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Current views on pedagogical applications of contrastive studies are marked
by disappointment and pessimism. The pendulum has swung to the other
extreme, which has always been so characteristic of developments in language
teaching methods, so that contrastive studies, originally regarded as a panacea
for all the problems-in language teaching, are now treated by some educators
as of no pedagogical use at all. A typical ropresentative of the latter attitude
is Leonard Newmark (1970: 225 - 6), who says, “...the cure for interference
is simply the cure for ignorance: learning. There is no particular need to combat
the intrusion of the learner’s native language — the explicit or implicit justi-
. fication for the contrastive analysis that applied linguists have been claiming
to be necessary for planning language teaching courses.” _
According to these opponents of contrastive analysis, its application
to the construction of teaching materials may be even harmful, because it
may lead to oversmphasizing certain elements in the target language, and,
consequently, to learning some fragments of that language only, instead
of the whole system. : "
Fven attitudes favourable towards contrastive studies lack the enthusiasm
o characteristic of the earlier approaches. Ronald Wardhaugh, in his paper
at the TESOL Convention in San Francisco in March 1970, stressed that
CS can be of only very limited use for language teaching and learning. The
_same opinion is given by William E. Norris (1970) in his “‘state of the art”
~ paper, as characteristic of most language teachers and educators today.
Similarly, the conclusions of the CS Section at the 10th FIPLV Congress
in Zagreb (April 5 - 9, 1968) state that contrastive analysis certainly is not
a panaces, but only one of the factors contributing to the preparation of better
teaching materials.
The advocates of error analysis have also become more militant lately.
One of them is Peter Strevens (1970), who argues that CS are of no use for
language teaching, because, in the first place, & complete analysis involving
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only two languages is already an extremely difficult and painstaking task,
and, in the second, all of this is not worth that much effort, as any experienced
language teacher knows where errors mostly occur, anyway.

We might mention here, in passing, that the value of error analysis has
always been more emphasized in the European tradition, while CS have
attracted particularly much hope and attention in the United States.

It may be interesting to consider some of the possible éauses of this disap-
pointment concerning the pedagogical application of CS. There are at least
two objective causes, namely,

() contrastive studies involving more and more languages of the world
have proliferated recently, but they constitute most often only fragmentary
descriptions of two language systems; there have been very few synthetic
degcriptions. Besides, most of these studies are of a highly theoretical nature,
and, as-such, not readily applicable to language teaching.

(b) experience has shown that predicting errors on the basis of OS is not
so simple and easy as it seemed to be, and that in actual learning errors often
occur where they are not expected and do not oceur in areas of extreme inter-
ference as pinpointed by CS.

This limited predictability of errors has engendered a lot of disappoint-
ment and distrust towards CS on the part of langnage teachers, but the fact
is that CS were expected to achieve what they are impossible of achieving
by their very nature. This misunderstanding was caused by a great over-
simplification of psychological processes essential for language learning, and
this oversimplification, in turn, was caused by the linguists who first introduced
the idea of using C8 for language teaching. The point is that those linguists,
having only a very superficial knowledge of psychology, based their expecta-
tions on the phenomenon of transfer, which, as any psychologist realizes,
is still very puzzling and very little understood. Among the psychological
authorities who readily admit this are such well known scholars as the French
psychologist Geneviéve Oléron (1964: 115 - 178) and the American psycho-
linguist Leon A. Jakobovits (1970: 189 - 192), who also warns against too
literal extrapolation from experimental findings concerning transfer to real-life
learning situations.

According to those oversimplified notions, linguistic interfererice or,
in other words, negative transfer ocewrring in second language learning and
use was believed to be the function of structural differences (in the broad
meaning of the term) holding between the native and the target language.
But the real problem is much more complex, as is illustrated by Jakobovits
(1970: 192) in the following formula:

P].'=f (Pl:l.’ t]l' tl.’ R]:l.""ll).
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This formula says that attained proficiency in 1, (i.e. the target language)
will be some joint function of attained proficiencyin 1, (i.e. the native language),
training in 1, training in 1,, and the structural relationship between 1,
and 1,

In fact, the overall situation is even more complex owing to the fact that
the operation of transfer effects is largely influenced by the so- called attitudinal
factors, which are part of the individual’s contribution to the process of learning
and speaking a foreign language. Some of these factors are already discussed

_in Weinreich’s (1968) classic work on linguistic interference, but particularly

in fairly recent publications they have received a lot of attention. One type
of attitudinal factor relates to certain social and cultural attitudes shared
by the given community, such as loyalty to the mother tongue and emotional
feelings towards the society and culture represented by the target language.
Another type of attitudinal factor and an extremely important one relates
to the individual’s learning strategy. One possible kind of approach in language
learning is to make the native larignage a matrix of reference for the acquisi-
tion of elements and relations in the target language (this is ealled “compound
setting”). Another kind of approach is to try to keep the two languages as
separate as possible in the process of learning and using the target language
{“‘coordinate setting”’). _

Sometimes conclusions drawn from the consideration of all these non-
structural factors are quite unexpected to language teaching specialists,
who often discuss their problems in a kind of psychological vacuum, For
instance, Jakobovits (1970: 196) sets up an interesting hypothesis based
on certain principles of transfer operation, and particularly on Osgood’s
three laws of interlist similarity. The hypothesis predicts that with unrelated

languages a coordinate setting will yield less negative transfer than a com-

pound setting, but that with related languages a compound setting will yield
more positive transfer than a coordinate setting. If this hypothesis is horne
out by the facts, it will be necessary to work out different learning strategies
for related and unrelated languages.

‘The importance of the non-structural factors for the operation of transfer .
effects has led some experts in the field of language teaching to the conviction
that what i needed is not so much a linguistic contrastive analysis but rather
a psycholinguistic one. This opinion is held, for instance, by Tatiana Slama-
Cazacu, of the University of Bucharest, who in her recent paper given at the
Zagreb Conference on English Contrastive Projects (7 - 9 Dec. 1970} claims
the necessity of developing what she calls “contact analysis in discenti”,
dealing with the prediction and description of interference as taking place
in the learner, and not in absiracto. A very similar approach is also represented
by William Nemser, of the Center for Applied Linguistics in Washington,
D. C. (1970: 101 - 128).
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What conclusions could be drawn from this somewhat confusing picture
sketched above? Are we justified in the pessimistic belief that CS have nothing
to offer to language teaching methodology and procedures and that they
are only valuable for theoretical linguistics? My answer to this question is a very
emphatic no. To present my argument, let me, first of all, point out some of
the misunderstandings that seem to confuse & lot of the issues raised in connec-
tion with the pedagogical application of CS.

() The first misunderstanding concerns the fear that basmg teaching
materials on contrastive analysis may result in the learner’s being presented
not with the whole system of the target language but only with its parts and
fragments, which, as many authorities point out (Rivers 1970: 7 - 10}, may
be harmful to the process of learning. Yet it is clear that this incomplete
presentation is not a necessary consequence of CS and is connected more with
a certain possible misuse or abuse of these studies than with their reasonable
application. Using contrastive analysis as a basis for the construction of a
pedagogical gramiar, we are by no means limited by this fact to the presenta-
tion of not the whole system but only those items which constitute learning
problems, although it is reasonable to expect that the latter will reccive
more emphasis, especially in terms of more intensive drilling.

(b) The second misunderstanding concerns the significance of non-strue-
tural factors, brought recently to general attention by psychologists and psycho-
linguists. The fact that those factors are important or even very important
cannot be interpreted as denying the significance of purely structural factors.
In fact, the latter are certainly more important, because it is common know-
ledge that for people of certain language background some foreign languages
are more difficult to learn than others, as is generally observed in schools
and universities all over the world. There is even some more compelling evidence
for this; Cleveland, Mangone, and Adams (1960: 260 - 1) present a table which
gpecifies the time requirements for attaining specified levels of proficiency
for individuals enrolled in inténsive language courses. Their table shows that
Americans with average language aptitude can attain proficiency in speaking

Italian, French, Spanish, Rumanian, or German (among others) in two-thirds .

of the time it takes them to achieve the same proficiency in Russian, Greek,
or Finnish (among others), and in only half the time it takes them to learn
Chinese, Japanese, or Vietnamese (among others). So it seems that the descrip-
tion of structural differences holding between languages is & worthwile task
for the linguist and one whose results may have gréat sighificance for language
teaching. '
{¢) The third misunderstanding concerns the complaints that currently
produced contrastive analyses are often so complex and full of technical detail
that they cannot be of any use to anyone but a trained linguist. But, again,
we have to distinguish between scientific and pedagogical contrastive grammars,
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The latter must be presented in such a way that they could be used and
understood by the foreign language teacher and even by the interested student.
This requirement also determines to a certain degree the length of such analy-
sis; it cannot be a very thick volume describing every item as fully ae possible,
as, first of all, we would probably have to wait for years for the appearance
of such a grammar, and, on the other hand, it might by its very size discourage
its potential user. These pragmatic reasons opt for a grammar as complete
ag possible as far as the presentation of the whole languale system is concerned,
but treating only the most essential similarities and differences in detail,
and others rather cursorily. Idesally, the pedagogical contrastive grammar
should be based on scientific study, but, again, as such theoretical treatises
are long in the making,'it is both advisable and possible to produce a pedagogi-
cal grammar without waiting for a complete theoretical analysis.

(d) The fourth misunderstanding consists in presenting error analysis
and CS as two propositions of an alternative choice, while, in fact, they com-
plement each other. Error analysis shows what the most frequent migtakes
really are and where they occur. These mistakes should be analysed and thosse
probably caused by structural differences should be separated from the others.
Getting data of this kind will be a natural testing procedure verifying hypo-
thetioal predictions of CS. This approach has already been used with good
results for phonological interference by Briére (1968). When we know what
types of error result from structural differences and when we know exactly
why they are made, it is fairly easy to work out a set of pedagogical procedures
offsetting the operation of linguistic interference.

These are, then, the basic misunderstandings which so much confuse
the whole issue of the applicability of CS. But besides them there are some
controversial points concerning pedagogical uses of CS, which are solved
differently by different authors. Let me discuss briefly three of these problems.

(1) The first is & methodological one, namely, which of the available linguis-
tic models should be used as the theoretical framework for CS. It is obvious
that the best model, offering the most adequate linguistic descriptions should
be chosen, but it is not always clear which one is really the best. In my opinion,
it is transformational generative grammar that is the best model for any
linguistic description, in spite of the current lack of uniformity among its
followers. But as soon as we decide in favour of TG, we face another problem,
that is, whether CS should be concerned, first of all, with differences and simi-
larities in deep structures of the two languages analysed or in their surface
structures. If we assume, as most transformationalists do, that base com-
ponents of most natural languages are very similar to one another, and that
most structural differences reside in surface structures, the conclusion that
the latter ought to be the primary concern of C8 is inevitable. This attitude
is also strengthened by the fact that in the newest versions of TG deep struc-
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ture has either a semantic character or is so abstract that only surface differ-
ences and gimilarities are of any pedagogical consequence.

(2) Another problem concerns the establishing of a hierarchy of difficulty
as g result of contrastive analysis. This Rierarchy will show which of the target
language structures present the most and which the least difficulty to the learn-
er. Several such hierarchies have already been suggested, the best known
of them being those worked out by Briére (1966: 768 - 798) for phonology
and by Stockwell (1965: 282 - 291) for syntactic structures, the Iatter being
in fact the adaptation of the former. These hierarchies are of a very general
character, and they do not take particular structures in particular languages
into consideration, but rather types of interference depending on relations
of correspondence between structures in two languages under analysis, In thig
way they are a sort of blueprint onto which different structures in particular
languages may be mapped. Such hierarchies are useful to a certain extent
and may give us some insights into the nature of linguistic interference and
language learning, but the discussion whether those suggested by Briére
8t Stockwell or others are correct or not, is largely academic. They should
be confirmed not so much by one test or experiment but by teaching and learn-
ing experience, and it well may be that they will be different for related and
unrelated languages, and that they will also depend upon teaching method
or learning strategy. From my own experience as a teacher, I am convinced
that as far as syntax is concerned, the number one difficalty and major source
of interference is what Stockwell calls “split type” negative correspondence
in the native language, which means that there is an obligatory choice between
two categories in the target language and no choice, ie., only one possible
category, in the native language.

(3) Still another problem concerns the use of the results of C8 for the
optimal gradation of the target langnage structures in a pedagogical grammar
or textbook. It has often been expected that the above discussed hierarchy
of difficulty will automatically provide the hbest solution concerning the
arrangement of teaching materials. The controversy has centered around the
question whether it is more advisable to start from the structures similar
to certain structures in the native language, or whether to start from those
that are different. Again, the whole problem is not properly approached,
As far as the starting point is concerned, both solutions may be harmfu} from
& psychological ‘point of view. If we start from what is similar to the native
language, the learner may he established in the belief that evervthing else
in the target language is also similar. If we start from what is different from
the native language, the learner may develop an attitude precluding any
possibilities of positive transfer. The point is, however, that a lot of other
factors have to be taken into consideration for the proper arrangement of the
target language items, and not only their degree of similarity to the corre-
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sponding native language structures. These other factors include communica-
tive usefulness, ease of presentation in accordance with the principles of
the given method, their relation to other structures with which they can be
most economically presented, their frequency of oceurrence within the given
style or register taught in the ecourse, etc. Here also the relatedness or
unrelatedness of the languages involved may be another very important con-
sideration. It seems, then, that neither an adequate description of the target
language nor the results of a contrastive anaylsis can determine the selection
and arrangement of the structures to he taught. They can only provide some
raw materials and some bagis for a decision for the materials writer, but
neither of them can become an overriding determinant. So, as we see, while we
cannot expect CS and the hierarchy of difficulty to select and arrange teaching
materials for us, they will nevertheless be helpful in this task and will certainly
pinpoint certain areas of difficulty which we must know in order to locate them
in the proper place in the pedagogical grammar and in order to provide enough
exercises for teaching them.

After this critical discussion of some misunderstandings and problems,
let us now try to arrive at the conclusions which could be drawn from the above
remarks and which will be a kind of synthesis concerning the role and funetion
of C8 in language teaching. As we have established above, the pedagogical
use of C8 does not primarily lie in their predicting errors and pinpointing
the learning problers. Many other factors influence the operation of transfer
effects in language learning and the structural differences between the target
and the native language are only one of them, although, possibly, the most
important one. Likewise, CS do not determine the selection and. gradation
of the target language structures in any absolute and unique way, because
here we also have to take a lot of other things into consideration. What is
their use, then? -

Their pedagogical use is still very essential, because, complemented by
error analysis, they explain and systematize our teaching experience. Error
analysis itself does not explain anything explicitly, it only shows what types
of error oceur but not why they occur, so that when we have data provided
by error analysis, we are still in need of their linguistic interpretation, which
is not the complete explanation, but, at least, its very essential part. CS also
provide necessary ddta, although not the only data, for the authors of text-
books and pedagogical grammars with respect to the selection and arrangement
of the target language items, as well as the emphasis and special attention
that should be given to particular structures. The future of CS is also closely
linked with the newest trends in language pedagogy, which emphasize the
importance of the analysis of the learning processes that take place in the
student. The emphasis is now more on the learner and how to learn than on the
teacher and how to teach. In order to know what is going on in the learner’s
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mind, we need a psychological and psycholinguistic analysis and not a linguistic
one. That is why a peycholinguistic analysis of the operation of transfer
effects seems to be a very promising line of development in CS. In this domain,
William Nemser’'s (196%: 8 -12) and T. SlamaCazacu’s {1970) suggestions
are certainly very interesting and worth being put to test in our contrastive
projects. These suggestions postulate analysing the so-called “approximative
systems” which are developed in the learner in his successive approximations
to the complete system of the target language as represented by the linguistic
performance of the native speaker. There is already some evidence to the
effect that these approximations form a series of steps and stages, and each
of them is characterized by certain typical errors and deviations. These errors
and deviations differ from stage to stage not only quantitatively, but, first
of all, qualitatively, so that the learner’s progress is not only marked by fewer
mistakes but also by mistakes of a successively different sort. It is clear that
the analysis and the description of these stages will have a great importance
for our understanfing of the learning processes and strategies employed by
the student, which, in turn, will enable us to control these processes, or, at
least, to conform to them for the student’s benefit.

Our first aim should be the construction of pedagogical contrastive gram-
-mars that could be used by the largest possible number of people interested
in language teaching and learning. Accordingly, such grammars must be simple
and easily readable and should net contain too many technicalities or irrelevant
detail. While being fairly comprehensive, they should, nevertheless, be focused
on the greatest difficulties in the target language which should be established
partly empirically on the basis of our teaching experience and error analysis.

As to the theoretical framework for the pedagogical contrastive grammars,
a non-formalized version of transformational grammar should be used. Only
this framework will make it possible for us to take advantage of the most
recent insights and discoveries achieved by theoretical linguistics. The trans-
formational approach will help the learner to arrive at a conceptual, integrated
knowledge of the whole system of the target language, which is a very important
thing if we assume that second language learning is also an intellectual, cognitive
process and not only habit formation. The learner will be better able to see
relationships between sentences, and how simple sentences can be joined to
form more complex ones, he will be better able to learn a number of optional
choices which will give him flexibility and creativity in the use of the language.
As it seems that whether we use the native or the target langnage, we always
start from some common and general semantic plan, Fillmore’s version of
transformational grammar might be adopted for C8. This kind of grammar
starts from certain basio semantic relationships, probably common to most
natural languages, and shows us how they are realized on the surface, with
the assumption that languages mostly differ in the ways of realizing those
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universal underlying semantic configurations. This is only a suggestion and
not an assertion, as certainly only actual work on a contrastive grammar will
show us whether Fillmore’s model is applicable.

Our ideal pedagogical grammar should suggest a certain hierarchy of
difficulty, but not go much in the sense of determining the gradation of teaching
materials as rather in the sense of emphasis that partlcular structures should
receive in teaching.

A complete grammar of this kind must comprise the phonological, syntactic,
and, if possible, lexical components, although it is difficult to conceive how
a lexical contrastive study may be carried out, The only practical solution
seems to be to limit it to only the most typical errors as established empirically
by error analysis. '

Ag far as a direction of such a contrastive grammar is concerned, it is not
really crucial whether the analysis proceeds from the target to the native
language or the other way round. It is also possible to arrange the analysis
along certain universal grammatical categories and to show how they are
realized in each of the two languages. Anyway, it is & practical problem
and in each particular case it may be solved in a different way depending
on a lot of circumstancial factors. Also, depending on who'we address our work
to, descriptions of certain structures in at least one of the languages will have
varying degrees of delicacy. For instance, in a contrastive grammar of Polish
and English written for the Polish learner there will be no need to give more
attention to such structures as the impetfective and perfective aspects of
the verb, as they have no formal correspondents in English.

Another essential remark concerns the necessity of often going beyond
the limits of the sentence in our analysis, as certain syntactic and even phono-

- logical phenomena cannot be explained without reference to some broader

context. We can consider here the use of the articles in English, or the use
of some and eny in a certain type of questions.

Summarizing, we can say that pedagogical contrastive grammar, the
construction of which is the ultimate purpose of CS, will be an important
aid in the processes of learning and teaching foreign languages, although
by no means can it be regarded as a sort of pedagogical panacea. Its usefulness
will certainly be limited but still great enough to justify a considerable ex-
penditure of time and effort spent on its preparation. A grammar of this kind
can be expected to be widely used by the following types of individuals involved
in language teaching: the teacher, the learner, the materials writer, and the
translator. '

a) For the foreign langnage teacher it will systematize and explain his
pedagogical experience, and thus enable him to use it to a better advantage.
It may be conceived as a kind of reference book for the teacher, of the same
importance as a dictionary or a descriptive grammar of the target language.
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It may prove particularly useful for the teacher who does not know the native
langunage of his students. The contrastive grammar will also help the teacher
to explain the most essential structural differences between the two languages
to his students in a clear and systematic way. This, of eourse, will apply to
those teachers who bslieve in pedagogical usefulness of this procedure or who
can see its expediency in certain circumstances,

b} The foreign language learner will be able to use the confrastive grammar
also, as one of the reference books for language learning, whenever he really
needs it. I have here in mind a particular kind of learner, who bases his language
learning on a cognitive approach and intellectual anslysis. Also, learners
following programmed materials may profit from this kind of grammar.

¢) The materials writer will find in the contrastive grammar & ready-made
inventory of at least some of the special tasks and problems in language teach-
ing, and, particularly, if this grammar is based on a psycholinguistic con-
trastive analysis, it may prove to be an extremely useful tool in his preparation
of the materials. The same applies to a person responsible for the syllabus
and organization of a language course. The grammar can also provide good
material for the preparation of some types of language tests.

d) The translator will also be able to use the contrastive grammar as a
reference book that may often prompt the best solution of a particular problem
in translation. Less experienced translators will probably profit from a system-
atic reading of the grammar as a part of the theoretical preparation for their
work. The same applies to translator trainers and those organizing courses
in translation. We can also notice that although translation is not recom-
mendable as a language teaching technique, it is par excellence an exercise in
contrastive analysis,

We may conclude with a remark that Pessimism concerning the pedagogical
application of CS is certainly unwarranted. Although some premature hopes
and expectations of dramatic advancements in language teaching connected
with the introduction of ¢S must be abandoned, these studies will play an
important role as a contribution to better organization and guidance in foreign
language teaching and learning. '
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