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FOREWORD

For the past nineteen years, Georgetown University's annual
Round Table meetings have brought together scholars in linguistics
and related disciplines to report on their latest research and to
discuss current problems. At this year's session, held March
fifteenth and sixteenth, 1968, fourteen papers were read. A fif-
teenth, that by Professor J. C. Catford of the University of
Michigan, was read by title only, because sudden illness had pre-
vented him from attending the meeting. The present volume r e -
presents the proceedings of the 19th Annual Round Table. We are
happy to report that Professor Catford has fully recovered and
that his paper, which was received within two days of the Round
Table, is included in this report.

The meeting itself consisted of three panels, each with four
speakers, and two luncheon addresses. Like its immediate pre-
decessor, the 19th Round Table had one central theme throughout.
This year the theme was: Contrastive Linguistics and Its Peda-
gogical Implications. After each paper was read, a brief discus-
sion period followed. Respondents were asked to speak from the
podium and to limit themselves to two minutes. After the discus-
sion of the second paper in each session, there was a fifteen-
minute intermission. These procedures worked out very well and
are recommended for future Round Tables.

Unlike previous meetings, the discussions which followed the
papers were not recorded and are therefore not included as a part
of this volume. Instead, participants at the conference were in-
vited to prepare brief, written statements with respect to any of
the issues raised. Three such comments have been included at
the end of this volume.
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Thanks are due to several graduate and undergraduate students
of the School of Languages and Linguistics for their invaluable
voluntary assistance at the 19th'Round Table Meeting: Committee
Chairmen: Jurgen Heye, Everette Larson, George Kelly, Martha
Millen, Denise Entwistle; Committee Members: Cynthia Cherry,
Barbara Hooper, Josephine Overholser, Geoff Garvey, Steve
Greenberg, Mary-Louise Kean, Schatzie Sauter, Elana Daniel,
Elizabeth Cohen, Vince Connery.

Special thanks are due to Louis B. Hillman, whose experience
with last year's Round Table made him an invaluable member of
the local arrangements committee. It was he who masterfully
coordinated the student effort without which the efficient operation
of the conference would have been impossible.

Mrs. Elizabeth Johansen and Mrs. Marian Higgins of the
School of Languages and Linguistics Central Office stood by to
help cope with any emergency situations which might arise, and
indeed, did have to pitch in and help at several crucial points,
each of them working long after regular hours and even on the
week-end.

But to Mrs. Margarita T. Hodge and Miss Carolyn Burgess
belongs the bulk of the credit for the success of the meeting. For
their faithful cooperation, careful planning, and painstaking atten-
tion to the many details which go into a meeting such as this, I
owe a heavy debt of gratitude.

Finally, for their invaluable attention to detail in the preparation
of this manuscript, I should like to express my warmest thanks to
my colleagues, Professors Neil J. Twombly, S. J. , and Richard J.
O'Brien, S. J.

James E. Alatis
Editor



WELCOMING REMARKS

FRANK FADNER, S. J.

Regent, School of Languages and Linguistics
Georgetown University

Ladies and gentlemen, colleagues, participants, and guests at
Georgetown University's yearly Round Table meeting on Linguis-
tics and Language studies:

Some months back, earlier in this school year, your chairman,
Dr. Alatis, wrote inviting me 'to continue the tradition', as he put
it, 'of opening the meeting with welcoming remarks. '

I propose that it is not quite flattering to be taken as the subject
of a tradition. For one thing it makes one feel himself a part of
antiquity.

In the second place the word tradition, historically, has a
double meaning; it is connected with an old Latin substantive sig-
nifying both traitor and teacher.

There is no doubt about it, the annual Round Table Meeting has
become a positive teaching tradition at our School—anything but
an ignoble betrayal of our exalted profession.

For it comes as a source of great gratification, for those of us
who still would 'gladly teach', that this nineteenth venture of ours
ends up again in the classroom with its attempt to establish a tie-
up between contrastive linguistics and pedagogical practice—con-
trastive analysis and language teaching.

And apparently, we're never too old to learn. In the early
years of the last century a certain literary figure named Gnedich,
who had spent half his life learning Greek and translating Homer
into Russian, made a wager that no one the age of the great Ivan
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Andreevich Kryl6v, Russia's La Fontaine, could learn a new
language. His friend took him up on the bet and in 1820, at the
age of 50 Krylov brilliantly passed an examination in Greek syntax
and literature.

Today's language teacher may not have before his nose the
stimulating carrot of a cash reward, but he does have the goad to
put forth ever greater efforts, afforded by the exponents of ad-
vanced applied Linguistics.

And so a hearty word of welcome to you is in order. In the
name of the President and the Board of Directors of Georgetown
University by way of invocation, if you want, I'd ask the Almighty
Father of us all—and the source of all our wisdom, to inspire us
in these days of thoughtful deliberation. This is the enthusiastic
wish of your hosts in these halls. Thank you.



WELCOMING REMARKS

FRANCIS P. DINNEEN, S. J.

Acting Dean, School of Languages and Linguistics
Georgetown University

I think we will all agree on an occasion like this that words of
welcome should be warm and sincere, but brief. Allow me to
extend to you a warm and sincere welcome.
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JAMES E. ALATIS

Georgetown University

I should like to add my word of welcome to those already ex-
pressed by Father Fadner and Father Dinneen and to thank all of
you for coming. I am extremely grateful for the enthusiastic
response to the call for papers and for the kindness with which
each of our speakers accepted the rather harsh invitation, replete
with deadlines, to come to Georgetown and share with us his
thinking on the theme: Contrastive Linguistics and Its Pedagogical
Implications.

The inspiration for this theme came from John Lotz, at whose
prompting I volunteered to chair this conference. This was not
the only theme he suggested of course, for, as usual, Dr. Lotz
had dozens of ideas; but the theme of contrastive analysis was
particularly appealing because of my own previous involvement in
this field, largely through my work at the Office of Education.

A natural starting point was the Contrastive Structure Series
which was begun by the Center for Applied Linguistics under a
contract with the Office of Education. Under that contract the
Center had undertaken the development of contrastive structure
studies of the English language with French, German, Italian,
Russian, and Spanish. It was expected that such contrastive
studies would provide the basis for more effective classroom
practices by systematically revealing those aspects of the target
language which needed particular emphasis through carefully con-
structed drill. It was expected that they would constitute a major
step in bringing the results of modern linguistic science to bear
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on the teaching of foreign languages.
The studies were to include treatment of the phonemic structure

of English and the foreign language, basic grammatical categories
of English and the foreign language, sentence types and transforma-
tions, minor mechanisms, lexical items, and a bibliography.

Among those to be engaged in the work were William G.
Moulton and Herbert L. Kufner, German; Robert P. Stockwell,
J. Donald Bowen, and John Martin, Spanish; and Frederick B.
Agard and Robert Di Pietro, Italian. The Principal Investigator
was to be Dr. Charles A. Ferguson, then Director, Center for
Applied Linguistics, Washington, D. C.

When asked to present a paper at this meeting, Dr. Ferguson
graciously accepted and offered additional advice and assistance.
Since he was at the Summer Linguistic Institute at the University
of Michigan, and since Dr. William Moulton was also there,
Dr. Ferguson kindly consented to ask Dr. Moulton to present a
paper also. Dr. Robert Stockwell had told me several years
before the Spanish-English Contrastive Study even appeared, that he
he felt it was already 'out of date', and that if he were to do it
again, he would do it differently. He kindly consented to come all
the way from California and talk to us on the subject. Dr. Di Pietro
was right here at Georgetown, and, always cooperative and
industrious, he too accepted. It was also natural to think of our
Dean, Dr. Robert Lado, in view of his Linguistics Across Cultures,
almost the first manual on contrastive linguistics to appear in the
United States. He too agreed to come, all the way from Spain, to
be with us today. Dr. Robert Hall's name came to mind because
he had been Dr. Di Pietro's mentor at Cornell, because he had
done contrastive work in Italian for Simon Belasco's Manual and
Anthology of Applied Linguistics, also under contract with the
Office of Education, and because he had written extensively on the
subject in his Introduction to Linguistics and elsewhere. I had
often used Dr. Gleason's book Introduction to Descriptive Linguis-
tics, to convince certain administrators at the Office of Education
of the value of contrastive studies in the hope of adding contrastive
analysis to the list of basic tools of access to the 'neglected'
languages.

The doubt that had recently been cast upon the value of con-
trastive analysis for language teaching had come both from the
transformationalists and from the psychologists. A report on the
Northeast Conference (1966) suggested the name of Dr. W. Freeman
Twaddell; and both Dr. Carroll and Dr. Rivers, who has come all
the way from Australia to be with us today, had had important
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things to say on the subject in their many books and articles.
As far back as the May 1959 Conference on English Language

Teaching, some of our British colleagues were casting doubt on
the value of contrastive analysis for language teaching; and they
had, after all, been doing an excellent job of teaching English as a
foreign language long before we even got involved in it. Dr. W. R.
Lee, in his excellent Argonauts English Course had most recently
questioned the value of contrastive analysis. He has come all the
way from London to be with us. Dr. J. C. Catford had taught for
many years for the British Council, was director of the English
Language Institute, Michigan University, and acting director of
the Center for Research on Language and Language Behavior,
which engages in extensive psycholinguistic research; he had
pointed out that translation, as described in his A Linguistic
Theory of Translation, did, in fact, involve contrastive analysis.
Dr. Eric Hamp had spoken with me on numerous occasions about
the contrastive analysis of Greek and English.

Nor were our luncheon speakers chosen at random. Dr.
Mildenberger was Chief of the Language Development Branch and
Dr. Gaarder was Chief of the Language Research Section when
the Center for Applied Linguistics' Contrastive Series was funded.
As a result of the leadership of these two men, the following have
been published:

Contrastive Structure Series. Charles A. Ferguson, General
Editor, (under contract with the U. S. Office of Education) Pub-
lished by the University of Chicago Press.

(1) English-German
The Sounds of English and German. William G. Moulton. 1962.
The Grammatical Structures of English and German. Herbert

L. Kufner. 1962.
(2) English-Spanish

The Sounds of English and Spanish. Robert P. Stockwell and
J. Donald Bowen. 1965.

The Grammatical Structures of English and Spanish. Robert P.
Stockwell, J. Donald Bowen, and John W. Martin. 1965.
(3) English-Italian

The Sounds of English and Italian. Frederick B. Agard and
Robert J. Di Pietro. 1965.

The Grammatical Structures of English and Italian. Frederick
B. Agard and Robert J. Di Pietro. 1965.
The following have been produced in manuscript form:
(4) English-Russian

The Sounds of English and Russian. William W. Gage.
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The Grammatical Structures of English and Russian. William
W. Gage.
(5) English-French

The Sounds of English and French. Stanley Lampach, in con-
sultation with Andre Martinet.

The Grammatical Structures of English and French. Stanley
Lampach, in consultation with Andr6 Martinet.
In addition to the contrastive studies listed above, the follow-

ing bibliographies have been published:
(1) Contrastive Studies in Linguistics: A Bibliographical

Checklist. William W. Gage, Center for Applied Linguistics.
Washington, D. C. 1961.

(2) A Bibliography of Contrastive Linguistics. John H. Hammer,
in consultation with Frank A. Rice, Center for Applied Linguis-
tics. Washington, D. C. 1965 (New revised edition planned for
Spring of 1969).

(3) Systematic bibliographical information in the field of con-
trastive studies by the Linguistic Documentation Program of the
Center.

In the neglected languages, under perhaps the most remarkable
contract ever to be made under the National Defense Education
Act, the American Council of Learned Societies contract, headed
by Dr. Lotz, then at Columbia, the following have been prepared:

(1) Hungarian Phonetic Experiments. William J. Nemser
(doctoral dissertation). In the Uralic-Altaic Program of the
American Council of Learned Societies, supported by the U. S.
Office of Education. Xeroxed by Bell and Howell. In press,
Indiana University Publications Uralic and Altaic Series.

(2) A Contrastive Analysis of Hungarian and English Phonology.
William J. Nemser and Francis S. Juhasz. In the Uralic-Altaic
Program of the American Council of Learned Societies, supported
by the U. S. Office of Education. Xeroxed by Bell and Howell.

(3) Morphemic and Semantic Analysis of the Word Families:
Finnish ETE- and Hungarian EL- 'fore'. Kalman Keresztes.
(Masters essay). Volume 41 in the Indiana University Publications
Uralic and Altaic Series.

Including the above contrastive studies, the Lotz contract, as it
came to be known, produced over 116 items in 26 Uralic-Altaic
languages circumscribing the Soviet Union, and involved more than
74 investigators from 42 institutions. Most of these works have
already been published.
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Nor has the indefatigable Dr. Lotz yet begun to fight. Under
his dynamic leadership the following are being planned at the
Center for Applied Linguistics:

(1) English-Serbo-Croatian (with Professor Rudolf Filipovic
of Zagreb University as principal coordinator)

(2) English-Hungarian and other East European languages (in
preparation)

(3) English and an African language (under discussion)
(4) English and selected American Indian languages in the

United States (under discussion)
(5) Planned publication (for Summer 1968) Contrastive Papers,

John Lotz et al. (Swedish Contrastive Notes; Contrastive Study of
the Morphophonemics of Obstruent Clusters in English and
Hungarian; Comparison of the Glides (Semivowels) in English
and Hungarian; The Perception of English Stops by Speakers of
English, Spanish, Hungarian and Thai: A Tape-Cutting Experi-
ment (with Nemser, Ingemann, Abramson and Gerstmann).

I should like to welcome you all again and to turn the meeting
over to the man who started all this, Dr. John Lotz.
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JOHN LOTZ

Center for Applied Linguistics

Mr. Chairman, members of the panel, ladies and gentlemen:
At the beginning of the first session of this nineteenth Round

Table meeting of the Georgetown School of Languages and Linguis-
tics I would like to express my pleasure at the general topic of
the meeting, contrastive linguistics, both for personal reasons—
it was about 25 years ago that I wrote my first contrastive notes
concerning Swedish and Hungarian—and as an organization man—
the Center for Applied Linguistics has been instrumental in
promoting contrastive studies in the United States. I would like to
congratulate Dean James E. Alatis, the Chairman of this Round
Table meeting, for his success in assembling such an excellent
roster of scholars for this meeting.

In a general sense contrastive analysis, the close and scru-
tinizing comparison of two related items, is, of course, old in
the study of language. It was not, however, until the last half
century that contrast, and especially the more stringent contrast,
opposition, became key notions in linguistic analysis. Contrastive
analysis is comparative linguistics in the most general and most
all-encompassing sense, although the term 'comparative' has been
taken for genetic purposes. In practice, however, we restrict
the term 'contrastive' to systematic comparison of certain groups
of elements in two (or more) languages, without any reference as
to their genetic relationship, typological affiliation and so on.
Such a comparison is of basic importance for effective language
teaching, for the systematic discussion of questions in translation
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from one language to another and for the solution of certain tech-
nical problems in mechanical translation inter alia.

In my opinion contrastive analysis is, in a way, contrary to
structural linguistics, especially in the American linguistic tradi-
tion. In earlier trends structural analysis emphasized linguistic
relativity, claiming a different structure for each language and
dialect. In its most recent version, transformational approaches
seek for an underlying unity, regarding human language as a
basically identical phenomenon. It is clear that either view is
alien to contrastive analysis. Contrastive analysis is at the same
time also contrary to the formalism, so much emphasized in
structural linguistics, which requires the classification of the
formal structure and would see no purpose in comparing the stops
in, say, English and Chinese, or the tense systems in Latin and
Greek, because both function in different contrastive and opposi-
tional frameworks. But when we speak about contrastive analysis,
we compare aspects of language which are not necessarily struc-
turally analyzed and understood. In my opinion it makes perfect
sense to compare the stop systems or the tense systems of, let
us say, Hungarian and English without claiming that we are sure
of the deepest structure of both languages. Given a linguistic
millennium where all the problems of grammar would be solved,
a contrastive statement would simply be a theorem following from
the description. Until then—if such a state of affairs is realizable
at all—contrastive studies will remain on the practical agenda of
linguistics.

One last remark. The question has often been raised whether
contrastive studies belong to pure linguistics or to applied linguis-
tics. I do not see much relevancy in such a compartmentalization,
but it reminds me of the saying of the famous mathematician
Courant, founder of NYU's Institute for Applied Mathematics:
'Pure mathematics is a small and not very significant part of
applied mathematics.'



CONTRASTIVE ANALYSIS AND LAPSED TIME

ROBERT P. STOCKWELL

University of California, Los Angeles

Abstract. The two books that I collaborated on with J. Donald
Bowen and John W. Martin, The Sounds of English and Spanish,
and The Grammatical Structures of English and Spanish, have
been almost as slow to be reviewed as they were to be produced
in the first place. The first volume was actually completed in
the summer of 1960, the second volume in the early fall of 1962.
They were published together in 1965. Now in 1968 two extended
reviews are scheduled to appear, one by Ronald Langacker in
Foundations of Language and one by Dwight L. Bolinger in
Romance Philology. These two scholars have kindly made
advance copies of their reviews available to me for the purposes
of this paper, in which I propose to re-examine the task we set
out to accomplish some eight years ago and to ask whether there
was, in fact, any hope of success in that task, and whether we
would do it differently if we started on it from scratch tomorrow.
From these specific problems I arrive at certain inferences
about contrastive analysis in general, and relations between
theoretical and applied linguistics.

In 1960 J. Donald Bowen and I completed the manuscript of a
book entitled The Sounds of English and Spanish, to which an
appendix was subsequently added by John W. Martin on distinctive
feature analysis of these languages. The book was published in
1965 by the University of Chicago Press. In the summer of 1962
Bowen, Martin and I completed the manuscript of the companion



12 / ROBERT P. STOCKWELL

volume entitled The Grammatical Structures of English and
Spanish. This was also published in 1965 by Chicago. Both books
were actually conceived and work was started on them when Bowen
and I were colleagues at the School of Languages of the Foreign
Service Institute, in the early fifties. The production of the books
thus spanned some ten years at a crucial time in the history of
American linguistics, and their final form reflects much of the
theoretical upheaval of that period. That they are unsatisfactory
books goes without saying; but it may be of some interest to
examine the ways in which they are unsatisfactory to me (I speak
here only for myself, not for my collaborators), as compared
with the ways in which they have been deemed unsatisfactory by
some of the reviewers.

In saying that they are unsatisfactory books I do not wish to be
understood as saying that they are significantly more unsatisfac-
tory than was predictable from the very beginning: I don't think
we did a job that was much worse than anyone else would have
done, given the same impossible task, and I am quite prepared to
defend them against certain kinds of criticism that I will get
around to later. But to defend them against misdirected criticism
is not the same as claiming that they are satisfactory books:
clearly they are not. Also, in discussing the faults of these
books, either the faults that I see in them, or the faults pointed
out by our reviewers, I shall try to set the aim of the discussion
on a higher plane than simple criticism and controversy: I shall
try to get at broader issues in contrastive analysis, what value it
has in general, why its objectives are so far from being signi-
ficantly achieved by any existing studies, what programs for
future research might be worth pursuing.

The relations between linguistic theory and language teaching
are much more indirect than has sometimes been supposed—just
as the relations between actual speech performance and the
abstract characterization of grammatical structure are remote
and indirect. If 'applied linguistics' constitutes a field at all (and
I am somewhat dubious that it does), the goal of the field must be
to elucidate these exceedingly indirect and abstract relations.
Sol Saporta, in a review of these volumes (Hispania, March 1967:
200), put the matter rather more polemically than I like, but
correctly nonetheless:

We need not quarrel over whether good grammatical descrip-
tions are better than bad ones, and much of what is pre-
sented here is good. But mere honesty compels us to admit
that we do not know how to convert the information in a
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good description into pedagogically optimal format. The
contributions of linguistics have been too substantial in their
own right for linguists to continue making undocumented
assertions about 'the applications of linguistics' to second-
language acquisition. We linguists do a disservice both to
ourselves and to our colleagues in language departments
by deceiving them into believing that we have access to
some secret information about how to teach foreign
languages.

The only respect in which I disagree at all with Saporta is that he
included this paragraph in his review as though it were a criti-
cism of what we had done. To document our innocence on this
score I need not even quote from our own pages: another reviewer
had no trouble discovering the fact of the matter (Ronald Lang-
acker, forthcoming review in Foundations of Language, 1968):

The authors make no attempt to tell the teacher how to teach
Spanish to students native in English; I find this very com-
mendable, for we really know quite little about how languages
can be taught most effectively. On the other hand, they do
not leave the language teacher without guidance in making
the very difficult transfer from the contrastive structural
analysis of two languages to concrete classroom techniques
. . . numerous pedagogical hints and observations from the
teaching experience of the authors are scattered about; and
a sensible appendix concerning pedagogy is included.
The question of how much linguistic theory one can or should

present to a pedagogically oriented audience is thorny indeed.
According to some reviewers, we presented far too much; accord-
ing to others, we did our readers great disservice by not present-
ing theory in more detail. In support of this latter position,
Morgan E. Jones (The Inter-Pret Newsletter, January-February-
March 1966) blasted us because we 'masquerade in the guise of
transformational generative linguists.' Going on, he writes:

They sprinkle transformational jargon around and put in
a few arrows and brackets to give the work the semblance
of being transformational. No doubt such tricks will fool
some people, but most will recognize the approach for what
it is—thoroughgoing doctrinaire, Trager-and-Smith struc-
turalist linguistics. The authors pay lip service to phono-
logy as a set of rules while perpetuating the fictitious, in-
defensible, and now obsolescent phoneme and while dealing
with speech, phonetic forms, and surface structure alto-
gether. . . The authors profess to believe that language is
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rule-governed, but the analysis in no way bears their belief
out. They cite pleasure/pledger as a minimal pair, ignor-
ing the fact that pleasure derives from please plus -ure with
several phonetic rules whereas pledger derives from pledge
plus -er_ without these rules. They seem unaware of the
Spanish breaking rule, which changes tEne and dOrme to
tiene and duerme, and the Spanish glide formation rule, which
which changes tiene, dUerme, pasEo, pOema, qE alto,
and algO asi to tyene, dwerme, pasyo, pwema, qy alto, and
algw asi. And the complex vowel nuclei in English should be
accounted for as tense vowels plus the diphthongization
rule, which changes [sen] (sane), [mit] (meet), and [son]
(sown) to [seyn], [miyt], and [sown].

Aside from the fact that it would be absurd to present the diph-
thongization rule without also presenting the vowel shift rule,
there is a real substantive issue here that merits attention. I
bow to no one in my admiration for the Chomsky-Halle Sound
Pattern of English (Harper and Row, 1968), which I have had
the pleasure of reading in its prepublication form. I believe
it will very extensively revolutionize the substance of what
linguists study under the heading of phonology, and I believe
it will come to be the main sourcework for English phonology in
particular, as well as providing the model for continuing research
in that subject. But in 1960 it was still at best a conjunct gleam
in the eyes of Chomsky and Halle. Even as our book left the press
in 1965 it was available only in small parts to a small group of
scholars. It was a manifest chronological impossibility for us to
include any significant amount of the content of that work in our
book; and to ask that we include similar rules for Spanish when
there was nothing available at all (there are now two dissertations,
at least, one by James Foley—primarily on Spanish morphology—
and one by James Harris, on Spanish phonology) is really to
demand of us somewhat too much foreknowledge.

But let us overlook the chronological impediments in the path
of progress that Jones would have us tread; it is true that I knew,
rather informally, a good deal about these developments and that
I could conceivably at least have added a section in the phonological
volume outlining them and giving some fragmentary examples. I
think there is doubt in general whether deep structure phonology
is pedagogically relevant. Consider but a single case: following
Foley, one can construct an elegant rule of plural formation in
Spanish by postulating that a number of forms have a deep struc-
ture representation with a final -e_ that is subsequently deleted in
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the derivation. Thus perdon has the deep structure perdone, a
claim which also explains its stress. The plural rule simply adds
-£ in all cases; similarly, rubi has the deep structure form rubie,
thereby explaining both the stress and plural form rubies. It is
neat, and Foley is clearly right. Someday, when a lexicon exists
with all of the abstract forms correctly represented so that all a
student needs to do is look them up and apply the rules, it is at
least conceivable that he will acquire the rules of Spanish pronun-
ciation more easily than he now does. But at the moment all
lexicons give surface structure representations, and it is not
obvious to me that it is harder to remember that perdon has a
marked accent and forms its plural with -es than it is to remem-
ber that it really has a final -e which determines its stress and
which shows up only when -s is added.

The claim about English diphthongization (and vowel shift)
rules is strange: I think that if one is talking about English to
native speakers of English, in a context where the objective is
simply to achieve greater understanding about their native tongue,
one should devote his attention to just the kind of facts that are
generalized by the diphthongization and vowel shift rules—the
derivational relations that hold between divine/divinity, serene/
serenity, sane/sanity, profound/profundity, school/scholar,
tone/tonic, etc. But I can't imagine what relevance such generali-
zations have for the English speaker trying to make noises which
resemble Spanish noises. For that purpose, what he needs to
know is how he articulates English surface phonology, and how to
articulate Spanish surface phonology, in order to transfer the
right articulations at the right time and in order not to transfer
the wrong articulations at any time. If this claim is wrong,
surely the burden of proof is on anyone who claims that the
deeper aspects of phonology, especially of the learner's language,
are relevant.

Perhaps, nonetheless, we should have provided more of the
abstract conceptualization needed to grasp the deeper regulari-
ties of the Spanish phonological system. It is clear that if we had
done so the amount of criticism based on the claim that we pre-
sented too much theory, too much abstraction that did not relate
directly to the classroom, would have been intensified several
times over. I think Jones may only be claiming that linguists
should talk about linguistics and hope that the insights into the
structure of natural language that they consider to be intrinsically
important will somehow also be found to have extrinsic importance
in the judgment of language teachers who read their work. This
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is not guaranteed to be so, and because it is not guaranteed in
advance the field of applied linguistics is not guaranteed to
have any content.

The question of how much general theory can be introduced
into such studies bears some discussion. The only reviewer
who was satisfied that we achieved the right balance, within
reasonable limits, between presentation of theory and presenta-
tion of relevant facts about English and Spanish was Langacker:

The contrastive analysis of two phonological systems can
be reduced to an item by item comparison of two small
inventories of segment types, but the situation with
respect to grammar is entirely different. The syntactic
comparison of two languages must, implicitly or expli-
citly, be the comparison of two sets of rules each
enumerating a boundless class of possible sentences
with assigned structural descriptions.

He then quotes our view that 'In theory, the aim of a con-
trastive structure study would be to provide just the set of
rules for each language that would make it possible to analyze
any pair of corresponding sentences... string by string and
rule by rule. ' He goes on to point out that this ideal could
not be our actual target both because no adequate generative
descriptions exist for either language, and because if they did
a full contrastive study would be prohibitively complex. He
then sets the goals as he sees them, and I only wish I had
stated them as well:

A more reasonable practical goal for someone writing a
book on contrastive syntax intended for teachers would be
something like the following. The study should cover
approximately the same ground that the language teacher
is called on to deal with explicitly in the classroom.
Within this area, common productive processes (such as
infinitive embedding, for example) should be compared
for the two languages with respect to the rules generat-
ing them. A precise formulation of these rules in all
their detail is certainly not called for, but the teacher
should at least be made aware of the general deriva-
tional patterns involved. For less productive processes,
in particular morphological phenomena, rules would
probably prove less helpful to the teacher than sensible
paradigmatic displays that show clearly whatever regu-
larities of form are apparent on the surface. Further-
more, it should be possible for the teacher to gain
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from the book enough insight about the nature of gramma-
tical organization to be able to extend the comparison to
new cases with some degree of understanding. Overall, the
authors... attain this practical goal, although a number of
minor criticisms can be made.

The crucially correct notion in Langacker's comment is that the
teacher should learn to extend the comparison to new cases with
some degree of understanding, which depends upon comprehending
the nature of grammatical organization, which in turn I think ne-
cessarily means that the theory content will be disproportionately
large in relation to the language content of such a study.

Dwight Bolinger (A Grammar for Grammars: The Contrastive
Structures of English and Spanish, in Romance Philology 21, 1968)
either does not agree with this notion, or thinks we overdid
it. 'The linguistic theory that supposedly underpins the book...
gives the impression of a determination to sink every board
separately to bedrock, when most of the time the well-jointed
edifice can stand by itself' (186). Bolinger assumes that I 'cast
[my]self as the heavy in this grammatical drama' [i.e. in relation
to my collaborators], and accuses me of putting my worst foot
forward 'by presenting theory first and example second', viewing
myself 'as a missionary of grammatical theory' who 'refuses to
budge until everybody's thinking has been properly adjusted' (201).
He believes that 'a formalization of Spanish grammar in a book of
this kind ought to follow, not precede, a monographic treatment
of each topic that is described here in generative terms. ' 'A guide
for teachers, ' he believes, 'is no suitable proving ground' (202).
I personally don't agree with this view: if we wait for mono-
graphic treatments, we shall never get started. They will
gradually come into existence, of course: but there will be
numerous inconsistencies and incompatibilities between one mono-
graph and another (just try, some time, to put into a single set of
rules the excellent but diverse work that has been done by the
transformationalists on various aspects of English syntax); and
the theory will be modified and enriched in the meanwhile.
Bolinger notes that 'by striving too hard to follow Chomsky the
authors have laid a foundation that is already slightly out of date'
(201), which of course is true and would only be distressing to
me if it were not true. Writing grammars, and constructing
theories about grammar in general, is an infinite task, but the
only alternative to accepting the task as infinite and proceeding
accordingly is to assume that nothing in grammatical study is
worth attempting at all except lists of more or less organized and
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categorized examples, with more or less insightful comments
about them. This 'listing with insight' school of grammatical
analysis—and very little in pre-generative grammatical tradition
can be said to go beyond this characterization—holds forth no hope
of achieving a grasp of how human beings learn language, use
language, or create language. The only grammars that can be
written which will not be dated by modifications and enrichment
of theory are grammars which do not embody any theory and are
necessarily little more than lists of examples. Wherever they go
beyond lists of examples—e. g. even when they organize their lists
of examples according to some principle—the organizing principle
is necessarily dependent on some theoretical bias, and to the ex-
tent that that bias is vague, inexplicit, hard to discover, incon-
sistent, or incapable of formalization it is absurd to consider it a
plus value for the grammar even if it means that the grammar will
not thereby be dated.

It is unfortunately a fact that the word 'theoretical' itself is
negatively valued by most language teachers and even by a dis-
tressingly large number of linguists. The supposed opposite, and
highly valued, word is 'practical'. One talks about 'theory'
versus 'application' as though theory could go its own way and be
ignored when one is engaged in the real down-to-earth work of
the world, including language teaching in particular. Now, no one
doubts that language teaching demands a high degree of artistry,
and no one doubts that it is still far from possible even to specify
all of the variables that contribute to success or failure in language
teaching and learning. But it seems certain that one of those
variables is the conflict between linguistic systems, one of them
the system already inside the learner's head, the other the system
of the target language. Nothing that can be discovered about the
nature of such systems in general can possibly be ignored by
language teachers, no matter how abstract and inaccessible such
discoveries seem to be, and certainly regardless of the fact that
general theories of language don't stand still and are not mono-
lithic ally permanent to be drawn from as needed. And just as
language teachers cannot afford to ignore whatever is known about
the nature of linguistic systems in general, linguists cannot afford
to ignore the task of comparing particular linguistic systems to
spell out in detail the manifestations of conflict between the
systems.

This task—comparison in search of sources of interference,
commonly called contrastive analysis—can obviously be approached
in either of two ways: by collecting lists of errors students have
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made, and then trying to describe the conflicts between the
systems that give rise to such errors (not all the errors can be
traced to this source, of course), or by setting up a systematic
comparison which scans the differences in structure in search of
sources of interference, and predicting that such-and-such errors
will occur from such-and-such conflicts. Our approach was the
latter, somewhat tempered by the former (i. e. since no one can
look at two total structures, we were often guided as to where to
look by the attempt to explain errors we had heard). Bolinger
suggests—though diffidently, I'm happy to note—that our hierarchy
of difficulty in pronunciation should have 'been based on class-
room experience—perhaps by eliciting answers to a questionnaire
from teachers of Spanish' (188), rather than being 'spun from
pure theory.' This criticism is a real curiosity, because our
hierarchy itself—the ranking of particular problems of pronuncia-
tion on a scale from hardest to acquire and most persistently dif-
ficult down to virtual nonexistence as problems—is totally empi-
rical in terms of our own experience in some ten years of in-
tensive Spanish teaching. The only thing that was theoretical was
our attempt to categorize these errors in terms which seemed to
us to provide an explanation of why the facts should be as our
experience indicated them to be. The fact that our experience of
the errors learners make does not agree entirely with Bolinger's
is surprising and calls for further observation to find out who is
right, but I certainly am not in the least sanguine that conflicts
between the reported observations of three reasonably expert
phoneticians would be at all resolved by submitting the question
to the arbitration of a questionnaire addressed to teachers of
Spanish.

It may be of some interest to list a few of the conflicting ob-
servations, ours and Bolinger's.

Bolinger claims that:
(1) 'The flapping of intervocalic Eng. / t / is treated as

a separate problem (53 f.) but can be viewed as an auto-
matic result of a following reduced vowel—a student not
inclined to reduce his vowels will tend not to flap his / t / ' s ,
for his habits in, say, photo (flapped) vs. veto (not flapped)
will assert themselves' (191). This would seem to ignore
at all, it only, etc., where the vowel following the flap is
both stressed and full. Granted that the morphological con-
ditions are different (there is a word boundary as a condi-
tion for all such flaps), the articulatory potential is not as
restricted as Bolinger indicates.
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(2) He claims that 'Within successive syllables containing
unreduced vowels it [i. e. heavy nasalization of the preceding
vowel with minimal nasal consonant, as in camper-rRPS] is
no more apt to occur [in English] than in Spanish: ramparts,
rampage, combo, limbo, impact, import, lumbago* (192).
This is false for me: camper and ramparts are alike in the
nasalization of the first syllable. This putative fact of
Bolinger's is one of several which he would like to attribute
to a single generalization about reduced vowels in the follow-
ing syllable, but since this 'fact' is not a fact for my speech,
this particular generalization necessarily fails, even though
many others about relations between vowel reduction and
consonantal articulation are valid and should have been in-
cluded.

(3) In discussing the differing sentence rhythms of English
and Spanish, Bolinger claims 'that the conditioning factor in
the steady rhythm is the sequence of syllables with full vowel
nuclei' (191), and that it follows that since Spanish does not
reduce its vowels, 'it has this regular beat all the time'
(191). There is a good deal of truth in this, and certainly
the most obvious rhythmic differences are the consequence
of presence vs. absence of reduced vowels; but famous
examples like 'ltght lighthduse keeper' and 'light Iighth6use
keeper', both of which have the rhythm 'one, two, three',
suggest that Bolinger's generalization, while useful, is false
to the extent that it includes unstressed full vowels as rhyth-
mic pulses: the only rhythmic pulses are stressed vowels
(Trager and Smith secondary and primary, our medial and
strong).

But by and large we all agree on the phonetic facts: the differences
turn up in the interpretation of them—which ones will cause dif-
ficulty, why they cause difficulty, what the nature of the abstract
system underlying the facts is. Bolinger, as noted above, sug-
gests that our hierarchy is wrong, but he does not propose an
alternative one. He suggests that we should have paid more atten-
tion to interference through cognates, though since we give long
lists of them, his contention is only that we put them too late in
the book, 'though this factor probably outweighs the phonological
one in a number of earlier trouble-spots' (188). The fact that
conflict between phonological systems is different in kind from
interference caused by cognates and spelling interference seems
to me more than sufficient justification for separating the treat-
ment of them. It is possible that the best way to organize a con-
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trastive study is to list problems from hardest to easiest, with
both the contents of the list and the ranking derived directly from
the experience of teachers (perhaps from a questionnaire), and
with the linguist's contribution being simply a list of explanations
of why these problems occur, introducing only as much theory as
is minimally required to explain the problems. I don't think I
would find such a book very interesting. The fact that the Spanish
spirant [b] is 'visible' (Bolinger 188) and so easier to teach than
the velar spirant [g], even though they occupy the same linguistic
status in comparison with English, is not, in my view, a basis for
treating them differently in a contrastive study: the most I can
infer from the fact that one is visible and the other not is that we
should have put in a pedagogical hint to that effect.

There is a piece of irony in our handling of the vowels, Bolinger's
reaction to it, and my present view of the way it should have been
done. First, Bolinger liked our differentiation of two vowel sets,
the 'full' or 'stressable' vowels as distinct from the 'reduced' or
'unstressable' vowels. He thought the vowel chapter was the best
in the phonological volume and should have been placed early. In
fact, the distinction was made because we had adopted a frame of
reference which made it difficult to present vowel-reduction as a
rule which is present in English but missing in Spanish, which
seemed to us even then, and certainly does now, the obviously
right way to present it, but we didn't know enough about generative
phonology to do it neatly. So since we decided, probably unwisely,
that since we weren't in general presenting phonological rules
relating abstract deep structures to surface phonetic structures,
and yet we wanted to make a loud noise about how different English
is from Spanish in respect to this aspect of the vowel system, we
had to find another way to do it; and the Firthian approach is what
we adopted. Actually, in Firthian terms, we set up three vowel
sets, not two, the third one the set before / r / , but only the full
and reduced sets came under comment by Bolinger. But the case
that Morgan Jones made about abstract phonological representa-
tion, while in my judgment weak or invalid for the kinds of
examples he cited, is very strong in respect to the general pheno-
menon of vowel reduction, and this is at the top of my list of
things I think need repairing if the books are ever revised. In-
cluded in such a revision would certainly be many of Bolinger's
excellent points about relations between vowel reduction, on the
one hand, and aspects of intonation and consonantal articulation,
on the other.
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I think more than enough has been said about pronunciation,
however: I don't mean just in this paper, or just in the reviews
of our two books—I include the phonological volume itself, other
contrastive studies of pronunciation, and other works on the
pronunciation of commonly taught languages in general. I think
it's time we face the fact that pronunciation is simply not that
important. The only reason it gets all the attention it does is that
it is relatively accessible, and linguists, like drunks, prefer to
look where the light is best. Modern taxonomic linguistics
flourished for three decades on little more than the phoneme, and
whether (as Morgan Jones remarked) the phoneme is 'obsolescent'
or not, it's clearly not enough to build an interesting science of
language on, much less a sub- or supra-science of linguistic
comparison for pedagogical insight. Grammar and meaning are
at the heart of the matter. It is a sad commentary that the gram-
mar volumes of the Contrastive Structure series were shorter
than the phonology volumes, except for the Spanish, where mul-
tiple authorship rather than deeper knowledge accounts for the
extra length.

But the state of syntactic and semantic theory today precludes
writing the ideal contrastive grammar. Exactly what objective,
short of the ideal that I quoted earlier ('to provide just the set of
rules that would make it possible to analyze any pair of cor-
responding sentences... string by string and rule by rule'), can
be established that is not a mere 'listing with insight' ? I would
like to think that the least one could ask for is the display of a
wide range of deep structures and an exemplification, perhaps
rather loose, of the major syntactic rules that convert these to
appropriate surface structures in the two languages. At least for
the languages of most interest in American schools, the deep
structures share an enormous amount of similarity, and the dif-
ferences of surface structure result from the existence of different
transformational rules. The other major difference, namely the
way in which the available structures are put to use, i. e. the cir-
cumstances external to the language under which one or another
thing is appropriately said, requires a type of comparison that
goes well beyond anything that has been formalized under any
theory of linguistics, and 'listing with insight' is probably the
most that can be expected—and that only fragmentarily—in this
usage area.

But even the representation of deep structures is up for grabs
right now. Besides the familiar phrase-structure trees of
Chomsky's Syntactic Structures and Aspects of the Theory of
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Syntax, there are two other reasonable-looking possibilities: the
very deep and abstract trees of Ross, Lakoff, and McCawley,
where even an extremely simple sentence may have an embedded
depth of six or seven underlying sentences; and the case proposal
of Fillmore, where no one knows yet quite how many cases would
be strung out to the right of the verb, only one of them to be moved
ultimately into the surface subject position. Both proposals arise
from dissatisfaction with the Chomsky tree for purposes of semantic
representation—i.e. there are syntactic relationships which must
be represented for semantic interpretation which cannot be put into
a Chomsky tree in any obvious way. It is impossible not to learn
a great deal from studying these alternative proposals, since from
these increasingly refined models new and insightful observations
flow at an almost alarming rate: these scholars seek constantly to
find examples that will be crucial to one or another theory. But
one's sense of security is undermined to the point where it seems
foolish to try to write a grammar of one language, much less a
comparison of the grammars, neither of which exists, of two
languages.

And yet there are huge areas of agreement between the various
proposals about deep structures: these are what must be exploited
in a contrastive study. At the time we wrote our book, I felt that
Klima (1962) had already provided the most revealing model for
contrastive efforts. His presentation highlights the deep-struc-
ture similarity of the two languages and traces the steps in
parallel transformational derivations which differentiate the
surface structures of comparable constructions. In the few cases
where we attempted to follow this model in our own work I think
the results were significantly better than they were when we tried
other devices for displaying the comparable structures—devices
such as essentially tagmemic charts, or such as parallel rule
sets (as distinct from parallel derivations of actual sentences). I
think now it would be possible to write most of the grammar
volume in Klima's way, but at the time we were doing the work we
simply did not know enough in detail about the transformational
grammar of Spanish—and possibly not enough even about the
transformational grammar of English—to do it throughout in that
way.

I don't think we know even now enough to do the rest of the job
that needs doing, namely the whole usage area, where one not
only presents a derivation but compares constructions in respect
to the circumstances in which they are appropriately used. This
is the area where Bolinger is most critical of us, and with good
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reason most of the time. I do not find myself in agreement with
his points about the interrogative (203), where he claims that our
description of a minimal differentiation between statement and
question by virtue of intonational fall and rise is false because
'in both languages such utterances can pass as questions without
change of intonation if reinforced by gestural clues'—i. e. that the
'statement' Juan vino contigo [falling intonation] can be a question
if given the right gestures. I don't care much for an analysis
which so completely confounds devices outside the language itself
with devices inside the language. Grammatically, Juan vino
contigo [falling intonation] is a statement. If you want to hold up
a placard as you say it, and the placard displays a large question
mark, then presumably there is a contradiction between grammar
and the gesture-placard. You can also point at something that is
white, perhaps with a little dirt on it, and say ironically that the
object is black. I do not think that these two facts, nor any of an
infinite range of facts about usage where the normal as-if-in-a-
vacuum linguistic interpretation is contradicted by the actual in-
terpretation imposed on the basis of some kind of real world
knowledge and ability to resolve contradictions between linguistic
evidence of meaning and other kinds of evidence of meaning, have
any bearing whatever on linguistic description. They do indeed
have some bearing on language teaching; but it has never been
claimed that contrastive studies deal with more than a single
restricted, though central and crucial, aspect of the problem of
language teaching.

Bolinger still, even after the published disputation with Lees
where I thought he came off a poor second (Bolinger 1960, Lees
1960), takes the view that if it occurs at all, it is grammatical.
Against our claim that 'The direct object and indirect object can-
not both be pronouns unless the order is inverted and to or for is
added (we cannot say *He gave them it)', he claims that Gimme it,
will you ? is 'normal enough' (204), and that 'in choosing sides for
a game a captain can say I'll give you him if you'll give me her'
(204). I'm not quite sure what he means by 'normal enough', but
if he means 'well-formed/grammatical in English' then I think
he's wrong. That it can occur is irrelevant; it is derivatively
generated by relaxing a rule that is unquestionably a rule of
standard English, and any speaker of English is aware that there
is something strange about it. That expressions like Gimme,
gimme, gimme and He's got a bad case of the gimme's exist is
beyond question; but they cry out for a special explanation—e. g.
that there is a new idiom gimme in English—but their existence
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does not invalidate a general rule which is the basis for an obvious
difference between Spanish and English.

But although there are these (and some other) points of dis-
agreement with Bolinger on matters of usage and interpretation
of the viability of the examples he cites, in a wide range of cases
he sharply improves our descriptions of usage and meaning. I am
especially taken by his observations about active/stative verbs and
the involvement of exertion (206), about non-event nouns with ser
requiring activity that typifies the place (207), about adverbs of
extent occurring only with what he calls saturated verbs, and
about several aspects of usage that we altogether failed to men-
tion. I think one's reading of our book will be substantially en-
riched by reading Bolinger's review in conjunction with it.

I conclude now with little that is positive. I think contrastive
studies are important and useful and that we need more of them;
I think the area of great need is not phonology at all, certainly for
the well-known languages, but grammar and usage; I think that
while error-counts are of some use, the most hopeful basis for
insightful contrastive study is entirely theoretical; I think that
the confused state of contemporary theory is no proper basis for
withdrawing from the challenge of this kind of comparative study;
I think that the notion that the primary audience for such studies
is a pedagogically oriented one is mistaken in part, that such
studies are viable objectives for their own sake, just as any good
description is; and I think I have to say that it's a lot easier to
criticize one than to write one, just as it's a lot easier to write
one than to apply one.
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THE USE OF MODELS IN CONTRASTIVE
LINGUISTICS

WILLIAM G. MOULTON

Princeton University

Abstract. Before we can contrast two languages, we need to
establish a general framework (a 'model', to use the term now in
vogue) within which both languages can be analyzed; only then can
we effectively compare the two and note the contrasts between
them. Without committing ourselves to any particular linguistic
religion (whether tagmemic, transformational, or stratificational),
we can probably all agree that any human language contains at least
four levels of abstract structure. At one end, a language has a
structure connected with the world of human experience—the
things its speakers talk about; this is the transformationalists'
Semantic Component, the stratificationalists' Sememic Subcode.
At the other end, a language has a structure connected with the
world of sound—the noises its speakers make; this is the trans-
formationalists' Phonological Component, the stratificationalists'
Phonemic Subcode. In between there are two further, perhaps
still more abstract structures. The semantic structure is con-
nected with a hierarchically ordered ('tree') grammatical struc-
ture—the transformationalists' Deep Structure, the stratifica-
tionalists' Lexemic Subcode. The phonological structure is con-
nected with a linearly ordered ('string') grammatical structure—
the transformationalists' Surface Structure, the stratificationalists'
Morphemic Subcode. And these two grammatical structures are
interrelated via the transformationalists' Transformational Rules,
the stratificationalists' Recoding Rules.
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Using this general model we can predict with considerable
success a student's phonological difficulties: we plot the two
structures within phonological space and note the contrasts. We
are far less successful in predicting his semantic difficulties:
we can plot bits and pieces of semantic space, but little more
than this. With grammatical structure we have intermediate
success. We plot the two deep structures (they are usually re -
markably similar), then plot the two surface structures (they are
usually remarkably different), and then note the contrasting
transformational (recoding) rules that connect the two. Espe-
cially troublesome to teach (though not necessarily to identify)
are those compulsory grammatical categories that occur in one
language but not in the other (e. g. English singular vs. plural,
definite vs. indefinite, plain vs. perfect, plain vs. progressive).

My interest in models for language stems from two sources.
First, I find it intellectually stimulating to try to map out a
scheme for human language that will account for as much as pos-
sible of what we can observe directly and infer indirectly. Second,
as one who has tried his hand at a bit of contrastive linguistics, I
find it a practical necessity to devise a framework on which I can
'hang* as much as possible of the two languages I am contrasting.
Only with such a framework at my disposal can I put the two
languages side by side, note the contrasts, and then hope to under-
stand the interference they will produce in the learner.

Without necessarily committing ourselves to any one of the
currently popular views of language, we can probably all agree
that any useful model must contain at least four types of abstract
structure. At one end, a language has a structure connected with
the world of human experience—the things its speakers talk about;
this is the transformationalists' Semantic Component (for which I
shall substitute the term 'Semological Component'), the strati-
ficationalists' Sememic Subcode. At the other end, a language
has a structure connected with the world of sound—the noises its
speakers make; this is the transformationalists' Phonological
Component, the stratificationalists' Phonemic Subcode. In between
there are at least two types of grammatical structure. Connected
with the Semological Component there is a structure consisting of
grammatical units in hierarchical order, a 'tree structure', cor-
responding to the way we understand sentences; this is the trans-
formationalists' Deep Structure, the stratificationalists' Lexemic
Subcode. Connected with the phonological component there is a
structure consisting of grammatical units in linear order, a
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'string structure,' corresponding to the way we say sentences;
this is the transformationalists' Surface Structure, the stratifica-
tionalists' Morphemic Subcode. And these two types of gramma-
tical structure are interrelated by means of the transforma-
tionalists' Transformational Rules, the stratificationalists'
Recoding Rules.

If we accept the above remarks as tentatively correct, they
lead to the following model for a language:

Model for a Language
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The part of this model which, in our present imperfect state
of knowledge, we understand much the best is the Phonological
Component and its connection with observable sound. The linguis-
tic units within this component are the Phonemes of the language;
and they involve four different types of structure. First, there
is a Paradigmatic Phonemic Structure (or a Matrix Structure)
that deals with permitted combinations of Distinctive Phonological
Features. It is to this structure that we appeal when, for exam-
ple, we describe English /f/ as a Voiceless Labial Fricative, or
English / g / a s a Voiced Velar Stop. Second, there is a Syntag-
matic Phonemic Structure (or a Distributional Structure) that
deals with permitted sequences of phonemes; typically, this is
tied in with the linear sequence of grammatical units. It is to
this structure that we appeal when, for example, we say that the
cluster / t s / may occur word-finally in English (as in sits), but
not word-initially. Third, there is a Paradigmatic Phonetic
Structure that deals in detail with the way in which abstract
phonemes are realized in concrete sound. It is to this structure
that we appeal when, for example, we say that English / I / is
typically more or less strongly velarized in contrast to the non-
velarized / I / of French. Finally, there is a Syntagmatic Phonetic
Structure (or an Allophonic Structure) that deals with the different
ways in which a given phoneme is realized in sound in different
environments. It is to this structure that we appeal when, for
example, we say that English / p / is aspirated word-initially (as
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in pie) but not after / s / (as in spy).
If it is true that the phonological component has this fourfold

structure, then our task in contrastive linguistics is clear. First,
we must contrast these four structures in the source and target
languages and thus reveal the conflicts that will produce inter-
ference. Second, we must then devise teaching methods to over-
come each of these four types of interference.

Identifying phonemic conflicts is, at least in principle, a rela-
tively simple matter. For example, if we diagram the vowel
systems of Spanish and English in terms of distinctive features
(that is, if we display them in phonological space), it is clear that
speakers of Spanish will find it difficult to learn the tense vs. lax
opposition that distinguishes English feet vs. fit, seat vs. sit, etc.
The reason is clear: English permits the features 'high front' to
co-occur with both 'tense' and 'lax' whereas Spanish does not.
Similarly, if we analyze the consonant systems of English and
German in terms of permitted sequences of phonemes, it is clear
that speakers of English will find it difficult to learn the / t s /
cluster of German Zinn, Zeile. The reason is again clear: though
both languages have comparable phonemes / t / and / s / , and though
both permit them to occur in the cluster / t s / (English sits,
German Sitz), German permits this cluster to occur word-
initially whereas English does not.

To these theoretical observations we must now add some
empirical ones, namely: In cases like these, what substitutions
do the learners typically make ? As it turns out, speakers of
Spanish typically substitute a vowel quality which lies about half-
way between tense / i : / and lax / i / (and which English-speaking
listeners perversely interpret as always the wrong quality); and
speakers of English typically substitute initial / z - / for German
initial / t s - / (under the influence of the German spelling of this
cluster with the letter z).

What teaching devices can we use to overcome these two types
of phonemic errors ? In both cases I believe the most powerful
device is a contrastive drill within the target language. For
speakers of Spanish who are learning English, we can use an
English/English contrastive phonemic drill: they must imitate
the phonemic contrast between feet and Jit, seat and sit, etc. And
for speakers of English who are learning German, we can use a
German/German contrastive phonemic drill: they must imitate
the phonemic contrast between Zinn and Sinn, Zeile and Seile,
etc. Teaching our students to keep apart the phonemes of the
target language is the minimum goal at which we must aim; and
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we must teach them to keep the phonemes apart not only para-
digmatically (English feet vs. fit) but also syntagmatically (German
Zinn vs. Sinn).

The maximum goal at which we must aim is that of teaching
our students the phonetic structure of the target language. If we
teach them to distinguish the phonemes of the target language
(both paradigmatically and syntagmatic ally), their English or
German will at least be intelligible; but only if we go on to teach
them the phonetic structure of the target language will their
English sound like English, their German sound like German. In
the case of allophonic structure, I believe that our most powerful
teaching device is again a contrastive drill within the target
language. For speakers of Spanish who are learning English, we
can use an English/English contrastive allophonic drill: pie with
[ph] vs. spy with [p], pain with [p*1] vs. Spain with \p], etc. In
the case of what I have called 'Paradigmatic Phonetic Structure,'
on the other hand, I believe that our most powerful teaching
device is a source-language/target-language contrastive drill: a
drill which contrasts the source-language sound our students are
most likely to use vs. the target-language sound they ought to use.
For speakers of English who are learning French, for example,
we can contrast the English velarized / I / with the French non-
velarized / I / in such pairs as English eel vs. French il, English
lee vs. French Jit, etc.

The part of our language model which we understand the least
well is the Semological Component and its connection with the
world of experience. The linguistic units within this component
are what we may perhaps call the Sememes of the language; and,
like the Phonemes at the other end, they probably involve a
number of different types of structure. In the case of Phonology,
we try to design a universal phonetic grid (with a very small
number of phonetic dimensions) and then show how this grid is
structured in the source and target languages. In the case of
Semology, it seems impossible to design any such universal
semantic grid (it would contain a huge number of semantic dimen-
sions, since it would include all the things people talk about in all
languages). About all we can do is to try to show how a few small
areas of this universal semantic grid are structured in the source
and target languages.

A useful, even if rather primitive, method of displaying con-
flicts in the structuring of semantic space is the following:
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English
German

map
Karte | Plan

roast fry II heavy hard
braten || schwer |hart

That bit of semantic space covered by English map (map of a
country, map of a city) is structured in German into two areas:
Karte (map of a country) vs. Plan (map of a city). That bit of
semantic space covered by German braten (roast in the oven, fry
in a pan) is structured in English into two areas: roast (in the
oven) vs. fry (in a pan). That bit of semantic space structured
by the English word heavy (not light) and hard (not easy, not soft)
is structured differently by the German words schwer (not light,
not easy) vs. hart (not soft). Such 'semantic areas' may of course
be more or less open-ended. For example, a German Plan is
also an English plan; a German Karte is also an English card or
an English ticket; and an English ticket is also a German Billett.

Once we have established semantic conflicts of this sort, what
teaching device can we use to overcome them? One possible
device is that of explanation: we explain that German schwer
means both 'heavy' and 'hard (not light)', whereas German hart
means 'hard' only in the sense 'not soft'. Whether or not such
explanations are effective is a matter for psychologists and edu-
cationists to decide. My own teaching experience suggests that
such explanations are not particularly effective, and that seman-
tic differences of this sort can be learned more efficiently if we
have our students learn and act out dialogues containing words of
this sort. Here we ask them not merely to understand such dif-
ferences, but also to perform them, to live them—to experience
them in language situations which are as close to genuine as we
can make them.

Let me now turn to the box within our language model which I
have labeled 'Grammatical Units in Hierarchical Order'. This
is the transformationalists' Deep Structure, the stratificationalists'
Lexemic Subcode; and it represents not the way we say sentences,
but the way we understand them. Consider such a sentence as
The man put on his hat. I think it is clear that we do not under-
stand this as consisting of the meaning of the, to which is added
the meaning of man, to which is added the meaning of put, and so
on. We understand it not in any such linear order, but rather in
a hierarchical order. That is to say, we understand put and on
as belonging together (as 'forming a construction'); and this is
true whether we say put on his hat or put his hat on. We also
know that his and hat belong together, giving his hat; that put on
and his hat belong together, giving put on his hat; that the and man
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belong together, giving the man; and that, finally, the man and
put on his hat (or put his hat on) belong together, giving The man
put on his hat (or The man put his hat on). In order to visualize
this hierarchical order of grammatical units, we can compare the
deep structure of a sentence with one of those ornaments that we
hang from the ceiling and call a 'mobile':

the man put on his hat

The figures at the bottom represent the grammatical units of the
sentence. Though they have no clear linear order, their hierar-
chical relationships are entirely clear and fixed.

What are the compulsory grammatical units—or, viewed more
abstractly, the compulsory grammatical categories—that occur
in any non-elliptical sentence? In English there seem to be eight
of them, and they seem to be arranged hierarchically as follows:

Intonat. Type Tense Aspect, Aspect? Stress NP VP
I I I I I I

Plain Statement Present Plain Plain Plain
Interrog. Question Past Perfect Progressive Special

Future

In order to justify this proposed hierarchy, let us build it up step
by step, working our way through various types of embeddings
until, at the top, we reach the level of the independent sentence.

7. At level 7 there are only two categories: an NP-Subject
(e. g. John) and a VP-Predicate (e. g. speak). We find them in
such an embedding as (He made) John speak.

6. At level 6 there is the added category Sentence Stress;
either Plain as in (He made) John SPEAK, or Special as in (He
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made) JOHN speak. (Perhaps Subject, Predicate, and Sentence
Stress all belong together at the same level. I have kept them
separate because there are obvious co-occurence restrictions
between Subject and Predicate, but apparently none between these
and Sentence Stress.)

5. At level 5 there is the added category Aspect2: either Plain
as in (I heard) John speak, or Progressive as in (I heard) John
speaking.

4. At level 4 there is the added category Aspect^: either Plain
as in (a chance) for John to speak, to be speaking, or Perfect as
in (a chance) for John to have spoken, to have been speaking.

3. At level 3 there is the added category Tense: either Present
as in if John speaks, or Past as in because John spoke, or Future
as in although John will speak. Tense can of course now be com-
bined with Aspect2, as in is speaking, was speaking, will be
speaking; with Aspect-^, as in has spoken, had spoken, will have
spoken; and with Aspect-^ plus Aspect2: has been speaking, had
been speaking, will have been speaking. Such embeddings are
customarily called Adverbial Subordinate Clauses.

2. At level 2 there is the added category Type: either State-
ment as in (I know) that John is speaking, or Question as in (I_
don't know) whether John is speaking. Such embeddings are
customarily called Indirect Statements and Indirect Questions,
respectively. (At all levels below 2 we understand embedded
sentences as representing the Type 'Statement'; but the category
Type really appears only at level 2 in the sense that only here is
there a choice between Statement and Question.)

1. At level 1, finally, there is the added category Intonation:
either Plain (falling) as in John spoke, or Interrogative (rising)
as in John spoke?

The above analysis of English is tentative and incomplete.
(For example, it omits two members of the category Type be-
cause they involve special co-occurrence restrictions: the Type
'WH-Question,' as in Who spoke?, must co-occur with a Question
Word at some point in the sentence; and the type 'Command,' as
in Speak!, must co-occur with the NP-Subject you—which is then
deleted in the surface structure.) However, the primary purpose
of this analysis is that of introducing the notion 'Compulsory
Grammatical Category' which plays such an important role in
contrastive linguistics and which can cause such excruciating dif-
ficulties for the learner. Some of the above categories seem to
be language universals: NP-Subject, VP-Predicate, Sentence
Type, perhaps also Intonation and Sentence Stress. Others,
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however, are by no means universals. Some languages lack the
category Tense, and probably all languages lack our particular
English combination of Tense with two kinds of Aspect. As any
teacher of English knows, this causes enormous teaching dif-
ficulties. I cannot pretend to offer any foolproof method of over-
coming this sort of interference. One useful device is probably
that of giving minimal pairs: He works here (habitually) vs. He
is working here (right now), or He worked here for ten years
(but left in 1965) vs. He has worked here for ten years (but plans
to leave next year), together with an explanation of the differences
in meaning.

The above examples illustrate what might perhaps be called
'Sentence Level Compulsory Grammatical Categories.' But at
lower levels there are other compulsory grammatical categories
which are equally important, and equally hard to learn. They in-
clude such matters as Number (Singular vs. Plural), Gender
(Masculine vs. Feminine, or Masculine vs. Feminine vs. Neuter,
or Animate vs. Inanimate), Case (Nominative, Accusative, etc.),
or the distinction between Place (German Wo wohnen Sie ? 'Where
do you live?') vs. Goal (German Wohin gehen Sie? 'Where are
you going?'), plus those nasty numerical Counters that so many
East Asian languages insist on using. Again, I know of no fool-
proof method of teaching such matters; but a contrastive analysis
must at least clearly identify them.

Let me now turn to the final area of our model which needs to
be discussed: the Transformational Rules. We may recall that,
in the Deep Structure, grammatical units are arranged in hierar-
chical order; and that, in the Surface Structure, they are arranged
in linear order. The function of the Transformational Rules is
precisely that of converting hierarchical order to linear order,
and vice versa. In some languages the conversion from hierar-
chical order to linear order is neat and clean: about all thattakes
place is a simple rearranging of the grammatical units. English
would be like this if we had only such sentences as John love
Mary, Mary love John, Love John Mary ?, Love Mary John? In
many languages, however, the transformational rules do not
simply rearrange the grammatical units into linear order; they
also introduce a distressing amount of grammatical baggage—
endings for gender, number, case, and the like, plus dummy
elements like the do which we must add to so many English
questions ('Do-es John love Mary?').

Though this area of our model for language presents very
serious teaching and learning problems, I shall say relatively
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little about it because it is well known to all of us. Most of the
'grammar' that we traditionally teach to our students is concerned
precisely with transformational rules and with the grammatical
baggage that they so often introduce. I shall content myself with
a single example: the English sentence The man gives the money
to the boy, plus its French and German equivalents. We can use
the following deep structure diagram:

Sentence

Predicate

Subject Verb

the man give
1- homme donn-
d- Mann geb-

D. Object

the money
1- argent
d- Geld

I. Object

the boy
1- gargon
d- Junge

Let me say, parenthetically, that such a diagram would horrify a
transformationalist, since I am confusing 'category' (NP, VP, V,
etc.) with 'function' (Subject, Predicate, Verb, Object, etc.).
No matter; I believe strongly that this type of presentation is
preferable pedagogically, even though perhaps not theoretically.

One reassuring aspect of this Deep Structure diagram is the
fact that it seems to be valid for all three languages. And this,
I believe, is a very important point: we should make clear to
adult learners, at least, that the Deep Structure of the language
they are learning is (in all probability) highly similar to that of
their native language. Given this common point of departure,
they can then concentrate on the inevitable differences in Surface
Structure. Let us now look at the different Transformational
Rules that lead to the different Surface Structures of the three
languages .

The Transformational Rules of English are relatively simple.
We may use either of two linear orders: either (1) Subject + Verb
+ Direct Object + Indirect Object; or (2) Subject + Verb + Indirect
Object + Direct Object. If we choose the first order, we must
introduce two bits of grammatical baggage: the ending -s^ for the
Verb (assuming we have chosen Present Tense), and the preposi-
tion to in front of the Indirect Object. Result: The man give-s
the money to the boy. What if we use Pronouns to fill the slots
Subject, Direct Object, Indirect Object? We can then use only
the first order of grammatical units, giving He gives it to him.
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(Most of us, at least, would reject the alternative He gives him
it.)

The Transformational Rules of French are somewhat more
complicated. If we choose Nouns, we must select the linear
order Subject + Verb + Direct Object + Indirect Object. To the
Verb we must add the ending -e_, and in front of the Indirect Object
we must add the preposition a. Furthermore, since all three
nouns belong to a compulsory category of Gender (here: Masculine),
the Article must in each case also be Masculine (le); later phono-
logical rules convert this to_1' before Vowel, to le before Con-
sonant; and they convert a + le to au.. Result: L'homme donn-e
1'argent au garcon. What if we use Pronouns to fill the slots
Subject, Direct Object, and Indirect Object? Transformational
Rules then produce a drastically different Surface Structure
order: Subject + Direct Object + Indirect Object + Verb; and
though all three Pronouns are Masculine, they take drastically
different shapes depending on the slot they fill. Result: II le lui
donn-e.

The Transformational Rules of German are still more com-
plicated. If we choose Nouns, we must normally select the linear
order Subject + Verb + Indirect Object + Direct Object; and a
large amount of grammatical baggage must be introduced. The
Subject Mann must be in the Nominative; and because it is Mas-
culine, the Article must also be Nominative and Masculine, with
the ending -er. Because the Verb geb- is in the Present, it must
change its stem vowel and take the ending -t. The Indirect Object
Junge must be in the Dative, with an ending -n; and because it is
Masculine, the Article must also be Dative and Masculine, with
the ending -em. And the Direct Object Geld must be in the
Accusative; and because it is Neuter, the Article must also be
Accusative and Neuter, with the ending -as. Result: D-er Mann
gib-t d-em Junge-n d-as Geld. What if we use Pronouns to fill
the slots Subject, Indirect Object, and Direct Object? Trans-
formational Rules then normally give the linear order Subject +
Verb + Direct Object + Indirect Object; and the Pronouns take
special forms depending on their Gender and Case. Result:
E-r gib-t e-s ih-m.

How can we teach matters of this sort? I would begin by
pointing out the fundamental similarity of the Deep Structures.
I would then show how different Transformational Rules produce
different Surface Structures in the source and target languages.
And, as a teaching device, I would quite unabashedly use trans-
lations from the source language into the target language. It may
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be objected that this forces the student into 'double track' learn-
ing, where he is operating simultaneously in the source and target
languages. But the student will of course do this whether we want
him to or not. It seems to me preferable for us to guide the
student's simultaneous use of the two languages rather than to
permit him to flounder in it. Translations of this sort serve as a
source-language/target-language contrastive drill, comparable
to the similar phonological drills already described. We will of
course supplement them with contrastive drills which are entirely
within the target language, as when we ask the student to convert
a sentence with Noun Subject and Noun Objects into a sentence
with Pronoun Subject and Pronoun Objects. And we will sup-
plement them with still further practice entirely within the target
language, as when we ask the student to memorize and act out
brief dialogues and the like.

The above remarks have been an attempt to show how a model
for language can help us contrast two languages, note the con-
flicts between them, and hence identify the types of interference
that will make learning difficult. If our model were perfect, I
assume that it would reveal all interference of this sort. Because
our present state of knowledge is far from perfect, any model we
can devise today must also be far from perfect. Nevertheless, I
believe that it still reveals far more interference than we could
hope to discover without such a model.
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Abstract. A well-formed longer text shows a property—co-
herence—which is typically conspicuously lacking in any randomly
selected series of sentences. This is produced by certain linguis-
tic features which are just now beginning to come under the con-
certed scrutiny of linguists in a rapidly growing subfield generally
referred to as 'discourse structure'.

This paper, of necessity largely programmatic, will discuss
some points at which interesting results are beginning to appear
and where, accordingly, contrastive research is indicated. It
will try to suggest a framework for some of that research.

Given an only partially articulated stream of activity, a lan-
guage provides a means (a semology) of mapping it into a chain of
actions (linguistic units) to which the participants are related by
members of a small set of language-defined roles. It also pro-
vides a means of mapping this onto a grammatical structure. It
will be maintained that there are interesting differences in both
these structures, and that distinguishing the two is crucial to
bringing any order into the interlanguage similarities and differ-
ences.

A fully acceptable sentence impresses a native speaker as
fundamentally different from a randomly selected sequence of
words. The linguist accounts for this by ascribing to the sen-
tence a number of properties, one of which, grammatical struc-
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ture, he considers his special province. An acceptable longer
discourse also differs fundamentally from a randomly selected
series of sentences. In the recent past few linguists have been
willing to accept any responsibility for accounting for this fact,
but now an increasing number believe that here too a linguistic
dimension can be segregated from the others, and we are begin-
ning to see studies appearing under some such rubric as 'dis-
course structure'.

The phenomena to be accounted for in contrastive linguistics
come most forcibly to attention in the course of careful trans-
lation. Many of the most crucial problems lie in attaining con-
nectivity between successive sentences while conveying the in-
tended message, that is, in achieving proper discourse structure.
Experience with other translational problems, as well as with
second language teaching, has shown the utility for precise inter-
lingual work of detailed contrastive study of the patterns involved.
We may assume, therefore, that discourse structure may pro-
fitably be subjected to contrastive analysis.

The most extensively cultivated area within contrastive
analysis is bilingual lexicography. But like all lexicography, it
has not been deeply theory-informed work. 1 Traditional gram-
mars intended for non-natives follow close behind. Such gram-
mars do not, in general, distinguish between contrastive and
descriptive statements, and this is clearly a major methodological
weakness. More 'modern' work has insisted on the distinction,
but usually by rigorous exclusion of the contrastive. In this way
linguists have thought to justify the title 'descriptive' for their
work. Indeed, contrastive linguistics is having a hard struggle
to live down the disparagement of the Bloomfieldians while
suffering trivialization from the current fad of free-and-easy
appeal to universals. The friends of contrastive analysis have
seemed to assume always that this work should follow and be
based on purely descriptive work. But pure descriptive work
has seldom provided a useful base, and good contrastive studies
have not been numerous.

Sequential development may not be an efficient program. I
would like, therefore, to suggest that both should receive atten-
tion from the beginning, though of course they should not be com-
mingled or confused. Perhaps we linguists owe this to our
fellows, for the fact of the matter is that for almost all practical
applications in bilingual situations only contrastive grammars
have real value. The pure descriptive grammar is important and
valuable, but for the most part only to linguists.
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Discourse analysis is really just getting underway. There are
as yet very few firm substantive results, either descriptive or
contrastive. But the course of future development is beginning
to take shape, and it is well to look ahead and ask what direction
we ought to take. I hope we can redress the balance between
descriptive and contrastive, allowing each to make its maximum
contribution to the other. This may, incidentally, provide the
profession with some much needed immunity to extremism on the
question of language universals.

This paper^ is frankly programmatic. I hope it will indicate
some of the questions worth investigating in the immediate
future, suggest a few features of a framework within which they
are profitably to be approached, and recruit additional interest in
them. I make no apology either for this or for my 1964 George-
town paper, severely criticized for being 'merely programmatic'.
In 1957, I would remind you, Syntactic Structures was a pro-
grammatic paper; that fact does not in any way alter its value.
And no lesser paper need be scorned for this reason either.

For simplicity, I will restrict myself to a single form of dis-
course, narrative. More comprehensive coverage would com-
plicate the statement, but scarcely alter the basic principles.
The features of a narrative which must be accounted for in a full
description fall under five convenient heads, only two of which
can receive more than passing mention here:

(1) The chain of events which forms the back-bone of a
narrative and whose structure controls its overall organiza-
tion.

(2) The identification of the participants and the indica-
tion of their roles in the several events.

(3) The detailing of the attendant circumstances and the
indication of the scope of their application. The setting in
time is the most frequently specified.

(4) The relation of the observers to the unfolding narra-
tive. 'Observer' is to be taken as including both the narrator
and the audience, since a narrative is a device to make the
audience in some way observers. Halliday's work (espe-
cially in 1967) on theme and rheme, and given and new in
English is a germinal contribution on one aspect of this.

(5) Certain dimensions of the text as text—register,
style, and level of redundancy among them. These lie not
within the domain the linguistics as such, but astride the
boundaries, so that linguists must be joined by others in
attacking them.



42 / H. A. GLEASON, JR.

A narrative is a language representation of a happening, real
or imagined—that is, typically of a continuous stream of activity,
only rarely broken into distinct parts. The narrative describes
this in terms of a sequence of discrete actions related into a
structure. A language provides at the minimum some guidance
in mapping the stream into an articulated sequence. Some
features of the operation are common to all or many languages.
Others are peculiar to one or a few. A full language description
must cover all the aspects which are linguistically controlled,
and a contrastive analysis must indicate which features are
unique and which shared.

Benjamin Lee Whorf has, of all recent linguists, been the
most insistent in propounding the notion that languages map the
same reality in various ways. ^ His examples show this drama-
tically. He points to the differences both in vocabulary and in
grammatical structure between the English sentences: I push his
head back, and I drop it in the water and it floats. But inShawnee,
according to Whorf (1941:235), both are expressed by single verb
forms built on the same verb root—a root referring to one force
being met by an opposing force—and constructed according to
the same basic pattern. Like so many of his illustrations, how-
ever, this one is too complex to show clearly what is involved.
Several kinds of differences are exhibited at once. It will be
helpful for our purposes to separate these, giving some simpler
examples which more nearly illustrate minimal differences of
various types.

The two English verbs break and tear may describe much the
same phenomenon, but are discriminated on the basis of the kind
of object affected. Carib (Guatemala) makes no such distinction
using only a single verb where English uses two. Yom (Dahomey),
like many others, makes more distinctions than does English.
English is not alone in dividing the territory into two, but other
languages cut in different ways.

English
Carib
Yom
Cashinawa
Thai

stick
break
bau-
kaal-
baxne-
hak

rope
break
bau-
t5s-
tese-
kha-t

cloth
tear
bati-
tot-
baxne-
kha«t

There can also be differences in the way pieces are cut out
from the stream of observed reality. We may illustrate this
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first in English. The activity suggested by the picture to the left
can be described in two ways: one with a sequence of verbs, and
one with a single verb. That is, there is a choice open to us,
though generally we speakers of English prefer the second inmost
instances. But now consider the very similar situation pictured
at the right. English here allows no comparable choice. There
is no verb analogous to drop, though there is little reason other
than the arbitrariness of language why there should not be. There
seem to be many languages in which the equivalent statements in
both situations require two verbs, often reasonably close trans-
lations of the longer English form. In such a language, of course,
He dropped the stone, must be drastically restructured in trans-
lation. I have not yet found a language in which the situation to
the right can be expressed by a single verb, but I am fairly con-
fident that one might exist. In such a language, the best trans-
lation of He let go of the balloon and it rose, would be drastically
restructured. A comparable restructuring is involved in the
Shawnee translation of I dropped it in the water and it floats. Now
consider the first of the two situations in Gbeya. The verb
glossable 'let go' is not used unless it has been explicitly stated
that the affected item has been held. Moreover, the verb mean-
ing 'fall* is not used in such a situation without further specifica-
tion. In certain circumstances the briefest possible translation
of He dropped the stone, is a kasi ta gaa e ra go tek nu 'He held
the stone in his hand; he let go of it; and it fell to the ground'.

He let go of the stone He let go of the balloon
and it fell. and it rose.

He dropped the stone.
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Languages differ, then, in how they cut up the stream of acti-
vity into a sequence of actions, some languages requiring more
successive specifications in certain places than do others. The
differences come primarily in the minima allowed. There does
not seem to be any upper limit on possible detail in any language.
This is demonstrated, for example, by the fact that English im-
poses no difficulty, in this matter, in a literal translation of the
Gbeya sentence with three verbs where English would normally
use only one. Secondarily, when two languages both allow the same
alternative articulations, their speakers may show different pref-
erences. The briefest permissible statement is not always the
preferred one.

You have, perhaps, been a little uneasy about He let go of the
balloon and it rose. You might prefer a different verb, say, flew
away. This does not alter the principle illustrated. Rather it
suggests alternative vocabulary possibilities within the structure,
one of the ingredients of style. 4 Or you may have asked, why not
just say He released the balloon with a single verb ? Indeed, this
is a quite normal description of the situation. But it is not at all
parallel to He dropped the stone. The latter states explicitly
which way the stone went, but released tells nothing of the kind.
We can guess, but this rests on our fund of information about
balloons. And this brings up a third dimension of differences in
the narrative mapping of the real-life stream of activity. Not
everything has to be said. There is more than simply articula-
tion; there is also selection.

Perhaps you would rather say that this feature is non-linguis-
tic. Gravity displacing the lighter balloon by the heavier air is
a concept of physics, not linguistics. Bloomfield (1933:74) denied
the responsibility of the linguist to define meanings because this
required full knowledge of the entire universe. His simplistic
view discarded far too much. We must not repeat the same mis-
take. Exploring the proper limits of the linguist's professional
concern with the mapping of reality must be done with care and
responsibility, and with courage to skirt the impossible.

From one point of view we face the problem of how much and
what sort of things can be omitted. But it is better thought of in
another way: Activity is a continuous stream. What points, and
how many, must be specified to convey, adequately, the course of
that stream? The word 'adequately' suggests that the answer
must be relative to some purpose. Again, there is no upper limit
to the possible detail and precision attainable in description,
though the cost may mount rapidly. By analogy, we may describe
a curve by stating a limited number of points along it. The Xs
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do the job as well as the almost wholly different Os, but the Vs
are badly chosen and do not specify a major feature of the shape.
The speaker of a natural language picks out points to specify and
thus suggest the shape of the whole. He has considerable freedom,
and how he uses that may be a major difference between a good
narrator and a poor one, but he does not have complete freedom;
the language—and his culture—must impose certain constraints. ^

o—v-

A fourth difference may be seen by an example from a Kate
reader: Ror§. rclreckerct nenuc mumbiQ. 'Then they sat around it
and said,' (Flierl 1958:44). What I have translated 'sat around'
is expressed by two verbs, 'encircle' and 'sit ' . (Incidentally, all
four Kate words above are verbs!) Much of the meaning of one
of these is embodied in an English preposition. One feature of
the 'reality' is given a place in the main sequence of verbs in
Kate, whereas English puts it outside the main sequence as an
adjunct.

If you return to Whorf's example, you will see all four of these
differences intertwined. Shawnee differs from English in what is
selected to mention, how it is articulated into parts, where some
of these parts are placed (in the central structure or the peri-
phery), and how the delimited parts are classified. All this
occurs in the compass of a very short utterance. This makes
such an example quite unusual. But in a longer passage all of
these phenomena can be expected, even in rather ordinary cases.
It would be more appropriate to my topic to have chosen illustra-
tions on a grander scale, but they would have been more difficult
to present and expound. And they would have illustrated no
better. A discourse is a long sequence of actions; a sentence is,
at its most complex, merely a shorter portion of such a sequence.
The phenomena are the same. Discourse analysis cannot reach
down to the sentence and stop. ̂  When discourse organization
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extends into the sentence, it must be treated as part and parcel of
the wider structure. Sentences will never be fully described apart
from the discourses in which they occur, and by which they are
moulded.

The skeleton of a narrative is by no means simply a set of
actions merely juxtaposed. They are related in some specifiable
way into a structure. Four aspects of this must be noted:

First, they are ordered into a sequence. Usually, but not
always, this reflects something best described as the 'natural'
order of occurrence. Of course, the mass of activity in the real
world is not so simply linear, not even that small eddy that one
narrative will describe. But observers of any one language back-
ground seem to agree, more closely than physical facts require,
in tidying things up. So what a linguist might think of as a 'natural'
order is itself partly fictive, perhaps already strongly affected by
linguistic constraints. Even so, languages seem to differ in the
closeness with which they must adhere to this order. English
even allows us to tell a short narrative completely in reverse,
though it takes some ingenuity to reorder more than three or four
clauses without serious discomfort. Some other languages allow
nothing of the kind. Even a simple inversion may be disallowed.
Before he left, he telephoned home, may have to be translated into
something of the general form 'He telephoned home, and then he
left.' Bible translators are often made painfully conscious of
such constraints, since a division of the text into serially numbered
verses has become so well established that it is often demanded in
the version. All too often they find they cannot preserve both the
order and the sense.

Second, each action in the narrative is related, directly or in-
directly to the others. The most common pattern is for each to be
related to the preceding and the following. The result is not, then,
simply a linear sequence but a chain. Some languages seem to
allow only rare and special departures from this structure.
English narrative, hov/ever, is not infrequently organized in a
more complex fashion, perhaps with short branch chains tied onto
a main chain. Here again, the translator may face a problem.

Third, each connection between two actions is made by means
of one of a small set of contrasting relations. These may mark
sequence in time, causality, closeness of association, or various
other matters. For example, between pairs of actions in Kate
there is usually indicated one of the following sets:
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IMM Action B follows immediately after Action A. (The meaning
of 'immediately' is a referential problem that I cannot go into
here. Suffice it to say that it is not simple.)

LAP Action B follows after Action A with an appreciable lapse of
time. (And again, not all the instances seem to be the same
from a non-Kate point of view.)

SIM Action B starts while Action A is still underway, and is at
least partly simultaneous.

There is at least one other cross-cutting set of components. All-
in-all, this seems to be a rather simple and symmetrical system.
I will not attempt to describe English at this point. ^ A native
speaker can see immediately that it is much different, and, pre-
sumably, more complex and less symmetrical or both. We have
as yet so little information on this aspect of discourse structure
that I can say little more, but my general impression is that there
is considerable range of pattern. This is the place where I find
it most frequently impossible to make a 'literal' translation of a
Kate passage into English. 8 All this suggests that here is,
perhaps, one of the key questions in the contrastive analysis of
discourse structure.

Fourth, there may be widely varying amounts of repetition.
Sometimes this is stylistic, as Jones and Carter assert of the
Tonga narrative they translate literally:

We lived in the village of Munakasaka, near the farm of
chief Jojo. When we had lived there for some time, we
heard that the Matebele were coming. When we had heard
the Matebele coming, we ran way, we ran away into the
forest, and the Kalanga had also entered the country. When
we had finished running, the Matebele entered all the forest.
(Jones and Carter 1967:99)

But sometimes the repetition is at least partially the manifestation
of linguistic structure, required under certain definable circum-
stances by the grammar. This happens frequently in Kate. A
little larger part of the same passage quoted before reads: Eku
hapic sako moc bafuara rombin. Rora rareckera nehuc mumbin.
'Finally, they found a large grasshopper and caught it. Having
caught it, they sat down around it and said,' Note the stem of a
sentence final word (ro-) repeated in the initial word of the next
sentence. I have carried this into my gloss, but the best English
translation seldom shows this feature by more than a connective,
say, 'then'.
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No such repetition introduces new information into the narrative
—though the bare fact of repetition may, and the attached and in-
variably unlike desinences (here -mbin and -rjL) may have some
important signalling function. The second occurrence of the stem
is simply required by the grammar—that is, by a part of the gram-
mar controlling relatively shallow structures. Our understanding
of the discourse structure will be advanced if we overlook such
required repetition. To do so in any principled way, we must set
up a deeper underlying structure without these features. This
should, of course, omit any other shallow structure features that
we cannot account for otherwise. This deeper structure is best
labeled 'semologic'.

May I suggest a model? We postulate, first, a class of Actions.
(Up to this point I have used 'action' loosely; hereafter I will be
more precise.) An Action will be a member of a class of linguis-
tic units behaving in the structure of discourse in the way I am
now describing. ^ We postulate also a second class of linguistic
units; I have called them here Connections. The tactics—and
there will be minor differences in tactics from one language to
another—provide for the arrangement of these units in long chains,
generally with members of these two classes alternating. We will
call such a chain of Actions joined by appropriate Connections in
the way required by the tactics of the language an Event-Line.
Abstractly, a common type of Event-Line appears as follows:

Action

Connection

Action

Connection

Action

I have suggested one way in which the Event-Line may differ
from the procession of verbs through a text. There are certainly
many others. The order may not be the same: Displacement of
single clauses from 'normal' order may be anatactic. Sometimes
an Action in the Event-Line may be realized outside the verb, as
in English He took a walk., where the Action is certainly what is
realized as walk, a noun complement, rather than as took. Indeed,
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take has no place whatever in the semologic structure, being sup-
plied by a grammatical rule whenever a certain situation arises.

There is a more fundamental difference between the Event-Line
and the sequence of verbs. That lies in the nature of the units I
have called Actions, as different from morphemes as morphemes
are from phonemes.

Consider again the pair of English verbs break and tear, now in
some minimum context: The stick broke. The cloth tore. There
is heavy redundancy here. Given stick, everything that differen-
tiates break from tear is redundant, and conversely given cloth.
Our underlying structure ought to have neither break nor tear but
something in some sense common to the two.

Or consider a simple discourse like the following:

Father: Go to mother.
Child: What did he say?
Mother: He said, come to me.

The mother is using a colloquial kind of indirect discourse. To
describe this, one might at first sight seem to have an option. The
linguist might set up the underlying structure as containing go and
provide a rule that changes go to come. Or he might set up a dif-
ferent unit X, and descr ibe^ as realized in one place as go and in
another as come. But again, notice that much of the meaning of
either go or come is redundant with its context and need not be
specified.

I gave an example from Kate where the verb stem at the end of
one sentence is repeated at the opening of the next. If you examine
a text such as that from which this is taken, you will find many
instances of the same kind. But you will also find a great number
in which the verb stem is paraphrased in the opening of the next
sentence. One or the other of these patterns occurs at almost
every sentence break, and the mechanisms must be described in
an adequate grammar.

This and other forms of paraphrase figure prominently in the
structure of discourse in many languages. Southworth (1965) has
recently suggested that a componential semologic structure is
required to account for various paraphrase relations. I concur.
He does not, however, indicate as strongly as he should why para-
phrase is of such great interest. One reason is that it is
fundamental to various mechanisms of discourse cohesion.

But morphemes like break, tear, go, or come cannot consist
of such semological components. The Actions related to these
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morphemes can, and indeed must, and for this to be possible, they
must be of fundamentally different character. That is one of the
things implied by labeling the units in the Event-Line 'Actions' not
'verbs ' . 1 0

The model I am presenting is one within the stratificational
family of models. It differs in only relatively minor ways from
that described,by Lamb (1965) who gives much further detail and
a bibliography of other sources. I believe that this framework,
or one much like it, is a suitable one for either descriptive or
contrastive work on discourse structure. It seems to provide a
rational place for most, if not all, of the linguistic features of
textual connectivity.

We started out by classifying possible differences in the skeletal
structure of narratives under a number of heads. We can now see
another quite different classification opening to us, in terms of the
three kinds of linguistic apparatus that must figure in their speci-
fication. First, there may be differences in the organization of
the Event-Line, i. e. in the inventory of semologic units or in the
tactics controlling their arrangements. Second, there may be dif-
ferences in the grammatical organization of the sentences, i .e. in
the lexical units employed or in the tactic patterns. Third, there
may be differences in the way semologic Event-Lines are realized
in grammatical sentences, i. e. in the complex mapping relations
between the two strata.

Of course the Event-Line or the series of verbs is only the
backbone of a narrative. While much more might be said about it,
we must now turn to a second sector of discourse structure, the
Participants.

Participants are semologic constituents of narratives related
to some or all of the Actions by Roles. There is in any language
a small set of such Roles, perhaps a dozen. 'Agent', 'goal',
'beneficiary', 'affected', 'causer' are appropriate labels. We
must distinguish semologic roles from grammatic functions within
clauses, such as subject, direct object, or indirect object. The
Roles join totally different units, and they do not relate in any
simple way to grammatic functions. In English, for example, a
clause subject may represent almost any one of the Roles that the
language distinguishes. The passive construction is used to indi-
cate some of the less central possibilities, but even in active
clauses a great deal of variety may be encountered.

A single Participant may be related to several Actions. The
most direct way of diagramming this is simply to join a spot
representing a Participant by a line to each Action concerned.
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But, when the discourse is long, this poses difficulties of a purely
practical sort. And therefore, the difficulties may be met by a
purely practical convention. We will represent Participants by
lines parallel to the Event-Line, dashed to distinguish them from
Valences.12 Remember, however, that this dashed line has the
topologic properties of a point, regardless of how we draw it.
Taking account of only the Event-Line and the Participants, a
semologic structure may be diagrammed in the following manner:

Participant Participant
' Action

Role Role

Role

Connection I
I

Action 4-
Role |

Connection ,

Action 1
Role |

Connection i

I
• Action
1 Role I '

Actions differ as to how many and what Roles they permit or
require. Those underlying meteorological verbs in English, for
example, require none. English grammar, however, requires a
subject, and there being no Role of any sort connecting a Partici-
pant which might be realized in the subject, an empty subject is
inserted, giving, say, It rained. Other Actions require one or two
or three, and in various assortments. All this must be specified
for the use of the semologic tactics. The realizational relations
of these Roles are, of course, complex. For instance, the Role
realized by the object of please is realized as the subject of like,
while the subject of please and the object of like realize the same
Role. The two verbs, themselves, realize either the identical
Action, or two that are very similar—that is, sharing most com-
ponents. This accounts for the fact that John likes opera, and
Opera pleases John, are in some sense paraphrases.

But I need say no more here about this element of the structure.
It falls within the now more-or-less classical notions of syntax
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since it is describable within single sentences and the fragments
of semology realized in such sentences. ^

The Event-Line and the Participants of the Kate text we have
mentioned before can be diagrammed as in the figure. Other
features, e. g. time, are omitted. The embedded quotation is not
here analyzed.

'bird'...
! \ AG
1 'plural'

1
1
i
1

1

!
I

1

1

1

i

AG

AG

AG

AG

AG

AG

AG

'go hunting'

LAP

'find'

MM
'catch' -

MM
'encircle'

MM
'sit'

SIM
'say' —

LAP

'send' —

MM
'decline'

MM
'send' —

MM
'refuse'

, 'grasshopper'

\
'large'

GL

GL

GL
'Who will get fire for
us that we can cook
this game and eat it?'

'cockatoo'
GL

AG

'dove'
GL

AG

From this diagram, given interpretation of the valences imm,
lap, sim, ag, gl, one can not only get the drift of the story, but
also see something of the Kate way of organizing it at its deepest
structural stratum. Of course, in some cases the English glosses
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put in to represent Kite semologic units are very imprecise equi-
valents, since the two languages do not classify actions and, in
this instance, animals in the same way, but this causes only
occasional difficulty.

While Roles and their realizations can in most instances be
adequately described within a sentence-limited grammar, the
identification of the Participants cannot be. The latter is a true
discourse feature, usually operating over stretches much longer
than a single sentence. There are sometimes profound differences
in the patterns of Participant identification from language to
language.

A semi-literal translation of the Kate text is given, with, to
the left, an indication of the realization of each Participant.

'bird' 'grasshopper', etc.
wipe jane

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0

0

0

hapic sako moc
0
0
0

qag
0
0
hapa
0

(One day) the birds went hunting.
When they had hunted a longtime
they found a large grasshopper
they caught it.
When they had caught it
they encircled it
they sat
they said 'Who will get fire for

us so that we can cook this
game and eat i t? '

When they had asked this for a
long time

they sent the cockatoo
but he declined.
When he had declined
they sent the dove
but he refused.

Each of the Participants is realized once by a noun phrase, and
thereafter by 'zero anaphora', the absence of a clause constituent
in a circumstance that points to a Participant in the previous
clause, and by a complex scheme of Participant identification in
the verb desinences.

Contrast this with the pattern in the following Adamawa Fulani
story:
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' hyena' 'anteater'
fowru

fowru
ndu
ndu

ndu
ndu
ndu

ndu

ndu
ndu

ndu
ndu
ndu
ndu
ndu
ndu
0

yeendu
Se

yeendu
yeendu
yeendu

yeendu
yeendu
yeendu
0

yeendu
0

yeendu
yeendu

yeendu

Hyena strove with Anteater.
They both survived.
Hyena wanted to catch Anteater.
But he saw Anteater's claws,
and thought Anteater had teeth like

them.
He was afraid.
He planned how
he would know
whether Anteater does or doesn't.
He said to Anteater...
Anteater scowled because
knew there were no teeth.
Later he returned
and he said again...
Anteater smiled
and laughed.
Then he saw no teeth, just claws.
He arose
and he examined Anteater.
When he examined Anteater
he found no teeth.
He caught Anteater
and ate.

Here the two Participants show very different patterns. 'Hyena'
is realized twice by a noun, fourteen times by a pronoun, ndu,14

and once by zero anaphora. 'Anteater' is, however, realized
eleven times by the noun, and twice by zero anaphora.

The two languages cited are not only very different one from
the other, but equally from English. A translation of either text
into English requires a total restructuring of the system of Parti-
cipant identification. This was not altered in the translation of
the Fulani, but reading the translation will indicate immediately
that adjustment would be necessary to make proper English. And
the adjustment would run in different directions for the two Parti-
cipants: more nouns for 'hyena', less for 'anteater'.

This set of devices is one of the features of discourse structure
most frequently mentioned in subrecent work. Bloomfield, for
example, (1933:247-263) devotes a chapter to 'Substitution' in
which he discusses, among other things, the use of pronouns,
though he does not attempt to define in any specific way when a
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pronoun is used rather than a noun phrase. 1 5 This cannot be done
without crossing the sentence boundary.

The model of semologic structure I have presented gives a
basis for the systematic examination of anaphora. We posit a
semologic reticuluml6 generated by its proper tactics. In a text-
producing application, this keeps ahead of sentence generation,
though not necessarily far ahead. The semotactics are such that
an Event-Line (and other structures built around it) is generated
by continuous accretion at the end. Successive clauses are
generated in a way that conforms to the requirements of the
semologic structure. The grammatical tactics allow an option,
say, between an overt subject and none. In terms of possible
structures of single clauses, this is a free option. But for a
clause within a discourse the choice is determined and can be
specified in terms of certain configurations in the semologic
reticulum. Thus, in the first clause to be produced to realize
the structure partially diagrammed above, a subject is required,
and wipe jane 'the birds' must be that subject. In a subsequent
clause built around a realization of 'find', there can be no subject
because the configuration in the semology is one realized by
omission, but a direct object must be put in to realize 'large
grasshopper'. Notice that as here described, two tactics are in-
volved. Structures produced by one are realized in those produced
by the other through control over choice of options. *7

Translators are aware of the differences, occasionally crucial,
in the ways that languages require selection of nominal, pronominal,
or zero realization for Participants. Some such scheme as that
proposed here provides the required basis for precise statement,
that is, for significant contrastive analysis. It also relates this
question to another one which has received far less attention—
given that a noun phrase must be used at a particular point, what
noun phrase will it be? Consider the following opening of a
narrative:

A tall, lanky high-school basketball star folded himself into
the little foreign car with his short, pudgy father beside him.
The son drove carefully down the busy highway, obviously
restrained by the older man's presence. He watched the
other traffic intently. He signalled before each turn and
came to a full stop at the blinker. Classmates stared in
amazement, but the driver took no notice of them. The
athlete's strange behavior seemed totally inexplicable. The
poor boy was obviously in some trouble.
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This passage has been contrived to include a range of phenomena
usually requiring a longer text for exemplification, and to give
some of them slight exaggeration.

There are two Participants. On introduction each is given a
certain amount of description. Aside from whatever literary
function such description may have, it serves also to define ini-
tially the set of contrasts which will be used, from place to place,
to identify these Participants. For example, one is described as
a basketball star; toward the end of the paragraph, he can, there-
fore, be identified by athlete. It is not the description, as such,
that counts but the contrasts that are set up. For example, the
son serves as an identification in the second sentence because the
other Participant has been described as father, and in a somewhat
more complex manner older man exploits the same contrast.
These potential identifications may be set up by the mention of
just one term, as in the examples just mentioned, or by explicit
specification of both, as tall, lanky versus short, pudgy. In
either case, it is only the network of contrast and componency
that makes the system operable. Subsequent identifications use
selections of the available features and so take on much of the
aspect of paraphrase.

Not only so, the corpus of usable identifications is cumulative.
Thus the Action 'drive' in the second sentence is added in such a
way that driver becomes a possible label several sentences
later. ^ The opposite phenomenon is not illustrated here: a
feature may cease to be distinctive when the development of the
narrative associates it with a second Participant.

In this system pronouns have a special place. They may
operate like any other paraphrase, conveying a selected subset
of the contrastive features already assigned to one of the Parti-
cipants. In English he_carries the feature 'male', they either
'plural' or 'animate, sex unknown'. Or, pronouns may be used
in ways that provide precise identification by anaphoric rules. °
The one fully precise case in English is that of the reflexive uses
of -self pronouns. These always signal core.ference with a pre-
cisely definable constituent in the same sentence. Thus, in John
shaved himself., the Participant identified by himself must be
the same as that identified by John. 2 1 Or, pronouns may just
fill grammatical slots leaving Participant identification to other
clues. In most instances some combination of these is involved.

For example, our sample text has two occurrences of he.
Neither identifies by specifying one of the contrasting features,
since both Participants are male. In the first occurrence, lie
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must be anaphoric to some Participant mentioned in the preceding
sentence. English patterns of anaphora suggest the son as more
likely than the older man, but the latter is not impossible. 2 2 in
the second occurrence, 'common sense' tells us that he_ must
refer to the Participant known to be driving. We cannot be sure
what is involved in this appeal to 'common sense' until we have
examined the whole system in detail; it might cover any combina-
tion of linguistic and non-linguistic clues. But in any case, the
two occurrences of he must by normal grammatical patterns
identify the same Participant.

Adjectives23 have three broad classes of functions. Taking
examples from this text: Some are descriptive, as tall; some
are identifying, as older; and some are affective—indicating the
observer's attitude, evaluation, or involvement—as poor. There
are differences in the grammatical treatment of these. For
example, superlative adjectives in affective function are always
elative, and comparative do not occur. Only descriptive adjec-
tives occur in predicate position or as non-restrictive modifiers.
Some of the puzzling problems of adjective position within noun
phrases seem likely to be correlates of the fundamental distinc-
tion. All this is important to discourse analysis because these
adjective functions are definable only relative to discourse.
Descriptive adjectives function in some ways just like elements
on the Event-Line. They add to the stock of known characteris-
tics of the Participant, altering in some way the available con-
trasting features. Identifying adjectives are those functioning
within the Participant-identification system itself. Affective ad-
jectives are wholly outside. They tell us nothing about the Parti-
cipant—only about the observer's reaction to a Participant—
and they cannot serve to identify.

Description, identification, and affect are functions of adjec-
tives, not classes. To be sure not all adjectives can function in
all three ways. Affective uses are restricted to a relatively
small class of adjectives, but most of these can also be used in
other functions. 2^ But in English, at least, there is a special
organization of adjectives associated with the discrimination of
these functions. If one Participant is described as little, then
big automatically becomes identifying. If one is small, subsequent
use of large is identifying. But after little, large preserves at
least some of its descriptive function, as does big after small.
A significant difference between these pairs of synonyms is that
they operate in different sets of formal contrasts, and thus dif-
ferently in the Participant-identification system.
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I have been able to discuss only two of the systems of struc-
ture that hold together a discourse—the organization of the Event-
Line and the identification of the Participants. I have only hinted
at their richness and intricacy and have hardly mentioned the in-
teraction of these systems with each other and with other systems.
I might plead in my defense the necessary restriction in length on
a paper of this kind. But the more honest course is to admit that
I know little more than I have presented, and even much of that is
based on superficial and random observation. The fact is that the
whole area of discourse analysis is just at the beginning of its
development.

But while there is much to learn, I think we can say that we
do now have a framework within which the next round of work can
be done, a framework which permits relating the various pheno-
mena of discourse structure to one another and each of them to
the better known facts of sentence syntax. And not only so, we
now have a framework that provides a better starting point than
any we have had before for systematic contrastive work. It
allows us to focus on what may well prove to be the most interest-
ing of all contrastive problems, the differences in the way con-
nected discourse is organized and the way that organization is
signalled to the hearer or reader.

NOTES

1 This is not to condemn lexicography, an activity to which I
am personally deeply committed, but to point out a probably in-
escapable fact. It is highly doubtful that a dictionary in anything
like the familiar form can be given any reasonable theoretic
base. Language is simply not organized in such a way that all
the features we expect in a dictionary can be brought together at
any one place. It is of some possible interest that those linguists
who have recently proposed a prominent central place for the dic-
tionary in their linguistic theory have so far produced neither
any dictionary nor any reasonable fragment of one to exemplify
their ideas.

^This paper has grown out of several years of discussion with
students and colleagues at the Hartford Seminary Foundation and
elsewhere. Specific help (including examples cited and many
other examples not used) has been received from: Priscilla
Baptista, Gordon Beacham, Randy Brock, Ilah Fleming, Michael
Manickham, Roland Pickering, Peter Reich, William J. Samarin,
Leslie H. Stennes, Charles R. Taber.
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^Criticism of Whorf has recently been popular. While some
of his conclusions may have been controverted, his examples
remain for the most part. With regard to them, all that we can
say is that by selection of dramatic instances he has overstated
the case for difference in modes of expression.

^Linguists have tended to discount the extent of unconditioned
variation. But there is a great deal in every language, in par-
ticular in the grammatical or lexical realization of semologic
structures, not conditioned within the linguistic system. Style—
or one aspect of style—is based on the patterned choices among
the options so presented. Style is an important variable in
language, one that linguists will continue to neglect at their peril.

5 Anyone working extensively with texts from a different cul-
ture will observe differences that are apparently patterned and
suggest that something, linguistic or cultural, does exert some
control on selection. We have, however, almost no carefully
controlled experimental evidence. This is certainly a fruitful
field for ethnolinguistic work.

^Neither can grammatical analysis (in a narrow sense) go up
to the sentence and stop. There are larger structures composed
of sentences and having structural features worth describing.
For example, in Adamawa Fulani a sentence is marked intona-
tionally by a lowering of pitch on the last few syllables. A
certain kind of discourse is marked by the overall lowering of
pitch on the last few sentences (with, of course, further lowering
on their last syllables). Such a discourse unit is, therefore,
marked internationally. It is my conviction, however, that only
a relatively small part of the structure of longer discourses is
effectively described in such a framework. The failures of
constituency structure models at the 'syntactic' level are real,
but often exaggerated. I would, however, expect them to become
more severe as the work progresses upward into lengthy con-
nected discourse. Attempts to patch up a basically constituency
approach by adding a transformational component will also fail
when attempted on the discourse level. Short trips with an old
car patched up with baling wire and chewing gum are one thing;
long trips under grueling conditions are another.

This is the kind of feature where the insight of the non-native
investigator is needed. The native speaker-linguist has some
special competences in elaborating details, but some special
liabilities in breaking into hitherto unanalyzed portions of the
structure. Native competence in a language is designed in
exactly the way best suited to keeping structural details implicit,



60 / H. A. GLEASON, JR.

for which non-linguist native speakers should be most grateful.
That introspective linguistics is producing so extensively today is
the consequence of a great deal of ground breaking by external
observation in the recent past. The younger son has taken his
inheritance into a far country and is, currently, living high.

Spilhofer (1933) translates many of his Kate examples
'literally' into 'German'. To do so he had to create, by misusing
various German particles, a system of connection-markers par-
tially conformable to the Kate system. I found many of his
glosses totally incomprehensible until I learned enough of the
system not to need them anymore. Otherwise an excellent tradi-
tional grammar, this book is my chief source of information on
Kate.

^As always, technical terms seeming to have an etymology
must be understood to apply to a group in which the etymology is
not necessarily appropriate in other typical instances.

10If I say that semologic units are fundamentally different
from morphemes, I do not mean that they are 'abstract' while
morphemes are 'concrete', or that there is any difference in the
degree of abstractness. One of the most misleading notions in
recent linguistic discussion is that the 'deep structure' is in some
special sense 'abstract', implying that the 'surface structure' is
not 'abstract'. Linguistic units have linguistic reality, and no
other kind, though they relate in various ways with physical
reality, psychological reality, etc. In going from grammar to
semology we do not take one more step along a continuum away
from physical reality, for no linguistic unit has physical reality,
and we have departed explicitly from physical reality when we
have entered language.

11 There is currently much debate and experimentation con-
cerning the number of strata. I write this paper against the
assumption that there are just three: phonology, morphology, and
semology. I do not want to prejudge the case. I suspect that
three are enough. But the argument is not changed, merely
elaborated if there are more.

1̂ 1 use 'Valence' for any of the relations indicated on semo-
logic structure diagrams by labeled lines. Alternatively, of
course, these labels could be assigned to nodes and these nodes
connected by two unlabeled lines. And there are other possibili-
ties. But the device shown suffices at this stage of development,
and seems to be suggestive.

^Important treatments within different frameworks are those
of Halliday (1967) and Fillmore (forthcoming).
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14Fulani has an elaborate system of noun classes. The ref-
erence of a pronoun is commonly identifiable on this basis. How-
ever, both fowru and yeendu belong to the same class, so ndu
might be coreferent with either. There seems to be a struc-
tural pattern, however, which makes it, in this text, only inter-
pretable as coreferent with fowru.

l^The very chapter title 'Substitution' suggests a major dif-
ficulty with Bloomfield's treatment. He is taking another step
toward the transformational-generative technique of introducing
a noun-phrase into a sentence and then substituting a pronoun for
it. At best, the notion that the noun-phrase (i. e. a construction
of morphemes) is in any sense there, is an artifact of describing
sentences out of discourse context and in a process framework.
It is preferable to consider noun-phrase and pronoun as alterna-
tive realizations of some semologic unit. The large number of
different noun-phrases that may serve as realizations of a single
Participant (see below) is a major reason for the superiority of
a realizational over a transformational description.

l^Since it has become common to speak of 'networks of rules'
it is desirable to avoid confusion by speaking of a 'reticulum' of
semologic units rather than a 'network'. No change of theory is
implied in the change of terminology.

^Realization is a linkage between two tactics such that they
produce matched structures. In practice the relation between the
grammar and the semology can be described in either of two
ways: as conditions attached to alternatives in the morphotactics
such that they allow the production of a morphologic structure
matched to a given semologic structure, and as conditions
attached to alternatives in the semotactics with the opposite out-
come. Thus the relation can be applied in either direction. Any-
thing short of this misses important facts about language, facts
necessary either to explain human behavior or to facilitate prac-
tical applications.

18For an account of some features of this system and for an
exemplification of stratificational treatment of narrative see
Taber (1966).

19At the 1967 Annual meeting of the Linguistic Society of
America Paul Postal criticized stratificational theory on the
ground that it assumed that coreferent elements are always iden-
tical in meaning. He advanced a sentence similar to the following
as a counter example: Mary married a confirmed bachelor, but
after two years divorced him. Him certainly does not 'mean' the
same as confirmed bachelor. Actually the stratificationalist



62 / H.A. GLEASON

makes the opposite assumption, namely that there is a cumulation
through a text, so that the case where the meaning remains the
same would be the exception.

20That is, by a certain set of realizational rules determining
such morphologic choices as that between a pronoun and a noun
phrase in certain structures. Moreover, 'anaphoric' is too
narrow here. Pronouns may also be cataphoric: He who steals
my purse steals trash. He refers forward to who steals my
purse.

2lBecause reflexives always operate within single sentences
in English, they have been extensively examined by transforma-
tional-generative linguists. They are, however, minimally in-
volved in the full system of paraphrasal realization of Participants
mentioned above, and hence taking reflexives as the paradigm of
pronominalization has resulted in missing much of the richness of
the system.

22Notice that son is marked as anaphoric (in the broad sense)
by the presence of the. The function of the article in such a
situation is simply to indicate that the reference of the noun can
be determined from the context but not to specify what context.
The relevant context here is father in the first sentence.

23The same thing is true of any other specification within a
noun-phrase. The component 'female' realized in woman may be
either descriptive or identifying. Bum and vagrant differ, among
other things in the greater openness of one to affective use, just
as do poor and poverty-stricken.

24The only possible exceptions are the 'cuss words'. For most
speakers damn seems only to be used affectively. This is one,
but only one of the characteristics of this group. In addition,
damn and hell (in each case with its more innocent surrogates,
darn, heck, etc.) have peculiarities of grammatical construction
that should be investigated.
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CONTRASTIVE ANALYSIS AND THE NOTIONS
OF DEEP AND SURFACE GRAMMAR

ROBERT J. DI PIETRO

Georgetown University

Abstract. Seeking out inter-language differences in the execu-
tion of a contrastive analysis is given priority over looking for man-
ifestations of language universals. Yet, a viable contrastive study
must be built upon an understanding of language universals and
contain a set of instructions for how each language realizes them.
Otherwise, the common ground for contrast can only be arbitra-
rily decided for each set of languages and the contrasts them-
selves remain largely on the surface. In evaluating observed
transfer and interference in the language learning situation, we
cannot take the final step of error prediction in the absence of a
general linguistic model that operates within the framework of
deep and surface grammar. Taxonomic studies have generally
ignored the theoretical problem of determining interlinguistic
correspondences. While phoneme classes, morphemes, and
grammatical categories were established separately for each
language, no justification other than the anticipation of probable
learning errors was required for contrasting the specific units
and arrangements of one language with those of another. For
example, once a grammatical category of gender was established
independently for a language, no explication of its role as a
realization of some universal element in deep grammar was
required to contrast it with a category of gender posited for
another language. In the present paper, the theoretical orienta-
tion of current contrastive studies is discussed and a proposal is
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made to incorporate the notions of deep and surface grammar in
contrastive analysis. The final section is devoted to illustrations
of how deep categories, surface realization rules and contrastive
statements would operate.

In its application to foreign language teaching (Lado 1957), as
well as in its implementation in bilingual studies (Weinreich 1953),
a contrastive analysis (hereafter abbreviated CA) has been asso-
ciated traditionally with a behavioristic model of language acqui-
sition. The view of language as a system of habits led the linguist
to explain the causes of language learning errors in terms of the
incompatibility of the student's native language habits with those
believed to be the ones of the target language. Since the linguis-
tic model most closely associated with the behavioristic psycho-
logical model was the structural one, it was not unlikely that lin-
guists would express CA as a transfer of phonemes, morphemes,
and the patterns in which each occur. In the past decade, how-
ever, it has become evident that judgments of how languages dif-
fer structurally are inadequate in predicting with total success
the instances of language learning error. Not only has the
validity of a behavioristic model been questioned (Chomsky 1966b),
but newer and more insightful techniques in linguistic description
have been developed.

Even from the start, the limitations of structural linguistics
were evident with regard to CA. The insistence on defining
phonological and grammatical categories solely in terms of indi-
vidual languages made detailed contrastive statements laborious,
if not theoretically impossible, to phrase (Di Pietro 1963). Only
through difficult modification of the theory could the phonemes of
one language ever be equated with the phonemes of another, or
the morphemes of one be compared to the morphemes of another.
In discrediting an earlier nonrigorous view of universal grammar
by insisting on the definition of a language's forms in terms of its
own structure, the structural linguists found themselves in dif-
ficulty when it came to formulating the common ground of language
similarity which is a vital foundation for CA.

In this paper, we shall characterize as two distinct approaches
to CA (1) the structural one, which yields a taxonomy of form and
(2) the generative one, which includes the distinction between a
surface and deep level. •*• In addition to pointing out the short-
comings of a structural taxonomy, we shall also suggest an out-
line of language design integrating the work of several theoreticians.
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The notions 'deep' and 'surface' to characterize distinct levels
of language are certainly open to attack, as by James D.
McCawley in a paper given at the Linguistic Society of America
meeting in December, 1967. Yet, McCawley's position does not
seem so much an argument against the separation of deep and
surface but more a questioning of the relationship between the
two. Fillmore (1967) argues that certain grammatical features
such as case relationships are linguistic primitives and belong to
the base component of every language. Using such examples as
John ruined the table and John built the table, Fillmore proposes
that there are many semantically relevant syntactic relationships
involving nouns and the structures that contain them which are
empirically discoverable and have cross-linguistic validity. As
early as 1958, Hockett discussed in some detail the difference
between surface and deep structure. Despite his clear statement
that languages may vary on the surface while being identical in
the deep structure, the far-reaching implications of this pronounce-
ment for CA have been ignored. 2 Chomsky (1965, 1967) enthu-
siastically supported the notions of two levels of language struc-
ture. His reference to Cartesian linguistics and, specifically,
to the School of Port Royal (1966a) was however disturbing to
those structural linguists who were led to believe that their long
battle against the traditional view of universal grammar had been
fought in vain.

On the other hand, the structural linguists themselves never
abandoned their efforts to achieve an understanding of what is
universal in language. In a volume entitled Universals of
Language (1963), Joseph Greenberg edited a series of papers by
several leaders in the field of linguistics which had been presented
at an earlier conference held in 1961 at Dobbs Ferry, New York.
Each proposed a set of language universals as he saw them.
More recently, Eric Lenneberg (1967), referred to 'latent'
language structure and 'realized' structure as biological counter-
parts to universal and particular grammar. His separation of
underlying and superficial structure corresponds to our use of
deep and surface.

It is specifically from the work of Greenberg (1963), Fillmore
(1967), Jacobson (1963), Halle (1962) and Katz and Fodor (1963),
that we are able to construct a model of language which would be
viable in CA. ** It is a model which interrelates the semantic,
syntactic and phonological components of language while provid-
ing for a distinction of surface and deep levels in each of the
three components. ̂
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What is deep, or universal, or underlying, if you wish, is that
which is common to both target and source languages. CA can
be then defined as the process of showing how each language in-
terprets universally shared features as unique surface forms.

Although the notions of deep and surface structure have not
been explicitly utilized in CA, several works have implied it. 5

Paul Schachter (1960) in his contrastive analysis of English and
Pangasinan organized his contrastive statements according to a
formula first suggested by Harris (1954), restated as follows:
^sl + (^tl ~ Rsl) = RtL i-e- the complete set of rules in the
target language is obtained by adding to the rules of the source
language those rules of the target language which are not to be
found in the source language. If Schachter was not openly
formulating an interlanguage deep level, he was at least assum-
ing the existence of rules common to both target and source.
Both the Spanish and the German contrastive studies in the series
sponsored by the Center for Applied Linguistics (Stockwell, Bowen
and Martin, 1965; Kufner, 1962), make use of a common seman-
tic base; the German mainly in a chapter entitled 'Compulsory
Semantic Categories' and the Spanish in several, notably the one
entitled 'The Auxiliary Constituents of the Verb Phrase'.

In the absence of an explicit and universal mode of language
design, CA must rely on the two opposing poles, source (or
native) and target, explaining the target language in terms of how
it is built from the bits and pieces of the source. It may be pos-
sible to restrict these poles to language teaching if we approach
CA in the light of the definition given above, or, in other words,
in terms of how each language derives its particular grammar
from a common stock of elements and a shared underlying
organization.

Before articulating the format of the two-dimensional model,
it is of value to point out some of the inadequacies of a surface
taxonomy for CA. In a taxonomic CA we are limited to treating
phonetic features grouped as phonemes, the arrangement of
phonemes (phonotactics), vocabulary systems, and what Hockett
(1958, 265) has termed 'the grammatical core' of a language.
Typical statements in taxonomic phonology run as follows:
(1) The phoneme / p / of language A has an aspirated allophone
while / p / of language B does not. (2) Voiceless stops in
language A may occur followed by / I / , while comparable stops
in language B may not. The contention is that the speaker of
language A will predictably aspirate the bilabial voiceless stop of
language B, or that the speaker of language B will have difficulty
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with /p i / clusters in language A. Not only is it not necessary to
revert to phonemic theory to explain such differences, but there
is also proof that the inherent inadequacies of phonemic theory do
not have a correlation with the pronunciation problems of language
learners. The flap [r] of Italian (as in caro, moro) can be effec-
tively taught to the English speaking learning by recalling to him
the articulation of the medial consonant of such English words as
matter and madder. Proceeding from a correlation of an Italian
phoneme / r / with an English phoneme / r / produces far less
desirable results in the classroom. Moreover, the phonemic
solution of such phones as the medial one of matter and madder
in English has remained a problem quite divorced from the need
to contrast English phonology with Italian. "

The limitations of surface CA in the other components of
language are even more clearly demonstrable. Consider the gram-
matical category of gender. There is some correlation of
gender assignments with so-called natural gender in languages
that make the distinction but most instances of assignment are
arbitrary, e. g. German Tisch 'table' is masculine while its
Italian counterpart, tavola, is feminine. If we wish to contrast
the German category of gender with that of Italian, we are
restricted to saying: (1) German makes a three-way contrast
(masculine/feminine/neuter) whereas Italian has a two-way
contrast (masculine/feminine) and (2) the specific assignments are
largely random: some German masculines are Italian feminines
and vice versa, while some German neuters are Italian masculines
and some Italian feminines. Explaining only the surface assign-
ments of gender does not account for the deep-seated reasons be-
hind a German-speaking student's errors in gender assignment in
Italian as being different from those of the English-speaking
student.

Moving into yet another area of grammar, we recall Hockett's
(1958:221) definition of a part of speech: 'a form-class of stems
which show similar behavior in inflection, in syntax, or both.'
The key- word is 'behavior'. The part-of-speech membership of
a stem must be determined by investigating the environments in
which it is used. This technique is not very useful in CA because
each language has its own distinct surface patterns which yield
unique sets of defining environments for unique classes of forms.
Defining a class of stems as 'nouns' in English because they fit a
pattern like 'His surprised us' or one like 'They were people
of great '^ has very little to do with establishing 'nouns' in
Italian. In the absence of any explicit procedure to identify, say,
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English friend and Italian amico as surface nominalizations of the
same deep elements of syntax and semantics, we would be unable
to justify contrasting them in the first place.

Much of the same argument can be used to show the short-
comings of comparing such surface forms as pronouns. In a
paper presented at this roundtable meeting a few years ago, Postal
(1966) suggested that pronouns in English are derivable from noun
phrases. Mark Goldin (1968), in a doctoral dissertation presently
being written at Georgetown University is making a cohesive state-
ment about how pronouns in Spanish are surface forms built from
nouns in the deep grammar.

Perhaps the greatest inadequacy of a taxonomic approach to CA
is in its treatment of construction types. Taking in illustration the
centered type (in which one part may substitute for the whole in
larger frames), we find that both Italian and English, for example,
have some constructions built by preposing an attribute to a center
and others built by postposing the attribute. In English the former
is more often encountered, while in Italian the latter is. Without
any connection to the semantics of the forms built by the construc-
tion there is little more one can say about the differences between
the languages to help the Italian-speaking student of English.
More extreme cases can certainly be found. Thai, for example,
has only the center-attribute type. Telling the Thai-speaking
student of English simply to reverse the order in the use of single-
stemmed attributes in English does not always help him to dif-
ferentiate pocket watch from watch pocket and garden flower from
flower garden. Even the discernment of similar grammatical pat-
terning is not always easy when one attempts to contrast two
languages with very different surface structures. In contrasting,
for example, the modification patterns of Japanese and English,
there may be some difficulty in deciding which patterns in English
are the ones that recur in Japanese.

In general, one could characterize the use of structural linguis-
tics to achieve a taxonomy of language contrasts as the implementa-
tion of universal techniques to demonstrate how each language has
a unique structure.

Our rejection of a taxonomy leads us to a view of language
design which provides for the interrelation of common deep
elements with particular surface elements and accommodates the
three distinct components of semantics, syntax and phonology. If
this design of language were to be explained in the form of a flow
chart (see diagram), the three components would be arranged in a
way to allow the deep/surface dimension to intersect each. On the
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deep level of all three components are to be found universals such
as (1) a basic stock of semantic features (animate/inanimate,
human/nonhuman, etc.), (2) grammatical primes (sentence,
modality, proposition, noun, verb, case, etc.), (3) basic P rules
of the type S — M, P or 'sentence rewrite as modality and pro-
position', and (4) a basic stock of phonetic features (aspiration,
nasality, voicing, etc.). Moving toward the surface level (which
can also be interpreted as a process of deriving the particular
structure of individual languages), we encounter (1) a set of
semantic rules which select and combine those basic semantic
features retained in a given language, (2) a set of syntactic rules
which realize the surface structures by operating on the under-
lying P rules, (3) a set of phonological selection rules which
parallel in their function the selection rules of semantics but
operate on phonetic features. The semantic and phonological
components also contain functionally parallel sets of rules which
relate features to syntax. In semantics they are called projection
rules and in phonology, phonetic characterization rules.

Once semantic features have been projected into the syntactic
component, we are free to move through a set of optionally applied
stylistic rules to obtain the P markers of surface grammar. It is
at this point that the phonetic characterization rules come into
play to convert both syntactic and semantic features into strings
of sounds. Using the analogy of a machine, the final output of the
system can be defined as strings of sounds with recoverable
semantic, syntactic, and phonetic identification. This view of
language design also enables us to place in perspective those lin-
guistic studies which are less comprehensive, such as phonemics
which is restricted to the output of phonological selection rules
and is exclusive of syntax and semantics.

We shall leave more detailed articulation of our model for
future research and turn now to a series of illustrations of con-
trasts between languages in the surface structure of the major
components.

1. Semantic Selection Rules. Whereas both languages involved
in our CA would draw from a common stock of semantic features,
each would arrange these features into unique complexes. The
example of Spanish pierna and pata in contrast with English leg
illustrates one way in which two languages compose semantic
complexes differently. In Spanish, the features 'animate' and
'human' are selected for the complex identified as pierna, while
either 'animate' or 'inanimate' and 'nonhuman' are placed in the
complex yielding pata. Another illustration is the English word
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corner contrasted with Spanish esquina and rinc6n. Spanish keeps
'outside perspective' (in esquina) separate from 'inside perspec-
tive' (in rincon) while English does not specify the difference in
corner. English, on the other hand, employs the features 'human'
'nonhuman' and 'edible', 'nonedible' in distinguishing separate
complexes for meat and flesh, whereas Spanish does not forcarne.
The complex represented by the word dito in Italian includes the
feature 'attached to hand' as well as the one 'attached to foot'
whereas English distinguishes between finger and toe.

2. Semantic Projection Rules. The specific functions of
semantic projection rules are to give grammatical identifications
such as .'noun' and 'verb' to semantic complexes built by the
selection rules and to attach inflectional categories wherever
appropriate. One indication of how languages may make different
noun, verb identifications of approximately the same semantic
complexes is found in contrasting the Italian sorpasso, a noun,
and sorpassare, a verb, with English where there is only the verb
expression to pass [a car]. To give another example, English has
both a verb and a noun golf, where French has only a noun, as in
the expression faire du golf.

The attachment of gender to nouns leads us to distinguish
between deep gender (e. g. 'maleness', 'femaleness') and surface
gender (e.g. 'masculine', 'feminine'). 8 Generally speaking, it
may be possible in those languages which inflect nouns for gender,
to formulate a projection rule which states the following: to nouns
whose semantic complexes include the features + human, +male
and - female attach masculine gender; to nouns with + human,
-male and + female, attach feminine gender, etc. On the other
hand, it may be necessary to handle each complex of semantic
features separately. Although sentinella and guardia are both
feminine in Italian, the reference is usually to a male. Attaching
feminine gender to inanimates such as tavola in Italian is as arbi-
trary as making its German counterpart Tisch masculine. There
is also some evidence that semantic projection rules must be
ordered in their application. German Fraulein, for example, is
neuter only because the suffix -lein carries with it neuter gender
assignment. In cross-referring a pronoun to Fraulein, the
neuter-imposing feature of the suffix is often bypassed and the
feminine form is used: Sie.

English also is not without manifestations of surface gender.
In cross-referring pronouns to nouns, Hockett (1958:232-3) in-
dicates seven different choices: he to John, boy; she to Mary,
girl; it to road; he or she to citizen, and so on. In the light of
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such evidence, the statement that English has only 'natural'
gender is inappropriate. In a way of speaking, all languages have
natural gender if by natural gender we mean only the capability to
discern 'maleness' from 'femaleness'. Some languages, such as
Italian and German, project 'maleness' and 'femaleness' to the
surface of their grammar through the association of noun inflec-
tion and pronoun reference while others, such as English, do it
through pronoun reference alone.

3. Syntactic Realization Rules.9 in order to understand the
format of syntactic realization rules, it is important to distinguish
between grammatical terms that have deep implications and those
which are surface. As Chafe (1967) pointed out in his review of
Katz (1966), the traditional definition of a verb as the expression
of an action or state of being and of a noun as the name of a
person, place or thing bears a relation to the universal basis of
language. The definitions of adjective and adverb, on the other
hand, refer to surface grammar. Also involved with surface
grammar are terms like 'subject', 'predicate', and 'direct' and
'indirect object'.

The Italian sentence Mi piace il te and its English counterpart
I like tea, while clearly different in their surface arrangements,
can be explained as two transformations of the same deep struc-
ture. In both sentences there is an agent (in Italian: mi, in English:
I), a verb (in Italian: piace, in English: like), and an objective (in
Italian: il te; in English: tea). The deep structure phrase marker
for both sentences would be in part as follows:

(S - sentence, M - modality, T - time, D - dative, O - objective,
V - verb)

The syntactic realization rules of Italian would order the primes
as follows:

D, O, V = ^ D + V + O

and realize Objective as subject and Dative as indirect object,
when the verb is piacere. The English realization rules also
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order the primes as Dative + Verb + Objective, but identify
Dative as subject and Objective as direct object on the surface.

Moving on to temporal and locational elements in deep syntax,
we find that they are both realized in English as prepositional
phrases with_at, j3n, or in as the preposition and a noun phrase as
the axis, or, in the case of temporal phrases with a day of the
week, as inflected noun:

Temporal Locational
at five o'clock at home
on Tuesday on the table
Tuesdays
in March in Washington

In Hungarian, an inflection of the noun stem realizes both types:
ot orakor 'at five o'clock' and otthon 'at home'. Indonesian uses
a noun phrase for the temporal expression: djam lima 'five
o'clock' but a prepositional phrase for the locational expression:
di rumah 'at home'. Kufner (1962:92) employs 'location' and
'destination' to explain the difference in German between wo and
wohin.

The treatment of stative predications in various languages is
facilitated in the context of deep versus surface grammar. In
English, He is old and He is a professor both employ a surface
verbal marker (be), whereas Russian and Hebrew do not in
equivalent sentences:

Russian Hebrew
[on star] [huh zaken]
[on praf'esor] [huh profesor]

If any time element other than present is involved, the verbal
element is overtly expressed in both Russian and Hebrew. Thus,
'He will be old' and 'He will be a professor' become:

Russian Hebrew
[on bud'it] [huh yihiye zaken]
[on bud'it praf'esor] [huh yihiye profesor]

As an interesting sidelight, some varieties of nonstandard
English also lack an overt verb expression, cf. Cruzan English:
[iy ol] 'He is old ' .1 0
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4. The Phonological Component. As one demonstration of how
languages differ in their phonological component, we point to the
selection of nasality as a distinctive feature appearing in the char-
acterization of vowels in French but not in English. Whereas the
presence or absence of nasality has to be stipulated for every
French vowel, it may be attached to the general characterization
of vowels in English by a set of redundancy rules.

In the characterization of sibilants in Spanish, voicing is a
redundant feature. Rather than include it in each complex of
phonetic features which involves a sibilant, we can employ a
general rule to add it in specific environments (e. g. before
[b d g m n], etc.). If we were to contrast this aspect of Spanish
phonology with English, we would find that English has no such
rules. The implication for the Spanish-speaking student of
English is that he must disregard this rule of his native language
and learn to differentiate between voicing and the absence of it
when articulating English sibilants.

Final Remarks. In conclusion, the view of language offered
here provides a universal basis for formulating contrastive state-
ments. We have also offered, in a very general way, some con-
jectures as to how the contrasts may be formulated in each com-
ponent. Observations concerning recurrent surface processes,
such as Greenberg's (1963: 94) Universal Number 33, regarding
the order of verbs and nouns, H if legitimately universal, are
also accommodated. Contrasting such surface phenomena as
pronouns, gender systems and prepositional phrases is meaning-
less unless their relationships to underlying grammatical primes
are made explicit. In regard to the semantic component, it is
likely that a CA must also proceed from a feature to feature
comparison rather than going from lexeme to lexeme.

The problem of rapport between linguistic model and psycho-
logical model remains. If it is unlikely that the learner of a
language follows a set of generative rules formulated by a linguist
with no explicit recourse to psychological validation, it does not
follow that the entire generative model should be abandoned in an
effort to reconcile descriptive and production models or that the
learner does not acquire language by nesting, embedding, con-
joining, selection and all the other properties of the generative
model. If, as Katz and Fodor (1963) maintain and some linguists
intuitively feel, a theory of language is necessary for a theory of
speech production, one should explain first what is acquired and
then ask how it is acquired. In the absence of a definitive theory
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of speech production, we should not abandon the work we have
done toward a full description of language.

There has been no attempt here to incorporate in our inter-
pretation of semantics an accounting of how sociocultural settings
affect the understanding of an utterance. The upper limit on the
domain of our semantic component falls short of relating setting
to utterance. The inappropriate ness of going beyond this point
for the linguist can be illustrated by the title of a popular song of
a few years back, 'A Sleigh Ride in July'. The linguist's task is
to explain the various interrelationships the semantic features of
each complex have with those of all others and make explicit the
various language interpretations that native speakers of English
give to it. Perhaps only the philosopher should concern himself
about the incongruity of the song title in its northern hemispheric
setting.

NOTES

Distinguishing between surface and deep is so vital for CA
that even those descriptions which are presented in a generative
framework but do not incorporate deep grammar must be con-
sidered as inadequate as taxonomic descriptions. See Van
Campen, 1967.

2To go back even further in time, Benjamin Lee Whorf
applied the terms 'overt' and 'covert' in discussing grammatical
categories in a paper written in 1937. See Whorf, 1956.

^Also important in the area of phonological universals is the
work of Peter Ladefoged, 1965. Halle's work is, however, more
easily incorporated into a generative model of CA.

^This is not to exclude the possibility that some tagmemic and
stratificational models may also admit the distinction of surface
and deep level in each component. Merrifield, 1967, distinguishes
rightly between hierarchy of structure and component. In this
paper we are following the lead of Lenneberg, 1967, in extending
the notion of deep and surface level beyond syntax to semantics
and phonology.

5The articles by Rudolfo Jacobson, 1966, and H. W. Kirkwood,
1966, can be taken as very elementary indications of the advantage
to which a universal base can be put in CA.

6 Another inadequacy of phonemic analysis—the treatment of
voiced and voiceless sibilants in Italian—is discussed in Di Pietro,
1968.

7Patterns taken from Roberts, 1957, 19.
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^Chafe, 1967, made a similar observation in his review of
Katz, 1966.

9The deep to surface realization process in syntax is being
studied in detail as far as case relationships are concerned by
Fillmore, 1967, and in regard to predications in Spanish by
Goldin, 1968.

^Cruzan English is a form of creolized English spoken on St.
Croix, U. S. Virgin Islands. In a recent investigation of the
language, I discovered that the notions of deep and surface struc-
ture are very useful in explaining how it deviates from standard
English.

HGreenberg's full statement is as follows: 'When number
agreement between the noun and verb is suspended and the rule
is based on order, the case is always one in which the verb pre-
cedes and the verb is in the singular.'
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EDUCATION OF AMERICAN INDIAN CHILDREN

A. BRUCE GAARDER

Chief, Disadvantaged Youth Section, U. S. Office of Education

Abstract. The essay gives a rationale for the education of
American Indian children based on fundamental education policy
for other American children and upon the principle that the
statesman's desideratum, self-sufficiency for the Indians, can
be achieved only via the educator's goal: maximum self-fulfill-
ment for every child. A corollary of the rationale is the require-
ment of a maximally and mutually supportive relationship between
the home society and the school, including the development of
literacy in the home language through bilingual education. Much
work by linguists and educators is needed in order to prepare
teaching materials in the Indian languages. An estimate of the
status, in this respect, of 45 languages is included in the essay.

A statement of recommendations on the organization, content,
teachers, and teaching methods of a system of schools would be
meaningless without a clear understanding of the nature of the
children to be educated and of the society which produces and in-
cludes them, or without general agreement as to the philosophy
underlying their education. In the case of American Indian
children neither the clear understanding nor the general agree-
ment can safely be assumed, and both must therefore be made
explicit. However briefly, we must first attempt to say who and
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what these children are and what are the results we would hope
to attain with them. *

1. The philosophical basis of educational policy in the USA

Brief references to two documents, 184 years apart in our
history, should suffice on this point. The earlier document, the
Bill of Rights of the Constitution, is unequivocally emphatic about
the primacy and dignity of the individual as opposed to the power
of the state. Justice Brandeis has epitomized this emphasis in
the Olmstead Case: 'The makers of the Constitution... sought to
protect Americans in their beliefs, their thoughts, their emo-
tions and their sensations. They conferred, as against the
Government, the right to be let alone, the most comprehensive of
rights and the right most valued by civilized men.'

The second document, published in 1960 as Goals for Americans,
contains the Report of President Eisenhower's Commission on
National Goals together with certain essays on the same subject.
Henry Wriston, chairman of the Commission, reminds us that
human dignity is the basic value of freedom, that dignity 'does not
consist in being well-housed, well-clothed and well-fed.' And he
goes on to say that 'it rests exclusively upon the lively faith that
individuals are beings of infinite value.' (Wriston, 1960)

An essay in the same volume (p. 81) by John W. Gardner (now
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare) entitled 'National
Goals in Education,' reaffirms for our day the ideal of the Consti-
tution as it regards education: 'Our deepest convictions impel us
to foster individual fulfillment. We wish each one to achieve the
promise that is in him.. . Our devotion to equality... asserts that
each should be enabled to develop to the full, in his own style and
to his own limit.'

Some educational corollaries emerge from the above statement
and restatements of principles:
(1) If the first goal of education is individual self-fulfillment, all

other goals, however important, such as preparation for citi-
zenship, preparation for 'the world of work', and assimilation

*This essay is not a statement of official policy of the United
States Office of Education.

In the preparation of this paper I acknowledge invaluable help
from Richard L. Light, specialist in the teaching of English as
a second language, United States Office of Education.
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to the 'mainstream of American life,' become secondary.
(2) Our equality before the law and the 'self-evident truth' that

all men are created equal do not impose upon any one of us
the obligation to be equal, that is to say, to be the same as
everyone else.

(3) There are many perfectly legitimate ways of being human.
(4) The child's parents and the child himself must have the major

voice in determining what his education should be.
So we see that the 'right to be let alone' places self-fulfillment,
self-determined, at the peak of all the desiderata of education.

In contrast to the above, quotations from authoritative sources
abound showing that the philosophy which has guided those entrusted
with the education of American Indian children has rested squarely
on other principles: 'protection of the child from the detrimental
influence of the home surroundings,' 'the destruction of tribal
ways,' 'the creation of a new, autonomous, total environment into
which the Indian child can be transmigrated so as to remake him
into a European personality,' 'destruction of the appalling reli-
gious beliefs and superstitions of the Indians,' 'eradication of
Indian culture as the primary source of Indian impoverishment,'
'discouragement and eradication of the use of indigenous languages,'
etc.

In short, the de facto principle has been that the Indian's salva-
tion lies in his ceasing to be what and who he is, that it lies in
becoming assimilated by the acceptance of 'educative' procedures
designed to alienate the child from his own people, beginning with
the rule that English shall be the sole language of instruction.

2. Salient facts and findings about American Indians

Population, languages and literacy
Total population, all ages (BIA, 1960) 553, 000 (including
29, 000 Eskimos and Aleuts in Alaska)
Total aged 6-18 (BIA, 1966) 152, 114
Enrolled in public schools 86, 827
Enrolled in Federal schools 46, 154
Enrolled in mission and other schools 8, 713
Not in school 7, 757
Not located 2, 663

Wallace L. Chafe, of the Smithsonian Institution, has said
(1962) that of the nearly 300 recognizably separate American
Indian languages and dialects still extant—hence the same number
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of separate tribal groups—only roughly 40% have more than one
hundred speakers. Fishman (1966) notes that in the case of about
55% of all these languages the remaining speakers are of advanced
age, which implies that many of the tongues—each one an i r re -
placeable miracle no less than the whooping crane—are destined
to disappear.

Chafe finds (1965) that there are 45 indigenous languages
spoken in the United States including Alaska, by 1000 or more
speakers. William C. Sturtevant, also of the Smithsonian, has
devised five categories of availability of literacy materials and
applied them (as best estimates subject to refinement and cor-
rection) to the Chafe data. The information follows.

EXTENT OF LITERACY MATERIALS FOR INDIAN LANGUAGES
SPOKEN BY 1, 000 OR MORE PERSONS OF ALL AGES IN THE
UNITED STATES

Literacy Category 1: Practical orthography, Available reading
material, Considerable Indian literacy, Technical grammar.

Languages
Cherokee
Cree
Creek
Crow
Eskimo (Inupik)
Navajo

Ojibwa

Teton (Lakota)

Population
10,000
35, 000
8,000
5,000

50, 000
90, 000

45,000

15,000

Location
Oklahoma, North Carolina
Montana, (Canada)
Oklahoma, Alabama
Montana
Alaska, (C anada)
Arizona, Colorado, New
Mexico, Utah
Montana, North Dakota,
Minnesota, Wisconsin,
Michigan
South Dakota, Montana, (Canada)

Literacy Category 2: Practical orthography, Some reading
material, A little Indian literacy, Technical grammar, No prac-
tical dictionary.

Apache,
Western

Blackfoot
Cheyenne
Chick as aw
Choctaw

10, 000

5,500
4,000
2,500
7,000

Arizona

Montana, (Canada)
Montana, Oklahoma
Oklahoma
Oklahoma, Mississippi,
Louisiana
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Alaska, (Canada)
Iowa, Oklahoma, Kansas

Arizona
New Mexico
Alaska, (Canada)
Idaho
Arizona, (Mexico)
Minnesota, North Dakota,
South Dakota, Nebraska
Colorado, Utah
North Dakota, South Dakota,
Montana

Literacy Category 3: Practical orthography, No reading
material, No Indian literacy, Technical grammar, No practical
dictionary.

Eskimo (Yupik)
Fox (including

Sac)
Hopi
Jemez
Kutchin
Nez Perce
Papago
Santee

Ute
Yankton (Nakota,

excluding
Assiniboine)

13, 500
1,000

4,000
1,200
1,200
1,000
9,000
4,000

3,000
1,500

Apache,
Chiricahua

Apache,
Jicarilla

Apache,
Me scalero

Arapaho
Hidatsa
Keresan
Pirn a
Shoshone

(including
Gosiute)

Southern Paiute

Taos
Tewa
Zuni

1,000

1,000

1,000

2,000
1,100
7,000
5,000
5,000

2, 000

1,000
2,000
3,500

Arizona, Oklahoma

New Mexico

New Mexico

Wyoming, Oklahoma
North Dakota
New Mexico
Arizona, (Mexico)
California, Nevada, Idaho,
Wyoming

Nevada, Arizona, California,
Utah
New Mexico
New Mexico, Arizona
New Mexico

Literacy Category 4: Practical orthography, No reading
material, No Indian literacy, Inadequate technical linguistic
studies.

Assiniboine
Isleta

1,500
1,500

Montana, (Canada)
New Mexico
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Mohave
Okanagan
Tsixnshian
Walapai
Winnebago
Yuma

1,000
1,500
3,000
1,000
1,500
1,000

Arizona
Washington, (Canada)
Alaska, (Canada)
Arizona
Wisconsin, Nebraska
California

Literacy Category 5: No practical orthography, No significant
studies of the language.

Omaha 2,000 Nebraska
Yakima 1,500 Washington

Note. The literacy categories and languages in each category
were determined by William Sturtevant of the Smithsonian and
revised by him August, 1967. Some data from other sources has
been included, however, for which we assume responsibility.
ABG, RLL.

No one knows exactly what percent of the total Indian population
or how many of those of school age, 6-18, retain the use of an
Indian language. An estimate made in 1964 with the help of BIA
education specialists set the number as 60% of the children in
States which have special Indian schools and 20% in States which
place them all in the public schools. This would indicate that
slightly over half of the 6-18 group retain use of the mother
tongue. There are indications that this estimate is far too low.
For example, an unpublished study recently completed by Dr.
Duane C. Nichols of Kansas State University shows that 91% of
the Sioux Indians on the Pine Ridge, Rosebud, Crow Creek, and
Sisseton reservations in South Dakota learn the Sioux tongue as
their first language. A study of the Hopis, Navajos, Papagos,
Sioux, Zias, and Zunis (Havighurst and Neugarten 1955) showed
that of all these groups the Sioux retained least of their primitive
culture. Read together, the data from these studies point to very
high language retention among the other more traditional tribal
groups.

Achievement in public schools

As measured in the Coleman Report (Coleman, 1966) by tests
in both verbal and non-verbal skills administered in Fall, 1965,
the average minority pupil (except Oriental Americans but includ-
ing American Indians, Mexican Americans and Puerto Ricans)
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scores distinctly lower at every level than the average white
pupil. The difference in achievement was consistently greater in
the 12th grade than in the 1st grade, which shows that under our
present school policies and procedures and in comparison with
majority group pupils Indian children lose ground the longer they
stay in school.

Whatever may be the nonschool factors which put minority
children at a disadvantage in verbal and non-verbal skills when
they enter first grade, the fact is the schools have not overcome
them.

The Coleman Report points out that a substantial number of
Indian and Mexican American first graders are in schools in
which they are the majority group. This is not true at the twelfth
grade. Roughly 35% of Indian pupils in first grade are in schools
of between 90-100% Indian enrollment. At grade 12, however,
less than 10% of Indian pupils are in schools with 80-100% Indian
enrollment.

School environment; pupil attitudes*

In 1965 only 1% of the Indian children in elementary schools
had Indian teachers. One percent were taught by Mexican-
Americans, 14% by Negroes, and 83% had 'white' teachers.
Only one percent were under Mexican-American teachers, 8%
were under Negroes, and 88% learned from 'white* teachers. No
Indian child in secondary school had an Indian principal.

By the teachers' own report, twenty-six percent of the
elementary and 24% of the secondary school teachers of the
average Indian pupil would prefer not to be teaching Indians.
They would prefer to be teaching Anglo-Saxon children. The
same Coleman Report reveals a pupil attitude factor which
appears to have a stronger relationship to achievement than do
all the 'school' factors together. This factor is the extent to
which an individual feels that he has some control over his own
destiny. Indian pupils have far less conviction than majority
group pupils that they can affect their own environment and future.
On the question of 'self-concept' the Indian pupils showed the

* This entire sub-section is based exclusively on the findings
of the Coleman Report. Indian pupils included in the Report
were not a scientific sampling of that group. They were Indians
who happened to attend schools in the areas selected for the study.
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highest percentage answering 'below average' to the question
'How bright do you think you are? ' and other indicators show the
Indian pupils in twelfth grade to have the lowest self-concept of
all minority groups tested. Although of all variables attitudinal
variables have the strongest relation to school achievement,
these variables appear to be little influenced by variations in
school characteristics. In sum, the Coleman Report makes a
convincing case for the view that student achievement depends
largely on forces over which today's schools exercise little
control.

3. Ideals and realities: assimilation without alienation

Section one, above, postulates the ideal goal of the educator
as maximum self-fulfillment for every Indian child. The goal of
the statesman has been the elimination of the Indian 'problem':
the disadvantageous differences between him and the dominant
majority. Indian education policy in the past has considered the
two goals incompatible and has sacrificed the first one to the
second. There has been, especially since the Meriam Report,
some ethnocentric lip-service to individual self-fulfillment, but
in fact the policy has seen as disadvantageous every difference
between the Indian and the 'white' man: his religion, his ethics,
his child-rearing practices, etc. , —his entire life-style—and has
sought to change all of these. The result has been failure far
beyond the mere school statistics of retardation, underachieve-
ment and drop-outs. The official language policy has kept the
Indians in the primitive status of non-literate peoples (their
languages are used only for oral communication, with minor,
inconsequential exceptions noted above in Section two), and the
constant effort to eliminate the differences, forcing each child,
in greater or lesser degree, to choose between his own people
and the outside world, is nothing less than attempted assimilation
by alienation.

The language and alienation policies together have effectively
prevented the formation of an Indian intelligentsia and have sys-
tematically cut away from the tribes most of their potential
leaders. The overall result has tended to keep the Indians in a
condition of unleavened peasantry. The educational policies
actually followed in the past are thus seen to be self-defeating and
in direct opposition to the statesman's goal.

The view taken in this paper is that the sole disadvantageous
difference that matters is the extent of the Indian's self-sufficiency,
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and that self-sufficiency comes only from self-fulfillment at every
age level. The recommendations which follow rest on the belief
that the ideal goal of the educator and the goal of the statesman
are fully compatible and that each could reinforce the other. The
recommendations reject as irrelevant (though not as untrue or in-
consequential) both the romantic's notion that in the Indian cultures
there is much that is worth preserving and the notion that the
'white' man's ways are necessarily superior because they are
dominant.

In sum, the view taken here is that self-sufficiency—realized
through self-fulfillment for each individual Indian child and for
each separate Indian tribe—will not only achieve the statesman's
goal, but that it is the surest, quickest road to self-dispersal of
the tribes and their eventual assimilation and disappearance.
(Whether such a result is to be viewed happily or unhappily is not
the concern of this paper.) The reasoning is simple: (1) if a group
is self-sufficient it ceases to be a problem; and (2) in this country
the mobility, both social and geographical, of educated people,
especially college-educated ones, is very high; and this kind of
mobility means living where the children, whether or not they learn
the Indian mother tongue, are middle-class youngsters swept along
on the sea of middle-class English and the value system which
English transmits. (Confirming evidence is found in a study which
compared permissive and suppressive cultural contacts between
whites and Indians. The initial Yaqui-Spanish contact appears to
have been a permissive one, with the result that a fusion of Yaqui
and Spanish cultural elements took place in a comparatively short
time. Conversely, Tewa-Spanish relations were marked by coer-
cion and suppression of Indian ceremonies and customs, and up to
the present time Spanish and Tewa cultural patterns have remained
distinct. Cf. Dozier, 1964.)

The specific recommendations which follow implement the
principle of self-determination, (including the choice of a language)
and the belief that the only road of development of a people is that
of self-development, including the right to make its own decisions
and its own mistakes, educate its own children in its own ways,
write its own poems and stories, revere its own gods and heroes,
choose its leaders and depose them—in short, to be human in its
own way and demand respect for that way.

If it is true that society as a whole—in this case each separate
tribal society with its own history, language, and system of
beliefs and behavior—is inescapably the major shaper and
educator of a child (as compared to the much lesser effect of the
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school) educational policy should seek to strengthen and develop
and ennoble the social structure as a whole. The opposite
strategy, efforts to weaken or bypass the Indian social structure
and lessen its influence on the child, inevitably deprives him of
his main source of growth and strength.

4. Recommendations

The necessary brevity of this paper precludes specific recom-
mendations on every point and situation. The policies enunciated
would be applied to the extent of their pertinence in terms of the
status outlined above in Section two and as quickly as feasible.
Feasibility is not meant to depend, however, on such factors as
the death or retirement of supernumerary teachers now employed
to work with Indian children, but rather on factors such as the
readiness of printed school materials for beginning programs of
bilingual instruction.

Education is much more than what happens in the schools. We
have seen that the Coleman Report implies one conclusion above
all others: that schools bring little influence to bear on a child's
achievement that is independent of his background and general
social context. This means that it is essential to involve the home
and the entire social group, exalt them and their virtues, and
build them up in order to build on them. All of the recommenda-
tions have this aim; all seek to develop self-sufficiency through
self-fulfillment.

(1) Indians should run their own schools, determine the cur-
riculum, set fiscal policy, and hire and fire the school adminis-
trators, teachers and other employes.

(A very promising prototype school which works on this prin-
ciple is the Rough Rock Indian Demonstration School at Chinle,
Arizona.) In the case of public schools which receive Johnson-
OMalley funds, eligibility for the funds should be conditioned on
(among other factors) Indian representation on the school board
proportional to the number of Indian children enrolled in the
system.

(2) It should without exception be the policy in the schools and
in all other matters that Indians employed with Federal funds for
work in association with other Indians should be of the same
tribal and mother tongue group as the others with whom they are
to work. This means, for example, that Indian teachers, teacher
aides, administrators, clerks, janitors, etc., working with the
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Hopis will be Hopis and have Hopi as their mother tongue. Like-
wise, every effort should be made to group children on the basis
of the language they speak, in order to encourage them to verbalize
their experience, encourage socializing, and strengthen their
tribal bonds. (W. W. Beatty stated [LaFarge, 1942] that 'In the
majority of cases the Indians who are employed on the Sioux r e -
servations come from Oklahoma, while educated Sioux are sent
to the Southwest and Southwest Indians are employed in Oklahoma
or the Northwest.')

(3) Beginning immediately in the first three grades of all-
Indian schools, and in grades 4, 5, and 6 of such schools as soon
as a minimal complement of Indian language teaching materials
can be prepared, bilingual instruction (Gaarder, 1966) should be
instituted.

This will provide (based on the model of the Cuban half of the
Coral Way bilingual elementary school in Dade County, Florida)
instruction in all areas of the curriculum, except English, during
one half of every school day by Indian teachers using their Indian
tongue as the medium, and closely coordinated instruction in the
same areas of the curriculum, except the Indian tongue, by teach-
ers from the dominant group using English as the medium. In all
cases the teachers teach in their mother tongue.

In schools where only a part of the pupils are Indian children,
instead of the full 50-50 bilingual program there will be at least
one hour of instruction per day through the medium of the Indian
language, designed to reinforce all areas of the school curri-
culum in grades 1-6. The purpose of this entire recommenda-
tion is to avoid retardation, strengthen the home-school relation-
ship, and enhance the child's self-concept. (It should be borne
in mind that it is much easier for a native speaker to learn to
read an Indian language with a scientifically developed phonemic
alphabet than it is for a child speaker of English to learn to read
English. This fact gives the Indian child a signal advantage in
school over the monolingual English-speaking child. (Cf. Gaarder,
1967)

(4) A program of language development—recording, writing
and publication—in the Indian (and Eskimo and Aleut) tongues
should begin at once dealing both with Indian history, religion,
biography, lore, folk-tales, points of view on current problems,
etc., and with the essential subject matter of the school curri-
culum.

This work could be undertaken for every language which has at
least 1000 speakers. In the languages with relatively few speakers
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the publication program might be limited to those materials
needed in grades 1-3 to form a strong bridge to English. For the
major languages each people would eventually set the limits of
what is desirable and feasible. (Section two shows roughly the
present status of Indian language development. The program en-
visaged would require help from scientific (descriptive) linguists.
It is far from a monumental task and would not be unduly costly
if properly managed.)

(5) Every effort should be made to develop a strong, mutually-
reinforcing relationship between the Indian pupils' parents and the
school. The four recommendations above are meant to bring this
about. In addition, the school should become a place for other
adult-centered activities: (a) recording on tape the oral history,
lore, etc., of the group for playback in the schools and by radio,
and later transcription for editing and publication; (b) live story-
telling by the wits and sages of the tribe; and (c) adult literary
classes in both the mother tongue and English. (Again it should
be borne in mind that with a scientifically-de signed phonemic
alphabet an adult can learn very easily to read his own language.
This means that he quickly masters all of the mechanics of
reading in any language with Roman script, and thus has a power-
ful bridge to English.)

(6) Every effort should be made to stimulate and encourage
the emergence of native leaders in each tribal group. We take
note of the statement by W. W. Beatty 'that the true native leaders
were either ignored or displaced by those who showed subservience
to government or church. . . . these subservient Indians would not
normally have achieved leadership. This is why the reports say
that educated Indians cannot be used successfully in the adminis-
tration of their own tribal groups.' We agree with Beatty's
advice to seek leaders among the 'young Indians who are aggres-
sive, critical, and inclined to be noncooperative.' (LaFarge,
1942)

(7) There is need for a graduate study and research center
focused on the history, languages, and culture of American
Indians. The same center could coordinate much of the publica-
tion of teaching material and other items in the Indian languages.

(8) To pupils whose mother tongue is not English and who come
to school knowing little or no English, English must inevitably be
taught as a second language. This does not deny its primacy as
the official language of the nation, but means that special teach-
ing methods are required. The self-sufficiency which is the goal
of these recommendations requires that English be learned well
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by every Indian child. Bilingual education (the use of the indi-
genous Indian tongue as a teaching medium to assure acquisition
and mastery of the content of the curriculum while English is still
being mastered as a vehicle of instruction) is one half of the
strategy to bring this about. The other half is the use of better
methods and materials for teaching English, guided by the insights
into language found in scientific (descriptive) linguistics.

(9) Indian children should preferably not be put in boarding
school, and in no case should children of different language groups
be put together in such schools. Far preferable, in the view
taken here, is a much simpler one-room or hogan-type school
close to home, with bilingual instruction given by two different
teachers (one Indian-speaking, one English-speaking) even though
by ordinary educational standards the simpler school seems to be
of far lesser quality.

(10) Action should be taken immediately to remove all reli-
gious organizations of other than Indian origin from direct influence
in the education of Indian children on reservation or other Feder-
ally-or-State-controlled property. The purpose of this recom-
mendation is not to abridge in any way freedom of religion among
the Indians or hinder them from sending their children to sectarian
private schools outside of the reservations, but rather to eliminate
a major divisive (and therefore destructive) force which hinders
the free self-development of the Indian peoples: dividing the in-
dividual within his own mind and each sect from all the others.
Quasi-official sanction of the division of Indian peoples among
competing sects of white proselytizers should be seen as what it
is: the use of Federal or State power to favor the Christian reli-
gions over the indigenous religions.

Although the educational policy set forth in this paper involves
the whole of each Indian society rather than merely its system of
schools, the policy can be summarized thus in terms of the
reservation schools: bilingual education with each Indian tongue
and English given equal time and treatment as mediums of instruc-
tion, using approximately equal numbers of same-Indian-language-
speaking teachers and English-speaking teachers in schools, all
of which would be administered by same-Indian-language prin-
cipals and superintendents under same-language school boards,
and all of which would seek maximum identification geographically
and socially with their constituent families, eliminating all board-
ing schools not expressly desired by those families, and involving
the parents maximally through both direct and representative
exercise of power.
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Finally, mere transfer of all Indian children from BIA schools
to public schools under State control would remove the seeming
anomaly of a Federal agency running local school systems, but
this transfer by itself would solve nothing. To be convinced of
this one has but to reflect on the quality of the education received
by Mexican-American children in the public schools.
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CONTRASTIVE ANALYSIS AND LANGUAGE
DEVELOPMENT

CHARLES A. FERGUSON

Stanford University

Abstract. Contrastive analysis is basic to all linguistics since
only by this approach can a general theory of language ('language
universals') be constructed and only with at least implicit con-
trastive analysis can a particular language be fully characterized.
Two kinds of contrastive analysis have been basic to diachronic
linguistics: the comparison of sister languages to discover the
history of their divergence ('comparative method') and the com-
parison of different stages of the same language to discover the
history of change in the language. Diachronic contrastive
analysis comparing stages X]_ X2 . . . xn where xi is zero and xn

a full natural language is basic to the study of child language
development and promises benefits also to general theory and
particular language characterization.

In giving a course called Contrastive Analysis at a university
or Linguistic Institute the instructor often starts with a disavowal:
he says he is not sure that there is such a field as contrastive
analysis, or if there is such a field, he is not sure what the
methodology is, that is, how one should set about doing contras-
tive analysis. Consequently, it made me feel rather good this
morning to listen to speaker after speaker reaffirm the existence
of a field, or at least a set of procedures, that might be called
contrastive analysis. Even more, the speakers reaffirmed the
value of such research and study either for 'pure' linguistics or
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for pedagogical application. That is more or less the position
that I take—contrastive analysis is, in some sense, fundamental
to all of linguistics and has important implications for language
teaching and other 'applied' problems.

Two of the fundamental goals of linguistics are the development
of a general theory of human language behavior and the develop-
ment of appropriate procedures for the full characterization of any
language. For both of these goals contrastive analysis is a basic
tool. Progress toward the development of a general theory can
come by various routes, but certainly at some point it will be
necessary to compare grammars of different languages in detail
in order to discover the underlying similarities and to distinguish
these from the superficial similarities and differences which give
each language its distinctive ness. Also, it is possible to make
useful attempts at the characterization of a particular language
(i. e. writing a grammar of it) without explicit reference to other
languages, but since one of the purposes of such characterizations
is to show the ways in which the language differs from all other
languages, it is necessary at some point to utilize contrastive
analysis in one form or another.

Contrastive analysis is also fundamental to other goals of lin-
guistics, such as the characterization of the history of particular
languages or their spread of dialect variation at a given point or
through time. In fact, since de Saussure it has been customary
for many linguists to regard the description of diachronic change
as essentially the comparison of successive structural stages, i. e.
a set of contrastive analyses. These points have all been pre-
sented and argued effectively elsewhere; the purpose of the present
paper is to point to the relevance of the notion of contrastive
analysis in the study of child language development.

1. Diachronic stages. In his 1941 book on child language, 1
Jakobson made clear the notion that a child's language is always
a coherent system (although with more marginal features and
fluctuation than adult language) and that the development of a
child's language may profitably be regarded as a succession of
stages, just as the history of a language may be. In fact, the
study of child language may be regarded as only a special case of
diachronic linguistics, viz. the study of a succession of stages
x^, X2, . . . , xn of linguistic structure when x^ is $, while in other
cases xi is a full-fledged language. 2 This would suggest that
techniques of contrastive analysis useful in one variety of diachronic
linguistics might be helpful in the other, or, at least, should be
fried in both.
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I think that the structural diachronic view of child language has
been clear but has rarely been acted on; that is, people have
rarely performed explicit contrastive analyses of successive
stages of a child's language development. In the last several
years, however, a number of people have begun to write gram-
mars of successive stages of children's language. In particular,
I am referring to the work of Roger Brown and his associates,
who have described the grammatical structure of three children
at five successive stages. 3 In each case they write a rather
explicit, careful transformational-style grammar and then point
out how moving from one stage to the next involves the addition
of rules, or the change of rules. It would be quite instructive for
us to take this kind of example to illustrate contrastive analysis
of diachronic stages in child language development, but the pre-
sentation of a full grammar—even of a two or three year old
child—is a considerable undertaking and a simpler illustration
may suffice to make the point clear.

As an example of this kind of contrastive analysis, a succession
of phonological charts of three stages of the language of a French-
learning child, Jacqueline, are presented.4 The first stage r e -
presents the period (13th to 16th month) during which she had a
two-word vocabulary—words for 'mama' and 'papa' which may
be analyzed as utilizing three phonemes /m b a/. The second
stage selected is nine months later, when she had acquired all
the phonemes of French except for / r z z w h/. The phoneme
inventories of these three stages appear in the charts of Table 1,
accompanied by a corresponding chart of adult French. 6

Two difficulties are involved in determining the phoneme in-
ventories here. One is the problem of phonemic analysis when
the vocabulary is very small and the child's repertory of contrasts
is difficult to elicit. The chief justification for the recognition of
phonemes or phoneme-like elements in the speech of a child with
only two items in his vocabulary is that the principle of contrast
has been established (at least at the utterance level if not at
syllable or phonemic-segment levels) and that the sound types
present are the predecessors to sound types more clearly identi-
fiable as phonemes later.

The second difficulty is in retrieving the necessary informa-
tion from the published studies. Even when a careful diary-like
study provides sufficient information to make reasonable judg-
ments about contrasts, it is generally written in a sound by sound,
word by word chronological framework rather than as a synchronic
description of total structure at given points in time. In this
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TABLE 1. Diachronic Stages. (French) Consonant inventory
of Jacqueline Bloch at successive stages. (Based
on O. Bloch, 'Notes sur le langage d'un enfant')

particular case, however, it was possible to extract sufficient in-
formation about the selected stages.

The child was late in beginning to speak. It was not until the
thirteenth month that she said her first two words, and it just so
happened in this particular case that she said something like 'papa'
and 'mama', a choice of words that would be pleasing to many
language investigators. To be more exact, the phonetic facts
were apparently something like [baba* ] and [memc] (cf. French
papa, maman) with both words at first showing variation between
one and two syllable pronunciations, perhaps [ba] ~ [baba- ] and
[me] ~ [m£mE]. It is clearly possible to analyze these two utter-
ances—the only two possible sentences in this stage of the language
—as consisting of /m b a/ in appropriate combinations, with / a /
representing a generalized vowel phoneme. The inventory seems
to consist of a vowel versus two non-vowels, and in the non-vowel
category, a nasal opposes a non-nasal. It is tempting to view the
gradual development of Jacqueline's French as a development
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from those three beginning categories, as we see the vowel cate-
gory split up into more vowels, the non-vowel nasal category
into more nasals, and the non-nasal / b / in a quite complicated
way into all the obstruents of the language.

The next period selected was the following October, nine months
later—Jacqueline was born at the end of January 1910. It is not
quite clear how large a vocabulary she had because her father
seems to say in one place in the article 20 words, and in another
place 40. My count through the text found at least 21 words
attested, hence the estimate of between 20 and 40. The phono-
logical pattern, on the whole, is pretty clear, as presented here.
It is interesting to note that the labial stop phoneme is character-
istically voiced / b / and yet in the apical range there is both a / t /
and a /d / . I think that Jakobson, for example, might have been
surprised at this kind of development. It is worth pointing out
here, although it is not made explicit in this kind of chart, that
the / b / , which is quite common, represents a number of different
consonant phonemes in the adult language, and the /d/ , which is
much rarer, represents in one case, at least, an initial d, while
in another two cases it represents an initial s_. The spirant phoneme
/ s / here, which is at the beginning of the development of the spirant
system, is interesting in that it is limited at this time to medial
position. Little Jacqueline acquired during October the two words
is(i) meaning 'here' and apsi meaning 'thank you', although using
/d / for initial £, as in dodo 'pail' (cf. French seau, baby talk
'seau-seau'). The semivowel /w/ represents the beginning of the
development of the French semivowel system, and we may remark
that in languages with some kind of /w/, this is very often acquired
quite early, contrary to the expectations of Jakobson's theory. The
vowel system already consisted of five oral vowels and one nasal
vowel at this stage.

The next stage selected was the following January. The reason
mid-October was selected for stage two was that it was just at that
point that a voiced-voiceless distinction was starting and if I had
tried to make a sharp analysis of the next month or so, it would
have been very difficult to decide whether to put in t^and d, p_ and
b, and so on, because there was a great deal of fluctuation: in
some words there was consistency, but in others free variation.
By the end of the following January, she had definitely separated
out t^and d, p_ and b, k and g, and there was at least an incipient
fĵ v contrast. There are only one or two comments that are worth
making here about the chart of the third stage. First, it is neces-
sary to show that the v and w are in a state of variation. They
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have not yet really emerged as contrastive elements at this stage.
The predominantly [w] in pronunciation, with [v] and [w] variants,
has as sources both / v / and /w/ in the adult language. The JJ-§
situation is far more complicated and is really difficult to unravel.
Two elements are indicated in the chart because it seems quite
certain that in some words there were clear preferences for an Ŝ
pronunciation, although these do not always agree with the source
in the parent language and there was a great deal of fluctuation.
In fact, the phonetic variants of the / § / ranged from a palatalized
[t'] through [s] to various kinds of palatalized [s"]. By this time,
Jacqueline had acquired all the nasal vowels.

Stage three is about the point at which the father's description
stopped, but we can assume that Jacqueline grew up to speak adult
French, and I took the liberty of continuing the chart to the full set
of phonemes that we might expect from an adult speaker. We
notice here that there are only five additions. As Jakobson pre-
dicted, / r / is one of the last consonants to be acquired. The f-v
contrast will finally become stabilized. The / £ / which was just
about to come in at the end of January (previously variation
between [2] and \y]) is well-established and the palatal n and the
third semivowel are acquired. We do not have to belabor any of
these points, because I am not trying to propound any particular
theory of development, and I am not trying to defend a particular
analysis of Jacqueline's speech. I am trying to point out that it is
possible to make successive structural analyses of a child's
speech and to look at the whole process of language develop-
ment as a set of changes from one structure to another;
doing so might conceivably offer us some useful insights into
the phonological structure of a particular language and into the
processes of child language development. Also, the particular
formulation used here is not what I am trying to defend, although I
think that it is useful and I would be prepared, within certain
limits, to defend it. But there are other equally good, and perhaps
better ways of presenting a succession of structural analyses, such
as sets of rules comparable to those offered by Roger Brown for
the grammatical level. I would be a little doubtful, however, in
our present state of understanding of the phonological component
of transformational generative grammars, about recommending
that kind of analysis for successive stages of the development of
phonological structure.

2. Model and Replica. The second kind of contrastive analysis
that I would like to offer at this time is quite different. For a long
time people have described child language development in terms of
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TABLE 2. Model and Replica. (English) Initial and final
consonants of Hildegard Leopold at age 1; 10.
(Based on W. Leopold, Speech Development of
a Bilingual Child, Vol. 2.)

deviations ('mistakes') from or successive approximations to the
adult norm. One of the great forward steps made in the study of
child language development in the last few years was the decision
to study the child's language on its own terms, and it was by doing
so that important advances in understanding childhood grammar
have come. What I am suggesting here, however, is in effect a
return in some ways to the earlier attitude. Not only should we
compare the child's phonology or grammar or his whole range of
language behavior at the thirteenth month, the twenty-second
month, or at whatever seem to be appropriate intervals, but it is
also useful to compare the child's grammar at any particular point
to the adult grammar, and I would like to do that for reasons
similar to those justifying the study of a succession of stages. It
throws some light on the question of language structure in general
—that is, how the adult language works. For example, I have dis-
covered a number of things about English which I did not know
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before by comparing the child's English at a certain point with the
adult's. And also, once again, it may throw light on the kind of
processes at work in the child's acquisition of language.

As an illustration of this second kind of contrastive analysis,
what I have called 'model and replica', I have taken Leopold's
study of his daughter Hildegard. 7 Once again, it is difficult, in
reading through the thick second volume of the four-volume study,
to reach an understanding of the structure at a particular stage in
Hildegard's development. Leopold's study is explicitly structural,
it has detailed phonetic description, and it is exhaustive in the
sense that all vocabulary is observed, transcribed and referred
to its source language(s). In spite of this, it is difficult to stop at
any one point and say what the total vocabulary is, or the gram-
matical structure, or the phoneme inventory. Once again I made
the effort, and it turned out, to me at least, to be rewarding.
The particular stage selected was the 1; 10 period partly because
the very next month, which happened to be the last month to which
Leopold carried his detailed study, Hildegard did many new things
with her phonology, and we have some new contrasts and obviously
incipient contrasts. But for the month 1; 10, an analysis of
phonemic contrasts and the correspondences with the adult language
turns out to be fairly feasible and instructive. The girl's total vo-
cabulary at this point was about 300 words. ® The table here gives
a chart of the adult possibilities for initial consonants, a chart of
the adult possibilities for final consonants, and charts of the cor-
responding structures in Hildegard's speech. Medial consonants
are not included, chiefly because of the complexity of the situation.
It seems that Hildegard in many cases introduced a new contrast
in medial position, rather than in initial position as one might
have expected. Also, there was a great deal more fluctuation in
that position, making it much more difficult to draw a chart
which is clear and presents the situation accurately.

Let us look at the initial consonant contrastive structures.
Here I must explain the conventions that are involved in this kind
of presentation. In the previous contrastive charts, I was trying
to show by one particular set of conventions something about the
phonological structure of the child's speech at that time, with no
attention paid to the model. Here the chart for the adult is in-
tended to reflect the structure of the adult language, but the child's
chart is not directly related to the structure of the child's language.
The boxes in the child's charts are intended merely to show the
relationships between the child's sounds and the corresponding
source sounds in the adult speech. If the box labeled n on the
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child's chart is in the same place and has the same shape and size
as the box labeled n on the adult chart, this means that adult / n /
has the child's / n / as its regular correspondence in the child's
speech. Incidentally, the notion of regular, systematic cor-
respondences is of interest itself. It was possible at this stage,
1; 10, for Leopold in every case to decide on the 'normal' cor-
respondence. In many cases, there are complications and excep-
tions, but it is possible in every one of these cases for Leopold to
make a judgment as to the one normal correspondence. In check-
ing my judgment against his by examining the words as cited in
the full vocabularies, I found that my judgment agreed with his in
every case.

Reading down the chart, we see that adult words beginning with
p_ or b had corresponding words in Hildegard's speech beginning
with the single phoneme / b / , a voiced labial stop. Reading fur-
ther down that same column, we see that words with initial Ĵ  v or
w all had the /w/ as their equivalent in Hildegard's speech. As
we look at the next column /n / was representative of n, and the
voiced apical stop /d / was the child's phoneme corresponding to
adult_t d and the interdentals. Going further down that line, it is
interesting to observe that initial ŝ  and ẑ  when they are represented
at all in the speech of Hildegard are represented by /y / . The adult
r is represented by /w/ . Initial l_is much more problematic—it
occurs in only a few words, and it is difficult to assign a normal
representation to it, but this seems to be /y / . If we look at the
extension of the box of /d/ , it turns out that the initial /d / for the
child corresponds to the adult J_ as well as the two apical stops.
It might seem a little surprising that the child uses /d / for adult
£_ but not for £. Hildegard had many words such as /du§/ for
juice, but only rare words such as choo-choo corresponding to
adult initial /cY. This latter sound is reflected by a fluctuating
but predominantly voiced affricate in the child's speech. All I can
say is that this is not at all unusual—many children seem to split
adult / 5 / and / ] / this way.

Let us now look at the charts of final consonants and note some
of their special features. The blank boxes mean that the normal
correspondence was zero. That is, at this age, final f_ and v
had no counterparts in the child's language; they were simply
omitted. Similarly, final £ and final l_had no equivalents in the
child's language; they were simply omitted. The parentheses
around the / t / and /k / suggest a situation difficult to present from
a classical phonemic point of view: the / t / and /k / were just be-
coming contrasting elements at this time. There are some words
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which prefer / t / , others /k/ , and still other words that are in a
state of flux. Unfortunately the choice does not correspond exactly
to the source items, since sometimes the adult language has a A /
where the child has a /k / and vice versa. But generally, how-
ever, the final A/ is represented by a final A/ and a final /k / by
a final /k / . It is interesting here that final /k / is coming into the
language before initial /k / appears. In initial position /k / and
/ g / are represented by /d / .

The /w/ and /y / are put in parentheses here because they
occur only as the second part of the diphthongs au, _ai, and oi.
While some analysts prefer to recognize these as the equivalents
of initial /w/ and /y / , it seems more appropriate here either to
regard the second element as a vowel or to regard the diphthongs
as single units. If we disregard the y_ in parentheses, it is then
immediately apparent that / § / in final position covers roughly the
same territory that /y / covers in initial position, that is, they
have roughly the same sources in the model language. In
Hildegard's speech at this point, you will notice that in initial
position she generally has voiced sounds, and in final position
voiceless ones. Insofar as there is a voicing contrast, it is begin-
ning to develop in the medial position. From looking at this
diagram and considering the phonetic similarity of \y] and [§] it
becomes clear that / y / and / § / are voiced-voiceless counterparts
in Hildegard's speech, a conclusion which is not made explicit in
Leopold's study. And, having once observed the y_-ĵ  relationship
in Hildegard's speech as a result of this model-and-replica con-
trastive analysis, we can then look elsewhere for similar pheno-
mena, and it turns out that y_ and §̂  often function as voiced-voice-
less counterparts in child language.

3. Implications. This paper has presented some evidence for
the usefulness of contrastive analysis in the study of child language
development, both by the contrasting of successive stages much as
in the history of a language and by the contrasting of adult
and child language. In both cases the contrastive analysis sug-
gested here is systematic and explicit, whatever approach to
grammatical and phonological analysis may be followed. It seems
likely that there are important linguistic implications for these
two kinds of contrastive analysis of child language. The first
kind would tend to deepen our knowledge of child language develop-
ment and, indeed, of diachronic linguistics in general. The
second would help us toward a better knowledge of model-replica
processes—processes which are relevant not only in the child's
acquisition of a first language but very likely also at least to some
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extent in the acquisition of a second language in childhood or later.
Both kinds of contrastive analysis show some promise of helping
us in the formulation of a general theory of language.

This whole Round Table discussion is supposed to be about
contrastive linguistics and pedagogical implications, and there-
fore a sentence or two about pedagogical implications is in order.
One kind of pedagogical application that should be possible here
would be that of helping along the process of child language
development. It is true that a number of workers in psycholinguis-
tics have expressed their amazement that child language develop-
ment seems to take place almost no matter what you do, and that
the processes tried experimentally so far to explain the miracle
such as expansion by the adults or direct imitation by the child,
etc., seem impressively inadequate. I would say, however, that
even though we maintain an attitude of amazement and wonder at
the fact that children do learn their language in spite of what their
teachers, parents, etc. may do about it, it should still be possible
to help the child acquire his native language, i.e. to simplify or
speed up the process by some technique or other, and it would
seem natural to make the same kind of assumption here as in
language teaching in general: other things being equal, it is
likely that the teacher or course planner can do a better job if he
has accurate explicit knowledge of the structure of the learner's
language and the target language. In the second place, there
might well be some pedagogical implications here for second
language teaching, in terms of a better understanding of the
model-replica process and in terms of understanding successive
stages of acquisition of language. In this last instance there
could be relevance in both directions since the study of the stages
of acquisition of a second language may contribute to the under-
standing of first language acquisition. Finally, it is just con-
ceivable that these two kinds of contrastive analysis might give us
some clues on how to improve our techniques in the kinds of con-
trastive analysis that were talked about this morning, such as
the comparison of Spanish and English for the purpose of teaching
adults one or the other as a foreign language. In summary, the
use of contrastive analysis in the study of child language develop-
ment may be of value for linguistics proper and may have valuable
pedagogical applications.
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NOTES

ijakobson, Kindersprache, Aphasie und Allgemeine Laut-
gesetze (Uppsala, 1941), to appear as Child Language, Aphasia
and Phonological Universals (The Hague, 1968).

^For a discussion of several kinds of diachronic analysis, cf.
C.A. Ferguson, 'Linguistic Theory and Language Learning'
Georgetown University Monograph Series on Languages and
Linguistics. 16:115-122, esp. 116-120.

3R. Brown, U. Bellugi, and C. Cazden, "The child's grammar
from I to III', 1967 Minnesota Symposium on Child Psychology.

^The child is Jacqueline Bloch, whose linguistic development
was discussed in considerable detail by her father O. Bloch,
'Notes sur le langage d'un enfant', Mem. Soc. Ling. Paris 18:
37-59 (1913); id., 'La phrase dans le langage d'un enfant',
Journal de Psychologie 21:18-43 (1924).

5ln the source articles there is no discussion of such contrasts
as ^ e , e]§, o^6, ajj. which are present in orthoepic French but are
absent in the French of many native speakers. These contrasts
are omitted from consideration here as are such phenomena as
the 'mute e_' and 'h aspiree"'.

"For the use of charts of this kind to present phoneme in-
ventories, cf. C.A. Ferguson and M. Chowdhury, 'The phonemes
of Bengali,' Language 36:22-59 (1960) esp. 29-30.

^W. F. Leopold, The Speech Development of a Bilingual Child
4 vols. (Evanston, 111., 1939-49) esp. Vol. 2 Sound Learning in
the First Two Years (1947).

8ft is to be noted that Hildegard seems to have had a single
phonological system for all her words, whether of German or
English origin, and almost all her sound types could be explained
from English models. Cf. W. F. Leopold, 'A child's learning of
two languages' Georgetown University Monograph Series Languages
and Linguistics 7:19-30 esp. 20-23 .



CONTRASTIVE ANALYSIS AND INTERFERENCE
THEORY

JOHN B. CARROLL
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Abstract. Psychological research relating to the learning of
new habits instead of, or in addition to, well-established ones is
reviewed. To the extent that this research may be relevant to
foreign language learning, it is concluded that it is worthwhile to
take account, through contrastive linguistic studies, of possible
interferences from native language habits.

When I agreed to write this paper, I was not at all certain that
psychological theory and research would have anything substantial
to contribute to the problem of dealing with linguistic similarities
and contrasts in the teaching of second or foreign language. I
have followed the development of various theories of psychological
interference in the field known to our profession as 'verbal learn-
ing, ' but I could not immediately put my finger on any develop-
ments that would have direct relevance to applied contrastive
linguistics. I thought it might be possible, by extrapolating from
some of the known results, to make at least some speculative
inferences that would be useful either in guiding future research
or in judging teaching practices. Therefore, when I came to the
actual task of preparing this paper, my first step was to delve
into the literature of interference theory in psychology with the
hope of gleaning some ideas and principles that I could interpret
in the framework of contrastive linguistics. I can report to you
now that I found this search quite disappointing and indeed almost
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fruitless. I attained some new perspectives on interference
theory, but I learned little that I could apply to problems of con-
trastive linguistics. The new perspective that I gained was that
interference theory has not been focused on the kinds of learning
problems that one confronts in learning a second language. How-
ever, I think I can now define the psychological problems of con-
trastive linguistics somewhat better and show why interference
theory is largely silent about them.

Before going into the subject of interference theory and its
lack of relevance for contrastive linguistics, I find I must state
certain assumptions and approaches with which I start.

First, let me say that I cannot attempt to resolve here a num-
ber of difficult problems in the psychology of language. I am
going to be talking about 'habits' and 'responses' involved in
language learning and language behavior. In part this is because
such terminology is what I am accustomed to; it is what has been
used by most of the workers in the field of verbal learning, where
interference theory has had its home. In part it is because it is
difficult at this point to define any other terminology. But mostly,
it is because I am not convinced that there are any real differences
between the point of view implied by this terminology and that being
espoused in many quarters in psycholinguistics. I am not con-
vinced, that is, that there is any real difference between a
'habit' and a 'rule', or between a 'response' and a 'rule-governed
performance'. If it is claimed that there are 'deep' and 'surface'
structures and rules, I could claim that there are 'deep' habits
and 'surface' habits. I deny the allegation that the use of the
term habit necessarily implies some sort of simple-minded asso-
ciation theory. But I cannot expand on this point here, so, if you
will forgive me, I will blithely talk about habits and responses as
if these could equally well apply to whatever psycholinguistic
theory happens to please you.

My major assumption is that we are concerned here with the
problems of facilitation and interference that apparently arise
whenever an individual who has already learned one linguistic
system to a high degree of competence attempts to learn another
linguistic system in which his competence is, initially at least,
virtually nil. Between any two linguistic systems there may be
both similarities and contrasts in proportions that will vary with
the languages involved. The hypothesis of applied contrastive
linguistics is that wherever there are similarities, learning can
be facilitated, and wherever there are contracts, learning may be
retarded or interfered with. In the psychology of learning, faci-
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litation and interference phenomena are considered under the
generic concept of transfer—transfer of learning or transfer of
training. Facilitation and interference are spoken of as repre-
senting positive or negative transfer, respectively.

Let me point out that transfer phenomena might occur in the
learning of either receptive skills or productive skills, or both.
For example, in learning to discriminate sounds in a second
language, negative transfer might occur when perceptual dis-
criminations acquired in the first language are either too precise
or too crude to permit appropriate sound discrimination in the
second language. Negative transfer seems to be most salient in
productive skills; here the learner's response propensities in
the first language may be so strong that they will interfere
markedly with his learning of the different sorts of responses
demanded of him in the second language. The errors he makes
when he tries to respond in the second language show that those
responses contain strong components of, or are modeled on, the
responses of his native language.

Further, transfer phenomena can occur in any one of several
psychological response systems. They can occur, for example,
at a 'cognitive' level, where the learner's problem is one of
selecting among alternative possible responses, or at a psycho-
motor level, where his problem is one of shaping the particular
response topography. Transfer problems at the cognitive level
would be exemplified by difficulties in selecting appropriate
lexical items or syntactical structures, while those at the psycho-
motor level are illustrated by phenomena of 'foreign accent' and
inappropriate articulation of phones. Nevertheless, it is not easy
to attribute the difficulties to any one system. Difficulties in
pronunciation of foreign sounds may have both a perceptual com-
ponent (discrimination and identification of sounds uttered by one-
self) and a motor component (shaping of articulatory performances).
Many pronunciation difficulties are apparently the result of inter-
ference from first-language habits with respect to pronunciation
of particular graphemic symbols. For example, it has been r e -
ported (Roland, 1966) that even after considerable instruction,
students of German have trouble pronouncing initial graphemic
clusters, — st, _sp, as /§t-, §p-/, while they have no trouble with
spellings such as schm- and schl-; it is obvious that many aspects
of 'foreign accent' in English are due to spelling pronunciations
derived from the native language orthography (/v-/ for w_ in
German speakers, etc.).
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In the above I have been assuming that positive and negative
transfer phenomena in learning second languages are a reality.
We could, in fact, ask the question whether transfer phenomena
are not simply artifacts of particular training methods, or rather,
the absence of suitable training methods. Many examples of
'interference' seem to be the result of what we may call unguided
imitative behavior, or of untutored responding in terms of prior
learnings. If you ask a native American to imitate the spoken
French word pain, he will use exclusively English phonemes and
say something like /p^aen/; or if you show him this word in its
French spelling, he will naturally pronounce it /peyn/. There
exist certain kinds of training methods in which interference
phenomena do not occur because they are not allowed to occur; I
have in mind Terrace's (1963) errorless discrimination training,
most successfully demonstrated in pigeons learning to 'discrimi-
nate' colors (i.e. to respond positively to one color and not to
respond to another), and to transfer this training to the discrimina-
tion of a positional cue. This type of training involves not pre-
senting the negative stimulus until a consistent response is ob-
tained to the positive stimulus. Whether such a technique would
be successful with the teaching of phoneme discriminations, I do
not know, but Terrace's experiment does at least raise the possi-
bility that the errors that often occur in transfer situations are a
function of improper training methods, and thus that negative
transfer may be an artifact. Indeed, some of the discrimination
training procedures used in programmed instruction, as developed
by Morton (1960), represent an effort to produce new behavior
uninfluenced by interference from the native language.

If, however, we define transfer operationally as the positive
or negative effect that is involved in going from one response situa-
tion to another, regardless of the training methods used, it is pos-
sible to study the amount of transfer as a function of various
aspects of the learning situation. From the standpoint of applied
contrastive linguistics, one kind of question that we should be
able to submit to psychological research is something like this:
If we know the linguistic parameters involved, how can we predict
the amount of facilitation or interference that will occur when a
student already highly competent in his native language undertakes
to learn a particular aspect of a second language ?

I take it, however, that a further hypothesis of applied con-
trastive linguistics is that to the extent that similarities and con-
trasts between the native and the target language can be identified
and explained or otherwise presented to the student, facilitation
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of learning can be increased and interference diminished. Thus,
another question that we would want to pose to the psychologist
would go something like this: What steps can be taken to maximize
positive transfer and minimize negative transfer, and to what
extent are those steps effective?

Without really intending to appear evasive, the psychologist
would probably not give direct, simple answers to either of these
questions. If he had done the necessary research, he might sug-
gest that there are many factors involved. In order to predict
the amount of positive or negative transfer that would occur in
any particular instance, he would have to know a great deal about
both the learner and the situation. He might suggest that, first of
all, the age of the learner might make a considerable difference.
He might point out that young children appear to be less subjectto
interfering effects than older people, and he would speculate about
the possible reasons for this. He might entertain the belief, with
Lenneberg (1967), that there is a critical age or period when
children's brains are particularly flexible in learning new be-
haviors, and in any case he might point out that the first language
system in early childhood is not as strongly entrenched as it will
become later, and thus is not as likely to make for interference.
He might also want to know how apt and intelligent the person is—
some people being more flexible in adapting to a new language
system and in understanding demonstrations or explanations of
linguistic contrasts. The learner's motivation would also be of
interest to him. With regard to the learning situation, h3 would
want to know the details of the training methods and materials, as
well as the purely linguistic elements involved. Knowing all these
things, he might be able to make predictions of the amount of
transfer that would occur after the student has been trained a
certain number of hours, and also predictions of the limits to
which the student could be trained.

I don't believe there is any psychologist yet who can give satis-
factory answers to the questions that we might reasonably ask
about transfer effects in foreign language learning, and I will now
try to say why this is so.

1. Few studies of transfer in psychology have dealt with
transfer from one very highly learned system of habits to a new
and different set of habits. Elementary textbooks sometimes give
anecdotal examples of the difficulties encountered when one tries
to learn a new habit that conflicts with a previously learned habit,
as when one who is used to a standard 'stick' transmission in an
automobile shifts to an automatic transmission, or changes from



118 / JOHN B. CARROLL

one school of violin bowing to another, but for various reasons
psychologists seem not to have studied such examples experi-
mentally. The customary mode of attack on learning problems is
to study them in the context of brief experiments using nonsense
syllables or the like. In such an experiment it is impossible to
produce a degree of learning that simulates that represented by a
native language system, and hence it is also impossible to study
the effects of that degree of learning when there is a transfer to
a new and different learning task. I can think of only one learning
transfer task that has been extensively studied, 'mirror drawing'.
Here the subject is required to trace designs seen in a mirror;
the interference is produced by the (usually) high degree of prac-
tice in tracing designs seen without the inversion produced by a
mirror. Even in this case, however, interest has centered on
how rapidly people are able to overcome the effects of their
previous habits. The typical negatively-accelerated learning
curve is found; i. e. there is fairly rapid progress at first, fol-
lowed by a period of increasingly slower progress. To the
extent that this transfer task is analogous to learning a foreign
language, it suggests merely that people will eventually be able
to overcome interference effects if they are given enough oppor-
tunity to do so. We may take comfort from this, but it still does
not tell us how interfered-with habits are overcome.

2. In teaching a second language, we do not expect our students
to forget the first system. Psychological experiments on transfer,
however, often deal with situations where the new set of habits is
intended to replace rather than merely supplement the original set
of habits. In verbal learning studies, for example, there has been
much interest in the so-called A-B, A-C paradigm, where after
the learning of stimulus response pairs of the form A-B, the
learner is required to learn pairs of the form A-C, that is, a
new response to an old stimulus. It is a nearly universal finding
that negative transfer occurs in this paradigm; the learning of the
A-C pairs takes place more slowly when preceded by learning of
the A-B pairs than it would if not preceded by such learning.
Further, there is some forgetting of the A-B pairs as the A-C
pairs are learned. There has been an enormous amount of ex-
perimentation on exactly why this negative transfer occurs.
Presumably, the paradigm has an analog in foreign language
learning. If A is a stimulus referent, and B is the name of that
stimulus in the learner's native language, new learning has to
occur when a new word C is to be attached to the original
stimulus A. (This paradigm might also apply to the learning of
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grammatical and syntactical processes in the new language if we
can assume that the stimulus conditions for these FL responses
are identical.) What is different in foreign language learning,
however, is that we do not normally desire the subject to forget
his first language responses. Rather, we wish the foreign
language response to develop as a supplementation of the native
language response. The paradigm should be considered as some-
thing like

A (N) - B
A (F) - C

where the parenthesized symbol refers to some sort of cue that
the response desired depends upon whether one is speaking the
native or the foreign language. There has been very little study
of such a paradigm in psychology, and therefore we know little
about the problems of transfer and interference under such condi-
tions.

3. Interference theory has at least two meanings in psycho -
logy. One of these meanings arises in the explanation of forget-
ting, where it is assumed that habits are forgotten because new
experiences interfere with and thus, so to speak, 'crowd out' the
memory traces. The effect of these new experiences depends
upon the degree to which they are similar to the experiences
whose traces are interfered with; for example, if during one
period of study the learner is acquiring French and during the
next period he is acquiring Spanish, the similarity of French and
Spanish responses tends to cause forgetting of the French, while
if in the second period of study he were working on, say, mathe-
matics, there would be less interference. This kind of inter-
ference is often referred to as retroactive inhibition because the
new learning is assumed to 'act back' upon the previous learning.
The least interference with the first-learned responses occurs
when the learner is asleep.

The second meaning of interference occurs when one learning
'acts forward', so to speak, on a subsequent learning task; this
effect, therefore, is often termed 'proactive' inhibition. This
kind of interference is what we are probably dealing with in con-
nection with contrastive linguistics, where the claim is that first
language habits tend to inhibit or otherwise modify the learning of
second language habits. However, we still know very little about
the actual mechanisms of proactive inhibition, and there is even
much confusion about the actual conditions under which it occurs.
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Osgood (1949) once made an attempt to integrate the findings about
transfer in a single model, the so-called 'Osgood transfer surface.'
This surface purports to predict the amount of positive and nega-
tive transfer as a function of two variables: the degree to which
new stimuli are similar to old stimuli, and the degree to which
new responses are similar to old responses. Osgood's surface,
predicted the greatest amount of negative transfer when the
stimuli in the two learning situations are identical but the res -
ponses are different and in fact antagonistic. This is the case
for the A-B, A-C paradigm mentioned earlier. Osgood's surface
predicted positive transfer for the opposite condition, i. e. when
the stimuli are different and the responses are identical, for a
paradigm that may be represented as A-C, B-C. Such a para-
digm, we may observe, could be assumed to occur in second
language learning wherever the student has to make a familiar
response to a new stimulus, for example in learning the meaning
of a foreign word. Actually, there is still considerable question
as to whether the A-C, B-C paradigm will yield positive transfer.
Some recent investigations have found negative transfer for this
paradigm, in an amount that, although not as great as for the
A-B, A-C paradigm, is still negative. However, it is exceeding-
ly difficult to apply these findings to the foreign language learning
situation because the experimental materials, the degrees of
original learning, and other variables are quite different from
those occurring in foreign language learning. For example, in
psychological experiments the materials to be learned often con-
sist of 'nonsense syllables' that are actually nothing more than
groups of letters presented visually, usually 3-letter 'trigrams';
in fact, sometimes the subject is required not to 'pronounce'
these syllables but to spell them. The learner's problem is simply
to learn which letters he is to spell on a given cue; thus, the
responses required are in one sense highly available, in that they
are already in the learner's repertoire. In foreign language
learning, the responses may be of low availability because the
learner may not have acquired the phonemes and other features
of the foreign language. It is probable that transfer effects are
highly dependent upon the availability of new responses.

Even though psychological experimentation has seldom dealt
with the kinds of learning encountered in foreign language learn-
ing, there is no reason why it could not. It just so happens that
experimental psychologists have been working in a certain tradi-
tion that was started by the German psychologist Ebbinghaus,
involving nonsense syllables formed from letters rather than
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phonemes. It would be equally possible, however, to conduct
transfer experiments that would deal with real foreign language
materials, either spoken or written, and I should hope that such
experiments might yield information about how to deal with lin-
guistic contrasts in second language learning.

One gets the impression, in fact, that current psychological
experimentation spends more and more effort on less and less.
In the early days of psychology there was a considerable amount
of interest in the effects of 'coaching' and guidance in the learn-
ing of new activities, and it was shown, generally, that proper
guidance did indeed have significant and useful effects on learn-
ing. For example, children taught a certain method of throwing
rope rings to land on pegs were found to make faster progress than
children who were simply allowed to practice by themselves.
There has been hardly any recent study of guidance and coaching,
and yet guidance and coaching are usually heavily relied upon in
foreign language teaching. We need to study their effects in
helping students overcome negative transfer. Apparently nega-
tive transfer in foreign language often involves response systems
that are extremely subtle and out of the conscious awareness of
the student. It would be my guess that to the extent that these
response systems could be brought into the awareness of the
student, negative transfer effects would be considerably reduced,
because the student could then better direct his own learning to
avoid the interference of his first language system. Likewise,
pointing out similarities between aspects of the two languages
may facilitate learning. In a program for teaching students to
produce Chinese tones, for example, I found that it was a signifi-
cant help to point out that some of the Chinese tone contours are
rather similar to certain intonation contours in English.

I conclude, therefore, that although there is not very much
from psychological research and theory that is directly relevant
to applied contrastive linguistics, there is inferential support for
the notion that information from contrastive linguistics can be
of use in predicting student difficulties, particularly when the
contrasts between the native and target language systems are
pointed out and explained to students so that they will have an
opportunity to profit from this information to whatever extent
they can.
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CONTRASTIVE LINGUISTICS IN A
M E N T A L I S T I C THEORY OF
LANGUAGE LEARNING
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Abstract. Contrastive linguistics has dealt chiefly with
the comparison of surface structures across languages.
Transformational-generative grammar introduces a new dimen-
sion, the comparison of deep structures and of transformational
rules. If deep structures are universal, then a teaching strategy
that begins at identical deep structures and ends at different sur-
face structures might reduce the effect of interference. However,
the learning problem is not one of mechanical derivation of sen-
tences from deep structures through rules.

A performance model is set up which distinguishes among
metalinguistic thought, language thought, and speech or writing.
Metalinguistic thought is multidimensional, while language thought
is linear and hierarchical. Metalinguistic thought occurs typically
in complexes that correspond to situations rather than to sen-
tences. Contrastive linguistics, therefore, needs to consider
language structure beyond the sentence level.

In this paper I try to take stock of the kinds of contrastive
statements we have been able to make and the contribution that
transformational generative grammar can make to such state-
ments. I conclude that we need to contrast languages at a level
higher than the sentence, and I propose a distinction between lin-
guistic and metalinguistic meaning as a starting point.
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Contrastive Studies

Contrastive linguistics has dealt chiefly with the comparison of
surface structures across languages. On the phonological level
we have been able to say, for example, that L-l has one vowel
phoneme or phonemic nucleus in the high front phonetic region and
L-2 has two; for example, Spanish / i / , s ,̂ in contrast with Eng-
lish / iy / : / i / , beet:bit. We have also been able to say that L-l
has a phonemic series or class of voiced stops while L-2 does not.
The appeal in both cases is to universal features of articulatory
phonetics.

Again we have been able to say that a phoneme or class of
phonemes in L-l has a distribution that is similar to or different
in specifiable ways from its most similar one or ones in L-2 with
regard to higher units such as syllables, clusters, sequences,
morphemes, words, intonation, stress, utterances. The appeal
here is to universals of linear order such as initial in ,
medial in , final in , pre , post , con-
comitant, coterminous, or coextensive with .

On the syntactical level, we have been able to say, for exam-
ple, that the subject must be expressed in L-l, while in L-2 a
separate phrasal subject may be optional; compare English We
just got here and Spanish Acabamos de llegar. Or, to use another
well known example, we have been able to say that descriptive
adjectives used to qualify a noun head precede the noun in L-l but
follow it in L-2.

A parallel development has taken place in contrastive studies
involving vocabulary, which now might be done more rigorously
with the aid of structural semantics (Katz and Fodor, 1963, etc.)

From these contrastive studies we have been able to predict
probabilistically many of the distortions that a speaker of L-l is
most likely to introduce into L-2 as he learns it. * These predic-
tions have been tested experimentally in studies involving a suffi-
cient variety of languages and learning experiences to justify their
status as laws of transfer across languages. The research stud-
ies are of the design, contrastive prediction: test: confirm or
reject, and the hypotheses have been confirmed in practically
every case. 2 Attempts to state some of these laws are found in
Lado (1957, 1961), Stockwell and Bowen (1965), and Stockwell,
Bowen and Martin (1965).

These studies and the hypotheses on which they are based as-
sume maximum transfer, i.e. the transfer that might be expected
when subjects translate from L-l to L-2 or vice versa. The
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inventory of distortions does not represent behavior that will be
exhibited by every subject on every trial. It represents behavior
that is likely to appear with greater than random frequency, and
it represents pressures that have to be overcome.

Transformational Grammar

The concept of generative grammar on a transformational
model (Chomsky 1957, 1965) introduces a new dimension in con-
trastive linguistics. If we explain surface structure on the basis
of deep structure strings plus transformations, then contrastive
studies should deal with the surface structure comparison and
transformations from deep structures. In other words, the com-
parisons should consider the phrase markers and the transforma-
tions as well as the strings of elements at the surface.

Besides the greater explanatory power of a contrastive study
based on generative transformational grammar there may be a
practical interest in it as a tool for language teaching, since there
is an underlying assumption that deep structures exhibit fewer dif-
ferences across languages and may coincide at fundamental points.
If deep structures tend to coalesce, then contrastive studies based
on a transformational generative model would make possible a
teaching strategy that begins at similar deep structure strings and
ends at the level of greatest difference at the surface. This might
presumably minimize or at least reduce the effect of interference
from L-l in learning L-2.

For example, instead of merely stating that Spanish descriptive
adjectives usually follow the noun head while in English they pre-
cede it, the comparison might show the derivational rules in Eng-
lish and Spanish as follows:

English: X N' #Det N' Aux be Adj.# Y -~ X Adj N' Y
Spanish: X N' #Det N' Aux ser Adj.# Y — X N' Adj Y
The children #the children are little# went to bed at nine.
— The little children went to bed at nine.
Los ninos #los ninos son pequenos# se acostaron a las nueve.
-~ Los ninos pequenos se acostaron a las nueve. ^

Subjects might possibly reduce the amount of interference from
L-l by presentation of this type, but it would not be at all clear
that the reduction was due to the generative transformational rules
and not to the lexical paraphrase used to illustrate them. The
implications for teaching strategy would be quite different of
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course. If subjects do proceed in this or any similar fashion when
they speak, or if this is the way in which these structures develop
onto gene tic ally, the derivational explanation would be more appro-
priate. But adjectives modifying nouns appear in children's
speech very early (Brown and Bellugi 1964, Braine 1963, Miller
and Ervin 1964). And intuitively it does not seem likely that adults
conjure up first something like "The children #the children are
little# went to bed at nine' or its basic string, #Art-the child-
plural #Art-the child-plural Aux-timeless-plural V-be Adj-
little# Aux-past V-go to bed at nine#, and then transform it into
'The little children went to bed at nine'. If indeed this approach
to teaching such a sentence string reduces transfer across lan-
guages, it will be for some other reason, e. g. the lexical para-
phrase at the surface, and not because subjects function this way.

Generative transformational grammar, then, offers us the
possibility of making contrastive studies with greater explanatory
power by adding the distinctions between deep structure, trans-
formational rules, and surface structure, but this model of
analysis does not have any necessary application to performance
and learning, and in some instances at least, it may lead to nega-
tive effects due to unnecessary complications. This at the sen-
tence level, which, as I hope to show, may be an inadequate level
to deal with linguistic performance and learning.

The problems we face: sentence versus sequence

To use a language in typical linguistic situations the speaker
or writer decides whether (1) he has some thought to convey to
his listener or reader, (2) he wants to learn something his lis-
tener knows, (3) he wants to tell his listener to do something, or
merely wants to engage in small talk of some kind, etc. If he has
something to convey to his listener, he is likely to choose a series
of statements; if he wants to learn something from his listener,
he will probably choose a series of questions, etc.

In the series chosen, each additional statement or question
will repeat some elements, delete others and substitute others.
The specific deletions, substitutions and repetitions will vary
from language to language. In Spanish, for example, he will de-
lete the subject if it is the same as that of the previous sentence.
In English, on the other hand, he cannot delete the subject and he
cannot repeat the full noun phrase: he must use a substitute in-
stead. For example,



CL IN A MENTALISTIC VIEW OF LANGUAGE LEARNING / 127

English: Santana had played at great speed. He was tired.
He breathed deeply. Could he stand the pace?

Spanish: Santana habia jugado rapidisimamente. Estaba
cansado. Respiro'profundamente. ^Resistiria el
ritmo?

Explanatory grammar must state when the subject is deleted in
Spanish and when it must be replaced by a pronoun substitute in
English. Not to do so would make the grammar merely descrip-
tive. Yet in order to state these rules it is necessary to deal
with series of sentences rather than with single ones.

Another example is the deletion of the noun head in Spanish and
the substitution of the word one under parallel conditions in Eng-
lish. In Spanish, when a noun head is repeated with different
modification in a series of sentences so that the referent is also
different, the noun head is not repeated, and we have then a noun
phrase without an expressed noun head. For example,

Los ninos pequenos se acostaron a las nueve.
Los ninos mayores quedaron hasta las once.
— Los ninos pequenos se acostaron a las nueve. Los (#)

mayores quedaron hasta las once.

In the parallel situation in English, however, the repeated noun
must be replaced by the noun substitute one. For example,

The little children went to bed at nine.
The older children stayed up until eleven.
— The little children went to bed at nine. The older ones

stayed up until eleven.

Again we must go beyond the sentence to adequately describe these
deletion and substitution rules and to compare them across lan-
guages. It is particularly interesting that the deletion and substi-
tution of the noun head is determined by purely linguistic elements
since the successive noun heads have different metalinguistic r e -
ferents, i. e. the children referred to by the little children and
the older children are not the same. The deletion and substitution
of the subjects in the other examples involved the same metalin-
guistic referents.

It is obvious that answers cannot be adequately explained with-
out referring them to the questions which elicit them. This is
another example which shows that the individual sentence is an
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inadequate unit for an explanatory description of a language. But
answers might be explained in single exchanges of a question and
its possible answers. In typical linguistic sequences, however,
the question itself if it follows a statement and is related to it in
thought will exhibit deletions and substitutions that need the full
sequence of a linguistic situation for adequate explanation. Take
for example the setting of a time frame which will pervade a whole
series of sentences—statements, questions, answers—without
having to be repeated in each successive one but which neverthe-
less may govern the verb tenses that are required or permitted.

Both the situation and grammatical relations beyond the sen-
tence have been considered before. Malinowsky^ used the situa-
tion as an anthropological semantic notion to explain meaning, and
he described the special non-referential use of language which he
called phatic communion, but he did not deal with the structure of
sequences beyond the sentence. Firth5 used this context of situa-
tion approach but he concentrated on phonematics and definition
of systems and structure within the sentence and not with struc-
ture beyond it.

Fries (1952) described what he called sequence signals, which
carried references beyond the sentence. He distinguished be-
tween sentences that could initiate conversations and those that
could only continue them, which is clearly a statement of distri-
bution of sentences in the larger context of conversations. He
also showed some of the relations between questions and answers,
which once again constitute statements that go beyond the sentence.
But he did not venture openly into this realm. He was bound by
the premise that one must deal with forms first, and he was partly
bound to an utterance defined as a stretch of speech that began
after silence and ended in silence by a speaker.

Zellig Harris (1952) goes beyond the sentence in his 'Discourse
Analysis', but again he is bound by formalistic techniques and
goals.

Toward a Performance Model

Using essentially a glossematics model I had previously (Lado
1964) schematized performance in speaking or writing as a pro-
cess moving from content to expression which is only partly r e -
versed in listening and reading. On closer inspection, however,
it does not seem that thought originates already encoded in the
language units and syntax of a particular language. A model show-
ing at least one additional station seems necessary.
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In speaking and writing, that is, in the process of production,
this revised model would go from what I will call metalinguistic
thought to the content-form of a language, that is, to language, by
an internal process of language encoding. When one is thinking
silently in language, this is all that may take place, but in actual
speaking or writing the model goes on to neurophysiological pro-
cesses and through them to the sounds or graphic symbols of
speech or writing. In listening and reading, the process is only
partly reversed of course: speech or writing reach the senses
imperfectly and trigger an active internal matching of linguistic
form-content and a simultaneous or nearly simultaneous decoding
of this language into metalinguistic thought. What has been added
to the model, then, is a distinction between metalinguistic thought
and language, a distinction that requires clarification and justifi-
cation.

Metalinguistic thought and language are not coextensive. Meta-
linguistic thought, for example, is usually multidimensional: it
may encompass simultaneously combinations of space, movement,
color, smell, sound, touch, subjectivity (I, you, he, etc.), etc.
Vision comes closest to metalinguistic thought in that it too is
multidimensional and color sensitive. Perhaps this is why we
say that we 'see' a problem when we understand it, yet this is
only an analogy since thought includes additional dimensions such
as sound, goodness, etc. that sight does not.

In listening or reading we separate understanding the utterance
sentence by sentence from grasping the metalinguistic thought
that the particular speaker wishes to communicate by his imper-
fect verbal report in a particular language. Metalinguistic thought
in this case is understanding the reference beyond the language
content as encoded. Witness a speaker trying to have the listener
identify a person or event familiar to both but which the listener
fails to recall readily. The language report is usually quite in-
complete, with additional information supplied until the listener
says he remembers. He remembers much more than the content
of the spoken utterance he has heard. And of course he could
make the wrong identification, in which case he still remembers
things that were not part of the message.

Another example might be understanding how to operate a new
tape recorder from the incomplete and imperfect instructions that
come with it. One might understand the instructions sentence by
sentence but fail to understand the operation of the machine as
metalinguistic thought. Metalinguistic thought might presumably
include an incorrect understanding of the operation of the machine,
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it need not be correct or logical thought, but it must be autonomous
of the particular sequence and specific units of the language in
which it is expressed.

When a coordinate bilingual says in Spanish, Tengo nostalgia de
aquella casita blanca de la playa, literally, 'Have homesickness
of that yonder house little white of the beach', and when he says
in English, I am homesick for that little white cottage at the beach,
does he activate his thinking already encoded in Spanish or English,
or does he do it in some other multidimensional metalinguistic
thought, and then, as he encodes it into Spanish or English, order
it according to the linear, hierarchical rules and categories of the
specific language? If we were to carry Whorf's hypothesis to its
extreme, which he did not advocate, we would presume that the
bilingual did all his thinking in the units and syntax of Spanish,
when speaking this language, and, when speaking English, switched
his total thought to the units and syntax of English.

Whorf (1941), highlighting the influence of SAE (Standard Aver-
age European) and Hopi on the thought of its speakers, implies a
distinction between his 'Linguistic Meaning, residing in the name
or the linguistic description commonly applied to the situation'
and 'the habitual thought worlds of SAE and Hopi speakers'.

By 'habitual thought' and 'thought world' I mean more than
simply language, i.e. than the linguistic patterns them-
selves. I include all the analogical and suggestive value
of the patterns (e. g., our 'imaginary space' and its dis-
tant implications), and all the give-and-take between lan-
guage and the culture as a whole, wherein is a vast amount
that is not linguistic but yet shows the shaping influence of
language. In brief, this 'thought world' is the microcosm
that each man carries about within himself, by which he
measures and understands what he can of the macrocosm.

Obviously his term 'habitual thought' implies a non-habitual
thought also. His 'linguistic meaning' refers to the content side
of language. His habitual thought worlds plus the implied non-
habitual thought world include my metalinguistic thought plus that
part of thought which is culturally shaped but not linguistically
labelled.

Although SAE lumps together as plurals and cardinal numbers
both aggregates like 'ten men' and sequences like 'ten days', and
Hopi does not, we cannot conclude that SAE speakers do not think
of groups and sequences as different. I certainly had no difficulty
grasping the distinction when reading Whorf's discussion of it in
English, not Hopi. The difference becomes crucial, however,
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when encoding the metalinguistic thought of 'ten men' and 'ten
days' into Hopi or English: in English it can be disregarded,
whereas in Hopi it cannot.

It is interesting that Stuart Chase, who enthusiastically en-
dorses Whorf's hypotheses in the foreword to the volume of se-
lected writings edited by Carroll (1956), says the following:

Probably everyone experiences brainstorms too fast to be
verbalized. In writing, I frequently have them. But be-
fore I can handle such bolts from the blue, I must verbal-
ize them, put them into words for sober reflection, or
discussion. Unverbalized brainstorms do not get any-
where on paper.

This, it seems to me, refers to the distinction between one type
of metalinguistic thought and language thought.

Belyayev (1963) distinguishes what he calls objective content
of thought and subjective content. The following quotation illus-
trates what he means:

When people say that an idea expressed by means of two
different languages is identical, this assertion can only
be applied to the objective content of this thought. To the
typical Russian expression dva chasa* mfchi (Literally,
'two hours of night', the Russian expression for 'two
o'clock in the morning' — Translator's note) corresponds
the French expression deux heures du matin. Here the
objective content is the same; the same moment of the
day is envisaged. But the subjective content of these two
expressions is far from identical, because in Russian the
concept noch 'night' is used, and in French the concept
matin, these two not having the same or equivalent mean-
ing. (Belyayev 1963:60)

Belyayev's subjective thought seems to refer to language content
and his objective thought to one type of metalinguistic thought.
Metalinguistic thought, however, need not be objective; it can be
quite subjective and individual and it is not limited to lexical
items but encompasses complex problem solving as well.

Bruner et al. (1966) at the Center for Cognitive Studies at
Harvard University have dealt with two types of thought which
seem to precede the development of symbolic thought, namely,
enactive and ikonic. Enactive thought develops when young sub-
jects who perform physical manipulation of tasks are able to en-
act these manipulations internally, without having to perform them
overtly, and are further able to change strategies in their per-
formance. Ikonic thought includes spatial imagery that eventually
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permits subjects to solve problems in their head without appeal to
symbols or to enactive thought. An illustrative example is that
of a driver returning from a football game who finds himself bot-
tled up in traffic. He frets impatiently until he thinks of a way to
get out of the traffic jam via a detour. He can do this in ikonic
thought without language symbols.

Metalinguistic thought encompasses more than enactive and
ikonic thought. It encompasses sound, smell, subjectivity, etc.
It underlies the content of language utterances. It may be more
complete and specific than linguistic meaning as in the identifica-
tion example used above, in which both speaker and listener
grasped more in their metalinguistic thought than the linguistic
meaning of the utterances exchanged; and it may be vaguer than
linguistic meaning as in the solution of a complex problem which
one understands in essence but proceeds to make clearer and
more explicit as he encodes it into a particular language.

The interesting thing is that metalinguistic thought does not
occur typically in individual sentences; it occurs in complexes
that are better related to linguistic sequences or connected series
of sentences, or texts. The thought that can be encoded in a sin-
gle sentence does not represent the typical case in language com-
munication but rather an exceptional one, just as the thought that
can be equated with a single word is only accidentally a full com-
munication. The word has long been rejected as the unit of lin-
guistic analysis. ' The question is now whether we can adequately
analyze a language; or, in terms of our contrastive problem,
whether we can compare two languages adequately at the sentence
level. My thesis has been that we cannot.

Conclusion

Basically I have attempted to do two things in this paper: One,
to add a necessary distinction between linguistic content and what
I have called metalinguistic thought in a performance model of
language use. The specific nature and description of metalinguis-
tic thought is not fully clear, but its distinction from language
content as encoded in a particular language and expressed through
speech or writing seems clear enough. And two, the necessity of
dealing with linguistic sequences, series or situations rather than
with the individual sentence for the explanatory description of a
language and the contrastive comparison of structures across
languages. The attempt to present both things in a single paper
may seem excessive, but to do the first without the second might
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have seemed unnecessary, and to do the second without the first
would have reduced the argument to incomplete formalistic
terms.

NOTES

I am grateful to Professors F. P. Dinneen, F. Lobo, T. F.
Mitchell, E. Stones, and Renzo Titone and to Mark Goldin for
their critical reading of the first draft of this paper. Their will-
ingness to make suggestions for its improvement in no way con-
stitutes endorsement of the ideas presented.

!ft might be possible to identify these distortions without a con-
trastive study by making error counts of speech and writing by
the subjects. To do this on the basis of spontaneous speech and
writing would require a very large sample on a variety of topics
by different groups of subjects. Otherwise many of the distortions
will not appear. To do it on non-spontaneous speech and writing
presupposes that we know what the possible distortions might be,
and this cannot be known without a contrastive study.

^See for example E. Kleinjans, 'A descriptive-comparative
study predicting interference for the Japanese in learning English
noun-head modification patterns'. Dissertation Abstracts XIX
(1959), 1306 (Michigan). Trans, and annotated by Tadashi Ito.
Tokyo: Taishukan, 1958.

3The full comparison is more complex than shown since both
English and Spanish distinguish restrictive and non-restrictive
uses of adjectives, but the extra complication does not change
the argument.

4See Dinneen (1967) and Langendoen (1968).
5Ibid.
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WHAT A CONTRASTIVE GRAMMAR IS NOT,
IF IT IS

ERIC P. HAMP

University of Chicago

Abstract. One's notion of a contrastive grammar will doubt-
less vary depending on what linguistic theory one espouses. If a
grammar is a system, or so-called system of systems, one
might think of a fragment (or misfit, or set of mapping rules)
whereby one grammar fails to be isomorphous with another. If a
grammar is a collection of inventories, one might think of a dif-
ference, arrived at by a sort of subtraction, wherein the net cov-
erages are somehow inventoried. If a grammar is a theory for
generating (or judging the well-formedness of) the sentences of a
language, two grammars will differ in the rules and specifications
comprising them. Rules may differ in form, in content, in order;
they may be identical, but differ in scope by virtue of the applica-
tion of different prior rules. Different rules may produce the
same apparent result. The difference between rules is a subtle
matter.

Let us ignore the fact that the term 'contrastive grammar' is
probably a misnomer. The real question is in fact twofold: Does
the notion 'contrastive grammar' have any useful or plausible
significance, or is it really just an empty term? Does the sort
of activity or statement that has been called 'contrastive grammar'
lead to what people concerned with questions of language teaching
have claimed for it? If so, how fast and how directly?

If we want to teach languages better, why not start with a care-
ful and searching consideration of the mistakes made ? — Scarcely
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a brand-new idea. A reasoned statement evolved from such ob-
servations might not look like a contrastive grammar—or indeed
a grammar—at all. But it might have usefulness and effect!

Some successful proponents of modern design have discovered
that the less chrome, the more room for solid teak there is.

Now that you have heard the experts, you can afford to listen
to a comparative lay observer. For as an Indo-Europeanist or
comparativist, I approach contrastive or applied linguistics some-
what as a friendly onlooker.

Ever since they started 'flying planes' and 'shooting elephants',
there has been a lively traffic in ambiguity. (That should place
the development of linguistics even more squarely than ever in
Panini's country.) The title of this paper feeds off this tradition.
But, more seriously, if I betray some perplexity on the subject
of contrastive linguistics as a systematic discipline, I judge from
some of the papers we have already heard that I am not alone in
this state of indeterminacy.

A review just recently published (Bolinger 1967) bears the sub-
title 'A grammar for grammars', and refers to the work(s)
under review (Stockwell-Bowen 1965; Stockwell-Bowen-Martin
1965) as 'the only contrastive grammar of its scope' (202); this
review concludes in part (212): "Contrastive grammars are new,
and the ideas tried out here probably had to be tried out some-
where. " It is not my intention to fix pedantically on the term
'contrastive grammar' here, but it is useful as a starting point,
to underline my perplexity. If a grammar is a device that gen-
erates sentences, surely no one intends a contrastive grammar to
be a device that generates contrastive sentences, or semi-
sentences, or unsentences. As a matter of fact the terminology
now in the air is suggestive perhaps of the unclarity which I pro-
pose to dwell on.

A recent brochure which came to my attention (Behavioral
Research Laboratories, Palo Alto n. d.) speaks of 'contrastive
technique'; Kufner (1962) has a 'contrastive sketch'; Hammer
and Rice (1965) and also this Round Table have 'contrastive lin-
guistics'; the series including valiant and valuable work by pundits
present at this meeting today identifies itself as vending 'contrast-
ive structure'; at least one earlier speaker today has spoken of
'contrastive analysis'; Mackey (1967), in this age of integration,
speaks of 'differential grammar' (Mackey:88); Halliday, Mclntosh
and Strevens mention in a couple of places (112, 113) 'contrastive
linguistics', but—in a collocation geared to make a Yankee head
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swim (even on the Potomac)—they seem to prefer 'comparative
descriptive linguistics'; and later they speak of a 'comparative
statement'. There'll always be an England—even if it happens in
Edinburgh.

But terms aside, all of these are talking basically about the
same notions: the juxtaposing of accounts of two languages and
the extraction of certain observations of difference. In fact, in
Polome^s brief and informed account of Swahili (1967) we find (206
ff. ) simply some eclectic comments on differences in mapping
(allophones or clause types, etc.). And for grammar, particu-
larly, (213-15) these comments affect various features of surface
grammar discussed in terms of varying and broadly typological
sort.

Hammer and Rice (Introduction) state that 'for present pur-
poses, a contrastive structure study is defined as a systematic
comparison of selected linguistic features of two or more lan-
guages, the intent of which is . . . to provide teachers and textbook
writers with a body of information which can be of service in the
preparation of instructional materials, the planning of courses,
and the development of classroom techniques.' Professor Carroll
has just alluded to this as the original situation of contrastive
study. Professor Stockwell has already mentioned at this confer-
ence the fact that contrastive study need not be limited to peda-
gogical aims alone—even though admittedly that is the framework
for our deliberations at this Round Table. Professor Ferguson
has already dwelt at length on this aspect of the question from
another point of view.

Nelson Brooks (1964:155) mentions that the linguist has an
'interest in identifying and describing the full inventory [italics
mine] of patterns discoverable in the code of a given language'.
He talks about the order of their frequency and of their internal
relationships. He talks of the contrastive nature of the patterns
in one language as compared with those of another. According to
Brooks, we are to seek out areas in which patterns are identical
or slightly (or very) different. We engage in a comparison of
codes, he says. Now this talk is all rather vague; nevertheless,
it has a kernel in it which we can all grasp, and we can make
some reasonable guesses at what Brooks is driving at.

Professor Ferguson, in writing a general introduction to the
Contrastive Structure Series, mentions that 'a careful contrastive
analysis of the two languages offers an excellent basis for the
preparation of instructional materials . . . while in another 10
years this series may seem primitive and unsatisfactory, the
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principles of contrastive analysis will be more widely recognized
and appreciated.' It seems to me that this was a very prudent
statement considering the date it was written. But I would add
that in the same decade these principles should be understood in
a new light, and our statement of them considerably modified.

In his book in that same series, on German and English, Pro-
fessor Moulton writes as follows (1962:3): 'We call it a "con-
trastive" analysis because it is only the actual points of contrast
which need concern us . . . A teaching problem arises only where
corresponding sounds in the two languages contrast with one an-
other . . . ' I feel that is quite correct as stated, if we understand
'contrast with one another' as meaning 'are different'. The main
difficulty, I have the impression, is that much of the time the at-
tempt is made to reverse the equation: i. e., to claim that where
two languages contrast with one another presumably some sort of
teaching problem must arise. Professor Stockwell has already
quoted and discussed his own carefully reasoned views on the na-
ture of contrastive analysis, and I will not take up your time with
a repetition of that.

Now it is easy to see that one's notion of contrastive grammar
will vary greatly depending on what linguistic theory one espouses.
If a grammar is a system, or so-called system of systems, one
might think of a fragment, or set of mapping rules, whereby one
grammar fails to be isomorphous with another. If a grammar, on
the other hand, is a collection of inventories (e. g. of phonemes
or something of the sort), one might think of isolating a difference
arrived at by some sort of subtraction where the net overages or
underages are somehow inventoried. One sees specimens of that
here and there in some of the works just mentioned above. If a
grammar is a theory for generating (or judging the well-formed-
ness of) the sentences of a language, two grammars will differ in
the rules and specifications comprising them. Now we know that
rules may vary in form, or in content, or in order. There is
also the further possibility, very seriously entertained at present,
that rules for well-formedness of trees should also not be ordered.
Any such rules may be identical, but they may differ in scope by
virtue of the application of different prior rules. Different rules,
on the other hand, may produce the same surface result. The
difference between rules is, in short, a very subtle matter.

Now if we look more closely, we find that there are specimens
of contrastive linguistics which depend so heavily on the particu-
larities of general linguistic theory that their authors subscribe
to that correspondingly the whole basis of the contrastive statement
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diverges greatly from other possible or thinkable contrastive
statements on the same languages. For example, in the book of
Halliday, Mclntosh and Strevens we find a strong dependence on
what may be labelled a Firthian poly systemic approach (113):
"There can be no question of, say, "comparing English and Urdu".
Each language is a complex of a large number of patterns, at dif-
ferent levels and at different degrees of delicacy: a "system of
systems", in one well-known formulation.' Such an approach
immediately fragments the result in an automatic and predictable
fashion. So, if we continue in that same text, we find displayed
(114-15) and discussed the personal deictics, or 'possessive ad-
jectives', of English, French and Russian. They are given in
tabular form first, to contrast their surface shapes and cate-
gories; and to those tables are affixed some notes.

FrenchEnglish

Person:

1

1+

2(+)
3 masc.
3 fem.
3+

my
our
your
h i s
h e r
their

^N. Head of
^ ^ nominal

^group:

Person: ^ \
1
2 ins.
3
1+
2 outs., 2+
3+

Singular

masc.
m o n
ton
son

fem.
m a
ta
sa

notre
votre
leur

Plural

m e s
t e s
s e s
nos
vos
leurs

Russian
^^^-^ . . ^ Head of nominal

Person:

^ ^ ^ group:

Intensive
Extensive

1

2 ins.
1+
2 outs., 2+
3 masc.
3 fem.
3+

Singular

masc.
svoj

moj

tvoj
n a s
va§

fem.
svoj a

moj a
tvoj a
na§a
va§a

neut.
svojo

mojo
tvojo
nase
vase

jego
jejo
ich

Plural

svoi

m o i

tvoi
naSi
va§i
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The notes are presumably the content of some of the rules that
would formalize a full account of the forms under discussion.
What at first blush might seem to be a rather superficial display
of similarities and dissimilarities is then expanded discursively
(115-16) to explicate some of the functional differences. The
authors then continue (116-17):

We can show the comparison in parallel tables, ignoring
for the sake of simplicity the categories determined by
concord (page 117). Similar tabulation could of course be
used to show the difference in the relations of concord with
the head of the nominal group. If transparent material is
used, the tables can be superposed on one another to show
the foreign language student where he must make a choice
which is not made in his own language. The method em-
phasizes that comparison is the display of differences
against a background of likeness.

Intensive Extensive
F
I

I
1

svojj
i

moj

naS

tvoj

va§

jego

iejo

ich

1

1+

2 ins.
2 outs.,
2+

3 masc.

3 fern.

3+

mon

notre

ton

votre

son

leur

1

1+

2 ins.
2 outs.,
2+

3

3+

m y

our

your

his

her

their

1

1+

2(+)

3 masc

3 fern.

3+

We therefore have a couple of tabular juxtapositions (plus other
possible tabulations hinted at) together with discursive prose com-
mentary of a non-formalized sort, the whole touching on a r e -
spectable part of what would make a formalized grammar.

Just how these parts are related to one another within their re-
spective grammars I cannot, however, discover. Agreed, they
are clear enough for most of us who have some passing acquaint-
ance with these languages to recognize the broad lines. But the
contrastive relation at issue remains far from formalized, and
largely anecdotal.
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Halliday, Mclntosh and Strevens' contrastive statement pre-
supposes three things: First of all, description; secondly, com-
parability; and thirdly, the comparison itself, i. e. the act of
contrasting. The test of comparability, i. e. of establishing what
is to be juxtaposed, offers some interesting problems, one can
foresee. But in looking through the text which follows in the en-
suing pages, I can discover as the only suggested criterion that
of translation. This criterion is suggested in two passages (115,
124), in fact, and then later, as a topic in its own right, transla-
tion is discussed at some length. For interesting reasons these
authors associate translation as a topic with their topic of com-
parative descriptive linguistics. It would seem to me that com-
parability should have something to do with such things as phonetic
similarity, form and placement of rules in a grammar, and oc-
currence of similar semantic features with lexical entries.
Translation, however, must have to do with contextual equiva-
lence. On the other hand, translation is stated (124) to be rela-
tive, for it is said that it depends on the external context of situa-
tion. This is actually claimed as a virtue, for the sake of non-
circularity. At this point the argument sounds strangely like
neo-Bloomfieldian arguments for levels.

At any rate, however translation may or may not be related
with respect to our topic, so far as I can see, the only test on
comparability suggested is that of translation. It seems indeed
that comparability and translation are somehow related, but not,
I should say, in any simple or direct fashion. Thus, for me, the
question of what things are to be juxtaposed is not here faced up
to in an acceptable way. In short, it is very difficult to say in any
formal sense what the technique or analysis referred to actually is.

These same authors remark (113)—and I single them out as
having been more explicit and as having expressed themselves in
a more extended fashion than most others on this general topic—
'There can be no single general statement accounting for all of
these [patterns: systems of systems] and therefore no overall
comparative statement.. . ' Their claim, then, is that there can
be no contrastive grammar of an overall, single sort. This, of
course, would be quite harmonious with the view of polysystemic
analysis of languages.

Bolinger, in the review alluded to earlier (202), says: 'Formal
grammar inherently forces its practitioner to see the language as
a whole. One by-product of this is the possibility of a more logi-
cal sequence of materials. ' In short, there is presumably here a
claim not only for the unified properties themselves that a
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contrastive statement would have, but also for a certain efficacy
in establishing the orderings of materials for further application
outside. Well, in the face of two such statements as that, what
are we to do short of deciding here and now what is the proper
theoretical medicine for all of linguistics ?

Let us ignore, then, the fact that the term 'contrastive gram-
mar' is probably a misnomer; the real question is, as a matter
of fact, twofold. Does the notion 'contrastive analysis' (or what-
ever noun you like) have any useful or plausible or sharply speci-
fiable significance, or is it really just an empty term ? Does the
sort of activity or statement that has been called 'contrastive
analysis' lead to what people concerned with questions of language
teaching have claimed for it ? And if so, how fast and how directly
can this be conceived to take place ?

Now there will always be some subsidiary questions regarding
the correctness of certain conclusions in a contrastive analysis,
and these may be criticized on various grounds. I will merely
mention a couple of examples here to place them in their perspec-
tive. There could be, for example, the claim of bad theory.
Bolinger, for instance, criticizes (193) Stockwell, Bowen and
Martin's acceptance of the Trager-Smith intonation format with
these words: 'The theory is questionable to begin with, takes
several pages to explain, and fails to clarify the advice.' We
may, perhaps, find these words harsh, but it can easily be agreed,
I think, that there have been theories advanced in the past to ex-
plain English intonation, or any intonation for that matter, that
have not worked well over a considerable time of trial.

On the other hand, we have the case of good theory, where it
turns out that we find no necessary relevance. Here we have
Bolinger again (202), speaking about the generative presentation
of the English imperative as being a reduced type of sentence with
will in it, as against Spanish imperatives. He makes the point
that, in short, imperatives in both languages are in some sense
stripped-down forms. About the analysis offered he says: 'It is
not especially harmful; it is mainly just pointless.' Now without
arguing either the merits of that analysis of imperatives or the
factuality of its pointlessness, it does seem on the face of it that
there is a large number of very valid and highly interesting points
of analysis that come out of any valid grammar, but which in con-
trastive treatment of two languages lead to statements that have
no immediately visible relevance to the major problems to be
dealt with.

Professor Di Pietro has given at this meeting an excellent
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example of an allied question, the phonetic r in Italian and English
which is a phonological r_ in Italian and a phonological d or t_in
English. Juxtaposing the phonological structure-points to point
out this interesting partially matching point of grammatical be-
havior in the two languages being juxtaposed will not necessarily
bring out any good result at all in a pedagogical contrastive treat-
ment. In point of fact, there seems to be good evidence that it
will bring out a bad result when matching features are simply
juxtaposed in that fashion. Indeed, to obtain a good result, it
seems one should juxtapose things one would not in advance have
suspected on formal grounds. This leads us then to the proposi-
tion that our job is not simply one of juxtaposing matched items.

The brochure mentioned earlier (Behavioral Research Labora-
tories, n. d.) says: 'Fortunately, we can predict the mistakes
which a speaker of American English will make in learning a for-
eign language. We can therefore contrast these incorrect English
sounds with the correct sounds of the new language.' On the other
hand, Mackey (1967:111-12) has this to say: 'Certain linguists
have tried to reduce the prediction of error in second language
learning to an exact science on the analogy of the way the physical
sciences, studying the laws of nature, can predict such things as
eclipses and chemical reactions. But in the field of linguistic
usage one is in a different realm from that of the physical sciences.
One cannot predict a person's use of language in the same way as
an astronomer predicts an eclipse. If mistakes are made in lan-
guage learning one may indeed discover their causes; but one
cannot say with certainty which mistakes will be made and when
they will be made.'

Now there are certain confusions, I feel, here; and now is not
the time to debate whether the physical and behavioral sciences
are intrinsically different or not. Mackey, however, has touched
on a very sensitive point of our whole topic: I have yet to see, in
the works I have had an opportunity to examine, statements pre-
dicting with any sort of certainty which mistakes of language
learning will be made and when they will be made, on the basis of
reasoned contrastive analysis. Put another way, we do not yet
have clear measures of relevance for pedagogy to apply to the
formulations arrived at by deriving contrastive statements from
grammars.

In point of fact, we have the possibility of all manner of arid
endless analysis. We can apparently juxtapose two grammars of
whatever sort, providing they are compatible, and with the mil-
lenially complete grammar arrive at an immense, horrendous
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contrastive treatment. But the real question is, can we use all of
that? Professor Carroll has just given indications on independent
grounds that contrastive analysis can help; but, in the abstract,
we would hope that almost anything non-sinful can help.

The question we must ask, as with anything worth doing, is to
what end are we doing it? What is the point of it all? Now, as we
have already heard at this conference, there could be several pos-
sible worthy goals in our present state of knowledge for con-
trastive activity. Pedagogy is but one end, although admittedly it
is the one most in demand at the present time. But presumably
for each of these goals there could be a very different route. And
what evidence do we actually have in hand that contrastive analysis,
in some abstract sense, will lead us to language teaching prob-
lems ? Professor Stockwell has tentatively suggested that an a
posteriori characterization by linguists of the errors teachers de-
tect might be a useful thing; but, as we have discovered in the
case of generative grammar for other matters, we wish not simply
to categorize or taxonomize existing cases. We want instead to
develop a theory adequate to explain cases not in our corpus; we
want, in short, to characterize the fruitful avenues that are open
to teachers. We want, if you like, some kind of competence
model here.

In sum, if we want to teach languages better, I would say, why
not start with a careful and searching consideration of the learn-
ing mistakes that are made, and proceed to a body of increasingly
predictive statements. Such bodies of statements might, of
course, look nothing like a formally derived contrastive statement.
Along lines that Professor Stockwell has just pointed out, there is
an analogy that seems to me particularly pertinent; that is the
analogy of the very indirect relation of transformational grammar
to the manner in which people actually produce speech. In short,
the rules of a transformational grammar and their content do not
by any means necessarily mirror the paths of movement through
the speaker's head. So, in similar fashion, it would seem that
linguistics stands in only a very indirect and complex relation to
the entire language teaching and learning process. A contrastive
statement formally arrived at on the basis of grammars may have
only an indirect bearing on what goes on in and out of the class-
room, and what we need to know about this process. It would be
well if linguists were appropriately modest in their claims for the
relevance of their discipline to these matters. Let us take the
pedagogical situation as we find it, learn as many lessons as we
can, and from that derive a theory that will be maximally
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explanatory and predictive for that total body of information. If
that should be called contrastive analysis, or contrastive analysis
sub-type 'X', well and good.

In sum, there can be no doubt that contrastive observations
can indeed be made about two languages. The problem lies rather
in formalizing this obviously correct notion, and this in a useful
relation to other observations.
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CONTRASTIVE LINGUISTICS IN TEXTBOOK
AND CLASSROOM

WILGA M. RIVERS

Monash University

Abstract. The need for a contrastive approach in foreign-
language teaching has long been recognized, but in the construc-
tion of textbook materials and in classroom practice it has rarely
been realized. For pedagogical purposes a useful distinction
can be drawn between difference and contrast. Differences can
be taught as new items of knowledge, whereas native-language
interference must be combatted in areas of contrast. Contrasts
should be taught emically not etically, that is, the structural
element or the cultural manifestation should be studied as it func-
tions in the foreign language system, not merely at the points
where it contrasts with native-language usage. Degree of diffi-
culty may be estimated by the number of elements in contrast, but
this criterion does not necessarily apply in the classroom where
learning is facilitated if structures can be practiced in an active
situation by students who have been prepared for the contrastive
nature of language study. Translation may appear to be an
excellent exercise in language contrast; it is, however, valuable
only at an advanced level of study when students have a wide
enough knowledge of the functioning system of both languages to
find close-meaning equivalents for stretches of discourse rather
than small segments, and to explore the full range of contrast.

In the past, the empirical judgment of experienced teachers
has usually determined the order of presentation and degree of
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emphasis in textbook materials. Where this judgment has been
derived from some systematic observation of student errors it has
provided an approximate identification of many areas of language
contrast, as evidenced by native-language interference. Gradually
the profession has accepted the idea expressed by Fries (1945:9)
that 'the most efficient materials are those that are based upon a
scientific description of the language to be learned, carefully com-
pared with a parallel description of the native language of the
learner'. Yet for some of the languages most commonly taught
in our schools and universities, textbooks continue to appear which
make little use of the comparative studies which are available
while only a small proportion of classroom teachers have the lin-
guistic training to make use of this material without the help of
the textbook constructor.

A contrastive analysis of two languages when it is designed with
a scientific not a pedagogical intent is not in itself a teaching aid.
It must be as exhaustive as its author can make it, in the light of
his specific intention, describing with equal care structural con-
trasts of frequent and of less frequent use or analyzing a limited
area in considerable detail. Since the linguist's aim must be to
make the description scientifically elegant rather than pedagogi-
cally applicable, the analysis will not normally be directly trans-
ferable to teaching materials and situations. Chomsky has already
emphasized the difference between a linguistic grammar which is
an account of competence and a pedagogic grammar which at-
tempts to provide the student with the ability to understand and
produce sentences of a particular language (1966:10). The same
distinction may be applied to types of contrastive studies. For-
tunately some studies prepared with students' problems in mind
are available in the Contrastive Structure Series (University of
Chicago Press), although as yet only in a very limited number of
pairs of languages.

As Stockwell, Bowen, and Martin have ably demonstrated
(1965a, 1965b) for pedagogical application a hierarchy of difficulty
must be established among the many correspondences. A hier-
archy of this type will differ from one established in accordance
with purely theoretical premises because 'it is important to dis-
tinguish between what may be difficult to explain . . . and what is
difficult for the student to internalize—the two may, or may not,
be the same' (Stockwell, Bowen, and Martin 1965a:282). Once
such a hierarchy has been established it must be regarded as 'a
set of predictions which must be tested against observation of the
problems students do in fact have' (Stockwell, Bowen, and Martin
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1965a:282). In this paper I shall not attempt to duplicate work
which has already been done in this area, but shall try to establish
certain guidelines for the application of the contrastive approach
to classroom work, either by the teacher or textbook constructor.

In the minds of many teachers the notion of contrast is a vague
one. It is useful first to distinguish between contrast and dif-
ference because each poses a specific pedagogical problem. One
language may have a highly developed tone system while another
does not. This tone system constitutes a difference of considera-
ble importance, rather than a phonemic contrast. One language
may combine elements of various functions in pre-, post-, and
medial positions in one unit, whereas the other language may be
analytic, arranging elements in linear fashion. In these cases
the systems differ to such an extent that comparison of specific
elements does not give sufficient information to be pedagogically
helpful. For such aspects the new system will need to be taught
as an integrated whole without reference to the details of an alien
system. For a contrast to be distinguishable at any level, there
must be some correspondence at a higher level of structure.
Phonemes may contrast in lexical items which are similar in the
two languages; there may be contrasting morphemic patterns
within syntactic structures of similar applicability (e.g., Lan-
guage A may require a variety of endings for persons of the verb,
as opposed to a simple singular-plural distinction in Language B);
within noun phrases there may be a contrasting word order (Lan-
guage A requiring the order adjective + noun and Language B noun
+ adjective). If the correspondence is at the level of meaning
only, there will be difference rather than contrast: the student
will then learn the different way of expressing himself by memori-
zation and practice in appropriate contexts, without reference to
the formal characteristics of his native language, and ability to
use the new form freely will be a matter of speed of recall.
Where there is contrast, native-language interference will be a
constant problem: the student's native-language habits will tempt
him to follow the pattern of his own language at that point (e.g.,
using the foreign-language adjective and noun in his native-
language pattern of noun + adjective), and repetitive practice
alone will not be sufficient to free him from this tendency when he
is trying to express himself in communication. He will need to
be alerted to the specific point at which interference will repeat-
edly occur, so that he may practice with awareness and concen-
tration and monitor his own production with watchfulness until he
finds himself producing the target language forms with ease and
accuracy.
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Structures will contrast to varying degrees—degree of diffi-
culty for the student being determined theoretically by the number
of elements in contrast. In actual language use, however, degree
of difficulty will be much more a question of types of choices to
be made. Stockwell, Bowen, and Martin (1965a:Chapter 11;
1965b:Chapter 2) have analyzed the possible dilemmas of the stu-
dent in passing from one language to another in terms of optional
choices which the student may make freely in his own or the
target language in shaping the meaning he wishes to express,
obligatory choices which are the inevitable consequence of his
options, and zero choices where the student's problems arise
from difference rather than contrast (categories or rules existing
in one language but not in the other). In a comprehensive con-
trastive study emphasis may well fall without distinction on details
of the system where there will be greater or less native-language
interference or alternatively positive transfer because of struc-
tural or functional/semantic correspondence between the native
and target languages. When a number of these details operate
within a sub-system of the language, where some elements con-
trast and some are similar in operation, there will be not only
the danger of native-language interference at some points but also
hesitation and confusion as to the limits of acceptable extrapola-
tion from the native language. At this point, the student must be
trained in both that which is similar and that which is contrasting
within the sub-system. Many teachers fail at this point and con-
centrate on teaching only the details which contrast. As a result
structures and sub-systems may be taught 'etically' rather than
'emically'. Pike (1967:38) states that 'descriptions or analyses
from the etic standpoint are "alien" in view, with criteria ex-
ternal to the system. Emic descriptions provide an internal view,
with criteria chosen from within the system. They represent to
us the view of one familiar with the system and who knows how to
function within it himself.' As soon as a foreign-language struc-
ture is taught as though some elements within it function as in the
native-language system and some function contrastively, it is not
being viewed as a part of the total functioning system of the for-
eign language, and the student begins to learn the language piece-
meal. A student taught in this fashion has great difficulty learning
to move freely within the new language system.

The etic approach is frequently employed in teaching the phono-
logical system of a foreign language. Teachers often concentrate
on sounds with distinctive features which contrast most obviously
with those of otherwise comparable sounds in the native language
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(i.e. the so-called 'difficult' sounds) while allowing students to
produce with native-language articulation sounds with fewer con-
trasting features. The result is a disruption of the phonological
system of the foreign language: sounds produced with incorrect
articulatory positions deform neighboring sounds and a 'foreign
accent' develops. In concentrating on the sounds which the stu-
dents find hard to articulate, the teacher often trains them to pro-
duce these in such a distinctive and restricted way that the speaker
sounds ridiculously pedantic or pretentious to a native speaker,
who has learned to produce this sound with variations (within a
band of tolerance) dependent on phonological environment or level
of discourse. In an emic approach, the student will acquire the
phonological system as a functioning whole, learning to discrimi-
nate and produce sounds which signal distinctions of meaning
within the new language, without being constantly reminded of
ways in which it is similar to or different from the phonological
system of the native language.

The etic approach may also prevail in the teaching of the gram-
mar of the foreign language. The teacher may concentrate the
attention of the students on some feature which functions in a
similar fashion in the foreign and native languages at certain
points, without making clear the fact that this particular usage is
only a restricted part of a wider function which diverges consid-
erably in the two languages. The student may be taught, for in-
stance, that the futur in French fulfills the same function as the
future tense in English (in le cortege passera devant l'Hdtel de
Ville, passera fulfills a similar function to will pass in the pro-
cession will pass in front of the Town Hall). This etic type of
teaching separates out the forms . . . era, . . . ira, . . . ra from
the expression of futurity in the French system of time, and fails
to prepare the student for le facteur va passer dans deux minutes
'the mailman will be here in two minutes', je viens dans deux
minutes 'I'll be there in two minutes', and la direction n'est pas
responsable des objets perdus 'the management will not be re -
sponsible for lost property'. The student must learn that what
may appear etically to be very different may function emically as
one system. What appears to be similar in formation to a struc-
ture in the native language may also serve quite a different func-
tion in the foreign language, as will soon be clear to a student
who, misled by the apparently parallel formation of I have eaten
and j ' a i mange", tries to identify the English present perfect tense
with the French passe1 compose1.
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A similar distinction applies in the teaching of cultural pat-
terns: of values, attitudes, relationships, taboos, and the external
manifestations of these. Since language is an integral part of cul-
ture, full communication is possible only when the speaker under-
stands the reactions he is arousing in his listener, and the listener
is able to identify the intentions of the speaker. In an etic ap-
proach, attention is concentrated in the classroom on aspects of
external behavior and physically identifiable institutions which
appear picturesque and even quaint because they are presented out
of the context of interrelationships and functions in the cultural
system. As with structural contrasts, that which appears similar
may fulfill a contrasting function in the foreign culture while that
which appears to contrast by external criteria may have a similar
purpose when viewed from within the system. In an emic approach,
the teaching of cultural understanding is fully integrated with the
process of assimilation of language patterns and lexicon. Through
language use, students become conscious of levels of discourse in
relation to social expectations, formulas of politeness and what
they reveal of social attitudes, and appropriateness of response
in specific situations in the foreign culture; through listening and
reading they begin to recognize the values which are implicit in
much of the foreign behavior. Consequently, instead of being un-
duly impressed by what is different in the external manifestations
of the culture, they come to comprehend contrasts between sys-
tems and sub-systems.

From the pedagogical point of view, degree of difficulty must
be estimated according to a different set of criteria from those
used in a theoretical analysis. A structure which theoretically
may be considered more difficult for the student to learn may
prove to be less difficult in actual fact because it can be readily
transposed into active situations in which the student can practice
it frequently. The subjunctive in il faut que je parte has usually
been relegated by textbook writers to an advanced level in the
study of French, yet many students have learned it with ease in
the first weeks of study because they have found it useful in com-
munication. Many other structural patterns of wide applicability
may be learned similarly at a very early stage despite a high de-
gree of contrast with native-language usage. Stockwell, Bowen,
and Martin (1965a:292) suggest a criterion of 'functional load' for
consideration in establishing a pedagogical sequence of presenta-
tion, giving a certain priority to 'patterns which carry a propor-
tionately larger share of the burden of communication'.
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From the first lessons students should be prepared by their
teacher for the contrastive nature of language formation and func-
tion. With this orientation well established, they will be able to
absorb many contrasting features of the new language inductively,
by a direct method approach, without feeling the need to pause to
analyze and describe the differences. A student with such an
orientation will more rapidly develop a coordinate language sys-
tem than a student who is continually seeking to identify in the
foreign language equivalents for features in his native language.
Mere induction will not suffice, however; to consolidate the use
of such contrasting forms, the student will also need systematic
drill to develop facility in rapid association of language sequences.

It may appear that the contrastive technique par excellence in
foreign-language teaching is the translation exercise. Here the
student is confronted with native-language forms and structure
and required to produce the contrasting forms and structure of
the foreign language. It is true that translation in which the exact
meaning is transferred from one language to another demands,
much more than does speech or original writing, a thorough knowl-
edge of areas of contrast in form and function. It is for this very
reason, however, that it is unsuitable as a technique for teaching
the details of the language, while being a very profitable and chal-
lenging exercise of the student's control of the foreign language at
an advanced level. Translation is feasible for the student only
when he has a wide enough knowledge of the functioning system of
both languages to find close-meaning equivalents for stretches of
connected discourse, often longer than one sentence. At the lower
levels of instruction students are forced to divide the text into
small segments for which they think they can find equivalent seg-
ments in the foreign language. Because of the limitations of their
knowledge this very segmentation may be an initial source of error
as they fail to see the full extent of the contrast in structure.

In the early stages of learning a foreign language, translation
of short patterns and simple forms may be a quick way to check
whether students have ascribed the appropriate meaning to what
they are learning, and whether they have assimilated forms and
patterns they have been practicing. In this case the segmentation
for purposes of contrast has already been performed for them by
the teacher. At an advanced level when students are being taught
to translate as a linguistic skill, they should be required to ana-
lyze both the source text and their tentative translation for real
equivalence, seeking the full extent of the contrasts involved in
relation to the context beyond the phrase and the sentence. For
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such an exercise to provide effective practice in the handling of
structural contrast, students should be encouraged to seek a
number of alternative solutions in order to explore the full range
of contrast, the set of paraphrases they propose in the target
language being, to various degrees, meaning-equivalents of the
source language sentence or sentences. They should then discuss
with each other and with their teacher the contribution of each
proposed solution to the elucidation of the basic meaning. They
should also be trained to see that effective translation will often
involve considerable rearrangement of segments if the full struc-
tural possibilities of the foreign language are to be utilized, so
that contrasts in forms of discourse will be involved as well as
contrasts in structural patterns. When translation is taught at
this level of refinement it provides the student with the opportunity
to use to the full the knowledge he has accumulated over years of
study, and to find by trial and error the acceptable limits of simi-
larity and contrast.
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CONTRASTIVE ANALYSIS AND
LANGUAGE TEACHING

J. C. CATFORD

University of Michigan

Abstract. The function of contrastive analysis or descriptive
comparison in language teaching is explanatory rather than pre-
dictive: utility of comparison to student, teacher and text-writer.
Comparison, in grammar at least, must be of subsets of rules,
or of subsets of structures, systems, etc., not of 'whole lan-
guages'. Translation-comparison: formal correspondence,
translation-equivalence, and equivalence statistics. The presen-
tation and use of comparative data.

Contrastive analysis has sometimes been presented as if it
were primarily a technique for the prediction of areas of difficulty
in the learning of a secondary language.

There are, no doubt, situations in which contrastive analysis
has to play this predictive role, as when a text-writer is called
upon to produce L2 teaching materials for students of an ~L\ group
with which he has had no teaching experience. *• In such a case,
contrastive analysis of the L2 and the students' L^ may be the
only source he has for the prediction of problem areas.

More commonly, perhaps, the materials writer or the teacher
is concerned with students whose particular difficulties are known
to him. If they are not known precisely enough, they can be r e -
vealed most efficiently and economically by a sophisticated error
analysis: by 'sophisticated error analysis' I mean one which in-
volves both theoretically adequate linguistic categorization of
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errors and sophisticated statistical treatment—haphazard teach-
ers ' collections of 'common errors ' are not enough. Once this
information is available, contrastive analysis directed specifically
to those areas of the language where errors are most frequent is
likely to provide information on why the errors occur, and at the
same time to suggest ways of organizing teaching materials so
as to anticipate and circumvent the problems.

In other words, it seems to me that in relation to L2 teaching,
the most important role of contrastive analysis—or, rather, of
the data obtained by contrastive analysis—is explanatory rather
than predictive.

For example, a 'common error ' of both French and Russian
learners of English is the omission of the indefinite article in such
a sentence as:

(1) My father was a doctor,

rendered as

(2) My father was doctor.

It is clear that this is transference into English of the surface
structure of the equivalent French or Russian sentences:

(3) Mon p&re etait docteur.
(4) Otets u mena byl doktor.

The underlying cause of the error, however, is different in
each case, and contrastive analysis throws light on this differ-
ence. It happens that both English and French possess a more
or less corresponding system of 'articles', which are the surface
exponents of underlying systems of partially similar semantic
categories of 'identification','singularization' or the like. There
are, however, surface differences in the syntactic distribution of
the terms of the system in the two languages, and the Frenchman's
error is symptomatic of one of these relatively superficial differ-
ences. The Frenchman already has in French by and large the
same underlying conceptual system as the English speaker. This
suggests that, in teaching, intensive explicit instruction may be
necessary only for those specific cases of surface deviation be-
tween English and French.

In standard Russian, on the other hand, the conceptual cate-
gories associated with the English system of articles are not
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linguistically grouped into a single coherent system, and given
obligatory surface expression in noun phrases, as they are in
English. Insofar as they are present at all, they are dispersed
over the grammar as secondary and non-obligatory characteris-
tics of various other categories: thus, in some cases, the seman-
tic distinction carried by the English opposition 'indefinite' versus
'definite' article may be more or less accidentally present in the
opposition 'object of imperfective' versus 'object of perfective'
verb, or in the opposition of 'subject following' versus 'subject
preceding' a verb in the surface structure of a clause. Conse-
quently, in teaching English to Russians, special attention must
be given to the development of the entire conceptual system under-
lying the use of English articles.

In L>2 teaching the data supplied by contrastive analysis can be
of value to the student, the teacher and the textbook writer.

The classroom presentation of contrastive data to intelligent
and interested students can help them to understand and hence
overcome some of their learning problems. The explanation, or
at least the explicit presentation to students, of surface differ-
ences in the manifestation of deep features which are similar in
L^ and L£ is fairly common practice in language teaching: for
example differences in the surface sequencing of nominal modi-
fiers, or of rules for embedding relative clauses as nominal
modifiers. 2 Such inter-lingual differences, however, hardly need
explicit teaching since, being manifested in surface structures,
they are relatively obvious to the student.

In other words, an Arabic student who generates a sentence
such as:

(5) This the book which I read it.

on the model of:

(6) haada 1 kitaab ?illi qareetuhu

can easily see the syntagmatic evidence of the error of his ways
when he is told that the correct English sentence is:

(7) This is the book I read.

even if his teacher does not explicitly contrast the different rules
for embedding relative clauses in Arabic and English.
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More important is the classroom explanation of 'systemic'
differences between L^ and L£. These are differences in the con-
ceptual oppositions underlying systems of articles, tenses, prepo-
sitions and the like, which are not obvious since they are repre-
sented not by the sequencing of simultaneously present surface
features but by the selection of alternative forms.

The French student who selects the wrong tense or aspect, for
example saying: v

(8) I have read that book.

in a situation where the correct English form is

(9) I read that book.

can be corrected only by carefully planned exercises perhaps
supplemented by an explanation by the teacher of the relevant sys-
temic difference between English and spoken French.

Whether or not to make explicit classroom use of the data of
contrastive analysis is a pedagogical question upon which opinions
are divided. Overt comparison of L-̂  and L2 was strongly en-
couraged by Soviet language-teaching specialists in the 1950's3

as part of the recommended process of teaching languages con-
sciously. I am told that there is now less insistence on this in
the Soviet Union. On the other hand the practice of drawing stu-
dents' attention to differences between L^ and L2, for long anath-
ema to the most 'advanced' language teachers in this country,
may well come back into favor under the influence of currently
popular linguistic theory.

For the teacher, it is obvious that knowledge of contrastive
data is highly desirable. It enables him to understand certain
problems as they arise in class and sometimes to supplement the
text book by devising on the spot corrective treatment.

For the text book writer, contrastive data are clearly impor-
tant if not essential. They can be the basis for decisions about
the grouping and sequencing of items, and the kinds of drills or
exercises in which they should be presented and practised.

For example, both English and Russian have a verbal aspectual
opposition, most clearly seen in the past tense, which is some-
times erroneously regarded as of much the same kind in the two
languages. This is the opposition 'perfective/imperfective' in
Russian and 'progressive/nonprogressive' in English, seen in
such pairs of forms as napisal/pisal and was writing/wrote.
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Sophisticated contrastive analysis, however, points up the fact
that these English and Russian tense-aspect systems are differ-
ently oriented.

In each language they constitute a 'marked' versus 'unmarked'
pair, but the orientation of the marking is different. In English,
the marked member of the pair is the 'progressive'—it explicitly
refers to the unfolding or 'progress' of the event. The non-
progressive is unmarked—the event may or may not have been in
progress at the time referred to, but this aspect of it is not ex-
plicitly referred to. In other words, the meaning of 'non-
progressive' may be described in terms of a single semantic dis-
tinctive feature—PAST. The meaning of progressive is PAST +
explicit reference to PROGRESS of the event, and it is precisely
because of this additional feature that we call it 'marked'. In
Russian the marked member of the pair is the 'perfective'—it
explicitly refers to 'completion' of the event. The imperfective
is unmarked—the event may or may not have been completed, but
this aspect of it is not explicitly referred to. In other words, the
Russian perfective is termed 'marked' because its meaning must
be described in terms of two distinctive features, PAST + COM-
PLETION. The imperfective carries the single feature PAST.

Now this difference, which contrastive analysis renders evi-
dent, suggests a difference in the gradation, or sequencing, of
these forms in the teaching of English and Russian. In the teach-
ing of English to Russians one would teach the unmarked non-
progressive first in a wide variety of uses. Only later would one
carefully draw the learner's attention to the special situational
semantic feature which determines selection of the very much less
frequent marked progressive form. In teaching Russian to Eng-
lish speakers on the other hand, the reverse procedure is in
order: the unmarked imperfective should be taught first. It is
the marked perfective which requires special teaching.

I have suggested above that the chief function of Contrastive
Analysis is explanation rather than prediction: problem areas
in grammar, for instance, can best be identified by error-analysis
rather than predicted by Contrastive Analysis. This implies that
Contrastive Analysis can often be 'partial'. That is to say, in
place of juxtaposing 'total' grammatical or lexical descriptions
of two languages and then scanning them for areas of difference,
one can be selective and perform contrastive analyses only for
those parts of the grammar which present greatest difficulty to
learners. Because of its much more restricted scope in terms
of both the number of formal systems, units, etc. involved, and
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of the homogeneity of the related extra-linguistic substance, it is
much easier to deal with the phonology of a language in its entirety.
Even so, a good many published short contrastive analyses of the
phonology of pairs of languages confine themselves to phonemes,
often treating even these inadequately, entirely neglecting higher
rank phonological units.

This is not a theoretical paper. I am concerned rather with
the relevance and utility of contrastive analysis to L2 teaching.
Nevertheless, a word on theoretical issues is not out of place.
As my colleague R. Wardhaugh has rightly pointed out in an arti-
cle in the Canadian Journal of Linguistics^, there is no linguistic
justification for presenting contrastive phonological data as a
juxtaposition of 'same' or 'similar' phonemes in two languages.
The basis for equating phonemes, or for equating grammatical
units, in two languages is extralinguistic—is substantial rather
than formal. And though there may be some degree of formal
correspondence between a system in one language and one in an-
other, any detailed comparison and contrast must go through
phonic substance for phonology and situation substance for gram-
mar and lexis.

In a pedagogically useful presentation of contrastive data on
phonology we may begin by setting side by side the phonological
hierarchies of the two languages, and noting what general features
of phonic substances are built into the several ranks of these
hierarchies. For example, comparing English and French we
might decide that the phonological hierarchy of each language is
one of four ranks. In English these are 'tone-group', ' s t ress-
group', 'syllable' and 'phonematic unit' (or 'phoneme'). For
French, they may be 'tone-group', 'sub-tone-group', 'syllable'
and 'phoneme'. We may display these as follows:

English: Phonic Features: French:

tone-group pitch ~-_^__^^^ tone-group

" *—~ subtone- group

stress-group chest-pulse timing.

syllable syllabicity ^ syllable
phoneme articulation phoneme

and
phonation
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Such a display immediately indicates, at least approximately, the
limits of comparability between ranks in the two hierarchies, and
indicates some major and pedagogically important similarities
and differences.

Thus, it indicates that both English and French have a high-
level unit, the 'tone-group'—at which 'pitch' (variations in funda-
mental frequency of vocal-cord vibration) is linguistically ex-
ploited. We can then proceed to examine in more detail the simi-
larities and differences in linguistic exploitation of this phonic
feature in the two languages. We find, inter alia, that both lan-
guages have the possibility of varying the number of tone-groups
into which an utterance may be divided. Thus, using / / to mark
the boundaries of tone-group, and marking the tonic or tone-
bearing syllable by underlining, we have comparable examples
such as:

(10) //John met Mary in Par i s / /
(11) / /Jean a rencontre Marie a Par i s / /

in which the utterance constitutes a single tone-group, as the
surface expression of a single information-unit, and

(12) //John met Mary//in Par i s / /
(13) / /Jean a rencontre" Marie//a Par i s / /

in which the utterance consists of two information-units, ex-
pressed by a division into two tone-groups.

Further examination of tone-groups in the two languages re -
veals differences which have considerable pedagogical importance.
For one thing, the location of the 'tonic' syllable is freely move-
able in English, as the surface expression of differences in infor-
mation focus. Thus we may have in English:

(14) //John met Mary in Par i s / /
(15) //John met Mary in Par i s / /
(16) //John met Mary in Par i s / /

In French such shifts of tonic are not impossible, but more
often than not they involve changes in the surface syntax of the
sentence as well. Thus corresponding to (16) the most normal
French form could be

(17) / /C'est bien Jean qui a rencontre" Marie a Par i s / /
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which has, of course, the optional English equivalent

(18) / / i t was John who met Mary in Pa r i s / /

When we proceed to the detailed study of the actual systems of
tones, or pitch-movements, occurring in French and English we
find still further differences.

Moving further down the phonological hierarchy we observe a
noteworthy difference with respect to the rank at which the phonic
feature of 'chest-pulse timing' is built into the hierarchy.

Probably in all languages the pulmonic egressive airstream,
which is the initiatory process for all but occasional non-pulmonic
consonants, is delivered from the lungs in a series of pulses,
which are roughtly 'isochronous' (i.e. of equal duration) and
probably 'isodynamic' (i.e. of equal initiatory power out-put)^.
English and French differ, as is well known, in terms of the
rank at which this initiatory isochronism or isodynamism is built
into the phonological hierarchy. In English, each 'foot' or s tress-
group is generated by a burst of initiator power rising rapidly to
a maximum and then fading off more slowly, as in the following
example, where each single slant line (/) after the double slant
lines (//) which indicate the start of the tone-group marks the on-
set of a new initiatory power pulse or stress-group:

(19) / /This is the / paper I / bought / yesterday / morning//

Compare this with its French translation (where the slant lines
are used to indicate the same phonic feature as in the English ex-
ample):

(20) //Voi/ci P/jour/nal/ qu' j ' a i / ache/teV hier/ ma/tin//

The interference effect of this particular difference between
English and French is well known, resulting in such forms as:

(21) //This/is/the/pa/per/l/bought/yes/ter/day/mor/ning//

which is English pronounced by a Frenchman and

(22) //Voici le/journal que j'ai/achete" hier/matin//

which is French pronounced by an English speaker.
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Finally, at the phonematic rank in the hierarchy we can study
to whatever depth of delicacy (or degree of detail) we wish, the
similarities and differences in the phonic articulatory and phona-
tory components which are linguistically exploited in the two lan-
guages.

At this point I will abandon French as an illustrative language,
because my purpose will be better served by using a language
which differs more radically from English at this rank.

Many phonological contrastive analyses have been published
which deal exclusively with the phonematic rank in the phonologi-
cal hierarchy. These often take the form of presenting, first,
comparative charts of the phonemes of the two languages, and
then a set of corrections or amplifications setting forth the distri-
bution of the phonemes of each language in relation to the syllable,
or other environment, and of allophonic variants occurring in
various environments.

Where the object of contrastive analysis is ultimately peda-
gogical this is an inefficient procedure. A more efficient proce-
dure is to set up separate comparative charts for as many differ-
ent systems of phonematic units as the contrastive data necessi-
tate. Phonemes or phonematic units operate in the structure of
syllables, and we can set up a separate system for each 'place' in
syllable-structure if the inventory of terms operating in these
places is different.

Let us consider the 'stop' and 'affricate' consonants of English.
The inventory of these is the same for both syllable initial and
syllable final position. A system of precisely eight terms oper-
ates at each position, and, with minor deviations, the phonetic
descriptions of the terms in the initial and final systems are the
same. In many other languages the systems of consonants oper-
ating in comparable places in the syllable are very different. We
may take Javanese as an example. In Javanese there are ten
syllable-initial stops and affricates, traditionally represented in
Roman transliteration as p b t d t d tj dj k g. In syllable-final
position there are only three stops p t k, or four, if we include
the glottal stop, whose status is somewhat obscure.

It seems obvious that for Javanese learners of English, the
problem of learning to produce English final stops and affricates
is quite different from that of learning to produce English initial
stops and affricates: and the dimensions of the problem become
even clearer if we take account of the phonic components of these
English and Javanese consonants.
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The Javanese b d d dj g are voiceless, exactly like p 11 tj k,
except that the members of the b d . . . series are produced with
the larynx lowered. This feature, of course, is totally inaudible
during the stop itself, but the larynx-lowering persists into the
following vowel, where it is manifested acoustically by a lowering
of the first formant, and auditorily by a 'muffled' or 'centralised'
effect. A Javanese learner of English with no special training
can maintain a clear distinction between such English word pairs
as pear/bear, two/do, cot/got, but it is a distinction of 'voice
quality' in the vowel, to which native English speakers are not
habituated. Voiced b d . . . etc. occur in Javanese only after a
homorganic nasal, either initially, or inter-syllabically. The
Javanese final stops p t k are accompanied by glottal closure and
unreleased. The affricates tj dj are palatalised alveolar affri-
cates.

Rather than present side by side phonemic charts of English
and Javanese stop and affricate phonemes, followed by a distribu-
tional and phonetic description, we can more efficiently present
the syllable initial and syllable final systems of the two languages
in two separate comparative charts or tables. And while we are
at it, we can indicate most of the phonetic differences by appro-
priately labelling the tables, and by using phonetic rather than
phonemic symbols. Thus, for larynx-lowered b d . . . etc. we
write P_i t^ • • • etc., where the (-) is a reminder that the distinc-
tive feature which distinguishes these from p__t . . . etc. is audible
only 'afterwards', in the following vowel.

Thus we might present the salient contrastive facts about
Javanese and English stops and affricates as follows (where LL =
larynx-lowered and N = homorganic nasal):

INITIAL

Javanese

voiceless
voiced

English
voiceless
voiced

Lab
-

P
LL

P-
(Nb)

Dent
- | LL
t | t -
(Nd)

Alv. Retr.
-

tj
LL i -
tj- | t

LL

t-
(Ndj) | (Nd)

Postalv. Velar
-
k

LL
k-

(Ng)

P
b

t i
d i

c

.r
k
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FINAL

Javanese
voiceless

Lab

V
English

voiceless
voiced

P
b

Dent Alv. Post Alv. Velar
? k 7

t
d

c k

Contrastive charts such as these immediately suggest ways of
organizing material for teaching English pronunciation to Javanese
speakers in a way which phonemic charts supplemented by distri-
butional and allophonic information do not.

In general, then, for purposes of pedagogical presentation and
application of contrastive phonological data a Firthian 'polysys-
temic' approach is more useful than a Bloomfieldian or other
'monosystemic' approach. One must set up as many contrastive
systems as are. necessary to deal with all the major systemic and
allophonic differences between the two languages: thus for con-
trasting the consonants of English and Japanese one requires at
least four contrastive systems: consonant and high front vowel,
consonant and high back vowel, consonant and other vowel, and
final consonant, since each of these represents a somewhat dif-
ferent learning problem for Japanese learners of English.

In dealing with grammatical systems it is desirable to proceed
in much the same way as for phonology—by first identifying more
or less corresponding ranks in a hierarchy of grammatical units,
e. g. sentence, clause, phrase, word, morpheme, thereafter ex-
ploring the similarities and differences that occur at each rank.
And, just as in phonological contrastive analysis, the basis for
comparison at the grammatical level is substantial rather than
formal. We have to identify grammatical systems or categories
in the two languages which are relatable to more or less the same
semantic field, and then observe the differing ways in which the
two languages partition this field.

We may use a subset of English prepositions to illustrate this
point. The charts (Figures 1-6) indicate how English and four
other languages partition a restricted field of spatial relations.

Figure 2 represents a subset of English prepositions, and
Figure 1 represents the field of relational concepts to which they
are related. English distinguishes between relations holding
towards the 'exterior' of something and those holding towards the
'interior' of something, by means of prepositional oppositions
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Ending Starting
Static point point

Exterior

Neutral

Interior

xo

Figure 1. Relational
system (English)

on

at

in

onto

to

into

off

(away)
from

out
of

Figure 2. English
(local prepositions)

sur

a

dans

de

Figure 3. French
(prepositions)

-lla

-ssa

-lie

-V-n

-lta

-sta

Figure 4. Finnish
(local cases)

di ka dari

Figure 5. Malay/
Indonesian

Figure 6. Kabardian
(verbal prefixes)
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such as on/in, onto/into, off/out of. In addition, English opposes
these to cases where the 'exteriority/interiority' distinction is
irrelevant, with at, to, from.

With regard to the relations themselves, rather than their
various types of 'second term', English distinguishes 'static con-
tiguity' (on, at, in) from the 'ending point' or 'approach' relation
(onto, to, into) and the 'point of origin' or 'departure' relation
(off, from, out of).

The other languages represented here show various different
ways of partitioning the 'semantic space' represented by Figure 1.
Thus Finnish (Figure 4) in its subsystem of 'local cases'—the
form of the suffixes of which are indicated here—distinguishes
between 'exteriority' and 'interiority', but does not have an un-
marked or neutral zone, as does English. Malay and Indonesian
distinguish the types of relation, but not the different types of
'second term'. Kabardian (a N. W. Caucasian language) distin-
guishes more or less the same 'second terms' as English, but
does not obligatorily distinguish between 'static', 'approach' and
'departure' relations. Kabardian, on the other hand, distinguishes
four different modes of interior relationship, hence the four pre-
fixes listed in the lower part of the Kabardian chart.

Diagrams such as the preceding which can be used in connection
with the preparation of materials for L£ teaching might also be
called 'translation diagrams'. They represent, approximately,
translation equivalences between the languages concerned.

There is a close connection between the problems of interfer-
ence in ~L>2 teaching, and those of translation, and translation-
comparison is a useful technique of contrastive analysis. In
translation-comparison one discovers those items which operate
as translation-equivalents in two languages. In its most rigorous
form, translation-comparison involves the statistical study of the
frequency of translation-equivalence between items and categories
in a text or series of texts in one language, and an attested 'good
translation' of the text in another language.

For example, in a study of French texts in which there were
6985 occurrences of French 'articles', their percentage equiva-
lence with 'articles' in English translation was the following:
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French vs. English

zero
le
du
un

zero

67-7
14-2
51-3

6-7

the

6 -1
64-6

9-5
5-8

some

0-3

11-0
2-2

a

11-2
2-4
5-9

70-2

(other)

4-6
18-9
22-4
15-1

If we regard French and English as having roughly correspond-
ing systems of articles: zero, definite (le/the etc.), partitive
(du/some), indefinite (un/a etc.), we see that for zero, definite
and indefinite articles there is a 60-70 % translation-equivalence.
A marked divergence between formal correspondence and trans-
lation-equivalence is found only for the French partitive, which
has English zero as its most frequent translation-equivalent.

Translation-comparison of Russian and English verb-forms
substantiates the point made earlier about the differences of
'marking' of Russian 'perfective/imperfective' and English
'progressive/non-progressive'. In a short study of the English
equivalents of Russian verb forms in a number of Russian short
stories and their translations, there are 565 occurrences of Eng-
lish non-progressive past as equivalent of Russian perfective,
and 265 as equivalent of Russian imperfective. There are 32
occurrences of English progressive past, all as equivalents of
Russian imperfective. The mutual non-equivalence of Russian
perfective and English progressive reflects the difference in the
marking of the English and Russian forms referred to above.

There may be language universals, but the indications at
present are that they are relatively few, and are perhaps more
commonly formal than substantive. In particular, languages dif-
fer widely in the ways in which they organize phonic and situational
(semantic) substance into the systems of phonology and grammar.
Contrastive analysis must display those deep differences in phono-
logical organization and grammatical conceptualization which are
the causes of problems for language learners.

NOTES

•'-The abbreviations L^ and L2 mean 'primary language' and
'secondary language' respectively. See J. C. Catford 'The
Teaching of English as a Foreign Language' in The Teaching of
English. (OUP London 1965).
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Emmon Bach 'On Some Recurrent Types of Transforma-
tions', Georgetown Monographs on Languages and Linguistics.
No. 18. 1965. p. 3.

^Cf. V. D. Arakin Metodika Prepodavanija angliiskogo jazyka
(Moscow 1950) and Metodika nacalnogo obucenija inostrannym
jazykam ed. I. V. Karpov and I. V. Rakhmanov (Moscow 1957).

4 'Three Approaches to Contrastive Phonological Analysis',
Canadian Journal of Linguistics. Fall 1967. Vol. 13, No. 1,
pp. 3-14.

5'Initiator power' is the product of rate of initiatory movement
and the pressure-load imposed by phonatory and articulatory im-
pedance against which the initiator is working: i. e. for pulmonic
egressive initiation roughly sub-glottal volume-velocity times
sub-glottal pressure.

6cf. two articles by E. A. Levenston: 'The Translation
Paradigm: a Technique for Contrastive Syntax', IRAL III/3
(1965) p. 221, and 'A Classification of Language Differences',
IRAL IV/3 (1966) p. 199.





CONTRASTIVE GRAMMAR AND
TEXTBOOK STRUCTURE

ROBERTA. HALL, JR.

Cornell University

Abstract. All material introduced into a textbook for second-
language-learning must, to be effective, be contrastive to a cer-
tain extent, and therefore tailored to the specific linguistic struc-
ture of the learner. It is, however, only one part of the many
ingredients of such a textbook, and cannot be allowed to dominate
or determine the book as a whole. Horrible examples are
described and discussed. An eclectic viewpoint is advocated for
the type of grammatical description to be used; the claims of
transformational grammar are discussed and in part denied.

When a speaker of language A begins to learn language B, he
is inevitably going to meet phenomena—on all levels of linguistic
structure, and often in orthography as well—which are different
from those to which he is accustomed in his native tongue. The
differences between his first language and the target-language are
going to cause him difficulties which have to be overcome in one
way or another during the learning-process. These problems
have to be dealt with both in the text-books with which, in our cul-
ture's customary types of education, the learner will work, and
in the actual activities that he will engage in during class-time.
On this much, I believe, most foreign-language-teachers are
agreed nowadays; at least, I cannot imagine any reasonably in-
telligent and knowledgeable person arguing that the structure of
language A is never going to be different from that of language B
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in any important way, or that the speaker of A need not expect to
find difficulties connected with any such differences when he works
on B. 2 There are still, however, major divergences of opinion
concerning the way that these differences in structure should be
dealt with in our text-books and teaching-procedures; these mat-
ters are my concern here.

First of all, it should be clear that the speaker of A, in ap-
proaching target-language B, is going to have different problems
from those met by the speaker of C (D, E . . . N), simply because
A has a different structure from C etc. To a speaker of French,
the use of the pro-complements (unstressed 'conjunctive' elements)
in Italian will present less problems than it does to speakers of
English or German, simply because French has a fairly similar
system of pro-complements and verbal cores, whereas English
and German do not. On the other hand, the Frenchman will have
more difficulty than the speaker of English or German in learning
the Italian accentual system, since French has no phonemically
significant stress, and Italian (like English and German) does; so
a speaker of these languages will find it easier to differentiate,
say, prfncipi 'princes' from principi 'principles' than a speaker
of French. These are only two out of innumerable examples that
could be cited. ^ The important point here is that the contrasts
between LL and TL are always going to differ according to which
LL is involved; and the presentation of these contrasts will have
to differ accordingly, in analytical emphasis and amount of drill.
It is therefore impossible to prepare any text-book-material
which can be used equally successfully with all learners, no mat-
ter what their native tongue may be. Any 'General Form', such
as was prepared in the early 1950's to teach English to all comers,
with only minimal adaptations according to the LL involved, is
foredoomed to failure. (The only successful adaptations of the
'General Form' have been those in which the entire material was
subjected to thorough revision and accommodation to the specific
needs of speakers of a particular language, e. g. Sheldon Wise et
al. , Spoken English for Turks [Istanbul: Robert College, 1965

ff. ])•
As has often been pointed out, the linguistic adult has learned

the structure of his native language almost wholly outside of
awareness. Nevertheless, by the age of twelve or so he is not
only able to recognize and discuss linguistic phenomena, but he
is taught by our culture to be unhappy if he does not do so in
learning a second language. Contrastive grammar has a place,
therefore, not only in the linguist's contribution to the preparation
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of material to be learned and of drills based thereon, but also in
explicit presentation of structural differences, the problems they
raise, and the best way to overcome them. There is at present a
quite justified reaction5 against over-emphasis on pure memoriza-
tion and drill and under-emphasis on analytical cognition in cer-
tain recent books and series (especially the Hareourt-Brace A-LM
materials). Furthermore, the traditional lore taught in our
schools under the name of English grammar is in large part e r -
roneous, 6 as is that often taught in many other countries concern-
ing their languages. Hence there is often not a two-way, but a
three- or even a four-way contrastive presentation to be made:
the facts concerning the TL (frequently as opposed to the foreign
culture's folk-lore about it, as in the supposed use of liaison in
French for 'euphony'), in contrast with the way English actually
works and, in turn, with the way our school-book-grammar says
it does (e. g. the use of direct-object-pronouns after the preposi-
tion than).

There are basically four steps in the successful learning of any
batch of TL-material:7 memorization of a group of utterances;
overt analysis of the patterns inherent therein, and especially of
the differences between LL and TL; practice in extending the pat-
terns learned in the TL materials and in coming to know the limits
to which a speaker can go in extending them; and practice in freer
use of the linguistic structure learned thus far, first in adaptations
of the sentence-material in review-dialogue-form, and then in
freer improvisation on semantically structured topics. Of course,
as with any learning-process, the successive divisions (units,
lessons) of a text should be carefully graded in all respects to
proceed from the simple to the complex, from the familiar to the
unfamiliar, as much as is consonant with the nature of the target-
material.

This gradation must extend, however, to all the material in a
language-text, not only to the linguistic analysis presented in the
discussion of pronunciation and grammatical structure. The for-
eign culture must be presented from the start; to meet this r e -
quirement, we must often introduce lexical items and portray
behavior-patterns which differ, even radically, from those of the
learner. Immediate usefulness in real-life situation is also a
factor of major importance. The day is long since past (at least,
we may hope so) when a text-book-writer could introduce nearly
useless items in highly unrealistic situations, merely to make
the task of learning apparently easier, as did the author of one
Russian-book who, in the first lesson, gave the sentence The
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elephant of the officer is in the garden of my aunt. On occasion,
for immediate use, it may be desirable to present quite early
some expression involving a form or construction which, logically,
might be expected to come only much later. Thus, to enable our
learners to ask courteously for something, we may introduce in
the very first unit a conditional like Fr. je voudrais, It. vorrei or
Sp. quisiera 'I'd like' which, from the point of view of strictly
linguistic analysis, should be taken up and analyzed only at a rela-
tively advanced stage, after other features of the TL (e. g. person-
and-number-reference, the tense-system, and especially the for-
mation of the future- or preterite-stem) have been presented
analytically. Normally, of course, it is advisable to keep such
items to a minimum, and to present them as items to be learned
integrally, without analysis until the appropriate time. If too
many unanalyzed items are presented all at once, ° the student
will be disoriented and confused.

The learner's interest must obviously be maintained; as is
well known, excessive hammering on any one aspect of linguistic
structure, especially when divorced from real-life context, is
likely to kill interest at the start. (One of the worst examples of
such a procedure is the immense and indigestible phonetic and
phonemic drill given at the beginning of the 'General Forms'.)
It is therefore necessary to strike a just balance between the
needs of the different facets of the material to be learned and
analyzed. Clearly, totally ungraded material cannot be presented
to beginners, just for its literary or artistic merit; as we all
know, considerable waste of time and energy will result, for both
learners and teachers, and the learner is likely to become dis-
couraged and give up. (Does any violin-teacher ever start his
beginners on the Brahms concerto?) But unbalance and waste are
also likely to result from too slow, monotonous a presentation,
or from a predetermined sequence of grammatical exposition
which is allowed to dominate the rest of the text. In one recent
book, 9 for instance, only the Italian verbs fessere 'to be' and
avere 'to have' are used up through the first eleven lessons. No
other verbs are introduced until the twelfth lesson, presumably
to allow a great many various nominal constructions to be pre-
sented. Hence the user of this book, on meeting any other text
or on trying to communicate (even in the most elementary way)
with Italians, is artificially held only to sentences involving the
verbs Sssere and avere—both useful, indeed essential verbs, of
course, but far from sufficient to meet even initial needs.
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These considerations are especially important with respect to
text-books whose grammatical descriptions are based on ordered
transformational rules (e. g. the Roberts Cor so d' Ingle se Parlato,
cf. fn. 8). But, as has been occasionally (not, however, often
enough) pointed out, ^ there is (in Pulgram's words) 'no evidence
at all for assuming that the speaker's brain, engaged in the mar-
velous task of generating speech, busily scampers and scuttles
through the transformationist's rules of creation'. Thus, if we
decide (say) that the English simple present (work, works) is
most conveniently 'derived' transformationally from the phrase
do + simple form (do work, does work), this is only a convenient
order for the scholar to state the relationship analytically, or to
formulate rules for telling a machine how to proceed in producing
the simple present. But this is no justification for following the
same order in presenting the material in a learning-text. In real-
life use, these two types of present are available to the speaker
of English, not as derivatives the one of the other, but as co-
existent alternative choices, both available at the same time as he
starts his utterance (along with a number of other possibilities in
the way of modal, perfect, progressive, and passive phrases).
Nor are they identical in meaning, as the more naive transforma-
tionalists seem to assume: the simple form is neutral in emo-
tional over-tones, whereas the phrase with do has, in the positive
declarative, an over-tone of asseveration (he does work—he
doesn't just loaf around all day). Furthermore, the asseverative
phrase with do is less frequent than the simple present, or than
the negative and interrogative phrases formed with do. For the
learner of English, it is most helpful to present him with several
other varieties of present first (the simple form, with its generic
or abstract meaning; the present progressive phrase; the nega-
tive and interrogative phrases), before the asseverative phrase,
with its concomitant features of stress and intonation, is taken up.

I would firmly advocate an eclectic approach to the various
types of grammatical analysis that can be used in text-books,
with a choice depending on which is most useful for presenting a
particular construction or form: item-and-arrangement (e. g.
Italian noun + noun phrases like dep5sito bagagli 'luggage-deposit,
check-room'), item-and-process (transformational), or even the
old-fashioned paradigm-and-principal-parts approach. H In gen-
eral, transformational rules are most useful, in language-texts,
for presenting relationships between clause-types and (to a lesser
extent) in the morphophonemics of irregular forms, where irregu-
larities are wide-spread enough to make it profitable to give a
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separate formulation (e.g. in French verbs having / a / in the
root, such as lever /lave"/ 'to raise' vs. il leve /illev/ 'he
raises'); and for building pattern-drills based on these relation-
ships. They are, to put it mildly, not useful if they serve only to
waste the student's time on imaginary derivations such as that of
Fr. mon enfant 'my child' from l'enfant est a moi 'the child is
mine', through the intermediate steps l'enfant qui est a moi 'the
child who is mine' > l'enfant a moi > *1'enfant [moi, Modifier,
Pre-Nom] > *le [moi, Modifier, Pre-Nom] enfant > *moi,
[Modifier, Pre-Nom] enfant > mon enfant. 12 in actuality, such
of these stages as do exist are separate, independent construc-
tions, each with its own meaning and semantic over-tones, and
should not be artificially brought together just to fit the Procrus-
tean bed of transformational-generative formalization. Mere
rules should never, in any case, be made a goal in themselves;
their only excuse for being is to serve as a scaffolding, as it
were, to help the learner build up a set of habits in himself, and,
in W. F. Twaddell's words, -^ 'the sooner a rule is forgotten be-
cause it is absorbed and dissolved in a habit, the better'.

In short, I am strongly in favor of the use of contrastive gram-
mar in the construction of language-text-books, but only as one of
the several elements involved, and only when it makes a contribu-
tion to helping the learner overcome the road-blocks that his
native language-structure places in the way of his building up in
himself a set of habits which is as closely similar as possible to
those of native speakers of the TL.

NOTES

llf anyone wishes to argue that only 'surface structure' is dif-
ferent from one language to another, and that 'deep structure'
(or 'deeper structure') is identical or nearly so in all languages,
I would answer that, in the first place, the existence of 'deep (or
deeper) structure', as a specifically linguistic phenomenon, is
highly questionable. What is nowadays often called 'deep struc-
ture' is simply whatever convenient paraphrase the grammarian
can discover for a given construction so that he can derive the
latter from the former by concocting appropriate rules (often by
deleting elements which never were there in any actual speaker's
usage). In the case of other languages than English, 'deep struc-
ture' is often just the English translation; as has been pointed out
by many observers (e. g. G. Francescato, Archivio Glottologico
Italiano 43. 66-69 [1958]), transformational grammar has simply



CONTRASTIVE GRAMMAR AND TEXTBOOK STRUCTURE / 181

substituted English for Latin as a strait-jacket into which to force
the structures of all other languages. So-called 'deeper struc-
tures' are simply the meanings of linguistic forms, as recognized,
e.g. by R. B. Lees, 'Deeper Structures' (paper read at the in-
augural meeting of the Societa di Linguistica Italiana, Rome, May,
1967). There is no real distinction to be established between
'surface' and 'deep' structure, because the latter does not exist
as a separate linguistic entity; there is only structure, which dif-
fers, and can differ very widely indeed, from one language to the
next.

Addendum: The discussion at the Round-Table meeting made
it clear to me that my objection to 'deep structure' is not so much
to the procedures of transformational analysis, as to the non-
linguistic claims made by many of its proponents and to the impli-
cations of its terminology. Provided that a transformational
statement of structural relationships (1) starts from and ends with
real, observable phenomena; (2) postulates as few hypothetical in-
termediate stages as possible; (3) is correlated with clearly stated
semantic similarities and differences at each point; (4) starts
from formal, not semantic data; (5) is recognized as a heuristic
fiction, neither more nor less so than any other type of procedure
in formulating linguistic relationships; (6) and is put forward
without any claim for its unique validity on philosophical, psycho-
logical, logical, or mathematical grounds (none of which can ever
have any central importance in linguistics)—I have no objection at
all to admitting it as one of the possible °types of statement. In
some (by no means all) instances, e. g. such constructions as It.
un merci 'a freight [train]', ci si diverte 'one amuses oneself',
or Sp. j lo cansada que estoy! 'How tired I (f.) am!', a transfor-
mational statement is much the best. But I still regard the terms
'surface' and 'deep' as unfortunate, because of their folkloristic
implications of a philosophical dualism of form vs. content. Per-
haps 'source-structure' would be a better term than 'deep struc-
ture'—provided we regard the 'source-structure' as having
priority only for analytical purposes and for convenience of formu-
lation, not implying any greater philosophical, logical or psycho-
logical 'reality'.

2This latter notion is of course widespread among naive speak-
ers, and was well described by Thomas Hardy in his Jude the
Obscure (ch. I. iv), where the hero has ordered Latin and Greek
grammars by mail, and is badly disappointed when they arrive:

He concluded that a grammar of the required tongue
would contain, primarily, a rule, prescription, or clue of
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the nature of a secret cipher, which, once known, would
enable him, by merely applying it, to change at will all
words of his own speech into those of the foreign one.
[When the grammar-books arrived . . . ] he learned for the
first time that there was no law of transmutation, as in his
innocence he had supposed (there was, to some degree, but
the grammarians did not recognize it), but that every word
in both Latin and Greek was to be individually committed
to memory at the cost of years of plodding.
3Cf. most recently R. Barrutia, 'Dispelling the Myth', MLJ

51.23-28 (1967).
^Except for certain superficial moot points (such as the use of

ain't or the 'correct' meaning of a word, e. g. mad or kid) which
may be the object of formal prescription in school or of informal
discussion in the family or among one's peer-group.

5As exemplified by such articles as R. M. Brend, 'The Return
of the Paradigm', Language Learning 17. 33-35 (1967) and R. M.
Brend and H. Stahlke, "The Use of Index Matrices in the Prepara-
tion of Language Text Books', ibid. 17.37-44(1967); V. H.
Cables, 'The Language Laboratory: Boon or Bane?', FR
39.618-622 (1966).

^The situation is not changed by certain recent unfortunate
efforts, at least partly in the name of transformational grammar,
to defend old and invalid formulations, e. g. the 'correctness' of
a construction like He is better than I because it is based on a
transformation involving ellipsis (deletion, zeroing-out), as in P.
Roberts, Introduction (p. T-ll) to the Teacher's Edition of each
volume of The Roberts English Series: A Linguistic Program
(New York: Harcourt, Brace and World, 1966 ff.). The correct-
ness (= social acceptability) of any form or construction has no
relation to the transformational rules by which it may be 'gener-
ated'.

7Cf. my New Ways to Learn a Foreign Language (New York:
Bantam Books, 1966), ch. 10-13.

8As in the first units of P. Roberts et al. , Corso d'Inglese
Parlato (New York: Harcourt, Brace and World; and Florence:
Le Monnier, 1963 ff.).

9"V. Traversa, Parola e Pensiero: Introduzione alia Lingua
Italiano Moderna (New York: Harper and Row, 1967).

l^Most recently by E. Pulgram in his excellent article 'Sciences,
Humanities, and the Place of Linguistics', in D. E. Thackrey
(ed.): Research: Definitions and Reflections (Essays on the Oc-
casion of the University of Michigan's Sesquicentennial) 67-95



CONTRASTWE GRAMMAR AND TEXTBOOK STRUCTURE / 183

(Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1967).
l-̂ Cf. most recently C. F. Hockett, 'The Yawelmani Basic

Verb', Language 43.208-222 (1967), especially 220-222, on para-
digms and principal parts.

12R. W. Langacker, in unpublished material quoted by A.
Valdman, 'The Language Situation in Haiti' 28-29 (Bloomington:
Indiana University, 1967 [mimeographed]), apparently with full
approval and with no realization of the unrealistic nature of such
pseudo-derivations. I have added asterisks to the hypothetical
intermediate penultimate and antepenultimate stages.

13In his'Meanings, Habits, and Rules', Education 49. 75-81
(1948); reprinted in Language Learning 2:1. 4-11 (1949). This
article is still the best over-all statement of the aims of language-
teaching.





THOUGHTS ON CONTRASTIVE LINGUISTICS
IN THE CONTEXT OF LANGUAGE TEACHING
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Abstract. This paper discusses some claims made on behalf of
contrastive linguistics. Comparisons are often difficult to make
and incomplete. Emphasis is often on form. Interference is one
cause of difficulty, but not only from the learner's native language.
Errors are best observed. A language is not a collection of dis-
crete terms. Linguistic usages are mutually determinative, skill
in mastering them a slow growth. The paper further discusses the
teaching and learning problems and the value of contrastive study
in the context of these, as well as the importance of meaning.

Any reference label so familiar, within a limited though diver-
sified field of professional concern, as 'contrastive linguistics',
is bound to have acquired over the years a complex of meanings,
making it hard to decide—if one looks at the way a label is used
in order to discover its meaning—which of a number of points
emphasized by those who have written about it are most character-
istic. For to some students of language 'contrastive linguistics'
is no more than the attempt to compare languages in so far as
they can be compared—one of several types of activity (not all in
a narrow sense linguistic) which may be relevant to language
teaching but which are not necessarily to be condemned as a waste



186 / W. R. LEE

of time if they are not. For others again 'contrastive linguistics'
is a kind of open-sesame or password, the main key to effective
language-teaching, towards which the up-to-date teacher marches,
confidently chanting 'Compare and contrast.' Between these two
types of attitude lie others, including the belief that 'contrastive
linguistics' is justified mainly by its relevance to language-
teaching although it has sometimes been given too prominent a
place in language-teaching theory.

If anybody, therefore, should say 'This is not true contrastive
linguistics you are talking about, but only what is sometimes as-
sumed to be such, ' my answer would be: 'Adopt what definition
you like, but here I am considering what "contrastive linguistics"
rightly or wrongly, is often taken to be. ' And the popular, the
very widespread view—reflected in numerous articles and disser-
tations—has often, in my opinion, come dangerously near the
open-sesame or password view which gives contrastive studies
undue pedagogical prominence. (Please allow me a digression at
this point. My own view is that so-called 'pure' research is al-
ways justifiable, if only because it is impossible to forecast what
applications of new knowledge there might ultimately be; but also
perhaps for other reasons. At the moment I am concerned, how-
ever, only with contrastive linguistics in the context of language-
teaching and have no time to pursue other justifications.)

The following five assumptions are familiar to most who are
interested in modern foreign-language teaching theory:

(1) that the prime cause, or even the sole cause, of diffi-
culty and error in foreign-language learning is inter-
ference coming from the learners' native language;

(2) that the difficulties are chiefly, or wholly, due to the
differences between the two languages;

(3) that the greater these differences are the more acute
the learning difficulties will be;

(4) that the results of a comparison between the two lan-
guages are needed to predict the difficulties and
errors which will occur in learning the foreign lan-
guage;

(5) that what there is to teach can best be found by com-
paring the two languages and then subtracting what is
common to them, so that 'what the student has to learn
equals the sum of the differences established by the
contrastive analysis'. (Valdman 1966:27).
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I would like to direct attention especially to the last of these
five points, but before doing so I shall comment on the preceding
ones.

Firstly, it is undeniable of course that some of the habits of
listening, speaking, reading, writing, and also thinking which are
formed in the course of acquiring competence in the native lan-
guage come into conflict with certain new habits needed for com-
petence in the foreign language some years later; though perhaps
it would be nearer the mark to say that it is the whole constella-
tion or configuration of native-language habits and competence
that is out of harmony with the habits and competences, also taken
as a whole, of the new language. The tendency to make familiar
speech-organ movements and bodily gestures, to listen for and
hear familiar patterns of sound and rhythm, to look for and see
and make the visual patterns which are familiar, all this embarrasses
the learner trying to make characteristic patterns of another lan-
guage his own: and this kind of interference affects not only the early
stages of learning, but may persist into the later stages, pulling the
advanced learner occasionally back. But it is not only the learner's
native language which exercises this influence. There is interference
both from that and, at every stage, from what has already been
taught and absorbed. This too, changing as command of the foreign
language is slowly acquired, is language-material which the learner
has absorbed, like his native language. It is also a fragment of the
new configuration of language which he is seeking to grasp, but at
no point in time does it reliably forecast what has yet to be mas-
tered: and the learner, inevitably generalizing (though doubtless
not aloud or explicitly) from his experience of the new language,
will tend to notice and produce, by false analogy, wrong patterns
of that language as well as patterns of his own. Many errors are
of this kind, and many more arise from bad teaching or from un-
suitable grading of the material to be taught. Native-language
interference cannot be the sole cause of difficulty, and whether in
particular instances it is the prime cause depends on a number of
factors, among them how far the learner has got with the new lan-
guage and how well or badly he has been taught. It may be that
where a so-called advanced learner is wallowing in a vast accumu-
lation of error, the result of years of exposure to confusing and
also boring materials and instruction, the interference coming
from what has been mis learnt is a major cause of difficulty, although,
of course, the native-language configuration of habits will continue
to exercise a strong influence too.
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Objection should be made to the view that the bigger the differ-
ence between the two languages the more difficult it is to learn
the foreign one. Granted that a considerable initial effort of total
re-adjustment is required if the languages are as unlike as, say,
English and Chinese, one may surely add that very great dissimi-
larity may help to lift the learner clear, so to speak, of his previ-
ous language configuration, of his customary way of looking at the
world through language, and may place him in a fresh orbit. It
would probably be absured to suggest that this ever happens, but it
may well tend to happend where there is little obvious common
ground between the two languages. That at least was my own
experience in tackling elementary Chinese. On the other hand,
where the similarities are great, confusion is almost inevitable. I
recall efforts to teach myself Italian during the last war, and the
marked difficulty I had in 'separating' it from my (at that time)
fairly advanced Spanish. In the end I decided that for the time
being Spanish would suffice.

Now it is often said that by means of a thorough comparison of
the native language and the foreign language we can predict the
learning errors. But is this true? And if it is true, is such pre-
diction necessary? And can the comparison be thorough?

Where direct observation of the difficulties is possible, predic-
tion would seem to be perversely indirect, a roundabout and
hazardous way of getting to what is near at hand. 'What is the use
of predicting mistakes already heard? Since anyone who has
taught a language can predict from experience the sort of mis-
takes his students are likely to make a posteriori, is he any the
wiser for the a priori and less reliable prediction which the lin-
guist makes on the basis of a differential analysis?' (Mackey
1966:200-1). The obvious answer is No, assuming that the diffi-
culties have already been observed or are readily accessible to
observation. One must, however, add the reservation that an in-
expert observer will not notice all the mistakes, and will not
describe them accurately enough to supply sound guidance to
others. Linguists will of course be able to interpret and improve
on amateurish accounts of error (they have had ample experience
of these in the past) and such accounts may be far from useless to
language-teachers. Better still, the teacher adequately trained
in language-observing skills will make direct and accurate obser-
vations.

It is the known difficulties, rather than those which should in
theory occur, which interest a teacher about to teach a particular
language in a particular area. Some of these difficulties are local,
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others are found elsewhere; some of them are peculiar to the lan-
guage being taught, while others are common to the teaching of
several languages; and, of course, some of them are non-
linguistic (in the sense of not being associable with an analysis of
the structures and systems of the language itself), while others
are (in this sense) linguistic. It is advisable, however, to look
them squarely in the face to see what they are, and not to guess at
what they ought to be without even looking over one's shoulder.
Are there any circumstances in which the learning difficulties
cannot be observed? Only, it would seem, where the language
concerned had not been taught before, or where it had once been
taught but without an adequate record of the difficulties being
made.

Furthermore,, prediction is by no means wholly reliable. Al-
though there are common faults, not all speakers of the same
first language cope with the difficulties of learning a particular
foreign language in the same way, making exactly the same mis-
takes. For example, not all German learners of English who have
difficulty with final voiced stops (as in cab) shorten the syllable
and use a final voiceless stop, as commonly in German itself;
some use a final continuant sound. How language-learners do
cope with difficulties has to be observed, and the well-trained
teacher does observe this among his own pupils as he teaches
them, and should take action at the time accordingly.

Again, not all differences between the two languages lead to
difficulty, since one of the languages may have more distinctions
than the other. Thus English know, covering the range of Spanish
conocer and saber, presents no great problem to the Spanish
learner of English, and I imagine that the Tzeltal-speaker, with
his twenty-five different verbs corresponding to English carry,
experiences a certain relief on finding that he does not have to
learn twenty-five equivalents in English, though I suspect that in
using the English word carry he will strain a little to find ways of
linguistically differentiating it (by means of additions) in the dif-
ferent contexts represented by carrying on one's head, carrying
in one's fist, carrying by one corner, carrying with tongs, and
so on. I have not myself, I believe, found any difficulty in using
Czech sourozenci, meaning 'brothers and/or sisters' and my
Czech-born wife apparently had little difficulty with cousin, for
which there is bratranec (male cousin) and sestrenice (female
cousin), a minor headache to the English learner of Czech.

A further point is doubtless of less widespread validity. 'In
countries where English has been taught for many generations
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there may have grown up certain conventions which govern the
substitution of sounds in the mother tongue for English sounds'
(Baird 1967:132). Thus in some of the languages spoken in India
either a dental or a retroflex 't' could be substituted for the Eng-
lish 'V sound; but the majority substitute the retroflex and not the
dental sound. The learner of English is faced here with a diffi-
culty arising from a difference between his native language and
English; but, as Baird (1967) points out, 'it is unlikely that a con-
trastive study of the phonology of Hindi or Urdu and of English
would have enabled the teacher to predict this choice with any cer-
tainty. Nor would it have enabled him to guess that the Indian
dental 't ' sound is used with the addition of aspiration as a substi-
tute for the English 'th' sound. A contrastive study of the phonol-
ogy of North Indian languages and of English would be unlikely to
prepare the expatriate teacher, or the Indian teacher from an-
other region, for a variety of alveolar 't ' which is very close to
the English sound and often replaces the retroflex 't' in the
Lucknow dialect of Urdu.'

All this points to the need for direct observation of mistakes,
but does not, of course, mean that contrastive linguistics has
nothing to offer to the language-teacher. Looking for the difficul-
ties and finding them is one thing, and much to be preferred to not
looking for them but only looking at the two languages and then
guessing what the difficulties might be. Looking behind the diffi-
culties in an attempt to see their causes is again something else.
Contrast and comparison of the learners' language (with its various
registers and dialects) and the language being learnt can reveal at
least some of these causes, and may also suggest remedial action.
It is not likely to fill in the whole picture.

Moreover, it is no easy matter to compare languages. Much
of the comparison already carried out has been concerned with
forms rather than with the use of those forms to refer to and cope
with life. Thorough comparison would, for example, involve a
consideration of the various uses of, say, tense-forms in differ-
ing kinds of situational and largely extra-linguistic context. This
at once introduces into the comparison a higher degree of com-
plexity, and may bring out a greater measure of divergence be-
tween the languages. But it is the use of a language as an instru-
ment of living, as a means of referring to or 'handling' or strug-
gling with things which are not language, which is the language-
teacher's principal concern. To teach pupils the forms alone
would be nothing much.
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Another complication is that what is to be found at one level of
analysis in one language is not necessarily to be found at the same
level in another. For instance, what is said lexically may be ex-
pressed through phonology or syntax, and vice versa. The English
I don't lend my books to anyone may mean I lend my books to no
one or I lend my books to special people only according to the in-
tonation used, while in French personne or n'importe qui ex-
presses the difference (Mackey 1965a: 245). In English we have
lexical differentiation in He attempted to escape and He wanted to
escape, whereas in French there is a tense-change: II a voulu
s'Schapper and n voulait s'6chapper (Mackey 1965b:97). There is
an interesting parallel of which Schubiger (1965) gives numerous
examples, between German particles, such as doch and eben, and
English intonation patterns. There are very many such instances
of a lack of level-to-level correspondence, and we cannot see far
even into the merely formal nature of languages unless we take
them fully into account. They, too, add much to the difficulty of
making a thorough comparison of two languages.

Suppose, nevertheless, that such a comparison could be made
and its results stated. Let us ignore for the moment the proba-
bility that interference comes also from what has been learnt,
that observation of difficulties is more direct and more reliable
than their prediction, and that the main errors are not necessarily
associated with the biggest differences. Let us assume, in fact,
that the comparison reliably indicates the learners' difficulties.
Of what practical value is such a comparison, taken as a whole,
to the language-teacher or the textbook-writer? What can he do
with it?

That, I submit, depends on what and how numerous the diffi-
culties are. I was recently confronted with the task of writing a
beginners' course of English which could be used to teach Greek-
speaking children. Since there was no time or opportunity to
carry out full-blooded research, I could rely only on published
accounts of their difficulties, reinforced by observations made on
the spot. Quite apart from the numerous pronunciation difficul-
ties, affecting nearly all the English vowel and diphthong sounds
and most of the consonant sounds, as well as stress and intona-
tion, there is general difficulty over word order, the articles,
personal pronouns, possessive and relative pronouns, emphatic
and reflexive pronouns, gender, pronominal one, continuous
tense-forms, the present perfect and the simple past, negative
and interrogative forms of verbs, do, must, can, be, have, ad-
verbs, prepositions, the gerund and infinitive, the passive, there
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is and there are, the position of adjectives, comparative and
superlative constructions, demonstrative and possessive adjec-
tives, and indefinite adjectives—to use the traditional terms and to
name only some of the problems. In short, there is a great deal
of difficulty—so much indeed, that little one would want to teach
(because of its importance and classroom teachability) in, say,
the first year or two is not in some way difficult. Where, then,
is the possibility of choice ? One may almost as well plan out a
course without first trying to separate difficult from non-difficult
items. If some of the difficult items prove to be more difficult
than others, more time can be spent in teaching them. If there
are things which present little or no difficulty, they can be passed
over more quickly. This argument is less valid where the list of
difficulties is relatively short, as when the two languages are
closely related: but then there are the confusions arising from
close similarity. It may have less validity, also, when applied
to the advanced stages of a course, where the main difficulties
have presumably been overcome and left behind.

However much there is to be said for partial comparisons of
languages in order to discover the nature of certain difficulties,
it is unsound, in my view, to regard a language as consisting on
the one hand of difficult parts or aspects and on the other hand of
easy ones, the former to be taught and the latter to be left to look
after themselves. A language is not a collection of separable and
self-sufficient parts. The parts are mutually dependent and mu-
tually determinative. They determine each other's use and mean-
ing. So the learner of English has not fully acquired, let us say,
one of the several uses of the present perfect tense-form until,
no doubt very much later, he has acquired its other uses, and
also the uses of other tense-forms and other structures, whether
or not any of these bear a superficial likeness to forms of the
learner's language. Understanding and command of a language
seem to grow up slowly within the learner as a whole thing. This
I would say is the main point, and it means that in planning and
teaching a language course one should have that language in mind
rather than the differences between two languages. Apart from
this, the thesis that the content of a language-teaching syllabus is
to be based chiefly on those differences appears to deny the pos-
sibility of linguistic universals, the existence of which is indi-
cated by the fact that some errors and difficulties are wide-
spread. *

I have not been attacking contrastive or differential linguistics,
but only saying that pedagogical theory should not give it too
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prominent a place. It has contributed much to the solution of
language-teaching problems, and of course has much more still
to contribute. One of several approaches still likely to yield use-
ful results is, for example, that of the Prague School, which tries
to proceed from meaning content to function and then form (Jailing
1968:41-2). The central problem of teaching a foreign language,
however, is that of demonstrating and exercising the meaningful
use of its systems and structures as a way of communicating with
other people, and all other language-teaching problems appear to
be secondary to that. As Prator (Allen 1965:91) has said: 'The
most significant current trend in methods of teaching English may
well prove to be the attempt to assign to communication its proper
role in the classroom.' In the context of language teaching, the
insights conferred by contrastive linguistic study take their place,
along with other important insights, within the framework of that
attempt.

NOTE

M am grateful to Prof. Randolph Quirk for calling my attention
to this point.
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THE DURABILITY OF
'CONTRASTIVE S T U D I E S '

W. FREEMAN TWADDELL

Brown University

Abstract. Linguistics and psychology both have interests be-
yond and often quite remote from the art of FL teaching. There
is no automatic fallout from these antecedent disciplines that can
be immediately or automatically used in the classroom, the audio-
visual lab, or the preparation of FL learning materials. This
distance, this delay in application, is a good thing.

The contribution of linguistics to FL teaching is to map effi-
ciently the relation between the learner's initial behavior (in his
native language) and his desired behavior (in the target foreign
language). This relation can be overtly described in 'contrastive
studies' or—more often—is used tacitly by informed classroom
teachers and informed writers of teaching materials. Such con-
trastive analyses are rather simple, even rather gross, compari-
sons of relevant portions of the two languages. Such low-level
statements are nearly immune to the fluctuations due to varying
theories and speculations about 'learning' or the 'real ' nature of
language behavior or performance or competence. Hence any
reasonably prudent contrastive analyses should outlast passing
fashions of scholastic speculations about language or learning.

Just because the relation of contrastive studies to the two ante-
cedent disciplines of linguistics and psychology is a humble one,
they can protect FL teaching from extravagant faddishness that
may from time to time appear in terminology and/or dogma in
the ivory towers.
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The meek shall inherit the earth. Most of the contrastive
studies now available are humble; so they should be durable.
They are humble juxtapositions of parts of descriptions of two
languages, sticking quite close to familiar and unarguable obser-
vations.

There are some formal printed contrastive studies, mostly of
features of phonology or partial comparisons of grammars. More
numerous, more pervasive, and probably much more efficacious
at the moment are the unpretentious tacit or unstructured com-
parisons implicit in many teaching materials of the last quarter
century. Besides, many teachers have been introduced to as-
pects of contrastive structures in summer courses and in pre-
service training programs.

In the nature of the case, a contrastive study must lag behind
the analysis of the less completely analyzed of the two languages
involved. But the standards for analysis are rather low. Indeed,
it is questionable whether the refined analytical procedures of the
past half century have added substantially to the body of knowl-
edge to be reflected in contrastive studies. Our teaching mate-
rials today are more cautious about describing other languages
as though they were imperfect Englishes or Latins, and many of
our teachers can answer sensible questions more sensibly. But
not many new major differences among the often-taught languages
are turning up. The terminology has changed; probably no
teacher would today tell a beginning class that the definite article
is always omitted in Russian. But although today the formulation
of a contrast may be less mystical and narrative, it is the same
contrast between Russian and English with respect to one aspect
of noun-phrase grammar that is being formulated in different
ways. Whether Russian always omits the definite article that
English displays or English has a phrase-structure rewrite rule
which Russian lacks, the observed contrast is a matter of obser-
vation. Fashions in mysticism and narrative metaphor may
change; major language structures change more slowly.

What is new and valuable is the attempt to generalize and to
work out some quasi-quantitative gradations of relative impor-
tance of structural contrasts, as a guide to sequencing and recur-
rence of practice. This grading of difficulty necessarily follows
the determination of the contrasts to be graded.

Those contrasts are gross and obvious, if it is to be pedagogi-
cally worth while to pay attention to them. Herein lies the poten-
tial durability of contrastive studies. The corresponding danger
to durability lies in the temptation to formulate the obvious in



THE DURABILITY OF 'CONTRASTIVE STUDIES' / 197

recondite terms, the gross in subtleties.
It is no secret that FL teachers are not identical. Not even

ACTFL plus ERIC has dared to guess at the proportions of the
sub-populations. But we know that there are many influential
right-wing teachers whose control of the FL they teach is a skill
in translating from it into English, with due regard to the flavor
of idiom in the FL. Many of these teachers have a great respect
for grammatical knowledge as a means or even an end: they be-
lieve that on the eighth day of creation in 4004 BC, the Lord made
nominative singulars and infinitives. Thereafter, becoming fruit-
ful, the nominative singulars brought forth cases and numbers,
and genders; the infinitives produced persons and numbers,
tenses and moods, and voices—the less said about participles the
better. Some of these teachers might be helped to a clearer un-
derstanding and perhaps to more effective formulations by an un-
complicated contrastive study, but only if that study rests con-
vincingly on what our right-wing colleagues regard as the familiar
phonetic and grammatical facts. Then there is a considerable
middle-of-the-road group, who teach what is in the textbook as
best they can, choosing judiciously to underplay or to emphasize
some types of exercise or some aspects of structure, illuminat-
ing the teaching materials with good management in the classroom
or language lab; these teachers deserve a body of reliable
contrastive-study lore that they can communicate or suppress, as
pedagogical wisdom dictates. And there is the indispensable left-
wing segment which is unhappy until it has found some way to use
what it heard last summer about what had happened the previous
winter at the Linguistic Society meeting or the previous spring at
Georgetown. These hunters of the latest fashion often incorporate
terminology which may be appropriate for rarified theoretical
speculations but hardly alters the relations of two language struc-
tures, and hardly makes those relations more manageable for FL
learning. These members of the educational jetset need the pro-
tection of low-level contrastive studies, just as the extreme right-
wing teachers need the prodding of realistic statements of con-
trasts.

The production of contrastive studies is beautifully simple in
theory: Experts in the phonology and grammar (and to some ex-
tent the lexicons) of two languages find comparable sub-systems
which are potential conflict points for the learner. The nature of
those conflict points is described and the extent of the conflict is
delimited. Then writers of textbooks who have other skills than
linguistic expertise can be guided in making decisions of
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sequencing and recurrence. The specialist classroom teacher or
the supervisor or curriculum specialist can learn from the con-
trastive studies how a given structure should be made available
for mastery by the learner.

As linguistics becomes more and more specialized, and during
the current period of scholastic ferment, it is getting less and less
likely that the true experts will all have the same way of formulat-
ing their comparisons. But it is really not particularly important
for the practical purposes of contrastive studies whether one has
found healing beside the pool of Bethesda or the pool of Siloam.
Some linguists say that languages differ unpredictably and without
limit. Other linguists say that all languages are very much alike
in their 'deep structure' and differ only in their surface structures.
Obviously, it comes to the same thing, so far as FL learning is
concerned: when deep structure is so deep that all languages are
essentially alike, depth equals triviality, for practical pedagogi-
cal purposes.

It makes little difference whether a linguistic expert comparing
two phonologies believes in phonemes as God's truth, or in pho-
nemes as heuristic fictions or methodological artifacts, or in
phonemes as uninteresting coagulations of articulatory components
or acoustic qualities. The fact remains that in the classroom and
in the language lab the English-speaking learner of a Romance
language will, unless guided by someone who has been guided by
some kind of contrastive study, perform unsatisfactorily in pro-
nouncing what may be called initial voiceless stops and tense non-
diphthongal vowels.

For some kinds of thinking about language, it is interesting to
distinguish between linguistic competence and linguistic perform-
ance. Some thinkers prefer to devote their thinking to conclusions
about competence rather than performance. But a thinker who
esteems competence and contemns performance will hardly be
interested in composing a contrastive study for practical use in
the classroom or in a textbook. The linguistic objective in FL
teaching is the learner's ability to perform. The differences be-
tween his NL and his desired FL performance are not particularly
mysterious and are not liable to major changes except insofar as
real information about the structures of the two languages in-
creases.

Granted that such increases in real information do not formu-
late themselves; they have to be formulated by individuals who
have their own interests and very often their own ways of formu-
lating things. Even on the phonological level there are often
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alternative symbolizations based on different segmentings and dif-
ferent rankings of distinctive features. These alternative sym-
bolizations are usually convertible one into another, but they are
still different.

It may be that some of the contrastive studies now available
suffer from idiosyncratic formulation or—conversely—from an
attempt to present an anthology of differing formulations. The
most durable contrastive study may be one written by a person or
persons of lesser eminence and lesser commitment to a formula-
tion, and more concern with the observable data on which the
formulations are based. For instance, it is predictable that any
contrastive grammatical study involving English will somehow
refer to relative clauses without an object relative pronoun, as a
grammatical feature not paralleled in the other language. This
feature of English can be formulated in terms of rather different
general frameworks, as a deletion after an embedding of a trans-
formed S, or as one of several kinds of post-nominal modifiers.
But no matter how it is formulated, the feature itself has to be a
part of a contrastive grammatical study, and it will be a part.

For it is clear that a contrastive study is not self-applying.
The preparation of teaching materials still requires some art in
addition to science. Classrooms are usually inhabited by people;
and even extreme total machine-aided language learning repli-
cates rather than eliminates a teacher. The application of a given
portion of a contrastive study involves value judgments, a weigh-
ing of means and ends. The more a set of phonological or gram-
matical facts is limited to a particular style of formulation, the
harder it may be for the working writer or teacher to make peda-
gogical use of it. Hence the possibility that we may need to cas-
cade the production of contrastive studies: first the statements
and speculations of specialists in the two languages, then high-
level typological comparative studies, and then finally a usable
and fairly durable comprehensive handbook done by a popularizer
for use in teacher-training courses and as a reminder for writers
constructing teaching materials.

One aspect of the use of contrastive studies is quite outside the
competence of linguists as such: the extent to which the contrast
should be presented overtly to the language learner. Just as con-
trastive studies are a low-level adjunct to linguistic analysis, so
their visibility in the textbook or the classroom is a low-level
adjunct to pedagogy and—rather more remotely—to learning-
theory. In this respect, too, durability is inversely related to
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fashionable ness. If pedagogy is dominated by a learning theory
which calls for training in micro-behaviors, one degree of visi-
bility of linguistic structure will be favored. If one or another
theory of cognitive learning is adhered to devoutly, a different de-
gree would be prescribed. From what my spies in psychology de-
partments tell me, there is a certain non-uniformity with respect
to learning-theory, both in time and between experts. A formula-
tion of linguistic contrasts too dependent on one psychological
theory will probably sacrifice durability.

Two criteria for sensible overt use of contrastive studies have
to do with the nature of language and with the nature of language
learners:

Some levels, or strata, of language are more characterized by
habitual activity than others. If we use such labels as 'phonology,
morphology, syntax, lexicon' it will probably be agreed that the
component of habit is strongest in phonology, weakest in lexicon,
and conversely that the component of choice is strongest in lexi-
con, weakest in phonology. Where habitual activity dominates,
'understanding' something is less adequate than having practiced
it. Even within the level of phonology, it is one thing for the
writer or the teacher to know of a pitfall in technical phonetic
terms and another thing to try to help the learner by using those
terms. Instructions about lip posture, jaw angle (called 'openness
of the mouth'), and contact point of the tongue tip can be compre-
hended and may be useful. But not instructions about what we re -
gard as such simple activities as lowering the velum or closing
the glottis.

The other criterion is the matter of simple common sense in
fitting the ingredient of intellectual understanding to the age, ex-
perience, and motivation of the learners. Psychology may help a
little here, but only a pretty low-level psychology, I would think.
That is to say that the fall-out from psychology is no more self-
applying than that from linguistic research, so far as pedagogi-
cally useful contrastive studies are concerned.

I hope there is no illusion that it is easy to prepare or use a
durable contrastive analysis merely because it deals with the
gross and obvious products of linguistic research. The history of
the CAL series of contrastive studies hints at the difficulty of
production; and perhaps the authors of those which have appeared
are not wholly satisfied with their products. As for the use of
contrastive analysis in FL teaching materials, I can report that
my share in writing grammar-oriented workbooks for high school
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German courses has required as hard thinking and laborious r e -
writings as any I have done in my life.

I hope also there is no doubt about the importance of durability.
The consumers of contrastive studies are busy people—teachers,
writers, publishers—who face real tasks and serious tasks.
Serving those people may not be the principal raison d'etre of lin-
guistics. But if linguistics claims to serve them, durability will
help them more than a precarious modernity. For linguists as
linguists, it may be exhilarating to play with new notations and
models and speculations about various edges and depths of lan-
guage and languages; but those games can be confusing for people
with work to do.

Such people do not want to be retooled needlessly. If they are
told that what they learned ten years ago about the relations of
two languages was all wrong because it was based on a wrong
theory, they can demand to be shown what if any important new
relevant information has been produced by a correct theory—
information they can use in preparing their materials or conduct-
ing their classes. The best protection for them, and for linguis-
tics, is the contrastive study that is durable and comprehensible
and usable.
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Abstract. The pure research aspects of the discipline of lin-
guistics as an international science prosper. And projects deal-
ing with the practical applications of linguistics have, during the
past decade, received very large sums of money; and the volume
of activity has greatly taxed available linguistic manpower. How-
ever, confidence in the promise of Applied Linguistics appears to
be lessening among language teachers and others. Specifically,
linguistic applications to machine translation and programmed
language instruction seem to have reached an impasse; and the
psycholinguistic research base and the lasting effectiveness of
audio-lingualism are under serious challenge. An immense
credibility gap is opening rapidly. The profession of linguistics
is in critical need of an effective and responsible mechanism
which can provide sound and clear analysis and interpretation of
the application of linguistics to contemporary linguistic problems.

I am not, professionally, a linguist. However, no choice was
involved in this circumstance. After World War II I got my gradu-
ate education in English literature in a hurry and found myself
quickly swept into a succession of service and administration po-
sitions which have continuously preoccupied my time and energies.
Nevertheless, early in my post-war career I developed a respect
for linguistics through personal contacts with such individuals as
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Albert Marckwardt, Milton Cowan, William Moulton, and Free-
man Twaddell, and subsequently with many other linguistics per-
sons such as Dwight Bolinger, Donald Bowen, Ernest Haden,
Lawrence Poston, George Faust, John Carroll, Robert Lado,
James Alatis, Charles Ferguson, John Lotz, and many many
others. If such estimable individuals, otherwise sane and r e -
sponsible, believed in linguistics, then surely here was something
to be watched.

I might add that during the same period I have been not unim-
pressed by the fact that a goodly number of other linguistics per-
sons have been quite free with arrogant, scornful, sarcastic, or
dogmatic persiflage; and nevertheless, linguistics as a discipline
has managed to move forward, though sometimes staggering from
the excessive emotions of these people. I am reminded of
Boccaccio's tale of the French Jew Abraham who went to Rome to
observe the papal court and, on returning home, declared:

As far as I can judge, it seems to me that your chief pastor
and all the others endeavor with all diligence and all their
wit and every art to bring to naught and banish from the
world the Christian religion, when they should be its foun-
dation and support. And since I see that what they strive
to attain does not come to pass—rather that your religion
continually increases and waxes still brighter and more
glorious—it seems to me that I manifestly discern that the
Holy Spirit is truly the foundation and support of it, as of
that which is truer and holier over any other. Wherefore
and whereas, before I remained obdurate and insensible to
your exhortations and would not be persuaded to embrace
your faith, I now tell you frankly that for nothing in the
world would I forbear to become a Christian. Let us then
to church and there have me baptized, according to the
rite and ordinance of your holy faith.

I don't know how one becomes baptized a linguist, though it's
something to think about. At any rate, if I am not a linguist, for
the past fifteen years I have been a linguistics-watcher—or per-
haps more precisely, an applied-linguistics watcher.

And it seems to have become one of my privileges, or duties,
to speak directly and bluntly on occasion to my friends the lin-
guists, at risk of reputation, if not of life and limb. At the invi-
tation of Bob Lado, who had just recently become Dean of the In-
stitute of Languages and Linguistics, I gave this 'Concluding
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Luncheon Address' eight years ago on the eve of a Government-
arranged trip to the Soviet Union to examine foreign language
teaching there. My comments in 1960, as Chief of the NDEA Lan-
guage Development Program in the U. S. Office of Education, pro-
voked one luncheoner to storm the rostrum and seize the micro-
phone in order to deliver a 'Post-Concluding Luncheon Address'
in which he condemned me as uninformed, anti-linguistic, and
just plain stupid. I considered responding with a 'Post-Post Con-
cluding Luncheon Address'; but since his heated comments had
already demonstrated part of my thesis, I remained silent, allow-
ing the audience to believe that this outburst was a rather theatri-
cal part of the entertainment, and I left for the Soviet Union. In
1960 I had spoken of the cherry blossoms (the Round Table that
year was scheduled in April) and had pointed out the vast potential
of new Federal financial assistance to the development of language
teaching, which presented an unparalleled opportunity for those
who believed linguistics could be applied to the teaching of foreign
languages. I said, among other things:

One who has responsibility for a developmental program
with considerable funds soon becomes aware of what we
may call the sources of professional and quasi-professional
accountability, and there are many in the language field to-
day, from Esperantists to tape-recorder manufacturers.
However, except for a handful of individuals, linguistics as
an organized profession has shown all the pressure of an
uninflated inner tube. I had expected—nay, feared—other-
wise, and, quite frankly, I am surprised and indeed disap-
pointed. Let me make clear to you that I am no votary of
linguistics applied to American education, because I must
deal with evidence and demonstration. But I do believe
that the loss to the national interest may be grave if in the
present circumstances the potential worth of linguistics in
education cannot be tested.

I had already pleaded the same case with other individuals and
groups in the linguistic field. From responsible linguists I heard
the same agonized story: the development of linguistics had not
yet reached the stage where it could be useful (ten more years,
one linguist said) and there were not yet enough linguists anyway.
But some eminent linguists, such as Al Marckwardt, Charles
Ferguson, and Bill Moulton, saw the opportunity and urged action.
And there were language teachers with a deep respect for
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linguistics, such as Lawrence Poston, Bruce Gaarder, and
George Faust, who came to Washington and literally dragged lin-
guists, some of them kicking and screaming, into American edu-
cation.

Inevitably, with heavy financial support from the Government,
a revolution of sorts has been accomplished in language teaching
during the past decade, and American linguistics, ready or not,
has participated and indeed is given a respectable share of the
credit. If linguists were not yet ready for mass application,
there is some solace in two results: they have accumulated a
large amount of experience and they have gained the sympathetic
awareness of tens of thousands of language teachers. I shall not
apologize for playing a part, through taunting and cajoling, in per-
suading linguists to undertake research and development projects
during the past decade. The opportunity was there, and one could
not know how long it would last. Any linguist who is currently
seeking financial support for applied projects in the accustomed
places knows that the bountiful funds are now drying up and we
know not when, if ever, they shall return.

Nevertheless, ready or not, American linguistics is now in
some trouble insofar as the public image is concerned. And this
is my central theme today.

Consider, for instance, the field of mechanical translation, in
which linguists, some of them extremely competent, have been
active. A congressional committee in 1960 discovered that the
Army, Navy, Air Force, Central Intelligence Agency, and Na-
tional Science Foundation had spent or committed 7 million dollars
to the development of mechanical translation, and appropriations
were to be stepped up. The committee report painted rosy pros-
pects. But seven years (and other millions of dollars) later a
committee constituted by the National Science Foundation found
that the results of computerized translation projects were quite
disappointing. To quote a New York Times commentary on the
report:

If you have begun to fear that there is no stopping the ma-
chine in its march to take over human duties, cheer up—
at least for a while . . . Various systems and program de-
vices were tried. All ended with translations of poor
quality. The translations could be performed with in-
credible speed, but the results were thoroughly unsatis-
factory. In addition they were costlier than human trans-
lations because men and women had to be brought in to
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make sense out of what the machine had produced . . . The
Committee recommended that research should continue but
cautioned against extravagant expenditures 'on a relatively
small business that is doing the job satisfactorily'. If one
may translate these words, they obviously mean that trans-
lation is not a major national concern like antimissile mis-
siles and that man can do the job better anyhow.

I've quoted from the newspaper because in my talk today I am
concerned with the public image of linguistics, and the unhappy
reports on machine translation set off a rash of witty commen-
taries and editorials which, however unfair, have not helped lin-
guistics.

Consider the field of programmed language instruction, which
was to be the bright star of linguistics—the ultimate contribution
to foreign language instruction. A good deal of financial aid and
tremendous intellectual effort have revealed that in terms of
readiness we seem to have hardly emerged from the linguistic
womb.

If machine translation and programmed language learning are
relatively esoteric to the interests of this audience, let's turn to
a consideration of linguistics and the theories and practices of
foreign language instruction in the classroom—a subject which
should concern almost everyone here. It is well known that the
current popular approach to language teaching—the audiolingual
approach—is based in many technical and theoretical respects
upon the concepts of the Bloomfield linguistic tradition. Modern
audiolingualism, as evidenced in an increasing selection of school
and college instructional materials, is a direct descendant of the
Intensive Language Program fostered during World War II, with
emphasis on language as speech, imitation and repetition, induc-
tive grammar, etc.

In general, American linguists have looked on, and abetted,
the development of the audiolingual approach. But time and ex-
perience seem to be leading inexorably to a showdown on pure and
simple audiolingualism. The signposts are blurred and confusing,
at least to me and a good many other linguistics-watchers. Let
me try to explain, and I offer my apologies to the more sophisti-
cated theoretical linguists present.

A useful place to start is a well-turned-out essay by L. M.
Myers called 'Two Approaches to Languages' (PMLA LXXVII,
Dir. [Sept. 1962], 6-10):
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Something over fifty years ago de Saussure made an illumi-
nating (though not precisely demonstrable) division of
speech into langue and parole. Langue is a social institu-
tion, a set of conventions that each speaker must (more or
less) master; parole is actual speaking. Any act of parole
would be utterly meaningless if it were not a reflection of
an underlying langue, but it can only be a reflection, and
may involve a very considerable distortion. American lin-
guists, following Bloomfield, have usually approached [the
description of individual languages] through parole . . .
Most European linguists have followed de Saussure, who
declared that linguistics is properly concerned with langue
alone. The typical American position, certainly influenced
by the availability of hitherto undescribed Indian languages
to direct observation, will here be called anthropological;
and the European one, with its emphasis on underlying ab-
stract relations, mathematical. There are linguists on
both sides who dislike this terminology, since they prefer
to call their own approach simply scientific, and the oppo-
site one worthless.

The anthropological linguists, studying each language on
its own merits and in its own time, feel that the investiga-
tor should make his description directly from the immedi-
ate evidence. Resemblance to any other language should be
regarded as no more than a coincidence, and any theory of
historical development should at least be postponed until
there is an ample supply of synchronic descriptions. Lin-
guists using this approach may be careful, methodical,
able, and generally admirable; but they can't very well be
rigorous, because their job is not of a kind in which rigor
is possible.

The mathematical linguists are basically interested in
abstract relations and only secondarily concerned with
physical phenomena of any sort. They do not regard the
parole of native informants as the inviolable raw data from
which inductive generalizations must be drawn, but rather
as a sort of haze they must see through in order to get at
the real organization of the underlying langue. Starting
with postulates and proceeding by deduction, they want to
work out the basic general laws of linguistic structure in
such a comprehensive way that the structure of any given
language will appear as a special case. In such work rigor
is perfectly possible, but of course it applies only to the
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internal consistency of the theoretical system. The ques-
tion of how accurately this system describes the actual phe-
nomena of human communication is quite another matter.

To summarize the differences, anthropological linguists
are concerned with the practical task of making useful de-
scriptions of such languages as they encounter, while mathe-
matical linguists are concerned with investigating the under-
lying structure of 'language itself. It is of course possible
for a man to be (at different times) both a geometer and a
practical surveyor. But the two tasks remain fundamen-
tally different; and though the findings of each may prove
helpful to the other, we cannot simply add them together
without getting most peculiar results.

As you will recognize, the audiolingual approach in language teach-
ing is directly in the tradition of de Saussure's parole, or in other
terms, 'anthropological' or 'Bloomfieldien' linguistics. In con-
tradistinction is the broader concept of de Saussure's langue, or
in other terms 'mathematical' or, closer to home, 'Chomskian'
linguistics. The mention of Chomsky is likely to arouse glad lit-
tle cries, or sighs of despair, or contemptuous growls.

It is precisely in these reactions that the trouble arises for us
linguistics-watchers. The linguists we admire react in any of
these ways, but none of them seems ready yet to make a quiet as-
sessment of langue and parole vis-a-vis foreign language peda-
gogy.

It is well known among language teachers that in 1966 at the
Northeast Conference on the Teaching of Foreign Languages
Chomsky outlined, somewhat obscurely, his understanding of the
relevance of generative grammar to foreign language teaching.
He expressed doubts about the theoretical effectiveness of audio-
lingualism because of its base upon parole, or Bloomfieldian lin-
guistics, and suggested that generative grammar, or langue,
might be essential to any complete language-teaching pedagogy,
because it opened up the creative aspect—the cognitive aspect—
of language use which the audiolingual-habit approach seemed to
ignore. However, he confessed that he knew little about the teach-
ing of foreign languages, and he was attacked rather violently.
. For several years there has been developing a first class con-

troversy over the relative merits of what John Carroll distin-
guishes as the 'audiolingual habit theory' (parole) versus the 'cog-
nitive code-learning theory' (langue). Carroll, incidentally, has
pointed out that neither approach has any really sound base in
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psychological theory. Chomsky, perhaps unwittingly, is stirring
the cauldron, and pro and con reverberations can be bitter. A few
months ago, a review in Scientific American of a new book on lan-
guage, which includes an appendix on linguistics by Chomsky,
lamented that Bloomfield's name did not appear in the book and
referred to 'the neomedieval philosopher Noam Chomsky'. A sub-
sequent issue of the same magazine carried a letter to the editor
violently attacking the reviewer, saying among other heated state-
ments: 'As is well known, mentalism is something that most
Bloomfieldians will not talk about, because it seems they cannot
even think about it . . . '

I remind you that I am only a linguistics-watcher, but the sign-
posts are confusing. Some rather responsible linguists—Valdman,
Saporta, Spolsky, to name a few—are not repelled by the cognitive
code-learning theory. Nelson Brooks, who invented the term
audiolingual and whose book Language and Language Learning is
usually considered the classic fountainhead of audiolingualism,
has now declared that cognition cannot be brushed aside.

Now, what concerns me as a linguistics-watcher is that this
controversy, with all its confusing and sometime bitter noises,
seems on the verge of bubbling into a very public affair. Public
awareness is probably inevitable and probably welcome. I am less
worried about this inevitable occurrence than I am about how it
will take place. Unless caution and moderation are employed,
there is very real danger that more than a decade of progress in
language teaching can be undone. If it is argued publicly by lin-
guists—as some zealots seem eager to do—that the audiolingual
approach is wrong, the results can be quite disastrous. Class-
room language teachers have a daily job to do, and they do it with
the materials and the methodology at hand. The audiolingual ap-
proach is now widely followed. But a powerful reservoir of r e -
sentment still exists against audiolingualism and any brand of lin-
guistics. Intemperate statements can create a stampede back to
traditional grammar-and-translation. Even enlightened and sym-
pathetic language teachers, seeing violent arguments about
parole versus langue, may lose confidence and curse both your
houses. Freeman Twaddell this morning commented briefly on
this danger. Bob Stockwell, always a keen observer, remarked
this morning that he sensed in the questions and statements dur-
ing the past two days a drift of growing disaffection by language
teachers present. There is a triple danger here—to linguistics,
to the language-teaching profession, and to the national interest.
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May I then earnestly hope that the note of controversy be
cooled in favor of constructive discussion, at least in public. No
lofty pronouncements of impending doom. No breathless predic-
tions of the millenium. No witty barbs and innuendo. No fire and
brimstone. Ahead lies a great amount of theoretical study and
discussion, of experimentation and development. Many of our
ablest language-teaching linguists, young and old, are showing
signs of interest in this problem. They need to share their find-
ings calmly, and progress together carefully and soundly toward
wherever their work may bring them.

To achieve this, forums will be needed. This annual George-
town Round Table is one. I should like to call attention to a new
national forum, the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign
Languages, which at its first annual meeting in Chicago last
December included a notable session on applied linguistics in
language-teaching, and which in its new journal, Foreign Lan-
guage Annals, will publish significant and, hopefully, temperate
contributions to the parole-langue discussion.

To conclude on a positive note, I believe that applied linguistics
has before it a challenging and exciting new time of study, r e -
search, and discussion, and its seems hopeful that foreign lan-
guage teaching can be a beneficiary. It should be a most interest-
ing time for this humble linguistics-watcher. Thank you.
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COMMENT 1

Sister Dolores Marie Burton, S. N. D.
Emmanuel College, Boston, Massachusetts

I enjoy the luxury of teaching English as a native language.
My biggest problem is that my students persist in producing sen-
tences like the following:

Shakespeare's history plays are mirrors of treachery,
bloodshed, and violence, dramatized for the benefit of
those in the audience who were ignorant of politics.

Actually, the point I wish to make is simple and obvious but no
one seems to have mentioned it explicitly. Many teachers of for-
eign languages are native speakers of English teaching native
speakers of English. The teacher may have a very self-conscious
and sophisticated command of the target language, but a very
naive knowledge of English structure. One major benefit of con-
trastive analysis is that it does (or should) force such a teacher
to take a good hard look at the structure of English and become
more aware of the problems that both he and his students share
in learning the foreign language.
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COMMENT 2

J. C. Thompson
C.I.A. Language School

We have heard several times during the course of this Round
Table that comparative analysis should not be used to predict dif-
ficulties in language learning. It seems to me that this judgment
is being made intuitively, if not even dogmatically.

I cannot adduce a body of experimental data to show that com-
parative analysis for predictive purposes is indeed an effective
tool of the language teacher, though my limited experience would
tend to indicate that it is. Dr. Lado, in a comment yesterday on
Professor Hamp's paper, contributed some specific data that
points to the same conclusion.

Can those who contend that contrastive analysis is not predic-
tively effective support their position with data from well-
conducted experiments ? Can they show that contrastive studies
predicted difficulties that do not in fact exist? The experience of
properly trained and experienced teachers seems to be preferred
to contrastive analysis, but can the latter not be a great boon to
the many incompletely trained and inexperienced teachers who
struggle with the problem of teaching a second language ?

I do not suggest that theoretical contrastive studies replace the
intuition of experienced teachers. I only suggest that they do in-
deed predict with a useful degree of accuracy, that they effectively
supplement the intuition of experienced teachers, and that they are
a boon to the inexperienced.

COMMENT 3

Marilyn J. Conwell
Associate Professor of Modern Languages
Rosemont College, Rosemont, Pennsylvania

I should like to represent directly the point of view of the
classroom teacher and of one who trains classroom teachers with
regard to the pedagogical implications of contrastive linguistic
analysis. Despite glaring instances of lack of communication be-
tween linguistic theorists and foreign language teachers, e. g.,
the Chomsky report to the Northeast Conference of 1966,
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linguistics in general, and contrastive studies in particular, have
given considerable information and impetus to improvement in the
teaching process.

Consideration of basic research shows some clarity in segmen-
tal phonemics, simple transformations, and contrastive surface
structure. Research could still be profitably pursued in other
areas which have been poorly analysed or totally ignored, e. g.
'contrastive' prosody. Features such as intonational contours
have been overly generalized and insufficiently contrastive, and
are nearly impossible to apply systematically to pedagogical
situations. (Pierre Delattre, in Comparing the Phonetic Features
of English, French, German and Spanish: An Interim Report.
Chilton, 1965, has shown that numbering pitch levels is inade-
quate for contrastive purposes, but research is not complete.)
Since the prosodic features are by far the most difficult for the
native speaker to analyze objectively, they are also the phonologic
aspects of the language most susceptible to bilingual interference;
and yet they are essential to linguistic analysis, as the emotional
overtones they convey can totally reverse the 'grammatical' mean-
ing of any statement. In so far as deep grammar versus surface
grammar is concerned, we need further research to indicate not
only how certain seemingly identical surface structures may have
divergent deep grammar realizations and therefore different
meanings, but also how a single deep grammar structure can pro-
duce varied surface structures which are stylistically variant al-
though semantically similar. For example, Dr. Hall was quite
right that the transformations which he cited should not be used
in the classroom to teach mon enfant; however, the stylistic vari-
ations of mon enfant / Venfant a moi / mon enfant a moi must be
explained to the intermediate student. If linguistic theorists can
discern a systematic patterning in stylistic variations within a
language, a valuable contribution would be made to language
teaching. While philology has traditionally received attention,
'contrastive' lexicology has not been treated in any systematic
manner; the language teaching profession is very much in need of
contrastive lexicons following a basic format such as that illus-
trated in Dr. Moulton's handout, at least for the vocabulary most
necessary to basic communication in an adult world.

When we approach the pedagogical implications of contrastive
linguistic research, the linguist should not be unduly worried over
the interplay of the multitudinous factors which influence the
classroom situation; a team approach, linguist, psychologist and
pedagogue working together, will probably produce the most
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successful materials. Nonetheless, clearly presented contrastive
studies inclusive of the information referred to above are abso-
lutely necessary in the proper preparation of teaching materials
and the professional formation of language teachers. The predic-
tive ability of these studies is not as irrelevant as Dr. Lee as-
sumes; only a minority of the teachers now teaching can predict
accurately all the major points of contrast; there remain the
teacher whose native language is the Target Language, the teacher
trainee, and the inexperienced teacher, all of whom need predic-
tions of probable bilingual interference, albeit for different rea-
sons. Furthermore, the major point to be made with regard to
such predictions is that this information must be used to prevent
the occurrence of errors in the teaching situation either by the
separation of conflicting items or by the introduction of new teach-
ing techniques; otherwise, we shall spend all of our time in re -
medial teaching which is a gross waste of the limited manpower
and instruction time available. (One suggestion of such an ap-
proach may be found in Mueller, T. ' The Language Instructor and
Teaching Machines'. Bulletin of the Perm. State MLA 45:13-17.
(EDRS FL 000 309 MF$0.25.) Dr. River's distinction between
SL-TL contrasts and TL-TL contrasts is valid; however since
bilingual interference often plays a role in complicating TL-TL
contrasts, contrastive bilingual analysis remains an essential
tool, e. g. consider the French nasals [a] and [5] which the Eng-
lish speaker further complicates with a post-nasal [n]. Finally,
it becomes increasingly urgent for the textbook writer to incor-
porate what we now know about the relation of deep grammar to
surface grammar into semi-advanced texts, as there is a serious
gap between most elementary-intermediate materials and adult
literature, fiction or nonfiction. Students coming from simple
surface structure drills into literature courses suffer 'linguistic
shock' which results in the failure of many students to continue
language training.

Our last word is a hearty second to Dr. Twaddell's request
that contrastive studies be presented in different formats which
take into consideration the degree of linguistic sophistication of
their intended audience.



LIST OF REGISTRANTS / 219

LIST OF REGISTRANTS

Nancy M. Aaron
Maria Isabel Abreu
R. Adam son
Anna Affholder
Tazuko Ajiro
W. Gerard Akers
James E. Alatis
Penelope M. Alatis
Marcia Del C. Alfaro
Rolfe L. Allen
James H. Alphen, Jr .
Harold H. Ames, Jr .
Angeline E. Anderson
Paul J. Angelis
Paul Arriola
Rafael Abasolo A strain
Kay Atkinson
Margarette T. Ballantine
Dayle Barnes
Westbrook Barritt
Wilson R. Bartlett
Giorgio Basso-Luca
Mansy Bastaurous
Evelyn Bauer
Elaine H. Baush
Simon Belasco
Mrs. Helen C. Berezovsky
Carol Berman
Ann A. Beusch
Richard Beym
Charles H. Blatchford
James M. Bodine
James R. Bomberger
Josefina Bonangelino
Victor L. Bondi
J. R. H. Boronow
Frederick J. Bosco
James C. Bo stain
Roberta A. Boster
Sister Gertrudis Bramkamp
Earle W. Brockmann

Lawrence V. Brooks, S. J.
Irene Brosnahan
George H. Brown
Judith Brown
Larry Browning
Susan Bryant
Frances Buchheit
Hugh W. Buckingham, Jr.
Carolyn Burgess
Klaus Burkhardt
Edward I. Burkart
Sr. Delores M. Burton
Susan Bushnell
Clifton H. Butcher
Dr. John Davis Butler
Pierre J. Calve
Elsa Cardoso
Carol J. Cargill
Patricia Carlton
John B. Carroll
William S. Carroll
Grace C. Carter
Alan S. Castleman
Raymond Chambers
Cindy Cherry
Liliana Chiappinelli
James R. Child
Hector Chimby
Tsung Chin
Bernard Choseed
Seung P. Chwae
Marco Civera
Neil Clancy
Beverly E. Clarity
Calvin Andre" Claudel
Sister Mary Cleophas, R. S.M.
Rev. William B. Cogan, S. J.
P. C. Collier
Sister Mary Concepta, I. H.M.
Vince Connery
Marilyn J. Conwell



220 / LIST OF REGISTRANTS

Norton A. Cook
Sheila Corrigan
Gilbert Couts
Virginia C. Covington
Maybelle D. Cox
Ruth Cox
Ann Crawford
Thomas J. Creswell
Donald Crook
Eva G. Currie
Jim Curry
Richard J. Daigle
Richard Dam
Elana Daniel
E. B. Daniels
Daniel P. Dato
John Davis
Helen DeFrancesco
Mary R. Celcuve
Mrs. JohnM. Dennison
Lt. Col. James DeRocher
James Dias
Rev. Francis P. Dinneen, S. J.
Robert J. Di Pietro
Mrs. Robert J. Di Pietro
Suzanne Divine
Miss Julia M. Dobson
Michael W. Dominick
Katrina L. Dulbe
George S. Dunham
Doris Dunn
Charles L. Eastlack
Clarissa A. Edwards
Nancy S. Edwards
Mrs. Omidyar Elahe"
Fr. Zsoldos F. Emmerick
K. B. Emmons
Denise M. Entwistle
Martin Epstein
Wallace M. Erwin
Sister M. Espiritu, I. H. M.
Sister Frances Regis Eustace
Sr. Margaret Therdse Evans

Rev. Frank L. Fadner, S. J.
Donald Fairhurst
Harry L. Farmer
Judith R. Farmer
Mrs. Elizabeth M. Farnham
Ralph W. Fasold
Vincent Favoriti
Crawford Feagin
Irwin Feigenbaum
David M. Feldman
Charles A. Ferguson
Dr. Milla Fischer
Sr. R. Clare Flora
Monica Flynn
Robert P. Fox
Tattiana Fotitch
James R. Frith
A. Bruce Gaarder
William W. Gage
Jackson T. Gandour, Jr.
Rev. Aidan Gara
Eleanor R. Garner
Geoffrey Garvey
Henry A. Gleason
John J. Godfrey
Doris Gold
Mark Goldin
R. A. C. Goodison
Frank Goodwyn
Col. Andrew G. Gorski
M. Grath
Ann S. Gray
Steve Greenberg
Dmitri Grigorieff
Tatiana Grivsky
Johanna Guccione
Doris V. Gunderson
Larry Hall
Robert A. Hall
J. F. Halpin, S. J.
John Hammer
Eric P. Hamp
Mrs. Eric P. Hamp



LIST OF REGISTRANTS / 221

C. Cleland Harris
Mary C. Harris
N. Harris
Peggy Hawkins
Robert K. Headley, Jr.
Barbara Heggestad
Cecar A. Hidalgo
Jurgen Heye
William L. Higgins
Theodore V. Higgs
Louis B. Hillman
Nguyen-Dinh-Hoa
Margarita T. Hodge
Dr. Reinhold Hoffmann
John Hogan
J. Maurice Hohlfeld, Ph. D.
Barbara Hooper
Constance S. Hoover
Tom Hopkins
Stefan F. Horn
Sr. Telan Hu, O. S. B.
Miss Anne Huguenard
Mary L. lams
Louis Iandoni
Vu Tarn Ich
Mrs. Vu Tarn Ich
Zdravko Ignjatic
Robert P. Illwitzer
Desire"e G. Kantrim
Mary Frances Jeske
Patricia A. Johansen
Winifred E. Jones
Dr. Grace J. Joseph
Herrmann R. Jungraithmayr
Dunja Jutronic
Louise M. Kamensar
John Kane
Theodore B. Karp
George J. Kelly
Tracy Kelly
Vincent Kelly
Judy Kernan
R. Thomas Kincaid

Richard A. Kipphorn
Hugo Koch
Mrs. Eric Kocher
Augustus A. Koski
Alexandra M. Kovaleff
Franz Kraemer
Edna T. Kraft
Keith Krause
Charles W. Kreidler
Mrs. Charles W. Kre idler
Mrs. Gloria Kreisher
Jorge Krichmar
Helene Krull
Florence Kuipers
Dr. W. Kunek
Yutaka Kusaragi
Jo Ann E. Kuzay
Robert Lado
James E. La Follette
David Lajmanovich
Albert L. Lancaster
Margaret Landis
Everette Larson
Dr. Judith Le Bovit
Chang Lee
W. R. Lee
Daniel T. Y. Lee
Marianne Lehr
John Lehrberger
Rosine Vu T. Long
Mrs. Kathleen P. Lewis
Richard L. Light
Anna H. Live
George R. Long
Vu Thanh Long
John Lotz
Clayton D. Loughran
B. Jean Longmire
Georgene B. Lovecky
Mrs. Alice Lowry
Robert C. Lugton
Leslie Lumpkin
Virginia H. Lundstrom
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Madeleine Luthy
Melvin J. Luthy
R. Ross Macdonald
Fidelis Mac Einri
Marian Lucille Mack
Jay M. Maisel
Anna-Maria Malkoc
Grace S. Mane ill
Nicholas Martin
Masson Chantalo
Akira Matsumura
Dr. Henry Mendeloff
Marisa Mendez
Jose G. Mendoza
Ramon C. Me re ado
Kenneth W. Mildenberger
Mrs. Kenneth Mildenberger
Martha Millen
Charlotte Molleur
Edna K.Monsees
Bro. Bernardo Montes
Sr. Jane Marie Morris, S. N. D.
Alice A. Morrison
William G. Moulton
Herta Mueller
Hugo Mueller
Jacqueline Murgida
Paula Najjar
William Nemser
Anne C. Newton
James R. Nielson
Robert Nielsen
William E. Norris
Leopoldina Nowak
Anna Maria Nunez
Loren Nussbaum
Richard J. O'Brien, S. J.
Philip Ochiato
Maria Oden
Robert Oden
Sirarpi Ohannessian
Eleni K. Oktay
Margareta Olsson

Dian D. Overbey
Josephine R. Overholser
Fatima Ozgudek
Milos Pacak
Leslie A. Palmer
Gino Parisi
Mary Anne Park
Steve B. Park
Miss Beryl Parke
M. Parreaguirre
James D. Parsons
Dorothy A. Pedtke
Suzanne M. Peppin
Harry W. Peter
Julia A. Petrov
N. R. Pitaro
Nelly Plaza
Mrs. Janina Ponte
Kevin Powers
Diane G. Pretzer
Wallace L. Pretzer
Richard Reinke
Robert Pulliam
William A. Pullin
August P. Quabeck
Robert C. Rainsbury
Clea Rameh
R. Victor Dos Reis
Albert I. Richards
Nicholas Richter
Luis Acevez-Rivera, S. J.
Wilga M. Rivers
A. Hood Roberts
Miss Jean C. Robertson
Robert Romero
A. Djunaidi Rosjidie
Harry L. Rosser
Dr. Joan Rubin
J. Torrance Rugh, Jr .
Trusten W. Russell
Joe. F. Ryerson
Carolyn Ryeyna
Charles E. Ruhl
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Miss Elizabeth Sadler
Hedi St. Denis
Solomon Sara
Ramon L. Santiago
Schatzie Sauter
Ben Schleifer
Bernadene Schlien
Gordon Schmader
Mrs. R. Schmalstieg
J. A. Schwartzburg
Jonathan F. Seely
Larry Selinker
Norbert G. Seman
I. Shahid
Hannah Shapiro
Jane Liu Shaw
Joseph Sheehan
Marie-Antoine Shiels
Shaligram Shukla
Roger W. Shuy
Mahmoud E. Sieny
Genie Sikora
Miss Kanchana Sindhvananda
Sadanand Singh
Linda Slagle
Uhlan Slagle
Miss Thelma Smackey
Mrs. A. M. Smith
Frederick S. Smith
William Solzbacher
EsperanzaM. Spyropoulos
John J. Staczek
Norman C. Stageberg
Lucille Stahlman
Stuart A. Stanmore
Leslie H. Stennes
Alfred B. Stevenson
E. W. Stevick
Maria E. Stiller
Robert P, Stockwell
Edith Stone
J. Stone
Albert Storm

Barbara Stowasser
Karl Stowasser
Lloyd B. Swift
Anita Tegu
Joan B. Tench
Emery W. Tetrault
John B. Thomas, Jr .
Henry S. Thomas sen
Irene Thompson
J. C. Thompson
Richard T. Thompson
Fr. John Tong, S. J.
B. David Trease
Maria Tsiapera
Philip A. Turner
W. F. Twaddell
William R. Van Buskirk
Joy Varley
Werner H. Veith
Oscar M. Villarejo
Hanna K. Vlatowska
C. F. Voegelin
F. M. Voegelin
Mario Volante
Dorothy Waggoner
Rev. John Wanaurny
Ronald Wardhaugh
Mary Ann Warner
Udom Warotamasikkhadit
Lucia Washburn
Mark Hanna Watkins
Loretta A. Wawrzyniak
Allen I. Weinstein
William T. Weir
Donald W. West
Sr. Jean Francis Whalen
Adelia C. Wheeler
Mary E. Whiteman
Claudia Wilds
Maria Wilhelm
Franklin B. Williams, Jr .
Robert M. Willis
Miss Ruth E. Wineberg
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Clara S. Wing Shamsi Sadig Yahyavi
Kyaw Win Warren G. Yates
Walter A. Wolfram Rev. Paul Yang, S. J.
Edward D. Wolski Sayo Yotsukura
Margaret L. Wood Susan Yu
Frances S. Woods Meng Chin Yuan
James Woodward Charles Zisa
Lucy Wynn Joseph Zuschmidt, O. S. F. S.


