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My goal over the last few years has been the formulation of a workable theory

of second language acquisition, a theory with consistent and interrelated hypotheses
_that would account for all phenomena in second language acquisition research and
practice. This is an ambitious and dangerous undertaking. It requires, at least,

that all experimental data be analyzable in a way that is consistent with the theory,
with no counterexamples. Scientific method, however, demands more, that counter-
evidence exists for all possible alternative formulations or explanations.

My goal is this chapter is to achieve a weaker objective in the area of first
language influence on second language performance, to show that the phenomena
we have discovered in this area of inquiry are at least consistent with the set of
hypotheses known as “Monitor theory,” without eliminating all possible alterna-
tives. In addition, I will maintain that Newmark’s (1966) original view of L1
influence is still a very good hypothesis—it is consistent with the rest of Monitor
theory and accounts for the “interference” phenomena nicely. As we shall see,
however, the original form of Newmark’s hypothesis is in need of some repair.

As stated by Newmark (1966) and as restated in Krashen (1977), it is somewhat _
too strong, as several other scholars have pointed out, notably Zobl (1980a, 1980b,
1980c¢).

The first part of this chapter briefly restates some of the central hypotheses
in Monitor theory. Subsequent sections assume the correctness of these hypotheses
and examine:

w,\w.m_wu acquisition of English interrogation. Working Papers on

mal and developmental selectivity of L1 influ isiti
rhygeiin ence on L2 acquisition.

>mental and transfer errors: their common bases and (possi i ,
! ssibly ) differen
uent learning. TESOL Quarterly. 14/4.469-479. ) differentid

1. How Newmark's characterization can be restated in terms of the Monitor theory.

e . , - : - 135



2. Constraints on syntactic transfer—in this case, I will be reporting on the work of others,
such as Zobl (1980a, 1980b, 1980c), Wode (1978), and Kellerman (1978).
3. The role of the conscious Monitor in dealing with transfer-type errors.

My hypothesis here is that the Monitor can repair errors caused by the use of
the first language in cases where the rule is learned but not yet acquired. This cure,
however, is only short-term. The Monitor may also play a role in “avoidance”:
when a rule has been learned but has not yet been acquired, the performer may

avoid the structure rather than go to the trouble of repairing it with the Monitor, ™

MONITOR THEORY: HYPOTHESES

I present here five hypotheses that capture the fundamentals of Monitor theory,
focusing on points not covered in earlier papers. Evidence supporting the hypotheses

is not presented here, since it has been discussed elsewhere in detail (e.g., Krashen
1981).

THE ACQUISITION-LEARNING HYPOTHESIS

The claim here is that there are two different and independent ways of developing
ability in a second language. Second language acqujsition is similar if not identical
to the way children develop ability in their first languages. It is a subconscious
process in two ways. First, the process of acquisition is subconscious—while we

- are acquiring, we have the impression that we are doing something else. We are not
necessarily aware we are acquiring language; we are only aware of the fact that
we are conversing, reading a book, listening to the radio, etc., with our focus on
the message, or topic of discussion. Second, the product of acquisition is represent-
ed subconsciously in the brain, in the sense that we typically do not have access
to knowledge that has been acquired. Students’ reactions to introductory syntax
courses reveal this— well-taught syntax courses reveal or make explicit our subcon-
sciously acquired knowledge of our first language. While some people “know”
(consciously) some rules they have acquired, most people do not. When an acquirer
hears a sentence with a violation of an acquired rule, it “feels” wrong, even if the
acquirer cannot describe the rule.

Learning, on the other hand, is conscious, in terms of both product and
process. We know we are learning while we are doing it, and we are also consciously
aware of it when we use this knowledge in performance. Some people enjoy both
the process of learning and the actual use of conscious rules, but, it is my guess,
many more people do not.

It is hypothesized that error correction affects conscious learning but not

acquisition, in that it helps the learner arrive at the proper mental representation of
the rule.

THE NATURAL ORDER HYPOTHESIS

According to this hypothesis, grammatical structures are acquired in a predictable
order. I have, in many places, pointed out that this hypothesis does not mean
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strict invariance, nor does it deny the possibility that transitional forms cooc.r
predictable errors “along the way.” It will be helpful to employ some formalism
here. The natural order of acquisition

Ry---RiRjx1.--R932

where R is the first rule acquired and qum. the w.wm# in acquiring w:N E:mcwawom
first or second. (Of course, the number 932 is “w:v:.BJ& I am, for the Eo“ &v:
ignoring the possibility that rules may be uo&.ﬁmm ﬂ.n blocks, Eﬁ I m:m H:M ﬂ.“ omm
that we all stop at the same place, at 932, maintaining these fictions for clarity

resentation. . .
’ R; represents the most recent rule acquired, or the acquirer’s current state of

competence, while Rj+] indicates the rule (or member of a group of rules) that the

irer is “ready” to acquire next. . .
monc:mmwanmwwﬁwwozm mcmr as these are Eooanwmﬁm‘ 5. that they m?o.?m ::vwmwmo:
that we acquire one mature form after another. HEm.a not so. >3::9M Mv\m:mn. a Ww.
go through stages on their way to rule Bmﬁo@.. mﬁn:.,m ﬁz: are terme H.Ms H_H .
al errors along the way. A major discovery of _Smﬁ.maa .5 that these QM:E o :
forms are predictable and fairly similar across acquirers in both first m_w %MMMM&ES
language acquisition (Dulay, Burt, and NS%S._ .H.omwv. There are mar .o o
in transitional forms for second language acquisition even E«:.Em acquirers ,M._ -
different first language backgrounds. We can represent transitional forms as follows:

z~NH. . .NN.NNJTH. .. N.SZM.TH

where the t’s represent transitional forms between rules R; .M:a,?.i. or more ;
properly, forms leading up to Rj+1. m&b&m&%ﬂmm = the .uo.@::m.ﬂ m_nczw.: stage an
ti+1 the acquirer’s “next” stage. fn, the “final” stage, is aﬁ.:_ow to Rj+1- -
The natural order hypothesis, as well as this o:.mBQwuNwSoz of :mswwcws-
forms, applies only to subconscious acquisition and is posited to hold mo.maoa Mwm%
guage acquisition. The actual orders for first and second language mn@EM.m,
differ, and it is also possible that transitional mo:sm for L1 and H.Lw may Mu MH, Bt
although clear similarities have been noted in the E.Smﬁ:nm @mSmimamﬂr M mwvm. urt,
and Krashen (1982). The hypothesis as stated here ignores the role of the fir
language, which we discuss later. :

THE MONITOR HYPOTHESIS

This hypothesis claims that “normal” mooo.na :Em:mm.o fluency amﬁ.wm mo“ MMM MH». the
acquired system, while conscious learning is only M.ZE_mEo as a Moni or, oo .
The research strongly suggests (Krashen moiwoo.BEmv chapter 4) that it is nw e
difficult for most people to use conscious rules in performance. Three oom.wmm H s
necessary but not sufficient conditions on Monitor use, have been proposed:

1. Time: The performer must have enough time to utilize conscious rules Ao»,u hwé—aﬁgm m%.rbwﬂ
. Hw.:w For most people, ordinary conversation does not provide enough time for more than

minimal Monitoring,
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2. Focus on form: To use the Monitor, a performer must be thinking about correctness,

Contrary to what some language teachers believe, this does not happen all the time.
3. Know the rule.

All three of these conditions must be met for effective Monitor use., Conditiong
1 and 2 limit the situations in which the Monitor can be used, whie 3 limits the
rules that can be used, and as I have said earlier, there is individual variation amon
performers—not everyonc is an effective Monitor user (Krashen 1978).
In Krashen (1978) 1 proposed that the ideal use of the Monitor is as a
supplement to acquisition. The “optimal” Monitor user uses rules to raise the

accuracy of his or her output when such rule use does not interfere with com-
munication.

Typically, Monitor use raises accuracy of jtems that are learned but not yet
dcquired. Thus, we sec a rise in rank order and in accuracy of rules that tend to
be late-acquired and that are “learnable” (easy), in Monitored conditions as

are met, disturbing a “natural” accuracy order for morphemes.

This hypothesis does not deal with the use of the first language in second
language performance, but as we shall see, the Monitor does have some role to
play in dealing with interlingual errors.

THE INPUT HYPOTHESIS

This hypothesis attempts to answer the question of how we acquire, how we move
from R; to Rj+1. This has been discussed in previous papers (Krashen 1980, for
example), in three parts:

1. Acquisition of Ri+1 requires input containing Ri+1 that the acquirer understands (the
message, not the form). This happens with the aid of context and extralinguistic informa-
tion.

Speaking “emerges.” Speaking is not taught dircctly but occurs on its own after enough

comprehensible input has been obtained.

3. i+1 need not be deliberately programmed. If the acquirer gets enough comprehensible
input in terms of quantity and variety, i+1 will automatically be provided. I have argued
that if this hypothesis is true, natural (but comprehensible) input is far superior to
the use of any grammatical syllabus if acquisition is the goal,

Id

It will be helpful to g0 into somewhat more detail than | have done in previous
work. Figure 1 diagrams what might be going on in the subconscious mind of the
acquirer (initial steps in setting up this diagram were done with Elaine Andersen),

Again, for the moment, we assume the [ ] plays no role at all.

New forms may be presented to the language acquirer in two ways. One is
via input—in thjs case, the acquirer understands 4 message using a form he or she
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P = “acquired rute’’
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] T~~~ uansitional rules
CC process

(see text for explanation)

CC: creative construction process
i: current rule (already acquired)
i+ 1: candidate for acquisition

Figure 1 Internal Process in Language Acquisition (Krashen-Andersen Schema)

ired i . Either
reorganizing the rules that have already been wo@z:mm _H: more wgmwbﬁzuﬂv\w:_a ;
irer with an “i+1,” a potenti .
of these processes can present the acquir ‘ .
mow acquisition to occur, acquirers need to notice a difference vmﬁéwm%@
their current level of competence i, and the new structure or form presented by
i i i tem.
ither input or the creative construction sys : . .
e Oowm:&:ﬁw are built into all parts of this device that mm@mao‘:av\ Bﬁowmonoﬁm
give rise to the natural order phenomena. First, not mﬁﬂa\ csmopc:ma mnﬁ“mmg
eligible to enter the system—certain built-in @n:o.ym_owv it rm.m camww %%HoaA s ,
filter the input. Some of Slobin’s operating EEE@_o.m (Slobin 5: > Mﬁ o
Clark 1977) do just this, focusing attention on certain _mm:m Mm Hma Mﬂm X g o
i i inciple: “Pay attention to the ends of w .
example is the operating princip : orction process. very
i inci ibe the activity of the creative construc p ,
operating principles describe Creativ : rocess, very
ing: “Avoi ions” and ““‘Avoid interruption or r g
owerful ones being: “Avoid exceptions”™ an id ir ot
Mm linguistic units.” These principles produce potential i+1 rules that may not app
in the actual input. . . g .
There may also be constraints on the comparison Eooomw :wm:,ﬂ M%Mm M;r_wgﬂ
i ly in limited ways. As we s ;
not be too far apart and can differ on mi L
MM_M\E@ explain the presence and utility of transitional forms for language acquisi
fon- 3 didate
If the comparison of i and i+1 shows a gap, the i+1 form dm.oNBMmmM 8..“ o
for acquisition. Whether it actually survives depends Aw,_ éwonrmm it MM o % n o
§ . - . . zB
i in: d input box in Figure 1. If it does me
input again: hence the secon . It does mot qorm o, 1t
ini i firmed and acquired. If it do s
minimum frequency, it can be con : ‘
a “transitional form” and will eventually be &momnaom. Before hmmmwwwcmnm,
however, the transitional form may usefully m@m\o Hmm i, MM&MMW - :mﬁ et aoquired
i hat an
Here is a simple example. Let us wmmc:.zw 1 acquire oo
the morphology of the English past tense, his or her i being either the pres
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tense and/or the present tense plus some free marker or lexical item for the past,

He or she then hears and understands forms using the past marker, i.e., “walked,”
“talked” (I ignore allomorphic variation). Forms with the /-ed/ marker become the
candidate for i+1 and are compared with the current i. Since the acquirer continueg
to hear such forms in the input, this rule may eventually become acquired. Our

acquirer’s creative construction system, seeking to avoid exceptions, will then attemp
to apply this new rule to other verbs. It thus may produce a form such as “sweeped.”

This contrasts with “swept,” a lexical item holistically acquired before the past ——
tense rule was acquired. We thus see a new i+1/i comparison, between “sweeped,”
the new form, and “swept,” the old form. This particular i+1 (sweeped) will not
survive, however, since it is not confirmed by subsequent input and is therefore

a transitional form, Before it dies, however, it may occupy the i box.

With “sweeped” as the temporary i, the acquirer (again) may notice (at a
subconscious level) swept in the input and may note the differences between
“swept” and “sweeped.” The new i+1, swept, will survive, since it is confirmed by
subsequent input. In a sense, the creative construction source temporarily over-
whelmed the evidence from input.3

Note that communicative success plays no role in this model. There is no
evidence I know of that leads me to place it in the Krashen-Andersen schema (cf.
Figure 1) directly, and some counterevidence from child language acquisition
exists (Brown 1973, Brown and Hanlon 1970) against the hypothesis that
communicative success is a fundamental motivating force in language acquisition.
This is not to say that the use of language for communication is unimportant. It
may be the only way to get the right input for acquisition. Also, communicative
success may play a large role in conscious learning. Learners engage in conscious
inductive learning (figuring out what the rules are as a problem-solving exercise,
as in a syntax class), on the basis of the feedback they get, either in the form of
explicit error correction on form, or whether they feel their output has had the
desired effect.

Note that the framework presented here predicts that transitional forms may
be useful in the language acquisition process. Since there probably are constraints
on the i/i+1 matching, i.e., the two structures have to be fairly similar, the
temporary use of a transitional form may help “close the gap.” In other words, if we
are moving from R4 to Ry5,a pure Ry4/R s comparison might not produce the
desired results. A transitional form produced by the creative construction process
may be closer to Ry s, close enough to permit comparison.

THE AFFECTIVE FILTER HYPOTHESIS

This last hypothesis claims that the effect of negative attitudes, low motivation,
being “on the defensive,” is having a high affective filter, something that keeps the
input away from the language acquisition device (LAD) (Krashen 1981; Dulay,
Burt, and Krashen 1982). It is an open question whether the filter operates to block
both input entrances in Figure 1.
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Performers with a high affective filter may understand the input directed at
them but because of this mental block will not be able to utilize the input for

further acquisition.

SUMMARY

The five hypotheses predict that the real cause of language acquisition is compre-
hensible input presented to an acquirer with a low affective filter. I have argued
elsewhere that every other factor hypothesized to relate to second language
acquisition reduces to input plus low filter, including instruction, exposure, and
age (Krashen forthcoming).

The theory also predicts that we will see individual variation in rate of
acquisition (for discussion of individual variation in learning, see Krashen 1978);
faster acquirers are those who obtain more comprehensible input and/or who have
lower affective filters. Similarly, fossilization is hypothesized to be due to either a
lack of comprehensible input or to the strength of the filter.

THE ROLE OF THE FIRST LANGUAGE

I will now attempt to describe the role of the first language in a way fully
consistent with the five hypotheses stated above. In most cases, there is evidence
consistent with this description, but as stated earlier, this constitutes only a first
step in that all alternatives are not eliminated. .

The fundamental hypothesis presented here is that first language interference
in the syntactic domain is the use of a rule of the first language in place of some
transitional form or mature form of the L2. It occurs when the acquirer has not
yet acquired some #;+1 and substitutes a first language rule for it.

This is, I think, identical to Newmark’s view: according to Newmark,
grammatical interference is not interference at all, not something “getting in the
way,” not proactive inhibition, not the result of competing rule systems strug-
gling against each other, but the result of a failure to acquire a rule o« to proceed
to the “proper” transitional form. It is the result of substituting previous and often
inappropriate knowledge for gaps in the (subconscious) knowledge of the second
Janguage. To paraphrase Newmark, its cure is acquisition of the new knowledge,
of the “real” fj+1. .

To state this in terms of the formalism presented earlier, we can outline the
possibilities as follows. For an acquirer at stage 7, somewhere “between’ rules
R; and Rj+1, we may see:

1. Movement to the “real” #;+1, or normal progress, as presented oﬁ:ﬁ.. .
2. The substitution of an L1 structure for #;+1, with the following possibilities:

a. The L1 structure may happen to be identical to a transitional stage #;+1. An mxﬁwﬁm is
the use of the no+v form of negation for Spanish speakers acquiring English. No+v is an
attested transitional stage for English as a first and second language, and also reflects the
L1 rule. The question then arises whether this pseudo-transitional form may play the same
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role, serving as a temporary i for noticing the gap between i and new structures presented to
this portion of the LAD. I would like to hypothesize that the answer to this question is no;
when an L1 form happens to be identical to a transitional form, it does not help the acquisi-
tion process along. Schumann’s survey (Schumann, 1979) of negation in interlanguage is
consistent with this view, Schumann reports that the no+v stage is clear and strong for ESL
acquirers who have this structure in their first language (e.g., Spanish, Italian) but is fleeting

for those whose L1 does not do negation in this way (e.g., Japanese, French). An interpretation
of this is that the clear and strong no+v is really the result of two different phenomena—

in early stages, it is the use of the L1 rule in place of ti+1- In later stages it is the genuine

Zj+1, the “real” no+v, and it is only this latter that can help the acquirer move on. Zobt

(1580b) has noted that in cases where the L1 rule is similar to an attested interlingual or
transitional form, fossilization seems to occur. This may be because the L1 rule, despite its
formal similarity to the #;+], does not function in the same way in language acquisition.

b, The L1 structure need not be identical to ti+1. If this is the case, it could correspond to no
mature or transitional L2 form, or it could be similar to some “later” Rj4y, some rule of the
second language that the acquirer is not yet “ready” to acquire. This is positive transfer and
is a way of “beating the natural order.” It is, I submit, a hollow victory, not true acquisition,

The pseudo-acquisition nature of positive transfer is often revealed by closer
analysis of the apparently correct structure—it may be formally correct, but in
the wrong register. It may be too polite, too informal, or too verbose (Levenston
1971). Real acquisition eventually “catches up” with the positively transferred
structure. This results in, I predict, a stage with transfer “errors,” a structure that
is formally correct but with, perhaps, register errors, coexisting with the use of
the transitional forms and even the correct form of the target language structure.

What is suggested, in other words, is that an L1 rule substituted for either a
transitional form or a target language rule cannot operate as i. The reasons for
this may either be that the L1 rule is never really totally identical to the L2
transitional form or mature rule (i.e., there really is no “perfect transfer”) or,
possibly, even if the rule is totally identical, L1 rules simply do not have the
same psychological reality as 1.2 rules do in the brain.

It could further be hypothesized (as suggested by Corder, this volume;
Tarone 1977; and Newmark 1966) that L1 use is simply a production strategy,
something acquirers appeal to when they need to express something in the L2
but do not have the syntactic form they need. According to this hypothesis, the
LI rule is not a stable part of second language competence.This hypothesis predicts
that L1 rules would not be helpful in comprehension, would not interfere with
comprehension, and that performers would not utilize them in making grammat-
icality judgments. Evidence on these questions is scant. Ulijn and Kempen (1976)

present evidence suggesting that L1-L2 differences do not appear to present a
problem in reading, a conclusion that is also consistent with the hypothesis
that syntactic processing is in general less important in perception than in produc-
tion. Schachter, Tyson, and Diffley (1976) investigated whether the L1 played a
role in grammaticality judgments, whether ESL students would accept L2
sentences as grammatical that conformed to L1 rules but that were ungrammatical
in the second language. Speakers of Farsi and Arabic showed clear signs of accept-
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ing such sentences, but speakers of Chinese and .SESSW &a. not. O.mmm (1980)
reported that speakers of languages with pronoun 8836: in relative clauses
(“The woman whom I saw her is my sister’”) were more likely to mooo?.c:mama.
matical sentences in English pronoun reflexes. loup and _Q.cmm (1977) did not
find evidence for L1 use in grammatical judgments of relative clauses, however.
The question is thus still open.*

CONDITIONS ON TRANSFER

Newmark’s ignorance hypothesis remains, for me, the most promising one :.V .
pursue. Several scholars have pointed out, however, that in its current form :.5
too strong. It predicts that L1-influenced errors can occur ,&6:9\2 the acquirer
has not yet acquired a rule of the second language, or any time short of full
competence. This is not so. L1-influenced errors do not occur m:%smrﬂmv on any
rule or any time. In this section, I will describe some of the constraints on transfer
that have been discovered in recent years, and then give some n.wx.m:%_om o.m how
they predict both occurrence and nonoccurrence of interlinguistic forms in syntax.
Condition 1: The Motivator. There must be some force that encourages the
performer to use an L1 structure, rather than continue the normal second language
acquisition process. Zobl (1980a, 1980b) hypothesizes that two sorts of forces
can do this:

i i inci i bin’s operating principles. o
1. A universal operating principle, in the sense of Slo : )
2. A language-specific tendency in the target language, either a powerful m<=&=m§_m tendency
in the L2 or a historical direction the language is taking. In either nma.mw the principle
guides the acquirer to a preexisting L1 rule before the normal acquisition process has a

chance to operate.

Universal operating principles are relatively easy to detect, as we shall see when
we examine the examples later. Language-specific trends in the H.m. may or may not
be obvious. One way of telling whether the use of a given L1 rule is .Ea ._‘omc: ofa
language-specific strategy is to see whether the interlanguage ewm.m going in that
direction “anyway.” In other words, if an L1-influenced rule is ag:m& toan
attested transitional rule of the interlanguage, we can infer that @58 is some
language-specific tendency in the L2 in that direction. Q.Ao.a mm.mS Iam -
hypothesizing that the acquirer’s use of an L1 rule Eﬁ is am.scomm to or sim mn. o}
a transitional or mature L2 rule is not the same as using the “real .EK. A .mmmb—w:
speaker producing no+v in English is using either the L1 or a moEE.E ﬁ.mnm_aomm_
form. Only the latter, I am hypothesizing, is useful. In actual practice, in analyz-
ing output data, it may be difficult or even impossible to tell them apart.)

Condition II: The State of the L1 Rule.

1. Zobl (1980a, 1980b) points out that an “interfering” first language rule ic,ﬁ vo, .mx.oacnmél
it must be a structure that is in fairly frequent use in the L1 Ezw %:o that is not “on the
* histori i in other words, be healthy.
way out,” historically speaking. It must, in o y / ) )
2. Another condition on the L1 rule, according to Kellerman cw.qmv, is that it be uouo.oioa,
by the performer, to be unmarked, or potentially language-universal. Kellerman points out,
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for example, that Dutch students of ESL were not willing to accept a literal translation

into Engtish of the Dutch equivalent of Table 1 Interlinguistic Errors and the Three Conditions

This book reads well
; German/English*
apparently bec: i iti . .
59.35:”\ ASomMMM wr %MMMMMMM:_\AMMMMM_M”MM%% percelved to be language-specific and Error type Postverbal negation “John go not to school” Wode 1978
3. A third part of this condition deals with what th . Condition I Operating principle: Avoid exceptions. If acquirer has already acquired post-
second language performance. As Séz“_ a<~ Mﬂ.” ¢ L1 rule can donate to the acquirer’s aux negation, this OP encourages generalization to verbs
order and free morphology 5.5 not bo mm: fes indicate, z:.u bh. tends to contribute word Condition I 1. Postverbal negation in German is productive
; und morphology (Weinreich 1953, Krashen 1977). (see text) 2. And is not considered a marked rule

“Mzwww“ WMMH_ Mém: ﬁ_.:ENEm an L1 rule, performers take over the L1 word order (ina

y stormations are “already performed” in the L1) and in s
S 1 d sert L2 morph

In spaces provided by the corresponding free L1 morphemes and words, but »vnwameMw\mm

utilize actual L1 bound mor
phemes. Thus, the L1 don « " of i
structure, minus the bound morphemes. 2166 the "slots” of s surfuce

3. L1 use manifested as L1 word order for lexical items and 1.2 morphemes

that correspond to L1 free morphemes
Condition HI t; = aux-neg stage in ESL. This explains why this error does not occur in earlier
stages. Wode’s subjects produced typical early transitional stage negation
earlier, e.g., “no play baseball”

Conditi : “ Q- N
the work o Mﬁu%%:w W wm Crucial Similarity Measure.” This condition comes from Spanish/English
e . ; :
not occur at any a HM dall ) and accounts mon. 9w m:wam that interlingual errors do Error type no V. “I no understand” Schumann 1979
for an interlin %. . all stages of the acquirer’s interlanguage. Wode states that Condition I Language-specific tendency in English, as evidenced by attested transitional
an terl m,.:mso error to occur, the L1 and L2 structures must meet a form in L1 (Klima and Bellugi 1966) and in ESL with a variety of L1s
oa:muw». similarity measure” (p. 116). Wode’s data come from child second language Condition II 1. no + V is productive in Spanish .
acquisition of English, with L1 = German. First-lan uage-infl suag (see text) 2. Apparently perceived as potentially non-Spanish
John go not to the school guage-influenced errors such as 3. As above (see previous example)
with postverb : . Condition I t; is simply the acquisition of subject-predicate sentences. This structural
mcx.bw ot al nomm.ﬂos.OOQCn > _u:ﬁ. only after the child has reached the English description is met early, which explains why this error occurs nearly from the
ot g stage, w: which time the child apparently overgeneralizes (see condition D ] beginning
post-aux negation to postverbal, and uses the L1 rule. This does not seem to - B ) English/French

happen in earlier stages.

iy To BmSS. ﬁ.Em condition in terms of the formalism, we can say that for an

a.m,z:w to vm. :EE«P it must be preceded by a #; of the second language that
iffers from it only in minimal ways. Let us consider, for the moment, any tj to

Auxiliary use “J’ai resté”’+ committed by the author in casual speech. He
knows the rule but has not yet acquired it

Condition I OP: Avoid exceptions. Use of avoir in passé composé is the general rule. (Zobl
[personal communication] points out that overgeneralized avoir is an attested
transitional form in L1, e.g., “J’ai grand” on the model of “J’ai peur”)

Error type

tj+1 transition to be : .
Chomsky (1965) “ﬁ“ﬂw@ W m m—% M%Mowm:wwmrnﬁ ﬁ.amammonamﬁo? in the sense of Condition I 1. English present perfect is productive
This is #o¢ to be HSW e 1 h N a o.monﬁ ﬂ._oz and #;+] a structural change. (see text) 2. Present perfect with have is not considered language-specific by the subject
transf ) nasa vﬁwaﬁzm that interlinguistic stages are grammatical 3. As in first example
on ormations or that constraints on transformations are identical to constraints Condition ITI t; = acquisition of passé composé using avoir with other verbs
move it o .
onp Ommmm_mg“m cwgwgs:m:mﬁo:& stages. The point is that there are constraints English/French
structura .
only do certain thi C w&nmam from wﬁwcow&m& mmmndmﬁoamw transformations can Error type Postverbal pronoun objects ““Je vois elle.’# Selinker, Swain, and Dumas
things and make certain limited changes. 1975; Ervin-Tripp 1974. This analysis from Zobl 1980c.
Condition 1 Zob! (1980c) suggests there is a language-specific tendency in French forSVO

ise While it remains an empirical .@:awmos just what changes are possible, for now
nough to say that there are a limited number of elementary transformations

Emmombooocavmﬁémo::..
ansi .
rule.’ tional stages or from ¢; to the use of a first language

order, which normal French pronoun order violates (*Je 1a vois™). Zobl cites
Lightbown (1977) as evidence, noting that children acquiring French as L1 or
L2 prefer SVO syntax and avoid use of the clitic. Zobl (personal communica-
tion) also notes that such forms are attested transitional forms in Frenchas L1

Table 1 gi
gives some actual examples of attested cases of first language transfer, (“je m'ai pas elle,” age 3.0, in Gregoire).

showing, i L . D .
e MSW. in 8.9 case, how all three conditions are met. Table 2 presents cases that Condition II 1. SVO order is productive in English
by &Mo%mﬂﬁbaﬁw Hmu.ﬂow,m:ﬂw hypothesis predicts should occur but apparently do (see text) w Wnﬁmmw speakers wﬂon?n SVO to be not language-specific
. see tnat in each such case, one or mo . . As in first example
re of the three conditions are Condition III ¢; = previous acquisition of SVO forms in French without pronouns, e.g., “Je

not met. E

vois la fille”
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Table 1  continued

Chinese/English Japanese/English

m ’ e M J
rTor type ...?.m:mmmq at the discourse level” Transfer of topic-comment structure of I
Most of the food which is served in such a restaurant have cooked alread
Condic Schachter and Rutherford (1979) -
o : Gi i
ndition I mv. OEW: ( G..\ov proposes that under conditions of communicative stresg.
e acquirer will revert to the **pragmatic mode,” which is characterized b
8&0-003502 structure. There thus may be a universal tendency towg v
Condit topic-comment in all early SLA 7 fowan
o .
ndition I1 M . Mcv_o.ncaaosm mc‘coE.Rm are productive in Japanese and Chinese
. Speakers of topic-prominent languages probably consider pragmatic oaom

as :m:—~ﬂ~\~c=&”=_m=am~ as mBW:mT mﬂ@&WQ—m regard su OO?U C
g Uv_ redi ate.

Oo o . = 4 e - :
ndition IT1 t mo.n:_m;_o: m&, SVO order in English without the morphological trimmin
e. m.w @505 m:E.oQ.ﬁ:u agreement. This requirement is easy to meet éEow ;,
explains why topic-prominent language speakers use these constructions early

Hmong/English

m . . . . . :
rror type Omission of definite article in subject position (only). Huebner (1979)

Interprets this as Gtilization of topic-comment structure of L1, in which topics

need not be (redundantly) marked as known to hearer or previously mentioned

Oosa.ﬁ.on 1 OP: As in previous example

Condition IT 1. Topic-comment structure is productive in Hmong

2. And probably regarded as not language-specific

Condition 111 w..ﬂe<oa. o.&mn of the L1 used with mm.xmom_ items from the L2
Ij = acquisition of the form of the definite article and its use (when reference is

known to hearer and/or not i i
. previously mentioned). Structural ch i
of marking of topics with the in English v chane o fack

*L1/L2

*Cﬁnm:% ”,~ have stayed.”” Correct French is “Je suis resté.”
#Literally “I see her.” Correct French is “Je la vois.”

MONITOR USE AND FIRST LANGUAGE INF LUENCE

mﬂw vo@%? temporary o:.ﬁ for L1-type errors is the use of the conscious Monitor.
: .mw nma ormer has oc:mo.Ecm? learned a rule R4 that has not yet been acquired

Mﬂ_ H.ﬂa M. @SMQBQ substitutes an L1 rule for Rj+, the performer can “repair” “
¢ situation by conscious Monitoring. This w “Moni ”

in reviomemr g as referred to as the “Monitor mode

. rd:m is Eam.om a cure, but not a very permanent one. It is limited by the

%Q that mﬂ mo:&:ozm for Monitor use must be met in order for it to work, and

Zamm conditions ma.o m.m<o$. When the Monitor is not “on,” the L1 error éEu recur

; oaoé.b o&% a limited number of L1 errors can be covered up in this way, since

he Monitor is not efficient at dealing with complex rules ,
mgmso:m Kw::o:.:m need not always result in the full repair of an L1
error. If the repair job appears to be too complex for the Monitor to deal with, the
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Table 2 Nonoccurring Interlinguistic Errors Predicted by the Ignorance Hypothesis

French/English*
Condition(s) violated

John comes-he? (from I1. 1. Zobl (1980c) maintains that this rule is not productive in

Jean vient-il?) (Zobl present-day French. Citing Terry (1970), Zobl says that it is

1980a, 1980b, 1980c) mainly limited to present-tense contexts, and “there is strong
independent evidence from early Modern English (Zobl 1978) that
the restriction in the scope of a rule to present-tense contexts is
a reliable indicator that the rule is becoming unproductive. (p. 54).
Condition II. 3 may also be violated. Pronouns such as i/ in*“Jean
vient-il?" are, in a sense, bound morphemes, as they cannot appear
in isolation (Zobl 1980c)

Error type: We do not see

French/English
I it see. (from Je le vois.) IL. 1. Zobl (1980b) argues that this rule is not healthy in French:
Zobl (1980b) “The preverbal object clitics are a conservative reflex of an earlier

language state. In Old French, dative objects—after certain
verbs—and emphatic pronouns could occur in preverbal position
(Foulet 1966, cited in Zobl 1980b). Since then the changes in
French have been toward a more rigid syntactification of SVO
order so that today only the weak pronouns can still occur
preverbally.” (p. 15) 3. Zobl (1980c) notes “the object pronoun
in both Spanish and French is a preverb clitic that has the status of

a bound morpheme ... " (p. 53)
Japanese/English
Sentence-final negation. II. 3. Zobl (1980c) points out that this marker in Japanese is a
I saw the boy no particle attached to the verb (a bound morpheme). Schumann

(personal communication) reports that this error does occur but
is quite rare

*L1/L2 .

performer may simply abort the entire sentence and try to express the ideain a
simpler way. This may be one of the bases for the avoidance phenomena, first
reported by Schachter (1974). ,

In Schacter’s study, it is shown that Chinese and Japanese speakers produce
fewer relative clauses in English as a second language than do Farsi and Arabic
speakers, but are more accurate. Schachter relates this result to L1 - L2 differences:
Chinese and Japanese relative clauses are constructed to the left of the head noun,
while Farsi and Arabic, like English, have relative clauses to the right of the head
noun.

One possible interpretation is that the Chinese and Japanese speakers in
Schachter’s study consciously knew the correct English relative clause rule but had
not acquired it. Also, in their production of English, they utilized their L1 rule
(conditions II and III may be easily met here; it is not clear to me how condition I
is met). Their Monitor was thus presented with the task of moving relative clauses
around a head noun, a very complex operation. In many cases, subjects simply
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decided that it was not worth the effort! When they did produce relative clauses,
however, they were accurate. These were the cases when they went to the trouble of
applying a difficult rule.
Avoidance is thus predicted in cases where a rule has been consciously learned;
but not acquired, when the conditions for L1 use are met, and when the L1 and
L2 rules are quite different, where “repair” by the Monitor requires difficult menta}
gymnastics. ‘
Avoidance is also predicted in cases where performers consciously know the
rule imperfectly, not well enough to make the necessary change but well enough to
see a mismatch between the L1 rule they have used and the correct target language
rule. Since they cannot repair but know there is an error, they can exercise their
option to avoid the structure. Kleinmann’s (1977) avoidance data fit this description,
His Arabic-speaking subjects showed evidence of avoiding the passive in English, and
his Spanish- and Portuguese-speaking subjects avoided infinitive complements and
direct object pronouns in sentences with infinitive complements (e.g., “I told her to.
leave’). In both cases, according to Kleinmann, contrastive analysis predicts errors.
These subjects, unlike Schachter’s, were not unusually accurate with these construc-.
tions when they produced them. In this case, it is possible that the subject’s knowled
of the rule was not complete enough to effect a perfect repair; so avoidance was the
result. Table 3 summarizes the two types of avoidance.
In both cases, conscious rules serve a filtering function, telling the performer
where the L1 rule differs from the L2 rule. In one case, repair is possible but
difficult, and in the other the conscious rule does not permit repair.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

I have tried to make the following points, or, rather, I have made the claim that
the following hypotheses are at least plausible:

1. Hypotheses compatible with transfer data are also compatible with hypotheses of the
Monitor theory.

2. Use of an L1 rule in place of a true transitional form is not “real” progress. It may be
merely a production strategy that cannot help acquisition (i.e., it serves as a temporary i.

3. The strong form of Newmark’s ignorance hypothesis predicts more errors than actually
occur, Several conditions on transfer are necessary to make the correct predictions.

4. While the Monitor can repair L1 errors, the cure is tempozary, since severe constraints on
Monitor use exist. The Monitor’s spotting of L1 - L2 rule conflicts may underlie the
avoidance phenomenon.

Transfer, according to this view, can still be regarded as padding, or the result o
falling back on old knowledge, the L1 rule, when new knowledge (the real tj+])
is lacking. Its cause may simply be having to talk before “ready,” before the
necessary rule has been acquired. When this happens, if the conditions are met,
the performer may very well fall back on old knowledge.

The real cure for first language influence, according to Newmark, is not
drill at the points of contrast between the two languages (Newmark and Reijbel
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Table 3 Two Types of Avoidance

Avoids {ff

The repair is too difficult to make, i.e., it
involves complex movements

An L1-12 difference is noted, since repair is
not possible

1. The performer consciously knows the rule
well enough to make the repair

2. The performer knows only enough of the
rule consciously to note a difference
between the L1 rule and the (unacquired)
PNE_Q -

Schachter (1974) is an example of 1, and Kleinmann (1977) is an example of 2.

1973, p. 239). Drill will, at best, produce learning, and, as we have seen, this is
only a short-term cure. The real cure ““is simply the cure for ignorance”
(Newmark 1966, p. 81): in our terms, real language acquisition. This can only
happen with comprehensible input presented to an acquirer who is “open” to it,
i.e., one who has a low affective filter.’

NOTES

1. I thank William Rutherford, Robin Scarcella, Helmut Zobl, Elaine Andersen, and
Tracy Terrell for discussion and comments on drafts of parts of this paper.
2. Input pushes the acquirer toward what Hakuta (1975) calls external consistency,

“while the creative construction system pushes the acquirer toward what Hakuta calls internal

consistency.

3. Elaine Andersen has pointed out to me that forms produced by the creative construc-
tion system which are not verified by subsequent input do not always fall away. Some of them
stay, in child language acquisition, and are the basis for language change.

4, The hypothesis that L1 rules cannot contribute to real progress implies that fossilized
use of a L1 rule is the “end of the line’” for acquisition. Does this mean that a single L1 error,
a single prolonged substitution of some #;+] halts all acquisition?It implies this only if we
accept a strictly linear view of the natural order hypothesis, that there is only one stream of
progress R1 . . . Rg37 that acquirers follow in strict sequence. Clearly, this is not the case.

If it were, acquirers would always show us just one transitional error at a time! Of course,
individuals show us many error types at once. This indicates that several streams of develop-
ment are taking place at the same time. These streams appear to be correlated; a2 performer at
a given R; in one stream (a real chance to introduce new notation ra:xx@. could mean Ry
for stream 7) will usually be at a predictable stage in another stream. Schumann (1980)
provides good evidence for this, noting that his subjects who were at the no+v stage in
negation produced few relative clauses or relative clauses without relative pronouns. For L1
acquisition, Shipley, Smith, and Gleitman (1969) report that verb-phrase-related items are
correlated fairly highly for order of acquisition, and noun-phrase-related jtems are correlated,
but agreement across the groups is not high (see also Krashen, Madden, and Bailey 1975; and
Andersen 1978 for similar suggestions). Of course, it is quite possible that transitional forms
or rules from one stream may help out those in any other by serving as i. If say 10 parallel
streams of development occur at any given time in an acquirer, it may be the case thata
given stream will interact with some, but not all, of the others in this way.

If actual production plays no necessary role in language acquisition (the input hypoth-
esis), and if L1 use is indeed a production strategy, it follows that L1 influence will be
minimized if performers are allowed a silent period, a period during which they are not
forced to speak but are provided with comprehensible input. The existence of the silent
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period is wel attested in both L1 and child 1.2 literature. In chitd second language
acquisition, it can last anywhere from 2 to 6 months. Adults are not allowed a silent pe.
in many second language classes (and in many real-world situations), and this may be the
reason first-language-influenced €ITors appear to be more prevalent in adults, We have no dat
showing that allowing a silent period reduces L] errors, but we do have evidence E&szw
that the silent period causes no harm and may even be beneficial in cases where comprehengih
input is provided (Gary 1975, Postovsky 1977). :

Based on Hyltenstam’s data on the acquisition of negation by adult acquirers of Sweg
(Hyltenstam 1977), :m:::ﬁgnm (1979) argues that acquirers may begin at different
developmental stages depending on their first language. The normal course of development
the acquisition of negation in Swedish consists of the following transitional stages:

la. Acquirers place the negative marker before all other parts of the VP, before the

aux and the main verb

1b. Acquirers place the negative marker after the aux but before the main verb

2. Postverbal negation
In subsequent stages, acquirers move closer to the Swedish rule of postverbal negation in main
clauses and preverbal negation in subordinate clauses.

According to Hammarberg, speakers of languages that have preverbal negation (Serbo--

not rule out the possibility that ; would have been useful,
A second possibility is that tj was present but escaped the observer’s notice. Indeed, it
may have been present as 1j but never uttered, Adult performers who have consciously learned
the target language rule, or who have even learned parts of it, may be able to use the conscious
Monitor to detect transitional errors and either avoid them in performance or Tepair them (see
discussion in text on avoidance). They may, however, have more of a tendency to accept such
transitional formsg when they coincide with an L] rule, even if they are errors (Schachter et
al. 1976; see discussion of grammatical judgments in text). This could explain why transitional

il

stage was “there” but undetected because of jts short duration and/or its having not been used
in the performer’s output. Consistent with Schumann’s findings (Schumann 1979), the tran-
sitional stage that coincides with the L1 ruje Was quite evident, in the cage of both Serbo-
Croatian speakers (stage 1a) and English speakers (stage 1b), As suggested in the text, this
stage may have, in each case, been two stages in one, first the L1 rule, and then the “real”
transitional Stage, with only the latter helping real progress to continue,

5. Several studies suggest that transfer errors decrease with proficiency; that is, more
advanced acquirers show fewer interlinguistic errors (Taylor 1975, Dommergues and Lane

low acquisition, and lesser interference in advanced performers as the effect of more

acquisition, If L] influence s, however, constrained in the ways described here, it should be

able to occur at any stage, with a late R ag easily as an early one. Condition II 3 may account

for this phenomenon—earlier acquired rules tend to involve word order, while bound morphology
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