;)74

APECTS-TRUISFRABILITY
- SECOND LANGUAGE

[ AQUISITION

s EKK) KBF.LL CRNAN s

1987






ASPECTS OF TRANSFERABILITY IN SECOND LANGUAGE ACQUISITION



Promotor: Prof.Dr. F.G.A.M Aarts



ASPECTS OF TRANSFERABILITY IN SECOND LANGUAGE ACQUISITION

Proefschrift
ter verkrijging van de graad van doctor 1in de letteren
aan de Katholieke Universiteit te Nijmegen
op gezag van de Rector Magnificus Prof Dr B M F van Iersel
volgens besluit van het College van Dekanen
1n het openbaar te verdedigen op donderdag 12 maart 1987

des namiddags te 1 30 precaies

door

Eric Kellerman

geboren Le Londen

Sneldruk Enschede



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I would like to thank the following people for the intellectual

stimulation and support they have given me during the writing of
this thesis:
Elaine Andersen (University of Southern California), Ellen Bialystok
(York University, Toronto), Melissa Bowerman (Max-Planck-Institut,
Nijmegen), Pit Corder (Edinburgh University), Claus Faerch (Aarhus
School of Business Administration), Sue Foster (Northern Arizona
University), Sue Gass (University of Michigan), Carl James
(University College of North Wales), Peter Jordens (Free University
of Amsterdam), Gabi Kasper (Aarhus University), Mary-Louise Kean
{(University of California at Irvine), wWolfgang Klein
(Max-Planck-Institut, Nijmegen), Pim Levelt (Max-Planck-Institut,
Nijmegen), William Marslen-Wilson (Max-Planck-Institut, Nijmegen),
Vernon Percival (Tampa, Florida), Clive Perdue (Max-Planck-Institut,
Nijmegen), David Relibel (University of Tiibingen), Bill Rutherford
(University of Southern California), Jackie Schachter (University of
Southern California), John Schumann (University of California at Los
Angeles), Larry Selinker (Univerity of Michigan), Mike Sharwood
smith (Utrecht University), Merrill Swain (Ontaiic¢ InsliLute for
Studies in Education, Toronto), Lorraine Tyler (Cambridge
University), Brian Wenk (Max-Planck-Institut, Nijmegen).

This list would have been even 1longer, but local regulations
forbid. However, I owe a special debt of gratitude to Edith
Sjoerdsma for still being the best at decoding my handwriting, for
converting it into impeccable typescript, and for putting up with
endless announcements that 'this is the final version'.

Cover design by Wendy Oonagh Storch

iv



A note on the text

Chapters One and Two have been specially wriaitten for thas
thes1is Chapter One contains some material originally published
elsewhere. Chapters Three, Four, Five, Six and Eight were published
in 1974, 1977, 1982, 1986 and 1985 respectively. Chapter Seven has
been submitted for publication.

As far as the published articles are concerned, no attempt has
been made to 'improve' the c(ontent 1n  the light of subseguent
research or changes 1n thinking Consequently there 1s a certayin
amount of 1nevitable cross-referencing and summarizing of previous
work. What changes there are 1n the body of the text have been made
purely with an eye to readability. This hdas entailed some deletion,
addition, rewriting and re-ordering. The aim throughout has been to
produce a less dense and more clearly formulated account of my work
while making the smallest possible number of amendments to the

original texts.
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1 CROSSLINGUISTIC INFLUENCE A REVIEW1

1 O Introduction

This thesis sets out to describe and delimit an essentially
experimental approach to the study of the role of the native
language (L1) in second language acquaisition The goal of this
approach has been a contribution towards the establishment of the
conditions under which the native language (L1) will play a role 1in
the development of the i1nterlanguage (IL), particularly with regard
to patterns of lexicalisation I take 1t for granted that the
evidence for L1 1nfluence 1s overwhelming, that the forms such
influence takes are interestingly diverse, and that such 1influence
1s not qualitatively restricted to particular types of learning
context Consequently, any theory of second language acquisition
must subsume a theory of L1 influence (cf Wode, 1984, 1986)

This chapter 1s intended to provide a broad survey of some of
the 1ssues past and present which are 1mportant to our understanding

of the phenomenon variously known as transfer, interference, or, as

1t will be called here, crosslinguistic influence It 1s divided
into si1x sections as follows Section 1 discusses terminology,

Section 2 deals with Dulay and Burt's arguments against a role for
the L1, Section 3 considers the question of prediction, Section 4 1is
a selective review of the evidence for L1 influence, methodological
problems as 1llustrated i1n the study of relative clauses are the

topic of Section 5 Section 6 forms the conclusion to the chapter

1 1 A question of terminology

The moment one begins to discuss the role of the L1 1n second
language acqulsition, 1t becomes necessary to sorl uul Lhe question
of the appropriate terminology This 1s because there are a number
of terms used 1n second language acquisition with similar or
partially overlapping meanings, all of which have to do with the
1nteraction of two different language systems within the learner

It 1s important to clarify this i1ssue because by doing sSo one may



Page 2

also clarify the 1ssues motivating the choice of terminology One
solution to the problem of potential confusion has been proposed by
Sharwood Smith and Kellerman (1986), who 1introduce the superordinate
term crosslinguistic 1nfluence

There are two main points which need to be made with respect to
the term 'crosslinguistic influence' (CLI) First, 1t is relatively
new (cf Sharwood Smith, 1983, Kellerman, 1984, Sharwood Smith and
Kellerman, 1986), second, 1t 1s theory-neutral, allowing one to
subsume under one heading such pPhenomena as ‘transfer’,
‘interference’, ‘avoldance’, ‘borrowing' and L2-related aspects of
language loss, and thus permitting discussion of the similarities
and differences between these phenomena

As 1s evident from the literature, terms 1like 'transfer' and
'interference' are still current, though some scholars have felt
that they belong properly to the parlance of laboratory learning
experiments and should thus not be employed elsewhere because "they
may perhaps constrain one's freedom of +thainking' (Corder,
1983 86, cf James, 1977 154) It 1s certainly true that whatever
1ts traditional associations, the term 'transfer ;, 1f only by virtue
of 1ts everyday meaning, does not permit a discussion of less
obvious modes of crosslinguistic influence resulting in 'avoidance'’
by learners of L2 structures radically different from their L1
equivalents (Schachter, 1974) or leading to differential xrates in
the acquisition of certain L2 structures such as negalion because of
the existence of a developmental stage in the L2 which coincides
formally with the mature L1 structure (see e g Schumann, 1982)
This 1s i1ndeed an unwarranted check on our thinking The use of the
term 'transfer' should be restricted to those processes that lead to
the 1ncorporation of elements from one language 1i1nto another
Retention of the term would also prevent an undue proliferation of
terminologies, thus reducing the risk of misunderstandings (cf the
problems of interpretation revolving round such terms as
'markedness’', ‘'universals’, 'learning’, ‘acquasition') Finally,
when not being used specifically 1in the context of behaviourist
theory, terms like 'interference and 'facilitation', with theair
respective negative and positive connotations, are best abandoned

altogether there 1s simply no reason to entertain value judgements
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concerning psycholingulstic processes that are being investigated 1in
their own right The teacher or layman may view +the mixing of
different languages 1n learner performance as an 1nevitable obstacle
to progress or as a regrettable (1f sometimes humorous) fall from
grace there 1s no reason why the researcher should think so as
well

‘Transfer' and ‘'ainterference' have by convention (1f not by
desi1gn) generally been understood to relate only to the effect of L1
on L2 However, as Sharwood Smith (1983) and Py (1986), amongst
others, have recently shown (and as Weinreich, 1953 and Haugen, 1956
showed some thirty years ago), there 1s also good evidence for the
effects of L2 on L1 There 1s thus a need to find ad hoc labels to
describe changes 1n L1 competence caused by contact with the L2
The situation 1s further complicated by the ambiguity of the term
'language loss', which has been used both to refer to Llhie forgetting
of a once-learned second 1language as well as to the loss of L1
competence Here too the term crosslinguistic 1influence' c¢an be
used without further ado to describe the processes involved whatever
the direction of the influence Similarly, the evidence 1s that
second languages can 1nfluence each other in their learning (Ringbom
and Palmberg, 1976, Ringbom, 1978, 1985, Sjoholm, 1983, Chumbow,
1981, Polio, 1985)

A further advantage to be gained by +the wuse of the term
‘crosslinguistic 1nfluence' 1s that we can conveniently subsume
terms like 'avoidance' (Schachter, 1974, Kleinmann, 1977, 1978)
under 1t It 1s now established beyond doubt that the L1 can have a
constraining role in the L2 production of learners - that 1s to say
that the perception of differences between L1 and L2 by learners may
effectively prevent production of L2 structures (just as the
perception of similarities may lead to what Kean (1986) has called
‘'short-sighted transfer') Avoidance 1n this sense presupposes that
the 1learner 1s to some extent aware of what the target structure
must be like, at least enough to know that 1t 1s not like the L1 and
therefore difficult Of course, whether the learner jumps in at the
deep end and takes the risk of making a mistake or prefers to play
safe 1s a question that a theory of crosslinguistic influence 1S not
required to answer It 1s enough that such difficulcles can Dbe
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located and anticipated The ensuing lingulstic behaviour - the
avoidance or the rask-taking - is still the outcome of
crosslinguistic influence 2 Since Lado claimed to be able to predict
difficulty 1n learning (Lado, 1957, Preface), and avoidance 1s jJust
as much an indicator of learning difficulty as error (errors of
omissionh and commission, we might say, to underline the point), the
use of the term CLI permits us to ascribe a role to the L1 (or other
source language) 1n the determination of difficulty without the need
to distinguish between ‘'ainterference error' and avoidance Such
differences as there are do not relate to the omission/commission
distinction but rather to the problem of awareness Avoidance
implies problematicity, and therefore some awareness of what the L2
target 1s like (or at least what 1t 1s not like) If one can
demonstrate avoidance, one can claim awareness on the part of the
learner, on the other hand, errors cannot be taken as unambiguous
si1gns of awareness of problematicity It would be just as necessary
to demonstrate risk-taking on the part of the learner Difficulty
and error need not co-i1ncide 1f difficulty 15 to be seen as
something actually experienced by the learner, and not merely
attributed to him. When we say that Structure X 1s difficult for
Dutch learners, we are really saying that Dutch learners typically
make errors when using 1t, desplite the presence of the target 1in the
i1nput. Very often this reduces to a teaching problem - how can we
teach Structure X 1n such a way that input becomes intake? Part of
the +teaching task 1s to make learners conscious of the problem that
the L2 poses. This 15 the confrontation phase If learners are not
aware of the difference between L1 and L2 then 'difficulty' becomes
a metaphor for failure to capitalize on 1nput Logically, then, any
structure present 1in the 1nput which 1s not i1mmediately converted
into 1ntake must become difficult, whether 1t 1s different from L1
or not This will require that L1-equivalent structures which are
'ignored' by learners are also 'difficult' There 1s good evidence
that this 1s indeed sometimes the case (see Chapters 4 and 5 of this
thesis for discussion), and 1t weakens the ‘'difficulty/difference’
argument considerably.

The growing evidence demonstrating that structural identity 1s

not a sufficient condition for transfer to occur (e g Andersen,
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1983; Kellerman, 1983 and this thesis, Zobl, 1983) and that
therefore there must be Li1-related constraints on the form of
interlanguages 1n addition to natural acquisitional principles, also
constitutes an argument for a change 1n terminology. In such cases,
L1 influence 1s no less real, 1f less tangible, 1n conditioning what
learners will not do than in those cases where 'interference errors'
appear or where there 1is avoidance

Lastly in this list of advantages accruing to a change 1n
terminology, the use of the term 'crosslinguistic influence' need
not be restricted to the study of second or foreign language
acquasition. So much 1s clear from Wode's plea (Wode, 1986) for
research 1nto CLI to be extended to many kinds of language contact
situation (e g pidginising contexts, and the relearning of
previously known languages, cf. Andersen, 1984a). Wode 1s concerned
with the 1linguistic similarities that 1laink +the various contact
situations he studies, similarities which show that, despite major
differences from +the sociolinguistic standpoint, the underlying
psycholinguistic processes at work i1n CLI are essentially the same

in all cases.

1.2 Dulay and Burt

Non-specialists have always tended to assume that the L1 1s a
major factor 1n second language acquisition and performance. And
certainly until relatively recently, this assumption was well
supported 1n the literature. The key date in this respect 1is
usually taken to be 1957, since that year marked the publication of
Lado's Linguistics Across Cultures, a work which 1n 1ts time
exercised a profound influence on the field. Lado's fundamental
claim 1s known as the Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis. It views
acquisition as a process of overcoming established L1 habits and
states that difficulty 1n learning foreign languages could be
predicted via a thorough comparison of the native and the target
language. Where there were structural differences between the two
languages there would be learning difficulties. Where the two
languages were structurally equivalent there would be facilitation

of learning Pedagogical materials based on the linguistic



Page 6

descriptions could then be written specafically Lo drill the
differences, and thus help to prevent errors being made by learners
This 1s not the place to debate the rise and fall of the Contrastive
Analysis Hypothesis (CAH), since 1t has already been done many times
(see e.g. Aarts, 1982 and van Els, Bongaerls, Extra, van Os, and
Janssen-van Dieten, 1984 for thorough reviews) However, since 1n
the i1ntervening years Lado's views and those of his successors have
been largely discredited, the +time 1s perhaps ripe for a few
comments directed at his best-known and most virulent detractors.

one of the most consistent anti-crosslinguistic stances 1n the
second language acquisition literature 1s that associated with Dulay
and Burt. In their recent book, Language lwa (Dulay, DBurt and
Krashen, 1982), Chapter 5 1s devoted to the gquestion of "The Role of
the First Language". Since this chapter would seem to be the most
recent distillation of their 1deas, 1t 15 as well to devote some
time to them.3

Dulay and Burt essentially base their rejection of the
importance of native language influence on the evidence of universal
(L.e common) orders of development and error patterns as manifested
1n the performance of learners of English with markedly dirfferent
mother tongues (cf. Bailey, Madden and Krashen, 1974 for a good
example of this sort of argumentation). The fact that second
language learners with differing language backgrounds follow similar
developmental paths and that the observed orders are not entirely
dissimilar to orders observed in first language acquirers permits
reinterpretation of apparent cases of transfer as cases of
(over)regularisation of material in the L2 inpuil (see e.g. Dulay et
al., 1982: 211-14) . In an influential article on the
interpretation of errors (Dulay and Burt, 1972), Dulay and Burt
argue that a mere equivalence between two linguistic products, a
learner utterance and the equivalent native language utterance, 1s
not enough to justify the conclusion that the learner has resorted
to the psycholinguistic process of L1 transfer. the fact that
mother tongue acquirers produce the same kind of non-target form 1s
further reason to avoid this naive confusion of product and process
Finally, the evidence derived from observing common developmental

sequences (referred +to above) would seem Lo provade the
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justification for rejecting transfer as a significant factor in
second language acquisition and performance.

It should be said immediately that Dulay and Burt are only
concerned with the question of crosslinguistic 1influence 1in
phonology, morphology and syntax. (Though they themselves have not
conducted research into L2 phonology, they readily admit that thas
1s the one area where CLI 1s common, e.g. Dulay et al., 1982.96 )
Lexls, semantics, discourse and pragmatics, all of which are also
susceptible to CLI, are not referred to by the authors

Dulay and Burt challenge the CAH on several counts (Dulay et
al., 1982:97). Amongst the most important are-

a) the CAH 1s based on an 1inadequate psycholinguistic theory
(behaviourism)

b) appropriation of data from bilingual contact studies 1in support
of the CAH 1s 1invalid

c) the majority of learners' errors do not reflect the L1

d) errors are made even where L1 and L2 are congruent 1n meaning and
form

e) what evidence for CLI there i1s (bar phonological evidence) can be
ascribed to environmental factors, e.g types of elicitation

procedures or 'pressure to perform before one 1is ready'.

The first criticism, a), 1s fair and has been frequently
discussed 1n the literature. However, as I try to show in Chapter
Four, the existence of CLI need not be an embarrassment for a theory
of language acquisition (though see Dulay and Burt's comments on
attempts to subsume CLI under different theories of acquisition 1in
Dulay and Burt, 1972 237).

Point b) concerns the misappropriation of research findings from
bilingualism, In Dulay and Burt's famous 1972 attack on Lado
(1957), which I also deal with 1in Chapter Four, we are led +to
believe that the latter's references to Weinreich and Haugen's work
as the justification for the kind of Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis
he was proposing were essentially misguided. I now believe Dulay
and Burt to be substantially wrong in their craiticism. Weinreaich
and Haugen, as Dulay and Burt are at pains to remind us, did not

intend a kind of behaviourist interference where old habits got 1n
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the way of attempts to acqulre new ones, but rather a
sociolinguilstically motivated one under the control of the speaker
or even the community. This soclolinguislic interference 1s to be
seen i1n the borrowing and code-switching tendencies of 1ndividuals
functioning as members of bilingual communities, not individuals 1in
the foreign language classroom (cf James, 1980 8) The quotations
from Weinreich and Haugen that are used to support thls view suggest
that thils sociolinguistic interference 1is 1induced by Famelu-lt/4
with more than one language, and not the L3k of familiarity with
the L2 characteristic of the foreign language learner (Weinreich,
1953-1), while 1t 1s the learner's L1 that i1s affected, not his L2
(Haugen, 1953.370) Again, i1n a Ladonian framework, we tend only to
think of the L1 1influencing the L2, and of such influence being
beyond the control of the learner In Lhe case of bilingual
communities, on the other hand, switching between languages may be
quiate within the control of the speaker, depending on the nature of
the 1nteraction and the linguistic status of the interlocutor The
presence of a fellow-bilingual will probably encourage switching,
while the presence of a monolingual will not Code-switching is
thus sociolingulstically motivated Dulay and Burt conclude that 1t
was misleading of Lado to appeal to the work of Weinreich and Haugen
to provide empirical respectability for his claims

However, although +this account of Lado's argumentation as
well-known, 1t 1s as well to point out that 1t does Lado a
considerable dasservice Firstly, Haugen (1953) and Weinreich
(1953) are mentioned precisely once 1n the main body of Lado's text,
on page 1 Haugen (1953) 1s listed 1n the Selected Bibliography
(pp. 131, 137), and Haugen (1954) 1s also listed (p 126)
Weinreaich (1953) 1s not listed 1n the Selected Bibliography at all

Secondly, 1t 1s difficult to maintain that the term
‘interference', at least as used by Haugen, 1s not the same as
Lado's 'first language 1nterference' Dulay and Burt (p 99)
attempt to argue that Haugen's 'linguilistic borrowing' 1s quite
different from interference as conceived of by Lado This 1s quite
correct since they are different phenomena, but it does not of
necessity entail that Haugen did not believe 1n the notion of

unconscious automatised transfer For instance, in the year prior
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to the appearance of Lado (1957), Haugen (1956 40) wrote the

following:

We need to recognize that for certain items a linguastic
overlapping 1s possible, such that we must assign them to more

than one language at a time. This 15 the true interference
between languages, and 1t might be better 1f the term were
limited to such cases It would not rnclude, then, ... ~ude

switching ... nor the establisned Lecan ... (1talics added)
Also

(The speaker) may also avold i1nterference in the strict sense by
switching languages (1956 50)

Furthermore, there 1s a clear foreshadowing of Lado 1in the
following passage from Haugen (1956 41)

In theory 1t should be possible to predict the 1intexferences
that would occur 1f one had complete equivalent descriptions of
the two languages and then compared these Such a comparison 1s
an aimportant tool 1n language learning, and most textbooks are
more or less clearly based on this prainciple For pedagogical
purposes 1t 1s essentlal to stress the differences between two
languages, since these are the 1tems that must be Jlearned
Faillure to learn them results i1n interferences.

In this respect 1t 15 worth noting that Dulay and Burt
(1974a.101) quote the crucial passage from Lado (1957:1) which
refers to Weainreich and Haugen, but for obhscure reasons miss out a
key sentence 1n doing so (In Dulay et al , 1982, the guotation 1s
dropped altogether ) This passage, with the missing sentence 1in
1talics, 1s as follows

A practical confirmation of the wvalidity of our (Lado's)
assumption has come from the work of linguists who study the

effect of close contact between languages in bilingual
situations They teoport that mdany Linguista It ortions beard
ameng bailinguals corrvospond to describable differences 1n the
Languages 1nvalved Extensive studies have been carried out by

Haugen and Weinreich in this area
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In thlis light, the Lado claim looks i1nnocuous If 1t 1s 1ndeed
the case that many of the 'distortions' can be traced back to one or
other of the languages 1n contact, and 1t 1s clear from the
guotation that Lado was aware of this, then 1t 1s not correct to
attack Lado for only considering the L1 as interfering source in the
L2, the unidirectionality that Dulay and Burt find unacceptable
(Dulay et al , 1982 99-100) Lado's claim seems merely to be that
errors are, from +the point of view of descraption, largely
attributable to the interaction of language systems It 1s the case
that Lado did not consider the possibility of language mixing to be
sociolinguistically motaivated, but then why should he, since he was
concerned with foreign language teaching in the classroom? And even
the directionality 1ssue seems a dead duck when, as James (1980 9)
points out, Weinreich (1953 88) observes that "the mother tongue
1S 1n a privileged position to resist interference "

This 1s not to say that there are no directional effects, as
studies of expatriate communities show (see e g Py, 1986) Also,
in contradistinction to the predictions of the CAH, there are cases
where there 1s an asymmetry in performance depending on which one of
a pair of languages 1in contact i1s the L1 and which one the L2

For instance, Zobl (1980a) notes that French learners do not
seem to produce utterances with preverbal olject piunvuus 1n English
(Je L aime - %I her Like), while English learners of French
frequently produce utterances 1like *¥lp hion a wangs Las Z2obl
believes that this 1s due to three factors 1) pronoun and noun
behaviour 1s essentially NP behaviour in English In French this 1is
not always so, there being a preverbal object clitic pronoun sysiem,
2) although there 1s this system of clitic pronouns, they are
avoided by children acquiring French as L1 Instead there 1s heavy
reliance on deictic ¢a, and 3) historically, the preverbal clitics
are the vestiges of an earlier preverbal pronoun system in French
Since there appears to be a trend away from clitics in French, 1t
seems the marked status of the weak pronouns 1s reflected in the
behaviour of French 1learners of English The constraint on SOV
ordering in the L2 holds good for other L2s which have weak
pPronouns, as Andersen shows for L2 Spanish (Andersen, 1983 192ff )

Dulay and Burt's point 3 above (That the majority of learners'
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errors do not reflect the L1) 1s more difficult to deal with IL 1s
not clear whether Dulay and Burt are talking about error type or
error token If the latter, then this statemenlL 1s not very
interesting. It 15 now well recognised that the L1 1s by no means
the only source of 1IL forms, as has been stated many times since
Lado (see e g Wilkins, 1968) It would be more significant 1f 1t
could be shown that most error types could not be related to the L1
of the learner This will, I contend, be much harder to do from the
avallable evidence Let me 1llustrate the point with an example
from the literature.

Arabski's (1979) analysis of the English of Polish 1learners 1in
Poland 1s based on a corpus of 4263 errors His conclusion 1s that
"more than half the errors are caused by transfer" (p 101)
Strangely enough, Arabski does not count the 974 aicscle errors 1in
his corpus as being due to Polash, even though Pollsﬁ has no
articles as such, his reasoning being that there can be no L1
influence when there i1s nothing to do the influencang This 1s an
overly restricted view of the role of the L1

Thus 23% of Arabski's corpus consist of article errors, which,
1f added to the errors Arabski does count as due to Polish, leaves
us with a massive total of over 70% But of course an error count
like this 1s misleading 1f used as fodder for arguments about the
significance of CLI L1-like article errors are frequent because
the obligatory contexts for article use are frequent in English, and
the fact that Polish does not have an English-type article system
may contribute to that high frequency As Larsen-Freeman (1978 377)
has shown, articles are the most frequent of the morpheme tokens 1in
both her L2 corpus and Brown's L1 corpus (Brown, 1973) (Finnish
learners of English, as reported in Granfors and Palmberg, 1976, and
Sajavaara, 1983, also omit articles freely - Finnish having no
article system either - and make considerably more errors 1n this
respect than their Swedish-speaking compatriots, who, having an
article system, tend not to omit them See also Rosansky, 1976,
Andersen, 1977, 1978, who claim a role for the L1 1n the acqulsition
of articles )

This same inslstence on guantification leads Lo slacements which
are surprisingly categoric According to Dulay et al (1982), only
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8-23% of errors made by adult learners are attributable to the L1
(pp 102, 103, 109), and most of these errors are limited to word
order violations. Thus the role of the L1, say Dulay and Burt, 1is
minimal (For reasons why there should be any CLI at all in Dulay
and Burt's account of second language acquisition, see pp 108-112
of Language Two.) Judging by p 183 of [ angynuig~ wu, the figures of
8-23% are based on information given 1n two small-scale studies
(LoCoco, 1975, and White, 1977), both of whach are highly laimited 1in
scope Yet Wode (1981 56) quotes the same two studies by LoCoco and
White, 1iter abtila, as counter svtdence to Dulay and Burt's view of
the limited role of the L1:

It was found that Dulay's and Burt's view 15 too narrow, because
L1 transfer does occur, beyond doubt, i1n many structural areas,
as 1llustrated by those studies which were undertaken after the
Dulay/Burt papers (for example, White, 1977, LoCoco, 1975, 1976
|

Part of the problem, as I suggest i1n Chapter Three, and as Wode
also notes (1981:56), 1s that Dulay and Burt 1nsist on an indelible
association between CLI and behaviouraism, such that any Li1-like
error that 1s not amenable to other interpretations becomes an
embarrassment to their creative construction hypothesis

Recourse to quantification does assume some kind of (implicit)
theoretical stance. To 1llustrate how different theoretical stances
can lead to different claims, take Schumann's atiribution of 50% of
one of his subject's errors to L1 influence, on the basis of a
linguistic comparison of adult Spanish and his subject's English
(Schumann, 1981). Meisel (19680:29), opelaling {f.uwm within a
different perspective, 1s critical of Schumann's <claim, since he
argues against the pervasiveness of L1 influence, and, following in
the wake of Dulay and Burt, seeks to show that mere 1linguistic
1dentity of IL and L1 does not prove the existence of the process of
transfer. Hence, 1n Meisel's view, Schumann overestimates <Lhe
effects of L1 ainfluence Here, both Meisel and Schumann are
operating at a product level of analysis However, 1f one believes
that L1 influence can be underdetermined by the product, then 1t 1is
clear that Schumann's estimate of 50% could be too low

Like Meisel, whom they anticipate, Dulay and Burt adopt a
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minimalist stance as far as a role for the L1 1s concerned. There
1s a clear 1imperative to explain away L1-like errors as
developmental, that is to say, as arising purely from the learner's
attempts to grapple with L2 1input i1ndependent of other 1linguastic
sources, Just as a child grapples with 1ts L1 Thls gLves rise, and
rightly so, to <classifications which recognise the etliologaical
ambiguity of certain IL forms. A simple example of such ambiguity
15 preverbal negation in IL English in the case of learners whose
L1s also have preverbal negation 1n mature syntax Researchers with
different biases may indeed tend to maximalise the role of the L1
(what Faerch has called 'giving transfer a boost', Faerch, 1984).
Dulay and Burt tend to minimalise the role of the L1 by only
counting those errors that cannot equally well be ascribed to
sources other than the L1 ('giving transfer a boot', we might say).
The example I also quote below (Chapter Four) 1s hers tecth,
produced by a Spanish learner. While at first blush this looks just
like a calque from Spanish, sus dentes, Dulay and Burt suggest that
1t may come about as an IL generalisation of hers as an independent
possessive pronoun, as 1n i1t's horz, to dependent modirfier status.
This explanation can be entertained, but the presence or absence of
the clinching evidence, hers tooth or mine teeth, 1s conveniently
not mentioned. Nelther are errors which are common enough amongst
Romance learners of English where attributive adjectives are
pluralised (e.g. all along the Longs «corridors, where the above
argument in favour of generalisation cannot be used)

If such errors as hers teeth can be explained away so simply,
then 1t 18 1little wonder that the residue of unambiguous Li1-like
errors 1s small And then again, Dulay and Burt tend to count
tokens and not types; this leads to a situation where error tokens
which do not reflect the L1 may predominate in any count. We have
seen such a case 1n the Arabski study referred to above where nearly
one quarter of the errors collected are due to articles alone. If
we believe that such errors have nothing to do with the L1, then
clearly the corpus of potentially L1-based errors 1s substantially
reduced at a stroke. But all we have in fact done 1s to remove one
or two types of error, or more correctly, domains of grammar where
errors may occur. It 1s domains that should be counted just as much
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as occurrences 1n a particular domain, 1f the need 1s felt to
quantify error. Thus when Dulay and Burt (Dulay et al , 1982) tell
us that less than 5% of the 513 errors made by the 179 child
learners of English they studied (p 102) could be attributed to the
L1, 1t 15 surprising to discover that the errors are made across
only sSi1X syntactic structures (Dulay and Burt, 1974b, also Dulay et
al , 1982 174fr) This means 1n effeclL an error rate of half an
error per child per structure

In thais study, Dulay and Burt choose si1x structures that
contrast in the L1, Spanish, the L2 and Englash The errors are
classified three ways, as Developmental (where they resemble Englash
L1 acquisition errors), as Interference (where they reflect
Spanish), and as Unique (where they resemble neither of these
categories) When we turn to the si1x structures, we find that
classification 1s somewhat simplistic What are scored are offences
against a syntactic structure or part of a structure For structure
1 (NP-V-Pron), a Developmental error would be Th Jag a2t at
instead of The dog ate 1t An Interference error would be (The) dog
1t ate, based on Spanish FL perrv oo Lo ¢om13 Since French
children are said to avoid preclitics in their L1 1n favour of
deictic ¢a, (presumably to retain SVO ordering see Zobl (1980a)
for discussion), perhaps 1t should not be surprising mutatis
mutandis that the dog 1t ate 15 not found Furthermore, 1t 1s
difficult to see how one could compare a tense error (23t for ate)
with a word order error Structure 3 concerns negation, one of the
most thoroughly studied areas of second language acquisition He
not eat 1s presented as the prototypical Developmental error, and
Doersn t est (cf Spanish no wome) as the Interference error
Leaving aside the problem of how pro-drop errors are scored in this
scheme, 1t 1s a mystery as to how this classification 1s arrived at
He not est could just as well be an Interference error It 1s very
interesting to note that 22 out of the +total of 24 reported
Interference errors are made 1n this structure alone, and that 287
out of all 513 errors occuir here Since he not 2at could juslL as
well be due to Interference, we must remove this structure from
further consideration Once that 1s done, and we i1gnore structiure 1

as well, we have reduced Duluy and Burt's ¢t,pe corpus to four
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(without discussing them further), and the number of errors by over
half. Furthermore we have reduced the number of Interference errors
in their scheme to two, which amounts to about 1.5% of the remaining
errors!

I want now to comment briefly on point d) above. This concerns
Dulay and Burt's claim that positive transfer may not occur even
when L1 and L2 are in some sense 'the same'. Dulay and Burt present
some rather lightweight and unconvincing evidence 1n support of thas
claim, but I believe that this 1s a criticism of the original
formulation of the CAH that 1s valid, 1f not quite 1n the way that
they see 1t. Unlike them, I do not think that the lack of predicted
positive carry-over 1into L2 means that the L1 must play no role in
second language acquisition; 1t 1s rather that the role 1t plays ais
to constrawn possible surface forms in the L2. It 1s this theme of
constraints on the transferability of L1 forms that constitutes the
main topic of the chapters below (Ch. 4 on 1diomatic expressions,
Ch. 5 on polysemous verbs, Ch. 6 on concrete metaphor, Cch. 7 on
hypothetical conditionals).

If we now turn briefly to point e) above, we will see that Dulay
and Burt 1insist that spontaneous oral ‘'communicative’ performance
provides the only interesting data for second language acgquisition.
Intuitional, metalinguistic, data are seen as lnherently inferior
(e.g. Dulay et al., 1982:103,183). Thus, the reuesoning goes, any
task which 1s not naturalistic cannot provide valid i1nformation
about the 1role of the L1 1n acquisition. This viewpoint 1is
defensible as long as 1t 1s concerned with the collection of data
amenable to these 1deals of spontaneity and communicativeness. The
trouble 1s that very 1little can be collected 1n this way beyond
simple morphology, syntax, phonology, lexis and discourse. If one
1s 1nterested 1n the acquisition of complex syntax or lexis, then 1t
1S necessary to be able to collect data 1n an efficient directed
fashion, rather than rely on hit-and-miss methods. Thus there 1s an
empirical necessity to devise experimental techniques which resolve
this methodological i1mpasse

Dulay and Burt reject out of hand:

Studies that suffer from serious methodological flaws (e.g the use

of timed translation tests which encourage heavy reliance on the



Page 16

first language) .. because their results cannot be reported with
confidence (Dulay et al , 1982 103, fn 7) The reasoning for thais
rejection 1s not made explicit, but 1t must be assumed from the
general tenor of the book that the problem lies with using data
derived from unnatural experimental tasks Translation, and
particularly translation under time constraints (though no

references to such experiments are given) will encourage the use of

the Monitor (with 1ts store of low-level learned
avallable-to-consciousness rules) and/or the L1 Thus such tasks do
not provide a true picture of scyuisition However, 1t has been

argued (Harris and Sherwood, 1978) that +translation skills are a
natural concomitant of bilingualism, such skills being socially
functional when used 1n the form of liaison interpretation between,
say, family and government department Thus 1t may be argued that
translation 1n i1tself 1s not a task restricted to the c¢lassroom or
to experiments

While 1t 1s a general belief that translation tasks encourage
use of the L1, the evidence 1s mostly anecdotal Learners do not
inevitably resort to literal translation - on the contrary, there
are data to show that they may fail to capiltalise on correspondence
between L1 and L2 (see e g Kellexman, 1979a,b,c and Chapter 8)
Similarly, Liceras (1983) has suggested that translation as an
elicitation 1instrument 1s a way of establishang learners’
perceptions of language distsnce, that 13 how similar L1 and L2 are
(see Chapter 3)

The evidence that Dulay et al present Lo demonstrate that
translation stimulates overreliance on the L1 1s, ironically, based
on a study by Lado (1978 gquoted in Dulay et al , 1982) Lado
compared performance 1n a text translation task with performance on
interpretation of the same text after a day's delay Subjects who
translated made many more L1-based errors than subjects involved 1n
the bilingual recall task

Again, 1t 1s difficult to evaluate these results A day's delay
before interpretation 1is 1n effect a day's delay 1in recall It 1s
well known that memory for surface forms decays rapidly, while
meaning may persist 1n long term memory (Sachs, 1967) It 1s also
known that memory span 1s greater in L1 than in L2 (Cook, 1979,



Page 17

Meara, 1980) Ammerlaan (1983) found that with advanced
university-level learners successlive 1nterpreting proved more
accurate (1 e free of linguistic error) from L1 to L2 than from L2
to L1, a finding which 1s contrary to normal expectation 1in
simultaneous 1nterpreting and translation Ammerlaan attributes
this to the possession of a greater memory span 1n L1, permitting
longer retention of more surface forms than would be the rase with
successive 1nterpretations from L2 to L1 Memory for L2 surface
forms might be expected to decay faster than 1n L1, and be
unavallable for accurate recall for +translation anto L1 after a
period of delay Underlying substance would of course remain (1in so
far as 1t was understood), but the 1learner would be free to
determine the surface forms and avoid linguistic problems

A second point to be made about the possibility that elicitation
procedures may encourage reliance on the L1 1s that the question
st1ll arises as to what L1 1tems are most likely to influence the
IL, and which L2 domains are most susceptible to L1 influence
Years of research by many scholars have shown that not all the
elements of the L1 are equally transferable Thus 1t 1s necessary
to go beyond the observation that elicitation method or type of
social 1interaction will activate more or less use of the L1 Unt1l
we can do that, we are in no position to establish a theory of L1
1influence in second language perfoimance

This critigue of the most persistent attack on the notion of CLI
has been conceived mainly to redress an imbalance i1n the second
language literature, which ti1ll very recently at least, has tended
to deny the L1 a significant role Despite theiir worthy 1nsistence
on examining processes rather than products, and their demonstration
of commonalities 1in aspects of second language acquisition, Dulay
and Burt spoill their case by cavalier treatment of facts and figures
designed to serve their cause

The fact that the early behaviouristic approach to
crosslinguistic i1nfluence 1s now generally viewed as 1nvalid has not
prevented the whole transfer question from re-emerging, albeit 1in
new and more complex forms (see the contributions i1n Gass and
Selinker, 1983 , for instance) One reason for this may be the fact

that research 1into ‘transfer-free' second language acquisition 1in
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the seventles scarcely got beyond the grammatical morpheme and the
acquisition of negation and WH-interrogation. This left very large
areas of uncharted territory both within syntax and outside 1t
where, 1in prainciple, L1 1influence could play a significant rocle.
Although the great goldrush days of Contrastive Analys1is 1n second
language acquisition may be over, the CLI i1ssue has not turned out
to be a salted mine. So much 1s clear from the existence of many
purely taxonomic error analyses (e g Arabski, 1968, Duskova, 1969;
Grauberg, 1971) and the continuing discussions of the value of the
Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis for second language acquasition
(e.g. James, 1971, 1980; Newmark and Reibel, 1973, Schachter, 1974;
Taylor, 1975, etc., etc.) A preoccupation with the role of L1
influence permeates even the mosL recent development 1n second
language acguisition research, as can be seen 1in current work within
a Government and Binding framework (cf. Flynn, 1984, Mazurkewich,
1984; wWhite, 1985).

1.3 Predicting the 'what' and 'when' of CLI

With the Ann Arbor conference in 1981 (Gass and Selinker, 1983),
the study of <crosslinguistic influence probably came of age. For
one thing 1t was again recognised as a worthwhile +topic 1in Norxth
America after a period in the doldrums. Secondly 1t revealed the
breadth and scope of interest in the topic. And thirdly 1t showed
how much more sophisticated methods of studying the phenomenon had
become, and how much more sophisticated the theoretical
underpinnings. Particularly 1interesting i1n this respect 1s the
notion of constraint. Although there are some who would maintain
that 1n language contact situations anything 1s tiansferable, as a
rule 1n second language acquisition this 1s not syslemalically the
case. We would want presumably to exclude the humorous exploaitation
of the 'ludic potential' (Sharwood Smith, 1982) of the L2 and thus
the deliberate calquing so beloved of a certain scctor of Engliash
soclety as seen 1n Miles Kington's weekly Funclh column “Parlez-vous
Franglals?".5

One of the praincipal goals of any +theory of second language
acquilsition must be to account for the role of non-target languages.

And not only their role 1in, shall we say, spontaneous informal






