REVIEW

Language structures in contrast. By Robert J. Di Pietro. Pp. 183,
Magsachusetts: Newbury House Publishers, Rowley, 1871.
Reoviewed by Tomasz P. Krzeszowaki, University of Lodz.

Conirastive analysis (CA) for the past decade or so has been struggling through a rather
difficult period. The rapidly evolving linguistic theory does not favour convenient and
casy applications since the investigators in the ares of CA are constantly bemng tormented
by new developments in tho theory which they are reluctant to ignore for fear of being
outdsted. Psycholinguistic research does mot help matters either. What once was ex-
pected to be a neat set of predietions concerning learning difficulties in a foreign language
has now become st the best a set of statements which ex post can be utilized in explaining
some of the errors made by the students, which constitute some of the learning difficulties.
The pedagougical value of CA is becoming less and less obvious and the solutions therein
more and more removed to a remote area near the horizon, Experiments demonstrate
that errors in a foreign language eannot be exclusively attributed to differences between
the native and the foreign language. The best that CA can do is to predict areas of po-
tential mistakes without making any elaims ag to whether or pot and in what circumstances
they are likely to oceur in actual performance.

D Pietro in his book skillfully manages to navigate his CA boat ammdst the rough
and rocky seas of linguistics and psychology despite the diseouraging fact that the land
is nowhere to be seen. Fortunately, the author does not rest assured and does not claim
that his is the only method of procedures. On the contrary, he is constantly aware that
his eonstruction may prove to be inadequate, that future theories may shatter his own
theory snd he finally realistically concludes, as if in self-defence: “we cannot afford
{0 be doetrinaire either about our linguistics or our language teaching” (p.175). With
this sentence as our motto let us set about exumining Di Pietro’s book in more detatl,

‘The buok consists of eight chapters centering around three thematic groups. The
first group contains the exposition of theoretical and procedural foundations of CA and
includes chapters on “Developments in CA” {Ch. 1}, “Theory and procedures” (Ch. 2)
and “Aspects of language design” (Ch. 3). The sccond group containad a discussion of
various components of language design seen 1n the contrastive dimensions. It includes
the discussion of “The syntactic component” (Ch. 4), “The semantic projection’”
{Ch. 5), “The structure of the lexicon” (Ch. 8) and “The phonological component”
{Ch. 7). Finally, there ig a chapter on “CA and the foreign language teaching” (Ch. 8).
The inevitable list of references and index end the work.

Di Pietro's linguistic theory is a modified version of the “casc™ grammar suggested
by Fillmore (1968). It differs from both Chomeky 1985-model and Fillmore 1968-model
in that in Dj Pietro’s model in contrast with Chomsky’s thosc deep structure catogories
which are later realizod as NP's are not arranged in any linear or hierarchical order
analogous to the order in which NP’s in Chomsky’s deep structures appeared, Di Pletro’s
model differs from TFillmore’s in that the former contains language-free “universal”
categories or as Di Pietro chooses to eall them “syntactic primes’ like Name and Verboid
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in addition to S{entonce), M{cdality), P(roposition} and C(ase) CAT(egory). Di Pietro
defines Nams as **a unit of arrangement which refers to that property of human languages
whersby objects and notions ure indexed” (p. 39). In particular languages this universal
category may but docs not have to be realized as Noun (reportedly, there is at least one
natural language, Nootka, lacking thae eategory noun (of. Hockett 1858: 224)). VERBOID
i# tho lubel given to another vnit of arrangement which has to do with the description
of relationships among NAMES. In particular languages verboids are realized not only
as verbs but also a8 adjectives and possibly as adverbs. The other universal entegories
in Ih Pietro’s DS are arranged hierarchically in the following fashion:
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where CM is » case marker end where the linear ordering of constituents is irtelevant.

Unlike in Fillmoro (1968) the specifics of case, i.e. agent, instrument and the like are
provided by the semantic projection rules and are not generated by the syntactic rules
to justify Ih Pietro’s claim that his base rules are more constistently syntactic than Fill.
more’s. We shall eommaont on this point later. At the moment let us observe that this
sort of hierarchical srrangement as well as the recognition of 8 as a syntactic primo in
thia particular frarnework raise certain doubts.

If Noun P’hrase and Verb are dismissed from the universal DS on the grounds that
they are too “suggestive of the surface restrictions of particular languagoes” (p. 56)
then 8 should be dismnissed on the same grounds. Surely sentences in particular langnages
observe a vast numbor of surface structuro rostrictions stated by the gratnmars of thoso
languagos. In Chomsky’s DS 8 directly dominated NP and VP, which reflected the aa-
aumption that every sentence in ite surface strucfure consisted of & Noun Phrase and a
VYerb Phrase in that order, unless transformed otherwise. This sort of DS waa a direct
result of the analysis of every sentenco, at least in HEnglish, mto two irnmediato constituenta
labelled as NP and VP respectively, which provided the thus posited deep structurc
with categories related to s certain surface structure reality, Admittedly, not all sentonces
could be analysed thus, but at least every septence could be “untransformed’ to restore
the basic underyling shape inevitably conatiting of NP followed by VP. It was further-
more known that every NP contained a Noun ag one of its constituents and every VP
contained a verb or be. Thus the I)S categories were not different from surface structure
eategories and copsequently the initial element 8§ wag justified in that it dominated
all the categories which appeared in the surface structure of sentences in addition to
whatever symbols were necessary to triggor off appropriate transformeations mapping
the deep structure into tho surface structure.

In Ih Pietro’s DS s no longer dominates those categories which in the surface structure
are constituents of sentences. Instead it dominatos a number of “syntactic’ units which
m various languages are realized as various surface structure categories in a vast multi-
plicity of ways. For example, Modality cannot be associated with any singlo type of ex-
pansion. As a matter of fact, in purely syntaetic terms it cannot be expanded at all in
any predictablo way statable in terms of P8 rules es it incorporates various semantic
eloments highly heterogenecus from the point of view of syntactic realizations, such
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a8 time, aspect, quesbion, negation, etc. Moreovor, it iz feasible to predict the possibility
of & particular DS being realized as one surface structure sentenco in ono Japnguage and
as two or possibly more surface structure sontences in another. It may even be possible
for one DS to be realized as one or more sentenees in the same langusge. Nonrestrietive
relativo clauses constitute a good set of examplos:

John is & coward. He ran away.

John, who i8 8 coward, ran away.

Whether ¢r not the two phrase markers underlying Jokn is a coward and He ran away
come under the domination of one S i a matter which cannot be decided upon at the
Jovel of DS suggested by Di Pietro. These sentences demonstrate that what in the DS
is & single Sentoid (7) in the surface structure may be roalized as two sentenees, whose
meaning is exactly equivalent to the meaning of the corresponding onc-sontence realiza-
tion. The common DS correctly refleets this situation but it contains ne clus as to the num-
bor of sontences which are its surface structure realizations. Sentences with concessive
or regultative clauses which Di Pictro associates with Modality furnish yet another ex-
ample akin to ordipary conjoining for which conditions are stated in tho area extending
beyond the realms of grammar. Observe that

If it rains, I'Il take my umbrella
cant be & paraphrase of

It will tain and T'll take my wnbrolla
understood conditionally and not sequentially. In the equivalent Polish utterances

Bedzie deszez to wezine paragol

Bedrio deszez, to wezme parasol

Bedzio deszes; to wezme patasol

Bedzio deszez. To wezme parasol
the punctustion varies from nothing to a full stop separating the two constituent sen-
iences. The conditional meaning underlying all the sontences eannot be correctiy repre-
sunled in any non-counterintuitive way unless the sumoe deep strueture 1w postulated
for all these soutonces.

The contradictory nafure of the problemn has 1ts roots n the fact that although
Di Pietro believes that his DS coptains 33’?1’(;&&&(: primes in reality 1t 18 & construct re-
presenting semantic rclations underlying surface structure sentenees. If one dofines
one’s term ss something “which represents men’s universal necd to label objects, ideas
and sentiments which aro suhject to his cognitive powers” {p. §6), ono cannot be scrious
ahout insisting on calling the thus notionally dofined object a syntactic prime since
syntactic primmes can oply be defined in terms of syntuctic markers such as word order,
funetion words, ste,, or in terms of syntactic transformations operating on such objects.
Another confusion of a similar sort arises from the exclusion of role specification from
the base. Rolez are relevant in determining the arrangements of syniactic entitios.
Such proecesses as subjectivization and objectivization ean only be triggered off by the
presonee of specific roles in the derivation (ef. the appropriato rules in Fillmore 1968,
the UESP grammar 1968, Langendoen 1970). If the specification of roles i rolegated
to the interpretation of the scmantic projection rules thern the theory coliapses since
the resulting DS no longer uniquely deterrnines the semantic interpretation mn so far
as one array of Case Categories can be sssignoed a variety of rolos by the semantic cornpo-
nent.

The difficultica discussed above sesm to point to the suggestion that for the purpose
of conducting CA it is necossary to adopt such a modol of language design in which
distinoetion is made between the semantic structure as input to transformations and the
syntactic structure as output of transformatfions. Consequently, consistent differenca
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must be made between sermantie primes of the semantic structure and surface structure
eategories. Di Pietro’s torms NAME and VERBOID are quite appropriate as labels
for somantic primes, while SENTOID eould be suggested as the torm referring to the DS
“sentence’’. Syntactic categorics eould be traditionally labelled as Nouns, Verbs, Adjec-
tives, Adverbs, and various funetion words, constituents of surface structure sentences
in addition to such minor categories ag tense, aspect, ete. In his attempis to construct
the universal syntactic base Di Pictro is oply half successful since, as was pointed out
above, he cannot help introdueing semantically grounded terms into his syntactic model
of the base. It may prove necessary to go further and postulate a universal semantic
base free of all syntactic relations which are inevitably language speeific in any meaning-
ful sense of the word syntactic. The existence of such a universal semantic base would
be considered to bo the initial postulate for the construction of contrastive grammars,

D1 Fietro views language as s multidimensionsl design consisting of syntax which
1s central in the sense thai it provides the wmitial node 8 and hence the beginning of all
derivations. The output of the syntactic component is fed into the semantic component
which interprets the structures generated by the syntactic component and thereby
provides mput to the phonological component which presumably accounts for the outer
form of sentences. This organization is illustrated in the figure en p. 37. Surprisingly,
Di Pietro’s design accominodates no such thing as transformations desipte his claim on
p- 29 that “‘the grammatical theory which wil! be adopted in this book is the transforma.-
tional-generative one”. Instead he talks rather vaguely about “deep-to-surface rules”
{(p- 25), or “specific syntactic ordering rules” (pp. 68 - 70 and the diagram on p. 46}
as well ag about “realizational rules” (p. 73), without ever mentioning either some formal
properties of such ruies or morc specific effects which they have upon dcep structures
apurt from their general funetion consisting in converting deop inte surface structurcs.
This is & pity aince if, as Di Pietro claims, DS is universal, the most interesting things
for a CA analyst occur st the levels at which these rules operate since presurnably thess
‘ru]ns account for the varicty of the surface phenomena in particular languages. Di Pietro
1s aware of the importance of the explicit statemeont of the rules in CA when he writes on
p: 27: “Since it is possible to show that the differences between languages can be found
&t any number of stages botween the deep and surfaec struetures, we are also provided
with a metri¢ to measure the similarity between languages; languages are similar to each
other in proportion to the numbcr and hierarchical ordering of rules shared in the inter-
mediate levels.”” On the other hand, however, a wholesale treatment of languages seems a
trifle premature at this stage of research. It would be safer to talk sbout the proportinn
of rules employed in the derivation of particular sentences and eonstructions rather
than about similarities of languages based on the number of shared rules, especially in
the situation in which these rules are not adequately formulated and listed.

Although a special chapter iz devoted to the strueture of tho lexicon {Ch. 6, pp-.
109 - 134}, its function in Di Pietro’s model iz rather obscure. As s matter of fact it is
not even represented in any of his models of language design, either on p. 37 or on pp.
46 - 7. It remaing o puzzle throughout the book how particular lexical items (or perhaps
laxt?mes Or morphemes) are inserted into phrase markers and at which atage of the deri-
vation. In Di Pietro’s lexican the entries are characterized in terms of matrices of som-
antic features such as [+human], [+ concretel, [ &-localized], [+animal], ete., for names.
The features are selected from the universal repertory of semantic foatures. Each language
makes use of a specific set of these features discovered by the analyst on the basis of
contriving the so-called “‘decompositional eontexts”, analogous with Katz and Fodor’s
“disambiguating settings” (Di Pietro erroncously has it “disambignating sentences”; cf.
Katz and Fodor 1964: 487}, which reveal a certain nuinber of semantic features. It
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appears. however, that there is no a priori way to set an upper limit on the nwnber
of such contexts and consequently on the number of features. Only eonsiderations of how
gsensitive our grammar should be and 1o what extont it 15 worthwhilo to make 1t moro
a7 more refined are relevant. D1 Pietro seems to realize this when he guotes Bolingor's
(1965) critigue of Katz and Fodor, yet ho plunges headlong into designing some
decompositional contexts for tho English iterns “‘meat” and “fliesh™, arbitrarily
stopping at the point where he has discovered six featuros. This procedurs, howover,
allows D1 Pietro to eompare the Eaglish roatrices for “flesh’ and “‘meat’ with the matrices
of equivalent lexical iterns in othor languages such as Portuguese, German, Vietnamese
and Bengall in order vo draw the well-justified conclusion that “a lexeme-to-lexome
comparison of launguages would not be very fruitful”. Regrotiably there 18 no mention
of how verbs are characterized in the lexicon, nor is there any indication of how lexical
oniries are characterized in terms of gyntactic features.

Notwithstanding the shorfcomings many of which ean be ecasily remedied, the
theory adaptod and adopted by Di Pietro seems to be the best of the currently available
linguistic theories as it providez a framework for carrying cut tho tasks he seis forth
for his CA. It provides the necessary universal platform of referenco and the nocessary
set of concepts for stating the similarities and differences hetween contrasted languages.
Di Pictro characterizes his model of CA as generalized and taxonomie. Generalized
is understood as an antonym of sutonomous,ie. as relatable to universal features of
compared languages. Taxonomic in the sense employed hy Di Pietro stands in opposition
t0 operational and not to generative. An operational model of CA would be “a linguistic
analog 10 those moutal processes which may be at work in acquiring a foreign language™
(p. 18). Di Pietro correctly points out that operational models are much more difficult
to construet than “taxonomic’ ones since the former require the formulastion of eopver-
sion rules operating on the source language, converting the forms of the scuree into tho
forms of the target language. Yot there is no way of predicting the sort of converaion
rules that may be adopted by a learner of a foreign languagoe. What 1h Pietro seeins
to be saying is that operational models in principle can be constructed but their practical
ntility in language pedagogy is difficult to determine. On the other hand, I Pietro claims
taxonomnic models based on generative rules of contrasted languages can be very effostivo,
espocially in “handling contraste which involved minutine of gtructure” {p. 19). One
wonders whether porhaps even better insights could not bo gained from those models
of CA which without being operational would be generative in that thoy would enumerate
{(define) equivalent sentences and constructions in the contrasted languages and spocify
identical and different rules employved in their dorivation. A detailed proposal along
thoso Hnes is given elsewhoere (Krzeszowsk: 1872),

Assuming his model of CA to bo generalized and taxonomnic, IM Pietro suggests
three steps in contragting any two languages. Tho first step involves stating differences
between the compared languages in terms of what Di Pietro cautiously calls “surface
features™, such ag for oxample number, and observing how if at all a gmiven “featurc”
is reulized in a given language. In the second step Di Pietro’s procedurss involve postulat-
ing underlying universals. The universal in hiz example is NUMERAL. It mnust be noted
that “universal™ does not stand for a surface structure foature universaily shared by all
Innguages but rether for an upderlying conceptual (notional) feature (category) which
muy have different surface structure realizations ranging in different languages from a
lorge number of overt realizations to po overt realizations. The third step involves the
formulation of decp-to-surface rulus accounting for the various reslizations of universal
eategories in various languages.

The proposal implics that the first step must be performed more or less mtuitively
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sinee only in step two are the eategories discoversd, in step one mede explicit. What
?.mrriea the reader is the problom of how one can set out to look for number inflections
In apy two languages without first postulating the concept of number. On the other
hand, without finding an overt realization of o certain notional category in at least one
]a:nguage how is one to arrive at auch a notion a priori? The way I Pietre formulstes
his gteps one and two Jeads to a vicious circle: one cannot telk about surface strusture
realizations without the wuniversal notional framowork underlying those realizations,
while at the same time onse cannot establish with any degroe of certainty the existence
of the D& notional categories without examining surface structures of the contrasted
languages. The sitnation is further aggravated by the lack in Di Pietro’s proeedures
nf‘ any criteria of comparability. How is one to know what to cornpare in two languages
without having o means of matching the relevant portions of the compared matertal
In a short section on translation as a basis for CA, the author admits that translation
could be employed as a technique to initiate CA but nowhere in the book is this idea
either employed or cxpounded. To break the vicious circle it wonld be necessary io aecept
as a matter of initial postulate that for the purpose of CA all squivalent sentences in all
languages have identieal semantie struetures {tho content of lexical items aside) and
proceed to inspect tho rules which aceount for surface structurc diversifications
(detuils in Krzeszowski 1872). In Lenguage structures in contrast the status of uni.
vf‘-rsa‘l grammar is by no means clear in spite of the author’s cfforts to make it sound so.
i Pietro is pot very rigorous in hig use of the torm “universal”. In one place {p. 23)
he talks about universal grammars as opposed to particular grammars, On the samo page
a_amd throughout the book he also talks ebout universal fostures. But the word festure
18 uged in & non-technieal scnse as it covers such phenomena as interrogation, proposition
.fﬁrmla.t.inn, identification of ego and denial facceptance. He also describes somo of the rules
IﬂrhlS various components as universal. The diversity in the use of the term universal
reinforees the doubt that the reader entertains with regpect to the ontological status
of Di P_jetm 's universal grammar. It is hard to infer from the reading of the book whother
the universal grammar as understood by Di Pietro, in so far as it embraces goneral
?ﬂnguage design as woll as substantial and formal universals, is g hypothesis abeout
innate i‘dea.s, as 1s implied on pp. 8 - 9, or whether it is an abstraction of what is identieal
In particular grammors, a8 step two of CA proccdures on pp. 29 - 30 would suggest,
or finally whether it is an initial postulate required in the construction of generalized
models of CA and as such bears 1o necessary relation to any psychological reslity. 1t may
‘be that upiversal grammar as Di Pietro understands it is none of these or all three of
t.hi‘-r'sf.‘-l. Whatever is true, the suthor does not state his eage in uncguivoeal terms.

Language structures in contrast contains a large number of more particular prob-
]E!]’lfila some of which merit a longthy discussion which we cannot afford in the present
TOVIEW. Let us briefly discuss 4 few of thery in the order in which they present themeelves
i the book. : )
| There are a fow errors of historical nature. For example, on p. 25 1t is implied 1hit
tho difference in the deep structure betweon Helen is easy to please nnd Helen is cager
to please waa pointed out by Fillmore. In fact such sentonces woro first discussed in TG
terms by Chomsky (1962).

Following Chapter 2, Hockott (1958) is recommmended as z treading on the subject,
of competenco nnd performance. Tt must be noted, however, that although the guoted
source contains an oxcollent diseussion of the distinetion between langnage as a system
of habits and acts of speech as directly observable historical events, tho torms competcnee

and performanee are not used. As far ag T know theso terms were first used by Chomsky
(1962).
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On p.36 Di Pietre’s language design is deseribed as ‘“‘goncrative’” on account of its
being “statable in terms of rules which are predictive of all sentencos possible in a lan-
guage and not restrieted to a single corpus of them”. In fact the word generative is usually
used with reference to those grainmars which are not only predictive but also explicit
{cf. Chomsky 1965: 184). If 'explicit’ were omitted from the definition of ‘generative’
then ‘generative’ would also refer to a large number of traditionsl grammnars of pre-
structural sort, which were also predictive without being explicit (cf. Lyons 1968: 155).

The discussion of DS is fairly muddled from a historical point of view. Chomsky
(1965} and Fillmore (1968) are quoted side by side as responsible for inspiring the D8
designed by Di Pietro, but he neither acknowledges the fundamental differences in the
design of Chomsky’s D8 in comparigon with Fillmore’s DS nor argues Chomsky's (1968)
claim that Fillmore's theory is but a notational wvariant of what Chomsky calls
"atandard® theory which roughly corresponds to the model expeunded in Chomsky (1985).

In support of the statement that adjeclives are a subelass of verbs {p. 88) reforonce
is made to Ross (1967) where adjectives are not discussed ol all. As far as I know, Rosg’s
opinion on the matter is quite different in so far as he considers adjectives to be deep
structure NP's, at least in his article ‘‘Adjectives as noun phrases’” {Ross 1968). In-
cidentally, the article is listed in Di Pietro’s bibliography but doed not seem to refer
te anything in the $ext.

Of other minor points, the following ones deserve mention. The assignment of case
festures to certain NP’s is at places, mildy speaking, surprising. The boy in the boy sees
the girl {p. 23) is assigned tho spccification agent and Fillmore (1968) 18 quoted in support.
If one consults tho source one finds on p. 31 that see and know differ from look and learrn
in that only the Jatter pair appears in the frame involving objective and agentive, while
the former can only be inssrted into frames with objective and dative. If Di Pietro thinks
otherwige he should have oxplained his position which directly contradiets the acknowl-
edged source. In there arrived an old man af the inn; once there lived o giant; there is o man
wn space (pp. 79 - 80) the underlined NP’s are considered to be objeetive. It iz difficult
to see how being objective they represent “things which are affected by the action or state
identified by the verb' (Fillmorc 1968: 25). It would be interesting to know whati sorb.
of semantic or syntactic criteria are applicd in assigning this sort of interpretation to
NP’s.

The diseusston of conjoined NP's and VP’s also stimulates a few dounbts {p. F03).
In the first place, the suggestod recursion of constituents in the DS represented as

¢ CAT
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accordimg to Di Pietro underlying Jokn and Mary are hiere must be regarded with con-
siderable suspicion. For one thing it does not aceount for such paraphrages as John is
here and Mary s here loo. In order fo aceount for such paraphrases it would be noecessary
to allow for 8% to be conjoined in D8 with erasure operating optionally on identical
predicates. {For argumunts in support of this solution and a eritical discuesion of alter-
native solutions see the UESP grammar (Stockwell, R., et al 1968 : 324 - 344)). Furth-
ermore, the rule formulated by Di Pietro, being a rule schema affords no possibility of
specifying tho logicosemantic conditions for the operation of the conjunction transfor-
mation. The rulo sechema cannot be expanded in any non-intuitive way to exeiude
such anomalies as :

*John and Mary are pregnant

*John killed Mary and had children with her, ste.
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Di Pictro’s diseussion of econjoined sentonces raises another controversial problom econ.
cerning the limits of grammatical senmtivity, Ih Fietro says that according to hirn and
those native speakers who he consulted Mary washed and dried her hair sounds more
natural than Mary washed her hair and dried i, since wash and dry express actions which
are “‘somachow cloascly connected’ as cpposed to write and mail a letter which are not
so connected. Conseguently, both Joseph wrote and mailed the leltier and Joseph wrote the
ietter and mailed if sound equally natural vo D1 Pietro and his informants. This is a very
delicate distinction that TH Pietro 18 trying to make. If is difficult to sce what semantic
feaiuros wash and dry share that write and matl do not. But even sssuming that such
features are possible o 1solate, one wonders whether they would be sufficiently general
to warrant postulating such nice distinetions, especially in view of the fact that any
violation of restrietions ensuring from sueh distinetions does not lead to the production of
ungrammafical or oven sernantically anomalous sentencos but merely to the production of
sentencesa which oceur less frequently in actual speech. Should the grammatieal theory
be concerned with such distinetions? Surely, the apparatus required for this purpose
would grow to such enormous sizes that tho applicability of the grammar constructed
in this way would be sericusly Limited. One doubts whether it pays to refine the theory
to gecount for euch minute distinetions.

In the final chapter Ih Pietro concerns hirnself with CA and FL Teacher. The chapter
iz brief and sketchy. Regrettably apart from some fairly general statements no direct
conncetiong between CA and the teaching process are demonstrated. A substantial
part of the chapter congsists of the summary of Stoclkewell and Bowen’s (1965) hierarchy of
difficulties in phonology. No mention is made of the aspalogous list for grammar (Cf.
Stockwell, Bowen and Meartin 1965 : 184), Tho hierarchy of difficulties eonstructed by
Btockwaell and Bowoen, although imternally well-mofivated, cannot remays unehallonged
by actual practice. It 18 impossible to expect from CA more than results of comnperisons.
Potential mistakes can be predicted with only some degree of accuraey but without
certainty sineo mistakes often arise through various extralinguiatic factors as Di Pietro
hirnself admits earlier in his book {p. 21}, Therefore, hierarchies of difficulties suggested
by Stockwell and Bowen and duplicated by Di Pietro have only quite Jimitod practical
uges without some further distinetions. Specifieally, the idea of difficulty must be made
or: precise sifce in the present framework it ia & very comprehensive notion emnbracing
auch psyeholinguistically varied phenomena as difficulty in memorizing a particuiar
pattern, difficulty in repesting snd reproducing its form, reluctance to use it, difficulty
in undorstanding and learning ite structure andjor its mesaning, etc. All these factors
must be coneidered if & workable hierarchy of difliculties 18 sought. It may be a rhetorical
question to ask how many of these parameters constituling difficulty can be reasonably
correlated with the results of CAL

Another portion of the chapter deals with some well-known technigues of developing
audio-lingusl skills with the emphasis on tlie contrasting places in .the target language.
It scemns, howover, that a practising teacher will fing little in this section beyond what he
already knows from his teaching practice, e.g. the technigue of teaching the Progressive
Aspect in English (p. 169).

The remainder of the ehapter contains some useful and original thoughts connected
with bulding what Bruner (1966) calls “competence drive’, even if the final conelusion 18
not very helpful: “Much research is neodoed on how to bhuild ‘competence drive™.

Although publishod by American publishers, usually very reliable in editorial matters,
the book suffers from a large number of misspellings, omissions and other techmical
blunders. Those that [ hothered to note are the following: the reference to Longacre
(1965} on p. 58 is empty since no publication by that author from (965 is listed n the
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bibliography; on p. 87 states should read stages; on p. 74 one finds a a}lperf&mus_ could; on
p. 104 “which follow prepositions” should read “which follow propositions’; on the same
page the German word odor should rcad oder. -

In conclusion it must be emphasized that in spite of the lengthy criticism expounded
ahove and traditionally highlighted mn most reviews, the book under discussion does
constitute 8 valuable acquisition to the literature on CA. It presents the statc of the art
in an orderly way and though not free from errors of all sorts it provides a necessary
theoretical and praetical guide for construeting pedagogically orientod CA. The author
must he admired for undertaking e difficult and ungrateful task and spplauded for
fulfilling it with success inhibited primarily by inedeqguacies of the current linguistic
theory and only in a relatively small measure by slips of his own.
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