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CHAPTER TWO
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

2.1. INTRODUCTION 


A cursory glance at the language teaching scene of the past few centuries gives us an interesting picture of how the varied interpretations have been regarding the best way to teach a foreign language. As different schools of thought have come and gone, so have language teaching methods waxed and waned in popu​larity.  Brown (1987:12) states that  those "changing winds and shifting sands" are like a cyclical pattern in which a new para​digm of teaching methodology emerges about every quarter of a century, with each new method breaking from the old but at the same time taking with it some of the positive aspects of the previous paradigm. One of the best examples of the cyclical nature of methods is seen in the revolutionary Audio-Lingual Method (ALM) of the late 1940s and 1950s.  The ALM borrowed norms from its predecessor by the Direct Method while breaking away from the Grammar-Translation paradigm. Within a short time, however, the ALM critics started paying more attention to rules and to the "cognitive code" of language which to some can be called a return to the Grammar Translation Method. 

     
In the past twenty to twenty five years, the field of second language acquisition has grown enormously with the quantity of published research increasing annually. As a result, the accumu​lation of data is expanding the complexity and range of the task of the second language learner, and therefore, providing a sound​er basis for theory construction.  Studies of universal grammar or acquisitional sequences or error types are good examples of this. Such studies have brought about an increased impact of the second language acquisition research. As a result, three contem​porary models have been added to those mentioned above which have been used in second language learning in the recent years to manipulate the student's learning situations and the problems mentioned above. 
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Krashen (1982) attempts to connect this model to five hy​potheses of second language acquisition:

1)
The acquisition-learning hypothesis

2)
The natural order hypothesis

3)
The monitor hypothesis

4)
The affective filter hypothesis

5)
The input hypothesis

Krashen really proposes three general areas where variation is important. First is the quantity of comprehensible input.  Progress is seen to be a function of the amount of such input available to be learned.  This source of variation is outside the learner, and it is indeed environmentally decided.  The second source of variation is the affective filter. Krashen says that this may be raised or lowered, that is, the learner's openness or lack of anxiety may vary and that the position of the filter will influence how much input is excused through.  Finally, there is a variety in the monitor use.  


However, the central component, i.e. the cognitive organiz​er, is not affected much. It is here where actual acquisition takes place and natural sequences are preordained. Thus, it has room only for universal processes and not for individual differ​ences. It is proposed that given a comparable input, all learners will process the data in the same way and at the same speed. Input, getting through to this part of the model, may vary, but the processes that operate on the input will be the same.  Even, those components of the monitor model that appear to be the source of individual differences are disappointing when one tests them in more detail. The monitor itself seems to permit variable performances. 


Krashen (1982) does not describe how comprehensible input can be specified without circularity and that no convincing account is given of how the affective filter changes level and on what basis it can select its operation. The impression, therefore, is that labels have been attached to areas where variation is known to have existed though the description of the variation is not advanced at all.


The next is the good language learner model that is based on Naiman, Frohhich, Todesco and Stern (1978) (quoted in Skehan: 1989:4).
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The model, on the one hand, shows that there is learning and the processes of developing one's competence in the target lan​guage are like Selinker's (1974) five strategies for interlan​guage. On the other hand, these strategies imply some degree of learner control and distance from the actual process of learning.  However, the model has three advantages. First, it permits us to see the range of potential influences on language learning suc​cess.  The next advantage is that it encourages qualification of the different influences. It suggests that one must be able to set up classroom organization, e.g. affecting the outcome of lan​guage learning must evaluate how important that effect is. The third advantage is that this model offers some scope for concep​tualizing interaction effects. Because the model tries to list the different potential influences on language learning, one has a clear idea of where to look for interactions.  


Generally, the monitor model is certainly seen as a hierar​chical model that initially operates, predicts, and interrelates the parts of the model logically.  On the other hand, the model of Naiman et al. is very much in the concatenated or research-then-theory approach providing a rudimentary categorization of relevant variables and then implying research programme that accumulates quantitative information on the individual variables so catego​rized. It should make us able to reach a process from which it is possible to produce more effective hierarchical theories.

The third is Carroll's model of school learning which an interactional model is.  It was proposed by Carroll (1963) in the early 1960s.  The model was prepared to take care of school learning, and as a result it concentrated on a specified set of variables. It is proposed that the model could be generalized to integrate with other variables and more complex learning situa​tions. It is vital that applied linguistics researchers do this, because it is maintained that what is required most urgently in second language learning is models that let both instructional factors and individual difference variables work simultaneously. 


The model has two major classes of variables, i.e. instruc​tional factors and individual difference factors. The model is organized as follows:


Instructional factors

   
 individual difference


-
time



 -
   general intelligence


-
instructional excellence   
 -
   aptitude







 -    
   motivation


As an example, individual differences can be taken in order to know its advantages/disadvantages.  The first of three indi​vidual difference variables is intelligence. Carrol perceived that the learner should be able to understand instruction and what is required of him in the learning situation. Intelligence is a sort of efficiency factor, a talent for not getting side​tracked or wasting one's efforts. Aptitude, in this case foreign language aptitude, is seen as a generalized ability to learn languages that is separate from intelligence and consisting of several sub-components (associative memory, inductive language learning ability, grammatical sensitivity and phonemic coding capacity).  Finally, motivation is seen as the individual's need to study the language in question and his willingness to keep on and get over obstacles (Skehan 1989).  Thus, in short, Carroll's model is only a subset of the model of Naiman et al. in that it contains some instructional and learner variables, but leaves out others including the context of learning, process of learning, and learning strategies. Even then it is of interest because it tries to be more than a static listing of influences. What Carroll endeavours to do is to define the nature of the interaction between the variables and to point out how differences in one variable will constrain the operation of others.  Though models such as this are very ambitious and hold out the hope that indi​vidual differences research and experimental universal re​search can be integrated, and each one can illuminate the other.


McLaughlin (1987) proposes a conceptualizing kind of proc​essing which avoids reference to conscience (see the following table). In identifying differences between controlled and auto​matic processing, he discusses the characteristics of the proc​esses which are temporary and limited in capacity, and of those which are long lasting. These two processes can take place with either focal or peripheral attention to the behaviour in ques​tion.  Child's first language acquisition and learning of the skills can be peripheral while most of the controlling processes are focal.  In the same way, some automatic processes can be focal but most are peripheral. 

	ATTENTION TO FORMAL PROPERTIES OF LANGUAGE
	                       
	INFORMATION PROCESSING

	
	CONTROLLER
	AUTOMATIC

	(Cell A)
	
	(Cell B)

	Performance on formal rule learning
	Performance in a test situation

	(Cell C)
	
	(Cell D)

	Performance based on implicit learning or analogic learning
	performance in communication situation


*Model of second language performance based on McLaughlin (1987).


Bialystok (1978) introduces another model which contains different processes of second language learning. In the middle of this model, there is a distinction between explicit and implicit linguistic knowledge.  In the former there are facts which a learner knows about language and the capacity to articulate those facts. In the latter there is information which is automatically and spontaneously applied to language tasks. Strategies are optional and they vary across individuals while processes are universals.  The letter R is the response which a learner produc​es upon receiving some kind of linguistic message from another learner.  Type-I responses are spontaneous and type II responses are time-delayed.


[image: image3]

In the last decade the relationship of theoretical princi​ples to teaching has been especially evident. The 1970s and 1980s brought about in the field of psychology a growing interest in interpersonal relationships, in the value of group work and in the use of many self-help strategies for coping with the emphases of daily living. The same era viewed linguists searching more in​tensely for answers to the nature of communication and communica​tive competence, and explanation of the interactive process of language. The language teaching profession responded to the theoretical trends with methods which emphasize the importance of self-esteem of students, cooperative learning, developing indi​vidual strategies for success, and above all concentrating on the communicative process in language learning. Nowadays the term communicative language teaching is a good example for language teachers.  Indeed the single greatest challenge in the profession is to move significantly beyond the teaching of rules, patterns, definitions, etc. and teach the students to communicate effec​tively and meaningfully in the second language. In general, the theory remains abstract and completely powerless without its application to the practical concerns of pedagogy in the class room. 


The failure, in the 1960s, of contemporary American struc​tural linguistics to predict reliably learner errors led to a general desire to develop special second language-based tools for this special job of analyzing non-native linguistic behaviour. However, since the beginning of the 1980s, more and more re​searchers have been turning back to theoretical linguistics for getting answers to precise questions about second language development. Also linguistics itself has developed conspicuously since the 1960s and this has stimulated further benefit in following and seeking useful cross-fertilization between the two fields. After all linguistic theories are expected to deal with language used by the people and learner's language patterns. Therefore, linguistic principles and descriptive mechanisms can be grafted on to second language theory that has a whole set of principles of its own.   The results may even lead to insights which are of relevance to theoretical linguistics (Smith 1994).  


One linguistic notion which has significantly attracted attention in second language research is markedness.  That means some aspects that belong to a particular category seem to be more essential than others. For example, between 'cow' and 'cows' the former seems to be the basic form.  This unmarked/marked distinction holds for forms within a given lan​guage and also for forms in a whole range of languages. For instance, every language having prepositions and wh-clauses has sentences where the wh-word and the prepositions are used next to each other as in:




 1) About what are you talking?



   
 2) On what are you setting?

Only some of those languages permit separation of the two words, as in:



  
3)  What are you talking about?



  
4)  What are you setting on?

The same could be said of rounded and unrounded front vowels. There appears to be no language which has just only rounded front vowels as it makes them specific, that is marked. Every language having rounded front vowels has unrounded ones also. Some lan​guages only do have unrounded vowels.  This seems to make un​rounded front vowels unmarked. 


Again in the lexicon dog or cow might be regarded more basic than the feminine bitch or the masculine bull respectively.  As the first member of each of those pairs is the generic one, it can stand for the species as in cows are clever, but dogs are stupid and not just one peculiar sex (Smith 1994). 


Most scholars agree that there is a relationship between language and culture and that differences between cultures do exist and language is the vehicle whereby a person acquires his knowledge of these differences. He learns these differences either indirectly by having someone tell him the differences or directly through his own attempts to communicate with people who speak more languages or dialects than he does.  Conversely, success in communication, whether it be a baby's crying to be fed or an adult's communication of his innermost feeling, creates a feeling of intimacy and unity with the audience. Thus, he widens his cultural boundaries. If his capacity to communicate crosses certain linguistic, geographical, social, and economic boundaries, he is regarded to have become bilingual and cocultur​al (Oller and Richard-Amato 1983). 


The rationalistic view to language learning concludes that one cannot really teach a language but can present the condition under which it will develop spontaneously in the mind of the learner.  There​fore, the form of a language or the scheme of its grammar is to a large extent given, though it will not be available for use without appropriate experience to set the language-forming proc​esses into operation. For the individual, learning is largely a matter of drawing out what is there in the mind (Chomsky 1965).


This view contrasts sharply with the empiricist notion  that language is essentially an adventi​tious contrast, taught by conditioning as maintained by Skinner (1957) or Quine (1960), or by drill and explicit explanation or built up by elementary data-processing procedures, but in any event, quite inde​pendent in its structure of any innate mental faculties.


In short, the empiricist speculation has characteristically assumed that only the procedures and mechanisms for the acquisi​tion of knowledge constitute an innate property of mind.  There​fore, the method of experimental reasoning is a basic instinct in animals and humans on par with the instinct which teaches a bird with such exactness and art of incubation and the whole economy and order of its nursery.  This is derived from the original hand of nature. The form of knowledge, however, is otherwise quite free. On the other hand, nationalist speculation has assumed that the general form of a system of knowledge is fixed in advance in a position of the mind, and the function of experience is to cause this general schematic structure to be realized and more fully differentiated. 


The empiricist and rationalist views can always be sharply distinguished and they cannot cross each other. However, it is historically accurate as well as heuristically valuable to dis​tinguish between these two very different approaches to the prob​lem of acquisition of knowledge.  Particular empiricist and ra​tionalist views can be made quite precise and can then be pre​sented as explicit hypotheses about acquisition of knowledge particularly about the innate structure of a language acquisition device (Chomsky 1965).

2.2. INTERLANGUAGE


In the learning perspective, the psychologically relevant data of second language learning would be those behavioural events which would lead to an understanding of the psycholinguistic structures and processes. One set of these behavioural events which has elicited considerable interest is the regular reappear​ance in second language performance of linguistic phenomena which were thought to be eradicated in the performance of the learner.  Relevant behavioural events in a psychology of second language learning should be made identifiable with the aid of theoretical constructs assuming the major features of the psychological structure of an adult whenever he tries to perceive second lan​guage sentences to produce them.  Selinker (1974) assumes that there is a psychological structure which is latent in the brain and activates when the learner tries to learn a second language. The latent psychological structure which has been already formu​lated in the brain is the counterpart of universal grammar and it is transformed by the infant into the realized structure of a particular grammar in accordance with certain maturation stages. Selinker (1974) continues to propose that the latent language structure exists in the brain and for those adults who succeed achieving native like competence in a second language, it is reactivity of the latent language struc​ture.

In producing the constructs relevant to a theory of second language learning, one would be completely justified in hypothe​sizing the existence of a separate linguistic system based on the observable output resulting from a learner's attempted production of an L2 norm.  This linguistic system is called interlanguage.  Successful prediction of events in meaningful performance situa​tions provides evidence to the theoretical construction related to the latent psychological structure (Selinker 1974). 


Selinker (1974:335) suggests that there are five central processes and that they exist in the latent psychological struc​ture. He also considers these five processes to be central to second language learning.  The first process is Language trans​fer, the second, transfer of training; the third, strategies of second language learning; the fourth, strategies of second language communication; and fifth, overgeneralization of the target language material. An approximative system is the deviant linguistic system actually employed by the learner trying to benefit from the target language.  


Brown (1987) attempts to define the terms that have been used to describe the perspective which emphasizes legitimacy of learner's second language. The best known of these terms is interlanguage. Selinker (1974) got its idea from Weinreich's (1953) term interlingual.  Interlanguage was used to separate second language learner's system, which has a structurally in​termediate status between the native and target languages. Ac​cording to Nemser (1974) it is the approximative system which stresses the successive approximation to the target language. Corder(1971) uses idiosyncratic dialect to emphasize the idea that the learner's language is unique to a particular individual. Brown (1987) argues that the second language learners form their own self-contained linguistic systems.  All these mean that it consists of neither the first language system nor the second language system; instead it falls between the two. It is a system which is based on the best endeavour of learners to provide order and structure related to the linguistic stimuli which surround them. He adds that the most obvious method or approach to analyse interlanguage is to study the speech and writing of learners.  These data of production are reflective of a learner's essential competence. Any study of the speech and writing of learners is largely a study of the learners' errors.  Correct production gives little information about their interlanguage system.


Ringbom (1987) says that the difference in complexity be​tween studying positive and negative effects of cross-linguistic influence must be considered. It is relatively a straight task to compare the differences of an interlanguage with the second language norms, and these differences show that many errors in the learner's production are obviously influenced by the first language. It is difficult to point out exactly where and how the learner's first language interferes in his second language com​prehension or production. 


In the area of grammar the incidence of errors that are traceable to the first language is around 4% to 12% for children and 8% to 23% for adults. These interlingual errors tend to be limited to word order and not made in morphology of the language (Dulay et al. 1982).


Dulay and Burt's (1974) initial study of the natural speech of children reveals that less than 5% of the errors reflect the children's first language, Spanish. Other empirical studies also show that children place limited reliance on the structure of the mother tongue when learning a second language in the host envi​ronment. Other empirical studies conducted in the U.S. reveal that the actual incidence of interlingual errors is negligible.  Such findings are not really limited to the children who are learning English as a second language. Most of the errors ob​served in English children's speech while they are learning Welsh appear to be developmental. 

     
Ioup and Kruse's (1977) study of the eighty-seven students enrolled in ESL class in American Universities (eighteen Spanish, sixteen Chinese, eighteen Persian, ten Japanese, and twenty-five Arabic) reveals that there is no significant relationship be​tween the students' first language and correctness of English sentences they produced. So they state that sentence type rather than native language background is the most reliable predictor of error.


Schachter's (1974) study on the university level ESL stu​dents' production of relative clauses shows that the quantum of Persian and Arabic speaking student's relative clauses is almost double in their composition in comparison with the Japanese and Chinese students and their errors in the relative clauses were also about twice compared to the latter. He argues that contras​tive analysis is useful in describing these results. Persian and Arabic relative clauses are similar to those of English as the head noun phrase precedes the relative clause in all of them, e.g. The girl whom we saw is beautiful. But Japanese and Chinese relative clauses are not so because the head noun phrase in these languages appears after the relative clause. So Schachter's conclusion is that the students might have faced so much trouble with these constructions that they avoid. 


Kleinmann's (1978) study that comprised Arabic, Spanish, Portuguese and American students strengthen Schachter's view and suggests that personality factors, i.e. anxiety, confidence, and willingness to take risks, indicate when there is a probability for students to avoid various structures.  

     
Though interlingual errors of syntax and morphology occur in relatively small numbers in verbal performance of second language learners, a comprehensive account of second language acquisition should be able to accommodate them.  But it is difficult to predict the situation from which interlingual errors are made. These are indications that interlingual errors are connected by at least two environmental factors; situations resulting in premature use of the second language and some elicitation task (Dulay et al. 1982). 


Brown (1987) says that the beginning stages of learning a second language are characterized by a good deal of interlingual transfer from the native language. In these early stages, before the learner becomes familiar with the second language system, the first language is the only available system which he banks upon. For example, if an Arabic speaking English learner uses the pen of John instead of John's pen, it has to be ascribed to negative interlingual transfer.  


Interlanguage presupposes an autonomous linguistic system while the inter parts an intermediate stage in the learner's linguistic development.  In using the term interlanguage as a noun it is better to stick to the behavioural definition which discusses the language events we can actually observe and re​cord.  It exists in the learner's mind, but it cannot be dis​cerned directly. 

     
Richards (1974) views interlanguage as the learner's approx​imative system which is involved in isolation of examples of language transfer, strategies of communication, strategies of learning, transfer of training and overgeneralisation.  Strate​gies of learning and communication refer to the language contact phenomena, whereby due to the circumstances of learning and the uses required of English, the learner generates a grammar in which many of the marked-unmarked distinctions of the target language are removed, inflected forms tend to be replaced by uninflected forms and use of prepositions, auxiliaries and arti​cles appears to be simplified. The following example illustrates language transfer: "I go there may be about one and half and I find too many job for me.  But I can't work over there if I go alone and I have the family here. I work I think for 8 months in Puerto Rico......" (Richards 1974:70).


Richards (1974) supports Nemser's (1974) approach that all language learning, whether a child acquires his mother tongue or an adult learns a second language, proceeds in terms of approxi​mative systems, but under certain conditions in second language learning the interlingual stage may become the end point, taking on a new role in the in-group communication and in ethnic identi​ty and solidarity. The conditions under which such interlanguages emerges are the outcome of language contact and are present to a greater or lesser extent in a number of related situations. 

     
Smith (1994) states about 95 percent of second language learners never reach the height of a native speaker. If the process of development stops despite continuous exposure and practice it is called fossilization.  In other words, 95 percent of learners remain at some interlanguage stage which Nemser (1974) calls a suitable intermediate system. 

 
Smith's (1994) model shows three interlanguage processes that account for different aspects of the learner's interlanguage system.  They are IL transfer, IL over-generalization and IL training transfer. It should be pointed out that there is a fourth type of interlangauge rule, not mentioned in Smith's model which would be identical to some rule used by the native speaker.  Time T which is shown as a transitional stage here in the learner's development could also be the final stage, that is, it could be the ultimate result in the process of fossilization.
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1)
Behaviour which is identical to that of a native speaker following native speaker norms (following the fourth type of IL rule); 

2)
Behaviour which is no longer characteristic but used to be at an earlier stage of development (Selinker 1974). 


According to McLaughlin (1987), interlanguage which has a separate linguistic system resulting from the learner's attempted production of the target language norm is the product of the following five central cognitive processes involved in second-language learning:

1)   Language transfer includes some items, rules and sub-systems of interlanguage which may result from transfer from the first language. 

2)   Transfer of training includes some elements of interlanguage which may result from specific features of the training process used to teach the second. 

3)   Strategies of second language learning include some elements of the interlanguage that may result from specific approach to the material to be learned. 

4)
Strategies of second language communication include some elements of the interlangauge that may result from specific approach to the material to be learned.  

5)   Overgeneralization of the target language linguistic materi​al includes some elements of the interlanguage that may be the product of overgeneralization of the rules and semantic feature of the target language".


Though the interlanguage hypothesis is applied principally to adult second language performance, it is extended to child second language performance by Selinker and his associates (1975).  They argue that under certain circumstances, when the second language is acquired after the first language and it occurs in the absence of native speaking peers of the target language, an interlanguage will evolve in the speech of the children. 


McLaughlin (1987) states another analysis of the chil​dren's speech reveals definite systematicity in the interlan​guage. This systematicity is not predictable by grammatical rules to be evidenced by recognizable strategies.  Strategies mean here a cognitive activity at the conscious or unconscious level which involves the processing of second-language data in the attempt to describe meaning. They concentrate on three such strategies; language transfer, overgeneralization of target language rules, and simplification.  Therefore, interlanguage is an interim grammar which is a single system composed of rules which have been evolved by the above cognitive strategies.


McLaughlin (1987) reports that research should be directed at the learner's transitional competence, that is, the set of grammatical intuitions about the interlanguage which the learner possesses at a given point in time.  When knowledge is obtained about transitional competence, Adjemian (1973) states, the psy​chological mechanisms at play can be inferred. For this reason, he emphasized that analysis of the systematicity of the interlan​guage should start with the regularities observed in a large body of data and should be directed at deciding the properties of the learner's grammar. 


McLaughlin (1987) stresses the systematicity of the interlanguage must be anlaysed linguistically as a rule-governed behaviour. Thus, the internal organization of the interlanguage can be idealized linguistically, just like any natural language system and interlanguage grammar should obey the universal lin​guistic constraints and show the necessary internal consistency.  


When Selinker emphasizes the structurally intermediate nature of the learner's system between the first and the second language in his proposal of interlanguage, Adjemian concentrates on the dynamic character of interlanguage system and their perme​ability.  Interlanguage systems are in a state of flux, when the first language systems are viewed to be relatively stable. The structures of the interlanguage may be invaded by the first language. In other words, as placed in a situation which cannot be avoided, the second language learner may use rules or items from the first language. In the same way, the learner may stretch, distort or overgeneralize a rule from the target lan​guage in an effort to produce the intended meaning.  Adjemian (1973) finds both the processes reflecting the basic permeability of the interlanguage.

McLaughlin (1987) maintains that a third approach to inter​language could be viewed as analyzable into a set of styles which are dependent on the context of use.  Learner utterances are systematically varied in at least two senses: (a) Linguistic context may have a variable effect on the learner's use of relat​ed phonological and systematic structures, and (b) The task for the elicitation of data from learners may have a variable effect on the learner's production of related phonological and syntactic structures.  Tarone (1979) argues that the evidence shows that interlanguage speech production varies systematically with the context and the elicitation task. 

Interlanguage is a natural language that shows systematic variability similar to that demonstrated to exist in the speech of native speakers.  It is not a single system, but a set of styles which can be used in different social contexts.


The differences between these three basic models of inter​language can be seen in the following Table.
Interlingual

The views of interlanguage guiding early research see sec​ond-language learners as possessing a set of rules or interme​diate grammars.  McLaughlin (1987) believes, two of these formu​lations emphasize the influence of the first language on the emerging interlanguage. Selinker (1974) hypothesizes that inter​languages are the product of different psychological mechanisms than native languages and therefore, are not natural languages although they may develop into natural languages for some learn​ers.  Adjemian (1976) and Tarone (1979) see interlanguages as operating on the same principles as natural languages. But Tarone is different from Adjemian in that she stresses the notion of variability in use and the pragmatic constraints which decide how a language is used in a context.


Corder (1985) believes that in the course of learning a second language, learners will produce sentences that are ungram​matical or otherwise ill-formed according to the generally ac​cepted rules of the language that they are learning.  There are a number of ways in which teachers have regarded, and still do regard the errors made by learners.  They may consider them an unfortunate but inevitable sign of human fallibility for lack of attention or poor memory on the part of the learner or if they are modest some insufficiency in their own teaching.  Errors are considered as useful evidence of how the learner is going about the task of learning.  The making of errors is viewed as an inevitable and necessary part of the learning process.  The learner has a certain body of knowledge that is constantly de​veloping, that underlies the sentences he produces, and that is the task of the applied linguists to investigate. 

The study of learners' errors and subsequently of interlan​guage was motivated by a particular hypothesis about the process​es of language learning that the learner is creating for himself an account of the structural properties of the second language  on the basis of his interaction with the data he is exposed to. 


Variability in the characteristics of interlanguage can be accounted for by appealing to the influences of inconsistent data, different linguistic hypotheses and differing treatments in teaching. What explanation requires are the remaining marked similarities exhibited by various approximative systems of learn​ers particularly in the earlier stages of learning and particu​larly in informal settings.   Young learner's communicative needs are more restricted than those of older learners, their experi​ence of language is much less and their range of learning strate​gies is also more restricted. Corder's second generalization is that other things being equal (that is the age of the learner and the identity of the target language) the more communication oriented the learner's setting is, the more similar the structur​al properties of the learner's interlangauge systems will be.  His last generalisation is more speculative. If there are univer​sal properties in human language and if the process of language learning is one of complicating some sort of more simple or basic grammatical system, then one would expect to find that in the earliest stages of learning any language, the approximative systems of the learners would show certain similarities.  The evidence of these generalization is the striking similarities found in all simple codes, such as pidgins (Corder 1985:75-77).

Sunderman (1978) thinks that until the 1960s the learner's errors in second language acquisition are ascribed to mother tongue interference. In the 1970s empirical studies reveal that mother tongue is only of one of the sources of errors in second language acquisition.  Other sources, for example, are intralin​gual confusion and faulty pedagogical procedures, etc. Depending on Lado (1950), Sunderman (1978) argues that learners are in​clined to transfer different forms, their meanings, and their distribution in their mother tongue when they try to speak anoth​er language.


But Richards (1975) finds that many errors committed by second or foreign language students can not be ascribed to the mother tongue, rather they are expected from the target lan​guage. 


Following Krashen (1978), Rivers (1980) reports that lan​guage acquisition is regarded to be an implicit subconscious learning that develops from natural communication. It follows a noticeably stable arrangement of the acquisition of structures. 


Sridhar (1980) considers that the successive linguistic systems which a student produces in the second language have been differently regarded as idiosyncratic dialects (Corder 1974), ap​proximative systems (Nemser 1974) and interlanguage (Selinker  1974). 

     
Schumann (1974) states the process of language acquisi​tion is basically the same for both second and first language learning. He adds that the biological predisposition to acquire one's mother tongue is probably replaced by another force in the learning of a target language, but the essential ability for language acquisition and the strategies applied to both the processes are basically the same.  Accordingly, target language learner's errors are viewed to be the same as those of a person who acquires his mother tongue.  These errors of both the lan​guages are systematic.  Therefore, errors provide the researcher or teacher with evidence of how a target language is learned and also supplies the student with a way in which he forms and examines hypotheses about the language that he is learning.

     
Schumann (1974) also states the evidence of interlanguage exists in fossilization of phonological, morphological and syntactic forms in a target language which do not meet the second language rules.  These rules tend to appear again in the learner's linguistic performance when he is required to work with very difficult materials, when he is anxious, or when he is relaxed.  This systematic back sliding of some linguistic rules to the interlan​guage guides Selinker to hypothesize the psychological reality of fossilization and interlanguage.  The aim of second language learning theory is probably to explain the knowledge which under​lies interlingual behaviour and to predict the linguistic forms that are surface structures of sentences yielded in interlanguage. 


Scott and Tucker (1974) report the speaker's behaviour can be considered as a rule-governed creativity. Linguists have started to see native and second language acquisition as a dynam​ic process through the active participation of the learners. They have also started to test the learner's performance during second language learning. The error analysis hypothesis advocates that the behaviour of learners at different levels of language study is systematic and predictable though it is different from that of the native learner under the same circumstances. Again, the error analysis hypothesis states that the main errors of learners are ascribed to interlangauge rather than to native language inter​ference. 

2.3. APPROXIMATIVE SYSTEMS


According to Nemser (1974:55), "An approximative system is the deviant linguistic system actually employed by the learner attempting to benefit from the target language.  Such approximative systems vary in character in accordance with proficiency level; variation is also introduced by learning experience, communica​tion function, personal learning characteristics, etc.  ..." 


The learner's approximative systems are usually unstable in given individuals because these continuously improve while he learns the target language. Since the circumstances for individu​al language learning are never identical, the acquisition of new lexical, phonological and syntactic items varies from one indi​vidual to another, New items or structures in the learner's dialect do not occur regularly.  However, the general direction that the learner's system takes may be predictable. The grammar by which the learner understands speech is like that by which he produces speech.  The distinction between the learner's receptive competence and his productive competence may be useful.  For example, the learner may often produce 'I has a book', but under​stands when listens to 'I have a book'.  Thus, if the rules for items or structures unique to learner's approximative systems are to be written, they need to be embodied in a format that reflects their probability of occurrence. The rules characterizing the approximative system may cover data (replacements) that have no source in either the native or the target language.


Error analysis provides the means by which a teacher makes an estimate about learning and teaching and decides priorities for the future effort.  This is not to suggest that syllabus design has to orientate itself exclusively around errors based on progression or gradation, because the number of variables likely to affect the learner's performance is too great to be summa​rized in just one formula. Planned achievement levels at given stages in a language course, however, should include expectations of particular varieties of language use.  


In fact, a discussion of the approximative systems of lan​guage learners not as pathologies to be eradicated but as neces​sary stages may result in a deeper understanding of language in general and a more human approach to language teaching.

2.4. CONTRASTIVE ANALYSIS


The contrastive analysis hypothesis dominated the field of applied linguistics and second language teaching for over two decades, the 1960s and the 1970s. 


It held the position that a learner's first language inter​feres with his acquisition of a second language and that it, therefore, forms the main obstacle to successful mastery of the new language. The essence of this hypothesis was that where structures in the first language differed from those in the second language, errors reflecting the structures of the first language would be produced.  Such errors were said to be due to the influence of the learner's first language habits on second language production. For instance, in French the adjective is usually placed after the noun. So according to the CA hypothe​sis, the French speakers will tend to say 'the girl smart' in​stead of 'the smart girl' when trying to communicate in English. This process has been named negative transfer in the psychologi​cal literature. In this model, positive transfer refers to the automatic use of the first language structure in second language performance as this structure is the same in both the languages.  For instance, the use of the Spanish plural markers -s and -es on English nouns should yield a correct English plural noun, e.g. minnina-s and mufer -es in Spanish; girl-s and dress-es in Eng​lish if positive transfer operates in second language production. 

     
Though this theory appealed to the common sense of research​ers and teachers alike, a large body of data which challenged it was neglected for years. The empirical CA data has revealed the following:

1)
In neither a child's nor an adult's second language per​formance do the majority of grammatical errors reflect the learner's first language. 
2)
Second language learners make errors in those areas of grammar which are comparable in both the first language and second languages. In other words, such errors should have not been made if "positive transfer" were really operating.

3)
Second language learners' judgements of the correctness of second language sentences are closer to second language sentence types than to their first language structures. 

4)
Phonological errors show more first language influence than grammatical errors do. A good number of the second language phonological errors children commit are the same as those commit​ted by the monolingual first language learners. Only a few phono​logical errors in reading can be traced to the learner's first language (Dulay et al. 1982:97-98).  From these it can be in​ferred that at the level of performance, the CA hypothesis is a weak predictor of learner's performance which accounts only for a small amount of second language performance data. 


Then scholars were enthusiastic about contrastive analysis in foreign language teaching. For example, Fries (1945:9) wrote that the most effective materials are those based upon a scien​tific description of the language to be learned, carefully com​pared with a parallel description of the native language of the learner. Fries (1957) also stated in his 'Foreword' to Lado (1957) that learning a second language is entirely different from learning a first language.  These basic problems arise not only out of any essential difficulty in the aspects of the new lan​guages themselves but also primarily out of the special set invented by the first language habits. 

     
The CA hypothesis has received little empirical confirmation in the area of second language syntax and morphology.  Since its base is in habit formation theory, this hypothesis can be ques​tioned on purely theoretical grounds. Not only have the general premises of habit formation theory been shown to be insufficient to describe language acquisition.  But general psychological interference theory derived from verbal learning and memory research has also been challenged by psychologists themselves.


However, attentive teachers and researchers observed that a majority of students' errors could not be traced to their native languages.  For instance, as Dulay et al. (1982) point out that Spanish plural are formed exactly like English ones, but Span​ish-speaking children still go through a plural-less stage when they learn English.  This and other similar observations made by others pointed out an embarrassing gap between theory and reality and set the scene for acceptance of a more comprehensive approach to errors. 

    
 Ringbom (1987) reports that contrastive analysis, in Europe, renders to be a productive domain of research in many areas with English as the common language for contrast and comparison in countries like Poland, Romania, Yugoslavia, Finland, Hungary, and Germany.  English has been and in numerous cases still is being contrasted and compared with other languages at various stages.  So it is normal to suppose that a contrastive analysis of two languages should give a better view of both the languages than an analysis of just one language. 


Ringbom (1987) states that Contrastive Analysis intends to solve the practical problems of language teaching.  The varieties between first language and target language are considered to guide to learning problems which can then be predicted on the essence of contrastive comparisons.  Wardhaugh (1975) views it as the strong version of the CA hypothesis that is considered to be and impracticable.  The other version of the CA hypothesis is regarded weak as it does not predict difficulties.  It is re​quired that the linguist should apply the best linguistic knowl​edge available to him in order to describe difficulties that can be observed in target language learning.


Ringbom (1987) adds that the weak version is actually simi​lar to the method used in Error Analysis which often makes use of a substantially over-exemplified perspective of transfer. It has been argued that all the errors cannot be ascribed to transfer, and thus errors are often divided into two common categories, i.e. transfer errors and over-generalization errors.


Jackson (1980) believes that contrastive linguistics com​pares the vocabularies, grammar, and sounds of two languages in order to describe the differences and similarities between them.  CA is the strategy connected with contrastive linguistics, and it is to be distinguished as a systematic comparison of chosen aspects of two or more languages the object of which is to supply instructions to textbooks writers to be applied to evolve classroom tactics, prepare teaching materials, and design courses. 


Sridhar (1980) states contrastive analysis never gives any comment on student's performance particularly about the errors.  It is concerned only with the student's future perform​ances in connection with the properties of his mother tongue.  According to Sridhar (1980), the strong version of Contrastive Analysis hypothesis is apparently summarized in the following statements. 

-
The initial cause or even the main cause of difficulty and error in second language learning is interference that results from the student's mother tongue.

-
The difficulties are mainly ascribed to the differences found in the two languages. 

-
The greater the varieties are, the more acute the learning difficulties will be.

-
The findings of a comparison between the two languages are necessary to predict the difficulties and errors that will happen in learning the second or foreign language.


Dulay and Burt (1974) report that the Contrastive Analysis hypothesis specifies that while the children learn a target language, they tend to use their mother tongue constructions in their target language speech where the target language construc​tions are different from those in their mother tongue. This is how they commit errors.  For instance, as the subject in Spanish is frequently omitted, the Spanish student learning English will tend to say Wants an apple instead of He wants an apple. The level of the product expresses the real errors.  For instance, the CA hypothesis predicts the Spanish speaking learner will omit subjects as in Wants an apple.  As the CA hypothesis is based on the transfer theory,   Lado (1957) states that the CA hypothesis can predict most of the errors which the student will commit while learning a target language. 


James (1976) says that because foreign language learning is extra-experimental, contrastive analysts should not feel embar​rassed about the positive transfer.  This will often partially face predicted interference.  That is to say, what is needed in CA is a positive transfer which is derived from the fact the foreign language learner already knows about human language in general. 

     
Irujo (1986) adds that contrastive analysis and transfer are connected because they present how a phrase or an item from one language can be transferred to the other.  The strong version of CAH has asserted that it can't predict the difficult areas by contrasting and comparing the learner's mother tongue with the second language.  According to Stockwell, Bowen and Martin (1985) a difficulty hierarchy supposes that the more various two items are the more difficult they will be for the learner to learn.


Laroche (1983) supports the scholars mentioned above and argues that it is simple to learn languages closely related to yours than others.  This clearly appears to relate to the per​spectives described by the exponents of CA.  Because the second language acquisition theory relies on the transfer of concepts from the mother tongue, it refuses that the closer the languages are, the more positive transfer will occur and the simpler the learning will be. Thus, CA is primarily concerned with handling of interference.  


Nickel and Wagner (1968) believe that in order to have a good command over a language, the learner should acquire abili​ties, like those of a native speaker.  A competent learner should be able to distinguish between grammatical and ungrammatical utterances, to yield and comprehend a great number of grammatical utterances including those which he has spoken or heard before.  He should be able to determine which utterance is ambiguous and in how many senses it conveys.  He should also be able to per​ceive how various utterances are relevant, if an utterance is a paraphrase of another, and so forth. 

     
Nickel and Wagner (1968) add that CA is a significant branch of applied linguistics which has not overcome its initial prob​lems, and has no adequate theoretical foundations.  In order to develop CA needs years of hard work before it can produce desira​ble results applied to useful preparation of sufficient instruc​tion materials.  

2.5. INTERFERENCE

Interference has different linguistic phenomena, the first one is psychological and the next one is socio-linguistics. The psycho-linguistic phenomenon refers to the old habits when new grammatical rules are being learnt while the other one refers to the linguistic borrowing and language switching happening when communities attempt to speak to each other. 

     
A close examination reveals that the phenomenon of interfer​ence discussed by Weinreich (1953) and linguistic borrowing pro​posed by Haugen (1953) are similar socio-linguistic phenomena, and they are different from first language interference of Con​trastive Analysis proponents.  This led to a lot of confusion which can easily be seen when Weinreich's and Haugen's defini​tions are compared.  Weinreich (1953:1) defines interference like this: "Those instances of deviation from the norms of either language which occur in the speech of bilinguals as a result of their familiarity with more than one language, i.e. as a result of languages in contact". 


Haugen (1953:370) defines linguistic borrowing as follows: "An example of cultural diffusion, the spread of an item of culture from people to people.  Borrowing is linguistic diffusion and can be unambiguously defined as the attempt by a speaker to reproduce in one language, patterns which he has learnt in another. It is the language of the learner that is influenced that the language he learns".

    
 Weinreich's (1953:81) observations on talks between a bilin​gual and a monolingual and between two bilinguals shaped his view that if both speakers are bilingual, interference in their speech is uninhibited.  Similarly, Haugen (1953:263) states that linguistic borrowing takes place wherever bilinguals are there.  It is unthinkable where there are no bilinguals, and inevitable where there are bilinguals. 


For enriching his language, a bilingual deliberately uses loan words.  This kind of interference is entirely different from the Contrastive Analysis concept of interference in which the second language learners are forced to use undesirable L1 struc​tures while speaking an L2.  Interference takes place when ele​ments of one language enter another language and are integrated grammatically.  Mother tongue transfer is an important fact in second language learning. Tushyeh (1996) reports that 36% of errors committed by L2 learners are probably ascribed to the mother tongue while 56% of errors are intralingual errors.  Not only that, she also states that interference in written English by Arab students can be ascribed to the standard Arabic while interference in spoken English is attributed to the colloquial Arabic dialects.

2.6. TRANSFER


The term 'transfer', especially as used in the 1960s and 1970s, refers to the influence of the mother tongue or the First lan​guage on the learners' performance in and/or development of a given target language. This is a more limited use of the term than is common in general psychology because it refers only to the effects of transferring elements of one linguistic system to another.  It is actually even more limited than this.  This direction of transfer is actually understood to be from the mother tongue to the second language. In fact, the direction of transfer may be reversed, that is, the term may also be used in studies of language loss where a previously learned language for example the first language is changing under the influence of the new language.  The meaning, however, covers the influence of any other tongue known to the learner on the target language.  For instance, a German learner of Italian might be affected by his or her previous knowledge of Spanish (Smith 1994). 

     
Ringbom (1987) says that positive first language transfer is considered to mean that the first language has a simplifying effect on the second language, whereas negative transfer refers to errors caused by first language interference in the learner's speech in second language.  Most existing data from transfer research emphasize the negative effects of first language influ​ence. The exaggerated emphasis on the negative effects of first language influence has mainly arisen from the problems of obtain​ing concrete data which reveal exactly how the learners' first language knowledge is useful to his second language learning.  Several studies have presented that the existence of similarities between the first and target language greatly simplifies learn​ing.  Such studies often suggest methods in which advantages for the learner could greatly fit in teaching. 

     
Brown (1987:81) states "In the literature on language learn​ing processes, three terms have been commonly chosen for explica​tion: transfer, interference and overgeneralization.  The three terms are solutions mistakenly considered to be separate process​es.  They are more correctly understood as several manifestations of one principle of learning that interact on a previously learned material with a present learning event.  From the begin​ning of life the human organism, or any for that matter, builds a structure of knowledge by the accumulation of experiences and by the storage of aspects of those experiences in memory". He uses the term to refer to the existing knowledge used in subsequent learning. Positive transfer is a term which carries previous knowledge to facilitate a learning situation whereas negative transfer is one which uses previous knowledge to disrupt the performance on a second task. Negative transfer can be referred to as interference in which the previously learnt material inter​feres with subsequent material, that is, the previous item is not correctly transferred or associated with another item to be learnt.  Interference is a term that has effects of the native language on the target language. Therefore, the first language interference is the most noticeable source of error that the second language learner makes.  Learning theory makes it evident that a learner will use whatever past knowledge be or she has had with language to simplify the second language learning processes. 

2.7. A NON-CONTRASTIVE APPROACH TO ERROR ANALYSIS


Richards (1974) believes that linguists have studied the intrusion of certain aspects of one language into another through the bilingual speech in the areas of syntax, phonology and morphology. The components appearing similar to those of the mother tongue will be easy for the learner whereas those seeming different will be difficult. 

     
He adds that CA is probably the most predictive in phonolo​gy and less predictive in syntax.  Various errors present in the utterances like Did he comed, what you are doing;  He coming from Israel make him to use a sentence like I can to speak French.  This kind of errors is often committed irrespective of the learner's language background.  These are called intralingual and developmental errors which reverse the learner ability at a peculiar level and describe some of the general properties of language acquisition. 


Richards (1974) concludes that an analysis of the main intralingual and developmental errors, i.e. overgeneralization, ignorance of rule restrictions, improper application of rules and building of wrong concepts probably guide us to inspect the teaching materials for the evidence of language learning process​es. There are not many published works how or what learners learn.  There are also few publications about what kind of errors learners frequently produce and how they can be described irrespective of the learning strategies the learner is following.

2.8. SOURCES AND CAUSES OF ERRORS

     
There so many variables like learning strategies, different teaching procedures, individual differences of teachers, and learners' textbooks that operate in each second language learning situation, and make each learning situation different from the other.  One conceptual framework that can unify both first lan​guage and other sources of errors should provide a meaningful frame for inquiry into the source and significance of errors.  The division between first language induced errors and those which are independent of first language interference is not always sharp. It is very much possible to find errors caused by the cross-association of both first and second languages.


The reduction of the second language to a simplified system seems to have gone through generalizations within which potential errors are carried out through the over-application of certain rules. For example, generalizations about several inflections of English based on a high degree of regularity are commonly found in L2 learners as well as native children. 


In a typical second language learning situation the learner is not the only person involved in this process.  There are many other components like teaching materials, teaching techniques, prescribed grammar books, teaching and learning goals which try to make learning economical by reducing the second language along one dimension or the other.  "Limited vocabulary, limited struc​tures, abridged and simplified texts and very often oversimpli​fied school grammar books are attempts in the same direction.  Thus simplified generalizations would appear to be built into a second language teaching situation (Jain 1974:198).” 


Furthermore, some generalizations seem to be a product of peculiar teaching strategies, some of them may be due to the learner's age or sociolinguistic situation. Errors, which show definable patterns and possess a consistent system, are rule-governed free from arbitrariness and systematic.  

     
Jain (1974) concludes that besides systematic and systemat​ic errors, the learner, like the native speaker, appears to make unsystematic errors as well, like slips of the tongue or pen caused purely by psychological conditions such as intense excite​ment, or psychological factors such as tiredness that change from time to time and from one situation to another. Errors committed under these situations are really unsystematic.


French (1949) points out errors refuse classification because they mix with each other as grey shades off into blue.  However, a grading is possible to introduce some sort of order.  


French (1949) says that errors arise from insecure visuali​zation, faulty pronunciation, or from a mistaken comprehension.  There are also errors of immaturity which diminish gradually on their own. They are not habitual. For example: 

It is very difficulty. 

He is honest boy, 

He was died last year. 

He succeeded to win the prize, 

Wait until I do not return (I return), 

He is dwarf man.  

According to French (1949) such errors cannot be slips as they will not diminish on their own; but the root cause is still the same, i.e. failure to remember the correct word required in the context or inability to distinguish between words similar in meaning. She adds that after failing to recall the correct word, the next step is failure to remember the correct usage.  The following examples illustrate how words replace each other: 

a)
Trouble with structural words omitted and inserted where they are not required or wrongly used; e.g. 

This is very useful (to) some, 

I attend (to) my work. 

They ascended up the hill. (Omit up), 

He is regarded (as) fool. 

b)
Confusion with structural verbs, verbals, concords and tenses; e.g. He had left school last year (Past perfect with the adverb last). He has arrived at noon yesterday (Present perfect was used with the adverb, "yesterday").. He has been married long ago (present perfect was used with adverb "long ago"), look at this.  What do you call? (The object pronoun "it" is missing). 

c)   Pattern failures: e.g. If he tells me I must do (in the main clause "will" should have been used instead of "must"), I am in this school since two years (have been and the adverb "for" should have been used instead of "am" and "since"), Did he went there? (the verb infinitive "go" should have been used), Why you went? (The Wh-question is wrong and it should have been like this, why did you go?), I spoke to the man who I don't think you know him (the object pronoun him should have not been used), I wish he will come early (with wish structure "will" should become would, and so on. 

In searching remedies, it is necessary to examine the mis​takes. The study conducted by French exhibits that the learner has only an unsecured control over four aspects of his material like the following: 

a)
He is in difficulties about sentence patterns and about ensuring that each unit in a sentence is constructed in accord​ance with the part it has to play. The typical error here is: This is the horse which he rides it. 

b)
He is shaky in the construction of phrase-patterns and collocations less than sentences.  The typical error here is: It is time for going. 

c)
He fails to understand correctly the English conventions regarding tense usage. The typical error here is: 


I wish it is Sunday to-day.

d)
He is uncertain in his realization of the grammatical re​quirements that arise in connection with structural words of which neither, each, one, are typical examples. 


Words in English, French (1949) comments do not play hide and seek as they often do in Latin or German.  In English an auxiliary verb does not stand far from its main verb, and a negative will be found in the immediate neighborhood of the word it negates. There are also words singular in form that are plural in concept: fleet, police, clergy; and even some of these have three agreements: the fleet is, the fleet are. Such words present an acute ambiguity.  

The other processes that give rise to errors are as follows:

1)
Difficulties in vocabulary: The learner is unable to remem​ber or he confuses with an approximate word or word group that fits his need, e.g. 


I like to go to sleep now (confuse with 'wish')


this letter upset down (confuses with 'upside')


like filled oil in that one (confuses with 'pour')

2)   Difficulties in sentence construction: The learner has a set of rules or patterns in his mind but he is insecure in classify​ing patterns or rules or according to English model. For example:


It is time for going (infinitive). 


I don't know where is the post office (question), 


The boy is fat as a pig (comparison). 

3)
Where  the learner's stock of patterns, rules, analogies fails, the student uses common sense and produces a statement of fact that may be strengthened by his vernacular usage, e.g.:

  We saw all kinds of sceneries. (plural)

  I wish I am at home with my friends (present)

  I am sitting here since twelve O'clock (continuous and present)

     
These processes, French (1949) believes, are not evidence of carelessness or unwillingness; but of temporal difficulties and a desire to learn. After the first two years of instruction, ac​cording to her, the teaching time that is supposed to be devoted to eradicate common errors quickly increases. 


Grammar lessons, either as a course or for a specific pur​pose cannot be counted on in the fight against error because knowledge of grammar has very little effect upon correct usage.  A large increase in grammatical knowledge is accompanied by only very small increase in correct usage.  Grammar properly defined and usefully applied can be of great value.  


Errors arise only in connection with the active use of the language and in the manipulation of the active portion of the student's vocabulary. Another cause of errors is that the learner can always escape from a difficulty by saying or writing not what he wants, but what he is able to remember. Errors occur in compo​sition, oral or written and they are most clear in written exer​cises.  Errors in reading are much less.  But there is something in the task of composition that not only admits but actively encourages error.  As the learner is asked to write an essay, the task develops itself into an exercise, not in composition but in translation. 


According to French (1949), this explains why verbal vocabu​lary errors are much less common than those arising out of faulty patterns of construction. If a learner is consciously in doubt even about the spelling of a word, he will refuse it and apply another about which he feels safe. 


French (1949) expects that errors will keep on developing until both the content of class work and the method ensure that the learner has an active and not only a passive mastery of not only words, but of all the four skills. Thus, errors are acci​dents directly attributable to an honest attempt to get it cor​rect. Unfortunately, the clever young manipulator of the intrica​cies of English as well often loses some of his working formulae and substitutes his own. 


White (1971) says that there are two major positions on the source of errors in second language learning.  The first is that errors are due to interference from the mother tongue.  But the other creative construction theory postulates that the processes applied in acquiring a first or a second language are typical and that second language learners' errors will be the same those of a child learning his mother tongue.  A third possibility is that at least some errors can be related neither to L1 interference nor to L2 developmental strategies.  She also says that errors based on L1 and L2 and other forms might be involved by interlangauge systems.  But a strong view of the creative construction theory saying that in children below puberty learning a second language, almost all errors will be developmental. 


Tushyeh (1996) reports that the first main cause of errors is interlingual, that is the mother tongue interference which was emphasized by Lado (1957), Fries (1945) and many others. The second cause is intralingual, that is, the second language itself creates some difficulty.  Following Dulay and Burt (1974), intra​lingual errors can be presented as follows:
· Simplification: Learners tend to use easy constructions for more complex ones, e.g. use of the simple present tense for the simple present perfect continuous tense.

· Avoidance: Learners sometimes avoid difficult constructions.  Tushyeh (1996) reports Arabic-speaking English learners avoid the passive voice while Japanese and Chinese speakers avoid the English relative clauses. 

· Fossilization:  Persistence of errors in a particular area even though there is exposure and also an attempt to learn, e.g. He go in the adult Arab English students.

· Overgeneralization: Students tend to use constructions which are not used at all, e.g. goed, comed, etc. 

· Lack of learning or ignorance of the target language.  

· Faulty instruction; errors committed due to bad instruction. On the contrary, instructors are sometimes influenced by their learners' errors. 

· False ideas influenced some learners to think that is is the marker of the present tense.  Therefore, they say: He is talks to his friend.  In the same way, those learners think that was is the marker of the past tense.

· Hypercorrection: Correction that is not needed, for in​stance, Passam for Bassam and pird for bird in the Arabic speakers' English.  

2.9. MISTAKES VS ERRORS

     
Corder (1973) states performance errors are failures to match the language to the situational demands. The most obvious examples of these failures are social goofs. They reflect an imperfect knowledge of the code which implies that the learners have not mastered the formation rules of the L2 yet.  When native speakers can correct their own errors, learners cannot by any means do so in most cases. 


The learner makes mistakes while speaking and uses inappro​priate language. Mistakes relating language to situational context may be referential or stylistic.  There is evidence that relation which holds between linguistic forms and objects or events or classes of these is in the world outside.  When a learner calls us to climb a mountain with him and we can see only hills, his language is not erroneous or unacceptable but inappropriate because his knowledge and experience of the world does not in​clude the word mountains.


Stylistic mistakes are also made by native speakers.  They account for one large class of jokes and comic effects on the stage.  The use of referentially inappropriate language is more evident in speech than in writing. Therefore, when a learner writes: I had a steak for lunch, we cannot make a judgment. But if he says: I have a pencil in my hand we can.  The detection of stylistically inappropriate language in the case of an L2 learn​er is still a matter of the hearer's personal judgment.


It is important to make a distinction between mistakes and errors. A mistake refers to a performance error that is either a random guess or a slip in that it is a failure to utilize a known system correctly.  All people make mistakes in both native and non-native language situations.  We all make mistakes when we speak our mother tongue, but we know how to correct them as we can recognize them. In the case of an L2 learner, while the nature and quality of mistakes he makes provide no direct pres​sure of his knowledge of the language, it is probably the most important source of informant about the nature of his knowledge.  From the study of his errors it is possible to infer the nature of his knowledge at that point in his learning career and discov​er what he still has to learn. By explaining and classifying the learner's errors, we build up a picture of these aspects of the language which are causing him problems. In this respect, the information we get is similar to that provided by contrastive analysis.  Error analysis therefore provides a check on the predictions of bilingual comparisons and because it does this, it is an important additional source of information for the selec​tion of items to be incorporated into the syllabus. 


The mistakes made by a native speaker and by an L2 learner are for the most part linguistically different. The mistakes a native speaker makes are of several types. For example, It's a bit - it hasn't - I mean, I wouldn't really care to have one just like that -- These mistakes have been called syntactic blend.  Also, there is a class of mistakes that we call slips of the tongue or slips of the pen.


We are all subjectively aware that likelihood of our making mistakes of this kind increases due to tiredness, nervousness, stress, uncertainty, or inattentiveness. 

     
Such mistakes must be carefully distinguished from errors of a second language learner or idiosyncrasies in the interlanguage of the learner which have direct manifestations of a system with which a learner is operating at a certain point of time. 


But it is not always easy to distinguish between an error from a mistake. On one occasion, an English learner may say John cans sing, whereas on another occasion he may say "John can sing". It is difficult to determine if cans is a mistake or an error. However, a further examination of the learner's speech reveals that utterances such as John wills go, John mays come, and so forth, though very few in number and can be treated as correct third person singular usage of modal auxiliaries,  indi​cate that the learner does not distinguish modals from other verbs.

2.10. GLOBAL AND LOCAL ERRORS


Mistakes whose sources are obvious, such as subject-verb agreement, singular and plural formation, tenses which are not uniform, etc.  are the ones most often recognized and corrected by most ESL teachers. But many other kinds of goofs require a deeper knowledge of the grammar of English to be understood and explained. 


To recognize and respond to the particular problems of students is to become thoroughly familiar with their error regu​larities.  The worst mistakes are those that interfere most with comprehension and communication, while unimportant mistakes do not greatly interfere with communication. 


Again, global and local goofs are found in sentences with more than one clause.  These errors confuse the relations among the constituent clauses and outweigh minor goofs in any one clause. General goofs are called global and minor goofs within clauses are called 'local'. For example, 

Since the harvest was good, was rain a lot last year. 



Clause 1 


Clause 2


Since the harvest was good, was rain a lot last year.


The mistakes are as follows:


since is found in the wrong clause 
Global 




subject it is missing 


Local


form of verb was rain

should be rained








     
The goofs in clause 2 are local because they are linked to a single clause.  But putting the conjunction, since in the wrong place is a global mistake as it affects both clauses (Burt and Kiparsky 1972). It is well known that the child cannot speak adult English from the beginning. So second language learning adults should be given the same chance to practise and improve to the extent that they are able to speak like an adult native speaker.  


Global mistakes interfere with comprehension much more than local mistakes.  Also, there some local mistakes which interfere a great deal with comprehension. For example, learners may mix up the accusative and possessive pronouns:  Please send my as soon as possible the book I want. Another important local mistake is confusing which with that: For example, I know which you left.


This is hard to understand unless it is known that the learner's language has only one word for both which (relative pronoun) and that (conjunction).  Another similar mistake is the missing subject followed by a tenseless verb, e.g. 'I think leav​ing now.  


The verb form would not be right even if the subject were present, because it does not agree with any subject in English, e.g. I think I, we, he, you leaving now. 


Burt and Kiparsky (1972) recommend that the goofs should be organised according to the learner's performance or to what he has to perform or learn, such as word order, the passive con​struction or sentence completement types. This kind of analysis often makes clear what the learner does not know about grammar, or what rules he must learn to avoid particular goofs.  For example, take a look at the following goofs: 


1)
Do I must go?


2)
Why do you are leaving?


3)
I don't can speak?


A short expression is called by Burt and Kiparsky (1972) white lie which means that if the rule is followed, the learner will not be wrong. One 'white lie' is that: Pronouns are not dropped in English.  According to this rule, even though the learner may hear, 'Dave got fined and went home', he will not be wrong if he says 'Dave got fined and he went home'. 


Mistakes presented from various countries reveal where the learners often make errors while using English.  Errors in some areas may vary with the language background of the students, but syntactic problems are quite general. 


Some candidates for global goofs, such as connectors (and, but), subordinating conjunctions (because, although, after, it, then) and the position of main and subordinate clauses often have equivalents in other languages. One cannot predict who is going to make global goofs, but it can be predicted that every one will make the local ones.  Burt and Kiparsky (1975:79) hold the view that global goofs may occur in second language learning, but they certainly occur in first language acquisition.


Global errors affect overall sentence organization signifi​cantly and hinder communication as these have a wide syntactic scope. According to Burt and Kiparsky, the most systematic global errors are as follows: 

1)
Wrong order of major constituents, e.g.


English language use many people.

2)
Missing, wrong or misplaced sentence connector e.g. 


(If) not take this bus we late for school


He will be rich until he marry.


He started to go school since he studied very hard.

3)
Missing cues to signal obligatory exceptions to 


passive syntactic rules, e.g.


The student's proposal (was) into (by) the principal.

4)
Regularization of the passive (syntactic) rules of excep​tions (in transformational terms not observing selectional restrictions on certain lexical items), e.g. 


we amused that movie very much (that movie amused us very much).

​


Local errors affect those elements or constituents in a sentence which do not usually hinder communication significantly.  They are focused in noun and verb inflections, articles, auxil​iaries and quantifiers.  Because these errors are found only in a single part of the sentence, Burt and Kiparsky call them local.  Dulay et al, (1982) suggest that the global/local errors can be expanded to the classification of errors in terms of those which sound more un-English to a listener or reader than others.  

For example, compare: 
Why like we each other?




and 
Why we like each other? 


Though these errors can be understood without much trouble, Burt and Kiparsky find that the first one is more un-English than the second.  The most compulsory description of this difference appears to be that the first version violates the typical rule of subject-verb-object order in English, while the second one does not.  The English language follows the subject-verb-object (SVO) order religiously.  For example, in most questions, English inverts the auxiliary if there is one.  If there is no auxiliary, do is used as a question cue.  Accordingly, English maintains the SVO order. For example, 


Is he sleeping? 


Why does he wear these clothes? 


The only exception to this general rule is noticed when be is used as a main verb: 


Is she here?


Children learning English as their first or second language typically make errors where SVO is preserved but do is omitted. For example: Why we like each other? But errors where the verbs are inverted are rare. In order to communicate easily, learners must control the global grammar, because it is possible for them to communicate without a very good command over the local gram​mar. 


Furthermore, in addition to the basic word order and sen​tence connectors, Burt and Kiparsky suggest that the two other aspects of English grammar which often yield global errors are psychological predicate constructions and selectional restric​tions on certain types (both verbs and adverbs describing psycho​logical status or reactions) of verbs in sentential complements. Here are two examples of psychological predicates: 


1) She loves that dish.


2) We are glad, you are here.


Choosing a proper complement is another global rule of English syntax that learners must be acquainted with, because improper selection of these complements can lead to errors which seriously hinder communication.  These complements usually take one of the following three forms in English.   a) that clause  (No one believes that we will survive this), b) infinitive (I want to sleep), and c) gerund (He avoids working late).


Brown (1987) also endorses that global errors hinder commu​nication.  They prevent the hearer from comprehending some fea​tures of the massage.  Local errors which usually affect only single elements of a sentence do not prevent a massage from being heard.  Context provides the key to meaning. Once a learner of English was talking about an old hotel in Europe and said, There is a French widow in every bedroom. The local errors are clearly and humorously recognized.  They must not be corrected when the massage is clear as correction might interrupt a learner's flow of communication.  Global errors should be corrected in some way because the message may otherwise remain garbled.  Many utteranc​es are not apparently global or local, and it is difficult to perceive the necessity for corrective feedback.  

     
In natural untutored environments non-native speakers gener​ally are corrected by native speakers on only small percentage of errors which they make. Native speakers will attend basically to global errors and normally, at transition points in conversa​tions. 


Tushyeh (1996) reports unlike local errors, global errors impede communication.  A local error is, for example, the omission of third person singular marker in the present tense -s, e.g. She go.  A global error, for instance, is wrong word order in an utterance, e.g.


She is a woman tall. 


Errors engage all the elements, i.e. phonological, morpho​logical, syntactic and lexical elements.  Morphological errors committed by English students are: mans (instead of men) informa​tions (instead of information) one scissor instead a pair of scissors. On the phonological level, Arab-English students can't distinguish between e.g. /p/ and /b/, /f/ and /v/, /i/ and /e/.  A lexical error, for instance, is: The clock is now 10 a.m.  Eventually, on the syntactic level, errors that are always com​mitted by Arab English students show wrong word order, e.g. subject-verb agreement and the application of presumptive pro​nouns. 

2.11. INTRALINGUAL TRANSFER


Ringbom (1987) says that in general cross-linguistic and intralingual similarities hardly function differently. It is principally a question of when and where the learner's knowledge of second language sometime is used.  Intralingual similarity is similarity of new items to items which are familiar to the learn​er. 


Richard and Sampson's (1974) intralingual interference refers to items used by the learner that reflect generalizations based on partial exposure to the target language. Like first language learners, the second language learners try to derive the rules from the data to which they have been exposed and may develop hypotheses which correspond to the target language.    Both language transfer and intralingual errors confirm the tradi​tional notion of transfer of training that is previous learning may influence later learning. 


Brown's (1987) intralingual transfer within the target language itself is a major factor in second language learning. It is characterized by a predominance of interference (intralingual transfer), but once learners have begun to acquire parts of the new system, more and more intralingual transfer - generalization within the target language - is manifested.  Of course, this fol​lows logically from the texts of learning theory. As learners progress in the second language, their past experience begins to include structures within the target language. Here are some examples of the negative transfer or overgeneralization:


Does John can sing?



He good. 



I do that know what is it?


The analysis of intralingual errors in a corpus of produc​tion data can become quite complex.  For example, a group of native Spanish speakers while translating Spanish sentences into English produced nine different types of errors in most of which the auxiliary comes before the main verb:

1)
Past-tense form of verb following a modal.

2)
Present tense -s on a verb following a modal.

3)
ing on a verb following a modal
4)
are (for be) following will
5)
past tense form of verb following do
6)
present tense s- on a verb following do
7)
ing on a verb following do
8)
past tense form of a verb following be (inserted to replace 


a modal or do)

9)
Present tense -s on a verb following be

These errors relate only to errors of overgeneralization excluding another long list of errors which Taylor (1975) found in the context of interlingual transfer.  Similarly, Richards (1974) offered a list of typical English intralingual errors in the use of articles.  These errors are not exhaustive, but they are an example of some errors that one may encounter in English learners from different native language background.  
2.12. INTERLINGUAL TRANSFER


Learning a second language, at the early stages, is distinguished by interlingual transfer from the mother tongue which is called interference.  In other words, before the second language system becomes common, the learner depends on the lin​guistic system of the mother tongue. English learners of Arab cannot see any difference between the phrases and words like sheep and ship the book of Jack and Jack's book. These errors are ascribed to negative interlanguage transfer.  Some errors which cannot be considered a mother tongue transfer are detectable in learner's speech.

2.13. FOSSILIZATION

Ringbom (1987) says that workers in Northern Europe from Mediterranean countries provide common examples of the opposite type of second language learner with a knowledge which appears to have fossilized at an elementary level. A stay of some years in the new country has often given them what might appear as a reasonable control, in the sense that they may seem fairly fluent though they speak with phonological, lexical, and grammatical errors and their actual second language knowledge may be extreme​ly limited.  He adds that knowledge of a related language may be more easily fossilized at a stage where communication generally works, compared with the learning of an unrelated language, where the learner is used to putting a great deal of effort into learn​ing.  

2.13.1.   How do items get fossilized?


Until recently, there was little work on fossilization. But now fossilization can be seen as consistent with the laws of human learning.  Following Vigil and Oller (1976), Brown (1987) says that there are two kinds of information transmitted between learners and native speakers.  The first kind of information is about the affective relationship between learners and native speakers and the other is cognitive, such as facts, suppositions, beliefs.  Affective information is firstly encoded in terms of kinesic mechanisms, e.g. gestures, voice quality, facial expres​sions, while cognitive information is usually transmitted through linguistic devices, e.g. sounds, phrases, structures, discourse, "Fossilization items then are those which are not grammatical or correct items in the speech of a learner which gain first positive affective feed back (I like it) which reinforces on incorrect form of language, learners with fossilized items have acquired  them through the same positive feedback and reinforcement with which they have acquired correct items" (Brown 1987:187). 


Then Brown (1987) adds that Vigil and Oller's (1976) model relies on the notion of extrinsic feedback, and there are other factors internal to the learner which affect fossilization.  Internal motivating factors, the need for interaction with other people, and innate and universal factors could all describe various examples of fossilization. 


Selinker (1974) introduces the concept of fossilization as a mechanism which is assumed to exist in the latent psychological structure. It is important to know that fossilizable structures, i.e. items, rules and subsystems tend to remain as potential performance, re-emerging in the productive performance of first language even when apparently eradicated. Many of these phenomena reappear in first language performance when the learner's atten​tion is focused upon new and difficult intellectual subject matter or when he is in a state of anxiety or excitement and strangely enough, sometimes when he is in a state of extreme relaxation.  


Selinker's focus is on the final, fossilized interlangauge system.  Fossilization which is partial attainment is a major challenge to second language theoreticians. 

It is the state of affairs which exist when the learner stops to elaborate the interlanguage in some respect, no matter how long there is exposure, new data or new teaching.  Selinker argues that fossilization results especially from the second language, e.g. French speakers' retention of the uvular /R/ in their English interlanguage, English speakers' use of the English word order in German sentences, etc.   But fossilization may also be the result of other processes.  For instance, strategies of communication may dictate to some individuals that they cease learning the language when they have learned enough to communi​cate. Since fossilization does not happen in first language development, the development of the interlanguage is thought to be different from the development of a first language (McLaughlin 1987). 

2.14. LEARNING STRATEGIES

     The field of second language acquisition has been character​ized by two kinds of strategies, i.e. learning strategies and communication strategies.  The former is relevant to the input by which we process, store, and retrieve first language and second language.  

The research in the mid 1970s gives a good definition of learning strategies.  These strategies have been classified into three major categories: metacognitive, cognitive, and socioaffec​tive. Metacongintive strategy is a term used in information processing theory.  This theory denotes executive function strategies which engage planning for learning, thinking about the learning process as it is happening, monitoring one's production and evaluating learning after an activity is performed.  Cogni​tive strategies are more specific to exact learning tasks and engage more directly tackle or handle the learning material itself.  Socioaffective strategies should do with social mediat​ing activity and performing with other (Brown 1987).

     
Brown (1987) says that learners' strategies are the basis to learners' autonomy and that one of the most significant objec​tives of language training has to be the simplification of that autonomy.  Thus, a teacher can utilize the understanding of what makes students successful and unsuccessful and produce in the classroom a milieu for perceiving successful strategies.  Howev​er, our efforts to instruct learners some technical knowledge how to handle a language are quite well recommended. 


According to O'Malley et al. (1985) the metacognitive strategies have eight linguistic elements, cognitive have fourteen and socioaffective, two.  These learning strategies actually facilitate the teaching and learning tasks through the linguistic components which are found in Table 1 below:
Table 1
Learning Strategies
	LEARNING STRATEGY
	DESCRIPTION

	METACOGNITIVE STRATEGIES

Advance Organizers
	Making a general but comprehensive preview of the organizing concept or principle in an anticipated learning activity.

	Directed Attention
	Deciding in advance to attend in general to a learning task and to ignore irrelevant distractors.

	Selective Attention
	Deciding in advance to attend to specific aspects of language input or situational details that will cue the retention of language input.

	Self-Management
	Understanding the conditions that help one learn and arranging for the presence of those conditions.

	Functional Planning
	Planning for and rehearsing linguistic components necessary to carry out an upcoming language task.

	Self-Monitoring
	Correcting one's speech for accuracy   in   pronunciation,   grammar, vocabulary, or for appropriateness related to the setting or to the people who are present.

	Delayed Production
	Consciously deciding to postpone speaking in order to learn initially through listening comprehension.

	Self-Evaluation
	Checking the outcomes of one's own language learning against an internal measure of completeness and accuracy.

	COGNITIVE STRATEGIES

Repetition
	Imitating a language model, includ​ing   overt   practice and silent rehearsal.

	Resourcing
	Using target language reference materials.

	Translation
	Using the first language as a base for understanding and/or producing the second language.



	Grouping 
	Reordering or reclassifying, and perhaps labelling, the material to be learned based on common attributes.

	Note Taking
	Writing down the main idea, important points, outline, or summary of information presented orally or in writing.

	Deduction
	Consciously   applying   rules   to produce or understand the second language.

	Recombination
	Constructing a meaningful sentence or larger language sequence by combining known elements in a new way.

	Imagery
	Relating new information to visual concepts in memory via familiar, easily retrievable visualizations, phrases, or locations.

	Auditory Representation
	Retention of the sound or a similar sound for a word, phrase, or longer language sequence.

	Keyword
	Remembering  a  new  word  in   the second  language by (1) identifying a familiar  word  in the first lan​guage that sounds like or otherwise resembles   the  new word  and  (2) generating  easily  recalled images of some  relationship  between  the new word and the familiar word.

	Contextualization

	Placing a word or phrase in a meaningful language sequence.

	Elaboration

	Relating new information to other concepts in memory.

	Transfer
	Using previously acquired linguis​tic and/or conceptual knowledge to facilitate a new language learning task.

	Inferencing
	Using   available   information   to guess meanings of new items, predict outcomes, or fill in missing infor​mation.

	SOCIOAFFECTIVE STRATEGIES 

Cooperation   
	Working with one or more peers to obtain feedback, pool information, or model a language activity. 


	Question for Clarification
	Asking  a  teacher or other native speaker

  for repetition, paraphrasing, explanation, and/or examples.

	Based on O'Malley et al. 1985 (quoted in Brown 1987: 93-94).


2.15. COMMUNICATION STRATEGIES


Communication strategies are fourth source errors.  They are, in fact, processes of interlingual and intralingual transfer and the context of learning as learners attempt to get a message across to a listener.  They relate to the conscious employment or verbal and nonverbal mechanisms to communicate a concept when exact linguistic aspects are available to the learner.  Faerch and Kasper (1983) consider communication strategies as latent conscious designs to solve what shows itself as a problem in approaching a specific communicative objective.


Chesterfield and Chesterfield (1985) report learners are very inventive in their endeavors to get messages across in a second language.  The following table presents twelve strategies used by Mexican-American preschool and first grade students of English as a second language. 

     
Chesterfield and Chesterfield (1985) have divided communica​tion strategies into two groups, the first one has twelve lin​guistic components and the next one, i.e. proposed by Tarone (1981) has five linguistic components.  These communication strategies intend to guide the English teachers as to how to present and teach the English language materials to their stu​dents and tell them how to use the linguistic tasks in order to learn the target language quickly and effectively.  For example, "repetition" in Table 3 requires that the learners imitate a word, a phrase, a sentence given by a native speaker or a quali​fied teacher, and combine words or previous structures into new sentences, and "mime" in Table 3 tells students to use gestures without words instead of lexical items or actions, i.e. handling a pen and a piece of paper to illustrate writing. 


Generally, all linguistic components found in both learning and communication strategies displayed in Table 1, Table 2 and Table 3 describe how language materials should be presented and taught and learnt in a class. 

Table 2

Communication Strategies
	STRATEGY
	EXAMPLE

	REPETITION: echo/imitation of a word modelled by another, or incorporation of a word or structure used previously into an utterance
	When the aide corrects someone else, saying "only" in a correcting tone, Ivette repeats "only".

	MEMORIZATION: recall by rote of songs, rhymes, or sequences of numbers or related concepts
	When the teacher asks the children, "What are the days we go to school?" Ramon rattles off automatically, "Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, Friday, Saturday." The teacher corrects, "No not Saturday, Who said Saturday?"

	FORMULAIC EXPRESSION: words or phrases which function as unanlaysed automatic speech units for the speaker, often serving the function of initiating or continuing a conversation and giving the impression of command of the target language.
	When Lupe, placing the last piece in her puzzle, exclaims, "Yo gane"(I won), Miguel protests, "No, no dije 'ready let's go' (No, I didn't say "ready let's go").

	VERBAL ATTENTION GETTER: any means by which the speaker attracts the attention of another to him/herself so as to initiate interaction
	The teacher is discussing with the class the subject of bee stings, and reminding them of a bee sting incident of the previous year, Marcela pipes up, "It was me" to focus the teacher's attention on her, and the teacher asks "You? "Marcela, having succeeded, continues, "It got real red."

	ANSWER IN UNISON: response by providing the answer aloud together with others
	During the large group session, the teacher asks: "Bottle starts with what letter?" and Dominga responds aloud with others: "b." When the teacher asks, "what's that next picture?" Dominga says loudly in unison, "hen."

	TALK TO SELF: practice in target language by engaging in verbal behavior directed to him/herself
	Enrique, solving his math problems, counts on his fingers, saying to himself, "Five take away two," then "One, two, three, four," as he counts the remaining four problems.

	ELABORATION: providing information beyond that which is necessary to carry on the interaction
	After the teacher explains that they must sign their names on a postcard, Enrique continues on the topic: "Miss, we sended a mail. At Christmas I had colored-we write it, my mother and dad and I colored back of it. It didn't have a picture."

	ANTICIPATORY ANSWER: guessing from context to provide a response for an anticipated question, or prematurely fill in a word or phrase in another's statement
	The teacher, holding flashcards, begins, "When you put 'st' in front-." Maria interjects, "stop" interrupting the teacher before she finishes. The teacher continues her sentence," -of it-stop" and writes the word on the board.

	MONITORING: recognition and verbal correction of one's own error in vocabulary, style, grammar, etc.
	When the teacher goes to her desk to check papers, Marcela says, "Miss, I need some pencil-a pencil."

	APPEAL FOR ASSISTANCE: spontaneously asking another for the correct term or structure, or for help in solving a problem
	Adriana, trying to complete her spelling assignment, asks the teacher, "Miss, how do you spell star?" The teacher responds, "s-t and then look at car"(referring to the word "car" on the board).

	REQUEST FOR CLARIFI- CATION: attempt to broaden understanding or knowledge of the target language by asking the speaker to explain or repeat a previous statement
	Cesar and two girls are cutting outmasks for Halloween. One of the girls tells him, "We have to decorate mean?" The other girl tells him, "That means you draw pictures on it."

	ROLE-PLAY: spontaneous practice of the target language in interaction with another and fantasy play.
	Roberto announces, "I'm gonna be the teacher." Cesar joins in, "Me too." He gets up in the chair at the head of the table and asks: "What are you gonna do?"

	*Based on Chesterfield and Chesterfield (1985) (quoted in 

Brown, 1987:181-3)



In another study, Tarone (1981) proposes communication strategies which are as follows (quoted in Brown 1987:113) in Table 3.

Table 3

Communication Strategies
	Strategy
	Description

	PARAPHRASE

Approximation:
	use  of  a  single target language vocabulary item or structure, which the  learner  knows is not correct, but  which  shares  enough semantic features kin common with the desireditem   to   satisfy  the  speaker(e.g., pipe for water pipe)

	Word Coinage:
	the learner  makes up a new word in order  to   communicate  a  desired concept    (e.g.,    airball    for balloon)

	Circumlocution:
	the learner  describes  the  characteristics or elements of the object or  action  instead  of  using  the appropriate  target  language  (TL) item  or  structure  ("She  is, uh, smoking  something.  I don't know what's its name. That's, uh, Per​sian, and we use in Turkey,  a  lot of.")

	BORROWING

Literal Translation:
	the learner  translates  word  for word  from the native language ("He invites  him  to  drink," for "They toast one another.")

	Language Switch:
	the  learner  uses  the native language (NL)  term  without bothering to  translate  (e.g.,   balon   for baloon. tirtil for caterpillar)

	APPEAL FOR ASSISTANCE
	the learner asks  for  the  correct term  ("What   is   this?      What called?")

	MIME


	the    learner    uses    nonverbal strategies  in  place  of a lexical item or action (eg., clapping one's hand to illustrate applause)

	AVOIDANCE

Topic Avoidance:
	the learner  simply  tries  not  to talk  about concepts  for which the TL item or structure is not known

	Message Abandonment:
	the  learner begins to talk about a concept  but  is unable to continue and stops in mid-utterance


2.16. OVERGENERALIZATION

Brown (1987:82) states "interference is almost as frequent a term as overgeneralization, which is, of course, a particular subset of generalization. Generalization is extremely important and prevading strategy in human learning. To generalize means to infer or derive a law, rule, or conclusion, usually from the observation of particular instances. Meaningful learning is, in fact, generalization; items are subsumed (generalized) under high-order categories for meaningful retention. Much of human learning involves generalization.  The learning of concepts in early childhood is a process of generalizing.  A child who has been exposed to various kinds of animals gradually acquires a generalized concept of animal.  That same child, however, at an early stage of generalization might in his or her familiarity with dogs see a horse for the first time and overgeneralize the concept of dog and call the horse a dog. Similarly a number of animals might be placed into a category of dog until the general attributes of a large category, animal, have been learned".

     
Overgeneralization as a process takes place when the learner performs within the second language.  Children belonging to a certain stage of learning overgeneralize regular past forms (walked, opened) to all past tense forms (goed, flied) until they are exposed to a group of irregular verbs. The second language learners often overgeneralize within the second language.  


Brown (1987:83) argues that it is wrong to assume that "interference and overgeneralization are the negative counter​parts of the facilitating processes of transfer and generaliza​tion".  They are interrelated in second language acquisition and they are just psychological principles.  Generalization and transfer are interdependent. 


Dulay et al. (1982) discuss overgeneralization which has been used to describe developmental errors under regularization.  It is a rule-bound transfer to a class of linguistic items like main verbs or nouns.  Like any other language, there are some exceptions to the regular rules in English. For example, the verb eat does not become eated, but ate; the noun sheep remains the same in plural, not sheeps.   When learners attempt to use regu​lar rules to irregular forms, the result is overgeneralization. 


Richards (1974) says that overgeneralization is caused by the effect of particular learning strategies on items within the target language and such learning strategies appear to be univer​sally employed when a learner is exposed to second language data.  It is not surprising that many of the errors found in second language communication are identical despite the differences in language background of the speakers. One aspect of generalization has often been referred to first language acquisition studies.  It has frequently been observed by researchers that children learning English as their mother tongue produce forms like comed and goed by analogy with regular past tense forms. According to Richards (1974:174) generalization is "the use of previous avail​able strategies in new situations. In second language learning, some of these strategies will prove helpful in organizing facts about second language, but others, perhaps due to superficial similarities will be misleading and inapplicable."  Selinker (1974) says that out of the five central processes that exist in the latent psychological structures, the fifth one is overorgani​zation of the target language.  

2.17. PIDGINIZATION

Second language acquisition has been compared with the pidginization of languages. A pidgin is created for commercial, political and social purposes by combining the vocabulary of two languages and by simplifying the grammatical aspects. Brown (1987), Schumann (1976, 1978, 1982), Bickerton (1981), and Anderson (1979) state that the same is true of an interlanguage. In fact it is pidginization that is always reproduced by second language learners.  A learner brings the first and second languages to the learning situation and tries to generate a unique language called interlanguage, which reflects forms of both the languages. 


Brown (1987) reports a pidgin is an easy and reduced language used for communication between speech communities with different languages. It is distinguished by a deficit of inflec​tional morphology and is inclined to eliminate grammatical trans​formation.
     
Schumann (1974) reports that there are three major functions of language, i.e. communicative, integrative,  and expressive.  Within the communicative function information is exchanged among people.  The integrative function serves to specify someone's identity in society, and the expressive function performs the description of some psychological needs.   Pidginization gener​ates an interlanguage that is reduced and simplified.  Simplifi​cation process produces certain salient properties illustrated by Smith (1971: 9) in the following instances taken from West Afri​can Pidgin English:

1
cop



He eats, is eating (unmarked)

2
bin cop


He eats

3
don cop


He has eaten

4
de cop



He is, was, will be eating

5
go cop



He will eat

6
bin de cop


He was eating

7
bin don cop


He had eaten

8
go don cop


He will have eaten

9
go de cop


He will be eating

10
wan cop


He wants to eat

11
get fo cop


He should eat


Pidgins have no active-passive sentences. They also tend to have a reduced lexicon. In addition, when the second language learner tries to use his interlanguage for integrative and de​scriptive purposes it will be intricate and will extend in the way as creolization. Redundancy will increase, and compulsory tense markers will evolve, among other things.  Schumann (1974:151) concludes that in the early stages of second language learning, discouragement of redundancy guides to a pidgin-like simplification in morphology. For example: 

1)
Verb inflections


He play baseball everyday.


He play baseball yesterday.


He play baseball tomorrow. 


He play baseball now.


He playing baseball now.


He's play baseball now.
2)
Plural inflection


We have many pretty dress.


He bought five book.


I want these pencil.

3)
Possessive inflection


He has John book.


We drive he father car.


Moreover second language learners are inclined to omit some grammatical markers that are redundant and therefore, they yield question forms that are similar to pidgin, e.g.:

4)
He open the door?

5)
Where he put the book?

6)
What she say?


Second language learners tend to continue using reduced and simplified language despite long exposure to the target language.

2.18. ERROR ANALYSIS


While introducing the term interlanguage, Selinker (1974) proposes that the data on which theories of second language learning should be based must be the learner's real or attempted communication in the second language. He assumes that there are psychological structures latent in the brain which are activated when one attempts to learn a second language. While not all would view the need to propose different psycholinguistic processes to explain successful and unsuccessful language learning because motivation, time available, and numerous other factors may be decisive, the interests in Selinker's typology of attempted learning which result in an interlanguage, that is to say, a different language system from either the target language or the mother tongue refers to language transfer, transfer of training, strategies of learning, strategies of communication and overgen​eralization of target language material.  In addition, Selinker is suspicious about the use of concepts derived from only either the target language or the native language. Interlingual systems are not necessarily describable in either terms.

     Nemser's (1974) term 'approximative system' is a bit differ​ent from Selinker's 'interlanguage'.  This term has the advantage of implying the developmental nature of language learning, be​cause the learner's system is continually being modified as new elements are incorporated throughout the learning process.  Such developing systems are evident in learner's errors.  Such systems are illegitimate as their users do not form normally speech communities, though they are not without sociolinguistic signifi​cance. 

     
An overall view of the different social settings is added to the linguistic concepts mentioned above in which learning of English takes place.  The non-linguistic dimensions include the effects of perception of the target language community by the learner, the structurism and rigidity of social roles in the community, the economic and social strength of the learners if they form a community and the roles for which English is used by the learner.  An analysis of the learner's developing linguistic system can be complemented by considering the social factors that give these aspects significance.  Therefore, the distinction Richards (1974) makes between second language and foreign lan​guage contexts for learning English has important results for our view of the learner's interlangauge or developing system.


The theoretical climate of the late 1950s and the early 1960s provided the ultimate rationale for the Error Analysis approach.  Chomsky's (1959) review of Skinner's Verbal Behaviour questioned the core of behavourist approach to language learning.  Chomskyan generative linguistics, along with Piagetian psychology has succeeded in highlighting the previously neglected mental makeup of learners as a central force in the process.  As a consequence, error analysis came with a rich source of explana​tion for the numerous, but unexplained and frequently observed learner's errors.


The Error Analysis Movement can be characterized as an attempt to explain learner's errors which could not be described or predicted by Contrastive Analysis and to bring the field of applied linguistics into the current climate of theoretical discussion. In these respects, Error Analysis has been very successful. It has made a significant contribution to the theo​retical consciousness raising of applied linguists and language practitioners.  It has brought the multiple origins of learner's errors to our attention.  In short, it has succeeded in elevating the errors from totally undesirable to a relatively special status of research object and indicator of learning stages.


On the other hand, the error analysis has at least three main conceptual weaknesses which appear to have hindered the potential contributions that it might have made to the field.  They are as follows: a) the confusion of description of errors with error explanation, b) the lack of precision and specificity in the definition of error categories, and c) simplistic catego​rization of the causes of learners' errors.
     
Human learning is fundamentally a process which involves the making of mistakes. Mistakes, misjudgements, miscalculations and erroneous assumptions form an important aspect of learning virtu​ally any skill or acquiring information.  Learning to swim, play, type or read each one involves a process in which success comes by learning from mistakes, by using mistakes to obtain feedback from the environment, and with that feedback to make new attempts that successfully and more closely approximate desired objectives.


Learning a language, in this sense is probably like any other learning.  Children who acquire their first language make countless mistakes from the view point of adult language.  Many of these mistakes are logical in the limited linguistic system from which children operate, but by carefully processing others' feedback they slowly but surely learn to produce what is accept​able in their native language. Second language learning is a process which is clearly not unlike first language learning in its trial and error nature.  Inevitably learners will make mistakes in the process of acquisition and will even hinder that process if they do not commit errors and profit in turn from various forms of feedback on those errors.


Researchers and teachers of second language realized that the mistakes a learner made in this process of constructing a new system of language needed to be analysed carefully because they possibly held in them some of the keys to the understanding of the process of second language acquisition.  As Corder (1967:67) mentioned, "A learner's errors are significant in that they provide to the researcher evidence of how language is learned or acquired, what strategies or procedures the learner is employing in the discovery of the language".

The fact that learners do commit errors and that these errors can be observed, analysed and classified to reveal some​thing about the system that operates within them, led to a surge of study of learners' errors called error analysis.  Error analy​sis was distinguished from contrastive analysis by its examina​tion of errors attributable to all possible sources, not just those resulting from negative transfer of the native language.  Error analysis easily superseded contrastive analysis in that some of the errors learners make are not predicted by the later. Again, the errors predicted by the latter are not committed by the learners.  Errors, which are overt manifestations of learn​ers' systems, arise from several possible general sources, i.e. interference from the native language, intralingual errors in the target language, sociolinguistic context of the communication, psycholinguistic or cognitive strategies, etc. 


Errors reflect the insufficiency of learners' speech and writ​ing.  They are those parts of conversation or composition which deviate from some selected norms of mature language performance.  Teachers and researchers have realized that making errors is an inevitable part of learning.  People cannot learn a language without committing errors. 


Studying learners' errors serves the following two main objectives:
a)
It provides data from which the nature of the language learning process can be inferred. 

b) 
It indicates to teachers and curriculum designers and de​velopers that some of the target language students have difficul​ty in using the language correctly and that error types detract most from a learner's ability to communicate effectively.

 
Error analysis has helped in understanding the second lan​guage acquisition process which has stimulated changes in teach​ing practices.  Its contribution has been the discovery that the main grammatical errors do not reflect the learner's mother tongue but they are very much like those which young children make when they learn their first language.  Researchers have discovered that like the first language learners' errors, most of the second language learners' errors indicate that they are gradually building the second language system. Among them, the most common errors are as follows (Dulay, et al. 1982:138-9): 

1)
Omitting grammatical morphemes which do not contribute much to the meaning of sentences, e.g. He hit car.

2)
Double marking a semantic aspect, e.g. past tense, as only one marker is required, e.g. She did not went back.

3)
Regularizing rules, e.g. Womans for women.

4)
Using archi forms, one form in place of several, such as the use of her for both she and her, e.g. I see her yesterday. Her  dance with my brother. 

5)
Using two or more forms in random alternation although the language requires the use of each only under some condi​tions, as in the random use of he and she regardless of the gender of the person of interest. 
6)
Misording items in constructions which require a reversal of word-order rules which had been previously acquired, as in what you are doing?, or misplacing items that may be cor​rectly placed in more than one place in the sentence, as in,  They are all the time late.

     
The norm used to distinguish errors may be any one of varie​ties of the language the learner uses.  One might look at errors as a non-standard language variety such as Maori English. If this norm is followed who's your name? should be well formed. But if the selected norm is either British or American, use of what for who would be considered correct.
     
The distinction between performance and competence errors is extremely important, but it is often difficult to decide the nature of deviations which have not yet been classified as per​formance or competence errors.  We use error to refer to any systematic deviation from a norm of language performance, no matter what the causes of deviation might be.


Error analysis has to do with the investigation of the lan​guage of second language learners. The language of such a learner or perhaps some groups of learners is a special sort of dialect.  Corder (1974) classifies dialects into two categories, i.e. the dialects that are languages of different social groups (social dialect) and dialects that are not languages of any social groups (idiosyncratic dialects).   Corder (1974:160-161) classifies the idiosyncratic dialects as follows:

a)
language of poetry

b)
language of aphasics

c)
language of infants 

d)
language of second language learners 


In these idiosyncratic dialects, some of the rules required to explain the dialect are not members of the set of rules of any social dialect; in that they are peculiar to the language of that speaker, i.e. idiolect. All idiosyncratic dialects have this characteristic in common that some of the rules required to explain them are peculiar to an individual.  The result is that some of their sentences are not readily interpretable.  The sentences of an idiolect do not show the same problems of inter​pretation because somewhere there is a member of that social group who takes part in the conversations with the speaker. 


Idiosyncratic dialects are unstable.  This instability explains some of the difficulties experienced by the linguist in describing idiosyncratic dialects.


The fourth class of idiosyncratic dialects, i.e. the lan​guage of the L2 learners is rule-governed and meaningful. In other words, it can be described according to a set of rules, which may share a sub-set with the target social dialect.  This class of idiosyn​cratic dialects whose rules reflect the characteristics of two social dialects is termed interlanguage by Selinker (1974). 
     
The idiosyncratic speech of a child cannot be called deviant because he is not yet a speaker of a social dialect and it is not usual to say that a child's utterances are ungrammatical until he goes to school.  For the same reason, it is misleading to refer to the idiosyncratic sentences of the second language learner as deviant. It is also not proper to call these sentences erroneous because the second language learner is not fully aware of the target language rules. The main characteristic about these erroneous sentences is that normally the speaker himself corrects them. But contrary to these, idiosyncratic sentences cannot be corrected by the learner since they are governed by the rules of the transitional dialect he knows. 


Corder's (1974:163) major objection to the use of terms error, deviant, or ill-formed is that "... they all prejudge the explanation of the idiosyncrasy". It is, therefore, significant to study them in order to ultimately discover something about the learn​ing process. Idiosyncratic sentences of a learner cannot be called ungrammatical because they cannot be explained by the target dialect rules rather they are perfectly grammatical ac​cording to the learner's interlanguage. So Corder (1974:166) clearly states: "The first stage in error analysis then is recog​nition of idiosyncrasy. Every sentence is to be regarded as idio​syncratic until shown to be otherwise. As I have suggested a learner's sentence may be superficially 'well-formed' and yet be idiosyncratic; these sentences I shall call covertly idiosyncrat​ic.  They may also, of course, be overtly idiosyncratic, in that they are superficially ill-formed in terms of the rules of the target language or they of course be neither".


The second stage deals with a learner's idiosyncratic dia​lect, and the third stage, with the ultimate objective of error analysis, i.e. explanation.  The third stage is psycholinguistic in nature as it tries to explain essentially the nature of the learner's idiosyncratic dialect.  It is generally observed that many second language idiosyncratic sentences show some sort of regular relation with the learner's mother tongue. One reason may be that the learner shifts his mother tongue habits to the second language. This has been termed interference and its implications are that the learner's mother tongue habits force him in a way not to acquire the second language habits.   There is little doubt that this explanation is based on the view that language is a habit structure. The other explanation is that language learn​ing is a data processing and hypothesis forming activity of the cognitive domain. 


Corder (1974) concludes that a better description of idio​syncratic sentences contributes directly to an account of what the learner does and does not know at a particular point of time. This actually enables the teacher to tell him that his hypothesis is wrong and he should use the right sort of information or data to form a more adequate rule in the target language. 


Therefore, it is not just a coincidence that error analysis has assumed a lot of importance and there is an increase in developing alternative hypotheses to the behaviourist habit-formation theory of second language learning. 

     
Error analysis has both a pedagogical and a psycholinguistic objective. Though it surely has limitations, it holds the key to understand the processes underlying second language learning better.  

Error analysis actually reveals only a part of what the learner cannot do. Duskova (1969:15) has mentioned that the "lower frequency of an error need not necessarily mean that the point in question is less difficult".  Schachter (1974) and Kleinmann (1977) concentrated on the phenomenon of the learner's avoidance of constructions that are not found in his first lan​guage. It shows that error analysis cannot cope with the problem of avoidance.  The obvious criticism of error analysis is con​cerned only with what the learner is able to do and ignores the more significant point of what the learner is not able to do. Therefore, it is argued that error analysis supplies less than a full picture even of what the learner is not able to do.


If error analysis considers these pitfalls and if it is supplemented by other studies to make up for its inevitable inadequacies, it may become as a good starting point for investi​gating the processes of second language learning.  Error analysis provides us with materials that may disclose more about the process of second language learning than about the target lan​guage itself.  It is not adequate on its own, but it may yield a better understanding of what is going on in the learner's mind. 

 
Thus, the second language learner's errors are extremely important for understanding of the second language acquisition processes and for planning courses incorporating the psychology of second language learning.

2.19. PRACTICAL STUDIES

     
According to Corder (1973), errors fall into two groups. The first group is systematic and can be predicted whereas the second group is unpredictable. This distinction is not adequate because the instability of interlanguage implies that prediction is not always certain.  A learner commits systematic errors in a particular area for a short time.  He finally gets the thing right. Another noticeable stage at which the learner gets a thing right sometimes and wrong sometimes is actually the practice stage of learning.  On the contrary, there is as well another stage in that he always finds things wrong.  This stage is called the random guessing or pre-systematic stage.  During the pre-systematic stage of error analysis a learner randomly adds tense endings to verbs.  After discovering the functions of these markings, he enters the systematic stage.  While trying to discover how the system of tense endings works, he would test various hypotheses.  At a certain point, he would find out the correct system, and the stage after that is the post-systematic stage of errors.


According to Corder (1973), error analysis is a comparative process in which synonymous utterances in the learner's first and target languages are compared. In this sense, contrastive analysis is its starting point as the same message is explained in two languages.  The difference is found in error analysis where we do not have a description of the learner's interlanguage to help us make our comparisons.  From this point of view, error analysis is like the task a linguist encounters when attempting to explain an undescribed and unre​corded language.  One of the theoretical objectives in error analysis is the description of how errors are committed.  This is a psychological description in terms of the learner's strategies and processes of learning.  Differences can be classified into four categories: a) omission of some required element; b) selec​tion of an incorrect element; c) addition of some unnecessary incorrect element, and d) disordering of elements. These four are related to four different linguistic levels; orthography, phonol​ogy, syntax and lexico-semantics.  Corder (1973) emphasizes that by doing this, we are using some theoretical framework for our analysis.  Here the statement that the wrong word has been se​lected might mean that the right word has been chosen from a grammatical or semantic point of view, but is incorrectly spelt, (e.g.  He has three suns) or that the right word has been chosen semantically, but the grammatical form is wrong (e.g. He has three brother). 


Corder (1973) believes that errors may take place, on the one hand, as a result of the nature of the samples, their classi​fication, and presentation, or on the other hand, from the actual activity of processing the data.  Errors are a result of partial knowledge because the teaching/learning process extends over time. Language is a self-contained system of interconnected parts or a system of systems.  Accordingly, nothing is fully learnt until everything is fully learnt. He adds that all people are not equally endowed with intelligence, do not all remember equally well, and are not all equally motivated. 

Corder (1973) justifies that not all errors resulting from the learning process are related to the mother tongue.  When a child acquiring English says: I seed him; we say he is producing a form on the basis of analogy: look - looked; see - seed. It can be said that he is overgeneralizing the rule for formation of the past tense; or using the rule to a category to which it is not ap​plicable. 

     
An interesting class of errors, Corder states, which involves both analogy and characteristics of the mother tongue concerns what are often called false cognates.  Moreover, there may be cognates that do not give rise to errors easily because they do not look like each other. It is the likeliness that points out to analogical overgeneralization.  In so many cases, there seem to be several simultaneous processes working, e.g. transfer, over​generalization, faulty categorization, not to mention lapses and syntactic blends.  Here is an example of an error committed by a Portuguese learner of English: She is a woman of hers fifty and old.   Corder (1973:291) has argued that this sentence is a sys​tematic blend of both English and Portuguese elements. 


In their study, Dulay and Burt (1974) mention that errors and strategies in child second language acquisition, are found in first language acquisition.  They state that the first language interference accounts for only 4.7% of the children's errors while developmental strategies account for 87.1% of the errors.  These results suggest that less explicable teaching of ESL syntax to children may produce better learning. 

There has been an increasing amount of speculation recently about how children acquire a second language.  A great number of researchers have suggested that the general process of second language acquisition may resemble the first language acquisition that may be called a creative construction process which relates to the child's specific innate mechanisms guiding his discovery of the rules to which he is exposed.  Children do not imitate adult speech but they produce it following their own rules which are easier than the adult ones.  The mismatch between the child's developing forms and the adult's developed forms disappears without the assistance of explicit instruction.

 
Dulay and Burt (1974) add that errors that child always makes while learning some structures of English as a second language resembles those committed by children who learn English as their first language in the USA.  

     
Milon (1974) believes that there will be demonstrable resem​blances between the characteristics of first and second language acquisition because there are universal heuristics used by young children in acquiring language. Schumann (1974) says that second language learner's errors are similar to those of a child who acquires his first language.  The errors of both are systematic.  They actually give evidence of the system to which they belong.  Therefore, these errors provide the researcher with evidence of how a second language is learnt and about the nature of the language the learner is learning. 


Richards (1985) argues that one of the goals of error analy​sis was to assist to construct the second language learner's linguistic competence.  A learner's errors give evidence of the system of the language which he is learning at a particular point in the course. Error analysis and interlanguage analysis attempt to explain learners' performance in terms of the cognitive proc​esses the learners make use of in reordering the input that they receive in the target language.  But the significance of language transfer could not be refused and endeavors were carried out to accommodate the concept of language transfer to more cognition oriented theories of the nature of language transfer. At present, language transfer is not seen as manifestation of a learner's insufficiency to stand first language patterns. In​stead, it is believed to interact with the L2 evolutionary pro​cesses which are far from fully understood.

Ervin-Tripp (1974) holds the view that it is certain that the second language learner makes use of prior knowledge, skills, tactics, and it is also true that the first language learner does this.  That is, any learning builds on what has happened before and it remains a major question as to how it takes place.  A four year old child learning a language, whether a first or second language, has knowledge of the world, knowledge of spatial and object relations, knowledge of causality which a one year child does not have. A child learning a sentence he has never heard before, at the age of four, can bring to it the knowledge of sound groupings, recognition of familiar patterns, expectations about basic syntactic meaning configurations, which a one-year old child does not have, whether or not he  is listening  to  new  sen​tences in his mother tongue or in a second language.  The fact that the second language builds on prior knowledge is not what differentiates it from first language learning.


Sridhar (1980) states that error analysis as an initial teaching instrument relies on three arguments: (a) Error analysis does reveal errors often committed by learners, for instance intralanguage errors that arise from the particular teaching and learning strategy. (b) Error analysis supplies data on actual problems and not hypothetical problems and thus, form a more ade​quate and economical basis for planning and designing teaching strategies.  c) Error analysis is not faced with the complex theoretical problems which contrastive analysis encountered.  Besides Sridhar, many other scholars have maintained that there is no need for a prior comparison of two grammars and that an error based analysis is equally acceptable, more productive and time consuming.  He adds that the investigations conducted by Duskova (1969), Banathy and Madarasz (1969), Richards (1974), Schatcher (1974), Celce-Murcia (1978) and others have shown that there are errors which are not tackled by contrastive analysis, which do not surface in error analysis, but error analysis does have its role as a testing ground for the predictions of contras​tive analysis as well as to supplement its results. 


Duskova (1969) argues that a learner's errors reflect his transitional competence. However, he can make a distinction between mistakes that are defined as random errors in performance due to memory lapses, physical states, etc. and systematic errors that reflect inadequacy in his linguistic competence.
 
On the basis of her study, Duskova (1969) found that while errors of the grammatical units, like articles, past tense, and plural were committed by all others, only some used adverbs, relative pronouns, future tense wrongly. Therefore, low frequen​cy of an error does not mean that the point in question is less difficult, but that it happens only in some cases.  She found that a large number of errors appear to have little connection with the mother tongue.  They are above all morphological errors.  Some of the syntactic errors were related to the English forms rather than to the Czech ones. There are also some other minor factors, e.g. interference from another foreign language which was learnt before English. The Czech learners who had learnt German tended to use words that have identical forms in German and English with their German meanings. For example, they used also for 'then', become for 'get', where sometimes for who and will quite often for 'want' under the influence of German. The two major sources of errors that Duskova observed in her study are negative transfer and interference from other forms of the target language.  The Czech learner always experience difficulty in the use of articles, because of the absence of this grammati​cal unit in Czech.  Therefore, Czech learners make a lot of errors in the use of articles.  Another source of most errors is interference from other forms of the English system, and rarely from the corresponding Czech forms.  The influence of Czech is clear in errors, like I shall do it when (if) I shall have time.  Czech learners use the future tense in temporal and conditional clauses to refer to the future.  They also use the present tense in a sentence, like I work (am working) here for two years in​stead of 'I have worked (have been working) for two years'.

In her conclusion, Duskova argues that though categories existing in both the languages and showing differences in their functions and distribution produce many errors, they do not appear to be the most potent source of errors; that is to say, they do not represent major difficulties in the foreign language.  What is more difficult is a category that is not found in the mother tongue.  Here the learner has no reference to which he can attribute his explanation in the foreign language.  In the case of similar categories, it is simplified in primary and intermedi​ate stages of study by reference to the mother tongue, for exam​ple the use of English articles mentioned above create the most difficult problem that Czech and Slave cannot tackle. 


Schachter (1974) holds the view that both linguists and teachers have paid too much attention to predicting what the learner will do, and in the meantime, they have not paid adequate attention to the study of what the learner actually does.  They also claim that many language learning errors are not caused by the native language interference, but by the strategies used by the learner in the target language acquisition as well as by the mutual interference of items within the target language.  This evidences that error analysis is a useful tool in the study of second language acquisition.  Error analysis allows the investi​gator to concentrate his attention only in those areas which are proven to be difficult.  Schachter continues to describe the assumptions of error analysis.  The first assumption is that error analysis will reveal to the investigator only what diffi​culties the learners do have. The difficulties in the target language will present errors in production.  The second assump​tion is that the frequency of occurrence of specific errors will offer evidence in support of their relative difficulty. 


From an investigation of the number of errors committed by all the four groups, it is clear that that the Persian and Arab speakers have more difficulty in producing relative clauses than the Chinese and Japanese speakers.  However, it is significant to note that because the Persians and Arabs produce more relative clauses, they would be expected to produce more errors as well.  The Chinese and Japanese speakers have pre-nominal relative clauses in their native languages and must learn to move relative clauses to a post-nominal position in English, Moving from pre to post-nominal position is a big problem for the Japanese and Chinese speakers.  In most cases, they change the internal order of the main constituents within the relative clauses in English just to avoid them and produce them in English when they are reasonably sure that they are right. 


Schachter observes that Persian and Arab learners find the relative clause formation in English so similar to those in their native languages that they directly transfer their native lan​guage forms to English.  This not only explains the large number of relative clause errors which the learners make in English, but also the large number of errors and the type of errors most commonly committed.  She adduces evidence from her study which strongly supports that the learner clearly formulates hypotheses about the target language that is based on knowledge the learner has  already acquired his own language. If the constructions are similar to those in the learner's mind, he will transfer his native language strategy to the target language. If they are different he will either reject the construction or use it with extreme caution.  On the other hand, error analysis without prior predictions does not succeed to explain the avoidance phenomenon. If the learner never produces the constructions that he finds difficult, no amount of error analysis can describe why he does it.  


However, the techniques of error analysis, Schachter be​lieves, are extremely useful and she hopes that these techniques will not be abandoned.  It was error analysis that exhibited how the learners interact with new phenomena.  Schachter believes that more work in error analysis will supply us with data from which useful insights about the second language learning process​es can be got. 


Taylor (1975) believes that the strategy of syntactic over​generalization can be introduced as a process in which a language learner applies a syntactic rule of the target language inappro​priately when he tries to produce new target language sentences.  Errors that appear to reflect an overgeneralization strategy bring three important facts to be fore about a learner's knowl​edge of the state of the target language:

a)
The learner has a command over the mechanics of a peculiar syntactic rule of the target language. 

b)   The learner does not know how to apply the rule appropriate​ly, that is to say, he has not learned the distribution of the exceptional cases where the rule does not apply.

c)
The learner is an active participant in the language acqui​sition process and is exercising his already acquired knowledge of the target language in a creative way. He is neither operating under a repetition or imitation strategy nor transferring native language structures in his endeavors.


The major findings of Taylor's study are that counting on overgeneralization is directly proportional to proficiency in the target language and counting on transfer is inversely proportion​al.  That is to say, as a learner's proficiency increases, he will count less frequently on his native language and transfer strategy and more frequently on what he already knows about the target language and overgeneralization strategy. 


One of the main characteristics of the overgeneralization strategy is that it results in an easiness of the syntactic system of the target language. For instance, when the learner produces an utterance like He study there every night, he de​scribes that his rule for the present tense formation requires a zero-morpheme to indicate the number in all persons.  When he generates another utterance like Did they studied last night?, he points out that his rule says that since the statement is past, all the verbs are in the past. Again, when he produces Does she can cook well?, he informs us that his rule for question formation needs that every question has a do.


From the view point of language learning, Taylor's study seems to point out that learners of a second or foreign language start counting on their capacity to analogize, systematize and regularize the target language data to which they are exposed immediately upon starting to learn the new language.  Because of their lack of familiarity with the novel linguistic system, they also depend extensively on their native language for support.  With more proficiency in the target language, learners depend proportionately less frequently on their native language grammar, and more frequently on their ever-increasing knowledge of the target language by overgeneralizing its rules. 


Gorbet (1979) argues that the L2 learners, like the chil​dren, make rules a part of their language learning process.  This implies that second language learning, like first language acqui​sition, is both systematic and creative and that the language learner is encountered with the preliminary task of deriving a grammar from the language data to which the learner is exposed.

     
The theory of error analysis supposes that in order to learn a language, a learner invents a system of rules from the language data to which he is exposed; and this system helps him to use it.  


The basic task of error analysis is to explain how learning takes place by testing the learner's output.  From the sentences the learner produces, the analyst can deduce the rules or hypoth​eses that underly his L2 performance. In other words, the analyst can deduce the learner's interlanguage. Interference errors may be committed by interference from the mother tongue or from the target language.  The learning strategy underlying these errors is analogy.  For instance, me, I go or I have 23 years old are common errors found among the Francophone students who learn English.   The other source of errors is overgeneralization and redundancy reduction is a strategy of overgeneralization that results in easiness. For example, Yesterday, I go downtown. Be​cause the past is expressed in the modifier 'Yesterday', the student thinks that there is no need to mark the tense in the verb.  Some errors can be ascribed to the weakness or failure of memory.  Random errors, like slips of the tongue or occasional lapses are labelled as performance errors (Gorbet 1979). 


He adds that the teacher deciding to attack errors at their sources must help his students draw their inferences, and formu​late their hypotheses.  Errors must not be viewed as indicators of failure, but as indicators of learning.  Therefore, error analysis requires that we should shift our attention from the second language to the second language learner to identify his learning strategies and tentative grammars.  According to this view, errors are tools to assist the learner to progress simply through the stages of his interlanguage.


Etherton (1977) says that preparing an error analysis is a kind of self-education, a kind of self-imposed training.  Errors may indicate to the teacher those areas where his instruction has not been adequate.  A systematic study may point out to improve teaching methods through greater knowledge of the nature and causes of the learner's errors. Error analysis can obviously supply valuable data for the planning and writing of teaching materials, textbooks and examinations.  According to Bartholomae (1988), it provides the teacher with both a technique for analyz​ing errors in the production of discourse and a technique to study second language learning.  Error anlaysis, he believes, starts with a theory of writing and a theory of language produc​tion and language development which permit us to view errors as the evidence of an alternative or a strategy among a range of possible alternatives or strategies.  They provide evidence of an individual style of using the language. Then errors are stylistic features that give information about a writer and his language.  They are not necessarily noises in the system, accidents of composing or malfunction in the language process.  

     
Error analysis permits us to describe and classify systemat​ic errors.  The basic concept is the concept of an interlanguage or an idiosyncratic grammar and rhetoric which is a writer's approximation of the standard idiom. Errors, while they can be precisely classified, fall into three major categories: a) errors which are evident of an intermediate system; b) errors which could be said to be accidents or slips of the pen as a writer's mind goes ahead faster than his hand; and c) errors of language transfer or more commonly dialect interference which takes place in the attempt to practise the target language.  

     
Bartholomae (1988) also states that error analysis is useful and valuable for the composition teacher, because it allows us to view errors as clues to the learning process or as windows into the mind.  If the pattern of errors is investigated in the per​formance of an individual learner, we can better perceive the nature of those errors and the way that they fit in an individual learner's programme for writing.  Then error analysis is a method of diagnosis.  

The interlangauge hypothesis says that second language speech seldom corresponds to the actual target language. It is not an exact replica of the target language. It differs from the target language in systematic ways and that the utterances made in the second language by a learner are not random.  What is significant here is that the second language speaker is trying to explain meaning as against the practising of structured exercises in a class room.  The latter is what Spolsky (1966, 1971) has re​ferred to as language like behaviour. 


Selinker (1975) mentions that simplification of the target language system may be relevant to the language transfer strate​gy. In other words, pick one meaning and use the translation equivalent in all contexts.  This strategy may be relevant to overgeneralization of the target language rules.  In fact, over​generalization can be treated as one kind of simplification.  Also, there exists a possible connection between the strategies of simplification and language transfer.  Therefore, it probably turns out to be more productive to regard simplification as the superordinate strategy with overgeneralisation and language transfer as two kinds of simplification.

     
The learning strategies like language transfer, overgeneral​isation of the target-language rules and simplification are used in quite a stable manner and that is why interlanguage is seen as systematic.  In certain cases, several learning strategies proba​bly operate simultaneously or sequentially which result in great​er interlanguage stability. 


Laroche (1983) presents a richer product of classroom type, since it relies upon practical student's participation rather than upon theoretical linguistic and educational objects.  From the error analysis perspective, mistakes are seen in a much more positive manner from which one can see learner's language learn​ing processes and strategies.  Errors that appear to reflect an overgeneralization strategy propose three significant facts about a student's knowledge of the syntax of the target language.

a)
The student has a command over the mechanics of a peculiar syntactic rule of the target language. 

b)
The student never knows how to apply the rule suitably.

c)   
The student is an active partner in the language acquisition process.


Error Analysis stresses the primordial application of language for human communication and a more human kind of class​room interaction in which the negative significance of errors is diminished. It places the student back at the centre of learning, not only as a listener but also as a producer of language.  Of course, what the learner produces is not yet the target language, but interlanguage.  There is a linguistic system underlying interlanguage, and it is at least partly distinct from both the native and target languages. In short, error analysis exhibits promising theoretical elements that should evolve into productive and comparative studies. Because of its learner-oriented tenden​cy, error analysis will be in a position to suggest effective classroom techniques geared toward one of the two languages.


Wittich (1979) is of the opinion that morphological and syntactic deviations are based on rules invented by the learners and reveal a major source of errors due to the following types of interference: (a) negative transfer from the mother tongue or interlingual interference, (b) cue-coping, (c) overgeneraliza​tion which implies wrong hypotheses about the target language. Interlingual interference is particularly difficult to overcome when it reaches the stage of fossilization.  Wittich's study indicates that cue-coping is a common learner technique used in examination situations to cope with new features of the foreign language. It appears somewhat independent of item difficulty or the large amount of past language learning. The other foreign language learning technique which is used more often than cue-​coping is overgeneralization or false analogy.  This kind of intralingual interference is counted on the false use of rules or norms taught about the target language. It often includes the morphological features of the foreign language, but it can as well happen in other areas. 


According to Bell (1974), errors are the surface manifesta​tions that are based on an underlying system and our task is to point out to the components and relationships among various parts of that system. 

Irujo (1986) is of the view that the concept of transfer depends on the idea that past learning affects following learn​ing.  It makes clear that forms and patterns of the native lan​guage should be found in the second language.  When structures are similar in both the languages the learner uses the first language structure while speaking in the second language, and this is called positive transfer that results in a correct second language form or pattern. When these forms and patterns are different, using the native language pattern to produce an equiv​alent pattern in the second language leads to errors through negative transfer. Such errors are named interference errors. 

     
But second language acquisition is believed to be a creative construction process rather than a transfer of habits from the first language to the second language.   Despite the widely held view that interference is not really a very significant factor in second language acquisition, researchers have found evidence that the first language exerts a lot of influence on the second lan​guage. 


Felix (1981) says that there are at least two features that seem to be noteworthy in second language learners: a) second language students appear to pass through much the same series of evolutional stages as first language students; and b) they pro​duce the kind of constructions that are very similar to those which are observed in first language acquisition.  There is little variation among second language learners coming from different first language background.  In fact, learners whose first languages are as different, such as German and Japanese, are found to acquire English in very similar ways. 


Jakobovits (1968) asks if it is granted that the language acquisition process is directed by the child's innate knowledge of language universals, does the practice theory explain how children go about finding out the locally appropriate expression of the linguistic universals?  Practice theory guides us to two possible hypotheses about language acquisition: One is that when the child is exposed to a new grammatical form, he imitates it.  The other is that by practising this new form, he stangs it in.  The evidence that is available clearly shows that both the hy​potheses are unacceptable. A direct test of children's ability to produce adult forms of speech presents that children mostly do not repeat the adult utterances as it is assumed. A child readily does not imitate a grammatical form which does not form a part of his speech as evidenced by his own spontaneous speech.  Direct efforts by children to mimic adult yield the following results. 


Model




Child repetition

1)
Johnny is a good boy

 2)
Johnny is good body
3)
He takes them for a walk
 4)  
He take them to the walk
5)
Lassie does not like the water 
 6)
He not like the water
7)
Does Johnny want a cat?
 8)
Johnny wants a cat?






(Jakobovits 1968:100)


According to an estimation of the child's performance, about 10% of his mimicries of adult speech are grammatically progres​sive, i.e. they embody forms that are new to the child.
     
However, the comparison emphasizes the fact that the natural rate of language acquisition process can be substantially in​creased. It is important to observe that the language acquisition ability must be intrinsically seen as an innate ability shared by all members of the species.


George (1975) clarifies that the native tongue has large amounts of redundancy and low competency in exploitation of language items. A native speaker's English, however, is the standard though the learners' exploitation of language items is estimated to be wrong.  The type of errors resulting from refus​ing the redundant forms and over-exploitation of the basic ones is universal.  Errors that come from the learners' analogical extension are universal. 


George (1975) convincingly argues that these errors can be expected but not always prohibited. If the teacher knows these errors are normal and keeps in mind that the native language speakers often make them, it is actually helpful for him. Rebuk​ing learners for showing this kind of normalcy.

     
The second predictable source of errors is the learners' use of analogy and regularity which help them to make a change from one stem to another stem. For example, do and does are changed to did. Therefore, we get a sentence like 'Did she mended it?' The third predictable source is the expansion of analogy, e.g. a shortened clause like 'Why go'? and 'Why not go'?. With questions the students are confused. They use 'We know when did he go' instead of 'We know when he went'. 

Cook (1969) determines three stages for the development of negation. At stage one, the negation rule is that the initial parts of sentence can be preceded or followed by no or not.  The utterances that the child can produce are: No singing  son, Not a teddy bear.  Wear mitton no, etc.  For the child these are gram​matically correct.  They appear like sentences produced by an adult learner of English.  At stage two, the simple rule the child follows is that don't and can't can only be used in the negative, but it does not allow the auxiliary verbs to appear.  The utterances which he can make following this rule are: 

1.
I don't sit on Cromer Coffee.

2.
Not pinch me.

3.
The no fish school. 

At stage three, the rules permit the auxiliaries to appear in both positive and negative sentences. The sentences a child normally produces are like the following: 
4.
I don't want cover on it.

5.
I didn't see something. 

6.
That not turning.  

Cook believes that there seems to be little link between evi​dence of this type and the conventional theory or second language learning.  He adds that we learn our first language by a sequence of engaging hypotheses.  We are supposed to learn a second lan​guage by building it up rule by rule.  It is apparent that there is no analogy between the conventional theory of second language development and what we identify today as the development of the first language. In first language acquisition an error indicates that the adult competence has not yet been attained and the grammar is still a temporary hypothesis. But in second language learning an error exhibits that the concerned item has been wrongly learnt.  If the second language learner has to go ahead through a sequence of temporary hypotheses, he must be given sufficient time and freedom to test his hypotheses and abandon those which are inadequate.  Let us consider some examples:

7.
Black pencil no. 

8.
Me cut paper no. 

9.
Ghulam no give me glue. 

The first two sentences follow the negation rule of stage one.  The third one follows the negation rule of stage two. Here it can be seen that the progress in using the negative element is quite similar to that of the native speaker. 


There is sufficient evidence in support of the claim that a child can acquire a language with more ease and effectiveness than an adult (Lenneberg 1967, Taylor 1974). Most language theo​rists have ascribed the child's superiority in language acquisi​tion to a language learning capacity which starts diminishing in the evolving individual after puberty when cerebral lateraliza​tion is completed.  But Krashen (1973) argues that cerebral lateralization is completed earlier than puberty and hence may neither be relevant to the notion of a critical period nor a barrier to language acquisition.  However, Taylor (1974) adds that an analysis of errors found in an adult's second language acquisition process shows that adults perform under a strategy of grammar simplification like children acquiring their first lan​guage.  Reduction of the target language to as a simple system as possible is the principal adult language learning strategy.  Overgeneralization of the past tense endings on irregular verbs mentioned above is a common error in both children and adults and it provides a definite instance of the process of syntactic reduction.  Since the irregular past tense forms are clearly more arbitrary to language learners than the regular past tense end​ings, language learners often approve strategies based on their cognitive structuring of the target language.  Second language errors may also come from an inherent difficulty in the target language itself.


Taylor (1974) argues that the overgeneralization errors committed by children and adults in the acquisition of either a first or a second language can be described within the same framework.  When a child or an adult language learner produces I eaten the cake, it points out that he is using the rule he has learnt in an unsuitable situation.  In fact, as Jain (1975-6) mentions that the L2 learner simplifies the inherent irregulari​ties in the target language system to decrease his learning burden. When a language learner produces, Does John can speak French?  this means that he has focused his efforts on that rule of question formation which has the most generality and he ap​pears to have forgotten all the other rules of formulating ques​tions in English.

On the basis of some other studies on adult second language acquisition, Taylor (1974) concludes that (a) while certain second language learners' errors seem to show native tongue transfer, many do not, and (b) many second language errors are both systematic and similar irrespective of the learners'  lin​guistic background.  Though an error may look like interference from the native tongue, it is not correct to assume that the process engaged in creating the error is necessarily negative transfer. In addition, many errors would not have been committed if positive transfer was really operative. 

     
Hammarberg (1974) criticizes error analysis and says that it is defined to the study of errors whereas the non-errors are not taken into account. Particularly from the language instruction view point, this is insufficient. On the other hand, error analy​sis relies on the examination of language data obtained from foreign language users.  He believes this is insufficient and arbitrary if we consider the objective of error analysis. 


From the language instruction point of view, errors adduce evidence in support of the learner's strategy and the way in which he goes on when performing in the target language.  Errors are expected to disclose to the instructor what difficulties there are in the target language and therefore inform him what he has to teach.  This is not really true, because in order to accomplish the task, a careful examination of those cases where errors tend not to happen is necessary. 

     
Zydatib (1974) informs that a learner produces both types of sentences, i.e. well formed and suitable as well as ill-formed and unsuitable in terms of the rules of the foreign language.  He also says that the second language learner is distinguished by the rule systems of three different sources:  a) his first lan​guage, b) the second language, c) idiosyncratic rules that can be ascribed neither to the first nor to the second language. In his sincere effort to perform in the foreign language, the learn​er invents sentences that are just not acceptable to adult native speakers of that language.  If they consider a foreign language learner's sentence ill-formed and unsuitable in the given situa​tion it is an error.  Errors are viewed as a positive mark and as an indicator that actual learning is taking place. So Zydatib (1974) holds the view that errors can serve as signals of suc​cess and progress.


Bhatia (1974) advocates that errors in second language learning could be sometimes avoided if we were to make a compari​son of the learner's mother tongue and his target language.  The sources of linguistic interference are not confined to the mother tongue alone.  Errors of competence present either a transitional stage in the development of a grammatical norm or the final stage of the learner's knowledge.  The phenomenon of interference heavily depends on lack of learning rather than interference from the first language.  


Burt (1975) states those areas of English syntax which cause significant communicative errors are usually ignored in most EFL training materials.  In spite of the correction of learn​ers errors in a major part of language instruction, actually there is nothing mentioned in the textbooks as to how to manipu​late errors.  However, it is necessary for instructors to be trained to deal with different errors that take place in learn​ers' speech and writing.  For instance, when a learner produces a few  errors in a simple utterance, e.g. I no come that it snow,  the teacher should know what kind of error it is because earlier familiarity with different kinds of errors is helpful to tackle the situation better and also to decide the course of teaching in the EFL classroom.  Error analysis does not any further suppose that mother tongue interference is the main source of adult errors.  Even though learner's mother tongue interference is the main predictor of phonological errors, errors found in the L2 syntax, morphology and lexicon prove otherwise. Most of the recent researches in error analysis concentrate on the causes of errors committed by learners who learn English and other foreign languages in order to describe the process of foreign language learning.  The distinction between errors which cause miscommuni​cation and those which do not are frequently ignored in EFL teacher training programmes. 


Shaughnessy (1974) states most errors are centred on the deviant forms. The most common verb to be has eight forms, five of them have no similarity to the stem and one of them (was and were) requires a shift of form to signal the number in the past tense. This verb functions not only as a major verb in many utterances but also as an auxiliary verb in the continu​ous aspect and passive structures. The verb to do is also like the verb to be, it works not only as an important and major verb, but also as the basic word in forming questions with most finite verbs. Both to be and to do are irregular verbs.  Their irregu​larities create difficulties even for the native speaker. In addition, the past tense inflections of the regular verbs with -ed, -d, -t are simply lost in speech particularly where the learner's language has endowed him no or very limited experience with such an inflection.  Furthermore, learners always find it difficult to use the third person singular present indicative marker /-s/.  They may be confused by the occurrences of the stem of the verb after the third person singular subjects.  They hear it commonly in questions which start with does before the sub​ject and the stem follows the subject, e.g.  Does he like a drink? A similar confusion may also arise in the questions start​ing with the modal verbs, e.g.  Can she run fast?  Such verbs are hard for many learners to fit into their verb system though it is explained to them.  Again, the non-finite nature of the second verb in a sentence like  He makes the child laugh is also marked by the absence of the infinitive signal to that makes the learner feel that the stem form is acceptable with a singular third person subject.


The formal English pronoun system is more perplexing than the required objective of communication. Possession could, for instance, be presented by juxtaposition as it is with certain nouns in Standard English, e.g. child welfare.  Though some pronouns do not change their forms to signal number (you), gender (they, you) or (you, your) objective case (you) it is possible to decide their number, gender and objective case from the context.  However, most common pronouns change their forms remarkably in order to signal possession:  I-my, we-our, he-his, she-her, they their, you-your, it-its. 


Shaughnessy (1974) says that if syntax is well perceived to be a system for signalling the relationship among the words in a sentence, almost an error then, except some misspellings, re​verses in some respect a syntactic problem.   A comma joint, for instance, presents wrongly the grammatical independence of two sentences.  A missing inflection generates an ambiguous relation​ship between two constituents in a sentence.  Even a carelessly omitted word can create syntactic problems.  In addition, it is important to assist a learner to have a good command over formal written English in order to attempt to understand the problems he has and from which the teacher can plan and design useful lessons to meet his needs.  


To sum up, mistakes are attributed to either slips of the tongue or pen or random guess whereas errors are due to ignorance of the grammatical rules. Like the target language learners, the native language speakers also make mistakes especially when they are in tension, nervousness, tiredness, fatigue, and anger (Corder 1973). Another fact is that errors which most learners make in the process of learning a target language should be taken into account because these are the basic elements which can help in discerning the target language learning process.  The curricu​lum designers and textbook writers should also consider the errors carefully so that they can get some meaningful solutions to the learning problems of a second or foreign language.
Based on Krashen (1982)


Quoted in Skehan (1987:2) 
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