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ABSTRACT

This study is prompted by my own
experience as a teacher who worked both within the
structural and the communicative frameworks in the
teaching of English in secondary education in
Algeria.

In broad terms, the present study has
been carried out for two functions : first it is an
attempt to contribute in an accessible form to the
understanding of some of the theoretical bases that
lie behind the communicative approach and its
implementation in classroom practice. Second, it is
an assessment in the sense that it also brings cut
some difficulties (or misunderstandings) of
communicative language teaching.

Chapter 1 is a brief account of the
English course in secondary education in Algeria
since the 1970s. Two phases are dealt with in this
chapter. The first omne (1971-1981) presents a
concise survey of the structural approach
prevailing then. In this sense it can be regarded
as an introduction to the second phase (1981-1881),
stating the reasons for the adoption of the

communicative approach.
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Chapter 2 covers scme range of theory
that underlies the communicative approach and its
implications for teaching and testing.

Chapter 3 relates the communicative
theory discussed in Chapter 2 to its implementation
in classroom practice. For this purpose, a teaching

unit from New Lines has heen selected for

evaluation.

Chapter 4 goes back to theory. 1t covers
some aspecte of the current debate on communicative
teaching. This makes it somehow shorter than the
other chapters. It refers back to what is
relevant/irrelevant in the communicative
enterprise. For this purpose, a set of arguments
put forward by field specialists is included.

Finally, the section on ‘Perspectives’
proposes some changes that have to be considered
at many levels, and which | feel are both desirable
and necessaryv. The issues raised certainly need
improvement but as they stand, my hope is that they
will have at Jeast some impact on the English

course in secondary education.
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INTRODUCTTION

0.1. Background to the Field of Inquiry

The decade 1971-1981 devoted to the structural approach
to the teaching of English in secondary education in Algeria
resulted in unsatisfactory achievements in English. This was
clearly diagnosed as vears passed by, The main dissatistac-
tion with such an approach lied in the students® (1’ inability
to use English in communication situations. Although there
were many other reasons for such a deficiency, namely, the
teaching materials, the method and the quality of the teacher
himself, the discontent was by and large put on the approach
adopted. In the case of the structural approach the major
blame was that it relied on the teaching about the language
(i.e., usage) and rarely the use of language. In other words,
the teaching-learning aimed at the acquisition of a knowledge
of language forms rather than their functions.

The blame led to the verdict {usually when a method
fails it is wrong) that the wrong ‘thing’ was the approach

itself.



It is against this situation that the communicative
approach has been adopted in secondary education in the early
eighties. This approach concentrates more on language use
than language forms. The shift of emphasis from form to use
aims at developing the learners’ ability to communicate in
the foreign language. In other words, with the communicative
approach, the students are given more opportunities to use
language as it is used in everyday communication. They learn
to use language for communicative purposes. Language forms
are not taught/learned in ‘isolation but as part and parcel of
the communication process.

In brief, communicative methodology aims at practical
results with the learners, that is, developing their communi-
cative competence rather than a general knowledge of grammar.
Obviously, communicative competence cannot be achieved by
simply adopting the communicative approach. There are surely
many other factors that have to be taken intoc consideration.

These are investigated and developed throughout this study.

0.2. Context of the Problem

The communication difficulties that students at the pre-
university level used to encounter after five (8) years of
structural learning in secondary education was considered to
be the most outstanding reason for the choice of the

t(Z) to the former.

communicative approach as a supplan
Obviously, no approach to language teaching can sesver

supersede another one permanently. The central concern of



this study 1is then not motivated by the dissatisfaction with
the structural approach as such. It 1is an ascsessment of the
English teaching-learning situation within the communicative
approach in its first decade (1981-1991) in secondary

education in Algeria.

0.3. Scope of the Study

The results of this study are expected to have an impact
on English teaching-learning in this part of the world.

Firet, the tesaching materials : the textbook as ...
the most efficient and most accessible device of all ...?7
(Brumfit, 1885 : 6) should be well-planned, improved and
clearly designed. Tt may include, for instance stimuiating

authentic(S)

texts, motivating topics and activities,
contextualized dialogues, short stories, ete., atl in an
attractive design (i.e., clear lay-out and colour as a study
aid’.

Second, in orcder to avoid mixture. a weli~defined snd

separate syllabus should be designed for @ach section (the

jiterary and the scientitic).
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Third, there should be a coordination between
university teacher trainers and their counterparts in

secondary education. The latter, inspectors of English and
experienced and gualified teachers should, for this purpose,
participate in the elaboration of the TEFL course of the
English departments in Algerian Universities. This
participation will undoubtedly provide a precise and detailed
description of the English course in secondary education; a
clear statement of the goals, and finally it will contribute
to the sort of training phat should be imparted to the future
graduates. such & training course will undoubted!y help the
latter to be more familiar with the current approach used in
secondary education and eventually lead to an effective

methodology for better levels of achievement with pupils.



NOTES

1. The terms students, pupils and learners are used inter-
changeably throughout the text. They basically refer to
learners in secondary education.

2. 1 am aware that it is difficult at this stage to decide
whether to wuse the term ’supplant’® or ’'substitute'. In fact,
the whole problem of formulation ramains the obiect ot this
study. As an example, at least three (3) years after the
adoption of the communicative approach in secondary education
in 1981, structural teaching was still throwing its weight
into the scale. In an articie entitled ’From Structural to

Functional®’ in secondary education in Algeria, Ahsan ur
Rehman (1989 : 29) observes : " We have had to pass through
transitional periods and situations in which the same teacher
has had to teach in two different ways ...". And most
interestingly when he adds : "Since the introduction of

English in the 1960’s a structural syllabus has been used to
teach English." (Ikid). This explains why teachers of English
in secondary education in Algeria were somewhat moving siowly
from structurally to functionally (see note 10 to Chapter 1)
based courses .

3. Authentic material is at present quite controversial. It
is used here to refer to ‘bits from life' (Pearse. 1983) and
not to ‘texts designed for native speakers’ (Harmer, 1883).
On this issue, see also Swan and Schleppegrell under 4.2, and
Maley under 4.4 .
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CHAPTER ONE

BACKGROUND : ENGLISH IN SECONDARY EDUCATION

As a preliminary to presenting the communicative
approach in theory and in practice as the current approach in
secondary education, it seems essential to give a brief
description of the English course that prevailed during the
last two decades as a framework to explain and situate the
problem in its context.

This chapter, then, deals with the diffebent approaches
that English teaching has gone through in secondary education
in Algeria since the 1970s. We may, for practical reasons,
distinguish two phases for the present study : 1971-1981 and
1981-1991. These two distinct decades represent respectively
the structural approach (see 1.1) and the communicative
approach (see 1.2 and Chapter 2) in language teaching in
Algeria.

Part one (1.1 : 1971 - .1981) is a survey of the
structural approach in secondary education, tracing briefly
the major linguistic inf luences on language teaching,
syllabus design and teaching materials.

Part two (1.2) refers to recent trends in language

teaching (in this case the communicative approach). It also



outlines the communication difficulties that students
encounter in a structurally based course, and the reasons
that motivated the decision makers to adopt the communicative

approach in secondary education in Algeria.

1.1. 1971 - 1981 : Surveying the Structural Approach

in Secondary Education

1.1.1. Describing the Structural Approach

The structural approach can be described as a language
course based on units that are defined in grammatical terms.
The syllabus (see 1.1.3) and the selected textbook (see

1:1.4),; Alexander’s (1967) Practice and Pfogress were

selected according to the structural approach, and mainly
loaded with grammatical structures.

During the 1870s, the teaching-learning was more about
language usage than language use. The teacher concentrated on
the knowledge of grammar and the drilling of grammatical
structures. In this context, Littlewood (1981 : 1) notes
that °‘The structural view 6f language concentrates on the
grammatical system, describing ways in which linguistic items
can be combined.’ The assumption behind this was to develop a
knowledge of the English system in the learners. Such a focus
on grammar, it was claimed, would install solid foundations
that could lead the learners to language use. However,
knowing the grammatical mechanisms of a language does not

necessarily mean speaking or developing performance in that



language. Again, Littlewood says that *ee. it is not
sufficient on its [the structural viewl own to account for
how language is used as a means of communication’ (ibid).
This view is influenced by a linguistic theory affecting
language from the communicative point of view (see 1.1.2). In
the next section, we shall return to the structural view and
its impact as a source discipline on how languages should be

btaught and learnt.

1.1.2. Influence of Structural Linguistics on Language

Teaching

The term ‘structural linguistics’ is used today in
different ways. This is not the place to review them all.
However, for the purpose of this study, it may be said that

the two most widely expressed views are :

a) A general view : this view designates all the
various language theories (American and European) etc. which,
using what 1is called discovery procedures, attempted to
explain language froma systematic and structural point of
view. In other words, "An attempt was made to translate
linguistic ‘discovery procedures’ into didactic procedures,
which resulted in for instance practising, with pattern
drills, sentence patterns which could be varied
paradigmatically or syntagmatically." (Van Els et al.,

1884 : 153).
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b) A restricted view : this view has been put forward by
Transformational Generative Grammar (TGG) and its followers.
It applies to the various theories and conceptions of grammar
which do not make use of transformational rules and other
devices. This kind of *structural linguistics’ is viewed by
TGG as ‘*taxonomic’, i.e., primarily interested in
segmentation and classification.

In this study, it is the general view which will rather
be mentioned and adopted for the purpose of discussion. In
fact, TGG has, in a sense, developed independently from
foreign language teaching (FLT) practice, and has also been
cautious about indicating applications of TG in FLT,
according to Van Els et al., (1984 : 133). They further add :

the impact of TG on FLT has been less
direct than that of traditional
linguistics and structuralism.

(Van Els et al., 1984 : 134)

Next in line, in their presentation of Hymes’s
communicative competence (see 2.2) Brumfit and Johnson say
the following :

Linguistics -in Chomsky as in Bloomfield-
is by and large the study of language
structure. Perhaps this is why
transformational grammar, SO revolutio-
nary in linguistics, has had such little
effect on language teaching. After all,
the most it can offer |is alternative

strategies for teaching grammar - nNewvw
ways of teaching the same thing.

(in Brumfit and Johnson, 1979 : 3)
Language teaching Was then directly influenced by
structuralism since the 1950s. In this connection, Stern

(1983 : 168) says that *... the influence of structuralism on



language pedagogy was pervasive and powerful and can be
clearly identified in teaching materials, teaching methods,
language tests, and in the writings of language teaching
methodologists ...’ (see 1.1.3, 1.1.4, 1.1.5 and 2.4). The
predominant view at that time, based on the work of
Bloomfield in the 1930s and 1940s in linguistics, was
primarily concerned with the teaching of forms as noted again
by Brumfit and Johnson :

G oiss ) the language teacher’s emphasis

over the past few decades runs parallel

to a similar emphasis within linguistics

(or more precisely, American linguistics)

during the same period. The parallel |is

not hard to demonstrate. The proclaimed

characteristic feature of Bloomfieldian

and neo-Bloomfieldian American Structura-

lism was its careful concern to restrict

itself to the study of form, and the

classification of the forms of a

language, without reference to the

categories of meaning.

(in Brumfit and Johnson, 1879 : 2)

Later in ‘Pedagogic considerations’ of this view, Wilkins
also notes that "... the aim of learning is seen as mastery
of the formal arrangements of a language.™" (1972 : 19)

The study of grammar was then considered the safest way
to understand and use a language. Such a view was based on
the structural linguist’s assumption that learning a language
involves internalizing its grammatical system through
understanding of grammar, pattern practice, drills, etc. This
view remained unchallenged for more than a generation
and L throughout the 1970s, linguists have found

themselves increasingly concerned with the context of

linguistic patterning.” in the words of Brumfit (1885 : 19).



Their claim was that learners could effectively use the

language if they mastered the mechanisms of the language

rules.
1.1.3. The English Syllabus
The term syllabus is used here to refer to what is
known in secondary education as "Programmes d’Anglais". It is

a syllabus designed by the Ministry of Primary and Secondary
Education (Ministeére des Enseignements Primaire et
Secondaire) issued in 1871-1972. This syllabus is selected
and graded in terms of grammatical items and includes

A. ARTICLES

B. NOUNS

C. ADJECTIVES

D. PRONOUNS

E. VERBS

F. SENTENCE PATTERNS

G. ADVERBS

H. PREPOSITIONS - PARTICLES - COORDINATORS

(in Directives et Conseils Pédagogiques, 1971-1972 : 7)

For the sake of brevity, only two forms (A (articles)
and B (nouns) from the list above) have been selected here.
Their usage and examples are given in Table 1 below. All
other forms (i.e., G, D, E, F, G, and H) appear under the

same format in the syllabus, and need not be reprinted here.



14

Table 1
Form Usage Examples
A - ARTICLES 1. A - An used in expression | Ten dinars a dozen
[.- INDEFINITE | - of price Ten shillings a dozen
- of speed sixty miles an hour
- of frequency Four times a day
2. Distinction between A chair is no good; you meed 2
a - an and one ladder. (chair is the wrong thing)

One chair is not enough

(you need more than one.)

3. A used before words begin-
ning with the sound /j/ A university

A uniform

A European country

[1. - DEFINITE | 1. THE used before names of

- rivers The Thames

- seas The Mediterranean Sea

- deserts The Sahara

- pountain The Aures

2. THE omitted before @

- President President Boumedienne
President Bourguiba

- King King Hassan Il

- Queen Queen Elizabeth [1]

Note : Ve say "King Hassan

THE second”; "Queen Elizabeth

THE second.®

3. THE omitted before street | Didouche Mourad Street

names Dxford Street

Port Said Square

B. - NOUNS

. - COMPOUNDS | 1. Noun - moun A bus-driver

2. Present participle and noun| A washing machine

11.- POSSESSIVE
FORM with | 1. Expression of time An hour's walk

Today's paper

A month's trip

2. Expression of price A dinar's vorth of olives

A sample from the 1971-1872 English syllabus in secondary education in Algeria.

Source: Directives et conseils pédagogiques (1971-1972 : 8-9).
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The assumption behind this structurally graded syllabus
was the knowledge of the above grammatical items, aﬁd often
in greater details than those of Table 1.

In practice, the lessons were teacher-centred (i.e., the
teacher presents and controls everything, grammar, drills,
errors, etc.). A great deal of classwork was concerned with
teaching rather than learning : grammatical explanations,
drills, repetitions were the pedagogic focus in class as
stated in the syllabus.

Usage comes before analysis ... It is

more important for the teacher to give
several examples than to state the rule.

(in Directives et Conseils
Pédagogiques , 1971-1972 : 4)

With regard to the above quotes, the primary goal of such a
syllabus was to develop a knowledge of linguistic rules
(‘usage’, ‘several examples'). The teacher then, insisted
upon the mastery of a grammatical item before moving to the
next one and so on till the end of the programme.

The way of presenting grammar (no statement of the rule,
no analysis), that is, not deductively but inductively is in
fact noted in the syllabus . : " The effort that the pupils
have to make to induce the pattern is basic to the language
learning process." (lbid.). This reflects the shift that took
place in the early sevenfies in secondary education from the
grammar-translation method to the direct method(l). In this

context, Rivers describes grammar within the direct method as

follows :
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Grammar was not taught explicitly as in
the grammar-translation class but was
learned largely through . practice.
Students were encouraged to draw their
own structural generalizations from what
they had been learning by an inductive
process.

(Rivers, 1968 : 19)

Yet, any teaching-learning that is based either on
deductive or inductive grammar is incomplete because a
knowledge of grammar alone does not lead to effective
language use (see 2.2). Another major weakness of such an
approach lies in the fact that there is no guarantee that the
students will ever remember the studied structures because
they are taught in isolation. Scott’s illustrative words of
this situation run as follows :

The kind of activity that goes on inside
a classroom where the structural approach
is being used is confined to the
appraisal of wutterances on structural
criteria and in isolation from each

other. Students learn question forms.
They learn to negate statements, they

learn imperatives and they learn
conditionals. They learn how phrasal
verbs  behave. They learn passives,
subordinate clauses, deletion, cleft

sentences, and so on.
(in Johnson and Morrow, 1981 : 70)

Moreover, students ofﬁen develop a mastery of gramma-
tical forms but remain unable to use these forms
appropriately to.perform communicative acts as Scott goes on
saying (see also 1.2.3) :

But what question a cleft sentence is an
appropriate answer to, or how to make the
right choice of form to express &ppro-

priately a given function in a
situation is not touched upon.




This failure may be viewed in part as attributable to the
choice of the prescribed textbook (see 1.1.4) of the

seventies in secondary education.

1.1.4. The Textbook

The contents of the textbook deal mainly with the study
of grammar. A set of grammatical structures is selected and
graded from easy to difficult so that the learner develops a

mastery of the linguistic system. In fact, Practice and

Progress includes a succession of structures that resemble
those of the syllabus in the previous section (see 1.1.3).

The contents, for example, indicate the following order :

1. A Private Conversation - Word Order in Simple
Statements.
2. Breakfast or Lunch ? - The Present Continuous and
Simple.

3. Please Send Me a Card - The Simple Past.

(2) etc.

4. An Exciting Trip - The Present Perfect Simple
(Alexander, 1967 : iii-iv)
The material that supports these structures is a
compilation of sentences that mainly focus on a special item
to illustrate such and such usage, and which Lenon sees as :
" ... a contrived reading passage in which the structure is
repeated ad nauseam." (1988 : 3). A focus on the simple past

can be seen, for instance, in the following excerpt from a

reading passage in Practice and Progress (the items are

underlined by myself for the purpose of explanation. Further
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examples are given in Appendix B).

Postcards always spoil my holidays. Last
summer, 1 went to Italy. I visited
museums and sat in public gardens. A
friendly waiter taught me a few words in
Italian. Then he lent me a book. [ read a
few lines, but 1 did not understand a
word. Everyday 1 thought about postcards.
My holidays passed quickly, but I did not
send any cards to my friends (...).

(Alexander, 1967 : 17)

In a note about Practice and Progress, Widdowson says that:

Mention should be made, for example, of
the materials written by L.G. Alexander
under the general heading of New Concept
English (Longman), which are referred to
on the cover as ’integrated courses’. The
integration, however, is applied to
linguistic skills rather than to communi-
cative abilities (...)

(Widdowson, 1878 : 163)

Taylor, on the other hand, considers such types of text-
book as "... narrow-minded in their approach, badly graded,
boring to the children, remote from their interests,
irrelevant to their needs, with insufficient opportunities
for speech-work and active participation in the lesson, I
(1971 : 156).

As for the organization of Practice and Progress, it is

stolid and presents the different sections of a reading
passage in isolation from each other. The same model is kept
th?oughout its four (4) Units including : ‘a reading
passage’, *comprehension précis’, ‘*composition’, ‘key
structures’ and ‘special difficulties’(S). In this
connection, Widdowson qualifies such an organization as "...
an adherence to segregation rather than integration: *divide

and rula'."(4) (1978 : 144), and says that "... language
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teaching courses commonly consist of units in which
*comprehension’, ‘grammar’, and ‘composition’ appear as
separate sections ..." (lbid). Besides, one frequently finds
that comprehension questions and exercises that are related
to the different stages of a reading passage directly focus a
grammatical point, and, therefore, leave no opportunity for
the learners to attempt conversation and express themselves
in their own words. As an illustration, a set of question-
types - of which an example is quoted below, follows each
text to emphasize the grammatical point being studied (see
passage above).
| Where did he spend his holidays last summer 4

What did he think about everyday 7

Did he send any cards to his friends or not ?

How many cards did he buy on the last day 7?7 ...

(Alexander, 1967 : 17)

According to Taylor, such an organization (i.e., &
reading passage, comprehension précis, grammatical
structures, etc.) "... may have been tolerable when education

aimed at producing an &lite minority, but is out of date and
out of touch today when Eﬁglish is being learned in many
countries by increasing numbers of ‘ordinary’ children, who
may well be taught by very ordinary teachers." (1971 : 156).
He goes on to say that pupils in secondary schools "... need
lesson material that is meaningful, interesting, alive, and
personal, L.oM (ibid).

Indeed, the new tendency in textbook design presents

language in a variety of imaginative ways to avoid boredom.
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Recent textbooks (see 1.2.3.) include, among other things, a
range of activities that cover all language skills (i.e., via
oral work, pair and group work, stories, games, puzzles,
songs, etc.) providing opportunities to use language for a
real purpose. A further discussion of these and other aspects
of materials construction is developed elsewhere (see section

2.3.2).

1.1.5. Emphasis on Accuracy

Both the syllabus and the textbook were limited to the
téaching of forms and never their functions (see 1.1.3 and
1.1.4). On the one hand, the teachers never stopped teaching:
from grammatical explanations to drilling patterns and lexis
with no opportunities for the student to express himself in
English. On the other hand, the student had to make a great
effort to understand the logic of grammar (with a further
difficulty of interference from Ly ). In other words, "...
the foreign student must learn the grammar of English in the
sense that the sentences he produces must conform to English
patterns in the accepted modei." (Bright and Mc Gregor, 1970:
236). In classroom practice, such a learning had no relation
to the student’s communication needs. (see sections 1.2.2 and
3.3 for further details on this).

As has already been pointed out (see 1.1.2), language
was viewed as a set of structures to be learnt and
internalized. Parallel to this view, the teaching aimed at

getting the lesarner to make correct linguistic sentences and
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responses. The teacher’s emphasis in the classroom was then
on the mastery of linguistic factors leading the learner to
develop a ‘linguistic competence’ (see 2.2 and 3.4) that
enables him to produce and understand speech. Yet, a current
research teaches us to handle this concept with caution. In
fact, Newmeyer (1988) cites cases of children whose syntax is
completely fluent but remain unable to use language communi-

catively. This issue has given rise to much controversy

between Swan who considers that "... the structurally
competent but communicatively incompetent student ..."
(1985 : 7) is in need to be taught enough vocabulary and not

‘rules of use’ or ‘rules of communication’ and ‘appropriacy’
(see 4.2) as advocated by other linguists (see Hymes in 2.2,
Wilkins in 1.2.4, Widdowson in 4.2 and 4.3).

This intense demand for accuracy forced the learner to
seek correctness in speech(S) rather than spontaneous use of
the target language. In classroom practice, he was controlled
and guided (i.e., teacher-centred methodology, see 1.1.3)
towards a strict observance of the conventions of the
language system as clearly stated in Brumfit and Johnson :
"We reward structural corréctness and chastise structural
inaccuracy." (1979 : 1). Though correctness is considered as
essential in the learner’s use of language, this conformity
with the conventions is not an obstruct for communication.
Indeed, "Nobody believes that the native speaker achieves his
correctness by a conscious application of grammatical rules
learnt as such." (Bright and Mc Gregor, 1970 : 238). The

ability to communicate in a language is then, not a matter of
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learning its grammar. In any case, it is unlikely that anyone
learns a language for its grammatical rules but for the
purpose of communication in that language. It is this

tendency that the next section is concerned with.

1.2. 1981 - 1991 : The Communicative Approach in Secondary

Education
1.2.1. New Orientation

Recent development in the field of English as a foreign
ianguage (EFL) teaching rejects grammar as the basis of
language learning. What is rejected is the classroom
atmosphere which involves lengthy grammatical and lexical
explanations that leave only very little speaking for the
learner (see also note 1 to this chapter) .

Indeed, trends in EFL are dynamic. What was fashion in
the past becomes old and changes over time. The new procedure
puts forward the idea of " .. learning how to mean in a wide
range of social settings." (Bell, 1981 : 151). Brumfit and
Johnson are also in favour of this view and state their
reaction in the following terms :

[t is a reaction against the view of
language as a set of structures; it is a
reaction towards a view of language as
communication, a view in which meaning
and the uses to which language is put
play a central part.

(in Brumfit and Johnson, 1979 : 3)

What is aimed at now is to develop a facility in oral

expression in the learner because his needs change over the
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years. In the past, students were taught English for a
literary purpose as a key to the culture of the country. Now
that the wuse of English is prominent in infernational
communication, the spoken language has consequently become
the most desired aim of language teaching-learning.
Obviously, any change in needs involves a different approach
and therefore a suitable methodology in the teaching-learning
\process. We shall return to this point in section 2.3.3 . Now
it is the shift of emphasis on Ilearning how to mean and

communicate that we turn to.
1.2.2. Shift of Emphasis

Apparently, the results of the structural approach were
mainly unsatisfactory at the level of communication. Present
day objectives seek the learner’'s communicative comﬁetence
(see 2.2). However, this aim was not achieved by a teaching
based on the learning of the linguistic system. At its best,
such an approach produced students that had certain kinds of
information about the language. They could, for example,
describe a grammatical rule, make simple as well-as complex
sentences or even write an acceptable paragraph, but unable
to carry on a simple conversation in English. Indeed, one
does not communicate by merely composing certain sentences
according to a rote learning of grammatical patterns. This
failure in communication is partly due to the intense formal

English teaching of which Widdowson (1972 : 15) says :



The problem is that students, ... who
have received several years of formal
English teaching, frequently remain
deficient in the ability to actually use
the language, and to understand its use,
in normal communication, whether in the
spoken or written mode.

Communication is then brought into focus as a reaction
to the structural teaching which has left the Iearners
lacking communicative capacity. In other words., there is a
shift of emphasis from form to function because learning a
language 1is more than a knowledge of lexis and grammar.
Language is a functional system by means of which people
communicate meanings. This view taking into account the
communicative properties of language had its origin with the
linguists of the Prague School {82, Among their contributions
in syntactic analysis was what they called “communicative
dynamism® and ‘“functional sentence perspective’. Quoted at
length below, Dane%, a Frague School scholar, distinguishes
three levels within syntax :

1. Level of the grammatical structure of sentence

2. Level of the semantic structure of sentence

3. Level of the organization of utterance

(Daneg, 1964 225

In the act of communication, only level (3) can.explain
how levels (1) and (2) function and interact. In one of his
well-known articles, Dane$ explains how acts of communication

can be performed :



The conditions of the act of
communication are determined by the
general character and regularities of the
linear materialization and linear
perception of utterance on the one hand,
and on the other by the extra-linguistic
content of +the message, by the context
and situation and by the attitude of the
speaker towards the message and towards
the adressee (sic).

(Daned, 1964 : 227)

In other words, the relations between grammatical patterns
and semantic structures must e dynamic {when taken
separately, these are abstract and staticr!, and it is this
dynamism of the wutterance which representis the functignal

sentence perspective.

By way of summary, this shift in emphasis means that
language teaching must go beyond the teaching of grammar. The
learner must be aware that language has a function in society
and must, therefore, learn how to put his grammatical
knowledge to perform acts of communication. In one word, what
is useful for the student is iearning the use of language in
social interaction. This trend is backed up by the
communicative view of language, and it is further developed

in Chapter 2 (see
1.2.3. Discredit of the Structural Approach

A powerful reason that discredited the structural
approach to foreign language teaching was that the learners
had +tremendous difficulty in transferring their knowledge

l(7)

about the language into rea language use. This was partly

due to the heavy stress upon the ‘doctrinaire’ teaching of



grammar. The result was that the students failed to put into
use what had been practised at the level of usage. In this
respect, Allen and Widdowson cite how language teachers and
applied linguists express their dissatisfaction in as far as:

A | the ‘structural’ approach to
foreign language teaching, which focuses
attention on the formal properties of the
language being learned and lays stress on
the importance of manipulating sentence
patterns, does not satisfactorily provide

for the learning of communicative
competence (...

(in Allen and Corder, 1975 : 89-90)
At another level, teachers and inspectors of English

were not satisfied with the students? results achieved in

i}

class, and in their finals at secondary level. Figures
indicate that out of a total of 8759 candidates for the
"Baccalauréat June 1980’ in the Western part of Algeria, 7529
or 85.95 % of students scored less than ten (10/20) out of
twenty in English ( in Link 1880 : 25). More details of these

statistics are given in Table Z below :



Table 2

MARK  OUT  OF  TWENTY TOTAL
SECTION NUMBER OF
00 to 04.50(05 to 07.50|08 to 08.50{10 and above| CANDIDATES
LETTRES 1050 820 389 527
37.684 29.43% 13.96% 18.91% 2786
SCIENCESY 779 880 245 185 2089
A" 37.29% 42.12% 11.72% 08. 85%
SCIENCES|] 922 1324 460 302
"g" 30.65% 44,01% 15,29% 10.03% 3008
MATHS. 14 41 27 42
A 11,29% 33.06% 21.77% 33.87% 124
MATHS 70 201 134 148
g 12.65% 36.34% 24,23% 26, 76% 553
MATHS. 05 27 18 24
b i 06.75% 36.48% 24,32% 32, 43% 74
TECH. 59 60 04 02
ECD. 47.20% 48.00% 03.20% 01.60% 125
GRAND 2899 3353 127 1230
TOTAL 33.09% 38.28% 14.57% 14.04% 8759

Baccalauréat June 1980 : Distribution of grades for Engiish papers
in the Western part of Algeria.

Sourge :

(Link N0 1, 1980 : 25)




Now, the purpose of this section is, however, not to
discredit totally the structural approach. In passing. one
can mention that since the approach aims at the iearner’s
correctness, such an aim is indeed a matter of effective
communication (on this issue, Widdowson’s attitude is
different, see next section) and we would unquestionably
agree with Close in saying that :

‘Correctness’ should be seen primarily as
a matter of effective communication,

i.e., a process through which the hearer
(or reader) understands precisely what
the speaker (or writer?’ intends to
convey.

(in Widdowson, 1971 : 126)

However. this idea of ‘correctness’ is quite cantroversial.
The teaching-learning af grammar is now approached
differently. This issue is further developed in Chapter X
under section 3.5.2.2 .

Now. as this section heading indicates, to cite some of
the weaknesses of the structural approach, we shall briefly
return to two important components of this approach, namely

the syllabus and the textbook.

al The syl labus $ in addition to the previous
charactefistics of the syl labus (see . 1.1:3), the
dissatisfaction lies partly with its content. The latter
followed the linguistic view that was drawn from
structuralism. In brief, such a view regarded language as set
of structures to be learnt and internalized. The kind of

language teaching then predominant, aimed at getting the
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learners to make correct sentences and responses. But the

problem was that :

Explicit grammar in the classroom would
only lead to a knowledge about the
language, not an ability to make correct
sentences automatically.

{Prabhu, 1987 : 129

and even "™ ... grammatically correct sentences could still be

socially inappropriate ..." for the simple reason that "...
special appropriacy did not seem a particularly pressing
objective tor second languacge learners in a formal
educational setting." (Prabhu 1887 : 13). This concept of

social appropriacy is aiso discussed elsewhere in this study
(see 2.3.2).

by The textbook : though the teacher was advised not to
have a slavish attitude towards the textbook, the latter was
the most used device by the teacher and the student alike.

The praoblem was then the textbook itself. PFractice and

Progress, is in fact not designed according to ideas
communication (see Widdowson in 1.1.4). The material included
does not invalve topics of students’'® interest. The texts
({reading passages), for instance, are not reiated fto the
learner’s everyday life so that he can participate in the
comprehension of these. They are mainly an illustration of
grammatical structures fhat have to be practised in the
remaining sections, that is, in ‘Key Structures’, ‘Exercises’
and ‘Special Difficulties’ (see Appendix B). Comprehension
gquestions, on the other hand, do not promote any thinking
since answers are drawn from the texts (sees 1.1.4). Finally,

objectives are not stated: the textbook is designed according

of
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to a structural gradation that aims at covering a given
number of grammatical items in a certain period of time.

Moreover, the same textbook was used for two (2} years
for the literary sections and three (3) for the scientific
ones as the teaching hours devoted to the English course for
both sections were respectively limited to four (4) and three
(3) per week. Thus., to say the least. the textbook becomes
boring for the students after one year.

Last, but not least, a textbook must include authentic
and fully contextualised material that appeals to the
student’s world (i.e., appropriate choice of topics). As it
iz often stressed in language teaching pedagogy that ‘“a
picture is worth a2 thousand words’, illustrations are then a
valuable device (visual aid) in the teaching-learning
process. For this purpose a textbook must first of all be of
attractive design and include a variety of pictures, humorous
cartoons, maps, diagrams, etc. These must be clearly and
beautifully drawn in conjunction with the material for help
in the explanation (and comprehension) of different points of
a given text. Interviews, short newspaper reports, puzzies,
games, SONgs, iokes and a host of other things are
particularly necessary to ‘shacklie off routine’ and create an
enjoyable atmosphere that sustains motivation of taoday’s

young teenagers. These, simply do not exist in Practice and

Progress.
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1.2.4. Broad Comparison of the Two Phases

The teaching-learning of English in secondary education
was mostly concerned with the surface structure accuracy and
form during the first phase (1971-1981). The language that
students rehearsed in the classroom was generally limited to
a2 mechanistic drilling of grammatical structures and lexis
that never went beyvond the school environment,. in other
words., this sort of language learning was not related to
language use in social interaction. The important point to
note here was the difficulty that pupils met to bridge the
gap between the stage of skill getting (grammar, lexis,
drills. etec.) and skill producing or real life communication
{conveying ideas).

The result was that learners did not develop a
spontaneous use of English from a structural-coriented course.

A

[

an example of this weakness, one may cite that of students
who wanted to register for a degree (licence) in Engiish in
the departments of English at Algerian universities but their
oral performance was below average at the pre-selection
test (8,

On the other hand, the ability to communicate in the
target language is what the communicative aﬁproach aims at
achieving with the learners. This has led to a shift of
emphasis in language teaching: from the preoccupation with
linguistic forms to communicative functions of language (sse

Canale and Swain in 2.1 and Littlewood in 2.3.2). This |is

done right from the beginning in order to train ths learners
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to effectively communicate their intentions, attitudes,
emotions, etc. The grammatical structures are not excluded or
neglected but with no primary focus. In terms of foreign
language learning, as is observed in Wilkins (1976 %
"... the learner has to learn rules of communication as wel]l
as rules of grammar."(g). Grammar is then deait with only as
part of the semantic organization of language that helps in
the performance of ‘acts of communication' (see Danes in
1.2.2). In other words. it is used to express the functions
of language (see Canale and Swain in 2.1). In fact, teaching
pPupils to recognize language functions (alse referred Lo as
"illocutionary acts’ or ‘speech acts’, see 2.3.2), and iearn
how these functions convey ideas is of primary importance in
the communicative process.

In summary, language learning is neot limited to =
knowledge of its structures, sounds or words. but it is
learning to communicate. Widdowson stresses this hy saying

that

Both kinds of knowledge are essential if

the user of the language is to enter
into effective communication with his
fellows.

{in Allen and Corder, 1974 : 202
Priority to communication is undoubtedly the paramount reason
which makes the communicative approach more promising and
helpful for the learners who want to reach communicative
competence (see 2.2) in the target language. Achieving such
an aim with the learners is also the cogent reason for the
adoption of the communicative approach in secondary education

in Algeria.



1.2.5 Communicative Approach Adopted

The most outstanding reason for the adoption of the
communicative approach was the realization of the students’
inability to communicate in English after five (5) years of
structural instruction. In this respect, Widdowson makes the
following observation: "The structurally ordered course
concentrates attention on linguistic competence as such but
does not effectively indicate how this compeience can be
drawn upon as a communicative resource.™ (1884 : 238y .
Another no less important reason was due to the desire for
change that could hopefully lead to a better achievement in
English with the learners. This reason was very much
influenced by the applied linguists