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ABSTRACT

e

Widdowson's Model of Language Use
As a Basis for Course Design And Methodology:
A Critical Examination I

" Bruce McCormack

o
P

[}

. . A
Widdowson's (1983%a) "Model of Langugge Use" 1s a

characterization of the discqurse\procesa of the proficient

£

language user. The purpose of this thesis: is to examine

‘Widdowson's model criticallyf,in'order to determine . its .

. Ve . \
essentiql components. Th{ essential components  of ' the

functioning model are then used as a point of reference in

.conducting an examination of a selection of ESP (Engiish For

Specific Purposes) mqtenials. This task 1is undertaken
because of the. imno?tance wh19h~w1ddowson has placed: on

methodology in endeavouring to establishg‘a' theoretical'

framework for the teaching of language for - specifie

m—

purposes.

The functioning model is found to be reflected in some
”~

of the ESP materials examirfed. These include - matérials . °
authored or initiated by Widdowson himself in addition to

one of three other sets ofimaterials examined The two otler

~ !

-

sets of materials are found»to account fop only some of the

modelﬁs components. and do not, therefore, prdtide ‘for ..

language use as defined by the model. It 1is concluded that

Widdowson's "model of . language use"  has’ inportant
implidations for language teaching. )
v ' » ﬁj)‘v
S

111
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RESUME : \
Le Modéle de l'utilisation de la languerde Widdowson comme
base pour la méthodologie et la planification de cours:
un examen critique.

- ~

Bruce McCormacK

"Le modéle de 1'utilisation de la langue" (Modelféf

‘Language Use) de Widdowson (1983a) caractérise le processus
de 'discours de celui qui malitrise bien sa la;gggw—Cetté'
thése a pour but de faire l'exa‘en critigque d¢¥ modéle de

‘Widdowson 'gfin‘: de relever ses composantes
F) .

°

essentlelies. Celles dd modele 'fonctibnnel" servent alors

de 'point de repere dans 1l'analygse d'une sélection de

matériaux pour le ESP (English For Specific Purposes -

[0 1Y

l'énglais} pour fins spécifiques). Cette étude a $ét

entreprise en "raison de 1l'importance que Widdowson a

accordée & la méthodologie dans le but d' etabllr un cadré

spécif;qﬁes. \

}Le ,modéle {fonctionnel est refleté dans certains des

matériaux étudiés’, notamment>dans ceux écrits ou congus pgr

Widdowsbn..lui-méme, ainsi que dans un parmi trois autres.

' LY

ensembles de mafériaux. Les deux autres ne comptaient que
quélques unes des composantes du modéle et donc ne
permettent pas l'utilisation de 1la Iinq\ défini par le
mpdéle.‘Oh a conéi;*qué le modéle fonctionnel de Widdowson
fournit des préceptes iéportant pour l'enseignment de la

langue.

iv

8

o ;héorique pour l'enseignement de 1la langue pour des fins .
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CHAPTER A ’
) INTRODUCTION

Background v . . -

Since the 1970's, an inpreasihg qdantity and variety of

course materials have beem designed urder the banner of

"ESP - English For Specific Purposeé. Widdowson has, however,

. . <2
asserted that activity in ESP 1is being conducted without

the 'benefit of a "theoretical framéwork" (Widdowson,

1983a, pi@i),.

t

in'lxhe absence of a coherent theory to inform the

choice %@,apprOpriate lmethodologv and to ssrve as a basis
. ’ \ 4 4.

for ESP course. design, Widdowson contends that the field

has evoived into "a busy area of basically 'ad hoc'

“operational activity without reference .to anj "cleaﬁ

theoretical principles™ (Widdowson, 1953&;*p. 13).

Widdowson's assessment of the essentially unprincipled
condition of ESP servos, in his analysis, as a prelude to
and justification for his presentation of a theoretical

model. This "model of .language use" (Widdowson, 1983a) 1is

.intended ‘to fill the theoretical void“which Widdowson
'porceives to exist within the field of ESP.

To_ begin with, it is necessary to reflect on

Widdowson's assessment of the condition of ESP. Within the

-

" context of this’ thesis, this will 'serve two. purposes.

Firstly, it will serve ta introduce Widdowson's perspective

3/

on the central issues of ESP course content and meﬁ?odoiogy,

s



A

a peré%ectivg which appears to differ quite markedly from
(e : :

that of many ESP course designers. . ‘

the seminal ideas which have determined course design gnd

' content within the ESP movement. This will serve to outline

-

)

language use" may be placegd. This ‘establishment of
historical coneext is germane to th? goal of this study,
?hich is to examine Widdowson's model critically and then
to look at the qelationship*betwqyn theory and practice, by
qsing the model ‘as a reference in _examining actual ESP
materials. |

]

The Field of ESP: 4An Overview of Its "Assumbptions
. ‘ , — {

Widdowson (1983a), invoutlining the need for a coherent
: p : _

“w e

theory, ‘has sﬁated that the ‘recent proliferation of ESP

materials has//been based not on a theorx but on "an
N -

assumption that ESP is simply a matter of describing a

“particular area of language and then'using this description

as a course specification" (p, 10) .-

- This viewpoint, whether it is perceived as- simply being

" an "assumption" or part of a more colerent * theory, can

certainly be observed in the expreHsed purposes of 2 number

. f course designers. Ewer and Latorre explain the "purpose"
of

A Course in Basic Scientific English as being that of

.teaching "the basic language of iggentific English" (Ewer |

‘and Latorre, 1869, p. ix). The authors contend that there is

+ -~

Secondly, it will provide a general overview of some of‘

the hist®rical cantext within which Widdowson's . "model of
. <> ‘

3
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.}

- a -basic 1language of science which crosses‘ disciplines in

hs

addition to ‘the,special vocabwlaries characteristic” of
particular(subiect areas. . |
Ewer and Latorre (1967) undertook;a ,frequency count
from a sample of over three milliagn words in order to
determihe what this basic Ianguage (lexis and ,syntar) of
science is. They also sought to discover . the‘ "special
vocabulapy" of a number of specific scientific disciplines.
It might be imagined that this view of the central rolé

of7uocabulary,selection in ESP course design has long since

ceased to be dominantl\~But: a.'renarkably similar statement

of purpose can be found in the preface to the more 'recent',
-t - / . vl

% . .
Career English Serieés, published by MacMillan fifteen

® years later: "The books are desiéned to teaoh the special‘

\

L 4 : s .t
+ v

-~

terminology students feed in order to communicate in English

within their career areas" (Meyers, 1984, Preface).

Another vireually 1dentical statemént of intent is

*provided 1n the Foreword to the Regents Series English . For

Careerg" wherein we read that the series ‘is designed 53“
introduce "the particular language of different professional
and vocational fields" ..(Mohr, 1978, p. - vy -

Quite clearly, the idea that a specification of syntax
and lexisﬁ provides an apprapriate means by - which  to =~
design"language'courses and determine language\ content,
is “a widely held view. ] There appear.to be many proponente
of this theory or "assumption" that linguistic descr}ption

A :
and vocabulary specificatipn can serve as a basis for ESP

>



b . an

. ‘ - ]
materials ﬁeéigned to meet the specific needs of learners.
We can place these statements of purpose -into sharp
relief by 'contrasting - them with  Widdowson's: (1983a)

. hi ’ .
concluding . remarks in the argument presented in Learning

”PurpOse and Language‘Use : "It does not actually matter wery

~much, I think what language the learners are presented
with. What does matter is how they oan put it to effective.
~use’ (p 91) Widdpﬁson questions the view ‘that the language
content of ESP courSes can be adequately-derived . from the

©

"discipline of linguistics" (pr 51).

"assumption" underlying the design of courses such as the

aforementioned A Ccurse in Basic Scientific English, gppears

- to be reflected in formulations of "register analysis!
A(Halliday, McIntosh p\and: Strevens ~1964).h Linguistic

descriptions furnished by register analysis have serviced

LI

‘the linguist' ‘and the grammarian's need to analyze “and

What Viddowson (1981b 1983a) has referred to as .the

" categorize "the linguistic code, they have also; ‘as shown .

above, served as a basis for course design and materials

'development, as in Ewer and Latorre (1969) .

'As Widdowsen (1981b) points out, . Halliday et al., in’

,fact, seem to identify such an analysis as. . being the
' necessary prerequisite to the: task of designing materials to
'meet "specializedAneeds;"; Such an analysis . wquld: .entail

“"detailed " studies of restricted 1anguages and special

. '0‘

»

registers carried out‘on the basisfof large samples of the:

lﬁnguage used by the particular Rersons ‘concerned™. (cited in_

‘.,", ! o . . 4
. L LI .

A el e

- . M ¢ . . '

“eeo#

il

13

o

-



(4

Widdowson, 1981b).

This idea of a register analysis' was' eventually
- supplemented, or in some cases replaced by. that of a
N ¢

needs analysis, most thoroughly articulated by Munby (1978)..

[

Such an analysis,- rather than focussing on 1inguistic
. . e i

‘structures and lexis, attempts to determine ‘'the

4 R

communicative purposes for which the learner. requires the

second language. The goal of a needs analysis is to meet the |

-

academic or.occupational needs which the learner brings -to
‘the learning situation by. designing courses whose language

3 \ ' .
content 1s directly relevant td the perce;yed needs of the

‘\ learner. o . \ T - ':,“~.\ T
.course design has been and continues to be' based on: the
structural? approach -exemplified by '"register analysis,“_

Recently, however, as Widdowson (j981b) has shown, the

. concept of a needs analysis . has been very influential in

' directing*ESP activity. The design offan increa3ing - number

of ESP ‘6ourses has been characterized by efforts . to

determine, systematically, " the communicative needs of a _

target group of learners and then to use .this specifdcation

.o

of"needs as a basis for décisions on the courée content pf

,a language program designed to fulfill them. o 5

Ewer and Latofre (1969), . as Widdowson has pointed out,
: nducted a needs analysis "as a straightforward’ register

analy is, itemizing " the occurrence of formal linguistic

k4

'Q features" (Widdowson, 1983a, p. ,29).. They then psed.the'

As has been demonstrated, much of .the activity -of Egﬁ»~‘,
f , Ny N N T

"~

/~',_. ././
- -

—
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~ results of this analysis toidetermine language content.i

More recently, needs analysis has focussed on nptional
and functional meanings. A typical neegs analysis attenpts
to determine the _functional (as opposed to, the purely .
structural) nature of the language which will be required by
the learner in successfully engaging in c0mmunicapive
;activities of various kinds. . '

| Mackay (1981) citea'selinker; Trimble and Vroman (1972)
in expressing .a common ekpeetation nnderlfing a needs
lanalysis of this kind. The assumption is that course design
will be maximally effectivesWhen it s based on the needs of
the learners._ That is to sdy, an'ESP program should be
"baged on the identified uses" to which learners will put
the language once the course is completed (Mackay, 1981, .o
134y, ' . ’
Widdowson has argued tnat "such an assump;ion is
. ﬁistaken"‘ KWiddOWSbn,’.'1981b, P. 2); He suggeats that
orthodox needa analjses are too limiting because they .are
- solely “mgoal-oriented," providing for ends .but/ neglecﬁing
the means of achieving’them.n —

Widdowson (1981b) has, by contrast, outlined a
"process ~oriented™ approach, 'one- which 'censiders -the
_determination pf the language content of a syllabus to be
\1ess’significant than decisions about how to'facilitafe the
learning process, thus emphasizingjthe role of methodology

in -<course implementation. In his subsequent publication,

Learning Purpose and Language Use‘,'aWiddowson has extended




v

<

Y

and further ~articu1atea'this view,losuggesting'. that ESP

-

/’ . . .
course design  requires the implementation of. a
"procedurally based methodolbgy" (Widdowson, 1983a, ﬁ. 90). -
It is within this context that he bas developed his '"model

of language use."

°

Widdowson's Médel'gg Lardguage Use .

' Widdowson has proposed a "model of language) uée" to
provide a "theoretical bésis fér ESP" (Widdowson,_ 1983a, p.
34). A breliminary discussion of the model will serve to
iﬁtroduce some of its principal terms and. definitions- és

well as the premises on which it is based. -

Systemic and Schematic (Langﬁgée) Knowledge

Widdowsdn's model 1is based on~severa1' key premises.
One of these premises is that there are "two basic levels of
language knowledge" (Widdowson, 1983a, p.(57).
'~ The first level is systemic and consists of a ‘

gnoﬁiedge'of gramﬁar and phonolog&. A‘mgasure of a learner's

systemic' * knowledge fb, ‘' in Widdowsgn's terms, a

determination of his. or :her linguigtib competence
(Widdowson, 1983a, p. 35). |

The - segond lefel .of laﬁguage knowiedge is what
Widdowson calls the "schematic" 1;ve1; He defines schemata
as "cogniﬁivé constructs  which, ' aqong“ ofher' definfﬁg
features, are creations. stemming frég past experienceé

(Widaowson,'. 1983a, p. 34). Tgese 'bognitive structures ‘are

{

7
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the rudiments of language use. They are used as a kind of
blueprint to make sense of and to organize experience. And

they are used lto interpret and predict the meaning of

2 * %
events. Communicative competence, in Widdowson's terms, is a

reflection of this schematic level of language knowledge

(Widdowson, 1983a, p. 38). Lo ' .

’

The Key Executive Role of Schematic Knowledge

A ‘secohd key premise of Widdowson's model is that in

actual language use, -only the schematic level is "dﬁrectly"

~engaged. Schematic knowledge‘"serves as the main source  of

reference” in actual discourse (Widdowson, 1983a, p. 57);

A— L ) ) //
Communicative Competence, Capacity and Procedural Ability -

In introducing Viddowson's important concepp/ of

capaéitx, itimust‘be‘po{nted ouf that what Widdoﬁson /means

. . . / . )
by communicative competence 1is qualitatively differént,from ‘

what many other writers who have used the term have taken it

' to mean. Widdowson uses the term communicative capacity to

refer to capabilities which other ﬁriters may have subsumed
under "the term' communicative. competence (Wilkins 1976,
Mackay and Mountford 1978). ' ‘ .
As . haé been explained, Widdowson's use of the 'term
communicative competence fefers to the language user's
4

store of schematic knowledge. It 1is communicative

capacity ‘which enables a learner to engage in necessary

procedures which faciliate. the exploitation of - this

~ !

8

/



significant task for two reasonsﬂ

o

schematic knowledge. ‘Communicative capacity, then, is the
"procedural ability" to engage schematic knowledge and then
to/ realize - it in actual 1anguage use \(Widdowson,

1983&, p‘ 41)60 ' "y

' The Focus of this Study

The goal of +this study is to examige Widdowson's

. . ' N . .
" proposed theoretical framework for ESP criticafi}.in order

0 ‘pro%ide & clear explanation of the functioning ,of his
"model of language useﬁ in theory and an'assessment‘oi its
realizability in practice. g - ' R

v If,gaps are found to exist between theory and practice,
these wwill be discussed. And if the model is seen to Dbe
deficient or limiting or to require modification, critical
comment may be in order.‘ The explicit notion of criticism,
hoWever, is not what is intended by the use of the. tern

e

critical examination.‘ What' 1is intended is the idea of ay

°

Al

discrimi@ating assessment.

A critical examination of Widdowson's model is a

o

Firstly,,it will provide a clear and concise picture of

. the character of the model. Widdowson's own presentation

. takes 110 pages because of the need he sees éoVexplore his

-

sources. I 2 . ' C
Secondly, it will ‘serve - to highlight the model's
essential features by distinguishing a concern'wifh and an

interest in its actual funcfioning as opposed “to the
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justATITELion of the arguments which produced it. @%ﬁé
" Once the model's essential features have been’
distilled, two sets of ESP materials authored or initiated

by Widdowson will be examined, using his model as a point

. of reference.l The purpose of this examination will be to

.assess the .extent to which Widdowson's functioning "model

of. language use" is found - to be reflected in these

¢ i . -
materials. ) T

Subsequently, three other sets of materials  will . be

. examined. ' The essential features of Widdowson's model will

'again be wused as a point of reference in . condugcting tﬁis

>

examination’ 1Its purpose 1is to determine which of the

"essential features of the model are reflected and which fail

to be .reflected in these materials’
‘ /-fhis' latter- task of examining. a selection of ESP
materials'. with reference to a model which was not used in
dereloping them should, it is anticipated, serve to further

expose the unique features of Widdowson's model and to

+. determine the extent to which Widdogsonis model refiects a

separate theoretical viewnor merely a stylistic variation of
- ' ’

the traditional assumptions. It should also provide some

%’ N . 12
insight into the practical implications of a

. ' [ . ‘ . .
systemic/schematic distinction and 48 "procedurally based
methodology!" for course design" and materials development:

To summarize, the specific questions I will address in

+

this study are these:
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essential features of -Widdowson's
!

(1) ;Lhat are .the’
theoretical’ framdwork as e%pressed “in his. "model‘ of
language use"?: . . '

—

(2) 'Hyg' Widdowson himself put his theoretical framework:

-, ‘ ' ,\"*v
into practice? ' R , . “
(3)- Which of &Eﬁ essential features of. the model. are

reflected = or fail to be reflected in dn ei@minatioh -of.‘a

n

' . - Lo . . 1y
selection of ESP materials? o
- T ! :
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- : CHAPTER 2

a

¥ o ‘”REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduqtiqﬁ, .
Widdowson's ideas about "communiéétive. language

‘teaching, by his own admission, have met with a lack .of

understanding by some gomﬁentators in the field (Widdowson,

1983a).. The ,goaf'lof'teaching for communiéatiqn whas been

interpreted by éoﬁe to mean‘ghgt 1angua5e‘must necessarily

-~

and at all times be presénted as communication. He regrets

S - L. -
- his own part in contributing to this misunderstanding:ik"No
doubt the title of my own book (Widdowson 1978) has made its

. own contribution to this misconception and T wish now that. T

‘had chosen the more accurate and 1less misle&ding title

'Teaching lahguage for commihication' " (Widdowson, 1983a,
" p. 30{. . _
In thié chapter, the most impdftgnt of Wiﬁdozfon'S'

¢

ideas _gbout communicative ,langdage ‘tedchiqg will be
reviewed tp"@etermiﬂe the - ‘general - outline of his
viewpoint on the communicative gppfoacn td second 'language
instruction. References to w1dd6wson'§ work by other course
désigngrs and theorists who have expressed agrgement ‘with

his work will assist in this process.

Widdowson's concept of .procedures, central to an

understanding of his "model of langudge use," will then be

- ? ' .
discussed 1n relation to his use of “the term schema
. : —————

(plﬁral; schemata). . As previously noted: Widdowson's: "model

~

12

~
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of language use" posits that’ there is a schematic ;evei of
language competence "which is alone operative in ianguage
use" (Widdowson, 1983a, p. 38). Since the model attaches
such, ... importa%fe .to this, schematic level of ;knowledga, a
‘brief - revieys -of . schema  as understoodv by"tuo other
theorists wifiyienq perspective to Widdowson}é.use of the
term. a | - ' | S

1

Widdowson's (1983a) approach to ESP course .design is

-‘based: on theoretical principles whiEh he presents with -
,‘ reference to his '"model of language use," Widdowson,

emphasizes the holistic nature of the. discourse. process and

advocates a "procedurally—based methodology" to account for'

,

it, stressing the importance‘of "methods of implementation"

. while de-emphasizing - the 'role. of 1anguage content

specification. His approach will he dicgussed, as will

. i @ 7 ty -

his ' vieWpoint on the pedagogic shortcomings of the
traditional ESP approaches (of register and needs analysis)/'
to the’ determinatlon of language content in ‘ESP courses.

These traditional approaches willl'be contrasted with his

own.

: B T ‘ . - .. - .
Subsequently, the most c¢onspicuous criticism of

@D .,

Widdowsonﬁl position will be reviewed. .Michael Swan's

quite vociferous: disagreement with Widdowson's ideas will

be examined as will critlcism :by Charnock.

Thé.‘chapter concludesr with a look at Widdowson's view

) _of acquisition in relation to language use. His views will

be compared with those of Krashen and McLaughlin.

t -~

5
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Widdowson's View of Communicative Language Teachling

‘Candlin, Kirkwood and Moore " (14978) cite Widdowson

(1973) as® having articulated a "crucial distinction" between
text and discourse (cited in Candlin et al., 1978, p. 195).

For Widdowson, grammatical relations and the manner in which

7fsegtences are formed and interconnect constitute the .

finaings of,a text analysis. 'An.analysis ofidiscourse,‘ on

the}other\hand, reveals the way in which utterances occur

15' context to express communicative functions ~and . thus
'impart meaning. . : n

Widcowson“ (1978) examiixes this d_istinc?tion further
within‘ the context of a discussion of the communicative
approach to language teaching. His examination makes -use of

' a number’ of other. binary distinctions related to that of

° XY
/

. text and discourse. - , .
For example, Middowson,;s ‘'use of the terms sentences
- and utterances «in his delineation of text and discourse is
‘éﬁrecise and purposeful.“For Wicaowsod, 1angpage‘prgcessing
at;the sentence levél involves an appropriate nnderstanding
of. grammaticgl knowledge. Language processing at the level
.of ‘utterance involves- the ability to use languagé in
Jcontext for communicative purposes. ‘
"Widdowson acknowledges that part of a seconq (language
‘ learner/g‘ “task is to develop the '"ability to produce
ﬁ "correcﬂ\ sentences. ~ As he points oat, many language'

teachers ~b\lieve that the <task of' learning' a \%econd :

'g language ‘essentially  involves the application of grammar

14 b ‘_'A

2
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and cerreet syntax in the nroduct;on of cerrect sentences.
'Widdqwson concedes ~that this yiew has contributed to :thGJ
detelopment of "a goodedeal. of impreéessive language teachiné
material® (Widdowson, 1978, p. 1).

But. he also believes that such an approach is

*

«

inadequate ‘to account for language <“processing in
. - .
communication. Widdowson demonstrates thet an understanding

at thes sentence level does not confer the ability to
.comprehend or produce meaning which is contextually-embedded -

and which occurs  beyond the sentenée level. In other

b~

words, a knowiedge of a variety of sentence patterns,

though necessary, 1s not sufficient to provide a knowledge

of how language is used to achieve communicative purposes..y

> .
A

Usage and Use . ' .

Widdowson (1978) posits a distinction between' ‘usage

o

oane use to further clarify these  different levels of
langu Ye’knowledge, On the one hand, there 1s the ability to
i‘genera e grammatieally ‘correct .eentences' (expressing a
‘ knowledge of usage). On ‘the other, there ie'the abilit¥ te
v.employ language apnfepriately to achieve commuhicative
purposes (demonstrating a capacity for language use)

Inr relation to Chomsky's distinction between competence

and-performance; usage reflects. one aspect of. penfprmanee.

namely, -a demonstrdation of a knowledge of linguistic rules,¥
\ .

~"or‘ of the M"abstracted" language systéﬁ.ﬁ Language use

‘.

reflectsoanother.aspect of performance, the ability'to apply ‘-'

-

15
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linguistic knowledge in the actual eommunicative use"of

- kﬂ 1aqguage'for perticular purposes (Widdowson, 1978, p. 3).
Ll ,
\ o 'v‘«
~ Signifiication and Value
v ,

Directly related to this distinction between usage and .

use is Widdowson's distinction between signifieation and
- % B

vglue (Widdowdon, 1978, p. 41). WiadOQEOn’uses‘these terms
to refer to the kinds of meaning goqveyed by lengﬁage.
Siénificat}on refers to the meaning conveyed by examples of
r | ) :usage at the sentence level;l Inelooking for this kind of

meaning, one mféht ask, "What does 'usage' of this or that

. _grammatical form or lexical ifem signify?v s N\

-~ ‘ . Value refers bto language use as it occure ‘in  the
 context of actual discourse. In.seeking.for this kind of

L

¥4 qlf_‘f . Mmeaning, one might ask, "What is being said here?" Or, "What
[ 2nacdl . .

oo b , ‘is the communicative effect or value of these utterances?" .
\ i] Widdowson explains that he does not wish to convey the -
.-f:got;on that ,hese terms refer to unrelated 'aspeEts ;gf,

‘meaning. The value of an utterance is determined by the

' . : relationship between the linguistic code through which*it is

o ;' ) expréssed and. the context in which it occurs.' oo
) ‘ : ‘ In other words, an utterance can have no communicative |
[ CL, 3 . ] ° s
value without making use of signification. Signification,
——

: ,
however, in Widdowson's view, "is a  necessary but not a

_ ( suffid\ent condition for communication to take place"
. (Widdowson,. 1978, p. 20). Therefo:e, 1t is not énngh‘td
simply teach the lewel-of‘language meaning represented bf

-~

: " ' 16 o : -



found withinithe context of actual language use.’ . . .

o

¥

signification if oné hopes'to develop "the communicatiue

abillties of a group of learners.

Symbolic Meaning and Indexical Meaning e o ‘

In a later”publication, Widdowson discusses the meaning”

n

which 1{is conveysd by sentences and utterances~through his

‘ own interpretation' of Peirce's terms symbol and index

LY

(Eited in Widdowson, 1983a, p. 52). His use of tnese terms
appears to be similar to those of signification and value.
He points’ out that the study of linguistics involves ‘an'
nidealiszation of data"  ‘'such that any examination of
linguistlc "symbols" must; by the very nature of the task

be undertaken 1in =a decontextualizea environment. _Tbe
results of such examlnatlons of symbolic meaning’have ofteh
been used as a ba31s fop decisions on language content in
second language courses. o o '}l -

Widdowson, however, questions the efficacy of using'

this approach to entirely determlne the content of language

courses. .In ~his view, :the linguist'sMidealized data can

effectitely accountffor sxgbols “of meanjng abstracted from

context for the purposes of linguistic analysis? But ' it

. . ; & .. ‘ . o
- cannot account for indicgs of meaning which are only to be.

iy

- To restate\thjs important point,"linguistlc itens ’are
abstracted and studied by the linguist as symbols. But,
within the contert of actual discours%, they do not. function

as symbols but as indices of meaning,- understandable only'

v
i
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in context. 1In hiddowson'sfterms: "Wheréas the sentence has
+symboTic meaning by virtue of sense and denotation, the
utterance has indexical‘meaning which has to beuachieved by
the language user hy referring to the particular context\of
“its occu;;gpce" (Widdowson, 1983&, p. 52)

For Widdowson, therefore, the communicatlve approach to
language teaching, concerned as -it is withlolanguage use;
~ cannot be exclusively based ‘on decontextualized symhols '
/-\such as those represented in idealized sentences.'f What is
required is a presentation of ‘language which provides
learners.  with’ oppértunities‘ to gunderstand ’and .convey
’contextuallv-embedded:indices_ of "pragmatic meaning"' which—
are only operant‘in actual 1anguageguse{ . - |

o

Language Use in Communicative Language Teaching

In ‘Widdowson's estimation, therefore,- Communicative

-~

Language ' leaching. should be oriented towards language‘

use. 4 A fdcus on usage will provide the - learner with an,'
‘funderstanding of aspects of symbolio meaning. It will impartf
a knowledge‘of language as system, But it -will’ not ensure
the development of the communicative skills and abilities

o necessary for the comprehension and expression of indexical

.meaning found only in ‘language use. Whereas: "Ehe teaching

of\ use, however,. does seem to guarantee the learning of

t

usage since the”latter is represented as a necessary part of’ )

o

the_ fome}* (Widdowson; 1976, p. 19).

.

i

It is possibly 'statements such as this one. which have

4. ' . te . . . v
) . .

-
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language use. . ' S

* 8
- o e

led to much of 'the. cohfusion surrounding Widdowson's ideas

.as noted at the beginning of'this chapter. The implication

of the above statement appears to:be that it. is. probahly.
°unnecessar§,: perhaps even redundant for language teachers

to teach aspects of usage. One could readily infer from this

. statement that an orientation towards teaching language las

communication is quite sufficient ‘because such an . approach
will automaticggly generate appropriate usage within the
chosen contexts of 1anguage use.‘ s | |
~-  Widdowson (1983ad admits :to having contributed to what

he believes to be a prevalent "misconception" - about
D L

communicative language teaching. He addrEEses this issue by

v

: firstly discussing the relationship between -aims  and

' objectives. .in the development of language' programe. He

acknowledges that the -aim of language teabhing has always
heen~to produce a learner who.can communicate. Structurally

baeed Lourses have assumed that -a ‘concern with usage will
~_ 7 . :
ultimdfely result in c¢ommunicative ablility. and, ‘actual -
' S - 4 .

Y v
4 PR 4

Functionally-based dourses ”have had the gsame aim- as
their'predeceSSors, that of producing a learner who can use
the - language to. effectively engage - in communicative;
behaviour What has changed, according to Widdoweon, is that
while the aim of language teaching hae remained the same,

. -
the~ objectives selected as a, means of achieving that aim

. have been reassessed and modified. )

This "shirt of emphasié" (Widdowson, 1983a), from -a

2



,?
concern with structures to a focus on notional and

functional meanings, has had a direct:impact on ESP 'course

.design. Since ESP students are learning the second language

"for gspecific communicative purposes, the " aim of the

-enterprise; in many ‘cases, has been directly equated with
the objectives’ established to meet that aim in‘the minds
of many course designers.

ForWWiddowson; this "conflation of objectives and aims"
(Widdowson,, 198%a, p. 12) does not provide a satisfaotory
approach to course design. It fails to deal (adequatelf if
at all) with pedagogical concerqs, specificaliy'the -vital

'hrole which Widdqyson contends should be played JBy

o

'methodoloéy.i - - r’
| Furthermore, according to Widdomson, the. previouslj'

mentioneQ\ "misconception" about communicative l1anguage -

teaching uhas become wideiy ‘accepted as a "resuet" of this

’"misconception" in question is the idea that a focus .on
language use (rather thén usage) implies the. need YTor

"authenticity" in all 1anguage materials and activities.

This view.holds that since’the aim of language teaching

.1s the communicative use  ‘of language, . objectives

established.p to meet that aim mnst always involve the wuse
'éf authentio classroom processeg and materials such that
they are all an exemplification of, language as it is used in
communication. This will %nsure that language 1is always

¥
taught as communication|

20
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unfortunate equating of aims and objigtives : The .
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Widdowéoﬂ. clearly regpets his part in.contr;buting .to
this "misconception." In expressing this regret, he ‘admits
éhat ;t is By no means clear that authentic activities "can
or shogld always be g%ven first'priority" in cqmmunicative'
qlassroom settings. Hé adknowledgeg,that in thg teaching of‘
ianguages;,“lowér level skills . « . must be taught in order

‘to be disregardéd"](WiddOWSon: 1983a, p. 30).. éy this one

‘may be led to believe that in Widdowson's view, the
‘explicit/;eacﬁing of usage gggg_havé'a place, 'gt,ieast in
the early stages of a language teaching program,. One maxl
also infer that a ﬁeach;r‘adopting Wiédowson's appréach to

lcommunicgtive languagé tea9hihg nBed no£ viéwj authenticity
as a required feature of all\classfoom activities. .

"' Nevertheless, Widdowson's  "model of language use"

(19é3a) . posits that the systemic 1level of’ language

‘knowledge (realized as usage) 'has no direct ‘executive

function" in 1language use (p. 38). Its function is to

. provide "resources for sustaining the: schematic level when

required" (p. 58). As such, the sjstemic level of language
knowledge is not operative in language use. The
schematic level = is "alone operative in language use" {p.

38).
¥
In the teaching of language for communication, a second

-

language learner must be taught the lower level skills since

‘jhey "have. a crucial role to play”- (Widdowaon, 1983%a, p.

o

31). But clearly, for Widdowson, the systemic K level of ‘

language knowledge is supportive, . or subordinate, and the

i

, e
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schematic - level is primary, or "superordinate" (Widdowson,

. 1983a, p. 55) in his view of how language is processed and

produéed ﬁhen'.g language user 1is engaged in actual
discourse. “ .

Widdowson's view of language use is fundamental to his

position on Communicative Language Teaching as well as to,

his approach to coufse_design\ggd methodology. To understand

what he means by the term language use, if is necessary to

examine his work on the nature of discourse.

Discourse Structure and Processing

. For Widdowson, an examination of usage cgh take

-

place &at the level of the sentence. A consideratioh» of

" language use, however, requires an examination of language

wﬂich_ goes beyond“ the sentence level, at the level of
discourse. When engaged in normal cbﬁmunicative‘beﬂaviour,
proficient language useréado not producé sentences such és
those which 1linguists abstract from natural laﬁguage for
the purpose of linguisticlanalysis and description. Rather,
they - make use of their linguistigbynowledge (usége)' in
uﬁiqué,and extremely creative ways to produce  utterances
and to engage in discourse at the level éf language use.

" Widdowson (1978) has analyzed disqourse with a view to
understanding the nature of language a£ it is actually used
for 'communicative purposes. He defines language use ' in

relation to several concepts which are central to his

thinking on discourse: ."Language use Has to do with

22
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/
- propositions and the acts (11locutionary) they~are uged to
perform. But these do not occur‘inlisoiation; .they combine'
to form discourse" . (Widdowson, 1978, p. 52). |
u Widdowson discusses the ways in which propositions .and
illocutionary acts combine in the creation'of discourse with’
.reference to the: terms ‘cohesion and’ coherence. Cohesion
refers to the I'"propositional development!" of =a plece - of
discourse ”asbindicated-by formal ‘and "overt" linguistic
- markers. Formal presentations of text are tnopnally
characterized by the explicit linking of propositions, one ,
with the next, to effect the fcareful and cohesgive
deuelopment' of an_argument . or a,formal explanation (to
cite but a few examples of.this process).
. As Widdowson makes clear, however,'discourse‘ is often
‘much ' less formal than this.’ In'instances of language use
whére this is the case,jmany;pf the oyert<signals'e1plicitly"
spelled out in formal presentations of cohesive text are not
s.lplied.’ In such cases, the discou}se will not be
cohesive !but it may nevertheless be coherent.
Interlocutors engaged in a dialogue, for.example, will-
very often say only what is necessary for the expression of
meaning to be effectively convgyed In Widdowson's ‘ terms:
"We inevitably rely on common knowledge- we make assumptions
. about what the person we are addressing can infer fromz what_
we,say" (Widdowson, 1978, p. 31). |
:

S In such instances of use as these, propositional

. o L
development cannot be traced with reference to syntactic and

[+

\
%
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semgngic réferenges; Mahy of the overt s;gnéls, explicitly

speiled out 'inw discourse wgich ﬁié cohesive, are not

. supplied in discourse of . this kind. ) Isétéad,” "in

- processiné the discau;ag: the lanéuage user mugt:trace the

l.y "illocutionary dévelopment" which Ccharacterizes discoursé
which is coherent but not ﬁecéséarily cohesive.

In w;ddowsop‘s térﬁs, such a process 'reduirés the

fecognition of tﬁe "illocutionary value'® of utterances.

Language users are'frequently' called upon to find oﬁt

-

what theklahguage they are belng exposed to 1is being 'useh
to ‘"do." More formally stated, they ére'~nggpired to

determine the "illocutionary acts which propositions, not
—_— - . ‘ '

always overtly linked,- , are being used to . pefform?

-

v
A

(Widdowson, 1978, p. 28).
) .But whether the felations which hold~between seéments'of
actual'ﬁiqcourse are the 9xplicitly mérked relaﬁions betwéen
propgéitions' ‘or fhe impliéitly ﬁoted lrelations petweén
'}llocutionary aéts, tﬁe‘~'requireMent%' 05  digcoqrse

.processing are thé same. Discourse relatiops must be traceq

‘and understoods "by the reader*or the listenér"‘through £he
use of "ratiqiéi procedures" 1Widdowson,11978, pP. 52), When
languagé is used\to effect qommunicativg purposeé,* intended -

’ . meanings are ofte\ ambiguous or ;esg than crjstal-ciear.'

,"‘ For 4:;8

. k'

: \ . : , ,
dowson, itkis through engaging in these necessary
procedures that

@e proficient language user is able to
", .articulate and comprehend intended meaning. Procedures are

‘central to the functioning of Widdowson's "Model of ianguage
\ ‘ ‘ ’ ) .

. - ' “ 24 . k'
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,'being perceived" fNeisser, 1976 p. 54)

Use." ’ ", ‘ : ~

.Prbcedures and Schemata

- . ) ./

\\] Widdowson - initially” uses the term""interpretetive"
prOcedures‘ in describing the functioning of- his "model of

Iaﬁgue use." He defines them as "interactivew negotiating

_ectiqities;" gtating that they "are needed to .explolt,

‘schemetic\dyhowledge .and bring it to bear: on nparticular
instances of use" (Widdoweon, 1983&, p.. 40).

' In. the comprehensfon of speech or written material, ‘for.
_example, _"frame procedures" are required "to engage
appropriate schemata and then .to determine the— indexical

value of the language ‘under examination: by relating items

J

.whicﬁ are. "indexical of _the same gchemdtic fréme"

" (Widdowson,- 1983a, E ).

Widdowson' " use_ of the term schema " ig by no ' means
- o 1 ﬁ ‘ . .
unique to him. As Nelsser has. pointed out in investigating

the role of schema in perception, the use of this term has = -

long history (Neisser, 1976, p. 76).. Rumelhart traces its

origins to Kant and adopts the term because of _"higtorical

'precedence" (Rumelhart, 1980, p. 33).

- Neisser (1976) defines schemaﬂ in relation to his

work ‘on‘ the perception o{ linguistic and nohéfinguistic

'.1nformation. For him, -a gchema nig that portion of the®

'entire perceptual cycle which is internal to the perceiver,’

mpdifiable by experlence, and somehow specific to what is l

. ey
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Rumelhart (1980); 'examining.ﬂthe concept of schema 1in “
relation to - reading comprehension, presents ‘a definition
which he believes to be descriptive,of what a long 1ine of
authors who have used the term schemata have intended it~
. toqlmean;‘ Schemata are "the building bloohs of cognition.
They are the fundamental elements upon which all information .

.prooéssing depends" (Rumelhart, 1980, p. 33).

r

Rumelhart goes on to describe . schemata as. tactive
- processes" with'a_"very well-defined constftuent structure."
With respect to both of these characteristies, he“suggests
that "schemata 'resemble procedures or .computer programé"
(Rumelhart, 1980, p. 39). | ‘ I RN
'. Widdowson (1983a) has clearly defined what he intends
by his use of the term schemata (these definitlons will
-be presented in chapter 3) To arrive at his own definition,‘
. he has pleced together the ideas of numerous others who have ”
vwr%&ten. on schema theory . and carefully juxtapoSed them
with his own.. In setting out ‘his views on schemata, he has
adopted and Qefined ,several»other terms as well, tncluding 93
" the following:-frame; soript, scenario, and'planL(Widdowson,’
1983a,.p. 55). | B
As Rumelhart (1980) and Widdowson (1983a) both point
out, these related terms have’ often appeared ‘in . the
1literature 'on.schemaatheoryll w;ddowson's assessment ofh
. their functioning in language use, 'however, is peripheral
to his main presentation of his "model of language use."

” ©

In the examination of his model, therefore, 'his. term

- 26



schemata, ,wpieh‘ He uses repeatedly in- descriping the .
functiaﬁing of the model} will be reterped to excluaively.

‘ Rumelhart (1980) ties together the concept of.schemata
and the procedaré% required to engaée. tﬂeaw‘ very o
suébinctlx, highlighting ' the natu?e:of the work' facing
advocates ef schema theory: "Obviouely} the degree to which
a schema theory of hquf information processinéi can work ’
depends on the degree to which procedures can.actually be
constricted to carry out the tasks I have just assigned to

V/&em" (Rumelhart, 1980, p. 39). Both Rumelhart and. Widdowson 2 f\
believe th&t such proci:free‘can be deveioped._ ‘

A thorough expla ation' of the actual functioning of -

widdowson's interpretative procedures will ee’aundertaken'
in'“\chapter 3_ when his' "model of 1anguagz} use" | is
_critically examined. The activation of procedures to engage
appropriate schemata is fundamental to Widdowson“e view of
how . the proficient language _user‘ engages iq aetualf

. discourse. ' The second language:learner - who wishes to

become a . profieient language user must develo the

procedural abilities. necessary for language use. Theref re,

in Widdowaon's view: “The cehtral. task of teaching -1is
- activate these procedures" (Widdowson, 1983%a, p. 107).
The high prioﬁity which Widdowson éqnfers on the~"" k

. . A
teaching of procedures is a reflection of his concern with

involving the \learner 'in the ’process 'of learning and

with ensuring the development of learner cagacitz within

i

contexts. which provide for actual 1anguage use. He doées- not
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believe that course design should be _preoccupied ‘with
.implanting “some kind of end product in the 1learner's *
miind . S - ..

. 'As mentioned in chapter 1, Widdowson has advocated a.

2 ’process-oniented approach to course design, "one concerped .
ﬁitn transitional behauiourA-and the means of * learning"

: kWiddoweon, 1981b, p. 5). In presenting his . "model. of
language use," Widdowson has further ‘articulated his
pddagogical prioritieé:in his advocaey'of a "procedurally

’ based methodology" ‘aso a 'baais for ESP course desién
(Widdowson,” 1983a, p..90). |

S

. A Procedurally Based Methodology in ESP Course Design

———

" | Widdowson -has stated that ESP is generally understood .~/

to be a training operation. ‘The goal of this tralining i&///

o

the development of a "restricted competence" relevant to the °’

anticipated future needs of the learners (Widdowson, 1983&,

.ol - \
p7) = R .

Widdbwson, '.however, wishes to‘.challenge _ this

"orthodox view of ﬁSP course design" (Widdowson,
‘§\1§$3a;' p. 33) He seeks to do S0 without denylng that in
- - e sope circumstances, th’ development of a - estricted
| | competence"_ may be most appropriate for a select group of
learpers.. Lo -/ : |
}rom Widdoﬁson'S‘standpoint, however, this‘view of ESP
as training is generally inadequate as a baslis for course

design. Such an approach equates the aims - of learning,-aa;

- » ‘ ' . E]
. N - , .
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determined ‘bf a needs analysis, with the pedagogic¢-

©

. objectives desiéned to attain them. In so doing, 1t tends
to foverlook the actﬁalxi%nguagellearning process in its

'p;eoccupation with learning outcomes. In Widdowspn'é words
"In general, the bel%es appears to be thaﬁ there is nothing
gspecifiic about the learning }proceqs' of ESP;;tudgnts, but
only about the 'pgéduct' ofﬂ'their learning" (Widdowson,
198%a, p. 83). .

In contraét with ﬁSP, courses in geneﬂgl purpose
Engligh (GPE), -are ‘understood to be “"gducational
operations! . (as opposed to "t;aiﬁing,_ Operatians"),; whose
goal- is. khe devélopment of‘a' capacity to deal -with
unspecified future circumstances (Widdowson), 11983a,‘ p. 7).
Because thé aims of such’ courses cannot be clearly’
ideqtified, -aims and objectivei are notlequagpd. Pedagoglc
objective;t therefore, are devised . in accopdance 'wi;h
principles of 1learning rather than on. the basis . of
identified uses which learners, will have for the lanéuage

',‘once the course is over. ~

~ For ‘Widdowson,, this distingti@ﬁ bétween ai&s. and
objectives evgdent | in general purposek: Engtish, - is
néedagogical;&‘necessary"'(Widdoksén,' 1983a, P 33)., . His
Fggroach to ESP cou;se.‘desién' réqdires that -»pedagogic
objectives be éstaﬁlished, nof with reference to target‘aims
or some:form of }inguistic. product but.with réferenge‘ @o

"learning activities" which will assist in developing 'g

‘process' in+ the learner 'towards'” Qis"eventﬁal"qime"

T
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¥)(Widdowson, 1983%a, p. 83).

\b

established in accordance with principles derived from our
und;cstanding of¥ how people learn and use-‘ianguage. His
"model of language useé" is his attempt to Oécdoont for Ehe
.processeé of language use and to thereby provide a basis for
defermining ‘the necessary objectives of an ESP course and
}he' methodology required to implement theﬁ. In his own
#o;Hs; appropriate objectives must Sé based on '"some
description of learﬁiqg, not what has to be learned. So in
outlining objectives, we have to take methodological means
into account" (Widdowson, 1983a,p. 83)

In fact, Widdowson's approach to ESP coufse design
requires 6hat-»considerationo of appropriate metHodology be

,
~primary and that course design be "dlrected at serv1cing its

n —Widdowsen's view, these objectives must . be

K

requirements and no¥ the reverse" (Widdowson, ,1983&, p\‘\/////

107).{ First and ‘foremost, attention should .be directed

towards the development of learning activities which eneble

learners to.engage.discourse procedures. What is required,

. therefore, is a methodoloé§ which is "procedurally based."

~

The ‘precise meaning which Widdowson intends by his use of

?

the term methodology w;ll be eXamined in chapter 3.

N

When considered in the context of the overall task:  of

syllabus design, the approach which Widdowson is advocating.
. Y ‘

calls. for siénificant changes to the ,traditional goal-

oriented approach. Widdoqson's‘ position is that - a

determination of language content through some‘ form"of

v
. * s *
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- 4inguistic descripbion

course design.

of Widdowson s framework and the more traditional view

should ot serve as the basis

Maokai-(1985f provides

i

Tables 1 and 2) which illustrate their differenées

<

Table 1. Traditional Relationships in the stages of syllabus :

design and implementation: (Mackay, 1985).

CHRONOLOGY OF STAGES

1. Desoriptive-Analytic
Model of Language

provides
2. Language Description

rom which
is selected .

-

3.5Syllabus Content

)

which is treated
L pedagogically .
w L to provide ’
IR

' 4. Course Materials and
Exercises.

-

whose classroom use
s described -in a
"statement about

5. Methodology N

-

A

- ILLUSTRATIVE COMMENTARY

Such as Jespersen' ‘The

Philosophy of Grammar ~or .
Halliday's Categories.of the

Theory of Grammar.

Such as Jespersen's Essentials
of‘English Grammar or. “Thomson
"and - Martinet's

““ English Grammar.

2

Such as . Alexander et al.'

English Grammatical Structure .

;7 er more gpecifically, the
" Contents pages of Ewer and
Latorre's A- Course.in Bagic
Scientific English “or Swales'
Writing Soientific .English

or the résults’ of Needs
Analysis such as that’
generated by - Munby's

Communicative Needs Processor.

Such A
Course in Basic Scientific-
or Swales!'

English Writin
A‘Sc%entifr English. (The

distinction between the

examples for this category and

the previous
important)

Teacher.'s Notes to accompany
Ewer and Latorre's

’ ;‘fO.I‘ &b
'tabular descriptions

{see

‘A Practical .

. as Ewer and ‘Latorre's A

one is ,

A Course .
in Basic Scientific EnglTsh.- ,

- o
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. Table 2. The Relationships between the stages'pf syllabus
design and implementatyon in Widdowson's (1983a)

. view (Mackay, 1985). " :

’

* CHRONOLOGY ‘OF STAGES . ILLUSTRATIVE COMMENTARY ;
B . 1. Model of lLanguage Use ° As expressed, for éxamplé
! ' ) T, . ' - in . Munby's - Chapter
~ ‘ : : o . Communicative Competence and
) ‘gives rise directly to a Theoretical Framéwork in

his~ Communicatfve  Syllabus

. N i Theoretical bases of
N - ‘ ! ' communicative approgches to
' ’ gsecond 1language teaching and-

I ] .~ testing. . .
é..Methodology ' ‘As expressed, for example, in
which 48 realized in’ ._Chapters 1-3 of Widdowson's
the character of : . Teaching Language as
" congruent . Communication. v .
. 3. Course Materials Such as ., the prototype
. and Exerclises ' exerclises described in Allen
i ;, ' , . /~and VWiddowson's Teaching the-
an appropriate grouping . mmunicative Use of English
of' whiich danstitutes or'N\ 1in  chapter _ 4-6 of
. . - 7 Widdowson's Teaching Language
N , ’ ~~88 Communication.
.o . ‘ ¢
4. Syfiaﬁus Content Such as Allen and Widdowson's:
! % o y Focus' series or OUP's Reading
\ 3 ’ " and Thinking in English. '
- ! ‘ L , . ‘
o L i , B
— Widd%wsbn admits that the traditional sequencing of
| © » course de%igﬁ activities as exemplified in Table 1 "seems to
. be thp’Etrﬁvalent.view." Nevertheless, he congludes that
"sound P pegagogy requires that ‘course design should
-\ M ¢

T service ﬁethoqology"‘(ﬁiddowson, 1983a,'p. 91), whereas the

) reggrse appfoach ,fequires tﬁat a despription of tﬁe target

. langﬁage to be acquired shduld take precedence ' over

S ‘hefhodologioal considerations. A closer examination pof
the trgditional‘appppacheé to the determfhétion'of languagéAV

I N -
. 2
N

) v . . - «

. 32

 Design or Swain and Canale's . -



.content will help to clarify Widdowson's position.

»

'Cbntrasting “Views on ESP Laﬁgpage Content

4

“As mentioned in the introductory chapter, a‘regiséer

' ghalysis sucpﬁag thaé conduéted by Ewer and Latorre (19695‘
'is one means;éf generating linggistiq descriptions (sypta¥
and lexis) which g%n then Se used as a.bagis‘ﬁgr determining
\qyllabus*content. In Widdowson's te;ms, however, though a

. register analysis télls us which components of  the
linguistic code ' are ﬁést“often required for particular .=
activities, it doés'not suggest "how they are ﬁsed as . an
~in}tr'ins‘ic element of these activities" (Wid.dowsoﬁ," 1983%a, p. "
32). It does qot,. in other woi:-dsf confer a knowlgdge ‘of
"1gnguage use." ) ) ' _ _

A needs analysis.aé outlined g% Munby~(1§a8);and Mackgy“
and Mountford k1978) is another means of\Ehalyzing lénguage
'in_ determining ESP”language content. This approach also

- ylelds a linguistic«déscrip%ion but one whose basic units
i ,are notions‘and functions, the intention being éo focus on
| the communicatiQe ‘poteﬁtiailinhereqt in these unifs. In -

| widdowson'é viév, howéver, this gppfoach, l;ké/ register
analysis, is ‘"atomistic" (Widdowson, 1983a, p.  34).. It
breaks laﬁguage‘down into its component parts but fails fo
éccount for the dynamic interplay of coﬁponén&g inherent 1in
ractual discourse. Like a register anélyéis, it dissects the

, .discourse-id%o'separate pieces but negiectsf¥o recreate the

discourse process. -

-
»r~
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For Widdowson, therefore, 'geithep of these approaches

is a satisfactoby means of entirely determining ESP

<

language content. In addition to being - "atomistic," both

appr@aches #FEw“é;al-orientéd." They attempt to determine
'thel~language 'formé which learpérs;will need once the}r
céurse of studies 1is dver. Because of  this .epphasis,
however, fhey tend to ignore theAdevelopment of flearning
capabilitigs within the gctgal dourge itsélf.

.'widéoﬁson, believes that the skills and abilities
required for éeconé 1angudge'1eérniné'are blosely‘related to
the language;needs whidh will arise once the.qourse.has'been
éompleted: As-such, 'he contendg'that decisions on languéée

content should stem from a concern with the enhancement

of the learning process and the development of learher

' capacity. These decisions should not stem from an exclﬁsive

+

':concern with the development of ~ﬂcompétence and the

teaching of a target . linguistic product. <« Widdowson
describes his poéition as follows: ' '
Hence the language content of the cqurse ié 'selected

_not' because it is representative of what -the 1learner

W= will have’ to deal with after the course is over but

N f

because 1t 1is 1likely to’ activate -strategies for
o%earning while the 'course in in progress.’

(ﬁiddowsony 1981b, p. 5).

Bates (1978)~ makes reference ﬂo.Widddwson'srvieng in

discussing fhe'development of the ESP series Nuigleus. He

‘expresses agreement with Widdowsmn'é viewpoint' that the .

54
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language content of a course dealing with scientific

English cqnndt pe,"solé;y" derived from a determination

of "the frequenéy of language forms used -tb express it"

(Bates, 1978, p. 86). Ip'deSigning Nucleus, Bates and his

colleggues . acknowledged ihat frequency lists cén serve

_ some useful purposes’ (such as ensuring the development of a

"specialized grammatical competence"). But they rejected the:
1idea‘ that hfréquency liéts (a.common feature of register
énalysis) can be used as the '"basis" for the design of
EéP‘coqrses.\ o ' o |
tr “Ewéf‘%aﬁd‘ Boys. (1981)"&180 'seem "to find ‘regiﬁter
analysis  to " be dn inadequate means of determining

ESP course content. Instead, they advocate a notional

A i

lapproach-\based on the incidence of microacts in formal

discou;se.- Microacts, in Widdo&son's estimation, are
%notional/fungfional'categoriesﬁ ‘(Widdowson, 1983a, p. 95).'.

As Widdowson poinﬁs out, this is a shift in emphasis

-

for Ewer from thé\bﬁructural abpréach (using -frequency lists

of: lexical items) which informed the development ‘of A

Course in Scientific English (Ewer and Latorre, 1969). It

is still an inadequate approach to,the determination of

language content, however, from Widdowson's point of view.
Despite the changes in Ewer's position, Widdowson interprets
Ewer and Boys as-maintaihing the orthodox view that '"the
‘central consideration in ESP course design is significént:
content." For Widdowson, the central considérJ%&on is'tpat

of determining "the objectives of apbropriate methodqlogy"
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(Widdowson, 1983%a, p. 98). .

Swan (1985a, 1985b), meanwhile, has shown that he
maintains a fﬁndamental'belief_in-many of the ‘tradit;gggg\ .
approaches to- the ggtermination of language content ™
includiﬁ@‘*iegister analysié'and struptural grading. Swan
quotes Johnson .(citéd in Swan 1985a) as noting that ﬁhel
imparting of strudtﬁral knowledge, or ruies of  usage, /is
" not eno#gﬁ; thét there is a "éometh;2§ else" which needs to
be taught in secoﬁd languagé courses. ' For ‘56hnson, this
"sometﬁlng else" is a knowledge of approprlacy, a knowledge
of the rules operant in language ugse. For Swan, however, it
"is primgrily mocabulary",(Swan, 1985&, p. 8).

Given the Qtatements of purpose .of the' ESP ‘texts

cited eAf’j> chapter 1, Swan's viewpoint. is Pnoﬁably
t

repres ative -of .the views of other practitioners in the

., field who "adhere to a more ‘traditional position.l His
“eriticism of Widdowson's ideas on communicative language

)
".teaching is quite severe and needs to be examined.

o

Criticism of Widdowson's Views - @

Swan -has written several articles which severely:

‘eriticize the Communicative Approach as well. as some of

Widdowson's ideas about it. He concedes that the influence
of the Communicative Approach on lénguage teaching hés ‘led
to greatly improved syllabus design and;methodology.l Yet he
strideﬁply criticizes itlfor overgéneraliziné iﬁs ‘M"limited
insights" (Swan, j985a,‘p. 2). - |
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To 'bétin with, Swan.bellédves that the concept of a .

double level of meaning, expréssed by Widdowson 'through such

terms as usage and use, has "little relevance" to

language 'teaching As for the idea that "ruies of use" can
be specified for particular communicative situations and
thet these ‘ rule © need to be taught * to second ‘language
learners, he is skeptical in the extreme.

He accuses Widdowson and Wilkins of failing to clearly

state "what ° form such rules of -use might. take"

\

they can be "codified." Even if they could, he argues that

second- language learners already know these ‘rules of use

v

or '"rules of COmmunication." They know them because they

\

(ﬁﬁan, 1985a, p. 4). Swan does not in fact believe ‘that

possess a native 1anguage and have had experience 1in Xthe

world. As such they already know how to communicate or how
to use 1anguage 1n ccmprehending utterances or in saying
what .they mean.

Swan criticizes Widdowson for suggesting t at, - a

F . .
knowledge of sentence patterns does not confer a knowledge

of "how they are put-to cpnmdnicatiye use" (Widdowson, 1978,

cited in Swan, 1985a, p. 5). In this regard, he cites g

personal ‘example of his own experience in learning Russian.

In so doing, he betrays a failure to appreciate or

-acknowledge the complexity of .language in communication and

the enormous gap which exists between drilled sentence

patterns and actual communicative discourse.
Swan appeals to what. might be described as universal

37
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schemata, facts "about the world, and the things we way
about the world" (Swan, .1985a, p: 5) to éxplain why, in his

estimatibn, eecond__1angugge"learners do not need to 1learn

w to use language for communication. Referring’ to ‘an

' \ \\- C .
g . example which Widdowson uses to illustrate the frequént lack

of a dﬂe-to—oﬁgbcorrespondence)between form anﬁ function, he
says: "The - 'rules gfwuge' thgt determine how we intérpfét
.utterances . . g gre“hbstly‘ non-language-sbecific, aqd
*. amount to little more than the operation of experience .and

~ - .common sense"/kSwan, .19Béa, p. 5).

Swan also criticlzes the communicative approach' for

'overstating the case for the teaching of appropriacy. For

him; the ¢onoep£s 6f 'rules df use and apprqpriacy are

. "nebulous abstpactions." The student who demonstrates a-'
knowledge of structures and sentence patterns but who cannot
communicate effecbigely, ’"has not Been taught‘eno;gh lexig"
(Swan, 1985a, p. 7): | |

With respect to the teaching of skills and strategies,
such as thoée ‘of predicting, guessing and the
< negotiation of meaning, Swan harshly criticizes the

communicative approach for assuming that second 1énguage

learners need to be taught- abilities which they already have

and can transfery Qom"their.ﬁétive language. In his view,

7

L
- - - second 'lan%uaarners "need lexical items, not skills™"
(Swan, 1985a, p. 9). As‘intelligent people and speékers of
"~ their own ~native lanéuage, they already possess these

"skills and strategies. What they don't possess is systemic ¢
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" and with the world.

knowledge about the second language.

_ Aspects of Swan's argument might be somewhat more

*tenable if it were presented in a less vitriolic tone. Even

) e

if that were the case, however, \he appears, as - Widdowson
l ‘ e

(1985) points out in his reply t

sdme trap which he accu%esvproponent

Swap, to £all into the
f the commhnicetite
approach of succumbing to, that of overgeneralization. ‘

His criticism of the teachiné,of_skillsjand strategies

is a case in point. Swan dppears intent on. accusing

communicative theorists of having collectively failed to see

that gecond 1anguage learners bring . many skills and

“communicative strategies, with them topthe second language

classroom from their experience with thelr native language

On the contrary, theorists. such as Widdowson appear to
have © understood the imoortance of 'these skills and
strategies and then to. have<recognized the need to provide
actual practice in developing them in a » second language

context. It . is one thing for a learner to be able to make

intelligent guesses in his or her native language when all

" the 1inguistic input available is comprehensible It 1is

A~
quite another situation -for the same learner to make guesses

on the basis of linguistic input -which 1is only partially
comprehensible.

1 As mentioned, Swan 'believes that sucn -séills and '
strategies are readily transferrable from native to ‘target

languege, Wheg problems arise, it &8s probably the result of
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"overload"' and "the problem will g0 away with increased

-fluency" (Swan, 1985&, p. ' 10). For Swan, ‘such "fluency"

will apparently be attained: primarily by attending to the
teaching of vocabulary and idiomatic expressions. For him,
the idea, carefully espoused‘by widdowson and’others, that

the actual communicative practice of skills and strategies

such as prediction' and meaning negotiation could asslst

LA .8

in developing this fluency, receives short shrift.
Swan admits to being confused and egasperated by the

terms Widddwson employs to express keg distinctions (Swan,
]

’1985a, p. 8). As Widdowson himself admits (Widdowson, 1983%a,

pP. 2), others besides Swan have criticized him. for his use

of binary distinctions% _Widdowson{s choice of_language may,

/
{

in part, explain why he'has sometimes been misunderstood or

misinterpreted. . ’ ) 13

°

3

Paradoxically, given the virulence of some of his
criticism _of the communicative approach, . Swan praises it

. . & -
for its insights "into the language of interaction" (Swén,

:1985a, p. 6), stating that "in some ways it has done us -a
‘ . .

lot of good" (Swan, 1985a, p.\11).' But in the secand of his
two articles, Swan demonstrates a quite radical
misunderstanding of the communicative approach as it 1is
understocAd by Widdowson nhen he suggests that "This

1. V. Sauve, president of ATESL (personal
communication, November 23, 1985), commented that .in
examining Widdowson's work I should, "Look at the language

he wuses, at his binary distinctiong."” I understood hep
suggestion to mean that, 1in her view, Widdowson's use of

language has served to perplex as well as to clarify. Swan's

reaction to Widdowson appears to be a case in point.

— -~
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stereotyged, “idiomatic side of language . . . is the areq‘

‘with which ‘the Communicative'Approach is perhaps mainly

concerned, ' investigating the meanings we most often express
1

and tsbulating . o ‘the ways in which we conventionally- -

— '

express them" (Swan, 1985b, p. 81).

Widdowson's concept of communicatiwve capacity,_‘t by
contrast, 1s fundamentally suggestive of the .learner's
afilit& to . express things “ in "unconventional . mnd
'unpredictable ways in respdnse to the unlque circumstances
of language use. The very essenceaof Widdowson's ideé of

capscity involves'the ability to‘ "exploit a knowledge of

the conventions of a 1anguage and its use" not simply for
L]

the purpOses of learning formulaic expressions but for the'

"creation of linguistic behaviour which does not conform to
”type" (Widdowson, 1983a, p. 11).

Swgn's admittance’ that "mdst utterances are :.not
donvenﬁiondl responses to familiar .situations™ (Swan, 19855,
p. 82) "seems incongruous~'with -most of -what he has

»nreviously°said. °His recommended approach to ensuring the

devélopment of Qreative language, however, 1s in keeping

with his other views. He believes that this can only %be -
achieved through the use of structural/lexical syliabﬁses.'
Semantic syliabuses can be used to teach language which 1is.

"stereotyped n ' _ ) ' Fad

5 *

Addressing the subject of methodology, Swan credits the
communicative approach with making more progress 1in this

ares than'in any ?ther. Given, however, ' that methodology is

-
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‘central to Widdowson's view. of course. design, it ~is.

important to note the divergence,between his and 8w
views on this subject. For Swan, "Learning langgage ié not

the same as using language" (Swan, 1985b, p. 82). Widdowson,

5

however, has suggested that "required ways of usigg’language‘

'might be qnite closely ?eleted to preferred ways of learning
language" (WiddowSon, 1983%a, p. 335.'

Widdowson. (1985) ‘takes Swan to tesk"for offering
simplistic -solutions to ad extremely compiex set of
problems. Widdowson accuses Swan of pnesenting an 'analysis
‘which is riddled with contradictions and poorly considered

P

suggestions. R A

In attempting tp assess the significance of Swan!s

criticism of W1ddowson“s ideas, it is,unfortunately.evident

that although Swan's two eritical articles were written in

1985, - he cites only one of Widdowson's publications,
Teach%_g Language as Gommunication, .published in 1978. His

criticispﬁ of Widdowson's idgas lacks validity for this

reason aione as he has apparently neglected to keep up to

date with the evolution iff Widdowson's thinking Had he

done so, as. Widdowson (1985) points out, he would/ have

discovered that many -of the issues which Swan aﬁse , such

.as  that of:authentic matenians, .have subsequently been

"dealt with at considerable length (e.g.; Widdowson, 1979).
Swan, however, is not alone in his ecriticism of

‘Widdowson. 1In reviewing © Language Purpose and’Learning Use

(Widdowson 198?&) and Explorations in Applied Linguistics 2

<
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(Widdowson 1984)," Charnock (1985) is extremely critical of
ﬁiﬁdowson's adaptation of Plerce's -distinction between .
symbols and indices. He finds Widdowson's presentations of

+

these ideas to be "downright mgeleading." Charnock also
finds fault with Widdowson's  binary distinction betweed
sentences land utterances. ~In his view, this disgingtion
grevents Widdowson from "recognizing that there are degrees
of divergence between ‘the. semantic meag;ng of the senQence._
- and the pragmatic meaning 6f the utterance" (Charngqg,
" 1985, p.’”44). Charnock obviously has great difficulty‘with

S
Widdowson's assertion that sentences "mgugr occur in "actual

'discourse" (Widdowson, 1983a, p. 38). )
In Charnockfs g;ew, the teaching of certain- types of
language'(e.g., teehnical and commercial) as La "means to an
end"‘.is,a practical consequence of a correct understanding
of -the relationship between sentence and utterance. |
> In spite ef his criticism, Charnock believes ghat
Widdowson has raised "1nteresting\and inportant points" and :

.

that Learning Purpose and Language Use was a necessary

publicatien (Charnock appears to believe the opposite about

Expiorafidns. 2). He does .not,. however, belleve that =
, Widdowson has _yet found a_?éonvincing -solution" éo the
“'theq;etipal problem - ef justifjdng' a communicative
| 'metnodology for ESP. | ' |

, .

'Language Acquisition and Language Use

Widdowson .has pnesented his concept of capacity a8

¢ ¢
.

.
v ¢ -
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being "a principle of ©both 1language use and lgnguage
acqu_isif,ic‘m" “’(Wid’dowson, 1983%a, p. 67). For Widdowson,
-capacity refers to the language user's ability to exploit
. linguistic resoarceg for the creation of meaning. But it

also refers to the language acquirer's developing abififj

to do Ehe same. | In distinguishing his use of the terms
capacity .and cohpetéhcé, Widdowson (198pa) has briefly
o compafed his viéws onssecondtlaﬁguage acquisitin with thosec
" of Kfashen (1981,{982). In Widdohson's view, wha; ‘Kéashen

EY -

R #ntends Dby acquisition is "essentially ‘the operation of

. ' 3 \ . N . .
capacity" (Widdowson, 1983a, p. 27). What Krashen means by’
dearning réfgrs, in Widdowson's view, to the iinguistic ‘

- " norms and conventions represented by the term competence.

n : Eor;Widdowson, however, the fumnctioning of capacity and
ﬁompetence takes place,og a:developmental oontinu#m. He sees

e no need, as Krashen does, po-posit "fhe exigteﬁce‘of two
o separate systems" (Widdowson, 1983%a, p.: 275 Nor does he

.+ ~concur with Krashen's view that "conscious learning" " cannot
1

normally 1ead to vauisition, or, in Widdowson's terms, that
capacity cannot act on informatiép which has been

consciously aésimilated. Addltionally, for Widdowson, the” -

ok 4
wholé issue of-ngt constitutes gonscious and subconscious’

."learning is problematic. -

~ McLaughlin (1978) has  expressed ver& . similar
difficulties with Krashen's 1earning/acquisition distinction
and the notion of conscious and subconscious proceséhs which

gnderlies it. As an alternative to Krashen 8 Monitor Model

[} . -
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(1977a), McLaughlin = offers Schneider and  Shiffrin's

&istinction *between controiled. and automatic processing

(cited in McLaughlin, 1978).. This paradigm is linked to a
"general theorj of human inforﬁation processiné" and bears
nany " striking similarities with 'wﬁddowson's views
(McLaughlin, 1978, p. 318). |

| An example of the proximity o? their nositions is
proVided-byaWiddowson"s discussion of the 'automatiz//skills
requlred for communication- "In natural language use, lower
level skills are pushed down into automatic dependency on.
higher level ab 1ities" (Widdowson, 1983a, p. 30). Widdowson
later’,explains that these "lower level automatic skills"
must be. learned and then pushed~ "below the levei of
'~'consciousness" in order for higher level processing to be ..

conducted‘(Widdowson, 19833, . 53) g_,- - .

McLaughlin_‘uses\ the distinction between. .controlled

-

and automatic --processiné to describe the process of
acquisitionland us€ in very similar terms. For him: "After
automatic processes have been set ap at one staqe ‘in the. -
development of ‘a complex information-processiné skill,
co trolled procésses are frée to be allocated to -higher
levels of processing" (McLaughlin, 1978 . 319)

It is interesting to note "that McLaughlin then goes on
to discuss first and second language 1earning,‘ albeit in 'a "
more cursory manner than Widdowson, as involuiné" the
"development of schemata and’ the use ‘uOf discover;}
proceduresﬁ_(McLaughiin; 1978, 'p.'32q). These similarities

as T

v
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between widdowson's«-ahd. McLaughlin's views of second
language 1earning, however ,~cannot be further examined here.
In presenting his "model of language‘use," Widdowson
' (198?&)'* also presents his views on first - language
acquisition in conjunction with his explanation of language
use. j | -
‘Widdowsdn contends that’ the ~youhg “child not .only
-abstracts linguistioirules'from available linguistic input
but that he or she also "abstracts contextual outlines from
the recurrent circumstances of language use") (Widdowson,

1983&, p. 39) These outlines of the contéxts within which

1anguage use takes plao\\are associated with the developing

linguistic structure, resulting in the development .of a-

"schématic level of linguistic orgshization" in the-mind of
the young child. The assumption of schematic development
along ‘these 1lines has,” Widdowson claims,. "ontogenetic

8

. X , e
< ' plausibility" (yiddowson; 1983a, p. 39).

-

Widdowson'sj effonts ‘to link his view of language use
With.\\ﬁ 'schematic interpretation‘ of ’first | language
acquisition are intriguing, but as he himself would perhaps
admit, they are highly speculative ‘at this stage. As
Rumelhart (1980). has pointed out, schemata are active in a

great variety ofvinformation processing\tasks - And yet-'

Because - our understanding of nont of these taskSv that

" schemata ] are supposed to carry out " has. reached

' naturity,' it is-little wonder a definitive explication

of schemata does not yet exist ‘and that sceptics view

46
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" theories based on them with some suspicion. C

(Rumelhart, 1980, p. 34)

hJ

Rumelhart nevertheless goes on to present what .he

[ '. . ! N . ~ . _.:m
believes to be a "convincing case'" for a.'reasonable theory

of 'humhn information processing" predicated on 'a schematic

e

framework. In presenting ﬁis "model of language use,"

Widdowsoh has endeavoured to do much-the same. -

‘ ' i *
. .
\ P
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CHAPTER 3 - | 2 ”
£ CRITICAL EXAMINATION: S
THE. MODEL AND MATERTALS

13

' Introduction

Widdowson's (1983a) "model of language' use" can now be

[}

examined and the nature of ité functioning explained. Once

the mo¢el has been thoroughly analyzed and 1its principal

¢ -

features distilled, an examination of a selection of ESP

materialq; will bé'undeptakeq. This examination will. be

lcondﬁcted' in order to .see which of the model's:featurés are

© . reflected and'whfch fall to be refiected‘in a selection éf

.'actual materials. This‘task; it is anticipated, will serQe,'
t6 clarify the sfunctioning of‘,the "model's essential-

components. It is not intended as ,g means of ©passing

judgément on the édequacy or otherwise-of the materials

S . 2
under examination. '
i o !
The Purpose of the Model . ¢
Widdowson's © "model of language  use" is ' a.

characterization of . the discourse prpcessiﬁg abilities of .
the proficient language user. Mackay (*1985) .describes
Widdowson's m&del as foliqwé: “Widdowson's—moﬁpl of language
ué%w s an attempt to ﬁake bvert what a proficiég} user Qf

Eng%?s% needs to' know and to DO . in order to engage‘wip
. medningful | communication whatever the skill involved" -
(Mackéy, 1985).

« . .. ’
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Though Widqowson does not say so- explicitly, his
framework ié taken by this. interpreter .of ﬁis work. to
be a model of the proficient first 1language user.e Such’
aﬁ_igterpretation is based 6n the fact that first language

i ' .
users  are normally thought of as being optimal

models . of proficiency. It is understood, however, that the

functioning of the "model of lahguage use" 1s . relevant to

ugers and learners alike, to all who use languages; first:
. <

or, secorid, and who seek to develop the communicative

~
1Y

6apacity -of the proficient ianguage user. R

K; explained in chapter 2; Widdowson believes that tg;
tﬁo forms of "ideéiization" of language normally employed in
ESP;'\thoée ofsfegister and néeds'analysis, faill to account

for ianguage . use. Register analysis yields a

"gpecification of linguistic competence" and needs analysis

a ."sﬁecification of,communicative competence" with respect
tolparticulér‘"areaslof'ﬁse"‘(Widdowson, 198%a, p. 10). But
ﬁeithe; apprbach accounts for the language ﬁser's abi;ity'
to engage in actual discourse. !
In Widdowson's 'view, both of these aéﬁroaches reduce
the "dynamic procesé of communication to & static inventory
. of items" (Widdowson, " 1983a, p. 34). In so doing, they
neglect the‘developmég& of the capacipy required for
the exploitation of language knqwledge, cbmponents of which
they have sé carefully' itemized. In spite of this
‘ -

omission, however, the 1linguistic and notional/functional

*ﬁqscfiptions of T"areas of use" genera%ed~by register and

f%49-



needs‘snalysis have generaliy served as the casis for course
design in ESP. For Widdowson, thi?chas been a less than .
satisfactory state of affairs.

Wiudowson has responded by presenting his "model a:
Ihnguage use." He has‘creatcd his modei to account for the
functioning of capacity, as it relates to competence in the’
proficient ianguagé user. |

In creating his model, Widdowson's overall purpose-is
as fo%lows: Widdowson holds that the "devices" of tegister-
and»lneeds analysis "yield descriptions which have little
cnplanatorﬁ value about ‘the actual nature of communication(
in kdificrent circumstances of use" ,(Widdowson, 1983%a, p.
10). By/ contrast, Widdowson claims' that his “mooel of.
langusge use?j ‘exemplifies ] the ‘ actual skills and
discourse processing .abllities employed' by ‘the
proficient language usgr in different circumstances of
use. As such, he believes that the model can effectively
serve as .tHe basis for the design of ESP courses: which
orovide for the development of communicative capacity in
tne second llanguage learner. Courses based on the model

- will - assist second language 1learners in developing the
same discourse processing abilities possessed by proficient
language ‘users, tn;se being the necessary procedunal

' abilities required for actual ianguage use,

.“'w*\\_ With reference to the concepts .of +training and

education discussedy in cnaptcr 2, the model is also

intended to provide the means of determining'thei.pro;imity.

e
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of aims to objectives foq'particular courses. Widdkwson

. refers to this as the degree of specificity required for
. . o

an hESf course. |The more specifiable the aims of ; course
are, the more it will approximate tyaipiné. 'The less
specifiable the ai s‘of~g course, the more it wiki resemgle
'"geﬁéral purpose education" (GPE) and the gréater will be
the requirement " |for appfopriate pedagogibél objectives.
o TﬂeSe 'qoncép€§ are| closely relatea to Widdowson's views on
| 'méthodology which will be discussed latef in the chapter.

&

The Model of Language Use

Comerpr———

As noted previﬁusly, ; the "model of'iqnguage use" fq
‘based, in opart, %n an important distinéfibﬁ between two
pérceived levels of?language knowledgé, the systemic and “
the sphematic. It posits significantly different functions
for these two levels of kﬂowledge when théy‘dre oserant in
actual language use.

Widdowson Bélieves that his model "aécotnts for  the-

, essential features of the discourse process", as‘ ‘evidenced»
in the actual circumstances of langugge use kWidddwson,
1983a, pf 34) . The model accounts for the systemic lcvel of
language knowledée, deséribing its role.in actual language
use ' as being "crucial" (Widdowsoﬁ, 19834, \p. 31); but
nauxifgary" (Widdowgon, 1983%a, p. 35). It also acdoun%é fo#

'the, schematic level of ianguage knowledge, pésiting that .

in actua} language use; it is the schemafic level' wh;ép
serves.A as the  "main source of reference" (Widdowson,“
51 S
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- \1983a, P 57). In \Figure 1, we can glean a basic outline of

this two—level view of language knowledge which Widdowson is

L g

propoeing. ' . B Tt

ﬂevel 2 . , " Schematic

- Grammar

P%onology

Levels of Language Knowledge

., Level 1 . Sysﬁenio

Figure 1

Widdowson :simultaneously offers another Qiew' of

'1anguage knowledge as.a "thfee-layer organization" in which
'."the systemic level is ‘further subdivided. He does this, it -

. would seem, in order to clearly establish that in hfe model,‘

“this "third level of linguistic organization™ or "contextnel

- level within the knowledge of“?!ﬁsg:g:witself" is a distinect
level of language knowledge in its own right (Widdoweon;

1983a, ' p. 38). Figure 2 exemplifies thid extended view of

"the levels of language knovwledge repreeented in -the model.,

e



— -

‘Language Knowledge Level of

(Three-layer Organization) - Realization
. . ’ 8 .- o .
’Level 3. Schematic . : - utterances
) . 3 . N o ‘
’ (acpual

"discourse)

\ ' ‘ semantics .
Level 2 - . - ) sentences
S o . syntax

Systemic
',Lgvel 1 _ _ ' phonology - phonemes

)
v
-

Levels of Language:Knowledge\(Z)k.

Figure 2

_{ ‘, .

‘The schematic level, for Widdowson, 1s the only one of

. these. three levels of knowledge which 1is directly engaged

- , - N . Q .
in language use. The components of the systemic levels have

3
"

"no direct exégutive fﬁncpion" (Widdowson, 1983a, p. 38). In

: actual]'language use, their purpose is to facilitate the .

. engagement of schematic knowledge by bnov;ging "resources.

for sustaining the schematic level- when requlired”

b

(Widdowson, 1983a, p. 58).

Central to an understanding of what Widdowson means by

-a schematic 1level of knowledge are _his afprehenf&oned

(chapters 1 and 2), concepts . of capacity and
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‘knbw}edge?

-

interpretative. procedures. Of the nﬁmerous definitions
. : DA .
which- Widdowson provides for his concept of capgcity,

(these are extensively 1listed in Table 3 to provide. a

.complete . pictufq of this  key concept), the ‘followiqg
. definition in diagrammatic form (Widdowson, .1983a, p. 11)

‘Seems most ‘apprqpriabe in introducing his views on

schematic knowledgé:

. R ' : R -

GAPQCITY:' "~ procedural ability :
. ‘'schematic C ' communicative
knowledge : ' '; 'dcﬁivity

.
I8

Communicative Capacity
Figure 3
Figﬁfe 3 1llustrates that capacity dis the ability to
engage in procedures \which enable a languyage user to
actualize store schematic kpowLedge‘ as communicative

éctivity of one/form or another. What, then, is schematic

-
¢ L]

Widdowson's (1983a) uses of ‘the term schemata are
as multifarious as his descriptions of capacity (these,’

again, are 'listed 1in ‘Table 4 to provide a thorouéh

. undérsténdidg‘ of what Widdowson means by:this term). Tﬁe

core  concept, however, is brovided by the fdlléwing

M
- . . N
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definition:  "Schemata . . . are cogﬁitive structures ﬁhich

the individual uses to organize experience" (p. 46).
These . cognitive - structures provide Tor‘ the

' interpretation ‘and categorization of experience. Once

created, they shape our experience of the world though tbey.

may, as will be shown later, be modified through the use of’

procedures in the light of new information which we receive.

According to Widdowson, _lhnguage is orgenized in accordance

with schematic knowledge. We, as percelvers of the world
around us, ﬁ%ve constructed these -"stereoﬁypic . images
which we map on to actuality in order to make sense of

it" {widdowson, 1983a, p.  34), and it is langcage which

gives them form. One of Widdowsonfs°£ormulations of'the'term,

‘sthemata describes this 1link between 'language and’

cognitive 'struccures: "There 1is a "level of lénguage
4compe£ence which  consists - _of stereotyoic, skeletal
. - gtructures of 1language use which I have }oalled scpeméta"

(Widdowson, 1983a, p. 49).

In Widdowson's model, this Jlevel of language

. TN . N » :
‘competence,” -accounted for by schemata, -constitutes

communicative competence (Widdowson, 1983a, p.. 40). At

times, Widdowson refere, to it _as schematio competehce

(Widdowson, 1983%a, p.- 41). 4‘Itxjis a pool of knowledge,
patterneq after experience, which can be aocessed in order

to make sense of new experience.

.
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Table 3. A tabular view of Widdowson's (1983a) usés of the

term Capacity. e -
Capacity is ‘

-

* e .o

"a principle: of both language use

and language ae$uisition” (p. 67).

"the ability’

[

to create meanings" (p. 8).

to exploit - a knowledge = of ‘thé
?onvengions of a language and its use"
po 11 . Co °

N [~
to + realize and ‘modify existing

‘schemata" (p. 50).
. . to solve prbblém? and,S equivalently,
- " to make meanings" _(p. 106).°
| & ) . / .
. . to use ,linguistic resources -.to  carry
out . e e interaction [with an
: . environment]" (p. 67). v
Vi whereby \d PR , o~
. . "schematic - kndwledge‘ is recurrently -

projected and modified" (p. 67). .- -

0

. by

A

"the use of (such) procedures" (p.'50).

*"exploiﬁing the ﬁotential inherent in
the . languagp . for continual
‘modification in response to change"

. (p. 8. + . .

(/for

®y

"the creation of 1linguistic . behaviour
which does not conform to type" (p. 11).
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Table 4. A tabular view of Widdowson's'(1983a) uses of the

L)
o

term‘Schemata.

(N

‘ Schemata (ere) -

- 4
. .L I

«"« + « "kinds of stereotypic images"'Tp//34)
.« i'+.. "a set of expectations" (p. 35).
¢ + o « "stareotypic, skeletal structures of
o language-use" (p._49). : .
« + » o "cognitive constrycts or configurations
of knowledge" (p. 94) :

(, which
. j
. » L\ N ’
.« s s« "allow =~ for the  organization of
4 . information in long-term memory"
. (p. 34).

v

.« « . . "provide. a basis for prediction" (p. 34).

. « + + « "are projected on to,instancee.o? actual
. o language behaviour" (p. 35). .

"serve as devices for categorizing and
va anging information” (%\ 54).

%

\\r . e | M‘ . Z o . s »
- ® and which we - ' -

e + ¢+ "map on to actuality" (p.'35);

¢ . . . "place over events™ (p.”54). ' X\\
" )
p M * v S0 - .
\ ‘ . | a

b i T ) ~
. s« « "as to bring (events) igtg)alignment.with
‘ femiliar patterns of' experience . and

€ belief" (p. 54). o

»

e e "that (informatign) cin»be interpgeted
= and retained" (p. 54)

S
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- ' . In Widdowson's terms gpgnnggmggéipgtive competence is

schehatic in nature whereas linguistic compgten§e is M"a

knowledge of langﬁage syspems" (Widdowson, 1983&,: . 35).
/

Returning to the tw07&evel view of language knowledge
(Figure 1)!, Figure 4 codifies the distinctiona which the

. T"model of 1angua§§ uget posits between syq'gm and schema'
B ¢

Levél of Competence Organizational
; Linguistic ' - Forms
. Organization -

Level-2.  Sthema . Communicative Gognitive
, competence structures

. - v

. . . . e : . . b 0
) *  _ Level 1_§ System : Linguistic Linguistic¢
T : - competence -+ code -

» , , ) . ' .,
| " System.and Schema o
P ‘ : - Figure 4
; ’ M . .‘Q - .

=~ Schematic  knowledge, then, is a ceritral feature of

Widdowson's model because it 1is “#alone _ope ative in -

language use" (Widdowson, 1983a, p. 38). This means“ that in
‘térms of the actual -functioning of the model; . the schematic
. level 1s ‘th"e only level of .language knowledge which 1is
d&rectii eﬁgaged. Sysﬁem;c knowledge, represented by

A

- . - .
role, (Widdowson, 1983a, p. 38), serving a contributory-

o b. function. In Widdowson'ss words: "In 1anguége use, the

» 'systemic level is not directly engaged" (Widdowson, 1983a,

. . [ ,
linguistic competence, pdays a supportive. and secondary -
‘g‘\ M - .

P. 58) - : ~
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The 'nature ‘'of this 'relationship between the levels of
S . . - [

system, and schema will be discussed in -‘more detail 1ater.

o o N

Firstiy, ‘however,ﬁ "we need . to know how this schematiéb

'knowledge 1s actually made manifest in‘language‘ﬁse.

o

To answer. this questioﬁ. we‘ must examine- . the. L

e

'interpretative procedures” (often referred to. by Widdowson

simply’ as preeedures), those "interactive. negotiating»

activities" which account for the actual functiohing of the -
nmodel of‘languaée use." W . . | ’
As with the term schemata,. 'Widdowson;s ﬁée of .the term
‘procedures@ is not unique to him. As'mentioned in chapter 2,
“both Rumelhart (1980) and McLaughlin 19%8 among others,
have made use of thie ?erm in discussing langqage‘use«hnd
develbpment. | The meeninée' whicr | ddowson intends for
' interpretat‘iv‘e procedures : are listedgk"rable 5. 5
“ Procedures have alreedy ‘been briefly 'cited“ in this °
chapter in definiqg capaci%y. A learner,’it was>notedh must
engage in precedures~ Lﬁ ‘orger/ to actualize " schematic
knowledge as cemﬁunicative actiﬁity. His cépacitl to do so
will \determine the extent ofjhis eapabilities as a 1enguage
usgr. But why areqprécedures so essential in . exploiting

I . , L3

this 'schematic knowledge? \\\‘

w
3

i Schemata, 3n Widdowson 8 terms,. ; accoungj_ for
communicativel compefence,: But they do not, in and of
- themselves, _ account for language use. ~‘Ser{emata - are
"cognitive structures" which represent‘aepeets‘of reality in
the mind of the languagefueer. -But‘ecﬁuel 1anguege' use,

L. | 4 . . ;\

o7
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. requires that the schemata appropriate to a given situation

:be "engaged " Otherwise, the knowledge which theyﬁrepresent

will remain’ abstract and w1ll fail to be realized as aétual

I communicative behaviour. Thbsi "abgtract schemata'" must be,

" and can only " be engaged or actnalized. in the discourse

process thrOugH the use of interpretatlve procedures. 5

-
e

Tabie\k/BTjﬁ-Aﬁi-tabular view of 'Widdowson's‘ (1983a) .
. Interprétative Procedures. : o ,

] InterpretativefProcedurq€ are. ; .

¢

- , >—
. - w .+ . . "intePactive . negotiating gctivitiesm
) . (p. 40). ' . ,
e "problem—soiviﬁg activities"‘gp. ?dé).
Ve

‘which:

P

. . - 3 ‘
- « « . . "interpret ‘the directions provided, and
. y enable us to alter our expectations in
) the 1light of  new eyiderice as the
discourse proceeds" (p. 41). '

- '. n‘"engage schematic knowledge and seek -to
ﬁ\ establish, the _indexical value of the
language items concerned" (p. 69).

.
' Ve v
N R v

. .«‘_.V"used to match up and adjust schemaza in -
. -+ the discourse process” (p. 40). ‘

e }."needed to exploit schematic knowledge
' and bring -it to__bear on. 'particular
' insbances of use" (p. 40). ' . ) :

4

" - . ' /
In Widdowson's model, it is through the operation of

-

theae necessary procedures that the schemata appropria;eJto

V'ﬁ ! . “‘f
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a particular communicative situation can be engageA~ or
"projected."™ The communicative cépacitj to.;makq effective
use¢ of procedures difects the engagement of the required
schemata. This .pr%ﬁess"prdvides for instanceé oro actual
ianguage use.

in the Mmodel of lanéuage‘use"' 'ﬁheq, Icqmmunicafive‘

(or schematic) .competence référs to the ianguage userﬁé

store of schematic’ knowledge. Communicative (or proceda}al)

capacity .refegg\to the abllity to engage in the’procedures

‘necessary for the actualization of some part of this store

of ‘schematic knowledge -in actual Qiscourse.u' Widdowson
cautions, however, that theseé concepts are best“viewed as
existing on a "coﬁzinuum of-.established convention" F%tﬁdr
than’ as being entirely aiétinct forms of knowledge- agﬁ
ability (Widdowson, 1983%a, p. 41)." '

Widdowson Qescribes procedures Ey discussing them in

terms of* two "dimensions" of activity. The first of these

dipensions pertains to th%%type of schemata which 1s being

' eﬁégged through the u%e of procedures. The second takes the

nature of the communicative situation into account. Figure §
summarizes thils two dimensional view of procedures.

From Figure 5, it is evident that dimension 1

_des@fibgs two types of schemata: those relating to frames

of reference (ideational schemata) ard thosg,rgiating to
y . o7

rhetorical routines (interpersona} schemata). . These two

types of- schemata correspond to two typeé\ﬂbf procedures

required for their realization as communicative behaviour.
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"Kinds of Schemata . Kinds of Communicative
' _ : Situations

P Frames of

r Reference . '

‘0 ideational . Co-operative .
c _ Bchemata ' . (accessibility)
e ' . '

d Rhetorical T o ' ) .

u Routines . Protective

r interpersonal (acceptability)
. e schemata i _ =

8

Widdowson's: Two Ditensional View
of Procedures ' , .

‘Figure 5

The "brocédural abiliﬁies" Associated with Diménsion 1.
w}}l now be discus\sed. )

» Widdowson describes the ff?sy 6f these types of
pfocedure as serving to "establish and maintain frames of:
referaﬁ%e" (Widdowson, 1983a, p. 42). Procedural abilities
>'of thig kind are ‘pequired in order to make  sense of
propositional content. They are callgd for in’endeavduring
to grasp the cohesion of text. And they are qéquired wheﬁ
interlocutoré do not hgve a shared frame of reference and
,must engage‘ in p&gcedural negotiation in order to bring
thteir schematic %orlds into closer éorrespondence. -

A stock market ‘analysﬁ whbkcomes late to a meeting

" needs to discover, bx one‘procedural means or ancother, that

}reference for the discussion 1is, for

™ s L
examplg,, the stock’ at\Noranda mines. Until that frame of re-
i C
ference has been stgbixshed in the analyst's mind, the data

the --shared frame of.

and information bging}ex hanged will be largely meaningless.
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‘Thexfirst of these types of procedure, then, enebles a
language user.to '"make sense" of "péopositional information"
bj ﬁrelating it to schemata which define frames of

°

reference™. (Widdowson, 1983&, p. 43).

The - second type of procedure is needed to '"realize

rhetorical routines" (Widdowson, 1983&, p. 43). Widdowson

has,  at one point, described his usé of thée term routine

- in the following rather round about manner: "I shall use the\

" term 'routine' . to d’refer to interpersonal . Schemata
Q
oorresponding to mood at the 1eve1 of system in a Hallidaian

grammar"’, (Widdowson, 1983a, p. 57). 'He provides a more

readily understandable explanation of wnat ‘he means by

rhetorical routines when he ciges specific examples, -such
as = tHe writing of a business letter (Widdowson, 19835, p.
57) . N | |
This second type of procedure 1is needed.to activate
the schemata,_requlred for papticular rhetorical routines.

Interlocutorsqmay or may not share a knowledge of the same

routines. - A knowledge of routines, however, 18 necessary

in understanding the illocutionary intent of particular._

instances of 1anguage use, that is to say, the actions which .

are beilng performed through the medium of‘the,language.
An example will serve to illustrate the importance of

‘recognizing the illocutionary value of an wutterance in

successfully carrying out a rhetdérical routine. This example
is one which is provided by many proficient language users

when they make long distance telephone calls during peak

v
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hqgrs. Here is the epenariq: A languége user ﬁakes a long
distance call ffom Montreal to a business in San Francisco
in 'the middle of the day; He or she prefaces the conversa-
tion with the statement, "Hello, I'm calling from Mohtréﬁl.”

L * .
The significance of this opening statement is in the

7 . :
illocufionary intent which inspired it. The caller is not ___

merely being polite in naming his or her héme .city. The
language chosen i's intended to convey additional information
which it~ might.be unoomfortéblé to convey directlyA (the
decision to be indirect in conducting the routine ehtails

the use of an acceptabllity procedure; this relates to the

second "dimension" of procedures and will be discussed

later). The caller wishes to-'say, "This is not a local call.

It's costing me a good deal of money. Please don't put me

~'on hold.' Please give me special attention so that I can
find out what I want to know in the shortest possible time."
eIf the recipient of the- call is familiar with this®
routine, he or she.wili respond accordingly, b§ acting
withoué delay. If, however, the recipient of the call were
unfamiliar with this routine, (as might well be the case
'with ,a second languége learner.or someone new to tﬁe jop)
the propositional %ontent of ,éhe statement mighf be
understood but .not its illocutiohary intent. In such a casé,
the caller might well receive a response such as, "Oh,
Montreal, what a great city you have! Can you hold the line,

‘I*ll be with you in a moment."
More than 1likely, the illocutionary intent of the

L4 | ‘- 64 q
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remark would be underétood~by a proficiént language user, as

this is a familiar rhetoriqai'roupine among busfness pgpale

-who handle long distance calls on a dgily basis. A‘ Secénd

language‘learner)ﬁaging a siéilaﬁ call, hoyeveﬁu one who did
not know how to employ this fdutine, might weil be ﬁut on
hold for sevé;al minutes if he or she chose an opening
statement such as, "Yes, I was wondering if you st11l

have . . . " op something similar which failed to give an

‘immediate indication tiat the call was long distance.

This second type of procedure, then, enables a language
user to '"make sense" of illocutionary information by :
%ctivating schemata which pertain to rhetoriéal routines.

The first type of procedure, 1t may be recalled,
enables a language user to "make ,sense" of 'propositional
information b& acfivating schemata which pertain to frames
of reference (Widdowson, 1983a, p} 40) . | o -

With respect .to the first dimension of procedural

‘degcription just discussed, that of the "kinds of schema“

being realized;" Figure 6 summarizes the two ‘kinds of

schemata which are engaged - in actual discourse. -

- Propositional Frames of

-/ Content , Reference '~ -
(cohesion) b Types of
Discourse
' Schemata
N\ Illocutionary Rhetorical .~
Activity Routines
\‘wfw (coherence) i

Schemata in Discourse o "

Figure 6
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" ‘Widdowson discusses two additional bpbcedunes/ required
in lengthy or extended discourse which are also related to

the - first dimension of procedural activity. ,Hé refers to

theée procedures as formulétions#

* In 1eng£hy discourse involving a 'greét deal of
"procedural negotiation," it is often_nécessary, a§.hertain
points, to - review what has ﬁeen said as a means éf '
summarizing or tying everything together before going on.
. Iﬁterlochtoré may negotiate so intently to establish a fraﬁe
of reference or perform a routine that they lose sight of
the "objective of the negotiation" (Widdowgon,,19é33, p.463.

. In Bucly cases, there is a need for procedures which
faéilitate the "formulation" of the central focus of an
interaction. Widdowéon descriﬁes these two types of
pfocedures as the formulations of glég and upshot. |

If one seeks to know or expﬂ;ss th%ngiSt of an
argument or discussion, he or she is loéking for a
"recapifﬁlation?&ogﬁpropositional content. A formulation of
this kind hill‘éérve the purpése of making cleaﬁithe "frame
of reference" which has been established.

If, on the other hand, one wants a recapitulation of
‘the routine wﬁich hasubeen negotiated, what is required is.
é formulation of willocutionary intent. ~ This is the
formulation @f upshot. )

One, need 1look no further than the writings of H.G.
Widdowson himself. for an example of the form;lation of gist. -

In concluding his presentation of his "model of language
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. use" in Learning Purpose and ' Language Use, Widdowson

-

férmulates tﬁer gist of the chapter by summarizing his
prqsentatioﬁ.(Widdoégon, 1983a, p. 49). . ! N
'~ An example illustratiné'the formulation of\ upshot 1s
_proyided"by the employer who finds ;t necessafy to lay off a
good worker because of ‘econSmic cutbacks but who 1ig
reluctant to say so directly and iwitp few. wordé; The
employer ' may, therefore, berforg a routine - (using:
acceptability procedures) intended to break the bad news
slowly.l ~The worker in question mdy sense. that somethi&g
out of the ordinary is goihg'on but not know for ﬁsure. At
some point, he or she may demaﬁd, however, to know. thg
upshot of .the routine, to be given a formulation of 1its.
illocutionary intent. He o; she may ask, "What are you
getting at? Are you saying tpat you have to let me éo?"
| The Formulgtibn Proqedures. 6f gist jahd upshot are.
" symmarized in Figure T.

g LY
' '

Schematic Type of - Focus of

Type Formulation . Formulation
1) Frames of . propositional
' glist ,
Reference o ' content
2) Rhetorical R - illocutiongry *
. B upshot . .
Routines ) intent
; .
Formulation Procedures
Figﬁre 7 v ) :
617 . . . A
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" The seéohd dimension of procedural activity can now he
_examined. The first dimension just ‘discussed (return o
Figure 5 for a summary), pert;ined to the kinds of schemata
e;gaged through the use of procedures. Widdowson describes
the second’ ‘dimension as referring to "the‘ kind of
communicative situation that hgs to be negoéia?ed, aﬁd in
particular with the way in which/theﬂrelgtionship between
@he Aséhematé of the interlocutors 1is to be managed"
'(Widdodson,/1983g, p. 41). ‘

Specifically, Widdowson is referring to the co-

operative and territorial imperqyives which shape humaﬁ
%bmunica£ion. Ui}derstanding in communication requires that
each interlocutor engage his "personal construct of realityh
as encoded in schemata (Widdowson, 1983a, p. 47). Rumelhart
has discussed schemata'iﬁ(similar terms: "The total set of .
schemata we ha;e available for intérpreting our world in a
sense constitutes our private theory of the nature of
reali¢y"l(Rume1§aft, 1986; P. 31?} _Tﬁe activation of an
individual's schemata, Howaver, {é dependént: on ‘his
willingness to engage his'privaté schematic constructs and
to pafticipaté~in procedural'negétiation.

There are -"two opposing forces" operant in this regard
and~ procedures avallable to service both. The co~operative
imperative "impels peéple to put their schemata into contact

with others" (Widdowson, 1983a, p. 47). Thus, co-operative

procedures serve to facilitate the exchange of ideas and ‘the

meeting of minds. They serve to clarify and extend frames of

»
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. . \
reference ahd to make clear which routines

\

performed. They operate to maka infogsation "accessible" and .

are being

to promote understanding.

N

Protective oél acceptability procedures may also serve

to facilitate coﬁhunication but ¥n quite a different ‘way.

.Their function is to ensure that information is &onveyed in
a panhér which is "acceptable." These procéduresxcan be used
as a‘ﬁeans of respecting the schematic "1life sﬁace" of other
"interlocutors. But they may -also be used to protect one's
own schematic "life space" such that their use may result in
a communication breakdown. -

“In citiﬁg examples to illustrate 'foutines ~and the
formulation _o? upshot, mention was made of. ' these
aqceptgﬁiliﬁ& procedures. The'long distggce caller may use

.éuch a procedure to avoid sounding -stingy ' with his moneyf
The employer ﬁho haégto lay off-a goggbworker may be trying
to proteéﬁ himself from a negati&e reaction on the part of -
his employee. Or h; may be endeavouring to make it easier

\for \hisl,employeel;o accept the bad news Sy breaking it to
him slowly, by making it somehow more "acceptable."

These, then, are the *pypes of procedunes which
Widdowson discusses in presenting his '"model , of languagé
use. " Procedurai_ negotiation between iﬁtérlocutors is an
essential component of the functioning model. .It.is'through
the use  of proéedures that interlocutors with divergent
"schematic/ worldé" (a commen feature of crbss-cuitural
interaction) can bégin to*bridge the gaps in understgnding.
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which exist between them. In fact, in Widdowson's view:

. : / . .
All communication depends on the alignment and

'aﬁbgdaustmeﬁt of each interlocutor's schemata so that they
are brought into sufficient correspondence. for .the

interlocutors to feel eatisfied that they have reached
an undérstanding.’ (Widdowson, 1983a, p.-40)

Figure 8 illustrates that in the functioning "model of:

language - qse, the amount of interactive procedural
ne otiation required of interlocutors is 8 function of the

convergence orgdivergence of theip.schematic worlds.

! bt

‘Divergence

I r
n o
t Tt
e u
, S
1 o  Proximity
' 4. 0f
Schematic
Worlds
Procedural .
Negotiation :
between R o
. Interlocutors . A B \
A and B ‘ ' \ .. Convergence
L N\ o B S
Procedural Activity in Relation to Schemata

.

Figure 8,

Varonis and Gass (1985a) provide' a fascinating

b
»

trenecript of a telephone conversation between a native

speaker and a eecehd lahguage learner which illustrates this

process of meening negotiation. The learner in ‘the

- ' . —
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conversation wants to inquire about buying a television. By

accident, he calls a televieion repeir store. In’ terme of

. LN

‘Widdowson's functioning model, the learner‘s schematic frame_

of reference is thét he wants to buy and he thinks Ke has'

phoned a etore'which will sell. On the other end of the

phone, the repair persqn's frame of referenceé is that she.

works in a store that regains _televigions and believes
that the calléer wants t9 have his television regaired.

The dialogue which ensues dembnetrates the importence

, . of schematic alignment to effective communication. The . two

interlocutore muddle around at "the systemic 1evel for most

.

' echemetic frames of reference, they endeavour to negotlate

4

but ther& is a completehfailure»to'communicete bighﬁ'through,

to the end of the conversation.

-

As mentioned earlier in the chapter, proceduree may be

used to “project" schemata which alré&ady exist Oéf/hey may . .
be used to create new schemata.,Widdowson discusses the fact

that 'procedures may be used to generate-original instancee(

b

'”of language use which then become ec commonplace that they

become part of an "established schema." He" gives the example

of "metaphoricel,expressions“ LWiddowson, 198%a, p. . 41){'.
The* following example is perhaps 11lustrative of what he

means. s

<. * M L
The 1984 election gampaign in the United States
produced such an expression. One, of the canaidetee;

‘commenting on the lack of "substance in his opponent's

o".‘ '71
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D program, asked, '"Where's the,Beef°" The' expression caught
\ " \\ hiad
- . on dnd > at least for: SOme months,, ﬁervasive‘ in. the
_ ‘ media.” It became a conventionalized form of cemmenting on a
T J O?. lack ;¥ substance or cditent. Figure 9 demonstrates
s : o s .

. - Widdowson's view of ‘the- functioning of procedures - in
= . ” projecting stabiished schemata and creating new- scnemata.
s (Widdowson, 1983&, p. jﬂ)/ L
_‘/. . “e s a .

;ﬁ# Y ;/) Proée@ures /-————E>‘ ‘ existing schemata '
A R SR PO . project ) ‘ '
. . . - N S (Schematic Store)

) . create o , ;
“-A;%('. \b\" N 't . - \’

A I\ A I A T , ’ R ~ .

, ] " new . ' oo ST
o ! ) schemata ' ) _ L ” ? g‘%
y ~‘0“ I .‘,'O / ) ¢ ¢ N h ., . ' \ ‘"\.; ' | ‘ﬁ“‘-: ~§ :

* e T C R o

;4‘* o \~c%¥ﬁ£ned o rebminede ;-——~E> - .be%;ée conventionalized 7 W
‘ 14 ' ’ ' o - . { 7 {-
- ' present o + *» ‘ '»ﬁ

.:4 ) ' use “ . ‘ . o - ’,

-, O ¢ 'The Projection ‘and Qreation o?'Séhemata C .
o ’ o A S
e T . z Figure 9

»?

p

“xwarranteds v however. ‘Rumelhart is ‘more eautious * than -

A Widdowson in.&ddreseX§é this issue of_ the dreat;on/ of new

"
1 ' . ¢ .
. A h ' . ] : < . ’ ) " ‘-
SR ~ schemata: s . . : ‘ ' ,
[} . , ’ . i- ' &) 0

Y 2R
, One - of the central problems of a schema. theory is a:
5[ b ,‘ — o epecffication of the process (ér. processei) whereby new .
ye ~ >
P T \echeyate are,deweloped.‘ Everd if it is granted that 8
" . set of "hand-crafted" procedures could carry ort' the
4 . . ) . S — L.
4 ‘ ’ « , “l "l E‘ .
. C0 72 Coa v Co
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tasks assigned to ta:m.by schema theories, it rema{es
bo~ ‘be ghown that there are pleusible learrfing

procedures that could result in such a set of schemata.

GRumelhart, 1980, p. 52) e

To éonclude‘ the critical exaﬁinatién of Widdowson's

¢

’ - - ’ 1
model’, Figure 10 provides an illustration of how the "mode;\

‘'of 1language use" might now be viewed in considering the

roles played’by the different forms of language knowledge in
actual 1anguage use. Figure«10 demonstrates that procedural
activity is essential  to thelfunctioning of the model.

Without such'activity, A"ho communication takes- blace; .nd

shows - that in Widdowson's model,‘ the use of linguistic”

rules is "mediated through schemata" (Widdowson, 1983a,. p

]
!39).‘ ) \“ A & e;., . '
- o ProfTeclent ‘Language
-~ e ‘User's | . [ .
o - Procedural Ability

q
) " | : ¢
//// User's o .'°. Usdris®

. Al
Systemic ‘\ x .59 Schematic » * Language
— "N _JE____€;>
Knowledge Knowledgé' " Use
- f ' Direct Role in Language Use
P) i Ny
4 ( ¢
’ | ' Auxiliary Role in);anguage Use
, ) TN 3 — ->
wo . The Func?ioning Model o& Language Use
o | . Tab1% 10), = :
o L .,_ o . s
. LY -
: ,\ - \ T3 . .o

‘o A ' ‘ v

5~

\

: diseourse occurs" (Widdowsoﬁ, 198%a2, p. 97). Figure 10 also .
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The Essential Features of the Model

/ . ) L
Returning. briefly to Widdowson's two-level view of

A

language knbwlédge, it 1is now clear ﬁgx this is only a
.parpiai'ﬁictUre'of the components of his "model of languagé

use." . \ . -

N Level 2 . o Schematic °

Level 1 ‘ Systemic

| oo -
Levels of Language Knowledge (3) -

) ‘Figure 11 .

Systemic or schematic vgoverage;" in his ;iew,‘ will not’f'\
N _ngvfde an adequate Bgsis for course design. The actual
functioniné of the model 1is d;pendent on I'"procedural
“activity." Schematic features, in conjunction with "the
syetemic resources of language, may‘be used to qactivate
" procedures, but in_and tsel%, systemic and schematic |
knowledge will ?ot provi r 1anguage.use.
- ;? outlining his views on course design, KWiddowsqn
makés‘freferencé to the “t?ree levels of language knowleage
. and abili%y" represented by his "model of language use"

.

P\ ; .
* '(Widdowson, 1983%a, p. 82).

J<::// —-~~Figure 12, therefore, would appear to provide a

complete picture of ‘the essential components of Widdowson's

model, coupling form% of 1anéuage knﬁwledgé with procedural

X

I
*

abili%?.

+

L
*



Knowledge and . ‘. . Form of

Ability , Proficiency

Level 3 Procedural ‘communicative capacity

. (ability) ,
Level 2 sdhematia - communicative competence

. (knowledge) _ \\:::>

Level 1 . Systemic linguistic ©ompetence ’
. (knowledge)

« The Model of Language Use:

“Levels of Language Knowieége and Ability
‘ Figure .12 . )
It 1is because of the importance of procedural? ability
to the aétual functioning of the model that Widdowson places
such an emphasis on methodology in his approach to course

>

deéignr According to Widdowson, with"ghe g&al-ogieﬁtgd
approach to course design, the intended ends of-g;e.fearnlngi
process serve és a juétification for whatever means might be
.avaiIéble. In his estimatioh, such an approach has often led

to the followinyg state of affairs in ESP course

’implément?tioh: .
The éssumptidn e« + « 1s that what learners need is a
knowledge of the systemlic and schematic features of the )

English of  their ;peciality, and that this can ‘be
conveyed .to them by conventional mé%ns of a .very
general sort, which need have no connection at all with-
‘the activities for which they need £o usd English. Any
methodology will do so long as it gets the informatign “
'across. (Widdowgqn, 1983%a, p. 88)
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In Widdowson's vi then, this éoncern' with the
"sysﬁemic and schematice:ZQEures" of language‘—often leads
to a partial or complete neglect of procedural activities.
Such activities are required, however, for the development

of the capacity to use language for communication.

Widdowson discusses the fact that communigative courses

often present language in situational contexts which can

13

be viewed as‘béing schematic 1in character. The "scenarios"
adopted often involve the use of dialogues and they indicate

frames of reference and employ rhetorical routines related

.

to the given context (Widdowson, 1983a, p. 81).

N

The problem 1is that many such pfesentations are -

e%ployed in order to provide éxamples of 1linguistic

: ,‘%sxﬁtemic) structures as they might be used in a given
'séﬁﬁation. No provision is made for providing tle 1learner
.with jthe oppgrtunity to solve problems through the use of
_procedures% According to Widdowson's model, it s qnly
'thgﬁugh ffg; use of such procedures that learners » will b;

provided with opportunities to engage approbriate schemata
" R o ,

and obtain practice at actual language use. ™
In a ®imilar vein, W{ddowson ‘believes that the main

purpose of mahy ESP cou5§é~ﬁesignefs (he cites Ewer and
, N .

Latdrre in making this point) is t& provide '"schematic

covgrage" (WiddowsonL 1983%a, p. 98) of a particular area of

, | . ‘
use. Such an approach is inadequate, in Widdowson's view, |

becausy schematic knowledge is not sufficient in itself to

provide for language use. In the desigB‘of ESP courses, the

% :
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choice of schematic feééures must be made for the "purpose
of generating procedural activity. N

In Widdowson's estimation, both reglister and needs
analysis "abstract" language forms of a’ sygpemic and
schematic nature out of the contexts of discourse in 'whichu
they are actually employed for communicative ® purposes. As

such, neither of them accounts for actual language use, Nor

do they confer a meaningful( role on methodology, the

. i3]

‘effective use of which provides the means by which the

a

learning of procedural skiff% and abilities can be
developéd. In understanding the implications of Widdowson's
proposal for a '"procedurally based methodology" in‘ ESP‘
course Aesign, therefore, it is necessary at tnis point
to see preciqfly what he means'by his use of the .term

methodology.

Table 6 demonetrifes that Widdowson is quite explicit

about what he means by ‘' methodology. He does not, however,

\provide any kind of list of the types of activities

which he intends to be incorporated into a ‘'"procedurally
based methodoloéy" for ESP course design..,To have done 8o
would perhaps have been a'contradiction‘of much of his
critieism ofg register and needs analysis. Widdowson has

accused these two approaches of analyzing "language usé into

component parts" and of reducing,it«to a "statdc invenkory

o .
of items" (Widdowson, 1983a, p. 34). And he has criticized

Munby'é needs processing device of g%peratihg "gan atomistic

analysis of proceduresmwhich‘reducea them to a set of static -

M A
’

N




features (Widdowson, 1983a, p. %G)u

» -

LY

Table 6. A tabular view of Widdowson's (1983a) uses of the

* term Methodology.

, ~ Methodology . . » ‘ ‘ "
e ' ) "

°

"is understood to be . . .

«s » » 8 Bet of activities designed to develop
the procedural problem solving capacity of
learners" (p. 107).

gé' "is concerned with . . . -t
« « « .« appropriate procedural activit&" (p.87).
W - | ’ )

. « « . % the kind of activity that promotes the

\ - . ‘ ) learnin of language, with how students
learn" %p 94). '
°» S f ﬁhag\been generally neglected in ESP" (p.\87).
& . . s

Ly
.

/ Althoﬁgp, as meﬁtioned Widdowson has not provided any

{ kind of extensive 1ist of procedures, what he has done is'

/fﬁj\ tg glve examples’ @@ thé types of procedural activities he is

r;férﬁing to and to discuss the ?orﬁ sqph activitles can

. take within contexts‘whiéh provide for .language ~use. He

- introduces the idea of procedural ability with qgference ’

to the. following activities: . ¢ '
inference’

e

ﬁ%actipal reasoning

-

4 ]
. computing cross referegce

' ‘ . . . - . . )
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negotiation of meaning: :
-’ l
problem solving '

(Widdowson, 1983a, p. 41)

In his discussion of ESP course design, Widdowson.

explores the ‘“distinction between schematic and

procedural vocabulary,  explaining that procedural

vocabulary consists of those»"common-cofe" lexical items
which are not bound to a particular schematic cBn@ext. « In
discussing comprehension questions, he‘briefly‘ekamines the
difference between procedural and schematic 'questions and
the specific function of each type of question in assisting
"the learner to process written”discourse. (These terms will
be used in the examination\vpﬂ] Aaterials and "will be
explained in more detail later.)

Widdowson's  discussion of these 1issues 1is largely
explanatéry, however, 'and cannot be construed asnyieiding
any kimd of systematic approach to ESP course design as
suggested by a ‘"procedurally . based metgsagiogy." His
purpose, gt this stage, was not to articulate the step by
step réquirements' of ihblementing such a design. His
intention was to generate a theoretical framework for ESP by

. producing a functioniﬁg model of Tanguage use.

Mackay- (1985) has reacted favourably to Widdowson's

approach to language instruction. He has pointed out,

‘ however, that Widdoﬁson's ’advocacy of "organized

instruction” as a means of developing procedural abilities

requires a more detailed specification of the elements . of

b t

*
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-



N

course design.

"Widdowson has' to accept both the possibility of and the

responsibility for an exhaustive listing/description of

user behaviour and the language (sygtemic and
schematic) knowledge upon which~i£ depeﬁds and the
K incorpdration of all these elements into ‘a consciously
‘designed pedagogy. (Mackay 1985)
Issues relafed to the application of Widdowson's'"model of
language wuse" to ESP course deiagh and methodology will
be discussed further in ch;pter five. o .

,-J/ .

Method For the Examination of Materials

The following ESP .materials, authored or initiated - by

H.G. Widdowson, will-now be examined,’using the essential

featunes of Widdowson's "model of language,uae" as a point
[ N -

of reference: .

Reading and Thinking in- English

Concepts in Use

Ekploring,Functions

Discovering Diécourse

Discourse in Action »

English in Focus Series

English In Physical Science

In addition, the following selectidn of ESP materials

I

,ﬁill also be-examined, again using the essential features of

Widdowéon's\ model as a‘éoint of reference:

The Structure of Technical English

o~
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A Course in.Basic Scientific English

Developing Reading Skills in English’ - S

Telecommunications

Listed below are a number of Widdowson's term; (with
brief explanations) ‘which will be useﬁ in tﬁe analysis of
materials: ' ' , . i

1) Schematic vocéabulary : . ° C
- "défines and makes distinctive partiqular frames

of"'reference in different areas of use" (Widdowson,

1983a, p. 94)

&

.
+ - schematic terms have a narrow "indexical range."

2) Procedural vocabulary : . -

. --gerves' to establish or clarify schematic
\ ' -

v .

'Yocabulary
- proceddral-terms have a bréad "indexical raﬁke."
~3) Sche (comprehension) questions
- serve {o dummarize L ‘7
- aimed at formulétions‘of gist "and upshot
- placed at the énd of reading passages
' 4) Procedural (comprehension) quesgtions
L, . - promptink devicks
| - fap&iitate inperpretat}on during - the act of

L 3

reéding (guide ' the establishment of frames and

M

routines) . * . S

- placed in the margins beside a text

The examination of materials will take the “following

L]
form: -
% . o . »
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' W -
(1) Materials will be assessed through a ‘'hands on'

experiencing of the actual course readings, activities and

exercises exactly as given to the learner. In the case of

Reading %Pd. Thinking in English, this will involve a

17

complete wofking through of all exercises and activities in

the first thr?e of th? four books in th? series in .an-
: | effort to determine if Widdowson has realiied his model in
"actual odurse: materials. Several selected chapters will be
completed in their entirety in thé fingl book in this
geries; aadit;pnal contents will be perused for general,
features. This will #lso be the‘procedu;e with the other ESP
S materials examined.
A— brief asgessment will then be-giysn of each of

f these materials froms the perspective of a prdficient .

language user and 'simulated learner.! .
_ - (2) Pertinent comments will be made with respect to the
relative. e:phaéea afforded the egsential features of
ﬂh‘ Widdowson's model.by each set of mé;erials. Comments will be
recorded under three'heﬁdings: . ”
Systémic coverage ;
oL T ‘ Schematic coverage
Procedural activities ) .
b ) (3) Findings will be discussed with reference to the

»

= | , specific questions posed in chapter 1 of this study.
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o CHAPTER 4
' FINDINGS OF MATERTALS EXAMINATION

A
]

" Overview of Materials: Widdowson, ﬁ. G. (Ass. Ed.) (1980).

Concepts in use. . Reading and Thinking in English. Oxford

University Press.

A J

Reading and Thinking in English is a four book series.

It is &' course in Reading Comprehension, ‘aésigned for
gtudents who need to develop the capacity‘ to access
infonmatién in English. This series 1is located on the
Education end of Widdqysop's scale‘bf specificity. It 1s
English for Academié Purposes. The orgqnization of units
in the first book 1in the series, (Concepts ;glggg, fol;ows
this pattern: | ‘ o
1) Presentation
.2) Language Study

3) Discourse Study ‘ T "y
"4)‘Extension ‘ .

Assessment, of A Simulated Léarner .

- a fascinating range of topics for thqse wfth a Sroad,
general scientific base or a keen general int;rest in
science | v

- potentially much 1éss appealiﬁg to someone with a well
developed scientific focus and specific well-defined goals
in that area ‘

- engaging and stimulating to work through the activities

‘- @ great variety of tasks - .

- precurrence (and fﬁrther development) of topics and
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reinforcement of structures previously introduced

1

- caréfully graded (gradually more challenging).

\
H

Syatemic Coverage

- stated concernlwith grammar and vocabulary is'éiemplified
by the use of scientific lexicon and the presentation 6f
structural ‘alternatives. For example: "Plants prevent the
Wind‘ from érodiné soil = Plants preyent erosion" (p. 65).

- ﬁhe focus is'on‘the use}of éhese resbufces‘ to express
concepts, and the tombining of_ these caoncepts in the

. development of reading passages.

Schematic Coverage ' ; ‘ i}
- extremely diversified

topics in blology, chemistry, physics and popular science

examples of toplcs arei‘

the solar gystem

the circulatory system

electroplating . o
nutrition , '
condensation cycle.

[

schematic repfbsentatipn frequently diagrahmatio

abundant use of tables, graphs, charts and drawings in

conjunction with readings, which arehsﬂbré and concise

the first five or six units, longer ;nd ;ore qetailed in the

last half of the book. | ﬂ
- o ‘N

S

Procedural Activities

84



- the learner 1s required to engage in a large number of

0\ v
. o

procedural activities . '
- activities could seldom be construed as being mechanical
- the following procedural tasks are, required of the

learner who works through the activities in ‘Concegtsl;gl
'—[]—sg. . g M 5
paraphrasing ) .o ~ ;
completing - and making statements by supplying
information (using tables) ‘
~ correction of false statements ,
. part/function (matching) |
- completing summaries (from information in diagrams) ~
completing tables (transfer from reading passages)
ordering events in a process
. matching action/stage in proceks
establishing causal relations
cause - consequences
cause - effects s
paragraph writing e

- primary emphasis has been placed on the development of

-

~these and other proceoqral abilities. . %

) Overview of Materials: Widdowson, H: G. (Ass. Ed’.) (1979)
Exploring ﬂunctions. Reading and Thinkihg in English Oxford .

i
UniverSity Press. -7

Exploring Functions exemplifies the use of concepts in

P k4

performing the oommunioative functions required in academic‘
\ Y
writing. The emphasis is on understanding how information is

t

communicated in written English. The%égganization of units o

in Exploring Functions follows this pat@ern:

1) Presentation - / N

' 2) Language Study : SN :
- structure and function e ‘

+ - writing exertises o ' : .

3) Developmenk ) S , .
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- compretension exerclises

-

\\ y ;'/_‘ Ve VoL ’
\ ) Asséssment of a Simulafed L%grneg .
v - as with Conbepts in Use,q ﬁxploring,Funétions Eontains a
X broad range ?f topics ) ' ’
| - this 1is again appropriat? for gstudents whose scilentific
i ¥‘ in€ér§st-i§'stimulated by such iiversiti
‘ - it might not prove to be at all motivating for learners
P gho seek speclalized 1anguége instruction 1in a specific
‘ discipline (e.g., microbiology) -
.- excellent .su;maries of how’lgnguagé is used to express
- 'similarities, differences and“caﬁsality. |
e S
Systemit Coverage . - b S N
- grammatical emphasis: the functions whicﬁ,grammar perfopds
(e.g., Describing how.T Tﬁ§§’W6;L: Expressing Structure in
Wholé/Part Relatioqships?\?; 41) - o .
' - focus 1is 0 also on the concepts~f>(e.g.; purﬁose;
= amn_gaﬁée/éffect)‘expreSSed by gﬁfticular structures 07
. , : .

LW . ' 86 - ,,@

- examines grammatical time expréssioqsh (e.g., ' expressing

past time: Timeline of the Aztec';ivilization; p. 56).
T ,

Schematic Coverage -

- units-are organized acgording to language functibn‘(e.g.,'

following inggrﬁctions, describing, generalizing, making
comparisons, giving explanations) '
- ways of Bxpreésing: purpose, strucéure,‘functioﬁ, method

te
v

v o
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- as with Concepts in Ueé, extensi#e use of diagrammatic ’\
N .
representations (maps, diagrams, charts, drawings, etc/l_ LTS

‘

- many schematic (comprehension) questions (eagf”/g 51)

.aﬁd‘suhmary ‘tables aimed at formulations /(e g., P. 63)
//. , )

N e

/

-

Procedural Activities ‘ /" B : .

- pnocedural comprehension questions (e g., Reading: Hero of
Alexandria's bevicde for Opening Temple Doors, p. 69)

- creating diagrammatic repregeptations of anaphoric
'referqpce fqr specific reading passageé' (e.g.,_ Equator;al -
¢limates, é. 15) o

- sentgpce 'comp;ef%on requiriﬁg information fransfer (e.g.,
Birth and Death Rates, transfer from & graph, p. 61)

- using' textual conhectors‘ (e.g«, P. 15/17)

- ;dentificatioq of 1logical-structure . within a reading -

" passage L |

t

- inferencing (fpom observafions and resultsf
- expressing similanity/differédcés . | ,
'~ connecting similar sfaﬁeméﬁts ‘ - f\s ' ..y
- connecting contrasting statements |

_-expressing causality. : , -

Overview of Materials: Widdowson, H. &..(Ass. Ed.) (1979
- o}

) Discovering discourse. Reading and Thinking in English.

OXford University Press, /
. ~

[

The aiﬁ of - DiscoveriJg~Discourse is to develop

. .o

reading skills (reading strategies and associated writing
' 87 - i, .". ! &l

. «



¥

f «to organize and present information.

soecificity.

-

skills) needed for the academic use of English. The course
focusses on various ways of asing the éesourcee of - language

-

o + v - r
N 0

"' Assessment of a Simulated Learner

'~ very clear and eystematic presentation of predictivye

reading strategies (contextusl and non—linguistic cues) -

D

-‘pfesents very _.useful organizatidnal patterns and

-

*

.

principles
- information learned '1is consistently recycled at higher

- level of proficiency required for this text, ‘however, ‘is

levels of complexity

significantly higher than the p#evious two books 'in the

series : ‘ ' e o o

4

»

- learnefs who "are not highiy motivated by schematically
diverse scientific material will probably not have tne_

patience to work through this text .

L4 T

- gsome -learners at this level of proficienoy might want -a

. ‘text whieh™is closer to the training -end of the .scale of

1 R r ) I 4

_ Systemic Coverage . ' .

- extensive coverage of schematic {ocabulary 1ﬁepresenting
distinct frames of reference (eig., Chopdates;kp. 73) |
- as with the other"books -in the sefies, : procedural‘

vocabulary is given equal importance in stimulating 1earner

process (e. L1F Activity 1, p. 54)

AR
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- language structures are always examined in the context of,
iangu&ge"function (é g.; Real and - nominal definition:
Concept/class and characteristics, P 57). ‘

K S

SchematicaCovenage _ v

- fewer subjegqts . are explored but’ coverage 1is more

Ay

a

comprehensive . S

scgématié“dickrsity is still the rule however, Examples of

subJeets.ad gsed are:
- & .ot . . e
- chemistry ) g
- gsystems (e.g., solar, computer) - . -
- musie ~ . . .
- crime

- cultural'pattefns of change

coffee procgssing' \

- units arf organized according to organizational functionS“
- generalizing/specifying
- describing .
,‘aefining o | | ‘.. | €
. —,claséifyins o ‘ c <’
- hypothesizing ‘ ' ' _
~ wide vdf;epy of maps, tables, advertisements, fiPW“chgrts,

' cartoons and diagrams.

- L

" Procedural Activities

.

P

- the procedural activities in Discovering,Discourse involve//

. the leaﬁner in.

L,
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- predicting ' s

- writing summaries7%aragraphs

1

-, using tables to record information expressing various

levels of generality '

-~

- ordering information (general to the specific)

accessing tables .

identifying themes - . f
using definitions in discourse in conjunbtion with

genﬁfalizations/descriptions/classifications
- problem solving: using ' ,hypotheses to ° reach
"conclusions.

! «

,, @

. Overview of Materials: Widdowson, H. G. (Ass. Ed.) (1980).

' .

Discourse in action..Reading and Thinking in English. Oxford

Univer81ty Press. - , S~

, Discourse in Action presupposes a superior command of
\

grammar and vocabulary It is only appropriéte for students

whose capabilities in .reading and writing academic ~English

[
approach . that of the proficient language user with highly

developed academic skills. ' . .

t
[ 4

Assessment of a Simiulated Learner

. , L .
. = for advanced second language learners

- this text could be used beneficlally by native speakers

PUE A

- ='potentially helpful to university studente-who are called

upon to read'extensively and to write cohesive and well«

4

crafted essays. o o /

.
. .
. 2%,
’ . T2
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Systemi¢ Coverage . ' ] .

- very advanced scheéatiq and procedural vocabulary. ..

- extensive reading passages on such topics asg:

Schematic Coverage- ‘ .

- nuclear energy

- intermddiate technology

- paranor@al phenoména-

- ﬁuﬁerous inptanqes of published materials (e.g.," The
'Daily Telegraph, 1979, p. 98) ;
- fewer visuals than in prev{ous Po6ks in the series

- &j[ipe and bar graphg, tabies, maps and higﬁly detaiiéa
diagrams ‘
-‘schematﬁc comprelension questions (e.g., page 36)

- 'preparations' and 'abstracts' of reading paséages.provide“

introductions to schematic:frames (e.g., b.'49 and 52).

L]
¢ )

‘Procedural Activities .

-.p;actfbe at . distinguishing and reading thrge forms of
discdurge: expositioh, enquiiy and argument

- deveiopment of critical reading skills

- practice'at accessing genuine academic discourse

- development of research skills

- procedural comprehension gﬁggfions (e.g., P. 574§¢4.

L

" The primary emphasis in Reading and Thinking in English

is the presentatioﬂ of schematic features representative of

a diversity of scientific disciplines for the purpose @f

91
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b < /
activating procedural ability, o '/

Overview Qg.Materials: Allen, J.» P. B. , & Widdowson, 7. @,

*11974). English in physical science. English in Focus.

Oxford University Press.

Widdowson states that this first book in Focus

geries '"was used deliﬁg;ﬁfbiy by its authors to explore the
possibility of appropriate ﬁethodology," namely, "
: 198%a, p.
intended to

wbichnemphasizes procedural activity (Widdowson,
97). This particular book in the series is
‘develop the reading and writing skills of/ physics and -

chemistry stuqents.

‘v
4

Assessment of a Simulated Learner (Unit 1)

3

- a tedhni%ue involving ,carefqlly'
questions is used for dévg%oplng r?adi ability‘
- this. technique probably prevents 1§arn;r from ré;ding
mechanically (although const;nt re erencing becomeg .a Dbit
of a nuisance) - B . ‘ —

- learner is taught how to "accous

rather than to simply respond

{

- the 'grammar exercises e fairly familiap matching and

sentence - joining tasks although meaningful contexts are

lanned trﬁe/false'

’

-



e
Systemic Coveragej
. ~ -'grammatical structures are introduced in a mafner which
' N 11lustrates their 'funct%on' rather than simply
demonstrating the structure‘i o
- there aré'mgny presentations wigh a familiar format but
0 - ‘ | they ére pfesented in meaningful (subject—relafed) cj:texts

~ - sthematic vocabulary (relating to physics and chemigtry)

"
I

-\\% * 18 introduced contextually.

-
—_

-

Schematic Coverage
”-.schematic frames are related to physics .and chemistry .
"=~ gome diagrams, tables, anﬁ flow:charts but considgrably’

fewer‘tﬁan in Reading and Thinking ;E.Engliéh.

¢

Procedural Activiti . M . (
. h ]
~ contextual reference (dfaphora). o ”

b L9

- rephrasing (drawing on texts for alternate exbressipns}l

- deterﬁining logical relationships

v . -

- following directions in conducting actual experiméntS‘

Lo - recod@fructing paragrdaphs. A A R .

Other Activities (not 'procedural!')

- sentence building (see Discussion at the end of chap%ﬁr)

AR

- fi11 in the blank o
- matching

- sentence joining.

‘ Enélish in ?hysical Science prqyides procédurai
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.activities in developing capacity . and non-procedural

activities in developing schematic qompetence: .
. . i

“

Overview of Materials: Ewer, J. R. & Latorre, G. (1969). A
course ig basic scientific English. London: Longman. .
] . e

This course is structurally graded; units are organized

accérding to grammatical structupeé. The authors view
RN scieﬂtific disciplines as' sharing é common vocabulary‘ and
as each possessing "special vocabularies.“ These latter
vdcabulafies,~'hoyever, present "very'ulittle difficultj,

singe' they are .mainly international words" (Ewer and‘
. "Latorre, 1969, p. 1ix). The mdaterials ﬁave been written. to

. I 4
- . incorpprate the results®of frequency counts.

. . -
[} 1
© L]

Assessment of a Simulated Learner (Unit 2)

- the chapter réa&ing is wgll_written

- there are,‘ however, no ﬁrdcedural qugstions to asq}st
the lggrner in.réading this passage o; aﬁy others

- the schematic duestioné are clear an?m straightforward
(1ine references would be helpful with such a long text)

- the .word study section requires extremely mechanical
work. Students might end up scanning thé passage‘for words
with.'; certain number and pattern of letters (as éuggested
g by the.exefcise) without the slightest notion of meaning: |
- overall, the exerciséﬁx (providéd are quite boring -
(exemplifying structuré bug-failing to provide contéxt) and

¢

mechanical (requiring little or. no thought)

94, . . . : ‘ “ \ LY




A

3 generail‘y v‘ery'few visual schematic representations.

- - . ( \

-

- structure study Jprovides. explanda\zions 'a’bout 'g-ather than

exemplifications tof! grammar.: ) .
\ .

A Sys temic Covera&e

- familiar grammatical categories |

- Dictionary of Basic Scientific English
Part 1: largely procedural vocabulary ‘
Part 2: structural words and phrases (grouped according
to grammatical function) , . .. .

-' the Index o‘f Structures is a reference o@‘ struotures .ars

.and where " t'hey occur.in the course; inclodes llists of

suffixes/prefixes/verbs.

N ¢

* !
\ . /
\ .

Schematic Coverage _ ' ( ”

7
—-—

v

- schematic comprehension questlor\s s

LY

» ., . 1
- a few diagrams, one bar chart, several 1line graphs;

1

‘o

ProceduraI Aotivi&ies K

"-- one set of‘ line graphs (p. 11) ‘provides the learner with

d

.potentially excéllent procedural work

Y

- discussion and critio‘ism seotione, . however, from whicl‘;
this ‘examole ‘'was taken, rely on learners to have already
developed procedures; leerners get -no help “in deve(}oping
thelir procedural ability from the questions themselves

’ g

- Brocedural work has not been systematically provided for

- there are very few problem solving actiyvities.

55 T
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"Other Activities, (not. 'procedural")

o ’
*, A
I . . o* Y -
. .

synonyms exercise

wofd building (suffixes) —— ‘ o T

/

substitution tables o g
/

changing sentences "from active to passivev
o

! The primary emphasis in this course appears to be on. the

g

‘systemic, level of language knowledge.

.
- 3
.- - RS
- - - . » ~ I . -
« :
. - o

. ) o . .- <oy . '
Overview of Materials; Herbert, A. A965). The structure
Jf tgphnical English. London: Longman ) .

-

This course is intended for intermediate learners with
Tabout six years of learning English" behind_them. It is
designed for students of engineering and is‘loceteh towards

the training end of Widdowson's scale of specifigity.'

& ’ - Y .- .
\ . i
L2 .

Assessment of a Simulated Learner (Unit 1)

- A very technical and schematically specific reading

o- illustrations and diagra 8 somewhat more in’ evidence than |

in A Conrse in Scientific English

L o ‘-'.'
- there are ' no schematic or procedural questions

a N

accompanying the reading (schematic questions appear later,

¢
o L . . »

) as part of an exercise) _ ‘
f— exercises are not especially inspiring and tasks quickly

become quite repetitive. ) ’ - ' .

.
. B .
e . " 4

., .
~ . ' »

Systemic Coverage -

- . \’ . "4 . . . . . . " . .

- emphasis on _"semi-scientific or semi-technical words"
, . ‘ L

‘o

.'.-9~6"' ‘" =

r Ry
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(Herbert, 1965, -Preface,,p. v)

- an index of. %ords complete with page references is

largely an index of procedural vocabulary given that

—technical words (indexical of schematio frames pertinent to
- engineering) are excluded from the list. Examples of ,items
_ are: | |

adeqqégeyassemble/breakdown/horizontal/vary/necessitate

- structural exemplification and structural patterns.

Schematic Coverage

- Twenty-eight units are organized according to schematic
( )

' frames of reference relevant to engineering (e.g., - Welding,

~

Steam Boilers, Electrolysis) ] - 4///
- illustrations are helpfHl in understanding content ' but
fall to engage the learner in procedural activities. |

B, \ , y

Procedural‘Activities ‘ :

- - methodology has not been devised with the development of

procedural ability in mind

-"{1lustrations and diagrams do not provide the 1earner with

any procedural work to dp (e g., There are no information

L}

transfer exercises connected with these illustrations)

4

Other Activities (not 'procedural!)

- substitution tables to work with synonyms'

- variable use of same lexical items

- £111 in the blank £

A4
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: --sentence completion (largely using procedural vocabulary)

*

- reading of statements. ~
oo

*  This course 1is concerned with gystemic and schematic

-

—

coverage. - :
. .--—v—\-" ‘ ' ) . T
-Overview of Materials: Davi®es, D.  (1985).

.

Telecommunications. Developing Readingfsﬁills in English..

‘Great Britain: Pergamon Press. .

'“Telecommundcaﬁiﬂgs' is a more recent ESP course'loeated

~midwa§ slong Widdowson's scale of ,sﬁecificity between

-

“fraining and . education. I%E-stated‘purpose is to'help the

learner to develop "techniques" for accessing information.
. - ;{g- . . .

‘

Assessment of é‘Simulated Learner (Units 1 through 4)

Y

~7

- readings are highly specialized and technical‘!}indexical '

‘ of specific frames of reference) N C : ’
4 there are no- procedural questions B

‘- schematic 'questions come in a variety of:aforms though

g " there is never an exhaustive list covering an entire reading
‘ -'activities ofze; .require an applicafion of knowledge
1? (e. g., mathematical) ledgrned in the readings
- some activities are far. more familiar and lessgiasovative
than others (e.g., true/false with no accounting fqg/ghoice)
.- a mixture of procedural and non-procedural aetisities.

" ' ° Y
Systemic Coverage ' .o s

[

-]

.= no - index of structures or’ dictiohiry of procedural *v

‘98 ‘ . .




’o vocabulary as wifh Her¥ert "(1965) and _Ewer and Latorre

A * (1969) “ )
Lo "Zaystemic knowledge 1is interwoven‘ with descz:iptions of
T . rocess 'and examined in the confex_t gf topics discussed.
r"‘ N - ¢ l ‘ |
. v b ‘Schematic Coverage . ‘ |
B »p,v - & "cross-section of the major themes‘r {Davies, 1985) i
Telecom'x;munications (topicss = . from physics and
o electrotechnology) . _ C-

a\genuine texts (see Widdowson, 1979, Chapte 12)

A
. \f hd

. - fr:equent vuse of illustrations,“s diagrams, flow ' charts, '
- ' . modulation graphs, and other -forms of scr{efnatic
>, ' .rep_resentvation g ‘ L ;
lt°. - some sc_hemat}{ comprehension qu,estiohs. ‘ /
’, . | .U ‘
Procedural Activitiej_ P - , ]

e - diagram labelling (infor}r{ation ‘transfer) ,

v -Qpplying technical information in reading graphs (e.g'.,
frequency curves, p. 2) A

‘. .- f.incfing contextual references (*.texicali
- ' ’ - , ' . P

- locating ,anaphoric references (e.g., p. 8). ° ,

-t

£* 3
- Other Activitiés (not 'procedural')
- 'v " - £111 in thep blanks \ - N

N -’tr'ue/falsg' -

- -/sentence completion _

-~
. . . ] / i e . ,
This course| emphpsizes schematic . sverage and

2
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procedural activity. It stréesses the former more than,

‘Reading and Thinking in English as it 1s 1located more

4

towards ‘the training end of the scale of specificity.

\

Procedural activities 'are often 'short-lived' and fail to

allow fdr in-depth problem solving. Nevertheless, schematic

frames are always relevant to the task=at hand Structures

are never presented simply to illustrate usage.
P . :

nm,gzm |

Assuming' that Widdowson's model accuratelj describes‘

' the srole of" sysgemic and schematic knowledge in language

&

use, then his "model of language use" has heen realized in

" many of tﬁe proceduralfactiuities found in Reading and

Thinking in- English. h
® - - *
Focus also contains procedurel activitiespwhich reflect
P d
the functioning imodel.. In Focus, however, some such
——‘-———“ ‘ [
\activities are conducted ak what® Widdoyson (1983a) has
referred .toias the-"sentence leval." Examples of this‘;a'e
to be found in Gtammar exercises sucp as those examining‘

‘.conditional sentences (English In‘Physical Science, p. 6)i

It is not that the purpose of these exercises has been; to
' sho; how such sentences are formally manifested Tne
subject related context always gives tnem a  communicative
focus. The problem is that Widdowson‘has herein demonstrated :
a use' of basic interpretatiye procedures at \what he
himself would deem to be the "sentence level," unaccounte{
.. for ty.the‘nodel. Other examples of 'this!can be found"in
. § .
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the exercises entitld@ "sentence building." This point will

be examined further in the‘discussion in chapter 5.

'The examination of a selection of three other éets of
ESP materiala has eiposed a varying emphasis. Herbert\(1965)
and ' Ewer and Latorre (1969) were found to reflect systemic
and ‘sohematic- corerage althongh»tne latter course placed
mqre,emphasiS'on the syétemic component. Herbert's materials

reflected schematic coverage, to a” greater extent. His
. !

twenty-e;ght reading§ were all.indexical of‘schematio frames

.

‘related to the d;scipline of engineering.-
The materials written by Herbert, (1965) and Ewer and

3

~ Latorre (1969) were not found to reflect ‘the procedural
component except in 1solated instances (see the examination"
.of Ewer and #atorre: procedural activitieés). It was evident . .

that procedural ‘activity had not'been a targeted concern of

. course design., - o .

¢

Yo

. It must.be noted, however, that both of these sets\gzih;f,“
~ﬁ"a'"terials demonstrated an awareness of the importgnce " of E

procedural S vocabulary. Widdowson has spoken of " the

1

importance .of . procedural vocabulary when the fodus d: )
instruction eis_’on the. "proqess of learning" (Widdowson‘{ .
1983a, Py '94)' Herbert's "Index of Words,"_ and Ewer and

~

. iatorre's "Dictionary of Basic Scientific Engllsh" both \

foous on non- technical words - which are procedural in nature.

be

. v '
. The problem with respecteto Widdowson's model is that this e

‘ prooedural' vooabulary has:been "itemized n but provision

\

has not been made for its incorporation into procedural
s . " )

' .
c 4 L.

3
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éctiyities.

\It can Be conclgded, therefore, ' in consideridg
thesé two sets of,mgt;rialé with reference to Widdowson 8
fﬁhcticning @odel, that the learning a;tivities which they
provide do not reflect actual 1anguage use. '
- The systemic,, schemctic and procedural compcnents: of-

Widdowson's model were all found to be reflected in Davies'

course on Telecommunications. As with Herbert (1965), units

are organized according to schematic frames'felegant~ to a’
particular‘ area cf use, 1in this case .telecommcnicatidns.
Also 1like Herbert (1965), this course seeks tc develop.
'competence ’with specific sche@atic eoncepts and in this way
“ it regsembles training._'

e

i '
Unlike Herbert (1965), howevcr,' Davies' course also

\

seeks*to develop learner . capacity;‘this is a stated purpose

of "the course and 1t is reflected 1in exercises- whose

1 \

function is to engage learners in procedural activity. To

effect this 'educatronal' purpose, extensive use is made of

>

illustrations and dlagrams which require the learner's
procedural participation in assiﬁilatiﬂg schematic content. -

Because of 1its' concern with ' training, howevet, ~

Teleccmmunicagions ‘seeks to develop schematic competence in
addition to procedural capacity There appears to. be "dn
inevitable trade-gff here. On the one.hand,"the proccduraI

activic-cs in Telecommunications are genéraily less

" involving than those in Reading ‘and Thinking,ig' English.
- | * ’ L

They - tend . to take leas time. and to 'require. less ciécourse.

] T
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"" the.development of procedural ability.

processing to complete, as .such, they provide less

+ .comprehensively for the development of papacity.' On "the

other hagd, Reading 'and Thinking,ig.English, which provides

exténsively for the growth of capacity, fails to develop in-

deptb schematic ccmpetence in specifié disciplines and.areas;

of use such as that represented by Telecommunicationsl

In concluding "this discussion of the examination- of‘

materials, one other significant observation ‘can be made.
lncse ESP materials which reflected all of the essential
features of Viddowson's model made’use‘ of a large and
stimulating variety of schematic representations of
knowledge in visual form. (This was less true of Egggg_ than
of more ' Fecent materials.’) These "visual aids o (maps,

L3

- diaegrams, charts, graphs, tables, flow."charts ete. ) were,

\‘presented in ways which required prgcedural activity on the

part of the learner in understanding or transferring

"schematic contsnt from ome context or frame to another. They

.appear to have a significant role to play in- facilitating.

oL 10
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« - © " CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION AND CONGLUSIONS

\

/

'The Model in Relation to Materials

> .
Widdowson's ."model of language use" has been examined

cfitically in order to isolate its essential features and to

L]

~ generate a descripﬁion of the functioning model, It was

<

.determined thdf the model provides for the engagement of: -
. '~ systemic knowledge | S |
- schematic knowledge |
G- pfocedural activity

| An examination of materials co-authored or° superiised
by 'Widdowson was conductéd using the essential features of
his m§del aé a” point of referencé: The°pe9ults' of this
examination suggest that Widdowson-'has' put his theoretical
framéwbrk into practice; .at least- insofar agj developing
pedagogilc materia;s which pfdvide for actual language use.

In Reading and Thinking“ig'English, grammar and vocabulary

are generally pres;nted in schematic‘ frames within the
context of caréﬁully devised léarﬁing activities.. These
actii&t{és provide learners with a variety gf’ opportunities
to develop broce@ural ability bs required by the model.

The results of the examination of a selection of ESP-
‘materials Qi;h.feference to.a model which was 'not' used in
developing them, revealed diffefénCES in the emphasis which
thesk qaterials placed on the model's three c&mpon;nts. Séﬁe

failed to provide for actual language use as defined by the
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model by failiﬂg to engage the student in .procedﬁral
activité, Ewer and Latorre (1969) stressed the systemic
component. Herbert (1965) placea somewhat greater emphasis
on the schematlc component,whilg also stressing 'systemic

3

coverage. Daviesl (1985), 1in writing Telecommunications,

provided. for the procedural component but placed more
emphasis'® on schematic competence than @hé‘,authors. of

Reading and Thinking in English (1979, 1980), who

consistently emphasized procedupél ability.

This .examination of materials has raised important

quesfions, however, . about Widdowson's hodel itgelf, the

' breadth of his theoretical framework and the efficacy of a
"model 'of language use" ‘to provide\for the many and varied

requiremﬁggg_of ESP course design and methodology.

Possible Limitations of the Model »

The role of systemic knowledge in,éctual language use

has been the source of some confusion in the mind of —this_

interprete} of- Widdowson's model. Widdowson has said,.'in

referring to conventional liﬂguistic‘rules, that "capaciﬁy

depends upon, even if it is not determined by, a knowledge

of the rules" (Widdowson, 1985&, p. 11). .He has .also, as

previously explained, stated that systemic knowledge "is not
directly engaged" in language uée (Widdowson, 1983%a, p. 58). -

The picture whicg emerges 1s a sometimes paradoxical one <in

which language usé is portrayed as being contingent upon but

not bound bj linguistic competence.

105



/ .
\ /
— - il < 8
/
s
;

/PerhapS' Widdowson has. downplayed the importance of

.sysfemic knowledge 1in order to~ emphasize the roie rof’
schemata inllanguage~use. Statements such as the following '
//gerve to convey this impressilon: "Langdage 1tself dbes noﬁ

// convey‘ infordation:"*what it’does is to provide a Bset of
// directions for which a schema in the user's mind is to be

-

/ engaged" (Widdowson, 1983%a, p. 36).

// A. schematic model may ultinately prove to provide %he‘
/A . ‘most accurate picture of how discourse 1is pnoe;§sed. But h
//" alphough lenguage may be understood es being;incapable', in
and of itself, of 'conveying' information‘(in the sense that

such a process requires the involvement of a hunan mind), it

certainly‘ }conteins' information linguisticall& encoded

within it. And it would seem to follow that the inTormation

e ' which language 'containsg' can activate schemata when it 1is
- presented ' to the-language user. In other words, systeglc'

s;nowledge,can serve to initiate‘the discourse process. -

An example may.gerve to make tnis point’ clearer:.,whent

a proficient language user who is driving & car suddedly

sees a STOP , sign, it is the information which is
linguietically encoded in the word - STOP which triggers the

. fprocess wher-eby appropriate schemata are engaged. ‘The main
point to be made here is that it is difficult to pndenstand

how thé systemic knowledge of the user in th;s situétion

fails to "be "directly" engaged in the discourse process

(Widdowsbn, 1983&, p. 58)

In stressing the importance of the schematic component

<
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“

dn the functioning model of language us®e, ’Widddﬁson has

* berhaps, on several occeeions, overstated the case. AIt‘is
' 5 3 : . -

conceivable that what he intended by saylng that systemic

knowledge has "no direct executive function" in language use

is not that its function 'is indirect but that it does not

r
¢

‘control or direct - the discourse process (Widdowson,
1983%a, p. -38). That "executive function" is performed by
schematic knowledge. . The relationship -which Widdewson

¢

"understands to exist; between systemic and _ schematic

¢ ' .

‘ knowledge .is not entirefy clear, however, &nd some

-

. clanification:is called for. '
“-fThefe appear to be problems with Widdowson's:definition

of sentences and his insistencg that they do. not occur in

actual discourse and are therefore not represented by the

model - of 1language use. Exercises entitled 'sentencey

puilding' (English in Physical Science, p. 78) in Allan and

~ E]
Widdowson's, Focus ' series. reflect the "sentence level"
which Widdowson hascdescribed as ''never'"-occurring in actual

discourser (Widdowson, 1983a, p. 38). It 1is unclear,

R

language use as described by the functioning quel.

. . *
On the one hand, since the model posits that sentences

do not occur in actual discourse, it can be‘zoncluded that

r

the sentences generated in these exercises do not constitute.

instances of .language use. On the ~other hand, these

{sentence building' exercises are quite innovative, require

contextdalized’thougnt to complete, appear to be procedural

107
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in nature and seem to provide a seqsible basis for the.tasf‘
of.‘paraé;aph writing to which they eventﬁélly lead. This
confusiop éppears to lend legi;imacy'to Charnock's.comhlaint
(1985) that Widdowson's sentence/utterance distinction is
too definitive. . - | - o

In the materials examination conducted for this study,

refefence was Trequentiﬁ madé to a’ séale,éi specificity} as
thié concept is an integral part Bf Widdo§$on‘s th;ofetical
frameworg. It guickly became evi?en&v in gttempting :to
discuss materials in terms of this sca;e' of specificity.
that there is.no~way to be‘precise in determining ﬁhere an
yESP,céurge is, qr'should.be located on this scale. If what
is intended 'by a "scale" 1is something which permits
. measurément,‘tpis scéle must be futher artjculated.

' One” final point ﬁust_ be made with respect to the

Y .

quel'é possible ' limitations. Models of linguistic

dscription have traditionally served as the basis for ESP

« caurse design. Widdowéon has endeavoured to generat®e a model

of how language is actuélly used to serve thié same
‘purpose. | |

' Thougﬁ Widdowson has gbjected to the "inventories" of
. structures and h functions generated . by. 1inguietié
description, criticizing Munby (W}ddqwsan 1983a) quite
| sevérel& in this process, 1t 'is as yet unclefr whether 'his
~alternative ¢solution is an entire}y practical or decgssary

one. As Mackay (1985). has. tried to, show through his

Co >
comparative tables of syllabus design and‘*implepentatibn

L
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“(see cﬁapter‘z), Widdonson's wlews are not simpiy stylistic
variations of traditional assumpfions.  His approach requires
{a.radically different sequencing of theitaSks néoessary for
course design. ) '; . | e

:. Invenpories of structures .-and functions, howvever,,

though :"atatic" in naﬁure, have proven to be reliable in.

- providing course designers with'a tangible framework -on

n?iph'to”build.' Exploring,Funopions, in'fact, a-book;in a
series  which  exemplifies Widdowson's methodological
principles, used 1anguage functions (e'g., describing,
gbneralizing), as a unit -by-unit organizing principle. |
’ If- Widdowson intends that his "model of language use"
“be adopted. as the basis for an alternative ESP framework (in'c
addition to providing insight into methodology), then course
designars will require idealized procedural inventories

.. of some kind in attempting to .design courses which- provide

Rl
>

-for- ﬁhe’deielopment of procedural ability.‘ These will need
to be .as practical to work with ds models of linguistic
description hagf been. If theoretical decisions-can be made
more readily on the basis of existing models, it is doubtful
J‘ " whether course designers will‘generally ‘be prepared to adopt

a model whose components are less precisely defined.

-
.

. — LSP: The Role of Methodology
\ ' The ' most consequential aspect of  Widdqwson's
theoretical  framework is his viewpoint ' on methodology, on

" the' necessity of learning activities' which activate the

-~
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learning process. Mackay has characterized the fmportance

which Widdowson attaches to.methodology as:followsi “"In his
view methodology "is 'the ?ery embodiment of the

interpretative procedure&ﬁwithout :which the schematic level

T

of knowledge is not engaged" (Mackay 1985). For Widdowson,

" the teaching of LSP (Languages For Specific Purposes) calls

for a methodology which assists in deve10ping "learner

capacity in addition to providing, as ESP courses  have,

typically done, for competence. Widddwson wants: to invest

.specific purpose = language courses with "pedagogic

significance" (Widdowson, 1983a, p.)83) L,

‘Activities whose purpose is-to develop learner capacity

H

‘should allow for learners -to gradually assume more and more -

control over their own 1learning. . Cumming (1985) has
conducted a case study investigating thevrgbility of ESP
students toq'improve~.their writing skills by adopting
preferred learning strategies, setting personal goals and
.developing the procedural ability to meet these goals.,

‘As Allwright has mentioned (1985), Cumming's study
provides an important example of the direction which future
. research can take.: ﬂiddowson has provided a broad
theerética framework for ESP; what is required noW'is the
investigation of specific skills such as academic writing
and the procedural abilities required,for these ‘particular
skills. ,. What 1is also required is the development of

.materials which adopt the "model of language'use” as a basis

.for their construction. CAppendix 1 provides’ an example of

AV 110
X \S

~




\

" principles as a guide.)
Q Though the "mpdel of ‘language use" describes the
activation of both 1deational and . interpersonal schemata

in lanéuége use (see chapter 3), it became evident in #he

qxamination of materials conducted for this study that

ideational schemata were the predominant schematic EyRes’

being . realized in language @se .:éé;;réted by <these
materials, This is attributable, it would Qeem, to phe fact
. | - that all of the materials exémiped in this study fall within
‘thg domain of EAP (English st Academic Purposgs).

o . Other ESP courses, however, focussing on non-academic

on rhetorical routines ~and _the procedures required fgr the

realization of 1interpersonal scheﬁata. An éxample. of .

4 °

this would be a course in English for hotel emplo?ees:

interpersonal schemata 1s providéd by a program entitled

ESP for the MBA iundiitakén at the University of “Western

. ~ Johnson, 1985). .In breparing this program, course designers -

 'sat in' on MBA classes which they. knew the Chinese
. :
were able to discover a qumbér of subtle routines ﬂgdopted'
e ) by various professors as communicative techniques, routines

. which- they then sought t6 include in course materiaii
‘It 1is interesting to note that in developing this ESP

. - ) . . o .
’ 111 ' e
3
. . - .
l * - he
. -

Y

materials devised by this author using . ﬁiddowson's'

:'eforms*mgﬁilangﬁage use, 'no doubt require éfgreaper emphasié:

An example of a course requiring both 1dea§ional and .
Ontario for Visiting Ch nese- students (Dawson, Goldstein & .

.students would be required to attend, By doing this, they'

—
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progham, the course designers also went to the MBA
. departmerit‘: and asked students and staff to make a list of
phrases/ana\‘idiom tic expressions in everyday use around. the
department and in their wider business circle. They were
. hoping to uncover some kind of business paf'lg.nce. The
’ne‘sults"'o'f‘ their inquif'y (some items of which are 1isted” in
Appendix 2),  suggest <the app'r.;opriateness of utilizing a
systemic list of thvis kind in ESP programs whicr: require
the development of interpersonal schemata. Such a 11;; can
‘?e viewed as being "static," +to use Widdowson's ﬁerm, but
;nany are the language instructors and lea;'nérs wh& would
£ind such a list to be helpful. "

One final 1ssue which ‘Widdowson addresses 1in his

\ ) , ‘8

discussion of methodology is the necessity of securing the
1’

"interest" of the learner (Widdowson, 1§83a, "p. 91). The

. procedural activi ies. devised for Reading and Thinking in

English gre inte ded to develop learner capacity. But as

Was ‘pointed éut ”jin the examiﬁatizn of these materials

-(chapter "4), a sﬁﬁdent who i seeking schematic competence

in a spéc:bfic area of usehsuch as =rxxilctob:LolE)gar might ° be .
cohlpletely" disinterested by such a course. - In’ such a case,

efforts to emphadize the devéllopment of wcapac‘ity would not

be a‘pprop’piate'. ‘ .

'Materials such ssvAllan and Howard's (1981) subject-
| related ESL modules sugge;t one possible alternative for '

situations of this kind. These materials, focussing as they

do on particular ‘subject areas such as geography, -provide
\ .

o
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for schematic cqmpetencq in a specificeqrea of use without

neglec€1ng thewdevelopment of capacity. As. such, ‘they would

*séeh to ‘be 13cated somewhere in the middle of Widdowson's
scale of specificity. The decision tq‘creaté'such méterials,‘

Jhnowever, might ‘be contingent upon funding, given " the

inevitablé questions of marketabllity and fiscal viability

pertinent to specialized 'materials.
. ‘ o

b . - -
Y -

Impliqations for the Classroom

Charnock, in reviewing Widdpwsog's recent
e i ) .
publications, concluded that his  theoretical work in

"Linguistic Pragmatics" demonstrates that this field, of

inquiry "is directly relevant for language - teaching"

Lt

' (Charnock 1985);' This study comes to the same. conclusion.

',aidifﬁpdn's*efforts to account for the reletionship between

~ -

al

-4

»

‘the words wpich we use and the meanﬁngs which we intend have

important implications for the classroom.

The lzarning activities .in the language classroom can’

ki

Fe cdhceived of in restricted and strictly functionalr

butilitarian) terms. Or they can be understood as existing

within a broad social context encompassing an 1ncredible

cultural diversity. Though Widdowson and Swan'fundamenthll&
“disagree dn a.number of key Lssues'central to communicative

‘%anguageﬂﬂfgaching, . they have expressedqna similar view

on one ‘point Cross-cultural communication, or "inter-
ethd& 1nteraction," to use Widdowson's phrase, éften

results in misunderstaﬁding (Widdowson,t1983a, P. 45; Swan,

+

. . ; . L]
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1985%a, p. 5). In this reg\rd Kaplan (1972) has demonstrabed
" the . possible dissimilarity of the thought patterns of
divergent cultural Ogroups ‘as represented ~in written )
compositions. ) ‘ !

Widdowson's "model of language use" addresses the issue‘i
.of divergent sohemaric ‘world views and ‘the procedural
negotiation required for bridéing the gap between them. The

5,
model’ examines how schematic frames of reference are operant

L d

in shaping and . determining attitudes - and behaviour in
oonjunction with language. In the language ciassroom of the

1980' and beyond, such considerations are not going to

*

diminish in importance. In Canada, metropolitan centers such
as Montreal and Toronto have . become ”\cu1tura11y
heterogeneous in recent years. "Inter-ethnic interaction“ is

an increasingly commonplace occurrence.in such cities.

1

These developments snggest“the need for a broadening of
perspective on the role of the language beaoher."Cross-
cultural harmony and understanding have become more ‘Ehan
..pleasantries in the‘modernnworld; they’ are,essential to our
surviva}. . Viewing che role of the language teacher in 1its
broadest conceivable eontext, he or ‘she is ' in a posifion to‘

t , \
\encourage and facil#fate #he negotiation of meaning between

people from radically’diverse cultural backgrounds.,‘Inn a
: gontrealaESL or ESP classroom, ‘this might take the form of‘

a dialogue between people 'of Haitian, Iranian, Vietnamese,
. : . . o o s Coee oo
Nicaraguan and French Canadian origin. The . social

importanée of  this lkind .of activity BShould not be -

. B 4 ; . ’ "
[ . ~
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.underestimated.

Widdowson's “model suggests that - such interactive

negotiation. be it "inter-ethnic" or otherwise, is essential

to. mutual,understanding, to the task of narrowing the gap -
between -our frequently divergent frames of' reference

'(Widdowson, 1983%a, p. 40). In this regard, a group known as ;
’ T gt - :

'ﬁeyond War“ (Swapes, 1985) has,‘ since 1984, organized an
annual s§/ellite 1ink up between Moscow  and the United

States. The proponents of this.project suggest that we learn -

to venture beyond "our private and limiting frames of

reference, " the blind adherence to which potentially

s

~;threatens¢ the _ extinction "of ' the human race. Languageo

teachefs, Wbrking on a daily basis with students of diverse

cultural origin,' have " a . significant: part tp play in
‘Surthering this process. ~ln5faot;' the'responsibility_ of’
language teachers for the enhancement of' cross-cultural

communication and understanding assumes greater importance

!

.che more, the world comes to resemble McLuhan's "global

village." ( . «

Widdowson's model provides some insight into the kinds'

of activities which can ‘be used to stimulate- procedural'

negotiation and to develop mutual understanding.
 One final ‘point needs to.be made to. “conclude this
discussion. Although Widdowson's model examines the nature

.of language use and the methodology required to activate it

in providing fgr the needs of, second language learners,'

1there is one component of learning and communication which' "

1
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x such a model will'neyar pfpvida,but which is essential to
sauve’ (1985},

¢ "=~ its functioning.. in her work with immigrants

o _ ' to Canada,. has aptly described. it as the "curriculum-as-
° '?' S lived-experienqe. To "facilitate meaningful experience;"
. i . N

the languagp teacher must be wilLing to participate -fully

in the learning process. To use Littlewood's choice phrase,

above all else, Be "a human amqng

s
B . -

the language teacher must

humans " (Litt;éwobd 1981%£F”
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' APPENDIX 1

This 1s a sanmple unit from a learning package called
[ ,) ' .

Join gé . which waS'designed se on a computer. . Its
pedagogical focus 1is the development of the procedural
ability to Join pieces of discourse with appropriate

cohesive ‘devices. Such devices are sometimes known as

4
gsentence connectors. Widdowson,' however, contests the use

of this term, maintaining +that these devices are
"gchematic phenomenal (Widdowson, 19834, p. 73). The term
sentence connectors conveys, in his view, the false

impression that cohesive devices are systemic 1in nature.

In Widdowson's terms, cohesive devices - lean  be

entirely accounted for at the schematic level" (Widdowson,

-

1983a, ‘p. 73). They possess no "symbolic" valye, ' unlike
eleménts operating at the systemlic 1level. Rather, they

-~

perform an "indexical function," serving as "indices of

1]

' schematic structure (Widdowson, 1983a, p 13).

This 1learning package engages 1earnerss in procedural
“dctivity which requires the selection of cohesive dev1ces.
performing requifed indexical functions.' Learners are first
'taught hog theopackage' works . Short discourse passages
must be completed- by choosing appropriate cohesive .devices. :
' Thesé are inmedi ely added to. the text' if the conrect'
choice is made. If an incorrect choxce is made, feedback on
indexical function is provided and the learner makes another

choice.
"\

121



¢
‘

ITne learner is presented with etrategiesfintended to
foster development of this procedural ability (e.g.,
starting off ‘with a global perusal to get the gist of the
discourse rather than reading a line at a time).

The learner has a menu and can ohoose from a series of

topics. If a learner chose the unit entitled Perseverance,

'tﬁis is what- he or she would be presented with.
‘ So, ‘gou've decided to read about perseverance' Of
courae, being a - computer, I don't need any of, that
,stuffi So long as you hnnans have the perseverance to
progran‘me, . I do just fine without it. Then-again, it~
_ you ever lost yonr perseverance,*where would that leave

me? Hmm, maybe there's something.to be saild for this
stuff after all.

o

) Anaattehpt has been‘made-td.prodnde an interesting and
colourful ‘exploration of tonic.areas.“"As ggggins and Johne
have\pointed ‘out, provided,that the conputer is enyisaged.as
a "supplenent" and not as a "replacement" for teachera, 1ts
creative potential in the hands of imaginative designers ie
-exteneive,‘ offering a broad range of possibilities (Higgins
and Johns, 1984, p. -9). The computer, however, must be
‘harnessed as a learning "enpplementﬁ.for our -use without our - ‘
being harnessed to it in the process. .

v e

Following this brief introduction to the topic of

Perseverance, the exercise would proceed as follows-

4
4

. . . :
" [ ‘
. . .
. *
: ¢
. . ¢
'
’
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Y An  0ld maxim sa&s‘that perseVerancéiih the face of all

4

obstacles »is' -the\;igply true 'road © to success.

<

1 - . , the person who hopes for éudcess.hyf"\

,: - betﬁer be prepared to work for __ R 2 . .
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\ .

3 o the one who wb;;é sugceed must \
- | s —~
keep  working no -matter . what the difficultieal,¢r<\\;

sy

. 4 . , there’ .is§ ,simpij no _gugrdntee"of .

o E B ¥

success. ) ‘ : D AR .

3. a. 0n top of that ‘ . o _2 (,,
; b, on the whole | T } =

;f not - . ‘ o : . '
d. Rather ' '
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. ' |
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4. - a. Inh%atcase ‘ 4_ C ’_iw.w;‘_,‘
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c. Otherwise . ,}’ , : o Lt J

d. Afterwards . .- -, , - .
. ‘ R RN _ ! «

.
-
2! -
- - L
1
<
, N . -
L) -
k]
L]
'
, t v 3
: [ ]
L *
v
f
9 .
f
E4
v
RS N
4 ' N . .
. L
. . . R
- . -
[ s, . « ' . ~
. 1 i . .
., o 3 N 24
3 .
. . . -
. 1 . Ld



-
- —
.
v
-
¢
v
.
. t
.
'
.
——

y v e TEEETT
am

' .
\ . \ A}
: '

- 5 . for those who persevere in -

-

whate@pr it 1is they have undertaken, success is 1likely

. ‘ .
N 6 the rewards are'sweet. S
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9. a. alternatively -

QS o R R - o o
' .
4 . . S ¢
* -
N . A

, . there is the godd feeling that

comes‘frém-reaching a goal. __ . , there are '

> . -

*-tﬁe péw opportﬁnities which ﬁsually open yp for a successful

person.- Thirdly, and , ,- there is the.

T

.quiet sense of confidence which_cemes fﬁom knowing you gid

it all yourself. : ’

1
LY

T. a. Finally ° . .
. b. Firstly U
c. Before that time
“—.. 4. In other words
8. a. In thé end D _ .
b. Secondly ) B .
9.~A£ last ”;T“ ' I

. d. qu that reason ’ ol

b. of course
c. most importantly

d>next |
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> 2

P

. Onc students have worked through to the end of a

*

. '.(,f“'o . .
discourse paesagih(EﬁEh as that on Perseverance,) they can
choose +to read e completed passage withouta'interruption.
' This provides them 'with the ogportuniéy to. enjoy the

. reading paseage they »have slow]ly pileced together and to

appreciate its continuity.

l\‘\ c

It. also allows the student: to have a secohd look i at

-

the functions performed by the required cohesive devices

'fwithout focuéging on ‘them directly. Having ‘jﬁst' been

exanined_as component parts of discourse segments, these
cohesive devices'can now ‘be reganded in context, within the
‘natural hgg uninterrupted’flow of.discourse.

. Widdowson' model posits that a process requiring an
analysis of component parts be followed up with a process of
this kind, one -which provides for genuine language use. In

\ ~ . o

his terms. "This means that at.some point in learning the
\ . ) o

L3

process has gomehow toobe'recreated, and'ﬁhe items connected
: (. . ' . .
up with each other and recharged with dynamic 1ife so 'as to

become elements of languageiu%e" (Widdowson, 1983, p. 34).
e ‘In thé cdse of "the example : just provided, the.
completed“ version, providing the learner with  this

"recreated process," would be presented ag;follows:'

A}
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Perseverance

An old maxim says that perseverancehin the face of all ;

' obstacles is the ornly true road to success. To put it more_

simply, the person. who hOpes for success had‘ better .be
prepared to work for it. On top of that, - the one Qn@ wgﬁld
. :

succeed must keep workicg no matter what che “diffidulties.

Otherwise, there is simply no guarantee of success..

But for those who persevere in whatever it 1s they have

underteffen, success is likely'and the rewards are sweet, -

Firstly, there is the éood feeliné that comes from

reaching a goal. Secondl&, there are the new epportunities

which usually open up for a successful person. Thirdly,xand

-'most 1mportantly, there 1s the quiet sense of-zconfidence |

which{comes from kﬁowing you did it all yourself.

WeiZenbaum (Long, ‘1985) has warned in very ' strong
terms against viewing the computer as "a substitute for
teachersg” in)the classroom (Longz p. 76). He counsels that

i .
there 1s a danger in the pervasive - use  of machines to

mediate human communication, reminding us thet the" human'

4

’coxichb and human regponsiveness are communicative qualities

which the computer_can never provrde. Genu}ne "sharing™

with;n the act ‘of communication is not. one -of its

capabilities. This package is presented with weizenbaumﬁs

cautionary insight- very much in mind. )
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* APPENDIX 2 2 ;
From: - Judy Knight, China ‘Project Assistant‘ Director .v:

- Subject: Buéingss School'Jargon,‘E;S.L. Preparation

- . e
= - 4'. ' /.1

"o v _The following 1is a 1list (partial) of commonly-used
Ontarip):. ' S -

" to touch bases

;shért-tgrm paiﬁ,,lqng-term gain ‘ C

. number .crunching

‘up té'yéur ass in alligétors

to put your ‘cards on the table ’ ‘ 5 A .
. drop it faster th%% a ‘hdt potato \xﬁ\\ o : )

touohy,feely ) ‘ ‘ _ .
. K . , \\
too hot to Randle ~ o

basket e . ) s
él&ck week Co ‘ : ‘ , “
b6 beil out the company |

B

Q

out to lunch

4;.‘11

flaky

pustler . |

upwa?dly ﬁo%ile

yippie

gll~nigpter'“
:wo;kaholic ) .  ; .' | - » | N

(é be -locked into a situation, agreement \
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lines of authogiﬁj‘
specificity . Lot
'pie‘in the sky

fveftical/horizontal integration

to* go over like a lead balloon |
to lay it on the line

space case

b 4

belly up o ? .

interpersonal skills .

" “cashflow .

byzz wordsl

to break the ice - .

bottom line (approach) . / 3

won't go near it with a ten-foot pole
to go under

coﬁtingency plan .

" will the plan wash? .

. corporate environment

- lose your shirt-’ _— o

hard act to! follow

upsideJand downside risk

* .:rubber gtamping

to get a foot in the door .
stew indhis own juices
‘to do an about face

get to the point

r
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