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Second Language Acquisition:
L1 Transfer versus Universa Grammar and ESL Teaching Methods

Everett Eric LeGrande

Major in English Education
Graduate School of Education
Korea Maritime University

Abstract

The notion of a universal grammar dates backeast!| 800 years, and in reality, the
concept just makes good sense. In order for hunmaosmmunicate, their language must
be grouped in some logical fashion, and the coscepiderlying universal grammar
suggest that all humans use the same sort of dagpitocesses to formulate their words
into such understandable patterns. In recent yahmjgh, an increasing amount of
attention has been paid to how people acquire Egein the first place, and what mental
processes are involved in the acquisition of se@mitisubsequent languages.

The purpose of this study was examine the cdadepolved in the L1 transfer versus
universal grammar debate by providing a criticale® of the relevant peer-reviewed and
scholarly literature and the results of a surveyMmxican-American second language
learners living in California concerning their viswn these issues. Section one introduces
the topic under consideration, presents a statewtfetite problem to be addressed, and
provides the purpose, importance and rationaleuippart of the study. Section two
provides a review of the recent peer-reviewed actiblarly literature concerning L1
transfer and Universal Grammar, including a receggion of the research to date. Section
three describes more fully the research methodolsgyl in the study, and an analysis of
the statistical data resulting from the survey efad language learners is provided in
Section four. Finally, a summary of the researaliest conclusions and recommendations

are provided in the concluding section.



Section 1: Introduction

Today, more and more people are seeking timely @seful guidance
concerning how best to learn foreign languages, eghatators and linguists alike
have become increasingly interested in how chil@msh adults acquire language in
response. In spite of this increased attentioarethremains a paucity of recent
studies concerning first language (L1) tranBfeand its implications for educators
of second language learners. The studies of nwenlainguage (L2) acquisition
to date have largely concentrated on the role efrthtive language (L3) A
widely held belief that has emerged from this rede@aoncerns what takes place in
the acquisition of a second language, and it sugghe process is dependent, at
least in part, on the properties of the L1 gramRAignn, Martohardjono and O'Nell
(1998). This commonly held belief has receivede@agdeal of empirical support
over the past several decades as well (Flynn et a8)199

At first, the concept that emerged from this eadgearch was that LI
transfer was associated with behavidtisheories of language use and language
acquisition however, today, L1 transfer has beegelg separated from such
behaviorist origins (Flynn et al. 1998). What r@msain the process has been
termed L1 influence, a concept that is less wetlarstood and studied. According

to Flynn and her colleagues, “Regarding the actjoisof grammatical knowledge,

1) L1 Transfer: The use of the first language (or other languages known) in a second language
context

2) L2: A person's second language. To be more specific, one could refer to a person's L3, L4,
and so on. However, the general term L2 is frequently used to refer to any language learning
or use after the first language has been learned.

3) L1: A person's first language.

4) Behaviorism: A school of psychology that bases learning on a stimulus-response paradigm.



the consensus is that the grammatical propertieshef L1 exert significant
influence on the process - and hence the produet(sf acquiring an L2. Such a
consensus notwithstanding, work on L2 acquisitimmf within the Principles and
Parameters framework has - until recentfyrovided few specific ideas concerning

the extent and the exact nature of L1 influence” (Rlghal. 1998).

1.1 Purpose of this Study

Adults learning a second or foreign language ofpeaduce errors or
nonnative substitutions, including a foreign accantl normative grammatical
utterances (e.g., an English speaker who fails &sten the Spanish trill and
subjunctive verb constructions).  While learner'dssitutions are frequently
considered to be errors from the perspective theyt aire not native-like, they are
nevertheless representative of an underlying sysieshas a child learning a first
language has an underlying linguistic system, aljfnodifferent from adult native
speakers of that language (Major 2001). For itgaMajor (2001) points out that
an adult French learner of English may substitajddr [D] (the sound irthe) but
never [p], [b], [K], or [g]; the same learner makage the adjective after the noun
(I like that car green.”) but not place it randgn#lsewhere (“I green like that
car.”, “I like green that car.”).

An adult second language learner's linguistic systemcalled the
Interlanguage (I19 or more simply, the language of a nonnative speake
According to Major(2001), The nonnative characterssof the IL of an adult

learner are often due to negative trarf3fer interference from the first language

5) IL: The language produced by a nonnative speaker of a language (i.e., a learner's output).

6) Negative Transfer: The use of the first language (or other languages known) in a second



(NL)7), that is, the system of the first language (L1jrimsferred to the second
language (L2). When the phenomena of the L1 andreXifferent, errors result.
Transfer may occur at all linguistic levels: lexicophonology, morphology,
syntax, semantics, discourse, and culture. Takgether, these issues and the
others discussed below suggest that L1 transferUamidersal Grammar remain
better described than understood in the peer-redeand scholarly literature,
which brings up the purpose of the instant study dised further below.

The purpose of this study is to generally examireedoncepts involved in
the L1 transfer versus universal grammar debatprbyiding a critical review of
the relevant reviewed and scholarly literature. cdllect and analyze the results of
a survey of Mexican-American second language learfiging in California
concerning their views on these issues and to @sdo what extent L1 should be

used in the classroom and what method of teachirigshéisfies this need.

1.2 Overview of this Study

Because resources are by definition scarce, mportant for educators to
identify what works and what does not in languageussition classrooms,
particularly when adult learners are involved. gasge teaching came into its
own as a profession in the last century. Centrathie phenomenon was the
emergence of the concept of methods of languagehiteg The method
concept in language teachinghe notion of a systematic set of teaching

practices based on a particular theory of language language learningis

language context resulting in a nontarget-like second language form.
7) NL: A person's first language.

8) Universal Grammar: A set of innate principles common to all languages.



a powerful one, and the quest for better methods wapreoccupation of
teachers and applied linguists throughout the 2¢htury. Howatt's (1984)
overview documents the history of changes of pracin language teaching
throughout history, bringing the chronology up thgh the Direct Method in
the 20th century. One of the most lasting legacdeshe Direct Method has
been the notion of method itself.

Methodology in language teaching has been charaetein a variety
of ways. A more or less classical formulation swgethat methodology is
that which links theory and practice. Theory stameta would include
theories of what language is and how language iarnéel or, more
specifically, theories of second language acqoisitiSLAP). Such theories
are linked to various design features of languaggtruction. These design
features might include stated objectives, syllabamecifications, types of
activities, roles of teachers, learners, materialsgd so forth. Design features
in turn are linked to actual teaching and learnprgctices as observed in
the environments where language teaching and feartake place. This

whole complex of elements defines language teachieghodology.

9) SLA: The learning of another language after the first language has been learned. The use of
this term does not differentiate among learning situations.



Figure 1. Language Teaching Methodology
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LANGUAGE TEACHING METHODOLOGY

The study of how SLA learners go about actually cemtualizing and
expressing themselves in a second language cardpregme useful insights into
the underlying cognitive processes and how SLAnea go about applying
grammatical concepts from their first languagedoondary languages. Moreover,
because there are some similarities as well asrdiites that exist among how
SLA students accomplish this according to their aottongue and the second
language being learned, it is also useful to exarhiow these processes take place
across a broad continuum rather than in an isofatddon. In this regard, Kecskes
(2000) says that, Mother tongue development isra e@mplex process including,
among other factors, the development of the voeapulse of different syntactic
structures, and application of communication sgiae Well-structured sentences
and the adequate use of more complex sentenceusesi@re the best signs of the
developmental level of mother tongue use.

This study used a five-section format to addresabtove-stated research

problem. The first section introduced the topi@demconsideration, presented a



statement of the problem to be addressed, anddedvihe purpose, importance
and rationale in support of the study. Section pravides a review of the recent
peer-reviewed and scholarly literature concerniny transfer and Universal

Grammar, including a recapitulation of the scieatiisearch to date. Section three
describes more fully the research methodology uséuke study, and an analysis of
the statistical data resulting from the survey ahxdan-American SLA learners is

provided in section four. A summary of the resbasod salient conclusions are

provided in the concluding section.



Section 2: Review of the Literature

2.1 Background and Overview

Gass and Selinker (1994) report that, SéA&dncerned with the nature of the
hypotheses (whether conscious or unconscious) ld&iers come up with
regarding the rules of the second language. Whileh has been learned in recent
years concerning the cognitive processes that liedanguage acquisition in the
first place, much more remains unclear concernmegipely how humans go about
learning new languages. In this regard, Gass aslthk®r (1994) note that
guestions remain concerning whether the rules wadhbre like those of the native
language, whether they are like the rules of thegdage being learned, and
whether there are patterns that are common t@athérs regardless of the native
language and regardless of the language beingel@éarnhese questions and others
to be considered below are also the focus on tady/sbeginning with a discussion
of L1 transfer and how researchers currently beligvaffects second language
acquisition. A discussion concerning the historixagis for universal grammar and
its implications for second language acquisitioraliso provided, followed by a
discussion of these issues as they apply to thagogy and a recapitulation of

recent studies concerning L1 transfer and univepsahmar.

2.2 L1 Transfer
According to Doughty and Long (2003), research loeg shown the
existence of universal processes in second langaageisition, such as L1

transfer, over-generalization, simplification, ré&gization and stabilization.



Surface manifestations of these processes incladenon errors and error types,
developmental plateaus where L1 and interlinguaksires are similar, and so on.
Besides these findings, other studies have provisigdificant evidence that
suggests there are various kinds of developmeeatplesices and stages involved in
IL development, including the following: The fouage sequence for ESL
negation (Pica 1983, Schumann 1979), the six-stagaence for English relative
clauses (Doughty 1991, Eckman, Bell and Nelson 1988ss 1982); and,
sequences in many other grammatical domains in atyaf L2s (Johnston 1985).
Despite these findings, it remains difficult or evienpossible to translate
them into an effective second language acquisiteagogy in an across-the-board
fashion: The sequences are impervious to instmctin the sense that it is
impossible to alter stage order or to make learrskip stages altogether.
Acquisition sequences do not reflect instructiosefjuences, and teachability is
constrained by learnability. The idea that what you teach is what they learnl, an
when you teach it is when they learn it, is not gisplistic, but wrongdDoughty
and Long 2003)". In a recent study by Rasingef0%20the author reports that an
important issue in the area of SLA research isitifieence of other languages
represented in a learner's mind. Research has dhaivh2 learners often produce
structures that are different from the IPL(or are simply wrong), but which show

notable similarities to the learner's L1.

10) TL: The language being learned.



Table 1. Errors Attributable to L1 Transfer (Maj@024)

L1 L2 Utterance Explanation
| will decorate the
, Portuguese decorar
Portuguese English phone numbers ,
_ , means to memorize.
(meaning memorize)
[paw] pau “stock’for English does not have
English Portuguese this sound but has
pao “bread”
[aw].
, Hunds for Hunde Speakers uses the
English German ,
(“dogs”) English plural.
Phoenix esta em Although both Spanish
Arizona ,correct is and Portuguese have
Spanish | Portuguese “Phoenix e em two verbs “to be”(ser
Arizona.” “Phoenix is and estar), their use is
in Arizona.” somewhat different.
Arabic permits
_ _ That's the woman that _ _
Arabic English pronouns in this
| love her. »
position.
Learner is transferring
Brazilian culture. In
Give a kiss to your the United States, a
Portuguese English | daughter and a hug to | more appropriate
your wife. remark might be,
“How are your baby
and wife doing?”




Research by Vainikka and Young-S&ml(1994) studied the status of
functional categories in adult L2 acquisition of rG@an to this end. These
researchers maintained that only lexical projectiane available at the earliest
stages of L2 acquisition (for both adult and chil@) and that functional
projections, which are input driven, emerge latethwhe I(nflectional) system
emerging before the C(omplementizer) system. Atiogrto Flynn et al. (1998),
in the context of child L2 acquisition, the emeggevidence regarding the status of
functional projections seems to strongly suggest filnctional categories and their
projections are available from the very beginnitages of the L2. Vainikka and
Young-Scholten (1994), made an extremely importamttribution to the field of
L2 acquisition research. In this regard, Flynn dm colleagues report that,
without appealing to L1 influence, there is no wayaccount for the exhibited
differences in the initial L2 developmental stagettie acquisition of German by,
on the one hand, native (VB) Romance speakers, and on the other, native (O
V)12) Korean and Turkish speakers. It should be ndted there is no inherent
incompatibility between the idea of L1 influenceli@ acquisition and the claim
that L2 acquisition is driven by the continued ascdo the Principles and
Parameters of UG. The (adult) L2 development, resyaed by Vainikka and
Young-Scholten (1994), is claimed to fall withinetltconstraints of Universal
Grammar.

Beyond the empirical findings, the Vainikka and YigeScholten's study
also offers an interesting hypothesis, with a pplec grounding, regarding the

extent of L1 influence. The concept of transfedemthis theoretical position is

11) VO: verb, object word order.

12) OV: object, verb word order.



limited to lexical projections that are designafed headedness; however, the
hypothesis advanced by Vainikka and Young-Schalteggests very minimal L1
influence. In sum, the proposal advanced by Va&miknd Young-Scholten was
that in the earliest phase of L2 acquisition, olelyical projections specified for
headedness (from X-bar Theory) transfer these mese® propounded an
approach they termed minimal trees, . . . [accgrdinwhich] at any given stage of
development, as few positions and projections asitgd as are needed to analyze
the data, and no more. According to Flynn anddodlieagues one of the primary
reasons for claiming that functional projectione apt initially present is that the
phonetic realization of grammatical features andlekical material most
commonly associated with the respective functionahds (e.g., subject-verb
agreement morphology in regard to INFL and compldimers in regard to
COMP) is noticeably absent in the production datytexamined. This study,
though, failed to identify the full range of issugwolved in the L1 transfer
process. For example, Flynn et al. (1998) point as currently formulated, the
Minimal Trees hypothesis seems to underestimatetrafsfer, for once the
structures of lexical projections (in particulangtVP3)) have been set to match
those of the Target Language, the noted develo@mhéiiterences between L1 and
L2 acquisition still need to be explained. Undenivhal Trees, the robust V Adv
O word-order error is left without an explanatiohhis would seem to indicate that
allocating such a minimal role to the L1 grammakacquisition is too extreme.
The study by Vainikka and Young-Scholten did sugg#®ugh, that a natural
explanation for these data can be found in a hgsihthat claims that the whole

of the L1 grammar represents the initial state @f dcquisition, specifically,

13) VP: verb phrase.



Absolute L1 Influence. Flynn and her colleaguesution, though, that,
"Nevertheless, the precise role of L1 influenceairtheory of L2 acquisition is

certainly not settled. There is ample room for imediate theoretical positions".

2.3 Recapitulation of L1 Transfer Studies

According to Green (1986), languages are mdstaed when they are
selected; in other words, when they are currendind spoken and, therefore,
control speech output. Languages are less adafivaben they are in regular use
but are not spoken at the time. Active languad@g @ role in ongoing processing,
and that accounts for the occurrence of languaggf@nence effects in bilingual
lexical decision tasks or L1 transfer effects in $f#ech. The author notes that
languages are least active, or perhaps not actial,awvhen they are dormant.
“Dormant languages are not in regular use and doffexttaongoing processing.”

Kaplan (2002) states that L2 reading strongly layer with SLA research
on transfer. More specifically for reading, resgaon orthographic transfer seems
to show an impact at early stages of L2 readingudh less of an impact at
advanced levels. Much of this research can bestirio the Orthographic Depth
Hypothesis, which states that readers of differoghographies will develop
somewhat different word recognition processing Iskdepending on the L1
orthography, but there is growing evidence th& ttypothesis does reflect the
learning behavior of certain groups of beginningreaders (e.g., Japanese readers
of English, English readers of Japanese, Spanstlerse of English, and English
readers of Hebrew).

The findings of the study by Byon and Andrew (20Ghiggest that



Koreans reflect much stronger power-sensitivityntkarean-as-a-foreign language
(KFL) learners, and the distance variable seentak® precedence over the power
variables in America. On the whole, the apologyrfolae usage of Korean native
speakers supports the stereotypical descriptionKofeans as being more
collectivistic, hierarchical, and formalistic in mparison with Americans.
Furthermore, the results that the semantic formuis&ge patterns of the KFL
learners are, in general, consistent with thosdhef American English native
speakers indicate the traces of L1 transfer effecédthough the existence of
speech actd) is universal, the frequency and contents are @ikpecific, speech
acts reflect the fundamental cultural values arcdasamorms of a target language
and demonstrate the rules of language use in a speathunity.

Ringbom (1985) analyzed the scores of 270,000 stad@across a period
of 10 years) on the English reading and listenimgngrehension tests given
nationally in Finland, he noticed an interestingtgr@. On the same English tests,
Swedish-speaking Finns consistently did better thimmish speakers. Palmberg
(1985) states that Swedish children already knéot af English words when they
started instruction in English because of the ctggpan Swedish and English
however, authors emphasize that it is also possilaliesome readers are not aware
of cognates and cannot exploit this source of mfdron to facilitate their reading
comprehension. Because the students came frorfasibgickgrounds, one likely
explanation was that, when completing the Englistkg, the Swedish speakers get
more help from their L1 than Finnish speakers, a®dish, but not Finnish, is

related to English.

14) Speech act: Is referred to what one does with language (i.e., the functions for which language
is used). Examples include complaining, complimenting, and refusing.

13



Ellis (1994) says that L1 transfer is subject éotain constraints. The
author suggests that language transfer mainly tplee in the areas of lexicon,
phonology, and discourse, while transfer of L1 aynéeems to be inhibited by
learners' metalinguistc awaren&sof grammar. In addition, L1 transfer is less
common in formal situations (e.g., classroom sg#inbut takes place to a greater
extent in informal contexts. No clear empiricalidance exists yet about the
transfer of marked and unmarked L1 forms. Furtloeemit is unclear whether
early or later learners tend to transfer structur@s fiheir L1.

Nagy, Garca, Durgunoglu and Hancin-Bhatt (1993)icauetd that just
knowing the Spanish word was not enough; an awaseokits cognate status was
also necessary before this knowledge could helpligEngomprehension. The
study focused on the English reading comprehengsibnupper elementary
Spanish-English bilingual students to determine tivye knowing the Spanish
cognates of some key words would help in compreingritie passages in English.

Major (2001) states that negative transfer occuteerwll and L2
phenomena are different, resulting in errors, hareyositive transféf) takes
place when the phenomena are the same, resultingative-like utterances.
Positive transfer can be called a free ride bec#élusdearner does not have to
acquire anything new. For example, an Englismieaof French and Spanish does
not have to learn the word order for subject, vari object (for exampleohn
loves Mary because the unmarked case for all three languagg®e same. A

French learner of English does not have to legdr(afsin shoe) in English because

15) Metalinguistic Knowledge: What one knows (or thinks one knows) about the language. It is to
be differentiated from what one does in using language.

16) Positive Transfer: The use of the first language (or other languages known) in a second
language context when the resulting second language form is correct.

14



French also has this sound. By contrast, the fityjof Spanish speakers will
show negative transfer, using [c] (as in chew)[$pbecause most Latin American
varieties of Spanish do not havé. [$However, a native of the Chihuahua, Mexico
dialect will evince positive transfer for][decause this dialect hag fsut no [c].
Therefore, for the same phenomenon, transfer canpdsitive or negative,
depending on the native languages and dialectsedtarners involved. While the
IL can contain nonnative elements due to negatasesfer and native-like elements
due to positive transfer, it can also be compogethtive-like elements that are not
attributable to positive transfer, simply because tkearner has correctly learned
these L2 structures. For example, a French speaker says “I'm reading a
difficult book” indicates the learning of word @dand the progressive, as French
word order places the adjective after the noun Bnehch does not have a
progressive aspect. In addition to the IL being posed of elements of the L1 and
L2, there are elements that are neither, for exam@IChinese speaker of English
who says “Does he goes to school?” Because Chireessao verb inflections at all,
this mistake cannot be attributed to L1 transfad eertainly is not native-like in
the L2.

lorio (2003) states that Spanish is a pro-drop Uagg that permits
dropping of pronouns and nouns in the topic pasitfahe topic is referred to in
another way. For example, the subjects in projoedpsentences are usually
referred to in Spanish by an inflection on the vedln most cases, subjects are
dropped in Spanish unless the speaker is tryimatce emphasis on the subject or
relationship of the subject to the topic. The suabjof this case study lived in

Mexico most of his young life before moving to tbeS. The author found that



when the subject was asked to produce a list ofyththat he needed, wanted, or
had for school in complete sentences and a liiaxfe things that he did not need,
the subject consistently produced the structure ‘fidéed (object)” and “Need
(object).”

Wode (1977) maintained that there is a predictabder of structures and
that certain developmental structures must be bgdéarners before they can be
expected to have a significant influence on secomgiulage production.

Rasinger (2005) found that During the last 20 yearso, studies of SLA
have been concerned not only with the analysidefacquisition process and the
description of interlanguage stages, but has isangly focused on extra-linguistic
factors that influence the acquisition process igfinal success, that is, learners'
eventual proficiency in the target language. Td&drs of learners' age of arrival
and their length of residence in the target languamuntry have been of interest of
both linguists and psychologists, and both agelamgth of residence appear to be
related to the speed with which learners acquiegdiget language, as well as their
eventual proficiency in terms of native-speakeetigss. Very often it is assumed
that the ability to acquire any TL up to a levelnaitive speaker likeness decreases,
the older the learners are.

Cook (1990) measured comprehension time in invastig parameterized
binding (as revealed in reflexives and pronounspragmative speakers of English
and Romance-language, Norwegian, and Japanesereah English, languages
which have increasingly ‘distant’ settings from HEsiy and found that the relative
processing difficulty of binding in different typex sentences in English is the

same regardless of the L1 setting for the govermatpgory parameter. This



reaction-time study applied to second language isitiqun data has clear
implications for the study of grammatical competeimcgo-called monolinguals.

Schweers (1995) begins by discussing negotiatéeraiction and L1
transfer; examples of negotiated interaction aesgmted in which native speakers
of Spanish studying English converse with a varitynterlocutors. The various
examples showed development of a lexical form ubho conversational
interaction; correct learning through interactiomcorrect learning through
interaction; and no learning in spite of interagtidcRecommendations are provided
by the author for promoting effective negotiatederaction and beneficial L1
transfer.

Hawkins (2001) suggests that L1 influence occutlg ahthe point in the
sequence where the particular property becomesgamtefor example, the fact that
Spanish marks subject-verb agreement only speedsheipacquisition of the
subject-verb agreement in English by Spanish spsaie advanced stages of
acquisition. The author maintains that in nativeglish copula-‘be’ and
auxiliary-‘be’ are verbs which project to VP, buhih also raise to | to pick up
agreement and tense inflections. Hawkins sugdleatsopula-be is likely to move
from VP to IP early in the acquisition process; iditidn, the author maintains that
the acquisition of copula-be triggers the developroéh®.

Gass and Selinker (1994) says a basic precept ef nibtion of
interlanguage in the first place is the conceptfasfsilization, which generally
refers to the cessation of learning; the authooside definition of fossilization of
a linguistic form, feature, rule, and so on in tfedowing way: to become

permanently established in the inter-language steond language learner in a



form that is deviant from the target-language namd that continues to appear in
performance regardless of further exposure to #éinget language. Knowing a
second language well means knowing information lammio that of a native

speaker of a language.

2.4Universal Grammar

The notion that all humans share some commonalighe manner in
which they organize their syntactical arrangemeoftswords, or a so-called
universal grammar, dates back at least eight desturFor example, in her book,
Universal Grammar in Second Language Acquisitioh:History, as reported by
Thomas (2004), the fundamental insight capturedthi®y expression universal
grammar is that human languages have significampgrties in common despite
their obvious differences. She also mentioned thatterm universal grammar,
along with a related term (sometimes used synongiypugeneral grammar,’ did
not have much currency before the early seventeenthrge

Thomas also notes that various versions of the emnof universal
grammar can be traced much further back in the &#edinguistic tradition. For
example, Thomas (2004) cites Roger Bacon's observati1270 that, “grammar
is substantially one and the same in all languadgespite its accidental variations”.
While this Baconian observation is often cited asearly reference to universal
grammar, a number of more recent historiograptstadies have considered these
issues in different ways. Thomas cites Bacon lexadegitimately or
illegitimately, many people since his day have ke statement to present most

clearly and unconditionally the basic principleusiiversal grammar, (Hovdhaugen



1989). According to Thomas (2004) during the Madlges following Bacon's
day, one language - Latin - achieved a preemimgatieéctual and social position.
Medieval grammarians valued Latin as a unique ¢gfla of human cognition and
the structure of reality, and so projected the \Wdast explicit notion of what is
essential to language from the categories and fsatfrLatin.

Following a period of relative inattention duringet Renaissance, a wide
range of concepts of universal grammar emergedhwlu@re no longer tied strictly
to Latin. Instead, grammarians began to consideatws universal in human
languages to the particular or special propertieg serve to differentiate one
language from another. In this regard, Thomas4p@&ports that Johann Heinrich
Alsted provided a useful definition of general graannm his 163Encyclopediaas
the pattern [norma] of every particular grammaikelvise, the British grammarian
John Wilkins contrasted what he termed, naturaimgmar with instituted and
particular grammar. According to Thomas (2004),eTormer ‘should contain all
such grounds and rules, as do naturally and nedlgdseiong to the philosophy of
letters and speech in the general, whereas thex latioth deliver the rules which
are proper and peculiar to any one language in pkaticu

To Wilkins (1668), the job of grammarians was tad@s being prejudiced
by the common theory of the languages they [argllainted with so that they may
abstract their rules according to Nature. Othéharties subsequently took up the
subject of universal grammar and made their owriquéar contributions. For
example, In France, scholars speculated about #yggywcommonalities and
differences, most famously in the 1666ammaire Gnrale et Raisonne€Tlhis text,

and others of its genre, argued for a rationaléstis for universal grammar, and



tried to work out what it would mean to learn agaage, granted the roots of
general grammar in human cognition.

In his analysis of ancient and medieval grammatitedory, Herman
(1995) cites Robins' (1951) useful working defimtiof the term grammar itself:
Robins states “we may consider that, in the moseg# terms, grammatical study
begins whenever in the stream of speech or thensgpaf writing there are
observed, and in some way systematized, similaribé form or patterns of
arrangement, and these are partly at least carcelgith the meanings or functions
of the utterances in which they occur”.

By the end of the eighteenth century, researchmrserned with universal
grammar were highly influenced by the concepts atfamalism and romanticism
and shifted their attention away from similaritieeross languages to the
characteristics of individual languages. Thoma¥{ also states that universal
grammar remained in retreat as comparative-higtbaad typological studies of
languages flourished in the 1800s. Then at thénbetwy of the twentieth century,
Ferdinand de Saussure asserted that languages emaldshould, be studied as
autonomous systems independent of their histottiistorians conventionally take
Saussure as the starting-point of autonomous octanalist linguistics, which
extends to the present day.

According to Gass and Selinker (1994), “Whereas tpheltgical approach
begins with cross-linguistic investigations into-@ccurrences, the approach to
second language acquisition known as Universal Gram(UG) begins from a
different perspective--that of learnability”.  Fronmis perspective, universal

principles form part of the mental representatibtanguage. It is properties of the
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human mind that make language universals the way #re. If properties of

human language are part of the mental represemtafidanguage, it stands to
reason that they do not cease being propertiessintfiose instances in which a
nonnative language system is being employed. H®senaption that universal

grammar is the guiding force of child language @&itjan has long been

maintained by many and has only recently been eppid the case of second
language acquisition.

The theory in support of universal grammar is basethemssumption that
language is comprised of a set of abstract priasipthat characterize core
grammars of all natural languages. In this reg@iss and Selinker (1994) reports
that if children have to learn a complex set ofti@nsions, there must be something
other than the language input to which they areosag that enables them to learn
language with relative ease and speed. UG is japstlas an innate language
faculty that limits the extent to which languages wary. That is, it specifies the
limits of a possible language. The task for leagnis greatly reduced if one is
equipped with an innate mechanism that constragssiple grammar formation.
According to Epstein et al. (1996), there have b#eee logical possibilities

advanced concerning the role of universal grammaRiacquisition:

(1) a. The no-access hypothesis that maintanaspect of UG is available to
the L2 learner;
b. The partial access hypothesis that argues obingtantiated principles
and L1-instantiated parameter-values of UG are aMail® the learner;

c. The third, termed the full access hypothesisyareal grammar in its
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entirety constrains L2 acquisition (Epstein et aB@)9

Despite the popularity of these linguistic theoridspstein and his
colleagues maintain that there is no compellinglente to support either of the
first two hypotheses, and provide evidence conogrfiinctional categories in L2
acquisition consistent with the claim that UG idyfivailable to the L2 learner.

To help illustrate these concepts, Gass and Seltitee White (1989, also
2003 elsewhere herein) and demonstrate the rahgessibilities for changing
‘want td to the more informal,wanna however, there are many times in English
where the sequencevant t6 cannot be replaced by the more informadnna
According to these authors, “Without some prioomfation, it would be difficult
to determine the correct distribution want toversuswannain informal English.
The input does not provide sufficiently specifidamnmation about where to use
wannaand where not to. White explained that there mmeciples of universal
grammar involving question formation to account the distribution of these
English forms. However, the input alone does motide this information. This is
called the poverty of the stimulfsargument” (Gass and Selinker 1994).

According to Cowie (1999), the poverty of the stiosu argument
maintains that empiricists have failed to provideviable framework that can
transform the raw materials of experience into epte and beliefs, rather than
stressing, as do poverty of the stimulus argumdémas some of the components are
missing. This author adds that, “While claims te teffect that empiricists'

explanatory pretensions outrun their explanatonacaies should, perhaps, give us

17) Poverty of the Stimulus: A proposal made within the confines of Universal Grammar that input
alone is not sufficiently specific to allow a child to attain the complexities of the adult
grammar.
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pause, the immediate message of this argumenati®thpiricists should elaborate
their theory; not that they are wrong. Poverty bé tstimulus arguments, by
contrast, bear much more directly on the trutrhefémpiricist's acquisition theory.
Rather than stressing the meagerness of the empdiaccount of processes like
abstraction, they stress instead the meagernetise afxperiential input to those
processes” (Cowie 1999). Advocates of this argunmenbgnize that it may be
premature to criticize empiricists based on thet fétat their theory is
underdeveloped because “... these are, after diicuif questions” (Cowie 1999).
Indeed, one of the fundamental issues that emdrgedthis literature review was
just how complex L1 transfer appears to be, andethesues are discussed further

below.

2.5 Recapitulation of Universal Grammar Studies

Epstein et al. (1996) State that the theory ofversal Grammar (UG),
principles and parameters are hypothesized to ibatestthe innate cognitive
faculty that makes language acquisition humanlysipbs. An important tenet of
this theory is that this faculty is autonomouspther words, it is an independent
cognitive module that may interact with, but does derive from other cognitive
faculties. Universal grammar theory is, strictheaking, a theory of grammatical
competence, not of a learner's actual performandée theory is based on
abstraction: “To discover the properties of UniaiGrammar and core grammat,
we must attempt to abstract away from complicatexfors of various sorts, a
course that has its hazards but is inescapablerious inquiry”. Whether UG is

accessible in L2 acquisition depends largely on home understands the

23



relationship between UG and core grammars. Wheanpeters are fixed during L1
acquisition, UG itself becomes the core grammamdey this view, parameter
setting changes the initial form of UG. Subsequefdtions between UG and the
grammar of the L2 are necessarily indirect, medidig the core grammar of the
L1. Traditionally, second language researchere@mme from departments of
linguistics, applied linguistics, and ESL or TESOLhe dominant paradigm for
these researchers is universal grammar theory \ascaitd by Chomsky and his
proponents.

Tarone et al. (1994), says parameter models anefficiently robust
insofar as they account for what Chomsky termed ‘tdism’ between the
complexity of a language and the limited amountrelévant linguistic data to
which the learner has access. “Parameter modeld twepostulate considerably
less acquisition in language competence, which setnbe consistent with
observations of first languages even if it seemmesvhat less so as far as adult
second languages are concerned. In any eventarfitey the L1 is a matter of
setting parameters, then learning an L2 is a maiferesetting parameters”.
Generalized Phrase-Structure Grammar (GPSG) or-Beadn Phrase-Structure
Grammar (HPSG) theories have not received the taitethey deserve in SLA
research: “Parameter models have so far takerGBidramework for granted,
even though alternative accounts of some of theqinena handled by parameter
models have been developed in these other theories”.

Paribakht (2004), followed an earlier study thatmdestrated that
extensive reading leads to significant gains inaboatary knowledge, and focuses

on the strategies used by learners as they attenponstruct the meanings of
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unfamiliar words while reading English texts. Coment think aloud and
immediate retrospective data collection techniguese used with ten intermediate
level ESL students from various first language lgackinds. Findings show that
while learners use a number of knowledge sourcesdar to compensate for gaps
in their lexicon, grammatical knowledge is mostgfrently used. The author
suggests that this evidence provides support feritkrinsic value of grammar
instruction.

White (2003) says that universal grammar is baselarnability and that
the subtle and abstract knowledge attained by e&@peakers goes far beyond the
input that they receive as young children. In tguasition, learners are faced with
a similar task to that of L1 acquirers, namely theed to arrive at a system
accounting for L2 input; in addition, L2 learnere also faced, at least potentially,
with a logical problem of language acquisition that there are abstract, complex
and subtle properties of grammar that are undamétied by the L2 input. L2
learners already have a means of representingdgegmamely the grammar of the
mother tongue. Therefore, it is possible that these in fact, no
under-determination problem: if L2 learners demiatst the relevant kind of
unconscious knowledge, it might be the case they @re drawing on the L1
grammar instead of the UG itself. If L2 learnecsj@re abstract properties that
could not have been induced from the input, this glyosuggests that principles of
UG constrain interlanguage grammars, parallel & diuation in L1 acquisition;
this would hold even if the linguistic competendel @ learners differs from the
linguistic competence of native speakers. In othenrds, it is not necessary for L2

learners to acquire the same knowledge as natiakepein order to demonstrate a
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poverty-of-the-stimulus situation in L2 acquisitjahis sufficient to show that L2
learners acquire complex and subtle propertiesanfijdage that could not have
been induced from the L2 input.

Doughty and Long (2003), states that if adult fgndanguage learners are
to sound like natives, they need to be exposeedbstic (genuine or elaborated)
samples of target language use as input compooémisdagogic tasks, and then
helped to incorporate, store and retrieve wholenkbluof that input as whole
chunks. Adult native speakers do this frequentlging repeating resources,
resulting in a correspondence efféttin other words, instead of constructing each
utterance anew, speakers track and use chunkewbps discourse in formulating

new utterances.

2.6 Summary: L1 vs. UG

Complex questions require complex answers in ncasgs, and the issues
involved in the L1 transfer versus universal gramrdabate are no exception.
Fortunately, some authors have provided some uggfidance that can help
conceptualize what is involved as well as methods Hetter understanding
universal grammar. For example, Kaplan (2002) make following concrete
assertions concerning L1 transfer: “The issue bftlansfer has been explored
extensively, and a useful set of findings can lheredl at this point. It appears that
L2 readers do transfer L1 syntactic knowledge oious types to their L2 reading,
even at relatively advanced stages. Sometimestrdresferred knowledge is

supportive and sometimes it causes interferendgkewise, in her book, White

18) Correspondence: A term used in the Stockwell, Bowen, and Martin Hierarchy of Difficulty to
refer to the situation in which there exists a one-to-one relationship between a native
language and target language form.
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(2003) points out that besides universal principlegversal grammar also includes
principles that have a limited number of built-iptions (e.g., settings or values)
that provide linguists with the ability to analyzeosslinguistic variation these
principles are known as parameters: Most parameter assumed to be binary,
that is, they have only two settings, the choiceimdp predetermined by UG. L1
acquisition consists, in part, of setting paransténe appropriate setting being
triggered by the input that the child is exposedAaccentral claim of parameter
theory, as originally instantiated in the Princgplend Parameters framework, is
that a single parameter setting brings togethelustar of apparently disparate
syntactic properties.

This, for example, was part of the rationale far Mull Subject Parameter,
which related the possibility of null subjects tiher syntactic and morphological
properties found in null subject languages. Thiemale in support of the proposal
for parameters is that they should greatly redinee acquisition task. In other
words, instead of learning a number of seeminghglated properties individually,
the second language learner would just have tdifgehe appropriate setting of a
parameter and a range of associated syntactic piegpdollows automatically.
According to White (2003), some L1 acquisition aash has provided evidence in
favour of clustering, showing that properties wharke argued to be consequences
of a particular parameter setting emerge at abowahee time.

Based on existing proposals, White (2003), noteat tharametric
differences between grammars are associated wibepies of lexical items,

especially so-called functional categotids

19) Functional categories: Categories that carry primarily grammatical meaning, such as
morphemes for tense and determiners.
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(2) Lexical categories

a. Verb (V);

b. Noun (N);

C. Adjective (Ad));
d. Adverb (Adv);
e. Preposition (P)

(3) Functional categories

a. Complementizer (Comp or C),

b. Inflection (Infl or I) (often split into agreemeifAgr) and tense
(M)

C. Negation (Neg);

d. Determiner (Det);

e. Number (Num) and others

According to White (2003), Functional categoriesvéhaertain formal
features associated with them (such as tense, muméeson, gender and case).
Functional categories and features form part ofutfieinventory. There are three
potential sources of cross linguistic variationttielate to above-listed functional

categories, as follows :

4) a. Languages can differ as to which fiomal categories are realized in the

grammar. On some accounts, for exanjalpanese lacks the category

Det.
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b. The features of a particular functional catggmn vary from language
to language. For instance, French has a genderdeavhile English
does not.

c. Features are said to vary in strength: a featan be strong in one
language and weak in another, with a range of stintaonsequences.
For example, Infl features are strong in French weadk in English,

resulting in certain word-order alternations betwtdentwo languages.

“The lexicons of different languages, then, varytaswhich functional
categories and features are instantiated and \kleasttength of various features
may be. Such variation has a variety of syntagetiects” (White 2003). In L1
acquisition, UG is the initial state Chomsky (198d¢termining, in advance, the
form and the functioning of language-particular gnaars.  Although UG
represents the initial state (o) 3t remains unclear what happens subsequently. |
that is, whether UG somehow turns into a particetaady-state grammarg{Sn
the course of language acquisition or whether mhaias distinct from specific
instantiations White (2003). Possibly because thedgter is of little consequence
for researchers interested in L1 acquisition onative speaker competence, the
issue has been relatively little discussed; wheresidiscussed, the former
assumption is often adopted. In this regard, REGL999) points out that L1A is
the process by which exposure to PLD transforms itheately specified
experience-independeffacultde langagento a language-particular grammar by
assigning fixed values to parameter arrays spedifyedG.

In the context of L2 acquisition, the question diether UG becomes a
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particular grammar or remains distinct from patacigrammars is central. If UG
is transformed into a grammar which may subsequérel modified during the

course of acquisition ¢S S, ), then only the particular steady-state instaiotiat

of UG would remain available in non-primary langeaarquisition. Perhaps the
first person to raise this issue in the L2 conteas Bley-Vroman (1990: 1819),
who suggested the following computer analogy: Ththa provides the useful
analogy of an application program that came withiratallation-configuration

program, with which consumers can set parametecsstomize the application to
their preferences for their computer: “You uses tinistallation program just once,
it sets up the application to operate properlyemfstripping it down, removing
options your machine cannot implement. You never the installation program
again. The application program is now a particplargram for your machine. In
other words, UG survives only as the language-fipetiother-tongue grammar.
Bley-Vroman's Fundamental Difference Hypothesissrest the assumption that
UG as a distinct 'entity’ does not survive L1 acgioisi On this view, the initial

state of L2 acquisition is, necessarily, the Lingmaar (L1 S), as shown in Figure
1 below. Subsequently, there may be developmeny dwan the L1 grammar,

until a steady state interlanguage grammar is attdibe®s )” (White 2003).
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Figure 2. L2 acquisition without UG

=L1Ss

Figure 3. L2 acquisition with UG.

UG input 1st LA

input l

2nd LA

According to Healy and Bourne (1998), a linguisdnd a cognitive
psychological perspective are both essential irerofdr additional insights into
how second language learning takes place to bdifidenbecause the underlying
processes are both complex and circuitous: “Tihgulstic facts help inform the
psychological and vice versa. For example, an adcofl transfer phenomena
requires both psychological and linguistic consatiens. For the psychologist,
transfer occurs because the speaker has incoreilyated an automatic routine
based on the first language. When this automaietine is inappropriate, errors

occur because learners lack the necessary infemaatithe second language or the
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attentional capacity to activate the appropriateosd language routine”. This
version of what transpires during L1 transfer, tilpudoes not account for why
certain linguistic forms transfer and others do. i a result, Healy and Bourne
(1998) conclude, “Universal grammar may generatileéel predictions that are
more specific than the psychological account, whichs not make predictions that
are explicit about when transfer occurs”.

Nevertheless, there remains a glaring need for tiaddl research
concerning the cognitive phenomena that take pldegeng second language
acquisition. While there remains a relative deaftieoent studies concerning these
issues, the previous recapitulations provide sosefull insights and empirical
results that illustrate the current trends in timgkand what the implications are for

educators in second language acquisition classromay .t
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Section 3: Methodology

This study used a triangulated methodology to afdthe above-stated
study purpose. The first leg of the methodologgsisted of a critical review of
the relevant peer-reviewed and scholarly literatcomcerning L1 transfer and
universal grammar. This leg of the methodologyhighly congruent with
recommendations from numerous social researchEwm. example, according to
Fraekel and Wallen (2001), “Both the opinions operts in the field and other
research studies are of interest. Such readimgf&sred to as a review of the
literature”. Gratton and Jones (2003) emphasia¢ ghcritical reviewing of the
timely literature is an essential task in all reska “No matter how original you
think the research question may be, it is almostace that your work will be
building on the work of others. It is here thag tleview of such existing work is
important. A literature review is the backgroural the research, where it is
important to demonstrate a clear understanding hef relevant theories and
concepts, the results of past research into the #ne types of methodologies and
research designs employed in such research, amd avhere the literature is
deficient”. In this regard, Wood and Ellis (2003jentified the following as

important outcomes of a well conducted literatuxéen®, as shown in (5).

(5) a. It helps describe a topic of intesasd refine either research questions or
directions in which to look.
b. It presents a clear description and evaluaifdhe theories and concepts
that have informed research into the topic of interes

c. It clarifies the relationship to previous resbaand highlights where
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new research may contribute by identifying rese@assibilities which
have been overlooked so far in the literature.

d. It provides insights into the topic of interésat are both methodological
and substantive.

e. It demonstrates powers of critical analysis floy,instance, exposing
taken for granted assumptions underpinning previmsearch and
identifying the possibilities of replacing them kvitalternative
assumptions.

f. It justifies any new research through a coheceitique of what has gone
before and demonstrates why new research is batielyti and

important.

Silverman (2005) advises that a wehlidiacted literature review

should seek to answer the following questions as shiow(f).

(6) a. What do we know about thed®pi
b. What do we have to say critically about what is alydanown?
C. Has anyone else ever done anything exactly the®am
d. Has anyone else done anything that is related?
e. Where does your work fit in with what has gone kefor
f. Why is your research worth doing in the lightvafiat has already
been done?

The second leg of the triangulated methodology usethis research
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project consisted of a recapitulation of relevantlies and findings concerning L1
transfer and universal grammar. This approaclsis @ongruent with other social
researchers who suggest that such recapitulatians pcovide new syntheses,
insights and identify previously indiscernible tdsrNoblit and Hare (1988).

The final leg of the triangulated methodology cetei of a survey of a
convenience sampling of Mexican-American SLA leasrizing in California who
agreed to participate anonymously in the researofeqt without compensation.
Devaus (1996) reports that survey research is widajarded as being inherently
guantitative and positivistic and is contrastedjt@litative methods that involve
participant observation, unstructured interviewiogse studies, focus groups etc..
According to Neuman (2003), survey research is tiadéine social research in
which one systematically asks many people the sgumestions, then records and
analyzes their answers. For this purpose, a questire was developed based on
one used in a comparable study of L1 transfer an8iry students by Januleviien

and Kavaliauskien (2005).
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Section 4: Survey Results

The results of the administration of the questionnaithe convenience
sample of 25 Mexican-American SLA learners are pravidehe tables and
figures below; an analysis of the results is presentdte concluding chapter: out
of the 25 participants, 3 were Advanced learnevgefe upper intermediate
learners, 10 were lower intermediate learners, andré beginning learners.

The results of the survey of Mexican-American shigealso showed
virtual unanimity in their opinion on the importanof the L1 for teaching and
learning a foreign language. For example, in resptmshe first question, “Should
Spanish be used in an English language class?dsalatl (23 or 92%) said “yes,”
with just two subjects (or 8%) responding “no.” eltwo students who responded
“no”, were extremely advanced students and felt the use of their L1 hindered

or slowed their learning process.

Table 2. Should Spanish be used in an English largdags?

Yes % Yes No % No

23 92% 2 8%

In response to the question, “How much time shaeldievoted to English

grammar and the differences involved between L1 BAdgrammar?,” three
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respondents (or 12%) stated “none”, five (or 20%gponded “A little”, 10 (or
40%) responded “some”, and seven (or 28%) respof@ddt”. This points out
the need for different methods of teaching for difeerent levels of the students.
Those students who responded “none” or “a littlefrevthe advanced and upper
intermediate students. These students would kethefimost by using the Direct
Method or the UG approach in SLA. In using theebirmethod no use of the
mother tongue is permitted (i.e., the teacher dudsneed to know the students'
native language). Lessons begin with dialogues andcdotes in modern
conversational style. Actions and pictures aredus® make meanings clear.
Grammar is learned inductively. Literary texts agad for pleasure and are not
analyzed grammatically. The target culture is &smht inductively. The teacher
must be a native speaker or have native-like pgmfoy in the target language.
With language processing as represented in figafellds paper.

The students who responded “some” or “a lot” wenedr intermediate or
beginning students. These students would benefit mmost by using the
Grammar-Translation method where transfer is cameil a major factor in SLA.
The Grammar-Translation Approach is an extensiothefapproach used to teach
classical languages to the teaching of modern kageg! Instruction is given in the
native language of the students. There is litde of the target language for
communication. Focus is on grammatical parsirgy, the form and inflection of
words. There is early reading of difficult texté. typical excercise is to translate
sentences from the target language into the mdtregue (or vice versa). the
result ot this approach is usually an inability the part of the student to use the

language for communication. The teacher does awet lto be able to speak the
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target language. With language processing as repessm figure 2 in this paper.

Table 3. How much time should be devoted to Englismgnar and the

differences involved between L1 & L2ammar?

Responses None A little Some A lot
No. 3 5 10 7
% 12% 20% 40% 28%

In response to the question, “Under the usage dhlifhe classroom, how
much do you think it would help learners learn Esif?”, four of the subjects (or
16%) responded “no”, seven (or 28%) responded ttheli 11 (or 44%) responded
“Somewhat”, and the remaining three subjects (86)L&sponded, “A lot”. Once
again the advanced learners found that their L1 mbtl help them in their
acquisition of English pointing to their need foetDirect Method. This supports
the UG approach. The upper intermediate studewtsdf that the use of L1 in the
classroom was of little use, so they also lean tdvwlae Direct Method and the UG
approach. The lower intermediate and the beginstngents found much more
need for the use of L1 in the classroom showingedrfor Grammar-Translation
and Audiolingualism. The Audiolingualism approawas a reaction to the
Reading Approach and its lack of emphasis on areddaskills. The Audiolingual
approach became dominant in the United Statesgltine 1940, 1950s, and 1960s.

Lessons begin with dialogues. Mimicry and memaidraare used, based on the
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assumption that language is habit formation. Gratiwal structures are sequenced
and rules are taught inductively. Skills are seged: listening, speaking are first
and reading and writing are postponed. Pronumciais stressed from the
beginning. Vocabulary is severely limited in ialtstages. A great effort is made
to prevent learner errors. Language is often mdaipd without regard to
meaning or context. The teacher must be proficiemy in the structures,
vocabulary, etc. that he or she is teaching sieaming activities and materials are
carefully controlled. This supports the L1 Transfpproach.

These results correspond strongly with thsults from figure 4 which
suggest that advanced and upper intermediate stuldenefit from the use of the

Direct Method.

Table 4. Under the usage of L1 in the classroomy rhach do you think

it would help learners learn English?

Answers No. of Responses % of Responses
No 4 16%
A little 7 28%
Somewhat 11 44%
A lot 3 12%

In response to the question, “If L1 asbie used in class, for which of the
following two reasons do you think it is necessarythere was about a

half-and-half split, with 11 of the subjects (or%¥ responding that it benefits
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teaching/learning the L2 and the remaining 14 @¥p responding that it made
them feel more comfortable. In this situation soofiehe advanced and upper
intermediate students crossed over to accept motsé.In class as it improved the
general class atmosphere for all the studentsdrcliiss. They disregarded their

own needs in an attempt to improve class conditionalfstudents involved.

Table 5. If L1 is to be used in class, for which & tbllowing two reasons

do you think it is necessary?

Number of %o0f
No. Answers

Responses Responses
1. | It benefits teaching/learning the L2 11 44%
2. It makes me feel more confident 14 56%

In response to the final question, “If L1 is toumed in class, for which of
the following reasons do you think it is necessgryRe subjects were fairly
consistent in their responses, with almost all ofstingiects (24 or 96%) stating that
it should be used to explain difficult conceptstolind that the students definition
of, “difficult concepts” were quit different accong to their level. Advanced and
upper intermediate students were more interestachigher level of more complex
English usage while the lower intermediate and ro@gg students were more
interested in grammatical explanations. A mayjooit the subjects agreed that L1

should be used to check comprehension (17 or 6&#f)e again the advance and
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upper intermediate students wanted the use of Lly do check their
comprehension of complex or technical English usalgée the lower intermediate
and beginning students wanted the use of theinLkinforce their understanding
of English in general. To define new vocabulary ¢t 60%). While | felt that the
advanced students preferred to have new vocabetgplained in the L2, they
seemed to think of the class as a whole and sdlédteexplanation of vocabulary
to benefit the class as a unit. The advance andruptermediate students showed
and active knowledge of vocabulary while the lowdermediate and beginning
students had more of a passive knowledge of voaapullo help students feel
more comfortable (21 or 84%). Once again thesdtsetend to suggest a need for
comfortable class atmosphere and a feel of culturaly. Students from all
cultures should take pride in their heritage arel féeling of unity is comforting

while taking on a difficult task.

Table 6. If L1 is to be used in class, for which @& tbllowing reasons do

you think it is necessary?

Yes % No %
to explain difficult
24 96.00% 1 4.00%
concepts
to check
, 17 68.00% 8 32.00%
comprehension
to define new
15 60.00% 10 40.00%
vocabulary
to help students ta
21 84.00% 4 16.00%
feel comfortable
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The research was consistent in emphasizing the reeddditional
research in the area of L1 transfer and univensahgar issues, and many studies
found some mixed results. Therefore, to more @ffely address the needs of a
multicultural learning population, educators todayst recognize the wide range
of reasons why SLA learners tend to produce cergtammatical errors.
Intralingual errors are similar errors found in a2 learners regardless of their L1.
Interlingual errors are errors traced to L1 integfece. It is clear to any teacher that
errors make up a large part of the English outpuhe language learner. Some
errors are of greater importance than others antes@e recognize as something
that an L1 learner would make, others can seemetquite different from L1
learner errors. Errors of all types are an impurfzart in the language learning
process. Not only do errors provide feedback fer kanguage learner, but by
recognizing that such learners create some typesrairs based on their
constructions in their L1, SLA classroom teachees e able to more effectively
target their teaching techniques toward helpingeHearners avoid these types of
errors.

We also face the issue of how much L1 is to be usethéodifferent levels
of SLA learners. An advanced learner may need \ithy intruction in L1 and
would acquire the L2 at a much faster rate withbutWhere as upper intermediate
and lower intermediate learners may benefit froom@derate use of L1 in the
classroom. SLA beginner learners may require aensabstantial amount of L1
used in the classroom. This also brings up theeisd a class that has a large mix

of different levels of learners. How does the temicsatisfy the needs of the whole

42



class when different levels of L1 are required?it s not possible to organize

different classes for the different levels then possible alternative is to place the
students into groups and then move around therolassfrom group to group to

attempt to satisfy the different needs of the diffefem¢ls of students.

Another problem that teachers face is the fact thffierent teaching
methods are more effective for different leveldesfrners. For advanced learners
the Direct Method is more effective. For internadilearners Audiolingualism
may be the best approach and for beginner leafBesimar-Translation may be
the most useful. Once again this posses a profderthe mixed level class. A
talented teacher may be able to once again plagestildents into groups of
different levels and change his method of teaclfimgeach group, but what if the
class is multi cultural? It would be possible tbhe teacher to tackle a class of
advanced and possibly upper intermediate studestsusing the Direct Method
and Audiolingualism, but it would be virtually imgsible to teach a multi cultural
class using Grammar-Translation as the teacherdivoave to have knowledge of
every language the students use, and even Iif #ris possible it would be way too

time consuming.
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Section 5: Conclusions

Notwithstanding the universality of human languaged its various
constructs, the research suggested that the kngevletigrammar in one language
does not necessarily translate into an efficieetafsgrammar in another language.
The types of errors typically experienced during tll transfer process include
some predictable ones (cultural and social hiereatidifferences, for example)
wherein grammatical construction depends on fadiwas might be unknown or
little studied by the L2 learner. There were asone less predictable outcomes
identified as well that related to the underlyinggeitive processes involved
between speakers of different languages that rerbatter described in the
scientific literature than they are understoodnahby, it is reasonable to conclude
that based on the profound demographic shifts épezd in the United States in
recent years, the need for additional studies isft{fpe will continue to grow, and
future research should seek to include a wider esptative sampling of
Spanish-speaking SLA learners to help identify neffective teaching techniques
that can be applied in a wide range of classroormgstt

Obviously neither Universal Grammar nor L1 Transgeall in itself the
answer to teaching a second language. There nsuatgsoper mix of approach
and method from both theories. How much L1 shdaddused in the classroom
may even vary culturally. Some cultures may needenpositive reinforcement
from their own language to preserve their selfaster self identity, while others
need no such reinforcement. Some L1 languagesatkatloser to the target L2

may need very little instruction in L1 and wouldate more quickly that way.
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Undoubtedly a good teacher will experiment witifetiént approaches to language
teaching. Every class is different, so it will ¢éaka different mix of
Grammar-Translation, Direct Method, or Audiolingeal to reach your students.

There are many approaches available for the teaglofiobse from. Some
additional methods are the Reading Approach whiak areaction to the problems
experienced in implementing the Direct Approachdose few teachers could use
their foreign language well enough to use a dieggtroach effectively in class.
The Oral-Situational Approach which was a reactmthe Reading Approach and
its lack of emphasis on oral-aural skills. The @itge Approach which was a
reaction to the behaviorist features of the Audmglial Approach. The
Affective-Humanistic Approach which was a reactitm the general lack of
affective considerations in both Audiolingualisntdahe Cognitive Approach. The
Comprehension-Based Approach which was an outgraftimesearch in first
language acquisition that led some language metbgidts to assume that second
or foreign language learning is very similar tesfitanguage acquisition, and the
Communicative Approach which was an outgrowth efwork of anthropological
linguistis.

From my own experience | have found it best to ptayy ear using the
students L1 to different extents in class and gb wihat has the best effect on the
majority of my students. Then it is possible tawlrfrom different approaches to
match the students needs for L1 in their L2 studieggeneral | have found that for
advanced students the Direct Method is the mosictfe way for expedient
knowledge of English. For intermediate students mixture of

Grammar-Translation and Audiolingualism seems tothee answer. Beginning
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students seem to do best using Grammar-Transldiigrall students seem to feel

more comfortable hearing at least some of their ledus the classroom.
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