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The article deals with the correlation between linguistic (LG) and
pedagogical (PG) grammars. The author considers LG as a set of data from all
existing linguistic theories, and PG as information about the conditions and
ways of performing grammatical actions in the process of their acquisition in
the classroom. Analysing this general problem, the author outlines the range of
questions that need to be answered in the course of his study. Is there a single
theory of LG that can independently provide a basis for designing an adequate
PG? What is the relationship between the amount and content of LG and PG
information? Does the amount and type of PG depend on specific learning
objectives and conditions? What are the best ways of presenting PG
information for its effective use in the learning process? What factors influence
the choice of presentation method? Should the structure of the PG reflect the
structure of the LG? What factors influence the order in which grammatical
phenomena are introduced in the process of acquiring the relevant grammatical
actions in the classroom, and what determines the way in which such
phenomena are grouped into organisational units of the course material (topics,
units, etc.)? Having outlined the scope of these questions, in this paper the
author analyses the potential of several LG models: traditional, structural,
transformational and case grammar. In the author’s view, the traditional model
of grammar, which has been used in language teaching for centuries, remains a
good source of information about the surface structure of a language, but it
may lack data about its functional aspect. Although structural grammar, which
served as the basis for the audiolingual method, has been much criticised, the
failures of this method are more related to the inadequacy of the underlying
psychological model. While the potential of the transformational and case
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models of grammar is assessed positively, the paper considers them too
complex to be used in the classroom without additional processing. Based on
the conclusions, the author outlines the prospects for further research.

Keywords: foreign language, linguistic grammar, models of linguistic
grammar, pedagogical grammar, teaching.

Problem statement. Introduction to the series. Numerous research
projects in teaching foreign languages, specifically in the development
of grammar competence, often seem to lack a common framework to
integrate them into a single area with uniform approaches, terminology
and criteria. It accounts for the current importance of the issue under
consideration.

The aim. The object of this part of the series is outlining the main
approaches to teaching foreign language grammar, with the subject
being the analysis of the correlation of linguistic and pedagogical
grammar. Its aim is to outline a general approach to the solution of the
abovementioned issue. This is the seventeenth (see the previous issues
of this journal [5]) in a series of articles focusing on the Pedagogical
Grammar issue [6], where the author, basing on the theoretical models
and research data, is discussing the various aspects of the problem.

Funding. This part of the research was funded by the EU Next
Generation EU through the Recovery and Resilience Plan for Slovakia
under the project No. 09103-03-V01-00148.

An analysis of the current research and a presentation of the
key material. The role of language theory in teaching foreign
languages has been a problem of discussion by many authors for many
decades. While generally agreeing on the importance of linguistics [17],
including applied linguistics [14; 19], they view it differently. Even
now, some see linguistics as a necessary prerequisite to explain the
grammar rules correctly [10], others call for a constructive
methodology, meaning the return to appropriate linguistic and
methodological paradigms involving interactional and multimodal
approach based on lexico-grammatical constructions [16]. Still others
praise the return to the form-focused instruction where learners benefit
from input enhancement of grammatical features with the proper regard
to the principle of processability and natural orders of acquisition [15].
However, many would insist on the acquisition of spontaneous oral
communicative competence as the main objective of institutional
foreign language teaching based on the implicit knowledge of the target
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language grammar. Thus, the problem of the correlation of linguistic
(LG) and pedagogical (PG) grammars remains relevant.

General considerations. The transition from LG to PG can be
divided into several stages. The first stage involves evaluating LG from
a theoretical point of view and extracting information that seems
potentially useful for language teaching. LG is not a homogeneous
theory, but a collection of quite different approaches. Moreover, the
scope of LG is constantly expanding. For example, Chomsky argued
that the task of linguistic theory is to describe a person’s linguistic
ability (i.e. intuitive grammar) in abstraction from any other side effects
[9]. Wilkins [18] extended such an understanding into three
components: 1) the study of human linguistic ability;
2) the construction of theories that explain linguistic behaviour;
3) the provision of the most effective ways of describing language and
the development of the most complete and accurate descriptions. This
interpretation includes fields such as psycholinguistics, sociolinguistics
and language acquisition theory in the content of LG. As a result of
further development of linguistic research, speech act theory, functional
models, discourse theory, semantics, pragmatics and some other
research fields have been included in the content of LG [1].

This created significant problems for language teachers trying to use
LG data in their classroom practice, as the terminology of the new
theories differed significantly from what they had learned during their
training. As a result, teachers’ expectations that they would be able to
select the information they needed from the new LG models to use in
their teaching were dashed [13]. There was a need for an intermediary
between the LG and the teacher. According to some authors, the
function of such an intermediary can be fulfilled by the LG, or more
precisely by its designer, who should determine the linguistic basis of
the LG and interpret it for the needs of the classroom [1]. The
interpretation of the LG data includes their processing into operational
information of the PG. Here it is necessary to solve problems related to
the relative scope of LG and PG, including the dependence of the scope
of PG on the purpose of its use. There is also a terminological problem
to be resolved, which may be made more difficult if the decision has
been taken to use data from two or more LG theories. Finally, there is
the question of the form in which the LG information is presented,
which is likely to be different from the form in which it is presented in
the PG and may depend on a variety of other factors.
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Once the processing of LG information has been completed and the
methods of its presentation have been determined, the next task is to
establish the sequence of the introduction of PG units. This sequence
should be determined on the basis of certain principles, considering the
aims and conditions of learning, the results of linguistic and
psycholinguistic research, etc.

Thus, the analysis of the LG/PG ratio should provide answers to the
following questions: 1. Is there a single theory of LG that can form the
basis for the construction of an adequate PG? 2. What is the
relationship between LG and PG information in terms of scope and
content? How does the scope and content of the PG depend on specific
learning objectives and conditions? 3. What forms of presentation of
information for the LG can be used in the PG? What is the relationship
between the ways of presenting information in the LG and the PG?
What factors influence the relationship between these forms? 4. Should
the structure of the PG reflect the structure of the LG? What factors
determine the sequence of the presentation of grammatical phenomena
in the PG, as well as the grouping of such phenomena into units of
material organisation (topics, lessons, etc.)? These questions are
discussed in this and the subsequent papers in the series.

Linguistic theories and pedagogical grammar. Given the existence
of different linguistic models of grammar, it is necessary to assess the
suitability of the information contained in these models for the
construction of PG. Most of the textbooks that existed until recently
were based on the traditional grammar model. The latter has been much
criticised for ‘inaccurate’ definitions, too much attention to detail and
not enough information about the functioning of the language as a
whole (see [1]). Traditional grammar concentrates on the surface
structure of language and has therefore accumulated a considerable
amount of information in this area. However, in some cases this
grammar provides insufficient or incorrect information about the
functional aspect of a number of grammatical phenomena. This leads to
an inadequate design of the process of teaching them, and under such
conditions, students cannot learn them at the right level.

In such cases, other grammatical models can and should be used in
the PG design. In particular, useful information about the function of
grammatical phenomena can be obtained by studying the functional
model of grammar [12]. Structural grammar [2] has enjoyed a certain
popularity among methodologists because many of its categories and
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relations are simple and require little explanation. This made it easy to
transform grammatical constructions into simple patterns that could be
easily understood by learners and used as a basis for exercises. In
addition, the set of patterns at different levels (phrases, sentences) gave
learners an idea of a general model of language into which smaller
elements could be inserted [1].

Structural grammar formed the linguistic basis of the audiolingual
method of teaching, which attempted to teach language through the use
of a rigidly structured system of exercises aimed at the predominantly
mechanical manipulation of grammatical structures.

Despite a number of advantages, a major drawback of structural
grammar has been its limitation of analysis to superficial structures,
whereas the underlying semantic functions of the phenomena being
learnt are no less important for language learning. Such functions are
probably even more important for learning, so that grouping
grammatical phenomena on a formal basis (or on the basis of their
ability to fulfil the formal-grammatical functions of sentence elements)
can hardly be regarded as an adequate approach from a PG perspective
[1]. An unfortunate circumstance for structural grammar was also its
alliance, within the framework of the audiolingual method, with
behaviourist psychology, which was based on the understanding of
activity as the sum of habits formed according to the stimulus-response
scheme, and accordingly defined the types of exercises that provided
for the formation of such habits.

Of course, the intensity of the exercises played a certain role in
providing an adequate amount of implied information, and the
uniformity of the patterns favoured the formation of intermediate rules
at the initial stage. However, the habit mostly applied to its formal
aspect, since the exercises in most cases lacked a situational
component. The mechanical nature of the exercises gave them a
monotonous character, and the absence of communicative exercises did
not contribute to the inclusion of habits into the structure of the speech
skills.

An attempt to develop a fundamentally new approach was made
within the framework of generative-transformational theory, in
particular in two models of transformational grammar by N. Chomsky
[7; 8], where the idea of distinguishing between surface and deep
structures was proposed, and the number of deep (propositional)
structures turned out to be much smaller than the number of surface
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structures. It seemed that language learning based on the idea of deep
structures should be much more effective than learning based on the
acquisition of a large number of different surface structures. In practice,
however, it turned out that the ideas of transformational grammar,
although potentially of considerable value for methodology as
background knowledge, are difficult to implement in the actual learning
process because they cannot be applied without learning the sufficiently
complex rules of transition from deep to surface structures [Allen].

The use of transformational grammar is considered particularly
promising for teaching syntactic operations [4]. However, even for
them, it is hardly reasonable to present the rules of transformational
grammar without additional processing. For example, the questions to
the subject (e.g. Who broke the window?) is described in
transformational grammar by means of a phrase structure tree (see
Fig. 1) and the transformational rules presented below [3].

St

Pro T [ \ [ NP ]
Someone + Q past break the window

Figure.1: Phrase structure tree for constructing a special question to the
subject (Who broke the window?). Symbols: St — sentence; NUC — sentence
nucleus; NP — noun phrase; VP — verb phrase; Aux — auxiliary marker; V —

verb; det — determiner (article, etc.); N — noun; Pro — pronoun; T —
grammatical tense; Q — question marker.
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Using the phrase structure tree shown in Fig. 1 and the rules for
selecting Q-elements (question words), we can represent (in terms of
transformational grammar) the rule of putting questions to the subject
as follows: 1) take the basic structure (someone + Q past break the
window); 2) replace the Q element with the corresponding question
word (who past break the window?); 3) add verb to the question word
(who break + past the window?); 4) apply morphological rules (who
broke the window?)

Although this rule is one of the simplest in transformational
grammar, it is obviously overly cumbersome. However, this rule is
accurate and can be used as a source of information for the PG
designer. Such information should be reworked into a more accessible
form for students.

(a) The idea of deep and surface structure is also developed in the
so-called “case grammar” theory [11], and in this theory the deep
structure is even more distant from the surface structure than in
Chomsky’s concept. In practice, “case grammar” reduced the whole
variety of grammatical forms to eight deep cases which, according to
the author, can explain the occurrence of any sentence with any surface
structure. For example, the deep structure (break (of) your window (by)
us (with) our ball) can be expressed in different ways in the surface
structure: (a) We broke your window with our ball; (b) Our ball broke
your window; (¢) Your window was broken by our ball; (d) Your
window got broken; (e) Your window broke.

The different grouping of the deep structure components in (a) — (e)
allows the speaker to focus the listener’s attention on different
components of the sentence. The sequence of sentences (a) — (e)
represents a “paradigm of increasing irresponsibility” [1: 71]. Moving
from (a) to (e), the speaker increasingly conceals his own involvement
in the event by directing the interlocutor’s attention to other
components of the underlying structure. Such facts revealed by “case
grammar” allow us to show the difference between “propositional
meaning” (deep structure) and “situational meaning” and can certainly
be used in designing PG [1].

As its name suggests, case grammar provides valuable
information about the way in which case relations are conveyed in
English. At the same time, such information can be grouped in the
form of related semantic blocks. For example, some authors [4]
propose the following grouping:
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Group 1. The dative, benefactive and extractive cases: (1) | gave the
book to John; (2) | bought the house for Mary; (3) | asked a question of
Alice, Propositions 1 - 3 also have variants that allow changing the
places of the complements in the sentence: 1a) | gave John the book;
2a) | bought Mary the house; 3a) | asked Alice a question.

Group 2. The dative and benefactive cases, respectively the
prepositions to and from, which are often used with semantically related
pairs of words, like sell/buy, give/take, etc.

Group 3. Conjunctive and separative cases, respectively the
prepositions with and of, which are often used with semantically related
pairs of words like fill / empty, although there are not as many related
pairs in this group as in Group 2.

Group 4. The Creative Case (agentive and instrumental) in passive
constructions, respectively the prepositions by and with (The window
was broken by us with a ball).

This information may be promising, particularly in teaching the use of
English prepositions, although it also needs to be appropriately revised
for use as PG. As for the other aspects of the grammatical system, the
potential of case grammar for PG remains untapped at the moment.

Conclusions. This paper has touched on several issues concerning
the relationship between LG and PG. Considering the ability of a single
theory of LG to provide the basis for the construction of an adequate
PG, several LG models have been analysed. Traditional grammar has
proved to be a good enough source of information on the surface
structure of language, but may lack data on its functional aspect.
Structural grammar has provided a promising idea of searching for a
limited number of basic structures that underlie all other potentially
possible structures. Attempts to use it as a basis for teaching failed,
however, mainly because of the inadequacy of its underlying
psychological model. The emergence of transformational grammar
revived the search for a theory of LG capable of providing a sound
basis for effective foreign language teaching, but its ideas proved too
complex to be used in the classroom without additional processing. The
same is true of case grammar, which may provide a framework for
amore economical organisation of teaching material, but requires
a complete restructuring of the content of teaching.

Making more informed decisions and answering other questions
posed in this paper will require further analysis of other LG models,
which will be undertaken in subsequent publications in this series.
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Crarrs posrisiiae criBBigHomenHs Jinrsictuudoi (JII') ta mexaroriunoi (1)
rpamartuk. [Ipu npomy aBTop posrisiaae JII' Sk CyKyHHICTh JaHUX YCIX 1CHYFOUHX
niHrictuyHuX Teopiil, a III'— sx iHdopmalil0o CTOCOBHO YMOB Ta CIOCOOY
BUKOHAHHS TpaMaTHYHHX il B MPOIECi OBOJOIHHSA HUMHU B KJiaci. AHai3yrOun
0 3arajbHy HpOoOJIeMy, aBTOP OKPECNIOE KOJNO HHTaHb, Ha SIKI CIiX 3HAWTH
BiAMOBiAI mig vac 11 mociiukeHHs. Yn icHye sikach oxHa Teopis JII, sika mMoxe
caMocCTiiiHO 3a0e3meunTH OCHOBY I mHoOymoBu aneksatHoi III'? Sk
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CHIBBIIHOCATHCS MK c00010 00csru Ta 3mict iHdopmaii JII' i [II'? Yn 3anexuth
o0car 1 xapakrep III' Big KOHKpeTHuUX wLinell Ta yMOB HaBuaHHA? SkuMu €
onTUMalbHI cnocoOu mpeseHTamii iHpopmauii JII' ans  edekruBHOrO  1i
BUKOPUCTaHHS B IpoLieci HapyaHHA? SIKi YUMHHUKY BILIMBAIOTh Ha BUOIp crocoOy
takoi npe3eHTauii? Yu noBunHa crpykrypa [I" BimoOpaxkaru crpykrypy JII'? Ski
YMHHUKHM BU3HAYAIOTh IIOCITIJOBHICTh YBEJICHHS I'paMaTHYHUX SBHII Y IPOIECi
OBOJIO/IIHHS BIAMOBIIHUMH TPaMaTHYHUMH JiSIMH Ta OTEpalisMHU B KJIaci, a TAKOK
110 BU3HAUAE CIOCIO IPYyITyBaHHA TaKUX SIBUI B OJJMHHII OpraHizalii HaB4aIbHOTO
Marepiany (TemMu, ypoku Toiio)? OKpecHMBIIM KOJIO 3TaJlaHuX IMUTaHb, aBTOP
CTaTTi aHallidye NOTeHWian Kiuibkox Mogeneil JII': TpaauuiiHOi, CTPYKTYpHOI,
TpaHchopMaliiiHoi Ta BiAMiHKOBOi. Ha nymKky aBropa, TpajuiiiiHa MOJENb
IpaMaTKH, sSKa CTONITTSMH BHKOPHCTOBYBANach y HAaBYaHHI MOB, IIPOJOBXKYE
3aJIMIIATHCS JOCUTH TOOpHUM JpKepesoM iHdopMmallii Mpo MOBEPXHEBY CTPYKTYPY
MoBH, ane iif Moxke OpakyBaru JaHuX npo ii QyHkuioHanbHuil acmekr. Xoua
CTPYKTYpPHY TpaMaTHKY, sika CIyryBajia 0a3010 ayJioiHIBAIbHOTO METOY, Oarato
KPUTHKYBalM, OJHAK HeBJaui 3raJaHoro MeToAy Oinblie MOB’S3aHi 3
HEaJIeKBATHICTIO IICHXOJIOTIYHOI MOJEN, IO JieKajga B Horo ocHosi. Ilo3uTuBHO
OLIHIOIOYM MOTeHLial TpaHc(opMaliifiHOi Ta BiAMIHKOBOI MOJeNEH IpaMaTHKH,
aBTOp NPOTE BBaKa€ iX HAATO CKJIAJHUMHU Ul BUKOPHUCTAaHHA B Kiaci 0e3
JoaaTkoBoi 00poOKkH. Buxonsuu 3 BHCHOBKIB, OKpPECIIOIOTHCS HEPCIIEKTHBU
HOJANBIINX JIOCIIKEHb.

Knrwuosi cnosa: inozemna Mo6a, JNiHSGICMUYHA 2pAMAMUKA, MOOei
JIH2BICMUYHOI 2PAMAMUKU, HABYAHHS, Neda202iYHa SPAMAMUKA.
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