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The paper continues discussing the potential of various linguistic grammar
(LG) theories, which the author began to analyse in the previous article in the
series. The present paper is devoted to a general assessment of the functional
approaches’ relevance. Such an assessment is based on the opinion that the
pedagogical potential of the functional models of the 1970s, in particular
M. Halliday’s theory, has been underestimated. The author shares the opinion
of other researchers who believe that functional models are of special interest
because, unlike traditional grammar, they study not only the surface structure
of language, but also its relation to communication. Data on this relationship
are important for the development of language skills in communicatively
significant situations. Based on the functionalist view that the structure of
language reflects the functions it is intended to perform as a means of
communication, the author analyses the empirical, interpersonal and textual
functions proposed by M. Halliday. On the basis of this analysis, the
pedagogical potential of the information provided by the textual function of
this model is demonstrated using the example of teaching the use of English
passive structures. The article also highlights the value of research into the
functional perspective of the sentence for pedagogical purposes. Starting from
the assumption that the value of a particular linguistic theory for foreign
language teaching depends on its proximity to the PRAXIS point in the model
proposed by Titone, the author concludes that functional theories are probably
closer to it than structural and transformational ones, but stresses the need for
targeted experimental studies. Concluding the analysis of the prospects of
using functional grammar data for foreign language teaching, especially for
the development of foreign language grammar skills, the author suggests that, at
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the present stage of linguistics as a science, it is likely that traditional grammar
will continue to play an important role in such teaching, while pedagogical
grammar will remain eclectic.

Keywords: foreign language, functional models of grammar, 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 eighteenth (see the previous issues of
this journal [8]) in a series of articles focusing on the Pedagogical
Grammar issue [7], 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
main material. Since 1970s, irrespective of the general approach
(meaning-, interaction-, structure- or rule-oriented) to the teaching of
foreign language grammar, there has been a growing global interest
towards investigating the potential of functional approach. Some
authors [9], keeping this approach in mind, attempted to prepare a list
of functions relevant to the cultural, structural, operational and
pragmatic aspects of language to be used in program development,
material preparation, measurement and evaluation studies for
teaching a foreign language (in this case, Turkish).

Other authors [22] assume that learning functional grammar may
turn productive for ESP classes since the students outside English
departments can use the specialized knowledge related to their field of
study. Even younger schoolchildren are thought to benefit from
functional approach as the theory of systemic functional linguistics [18]
may provide useful metalanguage for exploring speech and meaning in
curricular activities that also support other school disciplines [22].
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The available research proved its advantage in teaching Sudanese
students [1] as well as within the prospective teachers’ professional
development in a pre-service second language teacher education
programme in Argentina [4]. Other proponents of the functional
approach believe that it can sensitize students to the relationship
between text and context, as well as develop their cultural and textual
awareness [15]. Systemic functional linguistics of the Hallidayan type
[14], in view of other authors [2; 11; 17], remained underestimated in
teaching foreign languages and requires additional research. In order to
assess the potential of functional grammar for current foreign language
teaching, in particular for the development of grammatical skills, it
seems appropriate to return to the origins of this model, which date
back to the 1970s.

M. Holliday’s functional grammar [13; 14] used an approach similar
to the “case grammar” [12]. Some [3] believe that M. Holliday
describes practically the same objects as Ch. Fillmore, but whereas the
latter works with the grammatical notion of case, M. Holliday uses the
sociological notion of “semantic role”. However, Fillmore’s “cases”
and Holliday’s “roles” are so similar that we can speak of their practical
coincidence [3].

The functional model is of particular interest because it examines
not only the surface structure of language but also the relationship
between this structure and communicative activity. Data on this
relationship are important for teaching practical language skills in
communicatively relevant situations. Such an aim can only be achieved
if the learner is clearly aware of the principles of function and
morphology of the grammatical phenomenon being studied. While
traditional grammar, on which most of Soviet-time textbooks have been
based, provides fairly complete information on the latter, it may
provide incomplete and sometimes inadequate information on function,
as mentioned above. As a result, the explanations and exercises in such
textbooks deal only with the form of the grammatical phenomenon,
which means that only the formal component of the grammatical skill is
learnt. The functional aspect is not and cannot be formed because the
conditions of the grammar skills development do not correspond to the
conditions of their functioning.

For example, in the Soviet-era textbooks [20], which were used
exclusively in schools until the collapse of the USSR, when teaching
the past passive voice (English), the explanations recommended by the
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textbook authors are limited to an analysis of the direction of action in
the active and passive voice. The analysis is based on examples from
Russian, as the only language of instruction, and then the teacher is
advised to mention that the same relationship is characteristic of
English [20: 98]. Such an explanation does not give any information
about the function of the passive voice, i.e. why it is used in speech. As
a result, the recommendation to use passive constructions in situational
conditions, which, according to the authors, are created in question-
and-answer exercises based on sentences from the text [20: 99],
becomes unrealistic.

In order to create situational conditions for the use of passive
constructions, it is necessary to know what these conditions are.
Traditional grammar does not provide this information, which
inevitably affects the practice. In many textbooks, exercises for the
acquisition of passive constructions have the character of
transformations of the active voice into the passive and vice versa, or
translation tasks are used. Sometimes students are asked to speak on a
given topic using passive constructions. Such an activity with a purely
grammatical task cannot contribute to the formation of the functional
component of the grammatical skill.

In some cases, an attempt is made to explain the function of the
passive in speech, but arbitrary criteria are chosen. As a result, students
are given misleading information. For example, some works [5] claim
that the use of the passive voice is explained by the interlocutors’ desire
to focus their attention on the semantic object, thus placing it in the
position of the subject. However, even a superficial analysis of the
situations refutes this hypothesis. For example, it is difficult to argue
that in the sentence The goal was scored by N in the situation when we
hear the announcer’s voice in the stadium immediately after the goal
was scored) the audience’s attention is not focused on the semantic
object (the goal). In this case, the semantic subject (N) is emphasised,
because the spectators are primarily interested in who scored the goal,
not in the fact that a goal was scored, as they can clearly see.

The inadequacy of the data of traditional grammar leads us to look
for information on the function of the passive in other grammatical
models. The most promising in this respect are probably the studies on
the functional perspective of the sentence and the functional model of
M. Halliday. According to the latter, the structure of a language reflects
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the functions (experiential, interpersonal and textual) that it has to fulfil
as a means of communication. Take two sentences:
John caught the shark (1)
The shark was caught by John (2)

In terms of the experiential and interpersonal functions, these
sentences are identical, but it is the textual function that
distinguishes them.

From the point of view of traditional grammar, the difference
between the sentences lies in the different grammatical functions of the
semantic subject and object. Whereas in sentence (1) the semantic
subject is also a grammatical subject and the semantic object is a
grammatical object, in sentence (2) the semantic object fulfils the
function of a grammatical subject and the semantic subject performs the
function of a grammatical object. This does not explain why sentence
(2) required a change in the grammatical functions of the semantic
subject and object. However, such information can be obtained by
analysing M. Halliday’s textual function. Text, in M. Halliday’s
understanding, is the basic unit of language, and the textual component
of grammar is a set of elements by which a person creates texts, i.e.
uses language in a way that is relevant in a given context. The textual
function is realised through six elements, the most important of
which (for understanding the difference between the sentences
above) is the thematic element, which governs the arrangement of
words in a sentence.

It is well known that in every sentence there is a distinction between
thema and rhema. The first element of the sentence fulfils the function
of the thema, i.e. what is already known to the listener (the starting
point of the utterance), while the rest of the sentence is considered to be
the rhema, i.e. what is new in the given sentence. Researchers of the
functional perspective of the sentence [10] believe that the reason for
the appearance of passive constructions in speech is the speaker’s
desire to emphasise a certain part of the sentence, which is placed in the
rhematic position. The fixed word order in English leads to a change in
the syntactic structure. Therefore, we can conclude that passive
constructions are used when it is necessary to focus the listener’s
attention on the action or the subject of the action.

This should be considered when designing exercises for learning the
passive voice. For example, in order to focus attention on the action, it
is useful to create situations in which there is uncertainty as to whether
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the action has taken place or not. Thus, it is feasible to model situations
in which replication is possible and motivated, such as | told N to come
here — So he was told. In order to focus attention on the semantic
subject, a “false statements” exercise in particular can be used: N wrote
this book in 2011 — But it was written by S. In such situations the use of
the passive is communicatively justified and the motives for its use are
clear enough for the students.

The same can be said of sentences Mary was given a book and The
book was given to Mary. Despite the external similarity, they are
different in terms of textual function. Firstly, they differ in terms of
the thematic element (in the first case the rhematic position is filled by
the word a book, in the second — by Mary), but they also differ in terms
of their ability to form a text. Take the following sentences,
for example:

Some children were given toys, others books (3)
You are mistaken about this book (4)
Mary was given a book (5)

The book was given to Mary (6)

Sentences (3) and (6) do not form a text, whereas sentences (3) and
(5) are easily connected and form a semantically coherent whole.
Again, sentences (4) and (6) form a text, while sentences (4) and (5) do
not. M. Holliday calls it an identifying element. The choice of the
element to be placed in the thematic position is dictated by the text, i.e.
by the general intention of the speaker and the preceding sentences.
This pattern can also be seen in the use of passive constructions, which
should be considered when designing exercises.

When working with the structure Mary has been given a book, it is
advisable to create situations in which attention is focused on the given
object. The teacher can give a notebook to Mary and then comment on
this action in the following way: Mary has been given a book, which
implies the student’s reaction: But she was given a notebook. When
practising the structure The book was given to Mary, the direction of the
action should be changed, i.e. the teacher could, for example, give a
book to Jane and comment on this with the incorrect statement The
book was given to Mary. This gives the students the opportunity to
modify the incorrect statement: But the book was given to Jane. In this
case, changing the object is impossible, as well as changing the
direction of the action in the first case, because such a change would
make the situation inappropriate for using the learnt structure.
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These exercises should also use the information element of
M. Halliday’s grammar, realised by phonological means. According to
him, every text in oral speech is divided into blocks of information,
within each of which there is an “information focus point”. Such a point
is emphasised by intonation and indicates the element that the speaker
considers to be ’new’ within a given block. Therefore, the use of
intonation when teaching the passive is important in helping learners to
see the function of this grammatical pattern. For example, when
demonstrating the function of the structure Mary was given a book, it is
advisable to intonate the element in the rhematic position, that is, to
place a logical emphasis on it: Mary was given a book (not a notebook),
which, together with the communicative situation and the teacher’s
actions aimed at focusing the students’ attention on this element
(facial expressions, gestures, etc.), can create favourable conditions
for the awareness and assimilation of the function of the passive voice
in speech.

Apart from the linguistic theories discussed above, there are other
models such as speech act theory [19], functional semantic field theory
[16] and others. Possible applications of some of these will be
discussed in our other papers in this series. Here it seems appropriate to
briefly characterise the potential value of linguistic theories for the
construction of PGs and their ability to provide the minimally sufficient
information for PG compilers.

In his time, R. Titone [21] on the basis of Fig. 1.1 (see also paper 1
in [8]) formulated a rule according to which the value of any linguistic
theory depends on the degree of its approximation to the PRAXIS point.

NOESIS PRAXIS

PsychG

Fig.1. The correlation of linguistic, pedagogical, psychological and
intuitive grammars (NOESIS - language structure knowledge, PRAXIS —
language use, PG - pedagogical grammar, LG - linguistic grammar,
PsychG — psychological grammar, IG — intuitive grammar) [21].
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According to Titone’s [21] assumption, the closer a given theory is
to the PRAXIS point, the higher its value for the construction of the PG
(if the aim of learning is the development of foreign language skills and
communication). Since this scheme was proposed in 1970, the author
has considered only structural and transformational models of grammar,
which were new at that time. According to R. Titone [21], the
transformational model is closer to the PRAXIS point than the
structural model, i.e. it has a greater value for PG than the latter. There
are probably quite good reasons for this conclusion, although the issue
is controversial. At the present stage of development of linguistics, we
can supplement this scheme with other linguistic theories (e.g. case
grammar, functional grammar, semantic field grammar and others).
Arguably, these theories are even closer to the PRAXIS point and
therefore their importance for language teaching is growing. Of
particular interest in this respect are linguistic models that study
utterance and the patterns of its organisation as a function of the
speaker’s communicative goals.

Conclusions. Despite all the differences in the functional models
discussed in this article, their common feature is the desire to study the
regularities of the realisation of a proposition in the surface structure (in
an utterance) depending on the specific conditions of communication.
This direction is particularly promising for the construction of PG,
which considers it important to separate the semiotic (illocutionary) act
from the proposition and study the linguistic realisations of such an act
independently [6].

On the other hand, an objective assessment of the scope of the
results obtained within the framework of the new directions in
linguistics should recognise that the most complete description is still
that made within the framework of traditional grammar. That is to say,
from a practical point of view, none of the models mentioned above can
serve as a basis for the development of PG on its own. One cannot be
guided by the opinions of linguists as to which model is the best.
Firstly, because representatives of each school consider their own
model to be the best, and secondly, because no single model can
develop more than a few aspects that can be used in the learning
process.

Thus, as Candlin notes, in the search for the “best” description, one
can choose Chomsky’s model because it analyses well the problems of
deep and surface structure; the Prague School for developing the issue
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of thema/rhema and the semantics of surface structure; case grammar
for developing the semantics of deep structure; and functional grammar
for determining the specific weight of certain semantic choices [6: 73].
This list can be supplemented by new models of grammar that have
appeared recently.

Although some authors would object to such an eclectic PG,
considering that in this form it contradicts a number of adequacy
criteria, we can agree with the researchers [3; 6] who believe that at this
stage PG can be eclectic. It can be added that at present, a PG aiming at
maximising adequacy cannot but be eclectic, since none of the current
linguistic models itself meets the adequacy requirements. Therefore, a
view of PG as a kind of filter between LG and class [6] is perfectly
reasonable. In this case, the task of PG should be to interpret data from
different LG models for certain learning conditions. The main problem
to be solved here is to determine the principles of processing linguistic
information into teaching and learning information. This is one of the
prospects for further research.
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CraTTs MNPOAOBXKYE aHali3 TOTCHILIATY PI3HUX MOJENeH JIHTBICTHYHOT
rpamatuku (JII'), posnouaTuii aBTopoM y momepensiii crarti cepii. I{io crarTio
MPUCBAYCHO 3araibHill OWIHII KOPUCHOCTI (yHKIioHANMBEHUX Moaeneit JIT,
BUXO/SIUM 3 aHANI3y JITepaTypH, [e BUCIOBIIOETHCS AyMKa IPO HEJOOLIHEHICTh
Takux mozeiei 1970-x pokiB, 30kpema teopii M. Xomiges. ABTOp HMOAUISE TyMKY
IHIIMX JOCHIMHUKIB, Ha TMOMIAN SKUX (YHKIIOHAJbHI MOJENi CTaHOBIATH
0CcOOJIMBHI 1HTEpPEC, OCKUIBKH BOHH, HA BIJMIHY BiJl TPaJWIHOT TpaMaTHKH,
JOCIIZKYIOTh HE JIUILIE I[OBEPXHEBY CTPYKTYpY MOBHM, aje i 3B 130K 3raJaHoi
CTPYKTYpH 3 KOMYHIKQTHBHOIO MisUTbHICTIO. JIaHi Tpo Lei 3B’S30K € BaKIMBHMHU
JUIL PO3BUTKY MOBJECHHEBUX YMiHb 1 HAaBHYOK Y KOMYHIKAQTUBHO 3HAuYIIUX
cutyanisgx. Cuparoduch Ha ifgeil GyHKIIOHANICTIB PO Te, 0 MOBHA CTPYKTYpa €
BinoOpaxkeHHAM (YHKIiIii MOBJICHHS, $IKi BOHO Ma€ BUKOHYBaTH sK 3aci0
KOMYHIKaI[il, aBTOp aHaJli3ye€ eMITipUYHY, MIKOCOOUCTICHY Ta TEKCTOBY (YHKIIIi,
3anpononoBani M. XomineeM. Ha ocHOBI 11bOro aHaiizy, Ha NPUKJIaJl HaBYAaHHS
BXKHMBaHHS AHIJIOMOBHHMX CTPYKTYp IAaCHBHOTO CTaHy, ITOKAa3aHO MeNaroriyHui
noreHian iHdopmMariii, sky Hamae TekctoBa (yHKIis wiel moaeni. CTaTTs TaKoX
[OKa3ye LIHHICTb JOCHIIXKEHb (YHKIIOHANbHOI IEPCHEKTUBH pEUEHHS IS
METOAWYHUX IiJiel. BHUXOASYM 3 MPUIYHICHHS, IO IWIHHICTH Ti€l 4K iHOIOT
JIHTBICTHYHOI MOZENI JIs HaBYAaHHS 1HO3EMHMX MOB 3aJ€XKUTh BiJ 1 OJIM3bKOCTI
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o toukn PRAXIS B mozeni, 3anpononoBaniii TiToHe, aBTOp poOUTh BUCHOBOK,
o QyHKI[IOHATBHI MOJIENi, BIpOTiHO, € OJMMKYUMH 10 HEi, HiX CTPYKTYpHI Ta
TpaHchoOpMalliiiHi,  ajle  HAroJomye Ha  HEOOXIJHOCTI  NPOBEICHHS
[IECTIPIMOBAHAX ~ €KCIIEPUMEHTAIbHUX  JOCIHIDKEHb. 3aBepIIyloYH  aHaji3
MEPCIEKTHB BUKOPHCTAHHS AaHUX (YHKUIOHAIBHOI TI'paMaTHUKH [yl HAaBYaHHS
IHO3eMHHUX MOB, 30KpeMa uisi (HOpMyBaHHs IHIIOMOBHUX IPpaMaTHYHHMX HABUYOK,
aBTOP BHCJIOBJIOE TYMKYy, LIO HAa HHHINIHBOMY €Tamli pPO3BUTKY JIHIBICTUKA
TpajuiiiHa rpamMaTHKa, BIpOriJHO, IPOJOBXKYBATUME BiIIrpaBaTU 3HAYHY POJIb Y
TaKOMy HaBYaHHI, a IeJaroriyHa rpaMaTHKa 3aJHIIaTUMEThCS] €KJIEKTUIHOIO.

Kniouoei cnoga: inozemmna moea, niHeGICMUYHA 2paMAMUKA, HAGUAMMS,
neoazoziuna epamamura, QYHKYIOHAIbHI MOOeNi SpaMamuKu.
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