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This latest article in the series continues the discussion of the relationship
between linguistic (LG) and pedagogical (PG) grammars when developing
foreign language grammar skills. The author examines the requirements for PG
rules and how they differ from LG rules. They seek to answer questions about
the criteria for selecting information from LG, the configuration of LG and PG
in comparison, the principles of chunking pedagogical information (PI) when
developing grammatical skills, the content of PI, the degree to which PG
depends structurally on LG, and how PI is applied. Despite a wide range of
theories, an analysis of the current literature shows that explicit approaches
based on the use of rules remain predominant in the practice of grammatical
skills development. However, at the declarative level, teachers predominantly
employ rhetoric leaning towards implicit learning. The paper formulates a
series of assumptions that require further research. According to the author, the
configuration of PG differs from LG in that it has a concentric rather than
linear structure, and material is presented within each concentric zone
according to the principle of chunking. In other words, only the amount of
information that is minimally sufficient to ensure communication at the
corresponding stage of learning is introduced in each concentric zone. This
leads to the requirement of minimal sufficiency in terms of the scope of PI.
The sequence of its presentation must consider psycholinguistic data regarding
the sequence in which the relevant grammatical structures are learnt during
native language acquisition, as well as didactic and general methodological
principles. Other requirements include the structural independence of PG rules,
their accuracy, comprehensiveness and orientation capacity, the possibility of
materialisation, and the expansion and condensation of their explicitness, as
well as skipping the memorisation stage. The paper outlines prospects for
further research.
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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 requirements to the rules of the pedagogical grammar. Thus,
the object remains the analysis of the correlation of linguistic and
pedagogical grammars with the subject being the specification of the
requirements to PG rules. Its aim is to suggest a list of the
abovementioned requirements. This is the twentieth (see the
previous issues of this journal [5]) in a series of articles focusing on
the Pedagogical Grammar issue [3; 4; 6], where the author, basing
on the theoretical models and research data, is discussing the various
aspects of the problem.

An analysis of the current research. Although some types of
pedagogical information, such as speech patterns, are implicit, PG
rules generally refer to an approach based on explicit grammar
teaching and should therefore be regarded as part of the ’implicit
versus explicit” debate. This opposition has been the focus of
language pedagogy research for at least a century. Over the past
decade, Kumar and Ilankumaran [9] have emphasised the ongoing
importance of explicit grammar instruction while acknowledging the
increasing popularity of hybrid approaches that combine explicit and
implicit learning. They emphasise the growing use of digital tools
for grammar practice and advocate a balanced approach to grammar
teaching that combines structured, rule-based instruction with
communicative tasks and technological resources. They also
advocate adaptable, student-centred methodologies in grammar
instruction. Some authors claim that explicit (rule-based) grammar
teaching improves both accuracy and fluency when integrated with
communicative practice. In particular, explicit rule instruction has
been found to enhance writing skills, especially when linked to real-
world tasks [16]. Okici¢ and Osmankadi¢ [12] also claim that
teaching grammar with contrastive rules reduces errors and
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improves grammar and translation competence for non-native
English learners at university level. Rivera et al. [15] found that
explicit teaching improves the learning of grammar rules, and that
individual differences in executive functioning predict successful
learning.

However, others [7] argue that traditional rule-based teaching can
hinder communication, whereas game-based activities can improve
students’ attitudes and skills. Another group of authors [18]
advocate a hybrid approach, combining explicit rule-based teaching
with implicit exposure to authentic language use as the most
effective way of improving students’ accuracy and fluency. Further
researchers [17] argue that both explicit and implicit methods can be
effective depending on the context and learner needs. In their search
for new approaches, Lin and Lee [11] found data-driven learning to
be an innovative and effective, albeit somewhat problematic, method
of teaching EFL grammar. This approach transforms passive
students into active learners and reduces workload. Nevertheless,
Pawlak [13] claims that, despite its benefits for learners, new
solutions to grammar instruction in second or foreign language
pedagogy have not significantly improved its effectiveness.

In general, it can be concluded that explicit, rule-based
instruction remains central to EFL grammar teaching. This is often
combined with communicative and technology-enhanced methods to
increase effectiveness. Hybrid approaches, which integrate explicit
rules with communicative, inductive or game-based activities, are
widely recommended to improve accuracy and fluency. However,
teachers’ beliefs and practices sometimes diverge. While many
endorse communicative/contextualised grammar, explicit rule
teaching remains common in classrooms. The choice and success of
rule-based grammar instruction is influenced by many factors,
including the requirements of the PG rules. Thus, in the following
section of this paper, we attempt to explicitly formulate these
requirements.

Main content of the study. As mentioned earlier, information
about the structure, formation and use of grammatical phenomena
undoubtedly contributes to effective learning. This is because
students’ perception is selective, and they actively seek information
about the structure of the language they are learning (1). Such
information is contained in linguistic grammars (LG), which should
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be extremely explicit and accurate, use the most generalised terms
possible and generate combinations of elements that constitute
correct sentences in the given language. However, it is not advisable
to use the full range of such maximally explicit, generalised and
accurate rules for language teaching. Firstly, such LG rules contain
information that is redundant from the point of view of PG, since
the latter’s primary task is to develop skills, not to acquire
knowledge. Secondly, any training course must set limited goals,
and the more factors that negatively affect the learning process
(such as lack of time, too many students in a class, age and
individual differences), the more limited these goals will be.
Therefore, it is inevitable that the amount of grammatical material
necessary to achieve the set goals will be limited to the so-called
sufficient minimum level.

The criterion for selecting information from the LG for
subsequent processing in the PG is its potential positive impact on
the skill development process. From this point of view, linguistic
classification, for example, of pronouns, including such terms as
personal, objective, reflexive, relative, etc., is unlikely to be of great
value for PG. Such terms do not convey any practically-oriented
information to most students and only increase their entropy instead
of reducing it in the learning process. Thus, such terms belong to the
level of LG, not PG. There are quite a few taxonomies of this kind
in the LG, such as the classification of adjectives (attributive,
predicative, qualitative, classifying, intensifying), adverbs,
subordinate clauses, etc. This does not mean that the information
related to these and other such categories should not be used in the
PG at all. However, in this form, it simply does not make sense.

When selecting information from the LG, it is advisable to
consider the learning goals, timeframe, and stage. At a specific
stage of the learning process, it is probably sensible to introduce PG
rules only to the extent necessary to overcome the associated
learning difficulties. We can call this requirement *chunking’ of PG.
This means that PG rules are not presented in their entirety
immediately, but are introduced in chunks, corresponding to the
stage of learning.

Another requirement related to chunking could be called
’minimal sufficiency’, meaning that the scope of a PG rule should
be minimal yet sufficient to achieve the learning objectives at a
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given stage. PG is not about memorising any systematic information
about the structure of the language; it is about developing the
student’s communicative ability. PG has a concentric structure, not
a linear one, which is different to LG. This means that, at each
stage, learners may not be given comprehensive information about
the grammatical structure that is the object of acquisition. The scope
of this information is dictated by the tasks of the particular stage
and their importance in terms of communication. In other words,
this scope should be sufficient to enable communication, albeit at a
basic level. A schematic representation of the PG structure is shown
in Fig. 1.

Fig. 1. Concentric structure of pedagogical grammar: 1, 2, 3, 4 —
stages of learning; A-L — grammar categories

As can be seen in Fig. 1, even within the first concentric zone,
students are expected to acquire a sufficient grasp of grammar for
communicating at an elementary level. At each subsequent stage,
the scope of pedagogical information within each category gradually
expands. For example, in the first concentric zone, the development
of skills in using interrogative and negative structures may be
limited to those where the operator is present in affirmative
sentences (structures involving ’be’, *have got’, ’there is/are’, ’be
going to’ and modal verbs). This standardises the mechanism for
using interrogative and negative structures by establishing the
underlying principle that: (1) To form an interrogative structure,
move the operator to the front of the sentence (e.g. *They are going
to play chess after school’ — ’Are they going to play chess after
school?’). (2) To form a negative structure, place ’not’ after the
operator (e.g. *They are going to play chess after school’ — *They
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are not going to play chess after school’). — They are not going to
play chess after school?). This standardisation fosters the
development of automatic skills with regard to the aforementioned
structures before students move on to those without operators in
affirmative sentences (Present and Past Simple).

The sequence of presentation of grammar structures and,
accordingly, the rules of PG within each concentric zone, might
consider the data of psycholinguistic studies (e.g. the sequence of
acquisition of such structures in the first language acquisition — see
the preceding papers in this series), as well as the didactic and
methodological principles (from simple to complex, meeting
communication needs, etc.). This sequence may also take into
account the structure of students’ grammatical mechanisms at a
given stage. For example, let us assume that the set of students’
grammatical structures in their minds within the first concentric
zone corresponds to the one described in the previous paragraph.
Then, when we decide which structure (from among simple tenses
and the Present Continuous) should be introduced first in the next
concentric zone, the preference should be given to Present
Continuous. This is because its formation of interrogative and
negative structures fully corresponds to the configuration of
students’ grammatical mechanisms at this stage. Thus, the
introduction of Present Continuous will not result in a need to
restructure the students’ grammatical mechanisms. The latter will
inevitably happen if Present Simple structure were introduced
instead of Present Continuous. In the latter case, the students’
grammatical mechanisms will have to be restructured twice, first
after the introduction of the Present Simple, and then again after the
introduction of the Present Continuous.

The configuration of the PG and LG rules may differ in terms of
how specific information is correlated with grammatical structures.
For PG, it is important to identify what needs to be taught in each
case, while for LG, the logical validity of classification is more
important. For instance, in LG, information about restrictive and
descriptive phrases is introduced in the Syntax section (Types of
Subordinate Clauses), whereas in PG, it is presented in the Articles
section (Specifying and Descriptive Attributes). For example,
consider The letter | received yesterday upset me vs A letter written
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in pencil is difficult to read. Thus, we can speak of the structural
independence of PG rules from LG rules.

Another important requirement of PG rules is that they should be
unambiguous, meaning they should not allow different users to
interpret their content in different ways.

PG rules should contribute to developing the formal and
functional aspects of grammatical skills. Accordingly, they should
provide information on the form and function of the grammatical
structure being learnt. This PG requirement is known as
comprehensiveness.

In terms of form, PG rules should provide students with full
orientation at all stages of learning. As previously mentioned (see
the preceding papers in this series), this orientation can be provided
through various types of pedagogical information, which can differ
in explicitness. However, in most cases, PG rules take the form of
instructions, either with or without schematic elements. These rules
ensure that the configuration of the grammatical structure (based on
a model) and the grammar action being acquired (based on an
algorithm) are perceived simultaneously. This ability of PG rules to
provide orientation may be referred to as the orientation ability.

Finally, the PG rules should eliminate the need for a separate
memorisation stage, as they are presented in the form of models and
algorithms. This allows memorisation to take place directly during
the performance of exercises or tasks. Additionally, it enables more
time to be devoted to speech practice. Memorisation is known to be
more effective when students focus on the goal rather than their
actions during exercises and tasks. This requirement may be referred
to as ’convergence’, since the executive and orientational phases of
the action merge in this case, facilitating the involuntary
memorisation of the PG rule content.

PG rules (types of pedagogic information) can be more or less
explicit, and this provides the basis for another requirement for PG
rules: they must be able to adapt the degree of their explicitness
depending on specific learning conditions.

The final requirement to PG rules is accuracy. In other words, the
rule should provide accurate information about the conditions and
sequence of operations of the grammar action being acquired. This
is not always the case, as demonstrated by the example of the rule
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for the use of passive constructions in the preceding papers in this
series.

Conclusions. In essence, the information presented in this paper
can be summarised as follows:

Information from the LG is included in the PG according to the
criteria below:

(a) its potential to positively impact the development of
grammatical skills.

(b) consideration of the goals, objectives, timeframe and stage
of learning.

The purpose of using the PG in the learning process is to foster
the development of communicative ability, i.e. the aspect of
communication controlled by grammatical mechanisms.

Unlike LG, PG has a concentric rather than linear structure. The
first requirement is therefore information chunking: within each
concentric zone, students receive only those fragments of
information from each LG category that are necessary for
communication within a specific learning stage. The sequence in
which PG rules are presented within a concentric zone is determined
by psycholinguistic research data, general didactic principles and
the principle of considering the structure of students’ grammatical
mechanisms at a given stage.

PG rules must also meet the minimal sufficiency requirement,
which is related to the chunking principle. According to this
requirement, the scope of a PG rule must be minimal yet sufficient
to achieve the learning objectives at a given stage.

PG rules must also meet the requirements of simplicity meaning
that they must be simple and clear. They should have a simple
structure and not contain excessive information. The terminology
used has to be clear and appropriate for the level of the students’
conceptual development The PG rules themselves must be
unambiguous; they should not allow for different interpretations by
different users. They also have to use terminology appropriate to
students’ level of intellectual development, considering the
configuration of their grammatical and cognitive mechanisms at this
stage.

When designing PG rules, it is also necessary to ensure that PG is
structurally independent, which means that, due to the different
purposes of LG and PG, their configurations may not coincide. In
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other words, PG can ignore the structure of LG, selecting
information from different sections (and even theories) of LG and
rearranging it in a new way. PG can also chunk its content according
to its own goals and objectives. For instance, the organisation of
specific information in relation to the corresponding grammatical
structure may differ between PG and LG. For illustration, in LG,
particular information may be found in the section entitled Syntax,
while in PG it may be employed to instruct students in
morphological phenomena.

PG rules must be comprehensive, i.e. they must contribute to the
development of both the formal and functional aspects of the skill.
When designing PG, the other requirements that must be met are as
follows: orientation ability (PG rules must enable students to fully
orient themselves concerning the learning tasks); the possibility of
materialisation (PG rules must allow them to be presented in a
material form); the ability to expand or condense explicitness (if
necessary, PG rules should allow them to be expanded or condensed
according to specific learning conditions); convergence (PG rules
should enable their implicit acquisition directly during the
performance of exercises and tasks, bypassing the stage of special
memorisation through mnemonic actions); and accuracy
(correspondence to reality).

Sometimes, the necessary information is simply unavailable in
the LG, in which case it may be necessary to conduct independent
socio-linguistic research to obtain it.

Verification of the validity of the above list of requirements for
PG rules, their refinement and possible expansion of this list
constitute the prospect for further research.
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UeproBa crartss cepii MpOAOBXYE  OOrOBOPEHHS  CHiBBiJIHOILICHHS
miareictuyHoi (JII') ta memaroriunoi (IIIN) rpamaruk y mporeci GpopMyBaHHS
IHIIOMOBHMX I'PaMaTHYHUX HaBUYOK. ABTOp po3risiae Bumoru o npasui [T ta
ix BigMminHOCTi Bixm mnpaBun JI[, mparHy4d BiANOBICTH HA HU3KY NHTaHb,
NOB’sI3aHUX 13 KpurepisiMu Bimbopy iHdopmanii 3 JII'; HOpPIBHSUIBHOIO
koH}irypauieto JII" ta III"; mpunnmnamu no3yBaHHs neaarorivyHoi ingopmanii (I1I)
y mporueci (opMyBaHHS TpaMaTHUYHUX HABUYOK Ta 1ii 3MICTy; CTyIEHEM
crpykrypHoi  3anexnocti III'  Big JII; ocoOnMBOCTAMH  3acTOCYBaHHS
Marepianmizopanux ¢opm IIl. Amnamiz cywacHoi JiTeparypu 3acBiI4YHB, IO
HE3Ba)KalOYM Ha I[IMPOKMHA Jiama3oH MiAXOAiB, EKCIUIIUTHI Teopii, M0
IDYHTYIOTBbCS Ha BHUKOPHCTAaHHI IPAaBWJ, 3aJHMIIAIOTHCS TOJNOBHUMH B IHPAKTHII
(dbopMyBaHHS TIpaMaTHYHUX HABHYOK, HaBITh HE3BAXKAOYM Ha Te, HIO HA
JICKJIApATUBHOMY DPIiBHI BUHTEJI MEPEBAKHO BKUBAIOTh PUTOPHUKY, IIO TSIKIE J0
IMIUTIMUTHOTO HaBYaHHA. 3a pe3yJIbTaTaMU JOCHiPKEHHs aBTOP (GOPMYIIIOE HU3KY
NPUNYIIEHb, [0 NOTPeOYIOTh HOAATKOBOrO BHBYEHHSA. Ha Horo mymky,
koH¢irypauis I, Ha Bigminy Bix JII', Mae KOHLIEHTpUYHY, a He JIiHiliHY OyJI0BY,
BHACIIIZIOK YOT0 TPE3EHTAllisi Marepialy B MeEXaxX KOXXHOTO KOHICHTPY
31iliCHIOETbCA 3@ IPUHLUIOM JA030BaHOCTi. ToOTO B KOXHOMY KOHLEHTpI
BBOJIUTBhCS JIMIIE TOW 0Ocsr iHpopmaiii, KU € HEeoOXiHUM 1 MiHIMaJIbHO
JIOCTaTHIM Juis 3a0e3neueHHs KOMYHiKalii Ha BIiANOBIIHOMY eTari HaBYaHHS.
3Bi/icH BUHHKA€E BUMOTA MiHIMAJILHOI IOCTATHOCTI CTOCOBHO OOCSTY TeIaroriyHoi
inpopmanii. IlocnmigoBHicTs BBeAeHHA Takoi iHpopMalii Mae BpaxoByBaTH
MCUXOJIHTBICTHYHI J[aHI IIIOJI0 €TAaIliB 3aCBOEHHS BIAMOBIAHUX TpPaMaTHYHHX
CTPYKTYp Y IIpoLleCi OBOJOAIHHS PpiZHOIO MOBOIO, a TaKOX MAWAAKTHYHI Ta
3aralbHOMETONWYHI NPUHIUIHK. [HII BUMOTH mependadaioTb CTPYKTYPHY
HezanexHicTs npasun IIIT, IXHIO KOMIIJIEKCHICTb, Opi€HTYBaJbHY 3IaTHICTb,
MOJKJIMBICTh MaTepialtizallii Ta po3ropTaHHs 1 3rOPTaHHS eKCIUTIIIUTHOCTI, TOYHICTh
IpaBuiIa Ta BiIMOBY BiJ CIEHIaJIBHOTO eTamy Horo 3amam’siToByBaHHS. CTarTs
TaKOX OKPECITIOE MEPCIIEKTHBH TTOJANBIIOTO TOCIIIKSHHSL.

Knwuogi cnosa: umozu 00 npasun nedazo2iuHoi epamamuru, HiHeGICIMUYHA
pamamuka, nedazociyHa epamamuxd, npasuid, QOoOpMy8aHHs ITHUOMOGHUX
2PaAMAMUYHUX HABUHOK.
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ABTOp 3acBinuye, 1110, HE3B)XKAIOYM Ha TE, WO BiH € TOJOBHUM PENAKTOPOM LOTO
30ipHUKa, TpOLEC pELEH3YBAaHHSA, MNPHUHHATTA piIeHHS I[MoA0 MmyOmikamii Ta
penaryBaHHS TIPOBOAWIIMCS HE3aleXHO, 0e3 Horo ydacti uum BIUIMBY. bynab-ski
HNOTCHIIHHI KOHQUIIKTH iHTepeciB OyaM IOBHICTIO YCYHEHI NUIIXOM 30BHIIIHBOTO
KOHTPOJIIO TIPOLECY.

YV po6oTi He BUKOPHUCTAHO PECypC ITYYHOTO IHTEIEKTY.
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