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PREFACE

The anticle by J. Fisiak "Some Notes Conceaning Con-
thastive Linguistics”, which we are very happy to publish 4in
this Bulletin, examines some of the major and fundamental
aspects of this field. The author considers the historical
background of Contrastive Linguistics and its various theo-
netical and applicative components; the.nrelationship %o
theonetical Linguistics and its models, and to applied
Linguistics and its tasks.

A Large part of this number is dedicated Zo the dif-
fernent institutional activities of AILA; in parnticularn the
ATLA Statutes and the minutes of the Last meeting of the
International Committee.

In nepeating my appreciation to all those who have
contributed £o this issue by sending us news and infor-
mation, 1 shoutd Like to nemind everyone that the deadlines
gon the next Bulletins are as follows:

No. 28 : 1 November 1980
No: 2% : 20 Apnil 1981
No. 30 : 1 Novemben 1981
No. 31 : 20 Apnil 19812

ALL contributons are requested to please send us matenial in
camera-neady format, golLLowing the ATILA typing conventions.

Antonio Zampolli



SOME NOTES CONCERWING CONTRASTIVE LINGUISTICS

JACEK Fisiak

Adam Mickiewicz University, Poznaf

Comparative studies in linguistics have a long history.
Linguists have conpared e.q. various stages of the
development of one language or different but related
languages at a certain stage of development to reconstruct a
proto-language. These activities have been lnown as
Comparative Historical Linguistics.

For a different reason, i.e. to classify languages into
certain groups on the basis of the occurrence of one or more
features, linguists have been also conparing languages as
they are used today. This type of activity has been terned
Comparative Typological Linguistics.

Apart from th se two types of comparative studies there
is still a third one. Two languages, possibly more, can be
compared to determine the differences and gsimilarities that
hold between them. Since the forties this type of activity
has been termed Contrastive 2Analysis or Study.

The latter two types of studies (i.e. typological and
contrastive) have different aims but share the comparative
element and the interest in comparing (i.e. contrasting -and
confronting) languages synchronically.

It may be said, thus, that contrastive and typological
studies belong to one branch of linguistics, i.e. Synchronic
Comparative Linguistics.

Contrastive Linguistics may be roughly defined as a
sub-discipline of linguistics which is concerned with the
comparison of two or more languages oOr subsystems of
languages in order to determine both the differences and
similarities that hold between them (Fisiak et al. 1978, cf.
Jackson 1976).

The term CL. is an unfortunate one. A number of
linguists writing in German refer to CL as Konfrontative



Linguistik (cf. L. zabrocki 1970 and others); Ellis (1966)
calls it comparative descriptive linguistics; Akhmanova and
Melen¥uk (1977) speak about linguistic confrontation.
levertheless, for traditional reasons mainly, the term CL is
most frequent and occurs in most langunages which are the
subject of this type of investigation.

5 There are two types cf contrastive studies henceforth

(1) THEORETICAL
(2) arprimnp

Theoretical CS give an exhaustive account of the
differences and similarities between two or more languages,
provide an adequate model for their comparison, determine
how_and which elements are comparable, thus defining such
notions as congruence, equivalence, correspondence, etc.
Theoretical semanto-syntactic CS operate with universals,
i.e. they specify how a given universal category is realized
in the contrasted languages. In phonology, theoretical CS
operate with phonological primes, i.e. features, and specify
how these features function in the two or more languages
being compared.

In other words theoretical CS are language independent.
They do not investigate how a given category present in
language A is presented in language B. Instead they look for
the realization of a universal category X in both A and B.
Thus, theoretical CS do not have a direction from A to B or
vice-versa but rather as in Fig. 1.

Fig. 1



Applied CS are part of applied linguistics. Drawing on
the findings of theoretical contrastive studies they provide
a framework for the comparison of languages, selecting
whatever information is necessary for a specific purpose,
€.9. teaching, bilingual analysis, translation, etc.

Applied CS are preoccupied with the problem of how a
universal category X, realized in language A as y, is
rendered in language B and what may be the possible
consequences of this for a given field of application.
Another task of applied CS is the identification of probable
areas of difficulty in another language where, e.g., a given
category is not represented in the surface and interference
is likely to occur.

Applied CS should not only deal with differences but
also attach importance to similarities. The teacher should
be able to point out the forms which are similar so that the
learner will not have to guess them and will not attempt to
construct forms which are more "foreign" and therefore more
likely to occur. Very oftem we express our surprise when an
element of a foreign language is . similar to what we have in
our own language.,

-All in all, applied CS deal more, although not
exclusively, with the surface representation of languages
than theoretical CS, which is understandable if one
remembers that learners of foreign languages have. immediate
access to = this representation before they begin . to
reconstruct the underlying representation and develop
competence in foreign language.

In CS one finds such sets of terms as source and target
language, L1 and L2 or native and foreign language.
Theoretical contrastive studies can do away with those
distinctions, which imply a uni-directional linear relation,
i.e. starting with the first member of each of the pairs and
going towards the other. The avoidance of these terms is
indeed necessary in theoretical CS because the languages
being compared have an equal status (cf. Fig. 1).

The terms L1 and L2 have their place in applied CS, the
terms L1 and L2 in bilingual studies, the terms source and
target language in translation and both native _and foreign
language as well as the previous two pairs in language

didactics.



) CS are not a very recent linguistic event. Contrastive
l}nqgistlcs has roots that extend . further back than the
gxft}es or even the forties of the present century. Although
it did not receive its present name until 1941 (Whorf), it
goes hack at least to the 1last decade of the nineteenth
century anc the beginning of the twentieth century. The
first published studies were predominantly theoretical
(frandgent 1892, Vidtor 1894, Passy 1912, J. Naudouin de
Courtenay 1912, Roqorodickij 1915). T™he applied aspect was
not totally neglected (e.g. Viktor 1013) but was definitely
rore perinheral and of secondary importance.

_Thnoretically orienter contrastive studies were
continued from the late twenties throughout the interwar
pgriod and later well into the sixties by the Prague school
linguists, notably V. !athesius (1023, 1936; cf. Vachelk,
forthconing) and his followers (Trnka 1953-5, Vachel: 19f¢1,
Isacenko 1734-77, and Firhas 19G4).

mhe second world war.aroused great interest in foreign
language teaching in ' the ''nited Gtates where almost
unlimited funds and enormous efforts were devotec to the
working out of the most effective and economical methods and
techniques of teaching. Contrastive studies were recognized
as an important part of foreign language teaching
methodology and consequently more applied relevance was
assigned to CL. Fries (1945:9) pointed out that "the most
efficient naterials are those that are bhased upon a
scientific description of the language to be learned,
carefully compared with a parallel description of the native
language of the learner”. As a result a series of
contrastive theses, dissertations, papers and monographs
hegan to appear.

The approach adopted by the authors of almost all of
these works was, as could he expected, pedagogically
oriented. Their aim was to discover and predict learning
difficulties by comparing the native language with the
foreign language.

mhe basic assumption underlying these studies, as Lado
(1957:2) put it, was "that the student who comes in contact
with a foreign language will find some features of it quite
easy and others extremely difficult. Those elements that are
similar to his native language will be simple for him, and
those elements that are different will be difficult. The
teacher who has made a comparison of a foreign language with



the native language of the student will know better what the

real learning problems are and can better provide for
teaching them",.

This view that differences are more difficult prevailed
in the United States and elsewhere well into the sixties. As
1S well known, however, both similarities and differences may
be equally troublesome in learning another language.

Apart  from pedagogically motivated CS, American
lingulstzs also contributed to more theoretically oriented
CS, i.e. to the area of bilingualism and language contact
phenomena. The works of U, Weinreich (1953) and F. Haugen
(1953, 1954, 1958) clarified a number of contrastive issues,
particularly in phonology e.qg. the inadequacy of structural
phonology for CS, etc.

As has been rightly pointed out by Sajavaara (1277:1n),
however, "the theoretical objectives were almost entirely
forgotten in the wake of Weinreich's (1953) and Lado's
(1957) work". What is even more significant is the fact that
works which were not essentially pedagogical were considered
to be such, and consequently had to take the blame for the
failures of CL either because they were not desianed to
attain the goals or because the goals themselves wers too
ambitious and beyond the reach of even properly constructed
contrastive grammars. (Cf. e.g. the works by fage 1°F2,
Kufner 1962, Moulton 1962, Stockwell and Rowen 19¢5, and
Agard and Di Pietro 19£5), I'ence so much misconskrasA
criticism against oL in general, culminating with the 1979
Georgetown Roundtabhle Alatis 10€R8  which constituteas a
landrnar) in the developrent of -7, nmarticularly in the "nited
States where not much has happened in the field ever since
(Cf. Di Pietro 1976).

The situation has been entirely different in Turope
(cf. conferences in Zagreb 1763 and 1277 and "annhein 1577
Apart from the Prague linguists, individual scholars in
different countries produced a nuni.er  of moaningful
theoretical contributions in the fifties an?! early sixties
(Vvaltonen 1953, Orr 1953, “lielsli 1957-rn, nflinz 19%77,
KruSelnickaja 1961, and Tnkvist 1762, to name a few).
Pedagogically oriented analyses were procduced as well. Sone
of the confusion characteristic of the “merican scene was
also transferred to Furope, giving rise to discussions
reminiscent of the situation across the Atlantic. Yet the
Curopean scene followed its traditions mors faithfully. “lany



organized projects came into existence between 1965 and 1975
(German-Cnglish, Serbo-Croatian-Cnglish, Polish-Enqlish,
Romanian—nnglish, Hungarian-English, Finnish-Lnglish,
French-English, Swedish-English, Danish-English, etc.) and
over 1000 papers and monographs were written within and
outside the projects during the period (Sajavaara and
Lehtonen 1975). Interest in contrastive linguistics has not
diminished over the last five years either. 'lumerous
theoretically oriented works have heen written (cf.
Filipovi& 1977). At the same time applied CL seems to have
found its proper perspective and a well-deserved place in
applied linguisties., All this was taking place amidst
vigorous discussions concerning the status, validity,
_applicatiena, etc. of CL. The voices of critics have often
been louder than either those of the supporters of CL, who
expected something positive to result from contrastive
research or those of contrastivists themselves, who have
worked on various theoretical or applied aspects of CL.

Most of the criticism against CL has come from those
quarters which consider CL in toto as part of applied
linguistics. This is a misunderstanding which stems partly
from developments in the United States in the fifties and
early sixties cf. Alatis 1968 as well as from the lack of
awareness of the history of CL and developments in this
field both in West and Fast Europe (cf. Corder 1975, Dirven
1976, Sanders 1976, and Liebh 1978).

The aim of this brief history of Contrastive
Linguistics is to point to its duality, i.e. to the
existence of theoretical CL on the one hand and applied CL
on the other, both of which have to be kept separate if
further progress in the field is to be made in the future
and meaningless controversies are to be avoicded. This
distinction is an important issue and@ a clear understanding
of it against the background of contrastive tradition and
current rescarch is the only oguarantee of a proper
assessment of the place of CL in modern lingnistics.

Among the issues discussed within the framework of
theoretical CIL have heen the selection of the most
appropriate linguistic model for CA, the explicitness of C§8,
the prohlem of exhaustiveness, the notion of comparahility,
etc.

As regards the selection of a lincuistic rodel for 7,
it is obvious that the model accountine for all langquafqe



facts should be chosen. Since this is impossible because no
such model exists today, one should select the most adequate
of the existing ones. Most of linguists nowadays believe
that a version of Generative Grammar comes closer to
fulfilling the requirement and can explain more facts than
any other theory. Generative Grammar, using one common
theoretical vocabulary for the analysis of all languages,
provides a uniform way to account for different surface
phenomena e.g. the comparison of languages of which one has
case endings and the other lacks them in the surface
structure but both have the same category in the underlying
semantic structure. It is the most explicit of the existing
theories despite several weaknesses which it exhibits (1.

The explicitness of CS will depend on the linguistic
theory it uses. It is obvious and unavoidable that CS will
also share the weaknesses of the theory underlying them. One
of those is the fact most generative grammars are sentence
based ‘and rot text based and therefore may overlook
important semanto-syntactic phenomena beyond the sentence.
Recently attempts have been made to improve this weakness
but only a few contributions to CS have taken notice of this
so far (2).

The exhaustiveness of CS is another serious problem. It
depends both on theoretical premises and practical
considerations. The most exhaustive theory will guarantee
the most exhaustive contrastive description. Since even the
most exhaustive available theory cannot explain all the
linguistic facts at present, one cannot expect a complete
contrastive gramnar of any two _or more languages.
Consequently one cannot also expect contrastive comparisons
of grammars (i. e. both phonologies and semanto-syntactic
components) but only certain portions thereof. It should be
pointed out that the choice of a given part of grammar is
often arbitrary and usually dictated by practical
considerations such as the availability of only a partial
description of two languages within the same theoretical
framework.

The fact that CS account for only fragments of language
structure has no theoretical relevance. It is a
methodological step towards achieving as .complete a
description as possible at tha present stage of the
Qevelopnent of linguistic theory.



The notion of comparability is fundamental for
comparative linquistics in general and for CS in particular.
The question of what is identical, similar or different has
to be answered before any meaningful 7S can he carried out.

The answer to these and similar nquestions to a large
evtent depends on the theory underlying our CS.

Within Generative Grammar the comparability will have
to be established for underlying and surface forms as well
as rules. There is no way of formulating a uniform basis of
comparability in general terms for all the details of
phonology on the one hand and semanto-syntax on the other.
This is determined by the distinction between the underlying
semantic structure and its corresponding surface structure
in semanto-syntax and the fact that the underlying
phonological representation operates basically on the
surface structure before it is converted into its final
phonetic representation. Furthermore, the fact that both
the underlying and the phonetic representations use the same
set of universal features makes the comparison of phonetic
elements possible and indeed meaningful. However, the more
complicated types of relations holding between semantic
elements and their surface representations make the
contrastive comparison usually limited and often impossible
in terms solely of the surface structure, without reference
to some universal category cf. the example of the CS of case
in a highly inflected language and in English where the
comparison is impossible without reference to some semantic
concepts which do not helong to surface structure.

The comparison between two languages is valid only if
similarity between two or more languages can be established
in terms of some universal features. Those elements which
are not similar are different by definition.

Similar elements are those which are equivalent, i.e.
equal in value or meaning. In other words equivalent
elements sentences, constructions have the same underlying
semantic structure although they may differ on the surface
to quite an extent (Marton 1968, Krzeszowski 1971, 1974).

Those constructions which at a certain level of
derivation have the same number of equivalent formatives
arranged in the same order are congruent 1i.e, formally
identical.




It seems that all equivalent sentences have to be
congruent at a certain stage of derivation, e.g.

L. John likes apples.
P. Jan lubi jabXka,

is diversified very late, i.e. at the 1level of lexical
insertion in each of the two languages.

The degree of similarity in the surface realization of
equivalent constructions consists in how early in the
derivation a given diversification occurs. The later it
takes place, the more similar the surface structure
representation of the constructions. (3)

If one takes sentences like:
E. Tom is always late.
P. Tomasz stale sie spdfnia.

the diversification will take place at the stage when
categories such as WNouns, Verhs, M\djectives, etc. are
assigned. Thus Predicate is assigned the cateaory Adjective
in English but the category Verb in Polish.

In the sentences:
E. Me was asked a lot of questions.
P. Zadano mu wiele pyta#f.

we have the same number of mnajor grammatical categories
he=mu, a lot=wiele, of questions=pytan, was askef=zacdano so
the diversification occurred not at the level of catacory
assignment but at the level of svntactic transformation ~,
T-passive vs. P, T-impersonal. ™t this lavel diversificatior
may also be due to the order of application of T-rules and
‘to whether they are obligatory or optional.

The equivalence of constructions is cdetermined by
bilingual person's competence at the most abstract level of
grammar. (4)

As regards the application of CS nany linguists as well
as language teachers have gone ever so far acz to reject the
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validity and usefulness of CS.

It seems that this attitude results
misinterpretations and misunderstandings created by such
factors as the peculiar methodological status of CS, the
lack of a clearcut distinction in the past between
theoretical and applied €S (Stockwell 1968, Fisiak 1971),
and the lack of a precise formulation of the different aims
of theoretical CS and applied CS as well as the confusion of
the relationship between CS, the psycholinguistic theory of
interference and errors, and the theory of second language

learning..Some confusion stems from the misunderstanding of
the relationship between CS and linguistic theory.

from a number of

One of the arguments raised against CS without
distinction between theoretical and applied is the issue of
Predictability of interference.

Theoretical CS as part of comparative linguistics are
totally neutral with respect to this problem since their aim
is to provide linguistic information concerning two
grammars, i.e. to discover what underlies language
competence and not to predict what will happen with
competence when it is converted into performance. It is
the theory of interference, using the necessary amount of
information provided by CS as well  as psychological and

other extralinguistic factors, that will have to account for
errors.

) The criticism that applied Cs . fail to predict
interference and errors and that the usefulness of €S can be
judged only on the basis that this eclaim is not
substantiated seems to be ill-conceived. Never in the
history of €S has it been clained that predictability of
interference and errors is the sole purpose of CS or that
interference is the only source of errors (James 1971). The
value and ‘importance of ©S lies in its ability to indicate
potential areas of interference and errors. Not all errors
are the result of interference. Psychological and
pedagogical as well as other extralinguistic factors
contribute to the formation of errors and therefore error
analysis as part of applied linguistics cannot replace CS
but only supplement them. 5 predict errors, error analysis
verifies contrastive predictions, a posteriori. explaining
deviationsfrom the predictions.

~"he fact that differences in particular areas of
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language systems cause interference only in some cases and
not in all and that no linguistic solution can be provided

is due not to the weakness of CS but ¢t factors
indicated above. o other facto

In view of what has been said here one might suggest
that applied CS, apart from selecting pertinent facts from
theoretical Cs and presenting them in a form adequate for.a
given purpose, should also have a psycholingquistic component
capable of handling psycholinguistic problems which are
outside of the domain of linguistics proper.

The Friticism that CS are of no use hecaus2 a hierarchv
of difficulty established on the basis of CS is an
inappropriate basis for the sequencing of teaching materials
is only. partly valid. Likewise in the area of
predic?abxlity, CS may only be one of the factors helping to
establish such a hiérarchy. N'ven in Stockwell and Bowen 1045
such factors as functional 1load, potential mishearing and
patterq congruity were added to purely contrastive criteria.
Again it has never been claimed that CS will solve this
problem. It is, however, necessary to remember that we have
to know which of the contrastive facts contribute to
establishing hierarchy of difficulty. One should know,
e€.g9., when structures existing in two contrasted languages
have a different stylistic distribution in each language,
thus helping teachers and texthook writers to talie care of
subtle shades of meaning.

The last major criticism against CS is that the results
of CS have no immediate use in the class-~room. This argument
contains several misunderstandings. Firstly, nobody wants
to use the results of theoretical €S in the class-room. As
Sanders (1976) has aptly put it: "o use the results of C.A.
(= Contrastive Analysis) raw in the classroom is rather like
Presenting a customer in a restaurant with the ingredients
and a recipe". Secondly, even applied 7S will have to select
from a contrastive grammar the minimum that students at a
certain age and with a certain educational and linguistic
background can digest. When used in the classroom CS form a
useful technique, .employing the previous knowledge of the
learner, informing him about similarities and differences
between his native language and the foreign language he is
studying, also warning him about making false analogies and
about the potential areas of interference (“Marton 1972, 1973,
1979).
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For the teacher, undoubtedly €S are essential for
designing syllabuses and preparing teaching materials.

Likewise, the usefulness of CS cannot be denied for textbook
writers. (5)

In this brief review we have tried to survey but a few
fundamental issues concerning Contrastive Linguistics. The
limitations of space have not permitted us to dwell upon any
of them at length. More on them can be found in the growing
body of contrastive literature which together with an
increasing number of courses offered at universities
throughout the world and numerous international contrastive
conferences gives evidence of the continuing vitality and
importance of this branch of linguistics.

NOTES

1) For a detailed discussion of this issue see Lipinska
1975.

2) E.g. Krzeszowski (1974),

3) The 1line of reasoning and examples in the following
paragraphs are taken from Krzeszowski (1974: 12-114),

4) Krzeszowski (1974: 15),.

5) For more details concerning pedagogical applications of

CL see J. FISIAK (ed.), 1976-1979, Papers and Studies
in Contrastive Linguistics, Vols.. 5-10, Poznaf: Adam

Mickiewicz University.
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INTERNA

TIONAL COMMITTEE OF AILA

Minutes of the Meeting of the Bureau at Skepparsholmen (Sweden)

Present

Apologies

August 23-24, 1979

Guy Rondeau President

Gerhard Nickel Vice-President

Jan Svartvik Vice~President

Alan Davies Secretary-General

Jos Fivette Deputy Secretary-General
Ranko Bugarski Member

Lorne laforge Member

Max Gorosch Honorary Vice-President

Antonio Zampolli, Ross Steele, Roger Shuy,
Francisco Gomes de Matos, Jean-Pierre Métral

0.

Profesas

Preliminaries
or Rondeau, Chairman of ATIA, opened the

meeting on August 23 at 15.30 hours. He proposed the
following changes to the agenda, which were accepted:

point 3:
point 9:
add:
point 13.1
point 13,2

point 13.3

point 13.4
point 14

The Sec
of :

deleted and replaced by 'AFIA’
deleted

English version of the Statutes
Proposed Summer Institute of Applied
Linguistics in 1980

Affiliation of South Africa
(Stellenbosch University)
Publication policy of ATIA congresses
Next meeting of the Bureau

retary-General handed out a file consisting

= the English version of the Statutes

+ an applica
-~ UNESCO rec

tion from Stellenbosch University, South Afriea
ommendations

a list of the ATIA commissions
= information about YAZIGY (Brazil)

Applied Iinguistics Institute in 1980
~ Minutes of the Montreal meetings

The Cha
(Switzerland
for personal

irman read out a letter from J-P. M&tral
)3 Treasurer, who cannot attend the meeting
reasons, but who has provided all the relevant

financial information. M&tral has prointed out that he is

no longer on
Bureau decid

the staff of the University of Geneva. The
ed therefore to propose to the International

Committee that he be co-opted until the 1981 Congress since
he may no longer be eligible to belong to the Swias

Association,

CIIA, J. Qvistgaard would be invited to act
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as Treasurer for the duration of the Skepparsholmen meetings.

J. Ulijn, a member of the finance sub-committee, but not
of the International Committee, was not invited to this
meeting, the Secretary-Ceneral did not have his address., The
Secretary-General agreed to write to ask M. Ulijn if he wishes
to remain a member of the finance sub-committee,

1. Minutes of the Bureau Meeting at Montreal
The Minutes were approved without correction.

2. Matters arising
Hone

3. A.F.Llﬁ.

The President expressed his gratitude to the members of
the International Committee who had made a special effort to
renew relations with the French Association (AFIA). He
reported on the correspondence and telephone calls with Hélane
Huot, president of AFIA, After a discussion on various aspects
of t::daccsptance of AFIA as a member of AILA, the Bureau
deci H

that (a) H, Huot should report to the International
Committee on AFLA mctivities;
(b) the Bureau would propose AFIA as a member
of AIIA, and ask that fees be paid from
August 1979 on.

4. Proposal by F. Gomes de Matos that
regional congresses be sponsored
under the AILA umbrella

A work group was constituted (Buga.raki, Gorosch, Nivette)
to examine the conditions under which AILA sponsorship can be
given and report back the next day.

4.1 Regional Congresses

The Commission (see 4.0 above) proposed that AILA sponsor-
ship be accorded to seminars, symposia and regional congresses
on the following conditions:

(a) the request must be introduced by a member of the

International Committee and sent to the Secretary-
General;

(b) a regional congress must be organised by more than

one national affiliate;

(¢) the congress must be open to all members of AILA

and there could be a preferential fee for AILA
members;

(d) it should be organised by national affiliates of

ATIA only;

(e) the subcommittee of the AILA scientific commissions

must be informed.

In the event that associations outside AILA were involved,
the dossier should be sent to the Secretary-General, with copies
for Bureau members. The request would then be submitted to the

Bureau for approval. The Bureau approved this proposal.
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5. language Policy of AILA
(see Minute 3 of Assemblée Générale
meeting, Montreal, 23.8.78)

After sudying various possibilities (i.e. official
languages, difference between plenary and commission papers),
the Bureau agreed to propose to the International Committee
the following language policy for AILA congresees:

The language policy for AILA world congresses is
to be decided for each congress by the organising

association, with the approval of the Internatiomal
Committee.

6., AIIA Archives

The President reminded the meeting that in the 15 years of
its existence AILA had accumulated a considerable number of
documents which needed sorting and clarifying. M. Gorosch pro-
posed that the ATIA archives be lodged in the KVAL in Stockholm,
KVAL had already offered to provide space for this purpose,

L. laforge proposed leaving the congress archives with the
national association that organised the congress. €. Rondeau
proposed including in the AILA archives a list of the congress

archives, M. Gorosch was nominated archivist of AIIA., These
proposals were adopted.

T. Policy on admission to Internatiomal
Committee meetings of observers

The discussion showed that:

more restrictions are necessary

Article 4,2 of the Statutes should be applied
observers should pay for their own expenses
invitations to observers should be limited to
one occasion

the subcommittee of external relations was asked
to work out guidelines for observers and bring
proposals to the next meeting.

8, Convention for listing members in
Minutes and official lists

The President and the Secretary-General had discussed
earlier in Quebec the possibility of mentioning the name of the
country only for those participants who regularly represent their
countries. The’ Bureau decided to mention for each participant:
name, funetion in AIIA, country, name of association or other
information such as coopted or 'honorary member'.

9, AIIA status with UNESCO

The Secretary-General reported on an exchange of correspondence
with UNESCO about the status of AIIA. The Bureau agreed to seek a
change of status from the present 'C' to 'B'. The subcommittee of
external affairs was asked to prepare the application to UNESCO and
report on it at the next meeting of the Bureau.
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10. AIIA Statutes registration

The Secretary-General and the Deputy Secretary-General will
together arrange for the necessary registration of changes in the
Statutes with the notary in Hasselt

11. Subcommittee of Externmal Affairs

The President proposed the following procedure for the sub-
committee on extermal affairs:

(a) they try to awaken the interest of other
countries in Joining AILA, they should make
contact with other associations, and bring
AIIA to the attention of intermational
bodies;

(b) as soon as a country applies for temporary
membership the Secretary-General would take
over the dossier;

(c) the subcommittee would keep the Secretary-
General and the President informed by
copying correspondence to them.

The proposal was adopted.

L. laforge prepared a report on the CIRELFA project,
concerning the creation of an international information centre on
fundamental and applied linguistics. He proposed that AIIA offer
its collaboration to AGECOP and AUPEIF, The proposal was adopted.
The President would take responsibility for this matter and offer
AIIA's cooperation,

12.1 English version of the Statutes .(see Annexe 13)

The Secretary-General proposed the adoption of a new English
version of the Statutes. The proposed text was accepted with two
amendments’:

p3 Article 5, A5 read: " a quarterly bulletin"
instead of "a thrice yearly bulletin"
pl Article 3a read: "scientific™ instead of "scholarly"”

12,2 Summer Institute of Applied Iinguistics
in 1980 (see Annexe 2

The Secretary-General introduced a request from the Bell
Educational Trust to organise, in collaboration with BAAL, a summer
institute under the auspices of AIIA, The Bureau decided to pass
on the request to BAAL, If BAAL were prepared to take full
professional responaibility, AIIA would allow the Institute to take
place under its sponsorship, R. Shuy and R. Bugarski would act as
liaison staff between AIIA and BAAL for the summer institute. This
proposal would be brought to the International Committee.

12,3 Affiliation of Stellenbosch University,
South Africa (see Annexe 3)

The application from Stellenbosch was technically acceptable.
The Bureau will present it as such to the International Committee.






































































































