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PREFACE

In accordance with the policy previously decided upon, of
pubfishing contributions reporting on the state of the art 4in
different §ields of Applied Linguistics, this 4issue contains a
survey article on "Aspects of Ennor Analysis" by G. Nickel, past
editon of the AILA Bulletin, to the development of which he has
oféered important contributions.

Erron analysis is included within the scope of activity of
the ATLA Commissions on Contrastive Linguistics. Therefore this
anticle, which §ollows the article by J. Fisiak "Some Notes con-
ceaning Contrastive Linguistics”, appeared in issue N.27, com-

pletes the overview of the field of activity of these Commissions.

The survey appears to be particularly interesting since 4it
gives particular consideration both to the work carried out in
connection with the AILA International Congress and the AILA Work-
ing Commissions, and to the applied aspects, to foiéign Language
teaching, of insights into the f{ield of error analysis reseanrch.

We are pleased to announce that, thanks to the collaboration
of the organizens of the éth AILA Congress, the next number will
contain a senies of scientific reports on the different sessions
0f the Congress.

In repeating my appreciation to alf those who have contri-
buted to this issue by sending us news and information, T shoutd
Like to nemind everyone that the deadfines for the next Bulletins
are as folLlows:

No. 30 1 Novembenr 1981
No. 31 20 Apnil 1982
No, 32 ] November 71982
No. 33 20 Apnil 1983

ALL contributors are nequested to please send us material in camera-
neady format, golLowing the AILA typing conventions.

Antonio Zampolli







ASPECTS OF ERROR ANALYSIS (EA)
ERRARE HUMANUM EST

GerHARD NicKEL

Stuttgart University

Some time ago the editor of the AILA Bulletin and the
International Committee decided to have contributions of "The-
state-of-the- art” type published in the AILA Bulletin reporting
regulerly on topics of interest in the wide field of Applied
Linguistics (AL). The editor of the Bulletin ssw an urgent nsed
for s survey article on thas topic of EA. There may have been
differeant reasons for this, ons perhesps being that the praceding
fssus of the bulletin contained an article by J. Fisimk on
Contrastive Linguistics (CL) and the other one perhaps being
that among its Working Commissions AILA has also set up ons on CL
including EA. It was only with great rgluctance and hssitation
that the suthor of this contribution yielded to the esditor's
request. Having worked in ths field himself for = long time,
he knows the sver-growing size of litersture in this field and
also the many different and sometimes contradictory trends in
this vast interdisciplinary domein. It should be made clesr at
the very beginning that this type of survey article as requesteo
by AILA cennot be expected to be either original or complete
as far as the enumeration of problems as well ms bibliogrsphical
datas is concerned. Special considerstion will be given to two

factors:

(1) More than in other srticles on EA the work done for
example in connection with AILA Internationsl Cengresses and the
AILA Working Commission on CL, mentioning slsc some work and
publicetions less known in the USA; (1)

(2) mpplied sspscts of insighte into the field of EA
research to FL teaching., Thare is no doubt that thes latter sspect
is very often neglected by 'applied linguists' not only in this
field but mlso in many others and this leads to frustrailons and
complaints smong practising tsachers attending intarnational con-
gresses and subscribing to journals within the wids field of AL.

Part of the problem lies, of course, in the differant defi-
nitions concerning the term AL all over the world. Undoubtedly
the present situation in the field of EA 1s typicel of the
situstion in ths whole field of AL - some of thes ressarch and
its results are inspplicsble to FL tesaching justifying a separs-
tion inte thsoratical and applied EA with = third type serving
ss a link betwesn the two former ones, viz. descriptive EA. Ths
same would apply to othar fields such as CL. (2)



rtite structure slso expleins the general interest
of rlI:::cﬁzizlin the most different Ffields on B theoretical level
in c¢ifferent aspects of EA: seathetics, ganthropology, ethice,
historicel linguistics, linguistics, psychology, philology,
sociology, snd modern ones such ss communicetion theory.

As with many other fields in the realm of AL and theoretical
linguietics there is nothing sbsolutely new about the interest
in different aspects of EAR; it is mgein, as in other fields of
linguistics, the more systematic and intensive interest and the
interdisciplinary approach thst distinguishes modern trends from

older ones.

As in other disciplines, the degree of popularity can be
judged quentitatively and quelitstively, By quentity we mean the
number of seminars, symposis, colloquis and of nll kinds of cour=-
aes, cf papers rsesd at congresses, of publications ranging from
individuel articles to speciasl volumes and anthologles. Evan =n
whole journal is cslled after one particuler aspect of EA, though
one must admit that it was only st the beginning that it was more
or lees strictly devoted to this particular topic. (The Inter-
lengusge Studies Bulletin = ISB, Utrecht, from 1976 Onwards.)

By the queslitative criterion I mesn typical signe of high
degrees of populsrity, maturity end advanced research such as
controversies, conflicting views, repetitions, fluctusting views,
criticiems of sll kinds end even scepticism, if not sometimes
even combined with hostile entagoniem. This antsgonism again 1s
opposed or supported by 'ever-new approaches'.

Part of these phenomena sre besed on misunderstandings,
othere on objective grounds, all of them, however, are somshow
linked up with hietoric espects differing sometimes sven -
according to geogrephical distribution.

A short digreseion into the historical component therefore
geeme to be justified. Undoubtedly the systematic approach to EA
waes closely linked up in iis beginnings with systematic work
performed in the field of epplied CL. Here EA was mmant to be
used for verifying or falsifying purposes, and to = certasin
extent, as a shortcut in the very lsborious, time-consuming work
of CL. Thie is particularly true of European resesrch projects.
As s Europesn resesrcher in the field of CL and EA one tharsfore
has problems in understanding the dichotomy of 'strong version
ve. wesk verslion' ms set up e.g. by R. Wardhaugh (1976), the

P h
p::::f sving predictive and the latter having only explanatory

Typically enough, the list of ref
- erences includs like
:::::;f t';"! ::Jﬂritv of articlea written in tmcugn ::’:d also
o 11.: d“ : e UK, only Anglo-American publications. No rafer-
ade to research in Europe or other parts of ths world.



But even in the USA the majority of researchers in the field of
CL were certainly not so naive os to mssume that contrastive
interference could be considered the only or even maln source of

errors.

Another distinction between CL in the USA and moet of the
research in Europe seems to be that in the USA a great deal of
valuable work in the field of CL was done on the basis of behav-
foristic principles during the period of taxonomic mtructuralism.
When the weaknesses of this movement and model became evident
reseerch done and results achieved within. this theoretical
framework were sutomatically identified with this school of
thought, thue falling into diagrace like the whole framework.

Though the situation in the USA was different due to other
developments in paychology snd linguistics, to mention only two
important fields for AL, one wonders whether even atructuralists
like Ch. C. Fries and R. Ladopver totally excluded non=behavior-
istic and non-contrastive features (3).

As mentioned above, in a European country such as Germany
for exsmple, contrestive or compsrative analyeis had a long
tradition (4). Needless to say, 1t was based on philological
assumptions. The interest of the Prague School in linguistic
comparisons is also known. Similarly the interest in errore also
had & long history sometimes published 1n yearly reports of
some of the well-established 'Gymnasia’. The mttitude of teachers
was meinly one of personal disappointment and frustration
blaming in the first place students' laziness, stupidity, igno-
rance and even "crime® and "filiel ingratitude®, as Thackeray 1in
his second chapter of Pendennis makes the teacher exclaim in
connection with a relatively trifling error committed by one of
his students. (Leisi, 1972,.p. 25). Though this highly prescrip-
tive and personal point of view has to be criticized from = modern
pedagogical standpoint, the fact still remains that errors were
never attributed to one particular source. Certeinly categories
like 'Germanism' or 'Galliclsm' played quite an important part,
but it was clear from an even superficial look at errors that the
negative trensfer type of error was certainly not the only one.
The mere fact that one invented specific terms like the ones
mentioned above proves this ineight. Thus, when CL became 8
fashionable subject and modern linguistic models, particularly
TG, were chosen to form the basis of systematic contrastive analy-
ses, errors were never considered to be only of contrastive

origin. (5)

It is guite Ainteresting for example to look at programmes .
of AILA congresses. While the congress in Stuttgart in
1975 hed twoc separate sections on the two subjects, the one at
Lund has reunited them into one. Needless to say both solutions
create problems, which will become clearer in the course of thie
discussion. The fluctuatione in the evaluation of the relation-
ship of CL and EA are thus partly due to different historical and
geographical factors, but are also due to other more recent



condi tions, some of which should be mentioned now., As EA was
linked up with philology and linguistice, changes in these fields
aleo ceused chenges in attitudes towards and views on errors.

No doubt, the interlenguege ides for instance is more or leu1
directly linked up with the ldee of universal principles forming
part of TG, As behavioristic principles had some impect on EA,
the idee of creativity had some, too. Thus even terme like .
'intérlengusge' and 'crestive-construction theory' (Dulay, Bur
indicate this relation. The undoubtedly abstract end artificiasl
seperatlon between performsnce and competence led towards the
dichotomy of 'mistmkes' ve. 'errors'. Cifficult as the former
dictiotomy 18 to be understood even within the mother-tongue
context, 1t is even more complicsted in the field of FLT. Cer»
teinly the idealised form es it i® understood by genuine TG
adherents can hardly be applied to the latter. The shifting

from TG to pregwalinguistics mgain had sowe effect upon the
trends within EA, particularly in the field of error evslustion
since communicative competence developed a different idea of
correctness as opposed to the idealised one within TG. Notice
also the move from gremmstical correctnese and acceptability to

appropriate correctnees including slso non-linguistic pragmatic
features.

It is also clear that fields such ae pragmatics, sociology
and psychology, particulerly through their so-called hyphenated
linguistic companione such as for example sociolinguistics, had
an impact upon the intensity of interestin EA and mlso upon the
interpretation and eveluation of errors. The most striking recent
development is, however, the interdisciplinary interest in EA
causing headaches to organisers of congresses and symposia

whenever they have to assign pepers to certein sections. Quite
often the epplicants themselves offer several solutions.

Needless to eay, evaluative attitudes toumrde errors also
depend heavily upon asttitudes asdopted and developed by sociolin-
guista. Another ceuse of these sometimes absurdly fluctuating
eand conflicting vieuws concerning the causes of errors is an
inherent one, viz. the complex character of many errors, which
makee 1t impossible to aseign the error to one cause only,
especielly if no explenation by the leesrner himself can be given,
though even the latter possibility does not help in meny cases
either. Very often it is the combination of several factors
resulting in confusing and contradictory statistics. This 1is
partliculerly true of combinations between different language-
leerning hypothesee and the inherent complexities. Interpretastions
also depend upon similarities and diesimilarities mssumed betwsen
first languege acquisition and FL learning, between child
languege and adult lenguage learning. Since our knowledge of
psychologicel and nNeurologicel processes in connection with lan-
guage lesrning is even more limited than our certeinty about
exact causes of errors, it is quite evident that there is to be
a great mergin of error interpretations lesding to a great desl
of diseagreement mmong researchers. In anticipation of further
discusseions, it should be wede cleer now that because of mll



these complexities there will hardly be an end to these discussions
within the near future. There 1s bound to be continuous 'revis-
iting' of EA from different points of view. This constant
experience should prevent error analysts from becomling too posl-
tive, optimistic and even intolerant of other views.

In the following chapter some of the causes of conflicting
interpretations are going to be discussed in more detail.

Interlanguage

Undoubtedly the interlanguage (IL) idea seems to be one of the
most important ones in the recent past (6), though it may poe-
sibly have already passed its heyday. Unfortunately like many
other terme frequently used this term like many others in the
field of linguistics and AL has scquired different meanings
because of its frequency and growing populerity: from idiclectal
to group level ranging from performance to competence. Other
terms such a8 'approximative system' indicate the direction of
this developmental language towards the TL level. Normally 1t

iz sssumed that the movement is from less to more complexity

and not vice versa. This may well be true of a beglnner in his
mother-tongue as well as FL learning. With intermediate and even,
more 80 with advanced learners it cen equally be noticed that
there are simplifications particularly of the atylistic type
mede for strategic reasons either in order to avold risks in
certain test situations such as essay writing and compositions
or in oral situations in order to concentrate on communicative
elements of contents, reminding one of the different direction
of growth between stalactites and stalagmites.

Certain similarities have also been seen between IL and
pidgin, baby-talk, lovers' tslk (whatever that meansl), tele-
graphese and other systems lacking in complexity, which repre-
sent fossilised minimum complexities of 8 systematic structure.

As far me FL learning is concerned, S. P. Corder makes
the following comments:

(1) ™ Dther things being equel, thet is, the formality of the
learning setting and the identity of the target language,
the younger the learners, the more similar the structural
properties of their interlanguage system will be."

(2) *"Other thinge being equal, that is, the age of the learner
and the identity of the target language, the more communi-
catively oriented the learning setting, the more similar
th:lntruuturul properties of the learners' interlanguage
wi be.®

(3) "... more speculative: If there are indeed universal prop-
erties in human language and i1f the procees of languege
learning is one of complicating eome sort of more simple,



sic rammatical system, whatever the target language
::ybge, {hzn one would :xptct to find that in the earlier
stsges of learning any langusge, whatever the mother-tongue
of the leerner, the spproximative systems of the learners
would ehow certsin similarities. The evidence for this
generalizatinn is the striking simileritiee found in =sll
pidgin langusges.” (1978, pp. 59f.)

Undoubtedly the idee of IL is an mppeeling one for several
reasons: (1) Its universal character fits into our search for
universslity of all kinds; (2) congruity of errors made by learneres
of different mother-tongue backgrounds. There is no doubt either
that such homogeneity among errors would facilitate to a certain
extent remediel strategies developed by teaschers, though certalnly
not guarantee thelr success since knowing sbout:-errors is not the
same @8 correcting or even avoiding them. There will also cer-
tainly remein differencees within the epeed with which learners
avoid these errors end also in the way they reasct to different
remedisl stretegies.

Even more important are some of the restrictions and prerequi-
sites enumersted by S.P. Corder: Fields such as phonetice end
phonology are strongly exposed to contrestive interferentiel pro-
cesses. One will slso have to include certain features in the wide
field of wmorphology, particularly of the lexicali type. How else
could we account for theenormous degree of interference in the
sres of faux smis? In his doctoral dissertation bmsed on materials
from the test type 'retelling s story', L. Legenhausen points out
that the fregquency of errore, which he was snalysing from the
point of view of mssociative mechaniems, was highest with those
where phonetic-phonologiceal as well as syntactic-semantic festures
were shared by vocabulary items of both languages, German and
English, end that with the decrease in agreement betusen the two
languages the number of errors also began to decresss. Thus for
example hie type 7, the smellest and lgst group within his typolo-
gy, included only errors due to feint phonetic-phonologicsl resem-
blences between words within the target language (Legenhausen,
1975, p. 42). Well-known are alsc interferentiml processes betwesn
related mother-tongues and terget languages, but wmlso among re=
lated target languages learned by students. This is particularly
true when the function of a certein morphologicel item is the
same and spelling is also close (cf. for example tragique vas.
tragic). This interlingual type of error between target languages
seems, for obvioua reasons, to be generally reversible. This
interlinguel interference phenomenon on the morphological level
seemes to be repleced in more advanced learners by more intralin-
gual errors, perticularly with mdult learners ss some materials
elso seem to point out. Though explanations have to be speculative
one could perhaps assume that this is due tp logico-semantic ;
creative processes, more typicel of sdults than of chiléren. (7)

Differences in interfersntial processes betwsen related and un-
related lenguages have besn particularly deaslt with by researchars
in bilinguel countries such as Finland where Finns and Swedish-



speaking Finne differ quite considerably in this regard when
learning English. (8) Here, us in all other cases, other fesctorm
such as different kinds of teaching, mge, attitudes and motiva-
tion, to mention only s few, have slso to be teken into consid-

eration.

Undoubtedly there are also strong contrastive influences in
the fields of idiomatica and certain areas of syntmx (e.g. prep-
omsitions, to mention only one example). Particularly the latter
exmmple should csution us agesinst generalisations made by IL
researchera if the experiments, me ie bound to be and always has
been the case, are bssed on very limited segments of syntex to
say nothing mbout other limitetions to be mentioned lster,
Another factor mentioned above im age. IL phenomena concern only

"young children® (how young?):

"However in the case of older children, either in a formel
or informal learning setting, the influence of the mother-
tongue or other known langusges becomes more evident, until,
when we are dealing with adults, particularly if they are
educated, interference seems to be strongest.” (Corder 1978)

Another important factor seems to be the dichotomy of com-
munication- vs. grammar-orientstion. For in spite of all commu-
nication-orientation in some of the most modern teaching materlasls
there is bound to be some kind of grammatical orientation partic-
ularly with beginners. Though thie trend is still too young to
be able to prove its influence upon the production of errors,
on€ can predict that becsuse of gl]l kindse of limitations and
necessary compromises between the two types of orientations (to
say nothing of others) types of errors will not differ radically
gither in quality or in guentity as long a® there are the well-
known limitations such as for exsmple restricted hours of tesch-
ing under FL classroom conditions. Though =a distinction between
FLT and SLT is not made expressively by S.P. Corder, I have the
impression that he like many IL sdherents is thinking mainly of
SL learners. Since both types differ guite conaiderably from the
qualitstive (e.g. attitudes, motivations, typea of teachers,
environs, learning possibilities and facilitiea outside the
clmssroom) as well as from a quantitative point of view (m.g.
time of direct or indirect exposure to SL), 1t would be worth-
while to keep the original distinction between the two gquite dif-

ferent situations of learning. (9)

Undoubtedly we Owe & great deal of interesting insights into
research. It may indeed be true that cer-

nguage learning to IL
La gy e tic notions such as the ordering of com-

tain particularly syntsc
ts and others such as for example negation may

icative elemen
gl derlying universal hypotheses particularly in the

dus to some wn
e Though one can foresee a continuation of

learner's mind.
z:::gintnrnat for years to come, aone can 8lso foresee final limi-

tations due to many factors, some of which were mentioned slready.
The high degree of individuslity of the humen mind lesding to

controversial and contradictory results is very often of the most
unpredictable type, the important role of civilisation factors of



all kinds and - laet but not least - the subjective interpretations
by IL researchers and the impossibility of keeping different
factors constent are bound tc lead to more sober statements to say
nothing of the limitetions for practicael tesching purposes of

the highly elusive IL phenomenon. (10) Apart from velusble in-
sighte provided by IL into language learning processes this re-
letively new direction certainly nas caused a very fertile die-
ctuseion on new aspects of EA, provoking CL and reseerchers in

other fields of lingulstics end psycholinguistics to reconsider
and defend their positions. (11)

Rs could be seen from the preceding discussion, the problem
of inter- ws. intralinqual errcrs has mlways played an important
pert. When CL wes in, naturally the former were in, too, and when
the enti-CL movement sterted, a remarkable shift of emphasis
from the former to the latter could be noticed. Though no exact
percentage datm were given by CL researchera, one might assume
that the most optimistic ones may have voted at one point, though
this remains pure speculation, for e share of about 80 % at the
moet on the contrastive slde, while the more realistic ones
would rather have voted for an average of sbout 60 %. On the
other hand edherents of the non-CL party such as A.C. Dulay and
M.K. Burt stated "that syntactic interfererce from the first
langumge wee almost non-exiatent for Spanieh children lesrning
English in the United States. Out of 513 errors mede by 179
children, lese than 5 % could be classified as interferencs
errors, while 68 % were the seme type of errors that first
languege leerners make." (1976). On p. 71 they even state:

®.ee. interference defined as the sutomatic transfer,
due to habit, of the surface structure of the first
language onto the surfece of the terget language

is virtuelly non-existent in child second language
acquisition.”

Two facte seem to be striking here: firet the low percentage
(5 %) snd secondly the slight contradiction contained in the
second statement mccording to which such interference "is
virtually non-existent®. More then sstonishing is alaeoc their
definition of interference as en "automatic transfer®. Only =
relatively small minority of behavicriste has ever defined
interference in such a way. By fur the majority of contrastive
linguiets has seen the interference phenomenon as & more complex
‘one including =11 kinds of other linguistic, peychologicel asnd
eocinlogical fectore. And how can one prove whether transfar

was mede sutomatically or non-automatically? This could only be
done by interviewing thoese who mede these errors. But would they
know whether this wes an sutomaetic transfer or not? Here mms in
many other cames psychological insighte are taken for grented
which just do not exist yet and mare difficult to obtein.

Thus percentsge indicatione very between 80 ¥ down to 5 %
and indeed statements of all kinds can be found as to in-between
percentage quantities. Some see ® develcpmentel process and



are near formulating rules like B.P. Taylor, according to whom
over-generalisation is "directly proportional to proficiency”

and reliance on transfer from L1 1s "inversely proportional®. (12)
A lot depends here again a8 in similar situations upon terminol-
ogy. One will have to distinguish for example betweendirect and
indirect interlingual interferences. It may well be that what

one could cell a 'mecro-cause' is interlingual and what one might
call the '"micro-ceuse' is intrelingual. Thus for instance the
over-use of expanded forms by German learners of English result-
ing in many errors may have its primary cause in the non-existence
of that form in the learners' mother-tongue. The intralingual
error may then be a result of that uncertainty, combined with
well-known general attitudes leading towards hyper-correctness. (13)
In the case of English forms structurally identical with theilr
functional equivalents in Hebrew, only one out of 18 items tested,
was found to produce indisputeble intralingual errors. The great
majority of the forms was correctly written. The muthars mgard the
effectiveness of this positive transfer ms providing strong
indirect evidence in support of the interlingual claim that

"the primary and main cause of learners' errors is the difference
between L1 and L2%. Not knowing the precise conditions of this
experiment, knowing of the dangers of testing very limited lin-
guistic areas, the author has quoted this statement from the
abstract of the paper only in order to point out the enormous ,
degree of discrepsncies and controversies between 'intre-' and
'interlinguists' which can still be found eand, one cen be sure,
will still be found for a long time without definite results due
to the very nature of the complexity of errore mentioned sgain

and egain above.

There 18 no doubt that the number of 'embiguous errors’ is
quite large and that according to one's own point of view thay
are either interpreted in an intra- or interlingual way. There
might even be errors of multiple origin including for instance
among other origins some kind of universal (IL?) one. In
another contribution to the Lund congress I.Beniak and R. Mougeon
exemplify this 1in connection with French prepositions learned by
native speakers. Again reservations heme es in the previous case
are justified because of the limitation to one particular gram-
matical area, particularly since prepositions seem to be what
one might call 'objective difficulties' in most languages even
for mother tongue learners. (14) Whether difficulties for the na-
tive speaker are also automaticelly difficulties for a foreign
learner is sgain something that is speculative and also needs
further analysis. It may well be that this is again only true,
if at all, on levels such ms the phonetic-phonological one (cf.
for example the difficulty learners seem to have with the English
<££}, a difficulty shared by the native learner, too.

In connection with the inter- vs. intralingual-error dicho-
tomy the problem of eimplification and complication as already
mentioned in connection with IL arises. The basic problem here is
that with our very limited knowledge of internal learning pro-
cesses we just do not know whether somathing that looks more com-
plicated is indeed also complicated from a lgarner's point of
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view. In principle these terms were used with reference to purely
linguistic criterie (form, meaning, and function). Viewing the
complexity of the human mind and knowing other creative processes
Outside lenguage lesrning (e.g. sports, gemes) simplifications may
Mmean complications to some and vice verea. A parallel phenomenon
an the linguistic level seeme to be the notion of 'economy of
speech', which certainly has suffered for a long time from

being interpreted in a tco restricted way from a formel point of
view: shortness ve. length for example. From a psychological pcint
of view euch linguistic economy is certminly not necessarily a
slmplification. Thus for instance a less economical and longer
structure like the complex verbal type "to have & look"™ has ad-
vantages over a more economical expression like "to look" in

separating grammatical from lexical functions, thus permitting
8 structural divieion of lebour. (15)

Even if we accept for a moment @ purely linguistic inter-
pretation of simplificetions and complicationa, learners will
differ here sgain individually and groupwise. Thus we know that
there are students who like to teke the least risk and therefore
constantly prefer linguieticelly simpler constructions to more
complicated ones. On the other hand we know the 'ploneer type'
taking all kinds of linguistic risks. But even these types may
differ according to different situstions and moods (stress,
fatigue or deliberate exam or test strategies, to mention only
@ few). Particularly the latter ones seem to be quite important
8ince they touch the problems of elicitation difficulties in

connection with different types of tests to be dealt with further
below.

Another important phenomenon such as ‘over-generalisation’
has been defined in different ways, too, sametimes depending
upon different kinds of basic assumptions s for example CL ones
ve. IL ones. Here again the problem arimes whether this is @&
linguistic, psychological or combined paycholinguistic process.
Like many other important processes thig must also be seen from
&8 developmental as well as from a cross-sectional point of viaw
with different results, On the whole there seemes to be agreement
that one of the mesjor factors mccounting for particularly gquan-
titetive differences is the one aof competence (cf. for example
Taylor's statement mentioned above). (16) In m paper to be read
at the Lund congress (N.A. Berkoff, "Error Analysis Revisited")
8 distinction 1s made between "elicited errors® within transla-
tlons of isolated sentences and "spontaneous errors® within
free compositions. The former type produced fewer over-generalisa-
tion errors with an advenced group than with beginners and
intermediate students. Here again the relevance of the type of

test becomes evident, a factor more experiments than the one
performed should prove the truth of.

A more general 'law' wes once developed by E.A. Levenstaon
(1971): "One feature of non-native use

of a second langusge, or
L2, is the excessive use ('over-indulgence') of clause (or group)
structures which closely resemble translation-equivalents _in the
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mother-tongue, or L1, to the exclusicn of other structures
(under-representation') which are less like anything in L1."
This pbservation was made with Hebrew learners of English.

Apart from the fact that sgoin this experiment is not based on
sufficient materiels like most, if not all, experiments =all

over the world, end slso limited to only syntactic phenomena,

it certeinly 18 not generelly true as ® principle. Agsin it may
differ within one individual at different points of time and in
different situations, but it may elso differ according to problems
of related vs. unrelated languages, psychological and sociologi-
cal inhibitiona and all kinds of different attitudes assumed by
different characters or by different educationasl technigques snd
processes. German intermediate and advanced students will on the
whole rather overuse strange syntactic conatructions such as

EFs and related participle constructions. Whether this 1s due

to over-teaching or whether this is due to cultural and othar
gducational factors or even, me undoubtedly would have been
argued in former times, due to a kind of "Volkscharakter’ remains
pure speculetion, like many other gquestions and problems in the
field of EA.

Here as in many other cases the problem becomes even more
complicated in connection with bi- and even more 80 with multi-
lingual societies as is easy to understand. (17)

Elicitation and test problems (18)

As hes been discussed several times before, one of the many
problems is the relevance of elicitation and test factors. The
relevance, however, does not seem to be an absolute one either,
that is, it is again dependent upon other, e.g. psychological
and sociological factors. A few examples may suffice here.

One of the by-products of CL and EA is that translation
into the FL has regained some of the value it seemed to have
last during the period of behavioristic snd so-ceslled direct-
method principles. On the whole there seems to be agreement
that there is more contrastive transfer with trenslations than
with other types of test. H. Ringbom has shown that in trans-
lations errora of his type 8 in particular ae dee to Li=-interference
regardless of whether the languages are related or not, while
type A differed according to whether learners were Swedes or
Swedish-speaking Finns. (19) By type A (with several sub-types)
the suthor means errors like hybrids, blends of various kinds
and also false friends, while by type B he means loan transla-
tions or extensions of meaning.

The diestinction within the two main blocks mleoc differs
sccording to the socioclinguistic paremeters mentioned sbove.
Though larger experiments inconnection with translations may
support the gensral view mentioned, there is no doubt that again
individusl differences will show up. There are learners who re-
alise that translations are mesnt to contein cantrastive traps
and try to svoid them, tresting them like a particular type of
puzzle, while others are more likely to fall victim to these



traps of the lexical or syntactic type. A great deal will also
depend on the type of translation (isolated sentences vs.
complete texts, 'artificiel' vs. more ‘natural' texts, number of
difficulties in the translations),tradition of trenslation in
certein national curriculs and other factors.

Other guided forms of test like multiple-choice, cloze
end substitution tests seem to ‘provoke' fewer contrastive errors,
especially if choices are given. It may be that the guided and
more passive character of these test forms offers fewer contras-
tive temptetions than more active and less guided types.

Re mlready indicsted further above, freer forme of tests
like compositions, the retelling of stories and essays seem
sometimes to produce different types of error or at least dif-
ferent distributiomnswithin certein types of error under particular
sociolinguisetic conditions. (20)

Undoubtedly here again = great number of differences can
be found. The more ‘'spontanecus' and engaged the testee may behave
and therefore concentrate upon the contents, the more errors of
all kinds including contrastive ones are likely to occur, a prob-
lem mll of us know when having to judge the relation between the
factora of 'content' and 'form'. Whether fewer contrastive errors
occur at asll in the less guided forms of test, still needs exam-
ining in any case. One illusion, however, should be given up
completely, namely thet the exclusion of mother-tongue elements
as in some of the forme of tests mentioned above and mlso in
others like picture descriptions prevents interferentisl phenomena.
Obviously thinking in all forms including interpretations of all
kinds uses mother-tongue channels in order to arrange facts and
observationa. Thie explains the speciously sbsurd fact that some
students show less interference in translations than in more
'spontaneous' forms of elicitstion. One reason for differences
between different results concerning frequency and type of errors
lies mlso in the varying degree to which 'avoidance strategies'
can be and are used by different types of leasrners, which again
makes evaluations and marking of errors such a complicated matter
eince the latter strategies have also to be judged in order to
remunerate the more venturesome 'pioneer type'.

Without excluding evoidance strategies, oral types of testing,
when compared to written ones, particularly free conversestion,
seem to produce different frequencies and qualities of errors. Bgein
contrastive types of errors seem to be quite frequent, thuuga
intrelingual errors can also occur frequently. Some of the dif-
ferences between orel end written test situstions are the factors
of time and concentration, though of course it should be made
perfectly clear that in the oral sector there are sgain mll kinds
of different elicitetion possibilities. Corrections upon second
thought, if sufficient time is given with written forms of tests
prove, st least according to some researchere like S5.P. Corder '
some time ago, errors to have only been mistakes. Only very re-
cently he has explained the differences in guantities and qual-
itiees of errors in different elicitation situstions by setting
up the dichotomy of explicit knowledge va. implicit knowledge:
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"But there is an addlitional reason why treating errors may
be less than effective in spontaneous performance, and that
is because formal instruction controls the development of
the explicit knowledge that the learner develops. But this
explicit knowledge is probably not the initiating factor in
spontaneous communicetive use of language. It is used to
monitor or edit performance, This is why there is usually
rather a big difference between the spontaneous performance
and the language used in formal exercises and tests. Error
correction is part of the development of explicit knowledge
and may therefore only have a fairly small effect on the
learner's spontaneous language. Constant attention to errore
in the classroom, therefore, is likely to inhibit the learn-
er's fluency without significantly improving his accurscy.”
(Corder 1980).

Interesting as thie dichotomy seems to be, I doubt again
whether these two factors operate separately and hence suspect that
there 18, egain with all kinds of differences, cooperation, over-
lapping and mingling of all kinda. It is clear that all kinds of
information that can be had from the learner directly or indirect-
ly is of great importance here and the explanation of errors by
learners should be given more weight in the future, without
ignoring the problems arising from such an introspective procedure.
Here, as with other pointe that were discussed before, we have
the seme picture: the discovery of certain trends in correlation
between elicitation procedures and errors, sometimes controver-
gisl and even contradictory, in almost 8ll cases, however, in
need of more empirical evidence.

Error Typology

As has already become cleer in the preceding discussiaons,
claseifying errors is another problem that has not been solved
vet. The difficulty, again principally due to the complexity of
errors, has already been referred to in connection with phenomena
like IL, intra- and interlingual errors. Sometimes classifications
gere based on more linguistic, sometimee on more psychologicsl or
even sociological factors.

The easiest, though not necessarily the most useful and
certainly not unproblematic mpproach is the linguistic one, dif-
ferentiasting between different kinds of language levels. The dif-
ficulty of distinguishing between different levels like marpho=-
logyy lexis, syntax, discourse and stylistics do not have to be
mentioned here. Far the practising teacher one of the main prob-
lems will be the problem of style and the problem of transitional
zones between lexis, idiomatics and syntax. Other linguistic
distinctione made are those between deep structure and surface
structure, thus for instance distinguishing between wrong phrase
structure and faulty application of transformational rules. (21)
Appealing as the latter distinction seems at first sight, thes
problem here is that any kind of leaning on linguistic insights
runs the risk of becoming controversial whenever linguistic
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insights become so and the distinctions tend to become blurred
end then to be jettisoned. How do we know where deep structure
ends and surface structure bejins? As in pedagogicel grammers,
one can of course argue that linguistic concepts can be used for
applied purposes even if linguists no longer subscribe to them.
Certainly this can be considered one of the differences between
theoretical and applied linguistics.

Also based on linguistic concepts (TG) plus psychology as
forming part of TG anyway is the distinction mede between compe-
tence and performance errors. As slready said before, this is
again a distinction that is highly abstrect and certainly not un-
disputed. (22) Needless to say, all kinds of special techniques
of elicitation and introspection on the learners' part will be
neceesary to guarantee at least to & certain extent a rough
clessification according to this dichotomy.

Within a framework of linguistic end IL concepts, H. Widdowson
distinguishes between "expression® and "reference rules®, where
errors again could be classified according to the problematic
principles of simplification or lack of complexity 6f usage
respectively. Another peycholinguietic attempt to classify errors
was made by C.F. Hockett in setting up dynamic productive rules

%1k§ lanelogy', 'blending including contamination' and 'editing'.
23

Selinker's five central processes forming the besis of IL
are known: (1) language trarsfer; (2) transfer of training; (3)
strategies of SL learning; (&) strategles of SL communicationg
(5) over-generelisation of FL linguistic materiel. In theory
this instrumentarium of productive errer rules can aslso be taken
es the basis of error typology. After all that has been sald be-
fore it ie clear that nelther of these clessifications could be
used a8 &8 relisble basis for classifying errors,

All kinds of peychological attempts have been made, too. (24)

Again it is difficult to distinguish between purely psychological
and linguistic asttempts.

Other classifications were besed on medicasl or rather patho=-
logical criterias, talking ebout pathological errors.

One of the most frequently, but only veguely defined types
of errors is the so-called slip of the tongue CFlOchtigkeitsfehler),
sometimes counted among performance errors, sometimes considered
an error sul generis. Occesionally the 'Flichtigkeitsfehler' helps
the teacher to-save the good student's mark, in sttributing this
error not to 8 lack of diligence or intelligence on the student's
part, but rather to cerelesaness. The mein criterion sometimes
seems to be the relatively small degree of divergence from the
correct form and sometimes the relatively little damage done to
communication. All theee criterim are of course open to subjective
judgement. No doubt, even slips of the tongue have certain regu-
larities and are fer from being non-systematic in a wider sense
of the word. However, as slready seen with other major types of


















































































































