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feasible. They claimed that a moderate ver-
sion that cmphasizes the nature of human
learning, has more explanatory power. Con-
sequently they defined the moderate version
of CA as: "the categorization of abstract and
concrete patterns according to their perceived
similarities and differences is the basis for
learning; therefore, whereas patterns are min-
imally distinct in form or meaning in one or
more systems, confusion may resuft " ( Oller
& Ziahosseiny, 1970: 186).

However, the strong, weak and also
moderate versions of CA were criticized on
the grounds that they fail to account for the
learner's errors of competence. Yet this is not
to suggest that CA can be entirely written off
as being irrelevant to second language acqui-
sition (e.g., Schacter, 1974). Because it has
been shown, for instance, by George (1972),
that approximately, about one third of all
errors made by foreign learners can be
traced to mother tongue interfercnee. The pro
and con discussions of CA have definitely
clarified its possibilities and limitations and
even the proponents of alternative approach-
es have implicitly or cxplicitly incorporated
CA in their research. Therefore, despite all
the criticism mentioned above, and others not
touched upon, at present some arguments in
favor of CA have been forwarded, of which
one by Bialystock was referred to above.
One of the leading authorities on Interlan-

guage, Sclinker, as recently as 1989 notes

\NAd
that "the more recent result confirms that CA

is the best place to begin language transfer
studies since structural congruence... is most
probably necessary, though not sufficient,
for most types of language transfer to occur”
(Selinker, 1989: 278). Consequently it is
important to realize that as long as the
differences and similarities between two
languages is a factor in the success or failur
of learning a second language, and as the re-
sults of some of the research have verified at
least some of the predictions of CA
(Duskova, 1969; Schacier, 1974), it will re-
main one of the contributing components {0
understanding of second language learning

and teaching practices (Stockwell, 1986).
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because it was further believed that were
they not eliminated they might become a per-
manent feature of the learner's linguistic re-
pertoire.

CA has been critized mainly on the
grounds that native language interference is
only one of the sources of error and there-
fore it would be erroneous to claim that a
comparison of the two languags involved
and teaching "the sum of the differences
established by the CA" (Valdman, 1966: 27)
would eliminate chances of error. In addition
it would still remain to be decided which
problems arise from interference and which
ones do not. In other words, CA was
criticized on the grounds that it deals only
with native and target languages, and there-
fore does not take into account the Interlan-
guage hypothesis. That is, CA had been not-
ed as only predicting linguistic behaviors
which are related to transfer from the native
language. Bialystok (1984) notes that one
important way of finding about transfer is
comparing a common language two learners
with different mother tongues. CA, he adds
is a good place to start, provided that the
concepts such as similarity of structures,
congruence etc are carefully and exactly
defined. Similarity of structures, should not
be defined in terms of surface level, rather
abstract argumentation too, should be taken
into consideration.

Furthermore critics of CA have argued

sl p e
that whereas the results drawn from CA
would predict some problematic areas, in re-
ality it has been found that these predicted
problems never materialze(Dickerson,1974).
Also problems which would not be predict-
ed by CA have been noticed in learner's
utterances, specially more so in syntax than
in phonology (among others, Lee, 1968;
Whitman & Jackson, 1972). Results of
studies using CA have faild to note degrees
of similarities between the two languages
involved, because by their very nature con-
trasive analysis cannot be quantified.

In order to overcome these shortcom-
ings, specialists such as Wardhuagh (1974)
(see also, Catford, 1968; Lee, 1968) believes
that CA has two versions:

1. a strong or a priori version which is sup-
posed to have predictive power and pres-
ently because of lack of comprehensive
theory of CA (Hamp, 1968) is untenable;
and

2. a weak or a posteriori version which is
only capable of explaining the observed
errors, by contrasting the two linguistic
systems involved.

Oller and Ziahosseiny (1970}, after stu-
dying the spelling problems of two groups
of students, using the same and different
letters of alphabets as the target language,
concluded that, because both the strong and
the weak forms of CA center just on the

contrast between two languages, neither are
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proponents of CA claimed, in one form or
another, that a detailed comparison of the
learner's source language and the target lan-
guage would reveal areas of dissimilarity be-
tween the two languages and therefore would
predict potential sources of errors. Thus for
instsnce, the results of CA would predict that
Persian speakers would produce sentences
like:

"Oil which we sell it to..." (Schacter,
1974:211); because their language forms
relative clauses by inserting a relative clause
marker as well as retaining a nominal copy
of the relativized noun in the subordinate
clause. Another example from the sound
system would make the point clearer. When
Persian learners replace the English vioced
or voiceless alveolar fricatives of & and /6/
by the voiced or voiceless dental stops of /df
and /t/, they are carrying over their mother
tongue habits to the task of learning the tar-
get language.

Because CA is based on a description of
languages in question, therefore changes in
linguistic theories affectted CA in one way
or another. That is to say, the delicacy of the
linguistic foundation of CA have changed
from time to time, reflecting changes in lin-
guistic theories. For example, Chomsky's
radical departures from the up to then, preve-
lant structural grammars, is claimed to add
more strength to CA in two ways:

1. Tt enabled more precise and exact
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comparisons possible, and

2. It provided apparently more solid theoreti-
cal base, by advocating language univer-
sals.

In regards to the methodology of CA,
prerequisite for any CA is:

a. an accurate description of the struc-
ture(s) being studied in two languages
under study, and,

b. that the descriptions should be theoret-
ically compatible.

In practice whai has happened, is that the
selection of data has taken place by means
of:

a: polysystemic approach of Firth,

(1957) according to which language is
a system of a systems, therefore,
closed systems such as articles in two
languages can be constrasted; or

b: as the followers of the weak version
of CA do, explain only the observed
erTorS.

I will have to refer to this relatively new
version of CA later. Regarding the pedagogi-
cal implications of CA, the predictive power
of CA, would help second language educa-
tors prevent potential errors by the prepara-
tion of suitable text materials and the use of
appropriate teaching techniques (Lado, 1957,
Haliday , Mcintosh & Strevens , 1964).
Consequently it was belicved by the educa-
tors to be important that errors should be

immediately and negatively reinforced,
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Experienced teachers of second or foreign
languages were aware of the influence of
mother tongue in learning a target language
and they have admitted this in different plac-
es. For example even in the 19th century,
Henry Sweet (1899) and Otto Jesperson
(1904) make reference to this fact. However,
apparently, it was C. Fries (1945) who for

the first time incorporated contrasive analysis

(CA) into the practices of teaching forei
languages. Others followed the suit, not/
among them was Robert Lado.

At the beginning, it was belicved t/
results of CA alone can account for I/
speech. "Those elements that are "
the [learner's] native language, wil}"
for him, and those areas that ar
will be difficult" (Lado, 1957:2)/



