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The topic which we propose to discuss today has besn in focus
for many years. I suggest, however, that tha profassional
discourse on this subject has never been more meaningful, more
relevant, and even more needed that it is today.

Many of us believe that in our growth as a professicn wa
have arrived at a po:lqg wvhen we n0 longar are just recipients
of information conwycd to us by the linguist, psychologist,
and the anthropologist; we are not even just interpreters of
findings generated by the scurce disciplines; but that we have
reached tha stage wvhen we can svolve both the theoretical
rationale and the practical procedures of our profession.

In ordexr to be ablae to do this, wa need to dofins on
operational tsrms our relationship to ocur allied or source
disciplines. Today - during this meeting - we will explore
ona of thess relationships.

Profescor Hanzell of the University of Washington is our
main speaker. He will discuss with us the relationship between
Linguistics and the lLanguage Teacher.




LINGUISTICS AND THE LANGUAGE TEACHER

victor E. Hanzeli:

It is particularly appropriate to discuss the question of
the relationship between linguistics and the language tescher
at this present juncture. The ¢reation of the new Amarican
Council of Teachars of Foreign Languages has given us a new
professional milisu, and the science of linguistics, now smerg-
ing rejuvenated with a new theory, provides the moment. The
next few years will decide 1if language teachars are able and
wiiling to avail themselves of thase opportunitiss - whathar
or not they are a worthy racs.

Basides being oppormnz‘, is such 2 re-examination naces<
ssry? I submit that it is - both theoretically and practically.
Over the last twenty years, linguistics and languags teaching
have formed such strong bonds that thoroughgoing change in one
must have some repercussion ir the other, and we all owe to the
intellactual side of our professional superego to examine this
possibility.

On the practical side, our craft has been stagnating for
the last five or six years and there are signs that the sudio-
lingual method, approved by the majority of American applied
linguists, has been losing momentum. I coxmented recently in
the W’: on the paucity of significant
resaarch in the fisld which, at least according to my prejudices,
is indicative of stagnation. As far as my appraisal of the




situation of the audio-lingual method in the country is concerned,
my opinicn is admittedly subjective and bassd on hsarsay avidence.
Lat us hops "hard evidence" is going to be availabla soom, but
until then, we have to form our judgment by such indicators as
ths continued brisk sale of pru-audfo-lingual textbooks and the
re-smargance of tha direct mathod. After a certain number of |
years of use, flaws have appeared iu our mathods. No collage has
reported a noticeable qualitative upsurge in the combined foreign
language skills of eutering freshmen, in spits of a concentrated
national effort of long standing, There are rumblings in the
prefessional journals, as well as "below deck.™ The shaksdown
cruise is certainly over now, and wve must decide soon whather we
content ourselves with a few superficial modificationa, overhaul
the ship, or ssll it as suwrplus to an unsuspectirg ally. Clearly
1 cannot answer this quastion fully in this paper, but I have
ralsed it as a backdrop against which our original question -
linguistics and the language teacher - comes into sharper focus.

What, in a nutshell, is the history of our problem? lst us
exanine it, concentrating on trends and attitudes, rather than
facts, and specific documents. The latter are available in a
mmber of careful monographs davoted to the history of the con-
tribution of linguistics to language teaching, such as William
Mouiton's otwdy.z Suffice it to say that our story begins in
1841, with the intensive language programs of the American
Council of learned Sociatiss, converted, two years later, into
the wartime Army Specialized Training Programs. These and
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similar programe instituted by the othar arwed ssrvices fully
mobilized the small wumbar of professional linguists then avail-
able and involwved them in the urgent task of language teaching.
In thase programs, a certain number of baaic attitudes or
laftmatiwen develoned anite early: tha primsey of spaach. lan-
guage learning as habit formation, de-emphasis of grammar rules,
and rejecition of translation.

After the war, linguists would have returmad to their
favorite Navajo £isld notes or artistic archiphonemes, had it
not basn for the fact that the world at large simply refused to
settls back in conditions which prevailad befors Fearl Harior.
Amarica's involvement in the soclal upheavals in practically
svery corner of the worid, and the race into which we entered
with Russia after the launching of Sputnik, incresased the pres-
sure tovards developing & thoroughly Amarican, that is thoroughly
efficient, technology of languaga teaching. The big found=tions
and the Pederal govermment provided the resourcss zil too willingly
for the projects in this area.

It is at this point that the first signs of codification
began to appsar through the channels of the foreign language
program of the Modern Language Association, ths NDEA Institutas,
and to some extant, tha Center for Applied Linguistics. New
tenets were added and some of the old ones modified. Sisce line
guists are linguists after all, there was, during the 1950°'s a
movement of raturn toward what éoul.d be called “applied grammar'
én whioh basic sentences yfelded thair place to struotural drills,




so arranged as to provids a pedagogical basie for inductive
grammay, This trend was further refi ned and consolidated by
the notion and practice of contrastive anzlysis, ¥

1f we £i nd fault with these davelopments {n rsifrospact, W A
should remsmbar in all fairmess that they aiso repressit & Long
overcue reaction to pre-war methods and practices, specifically
the defaitisis reading method and the unimaginative, routine
vae of the grammar-translation method,

The historiesl picture would not be cosplets if I fallad to
add that in the cecond half of the *30's, language teaching came
under the combined influvence of appliad linguistics and the rein-
forcement thaory of lesrning, with prograzmad lesrning as its
tachnological corollary. In that deceds, both linguistics and
learning paychology were almost exclusively sepirically oriented.
This affinity wes further reinforced by the techhological match
betvesn tha twoc fields. The descriptive linguists were precccupied
vith segmentation atd the segments they identified provided the
perfect input into the technique of opexant conditioning, where
the production of small sismuts isolated by the linguist obtained
happy zeinforcement from the psychologist or his teaching machine.
Thisc seems to be such an ideal mating of two tachniquos and two
thaories that it is likely to swmvive together in language teach-
ing far beyond ths aurvival of the same thaoriss and techiniques
within their own discipline.

Language teachers, by and lavge, have shown a remarkable,
and indeed, a disturbing willingness to adopt any and all
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procedures and reccumendations whioh emanated from linguists

and from gatherings of various 1&5933. teaching specialists,
among whom the linguists alvays assusad a position of sutherity.
Thus, during ocur generation, linguiste hawve inextricably involived
themselves into the davelopment of the audfo-lingusl methed also
known, rightly or wrongly, a&s the linguistic method. Racent
protestations, feebla and few, of some linguists do not alter

the fact that linguists have been active in the design and the
polishing of the New Key, even if scus hawv: recently cems to
feei, as sorcerers' apprentices.

At this point we are atill dsaling with the happy 19%C°e,
with 1950 B.C., Before Choasky. (We will discues later what
happened A.D,; Aftar the Disastablishment.) In the process of
applisation, the dascriptive theory of the 1950's, currently
referred to, sometimas pejoratively, ss 'taxonomic linguistics,™
was "overstratched” and digtorted. Nevertheless, a certain
canon of language teaching daveloped and was duly codifiad in
such texts as Robsrt Lado's mw3 or the still
sarlier report of ths vorking committes of tha 1962 Northeast
Conference .u devotad to the impact of linguistics on language
teaching.

Consider, among thase distortions, if you wish, the quas-
tion of the ordering of skills. Taking a purely descriptive
point of view, and assuning the target language to be one used
by a literate ethnic group, and assuming further that the
laarmers are to acquire ultimately all language skills, there




is no linguistic reason why thess skills should be taught separ-
ately, and in the canonical order of comprehanding, spsn-ing,
reading and writing., It {s ganerally acospted that Lunguage is
a voeal system, and American descriptive linguists have long
hald that the gramuars of given languages shouid bs bassd o &
systamatic abstract reprasentation of scund units. Tha phonetics
and the graphamics of the language determine then what wocal and
graphic rapressntation are to ba sssigned to these units.

Presumably - and I know of mo clain or thecretical limita-
tion to tha contrary - once & dasoriptive gramxar is conplats,
including its graphemic compoment, thare is no lingulstic reason
why the relstionship between gounds and lettars should be pre-
santad the 'modern way" (sounds-to- letters) rather than the
neredi Hional way" (lettars-to-sounds). In othar words, & sst
of yules which translates socunds into latters can be as precise,
sz sxhaustive, as descriptively adequats, &8 & copresponding set
of rules which tranclates latters {nto sounds. That is all that
descriptive linguistic theory requires. Moving one atep further,
we can say that, even if we ware to make the rather bold assump-
tion that the taaching sequence should reflect the internal
sequence of ths descriptive grammar, we find no purely linguis-
tic reasons for adopting the now traditional order of presenta-
tion and cultivation of the four skills,

Why, then, did we all agree that vooalizations should pre-
cede reading in the overail learning process of, let's say,
Spanish, French or German? We had reasons, and perhaps even
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good reasons, for adopting this strategy. In our paychologist'a
dieguise, we analogized that this strategy duplicates the ideal,
the "natural" order of firut language learning. As pedagogus,
we obssrved that spelling increased intarference from tha native
ianguage. As peychpiogists and pedagoguas, we sheuld alse hass
consiiered that both the age of our studants and the lcarning en-
vironwant in which they operate tend to invalidete our analogy-
We have also forgottsn that by withholding a partially inconsist-
ent spelling system, ve have besn depriving oar studsnte from the
venefits of centuriss of morphological and ayntsatiz analysis
that went into the writing systems of our langusges. It is with
this realization that Albert Valdman began his small crusade a
cauple of yssrs ago to rehabilitate tha French spelling -ynm.s
Others, like Sol Saporta pointed out that, {f the teschar is
blessed with a langusge, like German, which czpitalises its
nouns, he should capitalize on it, not withhold it 2»om his
ltndtntl.6

Thus the pros and cons of teaching sounds befors latters
are essentially pragumatic and, to same extent, psychological -
not linguistic - and, incidentally, the experimental evidence
provided by the psychologist is far from being conclusive eithar
wuy.7

The question of inductive grammar presentation is also a
purely psdagogical one. Since it may be connscted with the
quastion of how one learms ome's own first grammar, let us for

a moment supposs (we are still trying to apply the criteria of




linguistics ac formulated in the 1950%s) let us suppose that we
can prove conclusively that the chfld lsarns grammar by observ~
ing individual uttsrances, and tssting each mutally against all
others for substitutabiiity, likensss, and unlikeness - in other
words, that the child learns by obssrvation, imitation and anai-
ogy. Supposs we could prove all this (but the opposite is Just
as likely to happen) wa should gtill not extrapolats as linguists
that this is tb+ only appropriate modsl for second-language learn-
ang or that it {s more efficacious than othars. There is no
linguistic reason to assume that the model of Zrammar learning
in the second languages should simulate the same in the first
language.

At this particular table, the audio-lingual "methodist”
wants to have his cake and eat it, too. On ths one hand, he -
insists that ths pedagogical grammar of tha targst language be
genuinsly contrastive, in « cher words, that it give full con-
aidesation to the learner's native grammar as well; on the other
hand, he disallows the use of the native grammar in the actual
learning process. He allows only observation and analogy based
on tha target language.

The situation is similar wi'gh respact to the avoidancs of
translation. lat us take & specific example. Unlika in English,
the form of the poasessive daterminer in French is governed by
the gendar of the determined noun. Both his book and her book

are son livre; both his sister and har sister are sa_soeur.
Congrastive: analysis indicates and sxperience proves (or is it




the other way around?) th t native speakers of American English
will tend to use both son and ga in front of sosur or livre,
depending on the syntactic connection. Audio-lingually, students
should therefore be satursated with drills in which they associate
soeur with sa, and livre with gon. Taen tiey &= assed ¢o sum-
marize their behavior in a grsmmar rule which descrives the French
structure. The grammar rule presumably helps the studant to
understand what be was doing in the drills. If that be the case,
why don't we allow the student to translate simply his and her
sieter as sa soaur and his and her book as gon livre? Linguis-
tically, nothing contrary to the truth would be spoken. Indeed
{t was the lingulst's contrsstive analysis which called the
tsacher's attention to the difficulty of these "parallel struc-~
tures" in the £irst place. It is also undeniable that the
students® understanding of the French stru...re wouid be enhanced
by the translation. Why then do we shun translation? For reasons
which may be good or bad, probably good, though; reasons which
are psychological, pedagogical, pragmatic, commonsensical - but
hardly linguistie.

Having considered the ordering of skilla, the inductive
approach to the teaching of grammar, and the use of translation,
we begin to understand what Charles Ferguson, then Director of
. the Center for Applied Linguistics, meant in his talk to the 1966
Northeast Conference, acknowledging that "1inguistics has very
1ittle to =ay directly to ths questions of language pedagogy. n®

10




lest 1 be accused of quoting him out of context, he added that
linguistics should nevertheless "have a spacial place in the
education of language teachers"--a propositicn with which most,
if not all, of us will agree fully.

Tha trouble is that sons linguists end many language

teachers failed to take careful note of and heed the early warn- |
ings of such wise linguists as Ernst Pulgran who as early as in

December 1958 urote: "As linguists, we are, and we should be, ;
loath to imitate the educationists and to commit their cardinal :
sin all over again, that is, to promise, or piocusly hope, or
brazenly claim without ever being deterred by the most dismal
results, that methods and teaching about teaching can take the
place of hard knowledge of a subject, of the cold facts. Plesase |
do not ask us to dispense single items of useful information to
be swallowed like aapirin for quick cure of pain and deficiency.
linguistics is a body of knowledge with which you must acquaint
yourself as a whole, in as many details as you have time for,
but always as a totality, as a system that is more than the mere
sum of single parts. Do not ask us for a teaching presoription, |
listing a few linguistic ingredients as though it were a strudel ~
recipa."g
Four yeara later, the situation was asseased in these words
by Robert Stockwell, writing in the ACLS Newsletter: "Exces~
sively strong claims have beer made for linguistics, sometimes

by cautious scholars, more often by bandwagon volunteers.

11




Linguistics is a atruggling, imperfect discipline, with a
certain amount of senze and a lot of nonsense to it. Humans |
made it too. By some language teachers, it is not taken seri-
oumly - instead, it {a taken as gospel. By others, it is taken
as unintelligibla."lo

By this time, however, American linguistics was in the pro-
cess of thaoretical re-orientation. Others, more flamboyantly,
referred to this process as a scientific revolution. vhatever
the intensity and depth of this phenomenon, we may safely say
that American linguistics. since the 1957 publication of Noam
Chomsky's Syntactic Structurss, has been divided in two schools:
the new transformational generative grammarians now oppose the
descriptive or taxonomic linguists.

Applied lingwists have responded to transformational genera-
tive grammar with the happy abanden of the eclecticist and
generally failed to see the theoratical implications. (‘their
only excuse is that Chomsky's theory “inderwent rapid modifica~
tions during its £irst years of existence and that it still
continues to develop in certain details.) A typical responae
appsared in the 1962 Northeast Conference Report which stated
that "in transformational grammar, constructions are treated as
teransforms' of other constructions, and principles sre set up
whareby one sentence is derived from another...This procedure is
by no means new; any experienced language teacher is familiar
with exercises in whichk the student is told to change active

into passive, etc."ll
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Robert Politzer in the Marnh 1964 izgue of the Modarn
Language Journal wrote in a similax wvein: "Transformatiom,..is,
of course, an old pedagogical device which does not await the
writing of transformational grammar, ni2

By now, however, it is clear that the two theories don't
nfix. Tha descriptivist is interested in items and the way items
are arranged in actually observed gentences, the transformationist
is interested in hidden processes and deep structures; phonology
is what the descriptivist thrives on, syntax is the transforma-
tionist's favorite domain; mechanistic--mentalistic, sensualistic--
intuitive, inductive--deductive,-~-all antonyms which reflect the
twe positions. Ultimately, and in a very real sense, the two
schools represent, in the field of the study of language, the
ege old opposition between empiricism zand rationalism.

It is therefors illusory to assuma that the addition of a
aeartain number of transformation exercises to the exlating drills
in an audio-lingual course will "atreamlina’ it linguisticaliy,
Only few of the tranaforwations found in & transformetional gram-
NAr operate on actual observable phrases {(called aurface struce-
tures). For example, the rule that obtaing in French when ''le
medecin va venir" is changed into ‘Le medecin va-®il venir?" is
trivixl. As Langacker pointed out in a recent article in
Langgggc.m this kind of rule is much less powerful than the
set of rules which involves, in this ordar, reduplication,

pronominalizetion and ellipsis. The output of the reduplication

13




rule in Langacker's set is not "Le médscin va-t-il venir?" but
rather "lLe medecin va-le médecin venir?" It is difficult to
ges how such rules could bs converted into "transformation
drills.”

Among the appiied iinguists, Simon Bslasco has sensed mest
keenly the problem which all applied linguists must face if they
are interested in recent developments in linguistic theory. 1In
his article on "Nucleation and the ‘Audio-lingual Approach", he
wrote: "A grammar that includes the two sentences John is easy
to please and John is eager to please in a pattern drill--and
stops thers--is only concerned with surface structurs. A grammar
that follows up with transformation exercises, where John in the
first sentence but not in the second sentence can be shown to be
1di{rect object' of please as in to please John is essy but not
*to please John is eager is concarned with the deep structure..."
This statement is trus as far as it goes, but note that Belasco
has to use an asterisked form in order to refer to the kind of
transformazion exercises that would ba requirsd to display the
deep structure of the language to be learmed.

Some applied linguists have also assumed that the ordersd
rules found in a transformational grammwar, would provide cues
for the ideal internal orgaenization of the pedagogical grammar
of the sama laniguage. Seporta, in his review of lado in
Language, refuted this assumption and illustrated his case with
the homely example that "one can learn how to use the braiss in
a car before learning hew to use the starter, and still end up

1h
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15 As a matter of fact, if I can extra-

knowing how to drive.”
polate from my own youngsters' experience, every American hae
years of reinforced practice in pumping the brakes on his

father's car before he ever - I hops - turns on the ignition
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ordered rules of the transformationist fall to serve as sure
guides for the teacher who is concernad with the establishment
of a teaching sequence.

We should ponder with particular care the following excerpt
from Chomsky's Aspects of the Theory of Syntax. "A genarative

gramaar is not a model for a speaker or a hearer. It attempts
to characterize in the most neutral possible terms the knowledge
of tha language that provides the basis for actual use of the
language by a apeaker~hearer. When we speak of a grammar as
generating a sentence with a certvain structural description, we
mean simply that the grammar assigns this...description to the
sentence. When we say that the sentence has a certain deriva-
tion...we say nothing about how the speaker or hsarer might
proceed...to construct such a derivation. These questions be-
long...tc the theory of parfomunce"m and not to the theory
;)f competance.,

In other words, performance, tha eminant dorain of the
language tsacher, is ruled to be out of bounds for the trans-
formationist, more specifically, it {s relegated to a scientific
1limbo of random data, awaiting the formulation of a theory of

pexrformance.
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Where trancformational theory is'in sharpest conflict with
the "linguistic method" is in the latter's emphasis on drills.
Under the heading "Linguistics and Drills' the 1962 Northeast
Conference Report stressed that drills "'ghould be provided in
profugion'; that their main purpose is 'to hammer home pzinte
of structural difficulty." As a matter of fact, ''to enable the
ordinary learner to establish a habit,...dozens of drills should
be given for each new structural feature." Linguistic analysis
provides teaching units for language laboratories which use
them "for reinforeing and Jdrilling patterns of language behavior.™

In contrast to this quote consider the following statement
taken irom,chomaky'a talik to the 1966 Northeast Conference:

"It seams to me impossible to accept the view that linguistic
bebavior is a matter of habit, that it is slowly acquired by

17

r.inforcement, association and generalization...Language is not
a thabit structure.' Ordinary linguistic behaviour character-
istically involved innovation, formation of naw sentences and
new patterns in accordance with rules of great abstractness and
intricacy. "8

On the same occasion Chomsky, the foundar and principal
theoretician of one of the two major schools in American linguis-
tics hinted at his own view of applied linguistics or of = Llin-
guistic method of teaching a language in tha following terms:
"It is difficult to believe that either linguistics or psycheclogy

has achieved a level of thecretical understanding that might

16
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ensble it to support a technology of language tgaching."lg

At this point, we seem to have raached an se. We
have found that excessive claims have been made by advocates
of the audic-lingual method as to the linguistic bien-fonds of
their approach, while another fmportant group of linguists
question their cwn ability or preparedness to support language
teaching. Under these conditions, can we blame the language
teacher for baing confused, bewildercd and discouraged? Better
yet, can we f£ind a way out of the confusion? Are we wise
enough to learn by our own mistakes? I believe that we are.

Linguists have already learned from the internal upheavals
within their own diseipline. They are increasingly cautiove in
discussing applied or pedagogical matters. They are more and
more reluctant to hand out strudel recipes. They may still
1iks strudel, but they have learned that consumers are 1ikely
to take their favoeite recipes for scientific formulas, Those
who have always had a serious comnitment to appliad linguis-
tics will go on with their work and talented young linguists
will join their ranks, Togethar they will continua speaking
up on pedagogical matiers, carefully distinguishing in their
statement that which is the fruit of their studise as linguists
from that which is prompted by their experiance as language
teachers and practical classroom psychologists.

Teachere will have to change their attitudes perhaps even
more profeundly vis-a-vis linguistics. First of all they must

17




cultivzce linguistics sincerely and sericusly. After ail, lin-
guh'tieu is the only field of study which is capable of offering
them a thecry and a body of knowledge on the nature of what they
propose to teach--language--as weil as analyses of individual
languages. Once the teacher has fulfilled this obligation, he
alone, with his peers in professional council, should decide
upon his tesching method, materials and strategy. As Ferguson
said, linguistics has little ¢o say directly about language
pedagogy, Indirectly, that is through the teacher, linguistics
cannot but shape what goes on in .a language clasgsroom,

The intelligent use of professional independence (which
carries its cwn burdens and rvesponsibilities) requires a regular
periodic re-examination of one's activities, individually and
collectively. Thevefore individual teachers owe themselves to
study current developments in linguistics, not in the hope of
finding in them immediate answers to specific teaching questions,
but because it will Further their understanding of the subject
matter they teach,

The teachers who ara critical about the way they teach and
do not mersly follow an approved method will f£ind, in their
readings, that not only linguistic theory has changed lately,
but psychological evidence has alsc been accumilated which tands
to invalidate the dectrineire use of the audio-lingual meinrod.

wilga Rivers' careful and highly accesasible study, Tha

Paycholugist and the Foreign-Langusge Tezcher, publishad in
1964, already put a damper on the early Skinnerian enthusiasm,

18




She emphasized the importance of motivation and emotional con-
ditioning. To promote tha lattar, "both_ pattern drill and
language laboratory practice should be auxiliary and subordinate
to practice in natural, face- to-face situstions contrived in the
classroom, in a relaxed atmosphere, where the student fsels free
to express himself on subjects associated with his everyday
life, and that of his fellow students.” She alsc warned that
rwhereas repatition is useful in establizhing a response,
toverlaarning' can f£ixate stereotyped responses, reduce the
students' ability to salect among possible altermtim."zo
She questioned the principle that gstudents should alvays be
{induced to give the right response. what seems to be more
jmportant is that the student be given choices, and that the
right responses be rewarded, and the wrong ones be promptly
extinguished.

More recently yet, in Trends in language Teaching, John
B. Carroll summarized other findings which seam to contradict
current practices in the audio-lingual mathod. He found that
nthe frequency with which an item 1s practiced per se is not
so crucial as the frequency with which it is contrasted with
othsr items with which it may be confused.” Furthsrmore ‘''the
more meaningful the material to be learned, the graater the
facility in learning and vetention." It was also found that
"in learning a sld.li, {t {s often the case that conscious at-
tention to its critical features and understanding of them will

19




facilitets learning.” Carrcll concludaed in words we should
remauber as we approach owxr own conclusions: “Aactually, what
is neeaded moxe than research is a profound rethinking of cur-
rent theories of foreign language teaching in the light of cone
tamporary advances in psychological and psycholinguistic theory.
The audiolingual habit theory...is no longer abreast of recent
developments. It is ripe for revision, particularly in the
direction of jolning with it some better elements of the cog-
nitive cods-learning thsory. I would venture to predict that
if this can be done, then teaching based on the revised theory
will yield a dramatic change in effectivamss."zl

Thias process of rethinking hag already started under the
jmpetus of transformational generativs grammar. Chomsky's
ntheory of competence" is now as solidly established as scien-
t4fic theories aver will be. Ve know what grammar is and we
can begin looking for a theory that will explain how it is
learned and used--a theory of performance. As Jerrold Katz

pointed out in an articie on "Mentalism in Linguictica."u

the
zneory of competence has logleal precedence over a theory of
performance, but this priority does not mean that the attempt
to answer éuutiom on language performance and language learn-
ing must wait for a full answer to a couplete granmar and
definition of language; rather it means that substantive con-
tributions towards an answer to what grammar is must be made
avalleble in order that attempis to ansver quént:lona of per-

formance and learning can begin.
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As a matter of fact, the first tentative but encouraging
bits of expsrimental evidence hawva bagun to trickle in, showing
how grammar is learned and used. One demonstrated that time
required for sentence undsrstanding increases as the humber of
grammatical trangformations is increased. Other experimenterc
report that distinctive phonological features and syntactic
boundaries in English have specific psychological comlatn.zs

Recent case studies indicate that first-language learning
is not all imitation cum analogy. As Eric Lenneberg pointsd
out, "the first things that [children laarn] are principles--
not items: principles of categorization and pattern perception,
The f£irst words refer to classes, not unique objects or events...
From the beginning, very gereral principles of [phonology,]
semantics and syntax are manifeat."zn

As a result of new psycholinguistic and linguistic evidence,
we are now in the presence of two concepts of language learning
which, by analogy, could be called the piano concept and the
cheass concept. In learning to play the pianc the customary pro-
cadire is first to learn to manipulate simple secquences of notes
produced by a few fingers and with one hand only, than to pro-
ceed towards the playing of more difficult exercises. Ultimately
thase skills and some concomitant underatandings add up to the
playing of real pileces. This is essentially the audio-lingual
approach. The transformationists view the learning of a lan-
guage as ome rasembling the playing of a game, like chess. In

chess it would be downright silly to teach individual moves
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separst-,*  .ach as marely moving a pawn back and forth for the
T <esson, You do not practice moving the knight according
to a certain pattern. The only thing that counts in chess is

the interrelationghip of the moves, the way ons move generates

anatham uddhidin dhoe mranwell wilae of ¢tha cama cshfdah hawe S ha
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understood.

What the language teacher wants to know, whether these two
concepts may be reconcilad. Is thers roonr for eclecticism? I
do not believe that there is rocm for the kind of tactical
eclecticism I discussed above according to which you taka the
audio-lingual method and add to it an increased number of trans-
farmation exercises. But there may be a strategic eclecticism
which seems to be implicit in a remarkable article by Moshe
Anisfeld, publiished in Valdman's Trends in Language Thaehing.zs

Anisfald views language as divided into two components:
apecific habits and geveral rules. In the flrst category falls
mainly the lexicon of the language, including words, phrasas,
and idioms; in the second, grammar. "The essential difference
batween the two categories arises in the degree of extendibility
of the known to new situations. Knowing that in English a par-
ticular piece of furniture is referred to as chair doss not pro-
vide information for inferring what the word would be for anothar
piece of furniture, table, for example; but the stxructure of the
sentence, This is a chair, is generalizable to This is 2 table."
Although this is '"not an absolute matter, but a reiative com-
parison,” it would geam that '"the acquisition of specific habits
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can be explainad partly by associative rots learning prin-
ciplco."26 by specifiic drills, while the learning of the rules
will probably imply another attack. We don't know yat what

this attack might be. At any rate, Sol Saporta writing in the
same volume argued very convineingly that, by definition, drills
cannot teaeh.rulaa,27

While linguistics and psychology are moving along the lines
I indicated, the intelligent language teacher will not merely
cultivate his skapticism by looking at evidence which tends to
invalidate accepted ideas and procedures. He will take an
equally critical look at new findings along new paths in a
positive aense,

As a matter of fact, teachers could become full-fledged
partners in prospecting along the new froutiers of linguistics
and language learning psychology by systematically observing,
then studying, how peopie learn foreign languages. This kind
of research is sorely needed, For generations we have been
observing children learning their first language. We have ex-
pended a great deal of effort in studying ths teaching of
languages. We have aleso measured time and time again, with
sophisticated and costly instruments, the skills displayed by
students after the learning has presumably taken place. But
what happens between the teacher's lesson and the examination?
How do students actually learn? And I don't mean how they
learn dialogs, skits, drills, reading passages, translation
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or anytauing of that sort. But how do they learn, becauss some
of them do, Spanish, German or French? This is the question
we know the least wall how to answer, yet 1 know of no other of
equal importance to the language teacher.

The informed, critically minded, indeperdent: teacher who
strives for the intellectual mastery of his subject matter and
for an increased understanding of the nature of his students’
learning will not only instinctively reach for linguistics, but
he will actually contribute to it. Their relationship will be
clearcut, unquestioned, respectable and beneficial for all:
teachers, students and linguists.

I sincerely hope that the new American Council of YTeachers
of Foreign Languages will pramote, not a method, but a profes-
sional atmosphere in whick these attitudes can flourish, aud
that it will sponsor gatherings of teachers and scholars in
which the necessary reassessmant of applied linguistics can

take place.
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Bela H. Banathy:
Our first discussant is Professor Bolinger of Harvard
University.

Dwight Bolinger:

The facts in Mr. Hanzeli's paper are solidly arraysd and 1
do not attempt to dispute tham. I question only one poiant that
seems to me to be a non-sequitur: the newsr linguists dissolve
their partnership with language teaching until further notice,
vet language teachers ought to keep on studying linguistics.

Mr. Hanzeli reports the facts correctly; it is the linguists
who are to blame for thes incasistency. From being credited
with a virtual proprietorship, they now pass to tha opposite
extreme of pretanding that linguistics may have no ralevance at
all., Ve desarve an explanation of this sudden modesty: that it
comes from a concaption of linguistics as linguistic theory and
of language teaching as how one teaches rather than what; and
since no one knows how the theory can benefit the tachnicues,
it follows that "lingulstics" is not nacessarily pertinent to
“language taaching." This narrow definition ignores the con-
tributions, not of thaory but of substance, that iinguistics
has made and will continue to make; most notabls ara ths des~
criptions of languages not previously tsught, which oould not
be taught without them; also worthy of note is the emphasis on
parts of language previously passed over in our teaching
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materials, especially such matters as rhythm and intonation.

But even allowing tha focus on theory, it is wrong to play coy
about certain rather uimistakable impiications in the theory
itsalf. Ome is the tendency toward a reneved intellectnaliza-
tion of language-learning, which is now ravarsing a trend of
many years® atanding. Another is the necassazry connection be-
tvean any atyla of linguistic description thet claims to repre-
sent psychological proctsses, and the learning of the subject
to which thoss processes lead: so long as iinguistic daseription
is not purely sthereal as well as theoretical, in some sense the
orderings that it prescribes and the transfornations that it
posits must be reflacted in the ways {n which a language is
taught. We may ba noncommittal for the moment about what those
ways will turn out to be, but a monkish skepticism sbout secular
applications is foolish.

Abowa all, the language classrooz is a proving groand.
Science is never pure. One of the tests of the rightness of a
theory is whether it leads to improvements in the applied fiald
most closely related to it. The linguist should look for tests
ae diligently as the teacher looks for principles. Teaching
and theory are a two-way street.

he above is a condensation of the original st. . coent,
which :ﬂ; be expanded into a full-length articls to »e published
geprra .
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Bela H. Banathy:
Our second discussant is Mr. McClafferty of the Forelgn
Language Innovative Curricula Studies of Amnn Arbor, Michigan.

Jamze MaClafdawnty:

Let me begin by agreeing on the major views which Frofeasor
Hanzeli has noted - the need for cooperation and communication
smong linguiste and language teachers, and the need for criti-
cism of accepted methods and materials. He has taken his own
advice znd the result is some penetrating insights into our
present difficulties in language instruction/

I shall continue by raising some quastions which the paper
just read has stimulated me to ask. First, how can we prepare
ourselves to undarstand that teachers nmst take more responsi-
bility for what is done in classrooms? Like many other teachars,
1 have travaled the road to Damascus more than once and I need
to rationalize, in the good sense of that infinitive, all that
retreading. I do it now, as follows: no theory or allied
technology, i.e., method, whether from a padagogical, psycho-
logical, linguistic or other source or combination cf these has
demonstrated its affectivensss with a significant population of
language students. Therefore, it remains the task of teachers
to diagnose the problems and prescribe the lsnguage courses in
their instructional arena. This seems somewhat different from
Hanzeli's conclusion that taachers can help psychologists
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{dentify how students do indeed learn language. At present, I
confess I do not sea how teachers can do either, sirce they
have little power to affect the curriculum fteelf.

I was interested by Dr, Banathy's reference in his intro-
duction to M the development
of a thaory of instructicn, I hope that he will develop that
topie. Its repsrcussicns for this paper and for language teach-
ing materials interest me for several reasons. Of the major
wvariables, in the instructional event, materials dasign has
recently been greatly affected by findings in linguistics and
although materials are nc loager gimple lists of drills, even
the never materials are heavily structured bydlinguistic exigen-
cies. The results of using such materials,/the calling into
question ox some of the prineiples of structural iinguistics,
and for otier reasons cited below, it seems that a new divectlon
is sppropriate. Soms suggested critaria are iisted beliow.

Effective materials for foreign language instruction should
involve concepts and activities appropriate to tha age levels of
the studentz. Cultural authenticity and referential content of
the materials used must be valid and stimulating. Therefors,
linguistic data, no matter how important, must be built into a
set of curriculum tasks which have meaning for those who engage
in them., Thals is to say that foreign language students nead &
classroom in which the conceptual and conmunication skills ap-
propriate to their age level are the contant which suppliss the
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lexical sets out of which the linguist and the tescher and
other members of the curriculum team develop the gins dua non
.of suaceaeful’foreign language instruction - materlals which
offer substantive as well as formal challenges, which lead the

o behavioral goals, which cumulate, review

student cavefully
his learning and are at least somewhat synthssized with other
academic and vocational studies.

The major point which I should like to make is that lin-
guistic knowledge is only one important variable among a mumber.
The usefulness of linguistics in language teaching has been
demonstrated. However, the amount, the rate of applicaiion,
the method, and especially the mix of linguistics with other
variables remain unknown, This holds, it seems to me, for a
number of levels of learning and for many variaties of student

populations.
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Bela H. Banathy:
Ladies and Gantlsmen. Your questions and comments are
now invited. 1If you wish to direct your question to one of

Edward Matkovick:

1 heve one comment to make. The responsibility for develop~
ing better learning situations belongr to both the psychologist
amd the teacher. This ties in with what My, Hanzeli had to say.
1 ghould hope that the psychologist would have a vexy strong
look at the classroom; and the teacher's responsibility would
be to recognize errors in whatever area they exist. 1 wouldn't
expact ths tsachar to make the analysis, whether it®s the matter
of perception or whether ig's the matter of discovery, as part
of ¢ha lzawning process, It seems that we sre too mch sstting
vur sights on the objective ¢f tesaching, and very 1ittle on tha
objective of whaether wur children are learning. Therefore, on
the basis of cooperation between the classroom tsacher and the
psychologist, we should be able to deviss a method which will
halp ocur students to cmceptualize, irstead of smothering them
with more verbalization and all sorts of other concerns.
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James R. Powers: |

First, 1'd like to express my appreciation for the treat-
ment of theory for the foreign language teachar; I think that'e
what ve're really gatting at here. I'm surs avery teacher has
some interest in theory, and perhaps anything that would halp to
focus on theory and help to make it explicit for the teacher is
important bscause it is according to a theory, even implicit,
that he sslects his materials. |

I think some of our difficulties come from the concepts of
language. 1If, as we agree, language is process, then it becomes
difficult to draw the line between language and language learn-
ing. Some of the lingulsts, it gesms to me, have gotten into
conasiderable discussion about languags learning, probably not
intentionally., Perhaps these arguments are impossible .to avoid.

1 do feel, too, that Carroll probably did a disservice by
emphasizing the difference batween the "cognitive code-learning
theory” and tla "audio-lingual hadit theory." 1Is there really
a dichotomy here? Taachers who have used any audio-lingual
method always advocated not only the davelopment of habits, btut
also the practics of variation and creative expression. 7o say
that audio-lingual teaching consists of no mors than the develop-
ment of habits by imitation is quite wrong, unfair. On the other
hand, the cognitive code~lsarning people would say that you
really have to learn the rules of the lanjuage game befors you
can talk, according to Carroll's formulation. I'm not sure
that they do this, although Chomsky, Bruner, and company distinguish
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betvean linguistic competance and parformance. T genarative
tranaformational gramsar peoplc say these are not aqual; we,
as lungusge teachars, know Zhat thay are not equal. In the

past, we have developed ycungsters who had scme compestance, who

knew sove rules, but who were not capable of performanca.

Bela Banathy!
1 wish to join in the discussion on the issue of theoriss.

] In doing so I intend tc respond to Mr. MoClatierty's sugges-
tion that I ehrﬂy vhat I said about theory in my introdusticn.
3 Theories are generalizations and predictions sbout phenom@na .
For a theory to be adequate and useful its genersliizations

must stand the test of empirical observation of the phanomana
about which one thaorizies 'a ‘;,dthc predictions 'mads must be

provan to be valid. In our profession we are concernad with

.
.
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having available to us adsquate theorici of foreign language
curriculum and foreign language instruction. Ve nead a cwr-
riculum theory on whish base we can design functiomal ourri-
culums and we nesdfa theory of inatruction which can be tested
; {n the cldssroom. As Mr. Bolinger said earlier, "teaching and
;r theory are a two-way streest.”

0 In an applied field - like language teaching - we are con-
| i oarned with different kinds of theories. As we evolve our
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theory of foreign language curricuvlum or instruction, we nead
tc know about thacries vhich the linguists have formulated
about larguage; we naed to know theoriss of learning as des-
¢rribed by the psychologlsts; and #a thaories of language
learning as fdruulated by the pasyciholinguists. Theve are two
comments uhieh»ﬁ2=52%~eo be made here. The first is that a
thaory of foreign language instruction is neither deduced ror
is it inductively generated from the theorias constructed by
thase different disciplines. As ona theorizes about foreign
language instruation, one explores relevant theordtical $tate-
msnts made by the linguist, psychologist, anthropologist ,and
psbholinguist. (One can establish relevance only 1f sna knows
the phenomanon to which to ralagggj .

(The integration of data gained from an exploption of
theories of relevant diseiplines can be accomplished by the
use of models. Tha process of educational theory construation
was described in detail by George and Elizabeth Meecia in thair
rggyara published by the Educational Theory Centexr of Ohio State.
Toa second comment which I wish to make iz that the construc-
tion of theories of foreignflanguage curricuium and instrue-
tion ic within the domain of those who are involved in foreign

language education. We should not expect that this will be
dons for us by othars. To evolve and maintain an adequate and
useful theory in the foreign language fisld is a responsibiliy
whichk is withiﬂr;urvicw of the foreign lansuaze teaching pro-
fession.
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G. sl Olmo:

Although, by and largs, I do not disagres with the main
points that Mr. Hanzeli mg made, I find this presentation some-
st sut of balancs: Full dustlse fa done to the subiact of
linguistics, but not encugh is said about linguistics in the
cmtaxt of language teaching and language lesrning. It seems to
my that sorstimes, such as on this occasion, we concentrats so
moch on an aspsct of a subject thet we may umwittingly create a
false inpression; for imstarce, that the aspect dealt with is
the docisive factor when the subject is viewed in the full cm-
toxt where it righktfully belongs. If 1 did mnot lknow any bstter,
after listening to this paper I would be under the {mpression
that to ms, as & langusge tescher, which school of linguistics
1 shooss to follow cught to be a mattsr of the utwost conosxn,
and thet my professional succass or failure would indecd daperd
vpon waking the right choice.

Tha first two chapters of William Bull's Spanigh for
Teachers: Applied Linguistics should be called to the attentfica
of tsschars ¢f =li languages. Although I would not go so far as
agresing with Professor Bull that the choios of mathod ‘"has besn
the irrelevant variabls im over half a oentury of axpsrimsnta-
tion,” he makes the important point that "there is no necessary
correlation betwean the gramarian's analysis and the way a lan-
guage i{s learned.” Baning mysslf mostly on Professor Bull's
first chaptar, I would spproximats the full context manticned
above Dy means of a listing such as this:
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1. Tha entire taaching-learning situation.

2. The learner, his qualifications (motivation, language
aptitule, intslligence), and the nature of the problem he faces.
3. The teacher, his qualifications, the nature of the
problam he faces, and his insights into the psychology of lan-

guage lesrning.

4, Teaching methodology and choice of textbook. The
methods and techniques thet tend to emphesize one aspect of
learning or another. No aingle method of narrow scope and dog-
watic, rigid views can do justice to language learning.

S. The effectiveness and efficiency with which the teacher
does his job., Hia ability to tast for what has been taught and
to evaluate critigtlly the lsarning that has taken place. His
ability to foster student motivation,

6. The tine factor and the size of the class. The avail-
ability of a language laboratory and the tead her's ability to
make effective use of it.

7. A clear definition of objectives as a function of time
and in terms of structurs, lexicon, behavior, and gtandards of
parformance.

8. The basic linguistic information and how it is pre-
sented. Linguistic theory and the relaticiship between linguis-
tic knowledge and teaching procedures.

My point is that any of thase factm, thare may be others,
can dacisively distort the process of foreigr languags acquisition.
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It is important not to lose sight of the pmrapective these
factors provide. |

The second point I would like to maks is that in averyday
practice talk about an audiolingual method or an audiolingual
apprcach heg become gimply irrelevant or meaningless. On the
one hand, we find every. where, in achools and colleges, mauy
wembexrs of the profession who regard themselves as audiolingual
teachers. A visit to their classrooms reveals, however, a
total lack of understanding of the basic principles involved
as vwell as lack of acquaintance with the practical applications
of these basic principles and the spscific techniques needed to
implement tham. It can truly be said of these teachers that
their classrcom practices belie their professional personas.

There are, on ths othar hand, teachers who in practice do
Justics to the really fundamental principles of audiolingual
tesching, but who cannot recognize their practices and beliefs
in the audiolingual canon presented by soms writers. In The
Pasychologist and the Foreign-lanjuage Teacher, Wilga M. Rivers
has presented har version of the sudiolingual canon according
to'The Sources.'' Her book constitutas a welcome contribution
to the bibliography on language teaching, and {t contains a
great deal of useful and timsly information. But {n her codi-
fication of the audiolingual canon, )mrffnivcra fails to do
Justice to the snlightened audioclingual practitioner. Somahow
we are left with the inpression that m’?}paimc has set up an
audiolingual straw man (always according to tha unimpsachable
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Sources) who becomes by acerstion such & perfect embodiment of
the Audiolingual Canon that he is nowvhere to be found. In

A Pgycholin ti riment in F Lan e Teaching,
George A. C. Scherer and Michael Wertheimer also attempted to
summarize the esssnce of audiolingual teaching. Again, the
description fails to do justice to the practices cf teachers
that I would not hesitste to call audiolingual, but who give &
very qualified suppert, or altogether reject, scme of the tenats
and apecific practices of the audiolingual canon that the
authors of these two books present. The moral of the storxy
seams to be that The Audiolingual Method simply doas not exist.
A gemuine sudiolingual approach to teaching is somathing dynamic,
protsan, and avolving. Above all, it should be viewed as a
psycholinguistic hypothasis on the nature of language teaching
and language lsarning, which is constantly andergoing a proceass
of devalopment and refimment. M:J}f;‘uvwm' dascription of The
Audiolingual Method is not successful, but she succeeds in con-
tributing to the developmant of the audioliagual approach to
language teaching.

In 1899, long befors Skinner, Friss andf'lwnky, Henry Sweet
pubiishad his book The Practical Study of Languages. For close
to scvanty years now, the academic astablishoent--mostly the
teachers of French, German, Italian, and Spanish--has seen £it
to disregerd Swest's valusble i{nsights into the nature of lan-
guage tesching and language lsarning. This fact ought to give
us pause vhen we feel inclined to overemphasise theorstical and
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methodological differences of opinion. 1If by some niracle the
profession as a whole were to do full juatice to the implications
of Swset’s book, it would take a glant stride that would put it
a full helf century ahead of where it now stands. What 1 am sug-
gasting is that we must beware of getting lost in the latest
controversies. There is a lot to be done with regerd to policy
decisions at the local level, teachar training at every level,
testing, and evaluation of language learning. The profession
must make significant progress on all theae fronts before it can
do justice to what we now begin to know about ths nature of lan-
guage and methodeology.

Far too often we foreign language teachers engage in point-
less polemies about methods, without stopping to think that the
only real and basic issue is a matter of high standards in
teaching and of high standards in the evaluation of the learning
that rosults from our teaching. Good tesching is teaching that
produces results in terms of clearly defined objectives; good
teaching is teaching that evaluatas the objectives attained by
maans of reliable cnd valid tests. If we practice good teaching,
if we have a clear notion of objectives, and if wa know how to
reasure achisvemant, we shall also f£ind ways to make use of the
contributions that psycholinguistics has to offer. Our parsmount
concern as language teachers must be to put our house in order
and to make certain that we are not hiding our professional inad-
equacies and low standards for teaching and for learning by on-
gaging in futile polemics.
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In deference to Mr. Hanzeli, it must be clearly understood
that the above paragraph does not allude to his paper, since 1
am far from considering it a contribution to tha pointiess
polenics I have in mind. I base these reflections on my
acquaintance with the profession of whigh I an a member. They
are meant to contribute to providing a context in which to do
full justice to Mr. Hanzeli’s lucid presentation of a topiz of
vital concern to language teachers.




Jagk Richardgon:

1 would like to offar a rejoindsr bere, and some support
for tha point of view that the languags teacher, ilks every
s28astive taanhar, .i.!.l_glggyg an eclacticist of sorts, and will
alvays - 1 should hops - follow Alexander Pope's axhortation,
"Re not the first to cast the old asida; ba not tha last by
«hom the new {s trisd,” and could indeed have profited from
Sweet, or from Fries, or from Aristotls, whoss taxonomy simply
said that how we think is how 2+ classify. Uell, the point is
sinply this, that you always bagin with not vhere you are and
not what you know about Spanish or French or latin or Swahill
or Nootka, you begin with whera the child is and £ind out mors
about the way he lsarned his first laaguags, English, in order
to capitalize on whers you can lead him onwsrd and upward. This
is a simpls restatemsnt of the theory of tha transfer of know-
ledge, which grows by geonstrisal progression, beginning at soue
peint.
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Vietor Hanzeli:

of course, when you talk about any method, or its adaquacy,
you must make an abstraction...We all know that no one gimply
hands out whatever is printed in a book or given in a set of
recorded tapes. However, if you look back to various courses
and curricula built arocund the audio-lingual method, you are
going to f£ind that although the need to cultivate creativity
{s acknowlsdged, there are always warnings to the teacher that
it was not enough to drill, but yeou had to go beyond this with
variation drills, etc, The fact remains that the apparatus
itself reflected more the discrete patterns rather than the
creative variation type of activity. For this there is a very
simple reason: it is easy to design a pattern drill from the
first sentence to the last. It is impossible to predict what
will happen in a creative give-and-take in a c¢lassroom. So
perhaps what we raally worry sbout - those of us who do - is
the below-average language teacher who would use the materials
as they are. The package as it exists has a certain built-in
emphasis, and that's what we are worryling about,
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Eric Pauer:

I would like to refer to Dr. Bolinger's statement: 'Before
it makes any sense at all, it must make pedagogical sense." I
would like to suggest an extension of this statement and make
it a general principle: Iif applied linguistics makes any sense,
it nust make pedagogical sense, meaning specifically how do we
utilize linguistic knowledge for pedagogical purposes when we

are concerned with the structuration of an elementary course.
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We must ask ourselves whether we should primarily be concerned
with linguistic findings, linguistic straigies, or whether we
should organize our whole approach, our strategy, primarily ac-
cording to pedagogical and even other criteria such as socio-

linguistic or social. In this connection I would also like to

refer to Pike's analysis of linguistic utterances beyond the
3 gentence level, which includes social, rhetorical and other
factors as well. Just to give one example: I attempted to
revise the analysis and subsequent teaching-strategy of the
% strong verbs in the German language for American gpeakers. Ve
should not be concerned with the famous seven groups at all if
[’} we can find better ways to orsanize certain processes of sound
change e.g. from the present to the past participle (and in the
reverse). Pagt action in spoken German ié most f£requently ex-
pressed in a compound tense form and not in the simple past. So
the "traditional' categorization 'present - gimple past -~ past

participle" is a purely grammatical and theoretical categorization
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which does not reflact the most frequant tranaformation process
in oral expressions of past actions. We need to laarn the past
participle in a contextual approach based on categorizations
which make saense acecording to the demends made by the social
situation as well as the pedagogical situation. Our students
need to learn thase two forms through an approach which 1is
meaningful to them. In doing this we can make use of a transfer
principle, a tranafer of learning principlse, butlding upon a
feature as it appears in English (e.g. the stem vowel is retained
in such verbs as fall - fallen; German "fallen - gefallen" or
otherviss the stem vowel changss in a similar or contrastive way
in English). There ars at least three processes which can thus
be compared in both languages such as the /al/-/i/ growp (rids -
ridden, "reiten - geritten"), the /i:/-/o/ group (freexe - frozen,
' sieren - gafroren") and the contrastive /i/ - Iaf va. /i - /u/
group (drink - drunk, "trinken - getrunken"). Ve should attempt
to orient cur linguistic anelyais and the teaching program ac-
cording to such criteria, rather than ordering them according

to principles of formal grammar. Linguistics, specifically con-
trastive applied linguistics, might then make better pedagogical

selnse.




Bela H. Banathy:

Our mesting today has demonstrated rather well the advance-
ment that our profession has made toward gelf-determination.
The presentations and discussions have documented our ability
to conceptualize and define functional reiationships and inier-
action between our fiald and other relevant disciplines.

Foreign language education is a complex endeavor, Many
disciplines feed information into it; and we need to know
clearly vhen to listen, to whom, for what kind of information.
We need to anzlyze the information gained, interpret it, and
use it as input data in the conatruction of theoretical bases
upon which to build our curriculum design and instructional
strategies.

In closing, I know I am spsaking on behalf of all present
whan I thank our speaker, our discussants, and those who com-
mented, for theilr participeticn.




