Lecture three: Levels of Hierarchy
Stockwell, Bowen, & Martin ( 1965), have proposed what they called a hierarchy of difficulty by which a teacher or linguist can make a prediction of the relative difficulty of a given aspect of the second language.
Prator ( 1967, cited in Brown, 2000, pp. 209-21 0) captured the
essence of this grammatical hierarchy in six categories of difficulty.
Prator' s hierarchy is applicable to both grammatical and phonological features of language. The six categories, in ascending order of difficulty, are presented by Brown (2000, pp. 209-21 0) as follows.
The examples in this hierarchy are given from Persian and English
(i.e., potential utterances produced by a native speaker of Persian
learning English as a foreign language). It needs to be pointed out that these categories have direct implications both for second language teaching and translation.

Level 0 - Transfer
No difference or contrast exists between the two languages. The
learner can simply transfer (positively) a sound, structure, or lexical
item from the native language to the target language. It is assumed
that target language items in this case do not cause any difficulty for
the learner, hence the label of level zero is used. Ie At this level, there is no difference between the learner’s native language (L1) and the target language (L2). The student can transfer the sound, structure, or word directly from their language into English without making an error. Learning is very easy here because both languages work the same way.
Example:
In both Persian and English, the word order for a simple sentence can be Subject + Verb + Object.
· Persian: Ali ketab ra kharid. → “Ali bought the book.”
· English: Ali bought the book.
Since the structure is the same, the learner can transfer it directly, and it causes no difficulty.
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Level 1- Coalescence
Two or more items in the native language become coalesced into
essentially one item in the target language. This requires that the
learners overlook a distinction they have grown accustomed to. Ie At this level, two or more features in the learner’s native language (L1) become combined into one feature in the target language (L2).
This causes a little difficulty, because the learner must learn to merge what were separate ideas in their own language. 
The learner’s native language (French) makes a distinction that English does not.
So, when learning English, the student might try to keep using two separate forms where English has only one.
Example
In French, we say:
· Je sais la réponse. ✅
· Je connais Marie. ✅
But a French learner might say in English:
❌ I know the answer. (✅ correct)
❌ I know Marie. (✅ correct)
So there’s no grammatical error — but the difficulty is knowing that English doesn’t distinguish between savoir and connaître.
The real “error” risk
Sometimes learners overthink and try to translate directly using their L1 system.
For example, they might try to say:
❌ I know to Marie or I know her by heart (when they just mean I know her)
That’s because in French, connaître quelqu’un always takes a direct object, and the learner may add unnecessary structure in English
In summary:
· There is no strict grammatical error in English at this level.
· The difficulty lies in learning that two different French verbs (savoir/connaître) become one English verb (to know).
· Students must merge two ideas into one — this is what “coalescence” means.
Now, when L1 is English and French is L2
In English, there’s only one verb — “to know.”
In French, there are two verbs — savoir and connaître.
So the English speaker has to separate one idea into two.
The error happens when the learner uses the wrong French verb because they translate directly from English.
In other words, the error occurs at the choice of the verb — at the lexical and semantic level (word meaning).
Level 2- Underdifferentiation
As shown in the following diagram, an item that exists in the native
language is absent in the target language.
This happens when the target language (L2) has a distinction (two different forms, sounds, or grammatical features),
but the native language (L1) does not.
Because the learner’s L1 doesn’t make that difference, they tend to ignore or collapse it in their L2 production.
In short:
👉 L2 makes a difference that L1 doesn’t see.
👉 The learner fails to differentiate — hence under-differentiation.
Example (English L1 → French L2)
1️⃣ In English
There is no grammatical gender for nouns or adjectives.
Everything is neutral:
the book, the table, the teacher — “the” never changes.
2️⃣ In French
There is grammatical gender (masculine/feminine):
le livre (m.) / la table (f.) / le professeur / la professeure
So, English speakers under-differentiate gender when learning French.
	Correct French
	Common English-Speaker Error
	Where the Error Happens
	Why

	✅ la table est petite
	❌ le table est petit
	Article (le/la) + adjective agreement
	English has no gender distinction → learner ignores it.

	✅ un beau garçon / une belle fille
	❌ un beau fille
	Adjective form
	Learner doesn’t apply feminine form because L1 doesn’t mark gender.



Exact location of error: at the morphological level (word endings, agreement markers like -e, -le/la, beau/belle).
Level 3- Reinterpretation
An item that exists in the native language is given a new shape or
distribution in the TL. The learner thinks a structure means the same in both languages, but it actually doesn’t.
🧩 Example 1 – English L1 → French L2
💬 The structure: the present continuous
· In English: “I am eating” means the action is happening right now.
· In French: “Je suis mangeant” ❌ doesn’t exist — French uses the simple present:
✅ “Je mange.”
🧠 What happens
The English learner “reinterprets” French grammar through English rules.
They think “to be + -ing” must exist in French too.
Typical error:
❌ Je suis mangeant. (direct transfer from English)
✅ Je mange.
Exact location of error:
At the syntactic–morphological level, in the verb construction pattern.
The learner misapplies an English rule (be + –ing) to French, which uses a single verb form instead.
Level 4- Overdifferentiation
An entirely new item in the target language, bearing little or no
similarity to the native language item, must be learned
At this level, the learner’s native language (L1) has no distinction,
but the target language (L2) has one — so the learner invents or adds an unnecessary distinction that doesn’t really exist.
👉 In short:
The learner creates extra rules in L2 because they expect the language to behave like their own.
This is the opposite of underdifferentiation (where they miss distinctions).
Here, they add unnecessary ones.
Example 2 – English L1 → French L2
In English, adjectives never change according to gender or number:
a small boy / a small girl / small books — “small” always stays the same.
But when learning French, English speakers tend to think every word must change — and sometimes they add an unnecessary -e or -s even where it’s not needed.
	Correct French
	Common English Learner Error
	Where the Error Happens
	Why

	✅ un petit garçon / une petite fille
	❌ un petite garçon
	Morphology (adjective ending)
	The learner adds feminine “-e” everywhere, overgeneralizing the pattern.

	✅ des livres bleus
	❌ des livres bleuses
	Morphology (agreement)
	Learner assumes all plural adjectives add “-es,” not knowing some use “-s.”


📍 Exact error location:
At the morphological level — incorrect adjective agreement due to over-application of gender/number rules.
LevelS- Split
As illustrated in the following diagram, one item in the native
language becomes two or more in the target language, requiring the
learner to make a new distinction. Split is the opposite of coalescence.
A split occurs when one single feature or form in the learner’s first language (L1) corresponds to two or more distinct features in the target language (L2).
The learner must divide what was a single category in L1 into several categories in L2 — often leading to errors because they fail to make the correct distinctions.
In short:
In L1, one form = one meaning
In L2, one form must “split” into several meanings or structures.
This is the most difficult level, because the learner must both recognize and apply fine grammatical distinctions that simply do not exist in their native system.
Example 2 – English L1 → French L2
💬 The structure: Possessive determiners for body parts
In English, we use possessive determiners with body parts:
“I washed my hands.”
“He brushed his teeth.”
In French, the structure splits: you don’t use a possessive, but a reflexive pronoun + definite article:
✅ Je me suis lavé les mains.
❌ J’ai lavé mes mains.
❌ Typical learner error
	Correct French
	Common English Learner Error
	Error Location
	Cause

	Je me suis lavé les mains.
	❌ J’ai lavé mes mains.
	Syntax / Determiner choice
	English uses possessive → learner transfers it incorrectly.




Exact location of error:
At the syntactic–morphological level — wrong choice of article and reflexive structure, because English “my” corresponds to two different forms in French (se + le/la).

	Level
	Name
	Definition (short)
	Typical Example (English → French / Arabic)
	Nature of Error & Exact Location
	Pedagogical Implication

	0
	Transfer
	No difference between L1 & L2 → easy positive transfer.
	English → French: word order: “Ali bought the book.” = Ali a acheté le livre.English → Arabic: “Ali bought the book.” = اشترى عليّ الكتابَ.
	✅ No error — full equivalence.
	Exploit similarities to build learner confidence; reinforce accuracy.

	1
	Coalescence
	Two distinct forms in L1 become one in L2.
	English → French: “to know” → savoir/connaître (learner must separate).English → Arabic: “some/any” → أيّ or بعض (one Arabic term for two English meanings).
	❌ Lexical–semantic error: wrong verb or determiner choice (e.g., Je sais Marie).
	Teach meaning distinctions explicitly; contrast contexts through examples.

	2
	Underdifferentiation
	L2 makes a distinction that L1 does not.
	English → French: gender marking (le/la).English → Arabic: gender and number agreement (الولد طويل / البنت طويلة).
	❌ Morphological error: omission of gender/number markers (e.g., le table).
	Highlight morphological rules; use color-coded or visual gender drills.

	3
	Reinterpretation
	Same structure exists but functions differ.
	English → French: I am eating → ❌ Je suis mangeant (wrong continuous use).English → Arabic: I’m hot → ❌ أنا حارّ (means “I’m spicy/angry”) instead of ✅ أنا أشعر بالحرّ.
	❌ Aspectual / Semantic error: misuse of tense or meaning.
	Emphasize function over form; contrast contextual meanings and aspectual use.

	4
	Over-differentiation
	L1 feature absent in L2 → learner invents unnecessary distinction.
	English → French: un petite garçon (adding wrong gender endings).English → Arabic: هي كتابها جميل (forcing gender agreement on inanimate nouns).
	❌ Morphological/syntactic error: overuse of gender/number markers.
	Simplify rules; stress exceptions; teach that not every noun/adjective changes.

	5
	Split
	One form in L1 corresponds to several in L2 → learner must divide meaning.
	English → French: “I have eaten” vs. “I ate” → both = J’ai mangé (English learner must split into two tenses).English → Arabic: “I have eaten” → أكلتُ vs. “I had eaten” → كنتُ قد أكلتُ.
	❌ Tense–aspect / syntax / semantics: confusion between forms (e.g., I have eaten yesterday).
	Contextualize temporal distinctions; teach aspectual contrasts via translation tasks.


Pedagogical Interpretation
· Levels 0–1 (Transfer & Coalescence) → facilitate learning through similarity; build early communicative success.
· Levels 2–3 (Under-differentiation & Reinterpretation) → moderate difficulty; require contrastive awareness and metalinguistic explanation.
· Levels 4–5 (Over-differentiation & Split) → highest difficulty; demand long-term exposure, explicit corrective feedback, and contextualized drills (especially tense/aspect in French or Arabic).

📘 References (APA style)
· Brown, H. D. (2000). Principles of Language Learning and Teaching (4th ed.). White Plains, NY: Longman.
· Prator, C. H. (1967). Transfer and Developmental Factors in Second Language Acquisition. In H. B. Allen & R. N. Campbell (Eds.), Teaching English as a Second Language (pp. 208–216). McGraw-Hill.








	#
	Example (English → French / Arabic)
	Student Task: Identify the level (0–5) & justify
	Teacher’s Key / Explanation

	1
	The children are playing outside. → Les enfants jouent dehors. / الأطفال يلعبون في الخارج.
	Which level?
	Level 0 – Transfer. The structure S + V + C and continuous aspect (without “-ing” in French/Arabic) convey the same idea; minimal interference.

	2
	I remember this song. → Je me souviens de cette chanson. / أتذكر هذه الأغنية.
	Which level?
	Level 1 – Coalescence. English uses a single active verb; French/Arabic require reflexive or prepositional constructions → the learner must merge two functions into one.

	3
	The book is on the table. → Le livre est sur la table. / الكتاب على الطاولة.
	Which level?
	Level 0 – Transfer. Identical syntactic and semantic relations; no new rule to learn.

	4
	My brother is tall. → Mon frère est grand. / أخي طويل.My sister is tall. → Ma sœur est grande. / أختي طويلة.
	Which level?
	Level 2 – Underdifferentiation. English adjective doesn’t change, but L2 requires gender agreement (grand/grande ; طويل/طويلة).

	5
	I am interested in art. → Je m’intéresse à l’art. / أنا مهتم بالفن.
	Which level?
	Level 3 – Reinterpretation. The phrase “to be interested in” doesn’t translate literally; French uses a reflexive verb, Arabic an active participle → same meaning, different structure.

	6
	I like music. → J’aime la musique. / أحبّ الموسيقى.I like the music. → J’aime la musique. / أحبّ الموسيقى.
	Which level?
	Level 5 – Split. English distinguishes generic (“music”) vs. specific (“the music”); French/Arabic collapse both → learner must learn to interpret contextually.

	7
	He is my friend. → Il est mon ami. / إنه صديقي.
	Which level?
	Level 0 – Transfer. Clear equivalence; minimal difference.

	8
	I’m knowing the answer now. → Je sais la réponse maintenant. / أعلم الجواب الآن.
	Which level?
	Level 4 – Over-differentiation. Learner adds progressive form am knowing wrongly because L1 pattern overapplied.

	9
	I washed my face. → Je me suis lavé le visage. / غسلتُ وجهي.
	Which level?
	Level 5 – Split. English uses possessive “my”; French/Arabic use reflexive + definite article → one L1 pattern divides into two L2 patterns.

	10
	She has three brothers. → Elle a trois frères. / لها ثلاثة إخوة.
	Which level?
	Level 1 – Coalescence. Possession expressed similarly but structure slightly differs (elle a / لها); minimal merging required.





1. Decline of CA's Influence: CA was widely influential in the 1950s and 1960s but began to decline in the 1970s due to its association with structural linguistics and its incompatibility with the emerging theories of second language acquisition (SLA) and interlanguage. According to interlanguage theory, errors are not solely caused by L1 interference. However, CA’s influence persists, especially in Europe, where it remains a part of research on cross-linguistic influence.
2. Criticisms of CA: One major critique is that CA assumes L1 interference is the primary source of errors in L2 acquisition. Empirical studies have shown that errors cannot always be attributed to L1 influence and that other factors such as learning strategies, overgeneralization, and transfer of training also contribute to errors. Moreover, CA's predictions about difficulties based on linguistic differences do not always align with actual learner performance.
3. Merits of CA: Despite criticisms, CA continues to be valued by language teachers, particularly in phonology, where it remains a reliable predictor of learner performance. Even critics of CA recognize its utility in explaining phonological errors, and many still use it implicitly in their teaching methodologies. Additionally, CA has proven useful in identifying syntactic errors that stem from L1 interference.
4. Expansion of CA: In the 1980s and 1990s, CA was expanded to include areas like communicative competence, contrastive rhetoric, translation, sociolinguistics, and pragmatic transfer. This expansion has allowed CA to address a broader range of issues in SLA, beyond its original focus on phonological and syntactic analysis.
Overall, while CA has been criticized for its narrow focus on L1 interference and its limited predictive value for all types of errors, it remains an important tool in language teaching, especially when adapted to new frameworks and areas of research.
[image: ]
Having discussed Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis in detail followed by the contrastive analysis of certain selected features of English and Persian, in this part different aspects of Error Analysis and lnterlanguage will be discussed and the methodology for doing error analysis will be presented. Sources of errors, error correction and other related issues will also be included in Part II.

Introduction
The 1960s has been viewed as a decade of revolution both in linguistics and psychology. With the publication of Syntactic Structure (Chomsky, 1957}, followed by Aspects of the Theory of Syntax (Chomsky, 1965), Structural Linguistics yielded to Generative Transformational Grammar. Soon it became evident that the psychological basis of Structural Linguistics was not compatible with the linguistic theory proposed by Chomsky. Thus, Behaviorist Psychology had to be replaced by a new theory, namely Cognitive Code-Learning Theory, to be compatible with Generative Transformational Grammar. ln these two disciplines the mind is viewed as an active agent in the thinking process and emphasis is on meaningful learning as opposed to rote learning of behaviorism.
Cognitive learning theory and generative transformational grammar are mentalistic in the sense that cognitive (n1ental) processes are believed to exist that are unobservable. These two disciplines will be discussed separately below.
In cognitive theory, language learning is viewed as the acquisition
of a complex cognitive skill. In other words, learning is a cognitive
process, because it is thought to involve internal representations that regulate and guide performance. According to McLaughlin            ( 1987), these representations are based on the language system and include procedures for selecting appropriate vocabulary, grammatical rules, and pragmatic features governing language use. As performance improves, there is constant restructuring as learners simplify, unify, and gain increasing control over their internal representations.

Summary:
In the 1960s, there was a big shift in the way we thought about language and how we learn it. Before that, language learning was mostly understood through Structural Linguistics, which was based on a behaviorist view. Behaviorism says that learning happens through repetition and rewards, like memorizing facts or repeating exercises.
However, Chomsky's Generative Grammar (published in the 1950s and 1960s) challenged this idea. He argued that language isn't just about memorizing rules or repeating things, but that humans have an inborn ability to learn languages. This new theory focused on how our brains actively generate language based on underlying rules. As a result, Behaviorist Psychology (focused on rote learning) was replaced by a new theory called Cognitive Code-Learning Theory.
Cognitive learning is about understanding how our mind works when we learn something. It’s not just about memorizing, but about thinking, organizing, and making sense of things. For example, when you learn a new language, you don’t just memorize words; you learn how to use them correctly by understanding grammar rules, choosing the right vocabulary, and knowing how to use language in different situations.
Concrete Example:
· Behaviorism: Imagine you learn a language by simply repeating the word "cat" over and over. If you say "cat" correctly, you get a reward (like a sticker or praise). This is rote learning, and it’s based on memorization.
· Cognitive Learning: Now, imagine you don’t just repeat the word "cat." Instead, you learn about how to use it in different contexts—like "I see a cat" or "The cat is sleeping." You start to understand grammar (like word order and sentence structure) and the meaning behind what you’re saying. This is more about thinking and processing the information, not just repeating it.
In summary, Cognitive Theory views language learning as an active mental process where we don’t just memorize words, but create and organize knowledge in our minds to help us use language more effectively.

 Generative Transformational Grammar and First
Language Acquisition
The shortcomings of behavioristic views of child language acquisition led researches to seek and formulate an alternative theory, namely the generative theory of first language acquisition. The generative theory with its typical rationalistic approach deals with deeper questions and looks for clearer explanation of the mystery of child language acquisition. This theory is also known as the nativist approach. The term nativist, according to Brown (2000), is derived from the fundamental assertion that language acquisition is innately determined (innate= inborn), that we are born with a built-in device of some kind that guides us to language acquisition. Obviously, as Cattsell (2000) puts it, "he/she [the child] does not know any particular language at - birth, but exposure to the language in the immediate environment
leads to the baby beginning to act as if (s)he knew something of the grammar of the language" (p. 83 ). In other words, the innateness hypothesis holds that all normal newborn children are predisposed to learn whatever natural language( s) they are exposed to in the course of their cognitive development. 
Innateness hypothesis gained support from Eric Lenneberg' s
( 1967) biological hypothesis. Lenneberg proposed that language is
species-specific (i.e., humans are the only species that use  linguistic systems) and that certain modes of perception, categorizing abilities, and other language-related mechanisms are biologically determined.
Similarly, Chomsky (1965) claimed that the acquisition and use of
human language is not solely depended upon stimulus-response,
which was the essence of Skinner's theory. He rejected the widelyheld,
but untenable, view that children learn their native language by
merely copying in whole, or in part, the utterances of adults in their  environment. He said:... it seems to me impossible to accept the view that linguistic behavior is a matter of habit, that it is solely acquired by reinforcement and association .. . " (Chomsky, 1966, p. 43). Instead, Chomsky claimed that the child is equipped with an innate capacity, called Language Acquisition Device (an imaginary little black box), which enables him to acquire and produce his language creatively. Language Acquisition Device (LAD) is made up of a set of principles which allow the child to work out the deep structures of particular languages. These general principles are known as universal grammar. ln other words, Chomsky and his followers claimed that human languages, though isolated in time and space, share universal properties (while having unique characteristics as well). According to this view, the speaker of any language inherently
and innately knows a set of principles that apply to all languages, and a set of parameters that vary from language to language. (For more on Universal Grammar, see Cook & Newson, 1996).
The child's language at any given developmental stage is
systematic in that the child is constantly fonning hypotheses on the
basis of his observation of the data exposed to him and then testing
those hypotheses in speech as well as comprehension. As the child's language develops, those hypotheses get continually revised, reshaped, or sometimes abandoned. Through hypothesis testing, the child derives an accurate concept of the syntactic rules of his or her native language. It needs to be emphasized that linguistic input is needed in order to activate the language acquisition mechanism. As Owens (200 1, p. 44) notes, "hypotheses are formulated on the basis of the speech the child hears".
Another concept in the field of first language acquisition is the
concept of creativity in human language, which was introduced by
Chomsky ( 1965) as a reply to the behaviorists' view that  utterances should be considered as learned responses to specific situations. Chomsky argues that individuals can produce novel utterances that they have never produced in precisely the same form before (with the obvious exception of set phrases like greetings), and the encoding and decoding of novel sentences create no problem for the language user.
ln Chomsky's view, creativity is a peculiar human attribute and it is rule-governed, i.e., the utterances we produce have a certain
grammatical structure. Chomsky further claims that the control of
these rules is acquired through the operation of innate processes which are common to all young children. Notice how Chomsky's views of child language acquisition contrast with those of behaviorists, who believed that child language is a mirror of
adult language rather than having unique qualities of its own.

Conclusion
· In summary, Generative Transformational Grammar and the nativist approach to language acquisition suggest that children are born with an innate ability to learn language. This capacity, called the Language Acquisition Device, allows them to figure out the rules of the language they are exposed to, which is supported by hypothesis testing and the creativity of language use. Unlike behaviorist theories, which saw language learning as a result of repetition and imitation, Chomsky’s theory shows that language acquisition is a much more complex, mental process.


















LECTURE FOUR: Similarities and Differences between First and Second- Language Acquisition
One of the main areas of interest to Chomsky and his followers has been the process of language acquisition. This interest has provided both linguists and psychologists alike with new insights into the way that a child acquires and develops his competence in his native language. As mentioned earlier, the child is believed to make a series of hypotheses about the structure of his native language. 
Evidence for this is to be found in the production of errors by children. A well known example of hypothesis-formation is the child's  regularization of the English irregular verbs, which leads to overgeneralization errors such as~ do  doed. and ~go.goed. This is believed to be based on the child's observation of the past tense of regular verbs such as walk and talk.
An important imlplication of Chomsky's views, in so far as 

secondlanguage is concerned is the shift of emphasis from a study of teaching to an investigation of learning. A major outcome of this
shift was the new research interest in the possible similarities between the processes of first and second language acquisition.
There arc of course obvious diffcrenccs between first and second
language acquisition. 
Most important of these differences is that first language acquisition is part of the natural growth of the child, while a second language norm1ally begins after the first language has been acquired except for children who are brought up bilingually right from birth. It should be pointed out that within the realm of second language acquisition itself several important distinctions should be made, such as the age of the learner (child versus adult) and the situation of learning (naturalistic versus formal). 
Regretfully, as is evident in the literature, many researchers have ignored such variables and have considered second-language acquisition as a whole in contrast to first language acquisition. 
Other important differences between the nature of first and second
language acquisition include motivation of learning (Schumann, 1976), and the role of the MT, in the case of the second-language Ieamer. However~ Corder ( 1967) argues that such differences imply nothing about the processes that take place in the learning of the first
and second language. In fact, Corder believes that the two processes
are essentially the same. Corder's controversial proposition inspired
two lines of inquiry, namely:
I. Whether adults can learn a second language in the same way
that children acquire their first language, and
2. whether children can learn a second language in the same way they acquire their first.
Since many researchers in the field of second language learning
have drawn heavily on the similarities between first and second language acquisition it is deemed relevant to include a brief discussion
on this issue here.
These lines of inquiry, as Cook ( 1973) observes, are two separate
issues, and evidence in favor of one may prove nothing about the
other. Cook herself attempted to provide evidence in support of the
first issue. Since Cook's study has been widely cited as one of the
early attempts to find similarities between adult second-language
learning and child first-language acquisition it will be discussed in
some detail here. In an experiment which dealt with the imitation and
comprehension of relative clauses in English, Cook found similarity in
the performance of foreign adults and native children. More
specifically, she found that foreign adults made the same kind of
alternations, in the imitation of sentences with relative clauses, as
native children. One of the interesting findings of Cook's experiment was that many of the mistakes one had long accepted as typically foreign were also made by native children; However; such resemblance in the form of errors should not lead us to believe that sources of errors are also
the same or fundamentally similar. Suffice it to mention only the
influence of the mother tongue as a major source of errors made by
foreign adults. Needless to say, such a factor is absent in the case of
native children. In fact, one of the main drawbacks of Cook's study is
that she does not acknowledge the role of the MT in the case of her
non-native subjects. As an example, the deletion of the relative
pronoun that, which occurred more frequently in the performance of
foreign adults as opposed to native children, may have possibly been
due, if only partially, to the influence of the MT.
In the second part of her study, Cook tested the comprehension of
the subjects in sentences such as The duck is happy to bite and The
duck is hard to bite, where duck is the subject of happy in the frrst
sentence and the subject of hard in the second. Again Cook reported
similarities in the ways native children and foreign adults perceived these structures. More importantly, on the basis of her results, she
claimed that the two groups, went through the same stages and applied
the same strategies. However, as Cook herself points out, while her
experiment seems to show some similarities between the ways that
native children and foreign adults understand sentences at different
stages of development, it must be interpreted with caution as evidence
for similarities of learning.
Two other empirical studies (Palmero & Howe, 1970; and Stolz &
Tiffany, 1972, cited in Cook, 1973), have also claimed to have found
similarities between child first-language acquisition and adult second language learning. 
Palmero and Howe found that adults approached an
experimental learning situation in the same way that children learn the
past tense inflections in English. Stolz and Tiffany found that the
characteristic differences between word associations of children and
adults could be cancelled out by giving adults unfamiliar words.
As to the second question above (i.e., whether children can learn a
second language in the same way that they acquire their first), studies
such as Dulay & Burt (1972); Milon (1974); Ravem (1974); and
Hakuta (1974) suggest that this may well be the case. It must not be
forgotten, however, that these studies, subject to their adequacy, can
only hold true for children learning English in a naturalistic second
language environment as they have been conducted on children in
such environments. However, the results of these studies, quite often,
have inappropriately been cited as evidence for the case of EFL adult
learners regardless of significant variables such as age, amount of
exposure to L2, and the like.
It should be pointed out in passing that there are great differences
between EFL and ESL with regard to the teaching and. learning of
English. An ESL situation provides the learner with ample linguistic
input and communicative opportunity as English serves a wide range
of functions within the community, whereas in EFL situations the
learner's exposure to the target language is confmed to classroom situation.

Summary:
In the 1960s, the shift in linguistics, particularly with Chomsky’s Generative Transformational Grammar, moved away from behaviorist theories of language learning (which focused on memorization and repetition) to cognitive theories, which emphasize active mental processes and creativity in language learning. Cognitive learning theories suggest that language acquisition is an internal process, with learners actively constructing knowledge through exposure to language. This theory also introduced the idea of the Language Acquisition Device (LAD), an innate mechanism that helps children acquire language.
The generative theory, based on Chomsky's nativist approach, proposed that children are born with an inherent ability to acquire language, which is activated through exposure. Language learning, according to Chomsky, is not simply about repetition or imitation but about using mental processes to generate language.
In contrast, second-language acquisition (SLA) is influenced by various factors such as age, motivation, and exposure. Some studies suggest that adults might learn languages in ways similar to children, but the influence of the mother tongue and the learning environment are significant factors. Research has shown that while there are similarities in errors made by native children and adult second language learners, the sources of these errors are different, with mother tongue influence being a major factor in SLA.

Multiple Choice Questions (MCQs):
1. What was the major shift in linguistics during the 1960s?
· A) From cognitive learning theory to behaviorism
· B) From behaviorism to cognitive learning theory and Generative Transformational Grammar
· C) From Structural Linguistics to Chomsky's theories of behaviorism
· D) From behaviorist theories to Chomsky's cognitive theories and nativism
Answer: B) From behaviorism to cognitive learning theory and Generative Transformational Grammar
2. According to Chomsky, what is the Language Acquisition Device (LAD)?
· A) A method of teaching language through reinforcement
· B) A device for children to repeat language patterns
· C) An innate mechanism that helps children acquire language
· D) A tool for translating languages
Answer: C) An innate mechanism that helps children acquire language
3. How does cognitive learning theory differ from behaviorism in language learning?
· A) Behaviorism views learning as active and cognitive theory focuses on repetition
· B) Cognitive learning focuses on understanding grammar and meaning, while behaviorism focuses on rote learning
· C) Cognitive theory ignores grammar and only focuses on repetition
· D) Behaviorism suggests language learning is passive and cognitive theory suggests it's unconscious
Answer: B) Cognitive learning focuses on understanding grammar and meaning, while behaviorism focuses on rote learning
4. What was one of the main findings from Cook's study on adult second-language learners and native children?
· A) Adult second-language learners and native children make similar kinds of errors
· B) Adult learners do not make any errors in language acquisition
· C) Native children learn language in the same way as adult learners
· D) Adult learners are never influenced by their mother tongue
Answer: A) Adult second-language learners and native children make similar kinds of errors
5. Which factor is a major influence on errors made by adult second language learners, according to research?
· A) Exposure to the target language only
· B) The learner's age
· C) The influence of the mother tongue
· D) The structure of the target language itself
Answer: C) The influence of the mother tongue
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