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hypothesis-testing process, which is responsible for the continual revision of the

interlanguage system.

With regard to the theories based on explicit-implicit L2 knowledge distinction,
study notes that L2 learners are assumed to possess dual competence, and t*  the
controversy over whether or not the two knowledge types interact has n

resolved. From the perspective of the variability theories, L2 learners possess

multiple rather than dual competence.

The claims of the Multidimensional Model link up with the ‘natural rov > 3
proposed by Interlanguage Theory or Krashen’s (1982) ‘Natural r
Hypothesis’, and predicts that L2 structures that are developmentally const ¢
will not be acquired unless the learner has acquired the prerequisite structures, and
that some L2 structures will not be constrained by stages of development ar v

thus be teachable.

The study concludes that although L2 acquisition research does not prescr

methods of teaching, it gives explanatory support to formal interventions.

The study recommends that if researchers could look into possible * ys «
resolving the debates concerning explicit-implicit L2 knowledge distinction, this
could lead to a coherent approach to language teaching. The stu ~ : o
recommends that more information is needed on developmental features and hc
to identify features that are variational. For features where specific orders ave
been established, it would make sense for syllabus construction to present t

grammatical structures according to their natural order of acquisition.

;
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OPSOMMING

Hierdie ondersoek het ten doel om die vier mees invloedryke kognitiewe teorieé oor
taalverwerwing, naamlik die intertaalteorie, teorie€ gebaseer op die eksplisiet-in Li
onderskeiding van tweedetaal (T2) kennis, veranderlikheidsteorie€, aso . die

multidimensionele model onder die loep te neem.

Beweringe wat deur hierdie teorie¢ gemaak word, word geidentifiseer, die navorsing
waarop hierdie beweringe gebaseer is, word geévalueer, en die invloede * 1] :rdie

beweringe op T2-onderrig word bespreek.

Die resultate van hierdie ondersoek wys daarop dat hierdie teorie¢ wyd uiteenlopend is
rondom die keuse van die verskynsels wat verduidelik moet word, hoe hierdie
verskynsels effektief verklaar kan word en die gevolglike wanbegrip t.o.v. die ognitiewe
teorieé omdat hulle so ingewikkeld en ontoeganklik aangebied word. Die resultate
verwys ook na dié teorieé se geweldige invloed op T2-onderrig. Die doel van hierdie
studie is om die tweedetaalpraktisyn en navorser, deur middel van 'n. anal en
bespreking van stellings en empiriese grondslae, bewus te maak van die uiteenlop  dheid

van hierdie teorieg.

Die resultate lei ook tof 'n aantal waarnemings oor die hoofargumente van hierdie
teoriecé. Ten opsigte van die intertaalteorie, wys die ondersoek daarop dat die
kognitiewe strategieé van T2-onderrig as kern van T2-onderrig beskou word, al ewel
die leerder se moedertaal (T1) 'n belangrike invloed by T2-verwerwing is. Dit is egter nie
die enigste bepaler nie en hoef ook nie as die belangrikste beskou te word nie. Hierdie
ondersoek maak obk die waarneming dat fossilisasie 'n hoofoorsaak is wvan die
onsuksesvolheid van T2-leerders om die verworwe taal effektief sc¢ die

moedertaalsprekers te besig.

'n Ander belangrike waarneming is dat leerders grotendeels dieselfde manier gebruik om

n te rwerf, alhoewel daar kleiner verskille bestaan vanweé die leerder se T1 en

ander faktore. Hierdie foute is verteenwoordigend van die eksterne manifestasie van die
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION
1.1 DEFINITION OF THE PROBLEM

Cognitive theorists are agreed that a relationship of some kind or the other exists be 1
cognition and second language (1.2) learning. They see language acquisition as a ment

process involving the use of strategies to explain how the L2 knowledge syste .
developed and used in communication. In other words, linguistic knowledge is srent
from other types of knowledge. as the strategies responsible for its development  : related

to and involved in other kinds of learning (McLaughlin, 1987 & Bialystok, 1¢ ).

The cognitive perspective contrasts with a linguistic theory of L2 acquisition. "~ e itter,
Ellis (1994:350) notes, treats linguistic knowledge as unique and separate from ¢ er
knowledge systems, and language acquisition as guided by mechanisms that are, in part,
specifically linguistic in nature. Nonetheless, this contrast is not the issue h : as the sole

focus is on the cognitive theory.

The issue is that various cognitive theories and models have been proposed. These theories
reflect widely diverging positions regarding which phenomena are in need of >la ion,
~and how this explanation can best be provided. This divergence often makes 2 cognitive
theory such a complex, inaccessible “jigsaw puzzle” that it becomes difficult to underst d
clearly the interaction between language and cognition. As O’Malley and | not 1990:1)
suggest, we need to address this interaction between language and cognition in order that

L2 learning rhay be better understood.

T
{

The challenge, therefore, is to examine the claims made by the four most influent:



cognitive theories, evaluate the research on which the claims are based, and suggest ways

which these claims influence 1.2 teaching. Three questions are addressed in the

¢ What are the major claims of these cognitive theories ?
¢ On what research evidence are they based ?

4 What are the implications of these claims for L2 teaching ?

1.2 Th.. PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The aims of the study are to
¢ identify the major claims of the four cognitive theortes.
4 evaluate the research on which the claims are based.

¢ discuss the implications of the theories for L2 teaching.

1.3 METHOD OF RESEARCH

The purpose of this study will be achieved through an extensive and detailed survey of

relevant literature.
1.4 PROGRAMME OF STUDY

Chapter 2 considers the origin, the emergence and continual discovery of Int guage
Theory. Early interlanguage studies as we as later developments are examin  with regard

1 the claims made and the research on which the claims are based.

Chapter 3 _’éxamines the theories based on implicit-explicit knowledge isti :ions.
Krashen’s - and Bialystok’s theories are primarily concerned with the nat & of the

1€ nship between the implicit and explicit knowledge and how these are used in 12



production. However, Krashen and Bialystok adopt different and conflicting  rspectives
regarding the relationship between explicit and implicit L2 knowledge. The research on

which the perspectives are based is discussed.

Chapter 4 focuses on Variability Theories of L2 learning. The sive
interlanguage development as varying systematically along a continuum of styles. The
Capability Continuum Paradigm and the Variable Competence Model are discus d. Both
adopt a multiple competence view rather an a dual competence view of L 1 edge as

the theories discussed in Chapter 2 do.

Chapter 5 discusses the Multidimensional Model. The model claims that 3 e

features are developmentally constrained and others are variation: and -ee from

developmental constraints. The empirical foundations of these claims are discussed.

Chapter 6 considers the potential for applying second language acquisition research findings
to classroom teaching. The contributions made by the theories to langu :le 1ing and

teaching are discussed.

The final chapter, Conclusion and Recommendations for Further Study, hi  ig ts what has

been achieved and what still needs to done.

[¥5)





















norms”. So, although both Corder and lemser make explicit statements abc  the
possibility of fossilisation, their theoretical approaches do not seem to accommo: : the

reality of the phenomenon.

Generally speaking, the term interlanguage means two things. The first oneis : rner

system at a single point in time and the second is the range of interlocking systems that
characterises the development of learners over time (see McLaughlin, 1¢ A
interlanguage is thought to be distinct from both the learner’s first language and -om the
target language. It evolves over time as learners employ various internal stratc es to make
sense of the input and to control their own output. Three major interlanguage paradigms,

namely Selinker’s (1972), Adjemian’s (1976), and Tarone’s (1979), are distinguish le.
2.3.1.1 Interlanguage and Learning Strategies

Selinker (1972) argued that the interlanguage, which he saw to be a sep: 1ite | guistic
system resulting from the learner’s attempted production of the target language norm, was

the product of five central cognitive process involved in second-language learning:

¢ Language transfer: some items, rules, and sub-systems of the interlanguage may result
from transfer from the first language.

¢ Transfer of training: some elements of the interlanguage may result i n ecific
features of the training process used to teach the second language.
Strategies of second-language learning: some elements of the interlang r result
from a specific approach to the material to be learned.
Strategies of second-language communication: some elements of the interlanguage may
result from specific ways people le  to con 1nicate wi of
target language.

¢ Over-generalisation of the target language linguistic material: some elements of the
interlalllguage may be the product of over-generalisation of the rules and semantic

features of the target language.

10






language. At any given time, the interlanguage grammar is some combination of these types
of rules. In his latest book, Rediscovering Interlanguage, Selinker (1992:210) argues that
it is his view that phenomena such as avoidance strategies, learning and commui :ation
strategies, fossilisation and backsliding, overproduction of elements, additional te >n

paid to the target language and the transfer or application of typological organisat n must

all be related to a basic learner strategy - e contrastive one of setting up interlingual
identifications.
2312 Interlanguage as Rule-governed Behaviour

In contrast to Selinker’s cognitive emphasis, Adjemian (1976) argues that the sy  aticity
of the interlanguage should be analysed linguistically as rule-governed behaviour. In this
view, the internal organisation of the interlanguage can be idealised linguistic ju like
any natural language. Like any language system, interlanguage grammars are seen to obey

universal linguistic constraints and evidence internal consistency.

Whereas Selinker’s use of interlanguage stressed the structurally intermediate nature of the
learner’s system between the first and target language, Adjemian (1976) focus  on the
dynamic character of interlanguage systems; the permeability. Interlanguage systems are
thought to be by their nature incomplete and in a state of flux. In this view, e idividual’s
first language system is relatively stable, but the interlanguage is not. The structure of the
interlanguage may be ‘invaded’ by the first language: when placed in a situation that cannot
be avoided, the second language may use rules or items from the first language. Similarly,
the learner may stretch, distort, or over-generalise a rule from the target language in an
effort to produce the intended meaning. Both processes Adjemian saw to ri  :ct the basic
permeability of the interlanguage.
;

2.3.1.3 Interlanguage as a Set of Styles

i

A third approach to the interlanguage notion has been taken by Tarc : (1979), who

12






and different from the first and target languages. McLaughlin (1987:69) regards such
approaches as representing a reaction to the ‘product’ orientation of the morpheme studies
and error analysi‘s, and the feeling that a more ‘process’ oriented approach was need

This process orientation became more pronounced as Interlanguage theory develc ¢ the

late 1970’s and 1980’s. These developments are explored in the next section.

2.3.2 Developments in Interlanguage Theory

Interest in more dynamic, process-oriented accounts of the interlanguage was the result of

concern with several major issues facing inte inguage theory:

¢ How systematic and how variable is interlanguage ?

¢ How are interlanguages acquired ?

¢ What is the role of the first language ?

A discussion of these issues is important because it provides the context for developments

in Interlanguage theory.
2.3.2.1 Systematicity and variability

As researchers began to direct their attention to the developmental process, o of eir
main concerns was how one could account for both systematicity and = iability in the
development of the interlanguage. To this end, systematic and non-systematic variability
have been proposed. The notion of systematicity and variability will be discussed in ~ apter

4 (under the heading of variability theories).

2.3.2.2 'The acquisition of the interlanguage
Process-oriented researchers have focused attention on how interlanguage develops.

Rather than appealing to vaguely defined universal linguistic processes that guide

14



acquisition, researchers working within the interlanguage framework began to look  how
learners map form-function relationships, how learners acquire functions without having
acquired form, and what the roles of discourse and conversation are in ter n; age

development.

Ellis (1982) argues that second language acquisition involves the sorting out of form-
function relationships. The assumption is that the learner begins with forms. This n-
systematic approach is considered in chapter 4. Another view is that the learner egins with
functions. Researchers like Dittmar (1981) and Meisel (1997) argue that se nd 1 age
research shows evidence of the acquisition of function without the acquisition « form. For
example, these researchers noted that their subjects (guest-worker o 1 n ked
temporality via other means than verb morphology. Rather than using ast endings and
ancillary forms, some subjects used temporal adverbs such as ‘yesterday’ and month’
with the infinitive to mark past or future time. Other subjects used other « rices, su as
those itemised in Table 2.1. Second-language learners have been observed 1 rely on
implicit inferences and context to mark temporality. In the last two examples in le 2.1,
the learner is using the narrative or descriptive context to mark past time : the 1 :ree was

unfair and she walked across.

15









The terms, ‘interference’ and ‘transfer’ are closely associated with behaviourist theories of
L2 learmning. However, it is now widely accepted that the influence of the learner’s native
language cannot be adequately accounted for in terms of habit formation. Nor is transfer
simply a matter of interference or falling back on the native language. WNor is it just a
question of the influence of the learner’s native language, as other previously acquired
‘second’ languages can also have an effect. This suggests that the term ‘I transfer itself is
inadequate. It has been argued that a super-ordinate term that is theory-neutral is needed

and "cross-linguistic influence’ has been suggested (see Ellis, 1994:301).

The term "cross-linguistic influence’ is said to be theory-neutral, allowing one to subsume
under one heading such phenomena as transfer, interference, avoidance, borrowing and L2
related aspects of language loss and thus permitting discussion of the sim irities and
differences between these phenomena. However, the term "transfer’ has persisted, although
its definition has been considerably broadened to include most of the cross-linguistic

phenomena that are considered to be in need of attention.

Transfer is defined as the influence resulting from the similarities and differences between
the target language and any other language that has been previously acquired. When
viewed in this way, transfer is far removed from the original use of the term in  aviourist
theories of language learning (Ellis, 1994). This definition provides an adequate bases for

the material to be discussed.
(ii)) The Manifestations of Transfer

In traditional accounts of transfer, the research focus was placed onthe rors t1 ‘ners
produce. . _gors occurred as a result of the negative transfer of tongue patterns into
the leamers’ L2. However, it is possible to identify a number of other manifestations of
transfer. Some of these are transfer as a process, transfer of typological organisation,

avoidance, overproduction of certain elements (over-use), language facilitation and

18












with different L1’s, Ellis maintains.
Language Facilitation

Transfer may also be facilitative of L2 learning. Ellis (1994:302) points « the
facilitative effects can only be observed when learners with different native 1guages are
studied and learner comparisons are carried out. He argues that f litation is evide. not so
much in the total absence of certain errors - as would be expected on the basis of
behaviourist notions of positive transfer - but rather in a reduced number of errors and, also

in the rate of learning.

Furthermore, the facilitative effect of L1 can also be adduced by certain types of U-shaped
behaviour. Learners may sometimes pass through early stages of development v ere they
manifest correct use of a target-language feature if this feature corresponds to a L1 feature
and then, subsequently, replace it with a developmental L2 feature before finally returning
to the correct target language feature. In such a case, the facilitative effect is evident in the
early stages of acquisition, before the learner is ‘ready’ to construct a developmental rule.
The ‘re-learning’ of the correct target language rule occurs when learners a on the
developmental rule as they come to notice that it is incompatible with the input (Ellis,

1994:302).

Modification of Hypotheses

Transfer also manifests itself as modification of hypotheses. McLaughlin (19! 78) argues
that the learner’s previous knowledge constrains the hypotheses that are possible a ut t
new language. ..ws transfer should not be thought of simply in terms of its direct effect on
the learner, t also in terms of the more indirect, higher-order i 1ence has on
hypothesis formation (Gass & Selinker, 1992)

In tion, it is noted that previous knowledge of language includes the new information

22



the learner has gained about the target language, which may be incomplete and inaccurate.
Hence learners may make mistaken generalisations based on their faulty hypotheses about

the target language (see McLaughlin, 1987:78).

To conclude this section, it can be noted that the concept of transfer has taken on a number
of different meanings for researchers and that in much of this research the influence of the
. first language would have gone unobserved were the traditional product-oriented definition
of transfer used. The shift from a product to a process orientation has drawn attention to
the more subtle and non-obvious effects of the first language on interlanguage development.
It has become apparent that the first language does affect the course of interlanguage

development, but this influence is not always predictable.

2.4 Evaluation

Interlanguage Theory is amongst the oldest cognitive theories of L2 11 mning. O1
cognitive theories such as the variability theories owe their existence to researchers who
were working within the framework of Interlanguage Theory. Its major contr iti to
interlanguage studies is its continued probe into the nature of strategies that are responsible
for interlanguage development. Four major hypotheses have been central to Interlanguage
Theory debates: the Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis (CAH), the Creative Ci struction
Hypothesis (CCH), the Interlanguage Hypothesis (ILH), and the Fossilization Hypothesis.

The strengths and weaknesses of the hypotheses are briefly discussed.

Although CAH became discredited because of overpredicting and und ng the
difficulties of second language learners, the pioneering work of contrastive analysts has
continued to influence interlanguage studies. The hypothesis explained :> gL e
learning as the development of a new set of habits. Its prediction was that virtually all
errors were,explainable as interference from L1. Learning was guaranteed to be easy where
L1 habits led to correct L2 performance. When these predictions could not be confirmed,
CAH was rejected. The “baby and the bathwater syndrome” (Selinker, 1992) has not been

23









transfer and communication strategies. Other factors like the age of the learner, social and

psychological factors, teaching approaches have been hypothesized to cause fossilization.

An interesting development is the evidence that native-like L2 proficiency is achievable
(White & Genesee, 1996; Leow, 1998). In their article which investigated = issue of
ultimate attainment in adult second language acquisition, White and Genesee (1996:233)
conclude that native-like competence in an L2 is achievable, even by older 2 ners.
Multiple and learner-centered exposures, Leow (1998:62) suggests, can be beneficial. | >re
research is needed to invesigate which items fossilize and how these items -

predicted.
2.5 Conclusion

In conclusion, it is important to highlight some of the crucial issues that have be  raised.
The development of Interlanguage Theory has been traced. The Behaviourist I ning
Theory which accorded the L1 a dominant role in L2 acquisition, the advoc : of a natural
route of acquisition which minimised the influence of the L1, and the emergen d
development of the Interlanguage Hypothesis which predicts a multifactor influence on

interlanguage development feature the dominant thought of interlanguage theorists.

Major points throughout this chapter have been that, in some sense, hints of the notion
interlanguage have been in the writings about learning a second language “albeit  rried and
unnamed”, long before interlanguage emerged as a theory and that, like the phenomenon it
seeks to describe, Interlanguage theory has been fluid and amorphous, cons rc ging
and incorporating new ideas. [Error analysis made clear the inadequacies of a rigid
behaviourist-structuralist position. More recent work on transfer has r le apparent the
folly of denying first-language influence any role in interlanguage development. Process-
oriented appfoaches have led to a better understanding of how interlangu ps Of i
acquired arid' has also helped to provide a richer language transfer perspective which

appears to dominate the interlanguage paradigm currently.
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CHAPTER 3

THEORIES BASED ON IMPLICIT - EXPLIC T
KNOWLEDGE DISTINCTIONS

3.1 Introduction

This chapter examines theories based on implicit-explicit distinctions. The primary - ncern
of these theories, as Ellis (1994:349) notes, is to identify the relationship between ir licit
and explicit knowledge and how these ére used in L2 output. The focus of this chaj ris
on two conflicting positions regarding this relationship. One position, Krashen’s 1981,
19822, 1985) brainchild, claims that learning (which is associated with explicit v dg

* cannot become acquisition (which is associated with implicit knowledge). Krashen insists
on this non-interface position even though there is considerable criticism from various
researchers. The other position, often associated with Bialystok (1978), posits an interface
between learning and acquisition. These positions are examined with regard to the

arguments advanced and the research on which these arguments are based.

3.2 The Non-Interface Position

3.2.1 Monitor Theory

In a series of books and papers appearing between 1978 and 1985, Krashen developed a
theory - the Monitor Theory - of child and adult, naturalistic and instructed second-
language acquisition. Its scope broadened to include a wide array of second lan &
phenomena, with'a ‘hypothesis’ summarising Krashen’s conclusion in each area of lite ure
he surveyed. These hypotheses were reduced from ten to five major claims (Krashen 1981;
1982). They are the Acquisition-Learning Hypothesis, Natural Order Hypothesis,
Hypothesis, Input Hypothesis and Affective Filter Hypothesis. The non-interface vir  1is
based  these hypotheses. A brief explanation of each of them follows. Then a critique of

how well or poorly these hypotheses fit into Krashen’s non-interface view will follow.

27



3.2.11 The Acquisition-Learning Hypothesis

This hypothesis states fhat adult second-language learners have at their disposal two dis ct
and independent ways of developing competence in a second language: acquisition, which is
a “subconscious process identical in all important ways to the process children 1 lise in
acquiring their first language” and learning, which is a “conscious process at rest :in
knowing about language” (Krashen, 1985:1). As Krashen notes, acquisition comes o
through meaningful interaction in a natural communication setting. In other words,
speakers are not concerned with form, but with meaning, nor is there explicit concern
error detection and correction. This contrasts with the language learning situation in which
error detection and correction are central, as is typically the case in classroom settings
where formal rules and feedback provide the basis for language instruction. Nonetheless,
for Krashen it is not the setting per se, but conscious attention to rules that distinguishes

language acquisition from language learning.

), Krashen (1982:83) states that learning does not turn into acquisition. T : is,
according to Krashen, what is consciously learned, through the presentation of rules and
explanations of grammar, does not become the basis of acquisition of the target inguage.
The argument that conscious learning does not become unconscious acquisition is  sed on

three claims, as Krashen (1982:83-87) notes:

1) Sometimes there is acquisition without learning. That is, some indiv 1 . have
considerable competence in a second language but do not know very many rules
consciously.

ii)  There are cases where learning never becomes acquisition. That is, a person can
know the rule and continue breaking it.

iii) No one Knows anywhere near all the rules.

The acquisition-learning hypothesis has been criticised for the claim that learning do  not

become acquisition, as is discussed in section 3.2.2.
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3.2.1.2 The Monitor Hypothesis

According to Krashen (1982:15), learning and acquisition are used in very specific ways in
second-language performance. The Monitor Hypothesis claims that “Learning has only

function, and that is as a Monitor or editor”, and that learning comes into play only to make
changes in the form of our utterances, after it has been produced by the acquired stem
(Krashen, 1982:15). Acquisition initiates the speaker’s utterances and is respons le for
fluency. Thus the Monitor is thought to alter the output of the acquired system before or
after the utterance is actually written or spoken, but the utterance is initiated entirely | e
acquired system. Krashen also claims that learning is available for use in product. , and

not in comprehension.

Furthermore, as Krashen (1982:16) notes, the Monitor cannot be used unless the follc  ing

three necessary but not sufficient conditions are met:

e Time: In order to think about and use conscious rules effectively, a second- guage
performer needs to have sufficient time.

e Focus on form: The performer must also be focused on form, or thinking abo
correctness.

o Knowledge of the rule.

Krast  (1982:19-20) distinguishes three types of Monitor users. Th-  areMon ¢ -
users, Monitor under-users and optimal Monitor users. According to Krashen, Monitor
over-users are either individuals who have been victims of a grammar-only 1 e of
instruction, or individuals who are inclined by personality to learn languages by consciously
applying rules. In contrast, under-users are those individuals who are thought to make no,
or very little, use of conscious rules. The evidence for these different types of performers is
based on case studies. The claims made by the Monitor Hypothesis have a 'en

criticised (see section 3.2.2).

)
1

3.2.1.3 The Natural Order Hypothesis

The wural Order Hypothesis states that second-language rules are acquired in predictable
order which is not determined by the order in which items appear in teachi s, abuses.

Acquisition orders do not reflect instructional sequences. As Krashen (1985:1) puts it:
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We acquire the rules of language in a predictable order, some rules tending to come ear
and others late. The order does not appear fo be determined solely by formal simplicity
and there is evidence that it is independent of the order in which rules are taus  in

language classes.

In addition, Krashen argues that those students whose exposure to second language is
nearly all outside of language classes do not show a different order of acquisition from those
who have had most of their second language experience in the classroom. This natural
order of acquisition is presumed to be the result of the acquired system, operating free of

conscious grammar (the Monitor).

The principal source of evidence for the Natural Order Hypothesis comes from Morpheme
Studies. Dulay and Burt (1974), for example, published a study of what they called the
order of acquisition of grammatical morphemes or functions in English by ve-to eight-year
children learning English as a second language. Results show that 85% of the errors :re
developmental. These researchers came to the conclusion that there may be a ‘universal or
natural order’ in which L2 children acquire certain morphemes. They also concluded that
exposing a child to a natural communication situation is sufficient for L2 acquisition to take

place.
3.2.1.4 The Input Hypothesis

If we assume, as Krashen does, that learners progress through natural developmental
sequences, we need some mechanism to account for how they go from one point to 1 1er.

This hypothesis, as Krashen (1985:2) notes, postulates that

Humans acquire language in only one way - by understanding messages, or by receiving
comprehensible, input. We move from our current level i, to i+1, the next level along the

natural order, by understanding input containing i + 1.

Krashen (1980:168) regards this as “the single most important concept in second language
acquisition today,” in that “it attempts to answer the critical question | ~ we  juire

language”. Krashen (1985:2) states that there are two corollaries of the Input Hypothesis:

30



(1) Speaking is a result of acquisition and not its cause. Speech cannot be taught
directly, but ‘emerges’ on its own as a result of building competence via

comprehensible input.

(i) If input is understood, and there is enough of it, the necessary rammar is
automatically provided. The language teacher need not attempt deliberately to teach
the next structure along the natural order — it will be provided in the right
quantities and automatically reviewed if the student receives a sufficient amount of

comprehensible input.

Thus, for Krashen comprehensible input is the route to acquisition, and information about

_ ammar in the target language is automatically available when the input is understood.

Krashen (1982) provides empirical evidence in support of the Input Hypothesis. First, there
is the silent period — a phenomenon which has been observed to occur in some childrenv o
come to a new country where they are exposed to a new language, and are silent for a long
period of time. During this period they are presumably building up their comp :nce in the
language by listening and understanding before speech emerges on its own. Second, 1

three characteristics of simple codes (simplified input) assist language acquisition. These

are:!

(1) these codes (caretaker speech or motherlese or baby talk) are used to communicate
meaning, not to teach language,

(ii)  they are roughly-tuned, not finely tuned, to the learner’s current level of ling tic
competence, and

(iii)  they follow the here-and-now principle.

The Input Hypcgthesis, particularly the evidence in support of it, has been criticized as

section 3.2.2 indicates.

3.2.1.5 , The Affective Filter Hypothesis

ashen (1985:6) argues that comprehensive input is a necess 7, but not a

condition for successful acquisition. Affective factors are also seen to play an important
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role in acquiring a second language. According to the Affective Filter Hypothesis,
comprehensible input may not be utilized by second-language acquirers if there is a mer 1l
block that prevents them from fully profiting from it. The affective filter acts as a barrier to
acquisition: if the filter is ‘down’, the input reaches the Language Acquisition Device (LAI

and becomes acquired competence; if the filter is ‘up’, the input is blocked and does not

reach the LAD (Figure 3.1).

‘Up3
Input— Filter — —Bl.anguage Acquisition Device (LAD)-®Acquired Competence

‘Down’
Figure 3.1. The operation of the ‘ Affective Filter’ (based on Krashen, 1982).
Thus, as Krashen (1982:32) puts it:

Input is the primary causative variable in second language acquisition, affective 'es

acting to impede or facilitate the delivery of input to the language acquisition device.

Krashen (1982:32) maintains that acquirers need to be open to the input and th 1A
affective filter is up, the learner may understand what is seen and read, but the input w not
reach the LAD. This occurs when the acquirer is unmotivated, lacking in co: de |

concerned with failure. The filter is down when the acquirer is not anxious and is intent on

becoming a member of the group speaking the target language.

For Krzishen, the affective filter is the principal source of individual differences in  cond-

language acquisition. As Krashen (1982:31) puts it:

The Affective Filter Hypothesis captures the relationship between affective variables and
the process of,second language acquisition by posing that acquirers va respect to
the strength or level of their affective ﬁliers. Those whose attitudes are not optimal j

second language acquisition will not only tend to seek less input, but they will also have
high or strbng affective filters — even if they understand the message, the input will not

reach that part of the brain responsible for language acquisition, or the
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In fact, the concepts of language learning research are in many instances psychological
reformulations of issues that have been long-standing interpretations entertained by
experienced language teachers. After all, language teachers are in a good position to
observe patterns of language learning and to appreciate intuitively the characteristics of
poor and good learners and to surmise why some students make progress and others run

into difficulties.

The Monitor Theory provides a framework for interpreting the language learning process.
The Natural Oder Hypothesis predicts that L2 rules would be acquired in a predictable
order. That is to say, language learning is a developmental process which cannot be fully
controlled by feeding the language to the learner in slow incremental steps. This hypothesis
links the Monitor Theory to the interlanguage theory (Creative Construction Hypothesis ) in
Chapter 2 and to the Multidimensional Model in Chapter 5. Teachers cannot alter this
order. Teachers can help the acquisition process by providing comprehenisve input ra zr
than explicitly teaching grammar. The Input Hypothesis predicts that the L2 learner will
simply ‘pick up’ a rule from the input when she/he is ‘ready’ for it. Since the teacher does
not know what the current input level, i, of the learner is, the teacher must provide
roughly tuned rather than providing fine-tuned input which would target the next i !

i+1. The Affective Filter Hypothesis predicts that no matter how comprehensive the input
may be, if an anxiet-free environment is not established all teaching efforts are domed to

fail.

The theory is appealing to teachers because it offers practical and intuitively sou  solutions
to the challenges of developing L2 learners’ communicative competence. 1 iguage
teachers are in a good position to observe patterns of language learning and to )preciate
intuitively the characteristics of poor and good learners and to surmise why some students
progress and others run into some difficulties. The Monitor Theory has help  teachers to
develop concepts about language learning and to recognize possible relationships

learning outcomes, the learning process, learner characteristics, the conditions of learning

and the social and linguistic context in which learning occurs.

The theory has, however, been criticized for not clearly articulating the learning-acquisition
distinction. Researchers (e.g. ~ egg, 1984; Mcluaghlin, 19_., Hulstiin & Hu 1, °

argue that as long as the Monitor Theory remains unable to empirically isolate the acquired
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enough about how a filter would operate; no attempt has been made to tie the filter to
linguistic theory and specific predictions are impossible, and some predictions are lata y

obscure.

Summing up, it appears that the Monitor Theory fails at every juncti :to provide reli le
evidence in support of the non-interface position. Krashen has not defined his terms with
enough precision, the emprical basis of the the theory is weak, and the theory is not clear in
its predictions. Apart from the research gaps that have been identified the non erface
view has been extremely influential in language teaching circles. The instructional

implications are discussed in Chapter 7.
3.3 The interface position

3.3.1 An Overview

The interface position posits a connection between explicit and implicit knowledge of the
language. This implies that explicit grammar instruction (EGI), or conscious lear g of
rules, can become implicit or subconscious knowledge of grammar, or acquisition.
Bialystok (1979:81), the champion of the interface position, states that “the proficient use
of a language, either native or non-native, depends on a complex interplay of information
that is either explicitly consulted or intuitively based”. The problem, she notes, is to identify
those language tasks which could be accommodated by an intuitive or an implicit
knowledge of the language and those which require the intervention of a set of formalized

rules.

In a study which examines the differential u: of formal explicit knowledge and intuitive
implicit knowledge in a L2 grammaticality judgement task, Bialystok (1979:80)
hypothesizes that a set of conditions can be established which serve to identify the occasions
in which each of these specialized types of knowledge will be used.  She describes the
conditions as task-related and learner-related factors. Three task-related

postulated to serve as predictors for the intervention of explicit knowledge in a language
task. These factors are the amount of formal detail required, the specific linguistic structure

contained in the response, and the length of time allowed to respond. Learner-related
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riables include the age of the learner, the level of study in the target language, and the
language background of the individual learner. Greater use of implicit knowledge may be
exhibited by young learners, advanced learners, and learners who additionally speak other
languages. The results of Bialystok’s (1979) study indicate that explicit towledge
intervenes for incorrect sentences requiring detailed responses and that knowledge of
another language is beneficial for certain conditions. Bialystok (1979:101) conclu :s that
both the learners’ intuitions and strategies for consulting explicit knowledge when necessary
are crucial for language proficiency development. As figure 3.1 indicates, “concentration
on only the formal aspects of the language and rule formation not only precludes i 1 1t

aspects of the language but ignores as well the use of the learners’ great intuitive resource”

(Bialystok, 1979:101).

INPUT LANGUAGE EXPOSURE
KNOWLEDGE OTHER EXPLICIT IMPLIC]
KNOWLEDGE LINGUISTIC [ LINGUISTIC !
‘ KNOWLEDGE KNOWLEDGE
.
ol Typel
I
P !
: :
OUTPUT P R o
) '
! Type 11
Figure 3.2 Bialystok’s Model (1978) of the Interface Position
The continuous lines (-) in figure 3.1 refer to inevitable processes, ie. « 5 oy

relationships. The broken lines (----) represent optional strategies in language learning. Of
special relevance here is the broken line which connects implicit and explicit ge.

This, as Bialystok (1978:77) notes, denotes the stfategy of formal practice which has the
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result of allowing information to move from explicit knowledge to implicit knowledge a
automatisation. Furthermore, Bialystok (1981a) has identified and examined the e :ct on
L2 learning of three conscious strategies. These are practising (formal and functional),
monitoring and inferencing. These strategies are examined in terms of two a1 1eters —
purpose and modality, which characterize the various occasions of a formal/func jnal
dimension. Formal language use refers to the language code, language itself as a
structured, rule-bound system, whereas functional language is concerned with e use of
language in communicative situations. However, as Bialystok (1981a:24) notes, t e
designations are not absolute, but relative to each other on a hypothetical continuum of
formal/functional language use. Modality, Bialystok (1981a) notes, classifies the 1guage
as being either oral or written, and strategies suitable for language learning in one modality

may facilitate language learning of that type only.

Thus, a four-cell classification of strategies which describes four types of language is

produced. The four language types are:

1) Formal/Oral
2) Formal written
3) Functional/oral

4) Functional/written

All the strategies, Bialystok (1981a) points out, may be exercised in any of the cells, t
may, nonetheless, be differentially appropriate for the four language groups of str :gies
according to their maximal approximation to those categories. As Bialystok y1a)
observes, the formal strategies are formal practice and monitoring, and the 1 tional
strat._, :s are functional practice and inferencing. All strategies, she notes, 1

language in oral or written modality.
In her study, Bialystok (1981a) measures the extent of the use of these strategies by high

school students and assesses their effects on the achievement of these students. 3

hypothesizes that the
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CHAPTER 4

VARIABILITY THEORIES OF L2 ACQUL,] )N

4.1 Introduction

Variability theories of L2 acquisition are mainly concerned with the relationship en
interlanguage variability and L2 acquisition. Variability is inherent in language-le 1er
language. The natural route, which was discussed in Chapter 2, does not manifest i Ifin a
series of clearly delineated stages. Rather each stage overlaps with the one precedes
and follows it. Each new rule is slowly extended over a range of lingui ¢ contexts.
Therefore, at any given stage of development, the learner’s interlanguage will
contain a number of competing rules, with one rule guiding performance on one o asion
and another rule on a different occasion. In addition, each interlanguage system contains
linguistic forms that are in free variation. These forms are not guided by rules 1€ use

is not systematic.

These types of variability pose both practical and theoretical problems for L2 research. The
practical problems concern how data are to be collected in order to study language-learner
language. If the learner’s performance varies from one task to another, how 1 the
researcher evaluate the particular data he has collected ? The theoretical problems concern

how the inherent variability of the learner’s performance should be reconciled with ¢ ms

that interlanguage is systematic, and how non-systematic variability should counted
for.
This * pter examines these practical and theoretical problems. To ),

j
models are considered: Tarone’s Capability Continuum Paradigm (CCP) and Ellis’ :
Competence Model (VCM). The claims made by the models as well as the research on

which the claims are based are discussed and a critique of the models is also presented.
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a categorical regularity has become more variable and in the case Grammatical Form 2 a

variable regularity has become categorical.

Therefore, in terms of the second axiom, the learner’s IL capability is not assumed to be
homogeneous (single-style) but rather heterogeneous, made up of a continuum of styles as
figure 4 = shows. Any linguistic system must be viewed as consisting of a contir 1 of
styles (Tarone 1983:152). As figure 4.2 shows, the continuum consists of the ve  :ular
style on the one end, tI careful (superordinated) style, on the other, and the interm iate

continuum of styles between the two ends.

vernacular style Style 2 Style 3 Style 4 Stylen Careful style

(more pidgin-like) (more TL/NL-like)

Unattended speech Attende[d speach various ¢licitation task, elicited imitation, Grammatical
data data sentence-combining intuition data

Figure 4.2 Interlanguage continuum (Tarone, 1985:152)

The third axiom hypothesizes the existence of a vernacular style, which Tarone ( 383 52)
defines as that style produced when the speaker pays the least amount of attention to
language form as Figure 4.2 shows. The IL vernacular style is the least pern to
invasion by other rule systems, and so it can be argued that the IL vernacular norm is more
systematic than the IL superordinate norm in the sense that the vernacular has greater

internal consistency. Dickerson (1974:6) notes that:

The IL vernacular is an internally consistent, but variable system. Asav iable sy 'm, it
is not characterized by categorical non-target oulput from its variable rules, al >ugh
some rules may be categorical. But the system as a whole is expected to display a his, but
stable proportion of non-target rule output. This stable system forms 1 se line of

variability.

The fourth axiom claims that when a speaker pays more than the minimum amount of
attention to speech, a careful (superordinate/formal) style is produced, as Figure 4.2 shows.
This style is the most permeable to invasion by other rule systems, such as the target
language (where there is overgeneralization of TL rules) and native language (where there is

L1 transfer). So it can be argued that the IL superordinate norm is less systematic and more
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Ellis (1985a:49) gives an example to illustrate how the two types of L2 knowle e relate to

the discourse types. Firstly, if a learner possesses the following three forms in his

interlanguage:

(D v +ing,

2) v simple form, and
3) v+s

Initially these exist as alternants (i.e. non-systematic knowledge) and are used aphazardly
in unplanned discourse. Ellis (1985a:49) points out that utterances like the fi owing will be

observed:

(1) My brother living in London
(2) My brother live in London
(3) My brother lives in London

Let us now imagine a learner has these forms as variants (i.e. they become part « his
systematic knowledge) and their use is now governed by rules. One rule might en: = the
learner to distinguish progressive from habitual activity, enabling him to produce utter es
like 1 when he wishes to encode progressive activity and utterances like 2 and 3 for habitual
activity. However, Ellis (1985a: 49) argues, initially he may only be able to »ply this rule
in planned discourse. Also there may be linguistic restrictions on the application of this rule.
The learner may be able to use V + S in one linguistic context (e.g. after a third tson
pronoun) but not in other linguistic contexts (e.g. after a noun phrase). Furthermore, as
Ellis (1985a) points out, it is likely that he will master the contexts he finds m 2 difficult in

planned before unplanned discourse.

To explain these phenomena, Ellis appeals to Labov’s (1970:208) proposal that the choice
of speech style can be measured by the amount of attention paid to speech, and that the
most important way in which attention is exerted is by ‘audio-monitoring one’s own
speech’. Accordingly, Ellis’ view is that unplanned discourse occurs with little or even no
audio moniforing by drawing on non-systematic knowledge or those variants  systematic
wwledge, which can be processed easily and spontaneously. In contr. , - 1ne

discourse is seen to require considerable audio-monitoring, as it draws on those variants in
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systematic knowledge that are ‘deep’ and so have to be searched for. In other words, the
more the learner monitors his language, the more planned the resulting discourse wi be . 1
the more likely he is to use his maximal knowledge of linguistic rules or, in Ellis’ (1985a:49)

terms, to ‘perform his competence’.

Although Tarone’s model is similar to the Variable Competence Model in that both are
based on a single heterogeneous competence, the Capability Paradigm appears to consider
regular interlanguage behaviour (that is, systematic variability) only. Irregular /iour
(that is, non-systematic variability) is discounted as part of performance rat! - than
competence. In contrast, the Variable Competence Model sees non-systematic variz ity as

the product of alternates that are part of the learner’s competence.

The closest account of L2 knowledge to that proposed in the variable compete e lel is
to be found in Bialystok (1982) in section 3.3.1, for the reason that Bialystok recogni s e
importance of acknowledging two dimensions rather than one dimension of L2 k: xdge.
There is an automatic and analyzed factors. The former refers to the relative access the
learner has to L2 knowledge (easily retrieved knowledge is automatic, knowledge retrieved
with difficulty is non automatic), whereas the latter refers to the degree to which the learner
has assigned a prepositional mental representation which makes clear the stn -ure of ¢
knowledge and its relation to other aspects of knowledge.” These two factors, as S
(1985a) notes, seem to correspond fairly closely to the distinctions proposed in the  iable
competence model. The analyzed factor is sim ir to the non-systematic distinctions, v

the automatic factor matches the stylistic and linguistic continua of the systematic

knowledge.

To summarize Ellis’ account of L2 knowledge, he regards the learner as credited with a
single heterogeneous knowledge store which‘can be thought of as consisting of four cells
(as in figure 4.3), each representing a particular type of knowledge. In cell A a B the
knowledge is non-systematic or only partly analyzed. Cell A differs from cell C in terms of
how automatic this knowledge is. In cells C and D the knowledge is systeme

analyzed to a high degree. Again cell C differs from cell D in how autom: c¢ this
knowledge vis. As Ellis (1985a:50) notes, unplanned discourse typically draws on cell B and
planned discourse on cell D, but facility in these two types of discourse is also a  ection

of how automatised 1.2 knowledge is.
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A B
Automatic Automatic
analysed ananalysed

L2 knowledge L2 knowledge

C ‘ D

Non-automatic Non-automatic
analysed unanalysed
L2 knowledge L2 knowledge

Degree of systematicity of L2 knowledge
Fig43 Types of knowledge [adapted form Ellis, 1985a:50]
4.3.2.2 Procedures of L2 Use

There are different procedures for constructing discourse and they correspond ) the
various types of L2 knowledge. These are of two basic types, which Ellis (1984) refers to
as primary and secondary processes. Primary processes are seen to be responsible for
engaging in unplanned discourse in that they draw on knowledge that is relatively
unanalyzed, including non-systematic knowledge. Secondary processes are seen to be
evident in planned discourse, and to draw on knowledge towards the analyzed end of the
continuum. The terms ‘primary’ and ‘secondary’ have been chosen to reflect the primacy of
unplanned discourse in communication. That is, the ‘primary’ processes are part of
everyday language use, whereas the ‘secondary’ processes are the products of di :loped

cognitive abilities.

Primary processes consist of simplification and complexification processes. As Ellis
(1985a:51-52),argues, simplification processes enable the learner to reduce the learning and
processing burdens while complexification processes enable the learner to “fillout” his
competence and expand his range of use by identifying and calling upon increasingly more
subtle meaﬁs for distinguishing meaning. Examples of simplification are functional and
semantic simplification, pattern use and vertical extension and examples of comp m

are semantic expressiveness and theoretical expressions.
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Secondary processes consist of monitoring and borrowing. Monitoring (a term used by
Krashen, 1981 - see section 3.2.1.2) is seen to refer to the conscious editing and correcting

of utterances.

Ellis (1985a:52) challenges Krashen’s position that monitoring draws on a separate
knowledge source (i.e. learnt knowledge) as unnecessary. Instead, Ellis perceives
monitoring as involving the learner searching through his linguistic repertoire in order to
locate the form which he considers most appropriate or correct for use in a particular
situation or context. Monitoring is seen to make use of knowledge at the 1al :d end of
the continuum. Monitoring can take place readily if this knowledge is automatic a  mc

slowly if it is non-automatic. ‘Borrowing’ is a term used by Corder (1981) to account r
the deliberate use of the learner’s first language. When the learner finds that he lacks an 1.2
resource, he is leﬁ with the choice of either aborting or utilizing alternate means, such as
constructing a message in the L1 and then ‘translating’ it. Translation is seen to involve

careful search for the most appropriate or correct form. Both borrowing and monitoring
are perceived as means by which the learner can maximize his competence by ar  ng for

and using rules that are not immediately available (Ellis, 1985a:52).

Each set of primary and secondary processes has an external and an internal representation,
which can be referred to as discourse and cognitive processes respectively. For iple,
the primary process - functional simplification - has an external representation (d: our

process) in which a given language function is expressed using any aj roximately
appropriate form, assuming that the hearer will infer what function is intended. It also has
an internal representation (cognitive process) in which forms that are frequent in the input
are attended to, memorized, stored as alternants (that is, not coded for function except

the most general terms) and selected randomly (that is, whatever form comes most
immediately to hand is selected). This notion of discourse and cognitive processes applies to

the entire set of primary as well as secondary processes (Ellis 1985a:52).
Although primary and secondary processes explain how the learner activates knowledge in

different types of use, Ellis (1985a:52) posits that they can also explain how acquisition

places. He calls this “the use = acquisition equation”, which assumes a relationship
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4.5 Conclusion

In terms of Tarone’s and Ellis’ models, 1.2 knowledge is variable. Such variat is of
two types, systematic and non-systematic.  Ellis further distinguishes b n
automatic/non-automatic and analysed/unanalysed knowledge. Both models view
output as lying on a continuum, ranging from careful to vernacular styles (Taror  or fr
planned discourse to unplanned discourse (Ellis). Further, both  eorists, in 1
respective approaches, explain the process of SLA. The manner in which ey eac
perceive the nature of L.2 knowledge, IL behaviour and the process of L2 acquisiti , will
have certain implications for formal interventions in the acquisition process, and ese are

discussed in chapter 6.
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