (1ecturer at Lérand EGtvos University, Budapest)
wrote "A Contrastnve Study of English Some and Any and Their Hungarian
.Equ1va1ents In the theoretical part she presents tfe d1fferent
functions, forms and meanings of aome and any as determ1ners and/or
pronouns. She also gives a ‘short summary of the characterjistic features
of the corresponding Hungar1an determ1n£rs, pronouns, adjectives and.
adverbs. In the second part she gives the contrastive ana]ys1s proper i _
of the English and Hungar1an structures, also showing the exped!bd R
cases of overuse and underuse of some and any by Hungar1ans‘ - . '

Lasz1o Varga (1ecturer at L6rand EGtvds University, Budapest) in.

"A Contrastive Ana]ys1s of Some Types of Negative Séntence in Hungarian
: and,Eng11sh"-dea1s with five types of negative sentences and examines
_whether they can be reatised in both 1an§uages with-or without resorting
- to paraphrase. “The emphasis is. on the problems of top1c, focus and

-comment. For exanple while in Hungarian-any type of argument may become o
an uncontrasted topic, in Engl1sh sentences the mnon- subject arguments
norma]]y.rema1n in the comment. Ir™NMungarian the subject complement
" can also be focussed; however the precise rendering of this type in

English is impossible.’ Lo \ .

Tamas Varadi (lecturer at the College for Forelgn Trade, Budapest)
ana]ysed “Reported Statements in-English and Hungarian®, which he
considers a most reward1ng area for cqntrastive analys1s, comer1ng some
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- phenomena that are hlgh]y general, if not universal, in languages, and

-According to Kieferg "Contrast1ve 11ngu1st1c$ coutd be made more sophis-

.also some that are qu1te specific tb the individual languages undex

analysis. "He'analyses a wide var1ety of linguistic phenomeng ranging
from syntax to pragmatics. “He pays specfal attention ‘to deixis, illus-
trating it with personal pronouns, demonstratives, with the use of the
definite article as well as with place and time adverbials. The main
difference in the two landuages can be seen in the verbaj'temporal :
references where English Titerally reflects the time relatigns between
actual events in its tense system, while thé& Hungarian tense structure
deviates frun the actua] time re]atlons using "51mu1taneous“ tenses,
ie. tenses at the same Tevel . '

- El

Professor Ferenc Kiefer wrote an’ 1ntroductlon to our vo]ume under

‘the title: "A General, L1ngu1st-s View on Contrastive Linguistics”, .

where he empha51zes that "descriptive Tinguistics has to 90 beyond the

mere presentation of data..." and "it must be based on certaln organizing
principles and genera11zatlons". That is why he is dissatisfied with »
the predictions characteristic of contrastive papers in general. '

tlcated if the individual charactérlstics oM the 1aNguages under con-
s1derat10n are compared on the bas1s_of underlying universal and typo- .
Togical structures". o ' . '
The basic deficiency of our research in progress is that no unified
framework is app]ieo "Most scholars approach grammar i a more or Tess

traditional way, though they ‘make use of the results of newer approaches

and models as‘well. In some of the papers a generatlve granmmt1ca1

N )

framework is adopted partly applying the extended standard theory or a

versiqgn of case grammar (mainly that of'Anderson) The. prospective
final aim of sour research shoyld conclude in the construciﬂon of a
complete English- Hungarlan grammar, however, that is hindered by apply-:
ing the above- mentloned d1fferent methods. So ¥hat we%can achieve at

- presént is to fill the gaps. 1n the contrastive description of English

and Hufgarian and to try to app]y the existing resu]ts in 1anguage
teachlng The main reason for-using the more ‘or less traditional

'descrlptlve method is the lack of a worked-out Hungar1an geperat1ve

grammar.’ HOpefullys bhlS problem will be solved by the fact that a

group of young 11ngu1sts (independently. from us) have been- work1og on

a Hungarian, grammar 4in the generative framework 'in the Linguistics

*;?Institute-of_the Hungarian Acadehy“of,Sciences, in a five-year project.
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BlBLIOGRAPHY OF ENGLISH-HUNGARTAN CONTRASTIVE LI GUiSTIC TOPICS

PART 1

, @
MWorking Papers 1-7 (1972-1975) Linguisgﬁcs Institute of the Hungarian
Academy of Sciences and Center for Applied Linguistics.

1. Lotz, John. Two Papens on English-Hungarian Contrastive Phonology 1972.
. - Contrastive Study of the Morphophonemics of Obstruent
. Clusters in English and Hungarian .
- Comparison-of the Glides (Semivowels) in-English and
Hungarian * . .

" 2. Lotz, John. Senipt, Grammar and the Hungarian Wniting System 1972.

3. Nemser, William. Contrastive Research on Hungawridn and English in
the United States 1972. _ o

4. Four Papens of the Pécs Conference on Contrastive Linguiatics 1973 =
_(Péts, 14-16 October 1971)." . :
- Dezso, L. and W. Nemser. Language typology and contrastive
linguistics. )
- Dibsy-Stephanides, E. Contrastive Aspects of British
* . and American English with Implications for Hungarian
Learners of English.
- Nidasy, A. Interrogative Sentences in English: A
language-teaghing problem for Hungarians.
- Stephanides, B. A Contrastive Anmalysis of English and
Hdngarian Textbooks of English ' :

5. stephanides, Eva. A Contrastive Study of . the English and Hungarian
Mticke 1974. . ) -

6. Varga, Lasz16. A Contrastive Analysis of Englfbh‘and'Hunganian-'
" Sentence Prosody 1975, - .

7. Keresztes, Kalmén. Hahganian Preposdtions vs. English Prepositionsd :
a Contrastive Stady 1975 S s -

Studies in Engﬂi&ﬁ'and Hunganian~b$ﬁEZﬁbxiue Linguistics 1980.
TC. Dezst and W. Nemser, eds.) Rkadémiai Kiadd, Budapest.

Syntax and prosody: ‘

- Didsy-Stephanides, Eva. A pre)iminary $tudy for a contrastive analysis
. of,ghe’English gerund and its Hungarian equivalents. °

. : 4 -
- Kiss, Katalin E. English particip]eg and their Hungarian equivalents.
- Stephanides, Eva H. A'Contrastive study of the English and the
. Hungarian infinitive. .
- Hell, Gyorgy. Object and subject that clauses in English and
: corresponding hogy clauses in Hungarian. - ' .

v R -

@ - Kenesei, Ispvan: Sentence embedding in English-and Hungarian.

L 1030
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- Korponay, Bé]a M1dd1e and causat1ve construction.in Eng]1sh and
P Hungar1an . ) o

Varga, ‘Lisz16. A contrast1ve analysis of Eng]1sh and Hungar1an word
stress,

-

Dezsd, Ldsz16. Word order, theme and rheme in Hungar1an and prob]ems
of word-order acquisition. !

Voros, Jozsef. Syntactic structures of’Hungar1an verbal part1c1es and
* their English equ1va1ents .

13

Néray, Judit. A contrastive study of* the word-order of attributes in
noun phrases in English and Hungarian

Hell, Gyorgy Compound sentences in Eug]1sh and Hungarian.

Semantics and methodo]ogy

- Csapé, Jézsef.-The_prob]ems of lexical inter?érence. o -

study

»

- Andrés, Lasz16. Spatial adjectives: an. Eng]1sh Hungar1an contrasEéN

- Horlai, Gyorgy. A contrastive study of the had+n and had+been+4ng
, forms and their Hungarian equivalents. -

~Varadi, Tamés. A guide to Hungarian-English errors.

Contaas tive Studids Hungavian-English 1982, +(Lasz16. Dezso, ed.)
Akadémiai Konyvkiadf, Budapest.

- Dezso, Lasz14' English- Hungar1an contrastive.linguistic research in
Hungary.

"

- Csapé Jézsef. English denominal adJect1ves and their Hungarian
] . equ1va1ents !

1

K1ss, Kata11n £, Hungar1an and English: a top1c -focus prominent and
a subject prominent language. - Mj4pu

- Korponay, Béla. A double-faced case category.

Nadasdy, Addm. Relative pronouns in'English and Hungarian

4]

Stephantdes, Eva. The generic use of the art1c1e in Eng]1sh and
Hungarian. .

Varga, Lész]b Differences in the stress1ng of re- used nouns in
Eng]1sh and Hungarian. :

" PART'IT - o ,

On syntax in press in Stud1es in Modern Ph1lology Akadémiai K1ad6
{Academy Pub11sh1ng House), Budapest.

‘
- Kepecs, F. Agnes. A. contrast1ve analysis of the ‘English pass1ﬂe struc-
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tures and their Hungérian equivalents.
Papp, Néndor. A Huhgarian look'at ‘the, nEaning of the Eng]ish perfect.

Stephanides, H Eva. A contrastive study .of English some and any and
a . the1r Hungarian equ1va1ents

Varga, Lasz16. A contrastive analysis of some types of negative sentence
) in Hungar1an and -English.

'Varadi, Tamds. Reported statements in English and Hunéarian.

On semantics jn press in Studies in English and American 5. Loréngd

’

Eotvos University,.Budapest.

Heltai, Pal.. The importance of_hierarchicaT lexical relations for the
learner, «

Kovecses, Zoltdn. Verbs of walking in English and Hungarian

Rot Sandor. 0n the linguistic: 1nterference of Hungar1an—£ng]1sh lang-
i guage contacts and the use of the grammat1ca1 fields
3 . in contrastive studies. :
Andras, Lasz]o.and Zoltén Kovecses Hungarian-English slang dictionary
: (to appkar-at the Hungarian Textbook Pub11sh1ng House
1984), TankOnyvkiadd, Budapest.

‘Kiefer, F."A general linguist's view on contrast1ve Tinguistics

(lntroduct1on) _ i -
-PART 111 ' -
Published outside the frame of the project. v

Andras, Lasz]o and Eva Stephanides-Difsy 1969. An outline vf present- -
day English structune (Hungarian Textbdok Publishing
House), ‘Tankdnyvkiadd, Budapést .0 ..

Andras, Lasz16 1977. Lex1cd] co-occurrence: A plea and a proposal for
: ' . semantic experiments, Studies in English and Ameiican
3:157- 194, Lérsnd EGtvos University, Budapest.

Bognar, Jozsef 1975. An interaction of the Hungarian and English tense
systems according to the action-relation system, Angol
nyebv 84 stilusgyakonfat 1-(English conversation and
stylistic exercises), FPK, Pécs. =

Bognar, .Jozsef 1977. An interpretation.of obJect1ve'construct1ons in
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A PLEA FOR CONTRASTIVE PSYCHOLINGUISTICS |

. T Hans W. Dechert
Gesamthochschule Kassel . C ' o

In a recent publicafion Cognitive PAJQhologj_and A28« ImpLications

" John Anderson has again/faken up the topic of the declarative- procedura] .
distinction, ‘already briefly discussed in his perennial book Language,

- Memony and Thought in 1976. This time; however the declaratlve -pro-
cedural distinction has a central role in h]S elaborated overview of
COgnltige science and_1ts implications for the study of langquage. While"
the first seven chapters of the book déal with‘“know]edge as StatIStIC -
1nformation“, the last eight chapters focus on the processes that use
information. The disctinction between the knou%edge about Aometh&ng or
decfarative knowledge on one side, and the hnouwedge 0f how to do ’

_ something or . procedurat knowledge not ohly: determlnes the” stfucture of

- the book, but is considered by its author -as the fundamental distinction

in modern cognitive dcience in general, Remarkably enough, those éh&pters.

of- the book dealing with 1anguage - covering almost one fourth of it -
all fa]] into the second part, into the domain of procedura] knowledge.

_ Declaratlve knowledge, according to John Anderson, is knowledge
that can be easily identified and verbalized, whereas procedural know-
ledge can be, .but need not be communicated. Let me try to give you
an example of this dlfference If you ask me what the square roats of
the numbers 4 or 9 or 16 are, I have no trouble 1n saying 2 or 3 or 4,

We all have .learned in school mahy years ago what the mathematical

concepts "root number" and “square root" mean. We seem to have the .

declarative knowledge to deal with a problem 1ike that. And, of course,

we know the procedure for so]ving this prob]em. ‘However, if you ask

me what the root of the number 3.75 or. 26 on 104 is, 1 must admit that

I am completely 1ost, since I do not reca11 the particular procedural

calculation 1 used to know many years ago, although the mathematical

problem is not different from the one mentioned before in connection
with-the square numbers 4 or 9 or 16, My lack of knowledge, however,
does not cause any practical problems any more nowadays, since my _
pocket computer "knows" the necessary procedure and does the Job within

1
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a second; no matter whether I feed it with a perfect square or an
,ordinary number. I have the declarative knowledge of the problem and
can verbalize it - as I am doing at’ this moment - my pocket computer
has the procedural knowledge, but can neﬁthén verbalize the prob]ém

« nor describe the procedure for solving it. .

" 0Or to give_youfa Jihguistic example: Those of you who have been
.struggling with word order in German -know that the sentenceofinal
position of the venb in subondinate clauses such as in the following
writtgp example from H. Halbe‘s.{ptroduction intg the reader Psycho-

Linguistik (1976): : NG .

# R oo . . '
Die ‘Gesamtenwicklung-der .mogernen Psycholinguistik konhte
man so zusammenfassen: Wahrend die Anfinge stark an infor-..’
matjons theoretischen Konzeptionen orientient waren und die
N Sprache’ selbst mitsamt ihreh internen Gesetzen wenig
' Beachtung fand und dann in einer zweiten Phase die Sprach-
psychologen sich plotzlich vdllig und allzusehr von der
, .bisher vernachldssigten Linguistik bestimmen Liessen,
P indem sie phne Skrupe das Chomskysche, weitgehénd intuitiv
errichtete ‘Modell der Sprachkompetenz des '4dealen Sprechers/
Horers' auch als Performanzmodell zugrunde fLegten, zeichnet
R ) sich etwa gegen Ende der 60er Jahre eine Neubesinnung ab,
. . die als eine allmihliche Losung aus dem Banne der Chomskyschen
) Sprachteorie und der seiner-Nachfqlger bezeichnet wenrden kann.

-

A -
w' - iy,

» ’ . ) , . e

~you know that.this rule of verb final position is one of the easiest
to undgrstand - declaratively -, but one of the hardest to generate
- pnocédura]]y - even annng'thé most competent non-native speakers of
German. Why is this so? There is obvibus]yfa tremendous difference
between knowledge'abouf a language and knowledge how to process a
language. Of course, when we learn our primary language we "just" -
lTearn the procedures by listening and by uging them and we know how
"to use them without knowing wh;tdfﬁ are doing. And, of~cpurse, the
min problem in learning a-secon 1angUage'respltslfrom‘the'implicit
procedural knowledgelof how we process our first 1anguagé and the
necessity of learning the rules:of the;§gcond language declaratively,
if this learning of the second‘iangd&:fftﬁkes place in a tutored con-
teft. In an untutored context, the bro¢edura1 knowlgdge of the first



tanguage naturally is &dplied®and used over and over again while'we

are hypothetically grasping the;procedures of the sécond 1anguage. There "
is, of course lots pf procedural transfer that~he1p§, and lots of pro-
cedural interference that disturbs:, as everyone knows who has e&er ‘

. / L
- looked at natural speech data, whatever Dulay and Burt may have said .

about this. - - ' . 3

Quite a simiiér-view has been expressed recently by Charles Ei]]mo:g

“in his article On Fluency (1979:86):

' 1.would Tike to begin my remarks by saying something
about*how questions of language variation sometimes get
formulated within theoretical Tinguistics (...). Qut of
the complex of language behavior, the Tinguist chooses
as"his main object the study of products of that behavior -

> that®is, the utterances, the texts produced by the speakers...
In fact, the creatioh of the discipline of scientific :
_ Tinguistics began with the invention and elaboration’ of
- - notations and descriptive frameworks for language products.
- . (...) It has bécome necessary (...) therefore to propose
and idealization-by which a spgaker's knowledge 0f the
. form and of the rules of his language is distinguishéd
from:his use of that knowledge in the process of speaking.
(...) The study of Language wse, -then requires considera-
T tion of the speaker's memorial aceess to the rules and®
forms- he is taken as knowing, the procesiing strategies
he follows .(...) and so on. .

/

For some years now the assessment of and search for those procedural
strategies, mentioned by Fillmore and Anderson, through the analysis

'o?ltemporaT variables and speech errors has been the main object of

the Kas'sel Psycho- and Pragma]inguistic.ReSearch Project.

i Thebcompanisoh of first and second language proteq&ipg_strategies
on various production levels and between various languages (English,
French, German) has 1éd us, as it has led Kari Sajavaara and Jaakko
Lehtonen, to Qropose'a'special field of contrastive studies, which we -
have called Contrastive Psycholinguistics. -

Instead of giving you q_detai1ed_rey16w of various aspects and-
results of our previous reseach, some of which you know from ‘the

" literature anyhow; let me give:yoq as an example a short report of ‘a

study we have just finished and which has not been published yet.
“One part df:an ticle on ?querstapding and Sunmarizing Brief

,
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“Stories” by David L. Rumelhart (19/7) is de&btgﬂ to é summary experlment
made in the University of California Xt San, Dwago‘:n the early seventles.
This experlment was based on a.schema- or moda? mode] of story

comprehen51on. "A schema, accord1ng to Qyme]hart 1n fﬁls context, is
“an abstract representatloﬂ of a generic concephy :

X
of the ba51c structure and constltuents of a stor

NS

. \
OUV‘ case: a concept

'Such a story schema

. has various 1evels differing from each “other in th@\dégree of detail.
Comprehend1ng a story is identical with the process oTQse}ect1ﬂg a
general conceptual schema of stories to account for the tontréte reali-
zation of the particular story to be understood. Story schemata, at
Jeast in closely related narrative traditions, have 51m11ar ba51c
‘constituents: episodes, that follow a Iﬁy, a Cause and. an Outcbme

, .structure, for instance, o ?\
To praduce summaries of stories essentially means to follqw thp

underlying story schemata with fewer words .and yet fully conS}den
- the "gist" of the story. One of Rumelhart's ba519 assumpt1ons.)s_§he
tree structure of story schemata, ie., the notion of different Tévé1§._
‘of story-structure. The theoretica]]y possible various: Tevels of: ,3\-

summarization of a story, their degree of abstraction and comp]eteness

in terms of propositional statements of the or1glna1, are the basis -
for the evaluation of their quality. '

The shortest of the four stories in Rumelhart's experiment is e
The Dag and His Shadow

In its phopositional'structure it reads like this: ' : '*‘”t
. o e N
(01) It happened that a dog had got a piece of meat ° v

) ~(02) and was carrying it home in his mouth to eat.

(03) Now, on his way_ home he had. to cross a plank k o b
lying across a running brook. ' L

{(04) As he crossed, . o ( o
(05) he looked down '
(06) and saw his own shadow reflected,.in the water beneath.
(07) Thinking it was another dog with another piece of meat, . e
(08) he made up his mind to have that also. ) , , -j
(09) So he made a snap at the shadow, ' '
(103 but as he opened his mouth
(11) the piece of meat fell out, -
(12) dropped into the water, B o _

F TC ‘ (13) and was never seen- more., * C - \

PAFuiext providod by enic [ . !
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Diagram 1. " Structure qf the story (Romelhbrt 1977:283);

.t

.

rishpe(o) -
. .
r
v uuu(lnm(o) DESIAR{O MAVE(D,N°))) Ylﬂb.ﬂ iﬂ.l(‘)) . VeLOSE {D W) .
) . f . Gy . :
CAIA!(DICCINI('(D.SI.““u(n.lm(o.”)) ﬂ;(D.QI(D. I“S(DJ)_)) 0‘“((5,“')‘Y’NWI(D_I'A.(N'))
(8] - {4 2
SELECT(D,CRASS(0,9) ) h0s3(0,7) . c.mm:}(n_n
R - (&) s
SELECT(O,SNAP AT(OM®)) | sinpaT(owe) CoRALLIN, N 3)
. Tm 1ran
1o toc . ' : e
] AT . .
X“ tw MHECIIOH OF WeAt - ?u:(;;;um) °
H STREAN )
’ o .
] “ H™M HOU™
-
“An abstrqgt 0-Levet summary, accord1ng to Rumelhart s model, cou]d
Took 1ike“this: - s . :

A dog trossed a brook As a'rbsylt; he séw the reflection of
some meat he had in h1s mouth and'thought it was real, He
snapped at the reflected meat. The meat he had in his 'mouth
fell into the brook. ' o o

Five students in Rumelhart's experiment gave 0-level summaries of that

-

type, the other five students gave level 2 (more deta11ed sunmaries).

«  This short example may suffice to- 111ustrate the kind of mater1a1
and task in this experiment. The overall ana]ys1s ‘of all the data in
Rumelhart’s -experiment demonstrates: In general the predictions, based’
on the theoretical schema model of summarizing were confirmed. The
various minor deviatioris were ma1n1y 1g1osyncrat1o. The ten hative .
.speakers ‘of English in the experiment, ‘in other words. -proved -to be
abie to summarize the four brief stories in a pred1ctable way according
to the aforementioned model of story comprehens1on w1th certa1n 1nd1v1-
dual differences in levelling and phras1ng.

Our hypothes1s as to the non-native summaries of English stories -
’ by advanced. German Speakers of Epglish is -based on the assumption that -

. on the schema level of story process1ng within closely related narrative

trad1t1ons our students would show the same’ resu]ts as the native
speakers, ‘ o
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This hypothesjs, howeyer'p]ausib]e it may seem, contrasts sharply
with an investigation. by Long and Harding:Esch. These -researchers in

‘their investigation of “Summary and.Recall of Text in First and Second

Languages" have found that, according to the second-fanguage deficit,
people general]y perform the same.task less.well in a second language 7_
Lhan in their first. Long and Harding-Esch's subJects, English student§

“learning French and Frenc studenks Tearning English, showed more -
problems in written summaries and recalls of orally presented texts

than one would have expected taking into account their genera] communi-

" cative proficiency (Long and Harding-Esch 1978) .
Ly In their experience ten native speakers of Eng11§h 1earn1ng French

.and ten native speakers of. French learning English had to Summarlze

‘a ten4n1nute long.orally. presented speech in their primary and a ten-

minute long speech in their secondary languages. The speeches in both
languages dealt with complicated topics. With the help of a rather
compleXx evaluation system Long and Harding-Esch discovered coﬁsiderab]e'
qua]itat1ve differences between the native and non-native surmaries;

a result whwch actually verified their concept of the -"second- 1anguage
deficit". In our rep]lcatlon of the Rumelhart experiment we tried to-
do everything to follow his des}gn, method of data collection.and * *
evaluatipn aﬁ closely as possible. The on]y.remarkablg djfferenpe was

that we had almost twice as many subjects .as Rumelhart (18 instead of

10) and that our subjjects were non-native speakers of English. The
personal data we co]]ectedtghowed-in addition that our subjects compared
with eachsother_had very similar Tearning histories as to their acquisi-
tion of English, that' they had spent very little or no time in-an

®

_Eng]lsh speak1ng country, and that they had very little prior experience

in summar1zing stories in Engllsh Unfortunate]y we.were not able to

recruit an equal number of female and male students: 14 of the 18

subjects ware glrls
To. give you just, one example of what the summarles of our subJects
lTooked like, let me quote the summary of the Dog story. of subject 15:

 The Dog and His Shadow
A dog had got a piece of meat.  On his way home, he had
" &o.cross a little bridge. Suddenly he saw his own shadow
reflected in the water,/%oo, he snapped at it. But the
‘meat, which he was carrying in his mouth, fell into the
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Diagram 2. Structure af level-2-sumtfary (according to Rume]hart-T927:283)
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~ In this-context I would like to remind you that! 50% of Rumelhart's
students also produced a level 2 summary of this story.
The various times-used to summarize each of the fpur stories by
~ eaclf of the 18 subjects were carefu]iy.checked as well as the total
. " time taken for- the whole experiment by each. subject A careful analysis
of the temporal variables 1nv01ved discloses 1arge individual diffe-
rences and var1at12ns between the individual stories. .. l.
_ On the basis of the assumption, inferred from RumeThart s,exgerl- N
- " ment, that each individual subject, no matter whether he speaks English.
as his first or second 1anguage uses h]l‘]hd]Vldua] lavel of summarizing,
& compgrison and stat1st1ca1 analysis between all summarles on the same
levels chosen by the subJects was undertaken, This kind of analysis
of the Amertcan and German Dog story. data, for instance, was based on
all level 2 gummar1es
None of these very.elaborate comparlsons showed any statistically
51gn1ficant differences between the Amer{can Subjects and our students.
// ~ There were also no stat1st1ca11y significant differences in the addi-
' . tions made. - - S o : “4f
' The result.of our rep11cation .of Rumelhart s experiment of the _d
comprehen51qn and summarization of four brief stories ingEnglish by
-18" German students, in other words, is simply this: ~ there ‘were no
remarkable differences between them, that, is.to say: the German subjects
did as well as the American subjects.  Or tu-put 1f differently: the

4
knowledge to summar1zg brief stories does not Suffer from a learner's
o . S o - .
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second fanguage dethIt, ds Long and Harding-tEsch have found, but rather’
proﬁ1ts from a process1ng strategy ‘that is procedurally krfown from .
one's L1 and may be easily trans?erred (or activated)} in one's L2. Or
to state it differently narrative scheméta'in related‘cu]tures are
procedural devites which are altivated and used in more than one
language. * One who knows how to Tl a ‘story -in Germg: kfbws how to
te]l a story in &€nglish_(as far as the geperal procegssing strategy of

story tell4ng is concerned) and one who can sbimarize a text in his .

first ¥anguage surely can do the same thing in i¥s second language.
;
Contrastive Psycholinguistics,. less interested in the products
of first and second languages than Contrastive Linguistics is, seeks

“'to investigate the.underlying processes of perception and production.

What we should be looking at in our attempt to identify lanquage learners'

'proﬁlems is not so much the different 1ingﬁistic systems the 1earner
is strugg]1ng,aga1nst but the one 1nformatlon processing system he
.has and the procedures he. uses ‘to ‘deal with his ﬁ1ngu1st1c in- and
output. Some of these’ procedures, such as summarizing brief stories’
are definitely applied across languages; ethers must be modified in
the process of learning a language. At present 1 admit, we do not

* know very much about this. But ther®’ can-be ,nq doubt that we ought
‘to know - and that we are able te know much more about how 1anguages
are procesged in human beings.
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" LANGUAGE VARtATION AND THE DEATH OF LANGUAGE. TEACHING

Py C.J. Brumfit - '
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It would be foolish, if interesting, to argue that our att1tudes
to 11ngg1st1c variation will lead to the death of the language teach1ng
profession, but it is a great deal less foolish to- argue that teach&ng, .
in the, sense of 1mqart1ng knowledge, cannot survive the recognition
that Tinguistic systems are fluid and flexible, rather than idealised
and static. | wish to argue that there has been a genuine parad1gm shift
in language teaching, the impact of which is only beginning to be felt.
This is a shift away from the notion that-a language can be perceived
by learners as a fixed system to an emphasis-on its negotiability in
a social context. Learners-are no 1onger learning baSic sentences to .
. establish the fundaental patterns of the language (Prendergast 1872),
but they are 1éarning how to mean (Halliday 1975).
. As with any maJor sh1ft of efiphasis, ther® have been contr1butory
' factors from a variety ‘of. sources .to this one, Particularly, methodolo-
gists in both mother tongue and fore1gn 1anguage teaching have responded
both to the experience of c]assroom pract1ce and to tife shifts of empha51$
’1n 11nguist1c theory of the past few decades. It is clear from Prendergast's
_wr1t1ngs a hundred years ago that statements about sentence patterns
reflect not simply a methodologica] principle, but also a view of what
. know]edge of a 1anguage consists of - and this- is. of course a view which
. was ‘much more- understandab]e 1n the shadow of the classical tradition
 of teach1ng dead 1anguages mainly thraugh the1r literature, and in ‘the
" absence of recording devices to reify, if not stab111se spoken lingufs-
_tic data. But mother. tongue methodologists Tike Barnes and Britton e
(Barnes, Britton®and- Rosen']969) and foreign language methodologists
~ like A]]wright (1977) and Johnson (1979) have increasingly insisted
~on the need for* learners to create language for themselves through
interaction with other speakers. In bart this approacn derives from
_ the work of Vygotsky (1962) and other, Soviet,psychologists,_in 6%rt
« & . - ofrom a pragmatic response to classroom practices, in part. from-an in-
L. creased sensitivity to the languages anduddalects of hitherto under-
valyed groups, and 1in part to. philOsoph”Eand anthropological tradi-
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tions reflected in the work of Austin (1962) and Searle (1969), on the
one hand, and Hymeés (1971) and Labov (1972), on the.other.

gy; this is‘not precisely the shift simply from granmatical con-
cerns to functional-‘ones, for it arises out of methodology . rather than
linguistic description and has been as much influenced by people right
optside linguistics or applied linguistics as it has by thbse inside.

. How has it cone about? )

The standard approach to linguistic description involves a pro-
cess of 1dea11;3t1on of raw data which has been succinctly described
by_Lyons (1972). L1ngu1st1c forms -ar€. ;egu]ar1sed and standardised so
that variation between speakers or between the samedspeaker on one
Bcpasion opposed to ‘another are eliminated. There are +écognised pro-
ZC¢QUres for ensuring consistency in the construction of a grammar of
;azlanguage. And of cqurse such’ idealisation is essentia{.if descrip- °
'tion is to be approached ing princip]ed way at all. For the purposes
of description this, or a series of ana]ogous procedures, is unavo1d-

o~ ) able. )

But description of a language cannot be identified with learning

"a language, nor with feaching’it Indeed, descriptive-devices may
create teaching methods which “are actually 1nappropr1ate "The heavy

A emphas1s in pronunc1atJon teachmg on minimal pair pr‘act1ce and the .
consequent emphasis in segmental rather than suprasegmenta] features, v
seems to reflect the techniques and sequencing of descriptive phonetics
rather than the priorities of many teaching situations. But even more
serious, too strong a concern for the techniques of description may
create a paradigm which inhibits development not pn]y in areas where
science can be applied, but within science itself.,

Out of dissatisfaction with the concept of anﬁidea]ised, static
model two independentvtraaitions have developed,'bn the one hand there
has been the attempt to specify variable rules, to reformulate compe-
tencé as communicative ¢ompetence and to specify ‘the 'rules of use

% without which the rules of grammar woyld be useless' (Hymes 1971:15).
This has been essentially an attempt to expand the deseriptive model,
and has 1ed to various descr1pt1Ve procedures be1ng adapted to language
teaching. Notions and functions (van Ek 1975,,N11k1ns 1976), needs
‘analyses spec1f1ed in vdrious ways (Munby 1978), and .procedural sylla-
« ' buses (Candlin and Breen 198‘1‘2re all illustrations of -this trend.
" On the other hand, the methodoogical tradition referred to ear]1er' _
has developed, ip part going back to Newmark (1966), and;produéedii .
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teaching which aligws students much greater - ‘freedom of manoeuvre than .
was customary in tSe past, or which a]terﬂat1Ve1y ignores 11ngu1st1c
grading altogether (Prabhu and Carroll 1980). Insofar as the desc51p-
tive model has been applied te the<classrobm,.the 1ntegr1ty of language
, teaching has remained inviolate; but insofar as the methodological ‘model
“has been inf]uential, language teaching has been replaced by language * .
learning, facilitated by teachers; or - more*recently -.by an insistence
on a distinction between learnifg and acquisition (Krashen 1981), Dis-o
» Cussion of this distinctionlis often rather°confused,rbut essentially
'acquisition is held to be unconscious, natural and effective, while
_ learning js held to be conscious,. unnatural and less effectlve 'feaching'
~is seen as the obverse of 'learning', and a new role has to be found
for those who onganlse c]assrooms They now become fac111tators of .
acquls1t10n .

There is a 1ot of cant»1n the d]SCUSS]Oﬂ of new terms for the
var1éd functions “of teachers‘ and much discussion_in language teach1ng )
circles dlsplays unfortunate 1gnorance of such basic educat10na1 ph110- -

. sophical pos1t10ns as Dewey's '1earﬁ1ng by d01ng (Dewey 1916), let
alone of the work of earlier 1anguage teachiflg theorists. Nonetheless,"
,  there have been changes in jhe role of the teacher whych have 1mp1nged
on the classroom through more recent movements. From Freire (1971) comes
the notion of teacher as agitator, with an" insistence on language acti-‘“'
vity as being dependent on reSponse'to people's deepest social needs,
* . with 1mp11cat1on$ for po]1t1cal activity. From other sources (Curran
Al y 1976 among others) thege is a demand for the teacher as participant 1n
T a therapeut1c process, 1n which the teacher requlres the teaching as .
desperately as the learner requlres the learning. More dlrectly thera-
- " peutic mode]s mainly through the ideas of Rogers {1969) and the: en-.
' céunter group movement, can be seen to under11e 'humanistlc approaches
to language tedching, most- partlcularly in the work of MoskOW1tz (1978).
- Various other approaches to language teaching such as Lozanov's, . ~
Suggestopaedia (1978) and Gattegno's Silent Way (1972) have peen e
‘rather confusingly grouped with the hymanistic movementu most influen-
tially through'their'juxtaposition in Stevick's di¥cussions (1976, 1980)
They share a concern to _break traditional language teaching moulds,”
but Lozanov's work is Q§sent1a11y an app]ication of a particular learning
-theory,’ while Gattegno's works backwards from a pragmat1c and personal’
approach to language learn1ng. The just1f1cation for grouping all these
.together rel1es ma1n1y on their exp11c1t concern for what 1earners
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““themselves Brjng to the 1earning,orocess. This, however, is not uniguely
the prerogative of humanistic theorists, but a recurrent theme of-
educational discussion. Moskowitz's comment (1978:11) that 'tradition-
ally education pours content into the student. Affective education
draws it out of the student' is simply a paraphrase of a'cliché of
traditional educational discourse..Altogether, though, the emphasis
on individual Tearner creativity has been a beneficial reaction against
the potential aridities of pure audio]ingualism. The specific methods

“produced, though, do indicate a paradox, for the more allegedly student=

» centred the procedure, the more firmly established seem to- be the |
rules for teachers to-observe. Gattegno, Lozanov, and Curran e all
found schools of fo]]owers who seem intolerant of departures from the .

. basic patterns of behaviour laid dowh for teachers, and students. It

is by no means clear that adoption of humanlst1c procedures will- free @ .

- more than it binds. The metfod 1ntrudes, even if the teacher does not.
The source of the general difficulty to wh1ch all of these various

answers have been addressed is the perceived. relatlonshlp between )

teach1ng and learning. There are crucial di fferences between the two

. processes which make it impossible to conceive of one as simply the
obverse of the other. It is probably most helpful to show these in a
. s . . -

chart. ...
Teaching - ' - Learning.
Causative by intention. May occur willingly or unuillingly.
" 2. Linear: it takes p]ace in May be Tinear of holistic.
°*  real time. _ )
3. Can be p]anned »  Cannot be planned.
4. - The product of consc1ous . ? usually not,
iy - o effort. '
Based on a sy]labus <« -7 Not based on a syllabus,
S .6, Testable in principle . -Only the results can be tested,
e Dom because it can be observed not the process.
K " by 'experts' hence. . «
: -7. -Experts can be produced: Experts cannot be produced.
; ) professiof.
-8, Admlnistrat1ve1y constrained, Not constra1ned
. Efiectlveness cannot be . Effectiveness can be measured -

measured ‘ : by results.

éssentia]ly thiese ‘di fFérences result from thgefact that teaching is
: overt and publ1c, while learning is covert and private. Of course
1earn1ng can take place . dnca pub11c place, but teaching. is the perfor-
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"mance of certain rituals, &hile learning is the effective acquisition

of some knowledge or ability. What, then, -is the role of teaching in

the process of Tearning? l . '
I# we think of teaching .as be1ng pr1marily abaut aua4£ab4£41y, )

andvlearn1ng as about -effective inteabisat®dn, this may clarify our

-discussion of methodology scmewhat, The teacher, through presentation

of language - that is through the imblementation of a pedagogic syllabus,

- and, through the process of correction, is aiming to make available to

the student the tokens of the language through which the student can
construct a viable dialect for use. The process of teaching is thus
analogous to present1ng a student with a d1ct1onary or grammar book.
Even traditional accuracy-based teaching procedures - dr11]ing, written
slot-filling exercises; etc. - are not'about learning to operate the
language, but only about making available for potential use. The
learning occurs®in the process of using, and particularly in the process
of improvisation with tokens of the_language which have been presented
through teaching or other means of eXposure. The native speaker picks

up tokens by the process of living with other native speakers (Halliday
1975), and out of them constructs a viable, negotiable currency for the '
achievement of perSonal aims. The non-native speaker has to have an -
alternative, and more artificial means of exposure to the tokens, but
the construction of the currency must be a social.a(t, and it is the
cOnstruction that is. the learning, not the simp]e'acquisition of un- .
negot1ab1e tokens. The act of teach1ng is a prelude to the act of

- learning, but it w1ll not lead to learn1ng if opportunities for teaching-

free language work do not -occur. For part'of the time at least the
teachér must cease teaching and s1mply become a part1c1pant in a linguis~
\

AT1.this s spaculative, and ps the ogidally §i&vague as to be
unhelpful However, we. are not engayll ’j, psycholog1cal discussion -
but-a methodologica] one. An attempt .st1ngu1sh teaching from learning- l

jh this way enables us to remain consistent w1th the 1ntu1tions of

- many experienced teach;r} about how they operate in language classes,
-provides a partial expla

_solutions to the problem of language variation, accords with a functiona-

nation for the attraction of methodological

Tist approach to language ‘acquisition, and gives trainee teachers a
rule of ‘thumb to operate, for they can ¢lassify the work they do as
accuracy -based or Fluency (1e. learning)-based The death of - teaching -
need not imply the death of the teacher.'

0
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It may be objected, though. that a methodo]ogicél.discuséion such |
as this has value in educatfonaT circles but very little relevance to
applications of linguistics. I think this would be a mistaken viewl'
For one. th1ng the evidence of the classroom is evidence from one of
the few relat1ve]y natural sett1ngs in which language is the ch1ef
just1f1cation for the interaction, so-that a description of language
must, take into account any difficulties confronted by classroom prac-
titioners. For another, teachers are, among other things, u5ers of

'11ngu1st1c descrtpt1ons and the 11m1tat1ons of deScr1pt1ons 1n the
classroom proyide useful evidence for their efficiency in re]at1on to
hlanguage acquiSition and use. If the problem-based perspective of

teaching leads us to demand that language for learning should be

* closely related to the fee11ngs, ambitions and desires of learners,

this is important evidence of an aspect of language variation which
has hitherto been little studied. Only through d1scuss1ons such as -
this, couched in the terms of other interests than descript1on can
]1ngu1st1cs retain its relationship with language, rather than with

a veification and idealization of its own invention. It is true that
teaching is not description, but it needs the descriptions of Yinguists,
and ‘linguists need the problems of teachers as part-of their data; ~
Both'linguistics and language teaching-have to come to terms with
language variation. Language variation has led to the modification of
language teach1ng, let us hope that that development W111 assist the
'development of linguisttes. - I t
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_GRAMMATICAL MODELS AND CONTRASTIVE' ANALYSIS
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One of the major d1lemmas of the contrastive l1ngu1st has been
whether (a) to base his.analysis on one of the ex1stlng l1ngu1st1c
models, and if so on which, (b) to construct and ‘work with a new -
"typlcally contrastive" model or else-(c) describe and contrast
d1fferent linguistic aspects within different frameworks. tThe dec1s10n
betwetn alternatives (a) and (b), on the one hand and alternatlve {c),
on.the other, depends on the objectives of the analysis, on whether it
aim$ at solv1ng some thegretical ques ions or else ‘its purpose is
appl1cat1ve Theoretically geared analyses have to be based on soundly
" defined models, they can never be eclectic. When contrasting for _
jmmediate application one can, however, pick and choose from a variety,
of models, As for the choice between any of the possibilities of alter-
native (a) selection of one of the existing models and alternative (b)
construction of a new model it depends on the analyst s judgement about
the model/data relatlonship. The decision to work. w1th1n one of the
existing frameworks or construct a new one is not or should not be
1nfluenced by the.fact that more than one language js described.”

zontal dimensions, necessarily involved in. comparing. an element or a
.class of eleméents in L) with an equivalent element or’ a class of elements
.in L2 and/or vice versa. Nevertheless. this comparison can ‘take place
only if and when L1 and L2 are adequately described, »where adequately
implies wfthin the same model. As a'rule, the contrastivé linguist

does not find such descriptions; he chooses a description of one of

the languages to be contrasted and de3cr1bes the other- language within
the framework of this description. Whether and to what an extent such

a description is creative might be a subject for discussion, Ne might .

imagine a situation. where the output of the rules of a gfven language v

is simply translated into another language. It is, however, most often
the case that the algorithms are modified (more .or less radically) and -
'the description of the second of the two languages to be’ contrasted ’
(1t may be L1 or LZ) has a, feedback on the model itself. ‘When the xﬁn

Co;Zrastlve analyses are assumed to be conducted along the hori- -

C e
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_along with all.others.
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language happens not to have been described within any version of the
models of modern linguistics, this feedback is substantial. The

contrastivists engaged in the Serbo-Croatian - Engl1sh Contrastive Proaect
for examp]e, ‘have been gradually building up forma] grammars .of $erbo-
Croatian (within different frameworks, though, since no unique model

_has a priori been adopted). -But even when both L1 and. L2 have been

described within the same version of the same . mode] the contrastivist
has. to modify ex1st1ng ru]es or add new.ones and thus become engaged

.in work along the vertical dimension of the realization of a universal

category in L1 and/or L2. This not only blurs the distinction between

" the so-called theoretical and applied contrastive linguistics but also

questions the justification of setting up specifically contrastive
grammars. ; .

The essentials of generat1ve grammar, ie. the un1versa1 base -
hypothe51s, the under1y1ng/surface structure distinction and the
explicit description of language rea11ty, satisfy beautifully the
needs of contrastive linguistics. The universal base hypothesis, the

" assumption that, at an abstract level, all languages are alike, proyides
‘a sound tertium comparationis. The under]yihg/surfa;e structure

.aistinction sets off the universal from the language particular.

The explicit derivation makes it possible to define precisely the
similarities ar’i the differences. Of .course not all denerative moqels
may suit the needs of a contrastivist equally well. Objectively or
subjectively, ‘the individual analyst may find one model more suitable
than the other. He may feel it necessary to modify a given framework
or even construct a new one. But the only possible specific charac-

. teristic of this novice would be that it is "specifically appropriate"

for contrastive analyses. Thi} charqcteristib is, however, very

subjective. - What is approprfate;for~some may not be -appropriate for:
others. When other contrastive linguists are faced with the préb]em

of choosing a medel to work with, they evaluate the "contrastive model"

Whether we choose one of the existing models or construct a new,

spec1f1ca11y "contrastive" one, we work without the realm of contrasting

proper. The theory may ‘be built up o abétnacto for a language X and
then applied to languages A and B. A]ternat1ve]y, and more frepuent]y,
it may come out through the description of language A and then be

uséd for the description qf language B. In either case; one is en=
aged in both theory bu11§\ng and description, When we start from X,
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we first lay out the theory, Which might be, and often has been, called

‘universal; then, on the basis of this theory, we go on. to describe the

individual languages. In ‘this case we might go along with Pit Corder
(l§73) and refer to the latter description.as the first application
of ‘a given theory. "When we start from language A and build up. theory
X while describing this languagé we subsequently apply the.thevry to
the de5criptlon of language B. Then it is impossible to set a clear
boundary between language theory and language description since there
is.a permanent intersection between A and X. :

" One cannot say that the distinction between theory and description
is very clear even when we start from X and move to A and B, since every
descriptioo'brings about a modification of the theory, We are certainly

_Justified in distingdishing between -theory building and first order

application of this theory for lahguage_description, during -which the
theory "is rigorously tested against the realities of the languagé(s). ..
it'aims'to account for. This dlstjnction, however, does not always
set off an abstract theory X from individual language descriptions A
and/or B. Very often we have the case of theory;building while de-

_scribing language A. Thus, we can speak of first order application

when applying a given theory to the description of a language, whether
it'is built in abstracto or while describing language A. Of course,
this- application may have, and often doeS™have, theoretical reflexes,

. which incur modifications of the theory applied. Yet, it is distinc}

from theory building. It is also distinct from all applications which

. fall under the heading of applied lingu1st1cs, such as those in psycho-

linguistics, soc1ol1nguist1qs, neurollnngstlcs. computational Tinguis-
tics, or contrastive linguistics. Many of these applications occur at

- the interface between linguistics and some other area and thus combine
" the intersects of two disciplines. With contrastive Tinguistics this

is not the case.- It is concerned with the problem of how a system or'-
a category, realised in language A as X, 1is rendered in language B.

_Whereas the relationship of language description, which relates a -

universal category to individual languages, is vertical, the relation-
ship of contrast. which relates the descriptions of each two languages,
is horizontal. :

A1l major grmnnatical models have been created fn close adherence
to descriptions of certain individual languages and the contrastivlst
is faced with thé problem of deScriblng language B by using a model

‘on the basis of which languaye A has already been descr?bed. This part"

oo~
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of his job, however,. is not part of contrastiVé linguistics. He is.
merely accomplishing a task the results of whfch are a prerequjsite for
contrasting. Thus, rather:than distinguishing, along with Fisiak
(1981), between theoretical contrastive lfnguistics, which looks for . .
the realization of a universal category X in 1énguages A and B, and
applied contrastive linguistics, which, dfawing.on the findings of
theoretical contrastive linguistics, provides a framework for compa-
rison of languages, we should consider the work involved in describing
" a System or a category accordlng to a given theory as part of 11ngu15-',
tics per se and qualify as falling within-contrastive 11ngu1st1cs only
that section of our work which is concerned with contrasting proper.
Thus, model building (whether in the relation X to A-and X to.B or
in the relation A to X ant. then to B, and whethef for language de—
scription or contrasting) falls outside the realm of contrast1ve " _
linguistics and so does language description. Contrastlve llnguistlcs,
relates individual language systems or language categorles which are B
already descrlbed on the basis of a given (same) model.
The contrasting is done for. spec1f1c purposes: teaching, bilingual
ana1y51s, trans]atlon, to name only a féew. -Most often, however, the
. purpose is not taken a ptionl into consideration. And it’shouid.not
be. The criticisms that contrastive linguistics has been made for
language teaching but does not have adequate application in it has
. resulted from the failure to see the difference between contrastive
linguistics and its application. While contrastive Tinguistics is
an applied linguistic discipline which. uses “the.results or theoret1ca1
and/or descriptive linguistics, 1ts application to teaching is an
interface between contrasting and various concefns with the total
languaée teaching Situation, some parts of which may be dealt with in
a scientific or quasi -scientific way while others are more humanistic
and view teaching as an art as we]] as an application of some theory.
In addltlon to its application in ‘teaching, contrastive 11ngu1st1cs
may have various other applications, such as trans]ag‘on bllingual
analysis, lexicography... When embarking upon these applications, the
'ﬁna]yst selects from the findings of contrastive Tinguistics the: _
‘elements which are necessary for a certain, specific burpose. The
criteria for the selection are all set by the purpose, and no unity
of model is a prioni presupposed Whereas descriptive and contrastive
Tinguists have to operate wi ‘thin one particular 1anguage model, peda~
EKC'glcally oriented 'linguists can. operate within a 3 range of 11ngu1stic
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descriptions; 'For*pedagogical purposes, orfe can select from a variety
of grammars which reflect a variety of theories; different Tanguage
theories offering. equally useful insights into the Vanguage from a _J
teaching point of view. From this fact one should not conclude that
the linguists who select asbecﬁf of contrastiye_]inguistics for ‘peda~
gogical purposes have greater freedom than the descriptivists or the
contrastivists. A pedagegical grammar*will be judged from at least
«two points of view: according to its repkesentation of the language
under consideration and accocd1ng to its suitability to fu1f111 the
-particular pedagog1ca1 objectives which it aims to fulfill, The
writer of a pedagogical grammar will haVe to select from a contrast1ve
IS grammar the amount of 1nformat1on which students -of a certain age and
' with a certain educat1ona1 and linguistic background can digest. In
doing this, he would have to draw upon other app11ed 11ngu1st1c dis-
ciplines, in particular upon psycho]ingu1stics and sociolinguistics and
their various offshoots. He would have to take into account not only
the differences and similarities between the -native language of the
learners and the target language or the probab]e areas of difficulty ’
but also the psychological processes involved in 1earn1ng a foreign .
1anguage and the ways in which a language ’E used in society as well
as the varieties and modes of a g1ven 1anguage _which are to be 3L
T Seribed and. taught, :
Our considerat1ons 80 far lead to changes in the pure/1mpure (ie.
applied) labels of individual Tinguistic tasks. A1l the tasks that
have to be done béfore one embarks upon contrasting prOper'fall within
the realm of pure linguistics. Some of them (the ones involved in
model building) are theoretical, others are required for the descrip-
tions of individual languages. The boundary between tﬁeoretical and
descriptive tasks -is not clearlyiset. As was said above, whether we
first build up a model 4in abé§naéio and then proceed to describe indi~
~  yidual languages on the basis of this description or else we mode] while
describing a language A and then apply this model to the descr1pt1on of
language B, we have always feedbacks from the descr1ption to the-model,
Yet, in any case we remain within the boundaries of linguistic ‘proper, )
Nhenvcontrasting, we cross these boundaries and start to swim in applied
waters. Contrastive linguistics, along with psycholinguistics, socio-
- r—{]inguistics, computationaI']inguistics, etc.. is an applied linguistics
. discipline. As such, it has an -autonompus status, though not without -
00ns1derations of poss1b1e further appl1cations But these app]ications:' D

* .
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involve further processing.
' When it first came into being, the term "app]]ed linguistics"
referred to the application of linguistics in the field of language
teachingqor language pedagogy (the latter term might be more suitable
since-it «covers not only the actual teaching but also all the tasks
catering'to it, such as writing pedagogical grammars or course planning.)
Nowadays, 1anquage pedagogy is a discipline which processes further

the results of other applled 11ngulst1c sciences; 1t”is an applied
linguistic discipline onpe removed or an applied applied Tinguistic
discipline. _when it uses the findings of contrastive linguistics,
.language pedagogy has been referred to as'pedagogical contrastive
linguistics. When it uses tﬁe findings of ‘sociolinguistics of psycho~
Tinguistics, it has been called pedagogical sociolinguistics and peda-\
‘gogical psycholinguistics, respectively. Since each of the applied
linguistic disciplines can interre]ate with quite a number of other
disc1p11nes, even subdlsc1p11nes such as "pedagogical contrastive-
sociolinguistics" have emerged (see Janick 1981). . Is all this taxohomy
necessary? ', . :

~ We. can make a good use of studies.which contrast the findings of

sociolinguistic studies. of individual languages; they are'to dffer
information about the influence -of the variation in any two 1anguages

upon the language contact or about the appropriateness of use of 7T T
various registens in individual speaking situations. Lontrasts of
individual psycholinguistic data, such as attitudinal. or emotive u-
variables in the language source and language target, would also be
benefitial. Nevertheless, it dpes not seem necessary to set off
clearly defined sub- sub~ sub-.,.disciplines, '

" In the heyday of genarative transformational grammar, linguistics
was singled,out as a super science, which catered only for the compe-
tence side-of language. Lately linguists have.become: increasingly
aware that psycholinguistics and especially socio]inguistdc'parameters
have to beéincluded in the language model if the latter is té-bepome
a clos# representation of 1anguage reality. vUniversal grammars are no
longer built through projection of grammars of individual languages;
'fhe data’'offered by contrastive linguistics are becoming a necessary 1

_prerequislte for linguistic generalizations., And even if we remain. -
within the boundaries of applied 11nguist1cs, there is so much give N
and take between the d15c1p11nes that any attempt to precise]y define BN

1and label possible intersections would. 1ead to pro]iferated taxonomies,
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whnh yet would not be verbatin’ representatwns of aH the dlfferent
_-contributions.
The only fﬁpslble and 1nd1spensab1e d1v1s10ns we could do are -
those between pure and app11ed linguistics, on the one ‘hand (though _
what is pure is agaln questlonable), and between both of these vis-d-vis
all possible practical uses which require processings of any of the pure
of-applied linguistic disciplines, on_the other. Thus, while model
building and all possible descriptions on the ‘basis of given models .-
’would fall within pure Tinguistics, psycholinguistics, sociolinguistics, .
theory of translation, contrastive linguistics and error analysis, among
others, could be listed as applied linguistic discipiines.' Foreign ‘
- Tanguage teaching or translation make use of the findings of descriptive
11ngu1stics as-well as contrastive linguistics, error ana1y51s, psycho-
11ngu1st1cs and sociolinguistics (the list is not exhaustlve) The
contrlbdilons of each of these are so interwoven and the influences are
so complex that any attempt at pinpointing is futile. Our recent
awareness of the fact that the findings'of the applied Tinguistics dis-
ciplines need further processing before they are used for specific
purposes shou]d not lead to making 1ists of complex subdisciplines which
strive_to represent transparent]y a]].possible_contributions. Modern
navigation uses the results of so many sciences without even attempting
to physlcally represent them in a new transparent title. Language
pedagogy cou]d likewise, ava11 of all the bedefits ot the pufe and ~
applied linguistics sciences wlthout having to delimit their spheres
‘of influence. Interdisciplinariness is a must of the modern age which.
can be and is present without be'ing transparent. \
_ . \

o . ,
] . ‘ . ‘
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INTRODUCTION :
The prob]ems besett1ng theoretical contrastive linguistics are

v

in great part ref]ected in applied contrastive 11ngh15t1cs This is
not surprising since the mutual dependence of these two fields of

" study can hard]y be doupted It suffices .to Took at the course of

development- -of the P011sh Contrast1ve PrOJeet1 to see that theoret1ca]
studies as a rule precede applied linguistic research. The latter
draws on the -former and this relationship seems to be;perfectly

3

natural. Thus,- for example, studies of 1anguage interference are
always couchéd”in.some more general theoretical framework and the
results of these studies depend heavily on’ the k1nd of framework in
-which they are- carr1ed out2

]
e

JTh1s Project has been ontinuing for the past eleven years. It. has
produced much researchgghich has been published in a series of
volumes edited by J:.HY¥5iak and entitled Papers and Studies in
,Contrastive Liﬁgu&bti ,-cf Fisiak (1973) for the first volume.

2One should draw an obv1ous distinction between linguistic studies
of an applied nature and practical teaching methods. Thus, for
instance, the teach1ng of [uw] as in two, move, boot, etc. to -
Polish Tearners of English may be made much easier by pointing *
out to the learner that the English word do {or some such word)

" is pronounced in v1rtua11y the same way as the Polish word dd#
‘ho!l [duw] (with the exception of.the Eastern dialect of Polish
v Where £, is a dark £ rather than a sem1vowe1) The two words-differ

in their consonants (no partial devoicing in Polish) but the
syllable nuclei are perfectly comparable both phonemically and

“» phonetically. Such teaching tricks are simply instances of

translating certain findings of a theoretical nature into language
which is comprehensible from the point of view of a learner
~who is not a linguist. Some such procedurée is obv1ous1y required

also for the implementation of the results which emergé from the
study of phono]ogica] lnterference analysed 1ater in th1s paper.

\
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This paper sets out td,i]]ustrate how the results that are relgvant
for applied linguistics differ depending -on the theoretical framework- i
in which the -analysis is made. Further, we shall try to discover which
of the frameworks considered in this paper is able to arriye at the
- most useful conclusions from the point of view of applied linguistics

asd, specifica]]y,,from the point of view of teaching Eng]ish as a R '(ﬁ
] foreign ‘language. The search for a framework is illustrated by an
analysis of vawious facts from phono]og1ca1 interference, Polish is r o

taken as the native 1aqguage while Br1t1sh Eng]1sh (Received Pronunc1at1on)

LS assumed to be the target language for most of the examp]es which we
shall consider. , co .,

"THE PHONEMIC FRAMEWORK

) _ Let us assume for the moment that we are working w1th1n the
framework of Amer1can distributional phonem1cs of the 1950" s. Weinreich

- (1953) s a classic example of a phonem1c approach to phono]og1ca1
interference.

Weinreich distinguishes- four basic types of phonic interference:
(i) under-differentiation of phonemes; ' .
(i) overjdifferentiation of phonemes; . - .
(ii1) reinterpretation of distinctions; and
(iv) phone substitution (Weinreich‘1953:18-19).
He observes that types (ii) and (iii) "might not warrant being termed
. interference at all" (1953:19), '
Type.(11);_over -differentiation of phonemes, is basically a purely ¢
theoretical construct. It refers to those cases where allophones ‘of '

- the target‘language are treated as™if thevaere phonemes by speakers !
of the native language. This is due to the fact that the native language’ -
kas a richer -system of phonemic distinctions than the target 1anguage._ '
While such phonemization of allophones 1s interesting. ‘from the po1nt

- of v{lw of the structure of phonemic systems, there is Tittle that
it has in common with actual performance on the part of language

learners. - - - . ) _

Type (iii), reinterpretation of distinctions, may also have little
significdnce for practically oriented studies of interference. It is +-
claimed that native speakers re1nterpret redundant features of the

A\ b
target 1anguage as parameters which are phonem1ca11y re]evant i -

o ' B -"’/”/ . o g . . .
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: This has obvious consequences for the c1assif1cat1on of phonemes but '
;5 : . 11tt1e 1mportance for performance in the fore1gn language.
\ ' Attention should: be drawn to Wéinreich's types ¢i) and (iv) of
| N 1ff phonic 1nterference as these are directly relevant to any ana]ySIS

“which sets out to: pred1ct mlstakes in the pronunglat1on of a forelgn )

" language... PN
. : Type (1), under differentiation of'phOnemes, is best illustrated

by comparing the system of front and centra] vowels. of English in the
" perceptual area of the Pollsh-/e/ phoneme Flgure (1) presents the
N ' . re]evant facts: :
S (1) .. Polish’ - ° o Eng]ish
a i ,//,//e/ ten

Y
“ten thls‘\\\\\\::f-/a / turn
. ) Y Y botawy » :
Apart from /E / the system of vowel phonemes A1 Polish 1nc1udes only
‘ ' /i 4 u/, the hlgh vowels, mid /o/ and low /a/. It is therefore clear
' that Poles may perceive the contrastlng syllables of the Engllsh _
.words in (1) as homophonous, especia]]y as Polish makes no phonemlc -
or phonetlc distinction of vowel length,
'ﬁl ~ Type (iv) in Weinreich® syclassificat1on phonic substitution,
s a]so dlrecfly,relevant to predlctlng potential mlstakes in the speech
of Po]ish learners of English. For example, Polish /i/ and Engllsh /1/
are defined.in exactly the same way in their respective phonemic systems}
'both vowels are high and front, Yet, the principal member of the English
AV ph neme is a front retracted half close vowel while the principal
- member Jof the Polish /1/ is a truly high“and froent vowe]. Consequent]y, .
) _ the phdnemic identity of the vowels in the Polish -tik 'twitch' and-the .°
4 7 English tick resultsein a phonetically distinct performance 'in each of
these languages. One'may easily prehictlthat Poles will have'a problem E
acquiring the correct pronunciation of Eng]ish words which have the R
phoneme /I/, eq. b&t, §4t, d&g, k&ck etc.’

’

3Ne use s]ashes to enclose phonemes in the structural approach and ‘
1ntermed1ate'stages in.generative phonolagy. Square_brackets denote
. allophonessor’ phonetic représentation, double slashes // //° refer to
under1y1ng segments 1n generatfve phonology.
. " S .

+
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) v
Ne1nre1ch s concept of subst1tut1on may be extended further to
cover someicases of phonenmic® rep]acement A compar1son of the Polish and
English phonemes in the perceptual area of front and central vowels

' 'presented in -(1) warrants the conclusion that Poles will'substdtute /€1
for the English phonemes /e & 2: o/ in ten, .tan, tuwmn and botany. This'
conclusion follows from the fact that Polish has only one phoneme /¢/
while English has four phonemes in the perceptual area under Q’nsideration;

. In sum, the prediction about phonological interference is made de here on .

: the bas is of comparing inventor1es. Such a procedure séems fully Just1f1ed
and it is supported by the ‘data adduced in our observations of the
acquisition of English by Po]1sh Tearners. In other words,. the pred1ct1on
is borne out.’ ’

_ v Ne1nre1ch s theory, wh1ch we take as an examp]e of the structura]1st
framework, includes yet another mechanism which explains somesfacts of
phonological interference. The mechanism in point is that~of'phonotactjo
restrictions, ie, the restrictions which describe combinatorial properties
of phonemes. To illustrate thi's notion we consider an example from Eng]igh
"and we pursue its consequénces for. the struoture of Polish, This time
conclusions refer to ‘the acquisition of Po]1sh by native speakers of
' English, . - .
~~English exhibits some ‘constraints on the structure of word 1n1t1a1
t]usters. We are lnterested here in two term clusters which begin with

a stop consonant * The combinatorial propert1es Tof | Eng]1sh phonemes
restrict such c]usters to a stop foliowed hy a liquid: .
(2) please, pray, trip,’¢lean, cry, blow, bring, etc.
_ ~ The phonotact1c constra1nt°Just mentioned eva]uates c]usters such
.. as /pm/, /pn/, /pt/, /kp/, etc. as il1-formed, ie, "unEnglish",
Consequent]y words which cohe from borrowing and which happen to. violate

the combinatorial restr1ct1ons which. we have mentioned tend to restructure

in order to comply with. the pattern required by Eng]1sh Th1s mechan1sm,

known in linguistics as phonotactic pressure, is respons1b]e for the _
"vloss of’ (?/ in words $uch as ijcho(ogj, Psyche, péeudonym ptenodactjl etc.

v - 1

4 There is also a well known constra1nt an three term clusters: if a word
begins with three consonants then the first segment must be /s/, the
second is a stop and the third is a liquid, eg. sptit, spray, etc.

- o . : o L
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‘The-interesting point is that the same mechanism is carried over to
-.language interference, Thus native speakers of Engl1sh who Tearn Polish
"_f1nd it extremely d1ff1cu1t to pronounce words such as ptak [pt] '‘bird',
‘not to mention more complex clusters such as ziilkngé [zi ) ‘become.
ye]]ow , chrzgst [xs ‘crunch', etc. As a first approx1mat1on, [p] is _
L simply dropped in ptak 'bird' and the like. Upon further trials learnars
' start inéerting a schwa‘between the'stopé: [patakj . Note that once the
schwa has been 1n§erted;xtheré is no consonant cluster and hence the- _
phonotactic constraints are not applicable. In this way English learneps
of Polish subconsciously fulfil the requirement of complying with the
4»——~w-combinatorial'propertjes of the phonemes in their native Tanguage. Phono-
lTogical interference‘is thus explained by referrihg not- to the structure
of the phonemic system alone but to the 1gws of phonotaétjcs.

PROBLEMS ° _ |
Let us now turn to-two. otHer classes of examples. The first class
. exemplifies the behaviour of stop consonants. The-second class réfers
* to the problgm of analysing structures such as /ni/ vs. /ti/,h/dj/,'
/si/, etc. This time we will.look at the facts of phopological interference
first, before we seek to discover the_]anguage mechanism which underlies
the respective negadrje transfer, I T
Polish 1earners of English notor1ous]y m1spronounce those -English
-words where obstruents disagree in-the value for vo1c1ng, je. the words’
which exhibit sequences of phonemes of which the first is vo1ced\hnd the
second voiceless or vice. versa, For brevity, let us restrict our examp]es
'to the series of voiced stops: -

- i (3) (a) obtain /pt/ for /bt/
P obstagle */pél for /bs/
hundredth /t9/ for /de/ . _ _
(b) Bob, Bob showed /p/ for /b/ ‘in both instances ”_ o ’/_1
. sad story /t/ for /d/ . ) o .
_ big parcel /k/ for /g/, etc. : o P
. ' : The interference exhibited by the data in‘(3) consists in phonemic
‘ replacement: voiceless stops are incdrrectly substituted for voiced stops.
. The question is why such replacement should take place
' Seeking an answer in the phonotactic constraints of Polish ‘is clear]y
the wrong path.. Note that the replacement under discuSsion occurs alsqs.
across word boundaries 1n (3b) and hence it cannot be contitloned by
\j constraints on the structure of words.__ : _ -t
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Let us see whether some exp]anat1on may be found in the structure
of phonem1c systems, This does not seem to be a rewarding path. e1ther
The system of stop consonants is the same.in English and in Polish. 5
It includes six members /p b t d k g) Consequent1y, here, unlike in

" the case discussed 1n (1) there is no reason to claim that the substi-

tution under d1scuss1on resu]ts from the under differentiation of phonemes
In sum, the question of why the replacement takes place remains unanswered.
This is a ‘discomforting fact since the interference described in (3) is

“not dn]y common but also perfectly regular and exceptionless. Iteis therefqre

- highly unlikely that it might be accidental. To provide an answer to the

quest1on under discussion we seem to need a more comp]ex theoretical mach1neryv
than that inherent in Weinreich's theory.

.The second class of examples mentioned at the beginning of this sect1on
refer§ to the behaV1our of /ni/ vs. /ti/, /dif, /si/, etc. Po11sh students
of English find it extremely difficult to learn to pronounce'[n1] but have
no difficulty at a]l acquiring [ti ] [diJ -[sﬁJ , etc. Thus the words
in (4a) below show srtong interference while those in }4b do nét:

(4) (a) English (n1J replaced by \p1] ie. alveolar nasal

is rendered as a prepalatal nasal: . ®
un1vers1ty, need,.mon1tor, morning-
{b) obstruents {t d s].as,required:6
-teach, tutor, deem, dip, -seem, sit, etc.
Let us-note that both the dental /n/ and the prepaTata] i/ are

phonemes in Polish (they- are also underlying segments in generative:bhonology).

We have an’ abundance of contrasting pairs such as pan 'Mr,' - pan /jap /

"Mrs. ' (gen p1.). In the series of obstruents we‘have a similar oppdsition of

_ dentals vs. palatals. ‘Thus /t d/ contrast with the affr1cates /tp df/ and
~/s/ contrasts with /4 /: '

I3 1)
5Ne bypas§ certaxn deta11s which are not.relevant to our discussion. kbr
example, the principal allophones of /t d/ are alveolar in English and
dental in Polish, Similarly, the voiced stops in (3) have partially voice-
less allophones, which, however, 'is of no relevance. to the problems under
discussion. In English these partially-voiceless sounds are allophones of the .
respect1ve voiced stops. The negative transfer in the speech of -Poles cons1sts

. in the treatment of these allophones as voiceless phonemes.

-

6There is some surface interference here: Poles produce 'softened' dentals
It d’ "] rather than [t d s] in the words below. This, however, is beside
the point as the place of articulation remains unaffected, ie. there is no
phonemic replacement ‘of /t d s/ by /ts de 4/, the prepalatal strident sounds,

il . v

.ﬂ'
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(6) ciarki [tﬁark’i] 'creeps' - tarki [tark’i] 'grates“
dziato Bl;awo] ‘cannon’ - _dato [dawo] it gave'
siaé [bath] 'sow' + sad? [sath] 'plant' (imper.).

We are. faced now with the question of why /n/ is substituted by Ip/
while /t d's/-are not repiaced by /te dz g/ in spite of the fact that
the context in the target Tanguage is the. same: the following /i/ in the

.

words enumerated 1n_(4) This question cannot be answered within Weinreich s -

' framework. We have a replacement of phonemes only-in one context and not
in all contexts; as was the case in (i).“Further,:oniy'thefnasai phoneme
shows interference while /t d s/, which are otherwise éntireiy parallel
to /n/, are acquired without any problem.

— . P

E GENERATIVE PHONOLOGY THE .STANDARD MODEL
The phonemic frameqork discussed so far has turned out to be too
narrow and not powerful enough to capture aii the relevant generalizations
which underlie phonoiogicai 1nterference No such thing can be said about
" the standard model of generative phono]ogy ie. the phonoiogicai paradigm
of The Sound Pattern of EngZAAh (Chomsky and Halle 1968; ‘SPE, hereafter).
This is undoubted]y one of the most'powerfui phonological theories ever '

~

produced. As we shall see, it is precisely the -pewerfulness-ef- the SPE- - -

framework which renders the paradigm inadequate for studies of phonologica1'J

. .
interference.

‘The clearest advantage of generative phonoiogy.is its ability, on the
one hand,- to express the generalizatipns discovered W1th1n the phonemic A
framework, and, on the other hand, to capture those other generalizations
which the classical phonemic theory was not abie to deal with adequately.
’
structure. of the inventory and from phonotactic constraﬂnts are made in
generative phonology in very. ‘myeh “the. same way. The differences are 1arge1y
'technical' ‘in nature and deri from a different concept of organizing
phonological structures, " ot .
In generative phonoiogy the notiOn of - the‘inventory.refers to the

Lsystem of underiying segpents rather than tO“the ciassicai phonemes. Under- :(41

o lying segments are remindscent of tradifﬁonal morphophonemes‘with the
notable ‘difference ‘that we seek -t discover bne segment ‘from which 411" the
.Laiternating Phonemes may be derived rather than to 51mp1y enumerate- the - ‘
“alternating“phonemes, as was done in the’ ‘stFfCturalist framework. In the
. endeaVour to e§tabiish the: underlying represen}ation of a morpheme which

3

N exhibits Surface aliomorphy, the linguist is", not bound by principies 5uch

N

W
h
WY
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@ bi-uniqueness, and specifically,. by discovery pracedures such as 'once
a phoneme, always a phoneme"'This has the consequence of permitting fairly

’abstract representat1ons which at t1mes diverge cons1derab1y from surface

%
phonetic facts.

-
- With respect to the prediction made 1n (1), the generative interpretation
is exactly the same.” This follows from the fact that in the instance under,_
discussion the classical phonemes correspond to underlying segments in a
one-to-one.relation. Thus we have a case .of an under-differentiation of

segments and hepce we pred1ct that Poles will teno’to/lgeutify English -

' - " THEN: o ' . [+sonor]

E

IAACHRE A Y Wy P I —

Phonotactic constraints of the traditional type have begn carried over
to the generative framework in an almost unaltered form, The d1fference is
in that in generative phono]ogy such-constraints describe combinatorial
properties of segments in underlying repreSentat1ons, ie. at a more abstract
1evef than that of the c]ass1ca1 phonemes. Yet, w1th respect to the case

analysed in the section dea11ng with the phonemic framework above, the °

generalizations are exactly the same in both theories. The restrictions on
underlying clusters of consonants are expressed by morpheme structure conditions
(MSC's). These are 'if - then' statements which are formalized in terms of

“phonetic features, Thus, for example the restriction on perm1ss1b1e clusters

. of word initial stops and other consonants has the form as given in .(6):

@mewnow fmn) el
& T )

nas
WOrds such ‘as ptak b1rd' violate MSC (6) and hence it can be predicted that
English Tearners of Polish will have d1ff1culty acquiring the-initial c]uster

-of //p// and //t//.

©

The forego1ng d1scuss1on, ich has pointed to the simi]arities between
the phonem1c and the generat1ve rameworks, natura]]y provokes the question F
of where the contr1but1on of geneyative phonology actually-Ties. Eliasson’
(1978) has .answered ‘this ,question ymost-.cleanly: it {s the notion of a
generat1ve rule that gives a new pgr!pect1ve§n1contrast1ve studies in T
general and, we add, on the theory of phono]ogca] interference in particular.
' At the very outset let us.clarify that phonological rules cannot be
cons1dered fndependent]y of under]y1hg representations.’ The task of rules- =~
is to transform these representations into phonetic structures which occur '

- in actual spdﬁch Thus rules supply the 1nformation whiqh being pred1ctab1e. .
1is\not encoded at the under]ying ]evelq

-
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" Let us 1ook at ‘some, data whlch refer to ‘the dlstr1bution of v01ced and -
vo1ce1ess stops in the surface representet1ons of Po]1sh morpnemes 0bserve
that voiced and volceless stops. a1ternate in the same p]ace of the same _ )
" morpheme in forms such as those: below: S b ' >
~(7) (a)  obe+tn+g ‘I W111 cut’ - - ob+ciq+é' [optp~]‘to,cut‘&
- /b) ~ /p/ when the e has been drapped ' :
ogréd+ek 'garden’. (d1m1n 5] i ogr6d+k+a [ tk- ]
(gen.): /d/ ~ /t/. N

(b) ryb+a l‘flsh' "= ryb [ pJ (gen pl.), ryb stodko-
, wodnych [ p]_ﬁfresh water fish' .(gen.pl. )" )
o ~ sad+y ‘'orchards' - sad [sat] (nom.sg.)ff . T e

nog+a 'leg’ -. ndg [nuk] ‘legs' (gen.), etc. ‘ )
The alternations in (7) are'governed by the context: voiced;stopsﬂappean——ﬁf~
between vowels, voiceless stops-occur before voiceless obstruents or a word
" boundary. This regularity is captured in the grammar by postulating a phonological
 rule. Theoretically, one Jnay assume either of the two bossib]e interpretations:
(1) underlyingly the stops are, v01ce1ess and they become v01ced 1nter-
vocallcally,
(i®) .underlyingly the stops are voiced and they become voiceléss befohe
v01ce1ess segments or a word boundary. . . .
A brief look at some further data shows that the first lnterpretatlon is s1mp1y |
incarrect. It is perfectly normal for voiceless stops inPolish to stand between
.vowels, for examp]e, séup+ek  ‘pole’ (d1m1n ) plot+ek 'fence' (dimin.),
fekanz 'doctor', etc. Intervochlic v01c1ng is thus a false genera]lzatlon
Pollsh must therefore have a rule of dev01c1ng
(8) Devoicing [+obstr] : f v01ced] /o —

. » [ vo1ced]
. Rule (8) torns the'underlying voiced stops in (7) into voiceless stops, eg.
\\‘ in ognid+h+a’ 'garden‘ (dimin..gen.) the ‘undetlying /#d// of ogrid+ek (nom,sg.)
* _becomes [ t] after the vowel of the diminutlve suffix ek has been deleted, "+
" Observe now that the. English examples in (3) and the. Po]ish words in (7)
Qre ent1re1y para]]e] Voiced stops occur before -voiceless obstruents or A
wohd boundary and consequent]y Dev01c1ng (8) is app11cab1e. The facts of
phoﬁo]oglcal interference di5cus51d in (3) can now be explained .as ¥ result v
of the incorrect transfer of Polfﬁh Devoicing, In sum, - phono1ogica1 interference .
~finds \ts source not.only in the: skructure of phonemlc/underlylng systems-and
in the laws of . phonbtactlcs/morpheMe structure conditions but also_ in phono~
1oglca1 »ules of the native languaﬁe Thus generative phonology enriches the
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Let us now see whether we can arrive at a comparably successful explanation
by extending the reasoning laid out'in'the analysis of voice assimilation to
an analysis of the second class .of cases discussed in point (4), section 3. .
Recall that the.question there was why Poles mispronounced English /ni/ as /pi/
but did not.show.a similar interference when faced with otherwise comparable
structures such as /ti di si/. If our reasoning is correct, then the answer
te this question should follow from the Zhono]ogical rule which derives [‘PJ
from /n/ before front vowels. The 1mplidation here is that the interference
"would ‘result from applying this rule 1ntorrect1y to the English data, as was
the case with the words in (35 wh1ch sJowed incorrect devoicing, '
Indeed, Po11sh has a rule of pa]a a11zat1on which derives’ palata]s from
‘plain' dental consonants This rule has been widely ‘discussed in the literature
(cf. for example, ‘Gussmann 1978 and
of the rule which is relevant to-our

bach 1981). We restate only the portion
discussion, Also, in this particular case,
let us give the rule in its unformalfized version: - '

) : ft d tp dg .
N O I e Y
n [ Ny oL .
Anterior Pa]ata]ization (9) turns /dentals to prepalatals in the context of
front vowels. Tt thus exp1a1ns.a1zernat1ons such as the fo]]ow;ng
(10) bat 'whip'" - bac+1k/ [ batp +1kj (dimin. )y .
gt6d ‘'hunger' -~ ‘glodz+i+t [gwod¢+1+t;,] starve
ot lis 'fox' - Tlis+i [1'1p +1J "fox' " (Adj. masc. )
mroz  'frost’ - mrog+isé [mro§+1+tﬁ]'freeze‘

wagon~"carriage' - | wagon+ik [vagop +ik] {dimin,).

For example,” the underlying representation of bac+ik 'whip' (dimin.) is

//bat+ik//. Anterior Palatalizption (9) derives [tﬁ] in the -course of phonoﬂogical' N

gerlvat1on

In accordance w1th the practice of standard generat1ve phono10gy, Ant Pa]
(as well as all other rules) js taken to derive from "plain’ consonants also "
those instances of surface [ Fpode p fJﬂwh1ch occur. before front vowe]s in .
words that do not exh1b1t any|alternations:

(11) cich+y ‘'silent! '{' p1x+4] - J/tix+d/]
. .

dzik+o - 'wildly’ ﬁ{d pikso]) - /1dikso// S B
- Siw+y 'grey’ [b1v+1J - [/siv+i//

Zim+a ‘winber‘ [}im+a] //zim+a// : g‘.

nigdy ‘neverr' [ nigdi] - //n1gda//

v



The difference between the data in-(10) and {11) iies in the fact that the*
words in (10) show surface allomorphy (alternations of 'plain’ ‘palatal censo-
‘nants) while those in (11) do not. Yet, Bgth classes are treated in the s‘he o

N' S s

a

way, - oo ' - )

Recall now that the phonological interference described in (4) affects'
only /ni/ and not /ti di si/. Wh11e the occurrence of [J11] in unwuenétty,
need, etc. could be-. exp1a1ned as’a result of applying Ant. Pal. (9), the -

. non-occurrence of_[t gid #i ﬁ{] in teach, deem, seem remains. a mySter*.-Had

to appear in Engl

spoken by. PoTes reqardless of whether the inbut structure '

was /ni/, /ti/, /
English /ni ti di si/ as inputs to their nat1ve Ant. Pal. and hence all of .
these structures ApPpeared as palatals due to negative transfer. However, the

rule (9) been the:source of interference, we would have expected the palatals

facts are d1fferent, It is on]y[J11 which is found as a c]assic pronunc1at1on
" mistake, '

K

Let us try to look for a so]ution somewhere else. Perhaps Ant. Pa]J {9 ).
applieg only across morpheme boundaries and not morpheme 1nterna11y. Thus it
would handle the allomorphy exh1b1ted by the data in (10) but it would not

derive the nona]ternat1ng palatals in (11), This also turns out to be the wrong

.path. ‘If-the palatals in (11) ahe-notfderived by rule, then they‘are_present
at the under{

//tix+4//. Similarly we have nigdy ‘never' //nigdi// rather than //nigdi//.

/ or /si/. One would have claimed then that Poles 1nterpreted

In sum, we are taking an extreme posftion .in the sense that no palatals may -

be conceived to be derivable if they do not alternate with 'plain' .consonants. ~

;_._Aﬁ____lhls_itance cannot, explain the_interference facts either. The d1ff1cu1ty is

ing level. We -thus have cichy 'silent’ '//tf;ix+{[/\ratheh thana

that now neither /ti di si/ nor /ni/ should cause problems in the -acquisition
-of English by Poles. Ant. Pal. does not affect morpheme internal /ti di si ni/
and hence it should not be able to 1nducﬁ interference in the Eng]1sh morpheme A
internal /ti di si ni/. While th1s is true in the case. of /ti di si/, it is

“““‘"*‘““‘“fa1se*fur“rnTr*“ﬁs—ﬂGhnted“nut"tn‘fﬂﬂ; Eng}Tsh-/n1/ appears—1nvar1ab1y as [Jn 1]
[N

in the speech of Poles. “ -
From the theoretical po1nt of view our dilemma consists in the fact. thau
generative -phonology (the standard mode?) does draw a distinction between

LI

t

/ti di si/'onAthe one hand and /ni/ on the other. The. theory is thus too powar-

rate

. While it is unquestiOnably an advantage that the standard model can inqorpo-f'
the predictions made by the phonem1c framework and extend them furtherlby

. explaining voice assimilation interference in Eng]1sh the theory fails to iccount
/for the peculiar. behaviour of /n1/ as opposed to /tf di si/., This difficulty can
o ’a511y be overcome by the cyclic model of generative phono]ogy ‘

RV
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GENERATIVE PHONOL.OGY: THE CYCLIC MOBEL
The cyclic model of generative phono]ogy, which.we shall hencefogth

~

_call cyclic phonology, continues most of the assumptions pf the stondard
model. One of the most important innovations of cyclic phonology is that °
the new paradigm imposes "severe restrictions on the operation of phonological -
. . rules and, consequently, oh'the abstractness of under]ying representations.
In this way it reduces considerably\the ehcessive power of the standard
: theory. - ' ' '
It is not the purpose of this pa er to present a complete set of prin-
ciples which underlie cyclic phonology. They have been d1scussed in the

- literature (cf. Mascard 9176, Halle 1978, Rubach '1981). Ne mere\y wish to
~ " draw.attention to the following four tenets: ,
' (i) all phonological rules are e1ther cyc11c or postcyc11c, . ‘
(ii)"the two classes of rule form disjoint.blocs, ie. -eyclic and
'postoyclic rules, cannot be interspersed freely in'a deriuatfon;.
(iii) the c]éss of -cyclic rules follows word formation rules and
precedes the class of postcyc]ic rules; : '
(1v) cyclic rules operate 1n accordance with the Strict Cyclicity
Principle which, among others, has an effect of prohibiting
cyclic rules from applying morpheme 1nterna11y (for further
details cf. Halle 1978 and Rubach 1981).
In Rubach (1981) I have stud1ed in great detail Anterior Palatalization
(9) and all its 1nteract1ons with other rules. It has turried out that Ante-
rior Palatalization is cyclic since it app11es before rules which are cyclie
(eg. before Lower, cf. Rubach 1981). The cyclic status of Ant. Pa]. is thus
a naturaT consequence of the ordering principles given in (11) and (iii) above.
Being cyclic, Ant. Pal. applies to the data in (10) but does not apply
to the examples given. in (11), where the palatals appedar morpheme-internally. .
Conséquently, the underlying representations of these words are the same as
e - their .phonetic representat1ons-c&chty._sxlentl_Jsuijt¢1x+a// dzik+o 'wildly'
is //dgik+o0//, etc. 7 : : .
: We now have answered the quest1on of why /ti di. $i/ in. teach, deem,
\Awm are not m1spronounced by Poles os (t;; i dai _}aj] _Both the obstruent
and the front vowel are inside the same morpheme and *hence cyclic Ant. Pal.,
which is a potential source of interference. here, cannot apply. What we have
. hot answered is the question of,why /ni/ is rendered as 4p1/ in un&veﬂA&Iy,
need, etc. However one thing is clear: [J)i] cannot be, due to the operation
of Ant. Pal. since being cycl1cL
’ Qo ' 1nterna1]y. The source of this mistake must be sought somewhere else in the
[:lz\v(: structure of the Polish grammar. Indeed, this conclusion is correct

the rule is not allowed to apply morpheme
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Polish has a rule of Nasa) Palota1 Assimilation which assimilates-/n/ to-

"____af‘h(p/ before An] e.q. ﬁontann+a"fountain' - fontann+die (dat.?), sen+n+y _
- \f?sleepy - senn+ik 'dream-book', etc. The der1vat1on of gontanngie " fountain';
Udat.) proceeds as follows: o ' Nt "‘ a
~(12) //fontann+e// . '
~ fontanp +e Ant. Pal. (9) -
fontappte - Nasal Palatal ASS1m1]at1%¢
Stated formally, Nasal Palatal Assimilation has the form given in (13):
A ]
(13) Nas. Pal. Assim. [:ggf'onJ — [:gr‘]gng / — {:Qgﬁgr}'
. | +anter _ . -back |

The environment of rule (13) describes /pn/, which is a prepalatal nasal

(the features [+high] and [-back] denote pa]qta]ity). Notice, however,
that the fprmal statement of the environment automatically includes /i/ and
/il since these are also high nonback soforants. Thus, Nas. Pdl, Assim, ,

. applies not oh]y before /n/ but also hefore /1 §/. This prediction follows o
from the formalization of the rule. To complete the information about Nas.
Pal. Assim. we shou]d'add'thqt the rule is postcycli¢. This again is the
consequence of the principles of cyclic phonology as Nas. Pal. Assjm. must

- apply after rules which are postcyclic (eg. after Yer De]etion,7 cf. Rubach-

4 1981). Being postcyclic Nas. Pal. Assim, can apply morpheme internally.

Let us note in passing that the status of Nas. Pal. Assim. as a post-
;cyclic,rule and the status of Ant. Pal. as a cyclic ru1e are both confirmed
by the 3551m11at1on of borrowings into Polish. The loan *ords which-have
/ni/ are pronounced w1th{J1i] wh11e the loans wh1ch have /ti di si/ rema1n
unchapged; ) :

(14) (a) trening 'tra1n1ng , N11 'N11e , Nicea “Nice ;

(b) tik 'twitch', dinosaur 'dinosaur’ » Sinologia 'S1no]ogy s etc
_ The d1scovery of Nas. Pal, Assim. as a rule of Polish makes it.clear
Ky ,',that[J11] is an ent1re1y predlctable structure, Consequently, it is always
' der1ved from //ni//. We thus arrive at a d1st1nction between /ti & si/ '
on the one hand, and. /n1/ on ‘the other. The former»funct}on»as»the~source -
of [tp1 dai b1] on]y at morpheme boundaries (the pa]ata]s are derived
by Ant. Pal.). A1l morpheme internal [tﬁ] dai p1] are not concéived as
.  derivable. However, [111] may also come from Nas. Pal. Assim. which be1nq
postcyclic predlcts the, occurrence of[J11] also in morpheme internal poS1tion

‘ L Y
7The same is trug of Devo1c1ng (8), which must therefore ‘be a postcyc]ic
_ rule. Yer ,Deletion is the rule which -deletes e's in the right hand side
o  forms of the words 1n (7a). It feeds Devoicing . . L -
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Consequently; nigdy ‘never' quoted in (11) has the underlying representation
//nigdi// rather than // pigdi//.
Wiy faced with English words conta1n1ng /ni/, Poles subconsc1ous1y
treat tREm as'1nputs to Nas. Pal. Assim, In consequence of this fact, [Jﬂ
is a resu]t_of 1nterference.1n undivensdity, need, merning, etc. In th1s way
.. ctyclic phonology is able to overcome the difficulties which arise in the
" standard framework: a systematic distinction is drawn between /ti di-si/
and /ni/, a distinction which could not be captured in an overpowerful
SPE type of phonology. »”

~LUNLLU>Ifmr
We have po1nted out in th1s paper that generat1ve phonology is abTe
. to preserve the insights of the classical phonennc framework - where these -

have truly contributed to a better understanding of the theory of phono-
logical interference. The predictions which follow from the structure of
the phonemic inventory can be made with comparab]e success byj]ooking at -
the structure of underlyﬁﬁg‘segments. Phonotactic constraints are expressed
in very muich the same way in both theories. In ﬁeherative phonology they
are treatedhas conditions on the structure -of morphemes at the under]ying (
Tevel. . s '

The phopemic framework turns out to be not powerful enough to predicf
certain reguﬁar alternations which are phonemic in nature. It i§ often the
case that such alternations are relevant to explaining "some facts of phono-
1og1ca1 1nterference The generalizations required by these facts are captured
successfully by the theory of generative phonology, which has’ contributed to's

our understanding of tnterference processes by iMtroducing the notion of a
generative rule. Phono]ogica]vru]es are not Timited to ssrface generalizations
such as the distribution of allophones, They express regilarities also at .

a more'abstract level. Capturing these regu]arities turns out to be necessary

- in order to predict how interference processes will proceed.
_ _ The stgpdard model of generative phono]ogy i§ too powerful. It is not
. able to make some distinctions which are relevant ito the theory'of phono-
\\\\ logical interference. These d1st1nct1ons can- eas11y be drawn in the’ cyc11c
RN model generative. phonology. This model 1nc1udes the pred1ct1ons made

\ by the standard theory but, in addition, it is ab]e to overcome the diffi=~

\ culties which arise in the standard model. Consequent]y, it is cyclic
phonology Wh1ch is the proper framework in which to carry out research, '
egard]ess%of whether it is oriented theoret1ca11y or whether it is supposed

to\have the more practica] bias of applied. contrastive: 1ingu1st1cs.

\! 4].4IE3 .'A ' iﬂ.:'; - ‘i_ 'at;;_
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Finally we wish to draw attention to the fact that phonolog1ca1

1nterferenbe ca]]s for an elaborate study in a number of theoretical 1ssues'_,A

which have not been considered in this paper. In particular, it remains an

'open question which types of rule may cause interference. Our 'analysis seems

to point to the conclusion that it is postcyclic rules which engage in
negative transfer. This certainIy is the case with the rules considered
in this paper: interference follows from Devoicing and Nasal Palatal Assim-
ilation, both of which are postcyclic. Cyc11c Anter1or Paf%talizat1on is
exenpted from the class of interfering rules. .
Further, it is'unclear to what extent ru]e 1nteract1on is re1evant to
the theory of phonolog1cal interference. Qne may a]so wonder whether the
structure of the underlying inventory is not too abstract to perm1t making -

all the correct genera]1zat1ons about the perceptlon of _the. target_language

~

Some of the issues just raised have in part been stud1ed in two other
papers (Rubach in press {a) and (b);.), others await further néSearch.

s
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SOME PSYCHOLOGICAL ASPECTS_OF.CONTRASTIVE PRAGMATICS‘ﬁ

v

c'. ‘ . or
IN SEARCH OF A cosnxrxva CONTRASTIVE ANALYSIS OF
: SOCIAL INTERACTION (CCASI) o

l’a
Barbara Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk
Univensity of Eodz

.o

This paper cohsdstseof three parts. First I will mention some
@j T 1nadequac1es of current theories of mean1ng ‘that’ fa11 to account for
‘ . problems essential for meaning 1nterpretat1on In the second part I
will defend an alternative in the form of a cognitive model of social
4 ' interaction as a more adequate and psycho]ogically more real candidate
o ~ for explaining semant1c and pragmatic issues. Thirdly, I will point
" to the relevance of such a solution For contrastive analysis. g
Currently there are four types of semantic theory in. Tinguistics:
theory of decomposition.~semantic network theories, the-meaning postu-
_ ~ late theory of semantics, and menta] models of meaning. Arguments have
U ~ been offered by different authors to prove the 1nadeguacy of  these
_ 'semant1c theories, which are.based ‘on autonomous grounds, for handling
e, _different problems inVo]ving meaning analysis. Discussion of some
' - weak points ofthe theories as expressed by Johnson Laird (1978) will.
be briefly touched upon here.
- A semantic theory of decomposition, which was f1rst proposed by ..
h-Katz and Fodor (1963) and* developed by others {eg. Schank 1975 for '. .
. »_', Artificial lnte]]igence research) and which based on decompos1ng the
R ' meaning of the word into its semantic constituents and on combining
: mean1ng§ “according to "selectional - restricgigns“, is mainly criticized -
/o for its ad hocness 1in ass1gn1ng "the selectional restrictions and for
‘- " ’ making erroneous predict1ons about sentences. o
/ Numerous examples can be given.here. One of them, discussed by.
/ Johnson-Laird, refers-to the verb £ift, which, assigned the folloWwing
constraints onﬂ:ts subject: /HUMAN/ or /ANIMAL/ or /MACHINE/, fa11s to
aTlow the derivation of:

/ ) 3 © (1) The wind,1ifted the leaves over the fence.
(2) The magnet lifted the pins.-_~
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(3) The sea lifted ‘the flotsam over the jetty. _
" (4) - The rope lifted the weight. C S .
- (5) Her Tlittle finger difted the thimb1e.' ' '
 (6) Hot air.Tifted the balloon. . e L
o The root lTifted thecearth. '

*

Fodor et al. (1975) conducted a number of exper1g$nts to check up .
the comprehension of sentences with such pairs of apparently synanymous
words as bachelor - unmaAALQd man. One of the decompositional features.
of bacheton is /-MARRIED/; hence the phrase wumannied man should be \
more readily accessible for the language user, and thus the time for '
its comprehens1on should be shorter, This, however, was not the case..

It can be questioned whether the results of such experiments are valid in
refuting linguistic theories. Ascr1b1ng a description of product to
that of capacity may be considered a psychol1ngu1stic fallacy (cf.
Chesterman 1980). It seems, however, that any system aiming at meaning-
-analysis cannot, by definifion, describe the surface'product alone. To
achieve some degﬁée'of adequacy, it has to deal with the cognitive - -
faculty of man. Furthermore, "{ssues in semantics that have no
cqnceivdbie application to the process of comprehension cannot be very
important for semantit theory", [as'Filimore (1974) putS'it.

Another area which has beerj criticized in the decompositional -

" theory of meaning concerns the depth of decomposition. Processes'

-and rules:-Teading to the level ¢f semantic primitives Cannot be assigned

_ud%due criteria. - ' ) R C

Next problem for discussion relates tp the inferential level-of
nean1ng Inferences dependent on meaninéégbf.words do not have to be -

' tituents (eg. cause-to-die vs. kifl);

formal apparatus ‘for sich a differen-

1dent1ca1 to those of their-con

.the theory, however, prOV1des n
tiation. ) . .-
Quillian 1968, Sinmons:and Slocum 1972)
f lexical items which are connected by

.- Semantic network heokies
treat the lexicon -as a hetwork
infenential links. The iriterpretation of a sentence means sett1ng up
a network with pointers| to the appropriate nodes of semantic memory., -
The most serious criticism of femantic network theories (Woods 1975)
. refers to the Tack of cpnsisteht criteria for establishing the inferens. -
(_ tial.lidks and the absepce offthe possibility of distinguishing betweeq_‘ '
- the intension and extenkion of o
ISemantigs an ‘intension pf an expression is. Efunctionof the p0551b]e ,Q

some expressions. In’ mode ~theoretic
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worlds to an extension, .The 1ntes1on yields a truth value for a sentence
“dnd a referent\for a referring phrase.- B -

Meaning postulates in semant1cs, which were. first 1ntroduced by
\garnap (1956) into a model-theoretical semant1cs of a formal 1anguage
to account for analytical tryths based on;the meanings'ef'words,-were
refined by Bar-Hillel (1963) and-incorpdrated into-a-new psychologically’
oriented theory of meaning (Kintsch 1974). One of the important pro-
perties of meanings postu]ates is that they allow for relating logical
entailments of one concept to others, recognized by the language-user

_as symmetrical in mean1ng, eg. the relation between 4etf +and buy, Each
_word is expected to have a correspond{ng word concept expressed in a
nwntal 1angdage (Fodor et al. 1975). This,'menta]ese"stands in-a one-
- to-one correspondence to the vocabulary of natural language. The
theory distinguishes between the initial comprehension of the sentence
and a later stage assoc1ated w1th the comprehens1on of all inferential
links. . . o

The argument for semantic representation consisting of (l) a
.knowledge of truth conditions and (2) a theory of possible worlds
breaks dawn as a result of (1) mistaking the redundance theory of truth
" for a -theory of meaning. or 11ngu1st1c convent1on and of (2) what Harman
(1977 1) calls a "bizarre. metaphys1ca1 v1ew" concerning the poss1b1e
world hypothesis. )

What all the ‘three types of semantic theory mentioned above have
in common is that they assume that the meaning of the sentence can he
established independently of referential matters.  They are based on
'i the 'autonomy' of semantics. - That is the reason'why the entailments
of sentences containing relational expresions. such as 4n §ront df,
on the night oﬁ,ﬂh_zpnehm, etc., whose degrees of transitivity and
rediprocity are established by contextual parannters, cannot be hand]ed
at all in such theories. )

Also, none - -of the well-known pragmat1c prob]ems such as the ones
below cdn be properly accounted for in such models: meaning asymmetry
of sentences containing exlicit performatiyes.and those in which the
‘performative verb occurs only in the abstract structure of the'sentenee,
hedges (alsn tags), which protect the speaker from the consequences of -
his speech act, coherent but not necessarily cohesive responses.'_All
. the cases of the .speaker choos{ng a koundabout way of saying what he-

" means, including joking,_Sarcasm.And jrony, etc., are not considered
~in the'theories which assume that meaning is autonomous and -independent
19 e
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_‘of the context., A few years ago (cf. R. Lakoff 1972, . 1973) a certain
-scept1c1sm was felt as to the possibility of a: formal description of

the relat1onsh1p between the. iritended meaning and the surface structure.
Even now, when the speech act theory and the search for un1versal

postulates are in their full bloom in pragmatics, a l1nguist1c theory

: soph1sticated ‘enough to relate form to meaning directly or 1nd1rectly

conveyed, is far from being complete.
The research in this field sometimes seemed misd1rected by the
rigorous requirements set for the ideal speaker- hearer (Chomsky 1965),

who was reigning supreme a few years ago. Naturally some idealization
" of data is inevitable in any research, no matter whether we are dealing

" 586-591) 1mpl1es ‘that while in order to account “for some problems men=

with microlinguistics or anyone of the macrol inguistic domains, The
adopt1on of Lyons s three-scale hierarchy of 1deal1zat1on (Lyons 1968

t1oned above we can discount slips of the tongue, mispronunciations,

etc. and atcept a sort. .of regularization practice, idiosyncracies and

regular differencies in the languagelsystems'of_the participants of :

verbal interaction attributable. to such factors as age, sex, social

status, etc. as well as-those that disclose their psychological states.-‘

needs and affections are highly relevant for us to fully understand

the way in which language is generated and analysed. ‘ -
Idealization of the th1rd kind, which i5s referred to as decontextua-

“ lization, has been d1scussed before.. Itfshould be stressed again

though, that although it has been so strongly advocated, (Chomsky 1965
1980), it has a limited use even within m1crol1nguist1cs. Idealiza-
tion of this type is acqeptable exclusively. when it is treated not as
a condition of Tinguistic analysis but as a generalized core concﬂuA&on
of the research,

In his Governmént and B1nd1ng lectures (1980 8) Chomsky assumes

v

A the following g : C _ N

i’ is hardly to be eXpected that what are called
="languages" or "dialects" or even "idiolects” will
conform precisely or perhaps evep very closely to the
system determined by fixing:the parameters of UG
(Universal Grammar). This could gnly happen under
idealized conditions that are never realized in the
: real world of heterOgeneoussspeech commun1ties.
...For such reasons as those. it is reasonable to
* . suppose that UG determines a: set of core grammars
and that what.is actually represented in the mind
_of an individual even uder the idealizaton to a

' ]EIQJ!:‘, 'f homogenous speech community would be A cdre grammar
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‘twith a periphery of marked elements and- contstructipns‘ =
. Viewed against the reality of what a particular person -
may have inside his head, core grammar is an. idealization.
_ From -another po1nt of view, what a- particular person -has .
inside his head is an artifact resulting from the 1nterp1ay :
" of many idiosyntratic factors, as contrasted with ‘the more
. s1gnif1cant reality of UG (an element of shared biological
* . endowment) ‘and, core grammar (one of the systems derived
by fixing the Barameters of UG) in one- ‘of the perm1tted
- ways. .
" We.would expect the 1nd1v1dua11y represented art1fact
to depart from core grammar-in two basic respects:
(1) because of the heterogeneous character of actual

~n

experience in real speech communities; (2) because of = - -

" the distinction between ¢oré and periphery. The two

* aspacts are related but distinguishabte, Putting aside
-the first factor - ie. assuming the idealization to a
homogenous speech community - outside the domain of
core ‘grammar we do ‘not expect to f1nd chaos.

what Chomsky is actually saying refers to Un1versa1 Grammar and

core grammars as the only.significant linguistic reality. Although

UG, core granmars, and their pegtpher1es are claimed to be

_\d1stingu1shab1e, establishing the boundar1es between universal and core
" grammars, between core grammars and ordered peripheries and, finally, "

bgtween or'dered and 1d1osynqrat1c per1pher1es requires a wide-scale

- and deep study o? langyage in cpntext with all its. “1ns1gn1f1cant"

peripheries and heterogenéqty. To prove that a distinction between

UG, core and peripheries 1ﬁla Iingu1st1c reality and, furthermore, that .

it is a maiter’of a discrete, and not a fuzzy, class membership requires
utt1ng Ianguages into, and examining it in, a wide context of "objective"
reality and the knowledge of this reality as represented in the Tanguage

©user's m1nd_ Only then, after we have 18arned that what is specified
. in the language itself can.be uniquely Sﬁparated from 1ntejjigent in-

ferences made by the language user, can We talk.of demarcatfngwtbe
distinction between UG, core grammars'and their peripheries.

In fact, Chomsky makes a certa1n concession to the context in his
theory” (1980}, introducing the rules of construal (b1nd1ng, case, contro])
and O-principle, which, dealing with anaphors, pronouns, antecedents

and thematic roles, have to cross the sentence boundary._ Nevertheless,_ ‘ L

he is not interested in cross1ng the other boundaries of 1dealizat10n

h of data.

All the relational problems and pragmatic issues mentioned at the -
beg1nn1ng of ‘the paper can be exp1a1ned only by means of a cognitive
analy51s of social 1nteraction. L _ !
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Some mental models. of cognitiVely oriented semantics have beén

. proposed in linguistic literature’ (egv JohnsonvLaird 1978) The mental -

representation of a sentence in such- approaches takes the form of an
1nterna1 model of the state of affairs characterized by the sentence,
whose values are: checked up by a number of procedures. The model -

* reflects. the properties of the. situation, from which the logical

characteristics such as irreflexivity, asymmetry, varying degregs of
transitivity of the expressions are obtained, Such models are mainly
directed towards the cognitive’ analys1s of ‘language, ie. the process
of comprehension. Furthermore, they-do not view the speaker in relation
to other participants of the verbal i/teraction in the heterogenenity
of their speech communities. : S

For all the reasons discussed above, 1 believe that it ns only
a. cognitive model of social 1n¥eraction, integrating social and psych04
ogical parameters with the access. to' the knowledge of the universe '
and the grammar of language as wel] as to other semiotic codes, that

gan make it posible to incorporate and account for all the complex

" issues concerning language production and\]anguage\Comprehension. ;

g
*

- will be expounded here to examine its validity for CCASI.

-Moreover, psychologicak states and needs af the participants in an .

_ interactional situation, their knowledge of the outside world including -

their relevant knowledge of the psycho- and sociologican context of the
interactional situation are different in different communities. Since

.. the realization of such needs in all verbal and non-verbal codes also

“displays a variety of patterns, an integrational model of this type
can provide an appropriate framework for cognitive contrastive analysis
_of social interaction (CCASIO S :

~ One such proposal of an- 1ntegrated model on the basis of a systemic
“functional grammar has been put forward by Fawcett (1980). Theoverall.
framework and. some assumptions of his theory with a few modifications

" There are three. parameters in the mode] of a communicating’ mind-
the psychologica® and physical needs of the spegker, his affegtive’
states, and the knowledge of the outside Norld including the recogni-

“tion of the state and status of the interlocutor, In the process of
‘communication there is a constant exchange of information, based on

a presupposed pool of certain facts accepted by both sides for granted,

. and negotiations over the interpretation of others. The dynamic estimate :

“of the state of affairs of the context, together ‘with the needs of ‘the
'neaker and his affective stales as well as the monitoring factor. shape
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a system of procedures leading to'decision—téking {n'selecting forms
of discourse organizatidn, forms of verbal expression.as well as other
semiotic codes and some forms of non- commun1cat1ve bebav;our (see <.
. Figure 1). A1l untontrolled verbal ahd non-verbal behav1our (s11ps of
the tongue, bodily movements, etc.) escape the mon1tor control.

“ In speech production, the élement of aud1omon1tor1ng, 1e 1ahguage
awaveness and attention (not considered . in: Fawcett s mode] ) is connected "
~ with the spe@ker s state of mind h#s performance ‘edpacity, the problet

‘.solver etc. (Saaavaara 1982). Peop]e mon1tor/the1r own-.and otﬁer

people’s speech in their native- toqgue and fore1gn 1anguages, as we]] Pf':
as their behaviour. For this reason, this factor plays an 1mportant

role in the process of 1earn1ng, language acqu1s1t10n and commun1cat1on '
In the context of this paper, however, it is not poss1b1e to pursue
5th1s gssue any further in more de‘taﬂ S T

Prior to the act of commun1cat10n,~concepts can bear on]y proto* ;".

' typ1ca] def1n1t1ona1 features’ (Lewandowska-TomaSZCZyk 1982) During '
“the act of perceptlon more Spec1fic properties are subjectively’ per-'

ceived ang, their values filled in. In verbal.]nteraction, concepts “which, L

as the interlocutors feel, need no further specification are left in
their prototypical form. Those, however, whose meanings seem either
unclear to conduct eXchange_setisfactorily, or vary -from one participant
to another - are negotiéted~5nd the values of their properties are marked

2!

AFFECTIVE' | | PHYSICAL AND KNOWLEDGE OF THE [
STATES .- | .|PsvcHoLogrcaL . | [UNIVERSE '
S o Knowledge of
NEEDS . . : ; the context
=
/‘
. . /
S e S C T /
y MONITOR ¢mt—- — — > PROBLEM' SOLVER /
5 |
Uncontrolted Discours . Non-verbgl - Language code Non-communiCa-
behaviour © organization semiotic codes (potentiali-,6 tive behaviour
’ S {potentialities. ties reali- . . ) :

. . . “realization) ~ zation) .

jeating mind.




in the course of 1nteraction. Concepts as units referring to. objects,
°the1r states and re]ationships give structure to the outside world.

Each concept can be, in theory,’ named in language but it is that - \

languages differ, Certain concepts go unnamed, some others exhspit
different combinations of properties under similar labels in languages.
The message that the speaker wants to convey is first analysed by him
_into meanings by means of a number of parameters. Then they are synthe-
sised and organized into a cOherent utterance according to linguistic*
.and discourse organizational rules of his language. The lack of a _
one-to-one correspondence between concepts and units sets constraints -
) on the transfer of - the message which, under such condltlons, can only
be h1§i%y at and not fully explicated (cf. Gold 1980).
The cognitive model of concept formation (cf. Lewandowska-TomaSZczyk
1982).aims at incorporating both the constant values of their meaning. -
as well as the variable ones (especially evident in fuzzy sets, hedglng
expressions,- etc.) into their conceptual frames. A prototype can be -
represented as a structure of nodes connected with one another®as a
network system. Sqme (hlgher) nodes represent partial but "constant"
knowledge and others are filled with variable "default" assignments,
which are loosely attached to the nodes, so that new information can
be added or 'some changes incorporated (cf. Minsky 1975). Each node
has a potential connection pointer to other collections of nodes and
their sets (frames), with a characteristic feature specification for
each concept to guarantee the openness of the system. A certain number
of conceptual configurations reflecting the planes of contents and
form in such frame systems of different individuals exhibits a close .
similarity on the higher level, ie. the level of the nodes of "constant"
o knowledge, referring to some "objective“_facts_of the outside world
"~ and the area of possible 1inguist1c'universals. Althougn hypotheses
“of the.above'type are subject to an extensive ekperimenta] study in

\
\

psychology and psycholinguistics, they seem to deserve-a deeper contras-‘:,

" tive analysis to help the .comprehension of . all the complex matters of
contrastive pragmatics.

The model contains sets of relationa] rules mapping conceptual
frames onto. Tinguistic structures. Besides prototypical frdhes, open
for default values assignment, there are stereotypical sets with pre-
marked default values. Processes of encoding and decoding the message

involve a cont1nual selection from the pool of concepts and available

158
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linguistic resources. The range of items accessible to selection reflects

- the intellectual eduipment of the individual as well as all the afore-

mentiongg secio-cultural parameters. The addressee comprehends the
message by means of 1inguistic'and conceptual identification; at the
same time, howeyer, an array of connected (associative) node configura-
tions (?rame sets) is activated that are unique to the addressee, fre-
quently not inténded\or even not shafed by the speaker,

The above factors condition the decisions taken by the problem
solvér, which, among others, dictates the organization of discourse.
Discourse then is not an extension of the S to a higher level, but is

a semiotic-hierarchically structured act (transactions, exchange, moves

and acts -'Sinclair and Coulthard 1975), which is connected with all
the parameters that affect the 1ingﬁistic and other semiotic options.

Communication is initiated in order to achieve some goal: either
pragmatic - (1) informative T want to teff you something, (2) heuristic
1 want you to tell me something, or (3) control T want you to do some-
thing, or the relationship purpose (1) more status distinction (more
dominance or more deference), (2) maintain status distinction, or (3)
more solidarity. Warning, threats, suggestions, -etc. having their source
in pragmatic and relationship functions maykresu]t in one of the semantic
options of the iﬂ]ocutiOnary force of éipressions in the'1iqguistic '
code.

A 1 the pragmatic relationships resulting from the cannunlcatlve
51tuatlon affect the stra1ghtness of communication (see Flgure 2).

P
A

a
! : —— straight . -
_ o —play — theorizing . -
R | (games) |~ aesthetic
' ——— intended deduc-
3 . ' - —— Jjoking - tion
STRAIQHTNESS —+— oblique —77‘—‘~ . : L ——— sarcasm
: /- 1 - o irony
ceremontal
— ritual——
. phatic
— 1y1ng

Figure 2. Straightness in communication (cf. Fawcett 1980:75~ 78) The
double vertical Tine indicates that the options-shown are cut~ g
of f points on'a continuum, or c]ine _ .

:bi lli53§3:
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Obtique;optjons involving the re-eqsering'of the pragmatic and relation-
ship components”for a second time originate different indirectly con-

. " -'veyed meanings. This is also where allegory, metaphors, and other

///" rhetorical devicés, enter. Vulgarisms and obscen1t1es on the other hand
' may be either a r:\\dzation of one of the ob11que or straight ways of

comminication, Part of "the knowledge of' the-universe component is the
awareness of the effects of such devices on the interlocutor(s); it is
the task of the'problem so]verAthen,‘contrblled by the monitor, to
decide'whichAof them should be used in a given situation.

Such choices are next supported by register options (tenor.etc.)
and f1na]1y enter the interactional component.in semantics, where they
are.matched with the language-specific semanticg- grammatical’ potent1a1
Next options in the generation of an utterance refer to alternative

~. channels and codes of. communication. The choice of a specific verbal

code (Polish, English, etc.) provides a material to reflections on
the role of the 1anguage.selectiph in shaping the human c0nceptua1
system, which is expressed in Figure 1 as a link between the language
code-and the knowledge of the universe components. ThHe whole issue
pertains to the old problem of the Whorfian re]ativ'ty hypothes1s con-
cerning the extent to which. the language we use predetermines our.
conceptual system. The Whorfian thesis lost part of its attractiveness
with Chomsky's language acquisition theories and the claims for univer-.
sa]ity.of'hjs grammars. In fact, however, the evaluation of the hypo-
thesis has to be suspended, since a number of eXperimental tindings
(eg. Clarke et al, J981) indicate that the categorization ‘of concepts
and objects -as performed by speakers: of different 1anguages is in=

- fluenced by grammatical categories present in those languages. Even if

- We accept a weaker version of the hypothesis, ie. not a causal view of
language and thought, which is rather simplistically a5cribed to Whorf
by Carroll (Whorf 1956), but the one that views reality as essentially

"a subjective understanding of perceptual stimuli, the question as to
what extent the cognitive constructs that evolve out of a contact of’
two or more verbal codes, which are expressions of different conceptual
systems, differ from the constituent ones should be a subject. matter
.of a more exten51ve contrastive analys1s of pragmat1c and experimental
nature.

.One such example of a c]aim-that requires a verification on cont~

¢ rastive grounds concerns such culture and language bound notions as *

9 ve, gneedom, solidarity, whose comprehension, as has recent]ylbeen

1680
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assumed by Lakoff and Johnson (1980), is détermined entirely in terms
of metaphors.,

The next point I want to raise here is the appropriateness of
dlfferent granmars for CCASI. Such proposgls ﬁhat concentrate on
standardised decontextua11sed data with a un1funct1onal type of semantics

-associated with them are not the best can 1dates. More appropriate for.
such descriptions are all variants of fu ct1dﬁa1 and systemic grammars
with their plurifunctional components that 1nvolvé\d1fferent types of
mean1ng, not only t!& “classical-experjmential one, “but also meta-

_ lingual, thematic, hteract1ona1, affective, etc. Also types of stra-
tificational grammar are potentially mofe adequate to account for such .
heterogeneous phenomena. a . ‘ '

.It might also be ‘interesting to try and formulate the main assump-
tions of CCASI in terms of an axiomaticd theory (cf. Lieb 1980), where

» wproblems of linguistic data as opposed [to nonlinguistic, generality vs. =
concretenéss and particularity, as well| as the questions of a meta-
language for CA models are solved by folr different possibilities:
theory presupposition, formulation in-t rms-of, conf]ation; and ex-
tension or co-extension. This, however, is a point for a separate study; .
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. A TRANSLATION-BASED MODEL OF CONTRASTIVE ANALYSIS

- e .

Nadimir Ivir 7 4

\ ) , . .
Undversity o4 Zagheb . ¢

]

-

0. Contrastive amalysis is a linguistic, undertaking which consists
of bringing together +two l1ngu1st1c systems, or their parts, and

_viewing them in a common perspective. ﬂ?he crucial questions that

need to be answered 1f_th1s definition is to be made’operational are

- two: How are the systems, or subsystems, to‘be isolated for purposes

of contrasting? What is the 'common oerspective' in which the systems, '
once isolated, can be viewed? One assumptioN'underlying all contras-
tive work - which will be taken for granted and not further diicussed
in this paper - is that pairs of languages can be compayed; another
is that for any comparisoh we need two'elements that are to be compared,
plus a third element in terms of which they are to be compared,

In the practice of contrastive éﬁa]ysis, the two quest1ons have

’

- usually been treated as one problem - that of the ‘basis_on which con-

trasting is~done, or of the tentiun compargtionisé. This is generally
recognized as the central problem of contrastive analysis and one on
which both the format and the validity of contrastive analysis'rest
It is the choice of the teatium compahatxanté that determines which
1ingu1st1c units will be contrasted and which descriptive model will
be adopted for contrast1ve analys1s.- ’ :

1. There are several possible candidates for the role of the

tertium compuﬂaxxohib The first is the surface Tinguistic form: in
‘this case, particu]ar elements of two. languages are contrasted because
they look or sound alike, _Str1ct1y Speaking, examples of this type of
tertium comparationis are found only on the phonological (eg., sounds

_produced at similar points of articulation.and in a similar manner)

and 1ex1ca1 levels (eg., internationalisms). Less strictly, formémy )
.s1m11ar structural patterns in pairs of. languages are also contrasted
(eg., Adjective + Noun, Copula + AdjectiVe Auxihary +Present Parti- -

'l_ciple, etc. ). o -

This last group, jpvolving surface configurations of formal ele~
ments, makes use of th& second type of tertium comparationis - catego-
yies of the common metalanguage in terms of which both.languages have-'
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' been~ﬁndepquént1y described, ‘The first of the two subtypes of this
type inc]&dés identical surface configurat1ons in the two languages
(as lllustrated above); the secondﬁsubtype includes categories that.go
under the same label in the descrintions of the two'languages, regard-
"'1ess of the §urface configurations in L] and L2, the tacit assumption
being that ~ since the metalinguistic framework s .the same for both
languages - the common-label stands fqr something that is common to
. 'them both (eg., Pass1ve, Article, Genltlve, Present Tense, AdJectlve
Compar1son, Pronominallzatdon Modification, Ref]ex1v15at10n etc.).
~ The third pqsslble type of tentiun comparationis is provided by
the independently desgribed semantic system (presumab]y universé]) with
categor1es which are qg]d constant while their realizations differ '
from language to 1anguage (eg., Def1glteness, Posse551on, Iteration,
Agent, Instrument, Measure, ®tc. )..
' It is not our task at this point to discuss the’merlts and de-
merits of each of these types and the relative worth of each for contras-
tive analysis at different levels (phonological, lexical, semantic),
but rather to note that models of contrastive analysis Working with any
of the above, types of zen11um'campana113ni$ are .not, in principle, l
dependent on trans]ation} This is not to say that translation is not, .
or cannot be, used in contrastive wark relying on thé physical shape
or sound of linguistic units or on metalinguistic or semantic categories, ;
~but simply to stnéss that contrastingAtnus.conceived should be able to - °
proceed without recourse to frans]ation. In practice, of course, it o
“does not, and all analysts rely on translation not only for exemplifi-
cation but also for the establishment of the’sameness of meaning or
-deep-structure identity. Tnere is a good reason for this practice:
despite their affirmed independence.as third elements of comparison,
the three types of terntium comparationis described above suffer from
. - limitations that become obvious when they are app]ied in contrastive -,
work. The f1rs§ type is appllcable only to v1sua11y or acoustically
related 11ngu1st1c items; the second type presupposes the same descrip-
tive frameworR for both 1anguages and the same degree of exhaustiveness
"in description (an ideal sti11 unreached for any pair of languages);
also, there is a certain circularity in claiming that paired elements
of two languages are comparable beg?use they are designated by the - . e :
same label and:attaching the same label to them in the first place
because they are thought to have soneth1ng 4n.common. the third type

'
-
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: presupposp the existence of a semantic frameWOrk universal for at
lTeast the|{fwo languages to be contrasted, with clearly defined cate-..
~gories andf fully ‘1isted membership of linguistic units inZeach of the .

categoriey for each 1anguage (again an ideal that does no

promise to
be reached very soon, certainly not via the dubious 1eve1 of deep
_structuré .

2. Tra s]ation he1ps to- obviate the inherent diff1cu1t£es of, the

——— -

metalingdistic and semantic Tentium comparationis-by gro 1d1ng§pa1rs of

translathonal]y equivalent sentedces as a convenient stqrt1ng po1nt for'
'analys1s in sentences that are rans]atlonal equ1va1en s of each other,

particular Tinguistic units are fisolated and pa1red, anfl are then

.contrasted from the v1ewpo1nt of their structure (make p) an% function
_ (meaning). This is frow ﬁe in fact get contrast1ve topics such as Rela-

tive: C]auses in L] and L2, Modal Verbs fn L] and LZ’ Futur1ty,1n L] and\
. L2, etc - and not - as we are made to believe - by examiningrthe place
of, say, L] relative clauses in the system of L] and- of: L2 re1at1ve
c1auses in the system of L2 or the place of the category of futur1ty

in the’ un1versa1 semant1c system,and ‘jts realizations in L and L2

' Since- translatton 1s not explicitly made part of the contras- .

tive procedure, its implications cannot be- quest1oned in thhs approach
There are two 1mp11Cat1ons in particular which hre 1mportant one is

that the sentences paired by the analyst are to be accepted as being X
trans]atibna]]y equivalent withodt specifying the notion of equivalence;
,the other. is that: equ1va1ence is automat1ca1Ly taken as sameness of
meaning. However, in the absence of obJect1Ve criteria of equivalence
in translation~theory, agreement in judgements of equiva]ence is
'notor1ously hard to achieve. And it.can be Shown that trans1ation
" equivalence can be achieved without the sameness of meaning, .just as
“identical meanings are no guarantee of translation equivalence (Bouton
v 1976). Nhat this does to the contrastive. model thus conceived is to
ser1ous1y weaken. 1f not destroy, its integged methodologlcal rigour. + f L
The tentium companationis is not one of the metalinguistic or semant1c ™
' categories as c1a1med but the 1nadequate1y defined.translation eQui- '
valence. The choice 1s all the mare crippling as the analyst, in an
attempt to avoid the kinds of object1ons raised here, makes use of
only those 1nstances of translation equivalence which are also seman-
tically identical. Consequently, his correspondences'are'one to-one,-A
~and he thus m1sses many correspondences that the: translated corpus might
Q ) ) : . -

*
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3. Translation and controstive analysis ére intimately linked, and
it.is claimed here that translation is unavoidoble in contrastive work,”
Just as _the contrastive component is an indispensable element of trans-
lation theory and pract1ce In th1s way, trans]atlon is explicitly’
brought into contrastive ana]ysis, but it 1s important also not to
confuse the two disciplines. The respective concepts that need to be
distinguished are contrastive correspondence and trans1ation equiva-

3o

lTence (cf. Ivir 1981). One is a linguistic concept involving meaning

~and the other a communicative concept involving sense. Following

Coseriu (1981:184- -185), meaning is seen as deriving-from the set of -
oppoSItions into which units of a 11ngu1st1c system enter and sense

from the communicative functions that 11ngu1st1ca11y expressed meanlngs '

have in particular. contexts of situation. Since the context of situa-
tion is different for each act of communication (and, ﬁn particular,
different for the original speaker and the -translator), it is clear
that there cqn'be no absolute equivalence,. given in advance, which
the translator would be expected to achieve; rather,'equivalence is
relative, dependent on the context of situation in which it is to be
achieved, and is.created anew in each act o communicat1on (Needless
to say, it can only be. evaluated in that act of conmunlcatlon, haV1ng
no existence outside it.) .

‘As for the relation between.contrastive correspondence (deflned

‘as sameness of meanlng) and translation equ1va1ence (defined as sameness

of sense), it is pogsible to imagine two extreme situations: 1n one,
equ1va1ence is achieved by keeping the meaning, intact; in the other,
.the achievement of equivalence necessitates a. total disregard of the
meaning. Between these two extrgmes, varying degrees of departure
from the original meaning are -found, in natural trans]ation,,cpused by .
two main factors - d1fferences betWeen 1ingu1stie systems as ‘regards -

- their ablllty to express particu]ar meanings and the translator's

deliberate choice of the’ 11ngu1st1ca11y expressed meanlngs with whlch
to achieve the desired communicatlve function. (¢f. Iv1r, -to appear).

s

,A._ Taklnq the view of translation Just presented e sha]l now
examine how the contrastivist can make use of the products of” natura]
translation in his ana]yt1ca1 work The first thing to remember s

that the tentium: compaaax,wnu that he seeks 1s pr‘OV1ded by contrastwe
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* correspondence, not translation equivalence. It ‘is contrastive corres~
‘pondenéﬁ a matter of Cangue. that holds elements of Tinguistic systems
together while translation equivalence, a matter of parofe; -holds
‘together texts. However, just a$ in all 11ngu1st1c work the amalyst .
- begins with pargfe and tries to reach eangue (ie., "a description that L
will account for the principles on which the practice’ of parale’ is R
built), so also in contrastive Tinguistic work the analyst begins with
a corpus of origina]'ﬁeth and their translations and tries to reach .
the contrastive correspondents contained in the two texts as realiza-
.tions of their respective linguistic systems. ' (The analysis of the
contrastiVe corresbondents yields cohtrastive descriptions which account
for the linguistic - in the narrow sense excluding psycholinguistic ahd
. socio]ihguistic, and more generally pra tiq-- aspects of translation.)
Since translation equivalence, as noted»above,'isfnot'a matter of
linguistically eXpressedbmeanings alonebut also of their communicative
functions, and since these are related to parole, not tangue, and are
thus not systematic in the same way in which“the expression of meanings
% a set of oppositions_among the Tinguistic units of a language is.
systematic, the analyst must find a way of “isolating - from the trans-

<

lationally equivalent texts - the cofrespondeﬁc s ‘which hold together
~particular linguistic units in Lj and Lj. Hé does this in two steps -
first establishing the Tinguistic unjts in the texts T] and T2 which are
held together by translation equivalence and then eliminating those
that are due to communftatively dictated semantic $hifts. The elimina- -
tion is done by means of back translation (cf. Spalatin 1967), which,
unlike normal translation, -is semantically bound, o '
The analysis begins with the pairing of an original text and 1ts
translation and the search for linguistically expreSsed meanings-in T2
which correspond to particu]ar 11ngu1stica11y “expréssed meanings in I].
~ . The search réveals that for some L] units found ‘in T] there are L2
- units in TZ expressing. the same: meaninqs' for others, there are L2
units in T2 expressing different meanings; and for still others, nothing
can be found in T2 to correspond to particular.linguistic units present
in T]. Finally, L2 units are found in T2 which do not correspond to
anything in'T] The failure of T] and T2 to match L] and L units ex-
pressing the same meaning is the result of the ob11gatory or deliberate

/
4

semantic shifts in translation.
These textual correspondences are then subjected to the process of ///(
. . . S
back translation to determine whether they\are also contrast1v$ corres~
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pondences. This involves trans]ating L2 units found in T2 bac,k' into L]
while keeping the meaning they have in T2 intact. When’ this qperat1on

- produces the same units in L] that were originally present in Tl’ we

have a (rather uninteresting) case of contrastive correspondents which
are pg{fect]y matched. More interesting]y, however, back translation .
‘may produce units in L] different from those or1gina11y(/resent in T],
thus indicating that a senﬁntic shift has taken place in ‘translation,

Too.

At this point the analyst beglns to ask questions about the translator's "

- conscious or unconscious mot1ves r departing from the semantics of ‘the

original. It is possible that the departure was forced upon him by the
absence in the L2 expressive repertory -of an element thiat would convey
the same meaning that L] expresses naturally\and - more significantly -
the presence of an element in L2 which that 1anguage‘uses naturally when
called upon to express that mean1ng However, s\nce the set of oppodi-
tions into which this particular L2 unit enters in. L2 is not the same

as the set of oppositions into which the correspond\ng L] unit enters

in L], the meaning cannot be the same either. As this is the meaning -

which the repertary of forial elements of L, makes available to its:

users when nishingAto express the meaning expressed by LT’ the semantic
shift is an automatic consequence of the difference between the two
languages, and the'L] and L2 elements are contrastive correspondents.
Anpther possibility is that the departure from the origina] meaning was

j"mqtivated by considerations other than the-availability (or rather,
.‘non-availability) of forma] elements* in Lé to express the-meaning ex- .

-pressed by L]' in this case, the system of L2 offers its’ users the
means of expressing the same meaning as that. expressed by L] 1n T1,
but the translator chooses -to lgnore that poss1b111ty and for Some

communicative reasons Opts for an e]ement in L2 which expresses a differ-
. ent medning whi]e, in his opinion, ensuring translational equivalence. ‘
* In this case, the semantic shift is due not to differences between the

two ]1ngu1st1c systems but to the different contexts of s1tuat1on 1n
which communication takes place, and the_L] and Lz.elements in question
are not contrastive correspondents, " '

5,  The establishment of contrastive correspondence as described"heré
has distinct repercussions for the design of the model of contrastive
analysis based on translation. The first‘répercu§sion has to do with
directionality. In this approach, vieningedirectiona1ity as a methodo- -

" jogical and procedural problem rather than a psychological and language- g

O

L . . - i .
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1earn1ng problem (for which see James 1981), contrastlve analysis is
‘neither bidirectional nor adirect]bna] but unidirectlonal And the
direction is 1"rom~L.r to L, - from the language of the original text
(T])-to the Tanguage of the translated text (Tz). For each particular
L1 unit, all possiole L2 contrastive correspondents are iso]ated from
a translated corpus and the L] unit is then contrasted with each of its
L correspondents in turn to determine the extent. of overlap and of .
' dlfference . a : ‘.
It is lmportant to note that the re]atlonshlp between an L] unit
and its L2 correspondents 1s not one-ta-one but one-to-many, with each
L correspondent matching a particular segment of the meaning of the L]
un1t but -also introducing other- meanings .which the L2 units has in the
set of opposltlons in that language.» When, for 1nstance an L] Passive
"is found to have Passive, Active and Reflexive.as its contrastive corres--
pgndents in L, (the situation which oBtains-for English and Serbo- ~
. Croatian), each correspondent matches one particular semantic function
of the L] Passive and also brlngs in o£HZFﬁﬁ§§F?Egs which are part of
its semantic make-up in L

Q-

Contrasting in fact means analyzing which L correspondents match
partlcular semantic functions. of an L] unit of form and what is the
"semantic price" of such matching, 1t is determined by comparing the
set of oppositions into which the L] unit and its particular L corres-
pondent enter in their ‘respective 1anguages. No particular 11ngu1st1c
model is presupposed by this model of”contrastive‘analysis; and the
analyst is free to choose the descriptive approach which su{ts him best
for a specific contrastive problem and even to vary his approach eclec-
tically for different topics in a larger contrastive project. Equally,
no defipite degree of exhaustiveness (same for both languages) is pre-.
. supposed, nor is "total" description required, as the analyst makes use
only of those parts of the\descriptive statement of L] and L2 Wh]Ch are
contrastively re]evant

A3
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CONTRASTIVE PRAGMATICS AND THE FOREIGN LANGUAGE
LEARNER S PERSONALITY

- ' William T. Littlewood
' University College of Swansea

© 1. INTRODUCTION o .

One reasan why forelgn Tanglage teachlng keeps S0 many ‘people in-
emp]oyment (not only in classrooms, but also as methodo]oglsts and
thearists in various fields) is that, as we dev1se more and more techni-

. ques for: dea]ing with the problems we encounter, we a]sn discover that-

language 1earnzng {s more complex than we had thought. This means that
new prob]em areas emerge for us to try to understand and solve,

“Thus, not long ago, it lTooked as if we could overcome the bas1c
learning problem by devising techniques for forming habits. Dialogues . - )

~and pattern drills seemed the ideal solution. Then it became clear

again that we could not neglect the cognitive deen51on of 1anguage
learning: we must also ensure that the learner internalises the under-"

lying system of rules. We then realised that even if we found a foo]-_

proof way Qj/getting people to acquire and operate this system, this
would still-‘not be enough, because they a)so need to know the rules’
and conventions for using the system. To use two examp]es mentioned.
by Jenny Thomas in her: paper at this conference: they have 'to 1earn

that 'We must get together sometime' can be used as a pO]]te fonnu]a

for taklnglleave from somebody, as well as a statement of firm inten= Ly

tion; or that if they wish to ask for directions in the street,"Tell j

me please the way to...' is not the most appropriate.way ofudoing S0

, in"English. Nor does the problem end there. The' “earner is faced
* with other dimens1ons of communicatfve performance which go. beyond/a

know]edge of structure, such a$ the conventions\for managing convgrsa-

- tions. . Indeed, ,there seem to be so- many facets of communicative abllity
‘that the task of teaqh1ng it can appear to- take on monumental proporf'

tions. Small wonder that we derive such 'hope from those researchers.

‘who assure us that 1t will develop through natural progesses, oncé we

learn” how to structure the classroom environment properly.

2. SOME RECENT ‘STUDIES e i
. Some recent contrastive studies have high]ight | clearly some of |




N

.the prob]ems that learners face in the domain of communicative perfor—

~ mance, -They have shown how different speech communlties prefer different -

K strategles for 'doing things' with-language. They have also shown how

; these differences may'leadlleArners_to produce inappropriate speech
behéviour because they transfer their mother—tongUe conventiﬁns into

- their use of the foreign language. I Will give a few examples from

. papers'whigh have appeared recently, before discussing some of the
problems_which,they4raise for foreign language teaching, L

"Zl}; CHOOSING WAYS QF PERFORMING SPEECH ACTS
, ‘At the level of the single speech act, Blum-KuTka (1982) has shown
' how Hebrew -speakers are likely to use more direct ways of making requests
than English speakers. For example, the conventlonal Hebrew way of
‘asking directions in the street is the structural equivalent of 'Where
is the...?', while the English speaker is more likely to use an indirect
form such as 'Can you tell me the way to...?'. The English-speaking_'
learner of Hebrew tends to be less direct than the native Hebrew speaker,
in accordance with his or her mother-tonghelconventionsu 'PreSumably » '
- an accumulation of such instances might make'the speaker'givesahjun-
intended 1mpressloh of - subseryience or tentatlveness. Converse]y, if
" Hebrew-speaking learners of English transfer their mother-tongue norms
into their Engllsh speech behaviour, they risk glv1ng an impres51on of 4
“rudeness . - - :
English-speakin ng learners of German too, .are 11ke1y to produce
an unconventionally~high degree of 1nd1rectness in. their foreign lan-
guage speech - This was Fllustrated dur1ng one of my own ear]y v1s1ts '
to Germany. When the time .came. to pay the bill in a restaurant, I -
used theGerman structura] equivalent of* 'Can. I pay, please?’ (that ls';
 Darf ich bitte. zahlen?").. The waiter §riformed me that T should not
4Isound as if 1 were asking h1m a favour.but should be firmer and moré
authoritative, by ‘saying 'Zahlen, bitte!'. Kasper (1979) and House and
Kasper (1981) show how German learners of English may deviate fcom the
conventlons 1n sinilar ways, but in the opposite direction.

'2 2. DECIDING WHETHER TO .PERFORM A -SPEECH ACT . :
B Mov1ng from different ways of express1ng a speech act to the .
questlon of .whether to express a speech act at all, Cohen and 01shta1n

(1981) have agaln reported differences between nafive speakers of Hebrew “;; o

© ¢ @ | English, this time in the domain of apolpgising. For example, in.

A .
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rdleeplayihg they found that Hebre;*ﬁative speakers were less likely
than English speakers to express apologies or to offer repair in Certajn‘

situations, such as forgetting to take their sons out-shopping, -1t is.-.
important to note, however, that there was still a 66% probability of
these speech acts occurring in 'Hebrew (compared with 92% probability

in English) in the situation mentidned, Over seven different situa-
tions, there is consistently more Tikelihood of an apology occurring

in English native speech: than in Hebrew native speech, but the Hebrew

" speakers are still more Tikely to apologise than not to apologise.

As a’ further-example, Loveday (1982) argues that Japanese speakers

“are less inclined than English speakers to express open disagreement.

The result can be that their conversation seems-dull and over-polite’
when they use English with westeners. The Japanese speaker of English

is also Tikely to transfer ceremonial fornmulae for apologies or thanks, .

creating a similar ;impression. Conversely, of course, the Engllsh
native speaker may appear brusk and lmpollte to the Japahese
2.3, CONVERSATIONAL.STRATEGIES o |

House~-Edmondson (1981) has studied how Ger‘an and English speakers

. emp]oy conversatlonal strategies' in rder to gain their conversational
e

goals. For-example, if a person wants to borrow gramophone records, he-
or she may support the request with 'strategic moves such as:

(a) ‘'Sweeteners', which remove potential objections to ‘the
request (eg. 'I'11 take good care of them').

(b) .'Disarmers', which anticipate poss1b1e complaints (eg. 'l
- ;hate asking you of all people, 'cos I know how carefu] you
are with your records, but...').

(c) 'Expanders', which provide the hearer with more detail about
the matter than is strictly necessary. .

House- Edmondson found that German and: Engllsh speakers differ in
thelr preferred strategies. Thus in the course of 48 role-plays based.

. on everyday situations, 'dlsarmers were used 24 times by English

speakers but only 5 times by German speakers 'sweeteners' were used‘l _
18 times in English and 13 t1mes in German, On the other hand, German
speakers made considerably more use than English speakers of expanders\\
(34, occurrences‘compared with 6). '

- 3. SOME PROBLEMS FOR FOREIGN LANGUAGE TEACHING

As we saw in the prev1ous section, there.is goad ev1dence about
how speakers of different languages prefer different strategles for
performing speech acts, -for choosing which speech acts are ipprOpriate. |

. - :__ o fflj:1777€i . N



1n specific situationq. and for achieving their interact1onal .goals,
There is equally good evidence that learners often transfer their
native-language preferences to their foreign~language performance, We
might con;lude, then, together with some other writers, thqt-thﬁs

'indicates a further dimension of communicative competence that needs
- to be taught However, there are two main problem- areas which must

first be considered.

3.1. NORMS AND INDIVIDUAL CHOICE .

The studies described in the previous section show trends and pre-
ferences. However, there is“clearly a wide range of permissible beha-
viour, even among native speakers. Within this range, 1ndividual
speakers can make choices’ which‘reilept their own personality or beha-
V1ouF(;>sty1e In other words, we are not deal1ng\w1th set patterns
of behaviour which can be passed on as nd?ms to foreign language

‘learners. If we did this, we would be denying learners the important

\freedom which native speakers possess: the freedom to adapt éspects'of
their communicative performance to express their own personality and ‘
behavioural style. '

Tt is clearly 1mposs1ble to define the borderline between choices

which are due to 1anguage norms and choices which are due to personal
factors. Language is closely bound up with personality:at every level,
and indeed, an individual's personality has been deeply influenced by
the kinds of Tinguistic interaction that he or she has experienced.

There is the further difficulty, as we shall see in section 4, that the

term personallty can itself be interpreted in widely different ways,

and the concept js variously taken to 1nvolve anything from deep inter- -

nal traits to comparatively superfjcia] ‘behavioural preferences. However,

a fdreign language teacher has to reach some working definition of
where the boundary of language teaching lies. In particular, at what
point do patterns of language use cease to be part of a repertoire which
learners should (if possible) be taught to incorporate into their' gwn
speech behaviour? At what point do they become reflections of an indi-
viduality which both nat1ve speakers and foreign Tearners sh0uld be
left free to express? . _
Referring to an example mEntioned earlier, I remember that it

”took some time before I could:call.out firmly 'Zahlen, bitte!' without

a slight tense of unease at behavin?/in a way that was not my own. Yet -
Q ;wasa comparatively low-level: choice between alternative speech-

’
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" act realizations The problem bec;;es more acute as higher levels of
‘choice become involved: for examp]e when we consider whether to en-
cburage Japanese learners of English to express disagreement more
readily; German learners of English to use more 'disabmers’ s OF .
English-speaking learners of Hebrew to be 1ess profuse with their
‘apologies. .
A useful step towards forming deClSlonS on these ‘issues. wou]d be
. for researchers to gather'more information not.on]y.on the most
grequently used strategies of speakers of different languages, but
‘also pn the nange of variation within which individuals can make -
choi¢es without appearing (for example) offensive or subservient.-We
could then help learners to avoid those patterns of speech behav10ur
that might be detrimental to their persona] re]atlonshlps, without
restricting too tightly their scope for express1ng their own personality
through their own preferred strategies. This pbint brihgs us onto the . -
same theme of the next subsection. ' ' o

3.2. LEARNERSf 'EXTERNAL' ANb "INTERNAL' NEEDS

The studies which we have beeﬁ‘discussing bring us face to face,
in an extreme form, with a problem which is already fnherent in the
currently popular ‘communicative’ approach to language teaching. This
approach can be seen from two v1ewp01nts which, so' far, have not been
_properly reconciled.

On the other hand, a communicative approach can involve analysing
what meanings the learners will need to express, and the language which
~ will enable them to express these meanings appropriately. Language
items ;fe then specified as something external. to the learner, which )
he should try to-attain. _C]ear]y, the studies descr1bed in the previqus
section could be seen as adding a further dimension‘to_what leaepers -
must try to attain. We could simply add this dimension to the specifi- °
cation of objectives. ' '

On the other hand, a: communwcatlve approach is roncenned with the
internal needs of the Tearner to relate to the language, integrate it
with his own cognitive make-up, use it to express his own self, and
so on. This requirement may work in direct conflict with the external
specification of needs mentioned above. It.means that, rather than
imposing language which.may seem alien to the.learner and his bsycholo*
gical needs, we should try to ensure that he can identify w1th the '
language he uses and invest his own personal1ty in 1t.‘.
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- We are thus in a dilemma. On the other hand, as I mentioned, we:
.are discovering new aspects of communicative ability which we could
turn into teaching objectives. On the other hand, if_ne become-over-
zealous in increasing the externally-specified bpdy of language to be -
learnt, we may merely reduce the.]earner‘s'éhance_of relating to the
foreign language at a'deeper level and using_it as-a vehicle- for truly
personal communication, : “éf ' A
As a further. consequence, we may increase the sense. of threatened
identity or alienation from the self that sometimes accompanies foreign
:1anguage'1earning (cf. BrgnnIJQBU, Stevick 1976). We may unwittingly
help to ensure that the speaker of the foreign language remains a
‘reduced pgrsonality', since we are taking away so many of those choices *
. and -interpersonal gtrategies through which,. over the course of his life, '
~ his personallty has- Tearnt to-find jts expression. -
In another paper at this conference, Jaakko Lehtopen used the
term 'communicative. anxaety to describe the reluctance which many
/  Finns fee] in speaking a forelgn language. It also describes‘the
feeling pf many other fore1gn language speakers. It seems likely that
this com@unlcative anxiety will inevitably increase if we gé too far in
Specifying the patterns of communication which. the learner must try.to
use and jaking away his scope for self-expression through the foreign
Indeed, 1 feel that if I were obliged to use some of the
.'typ1ca11% English' ways of expressing things that are sometimes pre-

language

sented 1n\courses for foreigners, 1 would be a constant prey to commu-
n1cat1ve %nx1ety even in my own native language.

4 WHAT IS PERSONALITY?

The extent to which a Tearper is happy to adopt the speech patterns
of the foreign community depends to a 1arge extent on his individual
attitudes and orientation, Though I believe that ‘the arguments in the
previous section are valid for'a large proportion of learners, there
are also.many learners (perhaps those with an extreme]y *integrative’
orientation?) who are eager to adopt foreign patterns, even to the
extent implied by the studies :described in section 2. . How can we re-
goncile this with the argument that these different patterns are closely

related to the expression of personality? Must we take the viewpoint

,'thét such learners are somehow able to develop a 'dual personality', or
even that they have to suppréss their 'true self" in order to- perform

9 oreign ro]e? Here I will touch briefly on this 155ue by relat1ng it

s BLTE
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to two conceptions of personal1ty thCh compete with each other in
current psychology. . .
The traditional view of personality, connected with psychologists
such as Freud, is that it consists of Undérlying 'traits’, such as .
'aggressiviness', 'friendliness’ or 'introversion'. These are consistent
over time and can be traced back to experiences ‘in early chdehood.
They exist independently of specific situations. Therefore, if a
person s actual behaviour is not conslstent with his basic persona11ty
tra ks (eg. an aggress1ve person behaves in a restrained manner or vice
versa), we must exp]aln this with notions such as repression or sub11- A
mation. Presumab]y. if forelgn language performance entails far- reachlng -
changes in one's habitual patterns of behaviour, it nust also involve, .

_under this conception of persona11ty, phenomena such as represslon

" However, a more recent view of personaiity calls into question the

" idea of conslstent underlying traits. Psychologists such as Mischel

(1973,,1981) point out that.if we observeran individual's behaviour A
across different types of situation, there is in fact much less consis-
tency than has usually been supposed;' Almost every person shows consi-
derable variation in behaviour patterns and it is quite 'normal’ to be,

~ for example, an introvert in some situations but an extrovert in others,

or honest in §ome situations but dishonest in others. As a person
gathers exper1ence in 11fe, he learns. to associate certain kinds of
behaviour with certain categorles of situation, because the association
Teads to outcomes which he values. thav1our thus results from an inter- -
action hetween situations and personJvar1ables The latter would in- o -

‘¢ lude a.person's abilities, values, percept1ons and categorlsat1ons of

s1toat1ons, and so on. In the present context, important features of

* thig, model are thit (a) a persons ‘s behaviour patterns are flexible and -

{b) a person can come to associate a different pattern of. behaVIour with

'a s1tuatlon, 1? his perceptlon of that situation changes or if he 1earns

that this new'behaviour can lead to more valued outcomes, " 1n other
words, if we now transfer this general discussion to the specific issue
in questlon here: an. otherw15e equivalent interpersona] situation could,
presumab]y, 'switch in' one; pattern of behaviour ih a native- -language

_context. but a differant pattern of behaviour in a foreign~language con- - -

text ; because the two situations. are perceived differently and because
dl??erent behaviour is expected to 1ead to desired outcomes. One such
desired outcome might be a sense of 1ntegration with a particular speech
communﬁty (natlve and/or forelgn), achieved by adopt1ng appropriate

Coo1rg
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. ‘speech behav1our

If this second model {'s valid 1t seems to offer.a more satis-
factory account of foreign language learning in its relationship to
persona]ity For example, it -may be fruitful to see differences in
foreign language performance as due, in part, to the learner's degree
of readiness to re- categorise situations when thege occur in the foreign

' 1anguage context, and to his willingness to associate new behaviour -

patterns with them. “These two factors would be partly due, in turn,
to the yaWue tha¢ the 1earner_attaches to the expected outcomes of
these changes. - - - )

« It may also be fruitful to relate all these issues to a theory of
role-performance as in Littlewood (1975). *Within this framework,
lqarners'can be seen as aiming to perform ‘their fore'ign-language role -

'at different Tevels, wh1ch have different jmplicatiops in terms of -

' behavioura] change. For example the fuﬁbt]onll' ‘or 'actional' levels

do, not 1nvolve more than comparatlvely superficial’aspects of-behaviour,
whereas the acqu1lﬂ!' leVel 1nvolves much cdoser 1dent1f1catlon with
Ehe few foreign patterns. It s at this deeper level that learners

. might aspire to produsk the knnds of change implied by the contrastive

A . studies descr1bed in sectjon 2. Some of the inner wechanisms for these '

changes might ‘be suggested by the 1nteract1onal mode] of personality
described above. ) - o

N

5. CONCLUSION .

R

* Contrastiv€ studies of. commun1cat1ve performance serve to emphaszse
that we have reached a phase in foreign lahguage teaching where we
mnst think more intensively about the relationship betdben_learning and
the indjV+dual perSonality.;'Né must'consider‘questions suoh as

(a) JHhat do we, mean by the concept of persona11ty ?

(b) - How does personality relate to patterns of communicative T
performance? -

(c} What policy should we adopt towards the teaching of forelgn
communicative patterns, when these conf]ict with the Jearners'
Jnatural choices?

JTh1s is clearly an area where de]lcate compromises are necessary,
‘since the dictates of the learner's personality must often conflict with
the expectations of “the foreign cdmmunity For examp]e. if it is true
that westeners .expect, Japan se speakers of Eng]ish ‘to disagree more

\fpen]y, but the. JapaneSe prZ?er a d1ff!¥ent Commun1cative sty]e, it is

v -
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difficult to see how both partles could: be completely sat1sf1ed by

' _any solut10n However, we: m1ght bear in-mind that all soc1a1 inter- )

action invo]ves some degree of compromise between confllct1ng impulses

- and expectatlons In this respect, intercultural communication 1s not
- unique, though it poses the problem more acutely,

Within the overall deve]opment ‘of foreign 1angdage teaching, we
are now in a 51tuation which is interestingly different from that of
10 years ago. Then. the nature of the task was clear-cut in general

.outline: to analyse the skills involved in foreign 1anguage use, to

deve]op teachlng obJectlves based on this ana1y51s, and to dev1se the

- most efficient ways passible of helping Tearners to reach thesk obJectlves.

Noy, for the first time, we have to consider that, even if we did flnd
a way to teach fore1gn communicative performance efficiently in all
its aspects, this might not be in the learners' own best 1nterests

I would also add that if all.advanced speakers of (say) English

- as a foreign-language performed in a fully 'English' way, producing

an impressively native array of indirect requests, apologies and dis-
armers, so that their speech patterns became as standardised and in-
distinguishable as'the hamburger, the world would be a much duller
place. - . ' : - -
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IMMIGRANT CHILDREN IN GERMANY: ~
THEIR GRAMMATICAL ABILITIES IN ENGLISH AS A FOREIGN LANGUAGE
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1. INTRODUCTION

For Tong stretches of time in the foreign-language teaching
methodology discussions and controversies, the two terms "foreign" and
"second language learning" have been taken to mean totally different
things. ‘In applying Epe terms, reference has always been made to the
locus of teaching. Teaching English in the United States ar any other

whereas learning French in Germaqy was foreign-langjage learning {cf.
eg. Brown 1980:3). There were good reasons for drawing“such a distinc-
tion. A person who learned EngIlsh in England entere{ the English-lan-
guage bath as soon as he or she stepped out of the clgssroom. A German
student of French as a foreign IanQUage in Germany, hoyever, was dis-
missed by the teacher into a world which was totaIIy di ferent from the
Iearning environment of the classroom,
" In the wake of Berko's (1958), Cazden's (1968) and Brgwn's (1973)
studies on the mechanisms of first language acquisition, He\di Dulay

~and Marina Burt (1973; 1974 a-c) pioneered a series of studies which

aimed at the learner's creative construction processes during second-
language acquisition. ) ' oo
And Stephen Krashen has succeeded.iﬁ integrating the findings of
various researchers into what Tooks like a cohgrent theory of\second
language acquisition. His Moniteg Modef of how adults come by second
and third languages p051ts ‘the existence of two approaches to. Ianguage

competence: one is called acqudsition, the other Learning, Acquisition -

generates mental progesses similar to those observed, hypothesized
rather, in young children who pick up a first language. It is said to )

‘be a subconscious process, and the acquirers must be focussed on the ‘
" hessage all the while. As a ruIe, it is the acquisitional system which 4

initiates utterances, and the "fundamental claim of the Monitor Model
is that conscious learning is available only as a Monitor" (Krashen

© 1978:2). This Monitor may interfere with the acquired system's output, -

[ - R

-language teaching,
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sometimes before and sometimes after the utterance has occurred; it
may apply consciously learnt.rules fb improve accuracy. There are two
constraints in -the monitor, however. The student has to have a Sufficient ’
© amount of time to do the mon1tor1ng and he must be focussed on forml ?
Krashen's mode] must’have carried so much 1ntu1t1ve conv1ct1on
that hardly anybody stopped to ask how much time a suff<icient amount
of time to monitor the linguistic form actually was and how one could
tell a student was focussed on the message (cf. however Sajavaara 1978).
"One an§wer'to this problem lies, of course, in shifting the burden of
proof.to introspection, which is notoriously untrustworthy, or to
circumstantial evidence. Does the st&dent himself report the application
o of conscious rules to his utterances? Was the task before him such that
one would pronounce it to be favourable to the application of rules? .
A case in point if Larsen-Freeman (1975). When she reported an "unnatural"
morpheme order, ‘it was immediately hypothesized that her ‘paper-and- '
pencil test differed from the ord1nary BSM-task employed by Dulay and
Burt in that the latter focuséed the student on the message, whereas
the former drew the student's attention to” the ]inguiétic "garb" the
message was dressed in. : '
However that may be, the empiricé] evidence supplied by Dulay and
Burt, Krashen and associates, not forgetting Roger Anderson (1976),
together with the constituent elements of "the Monitor Model have alerted
thé‘foreiqn—]anguégevteaching methodo]bgist to the possible existence
of an «wtenomens acquisitional system in the learner which reacts in
its own way to the primary linguistic data in the learning/acquiring
* organism‘s environment. For, in essence, what the Monitor Model has
done is to interiorize the untutored phase of second lanquage learning
Y into the learner.himself. What was.a haphazard, "extramural", so-to
speak, reinforcement ard training-period formerly has become an orderly
process of acquisitional stages emanating from the learner. With the
_fntroduction ot the Monitor Model the distinction betweeﬁ second- and
féreinn-lanquaqe learning has 1ost much of its previous force. Attention
- ._has been shiftéd from the locus of teaching to the learning individual.
o This, in fu#nq*hpd to provoke the question of whether the products
of the learner's acqu1§1110nal system may- not,. also surfaae in the
- foreiqn#lanquage classroom. [f inborn, the system cou]d thExpeLtéd
to react in onesgay or another to the linquistic 1nput_prUV1ded by the’
foreign-Janguage teacher. In fermany, researchers 1ike Wode (1978a;

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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1978b; f981) and Felix (1977a; 1977b; 1982) have -long speculated that
- _ this might be so. Stephen Krashen, too, had foreseen such a pOssibiiity
' as early as 1978, when he wrote: "It would not be at all. surprising'if
foreign language students show'a greater lTearning effect, manifested
) by more "unnatural orders". EFL student$ in other countries might
provide the crucial data here" (Krashen_1978:6).

2. THE DEA-PROJECT o o o

In the fall of 1978, a pilot project was,daunched by the Hessian
Institute for Educational P]énning and School Development (HIBS) in
conjunction with the Federal Ministry of Education and Science (BMBW)
under the title "Didactic differentation in beginners' Eriglish classes
with particular reference to slow learners". Several comprehensive
schools from the Frankfurt area “took partnin the experiment, which
was scheduled to last for two yeans. The pﬁbject leader had-devekoped.
special teaching materials (cf. Mohr 1979) wh16h ere assembled .in

_/" ) unlts, each designed to cover a certain number of t chlng hours.

/ C The teachers involved in the proaect met regu]arly for two-day
conferences with the project Teader to discuss and, where necessary
or possible, to improve on the teaching materials. On two of these
occasions, in April 1979 after 143 teachlng hours, when the project
was still in its first year, and in Apri] 1980, not long before its
end, they collaborated to construct two informal tests des1gned to

. cover the first three and the last three units respect1ve1y

2.1. THE TESTS

»  The tests consisted of two halves. The first half, adm1n1stered
on the first day, aimed at assessing the classical (structural) areas'
of 'Spelling', 'Grammar' and 'Vocabulary' (most]y) by means of the
multiple choice techn1que. If a Tabel has to be stuck on it, discrete-
point would serve the purpose. : :

' The second half however, was specially designed to tap the students
communicative competence. In a few words.or with the. help of -pictures,
a context of situation was described in" German and the task before the

 students was formu]ated To give an example: - e
" Schreibe auf Englisch, was die Persorien sagen_ :

“oo Die deutschen S¥tze in Klammern helfen Div. .
) (Wnite in English what theweMams say. The coo




a

" Ceaman sentenced in bnaekgxz will help yqu.)]

Susan und Peter treffen Tom auf der Strasse:.
(Susan and Peter meet Tom in the stneet.)

Susan: - : ' Ct

. (begriisst Tom) "'
. : (greets Tom) S

-
°

To these ‘utterance initiators' the students responded by inserting -
<in writing the linguistic forms which they considered to be agpropriate.f
In the above case, most. students reacted with a simple and stéreotype

~ "Hello, Tom." But there were other and more complex sitqgtions which:

.generated a considerable amount . of lingdistic variatipn, o

' As far as Stephen Krashen s time condition is concerned, it is
true a time limit was set for the students, but it was a generoys one.
The vast maJor1ty of students did have enough time; they cou]d ‘have .
used it for monitoring. Had the teachers involved in the project been
asked,: they would have wanted their students to focus on mean1ng, not
forn. The second-halves of the two tests were'expre531y designed to

~direct the students' attention to the communicative aspects. of the
verba]:exchdnges The writing condition as such cannot be held against
‘the. presént research .désign since- Roger Anderson found "natura1 orders"

'. with a composit1on tdsk (cf also Kayfetz 1982) The "crucial data"

Krashen has been talking about cquld indeed be prov1d§d by subjects in:
" our.similar situations on the condition that enough grammat1ca1 morphenmes
in ob11gatory pOSitlons are obtained from the tests T T

L%

L a . . ~

-

‘with various Lis- (Ita]ian, Portugese, Roumanian, Turkjsh Greek, Serbo-.

.Croatian, Arabic and Hebrew) were secured and cumpared with those of .

a group of thirty-one German-students selected at random. A year later,
when the second 1nforma1 ‘test was admin1stered twenty-five ‘of the ‘im-
migrants (attr1t10n rate = 10 7 per cent) and tWenty-s1x of the German

coa i B " . ' . ‘ ‘.U
]The Eng]ish trans]ations are prihted here for the benef1t of the
- reader who i not well-versed in German., They did not’ ‘appear. in the
test, - T e ER
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4 2.2, THE RESEARCH POPULATION N
In Apri] 1979 the test papers of twenty-e1ght 1mmigranf children ' ,
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, Students (attrition rute'= 16.1 per cent) were still available, s0

that they could be compared with one another a second time.’

’

3. DATA PROCESSING -
_The_questjon as to how the ut¥erandes should be processed was -

decided in favour of the Dulay/Burt techpique'(cf.'Burt and Dulay |
1980), in spite of the fact that it has Tately met with some well-

~ grounded criticism (Hode et al. 1978). In an (admittedly unsatisfactory)

"learning curves (See-Figures 1 and 2).-

manner data collected at Jone point in time can and very often do

‘

mirror developmental stages of language acquisition, especially. if :

large numbers ‘of subjects contribute to the (error) pool (ef. Jung 1980)
Ln our case; only grammatica] morphemes in ob]ig@tory posvt1on

were " counted. S(1t may be added in’ parentheses that the number of .

morphemes supplied'in non-obligatory positions was negligible). From

the raw data group scores were then computed and converted into-

-

‘e L .
° /
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4, RESULTS ; :
: Figures l and 2 summarize the resu]ts of the tzﬁ tests adm1n1stered

in 1979 and “in 1980 respective]y. The ‘two sets of 1

play a fair aount of simllarity, even para]le11sm. Some d1fferences,

however, are worth mentioning: . ' :

arning curves dis-

. - i
1. The ear1x learning curves are not as_steep as the 1ater_ones.i
This may be due to a relatively high degree of overleatniiig
"by the students acrbss all grammar points before the f1rst
. test was administered. > s~
2. - The steepness as scch is. the result of a "clash" in learn1ng
curve No 2 between three grammar points with a high degree of
- stabilization (copula sing.; personal pr.; article) and two
- others (do periphrasis and plural) which one would,not consider
properly acquired yet. : T HAA ~
3{ The early curves always show the 1nnggrant chi]dren performing
{ beluw the standards set by their German classmates, whereas in
the Tater curves "the inmigrants can be seen to outperform the

Germans on two counts . . v .

1 Unfortunately, the-nnformal tests d1d not yielg more than five

" processable. grammatical morphemes. What is.more, the tegt -authors did

ot costrict their tests with comparability-in mind. They had the

- . . : @ -
[ .
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FIGURES 1 and 2. The 1earning curves as established by the tests administered in 1979 and 1980 1ndicab1n
the acquisitwn of the granmatwal morphemes in obligatory position. . o
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-, grammar points included in their test instruments dictated to them by
the units in the teaching materials. The plural of. nouns, howevers, is -
represented in both tests, and it promises to be of interest to the -
discussion centering on’ language acquisition phenom%na which may or
mqy_not suface in foreign-language teaching contexts. The rest of
this paper will therefore be_déyoted to a-discussion of thi§ problem.

F'S

5. DISCUSSION ‘ N
* The plural of English nouns poses sérious'problems to these
children both at first and at second testing.‘As a matter of fact,
the group score for plural at the time of test two is below that -of )
test one. Other thanythe possessive pronoun or the copula (sing.), which .
*  could be stabilized at a high performance level, the plural of nouns
C . has dropped below its previous mark. This finding is surprising, because
- the concept of p]ura]ity and how it materializes in English was intro-
duced as early as Unit 1. The very first grammat1ca1 rule taught is
y K concerned with p1ura1r2atlon]
A year and a half after th1s event and with many an opportun1ty
to practice the plural formation of EnglIsh nouns, not only the German
group, but the immigrants in a like manner still balked at this gram-
matical phenomenon This should be taken as a possible pointer to the .
minor ro]e source 1anguages play in the acqulslt1on of a target lan-
guage. %

R /

A

5.1. NATURALISTIC ACQUISITION OF ENGLISH NOUN PLURALS
According to Wode (1981), the sequence of allomorphs in the
naturalistic L2 acquisition of English is /-s/, /-z/ and /az/,. as

-

evidenced by his four chiTdren who acquired English in an American_-
setting. But he also noticed: that hi's subjects sometimes left the

stems uninflected. They-reVerted to the‘use of zero morphemes when E
they were confronted with unfamiliar lexical items or unfamiliar tasks,
such as tests, and he speculates that this is a "nom-language.specific,
non-age dependent universal strategy. which is followed in cases of un-
certainty" (Wode 1981:266). As to language-specific differences, Wode
]The~teaching matertals can be ordered from: Hessisches Institut

- fir Bitdungsplanung und Schulentwicklung (HIBS), Viktoriastrasse
35, D-6200 Wiesbaden,-Federal- Republic of Germany.j :

Lss
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observes that his children were late in incorporating stems in -en
f+2~27 and /6/. This might weil be a cdnseduence of their L1 German;

an argument might be made out in favour of the contrasttve hypothesis.
Geyman. nouns ehding in'-en (Mutter, RittenMillen, Gewitter, etc.)

du not normally’ take a flexive, but either from the plural via Umlaut
or leave the stem uninflected. Kari Sajavaara, who has'also recommended
tﬂdt “second-Tanguage studies must be replicated with foreign-language
learners" (Sajavaara 1982:151) is probably right when he says that the
"value of CA (ie..contrdstive analysis) is small or nil in environments - °
of optimal acQuiSitiod, but it grows in correlation with the distance

to such a situation..." (Sajavaara 1982:154). We should therefore take

a closer look at our classroom data td see if a German-English struc-
tural contrast can be said to lie at the base of part of our learning

. N .~ o - .
curves. * ) ) ‘ - \

b.2. CONTRASTIVE HYPOTHESIS VERSUS LANGUAGE ACQUISITION

There were at 1gast five occasions in the communicative part of.
the second informal test where one would expect the students to use ) ,
p]ural forms (see Table 1).-- A _

SN closer Took at the students' respohses is likely to reveal
whether their linguistic behaviour is uniform across all. five instaﬁces
or whether there are significant differences between, say utterances
No 1 and ao'd. Table 2 gives the'details. As ouxs was a written test,

_ Table 2 foregees only three possibilities: The plural marker (s) is

either present or absent; in addition, students may attempt to get
around the problem by avoiding the use of-nouns in the plural. Utterance

_4 is-a case in point. The maJor1ty of the students eﬁt down At 12,12
ns to avoid the longer At Iwa£ve minutes pasit twe@ue N

Even a superficial fnspection of Tab]eﬁz revea]s that the over@Tl
differences between the two groups”are minima]. Large differences can
be found, howevep, between the cells. Utterqpce.No 1, whlch conta1ns

‘a noun to be pluralized ending in -ex, d1ffers Thost prominently from

the rest, in that 73.] per_ ¢ent, of the ermans “and’ 60.0 per cent of

" the Inmigrants do what wode s chlldren. sedsto do when they were un-.

certain:. they revert to the use of zerofmorphemes A difference of
(73.1 - 60.0 =} 13.1 per cent points ed1sts here between German and immigrant
students 1?dxcat1ng the poss1b1]1ty that German-language influence on

. s o )
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. "TABLE 1. The five occasions in the communicatwe part of the second test where the use of -
. _ : plural forms was expected,
Number of utterance Initiator _Expected Response
(1 A sagt, dass er Hamster mag. B I like hamsters. - L~
(A says he likes hamsters) o
o e el el sebmremmeemanaee —————- t-..--_.---a-’ ----- T T I
(2) B sagt, dass es genau 4 Mmuten vor IJ; is exaq]y four minutes to eight.
acht ist. - : -
(B says that it is.exactly four‘ :
minutes to eight) : )
e e o o g o e - =t s Rt b e e et DD LD D e L DL DL D DL LT
(3) B wiederholt die Uhrzeit- - It is four minutes to eight
, (B repeats time) ' !
(4) - R.0, (= Rallway O0fficer) sagt o At twelve minutes past twelve.
. Um 12.12 Uhr., -
. (R.0. says: At 12, 12) o B
Ty ey PO e e me . ———————— B ity el T 2 e o O i
(5) | “Lady: (verlangt zwei Fahr‘kart@n . Two tickets to Dover, please.
.o nach Dover) :
(Lady: dsks for two tickets to
Doverl o
L] n
< # A Y
qa’ . ’ Vi P
- )

Q.*‘
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'JASLE 2. The students"
-was expected.

Germans (N = 26)

Immigrants (N = 25)"

responses to the test items:.where the use of. the plura15=.jﬂf" LR

Number of percentage pe}centage ' percentage ' percentage percentage '>péﬁcentage i
Utterdnce # morph s=-morph avoidance @ morph s=morph avoidance

g 73.1 3.8 23.1 0.0 16.0 240 .

2 1.5 80.1 .. 7.7 Y60 80.0 4.0

./. 'Q\ -

3 1.5 80.1 7.7 12.0 84.0 4.0

y -

4 38 30.6 61.6 0 20,0, 80.0

5 3.6 50.0 15.3 44.0 56.0 0
Means 26.9 49.7 23,1 26.4" 51,2 22,4
LN ' ':1.5),1 J/’/

igélﬁii’
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At the;same*:
_ time, it must be sawd that 1f the $1gh percentage of zero morphemes in “u;z
" the case of-hamsted is cal1ed lnterférence or. transfer,_such 1nterference

student performancevts stronger in the case of the natlves

_is most probably due to“the "base 1anguage"; Gernwn,?‘”
var1ous mother totigues (cf. also Chandrasekhar 1978) :
UThe use of PBoreturns,: a]beit 1ess promlnently, 1n utterance No 5.

the it..‘!d?.".-,t_-s--- e

While the high percentage of correct p1ura1 usage in- utterances No 2 and
“Ne" 3 (ltSeTf a repet1t1on of - No 2) could be d1smwssed as f1xed expreSs1ons E
- Tearned as wholes, the flfty odd per cent correct nesponses to utterance :

N
initiator No 5 would have to be taken as proof that the students, ir-

‘3respect1ve ‘of their 11nguist1c or cultural background are still: only

half- way between start ‘and” f1n1sh after nearly “two- yedrs of 1nstruct1on. -
Henning Wode, it wil] be remembered, _found that the "use of P pervades
the L1 data in much the same way as it does the L2 material” (Wode 1981
2659 4.1t seems ta encompass fore1gn language teachlng and 1earn1ng
proce§§%s, too. )
To sum up then, . it can be said that although our data were re- o

stricted to a few wr1tten utterances, which did not a]]ow us to estab11sh
the sequenceof p]ura] a]]omorphs in a foreign- 1anguage “teaching env1ron-_ fz
ment, the phenomena pbserved by Wode in a second- language “acquisition
context are not w1thout para]le] in the foreign<language c1assroom
They can be 1anguage specific, as in the case of nouns ending in -ex A
or universal. In the former instance, it is the base language, whit? ‘
determines the linguistic behaviour of the students.

~"As far as the natural order of morphemes #s coneerned and the
question of whether this order- surfaces again in the foreign-language
c]assroom the -availabTe evidence does not enable us to give-definite
answers. But thd fact that after two years of teachlng the plural of

" English nouhs still poses serious problems.to natives and 1ﬁn1grants

alike, suggests that success or failure 1n fore1gnJ1anguage 1earn1ng is ,

s -

not simply a matter of teachers teaching and of students 1earn1ng the . +
foreign 1d10m, but the result of an 1nterp1ay of the former with a

-

1Apart from an indication of the country of origin no further linguistic
or socioeconomic information was available on the:immigrant children

or their parents. Thus it can only be said that their performance in
Germdn as a second language must have been adequate to cope for two
consecutive years with an ordinary. German secondary-school curriculum..
There were fewer drop*outs in the inmigrant than in the German group.

192
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" third party, an autonomolis language acquisition system, which has its

own ways of going about the job. It will be our task in future years

¢
to reconcile the system s means and ways to th@se of teachers and :
" learners. , '
. o -
‘N
) . . : 4 ”
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UNDERSTANDING IUIOMS IN FIRST AND SECOND LANGUAGE ACQUISITION:
A PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS I

Edna Aphek -~ and Yishai Tobin '

: Jeawish Theutog(éaz Seminany, Ben-Gurion University of the Negev,
§ 4 . Jdusalem : . _Be'en Sheva

INTRODUCT[ON .
The notion of what are generally and loosely referred to as .
"idioms' or 'formulaic expressions' has always been a probIematlc
element both in language description and explanation in general
. (Chafe 1970:41- 49, Kooij 1965, Lees 1963, Lyons 1968:177-178, '
Marchand 1965, 1969; Matthews 1974:33-36) as wél1 as in the fields of
first and second Tanguage acquisition in particular.(Paivo and Begg
©1981:42-43, Lindfors 1980:54-55). The same holds true for the study' S
of the definition and the acquisition of modern Hebrew c0mpounds and .. .
ld]GmS as well (Berman 1978 :1234-237, 265, 27I 275 fn. 7 426, Kaddarr el
1969, Levi 1976, Nir 1967, 1971, 1975, 1980). . The rold of idions g ]
most 11n9u1st1cs studies is uéua]]y re]egated to a sub category of the 2 f:
' "lexicon, \an add1t10na1 kind of sentence type,’ or a dev1ant or Spec1a1
’; , kind of e§press1on or compound lexical item in need of Spec1aI semantic -

considerati ’ S
G1bbonﬂ§$881 1982) presents a most thorough éummary of the o
linguistic danam of idiomaticity and 1’5 connection to language form \f :
“use and variation as well s the significance of idiom's ‘violation of -Nj\\\
Frege's principle and their place in the field of contrastave semantlcs
.‘ Various syntactlc terms- used to describe: idifms include stereotypy s
coIIocatlonaI stablllty ,"frozenness , and ‘fossilization' (Makkai
1972) . Hockett® (1958) proposed-a hierarchy of idioms from the MOrphemic )
' Tevel to the Tevel of discourse. Firth (1968) also studied, idioms
from the highest discourse Tevels as well. The phono]ogica] level of
- idjoms was studied by Smith (1925) and Bolinger (19509, Katz and
Postal (1963) presented a more fbrma] morpholog1ca1 description of
idioms and Newmeyer (1974) and Weinreich (1966) have studied unambiguous
'phrasal' idioms, Malkiel (195§, Makka1 (1972) and Fraser (1970) have
discussed the notion of clausal level idioms from varipus theorétical
points-of view, This h1erarchy of lingu1st1c levels has also not failed

- 1




to reach schola¥s dealing with 'speech acts', eg., Bublitz (1978),

Sadock (1974),_$ear1e (1976). On the suprasentential or ‘pragmatic'

levél, idioms ‘have ‘been discussed by Burger (]973) and Guiich and

_ Henke (1980). AlT of the above studtes, and many more, agree that the

e common denominator of all- idiomatic-like expressiohs is the fact that
they represent linguistic utterances (on all levels) that cannot
(unlike frege's principfe) be reduced to the sum of their component

o parts (semantically, or'phonologicaliy, or syntactically, or merpholo-

« gically, or{from the point of yiew of’prosody or pragmatics).
o . '

(a) Def1n1t1ons of idioms on-the sentence or utterance levels from a
¢ syntact1q ‘and semantic point of view:

Accordlnq to Lyons (1968:177): At this point we should

perhaps mention a further category of utterdnces or parts

of utteranees which resemble 'incomplete’' sentences in’

that thby\do not correspond_directly to sentepces generated

‘ by the grammdr, but differ from them in that the1r de-
scription- -does not involve the application of the rules
established- to account for the vast mass of more norma]'
uttérances. -These are what de Saussure has called ready
made utterances' ('locutions toutes faites'): expressions
which are Tearned as unanalysable wholes and emp]oyed
on particular, occas1ons by native speakers...
From a strlctly grammatical point of view suchfutterances
(eg. proverbs E.A. & Y.T.) are not properly regarded as
sentences, even though they are distributionally independent
and thus satisfy the definition of the sentence..m Their
internal structure, unlike that of genuine sentences, is
not accounted for by means of rules which specify the
permissible combinations of words, However, in a total

_description of the language, which brings together the
phonological and the grammatdical analysis, they might be
¢lassified as <{grammatically unstructured) sentences,

" since théy bear the same intonation contour as sentences
.gencrated by the grammar. " Apart from this fact, they
are to be -accounted for simply by listing them in the
dlct1onary with ah 1nd1cat10n of the situations 1n Wthh
they are used and théir meaning. ¢ .

¥
There are- two further points to be made about socially-
prescr1bed utterances as How do gou do?. They tend to be
‘ready made', in the sense that they are Tearned by native
-~ speakéers as unana]ysed wholes*and are clearly not constructed
afresh on each occassion on which they are used in what,
f0110w1ng Firth, we may refer to as 'typical repetitive
events in the soc1a1 process', -*Since they have this
character, it would be possible to acgount for thgm in
) a 'behav10ur1st1c,framework': the utterances in quest1on
' ) * could reasonably be described as ‘conditioned responses’
Q to the situations in whjch they occur, This fact should
ERIC not be overlooked by the semanticists. There'.1s a good

. N 4
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deal. of our everyday use of 1anguage which is quite
properly described in 'behaviourist' terms’, and can be
attributed to our 'acting out' of part1cu1ar 'rolas’

in the maintenance of socially-prescribed, 'ritualistic’
patterns of behaviour. With regard to this aspect of
their use of 1anguage, fuman beings behave 1ike many
animals, whose 'systems of communication' are made up

of a set of !'ready-made utterances'‘which are used in .,
particular situations, - The more typically human aspects *
of language-behavior, which depend upon the generative
properties of 1anguage and also upon the semantic

notions of having meaning, reference and sense, are

not plausibly accounted for by extending to them

the 'behaviourist' notions of 'stimulus' and 'respanse’.
It is nevertheless true that human language 1nc1udes

a 'behavioural, component..

(Lyons 1968:417) '

Thus, it should bevreédily evident that any study dealing with
idioms or the acquisition of idioms goes right to the heart of the
_complexity. and difficulty of defining 1anguage, the copcepts:or '
notions ef sentence,‘utterance, and prosody on the one hand and is -
further .embroiled in the cognjtjve~mentalistic psxcho]inguistit and

behavieural-associative dichotomdus approaches of first and second

, language acquisition, N
(b} Definition of idfoms on the 'word' Tevel: .
On the 'word' or 'morphological level idioms, Matthews *

(1974:33-34) presents the problem in the following way:

A quite different discrepancy arises between: the

- lexeme as considered from the grammarian's viewpoint, .
and a 'lexeme' which might be posited on strictly
*lexical' grounds. In the phrase a block of ice the
{ce belongs to the lexeme ICE, and in a jug 0§ cream
the word cream belongs to the lexeme CREAM. But what
of {ce-cream in I want some Lce-cheam?.. :
This meaning cannot be predicted from thosa of *
ICE and CREAM as such,,and the*dictionary writer -
must therefore give it in a separate entry (as
in the OEU) or in a ‘special subentry under '{ce'
or 'cream' or both, 'Ice-cream', that is to say,

! is a distinct unit from the semant1c or the 1ex1co-
graphical v1ew-po1nt e :

N It is in such a case that some writers have found
the term 'lexeme' particularly appropriate. Although
in one sense or at one level {ce-cream remains, at
first sight, {ce p]us cheait, nevertheless in another .
____-sense or at another level ft is simply one more
“unit 0 the texteal- ntory.of the language...
A ICE-CREAM we can ,S3%o is a compound lexeme re]ated

by a process of compos1t1on or 'compounding' to..

L 198"
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to the simple lexemes ICE and CREAM....

It is also evident that the gquestion of idioms or 'pompounds' or
'lexemes' and their prosodic, lexicbI, and grammatical implications in
their acquisition is_equally as thorny an issue on the word level as
well as on the sentence or utterance ]gvg].

Paivo and Begg (1981:42-43) discuss the metaphorical-semantic
element of compounds and 1d1omat1c expre551ons from the point of view
of the language learner: -°

...Such compounds (bigwig, wallglower, E.A., Y.T.} are
actually idioms, whose meanings are only metaphorically
related to the meanings of the component words, and the
person learning English has no alternative but to learn. .
the compounds essentially as separate units. This is
less true of other compounds such as fongbow, dishpan
and wdld-4Lowen whose meanings are more or less predict-
able from their lexical components...

. P .
The idiomatic expression or phrase, like the idiomatic
compound word, is another kind of complex structure whose
meaning is metaphorical, not predictable directly from
the meanings of the individual words. Such common '
exampleS are hkngck down a sthawman, §€y the coop, and
hit the sack. Sﬁth idiomatic phrases create an unusually
difficult problem for the language learner, not only
because ‘their meanings are idiosyncratic, but also
because they are usually open to plausible although |
inappropriate literal interpretations...

Besides the metaphorical use of idioms whnch allows the sperer
to achieve original means of express1on beyond the ordinary or pke-
scribed language he has learned, many idioms represent the collective
cultural memory of a nation and its civilization, (eg: in Hebrew the’
use of the name Benjamin to signifypthe youngest of man's sons, etc.}.
With regard to Hebrew idioms in partipularu many of those idioms
prevalent in everyday usage represent classical biblical and post-
biblical origins (eq. the idiom £, dubim ve Lo ya'an (1it. neither -
bears nor forests) ﬁeaning a 'cock-and-bull-story') -as well as loan
wopds and .calques which have been introduced intq the language as a
result  of the various immigrations to Israel by Jews from Europe and
North and South America as well as Africa, Asia and the Near tast (eg.
afa eini{ ('my eye') from the Arabic or na'asa £4 xolex ba'eynaim ('my
eyes grew black') from the Yiddish, meaning horrified), It is parti-

““*‘“““CUTaYry‘1ntereSt1ng to fiote that both Kinds of idioms, the Titerary-
[: l(:cu]tura] as well as the loan word-calque have become part and parcel
e 199
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of idiomatic modern Hebréw and can be found in all the spoken, including
slang, and written registers of the language!

However, we would like to note that despite the fact that ‘Tn certain
cases literary-historical idioms may be used in ironic and/or absurd
contexts, the difference between literary and cultural idioms and slang
~idioms is fundamental. The former conserve the cultural and collective
memory of the nation as well as archaic structural patterns of the |
language and serve to embellish and adorn both spoken_and written
Hebrew' - The ]atter serve as catalysts, perhaps, fot syntactic change
(Aphek-Kahnman ]982), and usually fill in semantlc voids for contemporary
. everyday phenomena.

In 1967, Nir conducted a comprehensive study of the active and
passive aqcuisition and use of idioms of old Hebrait sourées and loan
translation by native Hebrew-speaking high school students, in Israel,

.in two language skills: reading and writing. Jhis was done by examlnlng
. student compositions as well as administering a series of multiple
cnoice examinations, two of which tested the student's comprehegsion.

of idioms while the third investigated the student's ability to re-

]As an exanple of this we would like to present parailel examples of
the idiomatic usage of a similar phrase found in a sketch presented
by Israel's most popular satirical-comedy team (Ha-Sashash iia- -Hiver)
and_in a poem by Natan Zach, one of lIsrael's leading poets, a pro-
fessor of Hebrew literature at Ha1fa University and the rec1p1ent of "
some of Israel's most prestigious literary awards and prizes. Both

" sources employ the idiomatic-metaphoric use of the words 4afa, Aﬁat
('1ip, language, border, edge, shore, bank )i

-

(a) s4at ha-em selo ze angllt aval hu kol -ha-yom be-&fat harqam

*His native &anguage (dﬂat ha-em, 1iterally 'the language
- of the mother') is English but he's on the beach (sfat ha-

. yam, literally 'the shore of the sea') the whole day. -
This particular example is takep from an anthology of the sketches of
the group entitled: The Gofden Book of the Gaohabh Ha-Hiver, 1975,
The translation is ours. !

(b) ani yosev al sfat ha-nchov u mabit ba anasim
‘I sit"on the 'street bank' (4§at ha-nehgy l]ﬁerally the
edge~of the street' as well as 'street language or 'slang' )

Th1s particular example is taken from an anthology of Zach's poems
entitled; Selected Poems, 1950 Tel Aviv: Aleph publ1shqrs The

~trapsTation 1s ours. ' _—

23()().; | L . :‘-ﬁ,;: 'é
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l(: Both of them are frequent]y brought under the heading of

<Ub
/

construct the idiouns of the first two tests when given a part of the
idiom as a stimulus. '

T UNir (41967:6-9) discusses the notion of idiom or 'idiomacy' in

nnderh Hebrew and develops criteria by which idioms may be distinguished -
from expressions, proverbs and other 'stable compounds :

" '‘Idiomacy is a significant quality by which idioms
can be identified. The degree of idiomacy of a given
combination is determined by the number of phrases in
which one of its components serves ﬁn the special A
meaning it has in the idiom (in its 'idiomatic' sense).
. - A combination will be considered as possessing a high
degree of idiomacy if the other combinations, in
which one (or more) of its components serves in its
special sense, do not exceed two. Suech a compound
will be defined as a idiom. If one of the components
of an idiom is an obsolete word, it will be considered’
. to have no.'normal' meaning {outside the combination)
and consequeqtly to possess a high degree of idiomacy
(on the synchronic level, of coyrse, as in an earlier
period it may have been a' commdh word)..
Besides the quality of idiomacy, another important *
criterion exists, whereby one can tell an idiom from
a free compound, This characteristic we shall call
'stability'.  The stability of a given combination is
assessed accord1ng to the degree of certainty by which
its complete structure can be predicted if a part of
it is given.

Most idioms possess both gqualities - idiomacy and
stability. - but in order to decide whether a given
phrase is an idiom, it.is enough if it meets one of
these criteria. - ) -
In certain languages (such as English; for example)

there are many idioms with a grammatital structure
deviating from the accepted norm.. In these languages
_grammatical divergencies in combinations may serve as

an additional criterion to identify an idiom. In

Hebrew these instances are very rare, and thus this
quality cannot be considered as typical of Hebrew idioms.

Many Hebrew phrases, which in other languages wpuld take

the form of a compound word, are not ‘regarded as ‘nivim'

(Heb. idioms) (E.A. & Y.T.) although they possess both _—

or one of these qualities (idiomacy and stability). These .
‘set phrases' constitute a marginal group between the

s1n91e word and'the idiom. e

It is sometiries difficult to distinguish between a set |
phrase and an id1om, especially when dealing w1th nom1na~
t1ve compounds

-——-~———4ﬂ¢0mgqyu§ﬂnuygﬂﬂ“;g‘g often canfysed in Hebrew textbooks.
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'nivim'. The reason appears to be that both the idiom and
the proverb are conceiwed as self-contained independent
semantic units. In order to avoid such an erroneous atti-
tude, one has to keep in mind that an idiom is basica]]y
a Texical unit, whereas a proverb is a saying expressing
a general tn{th which is applicible to many- spec1f1c
instances.

The definition of the Hebrew idiom will be as follows:
A 'niv' is a combination of lexical units possessing a
high degree of both idiomacy and stability or a high
degree of either of these qualities, without being a
set phrase or a proverb.

)

METHODOLOGY AND DISCUSSION ' .
- We have chosen to examine the perception and reception of idioms
in younger age.groups of native Hebrew speakers in kindergarten and
elementary school, as well as to compare their performance with older
learners of Hebrew as a second 1an§uage whose native language is
English. '
~ He have compiled a list of 21 idioms or exgresslons which commonly
appear in the Israeli media (radio and television) jqurnalistic prose, -
colloquial Tanguage, slang, as well as familiar idioms and expressions
whose origin is from the Bible or traditional sources which appear in
" all registers of spoken and written Hebrew?
We chose to test the subjects' perception of idioms by presenting
.. idioms from the media, standard'language and slang, in sentences in
.context and askin§ the subjects. {91 in number, either orally or in
writing depending on the age of the subjects) to explain the idiom in
their own words or by paraphrase. We also presented our subjécts with

]The specific role of proverbs or what wé have referred to as -'two-

bit philosophy' in the use of the 1anguage used by Hebrew-speaking
fortune tellers has been discussed in more detail in Aphek and Tobin ‘
(1981a, b, c, d)

- :

Ve .
2Hebrew is made up of three main historical strata. The first being
Biblical Hebrew, spoken up.to the 6th century B.C., the second

Mishnaic Hebrew, so called after the Mishna, an authoritative -collection
of religious laws compiled around 200 A.D., spoken up to the 3rd

century A.D., and modern Hebrew from the middle of the 19th century

on.. Each of these "languages" has a dictionary and a grammar of its
own. Yet, Mishnaic Hebrew draws on Biblical Hebrew and modern Hebrew

on both Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew. We wquld like to point out,
however, that many of the "traditional" id}pms appear quite frequently

in colloquial conversation. and are Perce1ved as being "modern", as sromeios
. M . .

P '*. -
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Transliterated
1diom

Table 1.

The Idioms Used

t

Literal Meaning

&

o

Idiomatic Meaning

Grammitical Analys.fsb

L]

-

.
Semantic Analysis
. .

IA. From the

\
Media -

1. ve (hanan
txita ¢
. saxek ota

e mdi ze

IT. Standard

1d{vms Found n
Both Spoken and
Wnitten Hebrew

1. be xvodo
ve atsmo

({erot x) be
i varod

2.

O

FRIC

A v Provided by R

"and their essentials
the beginning"

"play it"

“get out of it"

"in his honor and 1n (by)
himself" .

L3

"(to see- x) in pink light"

b

Said at the beginning of
the radio news

The name of a television
program: "“it's your. turn,"
"hurry up" -~

1 3

The name of a television
program' "solve the prob-
lem"

"He himself, in person"

"in rose-colored.glasses"
"La vie en hose"

o 0 gt et 0 a0 O Y e e m e

PRI

conjunction-declined noun
(3rd person, feminine)-noun

. -
Sentence-unmanked impera-

tive declined prep (3rd
person, fem.)

Sentence-unmarked impera-
tive -preposition- dem.
“pronoun (masc. sqg.)

prep.-declined noun (3rd

-declined noun (3rd persa

masc., sg.) 'frozen'

Sentence-(Verb

{both masc., 59.)

.

203

._-_.. -y > > = -

person, masc., Sg.)-conj.

. pho-
nological forms- be-y. u-ve]

- -(trahsi-.
tive-X) prep. nolin-adj.

neutral-neither posi-
tive nor negative °*

positive connotation
as appears in media,
negative connotation
possible in actual
conversation.

encouragement to

overcome difficulty
R e o e

) !

neutral, can also be
used ironically ‘

-

positive cohnotation,
(usually) negative

connotation possible -

gie

positive connotation,



3 bednednu Lo
ven atsmedinu

-

A 4
4. derex agav

"1 ned mimend

2. yeled tov
yerus halayim

3. faavod alal

4. kemo Shaon

IB. Biblicdal o

His tonical

Expressions

1. Lo dubim ve
Lo yaarn

[:l}\!(: ve am ha

Hﬁﬂﬂﬂﬁﬂt5

"between us and between
ourselves”

’

:E;\qu/pf incident"

"get down from me"

J

"'good boy of Jerusalem"

- "to work on me"

“1ike a clock"

"no bears and-no forest",
"neither bears nor fores\"

“i}literate, 1gnoramus
" and inhabitants"

"strictly between ourselves”
“speaking among ourselves"
“between you and me and the
gate post" P
entrhe noud : .
_ n b

¥
v

"by the way," a pnopoA,A
"incidentally"”

l.'gei:'bff my back", "leave
me be" "get ¢ff my case"

"a goody 9003& , "an overly
well-behaved and manner]y
child"

"to dece1ve me", "to lie to
me", "to foo] me"

"Tike clockwork"

"nothing of the k1nd", im-
possible fale, comp]ete.fab-
rication, cock-and bull )
story

"boorish," "common people",
"hoi polloi"

S

ON 4

b

declined prep. (Ist persén,
pl.) -prep.-prep. declined
‘noun (lst person, pl.)
'frozen' phono]og1ca1

forn- £a

[}
‘

noun-{masc.&fem.) -prep.

e mm e S e, e e r———E———--—-

Sentence-imperative- dec-

lined prep. (1st personisg)|.

noun-adj.-(both masc., sg.)
-noun

Sentence--Verb- declined
prep. (Ist person, sg. )
often appears in negative
imperatives) ¢

prep.-noun (masc., sg.)

L Rk L R P, L

Sentence-neg. marker- noun
(masc., pl.) conj.-neq.
marker-noun (masc s SQ.) .
(9 copu]ar in 'present
tense'). :

noun-(gasc., sg:)-conj.-" -
noun (smsc., sg.)-def.art,

‘nown (fem., sg.)

neutral pre~supposea
inference the exclu-

sion of others,”

pragmatic efféct in
discourse bringing -

speaker and hearer

closeér

L3

neutral

neqative connotation
based on (a surfeit)

negative connotation

of positive qualities -

negative connotation
B

positive connotation

¢

negative connotation

T

i ‘..

. : LN
.negatyve connotation = -:

\
A

- .
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Transliterdted
Idion

3. hatox va shev

L «

4. yatsa be shen

va agin

5. higiu ma]/un
ad nages

6. ayin taxat
ayin .-

altistaked
ba kankan. .,

8. alaxat kama
. Ve xama

9, trajra tava

10, o yard Ce
daato

Literal Meaning

* "going and returning”
#ontinuous”
4

"got out with tooth and
eye" :

“the waters have arrived
.onto the soud"

L] ¢
. "don't look at the jar"
"one one how many and how
many .
good morning (Aramaic}™

"(he) didn't go down to
the end of his idea" _
\sf’g ' ° hd

o e e n -

"eye Yinder/instead of eye"

.é .
Table 1,

.............................

L

)

Idiomatic Meaning

¢ <

"to and fro", back and
forth" "round trip"

v

"to lose much®, "suffer
serious losses" (originally)
"to be freed" (said of a
slave whose master caused
the loss of a tooth or eye)

"my troubles have reached
their elimax" “the situa~
tion is unbearable”, "I can
‘take no morte"

“an 8ye for.an eye" v

"don t judge a book by its
cover" , "all ‘that g11tters
is not gold"

“the moreso0", "how much
(more)", a gwttwu, let
alone w !

"good morning" .

(he) didn't grasp his
an1ng comp]eteLy"- "(he)
didn’t get it Co

The ldioms Used (cont.) -

" noun (fem , 50.)

Grammatical Ana]ysis5
! <

adverbial phrase-inf-conj.
-inf. ('frozen' phon.
“form va.)

2 .
sentence-verb-prep.-noun-
(fem., sg.) (body part) -
-conj.-noun-(fem., §q.)
(body part)('frozen' phon.
form va) *

sentence-verb (3rd person,
masc., pl.)-noun {masc.,

pl.)-prep.-noun {fem., sg.)
('frozen phon. form nafesh)

) (body part)
-prep.-noun. (fem , SG,) p{
(body part) *

.sentence-neg..imp.prep. -
noun-{masc., sg.) .

prep-fem. numeral-adv.-
conj.-adv. { 'frozen' phon.
form ve-x)

PAramaic)

sentence-neg. marker-verb-
prep.-noun- declined noun
(3rd_person masc., sg.)

L I

noun-adj ..

e o - e

Semantec Analysis

neutraF connotation
-8

negative connotation
presupposition 'suf-
fered great loss'

negative &onnotation

s

negative presupposi-

tion also used legally

in the f1nanc1al sense

negat1ve pre-
supposition

. neutral connotation

pragmatic function
of intensifying

neutral greeting
negative connotation

' ¥

v
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the Tist of ‘the ldloms taken from sources (10}, including an idiom in
'Arama1c] ' _— SRS o S

We asked the subjects.to.choose the most su1table jidiom to complete
a 'sent®nce which: provided a mean1ngfu1 context upon which he could
base his choice. This task'was_ddne in writing by our olqer subjects.
We asked our younger subjects orally if they had ever heard these -
1dmms and asked them to%i?n]am what they think they mean after pre-
seq;:qg them in their appropr1ate context.._In add1t1on{,we asked our o
native-speaker subjects to provide us with a Tist of their favorite  *
idioms'orueﬁpressions, treir meanings, and ‘their reasons for liking ce
them., . S ) o o E
The idioms whtch we selected appear in Table 1, the Idioms Used.
It contdins the transliterated Hebrew idiomé, their literal meanings,
their 1d1omagpc meanings as they appear ‘in the Alqa]ay Hebrew English
d1ct10nary, and, morpho]og1ca1 syntactic and semantic analysis of these N .
idioms. We would like to point out again that because of the
part1cu1ar history: of*the Hebrew language which has affected both its
phonet1c phono]og1ca1 morpho]og1ca1, syntact¥g-gnd semantic’ structure,
"tragitional" o r "historical 1d10ms“ appear in a]l reg1sters, spoken

v

u, and wr1tten, of ‘medern. Hebrew. An Eng]ash trans1at\on of the question- -
naire used w111 appear in an Append1x at the end of this article.
- : We would like to note that not all the idipms on our-1ist appeared
~in all stahdard dittionaries-and/or in the'slang dictioﬁary For’,
examp]e the. idioms 12 saxeh ota.and 13 2se mize, which are new]y
bco1ned te]ev1s1on idioms (1e .» the names of television game programs),’
did not appear in any d1ct1onary,' nor did the Kl/ang idiom I ko -
« , sha'on. . e "
. B Idiom 183 halox uaAhou is typical of the shv‘t that some archaic
idioms undergo. This idiom appears in the Alcaldy (1965) d1ct10nady
on]y in the mean1ng of "to and fro' or 'a.return \1cket', whereas its
or1g1na1 meaning taken from Genesis 8: 3, the story of the Flood, is _
" 'peturned cont1nua11y . Thus, .many Hebrew speakerls still use the
! idiom in both {ts meanings, thoudh mahy, and'espe ially the ybung '

1 . : . L i "_ : '

Accord ing to Rubin ’ho date:153, fn.-93 Aramaic/*rasembles Hebrew * e
. to about the extent.that German resembles Engligh. &It came an

. c international language during the Persian Empirg (539-331 B.C. ) and

spoken use,

S V{ S ;3:()(3 -
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this idiom as being compdéed of .two verbs, one being hafox ‘go' and
) the other (va) shov '1and'; ‘return’, whereas tn its original meanfng
.Hhﬁox served as an auxiliary, indicating the continual return of the
water. . . - . . \
We administered our pre11m1nary questlonnalre to kindergarten age
children- (5-6 years old), second grade children (7.5-9 years old),
and sixth'grade children (11.5-13 years old), all of whom were native
speakers of Hebrew and attended regular, ie., secular (not relVigious),
state supported Israeli public schools in two Israeli cities Jerusalem
and Be'er Sheya. ' ) ‘e
. We al50 administered our preliminary questlonnalre to adu]t learners
of HeBrew as-a second language (all native English speakers) who are
currently 11v1ng 1n Jerusalem and studying Hebrew in an academic frame=-:-_
work ‘in beg1nn1ng, intermediate and adwanced Hebrew language classes.
We will compare these results to those of our pative speaking 1nformants.
- We would Tike to point out that the children in the kindergarten
and primary and jynior high schools chosen are representative of the
various oriental and western segments (Sephardi and Ashkenazi) of. the
) " Israeli populatlon and are representat1ve of a cross section of urban
“  youth. o = »
: The results of our preliminary study of idiom comprehension appbarl
in Table 2, A Comparatlve Table of Results for. Native Speakers, and
Table 3, A Comparatlve Table of Results for Adult Secand Language
" Learners. : s
’ We will first present’ the rasults of our native Hebrew speaking
informants beginning with the kindergarten age group followed by the
2nd and 6th grades In all cases, we considered a paraphrase or ex-

e planatlon of ‘the idiomatic meaning as a correct response, a close’
approximation or part of the idiomatic meanlng as a partially correct
response and a literal word-for-word rendering of the literal meaning
as an incorrect responseu Each child was 1nterviewed individually.

The interviewer .spoke with the child, asklng h1m if he had ever: heard -

. anyone say the idiom, presented it in context and then asked the child
to guess the meaning. An examination of our kindergarten dge group

. reveals that the children we interviewed had a sporadic knowledge of a &Jf'
'very'limited number of idioms (the boys being slightly more knowledge-
able than the girls) with slang idioms prevailing as well as the more
concrete 1dimns, hatex uaAhou amd ‘ve {karan txila,; whose Jqteral. meanings

g are close to their .jdwmatic use, For the 1dioms which pre used as the *

] S
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names of the two te1eV1s1on game p%q\:ams Aaxek ota and ta&e mize, the N
children merely described the televi on\showe ‘themselves or mentioned
R _
the pr1zes that the winners rece1ve o ?3 -
We' wou]d like.to, point out that One\pf‘the female informants aged
.a}med that she did not know

hem~1n "her own words. Some

6 appeared to understand the iddoms buta

. them, implying that she could not exp]dﬁ

_ of the incorrect responses were usually wo_: for word hepét1t1ons of
e the idiom itself or a response to the 11te§§‘ mean1ngnkeg , “Tike
c]ockwork“ means "an electric watch", or "t1chqhg , None of ‘the

ch11dren in this group vo]unteered any idioms- or express1ons of their

own. _ I
' The secdnd broup tested was from a second grh&e‘tWass ina 1oca1
. school in a middle class Jerusalem neighborhood. Our . 1nform@nts
. (6 males and 11 females from the ages of 7-8.6 years old) were inter-
viewed orally. An examination qQf the data culled from our second grade
group reveals that the children responded most .to 1droms\fr0m the media -
and slang, boys and girls performing S1m11ar1y Like the younger group,
most of the "ihcorreqt" interpretations of idioms were based\on the
fact that they perceived the Titeral nean1ngs of the 1d1oms,"1n\p1nk

as "he ‘has pink eyes", "a good boy of ° Jerusalem

_ being perceived as "he\s as good as Jerusalem", "Jerusalem:; the best
,-f’/v - city, in the country, he \s the best." S

~ The children produced several 1d1oms of* the1r own 1nc1ud1ng _
mazal tov (good luck, congratu]ations, said when a glass is. proken
referring to the traditional wedding ceremony), seudat melLaxig ( feast S
for Kings, a sumptuous meal), aof, sof- ('finally'), ozen éh@k pt&&m
('elephant’ s ear', we ourse]ves are unfamiliar with this 1d10M). o
shet pil ('elephant's skin', 'a tough -skinned persoq who' does hot\1nsu1t
easily'), feshagea pilin ('to make ‘elephants crazy* - 'to dr1v% people
very crazy'), ko ktavim ('dogs' cold', 'very, very cold'), and denex
erets ('the way of the land' - meaning ‘'very good manhners, po]tteness )-

11§ht" being perceiy

It is interesting to note that the idioms produced were of two major
types: those related to the h1stor1ca1-cultural level and s1ang idioms,
“which show a marked aff1n1ty towards an1ma1 1magery and metaphoh1c in ’
their use of language. -+ '
The third group cons1sted of thirty-six 6th grade students (19 o
_ males, 17 females) from a local elementary school in Be'er Sheva..
The subjects were between 11,6 and 13 years of age, "ie., approximately

at the "critical age" of puberty with regard to language acquisition.
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The subjects Were given a written questionnaire, which was also read

to them out Tdud before they were asked to fill it out. The number of

correct responses from this’ group is significantly greater than for the
© younger groups and the distribution with regard to the sex of the - g:
. subjects does’ not appear to be a potential variable. These subjects

responded-particularly well to idioms of the standard,-slang and

Biblical-historical types. The mistakes made in idiom interpretation
,are, as for the younger groups, rejated to 1itera1;-word-for-w0rd

interpretations, eg., 'in pink 1ight',.'sees'everything Tike pink .

flowers., . |

A

<

Some of the subJects paraphrased the jdioms with similar idioms .
of their own, eg., 'a. good boy of Jerusalem' - friar - ‘'push over' or
'Yoram' a regular boy's name associated with Ashkenazi middle class
values-often used pejoratively to mean 'a good boy" . The idioms they
provided for us included 13 idioms in the register of slang with Arab
Toan words (xantarish 'worthless', sababa 'good' used similarly to the
American expression 'cool’ in the fifties); proverbsg in sentente length
expressions on the literary level (eg.,iJQne coin in a jar makes a" lot
of noise') one hybrid from Arabic (yom asal, yom basal - yauwn ‘'day’' in
Arabic - 'a-day of honey, a day of onion') and slang utterances (ze -~
yotze £ mi ha-ag 'This thing is coming out of my nose' meaning 'I am :

fed up with 1t Yo o ‘ . "
We will now present our data for the adu]t learners of Hebrew as
" second language. The data were culled from 21 students ‘at the Jewish
Theological Seminary at the Neve Shechter campus ifi Jerusalem. Twelve
out of the 21 'students (7 males and 5 females) were studying ina N\
" program entitled Midreshet Yerusha]ayim (The Jerusalem Seminary, J.S.),
which 1nVo]ves 1iving in Israél on a twelve-month program and is Open
both high school and college graduates. The students took intro-
ctory courses in Judaic studies as well as Hebrew language courses
on various levels. Their agers ranged from 18-35. " The remaining 9
students were regular students of the Jewish Theological Seminary (JTS)
and plan to become rabbis. They had a strong backprOund in biblical
“and historical sources and were currently spending a year in Jerusalem
+ " studying Hebrew literature as part of their third year of rabbinical
school, Both sets of students lived in- dormitory conditions at the
- Neve Shechter campus. On the one hand, they lived together in an Engljsh
speaking enclave and, on the other, they had a teleVision set at the

E C - . '
==
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dormitory and all had radios }n their robms, and were free to associate
. with natlve Hebrew speakers. '

The J.S. students studying Hebrew&for a year are sharp]y divided
with regard to their language proficiency 1eve1.‘ Save for our firstw
subject “in the lowest ciass who performed consistently well, the first’

. two classes of Hebrew learners showed a sporadic knowledge of idioms
from the standard language, the biblical historical Tevel and; to a.
lesser extent, slang. A1l the subjects performed the most poorly with
the media expressions. The most advanced J.S. students as well as the

rabbinical students predictably performed better, except subject No. 2,
whose results were consistently poor on the B1b11ca1 -historical level
and the media examp]es

CONCLUSION . ‘
An analysis of our preliminary findings revea]s
(a) The distribution with regard to the sex of the subjects does not
appear to be a potential variable.
(b) A1l subjects, both the native speakers and the learners of Hebrew
as a second language, performed poorly on the media expresSions.
(c) The youngest native speakers, ie. kindergarten and 2nd graders,
showed sporadic knowledge of stang idioms and the more concrete,
literal idioms such as hafox vashow. Most of the incorrect inter-
pretations of the idjoms occurred because they perceived the '
" literal meani'ngs of the idioms. None of the children interviewed
could e]ihit idioms of. their own, which may mean that they do not, ,.;
have the concept of idiom as a full-fledged category at this stage
of 1anguage acquisition bearing out the Semantic Feature Hypothesis
iscussed in Clark (1973). Our preliminary research in idiom
acqUNgjtion seems to supbort Clark's notions that when children
. - first beg o use identifiable words {or expressions, E.A. & Y.T.)
they do not havgtheir full (adult) meanings,“but may represent
only partial entri

in their lexicon. It also appears that

children can be familiaw with many expressions used jdiomatica]]y
without being aware of th&r idiomatic or extended use and perceive
them only ih their literal, WQrd-for-word meanings. The second
graders, however, showed some
and'historical-cu1tgra1 ones,

graders, did fair]y well on all par

radic knowledge of media idioms -
e)plder native speakers, sixth
of the questionnaire, parti-

& e
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cularly with slapg and historical-cultural idioms. .
- (d) The first two classes of learners of Hebrew as a Second 1anguage
showed some sporadic knowledge of standard idioms, and of histo-

rical-cultural ones and of the ,siang idioms, to a _lesser_extent.

‘and did very poorly on media idioms. v

L The students in the higher classes of Hebrew as a second language
and in the literature class pgerformed best on the historical-cultural

idioms. 8 o _ ,

As a result of our preliminary findings we feel that the data of
- the adult learners of Hebrew as a second language that we have at the:
‘moment is less sufficient than the data we have for the native speakers,
One fMust bear in mind that this particular group of learners of‘febrew
as a second language is text- and reading-orfented..

In his thorough and extensive study Nir (1967) found oui that
religious high school students who are Hebrew nat{ve speakers showed
better comprehension and'hjgher degre¥® of usage of idioms froﬁ the
sources than their peers in regular high schools, the reason probably
being, as in Ehe case of our group of adult learners of Hebrew, that

" the religious high school students are text-oriented and study the
sources a great deal. ' , T

We will be able té'arrive at more definitive conclusions after
we broaden our informant population to urban schools in both the
qé]igious and non-religious streams, rural schools in the kibbutzim
and moshavim, as well as various framgworks of the stqdy of Hebrew as

a second language.

-
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APPENDIX
! debtionha&ne ' Iddom Acquisition’ “
v I. What does it mean? Exp]ain the following underlined idiom.

A.1. Here is the news and their essentials at the beginning.

2. You all must be familiar with the T.V. show, 'Play It'?
?hat doss the name mean? When would you use The expression
play 1t'? :

3. What does the name of fﬁ; T.V. show 'Get Out of It' mean?

B.1. Look who's here, the Prime Minister, 'In his honor and by‘
© . himself', . 4

2. Shoshana is smiling, that's because she sees everything .
~ 'in a pink light'. ' T
3. After the roaring argument in class, Rafi said to Joseph:
‘between us-‘and between ourselves' you weren't right.

4. We talked about political problems but 'by way of incident'
. .~ I'also raised the problems of education Tn Israel,

4
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C.1. Listen, 'qet down from me', you've simply gotten on my nerves.
2. We don't accept him because he's 'a good boy of Jerusalem'.

3. What do you‘think, -that 1 was bor p working
Sf-mel— ‘
4, Don't worry, 1'11 do it 'Tike a clock'.
’

II. Idioms from the Sources
Write the appﬂnpr1ate express1on from the 1lst in the space pro-
vided at the end of the sentence. '
l. It's 1mposs1b1e to talk to Josegh'about a movie or a book
because he's a real ---- ('illiterate', 'ignoramus')

2. Don't believe a thing'he te]]s you ---- ('neithé# bears
" nor forests') ' -

3. I can't take this house anymore ---- ('the waters have
arrived unto the soul') '

.4 Anybody who Tooks at Zehava cou]d think she's a "tramp'
o but ---- ('don't look at#he jar')

5. Look at that poor cat, after the flght ---- (he) got
out with 'tooth and eye' :

6. Joseph was so nervous that he paced the whole n1ght ———-
'back and forth', »

7. He believes in the method of ---- 'eye instead of eye' -
and that's why he hit me back.

-8.. If Micha deserves to be punished then Asnat ---=- {'on one
how many and how many (more)')

9, It's a pity that he's trying to explain (it) to him,

it doesen't matﬁer ~--- 'he didn't go down to the end
of his 1dea
10. He always uses strange expressions, that's why when he met
me he sald ---- Good Morning (in Aramaic)..
9
#

‘ -' - 2.17_,
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THE LEARNING OF CONVENTIONAL SYNTAGMS BY
FINNISH COMPREHENSIVE SCHOOL PUPILS -

* : . '3 '
Liisa Seppanen K

" University of Jyvéskyld

. . o .

, Not until the last few years have 1anguage teachlng methodolo-
" gists begun to pay attention to the problems of vocabu]ary learning
in the planning of foreign language currlculq. “In his article -
'Foreign Vocabulary Learning as Problem No 1 of Language Teaching at
the Advanced Level” Marton. (1977) discussed a special problem of the
field: the learning of:conveptional Syntagms. The term is -so new that
it has not so far been exp]icitly def}ned The present paper has two
main aims: (1) to glve the term a linguistic definition, for which
Marton's description of conventional syntagm will be used as a starting
point, and (2) to discyss the learning of conventional syntagms on the
- ~ basis of the results of an experiment carried out among Fihnish compre-
hensive school pupils. '

-.?: . -

. ¥ - . ) -
1. The Concept of Conventional Syntagm -°

' - 1.1, Marton's ription of cohventional syntagm
. ! .

Marton (1977 ,40-41) does not give an explicit definition for the’

“  term convent10na1 syntagm but character1zes it in rather pract1ca1

,terms: : . . Y ) . o
L4 B .
conventional syntagm is any phrase or longer syntactic unit
which is farmed in accordance with the rules of lexical co-
. occurrence of a given language and which has a certain func-"
- tional value for its users, t.e. is frequently used and is
not a .nonce. construction. In other words, ]t is a certain.
. Texical combination of a stereotypic nature... But the notion
. -of conventional syntagm finds its full® d]menSIOH only when
- ; it is considered contrastively...these syntagms...are, com-
S paratlvely peaking, lexically non-congruent.... there
is no\dlregg translational equ1va1ence between the1r cQrre-
sponding el ments

i

-
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To i]]ustraté the description, Marton gives only.few ekamples, "_ 7
A Apuitf brat . is a conventional syntagm, while a Lugubrious octipus of%
not, because the 1atter is not 'of’ stereotypic nature'. One of Mérton's
’_contrast1ve examp]es js the Eng]ish expression watch huns 'which s
~expressed in Polish watch 'waths'. .
’ Aecordlngly, on the basis of Marton's descr1pt1on, the fo]10w1ng
- two’ assumpt1ons,can be made about the concept:

L9 _‘14)' A conventional syntagm means a cOzpccurrence‘of Texical items wﬁich'
" are’used in everyday 1anguage The co-occurrence is 5o frequent
. that the -expression has become stereo%yp1t “in nature‘ °
: N R
. . v AN , .

-

’ y'(Z). A conventional syntagm is not a conCept to be discussed }n terms of » -

: . One language only; it is part1cu1ar1y a concept of contrast1ve 11n- ° B
< - gu1st1cs LIt s recognized only w expressions of two or “more .
| are compared with eac other. A practical cue for the -
oghifion of é*;onventiona]- yntagm jis the faét that a cbnven-
tional syntagm is easy to und rstand for a foreigner but 6auses

difficulties of production,

» . langu

ich Marton-explains by the phenomenon

of native language ‘influence. o - : .,

. AN

. 5 The shortcoming of Marton's description for conveﬁtiona]-éyntagm_'
is mainly in that it does not défine the relationship of the. concept

" with-two other COncepgp which are ciogely related to it, namely the

' concépts ufvtollqcation'and idiom. Thf following two paragraphs will

e deyoted for this purbose. o _ ' N 1

. L
RS

1;2.-anventiana]-synfagm vs. collocation

. The .term 'collocation' is usually defined as a habitual co-occurrence
of two or more lexical itemg, for example, the co-occurrence of the ¢ _
items green and grass, daah and night (Hartmann et al. 1973: 41). Firth,
the pioneer of co]]ocationa] studies, talked about co]]ocation in this

.+ meaning (seé&y g.9., Firth 1957: 181, 196; 1961 195).* In this sense the

term collocation is almost synonymous with the term conventional syntagm:

However, in a wider sense of fhe term, collocation may refer to any co-

occurrence of two itemS. Thus, accbfding'to‘ﬁhe frequency of occurrence

5

o
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of one {tem.with-certajn other .item, a collocation can be'called'
‘casual' {infrequent) or ‘significant’ (freqhen;) {see Hd]]iday 1966r
1563 Sinclair 1966: 418).
. Ivir (1976) was the first 11ngu1st to d1scuss the concept of co]-“
... ’ ; . Tocation in terms of contrastive 11ngulst1cs He paid-attention to the
: differences between 1anguages in forming collocations. lvir (1976 26-
_/\ .~ 27) claimed that collocations haye a great contrastive SIgnlflcance
, begause {1). 'dlfferent 1anguages choose to focus upon different aspects
of rea]ity and (2) 'dlfferent 1anguage5'organlze their Texical mater1a1
.dlfferently in relatlon to the same semantic content'. Ivir glves
~ examples of different focu51ng comparing Engllsh and Serbo- Croatlan _
“collecational compounds: the English feature 64£m has the equ1va1ent '
'artistic film' 1in Serbo Croatian; the equivalent of depaniment stone
" is '‘goods house'. In the former-example the difference in focusing i}
manifested dn one e]ement on]y,_1n the latter the whole co]locatlon 1s
d1fferent1y focused. ' :

- As for the differentes in'orgaﬁ1zing lexical material, Ivir gives
examples of adjectives and verbs, in which two 1anguéges have different
degreeg of . specificity Jn the items. The English dark is used in col- -
locations datk mood, dark: hain. - In Serbo-Croatian two adjectives

-qnuke is usedsin a number of different collocations; in Serbo- Croatian
\ " there are az:pmber of verbs, more specific in medning than nake, which
.are used as its translational eduivalents _ '
As can be seen in the exapples g1ven above Ivir‘s concept of col-
location has much the same content as Marton s conventional syntagm
The only difference is that the former includes collacational compounds,
“while the latter does not. What has heen said aboye about the relation-
ship'between the concepts ' f_ﬁf;d ! onvggflqpél syntagm is
illustrated by Table 1. ‘

. . v *p__\
4 COLLOCATION
-t - .
. casual | fréquent | 7 stereotypic . collocational '
colJocation collocation collocation compound’
- conventional
syntagm

¥

Table'1. The descrlption of conventiona] syntagm in re]ation to collod

Q : -cation. : _

L)

(mhaého and tamna) are needed to form these collocatlons The‘English B
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1.3. Cbnventional syntagm vs. ididm

. ] ) -

The same conceptua].vagueness.as is characteristic of cd]]ocation' .
appliessadiso to the concept of idiom. Idiom is usually considered to
b.e- w : [N
a group of words which has a special connotation not usually
. equal to the sum of the meaning of the individual words, and
" -which usually cannot be translated litefally into adother

" language without the spec1a1 meanlng belng lost (Ha mann et
al. ,1973: 106). . .

N : S 0
Aceprding]y, idiom, Tike conVentiona] syntagm, is a group of'words
{or linguistit items). " Both of the -concepts include language-specific
co]]qpations, i,e. the way of grouping the words is characteristic of the
given langtage only. Because of these features which are conmon to both
of the]ioncepts it is often very difficult to make a dlstanct1on Between _. - -
them. . T -
There ‘is,-however, one feature in idiom which makes the differenta-
tion possible, and that is the semantic change which an, idiom has under-
"gone but a conventional syntagm has not. If the items comprlsing an
idiom are separated, the sum of the meanings of the "items is not the same
as the meaning of the whole. Accordingly, the items comprising an Jdiom
- do not have an independent meaning .of their own. For example, the idiom
' pul £ someone' s Leg does not mean the physical action to which its separate .
lexical items refer. The same can be said'about the idiom hick the bucket ° «/j
(see Langacker 1967: 79-80; Ridout et al. 1970:-158). Chafe'{1970: 40-42)
calls the phenomenon that has taken place-in the items a semantic change. B d
After the change, the elements of the surface structure are no 1onger b
'semantic' but 'postsemantic’r The ﬁustsemantic e1ement§ together form
_a new, single semantic unit. Therefore, a foreigner does not understand
the meaning of an idiom if he knows only -the meaning of -the items compris-
ing it. Th1s is not thg case with the conventional syntagm. The items L
comprlsvng a conventlonal’syntagm have an. 1ndependent meaning: eggs are
" eggs no matter how "dled' or ‘fresh’ they are; a wat.ch is a watch inde-
pendent of whether 1t runs' or 'wa]ks . - _
There is one problem which has .to be discussed concerning the differ~
ence between conventional syntagm and idiom. This is where Marton's de-
scrlptlon of conventlonal syntagm is the mo)t 1nadequate. Marton (1977:
40-41) gives examp]es of conventional syntagms which Palmer (1976: 98- 99)
calls ‘partial. idioms' (watch auns well) and examples which Kellerman -
" (1977: 114~ 115) calls 'language neutral' tdioms (6ouaw m’ path oﬁ toast

2
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néégbtancc). Yet Marton, in the same artie]e, mdintains that conven-

. tional syntagm has to be kept separate from the concept -idiom. The .
confusion .is caused by the lack of a Tinguistic' definition for the former

" term. . Lo B . X

IS

1.4, A Tinguistic definition for the concept of conventional syntagm
- | : \ .
The conventional syntagm includes - i
N . - C
(1) such language-specific collocations (non-idioms) which do not
} have direct translational equ1va1ents in the other language with
" which the campa r4son 15 made, eg. E poox qua£4£y vs. Fi ‘weak’
quality; E have a_cup of coffee vs, Fi 'drink' a cup of coffee;
L (2) partial idioms which can be _understood on the basis of the sefarate
' words comprising them but are expressed in totally different words
in the other language, for example: '

) ‘E Tittle details escape the eye vs. Fi 'little details
- o remain uﬂﬁbticed" .

‘
. E return someone's k1ndness Vs, F1 "show a s1m11ar k1nd- :
- . ness'; .
(3) language-neutral idioms in wh1ch the difference between the two
languages is so small that it does not affect the understandab111ty
of the expression, for example:

E walk the middle path vs. Fi 'go’ the middle 'way'.




_oge

.Ta.bls 2. The descriptioﬁ of conventional 'syntagm'in relation to collocation- and. 1’d1;om. .
- c T N . t -
A N . . s ~ .
LOLLOCATION
R T CONVENTIONAL SYNTAGM
' . . ’ xv . 1 E— “ )
casual ~frequent ] Stereotypic ‘partial- language~ language- collocational
collocation collocation collocation idiom neutral specific *compound -
. : ' _ . - tdiom - idiom
’ ) .(no contrast- | (language-~ (1anguage- (partially | (some - | (totally - (1anguage-
o jve signifi~ P neutral) .|~ specific) language~- | language- -language- specific)
.cance) - I _ specific) ~specificity)| specific)
| IDIOM o 1
v R o . .
[ v‘. 3 | '__.‘ \
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2. The experiment

2.1. The subjects
R}

- The test was presented to 84 F1nnlsh ninth-~grade comprehéensive-
‘school 5up115 who hadvstudied Eng]ish as their f1rst2!ore1gn 1anguage -
at school for seven years. The‘puplls be]onged to two different course-
levels: 51 of them to the advanced course (the more competent of the
two,groups) and 33 to the genera] course. The reason’ for this kind of
ch01ce was the aim to compare the knowledge of conventlona] syntagms .

w1§h the competence of Engllsh in general. ' _ .-

-

> : - g

2.2. The test . .,

v

The test consisted of two types'of tasks: those requirihg'dompre— ' ‘e

. hension and those requiring production. -The items requiring production
7 consisted of sentence-completion tasks, fn which the pupils were asked
to translate a word or a collotation from Finnish into English in the

context of a sentence, for example: o
John his teeth every morning.
‘pesee ('washes’) .

Ll

The 1qus requiring comprehension consisted of multiple- ch01ce~
items ]n Which the pupils had to choose the, r1ght Firnish alterhative *
" for the given English sentence or word. : ‘

} The test items were collected from the textbook Say it in English, -
whfth he pupils had stud1ed at school. The main principle in the
constr§c€1on of the test was.that the pupils had been exposed to a1] the
syntagms that they were required to either comprehend or produce in the'
test. Furthermore,othose syntagms that had occurred most frequently 1n
the textbook were presented as items requiring production, and those
with a oW freauency of occurrence as items requlrlng comprehens1on onﬂy
(sge Table: 5) ' - ce

jpovy
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2.3, The analysis of the responses

2.3.1. The definition of error = =~ . .
1. A .. \ 1

Since the main‘fﬁths“%f the study was on'semphtics rather than
grammar, on]y semantic errors were counted. chording1y, the responses

~ which contained grammatical or spelling deviations only were counted as .

correct .if the semantic content was correct. . -
‘ ¢

2.3.2. The glassification_of the responses

The classification of the responses ¢an be seen in Tables 3 and 4.

* Errors due to the native 1gngn£§es (NL) refer to responses in which a
direct translation from one language into the other has been used, for -
example: 'wash' teeth instead of baush teeth. Errors due to intralin-

= gual (L2) semantic generalization refer to- responses in which the gap

f

has been filled with a word be]onglng to the r1ght semantic f1e1d but
js unsuitable for the context, egq?

Have you ever vis{t to China?

Errors due to L3 refer to responses in which a Swedish expression
has been used instead of an English one; for example: '

Vad dn ktochan? instead of What's the time?

Table 3. The relative distribution of the responses 1nto $ix ~-'4~nas,

classes,
' : _, ADVANCED COURSE GENERAL COURSE
Prod. items| Rec» items | Prod. items| Rec. items
"scores % scores % scores % scores %
Correct loso 32.3 [,710 92.8 | 3¢ 6.1 | 256 51.9
iErrors due to NL | 387 44.6 - 28 3.7 |-211 37.6 46 9.3 .
Intral. errors 39 4.5 0 0.0 2 .04 | *0 0.0
Errdrs due to Ly | 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 0.5 0o %0
“[Random T 182 327 3.5 {51 9.1 | 168 33,9
: 0m1ssions S| ey 0 +0.0 236 42.1° .0 26 5.3
- T Nprod. | NRec. | WeProd. | N Red:
[KC = 867 =765 - | = 561 . 49£
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Table 4. The relative distribution of the. responses to the test items.
Abbpevations: NL infl = errors due to NL influence; Other =
~errors due to other sources; Ra & Om = random responses and
omissions; AC = advanced course; GC = general course.

G

-

Correct % NL infl. % | Other %‘\S Ra & Om %
LA G AC 6L | AC  -GC”| AC . GC
. _|LTEMS FOR PRODUCTION | .
brush teeth 21.5 0.0 76.5-39.4 0.0 0.0 2.0 60.6
g0 to bed . 56.9 18.2 43.1 63.6. | 0.0 3.0 0.0 15.2
have been to sw. 9.8 0.0 29.4 36.5 | 49.0 30.2 {~ 11.8 33.3
have a cup of coffee | 7.8 0.0 | 90.2 84.9 2.0 3.0 0.0 12.1
fIride a bicycle - | 21.6 3.0 |.78.478.8 | 0.0 6.0, 0.0 12.2
go to see somebody 54.9 33.4 37.3 42.5 4.0 5.9 3.8 18.2
take a shower 4310 121 | 29.0 45.5 2.0 0.0 5.9 42.4
[Vike best 6.0 0.0 80.4 9.0 | 9.6 15.2 4.0 75.8
do the shopping . 21.6 3.0 68.6 36.4 | 2.0 9.1-| 7.8 51,5
Fi11 teeth 7.8 0.0 39.2 18.2 0.0 0.0 | §3.081.8
stay over night 15.7 0.0 74.5 48.5 3.9 3.0 5.9 48.5
‘ Find sg-on themap | 31.3 0.0 41.2 3.0 0.0 0.0 | 27.597.0
- last night - 49.0 9.1 - | 29.4 9.1 | 5.9 0.0 | 15.7 81.8
‘|take the’ temperature | 35.3 "0.0. | 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 | *58.8 100
tell the time- 31.3 0.0 56.9 30.3 | 5.9 '8.2 | 5.9 51.5
poor knowledge 62.7 24.2 15,7 9.1 0.0 0.0 | 21.6 66.7
tell the way 66.6 0.0 [ 17.7 3.0 13.7 3.0 | 2.0 94.0
ITEMS FOR.COMPREHENSION ' ‘ .
take a bus " 100 75.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.1 0.0 15.1
When is the train 56.8 33.3 35.3 45.5 0.0°0.0 «| 7.9.21.2
a bad noise 94.0 39.4 0.0 0.0 | _0.0 0.0- |- 6.0 60.6
heavy beard’ 100 60.0 0.0 15.2 0.0 0.0 [ 0.0 24.2
poor job .| 78.4 36.3 11.8 21.2 0.0 0.0 {- 9.8 42.5
hurt badly 96.1 66.7 3.9 18.2 0.0 0.0 ‘0.0 15.1
nose is running ~ |100 72.7 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3. | 0.027.0
lose one's life . ~ {100 66.6 0.0 0.0 | -0.0 0.0 | 0.033.4
= pake a bad nofise - | 94.0 39.4 0.0 .0.0 0.0. 0.0 6.0 60.6
low supplies. 86.3 30.3 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.7 69.7
be happy about sg | 98.0 66.6 0.0 0.0 0.0- 0,0 | “2.033.4
hot meal 100 57.6 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 | 0.042.2
- rain heavily 98.0 45.5 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 2.054.,5 |
-mwﬁ@kwﬂ%mmwf—~9%#£%%-*ﬂﬂﬁ"ﬂﬁh-%*mﬁrmv—i“ﬂrv7wa=-
QO |poor quality 94.1 60.6 0.0 0.0 .| 0.0 0.0 [ 5:939%
pRlC B o : . _
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2.4. The results : .

2.4.1. The success in tomprehension vs. production

The present study confirmed Marton's (1977) hypothesis that compre-
hension of conventional syntagms is easier than their production. The
same tendency is to be seen 1n both of the informant groups (see Table 3).
The first conclusion that can be drawn from the test results is that
" -the requlred itemsrin the test were: most probably conventional syntagms
(and not idioms, for example). )
“The questlon why conventional syntagms are much easier to comprehend
"thgn to produce needs to be discussed here. Tarone' 's (1974: 230) claim
that understanding of an utterance is made easier by the predlctlon of the ~
message may give a partial explanation. However, it does not apply if, '
for example, the afternatives of a multiple-choice task are equally pro-'
bable, as is the case when amultiple-choicd task is well constructed.
"Extralinguistic cues, which are supposed to help understanding {see
Tarone 1974: 2§1~232), do not play any part in a- written test like the
one in question. i '

‘  Marton's (1977 48-49) explanation for the difficulty of producing
conventIona] syntagms and for the case of- understandlng them seems rather
believable. The reason for the failure of producing Conventional syntagms
is, according to him, that ‘conventional syntagms look very simple when they
are to be understood only; the learner regards himself know]edgeab]e
although he is not (cf. Kellerman 1977: 74-75).. Not until the learner

' has to produce the syntagm does he notice the difficulty, ie. the different
way of forming the collocations in the two languages., 1f the learner
does not see the aifference_then, he_Wi]] make an error due to NL; excep-
tions will be learners who have, 'acquired’ the syntagm as a whole.

~ &

N

2.4.2. The inftuence of the native language o

;;;’:;:)pd hypothesis of the present study - also based on Marton's ..
(1977) experiment - was that (a) the learner's native language has a Stronq
‘influence on the learning of conventional syntagms; and (b) NL influence '
is especially strong in the items that have to be produced This hybothesis _{
_was confirmed (see Tables 3 and 4). The frequency of errors due to intra-
» lingual semantic generalization and errors due to L3 {i.e. Swedish) Was'very.
T Twmt‘omparfsvn—wftﬁhatoﬂt-traceamews.ﬁ‘

— e
—_—

¢
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s Krashen's (1978) theory of 'acquisition and 'learning’, might give
1anatjon for the phenomenon of NL influence. Since only few

omprehensive school pupils have any chance to 'acquire'-con-
: vent1on 1 syntagms in mean1ngfu1 commun1cat1on, they have to resort
’to mere ning'. -The Consequence is that separate 1ex1ca1 items
are stored in 1ong—term memory, which Teads -to the tendency of trans-
‘1at1ng expressions word-for-word from the NL into the foreign 1anguage
~ Marton (1977: 54 56)- holds a,different view of the 1nterna11zat1on
of conventional syntagns. He¥®uggests that rote learning:is the only
efficient way of avoiding the tendency to use unidiomatic NL-traceable
4 collocations. The, lack of conscious effort in L2 learning, even when
the learner is exposed to natural 1anguage necessarily 1eads to the
use of NL models in forming collocations. That the phenomenon, “which
Marton calls 'frozen competence' gets under way as early as the primary
stages of Lé Jearning can be concluded on the basis of the present
study. '

-

2.4.3. Competence in English-and mastery d* conventional syntagniw
s The third hypothesis, based on the views of Swain et al. (1974)
and Kellerman (1977), was confirmed by the present étudy. As was
expected, the pupils of the advanced course were far more - succesful
than the general course pupils in both comprehending and producing
« - conventional syntagms (see Table 3). This is due to the fact that the
‘ better pupils have an ability to grasp the meanings of entire expressions
without knowing the exact meaning of every item. The tendency to associate
each foreign language item with one single native 1anguage item is es-
pecially strong with the less able pupils. '
However, the test results did nbt show convincingly that the less
able pupils make more errors due to NL than the better pupils. This
was probably dug to the fact that the test was too difficult for the
general-course pupils. Therefore, they gave a high percentagée of '+

.

random responses and omissipons, while the advanced colirse pupils left .

hardly any gaps, and the respOnses given were for the most part reason-
“able. Yet many advanced course pupils fa11ed'to remember the co]]ocat1on§(‘
as who]es, the direct translation led .to ertors due to NL.

. ! .
On the other hand, the general course pupils' strong.tendency to
Q T e E

2.
.
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© word- -for-word transltations can be seen in the responses given to the
items in wifich the required word was very ¢ommon, for examp]e:

‘drink' a cup of coffee (1nstead of have)
*drive' a bicycle (instead of nide)
go to 'sleep' (instead of bed) (Seé Table 4)

-

An even more convihcino'piece of evidence'is that the general
course pupils made far more NL-traceable errors than the advanced course
pupils in the items requ1r1ng compréhension only. Thus, a general
tendency of genera] course pupils was to translate the verb be in the
sentence when 48 the next train to London? with the Finnish verb offa
‘be’ 1nstead of the idiomatic Finnish expression w1th the verb fdhted
‘depart’.

’

2.4.4. The relationship between occyrrence in textbook and production

The fourth. hypothesis of the study was based on the generally known
assumption "“the more repetition, the better learning result". This '
hypothesis was not confirmed by the present study The conclusion can
be made by comparing the frequency of occurrence of each item in the
textbook (Tab]e 5) and the ndmber of correct responses given té them
(Table 4); compare, for example, the occurrence and production of_the
syntagms poon knowtedge and have a cup of coffee. .

The result may be partly due to the fact that the time between the
learning of the, syntagms and the test may have been several months, even
several years. - The pupils had not been informed of the content of  the
test in advance; therefore they did not have any chance for reyision;
When the tjme between the exposure to a syntagm and its production is .,
long, the 'retroactive inhibition' (see Marton 1977: 53) of the NL ‘is
strong. Moreoyer,'conventional syntagms.have"low semantfc power' (see
Hatch -1974: 15), that is, they do not have any striking Ieatures which
would+facilitate learning - 1like, for example, idioms have. Therefore,
recurrent exposure to, even production of, a conventional syntagm does

’

not guarantee its acquisition. R _ L )

um
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Table 5. The frequency of the occurrence of the conventional éyntagms in thé
textbook on the lower and upper level.

!

230,

) Advanced course General course Sum total
lower upper lower upper Rec. + Prod.
Rec Pr| Rec Pr Rec Pr! Rec Pri AC GC
brush teeth noos| noos| 7 3017 2
go to bed 8 6| 6 318 6| 9 1|33 3
have*been to si. _ 18 1N 23 157 29 38
have 4 cup of coffee 16 4 14 4016 4} 9 6 -3§ 35
ride a bicycle .23 8 9 3] 23 8| 4 2| 43 37
go to see sb. 18 4 15 20 14 &7 21 39 31
take a shower 9 1 " 1 9 1 13 64 22 29
like best noal.3 1| 9 4 7- 19° 20
do the shoppin$ 3 8 1 3 5 12 . 8
fill teeth 1" 3 41 11 2 18 13
stay over night I 6 22 5 6 .2 33 8
find sg on the map | 10 5 .1 10 1 1] 16 12
last night L 3 1 5 4 6
take the temperature '_ 3 3 3 1 6 4
tell the time L B . 2 2 2
bdbr knowledge’ 2 2 2 2 -
tell the way 3 1 2 1 2
take a bus - ; 6 & 5 6 9
when is the train f 1 ' 2 6 " 8
bad noise 1 1 \ '
heavy beard 2 2
poor job 2 1 o 3.
hurt badly 2 o3 A
nose is running 3 4 - 1 3 g8 (
lose one's life .. 5 2 5 \ 2
make a bad noise 1 ! 1 1 _ 1 1 6 4 3
low supplies 1 1
be happy about’sg . 1 2 1 1 "3
hot meal 1 1 )
rain heavily 1 4 1 4
careful with money R 4 14—
.pOOf qua]1py 2 45. 2
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3. The discussion , : . . P

The results of the present study show that the Finnish pupils who

are leaving comprehensive school have rather few conventional syntagms

in their productive'repertoire. The influence of the native language

in_producing the syntagms is strong, while the interference of Swedish

is of little significance. ‘ : o '

, There are, naturally, numerous reasons for the present state of

- affatrs. Onk of the most important is Q}g teaching groups (ub to 34

pup115 in one group), 1n which individual pupils have little chance for

product1ve use of the fore1gn 1anguage during lessons. It is impossible .

for the teacher to 'correct every ill-formed collocation' (see Marton

1977: 54-56), because he never gets to know every pupi]'s mistakes.

Another reason 'is that the motivation for learning a foreign 1§nguage

is very Tow with many less able pupils. This{cohcernsaespecially_the

learning of grammar. Therefore, it might .be better to restrict the role

of grammar in the syllabus and fill the gap with vocabulary exercises,

which also seem to be more motivating. : o s

The most interesting result of the study was that even recurrent _

productive practising of conventional syntagms does riof necessarily lead
to their internalization.. There are two basic ways of }hternalizing
conventional syntagms: acquisition in meaningful'communication and over-
1earning through fepetition and exercises. It can be supposed that neither
of these ways has been in active uge in Finnish comprehensive school.
However, on the basis of the pres study, ‘it might be possible- to draw
the following conclusion: the chaWce to use a syntagn as a means of ex- |
pressing one's needs, and the concrete associat1ons that arise in the
situation help the recall of the syntagm better than learning separate
syntagms in isolation from the context that they belong to. -

-Very few pupils have a chance to talk to or 1isten.to a native
speaker; s1m11a.ly the chance to ta]k to the foreign 1anguage teacher
during Tessons is &1s0 restricted. fherefore, the 'tradit1ona1' way of
‘learning' has to be deve]oped and made more interesting. If the written
ot oral vocabu]ary exercises were clearly linked with the kind of natural

language that the pupils listen to on tape, the pupils—could- +eern~#perhaprf«

eV uire, the syntagms, so that they.could not only comprehehd but also
produce’ them. This presupposes. that syllabus-planners, textbook- writers,
~and 1anguage Reachers realize the significance of contrastive ana1ysis in
foreign Tanguage teaching. :

we e
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ON SIMPLIFICATION: SIMPLE AND SIMPLIFIED LANGUAGE IN- EXAMINATION PAPERS

L3 Irma SorVa1i S

' UnAve@Q&tj of Oubu .

- : ’ .
:

Introduction ',

[4

.In this paper sdmplification, will be discussed'as a linguistic phenomenon.

-fForwthe»paper—examination_papersawnixxenfbygFinnisheunivers4%y—s%udents~¥—¥4;

in Swedish and in Finnish have been studied to discuss the results of ,

a supposed simplification process. In additi N, the students have answered.

a number of questions which deal with varioué subjects such as phonet1cs,
‘11ngu1st1cs, grammar literature, etc. The answers have been- std1ed¢§o

see whether there are any differences: between the answers to ‘some of ‘
these subjects, or EﬁtWeen the textbosks and the answers. Do all answers

~ reflect results of simplification? The errors made'by the students in

_their supposed simplified/simple vers1ogs in native language and target
language will also be studied, The study also incorporates a 1ongitudina1
approach to see if the supposed s1mplified/51mp1e features show any
changes longitudinall, Some features in the "content” of the answers'
Will also be examined. How can we,measure the content of the ahs'ers?-'
“How do the students master the facts in the textbooks? Can we me*\ure

_ it? In some cases the students have used two 1anguages Swedish (L2) and

Finnish (L1), in the same examinat1on The productions in L1 and in L2
by the same 1ndiv1dua1§ will be studied,

1. Simp]ifjcation N
.Y i

The term A¢mp£&64caixon can be used to refer toa number of Qhenomena

(cf. Widdowson 1979, Tommola 1980, cOrder 1981), Here. s1mp1ification

will be discussed as a result of the learning process. o ‘o

A d1st1nct10nucan be made between.the use of a strueturajly' '

~simpler:grammar or code and the simplified use of a fully complex
code (Corder 1981:108). This will be studied by means of written.
versions in Swedish (TL) by Finnish (NL) uniyersity students, The

o 34
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‘Finnish students are also compared with Swedish-speaking students !
writing their mother tongue. It has been sugges ted that every native.

~, SpeaKer 35 able 1o swmpITy his code and that there may be general,
perhaps un1verse1, rules for doing-so (Corder 1981.109). Do native-
speaking students use a §trdctura]1y simpler 1anguage? Do they shift
‘from their "normal" complex language to something simpler? Is it the -
target Tanguage system that is simb]ified or is it that of the mother
tongue? When writing their examination'papers,.students must save time.
How do they write if they tryfio produce their. answers in an economic

- way? Or is it linguistic economy, not simplification? Nickel (1981:10)
states that Tinguistic economy of a certain kind is not necessarily the
same thing as s1mp11f1cat10n“from thepsychological point of view.

ey must-analyse the content. They
actually write a synthes1s of the books when they answer the questions,
This can be shown graph1ca11y in the fol]ow1ng way:

. ) .
: ANSWERS IN NL -
TEXTBOOKS < .
t l , ANSWERS IN.TL
REA[?ING E wnmme -
. . analysis synthesis ) !
. . ¥ N S

-3 .
Is the language in the answers influenced by the language in the text-
bouks? Are the answers simple or simplified? In a L2 production the

~grammatical means are restricted but when producing their answers
students use universal structures such as nouns, verbs, adJect1ves, and

=~ main and subordinate clauses. :
_ Meisel (1980) makes an attempt to demonstirate that simplification

- in foreigner talk and foreignworkers' speech shows the same characteris-

tics to a large extent. Are there similarities between a N profluction and
a TL production in the present material? Only_some of the criteria of

simplificity can however be used and ‘the process of'simplification can
be explained only partly in what.follows.

+
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It is.welﬂ-knbwn that certain forms and structures may be less frequent

_or completely absent in a simple/simplified text. The use is simplified,

not the code. But such simplification presupposes the existance of a
. more complex form of the 1nnguage, as Krzegzowski (1981:74), among others;'
points out. If students do net use a certain Tinguistic feature, ie.
they avoid it, they master that'feature "Avoidance presupposes choice.
Thus, to be able to av01d some Tinguistic feature, one must be ab]e to
choose or to, avoid 1t, ie. to use it" (Kleinmann 1978:158). Students
capnot simplified what they do not possess (ef Corder 1981:110; Wode
1981:55). We can take it for granted thaf native speaklng students™ (the
. - Finnish-speaking students wrltlng their answers in Finnish and the
Swedish-speaking students writing in Swedish, used as a control “group)
fu]]y pogsess the system of their native language. Second 1anguage
_ ! learners have already learnt one language, Finnish in this _case, What
e b kind of differences are there between,productlons in Swedish as a TL

ané'Swedish as a NL and further, between Swedish and Fannish, when both
of the languages are used as NLS? Can we talk about more or less simple
versions or about more or less complex versions? &

. .2 The Material - e

.The material for the.study reported here consitts‘of essay-type examination
papers written by Finnish university students at the unlverSIty of Hel-
sinki and at the university of Joensuu in 1974 and 1979. The students
could answer either in Finnish (L1) or Swedlsh_(LZ). The c£ntro] group
was a group.of Swedish—speakimg”étudent§ who took part in the same
examinations. The- examination usually takes place at the end of the first
academic year; The. Finnish-speaking students had studicd Swedish. 6-10
years before enro]Ting at the university, The'material consists of about
1200 ansuprs by 200 students. The students were d1v1ded 1ntQ the following .
\groups !

(1) students writing in Finnish L1 (70 students)

. (2) students writing in Swedish L2 (62 students)

< (3) students writing in Swedish L1 (27 students)
{(4) students writing partly in Finnish L1 (39-students}
(5) students writing partly in Swedish L2 (39 students)

ty
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' ‘Zle students writing their answers in Finnish or 1n Swedish used
- different techniques.

Mostly..they wrote essays (about 80 % of the

“answers) but sonietimes also lists f facts (about 7 %) or sometimes

‘they mixéd these tWo types (12 %).

versions of the textbooks.

'}.ASQetial-subjects.l",;

P

The answers were actually rewritten

"As has been pointed out elsewhere {Sorvali 1982), a specific language
variant is used*'in examination papers, The syntactic COmp1exity {the -
‘ratio between.main and subordlnate clauses). is (very) Tow; the (somet1mes
very) simple syntax’ makes answers look Like lists of pieces of informa-
tion. The Texical density (the type-t ken ratio) is very high. The
high lexical den51%y is at least partly due to the test situation;

unnecessary“ words have been avnidsd,—and—%he—eonfenﬂrﬁﬂ“fhewtexthooks—‘;*“_*“——;é

has often been reduced,

Below some frequencies for all the material are first g1vén and
then the answers dealing with spec1al subJects are dealt with in more

detail.

srm e —————

A textbook of phonetics (B. Malmberg,~3ven&k fonetik,

1971,

- pp. 76-79) and those of linguistics (I, Ahlgren, Spadket och skolan,
1975, pp. 31-37, 66-72,-and B. Ma]mberg, Spndket och mdnnAAhan,\1972
pp. 78-86) are also compared for their answers. It is to be remembered_ :
that groups 4 and 5 include the ‘same indiv{duaTs, who write partly in

Finnish, partly in-Swedish (see chapter 7, where the productions in L1

‘and L2 by the same students are discqssed).

q

A}

I The syntact1c comp]ex1ty and the 1ex1ca1 dbnsity -(LD) in-all the
groups are as follows: ...

. ; B _a

~

Langqage | Finnish L1 ':Swedish L2 | Swedish.L1 'Finﬁish }1 Swé&ish LE
Group g 2 3 4 5
. Compléxséy -i 4.1A ~< 3.6 2.5 7 44.1 23.0
Loensity | | 6874 EETN. 54,5 .25_0.4 49,1

In their own ver51ons (answers) the stugents use.a very simple syntax,
as was pointed out above, The re]ation between the main clauses.and the
subordmnate clauses in the answers 15 higher, i€, the complexity is

“lz\v(:'er’ than . an Swedish

\

literary prose,

R37 .

where syn;gctic complex1ty is-
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about 2. 0 (Gullberg 1939: 171) and in texts written by Swedish pupl]s in
Sweden, where fhe syntactic complexity is 1.3 (Hultman and Westman 1977

r_—i—%?.—fhrmmmuy n the answers could thus be caHes Aunpuu,ty,————

-The syntax in the .answers is much simpler than in the textbooks. ThHis '

can be shown by means of the comparisons between tHe textbooks of V;
phonetics and of linquistics ’ It can-be

expected that the studeifts transfer the Swedish content in the textbooks

" to their answers, The syntactlc complex1ty for groups 2 (Swedish L2)

and 3 (Swedlsh L1) was compared with the textbooks, and the syntax was,
as expected, ‘simpler in L2 than 1n L1//1n~evé?§lga:eathe syntax is
simpler in the answers than in the textbooks L e

¥
-

Comp]exity v o .
, Textbooks Grolip 2 GPoup 3 :

. . . '
- nhonetics PR N

SUUUOOTS Y
B

f v.u u.l . Hoel . .
11'ngu1'stics © 39 ’ 5.0 4.8 ",. +

--The Tow comp]ex1ty 1n ¢he textbook of phonet1cs_gqn,heAexpTaLnedAhy tbé.-m-p_.
“nature of the top1c The text of the book: very often consists of states-" s

ments‘o_f the following kind: ."/p/_ is.a-tmbial. ymceless.stnp Ihewstudent.sh —
often use the same model, or the students' .syntax doeswnot differ from !. '

-the syntax in the textbook of phonetics asanuch as 1t dlffers from other ”

types of material, -~——o _ i : 'f

- -
14

L As a who]e the syntax 1s simple in all the groups. The students
obviously want to save time; the content 1s the most important thing,
not the language, its correctn®ss and variation. The Swedish- native
speakers (groug 3) have simplified thefP\syntax by using rather simple &
statements,’ MoreOVer the syntact1c simplicity is quite obvious in - B
the FinnTsh native groyp\ (group I) The native speakers.posses the - B f
syntax.in their mother t gue, but they now use a more simp11fied code.

. This is partly due to the\examination s1tuat10n where the students fael .

nervous. The shortcomings \in. the ma‘terlng of the textbooks can aISo

tause-the dev1at1ons~1‘11 th productio3 of language. The Finnish students

writing in &’edish L2 (groun 2) use stfmpler syntax in their 1nterlanguage.
Their syntax is, however,;not simp]ified because they do not possess
the fully complex code. They k:annot simplify what they do not possess,
Their syntax is just simple, Ga1es (1980:51) came to the following *

.concl/éj‘ow "the,..non—natives...performed far below adu]t native speaker

“
v

.o ' o S

v'jif' f ﬁ"\zgs



norms; the syntact1c comp]exlty of the1r rewritten paragraphs was
- .comparab]e to that of seVenth grade age natlve _speakers."

——— T

The clauses and sentences in the answers are relatively short.
—————shorter than- in the material used as comparison (Sprvali 1982). The S
dominance of main clauses and the shortness of the tlauses and sentences———————
- can be considered as features of. slmpllflcatlon o ‘ ¢
The LD 1s rather high in a11 answers, as 1ndatated by the flgure
above, The LU 13 'mgn wu—wher.—tompfﬁé mﬁmarud s (1976:2) resul

(43 %). Comparisga.of the LD in the answers: (group 2 and 3) with the
. LD in the textbogis\ﬁphonet1cs, linguistics) gives.the following results:

- ~
- .

~ ..

’

Lexical density

. Textbooks Grou _Gronp 3 -
phonetics 60.5 58\8' 61.1 %

linguistics 49.8 - 52.6 C60.1

tudents in Swedlsh is, with

“m

the exception of the answers in phonetlcs for group 3, hlgher than in
" the original texts wrﬂtten in Swed1shvtheugreatestmdlfference 13—1n’thej

"answers in linguistics forygroup 3. . . T oA e
,m;_wsnnnm.mﬁﬂn§eguent]xl_lt_ls“92v1ous_that the syntax in the answers in the

_ NL and the TL is.not.as complex as that in the textbooks, and that the-

- *i‘"~*t9—1n-the—answers,ls,hlgher th@ﬂgfhif_lﬂ_EE? textbooks. The 12" answers

in styl4stics can also be mentioned here. Thegzohplexlty in those answers ——————

is 3.8 as against 2.8 in the textbOok. The LD in the answers is 58.8, -

"~ while in the textbook it is 52.3. There are no L1 answers in sty]1st1cs

in the present material. A ' )

The correlation between the syntax and the-LDAfsmstat{stttaily
\\b1gn1f1cant ‘the syntacttt’§TﬁﬁTTE1ty«ang\the h¥gh LD depeng on each _

ther. This has been calculated by means of SURVO 76 (Mustonen) by dJ. . .

;,.7. "_Nyblom. Together . w1th_the simple syntax .a high LD can’ characterize the

v

prockss of simplification. .

it has been mainta1ged that, in vocabulary simplification, technical
terminology is often replaced by more, common words., This is not the case
in the present material., The students!have very often omitted "unnecessary"
words, an they use SpGClG] terms more frequent than the books; the
special tghms amount te. 28 per cent of all the orthographic words in the

Lot

. ' v
. . < ) ,
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students' texts, but on y to 12-per cent in the books The students
. want to show.that they master the facts in the textbooks. The phenome- )

I non could be called 11ngu1st1c economy
o Finally, an example of {he answers is given. The answer in question .

'Gealrr1Vfth—*11Iﬂ7ﬂJTFET‘T1T1RNﬂFTStSjUf—24_maTﬁ*Clduses 20~ 0f these open

with a word which functions as the subject in the clause. The initial. #

words of-all the c]auses are ordered below according Lo the schema of

Nidaies [‘, lAr\rr\ - -
— EAMMERCEIEOEE =2 3 ¥ L4 S & ¥3 o= L4 § SUA W B L1 0 ) By i . s
. / .
R gdstihos verkligheten '/p0b11cerades o N — .

Den o ;ar
Anders j bor T T s
— _Han . Fhar— —f—
*  Hans far S / ir }
Familjen '} : bor . . . - ”
och tdg o / ar : .
=  fBwet i — —
l " modern ) / ar . ‘
-’ _ -~ fadern : ! ﬁr'§ T ot
—TTT.. i CAnders . -f:—_/“"hrﬂ s = : -
; ' han ,e,;w¢ LTS (-1 SHN— ot e Ny
Han . | . dr
Hans mormor / © dgr
ach _under j ' r
men .efter henges dod- kan . i B
. Anders . ville -~ o
e han e
ya _ I slutet av. romandn- - triffar - SR -+
O Boken " dr skriven  *+ : U *
' par Légerkvist ) anvihder
Hela tiden ' vaxlar
Par Lagerkvist . var "
’ och det | - syns
_ The choice of the f1n1te verb does not showrgny great var1ation,
* the verb vara 'to be' is often repeated This copula occurs 9 t1mes
- S ) . o ’ ) v . _‘

[l{lc oy R

*
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4, Errors

{ - o

Niddewson (1979:19?-) says that error analysis “should provide uﬁ with 4
some Clear and adequate definition of the—process of simplification".

We can talk about simplification strategy, and Widdowson (1979:193)
suggests “that in general error analysis is a partia] account of basic
“simplifying procedures which lie.at the-heart of communicative competence

~and which are not restricted to- peopte-engaged in the learning of a second —
language system". He (1979:196) continues: "I want to define simplific®tion,

as the process whzgeby,a language USer‘adjusts his language behavijour in . .
_the interests icative effectiveness.” This has given reasomto .

Study errors. in bofh‘t1 and [2 production. ATl the students want to:
comunicate, even though this commun1cat1on has.only one direction:: from
student to teacher. '

The error analysis hefe deals with errors, mistakes and laps

{Finnish NL), 8.7 {Swedish N

— ,“_oﬂ.ennonsmln_grQuPS_lJNKM

J\bl. TOY ucl ‘19';’3 256 2"‘:‘ and-thus fll.ﬂ_tg[[ll AU 15 used regar : . .

“of type. The errors are dev1ded 1nto orthographic, grammatical and

__dexical (-stylistic). The averagd number of errors by a student 1s 8.2

and 33,7 (Swedish’ TL) _The aveyage num er —

d3 15 as follows

'\ Error/Student { g N / S
L e |brokl =~ Gow?2  Grow3nrde Jo
omﬁww_ 4.4 .
grammaticak 1.9 15.4 23 T T
lexical(-styl.) 1.6 10.7 2.0 1 .
total 8.2 33.7 8.7 - - .

.

— There are striking s1mTTathTes—between~the~ﬂat4ve—language—users,ﬁ12‘_____,
the Finnish-speaking students - writing 1nﬁf1nn1sh (L1) and the Swedish~
speaking students writing in Swedish (L1). The Swedish L2 productions

' by the Finnish studeﬁks have much more errors, which is not ynexpected.
. When writing in their mother tongue, the students make errors-of the

-

same type, réegardless of the language, but the deta1]ed features of .the
errors are ne%essar11y identical. The relati;uﬁﬂtﬁ? of ihe three types
of errors to all errorg is shown as follows: _ B

~
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Group 1 . L Group 2 Q}oup 3

. orthographie— 57 —— 22 56
L A | grammatical <23 46 27
g - \[ Texical(-sty1.) | - 20 32 L2371,

100 % 100 % ,100 S <

Q‘ .

\\

x

3 -

1 The dame &1str1bution can bg'demonstrated graph1ca11y.

styi. orthogr,
f

. Learners having diTTerent mot o : e T
errors (gf. Corder 1981: 89) Th1s mlght perhaps be regarded as evidence”
i i i 1ﬁr4east~thejpg§§§b4l4%y—%hat
there are common errors in d1fferent 1angua§es cf. Widdowson 1979),
----- But rtﬂ&st-—bei%ated-wwtmmmﬂmrwe ®evidence of
) success, and not of failure, as Niddowson {1979:197fFf.) points wut. The
students writing Under a time pressure and they can feel nervqus and
tiveds tn1s*may‘be*a—part1a¥—exp4anation~toﬁthe_errgrs_in the NL. BUt .
do the students avoid errors when they are writing in 2 simple wa;“;;:j:::::;=
the TL? If they do, the actual ‘'number of errors could perhaps be greaters '
At the same t1me,a,lowrfrequency of errors does not mean a non- existence )
L__A_ .,,__,—~VOF’T”arn1n9 difficulties. ' . : . | -
* The students commit errors, both in the NL and in the TL, even though
they avoid some constructions, eg. subordinate c]auses The NL students
write simp11f1ed versions, the TL students s1mp1e versions, Many of “the
\\\ *  errors, espeéiél]y the frequent orthographic errors in'the TL productions,
are due to the examination situation. The errors are connected with the .-
simpiification'process. The students make errors in spite of the fact
that they master the language. To save time, ihey write quickly, and
they' try. to gompress the> content of the textbooks. In doing so, they
‘ - make erroﬁs )nfthe langjage. They write in a'gjnd of telegraphese.

3 v

[
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It cagriot 2éyﬁys be taken' for granted that theAstﬁdints—ﬁistér‘tNE‘g1ven———-—-_ﬁ____
facts of t angﬁage even if they make no errors. It is possible for

lthem to avoid constructions which- they feel to be difficult, which 3§ ——————
In trans]ation for example, they 4

. cannot avoid difficulties on the same ways trans]atlon is error- prov:‘inq R
(see Corder 1974:126; Sorvali 1982)

usual in free written production.

5. A longitudinal 5study

' It has been malntalned that 1nter1anguage isr

————nal study will be carri

-same individuals on dlfferent occations. The final examination for the

approbatur is the Towest of three grades, And the students go on for . °
. the f1na1 exam natlon for the two higher-levels whlch are_ called cum-———
nmfe%i&%v—there.adszl;prg_gﬂ&ejuﬂggjaﬂLa——-——"*"
students who have taken the1r examlnations for the 1owest and highest ———1‘hf
etween the

e. A longitudi-

examine - the L2 versions written.by the

e

It is
will have to be taken towards such 1nd1v1dua1 1ongltud1na1

examinations, in this context a rather reserved

the 1nterva1 between the

studies.

There are some special problems

_,.‘..-wf"

,~.~fa*_1EmMﬂﬂ:;___the siudents~wnée;gkeﬁtﬁe*exﬁm1natlon for the h1ghest grade

ﬁ“'rathér small, o
—;_____T__JijthDe__omp1e i ' ongitudﬁnal study,

esults are as follows:
S

id error densi

The longitud1nal Study : - .
> h . b . .
' \/-v\/ Complexity LD Errors
Interval Student e . .
‘I'5 years A 1.9 - 2.6 [47.5 - 563.8 |-2.4 - 2.1
6 years B 2.4 - 2.0 [49.1 - 48.2 [ 1.3 - 1.6
(] . . .
= 2.2 -2,3 (48,3 -51.0 | 1.9 -1.9

It can'be noticed that the error density in the later versions is the
~ same as in the ear]jer‘versions by A and B, There is a weak tendenty to
“syntactic simplicity in the productions by the student A, and a tendency

- to complexity in the productions by B, whereas the LD has risen in A's:

” . . L
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B
! texts, and fallen 1in B 's ‘texts. For A and B both the*synta*-as a .
i . somewhat simpler, the LD higher “in the versions wr1tten‘by the same

persons after some years. How caq‘thls be result be explained? Is it a
‘mere chance? There are always .individual differences, and a limited

material like this cannot always be relied on. A larger material would
make is poSS1ble to find better explanations. The two verS1on§ written

- - 5 to 6 years later show, however, that the features which hav been

' tonsidered as simple donot become more complex with more advahced 4
studies. On the contrary, they become more Strongly marked. The simple
' features can thus be regarded as resistant features.

i
6. "Content" 1

v

—— = -——IheAstudents~must—show>what they'master and—how-they master theifacts‘

rom—

M—the—textbooks—Fe T aNSWERS aFe evaluated after the exam1nat1on.
The same criteria are used by evaluators regard]ess of the 1angQage
chosen. The students 3re given marks from 0 to 6 and the mark g1ven
can be cons1dered as a measure of ‘content’, The correlation’ between
the mark and the errors in language is negat1ve, which means that the
errors inlanguage are of -no significance for the mark. If the mark is
. a measure of knﬂwledge, and the error dens1ty a measure of c0mpetence b

{He,-abiTity dT'broduc1ng an understandable correct stcond ]anguage)

& tence of this language, or these two things need not necessarily mean

the same. When the teacher gives the final mark after the exam1nab1on

he should give the mark on the basis of two criteria: one is the .

(theoretical) knowledge of the language the other thé‘(pract1cal)%

;{ : competence. These two are naturglly complementary to §ach other. - \
The Swedish-speaking stydents have better marks, ie. 3.9 than the

'y ) Finnish- speak1ng
' L1." The mark i

tions in the fhllowing way i

I’ R W : ! S .
\ : [ roup 3 Group 2 Group 5 (mixed! A
‘ ) Swadish L1 4 Swedish L2 | Swedish L2 :
_________ S SN N
'\\ 13T | Dy 3.7 3 \
\ Cobplexity | 2.5 . 3.6 3.0 . \
\ LD 54.5 53.7 49..1 ‘
Errors 0.6 3.0 3.3

__the facts which-the-students kniow of LZ are “different from their ¢655€i‘f“*“‘

nts"who have 3.7 both in Swedish L2 and in F1nn1sh‘
the Swedish answers can be com%ared with other qua11f1ca-

o



252 . . . et resrepeeseovarsesncesy peceicrorred

- Only the Swedish answers are included. The students in group 3 possess
' ~the full system of'Swedish and they are only ones who can read the &

as. reflected in nat1ve : tanguage groups 2 and 5.
~—The*positive’ Qualities, ie. the mark, the complexity, and the LD, are

diminished and the ‘negative’ features, ie. the error density, become
-'greater, {For content in text, see Kallgren 1979.) _;]

7. Subjects*with answers in the NL and the TL

Swedish (TL) in_the ;
~_eg. by Linnarud (1979:222) that there is a correlation betweern\Ehe :_u_f,\%]_‘;
product1ons in the NL and the TL by the same individual. This can be
exp1a1ned by similarities between the languages (NL and TL); the struc--
' tyral differences between Swedish and Finnish must not therefore be A
disregarded. According. to a statistical analysis, there are very few \\
’))’/’,correlations between the features analysed here in the NL and-TL {
. productioi§m1n~the present materiat—A-correldtion mitrix ix_has been
calculated by means of SYRVD 76 (Mustonen) by J. Nyblom

?.
|
I

Correlat1on matrix . o .
= Swedish - ' . S
F = Finnish - o . ‘ !
"*-—-—‘4;_‘___‘ L ~ F Compd. FLD F Errors  F Mafk ° o
S Compl, 0.284 . : L i '
|

S LD v o 0.145 _ : ;
.S Errors ' 0.236 Y
S Mark _ _ 0.541 :

]

It-is only the mark that shows a conrelat1on between the product1ons
in the NL and 1n the TL. As was stated above, the requirements in the
examination are the same ,in aTl the cases; the answers are evaluated by the
the same criteria- regardless of the choice of the NL or the TL. Other-
wise, there are no internal correlations between the complexity, LD, agd o
error dens1ty. ‘One reason can be found-on the; structural differences A B
between the NLand .the TL. When writing 1n their NL, the students ‘
4(mpf&ﬂy the code which they fully possess; they write. A&Mpl&ﬂLed ,

~versjons-in their mother tongue. They want to communicate, and they I

s N

ull Text mmnyau 7



want-to show what they master, and they produce the text rather quickly
_ to save time. The answers’ ShUUTd‘have‘ES”gaod‘K*tonfenf as Ross1b]e,
“‘“and*thts~4s~a+so-the.aim the TL answers. But when w%1t1ng in the TL,
CARRSS

the students do not ful]y.posseSs the code, and fheyfuszrﬁk—+aﬂguage__,__.

which is sdmple: they write simple versions in the target language. They
too want to communicate and make themselves' understood The time restric-
tions in i i

——————

an_cause greater problems for TL '
writing than for NL writing; somethlng,1e. the language an"“TtgjffFUEfUFET—~"

must be sacrificed for something else, ie, the_Eg2EEEEl—~———~—'—“”"ﬂ_——_-A_

8. Discussion
Meisel (1980: 37) writes about restrictive simplification, where a
grammatical system is reduced, and elaborative simplification, which -
- . . means an extenswn of an eaMer ‘system, a stép towards the target™ T 77
.IGOQUGQE He pu-ucvmeu;_*h=+ the distinction between these two is not e
,clear, Restrlctlve s1mp11f1cat10n is predominant at earTy sta
e later on it is replaced by elaborative simplification. .The nat1ve
L ' 1anguage groups in the present material gould helzons1dered to repr ent
restrictive simplification, which is, according to Meisel, almost. identical
to simplification in a native speaker's s1mpl1f1eqkreglsters The s1mp11~ ]
) ‘fication found in the interlanguage groups in the present material- can
——-———.Z._represent an elaboratlon of the gramma??bal system. THe answers by the
groups show resu]ts of ‘the simpTification process; the.answers in the
NL are simplified, while the answers in the TL are s1mp1e. A1l the groups.m”m
have at least one aim which is the same desp1te the ]anguage to save
~time in writing to show the master1ng of the facts. Ror thls,purpose,
the students write in a sp’ecial non-nornia]l way. They'r‘:

ave learnt
facts (analysis), and they write their answers (synthesis). They mostly
. try to express themselves- in as compact a way as possible. They try to -
~ shorten the text by avoiding 'uhnecessary wards. This has often resulted
r\\\\ 1n h]gh va]ues for LD and in low values for syntactic complexity. .
g:_,,qg ' “The answers are reduced ‘and/or rewritten versions of passages in
¢ the textbooks. Students coutd be giVen some training in how to answer
in examinations. They could use move rewritten drticles,.textsz etc. for .
R their training. A very important thing must further be kept in mind; the .

textbooks and their quatity.\Perhaps what Boliffger (1977:296) has said
" is true: " The ideal textbook wtti—never be written and therefore
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cannot be described..." The textbooks, ‘both their content and. their
language, afways p]ay a dec151Ve role in the learning process. What

Kind of facts the students reca]l and’ what klnd of 1anguage they u%gax’
when they reproduce them are qqestlons which have been digcussed above
on]y partly. In the future, at.least one question ought to be added to" =~
the problems of s1mpl1fncation What do the students Leave out when

* they write their answers in the f1na1 exam1nat10ns7
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