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The nineteenth paper in the series continues to discuss the correlation
between linguistic (LG) and pedagogical (PG) grammars in the development
of communicative grammar skills. This time, the author addresses the issue of
the form of LG and PG rules, aiming to answer a series of questions. What is
the general attitude of researchers towards using LG grammar information in
the classroom? Are LG rules effective for grammar teaching in their current
linguistic form? How can their efficiency be increased by changing their form,
bearing in mind the psychological nature of the process of developing
grammar skills? An analysis of contemporary literature on this topic revealed
a significant shift in attitude towards explicit focus on linguistic form in
teaching, moving away from the zero tolerance of LG information in
communicative language classrooms of the 1970s and 1980s. While
maintaining strict adherence to the communicative nature of teaching and the
prevalence of meaning-focused tasks in the classroom, researchers also
acknowledge the importance of explicit attention to form for language
acquisition. Stressing the teacher’s role as a facilitator, the authors praise the
use of pre-task modelling techniques, which positively impact learners’
attention to linguistic forms and facilitate second language skill development.
Conversely, the author cautions against the uncritical revival of grammar-
translation techniques, asserting that PG’s primary objective is to foster
students’ communication abilities rather than their comprehension of
LG structure. Based on this, he suggests that PG can disregard the principles of
LG structure and establish its own rules, which may differ from those of LG.
The author convincingly demonstrates the validity of this principle using
examples from the pre-zero-tolerance era and shows the potential of types of
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pedagogical information such as models and algorithms as specific forms of
PG rules. The author suggests a number of requirements for PG rules,
promising to extend this list in his next contribution to the series.

Keywords: form-focused tasks, linguistic grammar rules, meaning-focused
tasks, pedagogical grammar rules, teaching foreign languages.

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 the relationship between the rules of
the linguistic grammar, on the one hand, and those of the
pedagogical grammar, on the other. Thus, the subject remains
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 nineteenth (see the previous
issues of this journal [5]) in a series of articles focusing on the
Pedagogical Grammar issue [2; 3; 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. Nassaji [10] presented a timeline of research on
form-focused instruction, highlighting the significant shifts in the
perception of instruction’s role, from the ’zero position’ of the early
1980s to a more positive view of its potential. Samuda [12] argues
that a successful task-based language learning classroom requires
teachers to act as mediators between meaning-focused tasks and an
explicit focus on linguistic form. The fundamental argument is that
meaning-focused tasks can engender a desire to express oneself, but
that explicit attention to form is also crucial for language
acquisition. In this regard, it is essential for the teacher to act as a
facilitator. As demonstrated by Kim’s research [8], there is
irrefutable evidence that pre-task modelling positively impacts
learners’ attention to linguistic forms and facilitates second
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language development. Toth’s [15] data suggest that teachers have
the potential to facilitate L2 learning by directing attention to target
structures and providing procedural assistance for processing
output. This view is corroborated by other research results [6; 9; 11;
13; 14], which indicate a growing consensus that form-focused
instruction facilitates learners’ acquisition of linguistic features in
communicative or content-based instruction. These features may not
be acquired without guidance.

As PG’s primary objective is to enhance students’
communication abilities rather than their understanding of LG
structure, it can disregard the principles of LG construction and
establish its own rules, which may differ from those of LG. For
example, D. Wilkins [16], having examined the LG rule on the
formation of feminine adjectives from masculine adjectives in
French, derived six variants of this rule’s application, presented in
Table 1.

Table 1. The formation of feminine adjectives from masculine adjectives in
French. The approximate pronunciation is given in square brackets, without
reference to any phonetic transcription system.

Variant Masculine Feminine
1 laid [le] laide [led]
2 rouge [ruzh] rouge [ruzh]
3 bas [ba] basse [bas]
4 frais [frei] fraiche [fresh]
5 long [lon] longue [long]
6 leger [lezhe] legere [lezher]

The rule is as follows: feminine adjectives are formed by adding
-e to the masculine form. However, masculine adjectives ending
in -e do not change in the feminine form. This is followed by
instructions for variants 3—6 as special cases of the rule.

Having analysed this linguistic rule, which is also traditionally
used as a PG rule, D. Wilkins [16] concluded that it could only be
applied in teaching based on written language, i.e. when students see
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words in graphic form (reading and writing). It does not make sense
when teaching oral speech, since the last letter in French words is
not pronounced. Therefore, when hearing words (masculine
adjectives) only, it is impossible to determine the final consonant in
variants 1, 3-6. Consequently, the rule is completely useless.
D. Wilkins proposes a PG rule that differs from the LG rule. The
masculine form is formed from the feminine form by dropping
the final consonant (some adjectives have the same form in both the
masculine and feminine). This form of the rule has clear advantages:
instead of six variants of adjective formation, there are now only
four: (1) see variant 2 in Table 1; (2) see variants 1, 3, 4 and 6 in
Table 1; (3) adjectives ending in -n in the feminine form (nasalised
in the masculine form); and (4) adjectives ending in -v, which
change to -f in the masculine form.

The pedagogical rules developed by D. Wilkins [16] enable us to
create a model (see Figure 1) and an algorithm (see Figure 2 below)
for carrying out this grammatical action. These greatly simplify the
process of finding your way around for students compared to using
Table 1.

feminine masculine
word consonant word consonant
T—
[n] —[n]
V]— [f]

Figure 1. Model for forming masculine adjectives from feminine adjectives in
French.

The simplicity and accessibility of the model and algorithm
distinguish them favourably from the LG rule (see Table 1), as the
algorithm includes only two steps, whereas the LG rule includes six.
This allows us to predict their effectiveness in the learning process.
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If you need to form a masculine adjective
from a feminine adjective,
determine the following:

1. Does the adjective end in the feminine
gender with the sound [n]?

YES NO
The ending is nasalised 2. Does the adjective end
(pronounced through the nose) in the feminine gender
[fin]— [fin] with the sound [v]?
YES | NO
Replace [v] with [f] Do not pronounce the last
[aktiv]— [aktif] consonant sound

[laide]—> [laid]

Figure 2. Algorithm for forming masculine adjectives from feminine adjectives
(in spoken French).

Interrogative and negative constructions. In LG, this information is
scattered across different sections describing various tense forms and can be
represented as the following system of sub-rules: (S — subject, be — verb to
be, have (got) —verb have (got), V —main verb (infinitive without to),
wh — question word, do — auxiliary verb do, Ving —verb in ing form, Ved -
second form of the verb, Ven — third form of the verb, was/were — past tense
of the verb to be, had — past tense of the verb have, will/shall — auxiliary
verbs  will / shall, been — third form of the verb to be, X — the rest of the
sentence): 1) Present Indefinite: 1a) S + be + X® be + S + X?® wh + be +
S+ X?; 1b) S + have (got) + X® have +S + got + X?® wh + have + S +
got+X; 1c)S+V+X®do+S+V+X?®wh+do+S+V+X?
2) Present Continuous: S + be + Ving + X® be + S + Ving + X?® wh +
be + S + Ving?; 3) Present Perfect: S + have + Ven + X® have + S + Ven
+ X?® wh + have + S + Ven + X?; 4) Past Indefinite: 4a) S + Ved + X®
did + V + X?® wh + did + V + X?; 4b) S + was(were) + X® was(were)
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+ S+ X?® wh + was(were) + X?; 5) Past Perfect: S + had +Ven+ X®
had + S + Ven + X?® wh + had + S +Ven + X?; 6) Past Continuous: S +
was(were) + Ving + X® was(were) + Ving + X?® wh + was(were) +
Ving + X?; 7) Future Simple: S + will(shall) + V + X® will(shall) + S +
V + X?® wh = will(shall) + S + V + X?; 8) Future Continuous: S +
will/shall + be + V + X® will/shall + S + be + V + X?® wh + will/shall
+S+be+V+X?;, 9) Future Perfect: S + will/shall + have + Ven +
X® will/shall + S + have + Ven + X?® wh + will + have + Ven + X?;
10) Present Perfect Continuous: S + have + been + Ving + X® have +
S + been + Ving + X?® wh + have + S + been + Ving + X?; 11) Past
Perfect Continuous: S + had + been + Ving + X® had + S + been +
Ving + X?® wh + had + S + been + Ving + X?

Thus, there are 28 rules for forming interrogative sentences with basic
types of verbs in the indicative mood (not including modal verbs). This
does not take into account the rules for constructing special questions to the
subject. In the latter case, the number of rules would increase to 39 for the
indicative mood alone.

However, in PG, all these rules can be reduced to one. *When
constructing a question (except questions to the subject), move the operator
to the beginning of the sentence (before the subject) and, if it is a special
question, place the interrogative word before the operator.” List of
operators: be, have, modal verbs. If there is more than one auxiliary verb in
a sentence (e.g. have been waiting), the operator is the first one.” This rule
is even simpler when presented as a model (see Fig. 3).

P

S oper Vb X

v
wh - oper S Vb X ?

Figure 3. General model for asking general and specific questions (except
for questions about the subject) in all verb tenses. Key: S — subject, P —
predicate, oper — operator, Vb — rest of the predicate, X — rest of the sentence,
wh — interrogative word.
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This model is valid for structures 1-11 presented above. One
question that may arise concerns the Present/Past Indefinite, where
operators are usually absent in affirmative sentences. To unify such
structures, the concept of a ’phantom’ operator can be introduced,
which is implicitly present in affirmative structures. In the model, this
is introduced as follows [1]:

They make juice every year

where it is shown that the operator DO can, in principle, be used in an
affirmative structure to highlight the verb emphatically, this is absent in
neutral statements but can always be restored, in a similar way to the
linking verb in Ukrainian: ’Ile (e) xkuura — ’This (is) a book.” For this
rule to function effectively, students must be familiar with the concept
of *operator’ from the outset of their education.

This example enables us to establish another requirement for PG
rules: that they should be simple and clear. A PG rule should be as
conceptually simple as possible and should not contain excessive
information. The requirement for clarity means that a PG rule must be
accessible to a specific group of learners; therefore, it is advisable to
avoid terminology that could cause learner’s entropy. This may even
apply to basic linguistic terms. For instance, in a study involving 12-
year-old students [1], the participants struggled with the concept of a
’subject’. These problems were solved by presenting an affirmative
sentence model (with a verb as the predicate) in symbols accessible to
the students (see Fig. 4).

1 2 3

Figure 4. Model of an affirmative sentence in an experimental study on the
formation of sentence structure skills (with the verb be as the predicate) [4].
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As a result of exercises based on this model, students successfully
learnt how to form interrogative sentences using the verb to be, without
the need for grammatical terminology. For example, when learning the
structure of a general question with be as the predicate, test subject A
responded by pointing to the model when asked what to do to ask a
question: *You need to put the yellow one in front’ (in the model,
consisting of cards of different colours, the verb be was highlighted in
yellow) [1]. It is entirely justified to avoid grammatical terminology
when developing skills if the students’ conceptual system does not
include such terminology, since the PG itself is not the goal of learning,
but merely a means to achieve it: forming grammatical skills and
incorporating them into the grammatical mechanisms of speech.

This allows us to draw some preliminary conclusions about the
relationship between the forms of LG and PG rules. Since LG and PG
have different objectives (describing the structure of the language and
developing students’ communication skills, respectively), there is no
reason for the form of LG and PG rules to coincide. The information
contained in LG is undoubtedly useful for teaching purposes. However,
when selecting information for classroom use, consideration should be
given to the potential positive impact of such information on the
development of grammatical mechanisms of speech. The form in which
it is presented should consider the teaching purpose and objectives,
stage, and time allocation. PG rules should also be conceptually simple
and accessible to a specific group of students.

The next article in this series will discuss the prospect of
formulating a more complete list of requirements for PG rules.
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Jlep’sTHannATa CTATTA Ccepil NPOJOBXKYe OOTOBOPEHHS CIHIBBIIHOLICHHS
ninreicruunoi (JII') ta neparoriynoi (III') rpamaruk y mpoueci ¢GopMyBaHHS
IHITOMOBHUX TPAaMAaTHYHUX HAaBHYOK. [[pOTO pasy aBTOp pO3IiIAmac MHTaHHA
¢dopmymtoBanns npasun JII' ta I, mparHyud BiAIOBICTU Ha HU3KY 3alUTaHb.
SIlkuM € 3arajbHE CTaBJICHHS JOCITIJHUKIB 10 BUKopucTaHHs iH(opmauii JII' y
HaBualbHill ayauTopii? Uu € npauna JII' y TOMy BUINIAAI, B SKOMY BOHU
chopMyNbOBaHI B JIHTBICTHI, €()EKTUBHHUMHU /Jisi HAaBYaHHS Tpamatuku? Sk
MOXKHA IiJBUIMUTU 110 €()eKTUBHICTh, 3MIHUBIIM IXHIO (OpMY 3 ypaXyBaHHAM
TICHXOJIOTIYHOT IPHPOIH TIporiecy (HOpPMyBaHHS TPAMATUIHHX HABHUIOK?

Amnani3 cyudacHoi niTepaTypu 3 Li€i mpoOnemMu BUSBUB 3HA4YHy 3MiHY B
CTaBJICHHI HAYKOBIIB [0 YCBIJOMJICHHS Yy4YHSMH MOBHOI (opmMu B mpoiieci
HaBYaHHS, BIIXiJ BiJ HYJbOBOI ToJepaHTHOCTI a0 iHdopmanii JII' Ha 3aHATTAX 3
iHmomoBHOI  kKomyHikarii 1980-x pokiB. [leknmapyroud BiJaHicTh igesMm
KOMYHIKaTUBHOI'O CIIPSMYBaHHS HaBUaHHS Ta [l€peBary 3aBJaHb, OPIEHTOBAHUX HA
3HAYeHHS, JOCTIJHUKH OJIHOYACHO BH3HAIOTh BAXKIIMBICTH YCBIIOMJICHHS (OpMHU
JUI 3acBO€HHA MoBHU. Ilifkpeciolouu posib BUMTENS K IOCEPEAHUKA, aBTOPU
BHCOKO OIHIOIOTh €(eKTHUBHICTh METOAY MOJCTIOBAaHHS IIepe]l BHKOHAHHSIM
3aBJaHHs, SKUH IO3UTUBHO BIUIMBA€ HAa PO3YMiHHA YUYHSAMU MOBHHX (OpM i
CIIpHsi€e PO3BUTKY HAaBHYOK Ta BMiHb IHIIOMOBHOIO MOBJIEHHA. 3 IHIIOTO OOKY,
aBTOp 3acTepira€ Bii HEKPUTHUYHOTO BiJPOMXKEHHS MPUHOMIB TIpaMaTUKO-
MepeKIafHOTO METOIy, 3a3Hawaloud, IO OCHOBHOIO MeToro III' 3ammmraerscs
PO3BUTOK KOMYHIKaTHBHOI KOMIIETEHTHOCTI Y4YHIB, a HE PO3YMIHHS HUMH
crpykrypu JII'. Buxomsuu 3 1poro, BiH mpumyckae, mo I Moxe irHopyBatu
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IpUHIUNK 00ynoBu cTpykTypu JII' 1 BcTaHOBIIOBAaTH CBOI BJIAcHI IpaBuIIa, SIKi
MOXYTh BiApizHiaTuca Bin mnpaswia JI[. ABTOp NEPEKOHIMBO JEMOHCTPYE
OOIPYHTOBAHICTh IIHOTO MPHHIMILY, BUKOPHUCTOBYIOUM HpHUKIaIU 3 [00u, 10
nepeAyBaiia HyJaboBiH TonepaHTHocti JII, 1 TmOKa3ye TOTEHIIan THIIIB
neparorivyHoi iHQopmarii (Mozesni Ta anropuTMa) siK KOHKPETHHX (GOpM HpaBHil
III". ABTOp (hopMyitoe Kinbka BuMOr Ao npasuil III°, oOiistoun po3mupuTu nen
MEepeiK y CBOTi HACTYIMHIN CTATTI B il cepii.

Kniouoei cnosa: 3a0anns, opicHmoseani na 3Ha4eHHs, 360N S, OPIEHMOBAHI
Ha popmy, HABUAHHS ITHOZEMHUX MO8, NPABGULA TIIHSGICIMUYHOT 2PAMAMUKY, NPAGULA
neoazo2iuHoi epamamuxu.
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