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Tnia ceollection of papers represents & wide variety of continiing
experimental work on autonomy and self-direction in second language
learning.

As the reader will see, the differences betwsen these Bxpariments are
mainly dus to characteristies of tha target andience such aas AEe-range
(M. Phillips) or the variety of the users' lsarning objectives (C. Stanchina).
In other cases, the differences can be explained in terms of the structural
characteristics of the imstitutions concernsd or in terms of the
charscteristios of the learning situatien (BBC).

These differences account for the various ways of implementing and
menaging sutonomy which are described here but - allowing for the spetific
constraints under which we all work - it is clear that the contributors
belong to the "learnar-centred approach” club., However, taking J. Trim's
paper a5 a Pramework of analysis 1t is clear that our club wes divided as

to the relative weight of the emdvantages and limitations of autonomy.
Everybody was agreed that the equation between individualisation and aytonony
is empty - (L. Dickinson end Trim} - but there were heated arguments about
the definition of autonomy on the one hand and its intrinsic value on the
othar, (Soc L. Llokinson'o definition of autonomy as 'Lhe upper limit of
self-directed learning' as opposed to P, diley's more glebal approach and
Aaton v. CRAFEL). .

[o explain these divergences, it would parhans be useful to hriné in
the concapts of linguisiie autonouy and of pedagogiezl autonomy as defined
by Cembalo and Holeo (1973). It is possible to look at autonomous systems
A5 & usaful means of teasching languages, in order to take account of the
crextivity of linguistic systems anc to meet the specific language needs
oxpressed by the individual learmers. Bubt some of us felt that autonomy

should be mors parvasive, indeed, that pedsgogical sutonomy was a ngcessary
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condition for sucosss in language learning becauss of the sver incremsing
d;mnndn mede on individuals' abilitiss to generate thoir own learning
devices and be self-reliant,

This i3 what J. Trim referred to =hen he said; ‘there appears to
ba & peaeral fealing ﬁ:.;? that supportive atructures should be developed
within the individual rether then. érected arcund him; He aheuwld bLe a
vartebrate rather than a crustacesn’,

Although these are two fundamentaily different wiews, the reader will
find ocut that there are alse atriiing similavities in what the yarioua
institutions represented here actually do. It seems to me that the most

gharacteriatic common Festures are the Following:

The reduction of the number of traditiconally accepted
interzmediaries betwesn thosse who plen the courses and
the learmers (i.e., the planning, designing, ccurse

writing, teaching, learning atring and,

complenentarily, the increased cirouletion of information

batween the laarner and the instituticon.

Both point at systems marked by their mobility and allewing for tha
aapy and constant feed-back se essentiul for evalustion (J. Galleymore).

Anothar interesting innovation consiats in varioua attempta to get
learners to dssign their own material (M. Phillips, P. Kilsy, C. Stanchina}.
After Prof. Ted Hodgers' sxperiments in Hawsi and Malaysia, we knew it was
feaslble - and succesaful - to turm children into material-designers but
attenpting 1t with adults whe alresdy heve strongly grounded learning habita
lsada to speui;l problems and neosssitates paychologioal prepvaration (P, Hiley),
I havae tried to show sown of the paycholinguiatie problems involved in my
papar.

Particular mention ahoculd be made of L. Dickinson's paper, which helped
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us clarity & numver of underlying questions - end conflicts - cone rnin,
the current terminology. In fact, the number of labels used - to éhich
K. Gnaix from U.H.E.5.C.0, added autodidaxy - is a very seripus problem,
e thought that an agresmsnt on terminology would be a necessary step
forward, but was cutside tie scope of our meeting,

As wsusl, this seminar opevod more questions than it solved, but we
felt that it helped us - and hopefully our readers - to clarify a nueber of
izsues and direct further ressarch and experiméentation,

I would like Lo finish this briel intrcanction by mentioning the fact
that the delay in publiecsiion hes made it possible to insert a nuaber of
recent liems into the bibliocgraphy, which, we hope, will be of major interest
to the readsr,

‘e would like to express our thanks to 8. Innes, Head of the BbBC Purther
Eduestion dvisio:, for allewing us to reprint the pzper she had prepared for

the seminar but could not be present to deliver.

wg weuld alsp like to thenk the CRAPEL for their financial help in the
publicgntion of this seminar amd srs. i daites and Mra. B, Cole, whose petience

and mitonomy in typing these papera jusatifled our endeavour,

B, HuwbIii—wily



