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1 S &9 47 Contrastive Interlanguage Analysis (CIA)

. Granger(1996)IC & » TIRFE SN A LR

« FEEI-—NIMEDONBFTIERICL <fEHN S (Granger 2015:7)

« FEEOREISEOBEBRFEZMAL LD ETHHERT 7 0—F (R
2019 : 284)

. XEHOM Contrastive Analysis (CA) Z#¥LEL7-H @ (ibid.)
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CA—EA—CIA

XtB8 494t Contrastive Analysis (CA) (1940-1960)
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CA—EA—CIA
TLoNL = LR - BESR =PRNAREE

e Fries(1945)
EOHEEERNLEHM = TLENLOBZFEMNEZERDFEFZWERIZE DWW ZH D

“The most efficient materials are those that are based upon a scientific
description of the language to be learned, carefully compared with a
parallel description of the native language of the learner.”(ibid. 9)
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TLoNL = LR - BESR =PRNAREE

« Lado(1957)
RIREICIEWEZR-EER 5
RELELI2EHZ-FES  H#

“Those elements that are similar to his [the learner’s] native language will be
simple for him, and those elements that are different will be difficult.”(ibid. 2)
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« TL&NL = JEflm - tHER =RNLHIRE

. Lado(1957) XIS iR &
(Contrastive Analysis Hypotheses)

RIEBICIEWERZ-BE 5 -
BEEELIEZ-TE

“Those elements that are similar to his g
simple for him, and those elements that are different will be difficult.”(ibid. 2)




CA—EA—CIA
SRR (1)

REE A RIEARENSEDNC TV TV RE I RITHORBENIFI LA LR
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CA—EA—CIA
X BE AT IR

RER & DA—E

%ﬁ'Jéﬁ’Lf‘I7 IFEESZBICEVWTEEINGL, FFEEOT T —IIL]
E BRI ER D ’C»it_'éc’CL\%o (Rust|pa 2011 :17)

CAIRER I ESFIcE DW= {REr TlE A W (ibid. )
—CAD R &+ EAFIERL D K 4]

---one of the major weakness of contrastive studies in the past proved to be
their slim empirical foundation. (Granger 1996 : 37)
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1Z 91 Error Analysis (EA) (1960s~)
FEESEYRAEL WO TCOERLHA (Ellis 1994 :53)
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<HL ¥ >

IT7—LARTWAEWSFEEESBOERRZEHLRADIENTELL
(Larsen-Freeman and Long 1991 : 61, Ellis 1994 : 53 )

Ex)Schachter(1974)» [[al#t] (B9 BT

— FEEH I/ RiRFE — "Interlanguage”(Selinker 1972)
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WERPESESSH Contrastive Interlanguage Analysis (CIA)
« 1 DDRILEZEZ LR (Granger 1996 : 43)
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NL vs IL IL vs IL
El «<—» E2 E2F <+—» E2G
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E2S <«—» E2J
(Granger 1996 : 44 Figure 2)
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CIA2 DDA EDONLEIL <0 o

) FEESBICERONSLIEFBEEORFE (non-nativeness) ZEFH
Z & (Granger 1998 : 14)

e NLEDEEBITR - #I0EILL Y B ERREILOAHDEEN (Granger 2015 :11)

--+it makes mush more sense to compare advanced |learners with native
speakers than do so for beginners. The gap narrower and L1-L2 comparisons
are very powerful heuristic tools to circumscribe it.
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1<t

E2S <«—» E2]

o JYLWEH DS ERROEBENRIBEICA - 7c CEF LB FHetc)

“One of the most notable contributions of LCR, and CIA studies in particular,
is the impressive expansion of the range of linguistic phenomena
investigated.” (Granger 2015 : 10)

“Patterns of over- and underuse of linguistic features can readily be
identified...”(ibid. 11)




CIA2 DD AEONLEIL <0 o

o JYLWEH DS ERROEBENRIBEICA - 7c CEF LB FHetc)

“One of the most notable contributions of LCR, and CIA studies in particular,
is the impressive expansion of the range of linguistic phenomena
investigated.” (Granger 2015 : 10)

O Ea—2FEEI—1X (CLC) DEH
V|[3A=RRY A ZHRRBEICHRY)  BEEOLDICHLENEITOoND &

[

VITI=—RZANEBEFINT-Z T, EBAMY —ILZHVWTKEDT — X

SVEEAYRIEEIC (Granger 1998 : 7)
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Ll

L% R HRICIZZ DERET LA ME

M

BRI D L) RUWLVIERR(C

e EEEFHIBMLICE DWW TCER A BRI L= 2 & T,
;@75\’) 7=




e
¥
=if
N

>
>
>
> CIAHEY]
- W Comparative fallacy
- @ The issue of the norm
>




CIALLLF!

(DComparative fallacy (tbEDER(E)
@The issue of norm (GRECDIEZ )




CIA#tIDComparative fallacy

Comparative fallacy (Bley-Vroman 1983)

=FEHEESEDERIIEEREE LR T DI EICL > THESEZDH DN
Bz LKk 5

“...work on the linguistic description of learners’ languages can be
seriously hindered or sidetracked by a concern with the target language.
This concern | shall call—somewhat tendentiously—the « comparative
fallacy » in interlanguage studies.”(ibid. 2)

“Committing this fallacy does not allow us to get to the true
units/meanings of interlanguage; it gives us something else, knowledge of
another system or knowledge of something unclear.” (Selinker 2014 : 230)




CIA#L )W) Comparative fallacy

Comparative fallacy (Bley-Vroman 1983)

=FEEEFDOLREEFRERELERT LI LICL > THRZELDOLON
BRI 5

e “Interlanguage as a system in its own right” (Selinker 1972)
—HESEBIITEEBEOREADFRTRIRINDENE, (Selinker 2014: 230)

e« INL=%2FZDKI] = IL=ATEHED] ERADZELIZELS
(Freeman 2014 : 217)

 FEEIHEFTEORTEICAHD ZEABEIZLTL EF > TW3b(Granger
2015 : 13)
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The issue of the norm
=R AT AT

nativeness (174 76 LX)
=JEFICHBAL OB, BEMmiEH 28 (Granger 2015 : 15)




CIA#t¥] @ The issue of the norm

= Eb\Elg/ﬂE/] ZIRABHICIDONT., BFEE né% vs FERFEE né%@ —IEXSAL i%}é

the more English becomes an international language, the more the division of its

speakers into ‘native’ and ‘non-native’ becomes inconsistent (Brutt-Griffler &
Samimy 2001 : 105)

. World Englishes (WEs) : tH5R T & 5 5wzE(Granger 2015 : 15)
. English as a Lingua Franca(ELF) : JEREBFEER LT OHBERE & L T EEE(ibid.)
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L CIATE T I

( Reference language varieties j ( Interlanguage varieties j
P AS
A’ ’ ¥ ~ &
[ diatypic variables [ task variables
dialectal variables learner variables

(Granger 2015 : 17 Figure 2)




CIA—CIA?

CIA
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(Granger 1996 : 44 Figure 2)
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CIA
NL vs IL
El «<— E2 E2F <+—» E2G
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L CIATE T IL

(Granger 1996 : 44 Figure 2)
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(Granger 2015 : 17 Figure 2)
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 BEIFEH - BIMEROIEZ A
=h VA FAE = ILORLELEZHERMNITA2DHDOTIEAEWL

“the terms ‘overuse’ and ‘underuse’ are descriptive, not prescriptive,
terms: they merely refer to the fact that a linguistic form is found

significantly more or less in the learner corpus than in the reference
corpus”(Gilquin & Paquet 2008 : 6)

“the term overusedis a purely statistical term — there are no prior
assumptions that all such overused items necessarily represent bad
writing practice.” (Lee & Chen 2009 : 285)
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e overuse, underuse : 1T 4 7=k

l
B DERAER=SBENE T LINEH0 (?) (Aston 2008 : 3434h)
=Ry T4 7aEEs 79 2 & H(Granger 2015 : 19)
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HBE~NDIG

(B 2017 : =2 &L M1 DPESETEIMMTOHEILHBRE)

L1 <:> L2
BE|{ER (overuse)
i@/MER (underuse)

2 (misuse)
M
—]
FEHFE =——X (learner needs)
#IZEH) (teaching objectives)

_ FERAJEEE (teachability) -
! !
?i?‘i"z*lﬁéft FEHRIEB L
(select) (ignore)

(Granger 2009, Fig.4% %)
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