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Abstract. This paper aims to demonstate that structural and functional syllabusces are two sided of the
satme coin . they both endeavor to reduce language to definable umits e is shown that neither the structural
ot the functional syllabus takes account of the Tacts it 1s meant to. for the programmatic nature of both
syllabus types lulls short of covering the diversity of form and funetion in human language . Besides, many
lunguage facts are out of the reach of the reductionistic approach embraced by both: such facts weuld be
taken care of only il the focus is shifted from the figure language form’ and/or “language function” to the
ground context of situation enveloping a picee of discourse” such that the figure is <1Ivmy~. viewed in rela-
tion o the ground. For example. the paper draws a distinction between the variahility of context sensitive-
ness within 4 banguage function. on the one hand, and the variability of a language § ‘unction within a lan-
guage form. on the other, Finally, the paper calls for discourse- hised syllubuses and urges that the reduc-
Honistic approach to loreign language teaching give way 10 a holistic approach thatincorporates the redue-
tionistic but that goes well heyond it by shilting the emphrasis [rom the diserete units to the communicative
acts. that is. language in operation,

The teaching of English as a forcign lunguage has taken various avenues over the past
four decades. With the flourishing of behaviorism and structuralism as one of its
offshoots, language acquisition, whether it be Ly of L, was assumed to be a matter
of habit-formation./1 giving rise to what was then known as the audiolingual
methodology. Although there is no explicit reference to the teaching ol grammatical
rules per se, these rules permeate this teaching method by disguising them in
nedagogically - contrived language. The behaviorist and structuralist movements

(1Y For turther detiils see: 13 Skinner. Verbal Behavior (New York: Appletom-Century-Crofts, 1975).
pussim; ). Carroll, ~The Contiibutions of Paychological Theory and Educationad Rescarch to the
feaching of Foreign Language.” MLT, 49 (1965), 27281 N, Chomsky. "Review of Skinner.” fan-
grage. 35 (1959), 29-16.
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were followed by the gestaltist and/or cognitivist and gencrativist movements,
loosely giving birth to the cognitive-code methodology in which language acquisition
ts no longer a habit-formation: rather, it is the pereeiving of the underlying structures
of whatis to be learned, that is, language. Thus the generative power of the grammat-
ical rules arc cxplicitly focused on. In both methodologies, therefore, the major
emphasis was on imparting grammatical competence to the L. learner. As a conse-
quence. the specch as well as the writing of L, learners was overshadowed by the con-
scious adherence to grammatical rules. The overemphasis of usage or code at the
expense of use or function®™ has led to the phenomenon of the stracturally compe-
tent but communicatively incompetent students. Newmark S cites L, learners’ exam-
ples such as” Do you have fire?” ‘Do you have illumination?”, and * Are vou a match’s
owner? o show the trap in which structural language teaching has fallen.

The predominance of grammatical competence from 1930-1970 in foreign lan-
guage teaching has been called into question in the past two decades. Historically, it
was the speech act theorists Austin and Scarle™! who drew syllabus writers' atten-
tion to the great importance of the illoctionary forces of utterances, which are more
commonly known in language teaching as ‘Language Functions. ! More tacitly, it
was Halliday!? that drew syllabus writers” attention to the fact that language has
three major functions: ideational, interpersonal and textual, which, to him. are inter-
wined. He writes, ™! “The nature of language is closely related o the demands that
we make onit, the functions it has to serve.” Having realized that structural syllabus
writers have largely confined themselves to exploiting the ideational function of lan-
guage. some course designers have taken recourse to the interpersonal function of
language, giving birth to what is commonly known nowadays as ‘functional syl-
labuses.” Thus, structural syllabuses have been attacked on the grounds that the abil-
ity to manipulate the structures of the language correctly is only a part of what is
involved in learning a language, because there is ‘something else” which concerns the
ability to be appropriate! or as Hymes"") puts it, “There are rules of use without

(2)  H. Widdowson, Teaching Language as Communication {Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1978).
pp. 1-21.
(3) L. Newmark. “How Not o Interfere with Language Learning,” in The Communicative Approach
0 Language Teaching, eds. C. Brumtit and K. Johnson (Qxford: Oxford University Press, 1979),
pp. 160-82.
(4 1. Austin, How to Do Things with Words (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1962). passin.
(3) I Searle, Speech Acts (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1969), passimn.
(6)  Forinstance see: 1. Wilkins, Notional Sylfabuses {Oxtord: Oxford University Press. 1976), pp. 4-
54,
(7) M. Hailiday . “Language Structure and Language Funetion,” in New florizony in Linguistics. cd. V.
Lyons (London: Cox & Wyman. 1970}, pp. 144-05.
(8) Halliday, p. 144.
(9 K. Johnson, Commumicarive Svilubus Design and Methodology {Oxtord: Pergamon Press. [982),
pp. 1-2
(10)  D. Hymes, “Models of the Interaction of Language and Social Lile ™ in Directions in Sociolinguis-
tics, eds. J. Gumperz and D. Hymes (New York: Holt, Rinchast and Winston, 1972), pp. 35-71.
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which the rules of grammar would be uscless.”

The present paper aims to show that the structural and the functional syllabus
are two sides of the same coin; they both reduce language to definable units, that is.
language forms and/or functions, thus destroying the essence of language, that is,
picces of discourse. The former revolves around the ideational function of language
by endcavoring vigorously (o account for the forms in a language system. The latter
focuses on the interpersonal function of language by attempting forcefully to high-
light the illocutionary values of utterances and providing lengthy lists of language
functions. Murdocht!D writes, while criticizing the structural and functional syl-
labuses, “However, these courses run the danger of making the whole process more
complex than necessary for the student and, perhaps more significantly, neglecting
the pragmatics of meaning production — the actual workings of language arc rarely
as neat as the structural and functional descriptions would have us believe.™ This
points to the trap into which structural and functional syllubuses have fallen by neg-
lecting the interrelation of language forms and language functions, on the one hand,
and their pragmatic features, on the other.12 More recently, Halliday and Hasan1¥
spell it out more cloquently; while explaining the notion of pragmatic language used
in a context of situation: they cite, saying, “it was language in action. in which it was
impossible to understand the message unless you knew what was going on, unless you
had some sort of audio-video record of what was actually happening at the time.”

However unfortunate it may be, the reduction of human language to forms and/
or functions does not take account of its intricate nature, which goes well beyond the
meaning of words and propositions to incorporate the context of situation wherchy
pragmatics comes into play. Firth!* suggests that a context of situation ¢ncompass
the following categories: (%

1. a. The relevant features of participants: persons, personalities.
i. The verbal action of the participants.
ii. The non-verbal action of the participants.
b. The relevant objects.
¢. Thecffeet of the verbal action.

As can be observed. the structural syllabus selectively focuses on the verbal action of
the participants. i.c.. the locutionary function of the participants’™ utterances,

(11)  G. Murdoch, A Pragmatic Basis for Course Design,” Forum, 27, No. [ {1989), 15-1%.

For more information on pragmatics, see: S, Levinson, Pragmatics {Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-

vesity Press), pp. 97-166, 226-83.

{13) M. Halliday and R. Hasan, Language, Context and Text: Aspects of Langitage Social-Semiotic Per-
spective (Deakin University, J985), p. 98.

(14) §. Firth, Papers in Linguistics (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1957), p. 182,

{15)  Tor asomewhat similar analysis of context of situation, sce: Hymes, pp. 35-71.
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whereas the functionul syllabus stresses the effect of the verbal action, ic., the
illocutionary function of the participants’ uttcrances. Thus the other features of the
context of situation are overlooked in these syllabus types. Put differently, a lan-
guage form and/or function can have a range of meanings from which the intended
one can only be determined by the context of situation. In a morce articulate analysis,
Halliday & Hasan!!*? identify the context of situation in terms of three features: ficld,
tenor and mode.

Consequently, structural and functional syllabuses don't take account of the key
properties of human language, tor many of these are out of the reach of the reduc-
tionistic approach embraced by both. Such properties can be taken care of only if syl-
labus writers broaden their views in a way such that they incorporate the textual func-
tion — the heart of human language. Thus all paralinguistic features, i.c.. stress,
pitch, intonation, cte., and extralinguistic features, i.e., gestures, facial expressions,
relevant objects, ete., will be recoverable from the context of situation accompany-
ing any text or piece of discourse. To illustrate, observe the piece of discourse in
(2)."""" which can by no means be interpreted coherently without making direct refer-
ence to the context of situation.

2. Nancy: That’s the telephone
Ron: I'm in the bath
Nancy: O.K.

The example in (2) points to the fundamental fact that. on top of the linguistic knowl-
edge, language users must possess ample knowledge of how conversational interac-
tion works in order to cope with such texts.

Furthermore, it should be noted that neither the structural nor the functional
syllabus takes care of the facts it is meant to. To concretize this claim, we start out
with the structural syllabus which approaches language by providing taxonomies of
language forms. These taxonomies can’t cover all the formal preperties of a language
form, say interrogative. which usually enjoys a diversity that can’t be captured by an
cxceptionless rule. To see this, observe the following interrogatives which don’t
involve subj-aux inversion — the trademark of questions.

3. a. Youspeak English?
b.  Who scored the highest on the math test?
¢.  How about going to the beach?
How come you didn't fix your car, yet?
What about the trip to Petra?

Lo

(16)  Halliday and Hasan, pp. 29-41.
(17 G. Yulc. The Studv of Language (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985). pp. 100-107.
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. Where to?
¢. Coffee?

Besides, there are three types of interrogatives which are virtually neglected in
the structural syllabus although they occupy their places in the native speaker’s
repertoire. The first type is echo-questions, i.c., questions that ccho other spcakers’
statements with full interrogative force. Observe (4) below:

4. Spcaker A: 1 passed my driving test today.
Speaker B: You passed what today?

The second type is multiple-questions. i.¢., questions where more than one variable
is missing. Observe the example in (5) below:

5. Holdit! Who did what to whom?

The third type is rhetorical questions which need no answers, for the co-text has pre-
pared the foreground for questions to which the answers are taken for granted.
Observe (6) below:

6.  Perhaps we can find alternative energy sources from the sun and the wind,
but alternatives to metals — where will we find them?

The example in (6) ends with a rhetorical question which takes its legitimacy from the
co-text it is embedded in, for the authors must have been arguing forcefully for a cer-
tain cause before venturing such a question.

Still worse, the language input used in the structural syllabus is overwhelmingly
pedagogically-contrived. Observe the following interaction exercise for ‘asking a
friend for help’ taken from a popular structural syllabus,

7. Sli - , can you help me ---—--- 7
§2: Of course. I'll help you -—-—----- ?,
if you help me -—-------meemmeeee - 9,

As can be noted, the embedding of the teaching of conditionals has destroyed the
naturalness of this exercise, for when a friend offers help to another, he usually does
that willingly rather than conditionally. Normally, structural syllabuses are packed
with such unnatural language tasks.

Apparently, the structural syllabus violates most, if not all, of the types of
reward that should be catered for in foreign language teaching materials as suggested
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by Stevick!'® and can be summarized as (8) below:

& a. Relevance — of the content to the student’s own language needs.
b. Completeness — inclusion of all the language necessary for the stated
aims.
¢ Authenticity — the material should be both linguistically and culturally
authentic. )
d. Statisfaction — the student should lcave each lesson feeling he has
benefited more than simply progressed.
Immediacy — the student can use the material in alesson straight away.

]

The overemphasis of form at the expensc of function in the structural syllibus
has provided a strong rationale for the emergence of the functional syllabus, which
shifts the emphusis from form to function. Subsequently, cxamples that skew the for-
mal taxonomies arc frequently cited and the notion of multivaleney of language
forms and functions is capitalized on. To illustrate, if we take the language function
‘suggesting,” we can easily see that this function can be expressed in many forms;
thus. alt the examples in (9) below embrace the above function:

9. a. Isuggest that we go to the movics.
b. Let's go to the movies.
¢.  What about going to the movies?
d. Shall we go to the movies?
¢. Why don't we go to the movies?

Consequently, the functional syllabus writer has taken the pains of incorporating
lengthy Tists of language functions and their hinguistic exponents in the teaching
materials. Morcover, the functional syllabus demonstrates the fact that one form.
say interrogative, can perform various language functions. Observe the examples in

(10):

10. a. How did you come to school today?
h. Howis it going?
¢.  How about going to the swimming pool?
d. Nice day. isn'tit?
¢.  Huaven't you finished your breakfast, vet?

[t would be the most bizzare situation it the interlocutor of (10b) set out to recount
to the speaker the pains and hassles he had gone through recently because (11b) was
meant to be a “greeting” rather than an ‘information-seeker.” Or it would be weird if

{18y E.Stevick, “Evaluating and Adapting Language Matertals. " in Peacling Laglish as a Seeond Lan-
grage, eds, H. Allen und R Capbell (New York: McGraw-Hili. 1971). pp. 102-107
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the interlocutor walked away after responding to (10d) by “ves. it is.” since (10d) was
meant to be a ‘conversation starter’ rather than a ‘question.” Yule!!”? distinguishes
between two types of speech act, i.c. language function: direct specch act and indi-
rect speech act. According to this dichotomy, example (10a) is a direct specch act
because the form matches the function, i.e., it is an ‘information sceker’; whereas,
examples (10b), (10¢), (10d) and (10e) arc indirect speech acts, because there is a
mismatch between form and function.

Of central importance in the functional syllabus is the notion of ‘appropriate-
ness,’ Blum-Kulkat2" distinguishes three types of rules determining the eftectivencss
of a language function: pragmatic rules, social-appropriateness rules and linguistic-
realization rules. Drawing partly on Blum-Kulka, Canale®! talks about two types of
appropriateness: appropriateness of meaning and appropriatencss of form. They
relate to the appropriateness of a particular communicative function and a certain
verbal and/or non-verbal form, respectively. in a given sociolinguistic context. The
introduction of the notion of appropriateness by the functional syllabus constitutes
a valuable insight; however, it has its limitations. As Swan??) puts it, “we must
understand . however, that ‘appropriacy’ is one aspect among many — an imprtant
corner of linguistic description, but not by any means a featurc of the language as a
whole.” Put differently, there is a host of language expressions that can not be
marked for social appropriateness.

Moreocver. the notion of appropriateness has so far been used in the functional
syllabus to refer to social-appropriateness rules and linguistic-realizations rules, thus
overlooking the pragmatic rules which play a key role in language usc. To illustrate,
the exponents in (11) and (12) would be put forward by a functional syllabus as two
ways for ‘making a polite request.’ which they are exactly.

1. Could you lend me your Jaguar, please?
12. You couldn't lend me your Jaguar, could you?

However., as far as (11) maintains a neutral reading. i.e., paralinguistic factors such
4s contrastive stress are excluded, it can be abstracted away as a polite request with-
out superimposing any situational constraints, whereas ( 12) can’t be uscd as a polite
request without superimposing a situational constraint, that is, embarrassment on
the part of the speaker of (12). Morc interestingly. the shifting of negation in (12)
from the statement introducing the tag to the tag itself will superimpose another situ-

(19)  Yule, pp. 100-102.

{20} Cited in: M. Canale. “From Communicative Competence to Communicative Pedagogy.” in Lan-
guage und Commanation, cds. ). Richards and R Schmidt (London: Longman, 1983}, pp. 2-27.

(21) Canale,p. 7.

(22) M. Swan. “Critical Lock a1 the Communicative Approach {1)." ELT Journal, 39, No. 1 {1985}, 2-
12.
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ational constraint through the obvious assertiveness on the part of the speaker as in
(13) below:

13, You could lend me your Jaguar, couldn’t you?

Consequently, the exponents of a language function should be placed on a gradient
of context-sensitiveness.

By contrast. there is another major distinction that involves the variability of the
language function while the linguistic realization ts stable. This distinction concerns
context-free vs. context-bound language functions, which can be looked at in terms
ot linguistic markedness. To illustrate, the unmarked language function of (14)
below is an “information-sceker’:

14 How long are you going to wait for Sarah?

This uniform functional analysis is, however, broken in circumstances where (14)
carries context-bound functions. Observe (14) repeated as (15) and (16), which carry
the functions of *expressing surprise” and *complaining,” respectively.

15. How long are you going to wait for Sarah?
(Inresponse to the interlocuter’s statement. *1'm going to wait for Sarah for
three hours.™)

16. How long are you going to wait for Sarah?
{The speaker is getting irritated and wants to terminate the waiting. )

The functiening of {(15) and (16) as "expressing surprise” and ‘complaining,’ respec-
tively, are entailed by the paralinguistic and extralinguistic factors accompanying
them: therefore, they are context-bound. Riley!*® criticizes the confining of the
premise of function to speech acts which should fall under a broader class. that s,
communicative acts. He writes, “Communicative acts may be realized verbally,
paralinguistically or non-verbally, That is, the speech acts to which most writers on
the subject limit their attention arc only one tvpe or rcalization of the wider class,
communicative acts,”

This evasive operation of language functions points to the fundamental fact that
the abstracting away of forms to carry out particular functions is far from being accu-
rate. In the best of worlds, this procedure would take care of only unmarked func-
tions. leaving unravelled a host of context-bound functions, Moreover. it overlooks
the significant variability figuring on the context-sensitiveness gradient within the

(23) P. Rilev. “Towards a Contrastive Pavalinguistics.” in Conrrasiive Linguistics and the Language
Teacher, cd. 1. Fisiak {Oxford: Pergamon Press. 19813, pp. 121-46.
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same language function. This intricacy of human language is brought about by the
conflation of pragmatic action and semiotic interaction within a communicative
transaction.'>! The language user’s awarcness of this is so important that a misap-
preciation of it will definitely lead to a breakdown in communication. Consider the
importance of the language uscr’s realization that (17) is an advertisement rather
than a letter:3

17. Dear Jinny

I'm s0 glad that you introduced me to Glo-Quick’'s Super-Facial. 1t’s
just unbelievable what a difference it has made to me in less than a
week. 1 must say it’s a new and a very pleasant sensation (o be
noticed with envious admiration ...

Obviously, neither the structural nor the functional syllabus can take account of
all the facts of a language although cach of them contributes significantly to the
improvement of foreign language teaching. It is the ‘new toy’ effect that spoils the
insights of a certain methodology rather than its nature, for there is no one correct
methodology for teaching a foreign language. Along thesc lines, Canale®® divides
communicative compelence into four major components: Grammatical, Sociolin-
guistic, Discourse and Strategic competences. An ideal foreign language syllabus
would take account of all these competences in a balanced mode, for the overlooking
of any of them would leave a gap in such a syllabus. Likewise, thc overemphasis of
onc competence at the expense of others would do the same detriment. We have
already obscrved this in structural and functional syllabuses. Swan®=") ridicules the
basing of a syllabus on strategic competence, because the ‘tabula rasa’ attitude is not
valid with reference to L, learners who already possess various types of strategies in
their native language.

As for the discourse competence which can be traced back to Halliday's third
function of language — the textual component — it is the least researched by far,
However, some insightful work has been done at Birmingham University, led by
Sinclair™ and his co-workers. These authors highlight the great discrepancy
between classroom discourse and discourse outside the classroom. Sinclair proposcs
seven principles of discourse: unfolding, open-endedness, outcome, multiple-
source. artifacts and determination. A major corollary to these principles of dis-

(24)  B. Hatim, “A Text-Linguistic Model for the Analysis ol Discourse Errors: Contributions from
Arabic Linguistics.” in Grammar in the Construction of Texts, cd. J. Monaghan. (New York: Rout-
ledge and Kegan Paul. 1987).

(25) Halliday ad Hasan. p. 98,

(26) Canale, pp. 2-27.

(27} Swan, p. 11.

(28 J. Sinclair. “Plancs of Discourse,” in The Twofold Voice: Exsays in Honour of Rumesh Mahan, ed.
$. Ritzvi {New Delhi: Pitambur Publishing Company, 1983), pp. 70-91.
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course is cxplicitness; Sinclair states that 1t is a characteristic of a competent dis-
course to be inexplicit or context-dependent. As a conscquence, L, lcarners arc at a
serious disadvantage because they are always taught to be explicit. Warren®? adids
two other corollaries: responsibility and cooperation. Commenting on ‘responsibil-
ity: he writes, “Inside the classroom itisin fact extremely rarc for students to be given
full responsibility for what is said. Normally the teacher assumes total control and
with it full responsibility; even those activities which claim to create openings for
‘natural’ communication are frequently so heavily prescribed and contrived that the
teacher, even though he/she may not be a participant, is very much the controtler.™

With regard to cooperation as a corellary ensuing the implementation of dis-
course principles. it derives from the pioneering article of Grice™” in which he articu-
lates the cooperative principle as the governor of spoken discoursc. In this article, he
states his four famous maxims of conversation: quantity, quality, relation and man-
ner. The flouting of one or more of these maxims usually results in conversational
implicature. Conversational implicature is all-pervasive in human language, giving
birth to a host of implicatures which are worked out on the basis of the cooperative
principle. Observe the following example:

18. It'scoldin here.
(said when it is hot in there)

At the outset, (18) would seem contradictory, but it is readily interpretable because
the cooperative principle 1s assumed to be at work by the interlocutors. Thus the
flouting of the quality maxim gives rise to implicature, which is cooperatively con-
veyed and arrived at between the addressor and the addressee, respectively. 1 The
exploitation of these maxims as expounded by Grice should be a key issue in syllabus
writing. Warren2) comments, “If discourse is to be taught effectively in the class-
room then the important role played by the participants co-operating in the produc-
tion of language should not be denied.”

How could the syllabus writers spur the foreign language teachers to concep-
tualize and materialize the principles of discourse and their corollaries in the class-
room? First and forcmost, a language unit must be topic-based, 1.¢c., all exercises and
activities revolve around a text functioning as a peg or a superordinate for its satcl-
lites. The text should be authentic and as far as possible in its original form, i.c., not
simplified. The issuc of simplification is, however, controversial, for the learpers’

(29) M. Warren, “Communicative Activities and Discourse Activities,” in Discussing Discounrse (Bir-
mingham: English Language Research. University of Birmingham, 1987). pp. 196-212.

(30) M. Grice, ~“logic and Conversation,” in Syatay ard Semantics 32 Speech Acts, eds. P, Cole and ).
Morgan (New York: Academic Press, [975), pp. 41-58.
See: Grice. pp. 41-58 and related hierature.

(32} Warren. p. 202.
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level may sometimes entail this, In any casc. texts should maitain their naturalness
in order to be suitable for L, learners. This means that simplification can be legiti-
mate so far as it doesn't destroy the naturalness of the text. In this way, the text's kevel
of explicitness is kept constant, while some aspects of the linguistic signal are altered.
After all, as Daviest™® puts it, “It is the teacher who simplifics, the learner who
authenticates.” Commenting on grading EFL writing materials, Farghal* writes.
“The issue of grading in writing materials is a two-cdge sword; while itis legitimate
to focus on a figure, say grammatical cohesion.i.e.. reference, cllipsis, and substitu-
tion (Halliday & Hasan 1976), it is illegitimate to embroider a text with a cohesion-
type. say. conjunctive ties, which are therc only for pedagogic purposcs. i.c.. they are
not functional.”

Sccond, the syllabus writers must endeavor to introduce discourse activities that
cater for responsibility and cooperation on the part of learners. Thus prefabricated
activities, so-called communication activities, will give way to genuine discourse
excreises that constitute an extension of the input text. Such activitics will engage the
learners in highly individualistic things worked out through the cooperative principle
and of which the learners hold total responsibility. The realization of learners” coop-
eration and their shouldering the responsibility over what they say in classroom oral
exchanges will bring foreign language teaching into the heart of cvents and will,
therefore. make it meaningful.

Last but not jeast, the coursebook writers should utilize ficld-dependent
alongside ficld-independent activities in their language units. The unjustified focus
on the figure. i, a lexical item. a piece of information. a language form, alanguage
function. a cohesion-type. cte., should go side by side with holistic activities which
deal with the figure in relation to the ground rather than in isolation. In lexis, for
example, instead of presenting hideous vocabulary lists and vainly usking the stu-
dents to learn them. the courscbook writers shoutd devise exercises that tackle vari-
ous lexical relations in the input text. i.e., synonymy, antonymy, fiyponymn,
polescmy, cte., that teed into the learners” awareness of the dynamic nature of dis-
course. By the same token, the syllabus writers should privide task-based actvities
that shed light on some key thought relationships in the input text, i.c.. spatial
development. chronological development, comparison and contrast. cause and
effeet. ete.. instead of the traditional scarch questions whose answers are lincarly
focated in most cases.

To conclude this paper, language syllabuses should shift the focus from the

(331 A Davies. “Simple. simplificd and Simplification: What s Authentic?.” in Reading in o Foreign
Femguage, eds. J. Alderson and AL Urquhart (London: Longnian, 1987). [81-96

{31) M. Farghal. ~Coheston and the Notion of Naturalness in EFL Writing Classes.” to appearin IRAL,
I, {1992y,
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figure “language form” and/or language function’ to the ground “picee of discourse.”
The figurc should always be viewed as a dependent variable that must be interpreted
in relation to the ground. Thus the reductionistic approach to foreign language teach-
ing should yicld to a holistic approach that incorporates the reductionistic, but that
goes well beyond it. Only when this is achieved will the conflation of pragmatic action
and semiotic interaction within a communicative transaction come to light in the
toreign language syllabus. In so doing, the circulation of blood linking the skeleton,
i.e.. language forms, and the flesh, i.e., language functions, will be duly worked.
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