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Paraphrase is an extremely interesting area of research both in descriptive
linguistics proper as also in applied linguistics. In this paper it will briefly
be considered from the language teaching point of view as a learning device
to be cxploited in the construction of teaching material.,, i.e., pedagogical
grammar. Paraphrase, seen contrastively, can have four aspects. A string of
forms can be formally identical or distinet both within onec langmage and
between language 1 and language 2. Following the general assumption that
paraphrase is a matfer of semantic sameness as judged by an educated native
speaker or a component bilingnal (sce Marton 1968 and Krzeszowski 1971)
we may say that an utterance may be paraphrased in the same language,
either by giving a stricf equivalent without changing the order or number of
morphemes, or what may be called an intrelanguage paraphrase where the
order and number are changed, Paraphrase Is most typically used of the latter
type and very often where the new utterance is longer than the original.
If we move b0 contrastive semantic statements, we have, following Marton
(1968}, an 1.2 utferance which is congruent with an L1 utterance having the
same meaning in a given context or set of contexis. This state of congruence
requircs the same formal identity as we described for cquivalence above.
An intralanguage paraphrase changes the order and/for number of morphemes
of the L1 original. There is, however, a situation arising out of the formal
charactoristios of L2 which produces what seem to be nearly congruent strue-
tures like Jofn's dog and pies Jana. Under the present definition this would
be an interlanguage paraphrase but more precisely it might be termed loosely
congruent as long as the lexical morphemes vemain the same in number and
reference. If we wished to balance out this analysis, we might create the
condition of loose equivalence within one language which would be the tvpe
of paraphrase involved in passivisation (Betty hit Mary @« Mary was bt
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by Betly). A typical translation procedure for converting an 10 string of
f-f{_'.:nrrrla mto L2 ferms would be as follows: Try a strictly copgruent ‘;T-l'“(‘i:u:‘
i1 not acceptable, try u loosely congruent version; li nn’r-},hfw-:tatéz nri:n'ina;i
u_t-h?mnﬁ{! as an intralanguage paraphvase and begin weain, This J]l'L::' be
gimilar 1o what learners often do despite attempls to isolate them f'mn; '11-E1{=i1;

own native language (sce Fig 1)
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the methodological approach adopts the view of cognitive psychologists
(see Ausubel 1968) that new information shonld be related to old information,
coneepts already firmly anchored in cognitive structure. Thus the native
language is not ignored but exploited as a base on which to establish the moan-
inpful learning of target language items. The new information is linked
with but at the same time distinguished from existing well-learned similar
information in the learner’s brain. A presentation of some L2 item may then
include & congruent L1 ifem or an interlanguage paraphrasc. L2 equivalents
and intralanguage paraphrases may he supplicd simultaneously or later
according to the teacher’s discretion. The item may then bhe practised using
the same techniques and also tested. :

The most obvious candidate for practice through paraphrase s the relatively
neglected area commonly termed vocabulary, Tt is accepted that vocabulary
i« best learned in context. Paraphrases provide effective and systematic
ways of doing this, teaching not only the lexical item itself but also an asso-
ciated rephrasing of it to form semantically identical {or nearly identical)
units. New relating lexical items are also taught. Thus in an exercise texts

snch as:

John peermi into the dark room and 82w & small furry animal carefolls
licking its paw. The — stared at him and then mewed.

we have the missing tem ool plus associated items: furry, lick, mew. The
text might then be continued and repetitions of the three associated words
asend fo form blank spaces in their turn. A preliminary contrastive exercise
would use L1 equivalents (pokryte futerkiem, Lizad, milezed) to cue the answers,
The learnet wonld be using both the L1 items and the L2 context 1o lecarn the
worls nnder considerstion. Another example of such & contrastive exercise
might be the following, designed 10 teach pheasal verbs:

After a long struggle the enemy — their position and fell back to the
safety of the forest. (W ~cofall sie)

The lesener must il in the blank with a phrasal verb that is an inter-
language paraphrase (ov looscly congruent version) of the Polish cue word
capitalised at the end of the scentences. An L2 intralanguage paraphrase
cuz or loose equivalent (like ABANDON) might also be used of course. Care
would #lso have to be taken to cstablish adeqnate contextualisation for
items so that replace the receiver on the hook and replace as cues for the phrasal
verh hang up would be supported in the context by mention of the word
telephone so as not to provoke such deviant sentences as *he hung up the hook
he had damaged.

Not oaly vocabulary buf structure can be usefully dealt with using para-
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phrasc techniques. This is not only true of the standard surface struecture
transformations of the active-passive type. It also proves to be relevant in,
for example, the vexed area of modal meanings, Thus ¢ is very Smportant
that, it is of great émportance that as well as if 4 highly probable that may serve
as L2 paraphrases of must and also as a basis for L1 mterlanguage paraphrases
(to jest bardzo waine, cte.) An exercise might require that the learncr read
through & text using smust wherever he finds an acceptable paraphrase of
must. This task may be made easier by either supplying Polish interlanguage
paraphrases or simply underlining (at least at an carly stage) the English
paraphrases. The learner will of course be remained that he must rcorder
the English text to accomodate must, as would be hecessary in a text like:
He told me that (to jest bardzo wazne) I come tmmediately, or I think that it is
highly probable that they are married, for example,

Word ordering is itself a structural problem for Polish learners of English
(and cven though to a lesser extent for English learners of Polish), for exatnple
the constraints on noun premodifier word order in English (see Sharwood
Smith (1975) for a fuller account). Prepositions or the so-called particies
attached to verbal forms in phrasal verbs are ravely permitted in English
except in ironically deviant structures rclating to the language of journalism.
On the other hand, Polish, especially written Polish, allows such constructions.
The learner of English is often unaware of the problem and if he is, then finds
difficulty in remembering, There ix powerful motivation to forget in many
cages because the required mterlanguage paraphrage demands a decision
about tense-itself a problem. Thus an utterance such as ustalona przez Jones'a
transkrypeia may need only a teordering of the elements and a congruent
translation but wwielbiana preez lysiqoe aktorka requires the learner to decide
between who was adored, who has been adored, who had been adored in a past
time context since the relative clause is obligatory in many contexts. There
is no doubt that Polish learners naturally follow the Polish word order unless
corrected and error analysis will show this, This is precisely what has led sowme
methodologists to abandon the behaviourist posttion that was assumed by
the audiolingualists, viewing Ll as a souree purely of negative interference.
It seems that learncrs use the native language will-nilly. A more positive
approsch suggests that we exploit this and guide them in their use of LI,

Any language course, any pedagogical grammar helow the most general
type of reference work is particularly concerned with the special demands
of its “‘consumers™. However, a general approach to the wse of the paraphrase
technique in teaching might involve starting with L2 contexts with L1 con-
gruent and interlanguage paraphrases of the items and structures to ho eli-
cited (avoiding 1009 translation exercises) and the gradually switeh to L2
contexts with 1.2 equivalents and paraphrases. It is not expected that learn-
ers will all achiove the paraphrasing ability aseribed to educated native
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speakers with all the internal interconnections in cognitive struitt;'el :Jhtlg
involves. But a conscious and systematic use of paraphrfxa]ae Tﬁl:fh -e ;Jrqeg
develop this type of integrative akill. m}mh more than mm;} in.gw:;,gt.ﬂr% 1‘;“1
seem able to do. Furthermore, specialised {:ﬂ}lfses, Bay: ?I'. 1‘?; .:;;sible
naturally find the interlanguage paraphrages just as 113419;1‘;11 cL; : ii&:ﬂi ; t{ant;
within L2, and will seek specifically to develop 1Ehe 8 1d_ O & me({}i};tély
bilingual translator”. The contribution of C?H’GT&-St]Vf& stu] 11765 :,,r“ii ]Hng:mg“
apparent. It is not that any of thf‘aﬂ t,ec:hm‘:_lues *“'; fe‘l ?Pcfii;sh e Eng]is.h
teaching, but advances in systematic comparisons g —r 11,&{@ S
that lead to explicit statements about how the two lm?gua-g'e? L H b m{crusl

tically and syntactically can help the tcacher and materials .w:{ter Tﬁgh thejj;
in sybstcmatizing their own approaches to }ﬂ*ﬂa‘:?“&g“ de.-&cnp AR

wish to construct so as to facilifate meaningtul learnming,
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