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1. Introduction

The purpose of this study can ke seen as a statement of the implications which
transformational grammar should have for 1anguage teaching,

Since the late 195¢'s an increasingly large numter of linguists have followed Noam
Chomsky and other transformational grammarians in rejecting the empiricist approach
to language learning in favor of a sophisticated revival of the rationalist approach,
Transformational grammarians themselves have established that rationalist- based
“direct methods” similar to those of Berlitz and de Sauze are undergoing a spirited

revival in this new linguistic climate,

Transformational grammarians say atout language learning as the follows: The first
is that a tranformational generative grammar should te drilled into the student using
- techniques of mim-mem and i)attern drill ; the second, that the rationalist theory of
language learning implies either that a) we should abandon formal instruction
altogether, or at least that b) we should avoid instruction in grammar and abandon the
use of materials that are ordered according to grammartical difficulty,
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Firstly, I have attempted to deal h th back Bngff tHrIiormatlonal theory
in connection wmcziq .Iggndly, iﬁ

ave attempted to suggest an outline

view of the state of W{H‘Iﬂﬁ{ramjgﬂ&rlmmar in relation with the

language education, Thirdly, I have attempted to give a focus on the transformational

theory and its application to the language learning theory, I admit that the scope of
this study is too comprehensive to result in deep investigation of a narrowly-postulated
object hfihﬁguisti&s5 .‘as,f}[but I am rather anxious to offer a gencral view of the state
of affairs of the linguistic theories-“Rationalism” in connection

with the Language
learning,

Y

]

2. The Theoretical: Background of Transforormatlonal-
Generative Grammer

!

"Generative grammar® is a description of the tacit competence of the speaker-hearer that
underlies his aciual per formance in production and perception (understanding) of speech,

A generative grammar, ideally, specifies a pairling of phonetic and semantic representations
ovéir an infinite range it thus constitutes a hypothesis as to how the speaker-hearer

interperts utterances, abstraction away from many factors that mterweave with tacit

© tompetence to determine actual performance

Transformational-generative grammar is based on rationalism, Therefore, the trans

formationalists take the following rationalistic attitude towards language

1) A living language is characterized by rule-governed creativity

2) The rules of grammar arc psychologically real

3) Man is uniquely built to learn language

4 )- The transformationalist is more concerned with the system that underlies the
language than he is with the actual yspeech of an individual at any given time,

5) The Tfansforﬁxationaiist is to say that he is interested in the speaker’ s competence,
or knowledge of the language, rather than in his perfo‘rmance, or actual use of it.

In addition, speech may be affected by physical surroundings, emotions, memory

1) Noam Chomsky, Cartesian Li‘nguistics (New York: Harper & Row, Pixblish_ers,
1966), p,75.
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The Rationalist Approach to Larguage learning 3

limitations, distractions, or other features such as chewing gum in the mouth of the
apeaker. It is language (the uuderlying System), not actual speech output, that is of
primary interest to the transformationalist, Another way of stating this is to say that
he is iuterzsted in the speaker's competence, or knowledge of the language, reather
than in his porformance, or actual use of it, we will see the difference between
human lingnistic competence and that of lower animals,

In Cartesian Linpuistics, he sets forth Descartes’insights atout language, and his

conclusion that

man has unique abiliiies Lhat cannot be accounted for cn purely mechanis.ic grounds, .
although, to'a very large extent, a mechanistic explanatwn can de prouded for human
bodily function and behavior, The essentional differcnce between man and animal is ¢xhibited '
most clearly by buman language, in particular, bty manis ability to form new statements
which express new thoughts, :nd thich» are appropriate to nzw situations,®

Descartes -considered the possibility of a machine which would give a specific
numder of responses to a specific number of cues, but pointed out that one could
not conceive of a machine that could reply appropriately to everything said to it,
as every human bemg can howevér imperfect a man is, he can arrange words together
to express his thoughts: However perfect an ammal it con not, The dlstmctlon is
basic and not just connected with peripheral organs for a parrot can utter words,
but cannot speak. a deaf must cannot produce words, Lul can use language,
consider the parrot for a moment we can easxly teach hxm to produce a numder cf
sets of sounds that seem like utterances, With more care and appropriate use of
relnforcement we can train him to produce each of these ‘utterances’ on ap.rcprlate
suggestions, There should le no difficulty in training the bird to utter sounds
that seem like “please feed me” in order to receive food, or like "It's a pellet of
food” ‘when the food appears froms the hopper. By the defmltlons of behavmral
psychology these utterances could te classified as a man and a tact respectwelv,
essential’ elements of what skinner calls verbal dehavxor, But I do not think that

many ‘of us would be prepared t6 call such tehavi ior language, What is mnssmg

is the creatlve clement: the parrot’s repertolre of utterances remains limited and

¢ i P o

2) Noam Chomsky (1966). p.3.
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. closed: we do not find it onie day saying "Please give me a pellet” unless it has

teen exposed to that 'particdlar sentence,

And the central fact in support of the creative aspect is that humans produce (and
of course understand) many sentences that they have never heard before, For the parrot
bto learn English ty memorizing all the sentences of English would be a clearly impossible
task, for there are about 10ppssil:le English sentences of twenty words or fewer (by
comparison, there are about 3% 10 seconds in a hundred years). This creativity is
the basic distinction between what ] have called language like behavior and knowing a
language. While precise specification may not be possible, for there is a continuum,
the interpretation of each is relatively blear. Thus, language-like tehavipn‘ efers to
the parrot trained Lo speak, and equally well to the student who is able to recite a
number of sentences in a second language but not to modify them in a free conversa-
tional situation, This example of the students learning a second language makes
the continuum clear, for there is a stage at which the student may be able to use his

stook of sentences to answer a finite set of questions,

But this is not the same as knowing a language, which involves the ability to
produce an indefinite numder of sentences in response to an indefinite number of
stimuli, One is said to know a second language when one’s competence is like that
of a native speaker, Performance need not however be identical, for it is accepted
_that someonek nows a language even when he speaks hesitantly, with many errors,
or with a foreign accent, or when he understands it with some difficulty under
conditions of noise, what confuses the distinctioh between language like behavior
énd knowing a second language is a third category, speaking a second language
with the grammar of the first, It is thus normal for a person who knows one
language and has developed language-like behavior in a second to be able to
adjust this behavior in accordance with the grammar of his first language., It is
this that differentiates the human language learner from the parrot. Again, it is a
matter of degree, but we would not normally want to say that such a person has
learned a languag untill he has developed linguistic competence in it, and until
he is able to understand and create novel sentences in it according to its grammar
and not just to the grammar of his first language.
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The creative aspect of language is one of the good cornerstones of the argument
for transformational grammar, for dr‘xl.y such a grammar has available the “technical
devices for expressing a system of recursive process,” and only with such devices can
the creative aspect be formulated explicitly, The only way to handle the fact that-
language has an infinite set of sentences and that is used by people with a finite
time for learning is to postulate a system of rules. The task of the grammarian is
to find the best statement of the form of these rules. knowing a language is a matter
of having mastered these (as yet incompletely specified) rules; the ability to handle
new sentences is evidence of knowing rules that are needed to generate them,

It is important at this junctire that we make a clear distinction tetween two pairs
of terms that are often confused, competence and performance, and comprehension

and production, The following passage discusses competence and performance,

The speaker produces a signal with a certain intended meaning; the hearer receives a
signal and attempts to determine what was said and what was intended, The performance
of the speaker or hearer is a complex matter that involves many factors, Ons fundamen-
tal factor involved in the speaker-hearer’s performance is his knowledge of the grammar
that determines an in trinsic connection of sound and meaning for each sentence. We
refer to this knowledge — for the most part, obviously, unconscious knowledge—as the
speaker-hearer’s “competence.” Competence, in this sense., is not to be confused with
performance, Peformance, thatis, what the speaker-hearer ‘actually does, is based not only
on his knowledge of the language, but on many other factors as well - factors such as
memory restriction, inattention, distraction, nonlinguistic knowledge and beliefs, and
so on, We may, if we like, think of thz study of competence as the study of the potential
perfomance of an idealized speaker-hearer who is unaifect>d by such grammatically irrele-

vant factors,

The grammar of a language, then, is a description of competence; it may be
compared, to use an analogy first suggested by Saussure, to the score of a musical
yvork, The score necessarily underlies any performance, Dbut does not account for
all the features of any single performance. A moment's thought makes clear that
linguistic performance may te either active or passive, that both the speaker and the
hearer are in fact performing, The implication of this for language learning is

éxtremely important, for it suggests that one may learn a language just as well by

3) Chomsky and walle (1968), p.3.
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listening as by speaking, The implication for language testing is equally important,
for it suggests that we can find out atout “knowledge of a language, . which is the

same as underlying linguistic competence, equally well when we test passive and
active skills,

This last does not of course mean that an individual's performance as a speaker
is the same as his performance as a listener; such a claim would clearly be ridiculous,
for it would be nothing more than saying that anyone who could read a Shakespeare
play could also write it, All that it does claim is that the same linguistic competence,

the same knowledge of rules, underlies, both kinds of performance,

Knowledge of rules is also the principal factor in the understanding of messages
with reduced redundancy, Miller and Isard(1963 have shown that the intelligibility of
a sentence depends on it following syntactic and semantic rules, sentences which
break semantic constraints (e. g., “A witness appraised the shocking company
dragon™) prove more difficult to understand and repeat than those that do not, and
ungrammatical sentences (e. g., “A diamond shocking the prevented dragon witness™)
prove even more difficult, This effect became even clearer when they studied the
resistance of senteces to masking Ly added noise; grammatical sentences proved to
be far more resistant than ungrammatical ones, Thus, they showed that the
“knowledge of the language” providing the listener with help in handling sentences
with reduced redun-dancy was a knowledge of rules, of the grammar of the language

.

If we accept that knowledge of a language, ”linguistic competence, is a matter of
knowledge of rules, what implications does this have for language testing ¢ First, we must
keep clear the various reasons for which language tests are designed: we are [concerned
here with proficiency tests, or what Lewis has called “summative assessm;:nt” and
not with diagnostic tests, Further, we are concerned with a test that is indepénﬁent of
a specific set of materials and of the language analysis that lies behind 1t, In searc-
hing for a test of over all proficiency, then, we must try to find some way to get l:eyond{
the limitation of testing a sample of surface features, and seek rather to tap underlymg:
linguistic competence, This can only te done with any degree of certamty if we can be
suret hat we are presenting the subject with novel utterances, or calling on him to produce
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S tteFAncé§ that 'he has not heard before. The simplest way to do this is o set up an

vl R : i
bititebrew si‘tuahon callmg for normal [Ianguage functxonmg, thls method however is

’ﬂéth"dg’f‘fié'ult to'score rehably and prohlbltlyeiy e\pensne t'o‘a.’drnlnlstelr ‘ A long term
hsotutidh 6 ‘this pro‘blem is o use such’ ’riﬁté‘}we“fih Itechn;dues as a rnethod of
’{rahdatlhg dther’ meaSures Until this is done, another worthwhile approach appears ro
Be t& make uséof the prmcrple of redundancy, and test a subJect s ahhty to functlon
Y with ‘2 '$econd langtiage when noise is added or when portions of a text are masked

. L 3 ‘ , N I S E |
" 'At M3t ycar's conference, I reporied of on the test overall proficiency which we

devised' based on this approach. In the meantime, we have prepared multlple chmce

B |
‘version of the: test, The distractors were written of the basis of the more common

‘érrors made in thé admlmstratlon of ‘the test as a dlctatlon test. The reSults of tbhe

multiple choice test look as gbod as those we got with the dlctatlon form, and ‘the

new format has made item analysis much easier.

Virtually every person in the world knows a language. Perhaps the most atrikiﬁg

phenomenon of language is its universality, Few other cultural phenomena are that

universal, FEqually noteworthy, perhaps, is the fact that lower animais can not learn
~human language, A certain amount of communication is possible Fetween man and
animal, but it is its 'because the animals understand language. Try speaking
to your dog in a English, -—-it will probably work as well as korean. It is not to
understand the language, The similarities among all language as heing qualitatively
different from the so-called animal language, and they secem to be dependent on t‘n
biological make—up of man, Chomsky espresses the comparison of human and ammal

o
linguistic coémpetences in his letter to Henry Moore,

But the prihcipal argument, to my mind, which may convince us that the brutes
are deyoid of reason, is that, although among those of the same species, soms are
more perfect than others, as among men, which is particularly noticsable in horses
and dogs, sorne of which have more capacity than others to retain what is taught
them, and although all of them make us clearly understand their natural move-
ments of anger, of fear, of hunger and other of like Kind, either by the voice or by

other bodily motions, it has never yet been observed that any animal has arrived at
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such a degree of perfection as to make use of a true language: that is to say, as to be
atle to indicate to us by the voice, or by other sings, an&thing which could be referred
to thought alone, rather than to a movement of mere nature; for the word is the
sole sign and the only certain mark of the presence of thought hidden and wrapped
up in the body; now all men, the most stupid and the most foolish, those even who are
deprived of the organs of speech, make use of signs, whéreﬁs the brutes never do an-

ything of the kind:which may be taken for the true distinction between man and animal.

Human speech is “appropriateness of Eehaviour to situation, animal behaviour is
control of behaviour by stimuli. The latter is characteristic of automata: it is the
former that is held to te teyond the bdunds of mechanical explanation, in its full
human variety. Chomsky insight the difference tetween human language and

animal communication systems from Rationalism insights,

According to the rationalist, “verbal Lehavior” is free of external stimuli or
internal phisiological states, so it is evidently not developed in the individual by
conditioning. That is, it is “mental reality” and “cognitive power” Transf-
ormationalists derive their theoretical backbones from the 17th century rationalism,
we can easily see that human verbal behavior is not made entirely through repetition,
mimicry, and analogy. Let’s look at Descartes’ rationalistic view of human
linguistic competence. Descartes is therefore pointing out that, just as in its normal
use “verbal behavior” is free of identifiable external stimuli or internal pyisiological
states, so it is evidently not developed in the individual by conditioning. Therefore,
man shows creativity in his verbal tehavior as he generates or understands sentences
which he has never learned or heard, According to Descartes, the cognitive power
is faculty which is not purely passive and which “is properly called mind when it
either forms new ideas in the fancy or attends to those already formed, “acting in
a way that is not complctely under the control of sense or imagination or memory,
Thus, the rationalists claim that human' verbal behaviour is not made by habit
formation of stimulu-response respetition, which does nothing more than awake the
internal linguistic competence. Accordingly, there can be found a definite boundary
between human language and animal communication. Animals achieve their

communicative competence by conditioned reflex caused ty the external stimu‘lus,
—212—
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but men achieve their linguistic competence through the internal language acquisition
device, Therefore, aimals have their mechanecal automata limited by the numter of
transfer circuits switched by the unlimited external stimuli, but men have their
internal linguistic device unlimitedly operated by the limited external stimuli, this
means that language is not an aggregate of separated or unrelated sounds, words,
and sentences but organic system of linguistic rules. According Humbolt, a language
is not to be regarded as a mass of isolated phenomena---words, sounds, individual speech
productions, etc, ---but rather as an “organism” in which all parts are interconnected
and the role of each element is determined by its relation to the generative processcs
that constitute the underlying form. In modern liguistics, with its almest exclusive
restriction of attention to inventories of elements and fixed “patterns” the scope of
"organic form” is far more narrow than in the Humboldtian conception. But within this
more narrow frame, the notion of "“organic interconnection” was developed and
applied to linguistic materials in a way that goes far beyond anything suggested in
Humboldt, For modern structuralism, the dominant assumption is that “unsystéme
phonologiqur (in particular) n'st pas la somme mécanique de phonémes isolés,
mais un tout organique dont les phonémes sont les membres et dont la structure est
soumise a des lois.” These further developments are familiar, and I will say nothing
more about them here. Humboldt's linguistic philosophy can be said to have led to
the thoery of Chomsky’s transformational-generative grammar. According to the
descendancy of Descartes-Humbolt-Chomsky, it was clearly understood that one of the
qualities that all language have in common is their “creative aspect”. As an
operational question, there must be a grammatical property dealings with creative
aspects which operates as a grammatical device to create an indefinite number of
sentences with a system of rules, According to Chomsky, “An essential property of
language is that it provides they means for-expressing indefinitely many thoughts and

for reacting appropriately in an indefinite range of new situations,”

According to the definition, the length of a sentence is limited from the practical
point of view, not from the theoretical point of view. Theoretically, the length of

a sentence iS unlimited which presupposes that there can be made an infinite numter

4) NOam Chomsky, Cartesian Linguistics (New York: Harper & Row, publishers, 1966), p.26.
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1,

of sentenccs, so far, thc essensc cf language has boen  explained in terms of its
deep structures. This arugment advances into thc concepts of competence and

performamce,

We thus make a fundamental distinction between competence (the speaker-hearer's
knowledge of his language) and performance (The actual use of language in
concrete situations). Only under the idealization set forth in the preceding paragraph
is performance a direct reflection of competence. In actual fact, it obviously could
not directly reflect competence. A record of natural speech will show numerous
false starts deviations from rulss, changes of plan in mid-course, and so on. The
problem or the linguist, as well as for the child learning the language, is to determine
from the data of performance the underlying system of rules that has been mastered
by the speaker-hearer and that he puts to use in actual performance, Hence, in the
technical sense, linguistic theory is mentalistic, since it is concerned with discovering
a mental reality underlying actua! behavior. observed use of language or hypothes-
ized dispositions to respond, habits, and so on, may provide evidence as to the nature
of this mental reality, but surely cannot constitute the actual subject matter of
linguistics, if this is to be a serious discipline, Thec distinction I am noting here is
related to the laxgwe-Parolc distinction of Saussure; but it is necessary to reject his
concept of Janguz as merely a systematic inventory of items and to return rather to
the Humboldtian conception of underlying competence as a system of generative
processes, Accordingly, grammar must be an object of description of language
competegce, In other words, a grammar of a language purports to be a description
of the ideal speaker-hcarcr's intrinsic competence, If the grammar is, furthermore,
perfectly explicit --in other words, if it does notely on the intelligence of the
understanding reader but rather provides an explicit analysis of his contribution ——
wemay (somewhat redundantly) call it a generative grammar. what must be borne
in mind here is that transformational-generative grammar does not accept the
dualism of Bloomfield’s mechanism and mentalism although mentalism is an object
of its investigation. Transformational-generative grammar deals with language by
the method of dualism ; deep structure and surface structure. To accept traditional

mentalism, in this way, is not to accept Bloomfield’s dichotomy of “mentalism”
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versus ” Mentalistic linguistics is simply theoretical linguistics that uses performance
as data (along with other data, for example, the data provided by introspection)

for the determination of competence, the ratter being taken as the primary object of
its investigation. The mentalist, in this traditional sense, need make no assumptions
about the possible physiological basis for the mental reality that he studies. In
particular, he need not deny that there is such a basis, One would guess, rather,

that it is the mentalistic studies that will ultimately be of greatest value for the
investigation of neurophysiolgical mechanisms, since they alone are concerned
with detérmining abstractly the properties that such mechanisms must exhibit and
the functions they must perform, Here we can see that there is something in
common between Saussure’s langue and parloe and Chomsky’s competence and
performance. However, as we have noticed, there is a big differencen betwee them:
langue as merely a systematic inventory of items, and linguistic competence of
transformational grammar is a systematic inventory of underlying generative process,

Briefly, the deep and surface structures of a sentence can be explained as follows:

Deep structure; the grammatical structure of the base (or bases) underlying the
surface structure of a sentence. Surface structure: the apparent structure of a
sentence, as opposed to the underlying structures which have been transformed to pro-

duce it, The surface structure determines the phonetic character of a sentence

The most innortant question of all is: How is the dezp structure of a sentence realtsd ta
its surface structure ? A deep structure becomes a surface structure via transformations,

Transformaticns_

DEEP STRUCTURE SURFACE STRUCTURE

meaning form used in
communicaticn

The notion ®transformation” may seem strange ar first, but you really know more about

it than you realize, ®

Namely, deep structures underlying all languages are transformed into :surface

structures through the process of transforamtion. This kind of investigation based

5) Roderick A, Jacobs, Peters, Rosenbaum : English transformational grammar(U.S A, :
Blaisdell Publishing Company, 1968), p.19.
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on rationalism offers almost unlimited possiblities for linguistic study and it has a

historical nature of Descaretes-Humboldt-Chomsky.

3. The State of Affairs of
Transformational Grammar

I, being of the transformationalist persuasion, would like to avoid misrepresentation
of the opposite view and must say at once that many people would probably not
agree that the view is opposite. Some might deny tiac division as stated. Many
structuralists would wish to disclaim some of the structuralist theory as described
here, But structural linguists, or some of them, have said, or have seemed to say,
the following:

1. Any utterance by 2 nativc speaker is essentially grammatical,
2. In describing a language, one should begin with the phonology, then do the
morphology and then syntax,

These levels should not be mixed —- e.g., onc shouldn’t take the syntax

e

into account in describing the phonology.?
4. The grammarian should work from a corpus -- ie,, a collection of utterances
one or more native speakers,
5. Making a grammar is essentially a matter of classifying and making an
inventory of the siructures in such a corpus,
6. It is not useful to cxplain structures as being in derivational relationship to
cach other -- e g., to say that a passive in English derives form an active.
7. Relative importance among structures is one of fraquencey, the more
frequent structures being the more important,
structural linguists nowadays might or might not want to stand on these grounds

as stated. But transformasionalists would deny them all categorically. To see the

6> H.A. Gleascn : Linguistics and English Grammar(New York : Holt, Rinehart and Winston,
Inc., 1965), pp.5i—:2.

7) R.R K. Hartman and F,C Stork : Dictionary of language and linguistics(London : Applied
Science Publishers Ltd_, 1979), p.128.
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the reason, 1 will discuss each in a little more detail.

To a transformational grammarian, as, doubtless, to most teachers of English,
it seems absurd to say that anything a native speaker utters is grammatlcal and
must be taken into account in a description of the grammar, ® It is true that we are
seldom ungrammatical in the utterance of simple (kernel) sentences. Only a
foreigner learning English could say “John are boy” or “He will bought the car.”
But in complicated sentences (transforms), we are all of us ungrammaticﬂ'much of
the time, we are forever losing our way, forgetting what the subject was, making
new starts, juxtaposing structures that don’t fit, In normal conversation we are
always hitting near the grammar but are seldom sqauarely on the mark, As for
writing, if what students wrote were consistently grammatical, courses in the improv-

ement of writing wouldn't be so numerous,

Transformationalists deny also that the morphology and syntax must be built on
a prior description of the sound structure. They would rather begin, in the traditi-
onal way, with the syntax and develop the description of sound structure from that,
There are many theoretical reasons for this preference and one powerful argument ;
after decades of effort, structural linguisties has produced rather thorough
descriptions of English sounds and extensive inventories of morphemes but very littl

in syntax, It is at least a plausible hypothesis that this failure reflects a weakness

in the theory itself,

The problem of "mixing levels® need not detain us long, since we are interested
in only one level, the syntax, It may be mentioned, however, that transformati-
onalists feel that they can attain a more economical description of the grammar if
they take one part into account while describing another, For example, if we
know that words are, say, nouns or verbs, we can devise rules that tell which of
their syllables will receive the stress or accent and which of their vowels will be

reduced.

Transformationalists put very much less weight on the idea of the corpus than

structuralists do, The structuralist likens the corpus the raw material

8 ) Noam Chomsky : Aspects{Cambridge : M1, T, , 1965, p.3.
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with which the physicist or the chemist works; it is what he must observe and study.
To the transformationalist, this is both a bad analogy and a misunderstan-
ding of natural science. The transformationalist is likely to use the corpus as a kind
of checklist, to remind him of structures he might otherwise overlook, and perhaps
as a source of fresh examples, But if he is himself a speaker of the language he
proposes to grammarize, he doesn't generally need the corpus to tell him what are
sentences of the language and whaf are not. He doesn’t need to find “John bought.
a car” in a text or on a tape to learn that it is a grammatical English sentence.
Furthermore, any corpus, no matter how large, will not necessarily contain all the
simple-sentence types necessary to the description. One might read a hundred
thousand books and never come across the particular sentence “John bought a car.™
To plod laboriously through texts looking fpt sentences that one can easily think
up in one's study strikes the transformationalist as a peculiar way to go about the
job. Finelly, as has already been stated, the transformationalist does not equate
grammaticality with possibility of occurrence. Much of what pccurs in corpora,
particularly in recordings of speech,-is ungrammatical and therefore irrelevant to the
making of the grammar,

Neither does the transformationalist conceive of the grammarian's task as princip—
allyone of classification and the making of inve.ntories of strﬁctures, 9 This also-
seems so him based on a misconception of the nature of natural science. The advances-
in physics and chemistry are not made chiefly by a direct attack on raw material,
dy odserving rocks and boiling things in test tubes. Rather they are made by getting:
insights into the hidden nature of things. So in grammar, the problem is to come-

to an understanding of the often .deeply buried mechanisms that make languages-
viadle, Classification doesn’t in itself lead to any such understanding. If classification
is itself the goal, it is difficult to show that one classification is better than another,
Noun modifiers, for example, might be classified in any number of ways, all defens-
ible. It is only when a classification is forced by the whole system that it becomes

important,

9) Bruce L. Liles, An Introductory transformdtional grammar(New Jersey : Prentice-
Hall, Inc,., 1971), p.5.
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Structural grammarians have commonly objected to the traditional practice of
speaking of certain structures as deriving from others. They have felt any utterance
should be taken by itself and not explained in terms of some other utterance,
Thus they have rejected explanations which say that in the sentence “close the
door” the subject is you “understood” or that “This is John's car” is short for “This
<car is John’s car.” On this point transformationalists side with traditionalists, It is
not that they believe that speakers who say ®Close the door” in some literal way
«understand” you or that when we say “This is john's car,” we first formulate the
sentence “This car is John's car” and then consciously delete the first car, It is
«ather that the task of explaining how languages operate demands that we find in
their sentences as much relationship, and therefore as much simplicity, as possible,
It is clealry more economical to describe the transitive verb system in English
and then give the rule for making any sentence with a transitive verb passive than
it is tp describe the system for active sentences and then to describe it all over again
for passives,

We suppose that this bears on the way languages are learned and used. It is
.obvious that we don’t learn our language by hearing sentences, storing them, and
then speaking them when the occasion arises. The number of sentences that any
speaker a language is capable of using is enormously greater than could conceivably
be learned and stored. Most of the sentences that we speak and write are new
-sentences, ones that never occurred before, Yet we use them with the confidence
that they will be understood and accepted as English sentences, It is highly impro-
bable that any sentence on this page ever occurred before, but presumably anyone
-who knows English will accept these senteces and understand them, The explanation
must be that we are operating not with a particular collection of sentences o but
-with a system for generating sentences, and it must be further true that this system
de a closely relational one 1 To discover and exprss these relationships is the
.central task of the grammarian, as the transformationalist sees it.

The structural linguists have often puf a good deal of weight upon frequency of

occurrence., This emphasis reflected in books for teaching foreign languages, which

10) Chomsky : Aspects, pp.60—61.
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often begin by explaining the strﬁcture of questions and responses, instead of
dealing with simple declarative sentences in the old-fashioned way. The argument is
that learners can make more use of “Does John speak English?” than he can of
“The grass is green” or “Babies cry.” Here again the transformationalist is old-
fashioned. He would agree of course that “"Babies cry” has a frequency of nearly
zero. One almost never has occasion to say it. Nevertheless it is undoubtedly a
great deal simpler, much closer to the heart of the grammar, than its more likely
derivatives, like “I hate to hear babies cry” or "The crying of the baby kept us
awake, ” The sentence types that are likely to occur are for the most part trans-
forms, structures of considerable complexity, If we begin with them and ignore the
simpler (though less likely) sentences that make them up, we will simply be unable
to attain to any nnderstanding of the grammar, !

This explains one feature of this text that may puzzle its users and perhaps annoy
them, About two thirds of it deals with apparently very simple constructions, ones
in which no speaker of English is ever likely to err, But there is no way to skip or
hurry over this. This is heart of English syntax, the stuff with which all our
complicated sentences are built. If one wishes to understand the complicated sente-
nces are built, If one wishes to understand the complicated sentences, where
ungrammaticality is likely to occur, one vmu'st begin by understanding the components,
It will be seen that with this base it is relatively easy to deal, in the last part of
the text, with a wide range of sentence types, including many that give trouble
to inexpeﬂenced writers

Until as recently as a decade ago it appeared- that a major break-
through had occurred in teaching foreign languages, In vogue was a method
variously described as the Aur_al-Oral, Audiolingual, or even Linguistic Method, a
method that derived much of its novelty from the discipline of linguistics, It
appeared to many linguists that language was speech, that speech preceded writing
in various ways, that the contrastive systems of phonology and grammar could be
described with considerable accuracy and that knowledge of language as a system

for conveying meanings was somehow more important than knowledge of the

11) 1bid, pp.37-38.
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meanings themselves, Allied to certain ideas in learning theory, such as habit

formation and interference, and to notions of programing or sequencing of materials

this linguistic knowledge seemed to promise a new era in language teaching, In such

teaching emphasis was to be placed on teaching the spoken language, on teaching

a language as a system, cn establishing this system as a set of habits, and on

reducing the learning burden by teaching only those features of the language that

contrasted with these of the first language,

In 1957, the publication of Syntactic Structures by Noam Chomsky (Yhr Hague:
Mouton) revolutionazed linguistics, In this book Chomsky called into question the

basic tenets of the discipline of linguistics, outlined a set of new assumptoins, and

formulated an entirely new set of questions for the discipline to address itself to.

It is impossible to understand current irsues in teaching English to spea.ers of

other languages without having some under standing of the generative-transform-

ational theory associated with_chomsky.

Generative~ transformational theory stresses the creative, rule-  governed nature

of the linguistic knowledgé of a native speaker and attempts to set up criteria by

which various models of this knowledge may be evaluated. These models have

been called competence models in that they are concerned with ideal linguistic

behavior in an ideal sectting. They are not_concerned with performance, that is,

with actual linguistic behavior, nor are they concerned with psychological processes,
Linguistic competence is said to underlie linguistic performance and to explain part

of that performance: grammars themselves -are not to be taken as performance

models, These notions competence and performance are discussed by chomsky, 12

The models express z different relationship of sounds to meanings from the

models used by structural linguists, No longer are phonological, . grammatical and

Semantic sytems discussed as though they were independent of each other, !

Instead, either syntax or semantics is made central and the other two components

(semantics and phonology or syntax and phonology) are made subordinate,
Linguists use these models in an attempt to explain how a speaker concurrently

12) Chersky : In language and mind(New York : Harcourt Brace & World, 1625
3) Chemsky : Aspects, pp.8:—86.
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decides the content of what he wants to say and then produces that content in
some kind of substance. The structural description of the content is sometimes called
the deep structure and that of the substance the surface structure; however, there are
no precise definitions of what either of these terms means, how the levels which
hey denote may be distinguished (if indeed they exist), and how deep structures
through transfarmational processes,

It is possible to illustrate some of the difficulties that arise in teaching English to
speakers of other languages by referense to certain specific problems in syntax,
phonology, and meaning. The problems that follow are discussed in a linguistic
framework only it should be noted that the various linguistic insights that emerge
do not determine any particular teaching method or methods. Too often in the past
the assumption has been made that a linguistic technique could be made into a
pedagogical technique (for example, the "minimal pair” technique) or that apparent
insights into linguistic structure achieved by linguists should be communicated
rather directly to learners. In the discussion that follows, linguistic insights are
separated from pedagogical concerns of one kind or another,

Generative-transformationalists have stressed the importance of relationships
between sets of sentences such as those represented in the pairs 1-2, 3-4, 5-6, 7-8,
and 9-10:

The boy chased the dog.
The dog was chased by the boy.

Pt
.

the boy came. the boy is little,

The little boy came,

1 asked Tom something. Tom wanted something
1 asked Tom what he wantd.

Someone opened the door,

The door opened,

© P N o W

You will eat your dinner.

10. Eat your dinner!

There is some good theoretical reason in each case to claim a "primacy® for the
odd-numbered member(s) of each pair over the even-numbered member, because
the former may be said to underlie the latter in some way, though the ways are
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somewhat different in each case, In the same way, 11 may be said to be more
basic than 12, even though 12 is more likely to be heared than i1:

11, where are you going? I am going to the library.,
12. where you going? To the library.

Generative-transformationalists have also stressed the importance of ambiguous
sentences such as 13 and 14:

Bo They have discarded clothes,
14, Girl Hunter Says Father Sets Example.

This insist that an adequate grammar must have devices for resolving the
ambiguity of such sentences, so that 13 can be interpreted as a statement about
either social workers or nudists and 14 as a newspaper headline about either the
daughter of a hunter or the playboy son of a playboy father. They also point out
that sentences 15-17 are identical in certain aspects of surface arrangement but
basically are rather different. as shown by both the possible and impossible and

impossible paraphrases which are indicated in 18-20:

15. The boy is easy to please,

16. ‘Phe boy is eager to please,

17. The boy is certain to please,

18. It is easy/eager/certain to please the boy.

19. The boy is eager/easy certain. He intends to please Someone.

20. It is certan/easy/eager/the boy will please,

In phonology, linguists have concerned -themselves with such problems as the
nature of the relationship of the stop consonants within 21 and of the vowels
within 22:

21. pin bin spin

22. bit beet beer

Concern with such phenomena is not new in linguistics but the proposed solutions
to phonological problems in terms of ordered rules and distinctive features are new.
Likewise, there is a concern for the phonological rules which are required to estab-
lish relationships not between vowel pairs such as those in 23 but between vowel
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airs such as those in 24:

23. beet and bit:bait and bet;boot and good

24. meter and metric, sane and sanity ;phone and phonic;type and typical

There certainly phonetic relationship between there are pairs in 23, but there are said to

be more important phonological relationships between the rela ted words in the pairs in24,

In semantics, the concern is with such matters as the acceptability or grammatic-

ality of sentences such as 25-28:

25, The tree barked, ‘

26. Our pet goldfish passed away yesterday.
27. John is as sad as the movie I saw,

28. Be intelligent !

These sentences have a variety of semantic and syntactic problems associated
with them, some of which only now are linguists and pholosophers beginning to
tackle,

It is apparent, then, that today there are available insights into the English
language that were not available only a few years ago. These insights are genera-
ted by the theory of generative-transformational grammar itself,

In a sense they
are the artifacts of that theory and are correct only

in the sense that they
it may well be that theories

theories are more interesting or lesg

conform to the requirements of the theory, But,
themselves are neither correct nor incorrect ;

interesting, rather than correct or incorrect. They are more or less interesting

because of the questions they raise and the answers they suggest for these questions, '

Unless they continue to raise questions and provide insights, they become shop-
worn and value-less,

What is available to language teachers today form linguistics then are new insights

into language, but insights which are theoretical artifacts at the same time, T hey

cannot, however, be ignored, but must somehow . be incorporated into teachng,

The sets of sentences 1—10 probably suggest a new principle of gradation, that is

of ordering structures form simple to complex, However, sentences 11 and 12

suggest that the criterion of frequency of usage demands that 12 be taught rather
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than 11, except, of course, one must assume that if the theory is in some sense
“correct”, an understanding of 12 presupposes a knowledge of 11. Howewer, while
ambiguity is an important aspect of language and must be accounted for, it is
interesting to note that most sentences are not ambiguous. Sentences 15-20 again
alert us to ambiguity and the collapsing of many “deep” structures into but a few
“surface” structures: however, one cannot help but wonder whether some of the
solutions linguists propose are pseudo-grammatical in nature. The phonological
examples in 21-24 remind us that both competence and performance are important,
Sentences 25-28 suggest that we never forget we are teaching the languag to human
beings who have lived and who have brains, and not to mindless machines in
dark basements,

Generative-transformational grammar provides language teachers with new
insights into language. For example, no one can read English Transformational
Grammar by R, A, Jacobs and P, S. Rosenbaum without being!¥ impressed by the
insights into English structure that it contains. However, neither the grammar not
existing descriptions give teachers any way of teaching these insights nor du they
provide any way of assigning a truth value to the insights on an absolute scale,
apparent claims to the contrary notwithstanding. The grammar does provide a new
metalanguage,!®. a new zest, and new possibilities, However, the first two are no
substitute for the last and very little has been done so far to exploit the last, Some
such exploitation of possibilities is necessary. At the moment there is a great deal of
speculation ranging across the whole scale of possibility , but little actual eaperim-
entation has been done, what claims for success there are for what has been done
appear to be more colored by the newness and zest just mentioned, that is, by the
wellknown Hawthorne efiect, rather than by any intrinsic value, Chomsky himself
has expressed skepticism about the immediate usefulness to language pedagogy of
the linguistic theory associated with him, 1

Rigorous experimentation is required in deriving principles of gradation in both

14) Rodevick A, Jacobs, Peters, Rosembaum(Massachusetts; Blaisdell Publishing C.many,
1968)

15) a mentalanguage is a kind of tool language with which another language is explain:=d.

16) “Linguistic theory” northeast conference on the tracking of foreign lengirage, 1.6;
Reports of true working committee, pp,43—49,
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syntax and phonology; serious study is demanded of the possibilities of using
generative-transformational theory in contrastive analysis; urgent clarification is
required of the still muddy concepts of competence and performance; and careful
documentation is essential in the area of putative linguistic universals, The time
has come for the serious work of consolidation if generative-transformational

theory is to have some widespread and lasting influence in teaching English as a

second language

4, Transformational grammar
and Language Acquisition

In the formation of humanity, the indispensable relation between the innate
potentiality and the external environment is required as education consists of the
internal cultivation and the external enlightenment and the dialectic congregation.
Namely, the three great elements of humanity are education, innate potentiality
and the external environment, Chomsky renders a linguistic explanation upon
the human innate linguistic potentiality as a creative property. According to
him, a human child is born with the innate linguistic device with which he can
lead a creative life of language, differently from other animals,' Accordingly,

language is a human species specific.

The linguistic education, whether of a native language or a foreign language,
should therefore conducted in the way that such a creative human property may be
ignited to match the external stimulus according to the innate linguistic rules, The
efficient way of language acquisition concerns two large questions of “How ?” and
"what ?”. The first question is how language learning should be conducted, and it
is not confined to the linguistic theory but it must be studied in the field of general
learning process of psychology. But the second question is strictly limited to the
linguistic proper. After Bloomfield, linguistics has- made a great progress in the
practical application of language learning theory as well as in the general

theoretical aspects of language,

The empirical linguistic such as Bloomfield and Sapir maintain that language learning
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is possible only through memory, immitation, repetition and analogy, Their
methodology of language learning is based on pattern-drill which they regard as
the only and best way of learning a language, On the other hand, the rationalists
led by Chomsky claim that human verbal behavior is not a habitual behavior for
communication acquired by condiffoning process but a cognitive behavior accomplis-

hed by the ignition of the innate language acquisition device,

Diller made a methodological division for language learning: imiation, memory

and pattern drill;Francois Gouen's successive teaching; and Berlitz and De Anag's

direct teaching, !” The triple division presupposes the linguistic universality on

which any theory of language learning should be based, The study of language

universals would be the backbone of the language learning theory. In the exp-
loration of language universals, Chmosky proposes the so-called deep structures

underlying the base of any language. In other words, the deep structure is a kind of
universal structure common to all human languages, This discovery enables the lin-
guist to investigate more confidently the human language universality, which in turn,
will contribute to the language education. According to the Chomskyan linguistic
theory, the acceptance of the linguistic universality presupposes that language is a

human species specific and man has such a universal innate linguistic device,

The language acquisition devide plays two roles in Chomskyan theory: first, it
accounts for the striking similarities among human languages, even those which, as

far as is known, are historically and geographically unrelated.

The second role of the language acauisition device is in accounting for the speed,
ease and regularity with which children learn their first language which, as we
heve seen, decreases rapidly after the child reach adolescence, Moreover, the fact
that all the children learning a given language seem to pasbs through the same
regular stages in their acquisition might also be explained on the assumption that

ohildren possess an innate theory of language of the form Chomsky outlines, 18’

17) Karl Conrad Diller : Generative grammar, Structural linguistics, and language teaching
(U.S.A, : Harvard University Press, 1977) p.5l.
18) Neil Smith, Wilson. Morders linguistics (Pelican Books, 1979), pp.250—251.
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Within this framework, then, it is inatural to look for language universals, The ‘

language acquisition device would guarantee their existence, by ensuring that the
only learnable languages would conform to innately determined principles., Moreover,
the language acquisition device would itself be a theory of language universals, equ-
ipping the children with information about the form and content of grammars in
terms of which he could organize the linguistic data he encounted. what would a

universal grammar actually contain? The answer is a word: commpetence, The
mystery about the great linguistic competence given only to the human species will

be likely to be given answer sooner or later.

Following chomsky’s most recent work, we might devide linguistic universals
into two types: formal and functional. As their name indicates, formal universals
specify the form of rules in a grammar, the vocabulary in which they are stated,
the way in which they interect; functional unlversals apply to the actual linguistic
data they are designed to describe, The formal universals, for example, might
define a class of phonological distinctive features, such as + nasal, =+ voice,

+ coronal, which the phonological rules may refer to.

It will be recalled that the functional universals are those that state how the
grammar fits the data: how the particular rules of the grammar apply in the
analysis of any given sentence. So, for example, we might know how to formulate
the rule of passive for English, but be in doudt about whether, how or where to
apply it in the derivation of a particular transitive sentence. Any universal which
prescribed the functioning of grammatical rules in the analysis of a given sentence

would be a functional universal in chomsky’s sense, !

Then what result has such a linguistic universality brought in the language edu~
cation ?

Firstly, the more linguistic universal elements are discovered, the more -easily
is the language education conducted. It is obvious that the child's quickest and
complete learning of his native language accounts for the linguistic universality
which arranges the natural systemization of the particular language according to

the universal linguistic rules,

19) Ibid. 254,
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Secondly, the language universals will help to make the grammatical description
of the world languages more complete and simpler. The discovery of as many
linguistic universals as possible will contribute to the simplification of the gramm-
atical description a particular language by the omission of the linguistic universals
constituting the underlying structures of the language from the grammatical
description, The grammatical description of a particular language will be no more
than the description of the specific elements peculiar to the language, and a kind
of human language grammar will deal with the language universals. Chomsky
ennumerates some language universals: (1) all the human language consist of
the syntactic component, the semantic component and the phonological comp-
onent; (2) they have transformational rules; (3) the distinctive features of the
phonological component are common to them; (4) they categorize the sentential

constituents; (5) they have vowels and -consonant,

Thus, Chomsky and his followers claim that language consist of deep structures
and surface structures and that deep structures common to all human languages
and that surface structures are peculiar to particular languages, According to them,
by this dualisiic\division of language, more precise and efficient method of languages
education can be found, Diller expresses his view on the rationalistic approach to

language education as follows:

Since the late 1950’s an increasingly large number of linguists have followed Ncam
Chomsky and other generative grammarians in rejecting the empiricist apprcach to
language learning in favor of a sophisticated revival of the rationalist approach,
Generative grammarians themselves have not yet established themselves in the
language teaching profession to the extent that the structuralists have, but rationa-
list—based “direct methods” similar to those of Berlitz and de Sauze are undergoing
a spirited revival in this new linguistic climate,

Let us organize our discussicn of the rationalist approach around our propositions :

1) A living language is characterized by rulegoverned creativity,

2) The rules of grammar are psychologically real,

3) Man is uniquely built to learn languages,

4) A living language is a language in which we can think,

20) Karl Conrad Diller : Generative grammar, structural linguistics, and language teaching
(U.S A, : Harvard University Press, 1971), p.2l.
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The above-mentioned four propositions can be expanded as follows: (1) creative
power of generating an infinte -number of sentencess (2) refilling ability for
deleted or omitted parts of a sentence; (3) understanding ambiguous parts of a
sentence; (4) understanding synonymous parts of a sentences (5) child’s innate
development of linguistic competence: (6) human monopoly of language; (7)
uniformity of language learning. Chomsky emphasizes the following four conditions
of grammar for language learning; systematization of grammatical rules, symbolized
formality of grammatical rules, explicitness of grammatical rules and simplicity of

grammatical rules,

What can be thought to be the Chomskyan contribution to linguistics is that he
makes a dualistic division of language in two points: linguistic competence and
performance, and deep structures and surface structures, This division may well

be made the best use of language education,

A great deal of effort has been expended in the attempt to demonstrate the
potential contributions of the field of descriptive linguistics to the teaching of
second languages and, since the theory of transformational gammar has become
the dominant theory in the field of linguistics, it is not surprising that applied
linguists have sought to apply transformational grammar to gain new insights into
the teaching of second languages. It will be claimed in this paper that it is a
mistake to look to transformational grammar or any other theory of linguistic
description to provide the theoretical basis for either second languag pedagogy or a
theory of language acquisition, That is, what is needed in the field of language

teaching are not applied linguists but rather applied psychologists,

The primary goal of the language teacher is to instill in the student abilities in the
production and comprehension of the target language which are comparable to those
of the native speaker, Before adequate methods of language pedagogy can be developed, ;
textbook writers and teachers will have to have access to a theory of human language
acquisition and an understanding of the psychological representation of linguistic
knowledge in the mind. Anything less puts the teacher in the position of merely
presenting data to the student in a hit and miss fashion with no principled basis for
deciding what it is that should be taught, the order of presentation, or how to give
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aedquate explanations. Many scholars view transformational grammar as an attempt
to represent the structure of linguistic knowledge in the mind and seek to apply

transformational descriptions of languages directly to the development of second

language teaching materials, If it is true that transformational grammar is a

cognitive theory of language which is intended to make claims regarding the
psychological representation of knowledge, then applied linguists who base their
teaching materials on transformational grammar may feel that they are on the
right track, If, however, transformational grammar makes no psychological claims,

then just what is its status and what does it have to say to the language teacher?

When we consider people’s ability to acquire, store, and use language and ask
what kind of theory would “explain” or “characterize® human linguistic competence,
we realize that  there are at least three approaches open to us. These three
approaches correspond ro three "levels” of theories which may be constructed to
describe human behavior, First, we may be concerned with a neurophysiological,
biochemical description of the actual physical processes involved in language.
Meaningful statements on this level are certainly far off in the future and it is not
obvious that neurophysiology will contribute anything to the language teacher.
Secondly, our goals may be in the field of descriptive linguistics and lead us to
formal descriptions of languages and a theory of linguistic description. Thirdly, we
may be concerned with developing a cognitive theory of language within the field of
psycholinguistics. It is only the latter type of theory which could be utilized in the
development of a theory of language acquisition. This is true because theories of
linguistic description are concerned with the abstract or logical structure of
languages and consider a language as an autonomous system isolated from the
psychological procsses which result in the acquisition, storage, and use of linguistic
knowledge. Theories of linguistic description claim nothing regarding the way in
which the knowledge of language processes and data is structured and stored in the
mind (what might be called a theory of linguistic competence) or how a person
acquires and utilizes these cognitive structures in producing or understanding senten-
ces (that is, linguistic performance). Both theories of competence and theories of pe-
rformance as defined here are beyond the goals of descriptive linguistics if we restrict

these goals to the description of the abstract structure of linguistic utterances. No
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attempt is made to integrate theories of linguistic description with the concerns of
psychologists interested in constructing models of other cogniiive processes such as
pr oblem solving, perception, long and short-term memory, concepts and concept
formation. Of course, descriptive linguistics has validity as a field of scientific end-
eavor but it should not be confused with the attempt to understand human language
as a psychological phenomenon, the viewpoint of a cognitive theory of language
must be psychological, that is, it should be concerned with describing people rather
than describing languages. In addition, there must be at least some indication of
how such a theory might be integrated with other cogntive functions and the models
which have been proposed to explain them,

Chomsky and other transformational grammarians have contributed a great deal to
for example, our understanding of language and language pedagogy, by pointing
out the vacuity of behavioral psychology and the uses to which it has been put in
language teaching. However, an examination of recent second language textbooks
shows just how little of any consequence has been contributed by the theory of tra-
nsformational grammar itself to the development of teaching materials. Once we get
beyond the superficial misapplications of terminology (e. g., talking ' about *“two
surface structures being derived by transformational rule from a common deep str-
ucture” when it is merely meant that two sentences are related in meaning), we see
that the formal structures and categories defined in a transformational grammar
have not been put to pedagogical advantage in second language teaching3®
Lamendella 1969b). Moreover, theories of linguistic description are relevant to language
teaching only to the extent they form part of the data which psycholinguists may
use in constructing a cognitive theory of language, It is this theory which may

properly be utilized as the theoretical basis for second language pedagogy.

21) Lamendellar, JohnT. 1963b Rzview of Modern Englisk, by W. E. Ruthertford
Linguage Learning 19. 1 & 2, 147—160,

-
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Conclusion

It should seem obvious that the history of foreign language teaching did not
have a linear development. We do not have a situation in which the faults of one
method were corrected by a new method, each one superseding the last, Rather,
we have two separate history. The great theoretical [division between linguistics--—-
the empiricist vs. the rationalist---also divides the language teaching methodologies, |
Teachers on the one side include Jespersen, Palmer, and the other European
linguists of the "reform method,” along with Bloomfield and his following of
American descriptive linguists-—-all having an “empiricist” or “behaviorist® theory
of language acquisition. On the side we have Fancois Goin, M berlitz, de Sauze,
and many other traditional grammarians with a “rationalist” theory of language
acquisition very similar to that of Chomsky's transformational generative grammar,

1 have dealt with transformational grammar based on “Rationalism and language
learning on this study, also Chomsky’s language acquisition,

One of Chomsky's*main contributions to the study of linguistic universals have
been to make the search of a universal theory of language respectable, The
language acquisition device plays two roles in Chomskyan theory, Following
Chomsky's most resent work, we might divide linguistic universals into two types :

formal and functional,

As for "Rationalism” I have largely confined my concern to the concepts of
language creativity distinguished from animal mechanical communication, * and the
dichotomy of linguistic phenomena into competence vz, performance and deep
structure vz. surface structure. What I regard as the strong points of the transfor-
mational approach to the language learning over the structuralistic stimulus-response
mechanism is that the transformationalist accepts the linguistic universality as the
most striking phenomena of language and that language is peculiar to the human
species, which presupposes that animalistic conditioning has nothing to do with the
human creative verbal behavior.

This study constitutes nothing more than a suggestive attempt to prove that
language is a human species specific such that the human verbal behavior cannot be
studied without taking into account the human cognitive nature connected with the
innate language acquistion device. My hope is that further and more serious study
of this suggestion will bring about a ruly new contribution to linguistic and
language-learning theories,
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