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LINGUISTIC SCIENCE AND THE TEACHING OF ENGLISH

In examining the relationship between the science of lin-
guistics and the teaching of English, my principal purpose
is to try to summarize the contributions that linguistics has
made, and may continue to make, to English language
teaching. 1 am quite aware, of course, that the relationship
between the two disciplines is not onedirectional. In its

historical development, linguistics has profited immensely

Charles T. Scott

from the language teaching profession, and it is not wishful
thinking to suggest that linguists may look forward to
{urther contributions from language teachers in our quest
for a fuller understanding of human language. The language
teaching profession, moreover, has equally much to learn
from other disciplines, such as psychology, as it has from

linguistics. Linguistic science, therefore, does not control
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the only body of data which is of interest and relevance
to teachers of English, but the information that it does have
about language in general, and English in particular, is
indispensable to the language teacher.

The relationship between the science of linguistics and
the teaching of English, is so well known that it is taken
for granted. Today, no discussion of English language
teaching problems fails to make reference to the views of
modern descriptive linguistics, as though the latter were
something of an oracle which must be consulted from time
to time, Yet, just because the relationship between linguis-
tics and the teaching of English /5 taken for granted, it is
often thrown out of focus. It may be worth our while,
therefore, to re-examine briefly the connection between the
two disciplines.

The relationship is, first of all, not an inevitable one;
the two disciplines are quite distinet in terms of their
goals, their procedural assumptions, and their practical
methodologies. But in the recent history of both discip-
lines, the relationship between linguistics and the teaching
of English has been a close and fortuitous one. Certainly,
much of the theoretical basis for modern methods of language
teaching has been formulated on the principles of descrip-
tive linguistics. Advances in linguistics, on the other hand,
have frequently emerged from investigations into the pro-

R - EREPLEFBHT

blems of language teaching. Each discipline has made
contributions to the development and refinement of the
other, but, in doing so, neither discipline has had to forfeit
its independence. We know also that both linguists and
teachers have been quick to insist, sometimes rather loudly
and bitterly, on maintaining this independence. Language
teachers have not particularly enjoyed some of the chafing
criticisms they have had to endure from linguists, and lin-
guists in turn have sometimes been too defensiveabout theirown
position, so that we get the impression occasionally that the
relationship between the two disciplihes is one that is more
of an uneasy truce rather than an amiable cooperative effort.
Such an attitude, of course, is one that we must deplore, if we
are to be realistic, since it can only work to the detriment
of both disciplines.

vears ago, because the most recent direction of modern

This is even truer now than, say, ten

linguistics has been towards the construction of a formal
and abstract theory to account for the language learning
ability of the normal person. Yet the occasional failure to
distinguish properly between the goals of linguistics and
the goals of language teaching has led, I think, to some
misleading notions about the relationship between the two
disciplines. The very label ‘the linguistic approach to teach-
ing English’ sometimes creates more confusion than clarity.

A language may be studied from the point of its function
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LINGUISTIC SCIENCE AND THE TEACHING OF ENGLISH

as a means of communication, or from the point of view
of its structure as a highly symbolic code.
teaching is concerned with the first, linguistics with the

Language

second. The adequacy of language teaching is measured by
the proficiency with which the learner uses the language;
the adequacy of a linguistic description is measured by
the scientific simplicity, consistency, and completeness of
The goals are different, though the data
from one discipline may be useful to the theoretical formula-
tions of the other.

It was suggested to me recently that in Japan it is very

that description.

difficult to apply the principles of modern linguistics to the
teaching of English because in many schools students must
memorize such textbook definitions as: ‘A sentence is a
group of words that expresses a complete thought,’ and ‘A
noun is the name of a person, place, or thing.” Complaints
such as this reflect a clear misunderstanding of the relation-
ship of linguistics to the teaching of English. The tradition-
al definitions for the notions Sentence and Noun may be
called metalinguistic statements, i.e. language used to talk
In this sense, they are no different from
‘A sentence is the
‘S—>NP+VP,” or ‘A
noun is a linguistic form which can be inflected for number

about language.
other metalinguistic statements such as :
smallest unit of full expression,” or

and case,” or *A noun is a structure which is dominated by

a node NP in the phrase-structure rules of a grammar.’
The quarrel that linguists have had with traditional gram-
marians has nothing to do with the inclusion of meta-
linguistic statements in a grammar, but only with the
adequacy of these statements. The linguist, therefore,
may be dismayed by the procedures of analysis which underlie
the metalinguistic statements that the student is expected
to memorize. But, regardless of which metalinguistic
statements are included in the grammar, we all know per-
fectly well that the student’s ability to recite the descriptive
rules of English does not guarantee his ability to use Eng-
lish. No matter which definition the student learns for
the notion Sentence, he will have accomplished nothing
as a learner of English if he is unable to understand, speak,
read, and write acceptable sentences of the language. If
we assume that the ‘linguistic approach’ to the teaching
of English depends upon the kinds of metalinguistic state-
ments that descriptive linguists prefer, then we have failed
to understand both the relationship of linguistics to the
teaching of English and also the most fundamental prin-
ciple of modern language teaching. English linguistics is
concerned with the analysis and description of the linguis-
tics code which we call English. For this purpose, it is
also concerned with the ways in which this description
can be verbalized, and it makes little difference if the verbal-

ME ORISR TETBICA TS o k. BEHEMIzL T
2, EEEEILES T IR LWL 5 L Ok
HHL Bdhofl, BE%FLIESEEETHE VLAY
DIHETFHLIL LT ELH LS VLT, ZORE,
i o BUER AT S Tl i { AR A RERIRED X 5
BHREZT IRV LL{D S, bk —oksaEET
MEeETIEP DI THDLL, RAPHENELA LT
B 5T < EEETH D, L AT IMENC ST
SHRNMEZSTHS, oo, HICEHEEORED
FHs, W AOFROFIERNENE RS 2 S E iR T
WS AEROBETICH-TYW3h6THS, LHLEE
FLEFHHOREEEL MO w2 o7
fewhic, MFOMBI>WTEBZ4ELBVELBE o5
ELTwWDXE3Thd, TBEFNT I e—FICLDHE
HELI Ly FARLLT, WS b biEile
EEELTLES, 4

b OHEBEONIER, GEOTFELLToOMEL Y Hill
mb LS L, BIE R E L Lr@t&f&"‘f‘
R e LS, FEEEF NS, SEEIEECH
E3240TH 5, WERFEEUICT & b h fohd&s
it, FEHE T OEHEEEAT s RECES-THIBA,
3 2 EHEREAED TS 1F, T 0 Bl PR

6

y —HHE e EFAM LT 2T rTlsRD, @
%dﬁﬁb§9®?bé,"ﬁfﬁtﬁﬂmﬂﬁﬂﬂﬁm
LRSI 5 REEZSS 5T A Y b,

ORI 235T1, BARCEBCEEEOHEGEL K5
HHFIZIEHT30RATHLYy, 20EREIZE { 0siET
WD, TXREG-SPOFELRB-TELEoLEHELED
TLoTHB,y L, T&FRA BF, WHOLHTS
By LS k3 RERHROEREFEL kithidh ok
BIZHBEILEN, THviTHE0ob2WITHE LR
HEOMEZHALICEELTYWAZ L 2L TS,
L BT L e S ERIc AT R R, REEES
AR, 2 D, SEIc2VWTESIZHAY3EE, LHL
TIWEEI, ZHWHERzBWT, hh3ERE T
HERFARGLREACRNHNITH S <REE : HEETE

HERERY R, [S>NP+VP) CJREH: « BB CENTERE
&, THPALBELEBOERIHRIEEEETSS

1 KRFEE - WEEIFEVERS, T4 LT iko Atk
BHHUORCHEEI NPl iR sh o WETH 2 ) > <REE
¢ IR ERE S, awo:;mmwﬁ&am Dk
LM BEBF RV, BIFEFAHEH RO RS
wﬂ.K%@tﬁ%aﬁ%%m%&rlhéJ&émxa
PEAE SMEE L, T, S5 v HBN T@y) s

ELEC BULLETIN



ization takes the form of prose or of mathematical symbol-
ism. The teaching of English, on the other hand, is
concerned with the learner’s ability to use the language;
whether he learns also to verbalize his knowledge of the
language is of little consequence. For teachers of English,
it is important to distinguish between these two objectives,
for it is quite certain that success in teaching the language
18 in no way dependent upon the form of the grammatical
statements which may be included in textbooks. The primary
objective of the English teacher is to teach English, i.e.
to help students to understand, to speak, to read, and to
write the language according to the accepted conventions
of the English-speaking community—to be competent users
of the language, in other words. If it is the case that
certain university entrance examinations also demand that
the student be able to parrot indefensible definitions and
statements about the grammar of English, then by all means
the students should be prepared to do so, in order to pass
their examinations. But let us not delude ourselves that,
in providing students with information about English, we
are also teaching English. We may hope that more enlight-
ened testmakers will soon recognize that an understanding
of the linguistic structure of a language is no proof of
proficiency n the language, and will therefore construct

future tests accordingly. Although the attention of the
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linguist over the past half century has shifted from an
inexplicit, semantically-based grammar to a mechanistic
‘signals’ grammar, and now to a mathematically-formalized
generative grammar, the ultimate responsibilities of the
teacher of English have not changed at all.

If we are to be reasonably clear about the contributions,
and possible contributions, of linguistic science to the
teaching of English, then I think we must also be clear
about which linguistics we are considering. It is a mistake
to think that recent work in generative grammars, especially
those of the transformational type, represents a normal and
inevitable extension of what most people call American
structural linguistics. Too often it is thought that Chomsky's
contribution to linguistic theory was simply the logical
next-step in the progress of linguistic science, that transfor-
mational grammars represent an approach to language
description that linguists would have inevitably gotten
around to soconer or later. Such an attitude is implicit in
the naive statement that ‘language teachers have been using
transformations for years.” Other major theoretical formula-
tions, such as the Trager-Smith Outline of English Struc-
ture, Harris’ Methods in Structural Linguistics, and Pike's
three-volume treatise Language in Relation to a Unified
Theory of the Structure of Human Behavior, were indeed
natural products of the tradition in which Americam linguists
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LINGUISTIC SCIENCE AND THE TEACHING OF ENGLISH

were working—the tradition, that is of Saussure, Troubetz-
koy, and Bloomfield. But Chomsky’s work, it seems, has truly
been in the nature of a ‘scientific revolution’, i.e. a whole
new shift of attention and shift of subject-matter. Chomskian
linguistics, in other words, represents an entirely different
paradigm from Bloomfieldian linguistics, not merely in the
matter of descriptive format, but, more importantly, in the
Such revolutions in scientific
thought happen rarely, but when they happen,
that they must be recognized as such, if we are to under-

matter of descriptive goals.

1 believe

stand the history of any science correctly. Transformational
linguistics is not structural linguistics ; one cannot be properly
understood or criticized in terms of the other. It is foolish,
I think, to try to characterize the two linguistics by referring
to the use of arrows on the one hand, and slanted lines on
the other, or to describe one as a ‘downward working' analysis
and the other as an ‘upward working' analysis. The prin-
cipal difference, as I have suggested, is not one of format,
but one of goals, and much of the confusion and disagree-
ment in modern linguistics today is due to a failure to
interpret this difference.

The basic tenet of structural linguistics has been phrased
by Martin Joos as ‘text signals its own meaning’, by which
it is meant that, if two utterances differ in meaning, this
difference is signalled by formally different (and overt) linguis-

tic entities. The task of the structural linguist, therefore,
as a detached observer of actual speech behavior, is to find
out just what are the formal signalling devices of the
language, and their patterns of distribution, and, by so doing,
to construct a descriptive statement of the underlying linguis-
tic system. The formal signalling devices are found to
be discrete structural units, whose reality is linguistic rather
than physical, and which are identified by means of the
principle of contrast in identical or analogous environments.
The principal structural units of any linguistic system are
those which are called phonemes and morphemes. The
permitted arrangements of these units is referred to as
tactics. An oversimplified view of the structure of a lan-
guage is that its phonemes (the smallest structrual units) com-
bine in certain prescribed ways to form morphemes (the
minimal meaningful units of the system) and these in turn
combine in certain prescribed ways to form words, phrases,
clauses, and sentences of the language. Since it is
impossible to state the individual arrangements of all of
the morphemes of a language, these are grouped into
grammatical categories known as parts-of-speech which
then combine with other parts-of-speech to form higher
level grammatical constructions. An earlier view was that
the structure of a language could be represented in terms

of a single hierarchical arrangement of structural units, so
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that the smallest units were in effect the building blocks
out of which the units on higher levels of the language
structure would be constructed. This led to a rigidity in
linguistic description which demanded that enly known
criteria could be used to define the next higher level of the
language structure. Since the phonemes were the first
structural units to be identified, this meant that phonologi-
cal criteria provided the surest means of correctly analvzing
the morphological structure of the language, and even in
fact the syntactic structure. The results of this phonologi-
cally-based grammar were, in some cases, intuitively unappeal-
ing to native speakers of the language or frankly uncon-
vineing to other descriptive linguists.

Although most linguists feel uncomfortable with the
distinction, it is perhaps still safe to say that the orienta.
tion of structural linguistics is towards a hearer grammar,
rather than a speaker grammar. The distinction 1s, admit-
tedly, a misleading one, since we must assume that the
grammar for both hearer and speaker are identical, all other
factors being equal. Nevertheless, it is not difficult to see
why some case can be made for the hearer orientation of
structural linguistics. The assumed design of a language
and the field procedures of the linguist compel this inter-
pretation. In Hockett's terms, a language can be viewed

in terms of five sub-systems, two of which are peripheral,
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three of which are central. The central sub-systems are
those of the phonology, the morphophonemics, and the gram-
mar of the language. The phonological sub-system consists
of a stock of phonemes, and rules which specify the permitted
Thus,

the English phonological system may be analyzed as consist-

arrangements of those phonemes in the language.
ing of 45 distinet phonemes. The rule that no two pri-
mary stresses occur in the language without an intervening
terminal juncture is one of the phonotactic rules of English.
The grammar is the sub-system which consists of a stock
of morphemes, and the rules which specify he permitted
arrangements of those morphemei. The morphophonemic
sub-system is the one which links the phonology to the
grammar. In addition, every language has a phonetic system
and a
that they are the only direct links between the linguistic
code and the real world in which the code functions. The

stream of noise produced by the speakers of the linguistic

semantic system. These are peripheral in the sense

community provides the basis for the phonetic system. This
noise has physical reality and is directly observable. The
behavioral reaction of those who hear this noise constitutes
the semantic system. This behavior is also directly obser-
The code which links the noise to the behavicral
responses of the hearers is the linguistic system, consisting

vable.

of phonclogy, grammar, and morphophonemics. The code is
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LINGUISTIC SCIENCE AND THE TEACHING OF ENGLISH.

not directly observable, but must be inferred [orm actual
instances of speech behavior.
the linguist attempts to do through his procedures of
observation, recording, and analysis. In effect, he seeks to
determine the audible and observable signals which the
hearer reacts to in order to understand the stream of noise

This is precisely what

produced by a speaker. By noting, for instance, that a
hearer consistently differentiates the two utterances.

(1) He's collecting the papers.

(2) He’s correcting the papers.
the linguist assumes that the acoustic difference between
[1] and [r] in English is significant, and assigns these two
sound segments to distinct and separate phonemes in the
phonological signalling system of the language. The same
acoustically different segments are, of course, not contrastive
in Japanese, and hence may be treated as merely phonetic
variants of a single structural unit. The principal descriptive
goal of structural linguistics is to provide an observationally
adequate account of the signalling devices of any given
linguistic system. These sigmlling devices include the
phonemes and the morphemes of the language, intonational
contours, patterns of stress, morpheme arrangements, etc.
The descriptive analyvses of many languages, prepared in
the tradition of structural linguistics, have been impressive

and useful. Most successful have been the treatments of

the phonological and morphophonemic sub-systems of numer-
ous languages; less successful have been the treatments
of the grammatical sub-system.

Structural linguistics has been least successful in dealing
with such matters as constructional homonymity, sentence
ambiguity, and sentence relationships. As an example of
constructional homonymity, consider the following pairs of
sentences :

(3) John is anxious to please.

(4) John is difficult to please.

(5) The picture was painted by a new student.

(6) The picture was painted by a new technique.
The descriptive procedures of structural lingustics forces an
analysis that would treat the two sentences in each pair as
structurally identical, vet no native speaker of English has
any difficulty in recognizing that, within each pair, the two
sentences are quite different from each other. It is unlikely,
moreover, that the mere contrast in lexical items (anxious
vs. difficult and student vs.
account for the deep structural differences between the

technique) is sufficient to
sentences. As an example of sentence ambiguity, consider
the following :

(7) He kissed the girl in the car.
The sentence could be a response to either “Where did he
kiss the girl?’ or “‘Which girl did he kiss?' In the absence
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(2) He's correcting the papers.
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of consistent phonological cues, structural linguistics has no
formal motivation for determining the different constituent
analyses of the sentence that native speakers readily under-
stand. Finally, as an exaample of sentence relationships,
consider the following :

(8) Bill laughed at John's new hat.

{9) Who laughed at John's new hat?

(10) What did Bill laugh at?

{11) Whose new hat did Bill laugh at?

(12) Did Bill laugh at John's now hat?

(13) For Bill to laugh at John's new hat was a

big mistake.

The obviously close relationship between all these sentences,
and others, suggests that one may be regarded as basic,
and all the others derived from that basic sentence in differ-
ent but related ways. There is no provision within the
tradition of structural linguistics for demonstrating this close
relationship.

Transformational linguistics has, on the other hand, been
eminently sucessful in showing how problems such as these
can be analyzed in both a syntactically and semantically mo-
tivated way. But the dexterity with which transformational
linguistics can handle certain descriptive problems hardly
represents the real contribution of Chomsky's work and that

of his colleagues. To be shown how imperative sentences
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like You go home and Go home can be derived simply and

automatically from an underlying sentence You will go

home may seem to some of us to be a clever and perceptive

analysis. To others of us it may seem strange that anyone

would regard this analysis as clever: after all, until the
structural linguists came along, we all knew that ¥ou was
the understood subject of an imperative sentence anyway.
It need hardly be said, however, that either reaction clearly
reflects a lack of understanding ; transformational linguistics
is much more than simply another clever way of manipulat-
ing symbols on a piece of paper.

The center of interest for structural linguistics is language
as organized data, i.e. the linguistic system insofar as this
system can be inferred directly from the physical utterances
of speech. The principal question which the linguist asks
himself is this:
patterns of relationship which function as signalling devices

what are the structural units and their

for this particular code? The question is then answered
in the form of a descriptive grammar, which is evaluated
by whether or not it accounts for the observable data of
the language consistently, completely, and as simply as
possible,

Transformational linguistics, by comparison, shifts the
center of interest from language as organized data to the
organizing power which is capable of producing this data,

ER TSR,

(3) John is anxions to please.

(4) John is difficult to please.

(5) The picture was painted by a new student.

(6) The picture was painted by a new technique.
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(8) Bill laughed at John's new hat.

(9) Who laughed at John's new hat ?

(10) What did Bill laugh at ?

(11) Whose new hat did Bill laugh at?

(12) Did Bill laugh at John's new hat?

(13) For Bill to laugh at John's new hat was a
big mistake.
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i.e. to the abstract linguistic mechanism which can genemte
all of the utterances of the language, and which at the
same time can interpret these utterances. The transforma-
tional linguist, in other words, asks himself : what theory
can best explain how the native speaker of a language
constructs and understands the indefinite number of sen-
tences in his language? At present, the question seems
to be answered best by a view of grammar as a genemting
mechanism, which incorporates several different kinds of
rules, the most powerful of which are transformational.
With its preoccupation with language as a code, quite
insulated from the world of acoustic and semantic pheno-
mena, American structural linguistics seems to  have
neglected language as a remarkable form of human behavior.
The orientation of structural linguistics has been essentially
social, rather than individual ; its emphasis has been on the
ende  which
members of a society, rather than on the language learning
In shifting the

center of interest to the organizing power which is capable

links the communicative activities of the

capacity of these members as individuals.

of producing language data, transformational linguistics has
succeeded in directing our attention more to the behavior
of the human learner. In this sense, it is perhaps safe to
suggest that transformational linguisties is eloser in many

respects 1o the newly emerging discipline of psycholin-

guistics than to the earlier tradition of descriptive linguistics.

Structural linguistics has made two principal theoretical
contributions to the teaching of English. The first, and
most important, is that every language manifests itself as
a highly organized and complex system. The second is
that the arbitrary symbols which function in this system
are vocal.

To say that a language is a system is to say, conversely,
that it is not merely an aggregate of isolated entities:
sounds, sentences, etc. No system is simply the sum total of
its parts. We cannot appreciate the mechanical system of
a watch, for instance, just by enumerating the parts which
make up the watch. We cannot appreciate the complexity
of a large business organization just by listing the names
of its members and the number of its offices. Similarly,
we cannot understand a linguistic system just by counting
the number of its words in a dictionary, or the number of
letters in its alphabet, or the number of sounds in its
phonology, or the number of rules in its grammar, or even
by adding all of these together. We must know the
parts, of course, but we must also know the relationships
of those parts to each other and to the system as a whole.

By discovering the structural units and their patterns of
arrangement in many different languages, structural linguis-
tics has provided us with a powerful insight into the
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nature of human language as an intricate system of
phonological, grammatical, and semantic oppositions which
recur in the chain of speech in partially predictable patterns,
and which serve as signalling devices in the linguistic code.
The system as a whole is apparently internalized by the
young learner as a deeply embedded set of habits. No
two languages, moreover, have the same system, so that
in the process of learning a foreign langusge—the process,
in other words, of learning a new linguistic system—the set
of habits which constitute the system of the native language
tend constantly to interfere with the details of the new
language to be learned.

The nature of the symbols used differentiates many
different kinds of communication systems. Writing, for
example, makes use of visual symbols, Morse Code makes
Braille makes use of tactile

These are all derivative communication systems,

use of audible symbols,
symbols.
however, in the sense that their primary symbols are based
symbols  of speech.
Structural linguistics has helped to make this notion very

ultimately on  the wvoeal human
clear, and in doing so, has impressed upon us the primacy
of speech in human communication, and therefore the
primacy of sound in the process of learning languages.

In advancing these two principles, structural linguistics
has prrwided the language teaching profession with a sound

HE1 - SEPLHE

theoretical basis for the oral approach to teaching English
(or any other language) and for the two most powerful
methods within this approach—those which we call mimicry-
memorization and pattern practice. In addition, these two
principles have provided us with the theoretical rationale
for dealing more efficiently with the teaching of reading

and writing skills as language-related activities rather than

as primary matter for the language teaching program.

Let us briefly consider the notion of pattern prctice.
As one of the characteristic methods of the oml approach
to teaching foreign languages, its principal Tunction for the
learner 1s to help him to establish as habits the structural
patterns of the new linguistic system. Pattern practice
has its theoretical basis in both linguistics and behavioral
psychology.  Struetural linguistics has been concerned with
the discovery and recording of patterns of language data,
and has been able to show that such patterns ean be
described for all levels of the linguistic hierarchy. These
patterns are recurrent, allowing for partial predictability,
and they are contrastive, thereby functioning as signalling
devices in the system. Real language learning 1s carried
on through assimilation of these structural patterns, rather
than through mere memorization of the items which may
fll the patterns. Behavioral psychology has been concerned

with processes of learning through conditioned behavior,
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LINGUISTIC SCIENCE AND THE TEACHING OF ENGLISH

ie, through habit
pedagogical tool is prompted by the linguistic necessity of

formation. Pattern practice as a
learning structural patterns rather than isolated entities, and
by the psychological necessity of assimilating these patterns
as habitual behavior.

practice in the teaching of English has been to inculcate

So far, the main use of pattern

the morphological and syntactic patterns of the language.
The method has not been commonly used to work with
I would like
to suggest that, with further research, the method of

the phonological patterns of the language.

pattern practice might well be extended to that of a
pedagogical concept, and as such, may then have wider
applicability to the language learning process than we have
previously realized. One area in which we might suggest
research along this line is that of written composition.
Composition is, after all, not simply writing, but writing
within the framework of ecertain rhetorical conventions,
which are themselves patterns of habit and preference.
Grammar has been traditionally concerned with the distribu-
tion of morphological and syntactic constructions within
the structural unit which we call Sentence. Pattern practice,
as a means of inculecating the grammar of the language
inductively, has dealt with the manipulation of morpholog-
ical and syntactic units within an otherwise controlled

environment. It is the most powerful and most successful

tool that language teachers have for helping the learner to
manipulate linguistic units automatically. Similarly, I would
like to suggest that composition is principally concerned
with the distribution of sentence units within the structure
that we call Paragraph. If this is the case, then perhaps
the concept of pattern practice can be extended to include
the manipulation of sentence-level structures within an
otherwise controlled environment. The result, I suspect,
would be the inculcation of the basic rhetorical patierns
of the language through an inductive learning process.
This seems to me preferable to insisting upon adherence
to so-called ‘logical’ principles of rhetoric, which mav not
be easy to define in any universal sense. 1 suggest the
extension of the notion Pattern Practice, not because [ can
readily demonstrate that it will work in a practical way,
but simply because I think it is theoretically sound, and
therefore worth exploring.

More apparent than its theoretical contributions area the
actual facts of specific languages which structural linguistics
has contributed to the teaching of English. Decriptive
analyses of individual languages have been useful 1o the
teacher of English in three ways. First, linguists have
provided the teacher with a body of verifiable data about
English itself and many of the languages which are native

to those who study English. This body of data represents
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typically the phonological and grammatical facts of these
languages, the inventory of structural units and their pat-
terns of arrangment. Secondly, a full descriptive analysis
will give some indication of the relative functional load
which these structural units bear in the system, so that
for pedagogical purposes decisions can be made as to which
facts of the target language are more important to emphasize
in the beginning stages of the learning process. For
example, in one analysis of modern English a high-central
vowel and a mid-back vowel are established as phonemes.
The high-central vowel /./ has an extremely high fre-
quency of occurrence n spoken English, but a very low
In unstressed syl-
lables, furthermore, it alternates rather freely with /o/; in

functional load in the vowel system.

the relatively few instances where it occurs in stressed
syllables, 't may be replaced by /a/ or, in some items.
/i/. For teaching purposes, then, there seems to be little
point in devoting much time to establishing this phoneme
The short mid-back vowel /Jo/
has a low frequency of occurrence, and consequently a low
functional lead, and therefore need not be bothered with

for teaching purposes. The same may also be said of certain

as an articulatory habir.

phonemic contrasts in levels of pitch and grades of stress
in English. Finally, structural linguistics has provided the
teacher of English with a great deal of useful information
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about points of contrast between the Englsh linguistic
system and the systems of other languages. This has had the
very important effect of highlighting major learning pro-
blems for . students of English with different linguistic
backgrounds. Work in contrastive linguistics s well un-
derstood to ‘be one of the principal contributions of struc-
tural lingwistics to the teaching of English. Again,
characteristically, the best known achievements in contrastive
linguistics have been those on facts of phonological in-
terference between the native language and the target
language. The host of pronunciation problems which the
Japanese speaker has in learming English is too well known
to bear repeating here. What is not always understood,
however, is that the nature of these problems wvaries from
item to item. In some instances, the problem is simply
one of absence of a particular phonemic opposition in
Japanese, as in the case of English /1/ and /r/. Sometimes
the problem is one of mere absence of a phoneme in the
Japanese sound system, e.g. English /8/ and /8/. At
other times the problem has to do with differing distribu-
tions of similar phonemes, e.g. the restricted distribution of
Japanese /s/ so that it does not occur before a high front
vowel, or Japanese /t/ and /d/ which do not oceur before
Occasionally, sub-

phonemic features introduce problems on the level of pho-

either high front or high back vowels.
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nemic perception, e.g. the difficulty that some Japanese
speakers have in distinguishing /3/ and /h/ before high
front vowels. Different habit patterns with respect to
syllable structure also cause pronunciation problems. The
cause of these problems is at least twofold, since it involves
not only differences in the canonical shape of syllables in
the two languages, but also differences in the scoustic
basis for establishing syllables in the two languages.
Syllables in Englsh are determined on the basis of peaks
of sonority, but in Japanese on the basis of duration.
What is less well understood, even by structural linguists,
is why one language substitutes one sound for a phoneme
which it lacks and another language substitutes another
sound for the same phoneme which it also lacks. For
example, the English phonemes /8/ and /8/ do not oceur
in either Japanese or in Dutch. Japanese speakers regularly
substitute /s/ for /8/ and /fz/ for /8/, while Dutch
speakers substitute their /t/ for English /8/ and /d/ for
English /8/. The answer to zuch a question perhaps lies in a
more accurate statement of the relative functional loads of
these phonemes in the Japanese and Dutch systems. Con-
trastive facts about English and the native languages of
those who study English are immensely useful 1o the
teacher of English since they help him to understand not
only what the learning problems of his students will he,

but also why these problems are indeed problems at all.
In making both theory and data contributions to the
teaching of English, structural Iinguistics makes no strong
claim for also contributing pedagogical procedures to the
The methods and the
techniques which are characteristic of the oral approach to

language teaching profession,
teaching English have come, and must continue to come,
from experimental research in psychology. But it is quite
clear, I think, that structural linguistics can be proud of
its own contributions to the teaching of English.

1 would like to suggest that one of the ultimate effects
of the contributions that structural linguistics has made to
has fostered a

as a manipulation activity,

the teaching of English 1s that it
view of language learning
rather than as a communication activity. The whole focus
of structural linguistics has been on the identification of
discrete units of structure, (phonemes and morphemes,)
and on their recurrent and contrastive patterns of arrange-
ment. With so much emphasis on these discrete units of
the linguistic code, it is not too surprising that the language
teaching profession has similarly focused its attention on
the ability of the
automatically—so automatically that they become a matter of
habit.

productiveness of controlled manipulation drills so much

learner to mampulate these units

Language teachers have come to appreciate the
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that it is easy to forget the more important communication
purpose of language learning. The ability of the learner
to manipulate the units of speech, rapidly and automatically,
is of course highly desirable, but it 1s not the ultimate
goal of the learning process. First and foremost, language
is for communication, and no instructional program which
stops short of this goal, to the extent that it can be
adequately realized, is professionally in tune with modern
objectives in language teaching. The language teaching
profession, with contributions from linguistics and psychol-
ogy, has done verv well in developing methods and
techniques for the skillful manipulation of speech units.
But it has not been very successful, nor has it been
especially energetic, in helping the learner to achieve a real
sense of urgency to communicate in the foreign language.
The problem is not simply one of poor student motivation.
Solutions to the problem belong properly within the disci-
pline of language pedagogy.

It will be some time before we can adequately assess the
possible contributions of transformational linguistics to the
teaching of English.
suggest that we now have available a totally new concep-

It is simple enough, of course, to

tion of what a grammar is, and that the generating devices
which have been constructed by transformational linguists
are capable of making much more powerful assertions about

the linguistic structure of English than we have had
previously, but how immediately useful such a grammar
would be for the actual teaching of English is not yet
clear. Different kinds of grammars are constructed for
different purposes, so that we should not necessarily think
that the most elegant grammar for the linguistic theorist
is also the most practical grammar for the teacher of
English. Nevertheless, there are three ways in which I
think transformational linguistics may make theoretical and
practical contributions to the teaching of English.

Most immediately useful to the teacher of English are the
transformational rules themselves, especially those that are
commonly called gerneralized. Characteristically, these rules,
which are applied optionally in the grammar, specify the
ways in which basic sentences can combine with each other
to form more complex sentences. Characteristically also, the
ability to form varied and complex sentences is one of the
skills that we expect advanced students of English to learn,
especially for purposes of written composition. For example,
consider the following sequence of sentences which might
occur in a student's essay : ‘The ship was sinking rapidly.
It socon slipped beneath the waves." For purposes of styl-
istic power, we might suggest that the student revise what
he has written in the following way : “The ship was sinking
rapidly and soon slipped beneath the waves." Or perhaps
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‘The rapidly sinking ship soon slipped beneath
Transformational linguists have shown that

better still :
the waves.’
action nominalizations like ‘the rapidly sinking ship’ may
be derived from a specific sub-class of intransitive sentences,
i.e. the basic sentence ‘The ship is sinking rapidly’ yields,
by a generalized transfornation, the nominalization, ‘The
Specifically detailed rules such as
this might well provide teachers and textbook writers with

rapidly sinking ship'....

clues to pedagogically uselul exercises in stylistic variation
on the sentence level.

One of the principal contributions of transformational lin-
guistics to the teaching of Enlish should certainly be in
the description of those ‘deep structure’ grammatical habits
which native speakers are intuitively.aware of, but which
structural linguistics is incapable of handling adequately.
We must certainly hope that ways can be found to help
the learner of English to gain control over these habits as
well as those which may be called ‘surface structure’ habits.
A possible contribution of transformational grammars in this
connection may be in the re-ordering of pattern practice
drills for the purpose of reflecting these ‘deep structure’
habits.
procedures of structural linguistics compel identical analyses

1 have already pointed out, for example, that the

for the sentences ‘John is anxious to please’ and ‘John is

difficult to please’. What are the consequences, then, of a

pattern practice drill which might be set up with simple
substitution items like the following :

John is anxious to please. (eager)
John is eager to please. (hard)
John is hard to please. (easy)
John is easy to please. (difficult)
John is difficult to please. (anxious)

John is anxious to please.

The student may come to realize, sooner or later, that
what he has learned to manipulate with such skill is a
source of confusion and embarrassment in a real communi-
cation event later on. Transformational linguistics, therefore,
may help us to avoid the trap of including semantically
different utterances in the same pattern drill even though
they share the same surface structures. More importantly,
transformational linguistics may help to make clear how
semantic paraphrases of syntactically related sentences can
best be learned, even within the concept of pattern practice.

Finally, an immediately impractical contribution of trans-
formational linguistics to the teaching of English may lie
in the complete revamping of our present theory of language
learning. As I have already pointed out, the oral approach
to language learning, and its principal methods of mimicry-
memorization and pattern practice, have part of their theoret-
ical basis in the psychologist’s theory of conditioned behav-

IZ, the rapidly sinking ship @ X 5 Aih{fED L&D B8
FXOBECTIME D IRERES, Tabb, AL
The ship is sinking rapidly. 758, —#%FIz X - T The
rapidly sinking ship.... &5 AFLPEANERBZ DT T
b5, ZOk5REARICHE LS N, B0 e EE
BRI, YO ToOXEMELESASETEMICE
S BRIV 2 FE 2 TLANBIES I,

W EEEORBHF AT 3FERTERO 1 2L L
T, vhwWwd TENEG RS Lboo Rl MK
BIFEa<EH, Zovotidx, BEEELTETALRS
EEMIEE S b0 THEN, MEFEFIIELL{ESEH
HEHEAWIEETH D, HFEEER, b5 TEEHK
) OAEELYE, THvIFNELAMIZLOICHES X
5 BT A RSN BINT, HNCEDLVYWETH S, T
HICHE L TEREEEAER LGSO 1 2z o TE
Kty B A T 572 iz, pattern practice Fil# & B
kT azLabihine, 2 b 2 i, BEZIBR LM
¢, WEEEHSFOFEIZFELE, John is anxious to please.
L John is difficult to please. kW5 ILlz2owWT£{ [Al—
OaELETRERLGREY, EhAab, RO X5 il
fCAJEH CfE-7 pattern practice JFEMLI=HEA
RS EAS,
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John is anxious to please. (eager)

John is eager to please. (hard)

John is hard to please. (easv)

John is easy to please. (difficult)

John is difficult to please. (anxious)

John s anxious to please.
FW|EE, ASVIENC ERICEERES L I ich o)
DI, BAREOEEOWIZENNR, BILEHERO L
LLizazZ ¥, BMESZNESH, -T, BHEBED
By 4 D R, o b 2R C R - Ty T bR
EREE->TWERGFE, FLIHORzE®SLw5b
REHLRWTTIDRAS, SLICHEELRZ Lizix, 5%
AR L 7 LR ORI U E Wit CGREFE : ok 20T
Cats catch mice, Z{=FANCEE{RDH S Mice are caught
by eats. TEWHRZBX5% Z > &, WMicthiE
pattern practice QHESOWTL AL H ot L LS8k
SpEHALHIT IO, BESHEFENTIZLEETHS
e

fethle, SEBIHED LOTIRAEVE, BEEEED

FIGEHFICHT HERE LT, HEOFHEHERONME
HREET &9 30ih A 5 BLictsif L= {, oml approach
KX 5EHEREL, FOXEATFEHETH S mimiery-memo-
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ior. Chomsky, on the other hand, has argued that “The
child who learns a language has in some sense constructed
the grammar for himself on the basis of his observation of
sentences and non-sentences (i.e. corrections by the verbal
community).” He has pointed out that, in the language
learning process, the child is exposed to a small, heterogeneous
body of sentences, but that nevertheless he is still able, ina
reasonably short period of time, to generalize (through use)
the syntactic regularities which he has observed in this small
body of sentences. Therefore, Chomsky concludes that
what the child has learned is a highly complex deductive
theory which explains how the sentences of his language
are constructed and understood. Sinee the conditioning
theory of human learning depends on the exposure of the
learner to recurring experiences of great regularity—quite the
opposite of what the child is actually exposed to—then this
theory cannot account for the basic facts about human
According to Chomsky, “The fact that

all normal children acquire essentially comparable grammars

language learning.

of great complexity with remarkable rapidity suggest that
human beings are somehow especially designed to do this,
with a: ability of unknown
The generative-transformational

‘hypothesis-formulating”

character and complexity.”

grammars  which Chomsky has proposed are, in effect, .

models which attempt to explain this ‘*hypothesis-formulating’

B - BEERLEEHE

What effect this theory of
language learning will ultimately have upon the teaching of

ability of the human learner.

English, or of foreign languages in general, remains to be
seen. It is possible, however, that it may completely change
our present methods of teaching and learning other lan-
guages.

Because the ‘oral approach’ to teaching English as a
foreign language has been intimately associated with devel-
opments in structural linguistics, it will be a temptation for
the teacher of English to look endy to structural linguistics
for the data and theoretical basis for his language teaching
activities. The teacher, in fact, may be dismayed by the
realization that linguistic science is no longer a monolithic
discipline (if indeed it ever was), and in his confusion
choose to ignore the contributions of linguisties com-
pletely, or content himself with the more widely published
material of the structuralists. Such a reaction will be of
little benefit to the language teaching profession, since
the very fact that there is more than one kind of ‘descrip-
tive' linguistics being practiced today is not only a healthy
indication of new wvigor in the discipline of linguistics
itself, but also an indication of potentially new vigor in
the entire English language teaching profession.

(Director of Instruction, the ELEC Institute;

Associate Professor, the University of Wisconsin)

rization & pattern practice (%, % OHGARMLO—EAE
HITH L 5 LHEFEOERICSH 5, iH, Chomsky i%,
FEfLESTaTux, b58kckwT, LLXis
EHWEIC >V TOE D (Y, TOEHRESIC
XBEE) eRHLLT, HATLEREY LFTva, &
Wl i, EFTFHERCEVYT, Fiifhson
S OKE R ToE Y THEMN, TATH, EYicEv#
[T, zod#Eoodih ohicEis LickiEiRkkEE:
(MERIc X »T) —#fbT5hEHF - Tv 5, LiBEL
72 #->T, Chomsky X, FBEFHELLDIX, BLHD
BAOXBED LI RELhEREh I PR T 5E
M T R A 072, LFEIRT B ABIOFEFic2v
TOFRMHERL, SEEPKELHAMEE L - THRE L
SRERIch 2 HIzE S TE Y, FRUTFEIFH I b
NE3bOLEL{ FHDLOTH B E, =0T AN
DEBERICHE T R4 ERE B v, Chomsky
Zxhif, THEEOTHReT<Ty, HHICHEHETART
MICiREEO A A OEEOIEE, HEAEES Y
FTFalviEmEE, AR ELHLE I I H
BLICHIIELNT VB, woeeee FhETaiciRmoit
e s e fr> MRBERAL fehE 20K L5 H
EHTFT2L0THS, 1 Chomsky PR L AERETH
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AxSALS (ERBTREEHEA
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TEACHING PLAN

I. Date: Saturday, November 6, 1958
1I. Class: 3-G Class, Mitsukaido Junior High School
III. Text: New Approach to English (C)
Lesson 16 A. Halloween
Review material: p. 79 (/. 1-13)
New material: p. T3 (/. 14)-p. 80 (L 6)
IV. Teaching points:—

Pronunciation: pumpkin, shell, jack-o'-lantern, cut,

candle, inside
Vocabulary : ditto plus cut out and light
Grammar: Tell me how you do it.
V. Teaching procedure :—
A. Review (15-20 min.)
1. Choral reading

Hal: Jiro, do you know what our class is doing
next week?

Jiro: No, what is our class doing next week?

Hal: We're having a Halloween party.

Jira: 1 don't know what a Halloween party is.
Please tell me what it is.

Hal: Halloween is on the last day of October.
It's a good time for parties.

Jiro: When was the first Halloween?

Hal: Don't ask me when the first Halloween
was. I don't know how it started nor
who started it. I only know what we do
on Halloween.

20

Instructor: Terue Arai

2. Pattern-practice
(A) WVariation
a.

1. What is our class doing next week?

Do you know what our class is doing
next week?

2. What is a Halloween party?

1 don't know what a Halloween party is.

3. What is it?

Please tell me what it is.

4. When was the first Halloween?
Don’t ask me when the first Halloween:
was.

5. What do we do on Halloween?

1 only know what we do on Halloween.

. How did it start?
. I know how it started.
. 1 know how it started or who started it.
. 1 don't know how it started nor who
started it.
5. Hal doesn't know how it started nor who
started it.
(B] Selection
1. Does Jiro know what their class is do-
ing next week?
2. Is their class having a Halloween party

R I
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next week?
Z. What is their class doing next week?

4, Does Jiro know what a Halloween party
is?

5. Is Halloween on the first day of October ?

6. When is Halloween?

7. Is it a good time for parties?

B. What is a good time for parties?

9. Does Hal know when the first Halloween
was ?

10. Does Hal know how it started or who
started it?

11. Does he only know what they do on
Halloween ?
12. What does he know ?

3. Written test
1. What is our class doing next week ?
2. Do you know what our class is doing next
week ?
5. He doesn’'t know how it started nor who
started it.

B. Presentation of the new material (10-15 min.)

Jiro: What do you do?

Hal: We buy a few pumpkins at the store.
Mother makes pumpkin pie for us. We
use the pumpkin shells to make jack-o’-
lanterns.

Jire: Tell me how you do it

Hal: We cut out a mouth, a nose, and two
eyes. Then we put a candle inside and
light it.

__Oral introduction & mim- _Check of understanding

mem

a. This is pumpkin.

Is this a pumpkin?

This is a pumpkin, too.

Is this a pumpkin, too?

This is a pumpkin
shell.

This is a pumpkin
shell, too.

This isa jack-o’-lantern.
We make a jack-o'-

lantern with a pum-
pkin shell.

I'm cutting out a
mouth,

I've cut out a mouth.

I'm cutting out a nose.

I've cut out a nose.

This is a candle.
I'm going to light it.

I've lighted the candle,

This is a piece of
chalk.

Here's a box.

I've put the piece of
chalk inside, not
outside.

How do you make a
jack-o’-lantern ?

Tell me how you make
a jack-o'-lantern.

How do vou do it?

Tell me how you do it.

Is this a pumpkin shell ?

What's this?

Is this a jack-o’-lantern?

What's this?

Do we make a jack-o'-
lantern with a pump-
kin shell ?

What do we make with a
pumpkin shell?

Did I cut out a mouth and
a nose?
What did I do?

Is this a candle?
What's this?

Did I light the candle?
What did I do?

Did T put a piece of chalk
inside or outside?

Where did I put the piece
of chalk?

How do you make it?
Tell me v
How do you do it?
Tell me v

C. Reading and check of understanding (10-15 min.)

1. Reading of the day’s text
2. Check of understanding
(1) Do they buy a few pumpkins at the
store ?
(2) What do they buy at the store?
(3) Does mother make pumpkin pie or
apple pie for them?
(4) Do they use pumpkin shells to make
jack-o’-lanterns ?
(5) What do they use to make jack-o'-
lanterns ?
(6) Do they cut out a mouth, a nose, and
two eyes to make a jack-o'-lantern?
(7) Tell me how they make a jack-o'-
lantern.
(8) Do they put a candle inside or outside?
(9) Do they light the candle?
(10) What do they do?

What's this?

D. Consolidation (5 min.)
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