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Introduction

The aim of this paper is, firstly, to consider the underlying assumptions
and rationale behind the contrastive analysis hypothesis (henceforth CA), and,
secondly, to apply the CA hypothesis as a methodological tool in teaching
the French sound system to Malay learners. More specifically, the first part
of the paper will discuss the various controversial claims made for CA and
its implications on pedagogy; the second part will study the direct applica-
tion of CA as a possible linguistic strategy in predicting and locating
phonological errors among Malay learners of French as a foreign language.

Contrastive Analysis: Background and Assumptions

Anyone interested in the field of applied linguistics would have known of
the many controversies surrounding CA and the widely divergent views on
its feasibility and usefulness in L, or foreign language teaching. Nevertheless
we shall consider its claims and assumptions so as to provide us with a better
insight into its applicability in pedagogy

The term ‘Contrastive Linguistics’ was first used by the American linguist,
Benjamin Lee Whorf in 1941 in an article called ‘Language and Logic’ In
1945 Charles Fries published Teaching and Learning English as a Foreign
Language, a book which was responsible for adding a new dimension to
foreign language leamning. It was, however, Robert Lado’s Linguistics Across
Cultures (1957) that gave the impetus to studies in contrastive analysis. Fries
(1945-9) claims that.

the most efficient materials are those that are based upon a scientific descrip-
tion of the language to be learned, carefully compared with a parallel descrip-
tion of the native language of the learner

Lado in the preface of his book (1957) writes that:

the plan of the book rests on the assumption that we can predict and describe
the patterns that will cause difficulty in learning, and those that will not cause
difficulty, by comparing systematically the language and culture to be learned
with the native language and culture of the student. In our view, the prepara-
tion of up-to-date pedagogical and experimental materials must be based on this
kind of comparison.

The two quotations above briefly tell us what CA is initially all about
Ever since the 1950’s, CA has played a major role in applied linguistics,
especially in the teaching of English as a foreign language. Two years after
the publication of Linguistics Across Cultures, the Centre for Applied
Linguistics in Washington started work on the Contrastive Structure Series
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edited by Charles Ferguson. The aim of the contrastive studies undertaken
was to discuss the similarities and differences between English and the five
major European languages, namely French, German, Italian, Russian and
Spanish. Three such studies, i.e. English-German, English-Spanish and
English-Italian were published between 1962-1965 Despite the influence of
transformational grammar (TG) at the time, the Contrastive Structure Series
was clearly part of the Fries-Lado structural linguistic tradition.

The fundamental assumptions underlying the CA hypothesis are as follows.

(i) Learning a language is a question of habit formation.

(ii) Students of a foreign language transfer the items, categories and struc-
tures of their native language to the target language. This means that
their old habits may interfere with their learning task.

(iii) Interference (or negative transfer) takes place at all levels of linguistic
structure (phonological, syntactic and semantic) and affects both pro-
ductive and receptive skills

(iv) Comparison will reveal both the differences and similarities between
native language and target language.

(v) Systematic comparison depends on the availability of scientific
description of the two languges concerned. These descriptions must
be based on the same theoretical framework.

(vi) Comparison of whole languages is impossible; we can only compare
equivalent sub-systems.

(vii) Similarities between native language and target language will cause
no problems, but differences will. The student’s learning task is in
fact the sum of the differences between the two languages.

(viii) On the basis of the differences between two linguistic systems CA
can predict the difficulties the students will have.

(ix) Difficulties can be arranged in hierarchies based on the extent to
which the two systems diverge.

(x) It is the task of the linguist to discover the differences and the task
of the text book writer to develop appropriate teaching materials

The above points summarise the major claims of the CA hypothesis. They
sound very well in theory but what can be said about the feasibility or prac-
ticability of these claims? What do we understand by a scientific description
of a language? How do we carry out a systematic comparison of two
languages? These were the kinds of questions asked, and such questions even-
tually led CA to be the subject of many controversies and much scepticism.

The CA Debate and Implications on Pedagogy

Despite the fact that CA has given a new insight into foreign language
teaching, we cannot overlook the various arguments and disputes put forth
by linguistis over its assumptions and applicability It is the claims made for
applied CA that have led to differences in opinion.

Subsequent works in the field, particularly in the second half of the 1960s,
indicate criticisms which challenge the earlier assumptions made. These range
from the assertion that the claims made for CA as stated by Lado are too
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strong, tc the opinion that CA has very little te contribute towards improv-
ing L5 or foreign language learning. There are some linguists who insist that
a contrastive description of two languages is impossible without a particular
theoretical framework, whereas others are of the opinion that in language
teaching it is not necessary to have a linguistic model as the underlying frame
of reference.

Criticisms directed against the methodological procedure of CA focussed
on the fact that CA was concerned mainly with differences between L and
Ly and with interlingual interferences, without paying much attention to other
fastors that affect learners’ performance.

The word ‘predict’ seems to be the keyword in L.ado’s statement and it
follows that it is essentially the predictive power of CA that seems to be the-
main point of argument among linguists. There are two bases for prediction
as claimed by Carl James (1980:1981), ‘either one can predict by generalisa-
tion from observed instances, or, more ambitiously, one can predict one
phenomenon or: the basis ot observation of some other phenomenon’ While
the error analyst would choose the first path, the ‘contrastivist’ (a linguist
involved in CA) would prefer the second.

Two related guestions here would be whar it is that CAs are supposed to
predict, and how refiable will be the prediction. James thinks that Lado uses
‘predict’ to mean ‘identity’ and not ‘prognosticate’ What [.ado's CA iden-
tifies moreover is just two categories of errors, the hard and the easy The
‘reliability’ of these crrors is yet another issue. They can fail in two ways:
cither in being indeterminate or in being wrong. Indeterminacy refers to the
CA being unable to specity which of two or more structurally likely subsiitu-
tions the learner will select. For example, as Witkins (1968) pointed out, a
CA can predict that a French speaker will use either Ly /s/ --/2/ or /t/ —/d/,
for English /6 /-7¥/, but not which one. Cases of false CA predictions
are again of two kinds They may predict errors which tail (o materialise,
or, conversely, fail to predict those which do. Gradman (1971), for example,
questions Lado’s CA prediction that English learners of French will find the
phoneme / 3 / difficult in word-initial position, as in ‘jamais’ or ‘jaune’, since
1t does not appear in the English phonological structure. However, after hav-
ing observed English speakers in cinema queues, he found that they could
easily pronounce the /.3/ in Dr Zhivago without any difficulty!

Ronald Wardhaugh (1970) distinguishes two versions of the CA hypothesis.
a strong version and a weak version. While both versions are based on the
assumption of L interference, they differ in that the strong version claims
predictive power, i.e. two languages can be conwasted in order (o predice
learpers’ difficulties, while the weak version claims merely tp diagnose errors
that have been cointnitted, i.e. only an explanation of actually observed in-
terference phenomenon can be expected. The strong version is a priori in nature
whereas the weak version is « posteriori, which forms part of the field of Er-
ror Analysis.

Jack Richards (1974:172-88) pursues the problem of error identification
without prior CA in what he cails ‘a non-contrastive approach to error analysis*
While he maintains that some errors are the result of Ly interference (inter-
lingual), others are not. The second type of errors he constders as intralingual
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and developmental and he attributes them to i) over generalisation, i) ig-
norance of rule restrictions, iii)
concept hypothesised.

Another tenet of the CA doctrine that came under attack was the claim
that 'what is different is difficult and what is similar is easy® Pit Corder (#973)
makes two importani cbservations about this. He does not think there is a
connection between *difference’ and ‘difficulty’ The fact that ‘difficulty® is
a psycholinguistc rather tran a linguistic matter makes it hard to predict whi
features in L, are difficult to learn and which are not. Corder suggests that
learners must not only learp the differences between L and L3, they must
also discover the similarities.

Dulay and Burt {1974) in
which analyses errors of children learming L2, do not deny that there is evidenoe
to partly confirm the CA hypothesis at the product level (i.e. level of actual
errors), but the hypothesis does not seem very valid at the process level (i.e.
level of its actual theoretical assumptions). This is so since psychologists are
questioning its theoretical base (i.e. the interference theory). Dulay and Burt
observe that the child's organisation of L3 does not include transfer (paositive
or negative) or comparison with his native language, but relies on his dealing
with L2 syntax as a system.

Despite what James (1980: 166) calls the ‘pangs of insectrity concerning its
theoretical foundations’ it seems to us that CA still has high *face validity’
Judging from the number of CA projects funded in the last ten years and
from the number of papers written and published, it will be difficult to infer
that CA is now i the doldrums The "contrastive industry’ looks optimistic
aithough the proponents, having had (o live with a protracted ‘crisis of con-
fidence’, are reducing some of the earlier claims and formulating them with
greater caution and modesty Fe T Otanes (1978:165) thinks that.

to abandon contrastive analysis as a tool m

discardlng the hammer just becauye power-driven tools have been acquired. Just
as there are {00ls in carpentry where the hammer s useful and even irreplaceable,
so perhaps there are lasks in language 1ecaching where CA is not only useful
but indispensable as a compicment 10 other 100ls

This is to substantiate Corder’s (1974.17) belief thai:

contrastive anatlysis, eror analysis and elicitation procedurses, used 8s a rio of
complemenjary techniques, are going 10 represent one of the most powerful
research tools in our repertoire.

Phonologleal Contrasts

Since the second half of my paper applies CA to the sound system or
phonology, | would like to touch a little on the subject of phonological con-
urasts in general.

Most of the valid CA evidence seems to beat the level of phonology rather
than syntax. Besides attributing this to the fact that phonology is a closed
sub-system which is more feasible or amenable (o exhaustive descripiion, i
is also the fact that the sound system is a basic feature of a laoguage and
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deserves priority of description. Indeed it is a traditional ‘procedural orien-
tation’ as James calls it, that in the task of producing a total description of
a language, phonology comes before morphology; ard morphology before
syntax. Phonological problems are much easier to handle than syntactic or
semantic ones, and it is hardly surprising that the volumes of the Construc-
tive Structure Series devoted to phonology should have been morc successful
than the others. However, even in the field of phonology the problem could
be quile complex if morphophonemic and suprasegmental aspects are involved.

Phonology consists of two areas of analysis.

(i) phonetic, which is concerned with an accurate representation of speech
sounds in all their varieties called ‘phones’,

(i) phonemic, which is much more essential for the understanding of
speech sounds with reference to their function. Such sounds are refer-
red to as ‘phonemes’ A phoneme is defined as ‘the minimum acousti-
cally significant unit of speech which is in meaningful contrast with
all other such units in a given language’ (Kadler:1970).

In a phonological analysis the spotlight is on contrasting phonemes. This
is then the concern of the second part of this paper

Hans Wolf in his article ‘Phonemic Structure &nd the Teaching of Pronun-
ciation’ (1955-56) says that:

learning to pronounce a second language is more than the acquisition of ar-
ticulatory habits. It amounts to a complete reshuffling of the phonemic system,
the creation of new contrastivc patterns and the establishment of entirely new
sets of distinctive features. Phonemic substitutions will be made in terms of the
learnes’s system of distinctive features and are predictable if the distinctive
features in both Lg and L} are known.

This assumes the applicability of the CA hypothesis atthe phonological level.

Phonemes are not learnt in isolation but always in relation to other
phonemes. To determine whether a sound in a given language is a phoneme,
we must find at least one contrastive minimal pair of words, e.g. /pin/ —
/bin/ Learning a new language is actually learning to operate a set of con-
trasts and this can only be possible if the contrast itself gives the learner the
opportunity to relate one sound to another As a solitary unit, a phoneme
has no phonetic form. We can only know how it is realised phonetically when
we know its position and phonetic cnvironment. The contrastive technigque
as Wilkins (1972.51) claims is used both to:

(i)  ensure that the pupil does not simply subsitute the nearest
mother tongue segment for the one he is acquiring,

(ii) enable him to discriminate contrasts of the foreign language
when he hears them as to produce them when he speaks.

A comparison of the phonemic inventories of the languages concerned
should be the first stcp to phonological contrasts. But this alone is not enough
to elicitany kind of information on the problem areas of the learner Phonotac-
tics or alist showing the distributional pattern of the phonemes and allophones
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in a language is equally invaluable for phonological analysis. Wilkins (1972:51)
maintains that *pronunciation problems are not caused only by strange sounds
with unaccustomed articulation, but also by familiar sounds in unfamilias
places’

The next step then in phonological contrasts is to detesmine the similarities
and differences in the pattern of phonemic distribution between the given
languages. This means analysing the occurrence of similar phonemes in dif-
ferent distribution and similar phonemes in different patterns of combina-
tion. This also rneans looking into allophonic and phonetic variations of similar
phonemes in similar distribution.

Having looked into the analysis involved in phonological contrasts, I shall
now attempt to apply the CA methodology to the teaching of the French sound
system, specifically to Malay learners.

CA and Teaching

In the second half of the paper, Lado’s CA procedure is used with a view
to predicting and diagnosing pronunciation difficutties and errors in perfor-
mance that exist among Malay learners of French as a foreign language at
the mos: basic level of instruction.

The language models used here are standard Malay (Bahasa Malaysia) and
standard French!, i.e. the official language and not any of the dialectal
varieties The description of Maiay phonemes is based on M. Yunus Maris'
The Maiay Sound System and French phonemes on M-L Donohue Gaudet’s
Le Vocalisme et le Consonantisme Frangais

The essence of the analysis is the comparison between L and L3 in order
to locate sources of errors. It must be borne in mind that French is not an
L. among Malay learners within the Malaysian context. Rather it is an L3
or a foreign language and as such one might expect the phenomenon of in-
terference to be correspondingly more complex. English as an Ly could be
a fadlitating influence in the learwers® attempt to learn French. Thus facility,
however, would be more apparent at the syntactic and lexical levels, rather
than at the level of phonology 1 learning to speak a new language, the
transfer process, positive
should not invalidate the applicability of CA since our primary concern here
is to determine and analyse the main areas of difficulties and sources of er-
rors that are the directresult of mother-tongue interference (and not any other
kind of interferences).

The findings based on this analysis could be used as a body of information
or as reference material for teachers (French and non-French) involved in
teaching e language to Malay learners. A systematic analysis would afford
the teacher a better insight into the leamer’s linguistic system and the
similarities and differences that exist between the two languages This would
in turn enable him, hopefully, to understand better the learning problems of
the students and the areas of difficulty at the phonological level.

The analysis is restricted only to the study of segmental phonemes in Malay
and French, Suprasegmental features like stress, juncture, and intonation,
being rather complex, do not come within the scope of this analysis.
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Lado’s procedure in problem analysis.

1.ado’s approach in companng two sound systems is basically the
following:

(i) analysis of sound segments

(ii) comparison of units

(iii) location and description of segmental problems or troublesome con-
trasts by classifying phonemes according to the following categories:

1 idenfical sounds
2 almost identical sounds
3 sounds found onlyin Ly but notin Ly

A linguistic analysis of the sound systems would involve a complete and
thorough description of the language to be compared. This description should
include segmental phonemes and relevant data on the phanetic or articulatory
features of thes¢ phonemes as well as their variants, and their disteibution.
The descriptive analysis of the segmental unils would normally be presented
in the form of a phonemic chart of consonants and vowels indicating their
respective place and manner of articulation. A table of distribution would
indicate the occurrenee of each phoneme in word paosition, whether it be in-
itial, medial or final. These data would then constitute the phonological struc-
ture of the language.

In comparing the sound systems of L and Lj, it is safe to take each
phoneme scparately, regardless of any general pattern of differences that may
be observed. Pertinent questions to be asked are: a) Does the native language
havc a phonetically similar phoneme? b) Are the variants of the phonemes
stmilar in both languages? c) Are the variants and their phonemes similarly
distributed?

Phonological Description of the Malay and Frenck Sounds

The phonemic charts in Table I and Table II (See Appendix) compare the
inventory of consonantal phonemes and vowel phonemes that exist in Malay
and French respectively They help to locate the similarities and differences
between the two phonemic systems.

A contrastive study of the Malay ad French consonants would tell us im-
mediately that there are more phonemes in Malay (27) than therc are in French
(17). The identical phoacmic units are /p—b/. /k—e/, /f—v/, / S / and seai-
vowels/j/ and /w/ The almost identical sounds are /t—d/ /n/ /s/ /z/ /1/,
the only difference being tt = fact that these phonemes are alveolars in Malay
and dentals in French. The pronunciation of these sounds would not be fore-
seen as a problem since the difference is only phonertic and not phonemic.
The sounds that arc exclusive to the French consonantal systcm are the voic-
ed uvular fricative /R /, the voiced palatal fricative /z/ and the semi-vowcl /y/

The analysis of the sysiems of Malay and French indicates that there are
many more vowels in French than therc are in Malay The French vowel system
is made up of 12 oral vowels, /i, e, 9.a,a, ¥, 0, 0¢, o, U, , 9/ @ -and 4 nasal
vowels / £ , 6e, 8, 8/ In the casc of the Malay system, there are only 6 vowels,
all of them oral sounds. viz. /i, 3 .e,a, 0, u/ The identical sounds in Malay
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and French are /i, e, a, u, 0/ Although these sounds are comparable in terns
of their place of articulation, they vary slightly in their acoustic representa-
tion. While all Malay vowels are pronouncedwith a relaxed and casual man-
ner, the French equivalent vowels are pronounced with a distinctly tense and
energeric articulation. The schwa phonemc /2 /in Malay can be considered
as almost identical to the French /7 3/ However, the main difference lies in
its ‘labiality’ The phoneme/ 2/ in Malay is non-labial whereas the French
/3 / is characteristically labial, a featute that involves lip-rounding and vowet
tension in its production. Tais articulatory difference does not however con-
stitute a phonemic problem. The vowel sounds that are exclusive only to the
French system are the oral vowels / €,y, 0, 0¢, 3, 8/ and the nasal vowels
/t, Be, 3, 4/. All the nasal vowels are new sounds to Malay learners of French
and would pose a learning problem. But among the oral vowels, phonemes
/%/ and />/ might not appear as totally unfamiliasr, since as we shall see later,
these two sounds do occur in certain speech utterances as allophones to the
vowels /e/ and /o/

Having undertaken the above analysis, it cap be predicted that the
troublesome contrasts or ‘tlind-spots’, as Lado terms them, would be evi-
deni in the recognition and production of consonantal and vowel phonemes
exclusive to the French system, and absent in the Malay segmental strusture.

As has been mentioned earlier, a mere comparison of phonemic charts is
not sufficient since it does not tell us the variations of the phonemes due to
certain distribution, the possible phonemic combination or the arrangement
of phonemes, or the environment of arrangement. Thus we have to resort
to the phonotactic patterns of the two languages, as indicated in Table 111
and Table 1V (See Appendix) These two tables illustrate the distributional
patterns of phonemes existing in the Malay and French phonologicat systems
respectively. They would roughly help to locate the possible areas of distribu-
tional errors that might occur among Malay learners of French. The different
combination and distribution of consonant sequences or clusters are seen in
Table V (see Appendix) The indications given in the table would serve to again
predict the kind of pronunciation difficulties or errors arising out of the use
of new clusters.

Types of Predictable Errors

Based on the analysis and description of the Malay and French phonologicat
systems as was carried out according to Lado's procedure, the predicted er-
rors of Malay learners can be categorised as the following; (1) phonemic er-
rors, (ii) allophomic errors, (iii) distributional errors and (iv) phonetic errors.

In considering the above errors. 1 must qualify that it would not be possi-
ble for me here to present an exhaustive and complete analysis of all of them
1 shall only be illustrating the mast basic and salient among them, i.e. those
troublesome contrasts and problem areas that are the direct result of mother-
tongue interference and which, if left "untreated®, would impair effecrive com-
munication or render it unintelligible.
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(i) Phonemic Errors

1 Voiced Uvular Fricative Consonant /R/

This phoneme, though absent in standard Malay, does not pose as a dif-
ficult contrast to Malay learners except in word-final position. This is because
phoneme /R/ does exist in the sub-standard or dialectal variety, either as an
uvular or a velar sound. In closed word-final position however, this phoneme
is non-existent in Malay Instead of occurring as a variant of the trill /r/,
itis represented as zero phoneme before silence. e.g. initial /r/ as in /rumah/
can be given an allophonic realisation {Rumah}, but final /r/ as in /besar/
is often realised as [basad#]

We can predict that the final /R/ would constitute a troublesome contrast
since in French it is markedly pronounced. A Malay learner should be able
to recognise the contrast between:

i) /—-R#/ — /o#/, e.g. /paR/ — /pa/, /tuR/ — /tu/

ii} final clusters /—-R+C/ — /—R+C+R/, e.g. /suRd/ — /suRdR/

2. Voiced Palatal Fricative Consonant / 3/
This phoneme constitutes a phonemic problem and would be substituted

by Malay learners by the nearest segment in L1, i.e. palatal affricate // Hav-
ing identified this likely error the phonemic exercise that could possibly help
the learner’s perception is to discriminate between the unvoiced fricative /J/"/
which the students have in their L repertoire, and the voiced equivalent / J /
eg. /fa/—/3%/ /kaf — kag /, /lefe/ — /lege/

3 Semi-vowel/ Yy /

This labio-dental palatal sound /4 / undoubtedly has to be explained in
terms of its actual acoustic realisation to avoid error of production. It would
pose as one of the most difficult contrasts to a Malay learner from the point
of view of both recognition and discrimination. This semi-vowel has to be
perceived in relation to the front labial vowel /y/ which is another blind spot
to the learner We can predict that /u/ would be substituted by the nearest
velar semi-vowel /w/ Discrimination between the contrast / }/ and /w/ can
be shown by minimal pairs such as: /safwi R/ — /sﬁfqir/ , MWEY/ — mygt/,
/bue/ — /bqe/

4. Front Labial Vowels /y, ¢, oe/

Errors of production of the front labial vowels /y, ¢, g¢e/ are certainly
predictable in Malay learners who do not have this equivalent in their mother-
tongue. Besides learning to produce each of these labial sounds, they would
also have the problem of discriminating between these sounds. This involves
recognising the difference in the degree of aperture between the close, half-
close and half-open distinction in the phonemes while maintaining the same
‘labiality’ Error in perception will result in the following substitution. /y/
—[jul, /¢/ —[3], /oe/ —[ 3]

An effective way of overcoming these troublesome contrasts will be to
discriminate between the non-labial — labial sounds and their equivalent back
vowels, e.g. /i-y-u/, and /e-¢ -0/, and /Z-oe- ¥/, as in /Ri/ — /Ry/ — /Ru/;
/fe/ — /f¢/ — /fo/, and /keR/ — /koeR/ — /kaR/
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S Back Open Vowel /a/

The back open vowel /a/ is phonemically in contrast with the front open
vowel /a/in terms of its anteriority This contrast, however, is hardly observed
today by native speakers of French, except in certain monosyllabic words where
the distinction /a-a/ is still respected. About 85% of the grapheme ‘a’ in the
French orthography is realised phonetically by the front open vowel /a/
However, in order notto commit phonemic errors, imperceptible though they
may seem in certain word environments, it would be desirable for a learner
to recognise the contrast between /a/ — /a/ as is evident in such words as
/pat/ — /pot/, /S as/ — / Sas/

6. Nasal Vowels / & , 08, 0,2/

Phonemic interference that can be predicted with the production of the
characteristic French nasal vowels /€, O, B, 3/ are: (i) failure to observe the
opposition between nasal vowels and oral vowel + nasal consonant, i.e. /NV-
OV + NC/ and (ii) failure to discriminate between the nasal vowels.

In the first case, the predicted errors could be the substitution of NV by
OV +NC, e.g. /sd/ — [355], /18 — [18g] To avold this error, the learner
should be made to see the contrast between /s8/ — /son/, /p &/ — /p€&n/
Another difficulty that can arise as a result of the lack of discrimination bet-
ween NV and OV + NC is the intercalation of nasal consonants /m, n, n/
after, a nasal vowel in word-initial open syllable, e.g. /gR €pe/ —
[gR Empe] /moke/ — [magke] This error can be remedied by holding on
slighty longer to the distinct nasal vowel sound before following up with the
next segmental unit.

In the second area of difficuity, i.e. failure in discriminating between the
four nasal sounds, the learner would have to learn to perceive the fine distinc-
tion between the phonemes / €, 8¢, 8, 2/ The only solution would be to pro-
duce them in relation to thier non-nasal counterparts /E oe, 0, a/ respec-
tively Minimal pairs contrastmg the sounds, such as /s&/ — /s0/ — /s@/,
/pEs/ — /pds/ — /pas/ might help to ease the difficulty of perception.

(ii)Allophonic Errors

1 Non-observation of phonemic contrasts /e — &/, /o — n/

Although absent in the phonemic chart of standard Malay, the front half-
open vowels / 8/—/.5 / do exist as allophonic variants of /e/ and /0/ in the
Malay phonological system We can predict that the learner would have no
difficulty in producing the sounds as individual segments, but the inability
to recognise the phonemic contrasts between /e — €/ and /o — 2 / in cer-
tain word environments may be the result of L interference. In Malay for
example /kame?/ is rendered phonetically as [kamg?], /belo?/ as [bels?]
In the same way /bodoh/ —[bodoh] and /loke?/ — [lokg?] This vowel lower-
ing feature is not evident in French, either in closed final syllable or in open
initial syllable. In order to avoid possible allophonic errors, a learner may
use minimal pairs to discriminate between /e — €/ and /o — 2 /, e.g. /pRe/
- /pR€/, /j"a'te/ — /55&/, /pom/ — /pam/, /sot/ — /saot/
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(iii) Distributional Errors

1 Non-occurrence of /k-g/, /p/, /& / and /v/ in word-final position

The absence of velar plosives /k-g/, palatal nasal /p/, palatal fricative / f°/
and labo-dental fricative /v/ in word-final position in Malay would lead to
errors as a result of different distributional patterns. In the French phonemic
arrangement, the same phonemes are pronounced or released in closed final
syllable with marked articulatory force. Malay learners will have to be able
to discriminate between /k-g/ in word-final position to avoid phonemic con-
fusing, e.g. /btk/ — /bgg/, /bak/ — /bag/ Emphasis should be given to
the energetic articulation of these final plosives, as is evident in the French
pronunciation.

The palatal nasal consonant p/ in final position will be substituted by the
alveolar /n/ among learners, and the palatal fricative / §/ by the correspon-
ding alveolar /s/ or even the palatal affricate / ¢ /. These possible errors could
beavoided by discriminating between contrasts /n — §' / as in /Rezin/ — /Re-
zi_,\/, /Reén/ — /RJ' /,and /s § / asin /kas/ — /ka [/, /mars/ — maR $/

In the case of the labio-dental voiced fricative /v/, we can eliminate erors
in perception and discrimination with minimal pairs which contrast with the
unvoiced fricative /f/ and its voiced equivalent /v/, e.g. /gRif/ — /gRiv/,
/seRf/ — /seRv/

2. Difference in distribution of consonant clusters

A comparison of clusters between Malay and French as illustrated in Table
V would help identify the problems of the learner in the pronunciation of
new cluster-combinations. While it would not be difficult for him to produce
initial clusters, he would certainly be faced with pronunciation difficulties in
final clusters, a feature that does not exist in Malay The problem is aggravated
if a troublesome contrast is located as a member of the cluster, e.g. /-Rz/-
/-Rv/ or /-RBR/ [t would be necessary to discriminate between phonemic se-
quence /CVC/ and /CVCC/ since failure to do so could lead to confusion
in word-meaning or gender For example /koR/ ‘corps’ (body) would be total-
ly different in terms of meaning from /kord/ ‘corde’ (string); /al€R/ ‘alert’
(alert - masculine) is different in gender from /al&rt/ ‘alerte’ (alerte-feminine).

(iv) Phonetic Errors

The following predictable errors in pronunciation are the result of the
negative transfer of L) phonetic habit into the French system

1 Production of final plosives without release

Final plosives are not released in Malay Thus Malay learners of French
would impose this phonetic habit in Ly and produce their corresponding final
plosives in the same manner, thus committing a pronunciation error Although
this is not a phonetic error, an awareness of the phonetic difference could
help the learner understand the reasons for not possibly being understood by
a native speaker In order to create an awareness of the sharp release of final
plosives in French, learners could be advised to add the schwa phoneme /5 /
at word-final, e.g. /nap ® /, /Rab® /, /taRt 2/ This could help undo the
L habit or reduce it a little. A drill on minimal pairs distinguishing between
zero phoneme and final plosives which in certain cases involve the change
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of gender in adjectives, would also be in order, e.g. /gR&/ — /grdd /, /pati/
— /patit/

2. Failure to observe phonemic contrast /s-z/ in syllable final position
The voiced dental fricative consonant /z/ at syllable final would almost
certainly be substituted by the unvoiced fricative /s/ since the occurrence of
the former is absent in Malay This phonetic generalisation could lead to possi-
ble errors of perception. Thus we can have minimal pairs to discriminate bet-
ween the contrast /s-z/ in word-final, e.g. /kas/ — /kaz/, /Rys/ — /Ryz/

3 Production of comparable vowels /i-e/ and /u-o/ with articulatory
differences

Malay vowels are generally produced without much tension of articulation.
They are ‘relaxed’ in nature compared to the energetic and distinctly clear
pronunciation of French vowels. The acoustic differences that differentiate
the 16 French vowels are very clear, whereas vowel shifts or the lowering of
front and back vowels are not uncommon in Malay For example, close front
vowel /i/ can be realised as [e] in closed final syllable, e.g. /kadil/ — [Falel];
/ambil/ — [ambel] Correspondingly the close back vowel /u/ can be realis-
ed as [o[ in the same word position, e.g. /samut/ — [samot], /hidug/—o
[hidon)

To?ninimise confusion as a result of this tendency of changing vowel col-
our to a lower variety we can suggest that learners work with minimal pairs
that differentiate /i-e/ and /u-o/, e.g. /gi/ — /ge/, /pRi/ — /pRe/, /mul/
— /mol/, /kut/ — /kot/

Conclusion

As stated earlier, the above classification of predicted errors and their loca-
tions is by no means a complete and thorough representation of the contrastive
analysis between the twp phonological systems. It is merely an attempt to iden-
tify the most basic and obvious troublesome contrasts as well as areas of dif-
ficulties that would feature in Malay learners as a result of the phonological
differences between L) and French as an FL. It is also to assess the extent
of the validity of CA in terms of its claims of predicting and locating errors
as a result of mother-tongue interference.

The result of this analysis is not an end in itself but rather it is to be ex-
ploited further as a tool in language teaching. As Charles Fries (1945:37)
suggests:

These analysis and their comparison will be of little practical aid to ordinary
students unless they are built into lessons to furnish the exercises through which
the necessary habits can be formed.

The accuracy of the prediction and the validity of the analysis could be tested
against classroom experience and the perception of the learners themselves.
A language teacher, having at his disposal a scientific description of the L
and Lj systems of his learners, coupled with his own experience and general
observation of his learners’ performance, would no doubt be in a better posi-
tion to identify their learning problems. This in turn would help him to prepare
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more effective teaching materials, grade teaching materials into different levels
of ease and difficulty, diagnose the kind of errors committed, (whether they
be interlingual or intralingual), determine the frequency of the errors, and
eventually construct tests for evaluative, diagnostic and remedial purposes

Notes

1 ‘Standard Language’ is defined as ‘a variety of language accepted by
members of a particular speech community as the norm or the prestige
variety and it is the variety which is used in formal and official com-
munication as well as the one used as medium of education’ c.f Asmah
Hj Omar (1982). Language and Scciety in Malcysia, pp. 107

Appendix

Table I Phonemic Chart Of The Malay And French Consonantal System

Modes of Points of Articulation }
Arti- Sonority
i i bilabial Lk dental alveolar | palatal velar uvular glotial
dental
unvoiced p (p) (1) t k (k) 2
plosive
voiced b (b) ) d g(®
nasal voiced m (m) (n) n n (51) U]
| s unvoiced - b
affricate v |
voiced J
| voiced f® @6 s §(5H «x h ]
fricative |
unvoiced viv) % (@ z (s) (R)
lateral voiced (1) 1
trill voiced l r I
|
semi- ) w (w), | i G
vouw 3 | voiced (%) ﬁ ()

Note: French consonants are indicated in brackets.
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Table II. Phonemic Chart of The Malay and French Vowel Systems
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Anteriority

e—— e — IEEE

Central Back
|

@ (0)
o
ME]

Open (i) a

a

a (a)
Note: Malay vowels are indicated within brsckets,
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Table fIl. Distributional Tabie QOf Comparahie Malay And
French Consonantal Phonemes

Malay French

Consenants: Word Positions Word Positions
|

initial medial finat initia! medisl final

=
Plosives i

/o/

/v/

n

/d/

%/

18/
Nasal
/m/

/n/

/ J'/

Vi
Fricatives
Vav4 +
v/ +
/s/ +
2/
/f/
3 ;
IR/
Lateral
4 + * + l & + +

+ O+ o+ o+ 4+ o+

o+ o+ + o+
BT ol R Y
+ + + + + +

+ + + + + +
+ 0+ + + % o+

+
+
+ o+
£

+ 4+ + 4+
+ + o+ o+
*

+
+ + + + +
+

o | oWk
<
-

+ + 4+

+ o+ o+ o+ o+ o+

a7
+ 0+ + o+

+
+

Semi-vowzls |
274 | *
R/
/37 I +

4
4
+

+ ©
¥
4 &
o
&

- f

*Phonemes /k-g/ oniy appear in word final in loan words such as 7¢ g k/,
/bE g/

Note:

+ indicates occurrence of phoneme
— : indicates non-occurrence of ghoneme
G indicares ebsence of phonzme in the system
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Table iV Distributional Table QOf Comparable Malay And French
Yowel Phonemies

I SR TR | French
Vowel | Syllable initial | Syilable Final | Syllable Initial | Syllable Final
i ! open | closed | open |closed open | ciosed | open |closed
Oral '
vowels | | |
/i/ + + +eadd < + + + | +
/e/ + | 4+ - + + - + -
*/€/ o | o o o + + + +
/a/ s l i + + i + at: o
Vs ¥4 o o o o + - + +
*/59./ o o) o | 0 + + = +
/e/ A + BN = + + +
/u/ + + =" + + + +
/y/ o o] o o + + eE +
/9/ (o} ) ) o + + + 3
/a/ + + + | - + ) o )
/ae/ o 0 onallag + + +
Nasal
vowels
/€7 o [ l (o] 0 + + + +
/5e/ o o o + o i
12/ 0 i) o) 0 FoTaD| [T S
} /a/ 0 o ] o + " + £ I 5 I
|

*Pronemes / €/ and / 3 / can exist in the Malay system as allophones of / e/
and /o/.

+ indicates occurrence of phoreme
— indicates non-occurrence of phoneme
o . indicates absence of phoneme in thc system,
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Table V Consonant Clusters in Malay And French

Malay \'\ French
a) Syllables Initial |
pr br tr dr kr gr ' pR bR tR dR kR gR
pl bl kI gl bR bl kI gl
sp st sk sr sl sp st sk sR sl
sm sn sm sn
sf  sv
N.B.

Consonant clusters are not generally
inherent in the Malay system, but
they come about as a result of:-

(i) the elision of phoneme /3 /,e.g. |
/barani/ —= [brani] |
/salamat/ —= [slamat]

(ii) the use of English loan words
e.g. /drama/ /stsm/

b) Syllables Final

Final clusters are generally absent| pR bR tR dR kR
in Malay except in the same pl bl K

English loan-words such as
the following: bank
[b&nk], kompleks [kampl€ks], sp st sk

konteks [konteks] Rb Rt Rd Rk Rg

Rm Rn Rv Rs Rf

Ip Ib It Id
Im Is IS
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