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Abstract

Interlanguage theory iz natorafly 3 constantly evolving theory, having changed
congidorably since #ta initial formulation. It is, therefore, not an easy task to produce an
securate account of the theory, The aim of this article is basically to provide s brief and
commpogite account of the interianguage theory. In so- doing; some cnucial isswes are
necordingly viewed: (1) error analysis, (1) stages of interlanguape development, (3)
miterlanguige transfer, (4) fossilization, (5) input hypothesia, (6} and pidginization ns
well, There is in fact considernble disagreement about how best 1o characierize the
nature of an interlangunge system. Nevertheless, this principle is able to nocount for

masights provided by form-fenction analvsis

Kevwords: inverlamguage, tngid fnepothesis, fossilization, pidginizanion

1. INTRODUCTION

The contrastive analy=is hypothesis
siressed the interfering effocts of the first
language or sccond language learmning and
clammed that socond Junﬁugn ||,:||111i|.'|g 14
pamarily a progess of acquinng whatever
itemis are different from the first lanpuage.
This 15, in fact, o namow view of interference
which ignored the intralingual effects of
leaming, In recent years mesearchers have
come o understand that second language
lsaming is creative provess of constructing a
gysiem which leamers wre  consciously
Ilesting hivpoihesis about the tameel language
from a nmumber of possible sources of
kmowledge, eg., limited knowiedge of the
tarpet language jtself, knowledge about (1)
native language, (2) commmnicative function
of langoage {3} life, (4) haman beings amd
universe. The leamers, in acting upon their
environmenl, constisct whsl o them iz a
legitimate system of language in its own
rghi, ie., the structured set of mules which
provide order to the linguistic chaos Lhat
confront them {Brown, | 98T

L the past decades, second langusge
leaming began 1o be cxamined in much the

same way that first language lesming bad
been studied for somelime, that iz, the
leamers were looked on not as producers of
malformed, imperfect language replete with
migokes bul s inlelligent, and creative
beings proceeding through logical,
systematic stages of acquisition, croatively
acting upon their linguistic environment as
they encounter its foim and functions i
meaningful contexts, In other wonds,
learners, by gradual process of (6al and emor
andd hypethiesis testing, slowly and tediously
succeed in establishing closer
approximations o the system used by native
speakers of language. A mumber of terms
have been coinesd (o destribe the perspeclive
which stresses the legitimacy of leamers
second lanpuage sysiems, The best known of
Iivese ferms is fmferiangtange. Interfangruage
efers to the separcteness of second
lanpuage's system that has 8 structurally
infermediate status between the nare and
target language (Selinker, 1972).

Corder (1971}, on the other hand, used
the term idiosycranc dislect to conmote the
idea that the leamer's language is unique to a
pamicular individual., ie., the males of
leamer's  language  are pecubar to the

3




Fsar, [ara |'r|-1'_|,:r.r|_-\.:|' T Exvor.

language  of that individeal -alone. The
interlanguagpa  hypothesiz, then led 1o a
significant breakthrough from the
contrastive enalysis hypothesis. Ihe
emphasis here, in terms of second language
leamers is the form and the function of
laniguage: The most obvious approach o
analyzinge - inlerlasguage, according (o
Brown, (1987} is to study the speech and
writing of leamers, This stands to reason for
production data i3 observable and
presumably reflective of leamer's underlying
competence, that is, production competence.
Thes, the study of the speech and writing i5
largely the study of errors of leamers. Brown
asserts further that comect production yields
[ittle information about the actual
interfanguage svstem of leamers gince only
informationaboul the rrget language svstém
which leamers have  already. acguired.
Therefore, focus of thes study 15 on the
gignificance of errors in learners’
interlanpuge sysiems, otherwise: known as
2T ::|r|.'|.|_:.-'.=~'iﬂ {Seli:.ku’r, 1‘;‘71_ Sehwman and
Slenson, |':?'."'fl]

L.FRAME OFTHEORY
L1 ERROR ANALYSIS

Maturally, learning 15 fundamentally a
procsss that involves the making of mistakes.
Mistakes, misjudgements, miscalculations,
and erronenus assumption form an important
aspect of learning wirtually any skl or
acqinng information. Language learning 18
like any other human leaming, i.e., children
leaming their Grst languspe make countless
mistakes viewed from the point of view of
adult grammatical language, Many of these
mistakes are logical in the limited lingaistic
syatem within which:.childeen operate, but by
carcfully processing feedback from oders,
such children slowly but surely leam fo
praduce what is acceptahle speech in their

mlive languwpe

Ini fact, second lanpuipge leprning 155
process and clearly not unlike frst languape
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leaming in its trial-and ercor nature. In other
words, leamers will unavoidably make
mistakes in the process of acquisition, and
even will impede that process if they do mot
commit errors and bepefit 1o lum from
vanous forms of feedback on those errors
(Brown, 1987} As Corder noted that a
learner's emrors are significant m providing
the insfructor or researcher concerning (1)
evidence of how languare i3 léarped or
goquired , (2] what stralepies or procedures
the learner 15 employing in the discovery of
the langpage,

2.1 MISTAKESAND ERRORS

It iz cracial to make digtinction betwoen
mitstakes and error, technically two difterent
ph.ennrn!-.rul Browm (1987 assures that a
mistake refers to o performance, while error
iz #ither 8 random gusss or a slip in that 15 &
failure to uiilize a known system of the target
lanpuape correctly. In fact, all people make
mistakes in both sative or amd  second
E:|1'|__'l.;|g|_' situslions, Therefore, nstakes are
ot the result of o deficieney in competence
bt the result of some sort of breakdown or
imperfection m the process of productive
lanpuage skills. These hesitations, slips of
fomgue, random  ungremmaticalitics,  amd
pther performance lapses in nalive speaker
production alse occur m secomd language
lEarmimng

An ermor s a soticeable deviation
fromm the adult grammar of & native speaker,
reflecting the interlanguage competence of
the fearner (Selinker, 1972). Nemser (E971)
referred tothe sanme seneral phenomenon and
used his own Tenm a5 approcandiive sstem.
Corder {1971) used the term ffiospreratic
dinlect to connote the tdea that the leamer's
language s unique to a particular individual,
that the rules of the learner’s linguage are
peculiar to the languaee of thet mdividual
alone. While cach of these designations
cmphasizes aparticular notion, they share the
concept that the second language learners are
[ommimge their own sel~coniaimed ingastic
vwitemts. This 15 nelfher the system of the




native language nor the svitem of the target
language, bt instead falls between the bwo: it
is 4 systern based upon the best attempt of
learners to provide order and structure to the
linguistic stimull surrounding them {Brown,
1987), Soif, for mstance, a leamer of English
asks "Does Joky can sing?", he probably 15
reflecting a competénce level in which zll
vierbs require a pre-posed do auxiliary for
guestion formation. Apparently, he has
committed an error, most likely not a
mistake, i.¢., an error which reveals a portion
of his competence in the targel language.
Monetheless, we cannot tell the difference
bedween sn emor and & mistake since in the
case of an Enphsh learmner sayvs “ ol cons
sing”, for example, but in one ar two
occagions save "lokk can eing” It is difficult
actually o determine whether coms i3 a
misfake ar w emor, I, however, furiher
exarmination of lenmer's speech reveals such
tterances a5~ Joke wills po™, or* Soha mayse
come ', and go forth, we might then conclude
that the leamier haz not distinguished modals
from other verbae.

The fact that learmers do ermors and
that thase LITORS Can 134: -;,:-bﬁi:rl.'mj, :l,nﬂ]:,';;gd,
and classified to revenl something of the
syt operated within the leamer, acconding
o Brown, led toa surge of study of leamers’
errors, called ervor amalysis. Naturally, emor
analysts became distinguished [rom
contrastive analysia by ils examination of
errors attribuial to all possible seurces, ool
Juist these which result Trom negative transler
of the native language. Errars, as o matter of
fact, arise from several possible sources
nterlingual emors of inferference, from the
native language, interlingual emors within
the target language, the  zociolinguistic
context of comimunication, peveholinguistiz
of copnitive striteries; and countless
afféctive vanables (Dulay, et al, 1982,
Brown, 1987

1.3 IDENTIFYING AND
DESCRIBING ERRORS

Broadly, the dimimishing of errors s an
impartant erterion for inerensing lanmape

dernal Lingreisike, Oktaber 2050, Folusee f, Novsior f

proficiency, the ultimate goal of second
language learming 15 the atainment of of
communicative fluency in the target
fanpuape. Lanpuage is speaking and
listening, writing and reading. The
comprehensionof language 15 as important as
production. [t so happens that production is
lends itself to analysis and thas becomes the
prey of researchers: but comprehension data
is equally important in developing an
understanding of the pmoeess of second
langitapeacqguisition | Browmn, 1987),

Schatcher [ 1974) and K leinmann, 1977)
find out that error analyvsis can keep us too
closely focised on specific languages rather
than universsl asspects of language.
Therefore, Gass (1984) recommended  that
researchers pay more attention to linguistic
elements that common to all langiages. This
fundamentally leads our attention to the
interlanguage avsteans of lesrmers which may
hawve elements that reflect neither the target
langupge nor the native langusge but rathera
universal feature of some kind. Henceforth,
in the analysis of leamer's interlanguage
SITOTS, We engagc in performance analysis o
more smmply called interlanguage amalysis.
Certainly, this i less restrictive concept that
places a healthy investigation of errors within
the larger perspectives of the learmer's wotal
interlanguage performance (Muorcia  and
Hawkin, 1983). Thus, we need neverheless
remember that production emors are only a
subsel of the overall performance of the
learmer.

Do of the common difficulties m
uhderstanding the linguistic systems of both
first and second lanpuage léarners, according
o (Brown, 1987, is the fzct that such
systems cannot be directly observed, They
must be inferred by means of analyzing
production and comprehension dats. The
problent is, however, is mstability of leamers'
systems. Therefore, in undertaking the task
of performance analysis the teacher and
resegrcher are called wpon to infer order in
ioEic inthis instable and variable svstem. To
that emwd, the first step in process of analysis s
the identification and description of ermors.
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Corder (197]1) provides a model for
identifying ermoncous or ddiosyncealic
ulterances ik 3 second language, A major
distinction 15 made al oulset between overs
and covert errors. Overtly Erroneons
utterances are unguestionably
ungmmmatical at the sentence level. While
covertly erronecus errors are grammatically
well-formed at the senfence level bul are mod

interpretable. within the contexi of

cotmmiunication,  Thersfore, according - to
Corder's model, any sentence uttered by the
learner and subsequently ranscribed can be
gnalyzed for idicsynerasies, Cover ofmors,

ot the other hand, are nod really covert atall it

attend to sumounding discourse {before and
after utterancez), e, T am fine thawk vou"”
is- grammatically correct at’ the senfence
lewel, but if uzed as a responze to “ Who are
pou? "o VETY I!-h'\.-iﬂlb:l:,- & EFTOT

Browmn {1987} poinl outs that an a
rather global level, ermors can be deseribed az
errors of addlition, ameizeion, subytitufion, nnd
ordering, In Englizh a de awdfiary, for
cxnmple, rn't:hl b addad. = Daes can e
,5,'.-rg:-", a defimie omitted, R I owend o
PROVIE. (IR e .-=|.L|:|:_q1lll.|1-:.'|:5:, BLR I Tosk wpey
road, or 8 word order confused, e.g., J fo the
mowie went, Likewise, a word wilhia faulty
pronunciation might hide a syntactic or
lesicad ecrar. An Indonesian leamer who
gays, May T s, ifthe word st promounced as
shrivis lexically global ermor,

2.4 STAGES OF INTERLANGUAGE
DEVELOPMENT

Corder (1973} disfinguished three
different stages, based on observation, what
the leamer does in lerms of errocs alone. The
first iz n stage of random ermors called
prespstesmatic in which the leamer is only
vaguely aware that there is some systematic
prder to & particular class of items.
Inconsistencics ke Sfolhn cans simg andJohn
can sineing sad by leamer within a short
period of time, might indicale a-atape of
experimentation and in accunite guessing
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The second, or emergenr, stage of
mterlanguage finds the leamer growing in
consistency. m limgaistic production, The
learner has begun to mternaliee certamn rules.
Thiz stape is characterized by same
baeksiiding in which the learner 13 unable to
comrect emors when they are pointed by
someone else. Averdance of structure and
1opics 15 typical, e, A T go fo New York. ™
Bt “Hleen? ™ A: Yim 072N B 0Oh pou went
foNew Yorkin 1972 © Al Yes Lo 15727

A third stape 15 a fodly syslenitic
staze nowhich the learner s able to manifest
more consistent in producing the taret
language. While those rules inside the head
af the learner are still not all well tormed, 1.2..
they are mone closely approximating the
target language sysiem, That 15 af this stage
the leamers are able to-comect their ermors
when they are pointed out even very subtly to
them, e.g., &: amp fish are in vhe lake. Thexe
figh e verving fir the pegbaurants near e
|'.;.'.':'|:' Ii [N.ﬂ'il.-'c R]‘u:.’hl-:r_':lfl 1 The _I'IJ-.'u'.lll Sl
_-.'pr'uf;l[_{f" A W mer .I'.l!\.'r'_.l'.: vh dorer gerverd 1n Phe

PRI Nrani,

A final stapge iz called the
stahilization stage in the development of
imferianguage systems (Brown, 1937). To
Corder (1973) it i called post sysiennaiic
stuge. Here the learner has relatively few
errs and has mastered to the point that
flucncy and nlended  meanings are oot
problematic, Thuas, the lourth stage 15
charactorized by the leamer's ability 1o seli-
correct. The system is complete encugh that
attention can be paid o those few errors that
pecur and comection made withowt waiting
from feedback from someone else.

It should be made clear, howeves,
that these stages of systematicity do not
describe a learter's: 1otal second languape
system. This is because it would be hard to
assert, for example, that a learner 1s in an
emergent stage. globafly, for all of the
lineuistic subsysiemss of language. One
might be in o second stage with respect Lo,
say, the perfect tense system, and in the third
or fourth stage when | comes to




simple presens and pusi fenses, Nor these
stages, which are based on emor analysis,
gdequately account  for sociolinguistic,
functional, or nonverbal simicgics, all of
which are imporant in assessing the todal
compelence of the second latpuase learmer.
Finally, it needs (o remember that production
emors alone are madequate measures of
overall competence. They happen to salient
teatures of second language learners'
interfanguage ahd present us with st for
eror-analysis mills; but comect utferances
deserve our ablention, and especially in the
teaching-leaming process; deserve positive
resnforcenent.

25 SOURCESOFERROR

Basically, procedures of ermor
analvsis iz used toidentify ermors in the targe
Ipnguage learmner production data and the
final step in the analysiz of leamer wark i3
that of determining the source of ermor. The
analvzis itzelliz somewhat speculative in thai
sources mist be inferred Froon available dita
winich lies the ultimate value of interlanguage
anplysis in general. By s0 doing, we can
begin to understand of how thisleamer's
cogrifive and affective self relates to the
linguistic aystem and to formulate an
integrated understanding of the precess of the
target language acquisition, This idea Jeads
us o view the so called dnterlanguage
fransfer { Brown, 1987)

2.6 INTERLANGUAGE TRANSFER

The beginning stages of lcarning a
forcign language are characienized by a pood
deal ofinterlanguage transier from the native
languaze or interference. This 85 because
before the sysiem of the tarzel [anguage =
familiar, the native language is the only
linguistic system the leamner can draw. We
have heard, for example, English leamer say
“sheep " Tor "ship " or ook of Jack ™ instead
of "Jacks book"” Tor "Hukunpa Jack” in
Indonestan native tongue. All of these errors
are attributable to negitive  interlingual
transter, It is troe that it 15 not always clear
that an error is the result of transfer from the

et Limgeenika, (henber 2000 Faliee !, Nowsar- |

native langaage, however, many such errors
ore detectable in Ileamer speech. Henceforth,
fluent knowledpe of a learners nabive
lampeage of course mds the tleacher in
detecting and analyzing such errors;
however, according to Hrown, even
familianity with ihe language can be of help
I PInpembng this comne) source.

Dpe of the major contributions of
error analysis was its recognition of sources
aof errors that extend beyond just
interlenguage in leaming the target language.
It is obvious that intralingual transfer (within
the targef language itsell) is the major factor
in learning the foreign language Tavior
(1933} has also found that eardy stages of
language learmimg are- charactenzed by &
predomimance of mterference (imfcriingmage
transfer), But, according to Brown (1987) ,
once leamers have begun to acquire parts of
new  swstem, more imralingual transfer =
generalization within the target languages — 15
manifested, As the leamers progress m the
second Innguspe, their previous experience
and their existing subsumers bagin to inclode
structures within thetarget lanpuape itzel £

Megative transfor, or overgenetalization,
occiarred inoauch witetances a3 "Does Solm
can sieg? ", "He goed™ instead “He wemt"”,
o1 “F o't fmvene wihat 6imee 77 0, InFast, the
snalysiz-of intralingual emrors 10 a corpus of
production data can become quite complex.
Taylor found out that the claszs of crrors in
producing the main verb following an
auxiliary made by second language leamers
yichkled nine different types of ermmor (1) past
iense of verb following a modil, (2] present
fense -5 on a verh Following a modal, (3) fng
en a verb following a modal, (4) are (for be)
fallowing will (5) pas tense form of verb
fllowing de, (6) present tense — following
g, [T} —ing on a verb following do, (£} pasi
fense form of 3 verb following be [inserted to
replaceamodal ordo), (%) present tense—s on
a verb following be {mserted to replace a
madal orda).

Similarly, Biclards (1974} provided & hst of
ivpical English intralingual emors in the ase
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of aricles made by disparate native langoage
backerounds in leaming English, they are (1)
omission of the, such as (a) before unigue
TICNLLIRS, .42, Seer £5 very Aot (b)) before noumof
nationality, c.g, Spanigrds amd Argbs are

v (€) before nouns made pamicular in
context, e, af the conclusion ofariicle. She

gives o bazaar every dey, She iy mother af

that hoy, [d} belore & noun modified by a
participle, &g, Sofurion ix piven in this
arficie, (¢} betore superlative, e.g., Richest
person, (1) before a poun modified by an o
phrase, eg. fnsttiute of Nuclear Power, (2)
addition of the, such as, {3) before proper
names, e, The Shakesperde, the Sunday,
{b) before abstract nouns, e.g., The
priendslip, the patire, the sciemce; (o betore
nouns - behaving like abstract nouns; eg.,
Afier e school, after the breakfast, (d)
before pluml nouns, eg. The complex
strucinres are sl developing, (e) before
gomie, o, The some krowledse, (3 A used
instead of the, such as. (a) before
.-i'J|||.‘:|'|:|=.i'.'|.:: eopt, a werst o hest boy fa e
elengs, () betore UAMUE NS, &g, o Sum
birgames redl. [4) addition of 8, such as, {a)
before o plural noun qualified by an
adjestive e.m., (2] & holy places, a human
beingy, a bod nevs, (b)) before uncountables,
c.g., @ gold, a work, {c) bofore an adjective,
C.Z., o baken gz adefindie, (5 omizsionof a,
guch az, before class nound defined by
:||:|:i|_';.'!i'.-'|_':1: L T e ngrlf.r h-'.l_',', e vaas

hrerve man,

2.7 CONTEXTOFLEARNING

A thind major sooree of erors, s
Brown (I287) poant ouls, is the context of
learning. Context relers, Tor example, Lo the
Clissroom with s tencher and i3 materialsin
the: case ol school leaming, or social situation
mn the case of untwiorsd second langeage
leamming, In'a ciassroom context the teacher
o the texthook can fead the learmer 1o make
laulty hyphoteses abowt the langonpe, what
Richards called fafve concepr and what
atenson (1974 temaed fmaviced erimers, Thos,
students: often make errors beciuse of a
mizleading explopafion from the teacher,
faulty présentation of a-structure or word ina

i)

-—e

lextbook, or éven because of a pattern that
was mlely memorized in a drill but not
property contextualized. Or a teacher may
out of some ignorance provide imcormect
nisrmation — not an UCORmon OCCurTence

by weay of musleading defimtion, word, or
srammatical pencralization. Another
manitestation of language |carned in
classroom context 15 the occasional lesdency
on the part of learmers to give uncontracted
and inappropriately formal forms of
language. It iz =aid that we have all
experienced foreign language lcamers whose
bookish language gives him them away as
elazsroom language learmers,

The social context of language
accpusiton will produce othertypes of errors,
The sociolinguistic comtext of  natural,
untatored languape acquisition which may
itselt’ be a source of error (Brown, 19870
Corder’s term felasynoraiic diales applies
well here. To Elhs (19940} the theory that
mativaled and fed off the empinical research
itz known az interlanouage theory, after the
term coined by Bolinker (1972). Itis bagically
8 constantly evolving theory, having changed
conziderably sinee itz initial formulation, It
=, thesetare, ﬂctﬂlt!illl[ to Ellzd | '-:l";lli_'ll]-I oot an
easy task o produce an sccurate account of
theory, This 1den leads to view three major
issues in mterlingusge analysis that has
inscinnted rescarchers for many years called
fossilization, input hypothesis, and
pidginization,

1.8 FOSSILATION

[t 25 a comman experience 1o in a leamer's
langnage various crmoncous feafures, This
phenomenonr is ordinarily manifested
phonologically i fordden gecents in [he
speech of many of those who have leamed a
second langunpe alter adolescence, We also
commanly observe symtactic and lexical
erToTs persisting in the speech of those who
have otherwise leamed the language quite
well. These incorreot linguistic forms of a
person's second language competence have
heen referred to a5 fossilizavion (Brown,
1987)




How do ltems become fossilized? Until
recently there was little attempt 10 grapple
with the cognitive or affective dimensions of
foszilization Mevertheless, Vigil and Oller
{(1976) provided a Tommal account of
fossilization as a factor of positive and
negative affective and cogmitive feedback. To
them there are two kinds of information
transmitted between sources (leamers) and
pudiences [native speakersy information
aboul the afféctive relation belween souice
and audience; and ecgmitive informition
facts. suppositions, beliefs, Affective
information s primarily encoded in terms of
kinesic mechanmism — gestures, tome of voice,
facial expressions: — while: cogniiive
information 1% usially conveved by meansof
linguistic devices = sounds, phrases,
structures, discourse. Basically, the feedback
learners get from their audience can be either
positive, negative, or neotral. The following
ig illustration of different feed back given by
Vigil and CHller.

AFFECTIVE FEEDBACK

Positive - *llhkeit™ (moreofthe same)

Meutral : *Waiting. . .."” (reaction undecided)

Megative ;"1 don'f like it iry something
clse)

COGNITIVE FEEDBACK

Positive ;| “Tunderstand™ (message and
dirsctionare clear)

MNewtral " Stll processing ., " (undecided)

Mogative - 71 don't understand” (message o
direction are not clear)

Vinous combinations of the major types
of feedbsck are possible. For example, an
audience can indicate positive affective
feedback (] affirm you and value what you
are trying to communicate™) but give neutml
of even negalive copnitive feedback o
indicate that messase tsell is unclear It is
suid thal mesative alfective [eiedback will
likely result in the abortion of future attempts
tocommunicate, This is, of course, consistent
with the overriding affective nature of human
interactionsinee i people are ool o least

diprven! Limmiviniika, Chbiober 2000, Foluwe J, Nooror §

affirmed and ther commumcation valued,
thest, Ueere 15 litte reason for commundcition,
a0, one of the first requirements for
meaningiul communication &8 aciually an
affective affimmation of the other person
(Brown, 1987}

Thus, Vigil and Oller's model holds that
a positive affective response is imperative o
the learner's desire 1o continee stiempis (©
communicate, Copnitive feedback in this
case determines the degree of intemalization.
Megative or neutral feedback will naturslly
encourage leamers o “fry again, ™ to restate,
to reformulaie. or to draw @ different
lvpothesis about a rule. Apparently, positive
fecdback in the copnitive dimension will
resullin reinforcement of the forms used and
o eonclusion on the pard of learners that their
spizech s well formed. Fossilized items, then,
ore those ungrammaiioal or imcarrect items
in the speech of a learmer which gnin first
positive affective feadback (*F like it™) then
positive cognitive feadback (“J
i 'r.'d"qu.lrr.f"}r rE'.il:lﬁ'rrﬂinE n i.1'||::|::rr|.1t1. ﬁ'&lm1
of Innguage, Thus, leamers with fossilized
tems have acquired them through the same
positive feedback and reinforcement wath
whichthey sequired comest items.

Schinker and Lamendella {1979 noted
et the medel] describsed above relics on the
mdion of reerinse Feedback, and coriainly
there are olher fMctors miemal o the learner
which alfect fossilization since we are ot
merely product of our environment, In other
words, imlemal motivating factors, the need
for interaction with other people, and innate
and universal factors could all soccount for
virions  instances of fossilizamon (Brown,
1987

2.9 INPUTHYPOTHESIS

Che of the most widely debated issues of
the last decade aboul second language
leaming has been Krashen's hvpothesis
which have had & number of different names.
In the earher years the Monitor Maodel snd
the Acquisition=Learning Mypothesis were
e popular terms; in recent veard the Inpui
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Hypothesis has been a comms terim o reler
o what are really & set of inlernelaied
hypotheses.

In describing the Monitor model,
Burashen [1985) claimed that adult secomd
lmgiage learmers have wo means [or
internalizing the targef fanguape. The frst is
aeguisition, 4 subconscious and  intuitive
process . of construcling the system of a
langruage, not unhike the process used by a
child to pick up & language. The second
MEeans 15 & OOy |'r_'-_.l.rr.l.'.l,l_l_-: IOCEsy In
which feamers attend fo form, feure out
rules, and are generally aware of their own

process. Hence, the monitor 15 an aspect of

this second process; it i85 a device for
watchdogping onc's input, for editing and
makmg alterations as they are consciously
perceived, Krashen (1981) claimed. that
fluercy (o Second fangmare pedformanee (5
dive to-wihad fedrner hay aoguired, not wiiat ke
fras fearmed, Adult shpuld, therefore, do s
much acquinneg as - possible in ocder (o
pchieve commonicative fluepey: atherwise
they will get hogged down in rule leaming
and too much conscious allenton to the
forms of language and to watching their own
progress, Aceording to Krashen, the Monitos
should hive only a minor role in the process
of gaining communicative compelence since
our gonl is opimal Monilor use; using
conscious knowledge of language to increase
tormenl aceoracy when it docs not interfero
with commmumeniton

The input hypothesis claims that an
important condition for langusage acquisition
to oocur 13 that the scguirer wmdersiond (via
hearing or reading) in put languape that
containg struciure a bil beyond his. current
level of competence. In other words, the
language which learners are exposed 1o
should be just far enough bevond their
current competences that they can understand
most of if but still be challenved to make
progress. An amporiant part of the Input
Hypathesis s Emshen's: recomimendalion
that speaking not 10 be taught directly in the
Ianguage classroom since speech will emerge

once the acquirer has buill up  enough

Rl

comprehensible input, Krashen claims that
the best acquisition will oceur in
environments where anxiety 5 low and
defensiveness absent, or where the affective
filter s oo { Brown, 1957),

Furibermore, Krashen describes two
ways i which compreheénsion of input
containing new linguistic material is
achieved: the utilization of context by the
learner &nd the provision of simplifisd input
by the teacher. The learmner makes use of
context o infer the meaning of an utterance
when existing linguistic  rosources ars
nsufficient for immediate decoding. In fact,
three kinds of contextual information are
gvatlable: exirn firmEislie Infermation, e
tegrner’s knowledpe of the world, and rhe
legrner’s  previoisly  acguived  lingiiie
canpeferce. Krashen, in this case, refers 1o a
number of studies demonstrating the
dramatic effects that contextual information
can hove on the comprehension of written
text; & stody by Adames (1282, for example,
wag able fo sghow a sixfvld improvement in
the comprehension of new lexical material
when background informstion was made
avatlable ({Ellis, | 990,

L10 PIDGINTZATION

Anther body of research supports the
notion of that secomd languape acquisition
has much in common with the pédginianon
of linguage. A pidgin is a mixed language o1
Jareon usually ansing out of wo languages
coming into contéxt for commercial
political, or oven social purposes. MNaturally,
the vocabulary of at least two languapes is
incorporated into the pidgin, and simplified
grammatical forms are used (Brown, 1987).
Broadly, others such as Bickerton (1951),
Andersen (1979), have studied the
typothesis that the imerlanguage of many
secomd language speakers 5 akin to
pidgmized forms of language. The
mplication 15 that what happens over
perhaps several hundred wvears in
pdgimization is reproduced 10 some desree in
short duration of one leamer's acquisition ofa
second language. In short, the learner




instinctively attenprs o bring two lansuages
—the target-and the native - together 1o form a
unique language, an interlanguage,
possessing aspects of both languages.
Ultimately, it is with great persistence that
leamers overcome this apparently universal
pidginization tendency, weed out
interlanguage fomns, and adopt the second
lnguage exclusively (Brown, 1987),

3. CONCLUSION

[t 15 now obvious that interlanguape
theory, as a matter of fact, hasthe central
premises The centml premises (eg.,
Ellis, 1990 afinterlanpuape theory are;

(1} The learmer consimcts a system of
abstract inguistic rules which underiies
comprebension and  production. The
learner draws on these rules inmuch the
sarme way asthe mative speaker drawson
linguistic competence. The rules enable
the leamer 1o produce novel sentences.
Thev also respomsible for the
systematicity evident in L2 learner
Ianguage. An interlanguage i3 8
lingnistic system in its awn right, As
such i g a natural language and is
L*n."a're.'h.-lll']ar'r-"n'.:u.rr.'a.l'.

(2} The leamer's grammar 15 penmeable.
The gramimar that the leamer builds iz
incomplete end unstable. It is amenable
to penetration by new linguistic forms
ahd rules;, which may be depved
iternally, e, by mewns of fransfer
froam the L1 or overgeneralization of an
interlanguags ule) or extemally, e,
through exposure to farget langusge
ik,

(3 The learmer's competenee is variable: Al
any stage of development the language
prodicced by learners  will  dizsplay
systematic varability, This variability
reflecis 1he particular form-function
correlations which comprize the ales of
the leamer’s grammar at that stage of
development, The learner's compelence
sk be viewed as heterogencous miher
than honwopereows,

(4} Imterdanguage development reflects the
aperation of cognilive learning

Srmel Langndsite. Olbeher 2000, Mofime £, Mamar |

sirategies. The process by which
interlanguages are constructed
identifies a4 number of cognitive
learmning process sich as L1 transfer,
overgencralization and simplification.
It is said that the similarity between LI
ands L2 acquisition lies in the process of
hypothesis-formation and Lesting.
Hypothetical mules, formulated on the
basis of learning strategics, arc tested
out in comprehension and production
and amended if understanding is
defective or if the wtterances fail to
COoOmmunicate.

(537 Interlanguaee use can also reflect the
operation of communication siralegies
When leamers are faced with having to
communicite messagestor which the
necessary linguistic rescurees are el
available, they resor 10 4 vanety of
communication sirategies, These enphls
them [0 compensate for their lack of
'L‘]'lﬂu.lln':dgl;.-

{8} Interlangunpge systems may  fossilize,
This termn isused to refier to the tendency
of many learmness to stop developing
their interlanguapge grammar in the
direction of the target language, Instend
tney reacha plateau bevond which they
do. et progress, This may be because
there is w0 communicaiion need for
further development. Adtemagively it
may be because full competence ina 1.2
is - newrolinguistically impossible  for
most leamers. Thus, fossilization 5 2
unique feature of inferlinpguape
SVELCIME,
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