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TEACHING GRAMMAR AT AUNIVERSITY LEVEL

Teaching grammar syllabus at a university level for 1 and 2 year students
necessitates the mastery of basic grammatical structures and fundamental
concepts of grammar and being able to use these grammatical means in the
process of communication.

Educators at this point face a humber of challenges. First, the students
have different levels of their vocabulary and grammar competence, and the
objective is to bring their levels to a common denominator. B. Tosun said
that “grammar and vocabulary, in this sense, constitute two indispensable
aspects of language. While grammar forms the skeleton of a language,
vocabulary at this point can be resembled to flesh that covers this skeleton”
[4, p. 325].

To meet these ends, we can provide students with samples of material so
that they can implicitly acquire structures from the sets of examples.
K. Lichtman pays attention to the fact that “internal factors such as age also
play a large role in facilitating implicit and explicit learning: children tend to
use more implicit learning mechanisms, and adults more explicit
mechanisms. This may be because adults’ capacity to learn language
implicitly is limited by cognitive maturation, or because children’s capacity
to understand explicit grammar rules has not yet developed” [3, p. 2].

Students are young adults who may benefit from both explicit and
implicit instruction. The use of implicit instruction may be facilitated by the
use of online corpora such as COCA where students can find sufficient
material across registers of the constructions under study. R. Kasprowicz, and
E. Marsden share their experience of explicit learning. They report that “even
in a low-input environment, like many Anglophone FL classrooms, a
relatively short, input-based intervention (five 50-minute sessions) can result
in substantial, durable gains in both comprehension and production of
morphosyntax” [2, p. 903]. In other words, according to the study, students
showed much better success rate after short classes of presenting relevant
grammatical constructions.

76



Another way to facilitate grammar competence acquisition is presenting
the students with patterns of use of specific grammatical constructions.
Patrick Hanks states that “he came to realize that the meaning of any
utterance can best be understood by analysing the phraseological patterns
associated with the main verb in each clause and then sorting the different
nouns into lexical sets according to their meaning” [1, p. 2].

To promote learning a special kind of learner corpora have been
developed. Educators compare learner texts with those created by native
speakers and it allows them to draw the necessary conclusions in
development of teaching theory. A. Zareva suggests using corpora in
teaching is beneficial, so that educators are able to make their own study of
corpus data to apply in teaching ESL/EFL. She proposed the following points
for corpus awareness of ESL/EFL teachers: “1) understanding what a corpus
is; 2) knowing what can and cannot be accomplished with a corpus; 3) being
able to analyse concordances; and 4) understanding how to draw conclusions
about language use trends from corpus data” [5, p. 70].

Corpus linguistics can make it easier for students to achieve grammatical
competence by going over a substantial amount of sample structures that will
help them memorize the new structures, and later facilitate their active use in
their own speech and writing.

And the last, but also important stage is assessment. Z. Gan and C. Leung
share their study of formative assessment that is applied according to new
approach to curriculum in which learning is viewed as a way when students
“construct their knowledge through trying out and practising knowledge”
[6, p. 10]. They add that “in addition to the provision of feedback on
performance, formative assessment research has emphasized empowering
students to understand learning objectives and become aware of strategies
and steps to be undertaken to move their own learning forward” [6, p. 11].

Therefore, to help students acquire grammatical competence in English,
we use explicit and implicit learning strategies, pattern learning and apply
corpus linguistics learning strategies to facilitate students’ progress in
learning and using grammatical structures. On the first stage, students learn
grammatical structures on the level of substitution exercises, and on later
stages students apply learned structures in their own speech and writing. And
as a last stage, students are trying to generate their own sentences with the
studied grammatical constructions used in their own written tasks.
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Kanouoam inonoziunux Hayx,

cmapuwiuil euxknaoay Kagheopu zepmancokoi ginonozii

ma MemooOuKu 6UKNA0AHHA IHO3EMHUX MOG

HixuHchkuit nepxaBHuil yHiBepcuTeT iMeHi Mukonu ["oross
M. Hixxun, YepHiriBcbka o0macth, YKpaina

OYHKINIOHYBAHHA ®PA3ZEOJIOTI3MIB
B AHIVIOMOBHOMY HOBUHHOMY JUCKYPCI:
CTBOPEHHA PUTOPUYHUX EDEKTIB

Meniamuckype SK CTBOpeHa 3aco0aMu MacoBoi iH(opmarii peansHICTh
[3, c. 7], ckoHCTpyiioBaHa 3a TIOCEPEIHHIITBA Bi3yalbHOTO (Ipeca), ayaiallbHOro
(pamio), aymio-Bi3yansHoro (Tenedauenus) [6, ¢. 38] ta mupposoro (IaTepueT)
[9, c. 158] kanaiiB, XapakTepu3yeThCsl BiJICYTHICTIO MUTTEBOTO 3BOPOTHOTO
3B’SI3KY BiJ| ayJquTOpii i 30pi€HTOBaHMH Ha MacoBOTO 4MTaya, ciyxada abo
TsAaaya, sIki 3HaXOASAThCsl HA 3HAYHIN BiJICTaHi BiJl TBOPIIB MoBimomieHs [10].
OpHuM 13 HAMOUTBII TOMMPEHHUX JKAaHPIB MEMIAANCKYpCy € HOro HOBMHHHA
PI3HOBHI, OCHOBHE 3aBJaHHS SIKOTO TOpsX 3 iHGOpMyBaHHAM IpO TMOAIT Ta iX
AHAIII30M € 3JIHCHEHHS] CYreCTMBHOI il Ha ayJIuTOpilo, IO CEepei iHIIOro
3[IACHIOETBCS 32 JONOMOTOI0 (paszeoyoriuHux oguuuus (mai PO), korpi
B TEKCTaX HOBUH PeaJi3yIOTh aKIEHTYBaIbHY (QyHKI0 [2, c. 195].

Hocnimpkenns poni @O sk 3aco0iB yIUIMBY Ha afipecaTiB HOBUHHHUX TEKCTIiB
3YMOBJIIOE 3BEPHEHHSI 0 PUTOPHUKHU SIK MUCTELTBA epekoHyBaHHs [11, c. 275].
Pazom 3 TuM, aHTHUYHE BYEHHs, SIKE 30CEPEPKYBAJIOCh Ha OpPAaTOPCHKOMY
KpPacHOMOBCTBI, 3a3Haio TpaHchopmallii, mo BHABWIOCA Y (popMyBaHHI
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