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Q. Purpose and introduction

The 1.2 research summarized here is embedded within a more comprehensive
endeavor. Within my Kiel, West Germany, project on language acquisition
we are working towards an integrated theory of language acquisition, i.e. one
that is to bring within the scope of one theory both the commonalities for all
acquisitional types, as well as the differences hetween them. The need for such
an integrated theory derives from the fact that in spite of the fascinating
experimentation with primates {Premack 1972, Gardner and Gardner 1969},
only man ean acquire a kuman langnage. In fact, he can aequire more than one
and he can do so under various circumstances. Consequently, we attempt
to provide a cross-sectional vicw across the various acquisitional types, like L
monolingualism, L1 bilingualism, L2 bilingualism, and others. We strictly
distinguish between naturalistic L2 acquisition and foreign language teaching,
In naturalistic L2 acquisition the 1.2 is acquired without the help — or obstruc-
tion — from foreign language teaching.! _

We systematically trace the acquisition of selected structural areas of
tinglish and German across these types. At present we have data for the L1
acquisition of English and of German; for the naturalistic 1.2 acquisition of
German by children with English as their LI; and for naturalistic L2 English
acquired by children with German as L1. We have also just started on L2
English taught to German children in school.

The L2 part of the project is crucial for the whole endeavor. We think that
a better view of man's eapacity for language acquisition can be provided, if
the research is not only directed towards universal st ategies or principles

! For details of. Wode (1974a).
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in L1 acquisition as, for instance, in such studies as Slobin (1970, 1973}, MeNeill
(1970), Bever (1970) and many others, We should alse investigate the resistance
of such alleged universals against manipulation, as in language teaching,
as well as their impact relative to each other when two languages clash, as in
the various types of bilingualism.

The main resulls of our L2 research so far arve: naturalistic L2 acquisition
follows ordered developmental sequences. These sequences partly parallel the
respoctive L1 sequernces, in part they differ. They rofloct both the strueture of the
L2 target language as well as the L1 acquired previously. L2 children draw
on the structure of the two languages in highly systematic ways. The systemadi-
city refleets general acquisitional principles. Whether they are the same as
those for 1.1 acquisition we do not know yet. But it will become obvious from
the data summarized below that such familiar principles as overgeneralization
and L1 transfer have to be given much more precision if they are Lo state
more than the trivial and the obvious.

1. Methodology and data

The data on L2 English/L1 German to be reported here come from a field
trip to northern California in 1975. I took my fam ily there to study how our four
children then aged 3,11; 5,11; 7,11; and 8,11 would acquire English as [L2 the
natural way. Their L1 is Glerman. Apart from occasional fwo-week cxposurcs
to French during skiing trips to Switzerland they had no previous exposure 1o
a foreign language.

The data were collected in a longitudinal day-by-day routine both by tape
recording as well as by taking notes at the seene of action. From time to tine
1 have also conducted controlled experiments to check out varicus structural
areas.?

The methodology followed in our project differs from that adopted clsewhcre
in two respeets. We do not rely on experimental evidence unless we have the
corresponding data from the child’s spontaneous development. For one thing
our children tended o perform more archaicatly in the experiments by cm ploy-
ing structural types that they had already stopped using in their non-experi-
mental development. Another outstanding characteristic of children’s sponta-
neous specch is that they avoid strwctures not yet within their acquisitional
reach. In experiments they can be induced to give evidence relating o these
eonsiructions. In 1most cases, however, their behavior does not reflect their

t For further details on the desiyn of the project, the methodology, the children,
and previous results of. Wode (1974a-b, 1976a-c, 1977a-b), Wards (in prep.), Wode and
Schinitz {1974), Woade and Ruke-Dravina {1977), Folix (1976, 1977a-b, 1978a-b},
Lanos {1975,
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linguistic compefence, ﬁhut- rather ithey seem to follow their non-hnguistic
common senge ax it relates to their understanding about the facts and usages
of life. Therefore, the point at issue here is that spentaneous and experimental
data are not nccessarily isomorphic developmentally, This point secms to
have been overlocked by researchers on language acquisition. Consequently,
it seems to me, there is no justificalion to valie experimental data higher than
naturalistic material as leng as we do not know to which extent both types do,
or do not, mirror the same state of acquisitional development.

he gecond aspect relates io the theoretical notions of developmental
sequence va. ovder of acquisition. The latter bas been tsed, {or instance, in
Cazden (18968), Brown (1973), Dulay and Burt (1974a-b), Hakuta (1974) and
others. The term developmental sequence as uged in the Kict project refers to the
ardered set of developmental stages that a child passes thicugh en his course
towards adult-like mastery of a structure or clement of the tasget language.
The netion «f order of acquisiticn 1efers 1o the last stage of the developmental
sequence({s) of several items. It establishes in which oider target elements,
preferably grammatical merpbemes like inflections and prepositions, are used
target-like. The latter term misses: (a) the way how children decompose
target structures and then rebuild them step by step; (b) the varicus kinds of
avoidance sirategies so characteristic of L1 and L2 acquisiticn when a target
structure js still beyond the child's acquigitional reach; and (o) the acquisitional
strategics employed by children in decomposing and rebuilding target strue-
tures, i.c. before target-lke usage. This 1s all the mere deplorable, sinee it 13
point. (¢) that, in the long 1un, is lkely to previde the core of any theory of
language acquisition,

2. Some L2 developmental sequences
2.1 L2 phonologicel acquisilion

Our children’s L2 acquisilion of English plhenology was not like the respece-
tive L1 acquisition, no matter whether L1 is studied in terms of Jakobson
(1941}, Stampe (1972), Olmsted (1971) or Ingram (1976). The main difference 13:
there seem to be two sets of targets involved. One get Including the L2 vowels,
the nasals, the stops and the conlinuants except /r/ and jw/, was at first
substiluted by elements from the children’s L1 phonolegical repertoire, 'The
second group, Le. comprising /r/ and, very likely, /w/, is acquired in a develop-
mental sequence that matehes exactly the one for the acquisition of the
retyoflex jr/ within L1 English.

1 like to think that our children’s handling of the various L2 phonological
turgets was governed by phonetic-phonolegical equivalence relationships based
on cricial similarity measurcs between the items involved, Those 1.2 elements.
that did not fall within a crucial similavity range for any of the children’s L1
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Tab. 1. Some substitutions of L2 sogments by L1 equivalents
{based on Wode 1977b, 1978)*

Target Child Targot L2- | Child 1.2- | Timo of Child
L2 1.2 form : form \ Exposure |
jeof [£] hat ' bet 0; 12/79 Heiko
thank wyou Benkhin {; /47 Inga,
catch klethy 1; 16/519 Birgit
catch J{hEthI 1; 16/51% | Lars
faf | [a] BOMS One SR Wan 0; 12/77 Heiko
' come on kbam an 0; 13/86 Tnga,
lhis one ti wan 0; 19/136 Lars
shut up [alap 0; 26/201 Birgit
_f{;-if'“m i [v] | sandwich sg ntvith [ o0y 727 Heiko
Weaverville vivavil 1; 8/337 Ings
wet VED 1; 8/353 | Birgit
{0/ (5] thank you | genkl ju 0; 16
three HW.IL 0: 23 Lars
[] 1] Bill Hill pd hd & 12/74 Heiko
pleare milk phlig mulk 0; 14/98 Inga
litile hitl 0; 26/202 Lars
cold kbowul 0; 28/236 Birgit
fatf [a] river nva J; 13/88 Heiko
(Trinity)
Center fenta 0; 5/17 Inga
(Trinity}
Conter Benta Q; §/16 Lars
Carpenter k¥ plenta 0; 14/93
Weaverville vivavil I; 3/369 Birgit
v} iw] | Craig Ckwe ek 0; 515 . Lars
Redding - wedin 1; 7/315 . Inga
| ready ; wedi 2; 5/1021 | Birgit .

items, were acquired in & developmental sequence that matched the one for
their acquisition in 1.1 English, Those L2 items that did fall within a crucial
gimilarity range were substituted by that specific L1 element. The substitu-
tions for those L2 targets that differ more or less radically from our children’s
German equivalents are summarized in tab. L. The most complex and intrigu-
ing development relates to the acquisition of the — more or less — retrofiex [r/.
The basic regularity is that the children first started with [w] as a substitute
for the L2 /r/. Only later on did they change over to the more or less retroflex
target proper. With one child, however, the L1 uvular [R] was the dominant
one in the beginning. She is the only child who insisted on participating in the

Pliis ey eEAARE e

3 The transcription is basically TPA. The data of exposure is given in terms of
months and days. Tigures following the slanted line are projcet internal file nunbors,
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reading and writing exercises of the native first graders in school.* However,
the moment school recessed at the end of May, she changed over to the | w]-suh-
stitute familiar from the other children, and later she moved on to the more
or less retroflex target /r/.5

2.2 L2 inflections

Two points have to be kept in mind. If there are inflectional allomorphs
involved in the target category, then one has to determine the developmental
sequence for the allomorphs, This, however, will not answer the question
which form the child started from. Whether he started with the inflected
target forms and then worked his way to the uninflected ones, or whether he
proceeded in the reverse; or whether he started from both forms, T shall
therefore distinguish the allomorph sequence, which is the scquence in which
the inflectional allomerphs of a given category are acquired, from the intention
sequence, which rclates to what the child’s intention is when he uses a form.

Plural vs. singular

The irregular plurals were acquired last. In fact, only the most advanced
child got to the point where towards the end of our stay he was using a number
of irregular plurals correctly and consistently.

Stage I One form used with both plural and/or singular intention.

In the beginning, most nouns showed no morpholegical reflex of the plural;
a few others like, for instance, guys, did. However, these forms were mono-
morphemie, that is to say, whether the children’s form did or did not reflect
the target plural morphonologically, these child forms were monomorphemie.

Stage IT: One stem oceurs with two forms. Reflexes of the singular are used
with both singular andjor plural intentions; forms with morphological L2
plural reflexes are restricted to plural intention only.

Stage I11: The stem now has two forms. They are used target-like, that is,
singular forms with singular intention and plural forms with plural intention.

Tied into these three stages is the developmental sequence for the plural
allomorphs. The first to bo used productively is [s], ronghly during stage IT;
next is jes]. [0z] and |z] do not oceur until the children have acquired the voicing
rule. it should be remembered that German does not have final voiced frica-
tives. Knglish, however, does. It takes our children a long time to acquire

* During the first 8 weels of our stay the children attendod the loeal two-sehool-room
clementary school. Tho oldest boy aged 8, 11 was with grades 4 — 8. The oldest giel aged
7, 11 and the second boy aged 5, 11 were placed wiih the younger elhildren. Tt was assured
that no foreign lanpuage teaching was administered to the children. T owe special thanks
to the two teachers, Mrs Cleo Carpentor and Mr John Cain, for their magnificent co-
operation.

¢ For farther details of, Wode (1977b, 1978). and ezpecially Weode (in prep.).
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this word-final voicing rule. And only at the time when they have mastered
this phonological mule do they consistently produce 1he voiced plural allomorphs,

There are only very few peculiarities relating to the distribution of the 1.2
allomorphs as depending on the phonological properties of the stems. The
firgt nouns to be inflected are those that require /s hook-s, cup-g, hit-s, as well
as telling blunders Jike feet-s, fool-s, trowt-s. At the same time the children
altached |5] also to stems requiring Jef: ball-s, eqg-s, game-s, as well ag blunders
like caftle-s. Thig [8] is due to the German rule to devoice final fricatives. In the
experiments the children would also add /s/ to stems in /(t)}], (D)z/: garege-s,
dish-s, judge-s, wedge-s. There are no such examples in the spontanecus data.

Before |ay ~oaz] become productive, the children both in the experiments
as well as spontancously pass through an interim stage where they do not
inflect nouns in /-(t)[, -(d)z/ at all, even when used with plural intention:
fish-o, dish-o, gorage-o. When |os ~oz] eventually does appear there are numer-
ous forms that well attest the productivity of this rule: dish-es, horse-s,
switch-cs, goose-s, mouse-s, fish-cs, bass-es, as well as nuts-es, guys-es. The latter
two are inflected appropriately, except for the failure to identify the stem-final
fricative as the plural.

Nouns in /-0/ and /-0 ~9"/ ave left uninflected much lenger than other stems.
This wag particularly noticeable in the experiments. The observation correlates
with L1, l.e. German. In German nouns in -er are very often deverbal nouns.
They take the g-plural, ie. there is no overt plural morph. For the children
the L2 0/ al first relales to their L1 fs/. Neither English nor German have
long consonants. Consequently, theie is, for some time, no way to pluralize
stems in /07 via 8]

It is difficult to determine where exactly our children’s L2 developniental
sequence differed from the L lnglish sequence, beeause the available L1 data
{(for instance, Berko 1958, Anisteld and Tucker 1808) may not have focussed
on exactly comparable mateiial, Nonetheloss, our L2 data agree with the LI
observations in that [-s] and [-z] ave acquired before [-az]. Forms like bass-es,
Jish-es, goose-s, eic., are also familiar from L1. Berko (1958), furthermore,
points out that some few childi en produced forms where stores in /-(8) [/ and [-(d) 4/
were pluralized by adding [-&] and |-z], respectively. However, to iy know-
ledge, neither the devoicing of final fricatives nor leaving stems in j-o ~-a', -0/
uninflected has so far been reported for L1,

Inflected genitive

The acqnisition of the infleeted 1.2 genitive corvrelates heavily with the
structyral properties of our children’s L1. In their German only proper names
can be preposed to the head noun to take the genilive inflection as in Larsis
Banllonto (Larsi’s bank accountl), Heikos Zeh (Heiko's toe). Other nouns
functioning as the possessor have to be postposed to the head noun indicating
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the possessum. Thus, we have das Dach des Andos (the top of the car), der Schwanz
der Kuk (the tail of the cow). In English both common nouns and names can
be preposed to the head noun to take the genitive inflection.

Ifor a long time ouwr children preposed only names. At first these names.
weore left uninflected, but scon after they were inflscted via [s). T'his {s] was
also attached to stems ending in [[/ a8 in Dutch-3, Duich-s. Howoever, names 1o
{-8/ were for a long time not inflected at all, The reason probably is that in
our children’s German stems ending in /-5 take ¢ as the genitive allomorph,
exeepting a fow irregular cages. The paradox here iy, that the children con-
tinued Lo not infleet stems in /[-s/ at a time when they were already correctly
using the plural allomorphs [08 ~9z], i.e. when they were pluralizing nouns
in /-8/.

(frading: comparative and superigiive

For the acquisition of the comparative and the superlative ihe children-
also drew heavily on their L1, They had little trouble in corrvectly infloeting
monosyllabic adjectives by adding -er, -esf. At first they did not zse any
poiysyllabic adjectives. But when they did so later on, the inflectional com-
parative and superlative was carried over to them. Thus, there arc forms like
dangerous-cr, expensiv-er, comforiabl-er, all used instead of wmore-|-adjective;
as woll as dungerous-est, erpensiv-est, comfortabl-est, all in place of most—+adjec-
tive.

This correlates with German. In German both comparative and superlative
are signalled by inflection. There are no comparable variants like the English
maore/most-| adjective. And again, it is only the most advanced child that
towards the end of owr stay manages to use the syntactic comparative and
superlative, that is the mostimore variants target-like,

2.3 L2 syndaz: negotion

The major structural types and stages in the acquisition of negalion are
summarized in tab. 2. The chronology is as indicated by the nmumhering. The
structural types numbered by Roman numerals and/or arabic numerals are
developmentally ordered ag indicated by the numbcering. Those {ypes that
are marked with small letters are structurally distinet but co-occur at the
sume time as indicated by the numbering.

I shall not diseuss these types in detail, Only a few comments will be in
order. The main point is to illustrate the systematicity of this developmental
sequence and, moterver, to show that the regularitics arc apparently the re-
sult of the application of general acquisilional principles.

Stage I: 'The first negative utterances to appear invariably involved no.
Semantically, this was anaphorie negation, 1.¢. the negative relationship does.
not hold between neg and the items with whieh it oceurs in construction.
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‘Tab. 2. The major developmental struetural types and stages in the L2 English/L1
German acquisition of negation

e N A E )

structural typo illustrative example | stage
I. | "“_ﬂ,naplmric: Neg B P TL0 o I
il. 1 anaphorie: Neg X no, Tiff
X Neg Kenny., no
2 non-anaphoric: Neg X - . 1T
no vV | no finish
N no wmilk
Ad] no cold
vr no play baseball
TiI. 1 Subj (be) Neg X | 1II
that’s no Adj ' that’s no good
YO not N " you not dummy
no | Craig’s mother it’s no
Franciseo
I1T. 2a Subj neg V I¥
! not I'm not go Bett
no me no close the window
ITI. 2b Subj] V (Pron) Neg X I'mn steal not the base
Maryln like no sleepy
M neg X I ecannot =ay that word
ITT. 2¢ Imperative: don't VP . don’t broko
II1, 2d Imperative: ¥V (Pron) not X | shut nol your mouth
| hit 1t not over the fence
IV. a | suppletive don't/didn’t " | no, don’t o v
1V. b | Subj don’t/didn’t Aux VI I cdon’t can eal anymore
Aux you didn’t can that
v I didrn’t have a snag

Stage 1I: It comprises type IT 2. The word order pattern is much the same
a8 in the type 1I 1. Neg is no. It is placed externally, The major innovation
&8 against stage I is semantic. The ncgative relationship now holds between
neg and the lexical material with which it oceurs in construction. For instanco,
no play baseball means “I/we don’t want to play haseball”,

Stage IIT: With all four children the structural type III 1, i.e. reflexes
-of target copula structures, were the first to show internal placement of neg.

Stage [V Utterances containing a full verb and having neg internally are
invariably later than strings reflecting target copula structures as in type IIT 1.
Neg may be no or not. All in all, there are four major structurces, IIT 2 a-d,
that may co-oceur at this stage of development.

The type III 2a has neg, namely not or, less frequently, no, between the
subject and the full verh. This type does not become {(very) productive. The
type 111 2b has no or not placed after the verb. This includes those strings
that do not contain a full verb but have a modal auxiliary M, like, for instance,
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«dn to precede neg. Notice that at this stage of their development the children
seem to operate with a single neg placement rule that says: place neg behind
the first verb no matter whether full verb or auxiliary. Consequently, during
stages [T]—IV there are no mistakes regarding the placement of neg in declara-
tive negative sentences containing an auxiliary or a form of be. However, the
later structural type IVb clearly shows that at stages ITIT—1V the children
cannot he credited with the proper L2 neg placement rule, since they treat
both full verbs and auxiliaries including e alike.

The structural types III 2b, IIT 2d, and IVb have not yet heen reported
for 1.1 English (Klima and Klima-Bellugi 1966, Bioom 1970). Also, I am not
aware that utterances like Craig’s mother it's no Franeisco (Type 111 1) have
been mentioned in the L1 literature, However, [ would not he surprised if
such utterances turned up upon more detailed investigation.

Morphophonemically, all the structural types of tab. 2 have to relate to
English. However, the word order pattern of type ITI 2b and III 2d relates
to German and so does IVh. The type II 2 must be the children’s own in-
vention since neither German nor English afford a divect model for this word
order. It seems that the children were overgeneralizing. Whether they did so
by starting from their own prior strueture 11 1, or by starting from the cor-
responding German anaphoric construction, or from the L2 construction, we
do not know. However, the most intrigning puzzle is why the children produced
I1 2 at this stage of their development, and why they did not go straight to
II I 2h, which is to become productive later on anyway, I think this has to do
with general principles which secm to underlie naturalistic L2 accuisition.

3. The working of a developmental principle

We need an explanation why the children did not go straight from 11
to III 2b; and why type III 2b wins out over 111 2a. The latter development
1 all the more paradoxieal if it is noted that the children are closer to target
Iinglish via ITI 2a than via ITT 2b. In 111 2a the negative item is placed before
the full verh, which is at least part of the English rule. In II1 2b the negative
item is placed after the verb, which never happens in English. So the guestion
to solve is why the children opt for the structure that looks like a step hack-
wards at that particular stage of their development. For if they were to draw
on their L1 neg placement rule, why do they do so at this stage and why not
natead of IT 2.

One explanation will have to be ruled out. It cannot be claimed that the
shildren’s type 11 238 due to lack of knowledge of what is a verb and what is a
1wun. When the child produced wo play baseball, he knew very well that pluy
vas a verb and fueseball was a noun. This can safely by inferred from numerous
10on-negated utterances of this time. The puzzle then is why the children do
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not use their struetural knowledge to place the negative item between verb
and noun, which they are to do later on anyway.

[ ike to think that the rise of type IIT 1 creales the prevegqurisites to enable
the children to bring in their L1 neg placement rule. That is, just like with
phonology and inflections the L2 child will draw on his 1.1 only if erueial
prerequisiles are met within hig own linguistie development. Such prere-
quisiles are a sufficient degree of similarity between the structures involved.
Apparently, 11 2 was outside the crucial range of the German neg placement
rule; IT1 1 was inside it. Namely, the neg placement tules of German and Hnglish
are partly the same. They fully agree with respeet to the placing of neg In
relation to the copula. Blunders in copula ulterances do not involve the posi-
tion of neq in relation to the verb. With respect to full verb structures German
and Lnglish differ. The children seem o experiment with both the German
and the English rule. Eventually, L1, i.e. German, which happens to be the more
general rule, wins out. From our project files there is additional evidence
from other L2 situations and L2 acquisitional iyvpes to indicate that such
developmental detours are not uncommon, and that, moreover, they seem
to be due to a general principle involving word order (for details cof. Wode
1976¢).

4. General outlook

In a more general way, the L2 acquisitional process as illustrated via
four children turns out to be highly organized and highly systematic. We
have all reasons Lo assume that this systematicity is due to the application of
general acguisitional prineiples. Whether they are the same for L1 or not,
we do not koow yvet. But we do know that such a systematicity is not re-
stricted to these fowr childven. Though the available data for naturalistic
L2 aequisition are very scarce al present, whatever there is points to the same
general direction (gee summarics in Wode 1974a, Hateh and Wagner-Gough
1975). Due to this systematieity, the study of naturalistic L2 acquisition is
likely 1o have an important impact on several other flelds of research. In
concluding 1 shall briefly point out Lhree such arveas that are particularly
relevant to contrastive linguisties.

4.1 DPsycholagy

Linguistics can do little more than deseribe the structures and set up the
linguistie corrclations between larget 1.2, prior L1 and the child’s own pro-
duction. These lnguistically formulated regularities demand psychological
interpretations. Mo put it the other way, linguistic investigations will not
answer the quesiion how the child actually acquires the knowledge that his
specch productions arc based on. 1t will not do to explain such data by ret-
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crence to gencral learning theorics like behavioristic conditioning or cognitive
approaches, ele. The data demand more detailed interpretations. In partieu-
lar, there will have to be precise psyehological construets, rules, or prin-
ciples, that reflect the formal properties of the linguistic devices as evidenced
in the child’s L2 hehavior, i.e. in his handling of such formal properties as
word order, free ve. bound forms, cte. What, for instance, ave the psvchological
constructs involved in the L2 accuisition of negation, and in the working of
the developmental principle discussed above? The problem for naturalistic L2
acquisition is no different from the one posed by naturalistic L1 data. Here,
too, it is obvious that behavioristie conditioning will not explain most of
the evidence. I hasten to add that cognitive approaches will likewise remain
equally unsatisfying us long as they focus on eonceptual maturation, Develop-
mental psychology should get interested, much more than it has done in tho
past, in the cognitive correlaics or prerequisites for such purely formal lin-
guislic propertics as word order, free vs. bound forms, suprasegmental vs.
segmental, and the Jike, It is these that play an important, perhaps the dom-
inant role in determining the child’s linguistic progress, both for L1 as well
ag for L2 {for Ll details on this point ¢f. in particular Wode 1974h, 1977a).

4.2 Contrastive linguistics, ervor analysis, and foreign language teacling

1.2 data such as summarized above clearly indicate why that branch of
contrastive lingnistics that purported to predict the errors students commit
in foreign language teaching has largely failed. Such contrastive analyses have
been limited to showing structural differences and similarities between two
languages. From the point of view of foreign language teaching as well as other
types of bilingualism, this amounts, at bhest, to stating certain aspeots of the
acquisitional task to be mastered by the student. What is lacking is informa-
tion as to how students cope with this clash of structures. That ig, for instance,
how will they rely on their L1? Which structural propertics of the two languages
arc similar ;nougll — o the student — to substitute for each other (recall
the phonological material of § 2.1)? And which of several stru ctural propertics of
a complex construction is acquired first (recall the developmental scquence
for negat-ion of § 2.8)? If contrastive linguisties is to correctly predict student
ervors it will have to be enriched by an acquisitional component. This com-
ponent will be a set of acquisitional principles which predict the range of
errors students are likely to commit if faced with a clash of specific structural

types.

4.3 Lingquistics

I do not think that any revision of contrastive linguistics can stop at
siniply adding an aequisitional component. It is the linguistic theories as
currently formulated that are in need of revision, before they can be nsed to
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describe acquisitional data, i.e. non-targetlike child/student speech. These
theories have been developed from the fully fledged language(s) of adults.
Unfortunately, there are many descriptions of the structure of — adult —
languages where the properties that learners react to first and foremost are

not explicitly part of the formal statement. For instance, recall the case of

[r{ (§ 2.1). The first non-zero substitute is [w] both in L1 and L.2. To be able
to show that these early [w]-substitutions are in any way related to English,
the description of Hnglish would have to include some specifieation to the
effect that the — retroflox — /rf has strong affinities to [w]. In fact, these
affinities are apparently so dominant that they top any others that may be
involved. Consequently, the description of the retroflex jr/ — of target English
— should include a [w]-feature plus a hierarchical ordering to the effect that

the [w]-feature dominates the other feature(s), if any, involved in this type of

jr{. Similar arguments apply to other types of jr/’s (cf. Wode 1977b for details).
I do not know of such descriptions. But unless they are provided there will be
no explicit way of stating that the learner’s [w] is related to the target [r/.

I think that the insights derived from the case of jr/ can be generalized.
Theories and models of adult languages have to be such that it becomes
possible to detect and state cxplicitly the structural property that children/
{students react to acquisitionally, not only for phonology.
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