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Introduction

- After three decades of contrastive linguistics we must admit that traditional
contrastive analyseis has failed to meet the objectives which were initially set
to it. The bulk of books and papers on languege contrasts is quite impreasive
but the number of applications remains insignificant. I't is no wonder that there
are more and more people who accept the criticism directed against the appli-
cability of contrastive analysis. Such a viewypoint has moreover been streng-
thened under the influence of recent, partmu]ar]y Amen can, research on
second language acquisition.

The reasons for the apparent failure of traditional contrastive linguistics
to serve the needs of language teachirg are many. Most nf the reasons can be
grouped under the following eategories:

(1) Theoretical linguistic analysis cannot solve problems which are not
linguistic alone but require multidisciplinary approaches, Several writers, e.g.
Fisiak in several papers (eg., 1973) in making the distinction between theoreti-
cal and applied contrastive studies, have pointed out that theoretical contras-
tive linguistics is & branch of theoretical linguistics. The theoretical starting-
point has resulted in what has been termed ‘parasitic’ contrastive studies by
Sharwood Smith (1974). This state of affairs is partly connected with the rather
obscure state of applied linguistics in general: applied lingunistics is seen as a
field which is subservient to the development of theory, and very little atten.
tion is paid to the problems that applied linguistics is expected to solve,
The ‘best’ linguistic model, which cannot be ignored for purposes of theoretical
analygis, need not necessarily be the most appropriate basis for the purposes of
applied linguisties, ~ :

(2) Theoretical linguistics has undergone a hectic period of upheaval
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during the past twenty vears. Traditional and early ow uvvwiauny viowo gave
wuy to various generative approackes but today, instead of having a fairly
universal frame of reference, we are in a situation in which it is impossible to
tell what the next stage will be and, what is more problematic, in which it is
ditficult to find a common ground for decsriptions. What is beneficial in recent
developments from the viewpoint of CA is the fact that, in many theories and
models, what is labelled as linguistics has widened beyond the traditional
code-centred dichotomy. In many cases, the previous narrow emphasis on
grammatical competence has been given up, andit is now widely seen that man’s
cornmunicative and social competence requires research far beyond the mere
code (see Sajavaara 1977). Recent approaches are also more open to secing
language and the use of language as a dynamic process in which everything is
present all the time and in which the sum total of the parts is not exactly the
tesult of putting the parts together. Shuy (1977) has fittingly likened the gram-
matical elements to the visible top of an iceberg, which has been the focus of
everybody’s attention despite the fact that it is the mass under the sea level
that sinks the ship.

(3) The theory and methndology of CA have remained undevelnped In
most cages CA has had a purely linguistic starting-point, and the interrela-
tionship between CA and thke tLeories of language acquisition and language
learning has been rather vague. Only occasionally hes a serious attempt been
made to connect the two (the work by the Kiel project (see Wode 1978) and
the Copenhagen PIF project, to mention a couple of outstanding exceptions).
Initially. CA was generally associated with behaviourist learning theores,
mainly through its closeness to early structuralism but, beyond that, the link
has been negligible. If CA is to serve the needs of foreign language teaching,
greater attention should be paid to research on second language acquisition/leag-
ning.

In this paper, an attempt will be made to discuss the link between the
theory of second language acquisition and contrastive analysis from a rather
narrow viewpoint, that of Stephen Krashen’s Monitor Model {see, eg., Krashen
1978). :

The Monitor Model

In collaboration with several other researchers, Steghen D. Krasken of the
University of Southern California hes syntl.etized his work on kow children and
adults come to control languages. He has Jabelled his syntkesis the Monitor
Model. It is a theoretical frameéwork to describe the ‘internalizaticn’ of target-
language rules by the adult second-largusge learner. Accorditg to Krashen,
this is possible in two ways, which are distinet from one another, acquisition
and learning: language acquisition, which involves ‘creative construction’,
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reters 1o an unconscious process, unaffected by overt teaching, which is also
the way in which children acquire their L1 or L2, whereas language learning
results from explicit presentation and memorization of rules (whether it is
deductive or inductive makes no difference). Krashen emphasizes the inde-

~ pendent nature of the two processes: ¢ cquisition is possible mthnut learning;

and learning does not necessary lead to acquisition.!

The Monitor Model derives its name from the role of the learned langnage
system in the processing of language data: according to Krashen, speech
performanceisalways initiated by meansof the acquired system, and what hag
been learned is available as a monitor only which is used to alter, to ‘edit’, the’
output of the acquired system. Krashen seems to imply that self-correction by
native speakers — after alips of tongue — is due to another ‘mechanism’,
because native speakers need not have any meta-awareness of rules. |

Krashen’s Monitor has two major constraints: availability of time and
focussing on form. One more powerful restriction is the insufficiency of certain
rules for native-like performance; the rules are eitker too complex or detective
to make it possible for a second-langusge speaker to ‘monitor’ gorrectly.
Krashen also points to individual differences in the use of the Monitor (Krashen
1978), i.e. there are overusers or underusers. Foreign language teaching has tra-
ditionally produced overusers tkrovgh its emplasis on error-correction as .
feedback. In the light of Krasken’s acquisition/learnirg dick.otcmy, there are
phenomena in L2 that can only be acquired—they are not available through
explicit presentation of ‘rules’, ie. teaching in the traditional sense.

The main point in Krashen’s model is the statement that also adults ean
acquire langusges. This means that, instead of only acquisition, which 1is
available for children, adults can rely on two processes, one conscious and the

‘other unconscious. What was assumed until quite recently was that language

acquisition is no longer possible after the ‘critical age’. Adults develop, however,
native-like intuitions about the second language and a feel for correctness, &
‘Spractgefilhl’, becomes apparent in their speech performance.

For acquisition, ‘intake’ based on the right kind of input is the most essen-
tial thing. Language acquirers should be exposed to input which is more com-
plex than the stage which they have reached, and it should consist of comm uni-
cation which is meaningful to them and understood by them. Another require-
ment for ideal intake conditions is the ‘lowering’ of the socio-affective filter (see
Dulay and Burt 1977). Caretaker speech, such as motherese (Snow and Fer-
guson (eds.) 1977) or foreigner talk (Hatch et al. 1878), mostly meets these
criteria even without any eonscious effort from the part of the caretakers.

The ‘critical age’ (late childhood/puberty) was earlier considered the boun-

1 Krashen’s view of the word "learning’ differs from the meaning that is generally
given to this word. It implies that teaching is for him a target-bound process whose
objectives are known both to the teacher and the learner.
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dary between ‘natural’ processes of acquisition and a period when the child -

becomes capable of analyzing experiences and ‘conceptualizing the world
around him, when he develops a competence to ‘learn’ in Krashen’s sense. ie. he
hasg a cfmaciﬂus knowledge of the abstractions he is dealing with and i a,,blga to
memerize them for future use. Peopls without any formal language training

have no meta-awareness of the rules whi
; which make up the basi .
guistic competence. P ﬂﬁlﬂ of their lin-

Ezxpansion of the Monitor Model

. The fundamental ideas in Krashen’s Monitor Model are easily acceptable
on tl_la basis nf the intuitive knowledge that every fﬂreign-laﬁgua-ge leamﬂr hag
in his possession. The basic dichotomy, the distinction between the two sys-
tems of ‘rules’ (reflecting the double meaning of ‘grammar’ as the natira
spea,ker’g competence and linguists’ attempts to describe that competence), is
nutl new; it is found well before Krashen (sce, eg., Corder 1967, Lawler &!:ﬂd
Selinker 1971). Similar ideas have also been put forth simultaneo;mly by Wid-

dowson (1977). Leontev (1973) has develp i - :
levels along similar li K ! \PEd 8 OB WG compriscEiishy
] mes. Krashen, however, makes the first consistent effort to -

:xpla,ilnl 8 variety fof well-known phenomena around post-eritical-period
econd-language performance, I ! icti i
e zﬁd ft t 11:; O, ncludng the conflicting findings about language
~ Krashen geems to have received his original idea from Labov, who writes
!;ha.t “the most consistent and regular linguistic gystem of a EI:ure=,«3+r:=hI communit
is tha.t‘ of the basic vernacular learned before puberty’” (Labov 197¢: 35{
Lftbﬂv’ﬂ arguments are based on material which he worked upon in cmmee;tim;
with delayed-feedback and white-noise experiments carried out by Mahl (1972)
Labov points out that when native speakers stop monitoring their speech the;
pattern superimposed on thé vernacular begins to disgintegrate a,nI:i he-’m
;:]ludes that the “overt social correction supplied in the schnolm:::m can nev:al;
W?;]Ei ;e%;iai ;;ci Ifl'laf‘-reaehmg a8 the unconscious effects of *change from be]nw’
Tl}e ?rue nature of monitoring in speech performance remains to be studied
Restricting it to the functioning of the ‘learned’ system in second-langus '
gpeech performance — the way in which Krasten does it — may ha.viggefz
necessary as a working hypothesis and as an initial model, but there are a
multitude of factors that seem to imply that a speaker’s secénd-lan uage per-
forma,_me should not be considered as something distinct from Eia Eveli'&ll
capacity for speech perception and produetion and from 'pmcegses that trans-
form communicative intentions into utterances. Labov's audiomonitoring can
be defined as ‘attention paid to speech”, and this is roughly what is mezit b
Krashen’s Monitor. This kind of monitoring is not restricted to second Ia-ngua.}j
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ges; people monitor, consciously and unconsciously, their own and other
people’s speech whatever language, L1 or 1.2, it is. in (see Laver 1973, Cazden
1972, Levelt 1977). Cazden (1972) seems to be willing to equate monitoring
with metalinguistic awareness, which implies that the nature of monitoring is
dependent on the existence or non-existence of superimposed systems. It may
be difficult to restrict the monitor to the last stage of the output system in the
speech production programme, and the data speak for several levels which are
closely interrelated and linked with the discourse history and the speaker’s
state of mind (¥Yngve 1970) and whose scope depends on the nature and pre-
aence of various internal and external constraints. Figure 1 is a highly tentative
attempt to synthetize the information about the speech production processing
(for a more detailed account, sce Sajavaara 1978). It is important to remember
that the mechanism there is for editing the output is not concerned with
grammatical processing alone but various features of the semantic and prag-
matic informstion may even be a.more important object. In this context it
is not possible to elaborate the problem of the constraints on monjtoring,
Figure 1 includes a few references to constraints which may be present. The idea
of performance capacity is extremely important, because the total capacity
that a person has at his disposal cannot be easily increased under normal cir-

PERFORMANCE STATE PRO[;LEH
CAPACITY F——) OF : .(__i SOLVER
M ND

| EXTERNAL “
CONSTRAINTS
eg. time, MONITOR
situation, task

demands, inter- ,
action /
INTERNAL '

ONSTRAINT
¢ INTS INTEN- | Pranwing | erocess-| Execu- | erooucT

eg. task complex-i|f.
ity, arousal, TIONS I NG TION : -

attentional

capacity, drugs,
situation, SPEECH PRODUCTION
intenticons x

Figure 1. A tentative representation of the various parameters present in the speech
production programmse. It is also to be assumed that there is a direct link between the
stages of speech production ,on the one hand, and performance capacity and state of

mind, on the other.
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cumsatances and, if more capacity is néeded, for instance, for problem-solving, -
r

the capacity available for monitorirg is greatly reduced. .
- Ome of the major problems is one which is present in most studies dealing
with human sciences: the external, observable, physical phenomena, in this
case speech performance, may have no direct one-to-ore relatinns]iip with
mental phenomena; thinking and intentions may not be reflected in actnal
utterances, or are reflected only indirectly, ' ;
Kraghen’s Monitor provides a good starting-point for research on gpeech
perfo:rl:nanee in which a more extensive model for communiesation and language
acquisitionflearning is developed. It does not seem necessary to make a distine-
tion between first-language or second-language acquisition and foreign language

learning and performance. Initially, a restriction” to adult second-larguage

performance may have been rewarding, but an extension of the model seems
necessary. Questions to be answered for it include the following:

(1) What is the interrelationship between Krashen’s model and the overall
theory of language behaviour? |

(2) What is actually monitored and at what stage of speech production?

(3) Is monitoring different for L1, L2, or foreign languages and, if there is e;
distinction, what is ite nature? | -

(4) Can learning and acquisition be kept as distinct and independent gys-
t:ems 'a,nd is such & distinetion necessary? When does learning become acquisi-
tmn,: ie. how much inputfintake is needed through learning before acquisition ig
possible? To what extent is the difference between what is acquired and what is
learned due to the deficiencies in linguistic theory and the theory of language
behaviour (the ‘rules’ do not describe a native speaker’s competence)?

‘ (5) What is the relationship between the skills involved and the automa-
tron processes, on the one hand, and the acquisitionflearning dichotomy, on
the other? Are there langnage phenomena that can only be acquired? |

: (ﬁ) What is the nature of the constraints on the potential uses of the
monitoring system from the viewpoint of the entire communition process?

L1 influence on L2

Labov {1970: 38) takes interaction between the rule systems of the variants
?f one and the same language for granted. “The knowledge of one system
mevitably affects the other. The rules of standard English and its non-stan-
dard relatives are so similar that they are bound to interact.” It may be easier
for language learners or bilinguals to keep two different languages apart, parti-
pul_arly if t_he languages are genetically far removed from each other ("ﬂ:hiﬂh in
actually a statement quite contradictory to the initial contrastive hypbt-hesis}
!)ut, even if the codes, ie. the grammatical systems, can be kept distinct, there
18 a lot of overlap through.various functions and communicative andl other
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infentions. The existence of & multitude of foreign accents in English and va-
rious types of pidginization and creolization processes implies cross-larguage
influences. The picture is further compiicated by the fact that these irfluences
are not unidirectional: L2 may also affect L1, or there may be several 12s
which interact ard are impcsed upon L1. :

Plenty of evidence has been gatLered in the last few years of the consistency
of the patterns representing the processes throvgh which children acquire
control of L1 and L2. Moreover, the evidence for the rough similarity of the
acquisition sequences of English irrespective of the acquirers’ startir.g-pomnt is
quite convincing. The research mainly deals with the acquisition of Erglish in
natural settings, and only morpheme acquisition sequences are normally
studied. It iz open to question, however, whether the results of such studies are
generalizable outside the sphere of morphemes and to more formal situations,
in the classroom for instance. _

The morpheme sequence studies give a uniform picture of the acquiéitim&
sequence (see, eg., Krashen 1977), These results can be used to deny the L1
influence on L2, because the sequences are the same for speakers of various
Lls (see Dulay and Burt 1977). There is evidence, however, of individual
variation (Hakuta 1974, Andersen 1977) and, to a certain extent at least,
the uniformity may be due to the statistical methods used (see Rosansky
1976). The morpheme gequence tecknique must be extended to wider entities
(see Hakuta and Cancino 1977), various syntactico-semantre functions of
morphemes must be observed, and individual variation needs to be investig-
ated in detail using various techniques (see also Dulay and Burt 1975). Second-
language studies must be replicated with foreign-language learners and with
leatners from different age groups.

According to Krasken (1978), speech performance is always initiated by
means of the acquired system and tke learned system is available as a monitor
for editing the output. We must assume that in acquisition-poor environments
8 non-native apre;aker would have to rely, accordir.gly, on his L} competence as
a performance initiator (the grammar-translation method used in the class-
room provides an example). The initial L1 strirg is then processed, ie. “trans-
lated’, into an L2 string, whose grammaticality and acceptability depends on
the availability of ‘rules’ and on the nature of the constraints present. As a
result of optimal acquisition the L2 string is initiated and processed on the
basis of the acquired L2 system without the interference of Krashen's Monitor.
In this way we have two extremes: at one end we have total .cquisition,
which results in native-like performance without a trace of L1 influence and
at the other end we have a langusge system.in L2 which is based entirely on
explicit memorization of rules (this is highly hypotletical, because it seems
rather impossible to figure a full-scale learned system without any trace of
acquisition), which iz sufficient for the production of acceptable L2 strings
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under favourable circumstances. In between there are a variety of combina-
tions of acquired and learned partial systems. With the exception of a few
L2 acquirers in ideal surroundings, most L2 speakers are located somewhers
between the two extremes, which implies that at least oceasionally they have
to rely on the Li systems for speech reception and production. This is the cage
when the L2 unit has not been acquired and the monitor fails to give the right
answer. Non-acquisition is due to insufficient or non-existent input, while
. the failure in the funetioning of the monitor may be due to either insufficient
performance capacity or unavailability of a sufficient number of correct
rules. There may be no rules, the rules have not heen ‘taught’, the rules may
be wrong, or the speaker may apply "wrong® rules belonging to either Ll
or L2 (or a third language). If the acquisition/learning dichotomy proposed
by Krashen is correct, L1 influence on L2 surface strings may be due to the

fact.that (1) the string has been initiated by the acquired L1 system and the.

monitor has not been able to correct the string, for reasong such as those
Ientioned above, (2) the monitor lacks the correct ‘rule’ and an Ll rule ig
used ag a repadr, or (3) strings originally initiated with correct 1.2 acquired
systems are, for some reason, mutilated by the learned system. In any case
LI “interference’ in L2 means in Krashen’s model that acquisition has not
taken place. The process referred to in (3) above may be an exception, and we
may safely assume that the Ll and L2 acquired and learned systems are
closely interlinked and that the acquired and learned systeme are referred
to several times during speech production, which may result in highly variable-
performance by the same speakers in different situations. What all this implies
is that what has been called imterference from L1 is a complex system of
interrelationships and that the research on language transfer has had a far
too simple starting-point. ' .

In most cases we have only the final product, the surface string, and the
processes that have led to it remain obscure. We need methods to study the
stages before the actual utterance. For instance, we can start by replicating
Mahl’s experiments with prevented audiomonitoring and delayed feedback.
On the basis of Labov’s findings it could be hypothetized that prevented

sudiomonitoring would result in the increase of L1 influence in the speech of

non-native speakers whose acquisition'level is low. Other methods are needed
in which the functioning of the ‘monitor’ could be observed (intuitive know-
ledge from situations in which L2 speakers experience high states of arousal
(fear, anger, etc.) speaks for the hypothesis of increased L1 influence). The
preliminary experiments with Finnigh speakers of English using delayed
feedback and prevented audiomonitoring which were carried out by the
Finnish-English Contrastive Project gave conflicting results and more material
is needed before any conclusions can be drawn.

Theoretically at least, it is possible to delimit certain environmental
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L] L] - L I. - tl ﬂf
and | other parameters which either maximize or minimize the amoun
intake necessary for acquisition. There are at least four levels:

(1). type of exposure to L2: acquisition is at its lowest in formal teaching

that is based on explicit memorization of rules and at its highest in situations of
natural langnage use; .

(2) age of acquirer[learner: Ehildren before the cntl cal age’ megi T;q;;ﬁf:;
older people can both acquire and learn, but EXP}]C]‘EI men};l:l-lza 1' 2kl
and their application to practice becomes more filfﬁﬂult :1 a-gte}, i S
may be true for acquisition, although we la,cl‘z consgistent evidence ( tf -papilﬁilar .
inability to acquire may be due to defective enculturation or other
f&ct({;si;;pe of rule system: the further away we go frm;n P?FEI{ griil:mt;;&l_
competence in the traditiona} sense, to semantm_s,_ nf:ntmna catego . ,bI; ﬁ*
matics, and sociolinguistic rules, the more relative importance mu .

to acquisition; and o -
t'afc]zz)d!evel ofq enculluration (Schumann' 1978): ?ptifna«l &Eq'l;mtlzntr?q;f;g.:f
high level of enculturation or int]egratwe\ motivation, while a tota ;
cquisiticn entirely. 8

ther’]?hf;yfsﬁcir?t;ia may occur in different cnmbina,t-ii:mﬂ. It is to bi ex-
pected, on the basis of what bas been sald abcn:ve, Fhat rella_nr:e on L1 sys emi
is at its maximum when the level of acquisition is low {.ma,fn]y belfause '1;1:;13
all rules can be t-ﬁught), ie. one, or all, of the above crl‘lferla; w::::-r g 8 galxj L
acquisition. Therefore, errors due to L1 can 1:2& expected 111'g1:;& er nﬁiﬁﬂn
in formal classroom situations, with older ajfzqmremﬁes rrexs, in the aEPn 2
of pregmatic and sociolirguistic rules (whick may Lave their Tﬁpac Ti g m; -
rules), and under circumstarces of & low level of . enculh;ljal,t -hn:l}xj:l.EI e
partially explain the fact that traditicnal centrestive ana }E]i a o et
able to predict errors consistently and that errors that have been p

have not occurred at all.

-

Conclusion

If all speech is initiated by means of the ac:quired system, what is 111;p;3r1:;;f
for native-like speech performance ig input in natural and. meanirglul 3
municative situations. Everything cannot be taught explcitly, because w
mc}iﬁfﬁ:t i?iiiix; the value of contrastive linguistics? Traditional eofltraagv:
analysis — contrasting of rule systems of twu: OT MoTe languagfes ; {?drl}ze :
for providing us with better deseriptions which can be used for ::,1; : begttel;
better explicit rules to be memorized by t%;e leamer, whmh.m :bwayﬂ S sl
starting-point as regards acquisition, CA is &]?0 Hecessary in the wdrla e
blish the language systems which cannot be ‘learned” in the second lar.guage.
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. It is obvious that traditional CA must be extended to the observation of
L2 speakers in speech communication with native speakers to z;h:u:l'yl the
parameters that affect the success or failure of communication. Their L2
speech must be compared with their speech performance in their L1 and with
that of the native speakers of L2 in similar situations. Particular attention
should be paid to the processes involved in speech production and perception.

‘The interrelationship between production and reception also requires greater
attention,

The value of CA is small or nil in environments of optimal acquisition,
but it grows in correlation with the distance to such a situation along the
parameters sketched above.
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