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Cognitive+Communicative Grammar in Teacher Education

David Newby



Introduction

This paper focuses on both theoretical and practical aspects of pedagogical grammar. Its aims are twofold: first, to outline some of the principles of what I term Cognitive+Communicative Grammar (cf., e.g., Newby 2002, 2008), an approach which is the focus of my applied linguistic and methodology courses at the University of Graz; second, to consider how students can be encouraged to critically appraise both this approach and other theories of language and of language acquisition and to re-examine the traditional teaching of grammar, which is usually part of their own learning experience.
	For students undergoing their initial teacher education, university libraries will offer a plethora of books on linguistic description and language acquisition theories, some of which will be discussed in linguistics and methodology courses. Yet when students have completed their education, theoretical insights tend to be left behind and do not accompany them into the classroom. One reason for this is that such is the force of traditional methods of teaching, particularly in the area of grammar, that they are unwilling to step outside the familiar didactic framework which they experienced during their own time as learners. A second reason is that students tend to consume theories but do not digest them; they do not, or are given too little opportunity to engage with them, explore their possible applications and assess their validity. Widdowson has the following to say about the role of theory (2003: 27):

(…) the value of theory is not that it is persuasive but that it is provocative. You do not apply it, you appraise it. You use it as a catalyst for reflection on your own teaching circumstances, or, to change the metaphor, as a point of reference from which to take bearings on your own practice.

If students are to make this appraisal, however, they need to have access to various theories. If they are to take bearings on their practice, their teacher education must help them to explore how theory can be implemented in pedagogy. In recent years both language description and language acquisition theories have been dominated, on the one hand, by Chomskyan generative theories and, on the other, by theories of second-language learning which lean heavily on those of first-language acquisition. Indeed, Birdsong (2004: 83) goes so far as to claim that “[i]n the most general terms, L2A theory tackles the question of the resemblance of L2A to L1A.” Yet how important is this supposed resemblance for secondary school teachers of languages?
	Despite the vast growth in the field of second language acquisition research since the 1980s very few of its findings seem to be reflected in commonly practised methodology, school textbooks and teaching materials. The gulf between theory and practice seems very wide. Long (2000: 4-5) comments on this state-of-affairs as follows: 

The scope of many SLA theories does not extend to the L2 classroom at all. (…) Most SLA theories, and most SLA theorists, are not primarily interested in language teaching, and in some cases not at all interested. 

In light of these statements, it is perhaps hardly surprising that in recent years the arguably trivial theories of Krashen have been perceived as one of the few ‘theoretical’ straws that teacher educators across Europe could clutch at (see Fenner and Newby 2006). 
	It is my view, however, that all this is about to change. A growing interest in the field of cognitive linguistics and the elaboration and refinement of its theories have, in recent years, spawned a number of books by applied linguists which seek to apply cognitive insights to language teaching and learning. Some of these are, in chronological order, Johnson (1996), Skehan (1998), Robinson (ed.) (2001), Hinkel and Fotos (eds.) (2002), DeKeyser (ed.) (2007), Achard, M. and Niemeier, S. (2004), De Kop and De Rycker (2008), Robinson and Ellis (eds.) (2008), Holme (2009) and Littlemore (2009). 
	Whilst early cognitively-oriented books were concerned with language acquisition but had little to say about language itself – for example, Johnson and Skehan - recent books have been more strongly oriented to language description. Thus, just as Chomsky provides a theoretical framework for both language and language acquisition, cognitive theories are able to investigate both language and learning within similar parameters. Holme and Littlemore, both published in 2009, are two books which, it seems to me, provide insights which clearly show the potential of cognitive linguistics for language teaching. 


Theory and pedagogical grammar

Since grammar is the area of linguistics to which most theoretical attention has been paid and in which most theories and models have been developed, we might expect that some insights from these theories might be discernible in, say, the rules found in pedagogical reference grammars. Yet, following a survey of various pedagogical reference grammars, Chalker (1994: 42) concludes that ‘all the books in the survey are concerned with ‘surface’ structure - what is said or written - and not with an abstract theoretical model of grammar.’ An earlier survey by Dirven (1990: 8) led him to observe that “a major assignment for foreign language pedagogy is experimental research into adequate forms of rule formulation and presentation. It is astonishing that so little research has been carried out in this area’ (my italics). 
Swan (1994: 45) does in fact list his own ‘[d]esign criteria for pedagogic language rules’. Yet these tend to operate at a superficial level and do not address the question of what grammatical meaning actually is. Swan’s first criterion - ‘rules must be true’ - is a rather empty statement if it is not embedded within a more general theory of language which will provide the means for validating their truthfulness. 
	As Chalker (1994: 31) further points out, there tends to be a tacit assumption among many students, teachers and pedagogical grammarians that there exists what she calls a single, ‘God’s truth’ view of grammar: ‘traditional’ ways of categorising and describing grammar which focus on formal, rather than semantic, categories. It is my view, based on my work with teachers from many countries, that this traditional view concerning both the nature of grammar and how it should be taught dominates many classrooms across Europe and beyond. 
	As the above quotations show, as far as pedagogical grammar is concerned, there exists something of a theoretical vacuum; it is the aim of C+C Grammar to fill this vacuum and to provide an alternative to the rather vacuous tenets of traditional approaches.

Cognitive+Communicative Grammar

The Cognitive + Communicative (Newby 2002) axis refers to two separate but complementary aspects of theoretical analysis: language description and language learning. A C+C approach to language seeks to analyse and describe grammar, on the one hand in terms of the mental processes that underlie the use of language (cognitive), and on the other, as an act of communication - a dynamic process in which a speaker’s perceptions are encoded by linguistic means into messages (communicative). A cognitive analysis examines initially how the mind is structured and organised to perceive reality and subsequently how cognitive categorisation gives rise to grammar; a communicative analysis embeds the cognitive, semantic and formal categories arising from a cognitive analysis in other aspects of communication such as contextual variables, pragmatic meaning and register. It should be added that the cognitive and communicative categories are inseparable, overlapping and complementary categories, which is why they are always linked by a ‘+’ sign. 
	The Cognitive+Communicative axis will allow us to explore language description from various perspectives. By adopting a communicative view, we can approach language from a pragmatic, discourse-linked, context-based direction; by adopting a cognitive view, we can approach it from a psychological, mind-based direction. It follows from this that any definition of grammar must reflect what the Common European Framework of Reference (2001: 9) calls an action-oriented conception of language. It must, on the one hand, see grammar as an act of grammaticalisation and, on the other, identify aspects of cognition which steer the grammaticalisation process. As its title suggests, C+C Grammar draws on two theoretical areas, cognitive linguistics and various communicatively oriented theories such as those of Hymes (1972 etc.) and Halliday (1978 etc.) as well as applied linguists of the ‘communicative’ generation, for instance, Widdowson and Wilkins. Brief discussion will be given to some of the main principles of these theories. 


1.1. Cognitive Linguistics 

Cognitive linguistics was, as Lee (2001: 1) points out, originally motivated by its opposition to the modular view of language, based on the concept of Universal Grammar, propounded by Chomsky and its ‘syntactocentric’ basis (Jackendoff 2002: 197). In recent years, theories such as those elaborated by Jackendoff (1983 etc.) and Langacker (1987 etc.), complemented by a functional orientation – for example, Halliday and Matthiessen (1999) - have provided a very firm and persuasive theoretical basis. 
	Two aspects of cognitive linguistics are relevant for the present discussions. The first is the recognition that grammatical competence is not separate from other aspects of the human mind, but is part of an overall system of categorisation which steers human beings’ perceptions of the external world. As Jackendoff puts it (1983: x): ‘when we are studying the semantics of natural language, we are by necessity studying the structure of thought’. The second is that an analysis of meaning is at the heart of linguistic enquiry. Langacker (1987: 5) states: ‘I take it as self-evident that meaning is a cognitive phenomenon and must eventually be analyzed as such. Cognitive grammar therefore equates meaning with conceptualization’.
		Croft and Cruse (2004: 1) list three ‘major hypotheses as guiding the cognitive approach to language’, the third of which points to the potential of a C+C view of language to be applied to learning:

· language is not an autonomous cognitive faculty
· grammar is conceptualization
· knowledge of language emerges from language use


1.2. Communicative grammar

In their discussion of the communicative approach to language teaching, Richards & Rodgers (2001: 161) cite four underlying principles: 

1. Language is a system for the expression of meaning
2. The primary function of language is for interaction and communication.
3. The structure of language reflects its functional and communicative uses
4. The primary units of language are not merely its grammatical and structural features, but categories of functional and communicative meaning as exemplified in discourse.

All four principles provide support for the ‘meaning  form’ orientation that is at the core of a process, action-oriented view of language. As far as grammar is concerned, this view lays the basis for a notional or meaning-based description of language which can be found in documents such as the Council of Europe’s Threshold Level (1977/1991) or Wilkins’ Notional Grammar (1976). However, despite some interesting attempts to implement a meaning-based view of grammar – for example, Doff. et al. (1983) Meanings into Words – nowadays school textbooks tend to use approaches to grammar which could be labelled traditional rather than communicative. Indeed, communicative grammar is a collocation that is rarely heard. For some methodologists, it would appear to mean little more than the desultory use of grammar games  or, somewhat perversely, not teaching grammar at all.
	One of the reasons for the loss of interest in notional grammar is that the pendulum of applied linguistic research has, in recent years, swung away from a focus on language analysis to  a one-sided concern with learning processes. From both a communicative and a cognitive perspective, however, an understanding of language as a use-based system is a pre-requisite for researching learning processes: if we do not understand what the learner is acquiring, statements about how language is acquired and how teachers can facilitate this process will be of dubious validity. It is for this reason that I shall now examine the nature of grammar as part of a system of human communication in some detail. 


Communicative events

I shall illustrate fundamental elements of a C+C view of language by means of a ‘communication model,’ a diagrammatic representation of what is termed a ‘communicative event’, building on the ‘speech event’, specified by Hymes (1972: 277-278). Following Richards, Platt, Weber (1985: 267), a communicative event will be defined as a ‘particular instance when people exchange speech’ or as a single unit of communication. This dynamic view is shared by cognitive linguists: Croft and Cruise (2004: 2) state that ‘from a cognitive perspective, language is the real-time perception and production of a temporal sequence of discrete, structured symbolic units.’ One advantage of representing language in this way is that it stresses that language must be seen both in terms of knowledge and of use; the communication model depicts not only competence but also performance. Figure 1 illustrates some of the main components of a communicative event.


Figure 1: Model of a Communicative Event (adapted from Newby 2002: 259)
[image: clip_image001]
 
As will be seen from the categories identified in the model, language is seen both as a cognitive phenomenon (cognitive competence, mental context etc.) and as a communicative process, indicated by the left-to-right arrows and the specification of context. The model attempts to reflect the process by which, when language is used, speakers filter their thoughts about the external world and construct an internal mental representation, in which the perceived components - entities (people and things), actions, properties and circumstances – will be referred to and conceptualised in certain ways which will result in the encoding into lexical and grammatical forms. The theoretical rationale underlying the communication model provides the following definition of grammar: 

Grammar is the process by which speakers encode their perceptions of entities, actions and properties, and the relations between them, into meaningful grammatical form.

For readers who might to wish to reduce this definition to fit on the front of a T-shirt I can offer the following: ‘Grammar is marked perceptions’.
	Categories identified in the communication model which are most significant for C+C Grammar and for grammar pedagogy will be given brief discussion. Reference will also be made to the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) since it takes a strongly ‘action-oriented’ approach (p.9). An analysis of the CEFR reveals that all the categories, both cognitive and communicative, are identified and discussed. The term ‘communicative event’ itself occurs 11 times. When teachers and methodologists discuss the CEFR it is usually the ‘communicative’ aspects that are referred to – the specification of communicative competence, context, action-oriented, the explicit description of language performance etc. However, they tend be less aware that language is seen from a strongly cognitive perspective. I shall add some relevant quotations from the CEFR as I proceed. 

1.3. Cognitive, communicative and grammatical competence 

These terms refer to three complementary and overlapping categories of knowledge which are stored in the brain and which will be activated during communication to aid both the expression and interpretation of messages. Grammatical competence is one part of a wider communicative competence, and these are, in turn, part of a wider cognitive competence (Newby forthcoming). Cognitive competence can be defined as a stock of schematic – i.e. non-linguistic - constructs in which systemic – i.e. linguistic – knowledge is embedded.  Examples of specifically cognitive categories are schemata, frames, perspective, scripts etc., which will be discussed in section 5. An example of a specifically communicative category is the purpose-function axis. An example of a specifically grammatical category is that of notions. The perceptions category of the communication model will show how cognitive and grammatical conceptualisation interlock with each other.

1.4. Sociological and mental context 

All communication takes place in a context. The importance of embedding teaching materials in what I shall term sociological contexts has long been recognised in the communicative approach. Contextual variables such as setting, channel, genre, topic etc. will ‘constrain’ a speaker’s choice of linguistic features such as register, tone of voice etc. This category is referred to in the CEFR as the ‘external context’ (p.50). From a cognitive perspective, however, it is necessary to add the category of mental context. This can be explained as the mental mindset of the speaker during communication. Before communication begins and as it proceeds, participants ‘set and re-set their mental switches’, i.e. activate certain schematic constructs relevant to this particular event. Schematic constructs may be both personal, for example, an individual’s knowledge of previous events, attitudes, values etc. which differ from person to person, or what will be termed conventionalised constructs, which are shared by what might be referred to as a ‘cognitive community’, by analogy with speech community. (The CEFR uses the term ‘routinised schemata’ in a similar sense (p.160).) Conventionalised constructs provide a systematic framework of knowledge in which both language and human behaviour in general are embedded. Since this category is particularly relevant for pedagogical grammar, further discussion will be given in section five. Unlike the sociological context, which remains fixed within a specific speech event, the mental context is unstable and constantly changing. 
	The CEFR also makes use of the term ‘mental context’ (p.50) and explains it as follows:

As a factor in the participation of a communicative event, however, we must distinguish between this external context, which is far too rich to be acted upon or even perceived in its full complexity by any individual, and the user/learner’s mental context. 
The external context is filtered and interpreted through the user’s: 
perceptual apparatus;
attention mechanisms;
long-term experience, affecting memory, associations and connotations;
practical classification of objects, events, etc.;
linguistic categorisation. 

Both sociological and mental contexts are inextricably bound up with language use. As Widdowson says (1998: 8), ‘Context [...] is no longer apart from language but a part of it’.

1.5. Perceptions  notions 

Here we are concerned with the process by which speakers filter their thoughts about, and observations of, the external world, reduce them and structure them according to certain operating principles and perceptional categories shared by their cognitive community and map them onto language. The process of filtering, categorising and conceptualising perceptions is at the core of cognitive theories. As Jackendoff states (1983: 77): 

An essential aspect of cognition is the ability to categorize: to judge that a particular thing is or is not an instance of a particular category. [...] without categorization, memory is virtually useless. Thus an account of the organism's ability to categorize transcends linguistic theory. It is central to all of cognitive psychology.

Clearly, describing the nature of cognitive and linguistic categorisation and the process of conceptualisation is highly complex. Nevertheless, it is a task that must be undertaken by both linguistic and pedagogical grammarians if their descriptions are to have validity. I shall discuss four categories of conceptualisation which form part of C+C theory and explain their relevance for grammatical description. 

1. Ontological components: at its most general level, the perception process will convert what is experienced into what Jackendoff (1983: 5) refers to as ‘ontological categories’ or ‘ontological type’ (2002: 316), ‘ur-features’ such as objects, actions, properties and circumstances. These components form the basis of a scenario; i.e. the mental representation of a state of affairs, event or thought that is to be encoded into a proposition. These semantic categories reflect the form classes of form-based grammar – noun, verb etc. 

2. Global concepts: general categories of human thought and experience, which are referred to when language is used. For example, people talk about time and space and make use of tenses and adverbs and prepositions to do so; they express possibility and compulsion using modal verbs or certain adverbs. Global concepts are expressed not only through grammar but through lexis too. 	Seeing language as a reflection of ‘general notions’ is the starting point of a mode of analysis which applied linguists such as Wilkins (1976) undertook in the 1970s and which resulted in the taxonomy of grammatical and lexical notions found in the Threshold Level (van Ek 1980, van Ek and Trim 1991). 

3. Perceptional options: can be seen as a system of categorisation by means of which speakers can give detailed information about how they perceive global concepts and ontological components in a particular speech event. For example, the ontological component ‘action’ may be shaped as a state, an event or an activity; the global concept ‘location’ may be perceived as proximate or distant etc. This category can be seen as meaning potentials, which may influence various grammatical choices. It is cognitive in nature but also shows conceptual structuring that will be reflected in grammatical choices. From the point of view of cognitive linguistics, which claims that language is not modular in the Chomskyan sense but part of a wider system of cognitive classification, it is of considerable interest since it reflects the interface between cognition and language. Since perceptional options are not specifically language-related, they may cut across traditional form classes, as shown in figure 2.
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Figure 2: The perceptional category of proximate versus distant (Newby 2002: 144)

	category
	proximate
	distant

	spatial
	here
this
near
	there
that
far

	temporal
	now
is (present tense)
	then
was (past tense)

	epistemic reality
	You are nice.
	If you were nice.

	identification
	He told me I am beautiful.
	He told me I was stupid.




4. Specific grammatical notions: this is the first specifically language-driven part of the communication model and concerns the semantic meaning of grammar in use. A specific notion will be defined as a single semantico-grammatical concept or a grammatical meaning expressed by a speaker when s/he formulates a proposition and encodes it into form. It is important to distinguish between what the Threshold Level (1977) refers to as ‘general and specific notions’. To prevent ambiguity, I shall refer to the former as ‘global concepts’ and reserve the use of ‘notion’ for the specific sense. To explain this meaning type vis-à-vis the other three categories, it can be said that ontological components are what speakers refer to; global concepts relate to what speakers talk about; perceptional options show what grammar can mean; specific notions refer to what grammar does mean in an actual utterance. 
	This category is, presumably, the ‘surface’ meaning referred to by Chalker (1994) and is the type normally described in the rules of pedagogical grammars. Despite her rather dismissive term of ‘surface’ there are, in my view, two important reasons for focusing analytical attention on notional meaning. First, it provides the ‘fine-tuning’ which is necessary to explain different meanings which the categories provided at the ‘perceptional options’ level cannot disambiguate. For example, in the two utterances He can’t answer his mobile because he’s playing tennis and He can’t go to the cinema tonight because he’s playing tennis, the present progressive meaning shares the same perception categories in both utterances; however, most pedagogical grammarians, including my own, state that the present progressive meaning of the respective utterances is different. The conceptual difference between ‘referring to a present activity’ and ‘referring to a future arrangement’ requires an additional explanatory meaning level which perceptional options alone do not provide. 
	The second, and for C+C Grammar more important, reason is that any grammar which takes a dynamic, use-based view of language as exemplified in the communication model needs to specify what it is that the speaker is encoding or what is being grammaticalised. We need to go beyond analysing what grammar can mean and describe what grammar does mean when it is used in a specific speech event. This meaning level is the focus of ‘Notional Grammar’ (cf., e.g., Newby 1991), which seeks to provide a specification of grammatical meaning which fulfils the theoretical criteria of linguistic analysis and to package its findings in pedagogically accessible form.
	The following four hypotheses apply to Notional Grammar (Newby 2002: 301): 
 
1. Notions represent the primary semantico-grammatical unit of encoding and decoding. Human beings express and comprehend notions.
2. Notions are psycholinguistically real. They represent concepts stored in the ‘mental grammaticon’ and are utilised in the process of grammaticalisation.
3. A notion is an autonomous semantic concept. Different notions, even if encoded into the same form, express psychologically separate and distinct grammatical concepts.
4. There is a systematic relationship between a specific notion and a form. A notion is always encoded into the same form. 

Clearly, a notional approach is not going to come up with completely new categories of grammatical concepts. What it does do, however, is to provide a means a) for analysing and classifying meaning systematically and b) for arriving at valid and reliable rules to which there are no exceptions. This might sound like a wild claim but here I would align myself with the view of Jackendoff (1983: 14), and indeed other cognitive grammarians, who states:

Under the reasonable hypothesis that language serves the purpose of transmitting information, it would be perverse not to take as a working assumption that language is a relatively efficient and accurate encoding of the information it conveys. To give up this assumption is to refuse to look for systematicity in the relationship between syntax and semantics.

Analysing meaning ‘systematically’ and arriving at ‘valid’ rules requires, of course, a theoretical framework and methodology for arriving at these  rules. Elsewhere (Newby 2002, chapter 11) I have discussed in detail the process of notion setting. 	The concept of ‘validity’ reflects the design criterion of Swan, quoted earlier, that ‘rules must be true’. Let us take one grammatical example to explore the question of how ‘true’ or valid one of Swan’s rules is: the explanation of the meaning of the present perfect progressive, or, in notional terms, the notions which are encoded into this form. My own grammar book lists two notions as follows:
 
	a) Duration of an activity: I’ve been waiting here since two o’clock.
	b) Recent activities: I’ve been watching  a Charlie Chaplin film on television. 

According to Notional Grammar, these represent two autonomous meanings. In Swan’s reference grammar How English Works the following statement can be found in the chapter on ‘present perfect progressive or simple’: ‘the present perfect progressive looks at the continuing situation itself; the present perfect simple says that something is completed’ and further:

I’ve been reading your book: I’m enjoying it.
I’ve read your book. (= I’ve finished it.)
(Swan and Walter, 1997: 160)

The first utterance seems to express my notion b) – recent activities. Whilst I would agree that in the second utterance the notion of what I term ‘change and completion’ is encoded, the ‘rule’ that the present perfect progressive expresses a ‘continuing situation’ can soon be ‘de-verified’. This could be done simply by changing the lexical item read into finish, which would give us I’ve been finishing your book. However, I will take two authentic utterances which seem to express the same grammatical meaning, whatever that might be. 
	At the age of three, my daughter returned home and announced: I’ve been feeding the ducks. Clearly, the activity was ‘finished’ but in fact whether it was or not was quite irrelevant. What my daughter was referring to and informing me about with this verbal phrase were two notional perceptions: ‘recent  present perfect’; ‘activity  _ing’. A rather nice example which further de-verifies the ‘continuing situation’ claim comes from the 19th century novelist Elizabeth Gaskell in her Life of Charlotte Brontë, where she relates how Charlotte confessed to her father that she was the author of Jane Eyre: 
	
She informed me that something like the following conversation took place between her and him (I wrote down her words the day after I heard them; and I am pretty sure they are accurate.)
	‘Papa, I’ve been writing a book.’
	‘Have you, my dear?
	‘Yes, and I want you to read it.’
	‘I am afraid it will try my eyes too much.’
	‘But it is not in manuscript: it is printed.’ (1975: 325)

Could it be that in fact Charlotte never finished the book? Would Mr Michael Swan urgently contact the Brontë Society... 
	What Swan has explained is not, in my view, the semantic meaning of the grammar but a possible interpretation of the utterance as a whole. In fact, the finished vs. unfinished information is provided not in the grammar but in the two following statements: ‘I’m enjoying it’ (Swan) and ‘it is printed’ (Brontë).

Describing grammar from a notional perspective has various advantages:

It provides a systematic framework for teaching grammatical meaning. 
It provides a specification of meaning-based objectives.
It provides valid, reliable and exceptionless rules.
Notional objectives provide a springboard to communicative methodology. 
It permits the specification of grammar in terms of ‘I can’ descriptors: ‘I can express my intentions using going to’; ‘I can express the duration of activities using the present perfect progressive’ etc.

1.6. Processes 

Seeing language as acts of performing entails not only specifying what competence is but also analysing how human beings convert their competence into performance. Language processes, as used in the communication model, are well defined by the CEFR as ‘chain of events, neurological and physiological, involved in the production and reception of speech and writing’ (p.10). Processes are, to all intents and purposes, unconscious. Some examples are: 

focusing on, filtering out and categorising salient features from what is perceived, experienced, thought etc.; 
planning how to conceptualise experience; 
mapping perceptions onto grammatical and lexical notions; 
organising information into a coherent pattern; 
retrieving word forms from long-term memory; 
converting propositions into phonic or graphic form. 

The category of language processes is important for foreign language pedagogy since it stresses the skill element of language processing and use. In order to be able to perform with grammar, students need practice in the processes referred to above; first, because the system of concepts in the target language will, to some extent at least, be different from those of the first language and second, because a process such as mapping perceptions onto grammatical notions is a ‘real-time’ dynamic activity. With exercises which require students to change direct into indirect speech or fill in gaps in sentences, the mapping process has already been done by the teacher or textbook so they do not support grammatical performance.

1.7. Communication strategies 

In contrast to processes, strategies will be defined as largely conscious measures taken by speakers, writers, readers and listeners in order to make communication more efficient or to overcome communication-related problems they are, or expect to be, confronted with. Examples of communication strategies are paraphrasing an unknown word; monitoring the comprehension of the addressee; reformulating an utterance that has not been understood. Some models of communicative competence (e.g.,Canale and Swain,1980, as well as the  CEFR) list this category of ‘strategic competence’ as a central element.

1.8. Structuring and forming

Structuring refers to the patterning of lexical and grammatical units (syntax); forming refers to the realisation of these units in phonic or graphic form (morphology). Cognitive linguistics will see formal categories as resulting from underlying meaning systems; in this, it differs from generative grammar, which accords centrality to syntax. To quote Halliday (1985: 6): ‘Structure no longer occupies the centre of the stage; it enters it because it is one form of the realization of meanings.’ Since in C+C Grammar the centre of the stage is occupied by the prior systems of meanings which give rise to forms, it has little to say about syntax and morphology. This does not mean, however, that they should play no role in pedagogy. Clearly, formal objectives such as irregular past participle forms or syntactically determined word order (S-V-O etc.) are not excluded from a communicative approach to grammar teaching.    



Categories of competence in pedagogical grammar

As the author of a reference grammar (Newby 1989, 1992) and school textbooks (Heindler et al. 1993), one unenviable task I have had to fulfil is to explain, in comprehensible metalanguage, what grammar means. Whilst many linguists may explore and explain underlying semantic categories of language, they tend not to put their cards on the table and say ‘this sentence means this’. Making such statements, however, is the bread-and-butter lot of pedagogical grammarians. What they describe and how they describe it will depend to a considerable extent on how they view the nature of grammar – assuming, of course, that they hold any theoretical view at all: virtually all pedagogical grammarians seem quite happy to explain to learners how to change ‘direct’ into ‘indirect’ speech despite the fact that this ‘pedagogical mathematics’ has little to do with grammatical competence and even less with performance. 
	In this section, I shall consider certain categories – cognitive and grammatical – which are relevant for a pedagogical description of grammar. (A discussion of ‘communicative’ categories is beyond the scope of this present paper.) Halliday (1978: 28) makes the important point that ‘we do not experience language in isolation – if we did we would not recognise it as language – but always in relation to a scenario, some background of persons and actions and events from which the things which are said derive their meaning.’ In cognitive terms, language is always embedded in schematic constructs, which will determine the mindset of participants in a speech event. The question then arises as to what mindsets might consist of.
	My discussion of this begins with a (true) anecdote. A few years ago, at the beginning of October, a student came to my office for an oral examination. In the course of this exam, I asked her the question: Have you been to England? To this, she replied: No, I’ve been to Spain. For a moment communication broke down. From my perspective, she had not answered my question; from hers, she had. As with many misunderstandings, I was, of course, able to repair the breakdown: – No, I mean, have you ever been to an English-speaking country. So what went wrong? I shall attempt to explain the misunderstanding with reference to two pairs of cognitive/grammatical categories: frames & grammatical notions, and lexis & schemata.

 Figure 3: Present perfect misunderstanding – grammatical and cognitive categories 
FRAME 2
[Coming Back]







MY PERSPECTIVES
[Me as student]
[Me as returner]
FRAME 1
[Oral Examination]







MY PERSPECTIVE
[Me as university lecturer]
Have you 
been
to England?
No, I’ve
been to Spain.
Notion:
[Past Experience]
Notion:
[Recent Event]




 


















1.9. Frames & grammatical notions

A frame will be defined as a commonly occurring, generalisable situation with which a speaker and a hearer are familiar or a ‘remembered framework’ (see Minsky 1975, cited in Brown  and Yule 1983: 238). Fillmore defines frames in this sense as ‘specific unified frameworks of knowledge, or coherent schematizations of experience’ (1985: 223, cited in Ungerer and Schmid, 1996: 209). Unlike the sociological context of the external world, frames are set up partly as the result of the speakers’ mindset within this context, but may change rapidly within a single context. Frames are what I earlier referred to as conventionalised schematic constructs. The importance of frames for language users and for language learners is that lexical, grammatical and pragmatic meaning are to a certain extent predictable in specific frames. As the CEFR says, ‘schemata can free the learner to deal with other aspects of performance, or assist in anticipating text content and organisation’ (p.160). Moreover, it is possible to identify ‘grammatical frames,’ which can be described as a frequently occurring scenario in which specific notions are likely to be encoded.
	In the dialogue above, I shall refer to the frame that is part of my mindset as ‘examining’ and it is within this frame that I express the notion of ‘experience’ which is encoded into the present perfect form. It is usually the case within a communicative event that common frames will be shared between interlocutors. However, this is not always so, as in the example above. The student has multiple frames in her present mindset, one of which she shares with me – ‘examining’ - but when I ask my question this triggers a frame switch in her mind to what can be called a ‘coming back’ frame, and this in turn causes her to misunderstand the grammatical notion expressed through the verbal form of my utterance. Within this grammatical ‘coming back’ frame, speakers often refer to recent events or activities, using the present perfect simple and progressive respectively. This is the notion the student erroneously decodes from my utterance and then encodes with her own utterance.
	It seems to me that grammatical frames are of considerable significance for language teaching. In an earlier section I referred to my three-year-old daughter, who expressed the ‘recent activities’ notion in her utterance I’ve been feeding the ducks. It was of interest to me that all three of my children began to use this notion and form at a relatively early stage, despite the fact that in foreign language teaching it is often considered as a ‘difficult’ piece of grammar. One reason why native speaker children acquire this notion quickly may be that the frame in which it occurs is very common within domestic contexts. When a family member comes into a room from another, she might say I’ve been watching television. When a family member comes home, he might say I’ve been doing the shopping etc. Thus, the acquisition of this grammar is supported and accelerated by the simultaneous acquisition of a common cognitive frame. The pedagogical implications of this are clearly apparent: embedding grammar in commonly occurring frames may well facilitate learning. 

1.10. Lexis & schemata

Schemata are sets of ideas, associations, expectations etc. which an individual speaker or listener may have in connection with a concept, an object, person, place, action, event etc. A schematic view of lexical meaning maintains that the actual sense or denotation or dictionary definition of a word is embedded within a network of related associations. Let us take the word ‘England’ as an example. When, in the above dialogue, I referred to it, it was as a member of a set of ‘countries where people speak English’. It could thus be regarded as a synecdoche of ‘an English-speaking country’. If the addressee had shared this schematic constellation, then she might have answered No, but I’ve been to America. However, constrained by her ‘coming back’ frame, she ‘interprets’ the lexeme as a member of a set of ‘foreign countries or holiday destinations one might visit.’ Again, this category has important implications for vocabulary learning: learners should be encouraged to engage not only with the sense of a word but with its schematic setting.


Mediating C+C Grammar in teacher education

Despite the abstract nature of the grammatical and cognitive categories discussed in this paper, I have applied almost all of them in my own grammar pedagogy, as a sample page from my school reference grammar in appendix 1 shows. Here the entry for the notion of ‘recent activities’, encoded into the present perfect progressive form, is shown. In keeping with a notional approach, there is no single entry on ‘the present perfect’; instead each notion has its own description and rule. In almost all entries, grammatical explanations are embedded within a communicative event. Also, grammatical rules are presented from a speaker-based perspective: the formulation ‘I am referring to’ reflects the view that ‘grammaticalisation’ is an act of referring to perceptions. The ‘communicative uses’ section includes both frames and a further category of conventionalised schemata: scripts. These are, in cognitive terms, chains of frames; in linguistic terms, patterns of discourse. An example occurs in ‘communicative use, 1’, where the present perfect progressive notion is followed by a statement in the past tense. Various terms are used by the CEFR for this category: ‘scripts’ and ‘interactional schemata’ (p. 160) and ‘verbal exchange patterns’ (p. 126).
	Yet however promising its theories may be, mediating C+C Grammar in teacher education represents something of a challenge. Some of the hurdles that students need to overcome are: 
the firmly rooted ‘God’s truth’ view of traditional grammar description - students find it difficult to conceive that this has a very weak theoretical basis and that there are other and better ways of describing grammar;
the fairly radical rethinking involved in approaching grammar through apparently abstract notional categories rather than through the formal categories of traditional grammar;
the difficulty in distancing themselves from the grammar methodology that they experienced in schools and in seeing this in a critical light;
the belief, partly enforced through their own studies, that linguistic theory is a purely academic subject, which has no relevance for teaching.

Despite these initial hurdles, it is my experience that students undergoing their teacher education show a considerable interest in linguistic and learning theory; however, it must be ‘mediated’ in certain ways that facilitate their engagement with theoretical aspects. If they are, as Widdowson suggests, to ‘appraise’ and ‘apply’ theories, they need a) to have a good understanding of these theories and b) to be aware of how principles resulting from different theories might impact on their teaching. 
	At Graz University, two specific courses are offered which seek to mediate C+C Grammar. In a lecture entitled ‘Applied linguistics for language teachers’ students are confronted with and discuss competing theories of language and of language acquisition. The theories of C+C Grammar are discussed in detail and applications for pedagogy are illustrated. The second course is a hands-on seminar on the teaching of grammar, in which materials and activities based on a C+C rationale are presented. Also, in this course students develop the ability to analyse exercises in school textbooks in a principled way, based on cognitive and communicative criteria, and to design their own teaching materials.
	
This paper has been largely concerned with the question of grammatical description. However, it should be noted that the C+C model also provides a comprehensive theoretical framework for language learning too, loosely based on Anderson’s (1983, 1990) stage model of language processing and learning. O’Malley and Chamot (1990: 217) state that according to a cognitive view ‘[l]earning a language entails a stagewise progression from initial awareness and active manipulation of information and learning processes to full automaticity in language use.’ The learning stages identified in the C+C model of ‘awareness,’ ‘conceptualisation,’ ‘proceduralisation,’ and ‘performance’ provide a useful and powerful tool for students to analyse grammar exercises and activities in terms of how they might contribute to learning and, moreover, to design their own activities. 


Appendix 1: Grammar as a Speech Event, adapted from Grammar for Communication, (Newby 1989: 89)
 
	Notional &
Formal label
	
	RECENT ACTIVITIES                            present perfect progressive

	
	



	I am referring to an activity or set of activities which have been taking place recently.


	
You look very happy. What have you been doing?
I’ve been watching a Charlie Chaplin film on television.
You lucky thing! I’ve been doing my homework.

	

	Grammatical
Frame;
Discourse example
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	



	

	Speaker-based
perspective; Notional rule – salient meaning 
	
	

	
	
	

	

	






	
Common verbs: 
activities: play, rain, sing, watch
can be single activity: 	You look very hot. Have you been running?
	Look, it’s been snowing!
or repeated activities:	Our car needs a service. It’s been using a lot of petrol.

thoughts and feelings: 	want, hope, think, expect
repeated:	I'm glad you’ve come. I’ve been wanting to talk to you.
	I’ve been thinking about getting a new computer.


	
Lexical co-text
&
Perceptional
‘Shape’

	
	

	
	
	

	
	





	Communicative uses:
1. Coming home.
	A: Hi, Amy! Have you had a nice day?
	B: Not bad. I’ve been shopping with dad. What about you?
	A: I’ve been doing the gardening. It was really relaxing.
2. Announcing news on TV or radio.
	‘The Queen has been visiting the British Museum.’
	‘People from all over Britain have been enjoying the hot weather.’


	Frames &
Scripts 
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