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0 Aim of This Paper

In this paper I discuss the principles and methods of communication prac—
tice in the light of the recent trends in foreign language teaching, consider—
ing its implications for the teaching of English in Japan and its applicability
to language lab work.

1 Theoretical Background

As I pointed out in one of my previous papers,? many teachers of English
have recently felt that communicative as well as manipulative activities
should be incorporated into the English classroom. This need is considerably
greater in the classroom situation in Japan, which “provides the only oppor—-
tunity for the student to really use his English.”? It is no wonder, therefore,
that the current courses of study for junior and senior high schools issued by
the Education Minjstry of Japan put more emphasis on ‘language activities'
than on ‘learning activities.'

What is the background of this change, then? When the audio-lingual

approach was in vogue, it was vaguely assumed that through structure-based
drills the students would acquire automatic language habits and thus be able
to communicate. This habit—formation theory, however, has been seriously
challenged by generative grammarians for the last two decades. According to
Chomsky, the founder of the theory of transformational generative grammar,
“Language is not a ‘habit-structure.’ Ordinary linguistic behavior character—
istically involves innovation, formation of new sentences and new patterns in
accordance with rules of great abstractness and intricacy.”"® Thus he contin-
ually emphasizes “creative and innovative use of language."®

It is apparent that this challenge has eventually led to the current trend
toward communication. However, the process of this change has not been a
direct one. It needed criticism from some socio- and psycholinguists against
Chomsky’s dichotomy of ‘competence' and ‘performance.’ ®

Hymes, for example, argues that Chomsky's theory of competence “posits
ideal objects in abstraction from sociocultural features that might enter into
their description.”  He calls attention to the fact that a child “acquires
competence as to when to speak, when not, and as to what to talk about with
whom, when, where, in what manner."” He names this kind of competence
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‘communicative competence' to distinguish it from Chomsky’'s narrower notion
of an ideal speaker-hearer. Campbell and Wales describe this broader notion
as “the ability to produce or understand utterances which are not so much
grammatical but, more important, appropriate to the context in which they are
made." 8

This term has recently been used in the field of language teaching—in
some cases in a slightly different sense. Rivers, for example, equates it
with “spontaneous expression” ¥ —i. e., the ability to carry out linguistic
interaction in the target language.

Paulston discusses these two notions, arguing that there are more impor-
tant implications for language teaching in using the term in Hymes' sense to
refer to the social rules of language use-19  She suggests the following model
for language teaching : 1D

Linguistic performance Communicative performance
1 2 3
Linguistic competence Communicative competence

Here, she adds the term ‘communicative performance’ to mean “communi-
cative activities which lack specific deep structures of social meaning,” which
are only possible “in the artificial world of language classrooms.” 12 This
roughly agrees with River's notion.

In Paulston’s contention the three strategies given in the above model are
numbered in order of increasing efficiency in language teaching. Ideally
I agree with her view that “the most efficient language teaching follows
Strategy 3,"'® but I am dubious about its appropriateness and feasibility in
some teaching situations—specifically in the elementary and intermediate
stages of Japanese schools, where English is taught as a foreign language.
There is an important difference between our situation and the second lan-
guage situation, especially in the intermediate stages, as Stratton remarks.14
Paulston herself refers to the special importance of the necessity to develop
communicative competence in second language and second dialect teaching. !

I share Finocchiaro’'s view that what is important in the language program
is to “take into account the cognitive and sociocultral needs of the students,
the community in which the school is located, the training, language ability,
and personality of the teacher, and the present and foreseeable future needs
of the society in which our learners are living or plan to live." ! It is more
appropriate to our situation, at least in terms of expression, to “prepare re-
alistic activities that are relevant to the pupils’ everyday life and communi-
cation needs”!” than to draw their attention to “deviant social meaning”1®
This view is not inconsistent with Paulston’s, for she states that “the impli-
cations for language teaching that we can draw from the notions of commu-—
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nicative competence apply primarily to situations where the learners live in
the country of the target language."!9

Our feasible goal at the moment, then, is the development of ‘communica-
tive competence’ in Rivers’' sense, which is closer to Strategy 2 in Paulston’s
model in that it is designed to combine “skill-getting exercises:-with skill-
using activities.”29 In this paper I am discussing ‘communication practice'
in this context.

2 Methodological Suggestions

Let's now turn our attention to River's view. She remarks, “Our failure
in the past has been in our satisfaction with students who perform well in
pseudo-communication.”2> To remedy this failure, she suggests two levels
of language behavior : 2

(1) the level of manipulation of language elements that occur in fixed
relationships in clearly defined closed systems::-

(2) a level of expression of personal meaning at which possible variations
are infinite, depending on such factors as the type of message to be con-
veyed, the situation in which the utterance takes place, the relationship
between speaker and hearer or hearers, and the degree of intensity with
which the message is conveyed.

She gives the following list as a model of the teaching (learning) procedure
at these levels.2®

[ 3 Perception
Skill- Cognition——o—""" '} iraction

getting Articulation

Production (or Construction

Pseudocommunication)
Skill- [- Reception Motivation
using bInterac tione=—e——"" Expressi on<(}ommunicate

Prator elaborates on this point, suggesting that it may be helpful to divide
classroom activities into at least four major groups: 24

(1) completely manipulative

(2) predominantly manipulative
(3) predominantly communicative
(4) completely communicative

Thus students are expected to move gradually along this carefully
arranged manipulation-communication scale toward free expression. Examples
of each activity would be:

(1) () mere repetition
(b) simple substitution

HEREHRICES3S



Principles and Methods of Communicafion Practice 129

(2) controlled question-and-answer drill
(3) freer question-and-answer drill
(4) free conversation

Yet, he suggests that even into type (1) “the teacher can introduce an
element of communication”?® and change it into type (2). For example, in
(1)@) he can allow “a significant period of time to elapse between the hearing
of the model and the attempt at imitation"2 —i. e., delayed repetition. And
in (1)b), given a model sentence such as My father is a doctor, “the students
could individually substitute the name of their father's real profession.” 27
The teacher could also “cue the exercise visually, by means of a series of
pictures, instead of cuing it orally."2®

In this way drills can be made meaningful and stimulating even at the
elementary stage- As Rivers remarks, it would be a mistake to believe that
practice at the communicative level “should be delayed until the student has
learned all the common features of the manipulative type."29

3 Psychological Considerations

3. 1 TUnlike conventional pattern drills, communication practice should be
cognitive-oriented, making the students imaginative and mentally alert. Here
is an example of that type presented by William Rutherford at the 1973 conven-
tion of the TESOL organization : 39

Teacher © I'm thinking of taking a trip, but I don't want to go to Europe
this time. I think I'll go to Spain and Portugal instead-

Student . Spain is in Europe, and so is Portugal.

Teacher © What countries border on Spain besides Germany and Belgium ?

Student : Germany doesn’t border on Spain, and neither does Belgium.

Teacher : My first stop is Madrid, but I haven't decided whether to go
there by boat or by plane.

Student @ The plane goes to Madrid, but the boat doesn't.

3. 2 What often comes into question in conducting communication practice is
‘how to remove the student’s shyness and embarrassment. This is especially a
vital issue in a society like Japan, where silence has traditionally been con-
sidered to be golden. But I am beginning to feel through my teaching experi-
ence that an embarrassing atmosphere often seen in our classroom is a fabri-
cated one rather than intrinsic in our culture. It is mostly attributable to
the authoritarian attitude of a teacher. Rivers rightly points it out when she

states :

In most classrooms there is very little reason or opportunity for students
or teachers to reveal themselves to each other : the relationship is a formal
and formalized one for which conventionalists suffice. The teacher is
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there to teach ; the student is there to learn what the teacher or the
administration thinks he should learn.3D

To remedy this situation she suggests:

We need an attitude which allows the student to learn, that waits for the
student to learn, that allows the student choices in what he shall learn.32

In order to foster this atmosphere, it would be better not to correct “a
student’s errors during a communication exercise,”3® as Cole suggests- We
cannot pay too much attention to “the crucial role of ‘learner factors' in
language acquisition and to the importance of knowing just what the learner
contributes to the learning process so that it can be taken into account in the
teaching process,”3% as Jakobovits asserts.

4 Applicability to Language Lab Work

4. 1 In the light of the suggestions mentioned above, communication practice
is likely to be incompatible with language lab work. The facility itself is
originally oriented to the formation of language habits with classical audio-
lingual methods as its background. There has been considerable agreement,
therefore, that we should limit its use to manipulative activities, leaving
communicative activities for post-lab sessions in the classroom.

Yet, we tend to lose sight of this overall picture, ending oral practice at
the manipulative stage in the lab. It is certainly true that “some instructors
unfortunately are not quite sure where the goal is or how best to get there."3%
What makes a naturl transition from manipulation to communication so diffi-
cult? Here are a couple of possible causes.

(1) A “schizophrenic situation”36) —caused by a large gap between conven-
tional rigid and mechanical drills and spontaneous interaction practice.

(2) Oversized class—even by introducing group work, the problem of ‘buzzes'
still remains.

It is clear that the conventional type of lab is not an appropriate situ-
ation for communication practice, but it is a pity that such advantages of the
lab as intensified individual instruction and ample practice time should not
be made effective when the practice is conducted in the classroom. Isn't it
possible to reconsider the concept of the language lab in terms of both hard-
ware and software so that the whole system of an oral English course may
aim at the development of communicative competence? Here are my sugges—
tions.

(1) In terms of software, we can make the transition more natural and smooth
by making lab drills more stimulating and meaningful, as is shown in3.1,
or by sometimes introducing such an unconventional drill as has “more
than one possible answer”¥) to “provide variety,"3® or an ‘open dia-
log," in which the students are “encouraged to give answers according to
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their own experience."”3%

(2) In terms of hardware, the introduction of visual aids—the most sophis-
ticated one being a video system—is recommended. It makes a situational
context more vivid and realistic- Also recommended is an inter-booth
communication system,4” which makes communication practice possible
inside the language lab,4D thus solving the problem of an oversized class.

4. 2 Now, I am going to describe our own program, which is being tried

along the lines mentioned above. Being a five-year system college which

admits junior high school graduates, our college provides an English curriculum
composed of comprehensive and oral English courses at the intermediate level.

What I am mentioning here specifically is the oral English course for the

first-year students, which is conducted twice a week in the language labora-

tory.

With the development of communicative competence as our aim, I once
adopted the plan in which “one group does lab work in the booths, while the
other half uses the back space, where there are no booths, to do communication
practice under my supervision.”4? The students changed places in the middle
of the class hour. But even in this plan, the group size is 20, which is not
small enough. Besides, it deprives the teacher of monitoring the students’
lab work, which is supposed to be one of the most important functions of the
language laboratory.

So, in 1975, when we had a chance to remodel the facilities, we introduced
an inter-booth communication equipment called ‘group conversation unit,’
which is designed for a group—composed of 6—or a pair to speak with each
other without being interrupted by other groups or pairs. Later that year we
were allowed to add a video system in the lab rcom. After my return from
a year’s study at the University of Sydney, we started the following plan
in 1977 by making use of the newly-introduced equipment.

Hour Procedure Hardware in Use
Presentation VTR
1st Hour Minlmem  [Recording VTR
P s
~ raTtlce Playback Booth Recorder
Dialog & .
Question— Recording VIR & TR
and-Answe
Practice ¥ |P1ayback Booth Recorder
2nd Hour
Application GCU(=Group
D1alog Conversa-
Practice tion Unit)
Performa Front Space
1st Hour of & nee of ILab Room
the Follow- | Testing Speaker
ing Cycle ~
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The basic material used for this plan is the NHK TV English conversation
program, Step I. Several revisions of this plan have been made through trial
and error- The asterisked items are some of them. The material is in the
form of a skit, which, as Shak believes, fulfills the foremost requirements for
language learning, i. e., “adequate exposure to language situations and
chances to use language."4®

Another revision we made is the inclusion in the taped material of some
transitional skits relevant to the everyday situations of our students. These
skits are being used as the link from the original skit to the application
dialog practice, which has become easier since this revision.

After the playback time, we switch the lab so that GCU may work,
monitor the students and sometimes give them hints or take part in their
conversation. I am often surprised at the ingenuity and the sense of humor
they show then and in the performance after that. I am realizing the truth
of Rivers’' words that “if you lack imagination, learn to involve that of your
students."4®

5 What Remains to Be Discussd

For want of space, the details of our language lab program will be given
on another occasion, together with some examples of the process of the dimin-
ishing control of oral practice. We recognize that the program itself needs
some more revisions, which we will try to make along the lines discussed in
this paper. Such notions as Jakobovits' “transactional engineering analysis”4%
and a “functional syllabus,”"4® on which I need to do more research, are
also likely to give us valuable insights and suggestions for the compilation
and adaptation of teaching materials for communication practice.

Let me emphasize here, however, that what is needed most for material
adaptation is the ingenuity and creativity on the part of the individual teach-
er. This is what Slager suggests when he states that the teacher “is ultimate-
ly responsible for adapting each lesson to meet the specific needs and inter—
ests of his students.”4” Let's make the best use of this creative role in our
teaching whether in the classroom or in the language laboratory.
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