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SUMMARY

In this thesis a new model for the analysis of foreign language
lesson discourse has been developed. It draws on existing models but
provides flexibility by focusing on three levels: Frame, Move, Act.

An attempt has been made in this thesis to clarify further the domain
of pragmatics by looking at the various fields that have contributed to it.
This has 1led the author to (i) differentiate between foreign language
lesson discourse and other discourses and (ii) 1locate the new model in
relation to other approaches to discourse analysis. The foregoing
discussion has revealed to the author that many researchers and
theoreticians have misunderstood many key terms in pragmatics which have
contributed to unwarranted positions concerning the role of the teacher and
the importance of textbooks in the classroom.

A detailed analysis of discourse in eight English lessons in Tunisian
secondary schools (two in each of the four years) has been undertaken. The
results of the analysis reflect the influence of the textbooks and suggest
different degrees of benefit for the learner.

There are seven chapters in the thesis. Chapter One reviews the

theoretical foundations of the audiolingual method. Chapter Two discusses
Chomskyan theory and its influence on approaches to L2 1learning and

teaching. Chapter Three deals with pragmatics, particularly its relevance

to second language learning studies and its importance for the analysis of

second language classroom discourse. Chapter Four looks at the

communicative approach to second language teaching and related developments
in second 1language acquisition studies. It also discusses Tunisian

learners' communication strategies. Chapter Five gives the reader a general

background about the Tunisian 1linguistic community and the educational
system there. It also discusses the textbooks wused for the teaching of
English in Tunisian secondary schools. Chapter Six gives an account of the
procedure adopted for data collection and presents in detail the model for

the analysis of Tunisian foreign language lesson discourse. Chapter Seven

discusses the results of the quantitative analysis of the Tunisian foreign
language lesson discourses, and proposes some reforms.
The thesis contains a short introduction and conclusion, as well as

eight appendices where the orthographic transcription and analysis of each

lesson discourse is given.

Habib Abdesslem. )



ii

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I would like to thank my supervisor Miss E.M. Newman for he; valuable
criticism, advice, and support during all the stages of the study. I am
grateful to Professor Bialystok, University of York, Canada, for her
comments on some sections of the thesis. I am also grateful to my friend
Dr. Djeddi, Department of Statistics, Sheffield University, for helping me
with the statistical analysis of the data.

This project could not have been completed without the financial
support of the British Council, my brother Ridha and my father Hussein.

I am very indebted to all the teachers and students in the secondary
schools in Mahdia, Tunisia, for their cooperation during the data
collection process.

I am very grateful to Janet Brumby for her patience in typing this
thesis and particularly in taking great care in "reproducing" the learners’'
errors.

Finally, I am grateful to my friend and flatmate John Collins, for

putting up with me during the writing up of the thesis.



Summar}’ 0 0 6600 000608 508 2 8890080860060 0608 8060008000600 8000085008000 008000000

Acknowledgements

List
List
List
List
List

INtTodUCLION cevsessocsoncossossosasnsnossssssscssssoossssscnsssossssns

Chapter one: Theoretical foundations of the audiolingual method ..

LIST OF CONTENTS

Of Contents © 000 60890685 0600600606080 888000000083 0E000000s000008900080000
Of TableS © 0 08 5 0066088886008 6060506068000 00ETLTOsOIIINIBSEIPCEOEOSETSOEOTDNTESTOSDS

Of Diagrams © 600606068 0064880860688 066688506008 00808 0800800800000 000000s00

i

ii

iii

ix

xi

of Figures (GTaphS) seesessesesceesescssseasannsssssanssesses Xii

of Phonetic SYmMDOLS «eessssesccccsossssssossssnososscesassocanas XiV

INtrOdUCLLON ceceovsessccoccsssossosassasssnsasassosassscssnnssssses

1 - Structuralism in LinguisticS seeeerececsssssossocooscsnes

I.1 - The discovery proceduresS ...csceveecsessssssssnancsse

II - Psychological theoTies siceeeseccncrccassosceassaassons
II.]. - BehaViOUI‘iSln C 0 0000V GGG R OLGESEEOOOCERSEIOEIDRNREOIONOTDRTS

IT.2 - The mediation theOTY esecceccccssococsscscsccnsans

II.3
II.4
II.5

III - Syllabus design in L2 teaching «c.ccceecccecessccsanns
IIT.]1 - SelectiOn seseecssescsscsssasossscsscsscnacccssnnse
ITIT.2 - Gradation cesscecssscosccsosscnsssssessssncsncans

ITIT.2.1 - GTOUPING teveevvcecososscssanassscscsssnacons

III-Z-Z - Sequencing S e0 00 et e ess PRSI EBROEROORREOSEOOEBROEDODONTOETS

IV — MethOdOlOBY sccesessassssscssencssoscssosssnscsnansasnnne
IV.1 - The activist theOoIY secesesccscccsscscarsesasssnnns
IV.2 - The direct method ce.eeececcscsssecessnsssscescnss
IV.3 - The Audiolingual method .¢.ceececceoscscncsocsansae

IV.3.1 - The early audiolingual method ..ciceesececscase
IV.3.2 - The late audiolingual method ..cseecescssesee

V - Some concluding remarks on syllabus design and

methOdOlogy L R I I A SR N R R I A R R R N A N LR

VI - Summary and ConcluSion cceeeeeseescessesccassnasossnnsaans

Gestalt theoTYy .ceececccssovesssceccsnssnssosccsnns
Mowrer’s theory € 0 0 0 9 8 0 00 000 00 BB OO RL OB SOOGS0 e

Some concluding remarksS seecesccscsscscossssacasans

*

10
11
13
15

17
17
18
18
19

20
21
21

21

23
25

28

29

iii



Notes to Chapter ONe ...eeessoesostoscosocsssscsassssossssonnsasnsss 31

Chapter Two: Chomskyan theory and its influence on approaches

to L2 learning and teaching .eoeeeeseoscoesosocasocsonse3

TntrodUCLION eeeevecesccecassssassasossossssssosscsscssncsssassencsccnanes 32

I - The controversy over the role of the environment .¢¢veeco. 33
I.1 - Chomsky's theory and the role of the environment .... 33

I.2 - Piaget's theory and the role of the environment ..... 36

IT - The nativist approach to L2 acquisition ...ceeceseceesees 38
IT.1 - The one IL competence paradigm: a definition in
line with Chomsky's the€OTY seeeceseacsssccsnssnsssecs 39

II.2 - Error Analysis and Teaching Methodology .esvseveaso. 41

III - A "balanced"” view of the roles of the individual and
the environment in L2 acquisition ...eceecececsscecoceess 44

III.1 - A dual IL competence paradigm: Krashen's Monitor
Model ceeecnnvocensosoacscansocsssansssscssasssnnee &5
I1IT1.1.1 - The Monitor Model and the theories behind it . 49
IITI.2 - The Natural APProach .eeeeessssscsscccescssscsasees 56

IV-COIIC].USiOn © 8 0000000060 000000000 0EELELEIEGIOIOGOEISOERSEOIEOIOEROSOEOS 62

Notes to Chapter TWO seeesssssoccccsssossossssssonaseccasassasenees 65

Chapter Three: Pragmatics: it's relevance to L2 learning studies

and its importance for the analysis of L2 lesson

diSCOUTSE tievsesensevsesssnsssssocssessssscccanses 06

IntroduCtion .sueieeeeeeeeeeeceeeooseeseosssnsasnssnssascsenssanees 66

I—PragmatiCS €5 0000000800008 0200 00000 OLEIPROEIEDPOCOEOIOIEOIEGESIOIEOSEEDNIEOEEOETS 66

iv

I.1 - The shift towards pragmatics in linguistics .eeeeeess 67

I.2 - The contribution of the philosophy of language to
PTagmatiCs ceeeeieeesecceseseessssssssiassssasnssances 68
I.2.1 - Speech act thEOTY sevevreeenreesesnccssasavocsss 68
I.2.2 - Grice's Maxims of Conversation ...ecseseeseceses 71
I.3 - The contribution of ethnography of communication to

Pragmatics suieiieneneeresenssssscssesscnssanascnsees 74



II - Discourse and discourse analysSiS cieevevecessesccesssoess 77
II.1 - Orthodox discourse analysSiS eseeeececececcscccssscanse 78

. II.1.1 - Van Dijk's work: an illustrative example of
orthodox discourse analysisS .seseeeececeeccecass .80

II.1.2 - Frame theory in discourse analysis ........e... 86

III - Conversation and conversation analysis ..eceeevessesssss 96

III.1 - Conversation: a definition ...eeeeseecececencaceses 96

IITI.2 - Conversation analySiS cecececececcescsccscavsssacasne 99

III.2.1 - EthnomethodOlOgY ccesececececonssssssnscacseces 99
II1.2.2 - The major findings in conversation analysis .. 101"

IV - Edmondson's model for the analysis of Spoken discourse .. 106

V — CONCLUSION +eveeveocososssnsassssssssassassscccsaassasassss 111

Notes to Chapter ThTee .eeseceescesccseesessoscoanssassnsnsanssess 113

Chapter Four: The Communicative Approach to L2 Teaching and

Related Developments in L2 Acquisition Studies ..... 1ll4

INtTOdUCLION «eeeevcteersorssasaanstsansaossssssccassnssesnsasssnns 114
I - The communicative approach to L2 teaching ....eeececeeeaas 114

I.1 - The learner's needs in the communicative approach ... 114

I.2 - The Notional syllabuS .seeeceessssosscascsscanassseoasss L16

T.3 — MethOdOLOEY «eeeesesscssaassasasasssssasasassassssass 118

IT - The recent developments in L2 acquisition studies ....... 124
IT.1 — StrategiesS ceeeeeececeescesaassassassssasasassneesas 125
II.1.1 - Learning strategiesS .eceeeeceneccssssssaacecsass 125
II.1.2 - Communicati on strategies ..cieeeecenancnsesnses 127

II.2 - The IL continuum paradigm «eessecoessasscccessnaesas 143

II.3 - Bialystok's "Second language acquisition Framework" 145

CONCLUSION +oevesoenoasoeenacaasosaononsssssssesssosasassssssanaaess 148

Notes to Chapter FOUT «eeveeecesvsacasacasonscsasassssansesasssasss 150



vi

Chapter Five; General Background to the Study of English Lesson

Discourse in Tunisian SchoOlS «eeessessecssssscesss 151

TNtTOAUCTION e eevnssssensscssesossossosssanstsssasnsasssaasssccssssoons 151

I - The Tunisian linguistic community ..c.eeeececeseenncsesoss 151

II - Tunisia: a Westernized Arab COUNLTY ceeesssssecssasecesss 154

III - The educational system and the importance of English ... 159
III.1 - General characteristics of the educational system,

with special reference to FL teaching .eevesecesces 160

IV - General characteristics and tendencies of the textbooks . 164

Iv.1l - The_First Year teXtbDOOK cvececsesssaccessaascascanes 164

IV.2 - The Second Year teXtbOOK .cceecessccsscsssssncscnsss 164

IV.3 - The Third Year texXxtbooOK e.ccesesssssocscssasssssccass 165

IV.4 - The Fourth Year teXtbOOK siescesssccsassssscsscsssss 165

V - The Components of a unit in the textbook .eececeiscesscsass 166

VI-The 1eSSOI'1 M EEEEERE R I B SR Y BN R BRI R I I 167

VI.1 - The "Standard pattern” of an English lesson ........ 167

VI.2 - The core of the UNit ..eeeceevecssscsssssassascecsaas 168

Conclusion .lll...lIl.l..."'.'llll..llll...........l.l...l.llllll 177

Notes to Chapter FiVe seeiietsescsonseossasessssessssassssassasses 179

Chapter Six; The Framework for Analysing Foreign Language Lesson

DiSCOUTSE soeoseosncssesnsssnssssossssssassssnsscsessse 180

INtTOdUCLION e evevsscessosessasscesoscsassassssssscssssssssascesenscs 180

I - Collection of lesson discourse datd secsecesosssssseseesas 180

I.1 - A "naturalistic method" of data collection «.eseeee.. 184

ITI - A model of analysis for FL lesson discourse ....ecsdeeees 186 —
IT.]1 - FramesS eveesceossasessasossosssesossssasscassssssnes 186
II.1.1 - Frame 1 "Saying the Linguistic Form of the FL" 186
IT.1.2 - Frame 2 "Talking in the FL" ...vceesssepecsesss 191



I1.1.3 Frame 3 "Transacting in the FL"™ ...eeevececeess 195

IT.1.4

II.1.5 - Breaking frame in FL lesson discourse cecesenes 204

Frame 4 "Interacting in the FL"™ ..eeeceecsoaas 202

II.1.6 - The importance of "being in Frame" ............ 206

IT.1.7 - Some concluding remarks .cecececececsscssssssacs 208
II.2 - Interactional MOVES «eveceescecsccancacsscsscacasses 208
II.3 - I1locutionary acts ceeeeeeeseeccccenssanssconansasss 210
I1.4 - Some remarks on moves and acts in the model for the

analysis of FL lesson diSCOUTSE «.ceecescrasasansess 212

III - "Classroom research" and the model for the analysis of

FL 1eSSON (iSCOUTSE eevevcesssascsssasccccsssscssssanes 216

Chapter Seven: A Quantitative Analysis of English Lesson

Discourses in Tunisian Secondary Schools «......... 219

INETOAUCTION o e ceeesssaasssssacsssssssosnesosanasssssasescssesssaases 219
I - Distribution of Frames within lesson discourses .......... 219

IT - Distribution of moves between teachers and students .....227.

II.1 - Distribution of different categories of moves ......231

III - Distribution of acts between teachers and students .....237
IITI.1 - Distribution of categories of acts between

teachers and students in moves and across frames .. Z44.

III.1.1 - The acts used by teacChers .ceeeeescecasseneass 244

III.2.1 - The acts used by StUdentsS ...csseseecconsessse 247

IV - Some concluding remarks and suggestions ....ieecieesceces 267

CONCLUSION ¢ v evesosonneannnsesosassssasesssssascssssnssasansvaaneelll

REfETeNCES vvesssonoeaseseasasnonssacsosssesassasssssssassasssscccssll?2

ADPPENdiX T veceeesoeoeenasnoeeeacacacssosssosssssssssssaonsnasassses 288

Appendix TII .vueeeeeesesosceraossosassacsssscsssascascscasssasaabons 292

ADPPENAiK TIT +euveenenneennsennesensesanssssasensnnsancasssnsness 304

vii



viii

AppendiXIV 5 0 0 0 00 5 00 0 00 0008 000000000 R0 0EEN000E0EIeSESGCGGOEESOECERIEOETS 316

Appendixv l....l.l.ll..ll.l..l....ll.l.lllI.....l...'..llll.l....l 325

Appendix VI onoc.-'nn-unc..ooO'oocolctO----'onlo.-..on-no-ooaon.ooo335

AppendiXVII 9 60 2 0 08000 CEIINOEPE LI SEN000 SRRSO ISEOOEOIOEOEDNROEONNCOOETORETS 345

AppendivaII ® 6 06000 0000000 EE PN L0000 E0L0EE0000sN000000CETIOEBONOOOTS 358



7.2.1 -

7.2.2 -

7.2.3 -

7.2.4 -

7.2.5 -

7.2.6 -

7.2.7 -

7.2.8 -

7.2.9 -

7.2.10 -
7.2.11 -
7.2.12 -
7.2.13 -
7.2.14 -
7.2.15 -
7.2.16 -
7.3 -

7-4 -
7.5 -
7-6 -

7.6.1 -
7.6.2 -
7.6.1,1-
7.6.2,1-
7.6.3 -
7.6.4 -
7.6.3.1-
7.6.4,1-

LIST OF TABLES

Quotas of First year students of languages

required to register at the University of Tunis

for the academic year 1983-4 ...ciceeerecnccnccannnas

Number of English lessons per week for students of

every speciality ecceeevececsvcccsocccssccsoesccnnsess

Distribution of Frames Within Lessons .ceecececescecss

Distribution of Moves Between Teacher and Students

AC]’.‘OSS Frames 00 a0 0000 LE s ORI ILOSERIGEEOOEOERRTSEOEDNNOOTSER BSOS

Frequency
Frequency
Frequency
Frequency
Frequency
Frequency
Frequency
Frequency
Frequency
Frequency
Frequency
Frequency
Frequency
Frequency
Frequency

Frequency

of
of
of
of
of
of
of
of
of
of
of
of
of
of
of
of

Distribution

Students

Moves in
Moves in
Moves in
Moves in
Moves in
Moves in
Moves in
Moves in
Moves in
Moves in
Moves in
Moves in
Moves in
Moves in
Moves in
Moves in

of Moves

Each
Each
Each
Each
Each
Each
Each
Each
Each
Each
Each
Each
Each
Each
Each
Each

Frame:
Frame:
Frame:
Frame:
Frame:
Frame:
Frame:
Frame:
Frame:
Frame:
Frame:
Frame:
Frame:
Frame:
Frame:

Frame:

Teacher in L 1 A ..
Students in L 1 A .
Teacher in L. 1 B ..
Students in L. 1 B .
Teacher in L 2 A ..
Students in L 2 A .
Teacher in L 2 B ..
Students in L 2 B .
Teacher in L 3 A ..
Students in L 3 ..
Teacher in L. 3 B ..
Students in L 3 B .
Teacher in L 4 A ..
Students in L 4 B .
Teacher in L 4 B ..

Students in L 4 B .

and Acts Between Teacher and

Number of Moves Realized by Teachers and Students ...

Number of Acts Realized by ‘Teachers and Students ....

Distribution of Acts Between Teachers and Students

ACTOSS FramesS ceeieeesevesecscssossosacesscssssasasssans
Frames (L 1 A T) civevennccanans
Frames (L].AS) ® @ 08 089 % 00 0 800 0

Frequency

Frequency

of
of

Distribution

Distribution

Frequency

Frequency

of
of

Distribution

Distribution

Acts in
Acts in
of Acts
of Acts
Acts in
Acts in
of Acts
of Acts

in Moves and Frames (L 1 A T) ..

in Moves and Frames (L 1 A S) ..
Frames (L 1 B T) sesevs s e e ety
Frames (L 1 B S) vecesvscconsone

in Moves and Frames (L 1B T) ..

in Moves and Frames (L1BS) ..

158

163

222

228
233
233
233
233
234
234
234
234
235
235
235
235
236
236
236
236

238
240
240

241
251
251
252
252
253
253
254
254

ix



7.6.5 - Frequency of
7.6.6 - Frequency of
7.6.5.1- Distribution
7.6.6,1- Distribution
7.6.7 - Frequency of
7.6.8 - Frequency of
7.6.7.1- Distribution
7.6.8.1- Distribution
7.6.9 - Frequency of
7.6.10 - Frequency of
7.6.9.1- Distribution

7.6.10.1-Distribution
7.6.11 - Frequency of
7.6.12 - Frequency of
7.6.11.1-Distribution
7.6.12.1-Distribution
7.6.13 - Frequency of
7.6.14 - Frequency of
7.6.13.1-Distribution
7.6.14.1-Distribution
7.6.15 - Frequency of
7.6.16 - Frequency of
7.6.15.1-Distribution
7.6.16.1-Distribution

Acts in
Acts in
of Acts
of Acts
Acts in
Acts in
of Acts
of Acts
Acts in
Acts in
of Acts
of Acts
Acts in
Acts in
of Acts
of Acts
Acts in
Acts in
of Acts
of Acts
Acts in
Acts in
of Acts
of Acts

Frames (L 2 A T) cvoeeecconecsnonsns

Frames (L 2 A S) cev.ce.

in Moves and Frames (L 2 A T) ..

in Moves and Frames (L 2 A S) ..

Frames (L 2 B T) cececsoens

Frames (L 2 B S) ..

in Moves and Frames (L 2 B T) ..

in Moves and Frames (L 2 B S) ..
Frames (L 3 A T) ceeeeneeee

Frames (L 3 A S) ceceeses

in Moves and Frames (L 3 AT) ..

in Moves and Frames (L 3 A S)
Frames (L 3 B T) teeeecceesncecs
FrameS (L3BS) s ssss0esr 000

in Moves and Frames (L. 3B T) ..

in Moves and Frames (L 3 B S) ..

Frames (L 4 A T) ceceeenns

Frames (LQAS) e 8 2 00 00 000 0000

in Moves and Frames (L 4 A T) ..

in Moves and Frames (L 4 A S) ..

Frames (L 4 B T) cevevsceone

Frames (L 4 B S) cecees

in Moves and Frames (L 4 B T) ..

in Moves and Frames (L 4 B S)

255
255
256
256.
257
257
258
258
259
259
260
260
261
261
262
262
263
263
264
264
265
265
266
266



2.1 -

3.1 -

6.1 -

LIST OF DIAGRAMS

Working Model for Creative Construction in L2

Acquisition € P 9 00 00250 00 E 008 E0E00sCsEOsITETREBOOTCTODN TSNS 49

FL Lesson Discourse as Keying

" e 00000 e s 000t st s ce 94

The Books and Units in the LeSSONS ..eeeeccecesccsoesss 183

xi



7.1.1

7.1.2

7.1.3

7.1.4

7.1.5

7.1.6

7.1.7

7.1.8

7.2.1

7.2.2

7.2.3

7.2.4

7.2.5

7.2.6

7.2.7

7.2.8

7.3'1

7.3.2

7.3.3

7.3.4

LIST OF FIGURES (GRAPHS)

Distribution
Discourse (L
Distribution
Discourse (L
Distribution
Discourse (L
Distribution
Discourse (L
Distribution
Discourse (L
Distribution
Discourse (L
Distr;bution
Discourse (L
Distribution
Discourse (L

Distribution

of Frames in First Year Lesson

L1 A) tevreeesssscrsnacoasnsassnssssasnnas
of Frames in First Year Lesson

1 B) tevsveesosasnacnaosccasnosnsnsannnns
of Frames in Second Year Lesson

2 A) tiisecencncrccectncntsanecssacnnrens
of Frames in Second Year Lesson

A 3 e
of Frames in Third Year Lesson

3 A) titeriesnressiesrscensnnenenansonnns
of Frames in Third Year Lesson

3 B) teicecscncncanscnsssanssscccscescaas
of Frames in Fourth Year Lesson

)
of Frames in Fourth Year Lesson

)

of Moves Between Teacher and Students

Across Frames in L' 1 A veeeecceccesesasesanssascacaas

Distribution

of Moves Between Teacher and Students

Across Frames in L 1 B ceeeeeevoosncsccossccnscansncnss

Distribution

of Moves Between Teacher and Students

Across Frames In L 2 A ceeeectececossanccascnsscnnnnnas

Distribution

of Moves Between Teacher and Students

Across Frames Iin L 2 B teeccceccccnsaccocsccsccsannnas

Distribution

of Moves Between Teacher and Students

Across Frames in L 3 A cieeecvecessecsssassanstssncns

Distribution

of Movgs Between Teacher and Students

Across Frames IN L 3 B cteeevccevscosnscccoscsccsccnnans

Distribution

of Moves Between Teacher and Students

Across Frames in L 4 A cceeeeeeesnccrsnanansssessscnan

Distribution

of Moves Between Teacher and Students

Across Frames Iin L 4 B teveecercrnoccccsascccscesannas

Distribution

of Acts Between Teacher and Students

Across Frames in L' 1 A ceceeeeverancscssnvsccsssscncnas

Distribution

of Acts Between Teacher and Students

[y

Across Frames in L' 1 B seveeeccccnccsscnscascasnncnnse

Distribution

of Acts Between Teacher and Students

Across Frames in L 2 A ...t evoscerenonosssscnsoscoacns

Distribution

of Acts Between Teacher and Students

223
223
224
224
225
225
226
226
229.
229°
229
229
230
230
230
230
242
242

242

xii



7.3.5

7.3.6

7.3.7

7.3.8

Across Frames in L 2
Distribution of Acts
Across Frames in L 3
Distribution of Acts
Across Frames in L 3
Distribution of Acts
Across Frames in L 4
Distribution of Acts

Across Frames in L 4

B eoerseoctossncocsssansssssssnns
Between Teacher and Students
-
Between Teacher and Students
B eeeeeeecensoscsarsanssescscsans
Between Teacher and Students
A

Between Teacher and Students

B ceeeennnneeerenessocscecncenes

242°

243

243

243

243

xiii



8

=]

-

~r o
e~
e e T T U

=

=] oQ
S~~~

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
-~ Tan
~

< H
~ 0~

\\
D
~

ey
[t/
/[ R/
[ s/
[z [
Y/
I3/
1%/
[ xl
[ Wi
151
/[ n/
l3/

LIST OF PHONETIC SYMBOLS

voiced, bilabial, nasal
voiceless, alveolar, nasal
voiced, velar, nasal

voiceless, bilabial, plosive
voiced, bilabial, plosive
voiceless, alveolar, plosive
voiced, alveolar, plosive

voiced, palato-alveolar, plosive
voiceless, papatal, plosive
voiceless, velar, plosive

voiced, velar, plosive

voiceless, uvular, plosive
voiceless, glottal, plosive
voiceless, labiodental, fricative
voiced, labiodental, fricative
voiceless, dental, approximant
voiced, dental, approximant
voiced, alveolar, approximant
voiced, uvular, fricative
voiceless, alveolar, approximant
voiced, alveolar, approximant
voiceless, palato-alveolar, fricative
voiced, palato-alveolar, fricative
voiced, velar, fricative
voiceless, velar, fricative
voiceless, pharyngeal, fricative
voiceless, pharyngeal, fricative
voiced, pharyngeal, fricative

voiced, palatal, approximant

xiv



/ w/
/i
/141
[ el
/| £/
[ 2/
/| al
[ al
[ A
[ 91/
/e |
[ =21
[ o/
/@
[ u/

[~

voiced, labial-velar, approximant

front,
front,
front,
front,
front,
front,
back,

back,

close 3
half-close, retracted
half-close

half-open

open

open

open

half-open

central, half-open

front,
back,
back,
back,

back,

half-open, rounded
half-open, rounded
half-close, rounded
half-close, rounded, advanced

close, rounded

nazalization

Xv



INTRODUCTION

In the 1960s, most discourse 1in second 1language classrooms was
closely determined by the structuraiist syllabus and the audiolingual
method, which were primarily based on structuralism in linguistics and
behaviourism in psycholoéy. Discourse analysis was at a very early stage of
development, and in any case, no urgent need was felt to 1investigate what
went on in the second language classroom.

In the seventies the approaches to and findings in pragmatics were
scattered among many disciplines, and this made it difficult for
researchers in second language learning/teaching to have access to them.
However, the ideas of the philosophers of 1language and ethnographers of
speaking gave rTise to the so-called communicative approach in language
teaching. The latter was concerned mainly with syllabus design, and as
Roberts (1982) said, "'communicative methodology' does mnot convey any
precise meaning." (p.103).

Chomsky's revival of the mentalist theory of language acquisition led
second language acquisition theoreticians and researchers to concentrate on
the learner's interlanguage (i.e. transitional 1linguistic competencies).
Their major aim was to discover the "built-in" syllabus, and support the
natural order hypothesis.

As a consequence of the above mentioned changes, structuralist
textbooks and the audioclingual method fell into disrepute. They were
thought to interfere with the mechanism that regulated language
acquisition, and to concentrate too much on linguistic form. The classroom
was often dismissed as "artificial"” and of 1little value for the
interlanguage researcher. But on the other hand, no clear methodology was
presented as a satisfactory alternative to the audiolingual method and many
second language textbooks still carried the hallmark of structufalism.

Corder (paper presented 1974, published 1981) gave a very interesting

account of the state of the art. He said,



"That there is more to a 'knowledge

of a language' than a knowledge of its
structural rules, or of a code, is, of
course, well known to teachers, who
frequently meet students ... who appear
to have a good knowledge of the language
code but nevertheless seem unable to
use it effectively in the world outside
the classroom. The 'language of a
situation' then is more than a code,

it is analysable in terms of the sort
of functions language has in that
situation ... The analysis is in terms
of such categories as speech acts or
communicative functions. Unfortunately,
analyses of this sort are still in a
fairly preliminary stage ... and, of
course, what we cannot describe we

]

cannot teach systematically." (p.48).

In recent years there has been a lot of work in pragmatics (e.g.
Levinson, 1983), and particularly spoken discourse analysis (e.g.
Edmondson, 1981; Brown and Yule, 1983a). This has helped interlanguage
researchers to study more thoroughly learners' performance. It has also
stimulated more ideas about teaching method (e.g. Littlewood, 1981) and
syllabus design (e.g. Widdowson, 1983).

The present thesis investigates the influence of pragmatics on
interlanguage research and theory, on syllabus design and on teaching
method. It focuses in particular on how to exploit the findings in

pragmatics for analysing foreign 1language 1lesson discourses. Special



reference is made throughout to the teaching of English as a foreign

language in Tunisia.



CHAPTER ONE

THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS OF THE AUDIOLINGUAL METHOD

Introduction

Foreign language (FL) classroom discourse is still remarkable for the
persistence of the au&iolingual method (Roberts, 1982, p.99) despite the
growing importance given to what is called the communicative approach. This
chapter attempts to trace back the audiolingual method tradition. it
describes the various fields in the midst of which this tradition
originated and prospered: it presents what we consider the basic principles
of structuralism in linguistics followed by behaviourism, mediation theory
and gestalt theorﬁ‘in psychology with their varying degrees of influence on
second language (L2) textbook design and particularly method of teaching;

the audiolingual method.

1. Structuralism in Linguistics

The 1920s was the decade marked by the slow but steady emergence and
establishment of 1linguistics, yet another "autonomous" science fairly new
in its approach to language study. The impact of empiricism which could be
seen in the achievements of the prosperous natural sciences and to a lesser
extent social sciences, encouraged 1linguists to reject mentalism and to
base their work on "actual" data that was believed to lead to "exhaustive"
generalizations.

The emphasis on the synchronic study of language by de Saussure, who
had undertaken, in the comparative philologists' tradition, the
Teconstruction of the proto-Indo-European vowel system, marked the
transitional move from "diachronism". His introduction of the famous
dichotomy Langue vs Parole suited the basic principles of structuralism.
Langue was defined as an abstract, social, and comparatively stéble system,

while parole was actual (historical events), individual, subject to



variation, and could shed 1light on 1langue (cf. Chomsky's competence vs
performance in 1.1, chap.2, below). Linguistics or the study of langue "in
jtself and for itself" was seen to be dealing synchronically with the set
of interrelated systems - each system having theoretically a paradigmatic
order. The components of each system contribute to the formation of the
syntagmatic order embodied in the sentence which made up form as opposed
to substance; 1i.e. phonetics and semantics. Form was made up of the
phonological, the morphological and the syntactic systems. Owing to the
different aspects at the 1level of meaning - psychological, social,
cultural, situational, etc. - the structuralist taxonomic linguist, to whom
both empiricism and the autonomy of his field were so dear, simply
abstained from dealing with meaning or showed some indeterminacy as we can

notice in Hockett's (1959) statement;

"Linguistics has always concentrated on the three central
subsystems without much concern with the peripheral
systems... The choice of broader or narrower definition

of the term is a matter of personal taste, and not
important, likewise anyone is free to focus on the central
subsystems or to invade the peripheral ones as he pleases.”

(p.138)

1.1. The discovery procedures

The discovery procedures emanated from empiricism. The scientist from
his ‘'uncontrolled" observations of the world around him would make
inductive generalizations, through '"trial and error"; 1i.e. without any
hypothesis formation in principle. He would dissociate a particular
phenomenon from its environment, atomize it, as it were, (see the influence

of Newton in Chomsky, 1968, chap.l) classify and compare its components and

consequently discover objectively the 1law(s) according to which all the



components were structured. The linguist was supposed to act likewise. He
would start by listening to parole (preferably an unknown tongue to avoid
subjective decisions creeping in) so that he could attune his ear and
become a skilled phonetician capable.of transcribing speech in its very
minute details (something hardly possible). Once this was achieved our
phonetician would set off to discover, according to the empirical method
sketched above, the phonological system of the language under
investigation. Only when this was done, would our researcher proceed to
discover the morphological rules which lead him to a higher level in the
syntactic system embodied by the sentence.

Thus, the structural taxonomic linguist would proceed according to a
series of stages whose order could not be violated by any means.
Theoretically speaking there was no way to resort to syntax when dealing
with phonology, for instance. However, in practice there were many
confusing difficulties; i.e. it was not easy to decide whether a sound was
a phoneme or an allophone without referring to the meaning of the word or
the stretch of sounds in which it occurred.

Although the structuralists maintained that they were dealing with
the utterance, they 1limited themselves to the sentence level (Hockett,
1959, pp.139-41). This was obvious because of the necessity of abstraction
and the very definition of linguistics. The utterance was dealt with most
of the time because it was the only means to reach the sentence (parole
sheds light on langue). Many structural taxonomic linguists were aware that
a sentence could be uttered in various ways and different contexts carrying
different messages and fulfilling various functions, but because of their
empirical approach, they were unable to fathom the 1linguistic meaning of
the sentence itself, (see Joos, 1958).

"Structuralist grammar provided the framework of slots within
sentence patterns which could be manipulated by substitution and

transformation.” (Roulet, 1975). A sentence like



e.g.1l - She wants a new hat (1)

has got the same pattern as

e.g.2 - He prefers a fast car
3 - They enjoyéd a new book
4 - I called an old taxi
5 - *We called a happy taxi (see below)

(ete.)

It could allow various transformations, within one or several patterns;

e.g.6 - who wants a new hat?
7 - Who prefers a fast car?

(etc.)

or

€.g.8 - What does she want?
9 - What did she want?

(etc.)

or

e.g.10 - She does not want a new hat

(etc.)

It is necessary to mention here Hockett's (1959) comment where he
made it 'clear' that utterances/sentences were not, as many structuralists

assumed, simple mechanical combinations of smaller units. He attributed the



combinations to the experience each community had of its language; avoiding
thus odd or non-acceptable utterances/sentences such as number 5 above
which would have a very low probability of occurrence.

Obviously, it is impossible on a practical 1level even for the
so-called pure scientist to stick to the empiricist principles and methods
because as Lyons (1968) pointed out, observation necessitates selective
attention; therefore  hypotheses and intuition. The position of the
taxonomic linguist was not better than that of the pure scientist.

Chomsky (1957, 1968, 1976, and 1980) described the whole work done by
the taxonomists as utter failure. This judgement seems to be very severe
given the fact that Chomsky himself, in his early versions of
transformational generative grammar, excluded (like the taxonomists) the
study of meaning from his work.

It 1is however crucial to point out here that the ideas of the
structuralists were not in a total conflict with the prédominant views of
the time in the fields of psychology and L2 teaching/learning. So let us

have a close look at these two fields.

11. Psychological theories

This section deals with four major theories in psychology. They are

behaviourism, mediation theory, gestalt theory, and Mowrer's theory.

11.1.Behaviourism

Behaviourism 1is associated with the experiments on conditioning
animals®' behaviour, which were based on stimulus - response - reward. They
were carried out by Pavlov in Russia towards the end of the last century
and improved upon later by Watson in America in the twenties. The 1latter
believed that 1learning processes were based on complex chains of stimuli
and responses - the more complex the stimuli and responses éet, the more

complex 1learning becomes (Brown, 1980). Skinner was the influential



psychologist who took the lead of neo-behaviourism from the thirties till
the sixties. He claimed that S-R theory could be transferred to the study
of human behaviour including speech (see Skinner, 1957) with minor
adjustments, reviving thus Locke's "tabula rasa"-based principle in
learning theory, and Trejecting the study of the mind; 1i.e. the
unobservable.

In the Skinnerian Framework language acquisition was seen 1in the
following way: the child would produce a combination of sounds that
resemble a meaningful word, the parents reward it by a reinforcing smile, a
kiss, or by producing the object referred to - operant or instrumental
conditioning (Rivers, 1964, app.pp.174-75). From the one utterance stage,
the child moves to the two-word utterance, till he reaches the
sentence/utterance stage - "a building up" habit formation that reminds us
of Skinner's experiments on pigeons. As the child acquires more syntactic
and morphological habits, he proceeds by generalizations and substitutions
through trial and error relying on his parents' secondary reinforcements or
reinforcing himself. Deviant responses are not rewarded and are
consequently subject to extinction. According to the behaviourists these
stages were not predetermined; and since the one word utterance functions
like a sentence-utterance, there is 1little to be said about stages of
cognitive development.

Skinner's theory faced much criticism, the harshest of which was by
Chomsky (1959). Skinner's emphasis on the observable made him concentrate
on the response to infer the stimulus. One human being's responses could be
different from another's. Suppose that three or thirty people were shown a
picture; their reactions would range from "Remember our holiday in Spain"
to "Gosh" or to silent admiration, amazement or horror. The incapacity to~
predict the responses or to identify the stimuli without the responses,
made the whole theory look unscientific. However, the avoidance of dealing

with abstraction - "the not here and not now" - and the view of man as "a
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bundle of twitches" encouraged the mediation theoreticians to put forward

some ideas which were still within the stimulus-response frame.

11.2. The mediation theory

According to the advocates of the mediation theory (see Clark, 1977)

a response can be:

a. an external visible response to an external visible stimulus.

b. a covert response to a stimulus which may not be physically present.
The covert response or mediational response (rm) invisible but concrete
(inner reactions) functions as an internal stimulus (sm) that yields an

observable response (R).

The simplest illustration that we would 1like to start with is

Pavlov's contiguity-based experiments on dogs:

1. S (actual meat) - R (biting, chewing)

2. S (bell) rm - sm - R (salivation)

The mediation response (rm) was neither the presence of the actual
meat mnor "the remembrance" of the concept meat as we are tempted to say
along the lines of the mentalist school, but was an amorphous mass of
reactions which would take place if meat was presented - habit.

A second example related to verbal behaviour would be the following:
Adam (e.g. taken from Clark, 1975), a two year-old child, sees a lion in a
park for the first time: S - R; (actual lion) - (panic, fear etc.). Adam is
told that the animal is "a 1lion" which he iternmalized: S.- R; (Lion -
"lion'" or Lion - "yaye"). For him the utterance "a lion" functions as an S

bringing about rms. These are images or conditioned sensations that could
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be accounted for theoretically as: images of value or connotative aspects;
most of them idiosyncratic; and images of fact or denotative —;spects
usually shared by the community where one lives and represent the’core of
any linguistic or paralinguistic communication.

This kind of analysis stressed the role of 1language to facilitate
learning especially about concrete but displaced objects. The word "igloo",
for instance, would be explained to a child or an L2 learner in the
following words; 'round", 'dwelling", "ice" which he/she knows (rms:

denotative meanings) and which would act for him as rms to the stimulus

"jgloo", (more comments are provided in 11.5, below).

11.3. Gestalt theory

Gestalt theory was basically founded on Einstein's holistic view of
the wuniverse. If we take a molecule of water and atomize it, we obviously
obtain an atom of hydrogen, another atom of hydrogen and an atom of oxygen.
Does this mean that H + H + 0 = H20? H20 is a homogeneous system and cannot

be the summation of its constituents. Contrarily to Newton,

"In Einstein's theory of gravitation the actions at a
distance disappeared, and the gravitational field took
their place. Empty space as mere geometrical nothingness
vanished from physics, being replaced by a definitely
distributed system of strains and stresses, gravitational
and electromagnetic, which determines the very geometry

of space." (Koffka, 1936, p.42).

Gestalt theory adopted from Einstein the notion of field and tried to
analyse behaviour accordingly.
For gestalt psychologists, it is undeniable that beings who are part

of the physical world are not passive, they act in that world: A rat could
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run the same maze because of hunger, explorative curiosity, sexual drive,
etc. The same scenery seen by a poet would look different for a fighting
soldier. It follows that the behavioural field cannot be equated, as the
behaviourists assumed, with the physical environment. There are, however, a
few universal laws which the senses make use of and which determine to a
very large extent ourishared perception of the world. Let us try to list
these laws briefly and comment on them; they are: proximity, similarity,
closed forms, good contour, common movement, experience and pregnance. The
first six laws have to do with '"arranging” elements into homogeneous
wholes. Experience alone cannot account for our concept formation and
universal vision of the world; "we often comprehend objects as units before
we have any way of knowing what they are like" (Katz, 1951, p.22). On the
other hand, individual experience contributes to one's own conception of
the environment. The trace in each one's memory "is determined by the
manner in which the figure is experienced" (ibid, p.97). Pregnance, our
last law listed in the series above, is the fact of "making"” of an
irregular form a regular one. In conversation for instance, we hardly
notice our or the interlocutor's innumerable false starts, hesitations,
etc.

"Behaviour is determined by 1inner tensions, based on needs. These
tensions decide how the subject will respond to various stimuli"® (ibid,
p.142). Motivation, therefore, cannot be viewed as an external phenomenon.
A phototropic insect would follow a moving light so that its upset balance
is restored. Action is a search for equilibrium (cf. Piaget in 11, chap.2,
below).

The physiological field or the self is not a bundle of twitches. It
is a complex but homogeneous system which adapts itself to the environment
not on a trial and error basis but on self-regulation. A dog whose forelegs
were amputated would walk like a kangaroo. A child who wants to reach some

biscuits put away by his mother, would bring the nearest chair and stand on

it.
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"The self is viewed as a part of the topological structure
of the behavioural field. The objects which constitute the
field influence the self, whose needs, in turn, play a part

in determining the nature of the field." (ibid, p.l142)

Gestalt theoreticians made it possible for the psychologist to gain
some insight in the self without relying either on the empiricist or the
old mentalist approach. To be consistent with Einstein's theory, they

abolished the dichotomy mind versus body and proposed

"... isomorphism, a term implying equality of form, [which]
makes the bald assumption that "the motions of the atoms and
molecules of the brain" are not "fundamentally different from

thoughts and feelings..." (Koffka, 1936, p.62)
Gestalt psychology had an influence on some mediation theoreticians
as we will see below. It was more or less neglected in the English speaking

world because of the dominance of behaviourism.

11.4. Mowrer's theory

Mowrer, adopting the major ideas of both mediation and gestalt
theories, tried to overcome some of the already mentioned behaviourist
instrumental 1learning difficulties by rejecting their conception of habit
as "a fixed automatic, unconscious, neural connexion or bond between some
stimulus and response." (Mowrer, 1960, the accompanying phonograph record).
For Mowrer emotions constitute meanings from which habits are selected.
They are selected according to emotions of hope and tend to reoccur
whenever there 1is hopeful feedback (see below). They are not physical
observable responses. Since meanings are made of emotions, ihey are not

stable. Therefore habits are also subject to change. Mowrer classifies rms
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into emotions of hope and emotions of fear which triggered by the

environment would act on meanings.

"Meanings... constitute for the individual a sort of inner,

subjective field; and it is this on-going, ever changing

motivational state which moment by moment modifies, controls

and directs behaviour." (ibid. p.310)

"Ordinarily the amount of energy involved in the stimuli
impinging upon living organisms from without is miniscule...
But somewhat in the manner of a radio receiving set, living
organisms take these minute and such causally ineffective
stimuli and convert or amplify them into forms of

psychological energy which are quite powerful.” (ibid, p.311)

Let us clarify this position by giving two examples starting with a
decremental reinforcement (fear decreasing) case. In teaching dogs how to
shake hands, we start by giving them a piece of meat or any kind of food
they like, every time we 1lift and flex their right forepaw. Neither the
Pavolvian, nor the Skinnerian, nor even the Thorndikian (2) principle would
be said to be applicable. The dog is passive or seems to be; we teach it
how and what is to be done. However, a habit in the classical sense is
assumed to be acquired when the patient (the dog) becomes agent; i.e. the
dog lifting its forepaw toward us. The action is not in our case a response
to an external stimulus. Therefore, the dog was not totally passive during
the teaching process; it was learning. In lifting its forepaw toward us,
the dog is stimulated by emotions of hope (rms) which are at the same time
reinforcements - hopeful feedback.

Our second example to illustrate incremental reinforcement (fear

arousing) would be that of a student expected to take exams. In this case,
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he either works hard to avoid failure or if he experienced failure before
and suffered from a series of disappointments, he would be more likely to
resort to passive avoidance behaviour - no positive motivation; no interest
jn the course - which 1leads him eventually to an expected and dreaded
failure.

Although Mowrer's.theory cannot be dissociated from the S - R theory,
we think that it is important to recognize some of its merits. First, it
relates closely the acquisition of meaning with motivation and experienée.
Second, it gives some importance to the role of the individual's inner

process and does not reject the role of the environment in learning.

11.5. Some conbluding remarks

Mediation theory, though within the behaviourist sphere, provided
many valuable insights in teaching and 1learning; in habit formation or
meaning internalization and impartation. There were, however, many

difficulties that faced the theory among which we cite the following:

To begin with, there was no clear distinction between the categories
of organisms (species) despite Pavlov's which was overlooked. There was no
attempt to deal with or recognize the role of syntactic structures in
carrying utterance meanings and functions. The sentence as an abstract unit
hardly existed for them. The mediational responses (rms) 'round";
"dwelling"; "ice" would have been carrying an absurd or inadequate meaning,
had not it been assumed that an underlying structure arranged them in the
following sentence; "An 1igloo is a round dwelling in ice". Mediation
theory, despite its explanatory power, was unable to deal with

sentences/utterances like examples (11) and (12) below;

e.g. 11 - A round dwelling in ice is called an igloo.

where S (stimulus) comes after its rms.
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e.g. 12 - A round dwelling in ice, I am not sure if you

heard of it, is an igloo.

where the S and rms are split and delayed - contiguity, a basic principle
for the behaviourist theory, which exists in immediate constituent
structure analysis, is questiomned.

Behaviourism did not 1lead structural taxonomic linguists as it is
sometimes assumed. It did however influence them. They carried on their
study of Langgg{represented by the sentence (see 1 above). However, their
jnitial hesitation (see Hockett in 1, above) to introduce meaning became
very attractive after the 1960s contribution of mediation theory (including
Mowrer's theory), of gestalt theory, and the flourishing fields of
sociolinguistics and philosophy of language (see 1, chap. 3, below). Joos
(1958) stated "Let the sociologist keep the outside or practical meaning ;
then we can undertake to describe the pure linguistic meanings"” (p.356).
Because meaning was not empirically accounted for, the sentence was often
confused with the utterance - phonemes, morphemes, syntactic structures
(patterns) and probability of occurrence.

Behaviourism, on the other hand, had a stronger impact on the
taxonomists' conception of linguistic communication (interaction through
parole). This could be noticed in the work of Bloomfield (1935) who adopted
the S - r...s - R formula in accounting for his famous Jack and Jill
example. Hockett (1959) who, introducing his viewpoint on the theory of
communication said: "As a first step in describing this view, we present...
a mechanical and mathematical model of a human being regarded as a talking
animal.”

Gestalt theory was not very influential and that was because of its
holistic principle which acknowledges the atomistic, structuralist analysis
but considers it very insufficient. Language is not only phonemes grouped

into morphemes which make up words that give sentences. Language 1is also
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meaning in context (cf. pragmatics in chap. 3, below). Experience is very
important in learning and communication (cf. Frame theory, chap. 3, below).

As we pointed out earlier in this chapter, structuralist linguistics,
behaviourism and, to a certain extent, the other theories 1in psychology

influenced language teaching and particularly syllabus design.

111. Syllabus design in L2 teaching

The textbook writer's belief that the L2 learner should be led gently
and patiently during the teaching process, was consolidated especially
because of the behaviourist psychologists' strong impact (see Mackey, 1965,
p.206). To achieve this, each language had to be scientifically
"dismantled" by the qualified linguists of the time. The syllabus designer
who was aware of what was going on in psychology and the growing field of
pragmatics, would rely rather heavily on the linguists’ work. He would
select and reorganize their material into a series of graded units. The
learner, under the guidance of the teacher, would be assumed to follow the
stages prescribed for him. Through the process of assimilation, he would
resynthesize the whole units and eventually master the language; i.e.

langue (see Wilkins, 1976, pp.2-3).

111.1. Selection

Selection "depends ultimately on what one can eliminate and still
have a 1language, and on the degree to which one can do without it in a
given circumstance" (Mackey, 1965, p.164). Selection can be both external
and internal.

External selection takes into account the purpose of the course, the
level of the 1learners, and the duration of the teaching process. In
addition, it takes into consideration the type of dialect, register, and
style to be taught, on one hand, and the medium or media througﬁ which it

would be taught, on the other.
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Internal selection is based on the number of elements in the system
(nouns, adjectives, etc.) and their frequency. It is also based on the
"ability"” of the members of one system to make up units next above’(see the
notion of rank in Berry, 1975). It makes use of the amount of information
carried by an item and its probability of occurrence. Finally, it takes
into consideration the cépacity of an item to combine with other items, and
thus, take part in a structure.

The criteria for selection are: (1) the frequency of an item in a
dialect, register, style, medium, and at a particular time; (2) the range
covered by an item; (3) the availability of an item; (4) the coverage of an
jtem which consists of inclusion, extension, and definition subcriteria;
and (5) learnability which includes similarity, clarity, brevity,

regularity, and learning load (see Mackey, 1965, pp.176-188).

111.2. Gradation

Once selection has been carried out according to the criteria
mentioned above, the syllabus designer is faced with a much more demanding
task of observing the current psychological principles along with the
linguistic theory adopted. There are two major stages in gradation. They

are grouping and sequencing.

111.2.1. Grouping

For a taxonomist grouping is dome within each system: (1)
phonetic/phonological; (2) 1lexical; and it includes association and
collocation; (3) grammatical; and (4) semantic. But since language is a
system, it is reasonable to relate the items already selected and grouped
in a suitable artificially graded system (see sequencing, below). That is
to say, the textbook designer would attempt to combine (1) the sounds
(phonemes/allophones) into words; (2) the words into phrases; (3) the

phrases into clauses and sentences; and (4) the sentences into texts. Like
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the microlinguist, and notwithstanding the increasing contributions of the
so-called peripheral sciences, particularly, our textbook _designer would
grow less confident (cf. Hockett's statement, p.2 above) as he moves up on
the rank scale; i.e. from sound to sentence to context. This state of
affairs could be attributed to the inherent structure of language itself
and/or to the linguistic.approach so far adopted. The following examples
from a textbook written in the 1940s show clearly the difficulty of
presenting form, meaning and context; and the resulting artificiality which

both teacher and student would unavoidably struggle with;

e.g. 13 - The big dog wants but the little dog does not.

e.g. 14 - The garden of my father is larger than the pen-knife
of my uncle.

e.g. 15 - He gave a large sum to his cousin.

Here is Baby calling nurse.(3)

111.2.2. Sequencing

Grouping the already chosen 1linguistic items according to the
non-exhaustive rules worked out by the microlinguist would amount to
creating an "alienated”" form (as opposed to substance) which would be more
of a puzzle than a natural language for the learner and would disclose the
vulnerability of the L2 teacher whose social status makes his capacity very
much unchallengeable. For these reasons, sequencing would become a
necessity that could justify to a large extent the role of the textbook
writers. However, in the absence of a sound psycholinguistic theory (see
Wilkins, 1976, p.6), we notice a large variation in organizing the sequence
of the 1linguistic items and "rules" to be taught. This situation led to a
compensatory act which consists in relying more heavily on 1linguistics

especially with the advent of transformational grammar, as Newmark (1963)

pointed out.
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According to Mackey (1965) sequencing has to be done in each system:
a) phonetics (phonological), e.g. /|/ and /3/ before /A/ 3 (2) lexical,
e.g. concrete words that lead to abstract ones: "oranges", "dates", "bread"
etc. are introduced before "food" which is followed by the verb "to feed";
(3) grammatical, e.g.(a) structure words, "this", "is", "a", "where" come
before "who", "in", "at"; (b) inflection, "ed" with regular verbs follows
this order of pronunciation: [id],[d],[t]; (c) sentence and clause
sequence, "It's a book", "This is a book", "What's this?", "Is it a bookf",
“Is this your Dbag?" etc. where declarative sentences come before -
interrogative sentences; (4) semantic e.g. structure words: the indefinite
article is introduced before the definite, etec...(4)

Sequencing ‘has to be done also at the sentence structure level. A
given pattern (see e.g. 1-10, above) could be expanded, could have one or
more of its constituents varied, and could also be lengthened in one or
more directions.

Thus, as we have demonstrated in this section, selection precedes
gradation and gradation follows two principal steps, namely grouping and
sequencing. However, in practice the stages described above are not
scrupulously observed especially when it comes to designing textbooks for

advanced learners (see Tunisian textbooks in 1V, chap.5, below).

1V Methodology

The audiolingual method has often been associated with behaviourism
and structural taxonomic 1linguistics (1 and 11.1, above). But, it seems
that this method was not totally new. It developed in part from the
nineteenth century "direct method" which stemmed from the old - though not

out of date - "activist theory"” and provided useful ideas about teaching

and learning.
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1V.1l. The activist theory —

The activist theory had been challenging the well-established
formalist theory backed for centuries by prescriptivism. The activists
emphasized aural communication and advocated generalizations based on
inductive learning. They were given credence only after the end of the

nineteenth century major developments in comparative philology.

1V.2. The direct method

The direct method could be 1located within the activist frame of
thought and is representative of the methods which oppose translation-based
teaching. Advocates of this theory believed (see Rivers, 1968) that the
acquisition of an L1 is similar to that of an L2 if the learner lived among
native speakers - "integrative" motivation being prerequisite. Therefore,
the aim of an L2 teacher would be to provide his students with an
environment similar to that of the L2 native speakers - an ideal target -
and to develop in them the skill and ability to think, encode and decode in
L2; i.e. behave in L2 (see the similarities between this method and the

natural approach, 111.2, chap.2, below).

1V.3. The audiolingual method

As it will become clear shortly, the audiolingual method focused on

langue.

"It is 'langue' that we set out in our textbooks, on our

tapes... - the average which has been set up by many

individuals using the same sign system... Thus "every

language is a model of a culture." (Rivers, 1964, p.133)

This was due to a reliance on the following interrelated sciences:

Behaviourism which provided the theories of learning mentioned in 11.1.
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above; Microlinguistics, the science most relied on, represented by

taxonomic analysis of langue and based on the sentence structure - "we talk

in sentences" said Lado (1964, p.12) - (see 1.1, above); and Anthropology

which had a rising but very limited influence because it was believed to be
still far from the atomistic empirical analysis (see Joos, 1958).

These fields, théugh having habit (11.5, above) as a common
denominator, were incapable of providing the teacher with a sound theory of
language learning and communication. Hockett (1959) talking about his fieid
limitations, and acknowledging this dissatisfaction said "the shortcut of
asking what a form means must ultimately be supplemented by active
participation in the life of the community." (p.141)

The emphasié on teaching the four skills - 1listening, speaking,

reading, and writing - and in this order, was based on the complementary
contributions, though varying in degrees of importance, of the outlined
fields above. L1 acquisition in a literate society follows the above order.
The spoken form 1is prior to the written but the written tends to be more
akin to langue (see Lado, above). A language (langue) is a mirror of its
community's social structures and cultural values (see Hockett, ibid,
P.579). Therefore, the L2 learner was supposed to listen to langue spoken
to him/her, speak it, read it, and write it.

Microlinguists provided textbook writers with information about the
language structure. Psychology covered the method and use of textbooks in
the classroom by the teacher and the students. The impact of anthropology
could be seen in the textbooks, particularly dialogues and texts, and to a
lesser extent in the classroom activities. This is due to the restrictions
imposed by the setting itself and the dominating influence of both
behaviourism and taxonomic analysis reflected in the textbooks.

According to Rivers (1983, pp.4-6) the audiolingual method went

through two stages: (1) the early audiolingual method and (2) the 1late

audiolingual method.
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1V.3.1. The early audiolingual method

In the early audiolingual method, the teacher would be required to
speak in "L2" during the whole class, but this would not necessarily imply
that bhe must be fully competent in it - some suggested as a matter of fact
that language had to be taught by undergraduates rather than fully devoted
teachers. Unlike the formalist, the early audiolingual teacher, fascinated
by slogans like "teach the language not about it", would be very reluctant
to explain any grammatical or semantic difficulty the students might
encounter (if he/she believed they ever did). He/she was confined to the
textbook and had to practice mechanically with the students patterns
through drills paying special attention to the students' pronunciation and
required structural changes and substitutions (cf. e.g. 1-10 above); and
rewarding them by approvals, praises, or marks (reinforcements). A new
pattern would be thought to have been acquired if it came out, instantly
and mechanically, (see Skinner, p. 6 and Hockett, p.4 above) right every
time it was Trequired; i.e. the stimulating conditions (unusual in everyday

situations) for its occurrence were provided

e.g. 16 - (Lado, 1964, pp.106-7)

"[cues and responses by the teacher]

Do you understand?

- Hear

Do you hear?
- See

- Do you see?

[cues by the teacher, responses by the class]

- S: Understand

- R: Do you understand?

- S: Hear
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- R: Do you hear?

(etc.)"

It was argued that the best way to learn a language - habit
formation — would be the quickest; a minimum but sufficient number of
drills that would lead to overlearning and saturation - mim-mem technique.

There was no mention of creativity but only of generalization.

e.g. 17 - (generalization)
T: This is a blue car (5)
S: This is a blue car

T: This is a white van

S: This is a white van

T: This is a...

S: This is a blue van

Examples sixteen (16) and seventeen (17) would not lead to mistakes
according to the advocates of the audiolingual method; wrong
generalizations were minimized by textbook writers in an attempt to exclude
them; and thus eliminate bad habits (our data, however, abounds with errors
even when drills are practiced; see L1A, L1B, L2A, etc. app. I-III).

Constrastive Analysis (CA), (see Lado, 1968, p.120) was developed to
make teaching languages an easy and quick task. It was thought it would be
wise to compare language systems and contrast them. The identification of
the common core of two or more languages would reduce the amount of
interference. This would also mean less drills, and no redundancies
resulting in boring tasks which are not appealing by their novelty (cf.
however e.g. 16 above). Despite the superficiality and lack of
exhaustiveness, the attempt was quite helpful in preparing textbooks (and

developing the theory of translation). However, as it was later  suggested,
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there would be more benefit if instead of contrasting systems, we would

1ist the difficulties of the learner, classify them in order to introduc;_
them in textbooks or lessons, and emphasize the necessity of drawing the

learner's attention to them; directly or indirectly, (Nemser, 1971). This

is often referred to as the weak version of CA.

The very attempt to present students with spoken L2 in the classroom
was a courageous move, but were the students able to interact with L2
native speakers after they had gone through their few textbooks? The answer

could be hardly yes as many researchers agree (see chaps. 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 in

the present thesis).

1V.3.2. The late audiolingual method

The growing concern about the problem of meaning-lexical, sentential,
and beyond sentential - among microlinguists; the valuable contribution of
mediation theory (see 11.5, above) in psychology; and the attempts to widen
the scope of microlinguistics by social dialectologists, ethnographers of
communication and philosophers of 1language (see chap.3, below) all
contributed to make audiolingual advocates review their method and try to
readjust it to their aims. Starr et al. (1960) defined the aims of the late

audiolingual method;

"The student should understand the foreign language as

it is spoken by native speakers in situations similar to

his own experience... He should speak the foreign language

in everyday situations with reasonable fluency and
correctness, and with pronunciation acceptable to the native
speaker of the language... He should read the foreign language
easily and without conscious translation... He should be able
to communicate in writing anything he can say... Mastery of
the skills must be accompanied with the culture the language

represents, as well as a larger view of life resulting from
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the realization that there are many cultures and value

systems... (pp.17-19)

The aims listed by Starr et al. were roughly the same as those
advocated by the activist theory (1V.1, above) and the direct method (1V.2,
above). They are also roﬁghly the same as the aims of the proponents of the
communicative approach (e.g. Munby, 1978, Xiaoju, 1984, see chap. 4 below)
and the natural approach ( Krashen and Terrell, 1983, discussed in 111;2,
chap. 2, below). As we shall see, there has been a lot of progress as to
what is to be taught but not much has been achieved as to how to teach as
Taylor (1985) and Lightbown (1985) have argued, (I.3, chap. 4, below).

Having seen how the early audiolingual method was strongly supported
by theory, namely structuralism and behaviourism, we can claim that it is
with the advent of the 1late audiolingual method that the discrepancy
between theory and practice began to emerge (see further details in
chap.2).

We notice that there was an increasing but still limited emphasis on
the role of the learner and the importance of contextualization in the late
audiolingual method (Rivers, 1983, pp.5-6). The syntactic structures, still
regarded as the backbone of the lesson, dominated the dialogue or text.
They were practised in sentences and accounted for in a rule "improvised"
by the students under the almost total guidance of the teacher and the
textbook. New vocabulary was often introduced in the dialogue or text and
practised in "uttered sentences" (cf. our review of First year and Second
year textbooks, 1V.1 and 1V.2, chap.5). Overlearning was less and less
Tecommended, as the efficiency of the mim-mem technique which was based on
the old conception of habit formation was coming under harsh criticism. The
teacher was forced to renounce some of his power which he drew from the
classical behaviourists and the textbook  writers influenced by

microlinguists, by giving some freedom to the student to express himself;
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to make errors (see 11.4, above; see also 1l. chap.2, below). The textbook
writer tried to meet the 1learners' needs, hopes, and expectations (cf.
Mowrer's theory, above; see thé communicative approach in 1, chap.4, below)
by constructing dialogues and texts in situations the learner might
encounter. This kind of grammatical/situational syllabus caused a dilemma
in which both teacher and student found themselves: their problem was what

to concentrate on. This "dilemma'" 1is still noticeable in FL classroom

discourse. (See the notion of "Frame shifting" in chaps 3 and 6, below).

e.g. 18 (From Riley, 1980, pp.207-8)

1 T: er Mr P er what's the man doing... he's sitting but
what's he doing with his hand

2 Mr P: She's pointing their hand

3 T: Pardon

4 P: He's pointing his hand

5 Mlle X: Because she's late

6 T: OK. The girl is late and perhaps (gesture) he's been...
what (drums his bhands imitating impatience) he's been...

7 Mlle X: Wait

8 T: Waiting

9 Mlle X: He has waited

10 T: He has been waiting

11 Mlle X: Many many times

12 T: Miss E, can you ask a question with how long

13 Mlle X: How long ago

14 T: OK he arrived at 8 o'clock and what's he doing
right now

15 Mlle E: Now he waits
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16 T: Now he's
17 Mlle E: Now he's waiting

(etc.)

The above interactions (6) were recorded in a French school that
provided courses for adﬁlts. The teacher was American, probably familiar
with the communicative approach (chap.4, below). The lesson was planned in
the following way: the students were asked to describe a picture in théir
textbooké and then one of them would read the text that describes the
picture while the others follow silently.

The teacher was reluctant to let his students go *astray' (see 8) and
was sticking to the description of the text he had read. He was at pains to
follow the description provided by the text and to inculcate the use of
some tenses he had been teaching. The emphasis on the utterance of full
sentences was obvious (4, 13), yet as Brown and Yule (1983(b), p.26)
argued, this requires a capacity that the majority of people have not got
in their native 1language. Finally, there is a lot of focus on
grammaticality.

From example eighteen (18), we can conclude that a focus on the TL
form often disrupts the focus on message. From this point of view classroom
discourse has remained "a failure" "because teachers and students fail to
create an environment where everybody is eager to communicate" (Ellis,

1980, p.79), (see however the position we adopt in 1.3, chap.4, below).

V. Some concluding remarks on syllabus design and methodology

There is no doubt that structuralisf textbook designers dealt with
what to teach in accordance with the prevalent theories of the time. Their
method of selecting and grading vocabulary has been described by Galisson
(1983, p.15) as objective. The major objection that could be made to
textbook designers, and indeed to all audiolingual advocates, is that they

assumed that they knew all the stages of language acquisition.
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The audiolingual method even 1in its improved version had many

shortcomings as Krashen and Terrell (1983, pp.13-16) remarked;

(i) - Students repeated drills but often did not understand
them.

(ii) - Even if the message or grammatical rule was understood,
"real communication" did not take place.

(iii)- Habit could not last long. Even if habit was maintained,
learners would have to wait for an appropriate context
to use the learned pattern. As we know discourse is too
complex to be reduced to a few memorized patterns.

(iv) - Presenting the spoken form before the written led learners
to invent their own written code. (Most beginners among
Tunisian learners of English use Arabic script to

remember the pronunciation of dialogues and words).

These problems have not been totally overcome in L2 classrooms,
including the Tunisian FL classroom as we shall see in chapter six below.
The cognitive movement did not produce much change in the situation save
for an emphasis on teaching explicitly the linguistic rules of the TL; a
practice that Chomsky, the main figure behind the mentalist approach, has

never supported (see 1.1, chap. 2, below).

V1. Summary and Conclusion

The major mistake, if we may say so, made by behav?ourism and the
other psychological theories discussed in this chapter, was a misconception
of learning. They assumed that a general theory of 1learning based on
empirical procedures would be adequate for all organisms in any domain.

Taxonomic 1linguists followed the same approach the behaviourists

chose, and consequently set for themselves a major obstacle that compelled
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them to investigate phonetics/phonology and morphology, devoting 1less
effort to syntax. Their definition of linguistics led them to concentrate
on the sentence 1level. They provided, thus, a dim insight into the
grammar of languages; hardly any concern about semantics; and some vague
jdeas about the functions of language(s) in interaction.

Interwoven, as they were, linguistics, behaviourism, and empiricism
exerted a strong impact on language teaching/learning. This could be seen
at the levels of syllabus design and methodology. The on-going developmenis
in the fields mentioned above and the growing pressure from the so-called
peripheral but very influential sciences have yielded a series of drastic
and radical upheavals that must, we believe, improve our understanding of
language acquisition process, refine our views on syllabus design,
encourage us to consider a better method of teaching, and consequently
provide us with consistent ideas against which we can analyse L2 classroom

discourse.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER ONE

See its pattern in 2 diagrams presented by Hockett, 1959, p.163

Sj - iR (drive stimulus - hunger, thirst, etc. - a suitable response
that resulted from trials and errors.

Cited in Mackey, 1965, p.212. Other eccentric examples could be found
in Bell, 1981, appendix.

All the examples given are based on a close study of the early units

of English for Modern Life, Level One, 1977. More details about this

book are provided in chapter four, below.

T for teacher and S for student.

Interaction, discourse, conversation and transaction of messages are
taken to mean talk. All these terms will be defined in chapter three,

below.
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- CHAPTER TWO

CHOMSKYAN THEORY AND ITS INFLUENCE ON APPROACHES TO L2 LEARNING

AND TEACHING

Introduction

We have seen in the previous chapter how behaviourism overemphasized
the role of the environment in the learning process. We have discussed the
impact of this on linguistics, syllabus design, and L2 teaching
methodology. We have also shown how some other psychological theories gave
more importance to the role of the individual in the learning process and
we have mentioned how this contributed to the change 1in '"the 1late
audiolingual method". Finally, we have claimed that this change marked the
beginning of the mismatch we describe in the present chapter between what
theoreticians advocate and what goes on in many FL classrooms, including as
we shall see in Chapter Six below, the English classroom in Tunisian
secondary schools.

Following Fperch and Kasper (1983a, pp.xv-xviii) we suggest that L2

acquisition studies have three main areas of interest:

1) Product-Orientated research: the researcher describes and classifies
observable IL phenomena. Error analysis could be taken as an example.

2) Process-orientated research with a special emphasis on development:
the researcher attempts to discover the mechanisms responsible for
acquisition through longitudinal and cross-sectional studies. A
typical example would be the morpheme studies.

3) Process-orientated research with a special emphasis on communication:
the researcher analyses the discourse in which learners take part.
Classroom discourse studies and strategies in inter-language

communication would be two typical examples.
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The present chapter focuses mainly on (1) and (2) above. (3) will be
discussed in the remaining chapters of the present thesig, and this 1is
because it has been influenced by the field of pragmatics (chap. 3, below).

In our review of (1) and (2) we examine the possibilities suggested
to improve FL teaching methodology.

This chapter begins with a review of Chomsky's and Piaget's theories.
Then, a discussion of Adjemian's interlanguage (IL) paradigm and error
analysis (EA) and its influence on teaching is presented. Krashen's Monitér
Model and Krashen and Terrell's Natural Approach are closely examined in

relation to the different theories and ideas that influenced them.

I. The Controversf over the role of the environment

The controversy over the primacy of the role of the environment in
the 1learning process became a major issue in the wake of the revival of
mentalism in the sixties. This controversy can be best illustrated by the
contrast between Chomsky's theory and Piaget's theory. Chomsky's theory,
which draws attention to the poverty of the stimulus (environment), became
very popular among L1 and L2 acquisition researchers. But in the last few
years we have witnessed a rather balanced view concerning the roles of the
environment and the individual; a view quite reminiscent of the Piagetian

approach (see chap.4).

I.1. Chomsky's theory and the role of the environment

Most mentalist philosophers, with some degree of difference,
postulated that our knowledge of the world exists nowhere but in the mind.
Socrates' success in eliciting abstract and sophisticated ideas from an
uneducated slave boy would be taken as an illustrative instance of the
poverty of the stimulus (the environment). Chomsky's (1968, 1980)
endorsement of the views of the mentalists (e.g. Socrétes, Plato,

Descartes, Kant, etc.) led him to reconsider the dichotomy of mind versus
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body. His argument goes as follows: none would dismiss out of hand that the
embryo of any species 1is genetically programmed and that the programme
unfolds till the organism reaches the adult stage. The environment in
‘normal' circumstances would provide the necessary conditions for the
development of a given organism without altering its genetic programme. All
the organs that make up fhe organism in any particular species would grow
up in harmony depending on each other while retaining their individual

characteristics and roles.

"From this point of view, we can proceed to approach the
study of the human mind much in the way that we study the

physical structure of the body." (Chomsky, 1980, p.31)

For Chomsky, linguistics is the study of one capacity or one '"mental

organ'";

"I would like to think of linguistics as that part of
psychology that focuses its attention on one specific
cognitive domain and one faculty of mind, the language
faculty. Psychology in the sense of this discussion, is
concerned, at the very least, with human capacities to

act and to interpret experience and more deeply, with
second-order capacity to construct these mental structures,
and the structures that underlie these second order

capacities." (Chomsky, ibid, p.4)

According to Chomsky an Ll learner like an L2 learner would not be
taught all the rules of a language but he would acquire that language (cf.
the cognitivists®' emphasis on conscious 1linguistic rule iearning, v,

chap.1, above).
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The cognition of the language faculty - semantic, syntactic, and
phonological - would be equated with the structures that underlie the
second order capacity which the advocates of the innateness hypothesis
would call language universals. The second order capacity is a system of
principles and mechanisms put into work under the triggering effect of the
environment (a particular natural language) to process, unconsciously a set
of rules. This process is often referred to as the Language Acquisition
Device (LAD) and its final result as linguistic competence. The LAD maies
use of the evaluation procedure during the acquisition process. It
constructs a set of rules and evaluates it against the data provided by the
environment to modify it. But as people's performance does not reflect
exactly their comﬁetence, one has to assume that the LAD's *“transitional
competences" (1) are very much restricted by the universal rules. The
linguist’'s job is very similar to that of the child's except that it is
conscious and starts from performance to reach competence and linguistic
universals. Because performance varies from person to person and from
situation to situation, the 1linguist has to resort to idealization and
introspection (see the influence of these principles on error analysis and
L2 acquisition studies in general, below).

To conclude this section, we could say that Chomsky's innateness
hypothesis is based on the argument that the environment is too poor to
provide, on 1its own, an explanation for language acquisition process. His
approach to the mind is modular; that is to say our faculties are
autonomous but may depend on one another during the developmental process,
(e.g. development of long term memory may facilitate acquisition of complex
sentences).

The advent of tranformational generative grammar in the early sixties
dominated the scene and led to a shift towards the individual; i.e. to the
human and universal but not the social. It led to introspection; hypothesis

formation, and evaluation procedure in linguistics. Performance became
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associated with imperfection while the linguistic competence of the ideal
speaker-hearer came under focus. The major aim was to discover the

universal innate human linguistic capacity.

I.2. Piaget's theory and the role of the environment

We would 1like to describe, briefly, Piaget's theory because it is
quite different from Chomsky's; because it has had an influence on
Krashen's "theory", which we will be discussing in this chapter; aﬁd
because it 1is becoming influential in 1language acquisition studies
(chap.4).

Piaget (1977) acknowledged that the adult cognitive development is
based on the contfoversial three classical factors together - 1) external
experience with the physical world, 2) social and cultural influences, and
3) hereditary programming - but introduced a fourth correlating factor he
called 4) equiliberation.

For Piaget (see Clark, 1975, pp.311-12) the individual relies on two

types of organization:

(i) - Functional invariants: they are characteristics of the mental

functioning that human beings make use of at any stage of their
development, and include two dialectically related processes -
assimilation and accommodation.

(ii)- Cognitive structures or schemata: they are the result of the

interrelation between assimilation, accommodation, the external

object, and the previous schemata.

During the process of schemata formation, we can notice a state of
indeterminacy which leads to a new state of equilibrium marking the end of
the process and a readiness for another schema formation process. "However,

the equilibrium, is conserved even it becomes incorporated into- a further
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search for better equilibria." (Piaget, 1977, p.19). There is an implied
acknowledgement of some sort of programming in cognitive development. But
Piaget insisted that "the important thing is that content is not
programmed." (ibid, p.19).

It is clear from this brief review of the main principles of Piaget's
theory that the mind is considered to be non-modular. Therefore, language
acquisition is part and parcel of the child's cognitive development.

According to the Piagetians, it seems (see Uzigris, 1977, pp.70—75)
that as the cognitive structures and the organism develop, the grip of the
immediate situation on the senses gets looser - development of abstraction
and reasoning. The child's acts at the age of around eighteen months become
progressively baséd on anticipations of further changes and probable
outcomes. At this stage the child starts to show some imitation of social

behaviour, and linguistic communication (holophrastic stage);

", ..instead of examining, banging, dropping, and stretching,
he begins to push toy cars around, to hug dolls...The adoption
of socially approved ways of acting on toys probably reflects
both imitation of models and modification of actions through

their outcomes" (ibid, p.73).

Around the age of twenty-two months, the child becomes more capable
of grappling with abstractions and begins to show a few signs of reasoning
- constructing reverse paths in his/her search for objects, making detours
through space to achieve goals; showing 1less signs of overt groping;
attempting successfully to imitate adults' facial expressions; trying to

convey messages through speech (telegraphic speech); etc.

e.g. 1 (A two-year old child making a remark about his

mother's speech which is an imitation of his).
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- Mother (delivering a stimulus): Joseph, go ronta ball!
- Joseph: Wha', Momma? "Go ronta ball?"

(Gleitman et al, 1977, p.91).

Notice that Joseph shows some sort of conscious differentiation
between his speech and his mother's which represents the target for him.

From this point of view the Piagetians would argue that language
cannot be separated from cognitive development and social integration. Tﬁe
Chomskyans would retort that they have never denied the interaction between
the different faculties of the mind. They would add that "development deals
with language in use - with pragmatics and performance.” (Cook, 1983, p.7).
They are interested in the linguistic competence and more importantly what
underlies it; i.e. linguistic universals.

The Chomskyans succeeded in convincing many 1linguists of the
importance of their endeavour. They have had a strong impact on researchers
in the fields of L1 and L2 acquisition. The influence of L2 acquisition
research on teaching methodology has been indirect and modest (as we have
remarked in Chapter One and will see in this chapter). In recent years, it
has been realized that performance deserves more attention (e.g. Faerch and
Kasper, 1983a) and interlanguage (IL) (see definition, below) needs to be
studied in terms of linguistic and pragmatic knowledge (e.g. Bialystok and
Sharwood Smith, 1985). Our claim in this thesis is that this new trend

could be of greater significance for FL classroom research.

II. The nativist approach to L2 acquisition

Longitudinal studies in the field of L1 acquisition research showed
that many of children's utterances were unique (i.e. different from adulf
native speakers), systematic (i.e. have some consistency at every stage of
acquisition), and based on a process of hypothesis formation and hypothesis

testing (i.e. strategies). These findings, which were restricted to
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phonology, syntax, and morphology, pointed to the importance of the role of
the postulated LAD (see I, above). They also encouraged .L2 acquisition
researchers to study learners' "approximative competences" (Corder,
1968/1981$32 "jdiosyncratic dialects" (Corder, 1973/1981) or
vinterlanguages"” (ILs) (Selinker, 1972).

IL has been definea and redefined by L2 theoreticians. Tarone (1983),
Bialystok and Sharwood Smith (1985) and Ellis (1985) seem to agree that
there are three main definitions or paradigms of IL. The three paradigins

are:

i) - The one IL competence paradigm (II.1l, below).
ii)- The dual competence paradigm (III.1l, below).

jii)-The continuum paradigm (II.2, chap.4, below).

These three paradigms show a progressive move from Chomsky's theory
and a gradual emphasis on the role of the environment in language
acquisition. This change is very significant for teaching methodology as we

will attempt to demonstrate throughout the rest of the present thesis.

IT.1. The One IL competence paradigm: a definition in line with

Chomsky's theory

In this section we discuss Adjemian's (1976) conception of IL which,
according to Tarone (1983, 1985) at 1least, is in 1line with Chomsky's
overall theory of competence. Adjemian's paradigm is a revised version of
Selinker's (1972). The main difference between the early version and the
later version is that IL for Selinker includes L1 rules (see Bialystok and
Sharwood Smith, 1985) while for Adjemian it does not. |

For Adjemian (1976) ILs are '"systematic". "permeable" and relatively

1

"stable".
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j) - ILs are systematic because at any stage of acquisition there is

some consistency that can be inferred from 1learner's output. Consistency
has to be derived from a large corpus of data. Since the learner's IL is
permeable (see below) and since there are situational and personal factors
that are 1likely to affect performance, the analyst has to rely heavily on

intuition to infer the 1learner's system and the mechanisms that

generate it.

ji - ILs are permeable. They are systems which are "somehow incomplete

and in a state of flux" (ibid, p.308). An IL may allow the penetration of

rules which are foreign to 1its systematicity mainly because of its
"incompleteness'". The learner who has to use his system to communicate may
resort to his L1 or TL. He/she may also attempt a distortion or violation
of some IL rules. According to Adjemian, only rules which have not yet
become stable and which block communication the most are simplified or
streamlined. Therefore, permeability accounts for strategies of 1learning
and strategies of communication (see II.1l, chap.4, below). In other words
permeability is the major factor in the building up and refinement of the

IL system.

iii - TILs are stable. Adjemian excludes IL rules which are permeable

when he deals with stability. Thus, IL rules which are stable are
systematic. They could be incorrect if compared to TL, but as far as IL is
concerned they are correct. For Adjemian the notion of stability is

Supported by fossilization and backsliding.

Fossilization is usually related to instrumental motivation (Schuman,
1975, p.140). When a 1learner can get by in the TL, his/her L2 acquisition
Process of the grammatical and phonological systems comes to a halt, as it

were. He/she may learn new vocabulary though. Students who stop learning a
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FL, or immigrants who go back to their native country may also experience
fossilization.

Backsliding, according to Adjemian, takes place when the learner
feels that he/she is in a "stress-provoking social setting" (ibid, p.316).
The learner in such situations may fall back on a former IL. Backsliding is
always towards an IL that has lost its permeability (cf. Tarone in II.2,
chap.4, below).

It is clear from the above review of Adjemian's paradigm that thefe
ijs a set of assumptions which are Chomskyan: a homogeneous and ideal
competence, constrained by wuniversals, which can be inferred through
introspection, preferably the learner's (see II.2, below).

Adjemian’s pﬁradigm is not clear about the role of the environment in
language acquisition. One feels, however, that Adjemian has come close
enough to Piaget's theory (I.2, above) when he dealt with permeability. He
was constrained by the Chomskyan approach and this is the reason for his
lack of clarity in dealing with permeability; particularly the interaction
between the environment and the individual in language acquisition and
communication.

Error analysis (EA) was the field that was very much influenced by

Chomsky's theory and which attempted to study L2 learners' IL.

IT.2, Error Analysis and Teaching Methodology

One has to concede that error analysis (EA) is as old as the teaching
profession itself. Teachers have always been anxious to find an explanation
for their students' most persistent errors. Seen from this perspective both
Contrastive Analysis (CA) and EA share the same incentive. They differ,
however, in their ways of dealing with 1learners' errors. This can be
justified to a very 1large extent by the context in which each approach

developed.
EA does not reject the notion of interference (see IV.3,chap.l.), which
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js basic for CA. Errors which are transferred from L1 are called
jnterlingual. EA shows, however, that many of learners{ errors are
developmental (similar to the child's acquiring an Ll). Developmental
errors, like for instance overgeneralization, are referred to in the
literature as intralingual errors. Intralingual errors have been observed
even among learners who &o not share the same Ll, particularly those who
have been exposed to the TL in informal settings; i.e. not in the classroom
(see however Felix and Hahn, III.1, below).

Corder (1876*/1981) dismissed the analysis of L2 classroom data

because it was artificial. He claimed that:

"...what goés on in the classroom in the target language
can scarcely be called ‘'language in use' at all. There is
good reason to suppose that the interlanguage data
generated in this sort of specialized verbal activity in
the classroom does not offer us a representative sample
of material on which to base an adequate account of the
learner's knowledge of any particular stage of his

career." (pp.68-69)

This is one of the main reasons that led EA to move away from its
initial goal which was, as we said in the beginning of this section, to
help teachers in their day to day activity - methodology. EA became
involved in the discovery of the mechanism that regulated acquisition (i.e.
“the built-in" syllabus). James (1976) expressed his disenchantment with

this turning away from the issues of teaching when he said, addressing

error analysts:

"Those who attack CA, wishing random exposure methods,
would share the view that the reason for relative ease

of learning one language over another is not to be found
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in the teaching, since they want to abandon teaching

altogether, it seems." (p.162)

Looking back on EA and the influence of Chomsky's theory on it, one can
mention a further reason that discouraged many researchers from studying L2
classroom discourse and deterred many error analysts from investigating the
output of learners who went through formal teaching.

It was not easy to elicit, let alone study, spontaneous
message-orientated discourse from learners who were taught according to the
audiolingual method: the present writer attempted to elicit some
"conversation" or role-play talk from first and second year Tunisian
learners. He quickly realized that the learners felt frustrated. He feared
that this might affect negatively their attitude to their classroom, and
decided to record only third year and fourth year learners. (See extracts
from learners' performance in II.l.2, chap. 4).

EA as a field of applied linguistics had many shortcomings from which
we list some, very briefly:

i) Description of errors were often superficial - e.g. omission,

addition , ordering. (Corder, 1972%/1981 and Dulay et al. 1982, chap.7).

ii) EA was often incapable of providing a correct interpretation of

learners' intentions or meanings (Corder, 1972%/1981, p.37).

iii) an error is often caused by more than one factor. That 1is why
EA was not able to maintain the dichotomy ianterlingual vs.

intralingual (Dulay et al. ibid).

iv) EA focused on the synchronic study of learners® IL. It concentrated

on product and not process which c¢ould be 1investigated through

longitudinal studies (Ellis, 1985, p.53).
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v) EA limited itself to the study of some morphological and syntactic

aspects of learners' IL (Dulay et al, 1982, p.1l46).

Notwithstanding the above shortcomings, EA provided some valuable
insights into L2 acquisition and strengthened teachers' belief in the
necessity of analysing error and tolerating it in the classroom. Teachers
needed to become justifiably realistic about their role in the classroom
(Corder, 1976%/1981 p.78): structural and linear syllabuses (see III, chaﬁ.l,
above), emphasis on correctness, and constant correction (Ellis, 1980,
pp.73-4) may not be of as much help as it was thought to be, since learners
appear to be programmed.

Because EA did not provide an alternative to the 1late audiolingual
method, which, as we saw in Chapter One above, had already gone through
some reforms, its effect on overall classroom discourse was modest.

Teachers had to carry on coping with their 1learners' errors, to
ensure that context was more meaningful, and to make the best they could of
the textbooks which became covertly structural (II.2, chap. 5). Teachers
could not wait for IL studies to bring them a detailed description of L2

acquisition process; i.e. the so-called natural syllabus.

III. A "balanced” view of the roles of the individual and the environment

in L2 acquisition

Longitudinal studies were undertaken in IL research to back up the
natural syllabus which was merely a hypothesis for EA. Learners' attitude
to the learning situation was also investigated. A concern about what
constituted the input for the learner became evident in the light of the
findings of the longitudinal studies.

Krashen (1981) tried to unify the emerging ideas in IL' studies and
other domains, as Gregg (1984, p.94) pointed out, in what he called "the

Monitor Model" (Krashen, 1979, p.152). We believe it is appropriate for the
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purpose of the present thesis to review Krashen's work and refer during our
discussion to the major ideas that were behind it.

As we shall see in the fourth chapter of the present thesis, the
findings in L2 acquisition research and the proposals put forward by the
advocates of the so-called communicative approach in language teaching are
converging. According £o Lightbown (1985, p.181) this is a happy
coincidence. However, "...it may be only the Krashen and Terrell ‘Natural
Approach’ (1983) which is claimed to be based on second—langu;ge
acquisition research.” (ibid, p.182). Therefore it is for this reason that

we have decided to review their approach later in this chapter.

ITT.1. A dual IL competence paradigm: Krashen's Monitor Model

We saw in section II.1l, above, how Adjemian defined IL as a
homogeneous system. We saw how error analysts studied learners’ IL from the
perspective of the homogenous competence paradigm. In this section we
present "a dual knowledge paradigm" (Tarone, 1983, p.156) which has been
developed by Krashen.

For Krashen acquisition and learning are two separate mechanisms
which give rise to IL and are conditioned by various variables.

Krashen (1981; 1985) posited five hypotheses:

i) - The Acquisition Learning Hypothesis

ii) - The Natural Order Hypothesis

iii)- The Monitor Hypothesis

iv) - The Input Hypothesis

v) - The Affective Filter Hypothesis.
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To wunderstand Krashen's Monitor Model, we need to explain its key

terms:

"Acquisition" Krashen believes, takes place when talk is

message-orientated, clearly understodd by the learner, and contains
linguistic forms which the learner's '"Organizer" (the equivalent of the
LAD) 1is ready to process. Children as well as adults acquire language
through interaction with their caretakers (Hatch, 1978; McLaughlin, 1981;
Snow, 1984). Teacher-talk may also resemble caretaker's speech when
communication is at a premium (Corder, 1971%/1981, p.83).

"Learning" is a process that is absolutely different from acquisition.

It does not involve the Organizer but relies instead on the '"Monitor". The

latter is a mechanism(s) that adolescents and adults make use of, involving
a conscious intellectual effort by the learner to capture the structural
rules of the TL. Learning results in a high aptitude; i.e. an ability to
manipulate the structure of the TL (see Gardner, 1985, pp.18-28). Learning
is very common in classrooms where the audiolingual method is followed. It
is in such environments that the learner, guided by the teacher, focuses on
TL form. By focus on form Krashen means drills in or explicit rules about
pronunciation, morphology and syntax (see e.g. 16, 17, chap. 1, above; see
also our discussion of Tunisian data, e.g. 1-8, chap.6, below). Although
drills wusually carry some sort of meaning, they often do not transmit a
message that interests the 1learner (see however, II.1.2, chap.3). As

Krashen and Terrell (1983) pointed out,

"No matter how "meaningful'" we try to make grammar
exercises, by their very nature they will not qualify
as optimal input for language acquisition since they

are not used for real communication."(sep.98).
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Adults, like children, are acquirers. Krashen (1981, chap.5) argues
that research shows that 1lateralization, or the specialization of each
hemisphere of the brain, may be almost totally complete at around the age
of five, if not before (ibid, p.76). He deduces that this 1is an evidence
which shows that lateralization has not much impact on the acquisition of
languages. This conclusion allows him to maintain that the Organizer is used
for L2 acquisition.

The Monitor becomes active at around the age of twelve. Adolescenés
at this stage become formal thinkers (see Gardner's 1985, 1979 discussion
on the interrelation between intelligence and aptitude and their
significant role in formal 1language contexts). They are very concerned
about people's attitudes towards them (Krashen, 1981, p.77). As a result,
they experience feelings of vulnerability and insecurity, wich induce many
of them to tend to be low-input generators (see Seliger, 1980a, p.90).

“The Affective Filter" has got to do with the 1learner's motivation.

Learners who have an integrative motivation (Schuman, 1975, p.140) are more
open to TL than those who have an instrumental motivation. Gardner (1985)
does not make an absolute distinction between integrative and instrumental
motivation. He adds that motivation requires a desire to learn a language,
an effort, and a favourable attitude (effort, want, affect; ibid, p.ll).
The general atmosphere in which 1language is learned/acquired (see
Gardner in III.1.1., below) together with learners' attitude to TL culture
and society are very important (Corder, 1979*%/1981 p.93). Krashen (1981)

said:

"If the affective filter is '"up', no matter how
beautifully the input is sequenced, no matter how
meaningful and communicative the exercise is
intended to be, little or no acquisition will

take place." (p.110).
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As wWe said earlier in this chapter, studies that focused on the

process of language acquisition in informal settings agree that there is

some sort of "Natural Order" which learners follow (see Krashen's 1981,
chap. 4, review of the morpheme study). For example it is now a well
established fact that "ing" form is acquired before "s" of the possessive
form which, in its turn,.is acquired before the third person singular
morpheme "s" (see comments in III.1l.1. below).

Krashen argues that if there 1is a natural order in languaée
acquisition, one has to think of providing learners with a suitable "Input".
A pgood input must contain structures that constitute intake; i.e.
linguistic structures for which the Organizer is ready. Krashen (ibid,
p.39) admits that.providing exactly the right input is not easy.

According to Krashen an ideal environment for 1language acquisition
requires: 1) an atmosphere that lowers the affective filter and 2) an input
that is a) interesting, b) comprehensible, and c) contains structures which
are slightly beyond the 1learner's already acquired rules. c¢) is what
Krashen calls interlanguage plus one (i + 1) and claims (with Terrell) that
the Natural Approach in L2 teaching is capable of achieving. As we shall
see the Natural Approach does not deal directly with the natural order. It
succeeds, however, in making input interesting and comprehensible and in
creating in the classroom a very relaxed atmosphere.

Learners differ. There are many variables which contribute to
lowering or raising the affective filter and to making learners 1) Monitor
over-users, 2) Monitor under-users, or 3) balanced learners who use the
Monitor but rely most of the tiﬁe on the Organizer. For instance, an
outgoing personality, self-confidence, field-dependence, etc. are

characteristics of high risk-takers; i.e. good acquirers, (see Gardner,

1985).

It goes without saying that teachers who succeed in creating a good

environment, do reduce any resistance to learning on the part of their

students.,
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Now that we have described Krashen's Monitor Model, it is possible to
reproduce this diagram from Dulay et al. (1982, p.6) to recapitulate what

we have said so far.

DIAGRAM 2.1: Working Model for Creative Construction in L. Acquisition*

INTERNAL PROCESSING

_ LEARNER'S
Jz vERBAL
PERFORMANCE

LANGUAGE
ENVIRONMENT

First Language

* An updated version of the chart on page 100, in Viewpoints on Enghsh as a Stlgor;’till:::!:lla_c\';,
edited by Manna Burt, Heid: Dulay and Mary Finocchiaro. New York: Regents ['u g Co.
Inc, 1977 Reprninted by permission.

ITIT.1. The Monitor Model and the theories behind it

Krashen (1979, p.162) insisted that his Monitor Model was only a
hypothesis. Recently (1985) he called it a theory. It seems to us that the
Monitor Model is far from being a theory of L2 acquisition.

Krashen borrows from Piaget's theory only the ideas that suit his
hypothesis. He adopts from Chomsky's theory the LAD but confuses linguistic

competence with language development (see I.2, above). Gregg (1984) pointed

out that:

"Conceptual knowledge, real world knowledge, common
sense, pragmatic competence, etc., are all necessary

for understanding and using language, but they are not

part of LAD" (p.90).

Krashen insists that the right input must be a) interesting and b)

comprehensible. Surely, these two criteria have nothing to do with the LAD
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as defined by Chomsky (I.1l, above), and consequently cannot be said to make
linguistic input equal intake. They are related to the yider domain of
pragmatics (see chap. 3, below); particularly relevance and
appropriateness. The latter 1is, in its turn, of a significant importance
for the communicative competence theory (Hymes, II.1, chap. 3, below).

The belief held by Krashem that speech which is interesting and
comprehensible is very likely to contain the input needed by the Organizer,
has its origins in i) EA (see II.2, above) and particularly the early vieﬁs
put forward by Newmark (1966*/1983542nd Macnamara (1973*%/1983) and ii) the
advocates of the interactionist approach (Hatch, 1978, 1983).

According to Newmark 1language 1learning is not an assemblage of
structures in a linear order (see gestalt theory, II.3, chap. 1, above).
The traditional audiolingual classroom isolates the learner from the TL in
use. It constitutes an interference with the natural learning process.
Newmark (ibid) insists that meaning has to be under focus and suggests the
introduction of drama or role-play in the L2 classroom.

Macnamara (ibid) makes a comparison between formal (classroom) and
informal (home, street, nursery) 1learning. He thinks that learners'
progress in informal settings is an embarrassment for teachers. Like
Newmark, Macnamara's opinion about the classroom 1is negative; "Classroom
conversations seem remote, unreal, and often 1lifeless compared with the
conversation of a mother and a child" (p.262). Teachers and students seldom
have anything important to tell each other. So Macnamara supports the
introduction of problem-solving activities in the classroom to stimulate
learners' interest in the message instead of form, and overcome "artificial
talk"”, (see IV, below, see also II.1.2, chap. 3, below).

The interactionist approach has some common ideas with Newmark and
Macnamara especially when it comes to Ll acquisition. I§s principal
proponent, Hatch (1978), claims that language acquisition evolves out of

learning how to carry on conversations. This view is now widely shared by
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Ll acquisition researchers (e.g. Wells, 1981, Snow, 1984, Sugarman, 1984).
Snow (ibid) has pointed out that "the very young child is clearly incapable
of figuring out the structure of language unless presented with linguistic
input that 1is decipherable on 1linguistic grounds" (p.81). Macnamara's
(1973*%/1983) position on the same issue does not sound outdated; "the infant
uses meaning as a clue to 1language, rather than language as a clue to
meaning” (p.260). Hatch (1983) like Newmark, Macnamara, Krashen etc. does
not believe that there is a big difference between children and adults ;s
far as language acquisition is concerned. She maintains that since
children's 1linguistic competence evolves from their interaction with their
caretakers, there is no reason why the same does not apply to adults.

Such views have contributed to inducing researchers (e.g. Long, 1983)
to study Native vs Non-Native discourses. The interactionists did also
encourage researchers to investigate thoroughly learners' communication
strategies (see II, chap. 4, below). However, as we can see from Krashen's
Monitor Model, interaction studies have been obsessed by the role of the
LAD. This criticism applies particularly to product-orientated research in
IL. and process-orientated research which has a special emphasis on
development (see introduction to present chapter).

If we take into account the general atmosphere in which the Monitor
Model was '"constructed", we can claim that it was conditioned by two major

factors:

1) - the almost unanimous disenchantment with the traditional
audiolingual and cognitive methods that dominated (and still

persist in) L2 classrooms.

2) - the attraction of spontaneous speech in informal settings
and the search for a method that provides "real communication"

in the classroom.
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It is from this point of view, we suggest, that Krashen's Monitor
Model and Terrell's Natural Approach have come to support each other. It is
not a coincidence (cf. Lightbown in III, above).

When Krashen refers to morpheme study (and almost exclusively to
morphemes acquired in inforﬁal settings where the so-called Monitor is
"dormant") he is only seeking support for (2), above.

Felix and Hahn (1985) have found that learners, whether they are in
L2 classroom settings or natural settings, follow similar strategies. Théy

have come to the following conclusion;

"We have to give up the assumption that tutored foreign
language leérning and naturalistic language acquisition

are totally different and unrelated phenomena" (p.325).

Van Patten (1985) presents a valuable insight based on the research
carried out in morpheme acquisition: Final "s" is used to mark plurality,
third person singular, etc. Learners do not acquire morpheme "s" regardless
of its syntactic positions. Van Patten suggests that it is more sensible to
study the order of acquisition of morphemes that share the same syntactic
root (e.g. Noun bound morphemes). He also makes the claim that some
linguistic items are more salient than others in message-orientated
discourse. Words are more salient than morphemes. However, some morphemes
are more salient than other morphemes because of their semantic role. In
the early stages of 1language acquisition, discourse between caretakers
(including teachers) and learners tends to focus on the here and now. *ing"
morpheme is first acquired at this stage. It is an important morpheme since
it provides temporal reference. Past tense morpheme is acquired next
because discourse moves from the here and now to the not here and not now.
Third person singular morpheme is acquired very late because it has hardly

any role in or effect on message.
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Felix and Hahn seem to question the view held so far by IL researchers
concerning the artificiality of classroom discourse (see for e.g. Corder's
description, II.2, above). They also phallenge Krashen's claim that when
focus is on form there 1is little chance for acquisition to take place.
Pica, on the other hand, supports the natural order hypothesis. She does
not accept Krashen's position concerning interface (i.e. the possibility
for the Monitor and the Organizer to develop each other). Van Patten's
study urges us to adopt a weak version of the innateness hypothesis. Tﬁe
order of acquisition of linguistic items (particularly morphemes) may be
very much determined by the kind of discourse that takes place between the
learner and the caretaker.

Let us now .move to another problem in Krashen's Model. Krashen
insists that the Organizer and the Monitor are two separate mechanisms;
i.e. he opposes interface. Pica (1983) shows in a review article that
Selinker and Lamendella; McLaughlin; and Bialystok (cf. Bialystok, 1985,
and II.3, chap. 4, below) hold the view that there are two devices similar
to what Krashen calls the Organizer and the Monitor. But Pica (ibid)
asserts that all these scholars disagree with Krashen on the interface
issue. Baalen's (1983) experiment to test Krashen's rejection of interface
has shown that interface does indeed take place (cf. Pica, 1985, above).
Therefore, the dual IL competence paradigm is too rigid to say the
1east.(5)

Krashen insists that the Monitor works only when there is a certain
amount of acquired 1language (Krashen and Terrell, 1983, p.72). Tunisian
learners of English, for instance, focus almost exclusively on form in
their first year - drills, rules about the grammar, etc. It would be
frustrating for them and their teachers to hear that 1little or no
acquisition took place. Krashen's Monitor Model has got a "con§olation" for
such learners: it is quite possible that learners master routines and

patterns (Krashen, 1981, chap. 7). Routines and patterns do not belong to
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either the Monitor or the Organizer. They are not a mechanism in IL,
either. But Tunisian learners who have a 1long experience in learning
languages (see I, II, III, chap. 5, below) are capable of using their
Monitor, so to speak, to infer the rules governing routines and patterns.
In other words, Krashen's claim that the Monitor works only when there is a
certain amount of acquisition is not tenable, and neither is his position
concerning interface.

Krashen has got an answer to our criticism. His answer, we think,

jeopardizes the Monitor Model. Talking about drills, he (and Terrell) said;

“If at the same time, however, the students keep in
mind the meaning of what they are repeating, perhaps
other aspects of form and structure...might be advancing

in the acquisition process."™ (1983, p.147).

Notice the uncertainty in this statement and compare it with the
familiar strong claims from Krashen.

As far as performance is concerned, Krashen insists that the 1learner
can use either 1) his/her Organizer or 2) the Organizer and the Monitor.
The latter makes the IL speaker sound more accurate. This accuracy is
achieved when the speaker focuses on TL form, knows the rules and has time
to apply those rules. For Krashen L1 is not a major factor in either
acquisition/learning or production, and consequently strategies of
acquisition/learning and communication depend on the mechanism(s) which is
at work. This view 1is not shared by many scholars who see that focus on
form is a matter of degree and there is no need to postulate two separate
mechanisms (see Bialystok, 1985, p.256)

Krashen has been influenced by the work done in the field of social
psychology (cf. Gardner, 1979,1985). Gardner (ibid) claims that L2 learning
is affected by i) social milieu, ii) individual differences, iii) context

and iv) outcomes.
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The social milieu is the cultural context in which an L2 is learned.

It englobes the attitudes and expectations in the minds of teachers,
parents and students (see the Tunisian 1linguistic community and the

attitudes toward foreign languages in chap. 5, below).

Individual differences include a) 1language aptitude, b) personality,

¢) motivation and d) anxiety that a learner may feel when speaking in the

classroom or outside it.

Context is either formal or informal. For Gardner (1979, 1985)
classrooms are formal and artificial contexts. He believes that the
classroom induceslaptitude (1979, p.196). He does not however postulate two
mechanisms of learning. Unlike Krashen, Gardner (1985, pp.167-8) believes
that only actual experience in the TL community is a natural
(non-artificial) context, (see our view in II.1l.2, chap. 3, below). He

(ibid) asserts that:

"Equating the individual who develops bilingual proficiency
in the home or the street with the one who develops such
skills primarily in a formal school context is meaningless.,
This is not meant to imply that the processes are necessarily

different, but simply that the contexts are different..." (p.4).

Outcomes are the achievements realised by the learner. If he/she
feels that there is progress, he/she becomes more motivated. Sometimes even
negative outcomes can induce certain learners to do better. For Gardner
(ibid, p.13), who studies L2 learners and not FL ones, achievement is of
little value if the learner "does not make use of the language ip real-life

communicative situations..."(p.13).
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Gardner (1979, 1985) 1is not much interested in the role of the LAD.

He agrees, however, with Krashen that a good methodology that stimulates
the learner and a friendly teacher could create a favourable attitude aﬁa
lead to high achievements.

In short, learning and acquisition are not determined by whether the
affective filter 1is high or low. And if the affective filter is low there
is little guarantee that only the LAD is functioning, (cf: e.g. 1, above).

Notwithstanding all the criticisms we have made so far, we think that
"there seem plenty of opportunities for other researchers to operationalize
some of Krashen's hypotheses or to develop related ones" (Lightbown, 1984,
p.246), (see the e.g. of Bialystok, chap. 4, below).

As we said earlier on, the Monitor Model expresses what teachers have

become dissatisfied with and shares with them the goals they wish to

achieve. Gregg (1984), referring to Krashen's views on this issue said;

"] agree with him that most language learning is unconscious,
that comprehensible input is vital for learning and that a
teacher's most important job is to provide that input, that
affective barriers can prevent successful acquisition of a
second language and that a teacher has the duty to lower those

barriers wherever possible. But then does anybody disagree?" (p.94).

So there is not much new in what Krashen advocates on the practical

level. This may be the main reason why Terrell's 'Natural Approach" happens

to be supported by Krashen's Monitor Model.

ITII.2. The Natural Approach

The Natural Approach comprises the silent approach and the Total
Physical Response (TPR) approach. It favours a focus on message in L2

teaching. So comprehension must precede production. Speaking in the TL
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emerges on its own among learners. Errors are tolerated and correctness is
not thought to be an end in itself.

The Natural Approach caters for the general learner who would be
interested in travels, studies in TL country, development of an open
attitude to other societies and cultures, leisure, etc.

The syllabus is based on situations and topics which progress in the

following way;

1 - "The personal identification stage" (e.g. name, address,

jdentification of objects in the classroom environment, etc.)

2 - "The -experience stage" (e.g. holidays, parties, health, foods,

travels, shopping, etc.)

3 - "The opinion stage" (e.g. friendship, love, marriage, religious

beliefs, environmental problems, etc.)

Students need to be informed from the start of the course about the
major principles of the natural approach. This is believed to adjust their
expectations and to enhance their confidence.

Classroom activities which follow broadly the syllabus outlined

above, could be divided into two major activities or stages. They are;

i.- "Getting started with the natural approach”

ii - "Oral communication development"

The two stages minimize the 1learner's reliance on conscious

monitoring and reduce his/her chances of falling back on the L1 (see

below).
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i. - "Getting started with the mnatural approach" contains three

activities which are;

a - pre~production

b - early production

¢ - extended production

a. pre-production. The teacher does the talking. He/she may rely on

"the here and now" to provide the learners with a comprehensible input.
*Learners are encouraged to observe the silent period. The so-called Total
Physical Reponse (TPR) which requires the learners to answer in physical
actions can be very useful in the classroom. Visual aids are also very much
recommended. Teacher's expansion (i.e. saying something in different ways)
are very helpful to the learners' comprehension of the message. They are
said to provide a wide net of input which is very likely to contain some
intake; i.e. linguistic items for which the organizer is ready.
The pre-production stage lowers the affective filter. Learners feel
comfortable and enjoy understanding messages in the TL. Acquisition of TL

structure is believed to be taking care of itself.

b. early production. Production, as we said earlier, emerges on its

own in the Natural Approach. Adults tend to attempt to make their first
utterances in their TL very early. Adolescents are slower. Teachers can use
different techniques to help their students make early productions. They
can ask them "Yes/No" questions and "Either/Or" questions. Teachers are
advised to expand further the net of comprehensible input and "“The net of

syntax and morphology will expand naturally..."(Krashen and Terrell, 1983,

p.80).
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c. extended production. Learners are encouraged to utter more than

one word at a time. All the techniques mentioned in a and b apply here. In
addition, learners who are ready for this stage (c), are asked to answer
open-ended questions, to contribute to open dialogues and to f£fill in

prefabricated patterns.

During a, b, ¢ students are free to respond. Errors in TPR do not
need to be corrected by the teacher. Students can get the right PR from fhe
rest of the class. Corrections of spoken errors are couched in the
teacher’s expansions. New vocabulary can be written down on the blackboard.
This is believed to prevent learners from attempting to invent their own

code (cf. V, chap. 1, above).

ii - Oral communication development. It is at this stage that

learners are encouraged to talk a great deal. This, in itself, is quite
motivating. The teacher's major task is to make sure that there are
acquisition activities taking place. According to Krashen and Terrell (1983,
PP. 97-124) there are four major acquisition activities that can be pursued
in the L2 classroom at the "oral communication development" stage. They

are;

a - affective humanistic activities

b - problem-solving activities

C = games

d - content activities

By acquisition activities Krashen and Terrell (ibid) mean;
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"...a broad range of events which have a purpose other

than conscious grammar practice...For acquisition to take
place, the topics used in each activity must be intrinsicaily
interesting or meaningful so that the students' attention

is focused on the content of the structure instead of form." (p.97).

a - affective humanistic activities. The 1learner is the topic of

interest in these activities which include open dialogues, interviews,
preference ranking, personal charts and tables, revealing information about

yourself, etc.

b -44prob1ém-solving activities. The environment (not that of the

classroom) becomes the focus of interest. Examples of problem-solving
activities 1include tasks and series, maps, graphs, developing speech for

particular situations, advertisements, etc.

c - games. It is important to fully integrate games in the L2 course.
They are an excellent opportunity for learners to provide one another with
a comprehensible input. Examples of games include illogical combinations,

adapted TV games, etc.

d_ - content activities. It is essential that 1learners acquire

something new other than language. Examples of content activities include
academic subjects, slide shows, panels, individual reports and

Presentations, visits of native speakers to the classroom, etc.

According to Krashen and Terrell (ibid, p.98) all acquisition
activities must ensure that there is 1) a focus on transmission of relevant
information and 2) a means of facilitating comprehension. These two

criteria are crucial particularly at the early stages of teaching/learning

an L2,
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Krashen and Te;rell suggest, towards the end of their book,that some
focus on form may give 1learners, especially those 1low risk-takers, the
chance to use their Monitor to achieve some accuracy. They also recommend
extensive reading with as little intervention on the part of the teacher as
possible. Finally, they propose that tests must assess 1learners' attitude
(i.e. output where attention to grammar is least paid). They reckon that
learners' aptitude (i.e. correctness in TL grammar) need not be tested.
They believe that learners' aptitude improves a lot faster if the natural
approach is adopted by teachers and textbook designers. These views conform
with the Monitor Model and stress that instruction may get in the learners'
way (see EA, above).

Although the majority of the acquisition activities described above
encourage communication of messages and are very likely to divert the
learners' attention from the linguistic form, some of these activities do
not achieve '"real communication". When a 1learner is shown a series of
pictures (an e.g. listed in the problem-solving activities) and is asked to
describe them, he/she will most probably produce a 'quasi-communicative"
speech to use Pattern's (1985, p.94) term. (See further details about this
in our analysis of FL lesson discourse, chap. 6, below).

It is clear from our review of the Mtural Approach that the main
concern of Krashen and Terrell is to provide an environment that helps the
Organizer acquire and produce the TL. Widdowson (1984) made this cynical
remark about Krashen's Monitor Model "...all we can do is feed the learners
with comprehensible input and hope for the best" (p.325). In other words,
Krashen and Terrell are not terribly concerned with developing the
learner's communicative competence. One can see, however, that the authors

of the Natural Approach are caught between their adherence to the Chomskyan

school and the attraction of pragmatics. On page 93, they, say that
communicative competence is acquired after the linguistic competence. On

pages 115-16, they claim that "the rules of communicative competence, or

)
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appropriateness, are complex and only partially described by scholars.”
(p.116). So at this point they agree with the error analysts, and
particularly Corder (1974*/1981) 1in stressing that "...what we cannot
describe we cannot teach systematically.” (p.48). But on pages 166-67
Krashen and Terrell (ibid) insist that "the two competencies are related"
and that "the main thrust of the Natural Approach is that one should first
aim for communicative competence." (p.167). This view could be traced in

the writings of Newmark (1966%/1983) and Hymes (1979).

IV. Conclusion

Most of the work done in "IL product-orientated research" and "IL
process—orientated research with special emphasis on (longitudinal)
development”™ (see introduction, above) has an obsession with the Chomskyan
innateness hypothesis underlying it.

In studying language acquisition in informal settings, IL researchers
think they are capable of discovering the process followed by the LAD - the
built-in syllabus. Other faculties of the mind and psycho-social variables
are considered to be of secondary importance.

Formal settings (classrooms) are believed to hinder normal linguistic
development (its rate and its route) and to be responsible for learners'
communicative incompetence because of their artificiality. Artificiality is
usually caused by 1) forcing the learner to use cognitive faculties other
than the LAD and 2) creating a discourse that is remote from everyday talk.

The predominant methods of teaching promote "artificiality", (see our
position in II.1.2., chap. 3, and I.3, chap. 4, below). Thus, the
audiolingual method and the cognitive method have fallen into disrepute.

Teachers have become convinced of the need to make the classroom as
"natural” as possible. But they have also realized that IL has .gone "pure";
i.e. of little relevance to methodology and abounding with gontroversial

findings (e.g. the morpheme studies).
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Krashen's Monitor Model, despite its numerous deficiencies has
appealed to many teachers, especially in the United States, for various

reasons;

i) - Because of the very nature of their job, teachers (and
teachers trainers) have not got enough time to investigate
the subtle theoretical bases of models of language

acquisition.

ii)- The Monitor Model claims to combat artificiality in the
classroom. It is backed up by a method of teaching and a

broadli defined syllabus; i.e. the Natural Approach.

iii)-The Monitor Model gives an importance to positive
motivation without resorting to the unpopular S-R
theory. It relies instead on the affective filter which

has its origins in the field of social psychology.

iv)- The Monitor Model recognizes the learner's major role
in the language acquisition process which is in line
with Chomsky's theory. It does not degrade the teacher's
role. The teacher's main task is to "create" a relaxed
atmosphere while providing an interesting and comprehensible

linguistic input.

v) - The Monitor Model inspires confidence because it supports
the Natural Approach. The general disenchantment with the
audiolingual and cognitive methods have given teachers a
sense of guilt especially those who fully support the

Chomskyan theory.
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Both the Monitor Model and the Natural Approach touch upon the field
of pragmatics but their major concern 1is the learne?'s linguistic
competence development. Pragmatics,_particularly speech act theory (see
chaps. 3, 4, below), has been explogted in Britain and Europe in
communicative syllabus design. Communicative syllabus designers stress the
functional aspect of 1anéuage. IL development process is of little concern
to them. They share the belief, however, with IL theoreticians and
researchers that once the learnmer is involved in a comunicative activit&,
form acquisition looks after itself. Communicative syllabus designers have
not got much to offer as far as methodology is concerned (see Littlewood's
attempt, I.3, chap. 4, however). So the Natural Approach is in a favourable
position in the eyes of L2 teachers.

As we pointed out on several occasions in the present chapter, IL
research and theory have extended to the domain of pragmatics. This trend,
as we shall see in chapter four, raises many serious questions concerning
the emphasis on the LAD, attempts to approach context in a more positive
way, and comes closer to the Piagetian theory of learning.

Before discussing this new trend we need to present the reader with a
review of the controversial domain of pragmatics, and to this task we turn

in the next chapter.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER TWO

First used by Corder, see for eg. Corder 1981, p.68.

All references to Corder in this chapter are published in Corder
1981. We have chosen to provide the first dates of publication of his
articles so that the reader can follow the development of the ideas
and does not deduce that there are contradictions.

As we shall see in III.2, below and chapter three, it is not easy io
talk of "real communication' in the L2 classroom.

Newmark's and Macnamara's papers have been published in various
sources. We have chosen to consult Oller and Richard Amato (1983).
The dates of first publications are kept 1in the text for
chronological reasons.

Recently, Krashen (1985, pp.38-42) has "softened” his position: "...
where learning does help acquisition, it does so indirectly: 1learned

competence does not become acquired competence." (p.42).



66

CHAPTER THREE

PRAGMATICS: ITS RELEVANCE TO L2 LEARNING STUDIES AND ITS IMPORTANCE

FOR THE ANALYSIS OF L2 LESSON DISCOURSE

Introduction

The present chaptef reviews the controversial field of pragmatics. It
sheds more light on L2 learning studies discussed in chapter two, above. It
prepares the ground for a fresh look at L2 learning/teaching which will be
presented in chapter four, below. It introduces the foundations for the -
model we have developed for the analysis of foreign language (FL) lesson
discourse in Tunisian secondary schools and locates it in relation to the
two major approéches to the study of discourse; i.e. "Orthodox discourse

analysis" and "Conversation analysis".

I. Pragmatics

Fraser (1983, p.56) limits pragmatics to the study of speech acts and
Grice's maxims for conversation (I.2.2., below). Levinson (1983) includes
in pragmatics the study of discourse - written and spoken. If we accept
Wilson and Sperber's (1984) definition of pragmatics as *the theory of
utterance interpretation" (p.26), then we can claim that we are adhering to
an extended conception of pragmatics.

As we shall see throughout this chapter Orthodox discourse analysis
and conversation analysis have been influenced by a v§riety of ideas from
different fields including ethnography of speaking and ethnomethodology
(I.3 and III.2.1, respectively). Each approach tends to focus on a
particular aspect of verbal communication and adopt particular techniques.
As Levinson (1983, p.368) has suggested there is a possibility of synthesis”
between the two approaches. In fact Edmondson (1981), whose modgl we adapt

to the analysis of FL lesson discourse, has drawn on both approaches (see

IV, below).
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I.1. The shift towards pragmatics in linguistics

Situated meaning has always been a challenge for lingu}sts (see chap.
1, above). Chomsky in his early work held that the domain of pragmatics
pertained to the speaker's perforﬁance; i.e. the actual "sloppy" use of
language. Hockett (I., chap. 1), before him, had been at pains to exclude
what he called the peripﬁeral systems in the study of languages.

Generative semantics has chosen to deal with truth-condition
semantics (i.e. meaning out of context). Lyons (1977, vol. 2, p.59b)
believes that we can gain good insight into the study of language out of
jts context. Robins (1984, p.13) has gone for a compromise: 1languages can
be studied from within and from without; "we are not on the horns of a
dilemma", she states. But Brown and Yule (1983a) find it inconceivable to
separate meaning from context. They ask: "Do we not immediately and quite
naturally, set about constructing some circumstances (i.e. ‘context') in
which the sentence could be acceptably used?" (pp.25-6). (See how Tunisian
learners react to sentences whose truth-values are questionable, e.g. 31,

chap. 6). Robin Lakoff in an uncompromising statement says:

"Linguistics is heading in the direction of practicality...
in fact, it will be increasingly recognized that theory
severed from application is suspect, that data generated in
the rocking chair, tested at the blackboard and described in
learned jargon are probably riddled with errors and

inaccuracies.” (in Benson and Greaves, 1981, p.52).

The need to go beyond what Lyons (1977, Vol. 2, pp.387-8) calls the
traditional system-sentence analysis has been growing, particularly after”
the philosophers of 1language, who treated language as action{ revealed a
new dimension for 1linguistics, leading to developments such as the

performative hypothesis discussed in Coulthard, 1977, pp.27-9 and Gazdar,

1979, chap. 1. '
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I.2. The contribution of the philosophy of language to pragmatics

The contribution of the philosophers of language to the domain of
pragmatics came through speech act theory and Grice's- maxims of

conversation.

I.2.1. Speech act theory
(1)

Austin (1963%/1971), ‘after having distinguished between performative

utterances (e.g. I name this ship Liberté.) and constative utterances (e.g.
All John's children are bald.), came to the conclusion that truth-value was
not always relevant. Both categories are subject to instances of
infelicity; i.e. voidness, lack of sincerity, and breach of commitment.
This led Austin (ibid) to propose "a new doctrine both complete and general
of what one is doing in saying something" (p.22). This "doctrine" is what
has become known as speech act theory.

A speech act is a locutionary act and a propositional/semantic act
which may be an illocutionary act, or a perlocutionary act.

According to Strawson (1964*/1971) a locutionary act is "the act of
saying something". Van Dijk (1977, p.196) defines it as an action at the
combined levels of phonetics, phonology, morphology, and syntax.

A propositional act consists of intensional acts (meaning as
conceived by generative semanticists), (ibid, p.197). For the early
philosophers of language it seems that the propositional act was assumed to
be part and parcel of the illocutionary act.

An illocutionary act is by definition a locutionary act and includes
meaning. It has an illocutionary force which may be exhausted by the
meaning of the sentence/utterance (e.g. I promise I will come).

However, according to the philosophers of language, in many cases,
the illocutionary force embodied by the function indicating device can be

M2 m - .« e  ae -
missing'"; i.e. a non-explicit or an indirect speech act, (e.g...?7..we will

see).
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Except when the intended illocutionary force is understood, we cannot
speak of an illocutionary act. "For to secure uptake is to secure
understanding of (meaning and) illocutionary force..." (Strawson,
1964%/1971, p.30). Thus, the role of intention or purpose (Van Dijk, 1977,
pp.197-203) cannot be overlooked. But can it be accounted for?

According to Austin, an illocutionary act is conventional (e.g. I
divorce you, I divorce you, I divorce you)?ﬁut, as we have seen, there are
illocutionary forces which are non-explicit, and to grasp the intentions
carried by them (secure uptake) one needs besides meaning, the whole
context of utterance,

Language philosophers, though aware of this shortcoming (Strawson,
1964*/1971, p.36), chose to confine themselves to the study of full-blown,
explicit illocutionary speech acts which are conventional.

Perlocutionary acts are speech acts aimed at producing in the
audience a behaviour that cannot be detected in the speech act itself -
insinuvation - and are very 1likely to produce unforeseen reactions and
outcomes (see Searle et al. 1980, p.vii). Perlocutionary acts have been
excluded by philosophers from the study of speech because, like in the case
of indirect speech acts, the speaker's intention is not determinable (see
Richards and Schmidt, 1983, pp.125-6).

To conclude this discussion we could say that the philosophers of
language dealt with paradigm cases represented by performative verbs. They
concentrated almost exclusively on illocutionary acts (i.e. direct speech
acts).

Speech acts are still capturing the interest of scholars. For
example, Fraser (1984) has studied "apologizing" in seventeen languages to
show the universality of its illocutionary force. Levinson (1983) who is
very critical of discourse analysts who adopt the speech act as a unit of
analysis, wonders whether conversation analysts, whom he praises, are not

talking about the same categories (see II.2.2, below);
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"Another puzzle that arises is whether the unreflective
use of categories like request, invitation, greeting and

the like, does not embody an implicit theory of speech

acts" (Levinson, ibid, p.368).

If, as we shall see, conversation analysts have been using categories
very much like those discourse analysts have been adopting, then this is a
strong justification for our adoption of speech acts in our model for the
analysis of FL lesson discourse.

One has to mention that discourse analysts are said to find some
trouble in accounting for indirect speech acts and perlocutionary speech
acts (Levinson, 1983, p.329). Such acts could be multifunctional. Brown and
Yule (1983a, pp.54-8) point out that an interpretation of speech from the
hearer's point of view which requires a full grasp of context, reveals that
multifunctionality is not always a problem and if the discourse analyst
becomes obsessed with 1it, there 1is every chance for overanalysis. (cf.
Edmondson's 1981, principle of "Learner Knows Best"). In any case discourse
analysts normally adopt a two-level model - speech acts and moves (see
definition of move in IV, below.

Discourse analysts have been criticized for not being clear about the
delimitation of the wunit speech act, (see Van Dijk's attempt in II.1.1,

below). Brown and Yule (1983a) suggest that

"From the speaker's point of view several sentences (or
syntactic chunks) strung together may constitute a single

act" (p.233).

Likewise a sentence could be more than one speech act (Van Dijk, IIL.1l.1,

below).

Finally, both discourse analysts and philosophers of language have



71

been criticized for their inability to reach a consensus on the number of
speech acts.

In our analysis of FL lesson discourse we shall discuss instances of
multifunctionality and variable 1length of speech acts. At that point we

shall attempt to give working solutions (see chap. 6).

I.2.2 Grice's Maxims of Conversation

Grice (in Kempson, 1975; McCawley, 1981; and Brown and Yule, 1983;)
emphasizes that conversation is in principle a cooperative process (see
definition of conversation in III.1, below) which is usually observed by
the participants. However, participants can choose not to adhere to omne or
more of the maxims, below. Well-formedness is not an issue here (Levinson,

1983, p.292 and the ethnomethodologists in III.2.1, below).

i) - The Cooperative Principles (CP) or maxims

Quantity: Make your contribution as informative as is required for

the current purpose of the exchange.

Quality: Do not say what you believe to be false. Do not say
that for which you lack adequate evidence.

Relation: Be relevant.

Manner: Be perspicuous.
Avoid obscurity of expression.
Avoid ambiguity.
Be brief (avoid unnecessary prolixity).
Be orderly.

(in Brown and Yule, 1983a, p.33).

The assumed cooperativeness 1leads the hearer to make sense of the

»

apparent illogicality of the speaker's utterance (see McCawley, 1981,

P.219) through the use of implication. Roughly speaking (for more details
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see Levinson, 1983 and Gazdar, 1979) implicature is said to be either

conversational or conventional.

e.g. 1. A. I'm out of petrol.

B. There's a garage round the corner.
e.g. 2. A. John is English, therefore he is brave.

In example one (1), B's utterance implicates that the garage round
the corner is selling petrol and must be open. This is an example of
conversational implicature.

Example two (2) implicates that the speaker establishes a connection
between the fact that John is English and the fact that he is brave. Thus,
we have here an instance of conventional implicature (Kempson, 1975,
p.145). According to Kempson (ibid) one of the differences between
conversational and conventional implicature 1is that the former is not
cancellable by the speaker while the latter is.

In very simple terms we can say that the hearer during the discourse
process attempts to supply the needed information to interpret the
speaker's utterance. To do so he/she relies on the relevant knowledge of
the world and the immediate constraints of the actual context (see further
discussion, below).

Wilson and Sperber (1981, 1984) think that Grice's maxims could be
reduced to the maxim of Relation. A speaker may unintentionally run the
risk of not observing one or more of the following maxims; Quantity,
Quality and Manner:

Quantity: It is not always easy to judge what is new for one's’
hearer. Quality: there is no absolute truth; the hearer may be sure that
the speaker is not well-informed. Manner: the speaker may confuse the
hearer; thoughts in unplanned/spontaneous discourse are not well structured

(see Goffman, 1974, p.501).
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The maxims of Quantity, Quality and Manner are relative:

They tend to be strictly observed in certain linguigtic communities
but not in others. Some groups within a particular speech commdnity may
consider these maxims very important, other groups may not. Finally, some
speech events (see below) require a high observance of these maxims while
others do not. Accordiﬁg to George (1984, p.l4) Quantity, Quality, and
Manner are culturally loaded terms: Anglo-American middle class parents
aspire that their children abide by such maxims.

Unlike 1its counterparts, Relation needs to be observed. Wilson and
Sperber (1984) claim that relevance is the basis for what they call
inferential pragmatics. They suggest a scale of relevance: '"the more
contextual implicétions a proposition has, the more relevant it will be."
(ibid, p.31). So in the extreme cases relevance may be very remote. George
(1984) thinks that the maxim of Relation is universal.

We believe that it goes without saying that relevance is an important
factor for both the hearer and the analyst in the interpretation of the
speaker's wutterance. We also think that the activated background knowledge
the hearer uses to interpret the speaker's utterance is delimited by the
assumed relevance (see II.1l.2.).

The notion of a scale of relevance 1is very interesting. It can
explain many instances where communication breaks down. It can be exploited
to determine when a particular speaker in a particular speech situation has
decided to remain in the same or shift to a new speech event or genre (see
definition, below). As we shall see in our study of FL lesson discourse,
the apparent remoteness of an utterance often coincides with a shift to a

particular frame (see II.1.2, below).
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I.3. The contribution of ethnography of communication to pragmatics

Ethnography of communication is a branch of anthropo}ogy. The latter
has a holistic scope of inquiry and seeks to encompass the wunity of man
(Yahoda, 1982, p.3). The notions which we will describe below are
abstractions based on many studies of various speech communities. A1l the
notions are selected from Hymes (1972a). They are significant for the

development of discourse analysis (see II below).

1) Speech situation. A speech situation is an environment where,

among other activities, verbal interactions take place (e.g. a

wedding, a funeral, etc.)

2) Speech event. A speech event is the verbal interactions that take

place in a speech situation. Conversations, lectures, sermons,
etc. are speech events, according to Richards and Schmidt (1983,

p.119).

3) Speech act. A speech act is the smallest component of a speech

event. It could exhaust the speech event (e.g. “Fire!").

4) Components of speech. Components of speech are:

i) Participants. Participants are called speaker and hearer. At

least two participants are needed for a speech event to take

place.

ii) Situation. Situation includes setting (time and place) and

scene. Scene is psychological; within the same setting

'

participants may be carried away from the here and now. They

may '"ramble'" from one topic to another and move from the

present to the old days or the future.
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iii) Message: A message has got a form (how something is said)

and a content (what is said). Form and content must be studied
together. They are inseparable. Sometimes form overrides
content (e.g. in lesson discourse, intonation sometimes

determines the illocutionary force of a speech act).

iv) Ends: Ends are conventional purposes (the purpose of a
speech event like a prayer, a toast, etc.) and participants'
purposes (e.g. speaker hesitates and hearer tries to convince,

etc.).

V. Kei: Key "provides the tone, manner or spirit in which an
act is done" (Hymes, 1972). Notice how news readers change
their tone of voice or facial expression; (paralinguistic
features). Key could be considered as part of the form of a

message.

vi) Channel: A channel could be oral or written.

vii) Norms of interaction and interpretation: Norms of

interaction (e.g. when to interrupt) and norms of
interpretation (e.g. how to interpret a speaker's
interruptions) are not the same for each community (see the
conversation analysts' findings on norms of interaction,

IIT.2.2. below).

viii) Genres: Genres are verbal activities that are ritualized;

e.g. prayers, proverbs, poems, etc. If conversation is a speech

event, then we expect it to comprise genres like sounding etc.

(see Labov, 1972).



76

Hymes (1972) does not define topic in the article from which the
notions described above are selected. We suspect that "contept" means topic
for him. In another article Hymes (1964*%/1972b) defines topic as "...having
to do with reference (in the seﬁse both linguistic meaning proper and
denotation) and content" (p.38). Brown and Yule (1983a) 'said "...topic
could be described as.the most frequently used, unexplained, term in the
analysis of discourse." (p.70).

Hymes®' (1972a) notions could help us understand context and ifs

components. Let us take an example of context to illustrate this:

The speech situation is an FL classroom. The speech event is an

English lesson. The genre is "saying the linguistic form of the FL" (see
definition in II.1.2, below). The topic is "question tags". The setting is
a secondary school in Mahdia, Tunisia. The date 1is Monday, the 10th of

November, 1983. The time 1is eight thirty in the morning. The participants

are: a) second year English students; males and females aged between
fifteen and seventeen; b) the teacher; a female aged about twenty eight.

The conventional purpose is to teach/learn English. The teacher's purpose

at eight thirty is to get her students to master the usage (see Widdowson,

1978, chap.l) of question tags. The students' purpose is to satisfy their

teacher. The channel is oral.

Notice that some components of context (particularly participants and
setting) may be given an endless description. We think that context is best
defined from the hearer's point of view; i.e. the relevant background
knowledge activated to interpret the speaker's utterance (see II.1.2,
below).

From the illustrative example above, we can deduce that the usage of
question tags is practised in context. Sentences in L2 classroom discourse

are utterances. The participants' background knowledge is constantly called

for (see Brown and Yule, I.1, above). In our analysis of. FL 1lesson
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discourse, utterances occurring in '"Saying the linguistic form of the FL"
and whose truth-values are questionable will be discussgd and commented
upon in section II, chap.6.

Context is both fixed and dynamic. As we shall see in II.1l.1l, below,
topic is one of the most dynamic components of context. Context contains
genre which is rigid and often stereotypic. Brown and Yule (1983a, p.61)
assert that genres are determined through generalizations across experience
(see II.1.2, below). Goffman (1974) uses the term Frame. For him people are
capable of identifying a particular Frame by answering the question "What
is it that is going on here?" (p.8), (see more details in II.1l.2, below).
We think that L2 classroom researchers would reach better insights if they
avoided accusing teachers of presenting language out of 1its context and
asked themselves "What 1is it that is going on here?" This line will be
developed in section II, chap. 6, below .

Now that we have reviewed some of the major contributions to
pragmatics, we think it has become possible for us to move to discourse
analysis. The contributions of other fields such as artificial intelligence

and ethnomethodology will be referred to in due course.

II. Discourse and discourse analysis

"Discourse" 1is often taken to cover all aspects of verbal
communication; written or spoken. Researchers distinguish between different
speech events, which they call discourses - e.g. interviews, toasts,
conversations, etc.

Brown and Yule (1983a, 1983b) distinguish between what they call
transactional and interactional discourse. Their distinction does not go
against the common view mentioned above.

i) Transactional discourse is primarily geared towards the

transmission of information; i.e. primarily transactional or
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message-orientated. If the mesage is "distorted" by either the speaker or
the hearer, unfortunate and probably disastrous consequences may ensue

(e.g. in courtroom discourse).

ii) Interactional discourse is primarily geared towards expressing

social rTelations and personal attitudes; i.e. primarily person-orientated

(see conversation, III.1, below).

As we said in I, above, very often (e.g. Brown and Yule, 1983a)
discourse analysis is used as a cover term to refer to any study of
discourse, and this is how we conceive it.

Levinson (i983) distinguishes between what he calls "discourse
analysts”" and "conversation analysts".

"Discourse analysts" have tended to focus on transactional discourse
and mainly written texts. They tend to adopt theoretical principles and
techniques similar to those employed by the Chomskyans in the analysis of
the sentence (see II.1, below). In Frawley's (1985) terms most of the
so-called discourse analysts tend to be orthodox or Platonian (see below).

“"Conversation analysts" wusually focus on interactional discourse.
They seem to reject the formal approach followed in orthodox discourse
analysis. Most conversation analysts are ethnomethodologists who prefer, as
we shall see in section III.2, below, to talk of regularities rather than
well-formedness and rules.

As we pointed out earlier on in this chapter, there is room for
synthesis between "“conversation analysis" and "orthodox discourse
analysis". As a matter of fact our analysis of FL lesson discourse selects

its principles from both approaches.

IT.1. Orthodox discourse analysis

According to Frawley (1985), orthodox discourse analysts tend to work
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within the scope of Habermas' theory of communicative competence rather
than Hymes'. So a brief review of the two theories is in order.

Hymes (1966%*/1979) proposes his communicative competence theor& which
stresses appropriateness. For him the child acquires not only 1linguistic
competence but also "when to speak, when not, and...what -to talk about,
with whom, when, where, in what manner..." (p.15), (see I.3, above; see
Goffman, 1974, p.363).

For Habermas (1970) "...communicative competence means the mastery of
an ideal speech situation" (p.367).

Frawley (1984) points out that orthodox discourse analysts insist on

the incorporation of language use but assume that

"...discourse must have to be well formed in ideal
communicative situations: this is clearly the
Chomskyan paradigm rewritten at the discourse level.
It is as if discourse researchers agree in principle
with Habermas (whom they rarely read) yet quote and
follow Hymes (whom they all read, but probably in not

enough detail)." (p.119).

Frawley and Lantoff (1985) claim that orthodox discourse

analysis is prescriptive.

"...such models, in making data acountable to

pre-articulated structures, describe not what humans

actually do in discourse processing, but what they must

do." (p. 25).

Lantoff (1985) considers Edmondson's model for the analysis of spoken

discourse and Sinclair and Coulthard's (1975) model for the analysis of L1
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classroom discourse to be rather orthodox. As we shall see in due course
such Agaels have got their weaknesses and limitations but they are not
prescriptivist. They attempt to discover regularities in discourse.
Edmondson's model in particular captures many regularities discovered by
conversation analysts. (It 1is for this reason that we have decided to
review it after our discussion of conversation analysis, below).

Frawley and Lantoff (1985) consider the early work of Van Dijk to be

very representative of orthodox discourse analysis, and we agree with them.

IT.1.1. Van Dijk's work: an illustrative example of orthodox discourse

analysis

Van Dijk was a textlinguist who saw text as a series of sentences. He
progressively moved towards taking into account a potential writer
(speaker) and a potential reader (hearer) in his analyses.

For Van Dijk (1977, 1981) a sentence represents one proposition or
more. An utterance by a speaker (or a text by a writer) can be one sentence
or a series of sentences. The relations between the sentences are
determined by many constraints. Among these constraints we mention

reference and entailment.

e.g. 3. Reagan was reported to be joking when he talked
of bombarding the Soviet Union. The Russians took

it seriously.

In example three (3), sentence 2 1is related to sentence 1
anaphorically. "The Soviet Union" and "the Russians" could be said to be
referring to the same people. Our knowledge of the world is involved here.
"It" in sentence 2 can be considered to be referring to the pgoposition of

Ssentence 1; i.e. "He talked of bombarding the Soviet Union".
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Sentence 2 depends heavily for its understanding on sentence 1; that

ijs sentence 1 contributes to the context in which 2 can be interpreted.

Let us now turn to entailment,

e.g. 4. Peter sent a letter to his aunt. Owing to the

postal strike, it came too late.

An implicit proposition that can be formulated in the following
sentence; “Peter sent a letter by post"; is entailed from sentence 1. This
entailment is necessary to understand the relation between sentence 1 and
sentence 2. In a system sentence analysis (see e.g. Kempson, 1975) a
sentence has a series of entailed propositions. In textlinguistics (see Van
Dijk, 1977) only the relevant propositions - the missing links - are
entailed. They are not normally represented by sentences in the utterance
(text). Entailed propositions, like explicit propositions, become part of
the speaker's (writer's) and hearer's (reader's) presuppositions - shared
knowledge - as the discourse goes on. They become part of context which is
dynamic (cf. I.3, above).

Example five (5) below, may be considered overcomplete in certain

discourses.

e.g. 5. Peter sent a letter to his aunt. *Peter sent
a letter by post. Owing to the postal strike,

it came too late.

Example 5 contains redundant information and is therefore
"ill-formed". The degree of completeness of an utterance depends on the
goal of the speaker and the assumed expectations of the hearer. "Natural

discourse merely denotes those facts which are PRAGMATICALLY RELEVANT; 1i.e.
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which the speaker thinks the hearer should know..." (Van Dijk, 1977, p.97),
(cf. Grice's maxims, above).

The missing 1links (implicit information) contribute to the
postulation of TEXT (ibid, p.3): ; theoretical unit for the extended
linguistic theory (see below). TEXT is the underlying representgtion of the
UTTERANCE which must be ébstracted from all actual utterances (or written
texts).

The notions of TEXT and UTTERANCE have led to the postulation of
CONTEXT and MACRO-PROPOSITIONS (see below).

Humans share a way of perceiving the world (Van Dijk, 1977, p.97, see
Hymes in I.3, above). This makes them share "The ASSUMED NORMALITY of the

world" (Brown and.Yule, 1983a, p.62). An example like six (6) below is odd;

e.g. 6. There was a glass in the room. Under the glass,
there was a table. Under the table there was a

floor.

Linguistic communities despite their differences have many similarities
(see Hymes, in I.3, above). These similarities can be attributed to the
fact that humans belong to the same species and that they share the same
basic ways of perceiving the world (see gestalt theory in chap. 1, above).
Each individual, to some extent, sees the world according to his/her
cultural background which contributes to his/her assumed normality of the
world. CONTEXT is what becomes presupposed as the discourse progresses. It
is the participants' previous assumed knowledge, and it is also our

universal assumed knowledge of the world. However, each individual

perceives things and events according to his/her psychological state and

personal experience. Both the shared and the personal together with the
actual (the progress of discourse) are reflected in one's use of language.

The speaker is assumed to have a PLAN (Van Dijk, 1977) or a
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MACRO-PROPOSITION just before he/she produces the series of sentences in
the utterance. Thus, TEXT has a MACRO-STRUCTURE.
The well-formedness of seven (7) below, depends " on its

macro-structure;

e.g. 7. My grandmother wrote me a letter yesterday. Six

men can fit in the back seat of a Ford.

The ordering of events by SPEAKER or HEARER (not an actual speaker or
an actual hearer in an actual discourse) does not follow in most cases the
linear and causal order. There is as a matter of fact, a cognitive ordering

of events. For HEARER,

", ..ACTUAL (cognitive) PROCESSING operations are...
HYPOTHETICAL or PROBABILISTIC: during input and
comprehension of a certain sentence and underlying
propositions...(he/she) tentatively constructs the
macro-proposition which most likely dominates the
proposition in question. This hypothesis may be
confirmed or refuted by the rest of the discourse.
In case of refutation another macroproposition is

constructed.” (Van Dijk, 1977, p.157)

The orthodox discourse analyst who postulates abstract notions like
TEXT, CONTEXT, UTTERANCE, SPEAKER, HEARER, etc. tries to formulate
recursive rules of DISCOURSE, which take into consideration the linguist's
rules of grammar (Van Dijk, 1981). )
The orthodox discourse analyst bases his study on the theory and

methods of Dboth system sentence grammarians (particularly the

generativists) and textlinguists. He makes use of intuition, hypothesis
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formation and data fabrication. The orthodox discourse analyst is also very
interested in constructing a new linguistic theory which copes with ACTION

in CONTEXT.

e.g. 8. Excuse me. Could you tell me the time, please.

I've left my watch at home.

Utterance eight (8) has three sentences. However, if we adopt the
notion of macro-structure, all 8 is a macro-speech act. "Excuse me" cannot
function by itself. It is an auxiliary speech act. "I've left my watch at
home" justifies the act of asking the time, but the speaker could do
without it. "Could you tell me the time, please” is the main speech act and
contains the macro-proposition of the whole utterance. (See our discussion
of speech acts in I.2.1, above; see the acts and moves adopted in the
analysis of FL lesson discourse, chap.6, below).

An introduction of the theory of action consolidates grammaticality in

micro-structure analyses;

e.g. 9. Open the door and close the window.

e.g. 10. *It's stuffy here and open the window.

"and” in nine (9) is a grammatical and pragmatic connective. It joins two
speech acts which are requests. The ungrammaticality of ten (10), above, is
due to the fact that "and"” joins an assertion and a request; i.e. two
different speech acts (see our position in I.2.1, above).

Orthodox discourse analysts tend to rely on intuition and many of
them do not show much readiness to tackle actual data. Thgy, like the

microlinguists, run into numerous difficulties.

e.g. 11. Because John is ill, he won't come tonight.
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e.g. 12. John won't come tonight, because he is ill.

According to Van Dijk (1977) "Because John is ill", in example eleven
(11), is presupposed by both speaker and hearer - it is part of context.
The remaining part of eleven is considered to be carrying new information
to the hearer. It seems.to us that such intuitive judgements which are akin
to topic and comment in generative grammar (see Kempson, 1975) are not very
convincing.

Example twelve (12) above, is informative in its entirety (except for
"John" who may be known by both participants).

The major weakness, if we may say so, of orthodox discourse analysis
has been the fact that it could not distance itself from the overall
theoretical frame on which generative grammar has been constructed.

But one must admit that orthodox discourse analysis has shed more
light on context (see I.3, above). Context is seen here to be much more
dynamic - old or presupposed information helps in the process of utterance
interpretation. Because Van Dijk has concentrated on written texts, he has
not taken into account those features of context which are "stable" and
constitute what Goffman calls frame (see II.1l.2, below).

The notion of macro-proposition which the reader (the hearer) builds
up as discourse progresses has been well exploited by Meyer (1979, pp.5-11)
in her study of the process of reading.

However, Van Dijk's strong conviction that every text has one and
only one macro-structure is not well founded. As Brown and Yule (1983a,
pp.107-13) suggest, what is assumed to be a macro-structure is nothing but
a title Van Dijk gives to a text according to his understanding.

Recently Van Dijk and Kintsch (1983) have published a new book which
emphasizes that "discourse understanding is strategic" (p.ix). This book
which reproduces almost the same ideas discussed above, has been hailed by

Frawley and Lantoff (1985, p.25), as the only study that ddes not follow
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the principles of orthodox discourse analysis. But the 1limitations

described by Van Dijk and Kintsch (1983, pp.9-10) themselves, urge us to be

cautious in accepting Frawley and Lantoff's claim. The limitations ‘'can be

summarized in three points:

i) The model does not deal with actual verbal interaction.

ii) The model is still limited and idealistic.

iii) Language users are idealized.

One of the contributions of Van Dijk and Kintsch's book is that it

incorporates, like some new studies in discourse analysis, the notion of

Frame or schemata.

II.1.2. Frame theory in discourse analysis

According to Van Dijk and Kintsch (1983) "Knowledge structures are
variously called schemata,...frames,...scripts" (p.47). The differences
between these three notions are not very significant. Whatever the term we
choose, we are dealing with "a means of representing that background
knowledge which we all use, and assume others can use too, when we produce
and interpret discourse." (Brown and Yule, 1983a, p.250).

The notion of Frame has originated from artificial intelligence
(Minsky, 1975) and sociology (Goffman, 1974).

Goffman, whose ideas we will review in detail, said:

"It seems that we can hardly glance at anything without
applying a primary framework, thereby forming conjectures

as to what occurred before and expectations of what is likely

to happen now." (ibid, p.38)
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Minsky (ibid) defined Frame as:

"...a data structure for representing a stereo-typed situation,
like being in a certain kind of a living room, or going to a
child's birthday party. Attached to each frame are several kinds
of information. Some of this information is about how to use

the frame. Some is about what one can expect to happen next.
Some is about what to do if thesé expectations are not

confirmed.” (p.212)

According to Minsky a frame may contain subframes. It may be a
component within a Frame-system - a series of Frames. Each frame has a
network of nodes and relations. The top levels of a frame are fixed and

represent things that are true about a situation. The 1lower 1levels of a

frame have many terminals which are normally filled with default
assignments. The latter are attached loosely to their terminals and '"can be
easily displaced by new items that better fit the current situation'" (ibid,
p.213).

Information is processed in a top-down and bottom-up manner. This
view has become very popular recently among discourse analysts,
particularly Van Dijk and Kintsch (1983). For the 1latter, the reader
(hearer) is active making guesses, reformulating them and storing
information (in his/her presuppositional pool; Werth, 1981, p.135) as
he/she goes through a text (listens to an utterance). Words activate one's
relevant background knowledge which in its turn sheds light on the meaning
of words (see Galisson, 1983, pp.77-8). It is a dialectical process (Van
Dijk and Kintsch, 1983, pp.10, 15, 303). The presupposed knowledge that the
reader (hearer) adds to his/her activated background kqowledge is
constructed in macro-propositions (see II.1l.1, above). While constructing

the macro-propositions, the reader (hearer) guesses at the discourse type
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(roughly the equivalent of genre) and the macro-structure of the text
(utterance), (ibid, p.92).

Lenhert (1980) has shown how many difficult issues in
micro-linguistics (system-sentence analysis) can be explained through Frame
theory. Pronominal reference (see e.g. 3, above), focus establishment (e.g.
11, 12) etc., can be inferred from the reader's (hearer's) activated
background knowledge. (See Wilson and Sperber's ideas on what they call
inferential pragmatics, I.2.2, above).

The notion of top-down and bottom-up processing information seems
very appealing. In studying the reading process, the discourse analyst has
to rely on his informant's introspection. The results reached so far show
that Frame theory'has got a strong cognitive basis (Van Dijk and Kintsch,
ibid).

Levinson (1983, pp.328-32) argues that those who study verbal
interaction (e.g. conversation) do not need to rely on Frame theory.
Conversational surrounding can give a lot of help to the analyst. For a
discourse analyst who is an insider to the scene, even silence or pauses
are normally not difficult to interpret (but see III and III.1, below). The
major task of the di;course analyst then, is to capture those
interpretations in a neat model. As Levinson (ibid, p.288) suggests
researchers 1like Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) and Edmondson (1981) have
fallen short of achieving this goal. Their models which make use of
categories 1like acts and moves do not reveal the depth that characterizes
spoken discourse.

To overcome this weakness we have introduced the notion of frame. Our
conception of frame is very much akin to Goffman's. It does not undermine
Minsky's, though.

We see FL 1lesson discourse as a Frame-system (Minsky:s term). It

contains four frames which are:

1) Saying the Linguistic Form of the FL.
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2) Speaking in the FL.

3) Transacting in the FL.

4) Interacting in the FL.

In very simple terms (more details are given in the rest of the
present chapter and chapter six, below), Frame (1) Focuses on usage
(Widdowson's term, 1978a, chap.l); Frame (2) is'quasi-communicative",i.e. no
"new" information is being exchanged (see III.1l.1, chap.2; see also II.1,
chap.5); Frame (3) is very much like what Brown and Yule (II, above) call
message-orientated talk; and Frame (4) is very much like what Brown and
Yule (II, above) refer to as person-orientated talk.

In our model, frames consist of moves which contain acts. The fact
that a given category of act or move (see chap. 6, below) occurs in more
than one frame makes the model very flexible.

Goffman (1974) in his study of (verbal) human behaviour identifies
four frames which are: (i) Theatrical Frames; (ii) Fabrications; (iii)
Primary Frames; and (iv) Keyings. We will focus on the 1last two frames

because they are very relevant to our study of FL lesson discourse.

i) Theatrical Frames. In a theatrical frame the actors follow a given

script (text). They represent fictional characters. Their performance is

watched by an audience whose members have paid for the spectacle. (Goffman,

ibid, chap.5).

ii) Fabrication. It is possible for one participant or more to give

the rest of the audience and participants the impression that he/she is
involved in the same frame as they are but he/she is not (ibid, chap. 4).

Fabrication can creep in in any of the three Frames. (See discussion of
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e.g. 16, below).

jii) Primary Frames. In a primary frame participants and audience

tacitly agree that an activity in which they are involved is meaningful,
usual, and fundamental (ibid, chap. 2, particularly pp.11-35). Normally,
primary frames disappear in the smooth flow of everyday activities (p.39).

(cf. genres in I.3, above).

iv) Keyings. Keyings are activities patterned on primary frames

(ibid, pp.43-44) and are seen by the individuals present (audience and

participants) to be so.

Children play games where they imitate primary frames (e.g. wedding
ceremonies, war games, etc.). Obviously not all games are Keyings. Some
games, whether between adults or children, could belong to primary frames.
A game of cards where the loser is expected to pay a substantial amount of
money could be considered an example of primary frames (see down-keying,
below).

Practising, like playing, is seen by Goffman as an example of keying.
In practising, learners or neophytes are wusually guided (see Vygotsky's
theory in Wertsch, 1980, p.159; see Bialystok's views in II.3, chap. 4,
below) by an experienced person. In the early stages of the
learning/practising process focus is directed towards just one feature of
the primary activity. At a later stage, learners are led to focus on more
than one feature. However, Goffman (1974, p.65) insists that practising is

totally different from "doing" (behaving in a primary frame).

According to Goffman (ibid, p.347), as long as the participants and
the audience are engrossed and involved in a particular frame, then every

action that takes place is relevant (I.l.1, above) and “real after its

fashion".
e —————
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The individual, Goffman (ibid, pp.345-70) argues, has needs of his
own (see e.g. 3% from our Tunisian data in II.1.5 chap. 6, below) to shift
from one frame to another. This action disrupts the involvement of the

audience but it is short 1lived. Goffman calls it breaking Frame (ibid,

chap. 10). He identifies two ways of breaking frame: (i) upkeying or
flooding out and (ii) downkeying.

Upkeying is usually a movement from Keying to a primary frame.

e.g. 13. (taken from the Milroys, 1977).
T.D. You see the way you moved to Hollywood?
What's so special about Hollywood that you like
'PAUSE
R.L. Well, it's quiet. There's no trouble in it, is there?
T.D. Would you ever come back to the New-townwards Road?
R.L. Don't think so.

(etc.) (pp.44-5)

T.D. a Northern Irish worker chose not to behave as he usually does
towards his sister, R.L., by interviewing her, i.e. Keying which consists
of playing (see above). The interview, the Milroys remark, did not last
long and both participants shifted from this somehow self-inflicted
strenuous task to a 1less demanding one. The interviewee's dry and
"impatient replies" (ibid, p.45) reveal her refusal to get involved in the
role-play. In short, we have here one participant (T.D.) who was willing to
maintain Keying while his sister (R.L.) was on the verge of upkeying.

Downkeying is a shift from a primary frame. Goffman (1974, pp.36-7)
gives the example of the gamblers whose game degenerates into playfulness:
they start making higher and higher bids while laughing 1oude§ and louder.
In such circumstances, we think, downkeying takes place to enable one of

the players to save face, (see Goffman's "On Face Work", 1955, pp.233-5).
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So far, it 1s <clear that Goffman's frames cover all kinds of
behaviour. For an analyst of the FL lesson discourse frame-system, they are
varch-frames". In fact, if we look at FL lesson discourse from Goffman's
point of view, we can say that it falls within keying.

It 1is worth emphasizing at this point that for the FL learner, at
least, "doing" takes place when in contact with the L2 native speakers and
not in the classroom where the teacher and students share an L1. Daden
(1975) describes FL classroom discourse as ‘'careful and controlled"”
(p.112). Crystal (1981) talks of the FL classroom as "a pedagogically

orientated world"” (p.43). Allwright (1984) states that

", ..communication practice in the classroom is
pedagogically useful because it represents a necessary
and productive stage in the transfer of classroom
learning to the outside world...In short, all too often
the learner has to make too big a leap from classroom

drill to genuine communication." (p.156-7)

The following examples from our data support the idea that FL 1lesson
discourse is not exactly the discourse that occurs in *"the outside world".
e.g. 1l4. A student notices that the tape recorder is not on.
He whispers to his mate sitting next to him, then
addresses the teacher and the fieldworker (FW), in

Arabic.

S1: [ mehjeftsezil webye:§ Loz’
(it's not on it's not on)

F.W.: 0 Sorry

Sg: (laughing)

T: (to fieldworker) You want me to Trepeat

F.W.: No no it doesn't matter
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T: I don't mind [if you want
F.W.: Can youa—do it a bit quicker
T: Yes
F.W.: Yeah

(to T and £s) Sorry
Ss: (laughing)

T: Choose the best answer (etc.)

(From a second year lesson)

The grammatical point the lesson dealt with was the practice of verbs
like "to put on" and "to put off'" when the "appropriate" occasion arose to
convey a message in the primary frame, the student (S1) spoke 1in LTAV
(local Tunisian Arabic variety). The teacher, however, did not find it
difficult to upkey to the primary frame within L2.

Notice that except for the teacher's last move, all example fourteen
is side-talk (see Goffman's "side-conversation", 1955, p.226); i.e. outside
the 1lesson discourse. Side-talks '"are modulated so as not to interfere
seriously with the accredited messages" (ibid). The accredited messages
refer here to 1lesson discourse. Side-talk and lesson discourse make up
classroom discourse.

e.g. 15. Teacher makes a spelling mistake in writing

*disaster'. Student (S2) spots it:

S2: No zed
T : Sorry
S2: No zed

T : Disaster ai zed

S2: £s

T : ai e€s (corrects)

S2: (turns to his mates) ([\<\?53S 1) (see)

$3: ([efe tra:h]) (big deal)
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s2: ([nelSzbm{2e:kinli]) (mind your business)
T : Next opportunity
Sl: No
s3: (L M‘E?‘&‘-ts tkele mnn smilt 1) (don't talk to me,
understood)
T : We know this word
S2: ([meklt 4 ‘ng i.W\S 1) (shame on you)
S1l: Obvious
T : Obvious
(etc.)

(from Fourth year data, L4A).

In example fifteen (15) the exchanges that took place between
students S2 and S3 were side-talk and in LTAV. They were not part of the
lesson. The study done in the present thesis focuses only on lesson
discourse (see reasons in I, chap. 6, below).

FL lesson discourse as represented in Diagram 3.1 below, is a
continuum. In (1) "Saying the Linguistic Form of the FL" the practising
aspect is very obvious. At the other extreme (4) "Interacting in the FL"
there is also practising, but it underlies talk. As we shall see in section
IT.1, chapter six, below) there is downkeying that goes from the frames
where practising is 1least obvious to the frames where practising is most
obvious and upkeying which follows the opposite direction.

If we accept Goffman's claim that every activity is "real after its
fashion", then it would be wiser for L2 acquisition researchers to avoid
describing FL classroom discourse as artificial (see Gardner, 1985, p.167;
Corder in II.2; and Krashen's search for "real communication" in II1.1,
chap. 2). There is no reason why teaching Form to formal thinkers (Piaget
in I.1, ITI.1, chap. 2; and Bialystok, II.3, chap. 4) must be looked down

upon. Equally there is little sense in urging teachers to achieve "doing"
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without acknowledging the importance of practising (see Widdowson in I.3,
chap. 4, below). °

L2 acquisition researchers and theoreticians (e.g. Hatch, chap. 2)
have been claiming that if conversation is encouraged in the classroom,
"artificiality" disappears and language acquisition follows 1its natural

rate and route (cf. Felix and Hahn in III.1.1. chap. 2). But what is

conversation in the first place?

III. Conversation and conversation analysis

Goffman (1974, p.502); Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson (1974, p.700);
and Coulthard (1977, p.38) have acknowledged the difficulty of defining

conversation.

IIT.1. Conversation: a definition

For most L2 theoreticians and researchers (chap. 2, above)
conversation refers to any talk that is not form-orientated. Students of
discourse define conversation as a much more 'restricted' activity.

Edmondson (1981) gives the following definition:

"*'CONVERSATION' is used loosely and non-technically to

refer to any stretch of talk involving at least two
participants, and taking place in a non-formalised

setting, such no special rules or conventions may be

said to operate. Thus a debate in the House of Commons

is scarcely conversation while an interview conducted

on television may approximate conversation if interviewer
and interviewee 'relax' so far as to forget their respective

roles in front of the cameras..." (p.6)

Levinson (1983) reveals a further dimension to the definition of

conversation.
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v, ..conversation may be taken to be that familiar
predominant kind of talk in which two or more
participants freely alternate in speaking, which
generally ocurs outside specific institutional
settings like religious services, law courts,

classrooms and the like." (p.284).

Goffman (1977) pgives a much more comprehensive definition of

conversation. For him it is

*,..talk occurring when a small number of participants
come togethér and settle into what they perceive to be a
few moments cut off from (or carried on to the side of)
instrumental tasks; a period of idling felt to be an end
in itself during which everyone is accorded the right to
talk as well as to listen and without reference to a fixed
schedule; everyone is accorded the status whose overall
evaluation of the subject at hand... is to be encouraged
and treated with respect, and no final agreement or
synthesis is demanded, differences of opinion are to be
treated as unprejudicial to the continuing relationship

of the parties.™ (p.264).

If we attempt to summarise the main points from the above
definitions, conversation is that informal talk that is predominant in
non-institutionalized settings. It takes place between a rather small
number of people (Goffman, 1974, p.503) who grant one another equal status.
Every participant has the right to take the floor, and alghough mutual

understanding in conversation seems to prevail (Goffman, ibid) differences

of opinion are attenuated so as to preserve one another's face (Goffman,
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1955, p.226) and to keep the conversation going. Compromise underiies
conversation and accounts for its looseness and absence of sphedule.

The definition we have suggested reduces the difficulty that the
discourse analyst experiences in identifying interactional discourse and
distinguishing it from transactional discourse (see Brown and Yule, II,
above). Interactional discourse, which is predominant in conversation, can
occur in formal and institutionalized settings. Transactional discourse 1in
such settings could give way to interactional discourse and vice versa. in
such circumstances it may still be difficult to mark the boundaries between
the two activities, (see III.2.2, below).

In addition to these difficulties there is the problem of fabrication
which goes unnoticed in conversation (Goffman, 1974, p.502). In our study
of FL 1lesson discourse an instance of fabrication took place, and despite
the fact that we were insiders to the scene, we failed to discover 1it. In
lesson L4B (see app. VIII ) a student who was described later by her
teacher as "a chatterbox", argued strongly (cf. definition of conversation
above) that the future of Tunisia in the year two thousand and twenty two
would be as bleak as that of the United States, which were described in
"Soylent Green". By the end of a two-hour discussion which was begun with
an interview and closed in the least formal and 'most" spontaneous style

(see The Milroys, 1977), the same student, in "the heat" of the

conversation said:
e.g. 16. (taken from cassette No. 2, 4, LMM).

S : "...As far as I am concerned I er I er take all the
opportunities to talk in er English, even when er the
other pupils er don't pay attention to what I say er or
when I am not sure of my ideas or of what I want to say
er I say it because I want to Bractise* English er I.

believe that to become one day and have a high level in

*



99

English I must Eractiseg3lt in er my er with my family
or with my friends so it er I must er er take From the
only one who is with er (student interrupted)...and to
have a discussion I I I disagree I disagreed with her
[.meaning her mate] so that I polluted the class with
my pessimism but as my friends know I am I am I have

another face* a different face* etc."

There are two remarks we would 1like to make about the student's
"confession'". First, as we said in 1III.l.2, above, even when FL lesson
discourse comes near "doing" (primary frame) it still has practising
(keying) wunderlying it. Second, a participant in discourse can always
choose to divert from his/her line; i.e. his/her established Face (Goffman,
1955). This second remark applies to both transactional discourse and
interactional discourse. Fabrication in FL lesson discourse occurs in both
"transacting in the FL" and "interacting in the FL". Students and teacher
have a justification for fabrication. They are practising. (See Di Pietro's
method of inducing 1learners to stick to their established line while
practising, I.3, chap. 4, below).

Let us, finally, stress that our model of analysis does not go as far

as describing fabrications.

IIT.2. Conversation analysis

As we have said on various ocasions in the present chapter,
conversation analysis is a method of analysis which is associated with the
ethnomethodologists who focused on the study of informal talk. So what are

the theoretical principles of the ethnomethodologists?

IIT.2.1. Ethnomethodology

According to Rogers (1983)
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", ,.ethnomethodology is the empirical investigation
("-ology") people ("ethno-") use to make sense of and

at the same time accomplish communication, decision

making, reasonableness, and action in everyday life" (p.84)

Ethnomethodology reacts strongly against intuitive judgements and
absolute rules. Its criticism of the methods and findings of sociology
could be extended to many fields of inquiry such as microlinguistics,
orthodox discourse analysis and social dialectology. All these assume a
shared system of mnorms and 7rules which are independent of everyday
interactions, and which are used by a stereotyped individual. Accordingly,
"natural data"(aghat departs from their theoretical constant and rigid
systems, is judged to be faulty or exceptional.

Because they emphasize the study of the '"naturally occurring data",
ethnomethodologists are 1interested in the notion of process. Meaning, for
them, can not be dissociated from the situation - 1indexicality. Common
understanding - reasonableness - 1is an ongoing operation between
participants and not an overlapping of sets (see Widdowson's suggestion of
"Capacity" to capture this concept, 1983, pp.23-8). According to Garfinkel,
conversation is 1like a floating iceberg, only the tenth of which is
observable while the rest is hidden (in Rogers, 1983), (see Fabrication in
III.1, above).

Hymes and Gumperz (1972) said in their introduction of Garfinkel's

article (1972):

"Common understanding is never simply recognition of
shared contents or rules, but it is always open-ended...
Adhocing remains the ultimate concern. People understand
each other because "for the while'" they assume the

Teasonableness of each other's statements." (p.304)
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The ethnomethodologist has to share a 1lot with the interacting
members (be an insider) so that his interpretation of the process of talk
is acceptable by them. Garfinkel (1972) calls this reflexivity.

Ethnomethodologists have wuncovered very important regularities in
conversation. Some of their findings have influenced Edmondson, whose model
we have adapted to our study of FL lesson discourse. Some other findings
have been exploited to discuss informally some aspects of FL lesson

discourse; (e.g. turn-taking and repairs).

ITT.2.2. The major findings in conversation analysis

As we said in our introduction to section II, above, conversation
analysis focuses on informal talk, particularly conversation. The
theoretical principles of the ethnomethodologists have made us consider
conversation analysis to be an approach to the study of verbal behaviour
which is quite different from that of orthodox discourse amnalysis (II;
II.1, above).

Like the social dialectologists (Labov, 1972, Milroy, L. 1981),
conversation analysts have been very careful in their data collection. They
are particularly concerned with the presence of the tape recorder. The
presence of the fieldworker need not be a major problem. The so-called
"Observer's paradox" - speech is affected by the presence of the
fieldworker but need not be - has been overcome by relying on an insider
(see how we collected our data, I.1l, chap. 6, below).

As was mentioned in section II, above, conversation analysts try to
discover regularities. The regularities they have found are in sequences,

turn-taking, and repairs.

A. Sequences

Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson (SSJ) divide the patterns of

conversation into tied pairs or adjacency pairs (Levinson, 1983) and
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"facultative conversational behaviour rituals" (cf. exchanges in Edmondson,

IV, below).

i).Tied pairs

Greet - Greet

Invite - Accept/Decline
Complain - Deny/Apologise
Request - Grant/Refuse
Offer - Accept/Refuse

Question - Answer

Pairs such as Greet - Greet are referred to as exchanges of free
goods. Seconds (second turn in a pair) like Accept, Deny, Grant, etc. are
considered to be socially wunmarked or preferred whereas seconds like
Decline, Apologise, etc. are thought to be socially marked (or

dispreferred).

ii). Facultative conversational behaviour rituals

Facultative conversational behaviour rituals are sequences that take
place at different stages of verbal discourse (particularly conversation).
They are ways of ensuring that no participant loses face.

The following are Facultative conversational behaviour rituals:

Insertion sequences
Side sequences
Closing sequences
Pre - sequences

Repair - sequences
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As we shall see in IV, below, all these sequences occur in spoken
discourse and are not necessarily always rituals.
Before we move on to turn-taking, we would like to make the following

remarks:

i). Some of the marked (dispreferred) seconds in tied pairs may, in

certain contexts, be considered unmarked (e.g. Complain - Apologise).

ii). The pair Question - Answer is grammatical but may be represented

by any sequence.

iii). As we' said in I.2.1, above, categories 1like greet, invite,

accept, etc. could be called simply speech acts; (see Edmondson, below).

iv). Sequences are more or 1less what Edmondson (below) calls

exchanges (cf. Lantoff in II, II.1, above).

B. Turn-taking

Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson (SSJ), (1974, pp.700-2) have expressed
their concern about the difficulty of delimiting the contexts in which
conversation takes place (see III.1, above). They believe that because the
turn-taking system of conversation is context free, it can be wused to
determine conversation and differentiate it from other forms of discourse.

We need to explain the following concepts before we describe SSJ's

findings: i) Constructional units or wunit types and ii) Transition -

Televance place.

Constructional units are grammatical units: sentence, clause, phrase,
and word. Usually a unit type/constructional unit used in an utterance
projects the unit underway.

The completion of a constructional unit in an utteranceArepresents a

transition-relevance place.
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The Turn-Taking System in conversation (SSJ, 1974).

1. For any type, at the 1initial transition-relevance place of an

jnitial turn-constructional unit

a - If the turn so-far is so constructed as to involve the use of a
"current speaker selects next" technique, then the party so selected

has the right and is obliged to take next turn to speak.

b - If the turn so-far is so constructed as not to involve the use of
a "current speaker selects next" technique, then self selection for
next speakership may, but need not be 1instituted; first starter

acquires riéht to a turn.

c - If the turn-so-far is so constructed as not to involve the use
of a "current speaker selects next" technique, then current speaker
may, but need not continue, unless another self-selects.

2. If at the initial transition relevance place of an initial turn-
constructional unit, neither la nor 1lb has operated, and, following
the provision of lc, current speaker has continued, then the rule set

a - ¢ reapplies.

According to SSJ, the system ensures that overwhelmingly one party
speaks at a time, that usually transition is done with no gap or overlap,
and that turn size, turn content and conversation 1length are not
predetermined.

Notice that the speaker in conversation is very vulnerable. He/she
could 1lose the floor to the hearer at any transition-relevance place. This
is because participants grant one another equal status (see ‘III.l, above;

cf. Mchoul, below).

Notice that in addition to sharing an equal status with the speaker,
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the hearer's unchallenged right to intervene at any transition-relevance
place reveals the rapidity that he/she has in top-down ~and bottom-up
processing of information which allows him/her to make anticipations which
in their turn enhance him/her to take the floor (see II.1.2, above).

Mchoul (1979) has studied turn-taking in the L1 classroom discourse.
He has found that the classroom is formal and discourse there differs from
conversation. The role of the teacher as "head" (ibid, p.185) who allocates
turns and has the right to intervene gives rise to an unequal encountér
which 1is characterized by "utterance triads'" - Question, Answer, Comment
(see Sinclair and Coulthard, 1975).

As we shall see in due course (chap. 6, below), in FL lesson
discourse when teacher and students are involved in the frame "interacting
in the FL" (see Diagram 1), turn-taking becomes very much akin to
conversation.

Psychologists (Duncan, 1972; Duncan and Niederche, 1974) have claimed
that turn-taking 1is conditioned by signals. The speaker can show cues for

turn-yielding (e.g. falling intonation, drawl on last syllable, termination

of gesture, etc.). The hearer can show cues for turn-taking (e.g. shift
away of head direction, audible inhalation, initiation of gesticulation,
etc.). If the hearer is not willing to take the floor despite the speaker's

turn yielding cues, he/she may use back-channels" (e.g. nod, uhuh, sentence

completion, request for clarification, brief restatement). It is difficult
to decide when there 1is a turn and when there is a back channel on some
occasions. Duncan and Niederche (1974) have suggested that back-channels
are optional and do not affect the speaker's whole turn. (See how we dealt
with moves and back-channels in our analysis of FL 1lesson discourse

chap.6, below).

To conclude this discussion on turn-taking we can mention Levinson

(1983, p.302) who pointed out that signals by themselves do not account for
the turn-taking system. In other words the findings of thé conversation

analysts and the psychologists are complementary.
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C. Repairs

According to SSJ (1977) repairs are initiated even when the trouble
source is not apparent. The outcome of a repair is not always a correction.
S8SJ (ibid) distinguish between self-initiated repairs and other-initiated
repairs. They show with clear evidence (see pp.362, 373,377) that self
repair is preferred to other-repair in conversation.

We believe that SSJ's findings support Goffman's theory of face (see
III. 1 above). As SSJ (ibid, p.381) suggest, in a teaching/learniﬂg
situation, other-repairs tend to be frequent (see our analysis of FL lesson
discourse).

The study of repairs in conversation has induced researchers 3in L2
acquisition to aftempt to discover from the 1learner's false starts,
hesitancies, and repetitions his/her communication strategies. As we shall

see in II.1.2, chap. 4, below, little progress has been achieved.

IV. Edmondson's model for the analysis of Spoken discourse

As we said in I, above, Edmondson's model for the analysis of spoken
discourse (Edmondson, 1981; Edmondson and House, 1981) draws on the
findings in both orthodox discourse analysis and conversation analysis.

Edmondson's model is based on simulated two party face-to-face talk
occurring in non-formalised settings. He does not exclude from his data
cases where participants have unequal social roles (cf. conversation in

III.1, above).

The following combinations are in fact the basis of his study:

" A: [X) Y]/[ + Familiar]
B: [X>Y]/([

C: [X =Y]/[ + Familiar]

Familiar]

D: [X =Y]/[

Familiar]

1A: Sixth-former requires reference from French-master.
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B: Baby sitter wants to back down on a previous arrangement.
C: Sheila wishes to borrow records off a flatmate.

D: Boy meets girl: he wishes to take her off from a party.

etc.”" (Edmondson, 1981. pp.176-7)

Let us now describe the major components of the model proposed by

Edmondson and start from the smallest unit.

1 - Illocutionary acts

An illocutionary act is the smallest identifiable unit of talk which
does not mnecessarily further the discourse in which it occurs in terms of
approaching a goal.

e.g. 16 A: "(Well), I don't know, (do I)".

In example sixteen (16) "Well" is an uptake and it 1is optional; "I

don't know" is a head act, and "do I" is an appealer which is optional (see

discussion of e.g. 8 in II.1.1, above).(See our list in chap. 6, below).

2 - Move
Edmondson (1981), Edmondson and House (1981), and Edmondson et al.
(1984) distinguish between two categories of moves: A - “Interactional

moves" and B - "Supportive moves".

A - Interactional moves

An interactional move is the smallest significant element by means of
which discourse is developed. It could be verbal or non-verbal. Like
Sinclair and Coulthard (1975, p.21), Edmondson and House (1981, p.38) have

found that a turn (see III.2.2, above) could comprise more than one move.

)

e.g. 17. (from our Tunisian data; lesson discourse 1 1 B, app. II)

T : Are they different
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Ss: No

T : Boys and girls aren't different
We can say boys and girls are

Ss: Equal

T : Equal good right OK...
The teacher's second turn above is composed of two moves. The first
reacts positively to the students' response and the second is an initiation

that calls for a response (see our categories in chap. 6, below).

B - Supportive moves

Supportive moves are strategic moves. They are not very easy to
distinguish from interactional moves (Edmondson, 1981, pp.129-30). There

are three categories of supportive moves:

(i) A grounding move usually prepares the ground for an

interactional move.

e.g. 18. (Georges' first move is a grounding)

Georges: "I've got my hands full

could you open the door for me"™

(ii) An expanding move usually expands on the interactional move.

Expanding moves ocur in rituals.

e.g. 19. (Ahmed's last move is an expanding move)
Aly "Peace be with you"
Ahmed "Peace be with you

and God's mercy and blessing on you".

(iii) A disarming move is a defensive, self-protective device

»
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(commonly known as hedging) used by the speaker. Very often a disarming

move exhausts the interactional move that is supposed to follow it.

e.g. 20. (John's move is a disarming move and interactional move)
John “You know I am allergic to smoking"

Karen " I'm sorry, I forgot (stops smoking).

3. Exchanges

An exchange has at least two moves - An initiate and a response. (cf.

sequences in III.2.2, above).

(i) A head exchange is a necessary component in the phase (see

below). It can be equal to the phase itself. (cf. tied pairs in III.2.2,

above).

e.g. 21. (a head exchange that has an initiate and a response)

Andy: "Give us a quid?"

Paul: 'Here's a quid"

(ii) A pre-head exchange is initiated by a speaker who prefers to

achieve his/her goal with the least damage to face, (cf. pre-sequence in

ITI.2.2, above).

e.g. 22. (a pre-head exchange)
Student: "Could I have a word with you?"

Teacher: "Yes sure"

(iii) A post-head exchange 1is usually used for confirmatory
actions; rituals, minimisations (summing up), etc. (cf. closing sequence in

I1I.2.2, above).
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e.g. 23. (a minimisation)
Nigel: "Same time same place"

Eric : "See you there, cheers"

A closing sequence or post-head exchange could spark a new phase;

i.e. more exchanges.

(iv) A pre-responding exchange occurs when the hearer prefers that

his/her interlocutor self-repairs (cf. repair-sequences, 1II.2.2, above) or

when the hearer expresses some apprehension.

e.g. 24. (Al invites Ken to self-repair)
Ken: "'E likes that waider over there"
Al : "Wai-ter?"

Ken: "Waitress, Sorry"

(from SSJ, 1977, p.377)

Many examples like 24 occur in F1 lesson discourse particularly within the

0
frame(l) "saying the Linguistic Form of the FL .

(v) A reciprocal exchange is a mutual stroking - you scratch my

back, I scratch yours. Most reciprocal exchanges are rituals (cf.

tied-pairs in III.2.2, above).

e.g. 25. (a reciprocal exchange)
Lady cleaner: '"Mornin Flower"
Student ¢ "Morning love"

(vi) Chained exchanges could be either pre-responding exchanges

linked together or post-head exchanges linked together.
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e.g. 26. (of chained pre-responding exchanges)
" X: Well can you prescribe anything for the allergy I mean will
it go away I mean
Y: does it itch at all
X: yes it itches quite a lot
Y: do you get scabs forming om it 6r anything
X: No
Y: hm hum it's just on your face and hands is it
X: and my arms
Y: Well I think I can prescribe some ointment for you..."
(from Edmondson, 1981, p.110).

4 - Phases

A phase usually has at least one head exchange. It may have more than
one subordinate exchange - pre-responding exchange, pre-head exchange, etc.
In example twenty-six (26) above,the first and the last move are the head
exchange and the moves between them constitute a chained exchange. All 26
is a phase.

Edmondson's model for the analysis of spoken discourse 1is based on
simulated (role-play) but not fabricated data. This puts it half way (so to
speak) between orthodox discourse analysis and conversation analysis.
Because it is built on a 1loose definition of conversation (see III.1,
above), Edmondson's model is expandable; it can deal with any form of
discourse. It does not impose itself totally on the data and 1is open to

extension and revision.

V. Conclusion

Many fields have contributed to the domain of pragmatics which
encompasses discourse analysis. The two approaches - orthodox discourse

analysis and conversation analysis - in discourse analysis are

complementary, despite their distinct theoretical backgrounds. Their
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complementarity resides in the fact that they study verbal communication
and they look at it from different angles.

At any discourse activity in which we engage (spoken or written), we
process information (understand and produce it) in a top-down and bottom-up
manner. We constantly call on our relevant background knowledge and impart
and store in new informaiion as discourse progresses. If the discourse
activity 1is spoken, we, in addition to this, produce acts and moves. We
abide by the rules of turn-taking appropriate to the encounter. ﬁe
cooperate to produce exchanges. We resort to strategic moves if the need
arises. We hesitate and correct ourselves, etc.

Every discourse analyst who is an insider to the scene and who uses
categories like acts and moves is aware that such categories do not capture
everything that goes on during the talking process.

Categories listed alongside a transcribed piece of discourse give the
impression that the data are analysed exhaustively. In fact, what happens
is that we supply the missing interpretary power of the categories through
our understanding of the transcribed piece of discourse.

As we have seen throughout the present chapter, discourse is too
complex to be reduced to a finite set of rules and categories. But on the
other hand discovering regularities is important. The introduction of the
concept of frame in the analysis of FL lesson discourse overcomes many of
the weaknesses that prevail in spoken discourse analyses. Categories like
acts and moves become alive and flexible.

In the present chapter we have seen that it is hardly possible for
conversation to take place during the FL lesson discourse given the fact
that participants are of an unequal status and that practising underlies
every activity. We have also seen that every utterance the teacher or the =
Student makes is in context, and that urging teachers to reach 'real

communication" in the FL classroom needs to be reconsidered.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER THREE

These are articles which were edited by Searle, 1971. We have chosen
to give the first dates of publication for chronological reasons,

If such act is done by a husband in a Muslim society, the wife is
automatically divo?ced.

The writer's emphasis.

The notion of '"naturalness" 1is very controversial and poses soﬁe

difficulty to the conversation analyst, (Roger, 1983, p.102).
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CHAPTER FOUR

THE COMMUNICATIVE APPROACH TO L2 TEACHING AND RELATED DEVELOPMENTS

IN L2 ACQUISITION STUDIES

Introduction

It has been pointed out on various occasions in the present thesis
that pragmatics has had an impact on the work recently published in the
field of L2 teaching/learning. Having reviewed pragmatics in the previéus
chapter it is now possible to review this work.

This chapter has two major parts. The first deals with the
communicative approach to L2 teaching; 1its aims, achievements and
limitations. The éecond reviews the attempts to refine the definition of
interlanguage (IL), many illustrative examples being taken from Tunisian
data.

The position taken in this chapter is mediatory. It will guide our
discussion of (1) the textbooks used in Tunisian secondary schools and (2)

the English lessons recorded there (see chaps.5,6,7 below).

I. The communicative approach to L2 teaching

The criticism of the audiolingual method and the theories that led to
this criticism (see chap. 1, 2, above) have strengthened the belief that
the practice of st;uctural drills makes the process of L2 learning very
slow (chap. 2) and provides few chances for the learner to master what
Hymes (chap. 3) calls the rules of wuse. The communicative approach
attempts to exploit the new dimension explored by speech act theory and
ethnography of speaking to delimit the 1learner's needs and design the

syllabus that answers those needs.

I.1.The learner's needs in the communicative approach

FL learners, especially adults, do not expect to achieve total
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communicative competence. They need the FL for special purposes (e.g. to do
business). Syllabus designers attempt to predict as accurapely as possible
their learner's needs in accordance with his/her purposes (see Widdowson's
comment, below).

According to Munby (1978) needs are determined in accordance to two

parameters: (i) a-priori parameters and (ii) a-posteriori parameters.

In brief terms, a-priori parameters include (a) participant or the
relevant information (see I.2.2, chap. 3) about the learner who will téke
part in the process of communication in the TL; (b) setting or the physical
and psychological contexts in which communication in the TL will occur; (c)

purposive domain or the specific occupation the TL is needed for; (a)

interaction or the people with whom the learner is expected to communicate,

his position (status) if compared to theirs, etc.; and (e) instrumentality

which specifies the medium (spoken or written), the mode (monologue,
written text to be read, etc.) and the channel (face to face, radio
broadcast, etc.) of communication.

A-posteriori parameters include (a) dialect or variety the learner is

expected to communicate in; (b) target 1level which the learner has to

reach; (c) communicative events which the 1learner is most 1likely to

participate in; and (d) communicative key or tone which is determined

principally by the communicative event and the social relation between the

participants.

It is obvious that needs analysis is based on Hymes' framework (I.3,
chap. 3). It is also important to point out that structuralist syllabus
designers did investigate learners' needs (see external selection in III.I,
chap. 1, above). They were, however, less systematic and less precise since’
form is needed for any verbal communication. ‘

The advocates of the communicative approach believe that needs

analysis leads to the delimitation of the notions and functions (see below)
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the 1learner will "have" to master. In their enthusiasm they often forget,
as does Munby (1978) that a needs analysis has to decide on t;; structures
and, particularly, the vocabulary the 1learner will have to master. After
all, Hymes has never excluded linguistic competence from his communicative
competence theory. Perhaps the difficulty of integrating the
structuralists' findings into the notional syllabus and the strong
influence of L2 acquisition studies (chap. 2) have contributed to a
distortion of Hymes' views (cf. Frawley's view in II.1, chap. 3).

Foerch and Kasper (1983b, p.31) have argued that it is impossible to
predict all a learner needs. Widdowson (1983) suggests that a given
analysis of a learner's needs and the syllabus that ensues from it does not
give the learner enough freedom to deal with unpredictable situations.
Although we hold the strong belief that a learner discovers his/her needs
while communicating with L2 speakers, we think that a syllabus designer is
justified to make some predictions about the 1learner's future needs,
especially when the latter is going to practise an FL (see "Keying" vs

"Doing", Diagram 3.1,chap.3) in the classroom.

I.2. The Notional syllabus

The general 1learner especially the young student at school does not
know the practical purposes for the use of the FL in the future. Thus,
he/she could be said to have vague needs. Wilkins (1976), who is aware of
this fact, has attempted to describe the notions and functions in an "ideal
communicative competence" (see Habermas, II.1, chap. 3).

Wilkins (ibid) distinguishes between (a) notional meanings and (b)

functional meanings.

Notional meanings contain semantic-grammatical categories; e.g. time
(now, then, etc.); Frequency (often, sometimes, etc.); quantity (some,
many, etc.); space (in, along, etc.); sentential Trelations (agent,

beneficiary, etc.); modals (must, should, etc.)...
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Functional meanings are explicit illocutionary forces in speech acts;
e.g. valuation (estimate, assess, etc.); verdiction (pronognce, sentence,
etC.)ees

Wilkins (1976, p.42) contends that language acquisition research has
concentrated on the use of 1language to report and describe and has
overlooked the other useé of language (see Kasper, 1982 and our findings in
the analysis of Tunisian data, chap. 6). As he says his framework is ad hoc
and based on intuition (1976, p.42). Crombie (1985, pp.12-15) rightiy
argues that a textbook writer is not very much helped by a list of notions
and a list of functions. She also thinks that the functions Wilkins provides
are "semi-idiomatic expressions whose discourse value is relatively fixed"
(p.13). This is reminiscent of the remarks made about speech act theory
.(I.l, chap. 3).

Johnson (1981) has claimed that Wilkins' presentation of notional
meanings and functional meanings under the heading "notional syllabuses”
has contributed to the confusion among textbook writers who have found it
extremely difficult to grade both notions and functions. Their task becomes
even harder if they accept Wilkins' (1976, p.132) claim that the notional
syllabus is an extension of the structural syllabus (Dubin, 1978, p.132).
They find it impossible to cover all these aspects of language at the same
time.

There 1is no doubt that notionallsyllabuses and structural syllabuses
are inventories of language units in "isolation and abstraction", both of
which aim at developing the learner's communicative competence (Widdowson,
1978? Pp.13-1; see also the direct method II.2, chap. 1 and Starr et al.
V.3.2. chap 1). So from this point of view the communicative approach is
not new. The mere adoption of a notional syllabus, Morrow (1981, p.60) "
asserts, does not guarantee that we are going to teach our students to
communicate in L2; we need a methodology. Roberts (1982) finds it difficult

to define a communicative approach that has "no clear views on methodology"

(p.103). '
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I.3. Methodology

In this section we review the principles Morrow (1981). proposes for
an efficient methodology. We also discuss Littlewood's (1981) attempt to
put forward a methodology and suggest some of Di Pietro's (1976, 1981)
jdeas to refine it.

Very briefly, Morrow's principles are:

(i) Know what you are doing: the teacher must think of the importance

of any activity he/she introduces during the 1lesson; i.e. role-play,

drills, etc. must keep learners "involved".

(ii) The whole is more important than the sum of the parts: Language

is best taught/learned when communication takes place in "real situations"
(ibid, p.61), (cf. III.1l.2., chap. 3, above). Teaching one aspect of

language at a time does not result in acquisition of the whole system.

(iii) The processes are as important as the forms: it is advisable

that teachers introduce form while trying *"to replicate as far as possible
the processes of communication" (Morrow, ibid. p.62). This can be achieved
by (a) creating an information gap between the participants; (b) giving the
learners the freedom to choose what to say and how to say it; and (c)

making the students see the purpose of the activity.

(iv) To learn it do it: students learn to achieve their communication

purposes through the practice of communication activities. The teacher is

encouraged to become an organiser in the classroom.

(v) Mistakes are not always mistakes: teachers need only be concerned

about structural errors if they impede communication.
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Notice here the influence of (a) research in L1 classroom
methodology, (b) the ideas prevailing in L2 acquisition research, together
with (¢) a misconception of communication. James (1983, pp.110-13) and
Hawkes (1983, p.100) think that there is 1little sense in attempting to
replicate Barnes'’ (1969) recommendations concerning L1 classroom
methodology since L2 learners do not have a full linguistic competence in
their TL and, therefore, cannot be expected to communicate in the so-called
real time and real situations. The belief that L2, especially FL, is an
academic discipline has to be maintained among 1learners. It 1is very
motivating. The so-called communicative activities (e.g. role-play, games)
can, like structural drills, become monotonous and boring. Hawkes (1983,
p.91) claims that the communicative approach is not based on a thorough
analysis of communication: there is communication inside the classroom as
well as outside and there is communication whether focus is on form or on
meaning, (cf. our views in section 1II.1.2, chap. 3, above). He also adds
that there 1is no evidence that the communicative approach has raised
achievement levels among learners. On the contrary the standard is thought
to be falling and many voices are calling for the reinstatement of
grammar; (e.g. Ghariani, 1985; Kahn, 1986; and Sherwood Smith, 1985, II,
below).

In chapter two, section III.1.1, we have seen that some Trecent
research has shown that form acquisition takes place in both formal and
informal settings and that learners follow similar strategies. If the 1long
held view in favour of non-intervention is challenged, then we have to be
careful in supporting the argument that the mastery of notions and
functions must 1look after itself in the classroom. There is a need for a
teacher to organise and supervise the process of learning. There is a need
for a textbook and a methodology. As we have argued in chapter three,
conversation hardly occurs in the classroom and "Keying" 1is predominant.

Widdowson (1983) says:

"...this shift of emphasis [on communicative language
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teaching] has had the effect of identifying objectives

more closely with aims. One result of this is the widgspread
(and I believe mistaken) belief that if language is to

be taught for communication it has necessarily to be
presented as communication, that every classroom activity

must bear the hallmark of 'authenticity'." (p.30)

Littlewood (1981, p.10) is quite realistic about the intrinsic
limitations of the FL classroom and shows some scepticism towards the ideas
put forward by IL theoreticians (especially the interactionists) concerning
methodology. He  suggests that teachers could start with (1)
"pre—communicativé activities" and then move on to ‘communicative
activities”

In "pre-communicative activities" there could be two posibilities for
teaching/learning the TL. In the first, "structural activities" could be
pursued (e.g. drills). In the second, form is more or less contextualized -
"Quasi-communicative activities" - (e.g. describing pictures, using the
shared knowledge of the world to produce grammatical sentences, choosing
from different alternatives to compose dialogues, etc.).

“Communicative activities" comprise what Littlewood calls "functional
communication activities" and "social interaction activities". In
"functional communication activities" form is no 1longer of primary
importance for either the teacher or the learners. Students are encouraged
to get their meaning across (e.g. disagreeing, convincing, etc.). Like
Morrow, Littlewood believes that activities such as problem solving and
games are wuseful because they create an information gap between
participants. "Social interaction activities" give a further dimension to
functional communication activities. As Littlewood (ibid) puts it, in

social interaction activities (e.g. role-play, classroom management):
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"Success 1s now measured in terms of the functional
effectiveness of the language, but also in terms of

the acceptability of the forms that are used.” (p.21)

"Pre-communicative activities" prepare the ground for "communicative
activities". But Littlewood sees no harm in having, for instance, some
wfunctional communiation activities" taking place along with "structural
activities" in a beginners' classroom. As we shall see in detail 1in fI,
chapter six, FL lesson discourse sometimes shifts from one frame to another
for reasons that have little to do with the methodology adopted.

The communicative methodology put forward by Littlewood is quite
different from thé Natural Approach advocated by Krashen and Terrell
(III.2, chap. 2). The difference illustrates how the communicative approach
is interpreted in Britain and Europe on the one hand, and the United States
and Canada on the other, (Roberts, 1982, pp.102-3).

In the case of Krashen and Terrell's approach, functions and social
interactions are not of prime importance. As we have argued in chapter two,
all the activities (e.g. games) recommended are thought to reduce learners'
anxiety and provide a suitable environment for the LAD to pick up form.
Littlewood's methodology presupposes the use of a textbook (or a series of
books) which tends to go from an emphasis on form to an emphasis on
functions and social meanings. In other words, he sees the notional
syllabus as an extension of the structuralist syllabus and the
éommunicative methodology as an improvement on, but not a replacement for,
the audiolingual method. Because Littlewood does not object to the
co-occurrence of “communicative activities" with "pre-communicative
activities", then it is possible for teachers to select and use some of the
techniques suggested by Krashen and Terrell (e.g. T P Rgl)Yes/No questions,

open-ended questions, games, slide shows, visits of native speakers to the

classroom, etc.).
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The ideas proposed by Di Pietro (1976, 1981) could also be an
enrichment to Littlewood's methodology if they are introduced among "the
social interaction activities" which are expected to become predoﬁinant in
advanced FL classrooms. Di Pietro (1981) thinks that "...functions and
notions must be situationaly and personally relevant” (p.29). The learner
needs to practise acting in L2 according to his/her established "1line" (cf.
discussion of e.g. 16, chap. 3). It is not enough to create an ideal

speaker-hearer who has a communicative competence (see I.2, above). For Di

Pietro (1976)

"It is easier to teach the student to be anybody in
the target ianguage...than it is to prepare the

student to be somebody." (p.53)

Because as we said in III.1.2, chap. 3, the FL classroom is not the
L2 environment, then role-play is, according to Di Pietro (1976, 1981),
the best method to bring the learner nearest to spoken discourse in the
actual L2 community (see Diagram3{, chap. 3). He suggests that the teacher
presents his/her students with a situation in which they will find
themselves in the L2 environment, explains to them what has happened to
lead to such a situation, assigns roles to them, explores with them the
various ways (alternative strategies) to achieve a particular goal, and
then gives them the opportunity of acting the roles assigned to them.
Participants may move towards a shared goal (reciprocating). They may have
different goals and use tactics or countertactics (non-reciprocating). In
the first case, interacting is 1likely to occur while in the second,
transacting is likely to take place. Di Pietro, who has himself wundertaken
research in discourse analysis, proposes that students could be encouraged
to express their underlying thoughts (internal talk) while role-playing

(external talk), (1976, pp.37-8). This is an important contribution to the
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communicative methodology suggested by Littlewood. Some of the activities
mentioned by Krashen and Terrell (e.g. revealing information about youself)
could be better exploited in this context. In short, learners can choose to
stick to their "line" or "fabricate" while "Keying" (Goffman's terms, chap.
3).

Di Pietro (1975, 1976, 1981) holds the same views as Daden (1975) and
Crystal (1981) concerning dialogues in L2 textbooks. For him, dialogues are
a distorted version of everyday talk. They are as Kasper (1982) claimé,
among the causes of the poor performance of learners outside the FL
classroom setting. Many scholars (e.g. Hatch, 1978) agree that textbook
writers ought to select episodes from "naturally" recorded spoken discourse
(particularly conversation) and introduce them to the learnmers. There is
one thing to remember, however, and it is that textbook writers and
syllabus designers do not find it easy to include conversations (nor even
literary texts) in beginners' FL books. In our opinion textbook writers
could construct dialogues without distorting the basic rules of discourse
if they tried to understand better the process of communication (see
discussion of first year and second year English textbooks wused in
Tunisia). For advanced learners, they could make more use of '"naturally"
recorded spoken discourse. This ties in with the kind of role-play Di
Pietro recommends.

In conclusion we could say that the communicative approach has to be
realistic in its claims. Its advocates have to gain more insight from
pragmatics, particularly discourse analysis (II, chap. 3). Littlewood's
methodology takes into consideration the limitations of the FL classroom
and the problems that L2 acquisition researchers and textbook writers
wrestle with. It does not purport to give teachers magic solutions. As it
has been shown in this discussion, Littlewood's methodology is practical
and could be extended and improved upon. In short, the version given in the

Present section proposes cautious reforms rather than hasty and unrealistic
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changes. As we shall see in chapters five and six below, the ;eview of the
textbooks and the analysis of lessonAE;scoursgs reveals a great need for
reform in the teaching of English as a foreign language in Tunisia.

The improved version of Littlewood's methodology, which presupposes a
series of textbooks that move progressively from a tendency to focus on

form to a tendency to focus on social interactions, is well supported by

the recent developments in L2 acquisition studies.

II. The recent developments in L2 acquisition studies

Interlanguage (IL) researchers and theoreticians have become less
dogmatic in recent years (see Selinker, 1984). Sharwood Smith (1985) said

in the "Preface'to Applied Linguistics, Vol. 6, No. 3);

"The reader may well sense a return swing of the
pendulum...from a position which would support
natural methods without intervention to methods
which include a judicious use of focus on form...
Research has made us more and more aware of our
ignorance about the black box that seems to play
such an important part in controlling the learner,
but at the same time it has made us uneasy about
facile extrapolations from a small body of evidence
which amounts to proclaiming the uselessness of

teacher interventions." (p.213)

This section is a continuation of the discussion initiated in chapter
two. We introduce here Bialystok's "second language acquisition framework"
(Bialystok and Sharwood Smith, 1985, p.104) which claims to take pragmatics
into account (ibid, pp.104-7) and not to be "“so much a replacement but a

Teconceptualization that attempts to incorporate the essential issues dealt
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with by earlier scholars” (ibid, p.101). So a review of the studies in

learning strategies and communication strategies, together with Tarone's IL

paradigm is necessary to understand clearly Bialystok's framework.

II.1. Strategies

Selinker's (1972) five processes of L2 1learning include (i)
language transfer; (ii) transfer of training; (iii) strategies of L2
learning; (iv) strategies of L2 communication and (v) overgeneralization of
TL linguistic materials. The attempts to distinguish between processes and
strategies have resulted so far in a 1lot "of confusion rather than
clarification" (Foerch and Kasper, 1983b, p.39). The fact that
simplification (see II.1.1, below) occurs in at least (i), (iii) and (iv)
above, shows the complexity of the problems encountered by L2 acquisition
researchers. Corder (1979/1983), who identifies other strategies 1like
perception strategies, advises researchers to focus for the time being on
learning and communication strategies and deal with them as if they were

separable.

IT.1.1. Learning strategies

There is little consensus concerning either the definition or the
identification of learning strategies. For the purpose of this chapter we
limit ourselves to Ellis's (1985, chap. 7).

According to Ellis there are 'social strategies" and 'cognitive

strategies™. Social strategies are used by a learner to practise the L2
with its speakers (joining a group; acting as though he/she was fluent,

etc.). Cognitive strategies include "formulaic speech" and 'creative

Speech".

Formulaic speech includes pattern memorization, pattern imitation and
Pattern analysis. According to Ellis (ibid) Formulaic speech is "slowly
unpackaged so that valuable information can be fed into the creative rule

System" (p.169), (cf. Krashen in III.1, chap. 2).
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Creative speech contains strategies that have to do with "hypothesis
)
’

formation", strategies that have to do with "hypothesis testing" and

strategies that have to do with "automatization".

In hypothesis formation there are "simplification" strategies and

vinferencing" strategies.

Simplification strategies are used by the 1learner to reduce the
burden of learning. "Transfer'" is an example of simplification: the learner
makes use of his/her Ll to hypothesize about the L2 rules.

"Overgeneralization" is another example of simplification where the learner

extends an IL rule to new IL forms.
Inferencing strategies are used by the learner to induce an IL rule

from the input. There 1is "intralingual inferencing" where the LAD is

heavily involved in the analysis of intake (see Krashen, III.1, chap. 2).

There 1is also ‘"extralingual inferencing" where the learner builds up a

hypothesis by relying on contextual meaning (see the views of Newmark,
Macnamara, and Krashen in III.1l.1, chap. 2).
Once the learner has developed a hypothesis he/she tests it out in a

variety of ways: ‘'receptively" (compares hypothesis with L2 data);

"productively” (makes utterances containing the hypothesized rule(s) to

check its correctness in terms of feedback); "metalinguistically"

(consults teacher, native speaker, or dictionary); and "interactionally"

(elicits a repair from interlocutor).
Automatization is brought about by "practising" (cf. Diagram 1, chap.

3). For Ellis (1985, p.175) there are "Formal practice” and "Functional

practice” strategies. In either case the learner tries to consolidate
hypotheses about L2 structure and vocabulary by accumulating confirmatory
evidence (cf. Adjemian's "permeability in II.1l, chap. 2). This 1is done
Productively and receptively. Practising, E1lis (ibid) suggests, could

follow the continuum of styles (Tarone, below) where talk goes from focus

on form (formal practice) to focus on "communicative endeavour" (functional
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practice). This view is in 1line with the position taken concerning FL

jesson discourse (II.1.2, chap. 3, above).

IT.1.2.Communication strategies

All speakers and hearers follow strategies, particularly
communication strategies. In the field of L2 acquisition studies,
communication strategies are thought to differ in some of their aspects
from the strategies used by native speakers. It is very difficult to fiﬁd
in the 1literature an agreement on the definition of communication
strategies (see Foerch and Kasper, 1983ﬁ p.36; Tarone, 1983, pp.63-66;
Bialystok, 1984, pp.37-45). Perhaps the only criterion for the definition

of communication strategies that keeps recurring is problematicity. It

arises from the disparity between the speaker's ends and means. This
disparity is very manifest when it comes to L2 learners. The following

example reflects it clearly:

e.g. 1. (from Cassette No. 2, 4, LMM)

S1 : "...For example er I am er as far as er I am

er concerned in er in Arabic I am I am not er

I never find difficulties and er I speak er with
an easily er er without er being shy or and in
another lang when I am speaking French for example
or English because er it is er a foreign language
and it's n new especially English because it's new
I er find a difficulty when I am speaking more than

when I am writing..."

The description of communication strategies we present here is based

on Foerch and Kasper's (1983a , 1983b, 19 83c) articles. Reference to other
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scholars (e.g. Tarone, 1983; Corder, 1983; Bialystok, 1983a) as well as to
some examples from our Tunisian data is made to enrich this discussion.
According to Foerch and Kasper (1983b) there are global goals and

local goals in a communicative event;

"The goals consist'of actional, modal and propositional
elements. The actional element is associated with speech
acts, the modal element with the role relationship holding
between the interactants, and the propositional element

is associated with the content of the communication event." (p.24)

The participﬁnt who has a goal assesses the situation and selects the

linguistic rules and items he/she knows. This is the planning phase. The

planning phase results in a plan which is followed by the execution phase.

When the L2 learner experiences a problem at the planning stage

he/she has two alternatives: resort to (1) avoidance behaviour or (2)

achievement behaviour. In the former, he/she adopts reduction strategies

which are the result of a change of the speaker's initial goal. In the
latter he/she adopts achievement strategies which are the result of the
speaker developing an alternative plan while keeping the initial goal
constant.

At the execution stage the learner may experience "a last minute"

problem, and he/she adopts retrieval strategies.

Before we proceed any further, it is worth mentioning that the mental
pProcesses involved in communication strategies may not work as rigidly and
mechanically as Foerch and Kasper have tried to depict them. As a matter of
fact from now on the reader will begin to notice that things are very
complex especially when the inevitable step from theory to data analysis is

made.

For Foerch and Kasper (ibid) there are formal reduction strategies-
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and Functional reduction strategies. They are all manifestations of

avoidance behaviour.

Formal reduction strategies may occur at the levels of phonology,
morphology, syntax, and lexis. The speaker may attempt in some contexts to
avoid as far as possible a sound that he/she finds difficult to pronounce;
e.g. "route" instead of Lrue" to avoid [ ] for an English 1learner of
French. He/she may avoid a morpheme that is very irregular; e.g.il faut
aller" instead of "ill faut que j’aille". He/she may avoid a syntactic rﬁle
that requires many transformations; e.g. the passive voice. Finally, the
speaker may avoid to use a word whose existence in L2 he/she is not sure
of; e.g. “"white stuff for correcting words" instead of "liquid paper”.

Notice that the speaker does not change his/her initial goal. He/she
adopts a reduction strategy that allows him/her to convey the message
he/she intended. Notice also that learners cannot avoid the sounds that
give them trouble: for example [8] and [ 2] are not in the phonological
system of the LTAV %poken in Mahdia; they are very frequent in English.
Finally, one is mnot always sure that a particular Strategy pertains to
avoidance behaviour and not to achievement behaviour (e.g. of "liquid
paper", above).

Functional reduction strategies, according to Foerch and Kasper
(ibid, p.43), affect the speaker's goal and occur at either the planning
phase or the execution phase. But the analyst may find it impossible to
assign a particular strategy to one phase or another.

Functional reduction strategies could affect the actional, modal or

propositional elements of goal.
e.g. 2 (actional reduction strategy)
S1l: Something is wrong er but you forget the s or

the i and please don't er do it again

(laughter)
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S2: According to me er I get use to going to the
blackboard and correcting the mistakes by my

own.

The two students in this example were asked to imagine (a role-play
situation) that their Enélish teacher made a spelling mistake. Sl1, though
in the role of pupil, used language more appropriate to the teacher's role,
probably because correcting is an act that teachers perform very often in
the classroom. S2 opted out of the role-play, thus acknowleding indirectly
that he 1is not equipped to act verbally and "appropriately" in such a

situation (cf. "downkeying", II.1.2, chap. 3, above).
e.g. 3 (modal reduction strategy)

custom officer: Welcome to our country what do
you want
visitor : Ehm er can you help me, please

custom officer: I am at your disposure

This is another role-playing situation. The students failed to
observe the appropriate social distance in this context; "what do you
want", "can you help me please".

Functional reduction of the propositional element comprises (i) topic
avoidance, (ii) message abandonment and (iii) meaning replacement. Foerch
and Kasper (ibid, p.44) and Corder (1978*/1983) think that there is a
continuum that goes from topic avoidance to meaning replacement.

Topic avoidance rarely features in learners' performance, but one can
infer from the Tunisian learners' keenness to talk about topics that recur
a lot in the <classroom that there is a strategy of avoiding unfamiliar

topics taking place. However, one can also argue that the topics most
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discussed by Tunisian learners are very important issues that concern them
(e.g. the generation gap and the importance of 1learning languages).
Finally, topic avoidance may not always be due to a disparity between ends
and means. There are psychological factors that must not be overlooked by

researchers;

e.g. 4 (a student mentioned that she failed her baccalaureat exams)

F.W.: OK. tell us about your exams last year
S : It's difficult to explain what er has

happened er (long pause) let me think

Message abandonment is common in Tunisian 1learners' performance

outside the FL classroom;

e.g. 5 (two students who would like to see some improvements

on the FL classroom activities)

S1 : Yes I I think that my friend have something to
say non [n 3]

FW : Mhm

S2 : Yes er I wonder why er there isn't any conversation
in er this er school in English er about between er
the pupils and the er English teacher so for example
er we are not er very well at English er that's why
when we saw see er some films in TV we don't
understand all the words that er (silence)

FW } Yeah because you're not used to spoken English
you are always reading books aren't you

S2 : Yes er (long pause) yes after your permission I .

want to ask you this er now you are er a teacher or
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you are er er (silence)

FW : I am doing this I stopped teaching in nineteen eighty
eighty one yes nineteen eighty one

S1 : In our school er our teach;r helps us to er to imprové
our lang English languages and most of people can't
er speak very‘well and that's er (silence)

FW : That's what that's all (jokingly)

(everybody laughs).

S1 and S2 did not finish their last sentences on three occasions. An IL
researcher would be right to claim that S1 and S2 abandoned their message.
But we think that message abandonment needs to be analysed in relation to
discourse strategies. S2 complained about the lack of conversation in his
English classroom. He conveyed most of his message. The fieldworker was
supportive; he responded as though S2 had said all that he wanted to say
and agreed with him. Sensing this support, S2 wanted to know whether the
Fieldworker was a teacher or something else. The Fieldworker played it safe
("I'm doing this..."). S1 felt that the ground was prepared for him to
express his concern about the remoteness of classroom discourse from L2
discourse outside it. After all the Fieldworker was not a teacher any more
and thus, he would not take this criticism personally. S1 abandoned his
message; he did not want to pass a severe judgement on his teacher and
preferred to throw the ball into the fieldworker's court. The latter did
not want to commit himself and did not like to appear uncooperative either,
so he resorted to joking as a tactic.

From the discussion of example four (4) it is clear that 12 1learners
can be very skilled discourse participants (see the concept of face in chap.
3). What they need is a bit of coaching in accordance with our suggestions
in I.3, above. It 1is also clear that message abandonment has to be

understood within the strategies of discourse.
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According to Foerch and Kasper (1983b, p.44) both meaning replacement
and semantic avoidance result in a certain vagueness in the speaker's
message. But in our view meaning replacement i