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Abstract

Interlanguage theory is naturafly 3 constantly evolving theory, having changed
considerably since its initial formulation. It is, therefore, not an easy task to produce an
accurate account of the theory, The aim of this article is basically to provide s brief and
composite aceount of the interianguapge theory, In so- doing. some crucial issuwes are
sccordingly viewed: (1) error analysis, (1) stages of interlanguage development, (3)
mterlanguige transfer, (4) fossilization, (5) input hypothesia, (6} and pidginization ns
well, There is in fact considermble disagreement about how best 1o characterize the
nivture of an interlangunge system, Nevertheless, this principle is able to mooount for

ms1ghts prowided by formi-farciion ainalvsis
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1. INTRODUCTION

The contrastive analyzis hypothesis
siressed the interfering effccts of the first
language or sccond language learming and
clammed that second langunge leaming is
prmsmrily & process of acquinmg whatever
items are different from the first language.
This i, inn fact, a narmow view of interference
which 1gpnored the iniralingual effects of
leaming. In recent years researchers have
come o understand thot second language
leaming is creative provess of construcling a
systermn which  leamers are consciously
Iesting hypothesis about the tarpe! language
from a number of possible sources of
knowledge, eg., limited knowiedge of the
tiarget language itself, knowledge about (1)
native language, (2) communicative function
of language, {3} life, (4) homan beings and
universe. The leamers, in acting upon their
environment, consirect whit to them is a
legitimate system of language in it5 own
right, ie., the structured set of mules which
provide order to the linguistic chaos that
confront them (Brown, 1987)

I the past decades, second lngusge
le=armnez began 1o be examined im much the

same way that firs: language leaming had
been studied for sometime, that s, the
leamers were looked on not as producers of
malfosmed, imperfect lnnguage replete with
mistakes bul as inlellipent, and creative
beings proceeding through logical,
svstomatlc stages of acquisition, croatively
acting upon their linguistic environment as
they encounter its foem and funclions i
meaningfol contexts, In other words,
learmers, by gradual process of irdal and emor
andd hypathesis esting, slowly and tediously
suceeed in establizshing closer
dpproaimiations to the system used by native
speakers of language. A mumber of terms
tave been comed to desenbe the perspective
which stressos the legitimaey of leamers
second lanpuage sysiems, The best known of
Ihvese ferms is fmferiangange. Interlanguage
efers to the separcteness of second
language's system that has 8 structurally
intermediate status between the nature and
target language (Selinker, 1972).

Corder (1971, on the other hand, used
the berm idiosyncratic dislect to connote the
idea that the leamer's language s uniqueto a
pamticular individual, ie., the mules of
leamer's  lanpuapge  are pecubar to the
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language of that individeal alone. The
interlanguage  hypothesis, then led tooa
significant breakthrough from the
contrastive enalysis hypothesis. Ihe
emphasis here, in terms of second language
leamners is the form and the function of
laniguage: The most obvious approach o
analyzinge - interlanguage, according o
Brown, (1987) is to study the speech and
writing of leamers. This stands to reason for
production data is observable and
presurmably reflective of leamer's underlying
competence, that is, production compefence.
Thus, the study of the speach and writing is
largely the study of errors of learmers. Brown
asserts further that comect production vields
[ittle information about the actual
interlanguage sy=tem of leamers since only
informeationaboul the rget language svstém
which leamers have already acquired.
Therefore, focus of thas study 15 on the
gignificance of errorg in learnérs’'
inteslanguge sysiems, otherwise known as
error analysis {(Selinker, 1972; Schuman and
Slenson, | &74)

L.FRAME OF THEORY
L1 ERRORANALYSIS

Maturally, learning 15 fundamentally a
process that involves the making of mistakes.
Mistakes, misjudgements, miscalculations,
an crronenus assamption form an important
aspect of learming wvirtually any skll or
acquinng information. Language learning 13
like any other human learming, i.e., children
leaming their Grst languspe make countless
mistakes vicwead from the point of view of
adult grammatical language, Many of these
migtakes are logical in the limited lingaistic
syatern within which:-children operate, but by
carefully processing feedback from others,
such children slowly bBut surely: [=am to
produce what iz acceptahle speech in their

native language

In fact, second language learninge 15 5
process and clearly not unlike frst language

X

leaming in ity trial-and error natore. In other
words, learners will wnavoidably make
miistakes in the process of aequisition, and
even will impede that process [f they do not
commit emors and benefit 1 tum fom
vanous foms of feedback on those eroors
(Brown, 1987) As Corder noted that a
learner's emors are significant in providing
the instructor or researcher concerning (1)
evidence of how languare i léarned or
poquired | (2] what stralegies or procedures
the learner 15 employving in the discovery of
the language,

2.1 MISTAKESAND ERRORS

It 12 cracial to make distinction betveen
miatakes and error, technically two difterent
[_:-|1|'.n|1rr|:-.r|.'| Hrovam 1|'-]E’.'] masires fhat o
mustake refers to o performance, while eror
i5 #ither 8 rapdom guess or a slip in that 15 a
failure to uiilize a known system of the target
lanpeape correctly. In fact, all people make
mistakes in both pative or and second
lngsge situations, Therefore, mstakes are
oot the result of o dehciency in competence
but the result of some sor of breakdown or
imperfectton m the process of productive
lanpuape skiils. These hesitations, slips of
tongue, random  ungrammaticalities, amnd
pther perfomance lapses in pative speaker
l_:l|-:_1|,||,.'|,:|_j|_:-|| Als0 oocur moserond |:L||:;_l_||:_’|5|.:
learnimg

An error s a soliceable deviation
fromn the adult grammar of & native speaker,
reflecting the interlanguage competence of
he hearner (Selinker, 1972). Nemser (1971)
referred tothe same seneéral phencmenon and
used his own Temm a5 approvcimaiie aestem.
Corder {1971) used the term ffospreratic
dialect to- connote the idea that the leamer's
language s unique to a particular individual,
that the rules of the leamer’s linguage are
peculiar 1o the languare of thet mdividual
alome. While each of these designations
emphasizes a particular notion, they share the
concept that the second language learners are
[orming their own sel—eontalmed Iingnustic
gwitems, This 15 neither the system of the




native language nor the svitem of the target
language, biaf instead falls betwesn the bwo: it
is 4 systern based upon the best attempt of
learners to provide order and structure to the
linguistic stimuli surrounding them {Brown,
1987, Soif, for mstance, a leamer of English
asks “LhoerJohs can sing?”, he probably 15
reflecting a -competénce level in which all
verbs reqguire a pre-posed do auxihiary for
guestion formation. Apparently, he has
committed an error, most likely not a
mistake, i.e., anerror which revesls a portion
of his: competence in he tareel lanpuage.
Monetheless, we cannot tell the difference
bedween sn emor and & mistake since in the
case of an English learner zayvs “Jalin cons
sing”, for example, but in one or two
occagions save "lokl can eiog”, Itis difficult
actually to determine whether conms 5 2
mistake ér an emror, I, however, furher
exsrination of leamer's spesch rmeveals such
bterances a5~ Johe wills go™, or * John mays
cone ", and so forth, we might then conclude
that the leamier has not distinguished modals
from other verbs.

The fect that lesrmers do emrors and
that these errors can be observed, analyzed,
and classified to revenl something of the
systemoperated within the leamer, according
o Browmn, led toa surge of study of learners’
errors, called ervor amalysiy. Naturally, emor
analysis became distinguished from
conirastive analysis by ils examination of
errors atiribuial to all pessible sources, no
Jusi these which result fnom negative transler
of the native lanpuage. Errors, as a matter of
fact, arse from several possible sources
nterlingual emrors of interference, from the
native language, interlingual emors within
the target langoage, the sociolinguistic
context of comimunication, peveholinguastic
of cognitive strateries; and countless
afféctive vanables (Dulay, et al, 1982,
Brown, 1987).

1.3 IDENTIFYINGAND
DESCRIBING ERRORS

Broadly, the dimirishing of ermors iz an
ir‘::.r'l-.‘lﬂ.'ll'll eriterion for 'im;n:*zlﬁing |.5||'|g11i|gr,

Sernm ingeeisibe, Ghtader 2000, Folwrwe !, Novsior £

proficiency, the vltimate goal of second
language learning 15 the atainment of of
communicative fluency in the target
fanguage. Lanpuage is speaking and
listéning, writing #nd reading. The
comprehension of [anguage is as important as
production. [t so happens that production is
lends itself to analysis and thas becomes the
prey of researchers: butl comprehension data
i5 egually imporiant in developing an
understanding of the process of second
langiage acguisition [Brown, 19487},

Schatcher (1974) and Kleinmann, 1977)
find out that error analysis can keep us too
closely focused on specific languages rather
than unpverssl aspects of language.
Therefore, Gass (1984) recommended that
researchers pay more attention to linguistic
elemenis that common to all languages. This
fundamentally leads our atiention to the
interlanguage systemns of lexmers which may
hawve elersents that reflect neither the target
language nor the mative lanpuage but rathera
universal feature of some kind. Henceforth,
in the analysis of leamer's interlanguage
CITOTS, WG COEAEs In perfomance analyvsis o1
more simply called interlanguage amalysis.
Certainly, this is less restrictive concept that
places a healthy invessigation of errors within
the larger perspectives of the learmer's wtal
interanguage  performange (Murcia and
Hawkin, 1985). Thus, we nesd nevertheless
remember thit production ermors ere only 8
subsel of the overall performance of the
learmer.

Une of the common difficulties m
uhderstanding the lineuistic sysiems of both
first and second language léarners, according
o (Brown, 1987, is the fzct that such
systems cannot be directly observed, They
must be infemed by means of analyvzing
production and comprehension dats. The
problemnt is, however, is mstability of leamers’
systems. Therefore, in underiaking the task
of performance analysis the teacher and
resegrcher are called wpon to infer order in
toEic in this instable and variable system. To
that e, the first step in process ofanalysis s
the identification and deseription of ermors.
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Corder (197]) provides a model for
identifying emmoncous or idiesyncralic
ulterapces i & second language, A major
distinction 15 made al oulset befween pvert
and covert errors. Overtly Erropeons
utterances are unguestionably
ungmmmatical at the sentence level. While
covertly erronecus errors are grammatically
well-formed at the sentence level hut ane 1o

interpretable wathin the context of

communication, Thersfore, sccording o
Corder's model;, anv sentence uttered by the
learner and subsequently transcribed can be
snalyvesd for idinsyncrasies, Coverl cmors,

oo the other huind, are nod really covert atall it

attend to surroanding discourse (before and
after utterances), e.a., T am fine thank you”
is - grammatically correct at' the senfence
level, but if used az a response to “Who are
Yo A vETY rrhinn Lil:,l &l EFTOT

Brown {1987} poinl outs that on a
rather global level; ermors can be deseribed as
arrors of addition, amission, sobstitugon, and
oo, In English - a o |:|'|:-|'.'l.."."£'|:.|'.r_'l-. tor
cxample, might be added, e.g., Does can fre
Fire?, o definte omitted, g, [ wenr fo
mravie, an itern substiiuted, e, [ lost wy
road, or 8 word order confused, eg., F o e
mrinwe went, Likewise, a word wilhoa faulty
pronuncistion might hide a syntactic or
lesticd etror, An Indonesian leamer who
sy, Moy T eii?, ifthe word s pronounced as
shiris lexically global error,

2.4 STAGES OF INTERLANGUAGE
DEVELOPMENT

Corder (1973} distinguished three
different stages, based on observation, what
the leamer does in terms of errocs alene. The
first iz a stage of random ermors called
presystepraric in which the leamer is only
varuely aware that there is some systematic
prder to g parheilar class of  items:
Inconsistencies ke folin cans simpe. and Solm
can Sineing said by leamer within a short
peiiod of time, might ndicate a-siage of
experimentation and i accurfe Fuessing
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The second, or ¢mergent, stage of
interlanguage finds the learner growing. in
consistency i linguistic production, The
learner has begun to mternalizs certam rules.
This stape is characterized by same
backsiiding in which the learner 15 unable to
comecl amors when they are pointed: by
someone else. Avoidanee of structure amnd
1opics i5 typical, e, A T go fo New York. ™
Br “When?™ A Yin FO727, B0, vou went
o New Yorkin 1972~ A Yes Lo 15727

A third stage iz a by svsieniiiic
staze i which the learner i able o manifest
morne consistent in producing the tanmet
language. While those rules inside the head
af the learnet arestill not all well formed, 1.e.,
they are more closely . approximating the
targed language system, That 15 af this stage
the leamers are able to-comect their ermors
when they are pointed out even very subtlv to
them, e.g., &: Many fish are in the loke. These
figh are geridag i the restaurants nedar the
feki, B (Mafive Speaker) @ The fish are
servings A O, mo, the finh e served in the
resfasrant,

A final stape 15 called the
stahilization stape in the development of
imierlanguage systems [(Brown, [937). To
Corder (1573), 1t s called: posi sysremneic
stuge. Here the leamer has relatively few
erris and has mastered to the point that
Huency  and inlended  meamngs are oot
problematic,s Thas, the fourh stage 1s
characiorized by the leamer's abality 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
deseribe a learner's: ofal secomnd language
system. This is because it would be hard to
assert, for example, that a learner is in an
emergent stage. globafly, for all of the
linewsie  subsystems of language. One
might be in o second stage wilh respect Lo,
say, the perfect tense system, and in the thard
or fourth stage when | comes  to




simple present and pust fenses, Nor these
stages, which are based on emor analysis,
gdequately account for sociolinguistic,
functional, or nonverbal siradegies, all of
which are imporiant in assessing the todal
compelence of the second lanpuaze learner
Finally, it needs (o remember that production
emors alone are madequate measures of
overall competence. They happen to salient
fcatures. of secopd language learners'
ineetfanguage and present us with gist for
eror-analysis mills, but comect ulterances
deserve our atlention, nd especially 1o the
teachinp-learmning process, deserve posifive
reinforcenent.

25 SOURCESOFERROR

Basically, procedures of -ermor
analvsis iz used toidenti by errors in the tarpet
language leimer production data and the
final step in the analysiz of leamer werk iz
that of determining the source of ermor. The
analvais itselfiz somewhat speculativein that
sources mwst be inferred oo available dita
wiich lies the ultimate value of interlanguage
anplysis in general. By so0 doing, we can
begin to understand of how thisleamer's
cognitive and atfective sclf relates to the
linguistic systemn and to formulate an
integrated understamnding of the precess ofthe
farget language acquisition, This idea leads
us o wview the so called imter-fonpuage
frunafer{ Brown, 1987}

2.6 INTERLANGUAGE TRANSFER

The beginning stages of learning a
foreign language are charactenized by a good
deal ofinterlanguage wansfer from the native
languaze or inferference. This is because
before (he syswem of the targel [angpuaee @5
familiar, the mative language is the only
linguistic system the learmer can draw, We
harve beard, for example, English leamer say
“aheep for "ship " or Mook of Jack ™ instead
of "Jacks book"” for "HNukumpa Jock” in
Indonestan native tongue. All of these errors
are atributable to negative  interlingual
transfer, It is true that it 15 not always clear
that an error is the result of transfer from the

durmat Limgnarnb, (hrober 2000, Falieee !, Neowsar [

native language, however, many such errors
are detectable in learner speech. Hencefarth,
fAueni Enowledge of a learmner’s native
lampuage of course ads the tleacher in
detecting and analyzing such errors;
however, according to HBrown, even
famiharity with the fanguage can be of help
I pinpombmg this commoen source.

O of the major contributions of
ermor anelysis was its recognition of sources
of errors that extend beyomd just
interianguage in leaming the target language.
It is obrvious that intralingual transfer (within
the tareet language itsell) 15 the major fctor
in learning the foreipn language Tavilor
(1933) has also found that eardy stages of
language  leaming are- charactenzed by 3
predomimance of nterference (inferfanguage
transfer), But, sccording to Brown (1987 ,
onee leamers have begun to acquire parts of
new svatern, mere intradingoal transfer —
generalization within the argpet Innguages — 15
mianifesied, As the leamers progress m the
second Innguape, their previous experience
and their existing subsumers begin to include
structures within thetarget language itzelf

Megative transfor, or overgeneralization,
oocarred inosuch uitemnoees a3 “Does ol
corn sieg? U, UHe goed” instead “He wem ™,
or “F o't ko what Gme 750", InFact, the
snalysis of intrmlingual errors 100 a8 corpus of
production data can become quite complex:
Taylor found out that the clazs of crrors in
producing the main verb following an
auxiliary made by second languape leammers
viekled nine different tvpes of ermor (1} past
ense of verb following a modil, (2) present
fense -4 on a verb following a modal, (3) ing
on a verb following a modal, (4) are (for be)
following will {(5) pas tense form of verb
fllowing de, {6) present tense — followipg
e, [T} —img on a verb following do, (2] pasi
fense form of 3 verb following be [inserted to
replaceamodal ordo), (9 present fense—son
g verb following be {mserted to replace a
madal orda).

similarly, Biclands (1974} provided a hsi of
tvpical English ntralingual ermors in the ase
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of aficles made by disparate pajive lnguage
backerounds in leaming English, they are (1)
omission of the, such as (a) before unigque
eS8, S is very hof (b)) before noon of
nationality, c.g, Spaniards amd Argbs are

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

goes o bazaar every dey, She iy mother af

that boy, {d} belore & noun modified by a
participle, o.g. Soduron ix piven in this
articie, (¢} bolore superlative, e.g., Richest
perzan, (1) before a noun modified by an of-
phrase. eg., fnctiiute of Nuclear Power, (2)
addition of the, such as, {a) before proper
names, e, The Shakesperae, the Sunday,
(bl before abstract nouns, eg., The
frienasip, the naiure, fhe soience, (c) before
nouns - behaving like abstract nouns; eg.,
Afier the school, after the breakfast, (d)
before pluml nouns, eg. The complex
strictures are st developing, (=) hefore
snme, g2, The some knowledes, (3) A used
instead of the such as. (a) before
superlative, e.g., & woesh o best bay in fhe
chass, by betore LU TS, et o S
bicgmes wedd, (4) addition of », such as, {a)
before g plural noun qualified by an
adjestive, e.m., (a] & holy places, a human
befngy, a bad nevws, (b)) before uncountables,
c.g., @ gold, @ work, {c) bofore an adjective,
BTy oo baken s adefindte, (5) omissionof a,
guch as, before clags nouns defimed by
adjectives, e.g. e wor good bov, he was

frenvie mam,

2.7 CONTEXTOFLEARNING

A third major sowrce of o, 43
Brown (1287) poinl ouls, is the confext ol
learning. Couatext refiers, or example, to the
Glassroom with Ws teacher and ifs materialz in
ther caze ol school leamning, or social situation
i the case of untuiorsd second langage
learning. In a ciassToom coniext the teacher
or the textbook can lead the fearner o make
[oulty hyphoteses abowt the langonpe, what
Richards called fafve concepr and what
atenson (197 enmed indiiced erraes, Thus,
stiudents: offen make errors beciuse of a
mislesiing explanafion from the teacher,
faulty presentation of a structure o word ina
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lextbook, or éven becouse of & pattermn that
was rolely memorized in o3 drill bat not
properly contextualized. Or a feacher may
out of some ignorance provide imcorrect
nfermation — nol an UeCORman OCCurTences

by weay of musleading defintion, word, or
erammatical pencralization. Another
mantestation of language |carned in
classmom context is the occasional tendency
on the part of learners to give uncontracted
and inappropriately Formal forms of
language. It is =aid that we have all
expericnced foreign language leamers whose
bookish language gives him them away as
classroom language leirmers,

The social contexi of |language
accuusitton will produce othertypes of errors,
The zociolinguistic context of  natural,
untutored langusge soquisition  which may
itselt he a source of ermor (Brows, 19870
Corder's term ddiosnvncralic dialect applies
well here. To Ellis {1990} the theory that
mativiled and fed off the empincal research
iz known az interlanouage theory, after the
term coined by Selinker (1972). Itis basically
8 constantly evolving theory, having changed
considerably sinee itz initial formulation, Ti
i, therefore, according to Ellis{ 1 990}, not an
easy sk o produce an accurate account of
theory, This 1deo leads to view threc major
isanes o mterlingusge enalysis that has
inscinated rescarchers for many vears calicd
fossilization, input hypothesis, and
pidginization,

1.8 FOSSILATION

[t 15 B common experience 1040 a leamer's
language various erroneous feafures, This
phenomenonr s ordinarily manifested
phonologically iy fordien gocents in fhe
speech of many of those who have leamed a
second langunpe alter adolescence, We also
commanly observe aymbactic and lexical
erroTs 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
been referred to 8s fossilizarion (Brown,
1987)




How do ltems become fossilized? Usntil
recently there was Irptle aftempt 10 grappie
with the cognitive or affective dimensions of
fossilization Mevertheless, Vigil and Oller
{(1976) provided a Tormml 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
nudiences (native speakersy  information
about the affective relation belween sotirce
and audience, and cogritive informistion
facts, suppositions, behefs, Affective
information s primarily encoded 10 ferms of
kinesic mechanizsm — gestures, tone of voice,
facial expressions: — while cognitive
infommation 1= uswally conveved by means ol
linguistid devices — sounds, phrases,
structures, discourse. Bazically, the feedback
learners get from their audience can be either
positive, negative, or neutral. The following
iz illustration of differcnt foed back given by
Vigil and Clller.

AFFECTIVE FEEDBACK

Positive ;*llikeit™ (moreofthe same)

MNeutral : *Waiting. . ..” (reoction undecided)

Megative ; 1 don't like it (iry something
clse)

COGNITIVE FEEDBACK

Positive : “Tunderstand™ {message and
directionare ¢lear)

MNewtral o* Sull processing " {undecided)

Negative 3 71 don'l understand” (miessage of
directinn are not elear)

Various combinations of the major Types
of feedback are possible. For example, an
audience can indicale positive affective
feedback (1 affirm you and value what you
are trying to communicate™) but give neutral
of even negalive copnitive  feedback o
indicate that message itsell is. unclear. It is
said that mesative alfective. [eedback will
likely result in the abortion of future attempts
tocommunicate. This is, of course, consistent
withthe overiding affective nature of human
milernctionsnoe T people are fol ol |east

vl Limminaila, Chtrolber 2000, Foluwse §, Moowor |

affirmed and ther commonication valued,
Lhén, Ueere s hltle reason for commundcation,
80, one of the first requirements for
meaningful communication & aciually an
affective affimiation of the Other person
(Brown, 1987}

Thus, Vigil and Oller’s model holds that
a positive affective response is imperative to
the leamer’s desire to continge stiempis (o
commumcate. Copnilive feedback in this
case defermines the degree of intemalization.
Negative or neutral fesdback will natarnlly
encourage leamers o “rry agadn, © 10 resiate,
to reformulaie. or to draw @ different
livpothesis about a nale. Apparently, positive
feedback 1n the copnitive dimension will
resullin reinforcement ol the forms used and
o eonelission on the pard of learmers that their
speech iswell formed. Fossilized items, then,
are those wnigrammatical ot fncorvect ilems
in the zpeech of a learmner which gnin first
positive affective feedback (*F like i ') then
positive cognitive feadback (*7
i srataerd ), reinforcing an incorrect fomm
of Innguoge, Thus, leamers with fossilized
tems have acquired them through the same
positive feedback and reinforcement with
which they scquired comest items.

Schinker and Lamendella {197%) noied
that the mode] descnbed above relics on the
motion of tedrinsic feedback, and conmainly
there are other faciors miemeal (o the lenrmer
which affect fosalization since we ane fol
merely product of our envirenment, In other
words, intemal motivating factors, the need
for interaction with other people, and innate
and universal factors could all socount for
virions instances of fossilization (Brown,
1987

2.9 INFUT HYPOTHESIS

Che of themost widely debated issues of
thie last decade about second [inpuage
learmming has been Krashenm's hypothesis
which have had & number of di fferent names.
In the earlier years the Monitor Medel and
the Acquisition—Learning Hypothesis were
e popular térms; in recent vears the Input
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Hypothesis has been a commson term o reler
o what are really & sel of inlerrelated
hypotheses.

In descnbimg the Monitor miodel,
Erishen [1985]) claimed that adult secomd
language learmers have wo means {or
mtemnalizing the targei language. The first 1s
acguizificn, a subconscious and intuitive
process . of construcling the system of a
language, not unhke the process used by a
child to pick up & language. The second
MEans 15 & consciony (earming process in
which feamers attend fo form, feare ot
rules, and are generally aware of their own

process. Hence, the monitor 15 an aspect of

lhis second process; it s o device for
watchdogping one's input, for editing and
making alterations a8 they are consciously
percetved, Krashen (1981) clamed that
fluency in fecond languare performanee is
die towhal fearner has acguived, pot wiiat ke
s Jearned, Adult shpuld, therefore, do as
much acquinng as - possible in onder (o
pehieve commonicative fluency: otherwise
they will get hogged down in rule leaming
and toa much condcious pllention to the
forms of language and to watching their own
progress, According to Krashen, the Monitor
should hove only a minor role in the process
of gaining communicative compotence since
our goal i5 optmael Monilor use; using
conscious knowledge of languoge to increaso
tormsal acewmcy when it docs nod [nterfere
with commumaention

The mput hypothesis claims that an
important condition for langusige acquisition
to occur 18 that the :L-._'l.Jll.Iilq:l wrdleryiand [via
hearing or reading) in put languape that
containg structure a bil beyond his cument
level of competence. In other words, the
language which learners are exposed 1o
should be just far enough bevond their
current competencs that they can understand
miost of it but still be challenged to make
progress. An amporiant part of the Input
Hypathesis s Kmshen's: recammendmtion
that speaking niot 1o be taught directly in the
Ianguage classroom since speech will emerge
once the acquirer has buill up enough

comprehensible input, Krashen claims that
the best acquisition will oceur in
environments where anxiety 5 low and
defensiveness absent, or where the affective
fTlter s o { Brown, 19587),

Furihermore, Krashen describes two
ways i which comprehension 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 aof
pontexi to infer the meaning of an uiterance
when existing linguistic Tesources are
maufTicient for immediate decoding. In fact,
three kinds of contextual information are
avatlable: axivn Himgdstie Information, the
tearner’s knowledge of the world, and the
iearner't  previossly  ooguired linguistic
compedence. Krashen, in this case, refers to
number of studies demonstrating the
dramatic effects that contextual information
can have on the comprehension of written
text; & study by Adames (1282}, for example,
wag able fo show a sixfold improvement in
the comprehension of new lexical material
when background information was made
available ((Ellis, | 990},

210 PIDGINIZATION

Another body of research supports the
notion of that second Fanguape acquisition
has much in common with the pédpinizanon
of linguage. A pidgin is 8 mixed language o1
Jargen usually ansing oul of two languares
coming into context for commercial
political, or even social purposes, MNaturally
the vocabulary of at least two languages 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
second language speakers 5 akin to
pidgmized forms of language. The
implication 15 - that what happens over
perhaps several hundred wvears in
prdmazation is reproduced 10 some degree in
short duration of one leamer's acquisition oFa
second  language. In shorl. the leamer




instinctively aiemprs o brieg two langiapes
— the targetand the native - together 1o forma
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, ind adop

t the second

language exclusively (Brown, 1987).

3.

L}

[y

(3}

(4)

CONCLUSION

[t 15, now obvious that interlanguage
theory, as a matter of fact; haz the central
premises The cental premizes (eg.,
Elhiz, 199} afinterlanguape theory are;
The learner consimcts a svsiem of
abstract |mguistic Tules which underlies
comprehension and  production. The
learner draws on these rules in much the
same way asthe native speaker draws on
linguistic competence. The rules enable
the leamer to produce novel sentences.
They also responsible for the
systematicity evident in L2 learner
Ianguage. An interlanguage i3 a
linguistic systéem in i3 own rght. As
such i s a natural language and is
rn."a'.l'c'{'|.'lll'hr'r.r'n'.:u.rr.'a.l'.

The leamer's grammar 15 permeable.
The grammar that the leamer builds iz
incomplete end unstable. It is amenable
to penetrotion by new lingoistic forms
and rules, which may be derived
internally, e, by means of fronsfer
froam the L1 or overgeneralization of an
interlanguages rule) or externally, 1e.,
through exposure to jarget lingusge
It

The leamer's competence is variable, At
any stage of development the language
produced by learpers will display
svstematic varability, This variability
reflects the partfcular form-function
correlations which comprise the nules of
the learmer’s grammar at that stage of
development, The learmer's competence
st be viewed as helerogeneous miher
than homopeneowns;

Interdanguage development reflects the
aperation of cognitive learning

Sl Langnisiite, Oksber 2000 Molivme f, NMamar §

(3}

{5}

strategies. The process by which
interlanguages are constructed
identifies 4 number of cognitive
leaming  process sich as L1 transfer,
overgeneralization and simplification.
It is said that the similarity between LI
ands L.2 acquisition lies in the process of
hypothesis-formation and lesting.
Hypothetical rules, formulated on the
basis of learning strategics, are tested
out in comprehension and production
and amended if understanding is
defective or if the utlerances fil to
Communicate:

Interlanguage use can also reflect the
operation of commumication strategies
When leamers are faced with baving to
communicate messagestor which the
necessary linguistic rescurces are nod
available, they resort 10 3 vapety of
communication sirategies, These enpble
them to compensate for their lack of
knowledpge

Interlangunge systems may  fossilize,
This term 15 used to refier to the tendency
of many learness to stop developing
their interlanguage grammar in (he
direction of the target language, Instend
tncy reacha plateau bevond which they
do mot progress. This may be because
there i3m0 comimunicaiion weed Tor
furlher development. Adtemacively it
may be because full compelence ina L2
is - newrolinguistically impossible  for
most leamers. Thus, fossilizetion 8-
unigoe feature of inferlanpguapge
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