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EXPERIMENTAL VERIFICATION OF METHODOLOGY OF DEVELOPING
PRODUCTIVE GRAMMATICAL COMPETENCE OF PROSPECTIVE TEACHERS
LEARNING ENGLISH AFTER GERMAN THROUGH INDIVIDUAL WORK

The article dwells on the results of the experimental verification of the effectiveness of the suggested
methodology of developing productive grammatical competence of prospective teachers learning English after
German in the process of independent work. The process of organization and the stages of the experimental
teaching have been described, the obtained results have been analyzed, interpreted, and verified with the help of
mathematical methods of statistics.

We formulated the hypothesis, which was verified through the experimental study. The hypothesis states
that the process of developing productive grammatical competence of students learning English after German
will improve under the conditions of using the suggested methodology, which implies: 1) gradual development of
grammatical competence in speaking and writing (preparatory, stereotypical, variational stages); 2) the
possibilities for positive transfer of knowledge, skills, linguistic and learning experience from the first foreign
language and the prevention of interference from the first foreign language; 3) the development of students’
grammatical awareness by means of the exercises with the reflective component and the exercises aimed at the
development of students’ learning and strategic competence,; 4) giving students greater autonomy within the
individual work under the less rigid control of a teacher.

The two variants of the methodology were suggested: model A and model B. The obtained data provided
the effectiveness of model A. The students demonstrated higher results in grammatical accuracy and fluency in
speaking and writing. The results of the experimental study proved the suggested hypothesis.

Keywords: grammatical competence, English as a second foreign language, transfer, experimental
teaching, prospective teachers, individual work.

OKCAHA AAHMAEHKO

crapmuii 1abopaHT

TepHONINBCHKUN HAIIOHATBFHUN MEAaTOTIYHUH YHIBEPCHTET
imeni Bomogumupa ['HaTioka

ByJ. Makcuma Kpusonoca, 2, M. TepHoOmisib

EKCIHHEPUMEHTAJIBHA TEPEBIPKA EOEKTUBHOCTI METOJIUKHA
®OPMYBAHHS TPOJYKTUBHOI TPAMATHYHOI KOMIIETEHTHOCTI
MAMBYTHIX YUUTEJIB Y IPOLIECI CAMOCTIMHOI POBOTH ITPU
BUBYEHHI AHTJIIMCHKOI MOBH HICJISI HIMEITBKOI

IIpoananizosano npoyedypy i pe3yibmamu eKCnepumMeHmanbHoi nepesipku 3anponoHo8anoi asmopcbKoi
MemoOuKy opmysantss npPOOYKMUGHOI 2pamMamuyHoi KOMNEmMeHmMHOCmI MatlOymuix yuumenie y npoyeci
CamocmitiHol pobomu npu 6USYEHHI AHSNILICbKOL MOBU NICIA HIMEYbKOL, MemOoio KOI € PO36UMOK SPAMAMUYHUX
HABUYOK 208OPIHHS | NUCLMA NIO YAC BUBYEHHs AHTINCLKOI Mosu K Opyeol iHozemuoi. Oxapaxmepuzoeano
NepeHoc 8 YyMOo8ax WIMYHYHO20 MPUNIHEGI3MY | 3’SICO8AHO MOJICIUGICMb 1020 IHmMe2payii y npoyec HAGUAHMHS
2pamamuxy ma HeoOXIOHICMb BpPAXYBAHHA U020 GNAUGY Npu po3podbyi mamepianie. Onucamo yuacHuxis,
OpeaHizayito eKCnepuUMeHmanibHO20 HABYAHHA, YMOSU U emanu npogedeHHs excnepumenmy. I[Ipedcmasneno
aHaniz ma iHmMepnpemayiio OMPUMAHUX De3VIbMAamie i NpoeedeHo iX nepesipky 3a O00NOMO20K Memooie
MamemMamuyHoi Cmamucmuxuy.

Excnepumenmanvio nepegipeno cinomesy, w0 6UCOKO20 pieHA copmosaHocmi npoOyKMusHoi
2pAMamuyHoi KOMHemeHMHOCmi MAauOymHix yuumenie y npoyeci camocmiuHoi pobomu npu HABYAHHI
AH2TINCLKOI MOBU NICAA HIMEYbKOI MOXNCHA 00CAZMU 3d YMO8 SUKOPUCMAHHA 3ANPONOHOBAHOI MemOoOuKU, AKA
nepedbauac: 1) noemanne opmysanis. 2pamamuyHoi KOMNEMeHMHOCMI 8 2060PIHHI Ma nucbMi (ni020mosyull,
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cmepeomuntull, eapiamusHuil emanu); 2) 6paxy8amHHs MONCIUGOCHeEN Oisl NEPeHOCY 3HAHb, HAGUYOK,
MOBNIEHHEBO20 | HABUANLHO20 00CGI0Y CcmyOenmie 3 nepuloi IHO3eMHOI MO8U | 3a0e3neyye NOnepeoNceHHs
inmepgepenyii 3 neputoi inozeMHol Mo8u; 3) PopMyBarHs epamamuiHoi YCeI0OMAEHOCMI 3a 00NOMO20I0 6NPA8
3 peqnekcusHuUM  KOMHOHEHMOM [ 6NpaA8, CHPSAMOBAHUX HA  PO3GUMOK  HABYAILHO-CMPAMEZIYHOT
Komnemenmuocmi; 4) HaoauHs cmydeHmam OibUIOI A8MOHOMIT y npoyeci camocmitiHol pobomu npu MeHu
JHCOPCMKOMY YNPAGIIHHI BUKIAOAYEM.

Pospooneno o0sa eapianmu memoouku (eapianm A ma eapiamm bB), 3a AKumu Haguanucs
excnepumenmanvhi epynu. Ha ocnoei nopigHsaHHA pe3yibmamie HABYAHHS 6 eKCNePUMEHMANbHUX 2PYnax 3a
0onomo2or Kymoeozo nepemsopenHa Piwepa 3pobreHo GUCHOBOK npo Oinvuly egexmugHicmv eapianma
Mmemoouku A, akuii nepedbavae suuull pieeHb A8MOHOMII CIMYOeHmMI8 ma MeHul HCOpPCmKe YAPAGliHHA 3 OOKY
suxnaoaua. /logsedeno, wjo 30in1bUileHHA PIBHA ABMOHOMII Y npoyeci noemanHozo opmyeanHs npooyKmueHoi
2pamamudnoi KOMNEemeHmHOCMI 003605€ NOKPAWUMU SPAMAMUYHY MOYHICMb Y (DOPMYTIOBAHHT CHYOEeHMAMU
VCHUX | RUCOMOBUX — BUCILOBTIOBAHb,  PO3BUGAE  DPepIEeKCUBHI  YMIHHS MA  HABYAILHO-CMPAMESIYHY
KOMNEemeHMHUICMb CIyO0eHmia.

Kniwouosi cnoea: cpamamuyna KoMHemeHMHICMb, AHEMINICLKA MO8A AK Opy2d IHO3eMHA, NePeHoC,
eKCnepuMeHmanbHe HagUaHHs, MaiuOymHi yuumeni, cCamocmiina poboma.

Educational and professional programs for prospective teachers of foreign languages in
Ukrainian universities presuppose mastering two or three foreign languages. The Bachelor’s program
“The German Language and Literature” at Ternopil Volodymyr Hnatiuk National Pedagogical
University provides training for teachers of the German language and the English language as a
second foreign language. So, students enrolled on this program are treated as multilinguals whose
native language (L1) is Ukrainian, first foreign language (L2) is German, and second foreign language
(L3) is English. As far as the study of English begins later, during the second year of studies, there is
the necessity to optimize the process of teaching English in order to make it as effective as possible for
all the students to reach the level of mastering English presupposed by the educational program.
During the survey of the ways to improve students’ grammar acquisition and enhance their
grammatical accuracy in speaking and writing, we developed a methodology containing a model of
teaching grammar and a subsystem of exercises for the development of productive grammatical skills
of prospective teachers learning English after German. In order to verify the effectiveness of the
proposed methodology the experimental study was conducted.

The purpose of the article is to describe the experimental verification of the proposed
methodology of developing prospective teachers’ productive grammatical competence through
independent work while learning English after German, represent the analysis and interpretation of the
results obtained during the experimental study.

The aim of our experimental research was to examine the effects of the proposed methodology
of developing productive grammatical competence of prospective teachers learning English after
German through independent work, to test the hypothesis predicting that the use of exercises with
reflective component and pre task study tips explicating the possibilities of transfer and the
enhancement of students’ autonomy level through individual work activities will make the process of
developing productive grammatical skills of students mastering English after German more effective
in terms of optimizing the time of covering curriculum and enhancing students’ grammatical accuracy
and fluency in speaking and writing.

Surveying the theoretical prerequisites to the problem of teaching grammar of the second
foreign language we resorted to the works by R. Ellis [7; 8], D. Larsen-Freeman [10], J. Harmer [9],
D. Nunan [11], M. Pawlack [12], L. Orlovska [4], O. Trendak [17], O. Vovk [1], P. Ur [18], and
others.

The analysis of studies in the field of teaching grammar of English as a second language or as a
foreign language shows the trend for scientists to explore the issue of form focused instruction with regard
to understanding whether it can provide the most effective way of teaching grammar [7; 17, p. 5].

In the field of teaching grammar, researchers differentiate between form-focused instruction and
meaning-focused instruction depending on the type of grammar syllabus, whether it is synthetic or
analytic. As far as at the Ukrainian universities teaching English grammar for students majoring in
German is usually integrated in the course of “Second foreign language (English)” and is presented in
a synthetic layout, we are interested in the form-focused type of instruction.
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The design of the suggested methodology was elaborated taking into account the elements of
output theory and form-focused instruction.

According to the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR),
grammatical competence is defined as “knowledge of, and ability to use, the grammatical resources of
a language” [5, p. 112]. CEFR treats grammatical competence also as “the ability to understand and
express meaning by producing and recognising well-formed phrases and sentences” [5, p. 112-113].

The development of productive grammatical competence presupposes the development of
students’ grammatical skills in speaking and writing. The development of productive grammatical
skills is the question of debate in the theory of language teaching and learning which resulted in the
formation of the theories of output-instruction and production-based instruction. Productive
grammatical skills responsible for the ability of students to represent their own ideas and thoughts in
speaking and writing [3, p. 239-240]. The level of the development of productive grammatical skills
defines the quality of students’ speaking and writing. The structure of productive grammatical skills
presupposes the operations of choosing grammatical structures that are relevant to the given situation,
the processing of the chosen grammatical structures through the norms of a certain language and
performing them in speaking or in writing [3, p. 240].

J. C. Richards states that “all language users have greater receptive competence than productive
competence” [13, p. 4]. Usually, students deal with language and after that they perform certain
learning activities. J. C. Richards contemplates that theory proposed by Krashen, that only receptive
competence should be deliberately developed, and productive competence will be developed naturally
from the receptive one, is not supported by practical experience when we observe the inability of
students to use their knowledge of language rules in their speech or writing. So, J. C. Richards
considers the arise of noticing hypothesis and output hypothesis which the author considers necessary
to facilitate the development of productive competence. Noticing of language features in the input is
important for understanding of the language material and for turning the linguistic knowledge into
linguistic competence. Thus, with the development of the theory of noticing hypothesis the notion of
intake arises which constitutes “that part of the input that learners notice” [13, p. 5]. The author
emphasizes the necessity of noticing activities in teaching speaking skills.

The theory of output hypothesis was introduced by M. Swain, and it stated the importance of
output for facilitating “the complete grammatical processing needed for accurate production” [16, p.
99]. The output hypothesis suggests the use of certain target language forms to develop learners’
language knowledge. Hence that knowledge needs to be restructured with the help of practice in using
these language forms. So, the grammatical materials used in the tasks for the development of receptive
skills should be used in the tasks for productive activities. J. C. Richards suggests the continuity or
succession when the language items from the material of receptive tasks become the material for
productive tasks. In this way the author suggests the way for the development of the knowledge the
students gained during the receptive activities and turning it into the practical use [13, p. 6]. Thus,
developing our exercises, we included the vocabulary items from the conversational topics the
students were to learn and the grammatical items which were not only demanded by the syllabus, but
also provided in the texts.

J. Harmer presents “a basic methodological model for teaching productive skills”. In this model,
first, the teacher introduces the topic to the students and involves them into the contemplation over the
subject, then the task itself is set and students receive instructions how the activity is to be done, all the
necessary information for the activity completion is provided. The next stage begins when students
start doing the task. The teacher monitors the task completion and helps students with difficulties they
encounter. At the next stage, the teacher’s feedback follows the completion of the activity, the
students’ strong and weak points are shown. After the task has been finished, the teacher may use the
follow-up activity related to the previous task [9, p. 275-276].

Another aspect related to the issue of productive skills is the correlation between explicit and
implicit knowledge. Researchers demonstrate the importance of production for converting explicit
knowledge into implicit and in other terms “turning of declarative knowledge into procedural
knowledge” [6, p. 529]. Production is also important for further explicit knowledge acquisition and the
development of new declarative knowledge.

J. C. Richards suggests that learners whose native language is German will easier understand
the essence of the definite and indefinite article in the English language [14, p. 273-274]. This
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observation is very important for our research because we consider that the knowledge of German will
create the basis for acquiring the grammatical concepts of the English language. We consider that the
morphological and syntactical skills from the German language can be transferred in the process of
learning English morphology and syntax.

The comprehensive analysis of linguistic transfer and current state of investigations dedicated to
the problems of transfer from the third foreign language was presented by J. Rothman et al. [15].
Building the Typological Primacy Model J. Rothman [15, p. 154-155] emphasizes the importance of
initial stages of interlanguage grammars and the stages where transfer takes its source from. Transfer
is more likely to occur if the previously studied language is the most similar in structure to the next
studied language.

The scientific data provided by J. Rothman et al. shows that “typological / structural similarity”
determines the source language for L3 transfer [15, p. 159]. The mechanism of transfer is regarded as
subconscious and driven by parser in order determined by The Typological Primacy Model and its
hierarchy of cues when the similarity is firstly examined on the level of lexicon, then the level of
phonology is examined, functional morphology and syntactic structures [15, p. 162-163].

The subsystem of exercises was developed presuming that the similarity of English and German
predicts that German is the source of transfer for the acquisition of English. Thus, our task was to
promote the positive effects of transfer from German by means of specially elaborated tasks and
procedures, their implementation and production in a particular order according to the model of the
methodology of developing productive grammatical skills of prospective teachers in English after
German.

We conducted the experimental study using the developed subsystem of exercises. The purpose
of the experimental research is to verify the efficiency of the suggested methodology of forming
prospective teachers’ productive grammatical competency through the individual work in teaching
English after German.

Before the experimental study the pre-test took place when we assessed students’ speaking and
writing tasks. During the experimental study students were taught using the suggested subsystem of
exercises. At the end of the experimental study the post-experimental test was conducted, and the
results of pre-test and post-test were compared.

The speaking tasks were represented by communicative situations for monologues and
dialogues respectively. We assessed the correctness of grammatical structures usage and the diversity
of grammatical structures used by the students.

The students’ performance in writing was tested by means of writing a letter.

The independent variables were members of experimental groups, teaching materials, tasks of
pre-test and post-test, the duration of experimental teaching, the quantity of classes and assessment
criteria. The dependent variable of the experiment is the extent of individual work and the level of
students’ autonomy. In variant A of the suggested methodology students were allowed to perform the
tasks without special teacher’s intervention at the stereotypical and variational stages of productive
grammatical competence formation.

In variant B of the suggested methodology the students performed all the tasks under teacher’s
control throughout all the stages of productive grammatical competency formation.

The experiment took place in Ternopil VVolodymyr Hnatiuk National Pedagogical University,
the participants were 36 students of the Department of foreign languages, whose major was German.
The experiment was conducted for one semester from February to May 2018 and one more from
February to May 2019. The students were subdivided into four experimental groups. Experimental
group 1 (EG1) and experimental group 2 (EG2) had 10 students each. Experimental group 3 (EG3)
and experimental group 4 (EG4) had 8 students each. EG1 and EG3 were taught according to the
model A. EG2 and EG4 were taught according to the model B.

The model A presupposed the use of heuristic conversation about the typological similarities
peculiar to a certain grammatical structure in English and German at the preparatory stage. The task of
this conversation was to motivate students for conducting comparisons between grammatical systems
of English and German and their independent work in search of possible cases for transfer and
interference. At the first stage the students focused on the practice aimed at connecting grammatical
form and meaning it conveys, producing short monologues and dialogues, composing sentences. At
the following stages, stereotypical and variational, they practiced grammatical structures in
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monologues, dialogues and writing activities, and they could negotiate or brainstorm and choose
topics for the activities, so the proportion of students’ autonomy was enhanced. The teacher’s
feedback was of corrective nature to direct students’ individual work in terms of curriculum, correct
mistakes after students performed their speaking or writing activities.

In the model B, the teacher’s intervention in the form of direct explanation of possible cases of
interference and transfer was used to a maximum extent, all activities were done by students under the
teacher’s control according to the preselected topics.

The experiment consisted of the following stages: development of the hypothesis, determining
criteria for the evaluation of prospective teachers’ productive grammatical competence level, dividing
students into experimental groups; pre-experimental testing to establish the existing level of
prospective teacher’s productive competence; experimental training with the use of the developed
materials; post-experimental testing to determine the effects of the experimental teaching; analysis and
interpretation of the results of the experimental teaching. The procedure consisted of non-variable
values of the experiment: the number of students, the pre- and post-experimental testing tasks, the
materials used for training, the assessment criteria and the duration of the experiment. The variable
value was determined as the level of students’ autonomy at particular stages of productive
grammatical competence formation and the way in which the teaching process took place.

The hypothesis of our experiment is that the prospective teachers can improve their productive
grammatical competence in English under conditions of using the suggested methodology that
presupposes: 1) gradual development of grammatical competence in speaking and writing
(preparatory, stereotypical, variational stages); 2) the possibilities for positive transfer of knowledge,
skills, linguistic and learning experience from the first foreign language and the prevention of
interference from the first foreign language; 3) the development of students’ grammatical awareness
by means of the exercises with the reflective component and the exercises aimed at the development of
students’ learning and strategic competence; 4) giving students greater autonomy within the individual
work under the less rigid control of a teacher.

The objective of the first phase of the experiment was to verify the efficiency of the suggested
subsystem of exercises and to compare model A with model B of methodology of forming productive
grammatical competence of prospective teachers learning English after German through the individual
work.

The objective of the second phase of the experiment was to determine an optimal model of
methodology of forming productive grammatical competence of prospective teachers learning English
after German.

The first task was to conduct the pre-experimental testing to determine the existing level of
future teachers’ productive grammatical competency and to compare it with the level the students
would reach after the experimental training. The testing included situations for monologues and
dialogues and the task for writing an informal letter. Students were given five minutes to prepare
monologues. The following situations represent the tasks for spoken production.

Task 1. Spoken production. Speak on the suggested situation. Pay attention to the use of tenses.

1. You didn’t go with your friends to the cinema yesterday because you had to write an essay.
Tell your friend why you were busy yesterday. Speak about things you did yesterday. Invite your friend
to watch a film next week.

2. Your mother asks you to do some shopping, but you are busy at the moment. Tell her what
you are doing right now.

3. You and your groupmate are preparing a project in Linguistics. Tell your groupmate what
you have already done.

The next task represents the situation for spoken interaction.

The results of the pre-experimental testing were calculated according to the formula of students’
learning outcomes coefficient K=Q/N, which is commonly accepted in modern teaching foreign
languages research [2, p. 347], where Q is the number of points scored by students and N is the
maximum points that students can get for all the tasks. The coefficient should be not less than 0,7 for
the level of students’ learning outcomes to be sufficient [2, p. 347; 4, p. 146].

The skills in spoken production, spoken interaction and writing were assessed according to the
criteria of grammatical correctness and variety of grammatical structures used by students.
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Table 1
Situation for Spoken Interaction in Pre-Experimental Tests

Situation 1

Student A Student B

You are a student at university. Your younger | You are a schoolboy/schoolgirl. Your elder
brother/sister (Student B) is at school and | brother/sister (Student A) is at university. Ask
asks you to tell him/her about your typical | him/her to tell you about his/her typical day at
day at university. Tell him/her about your | university. Ask him/her to tell you about his/her
daily routine, what chores you do, what you | daily routine, what chores he/she does, what he/she
do in your free time. Tell him/her how your | does in his/her free time. Ask how his/her life has
life has changed. changed.

In general, the results of the pre-experimental testing demonstrated the low level of productive
grammatical competence. The errors were caused by incorrect grammatical usage. Students tended to
use similar grammatical structures.

At the preparatory stage of the productive grammatical competence formation the students
trained according to the model A were supposed to trace the differences and similarities in English and
German in inductive way in the form of heuristic conversation supported by the teacher’s feedback.

At the following stages when the skills are activated and stereotyped the autonomy was
enhanced by brainstorming topics the students wanted to talk about or to write about. Students were
allowed to give their own suggestions for the exercises. At the variational stage students could suggest
their own situations for speaking or writing.

The results of post-experimental testing show that all the experimental groups demonstrate
improvement in using English grammar in speaking and writing.

The values of obtained learning coefficient in the pre-test and post-test, the increase of learning
coefficient as the result of experimental teaching are presented in table 2.

Table 2
Results of Pre-experimental and Post-experimental Testing

Experimental Learning coefficient Increase
group Pre-experimental testing Post-experimental testing

EG-1 0,55 0,89 0,34

EG-2 0,55 0,77 0,22

EG-3 0,55 0,92 0,37

EG-4 0,54 0,75 0,21

We observed the improvement in the students’ ability to choose the appropriate grammatical
form to express the required meaning. Students constructed better utterances producing monologues
and dialogues. Besides the quality of speaking increased due to the variety of grammatical structures
used by the students. The students’ written tasks became better in cohesion and accuracy.

We observed that some students trying to be accurate in the usage of grammatical forms and
used a very scarce range of forms, basic sentence structures and verb phrases.

To prove the efficiency of one model of the methodology over the other we used Fisher’s
angular transformation which is conventional for the research in the field of the methodology of
teaching foreign languages [2, p. 347-350; 4, 166-170]. Firstly, we compared the post-test results of
EG-1 and EG-2. Secondly, the post-test results of EG-3 and EG-4 were compared. This means the
comparison of two models, since students in EG-1 and EG-3 were taught according to model A, while
students in EG-2 and EG-4 — according to model B.

First of all, we determined the percentage of students who demonstrated the threshold level of
the development of productive grammatical competence (“There is effect”) and the percentage of
students who did not achieve the threshold level (“No effect”).

As far as almost all students demonstrated the post-test results higher than 0,7, the threshold
level of the development of productive grammatical competence was shifted to 0,8.

Two hypotheses were formed. Null hypothesis (Ho) declares that the level of the development of
productive grammatical competence of students in EG-1 is equal to the level in EG-2. Alternative
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hypothesis (H1) declares that the level of the development of productive grammatical competence of
students in EG-1 is higher than the level in EG-2.
The comparison of post-test results of EG-1 and EG-2 is presented in table 3.

Table 3
Comparison of post-test results of EG-1 and EG-2

Experimental “There is effect” “No effect” Total

Number of o* Number o* number of
group students Percentage of students Percentage students
EG-1 8 80 % 2,214 2 20 % 0,927 | 10
EG-2 3 30 % 1,159 7 70 % 1,982 | 10
Total number
of students 11 9 20

Traditionally, to calculate ¢*emp. the following equation is used:
™1¥2 2, p. 347-350], where ¢1 (80%) = 2,214, ¢, (30%) = 1,159, n; — the
amount of students in EG-1, n,— the amount of students in EG-2.
@*emp. = (2,214 — 1,159) \V100/20 = 1,055 \'5 = 2,359.
The correlation between @*emp. and @*c. was established
1,64(p < 0,05)
(P*cr- = {
231(p<0,01)
@*emp. = 2,359

(P*emp. > (P*cr-
Figure 1 represents the obtained ¢*emp. as significant.

@ = (@, —@z)-

0*0,05 9*0,01

insignificant significant

1,64 2,31 2,359

Figure 1. Correlation between ¢*emp. and ¢ *r.

Thus, H; is assumed which shows that after the experiment the level of students’ productive
grammatical competence in EG-1 is higher than in EG-2. This proves that model A of the suggested
methodology is more effective than model B.

In the same way we compared the post-test results of EG-3 and EG-4.

The hypotheses were formulated.

Ho: the level of the development of productive grammatical competence of students in EG-3 is
equal to the level in EG-4.

Hi: the level of the development of productive grammatical competence of students in EG-3 is
higher than the level in EG-4.

The following table 4 shows the comparison of post-test results of EG-3 and EG-4.

Table 4
Comparison of post-test results of EG-3 and EG-4

Experimental “There is effect” “No effect” Total

roFL Number of Percentage o* Number Percentag | ¢* number of
grotp students 9 of students | e students
EG-3 7 87,5 % 2,419 |1 12,5 % 0,723 | 8
EG-4 2 25 % 1,047 | 6 75 % 2,094 | 8
Total number
of students 9 ! 16
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©*0,05 ©*0,01

insignificant significant

1,64 231 2.744

Figure 2. Correlation between ¢*emp. and ¢ *cr.,

Therefore, H; is assumed, and we can state that after the experiment the level of students’
productive grammatical competence in EG-3 is higher than in EG-4. So, the results obtained in the
second phase of the experiment prove that model A of the suggested methodology is more effective
than model B.

Groups EG-1 and EG-3 were taught according to the model A of the proposed methodology and
demonstrated better results than students in EG-2 and EG-4. Thus, the results of post-experimental
testing allow us to state that variant A of methodology of forming productive grammatical competence
of prospective teachers learning English after German in the process of individual work is more
effective. Besides, the results of the experimental study prove the suggested hypothesis that the use of
exercises explicating the possibilities of transfer and enhancing individual work throughout the stages
of developing grammatical competence makes the process of forming productive grammatical skills of
students learning English after German more effective. The model A optimizes the time for covering
grammatical issued given in the curriculum and enhances students’ grammatical accuracy and fluency
in speaking and writing. The developed subsystem of exercises used according to the model of
forming productive skills within the methodology of forming productive grammar skills in English
after German through independent work activities provides vast opportunities for the enhancement of
acquiring English grammar after German by prospective teachers of foreign languages.

The implementation of the model in which the level of students’ autonomy is enhanced at all
stages of forming productive skills in speaking and writing demonstrates the increase of the efficiency
in learning English grammar after German and time necessary for the acquisition of grammatical
phenomena is shortened and allows to cover more grammatical aspects prescribed in the curriculum of
English as a second language for students mastering German over a shorter period of time. This allows
to develop accuracy and fluency in English grammar usage.

Further research can be dedicated to the development of methodological recommendations for
teachers on forming productive grammatical competence of prospective teachers learning English after
German through independent work.
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