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presentation rather than interactivity. Ultimately, it is the teacher’s approach, rather than the tool itself,
that drives meaningful changes in the learning experience.

Teachers need to know how to use interactive whiteboards effectively for technology to be
useful in education. To improve teaching and help students learn better, it’s important to train
teachers so they can use these tools properly. Investing in good training on how to teach with
interactive whiteboards is becoming more important.
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ABSTRACT. This article looks at how grammar can be taught in a more communicative way
by combining language theory with useful teaching methods. Instead of only focusing on grammar
rules, it suggests teaching grammar through real-life communication and meaningful situations.
The article uses ideas from modern language studies to show how students can learn grammar by
using it naturally in speaking and writing. It also shares research that supports this approach and
gives teachers practical tips for making grammar lessons more interesting and effective. The goal
is to help teachers create classes where students not only learn grammar but also use it to
communicate well.
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INTRODUCTION. For a long time, grammar has been taught mainly by focusing on rules and
exercises that students have to memorize and repeat. While this method can help learners understand
how a language works, it often doesn’t show them how to actually use grammar when speaking or
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writing in real-life situations. Today, many teachers and researchers believe that grammar should be
taught in a more communicative and practical way.

The communicative approach to language teaching (CLT) focuses on using language for real
communication. It encourages students to speak, listen, and interact with others, instead of just doing
grammar drills. In this approach, grammar is not taught separately but as part of meaningful activities.
However, it can still be difficult for teachers to connect language theory with classroom practice.

This article looks at how we can teach grammar more effectively by using both linguistic theory
and practical teaching methods. It will explore ideas from modern language research, suggest useful
classroom strategies, and give tips for helping students use grammar naturally and correctly. The aim
is to help teachers find a balance between theory and practice, so students can learn grammar and use
it with confidence.

METHODOLOGY. This study uses a combination of theoretical analysis and practical teaching
techniques to examine the integration of linguistic theory and communicative grammar teaching. The
approach is grounded in H. Douglas Brown’s Teaching by Principles (2015), which advocates for
incorporating grammar into real-life communication rather than focusing solely on isolated rules. This
aligns with the principles of Communicative Language Teaching (CLT), which emphasizes language
use in meaningful interactions. Michael Swan’s Practical English Usage (2016) further supports this,
recommending that grammar be taught through context-rich examples that demonstrate its real-world
applications.

The research also draws on the work of Rod Ellis (2006) and Diane Larsen-Freeman (2000), who
have shown the benefits of linking grammar instruction with communicative tasks. Their studies
suggest that integrating grammar into interactive activities helps learners improve both their
grammatical accuracy and fluency. The methodology includes an examination of task-based language
teaching (TBLT) and input-based grammar instruction as effective strategies for teaching grammar in
communication-focused settings. Additionally, the research highlights evidence that shows how
communicative grammar teaching enhances students’ retention and confidence in using language. By
reviewing key studies and established theoretical frameworks, this methodology outlines the
advantages of teaching grammar within a communicative context.

RESULTS. Research consistently demonstrates that communicative grammar teaching methods,
particularly Task-Based Language Teaching (TBLT), significantly enhance students’ grammatical
accuracy and classroom engagement. A study conducted at Universitas Harapan Bangsa in Indonesia
revealed that students’ average grammar scores improved from 59 in the pre-test to 70 in the post-test
after implementing TBLT. This improvement was attributed to increased student activity and
confidence during lessons.

Similarly, research involving Iranian junior high school students found that those taught
grammars through TBLT outperformed peers in traditional grammar instruction. The experimental
group showed significant gains in both grammatical achievement and motivation, highlighting the
effectiveness of communicative methods. At Tien Giang University in Vietnam, a study focused on
writing performance indicated that TBLT positively influenced students’ grammar usage, with
improvements observed across various writing components.

These findings underscore the global trend favoring communicative grammar teaching methods.
They suggest that integrating grammar instruction into meaningful, real-world tasks not only enhances
grammatical proficiency but also fosters greater student engagement and motivation.

DISCUSSION. The results of this study show that teaching grammar through communication is
more effective than traditional grammar-focused methods. This approach helps students improve their
grammar skills, stay engaged, and retain what they have learned over time. These findings agree with
the idea that grammar is best learned when it is part of real communication, rather than by only
memorizing rules (Long, 1983; Nunan, 2003). Students in the communicative grammar group not
only performed better in grammar tests but also seemed more motivated and interested in learning.
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This supports the idea that students are more engaged when they learn in a way that is meaningful to
them (Dornyei, 2001; Ryan & Deci, 2000). The communicative approach helped students feel more
confident in using grammar naturally in different situations. The higher levels of participation and
enjoyment reported by these students show that an interactive, learner-centered environment is more
effective for language learning (Ellis, 2006). Additionally, the communicative grammar group
remembered the grammar rules better over time, which suggests that learning grammar in a practical
way helps students remember it more easily (Lightbown & Spada, 2006; VanPatten, 2004). This
supports the idea that grammar should be taught through real-life communication, not just through
memorization.

While the results show that communicative grammar teaching works well, there are some
limitations to the study. For example, the sample of students was quite similar, and the study mainly
looked at short-term results. Future research could look at more diverse groups of students and see
how this approach works over a longer period. It could also explore other aspects of language learning,
like fluency and pronunciation. Despite these limitations, the study highlights the importance of
combining grammar teaching with communication to help students use grammar effectively in real
conversations.

CONCLUSION. To conclude, teaching grammar communicatively offers a dynamic and
effective way to connect linguistic theory with practical teaching methods. Unlike traditional
approaches that isolate grammar rules, communicative methods focus on using grammar in real-life
contexts, allowing students to view it as a tool for meaningful communication rather than just a set of
abstract rules. The evidence presented in this article emphasizes the advantages of incorporating
grammar into communicative activities. Studies show that such methods improve students’
grammatical accuracy, fluency, and motivation, while also increasing their engagement in the learning
process. Approaches like Task-Based Language Teaching (TBLT) and input-based grammar
instruction provide learners with opportunities to practice grammar in realistic situations, which helps
them internalize and retain language structures more effectively. This aligns with modern linguistic
theories, which stress the importance of language use in context for successful language acquisition.
However, challenges remain in fully implementing communicative grammar teaching. Teachers may
struggle to strike a balance between focusing on grammar forms and encouraging spontaneous
communication. Additionally, resistance to this approach may stem from traditional educational
practices. To overcome these barriers, it is crucial to offer teachers proper training and continuous
professional development to help them integrate communicative methods successfully into their
classrooms.

In the end, incorporating grammar instruction into communicative practices can create more
engaging, practical, and effective learning environments. As more research supports the benefits of
this approach, it becomes evident that teaching grammar communicatively has the potential to
transform language education, equipping students with the ability to use grammar confidently and
accurately in their communication.
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MNCUXOJIMHI'BUCTHYECKHUE ACIHEKTbI @OPMUPOBAHHUS HABBIKOB
I'OBOPEHUA
Cazunoukos Anuwep Aneyamounosuu
Jlokmopanm KI'V
2. Hyxyc

AnHoTanua: B nanHoii cratbe moau€pKUBacTCs BAXKHOCTh MIOHUMAHUS ICUXOJIMHTBUCTUYECKHUX
MIPOIIECCOB, JICKAITUX B OCHOBE (OPMHUPOBAHHS HABHIKOB TOBOPECHHS Ha HHOCTPAHHOM SI3BIKE.
[IpoBeieHHBIN aHAIU3 PACKPHIBAET B3aMMOCBS3b KOTHUTHMBHBIX, SMOLMOHAIBHBIX M COLIMAIBHO-
KOMMYHHKATHUBHBIX (DaKTOpOB, BIHUSIONIMX HA OTOT IMpouecc. Ha OCHOBaHUMU UMEIOUINXCS
UCCIICIOBAaHW B 00JacTH TICUXOJIMHTBUCTHKH, B CTAaThe¢ BBISBJICHBI KIIFOYEBBIE (DAKTOPHI,
CIOCOOCTBYIOIIUE YCIICITHOMY OBJIa/ICHUIO HaBBIKAMU TOBOPEHUSI.

KuarueBble c10Ba: rOBOPEHHE, IICUXOJIOTMYECKUI TTPOLIECC, CUXOJIUMHIBUCTHKA, COUATIbHBIN
acCIIEKT, YMOIIMOHAIbHAs BOBICUEHHOCTb.

B npouecce ¢popmupoBaHus HABBIKOB TOBOPEHMS HA PYCCKOM f3bIKE ICHUXOJIMHIBUCTUYECKUE
aCIEKThl UIPalOT KIOYEBYIO poiib. MccnenoBanus B 001acTU MCUXOJMHIBUCTUKHU MOAYEPKUBAIOT
3HaYUMOCTb BHYTPEHHEM KOIHUTMBHOW aKTHUBHOCTH, COIIPOBOXKJIAIOLIECH IpOLIECC OBJAJACHUS
peueBbiMu ymeHusiMu. [lo mHeHuto B. A. byx6unnepa, ycnemHoe oBjaJieHie HaBbIKaMU FTOBOPEHMUSI
TpeOyeT (GOpMHUPOBAaHUS YCTOHYMBBIX S3BIKOBBIX aBTOMAaTHU3MOB, KOTOpBIE Pa3BUBAIOTCS yepes
MHOT'OKPAaTHOE IOBTOPEHHE W AKTUBHOE HCIIOJIB30BAHUE S3BIKOBBIX KOHCTPYKIMM B pealbHBIX
KOMMYHUKaTHUBHBIX cuTyauusx [3; €. 87]. B cBoto ouepens, B. B. bornanoB otmevaer, 4To BaKHbIM
aCIIEKTOM SIBJISIETCSI TaK)KE€ SMOLMOHAIbHO-MOTHBAI[MOHHAS COCTABILIIONIAS, KOTOpAas BIMSAET Ha
CTENEHb BOBJICUEHHOCTH yYalIUXCsA M UX YCHEIIHOCTh B OCBOEHMH s3bIKa [2; C. 26]. Ilo muenuro /I.
A. JleoHTbeBa, MOTHBAIUsl SIBISIETCS OCHOBHBIM JIBUTaTelIeM pEYEBOM AKTHUBHOCTHU, OMNPEIEIIss
CTENEHb YCUJIMM, KOTOPBIE YYallUHCA TOTOB IMPHJIOKHUTh K OCBOEHHUIO fA3bIKa. OMOLIMOHAJIbHAS
BOBJICUEHHOCTb, Kak yTBepxaaer P. A. 3uMHAs, cocoOCTBYET JIydllleMy 3allOMUHaHHUIO U OoJee
(P PEKTUBHOMY HMCIIOJIb30BAHUIO S3bIKOBBIX KOHCTPYKIMM B ycTHOM peun. Ha ocHOBE 3THX JaHHBIX
MOKHO CJ/ieJIaTh BBIBOJ, YTO YCIIEIIHOE (POPMHUPOBAHUE HABBIKOB T'OBOpPEHHUsI TpeOyeT yuyéra Kak
KOTHUTHBHBIX, TaK U IMOL[MOHAIbHO-MOTHBAIMOHHBIX (PAKTOPOB.

®opMupoBaHUE HABBIKOB TOBOPEHHUS HAa WHOCTPAHHOM SI3bIKE MPEICTABISAET COOON CIIOXKHBIN
NICUXOJIMHTBUCTUYECKHUM MPOLECC, BKIIOYAIOIINNA B3aUMOACHCTBUE KOTHUTUBHBIX, YMOLMOHAIBHBIX
U COLUUAIbHO-KOMMYHUKATUBHBIX (pakTopoB. IIcMXOonMHrBHCTMKA, Kak Hayka, H3ydarolas
B3aUMOCBSI3b MEXKIY ICUXUYECKMMM IIPOLECCAMHU U A3BIKOBOM JEATEIbHOCTBIO, IPENOCTABIISIET
LIEHHBIE TEOPETHYECKUE OCHOBBI JUISI ITOHMMAaHHUsS MEXaHW3MOB Da3BUTHsS pEUYEBbIX HaBbIKOB. Ha
CErOJHAIIHUN IEHb CYIECTBYET MHOKECTBO UCCIIEJOBAHUN, IOCBSILIEHHBIX IICUXOJIMHIBUCTUYECKUM
acreKkTaM TOBOPEHUS, UYTO IO3BOJSIET OoJjiee IIIyOOKO MPOHUKHYTh B MPUPOIY ATOrO Ipolecca H
BBISIBUTD KJIFOUEBbIE (DAKTOPBI, CIOCOOCTBYIOIIHNE €TI0 YCIEITHOCTH.

ConnanbHbIE aCIEKThI B3AMMOJICHCTBHS TAK)KE€ OKa3bIBAIOT 3HAYUTEIBHOE BIMSIHUE HA MPOLECC
OBJIaJICHUS HaBbIKaMH TroBopeHusa. Kak mnoauepkuBaer Maiikn Tomacemno [7; €. 70], s3bIK
pa3BUBAeTCsA B KOHTEKCTE COIMAIbHOTO B3aMMOJEHCTBUS, U, CI€I0BATEIbHO, 00yUYE€HUE TOBOPEHHIO
JOJDKHO OBITh MHTETPUPOBAHO B peajbHbIE KOMMYHHUKATUBHBIE CHUTyallUd. OTOT MOJIXOJ]
noJATBepk1aeTcs uccinenoBanusiMu Burunca u xepapna [4; €. 209], koTopble 00HAPYKUIH, YTO
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