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Abstract 
Models for L1 teaching in schools were under discussion in many countries at the turn of the millennium. 
The very aim of teaching language was also one of the lively discussions. A debate about the role of gram-
mar in L1 teaching was also pursued. 
In Poland, the political transformation in 1989 was a natural moment for educational changes. The sylla-
bus reform was presented in the Core Curriculum in 1999. This document has been repeatedly supple-
mented and modified in recent years, and it has made space for original programs and textbooks. 
The aim of the article is to theorize, analyse and discuss today’s grammar education in the Polish context, 
focusing on empirical examples from textbooks. It starts with an outline of international debates on gram-
mar in L1 education. Afterwards, it connects these specifically to the Polish situation. In the next section, 
the methodological clarification of the research which the paper reports on, are outlined. The main body 
of the paper presents a typology of approaches to grammar instruction which has been conceived in Polish 
L1 research. This typology makes a distinction between systemic, communicative and functional ap-
proaches; the latter is further subdivided into ‘linguocentric’ and ‘textocentric’ approaches. The models 
distinguished are illustrated by grammatical tasks from textbooks. In its concluding considerations, the 
paper argues that reforming teacher education and amplifying empirical research are the main challenges 
which must be met in the future. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Because intensive social-cultural changes such as globalization and the development 
of digital technology were underway at the turn of the millennium, the models for 
mother-tongue education in schools were being discussed in many countries (e.g., in 
Germany―Oomen-Welke & Schmitt, 1998; in Greece―Kostouli, 2002; in Poland― 
Awramiuk, 2002; in the Netherlands―Bonset & Rijlaarsdam, 2004; in Slove-
nia―Starc, 2004; in Australia―Sawyer & Van den Ven, 2007; in Brazil―Cosson, 
2007; in Portugal―Castro, 2007; in Spain―Camps et al., 2000; in French speaking 
countries―Dufays, J.-L., 2007; in Skandinavian countries―Krogh & Penne, 2015). 
The aim of teaching language was one of the lively discussions then. There was also 
an international debate on the role of grammar in L1 teaching, and this remains a 
current dilemma (Boivin et al., 2018; Fontich & Camps, 2014; Locke, 2010; Macken-
Horarik et al., 2011; Ribas, Fontich & Guasch, 2014; Spolsky & Hult, 2010).  

The main topic of this paper is today’s grammar education in the Polish context. 
Our aim is to give an overview of how approaches to grammar instruction have been 
systematized in Polish L1 research. This is not an empirical study of classroom prac-
tice, but a study of how textbooks could illustrate dominant theoretical models for 
grammar education. First, an outline of international debates on grammar in L1 edu-
cation will be presented, explaining the basic terms at the same time. Then the focus 
will shift on the Polish context. Section 2 presents the background to the debate on 
teaching grammar that took place in Poland in the 1990s, followed by a short over-
view of the Polish core curricula of the past 20 years. In the next section, the meth-
odological clarifications are outlined. The main body of the paper presents a typology 
of approaches to grammar instruction which has been conceived in Polish L1 re-
search. The inquiry is illustrated by exercises from the current and popular language 
textbooks used primarily during the second cycle of elementary school.  

Grammar and language education 

The term ‘grammar’, which has different meanings for different people, is connected 
with similar terms such as: knowledge about language, language awareness, and lan-
guage education (cf. Bain, Fitzgerald & Taylor, 1992; Halliday & Mathiessen, 2004; 
Milian, 2015; Myhill, 2018; Svalberg, 2012). In any case, the role which grammar con-
tents play in language education is ambiguous, and while some maintain that gram-
mar instruction should be narrowed down, some also argue not to close down the 
debate, especially with regards to grammar-writing interplay (see for a debate Boivin 
et al., 2018; Locke, 2010). 

In this paper, grammar is understood in the most narrow and theoretical way, as 
specific units of the language system―especially phonology, morphology, and syn-
tax. Therefore, grammar education means concentrating on the structure of words 
and sentences, as well as teaching concepts such as noun, inflection or gerund 
clauses. In Polish methodological literature (Nagajowa, 1994; Nocoń, 2014), 
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knowledge about language (Polish: wiedza o języku) has a wider meaning than gram-
mar education and it also covers other areas of reflection in language, such as or-
thography, the history of language, semantics, pragmatics, lexicology, knowledge 
about other languages, etc. When talking about knowledge of language the empha-
sis is usually placed on awareness, this being more explicit than implicit, not only in 
Poland (Tulasiewicz, 1993). Language education (kształcenie językowe) is the broad-
est term in the Polish context (Bakuła, 1997; Dyduchowa, 1988; Nagajowa, 1990; 
Wiśniewska, 2005), for it embraces grammar, pragmatics, spelling etc., but usually in 
more practical aspects, ones that concentrate on using language and developing 
communicative competence. The aim of language education (kształcenie językowe) 
is to integrate knowledge about language and language skills. Grammar is a part of 
language education and it is impossible to explain the aims of grammar education 
without explaining the general aims of language education which will be done for 
Polish context in section 2. 

Controversies about L1 grammar education 

The main controversies about L1 grammar education concern the aims, the scope 
and the methods of teaching grammar. The diverse points of views in this field, also 
in the historical aspect, have been discussed in many works (the recently published 
papers, e.g. Boivin, 2018; Fontich & García-Folgado, 2018; Funke, 2018; Myhill, 2018; 
Van Rijt & Coppen, 2017 contain extensive reference sections concerning this mat-
ter). The controversies about the objectives can be seen as an opposition between 
teaching grammar for knowledge about the language structure and teaching gram-
mar for improving language use. The question about which grammar should be 
taught is connected with the opposition between traditional grammar terms and 
modern linguistic terms. The controversies about the methods of language educa-
tion would be the effect of these previous ones: to improve language skills, a com-
municative rather than a structural approach is needed.  

Although the objectives of grammatical education are under discussion, the main 
goal of language education seems to be obvious today―it is teaching language skills. 
However, the role of grammatical education in developing these skills is still unclear. 
Among the reasons cited for teaching grammar is the positive effect of grammar in-
struction on language use. While there are several studies demonstrating that mor-
phological knowledge can help the development of spelling skills (Apel & Werfel, 
2014; Bowers, Kirby & Deacon, 2010; Goodwin & Ahn, 2013), the relation of gram-
mar knowledge to general writing skills is more controversial. 

After a meta-analysis of the effects of teaching grammar in English on 5–16-year-
olds’ accuracy and quality in written composition, Andrews with his team (Andrews 
et al., 2006) concluded that there is no significant proof that such an effect exists. 
However, the teaching of sentence-combining appears to have a more positive effect 
on the quality of writing and its accuracy, which could be interpreted as an effect of 
a different approach: the teaching of syntax appears to put emphasis on ‘knowledge 
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about’ the construction of sentences, whereas sentence-combining suggests the 
pedagogy of applied knowledge in situations of contextualized learning (Andrews et 
al., 2006, p. 14). Grammar instruction was also found as an ineffective instructional 
practice for teaching writing to elementary grade students in another meta-analysis 
study (Graham et al., 2012). 

On the other hand, Debra Myhill claims that previous judgments about the lack 
of evidence for any beneficial impact of grammar teaching on writing instruction had 
a weak empirical basis (Myhill, 2018, p. 8). Others argue that none of the studies 
which show that grammar instruction has little influence on written use consider the 
methodology implemented in the classroom or how the content was adapted (Fon-
tich, 2014). Recent studies show that teaching grammar as a meaning-making re-
source can have significant benefits on writer outcomes and on the students’ meta-
linguistic knowledge (Myhill, 2018; Myhill et al., 2012).  

More and more often researchers are paying attention to the role of the teaching 
method. Research on language acquisition proves that metalinguistic awareness and 
conceptualizing the grammar system achieved by pupils while writing, speaking, and 
reading is deeper and of more value than teaching grammar understood as a descrip-
tion of an idealized state (Boivin, 2018; Fontich, 2016; Milian, 2005; Ribas, Fontich & 
Guasch, 2014; Unsworth, 2002; Uppstad, 2006). The research also shows that even 
children with very little explicit knowledge of grammar are able to use functional 
descriptions of different elements and to see how different examples encode a va-
riety of meanings. It also indicates that language use and metalinguistic activity are 
interdependent (Gombert, 1992). These findings advocate a learning process with 
verbalization rather than teaching, as well as instruction devoted to prompting re-
flection on grammar and language use rather than direct instruction on grammar 
content and teaching a series of rules. 

Grammar in L1 curricula 

The many doubts about the benefits for students of learning grammar brought about 
changes in national curricula. In many countries the shift from a structural approach 
(based on the Saussurian principle of abstractness) to an approach which may be 
characterized as being integrated, genre-based or communicative was observed 
(e.g., in Greece―Kostouli, 2002; in Slovenia―Starc, 2004; in Norway―Ongstad, 
2007; in Slovakia―Liptáková et al., 2011; in Spain―Fontich & García-Folgado, 2018). 
The traditional, systemic grammar descriptions have been replaced in curricula with 
a functionally oriented teaching of grammar and language use. This shift could be 
seen as an effect of research and results showing the relationship between language 
and literacy on the one hand, and the result of development of linguistics on the 
other. This new dynamic perspective can be observed more frequently in the general 
aims outlined in curricula than in textbooks and educational practice, which points 
to the gap between theory and school reality (Kostouli, 2002).  
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It should be added that knowledge-based grammar remains an important ele-
ment of education in some countries. For example, in the Netherlands in the early 
1990s, a new exam program with linguistics as a separate component in upper se-
condary education was assigned for development (Van der Aalsvoort & Kroon, 2015). 
In German-speaking regions grammatical competences still form part of the curricu-
lum and their principal aim is to increase grammatical knowledge (Funke, 2018). In 
the Czech curriculum the “traditional presumption that the basic condition of effec-
tive communication is a thorough understanding of the language system in all layers 
of its description” is still alive (Šmejlakova & Štepanik, 2016, p. 46). 

2. BACKGROUND – THE POLISH CONTEXT 

Educational system 

The teaching of grammar begins in the early years. In Poland compulsory education 
lasts from the age of 6 to 16 and is free in public schools. Educational institutions 
include pre-school facilities as well as schools of primary, secondary, and post-se-
condary levels. The mandatory age for starting school is 7 years old, after a kinder-
garten preparation class which is started one year earlier. The primary school be-
tween 1999-2017 was divided into two cycles of three years. The first cycle (grades 
1 to 3; age 7 to 9) offers integrated teaching: pupils are taught all subjects by one 
teacher specialized in early childhood education. In the second cycle (grades 4 to 6; 
age 10 to 12), teaching is subject-based and provided by several teachers. All pupils 
who advance from primary school continued their education at a general three-year 
middle school (gimnazjum), but in 2017 the school system was changed, such that 
today they continue their education within primary school (grades 7 to 8; age 13 to 
14). The gimnazjum is coming to an end.  

Specificity of Polish language 

Teaching grammar is relevant for the Polish language because of its spelling proper-
ties, morphology, as well as syntax. 

The phonological inventory of Polish language consisting of the 37 phonemes is 
represented by 44 graphemes, i.e. letters and letter combinations referring to par-
ticular phonemes. Getting to know the rules of correspondence between phonemes 
and graphemes is necessary for early literacy (Awramiuk, 2006). In short, Polish 
spelling is moderately transparent, compared to English, but it is not as shallow as 
Serbian, Finnish or Spanish.  

Polish as an inflecting language is characterized by rich morphology, both inflec-
tional and derivational. Nouns, adjectives, numerals and verbs are inflected accord-
ing to complex paradigms; therefore, each word appears in a range of varying forms.  
The use of endings and suffixes is associated with numerous systemic morphological 
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alternations. Understanding morphological structure supports understanding the 
lexical meaning of the words, as well as language correctness.  

Polish spelling is strongly connected to morphology. On the one hand, written 
words encode morphological information, and on the other hand, there are many 
conventional rules which regulate the spelling of certain morphemes with different 
parts of speech. Correct spelling is quite difficult in Polish without understanding nu-
merous morphological alternations of a word’s stem or root in inflection and deriva-
tion, and without knowledge about grammatical categories.  

Understanding the syntax is crucial for Polish punctuation. The place of the punc-
tuation mark depends on the syntactic structure and there are many situations in 
which its presence or absence affects the meaning. The syntactic properties of col-
loquial and official, spoken and written texts are different, so the standard written 
language can’t be mastered without syntactic and stylistic exercises (such as trans-
forming, expressing the same content with different syntactic structures, paraphras-
ing, etc.) and the reflection on the construction of utterances (Nagajowa, 1994).  

Properties of the Polish language make grammatical and spelling mistakes fre-
quent among school-age children. Difficulties in applying the principles of correct 
punctuation are also observed in the writing practice of educated language users. 

The debate about teaching grammar in Poland in the 1990s 

In Poland, the political transformation begun in 1989 was a natural moment for edu-
cational changes. Before that watershed year, language was taught as a system, us-
ing the description of language constructions and mechanical classifications. Gram-
matical issues were treated theoretically, without links to other aspects of the 
mother-tongue education. The main aim of grammar education was to describe lan-
guage structure and to develop logical thinking. New concepts of teaching grammar 
in a more functional way and linking it with practice-normative exercises (Dydu-
chowa, 1988; Nagajowa, 1994; Tokarski, 1966), failed to change the reality at 
schools. Grammar was isolated, non-functional, introduced during separate classes, 
and disassociated from literature, culture, and even reading and writing exercises. 
Pupils found grammar lessons boring, abstract, very difficult, and completely useless 
(Bakuła, 1994, 1995; Kowalikowa, 2004).  

The economic and social changes in the 1990s, ones entailing an opening to the 
world abroad, brought new opportunities. Many private schools of foreign languages 
with new methods of teaching were established and new approaches in L2 instruc-
tion had some influence on how grammar in L1 was approached. It was possible to 
create new, original school programs. These changes created the space for a serious 
national debate about grammar education in Poland. Disputes were waged mainly 
in professional journals where such emotional language had never been met before1, 

                                                                 
1 17 articles were published in the pages of “Polonistyka”, the professional journal for teaching 
Polish as a mother tongue in 1992-1998. The titles of some of these papers are really 
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as well as in other publications (Bakuła, 1997; Derwojedowa & Linde-Usiekniewicz, 
2006; Martyniuk, 1999; Zbróg, 2005). It is important to explain, even in a short para-
graph, the main problems discussed in the debate. It was the first time in Polish ed-
ucation when the discussion concerned language teaching, especially knowledge 
about language, with so many researchers and practitioners involved in it. This field 
of education had never aroused such interest as opposed to literary education. For 
the first time, there were voices about the need to develop communication skills, 
the need to pay attention to the application of theory in practice, and also commu-
nication in real situations. 

Opponents of grammar in education (e.g., Bakuła, 1994, 1995; Patrzałek, 1992) 
claimed that grammar is intrinsic to language, that we innately grasp it, and there-
fore need not teach it―rather, we should only create opportunities to use language. 
They maintained that people do not have the need to talk about grammar, so its 
teaching was artificially created by the school or―more precisely―by linguists who 
force pupils to observe language structure. Previous grammar education failed be-
cause it was oriented on the object (grammar) not the subject (children). Grammar 
was taught without regard to the pupil’s developmental stages. Grammar is an ab-
straction and should not be taught before the child is capable of explicit abstract 
thinking. 

Supporters (e.g., Nieckula, 1996; Puzynina, 1998; Zgółka, 1995) claimed that the 
mother tongue’s grammar holds information about the culture and develops the 
child's mind. Grammar education, in developing language awareness, helps in learn-
ing languages, as well as improving the reception of texts of culture (allows language 
jokes, language games, neologisms to be understood). Knowledge about the mother 
tongue’s system and comprehension of the role of individual elements in communi-
cation can improve the learner’s use of language. But even supporters agreed that 
the way of teaching grammar needed to be overhauled. Above all, the scope of gram-
matical information and the lack of functionality were criticized. All participants of 
the debate criticized the isolation of grammar education from other linguistic sub-
disciplines and the dominance of traditional teaching methods.  

New conceptions of language education began to emphasize the ability to com-
municate in different settings. Grammar education in school was restrained, up-
dated (by using authentic texts), and functionalized (which means less theory and 
more practice) over the following years. As it was told in section 1, such a movement 
can be observed throughout Europe at the same time. The previous single syllabus 
and standard textbook was replaced by multiplicity. Today there are many textbooks 
on the education market and each of them presents its own conception of how to 
teach grammar. The framework of language education is contained in the core cur-
riculum (CC)―the document with a general approach which identifies final learning 

                                                                 
meaningful: “Against grammar, against the dead tradition” (1995/4), “To remove Polish from 
Polish” (1995/4) or “A barbarian in the (school’s) garden” (1995/4). See also: 1992/3, 1994/5, 
1996/4 and 1998/9. 
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outcomes for each educational stage, the tasks of the school, and educational areas 
such as subjects. The core curriculum is meant to guarantee the uniformity of the 
Polish educational system and, at the same time, some autonomy for creators of 
detailed syllabuses. The main content of CC concerns knowledge. However, the man-
ner for conveying such knowledge is not well-defined. 

Grammar in the Polish Core Curriculum 

The first core curriculum was presented in 1999 as a part of the syllabus reform, and 
it has been repeatedly supplemented and modified since. The CC (1999) is treated 
as a result of discussion in the 1990s about language education. It established that 
the aim of language education is to develop communicative competences under-
stood as the ability to speak, listen, read, and write in different communicative con-
texts, as well as develop an interest in the Polish language as an element of cultural 
inheritance. The task of schools is to create situations in which language learning 
occurs through conscious and reflexive language use without concentrating on the-
oretical, abstract knowledge about the language system. Language education is con-
nected with all aspects of mother-tongue education, which―according to the CC 
(2014)―is arranged in the following groups: receiving utterances and using the in-
formation from them; analysis and interpretation of cultural texts; and creating ut-
terances. The structure of the last CC (2017) was changed: the subject “Polish lan-
guage” is divided into literary and cultural education and language education, within 
which grammar is separated.  

Grammar education was quite vague in the CC of 1999. Grammar terms were 
mentioned only in a few points of the curriculum, without information on how to 
teach them (see table 1). The CC then did not specify a minimum of grammatical 
knowledge, so a group of Polish linguists decided to describe the scope of language 
education in Polish schools (Mikołajczuk & Puzynina, 2002). However, these recom-
mendations were unofficial, and teachers were not obligated to follow them. Gram-
mar terms were clarified and operationalized in the next core curricula: pupils were 
to recognize forms, understand functions, and to distinguish, transform, apply, write. 
In the 2017 CC the theoretical aim of language education (learning basic concepts 
and terms used to describe language and language communication) is underlined 
and more grammatical terms appear2 (see Table 1).   

                                                                 
2 The implementation of the CC (2017) is in progress (the article was created in the first year 
of its operating). There is not yet a full set of textbooks based on the new CC, so it is difficult to 
draw far-reaching conclusions at this stage. We focus on models and trends related to the 
years 1990-2017 in further considerations. 
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Table 1. Grammatical terms in the Polish core curricula  
(primary education, stage II, grades 4-6) 

 CC 1999 CC 2008 CC 2017 

Phonology kinds of sounds; 
 
 
 
word stress, intona-
tion 

kinds of sounds: oral and 
nasal vowels, hard and 
soft3, voiced and voice-
less consonants;  
word stress, intonation 

sound, letter, syllable; 

 

word stress, intonation 

Morphology inflected and unin-
flected parts of 
speech; 
 
 
 
 
 

main inflectional 
category;  
 
 
 
derivational struc-
ture of words 

inflected and uninflected 
parts of speech: noun, 
verb, adjective, adverb, 
numeral, pronoun, prep-
osition, conjunction; 
 
 
 
case, number, person, 
tense, mood and gender; 
comparison;  
inflectional stem and its 
alternations;  
derivational structure of 
words 

inflected and uninflected 
parts of speech: noun, verb, 
adjective, adverb, numeral, 
pronoun, preposition, con-
junction, particle, interjection;  
perfective and imperfective 
verbs, impersonal verb forms, 
the construction with się4; 
case, number, person, tense, 
mood and gender; compari-
son;  
inflectional stem and ending; 

passive and active voice  

Syntax indicative, interrog-
ative and impera-
tive sentences; 
clauses and gerund 
clauses;  
 
 
 
 

connections of 
words in a sen-
tence, functions of a 
subject and an ob-
ject 

indicative, interrogative 
and imperative sen-
tences; 
 
simple (simplex and com-
plex clauses) and com-
pound sentences (coordi-
nate and subordinate 
clauses); 

gerund clauses;  
subject, verb, object, at-
tribute, adverbial 

indicative, interrogative and 
imperative sentences;  
 

simple and compound sen-
tences (coordinate and subor-
dinate clauses); 

 
gerund clauses; 
subject, verb, object, attrib-
ute, adverbial; functions of 
words beyond sentence; 

types of words connections in 
a sentence, coordinate and 
subordinate element 

                                                                 
3 Among Polish consonants, there are three characteristic series of fricatives and affricates: 
dental /s/, /z/, /ʦ/̑, /ʣ/̑, alveolar /ʃ/, /ʒ/, /ʧ/̑, /ʤ/̑ and palatal /ɕ/, /ʑ/, /ʨ/̑, /ʥ̑/. Only the 
bipolar difference between hard (like /s/, /ʃ/) and soft (like /ɕ/, /ʑ/, /ʨ/̑, /ʥ̑/, as well as nasal 
/ɲ/ and approximant /j/) sounds is introduced in primary education.  
4An impersonal construction where the active verb is used (in third person singular) with no 
subject, but with the reflexive pronoun się present to indicate a general, unspecified subject 
(as in je się kiełbasę ‘sausage is eaten’). 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Palatal_nasal#Palatal_or_alveolo-palatal
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Approximant_consonant
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Approximant_consonant
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It can be said that the traditional dilemma of the relationship between knowledge 
about language and practical language learning in theory has been resolved in favour 
of practical skills over the last fifteen years. The development of the pupils’ language 
and their communicative competence started to be the main aim of language edu-
cation. Even if the place of grammar is still not altogether clear in the core curricula, 
linguists and language educators are encouraged to integrate teaching content (lan-
guage, literature, culture, and communication), functionalize grammar teaching, to 
put texts in the centre of education, as well as balance the theoretical and practice 
approaches (Bartmiński, 2009; Kowalikowa, 2014). The functionalization of grammar 
takes into account the role of grammatical forms in context and its communicative 
intentions, integral treatment of grammatical forms, and connecting them with the 
rules of the speech genre and language style. Putting texts in the centre means 
teaching about language on the basis of a wide variety of genres, formats and types 
of texts: those prepared by pupils (written and spoken), as well as received by them 
(listened and read). All linguistic terms should support a deepening language aware-
ness, explaining language use, as well as fostering the pupils’ language (Bartmiński, 
2014).  

From core curriculum to textbooks 

It may be said that the previous model of L1 education based on one syllabus and 
one textbook was replaced in Poland by a single core curriculum, many syllabuses 
and their implementation in textbooks with―theoretically―many conceptions of 
grammar education. Since the CC is a general document and does not say much 
about how learning objectives should be achieved, or grammatical terms should be 
introduced, the recommendation of functional language education is realized first of 
all within the textbooks. Polish teachers have great freedom in the implementation 
of individual contents and choosing textbooks. Textbooks are treated as a kind of 
interpretation of the concept of education, as well as the window for school practise, 
and therefore they are frequently a research subject in Poland (Nocoń, 2009; Rypel, 
2012; Synowiec, 2007). There is still no consensus among researchers and textbook 
authors about what should be treated as a grammar minimum and how to teach 
grammar. Textbooks differ in content and the conceptual system is not consistent. It 
should be added that textbooks for primary school are made by linguists, literary 
scholars specializing in teaching as well as teachers and are supervised by specialists 
in teaching and experts in the field. All textbooks in schools have to be formally ac-
cepted by the Polish Ministry of National Education (MEN), after review. 
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3. METHODOLOGICAL REMARKS 

The next section gives an overview of how approaches to grammar instruction have 
been systematized in Polish L1 research. We intended to perform an analysis of 
Polish research results concerning the ways of teaching language in Polish schools, 
especially in current textbooks. The analysed papers were created by Polish re-
searchers after 1999 (when the first core curriculum was presented), they were re-
lated to the reality of language education in schools at the turn of the millennium 
and they carried some generalizations based on reflection of the core curriculum and 
its implementation in textbooks. Since our aim is to present general trends in 
mother-tongue teaching in Poland, we do not provide detailed data of textbooks 
analysed by Polish researchers, also because of the fact that due to different metho-
dological assumptions, it would be difficult to compare them in a more formal, qua-
litative or quantitative way.  

Moreover, the given models are illustrated by exemplary exercises from selected 
textbooks for the second stage of primary education (grade IV-VI, pupils aged 10-12). 
The choice of this stage was dictated by the fact that it is considered the most natural 
for the functional teaching of grammar. The textbooks serve as an illustration of how 
the models of language education work in teaching materials which play a crucial 
role in the teaching and learning process. The observations of school reality con-
ducted by the authors of this paper for years show how the concept of teaching rep-
resented by the textbook affects the way of teaching in the classroom. It can also be 
said that one of the criteria for choosing a textbook is the language teaching model 
used in it. What can be observed is the situation where the teacher chose a textbook 
for literary education from one series and for language education from another be-
cause of the language teaching conception. This also shows that teachers do not al-
ways see the teaching concept written in the textbook, they do not see its elements 
as a complete, coherent whole. 

Selected textbooks are as follow: To lubię! [I like it!] (TL, 1994, 1998), Słowa z 
uśmiechem [Words with a smile] (SU, 2017) and Między nami [Between us] (MN, 
2016, 2017). What determined this choice? To lubię! is a textbook series almost ab-
sent in schools today. However, it is the only textbook in Poland completely repre-
senting the communicative model, one we can say was created on a coherent con-
cept that had been described in detail. The To lubię! (TL) series had a noticeable ef-
fect on almost all later textbooks, leaving a mark in the form of their sociolinguistic-
oriented exercises (Szymańska, 2016b). Słowa z uśmiechem (SU) is a textbook series 
which has been present for several years on the Polish educational market and pub-
lished by the largest educational publisher. It can be a good example of one of the 
analysed models because one textbook included in the set for each class has the 
subtitle Learning about language and spelling, which can be treated as a declaration 
of the language education concept. The third series―Między nami (MN)―is one of 
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the most popular in Poland5. The authors have flexibly adapted to the new core cur-
ricula, which is evidenced by subsequent re-editions. The changes introduced to text-
books show an increasing integration in the area of language education. All of the 
textbook series integrate items of reading, language education, and literature, but 
this integration can be understood variously. The textbooks are in line with the Polish 
National Curriculum and have been formally accepted by the MEN.  

The structure of the selected textbooks can’t be directly compared. In TL all ac-
tivities are subordinated to a situation that justifies exercises related to system de-
scription (reflection on language). SU is constructed around systemic issues, and the 
grammatical categories are just the starting point of particular topics. Sophisticated 
titles such as: Visiting parts of speech or Journey to the Land of Grammar make the 
knowledge assessment more palatable for students. MN in the latest version com-
bines tasks related to the development of writing skills, spelling, and system descrip-
tion in each chapter, but these issues are not always combined in a functional way, 
e.g., in 4th grade (chapter In school) students work on describing their school build-
ing, and they distinguish between word and syllable and line and verse. This textbook 
is the most eclectic and has undergone the greatest transformation in recent years 
(from the separation of language content to the attempt to integrate writing and 
language learning tasks).  

4. MODELS OF LANGUAGE EDUCATION 

As explained, there is an opposition between theory understood as knowledge about 
language and practice understood as using language, as well as using this knowledge 
in Polish language education. A separate problem is understanding what it means to 
apply the learned knowledge in practice (Szymańska, 2016a). Traditional grammar 
education in Poland was systemic. Communicative theories began to appear in Polish 
textbooks in the 1990s. The following twenty years yielded a large variety of educa-
tional concepts and their implementation in textbooks. The relationship between 
traditional grammatical education and modern ‘learning communication skills’ was 
one of the most important in language education and it can be described in different 
ways (Zbróg, 2007). However, there are three main groups among the many models 
of language education in Polish textbooks: the systemic model, communicative 
model, and functional model (Nocoń, 2014; Strokowski, 2014; Zbróg, 2007; Szy-
mańska, 2016a).  

                                                                 
5 This is a statement based on our own observations, as well as on observation of the publish-
er's activity. However, it cannot be verified because publishers in Poland do not provide infor-
mation about editions. 
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Systemic model 

The systemic model means teaching grammar as a system. Grammatical issues are 
very important and separated―sometimes in special grammar textbooks, some-
times in main textbook for literary, cultural, and language education, albeit as sepa-
rate units. Grammar is not connected directly with learning communication skills. 
The linguistic terms and grammar rules are presented explicitly; isolated forms and 
sentences are the objects of analysis. Exercises are treated as language puzzles, with 
tasks like name, select, define, inflect, write down, classify being dominant, e.g., spec-
ify number (singular, plural) and gender (masculine, feminine, neuter, virile, non-vir-
ile6) of given verbs. Textbooks based on the systemic model concentrate on descrip-
tive grammar knowledge, present definitions and terms from the field of linguistics. 
Workbooks are full of tasks emphasizing presentation and transformation of ready 
sentence constructions with no clear practical goal. These actions were foremost fo-
cused on expanding knowledge about the language system per se.  

In this model the exercise in the textbook can take the following form (SU, 
grade 4): 

  

                                                                 
6 There are different conceptions of the category of gender of nouns in Polish school education. 
The traditional approach distinguishes 3 genders: nouns can be classified as masculine, femi-
nine and neuter, based on their uses with adjectives. The new classification distinguishes be-
tween five genders: masculine, feminine and neuter in the singular and virile, non-virile in the 
plural―on the basis of the connectivity of nouns with the demonstrative pronouns: ten ‘this’ 
referring to masculine nouns, ta ‘this’ referring to feminine nouns, to ‘this’ referring to neuter 
nouns, ci ‘these’ referring to masculine nouns and te ‘these’ referring to non-masculine nouns. 
There are many inconsistencies resulting from a morphological and syntactic description of 
nouns which links the category of gender with the category of number (Andrejewicz, 2018). 
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Figures 1-4. From Horwath E., & Żegleń A. (2017). Słowa z uśmiechem. Nauka o języku i 
ortografia. Język polski. Klasa 4 [Words with a smile. Learning about language and spelling. 

Grade 4], p. 58-60. Warszawa: Wydawnictwa Szkolne i Pedagogiczne. Copyright 2018 by 
Copyright Holder. Reprinted with permission 

Figure 1. The noun in the systemic model 

 
 

Figure 2. The noun – singular and plural in the systemic model  

 
 

Figure 3. The noun – plural and grammatical gender in the systemic model 

 
 
 
  

This is a table with theory about 
the noun only 
Singular and Plural 
 

Grammatical Gender in singular 

 

How to determine the type of 
noun – instruction 

 

Task: Read a fragment of the 
poem. Find nouns. Divide into 
two groups: singular and plural 
 
Agnieszka Frączek “Drawer” 
 
In this exercise there is nothing 
to do with the poem as a 
poem. It could be any other 
text. 

Task: Indicate nouns in book ti-
tles. Specify their gender to find 
who borrowed the books 
Key:  
Boys – nouns in masculine 
Girls – nouns in feminine 
 
Authors and book titles 
 
The context (borrowing books) 
does not matter. It only covers 
the theoretical purpose of the 
task. 
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Figure 4. The noun – grammatical gender in the systemic model 

  
 

 
The information from the publisher's website can be treated as confirmation of the 
classification of the handbook: Słowa z uśmiechem [Words with a smile] consist of a 
textbook for literature and linguistics. 

Communicative model 

The aim of the communicative model is to develop communicative competence, 
which means communication skills are very important, while grammar occurs only 
occasionally. Practical exercises in using language in different communicative situa-
tions, without or with very limited linguistic terminology, predominate. Exercises are 
done on real texts, tasks like edit, convert, replace are very common, e.g., draw up 
the story about the invented world on the picture or write a request to your friend 
to borrow a book. This model was most common in primary school. 

The most well-known series of communicative textbooks is To lubię!, introduced 
to Polish schools a few years after the collapse of the Iron Curtain when the possibil-
ity to create individual programmes and textbooks by teachers appeared. The series 
To lubię! is based on the communicative model which was expressed directly by the 
authors’ team (Dyduch, at al. 1994; Mrazek, 1998). But the model was different com-
pared to the foreign language textbooks based on the communicative approach. In 
the model represented by To lubię!, the textbook series for teaching L1, there is also 
room for language theory. Grammar knowledge is not completely ignored, although 

Task: The names of authors were lost 
on the library card. Specify the gender 
of a noun in the title to find who was 
the author 
Małgorzata Musierowicz – 2 nouns, 
masculine 
Antonina Domańska – 2 nouns, femi-
nine 

 
Cauliflower Flower 

 Ring and Rose 
 
In the Polish language it is very easy to 
specify grammatical gender using a 
demonstrative pronoun: ten for mas-
culine, ta for feminine and to for neu-
ter. 
The context (destroyed library cards) 
does not matter. It only covers the the-
oretical purpose of the task. 
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the introduced material is significantly reduced and only the most important issues 
are selected. Pupils learn notions but with no definition at the beginning. This is to 
prevent the rote remembering of knowledge and is related to the human mind’s na-
tural development. So gradually, through the observation of numerous language be-
haviours, pupils start to be aware of the phenomenon’s nature, and they create a 
notion in their minds which is given the right definition by the teacher. Working in 
this way, pupils are able to build this definition on their own and it is a natural con-
sequence of acquisition―and what is more important, of understanding the notion 
(Bruner, 1973). It then reversed the order typical in the systemic model: from first 
the rule and then its use, to multiple use that leads to rule formulation. Pupils acquire 
the rules and the knowledge they need only due to language actions. 

In this model the exercise in the textbook can take the following form (TL, 
grade 4). 

Figure 5. From Mrazek, H., & Steczko, I. (1994). To lubię! Ćwiczenia językowe. Klasa 4. [I like 
it! Workbook. Grade 4], p.71-72. Kraków: Wydawnictwo Edukacyjne. Copyright 2018 by Cop-

yright Holder. Reprinted with permission. 

Figure 5. Exercise in speaking in the communicative model 

  
 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 

City plan with characteristic places – 
context of the communication situa-
tion: asking for directions. 

Icon indicating exercises in speaking; 
introduced instead of instructions. 

An example of a statement in 
the presented context: 

- Excuse me. How do I get to the bookstore? 

- You go straight to the intersection. You 

will cross the street and after the deli you 

will turn right. The bookstore is just 

around the corner next to the shoe store. 
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In this particular example the following problems and objectives have been linked to 
the situation: the communication goal was to determine selected places of space in 
role playing: guide―tourist. Goals related to grammar have been constructed 
around the use of the following categories: use of appropriate nouns with the prep-
osition and demonstrative pronouns. Children, working with various acts of speech, 
in both written and oral forms, doing different exercises, learn to consciously con-
struct effective utterances relevant to the situation of communication. Typical class-
room activities in this educational model are observation, analysis, and modification 
of pupils’ verbal behaviours in such a manner that they should meet intended func-
tions and express the speaker’s intentions in specific circumstances. 

The model of teaching language presented in the textbook represented a signifi-
cant difficulty for teachers. Especially when it comes to grasping knowledge in the 
field of grammar and skills correlated with grammar7. These links are explained in 
detail in the book addressed to teachers, but, as the practice showed, it was not 
enough. Rejection of the model, and the difficulty with its acceptance, is also asso-
ciated with a teacher's beliefs about teaching grammar and their habits.  

Functional model 

The functional model means teaching grammar in order to use the language in all 
possible situations. The aim of teaching is to make students aware of the relationship 
between a situation where communication takes place and linguistic form of expres-
sion. This is to make them aware of the need to match a speech to the situation of 

                                                                 
7 The lack of explicit grammar in the To lubię! textbooks was so difficult for Polish teachers that 
the authors had to explain where the grammar is found in this series (Potaś & Wiatr, 2011). 

Phrase introducing the functions of ex-
pression: I ask; I inform. 
 
List of useful language constructions to be 
completed: 
 
I inform: you will go straight…; you will 
turn left; you will cross the street, through 
the park…; you pass…; you get; opposite…; 
behind…; on the left side…; near…; next 
to… 
 
I ask: which way will I go to…? how do I 
get…? where is…? 
 
Place for students writing activities after 
speaking exercises. 
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communication and choosing appropriate linguistic means. It's not just about using 
the language associated with everyday communication, although in the younger 
classes, it actually happens this way and the work is focused around developing com-
municative competence. Grammar issues are embedded in literature and cultural 
education. Integrated textbooks (language, literature and culture together) are avail-
able. Grammar is connected with reflection on the functions of specific grammar 
forms in different types of text. Tasks like explain why... what effect / function... are 
typical. Since this model was declared in the core curricula of the last years and pos-
tulated by educational linguists, it will be presented in a more detailed way below. 

Supporting students in the acquisition and development of communication skills 
covers a number of different aspects, e.g. the context in which a statement appears, 
the intention, the effectiveness of expression, the appropriateness etc. These as-
pects will vary depending on the educational context and needs. Therefore, in a typ-
ical school situation, more often than in everyday language practice, there will be an 
aspect related to the observation of the language structures created by individual 
students as a consequence of instruction. It will be important to emphasize the rela-
tionship: language means―intention―effectiveness of expression―the effects of 
the speech, with particular attention to the first element of this sequence. The cor-
rect use of a known language (making an informed choice from the available reper-
toire) is also important in the process of building effective speech and is supported 
by recognizing the context (real and related to the type of discourse), as well as re-
cognizing the communication participants (their experiences, language skills, atti-
tudes, cultural pre-judgements).  

At the same time, in the process of broadcasting and receiving messages, it is 
important to be aware of the role of the genre, to have the ability to recognize it, 
and to match it in order to reach agreement. Finally, an extremely difficult thing is 
that of striving for stylistic differentiation of expression: on the one hand working on 
an individual style, distinguishing different styles of the Polish language, and fitting 
them appropriately (including the function) into a specific statement embedded in 
the context. Another difficult matter is that of building awareness of language diver-
sity, associated, for example, with the setting (argot, urban dialects) or the member-
ship of users (jargons, sociolects). In short, this underlines cultivating a diversity, and 
looking at the student’s language as a collection of different language varieties.  

Jolanta Nocoń, distinguishing three dimensions of the functionality of textbook 
tasks (function in the system, function in the text, function in the discourse8), points 
out that the most important and the most difficult to achieve in language education 
is the last dimension. The aim of language education in schools is not to develop 
knowledge about the system as such, nor to show how procedures are implemented 
by the system in the text. Rather, the aim is to teach how to participate in discourse 

                                                                 
8 In Anglophone linguistics, “discourse” is often used as a synonym to “text” but in Polish tra-
dition discourse means text plus context. The concept “text” directs attention to the text in its 
linguistic form, without taking into account the influence of communication factors on it.  



 GRAMMAR EDUCATION AT THE TURN OF THE MILLENIUM 19 

using a language (Nocoń, 2014). On the other hand, “achieving the level of functiona-
lized knowledge is associated with transceiver skills and the ability to create various 
texts in various communication systems” (Żydek-Bednarczuk, 2009, p. 59). 

The functional model has different implementations. There are two distinct 
trends in teaching grammar in this model: the focus on theory illustrated by practice, 
and the focus on practice supported by theory.  

In the linguocentric model (language in the centre) the analysis of language is to 
serve the meaning of the text. Language is treated as a tool that allows the student 
to receive a text and create it (Kowalikowa, 2004, p. 120). Linguistic structures placed 
in context makes it easier to explain their functions and functionalization but does 
not guarantee a departure from the systemic approach. In this model education is 
organized around the content of language science―they order the cognitive pro-
cess, set central concepts and language categories with which content from other 
areas of language education are linked, and determine the order in which these con-
tents are acquired (most often in accordance with a linguistic order, therefore scien-
tific one) (Nocoń, 2014, p. 162). 

The subordinate linguocentric orientation teaching/learning could be attributed 
to the following steps: 

 
As Nocoń writes, this model can be attributed to the “language for text” strategy 
(Nocoń, 2014, p. 162), which also shows the place of language analysis in the entire 
language education process. Hence there is the presence of grammar exercises that 
support the description and analysis of a selected language category, along with lan-
guage exercises that serve the development of speaking and writing skills (Nagajowa, 
1994, p. 15). 

Here are the examples of exercises from the textbook which illustrate behaviour 
according to the linguocentric model (MN, grade 5): 
  

analysis of the concept / category / norm 
from the language

searching for a text in witch this category / 
concept / norm is represented

creating texts using the known element of 
the system

building functional reflection of the 
observed and used system'element
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Figure 6. From Łuczak, A., & Murdzek, A. (2016). Między nami. Język polski 5. [Between as. 
Grade 5], p. 87-88. Gdańsk: Gdańskie Wydawnictwo Oświatowe. Copyright 2018 by Copy-

right Holder. Reprinted with permission.  

Figure 6. Grading of adjectives in the linguocentric model 

 
 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

Introduction of adjectival grad-

ing categories 

Task: Complete dialogues with 

adjectives ciekawy (interesting) 

and długi (long) in the right form. 

 

The change in comparison to the 

systemic model is the context. 

The aim of the task is to com-

plete material for description. 

 

 

Description of the adjectival 

grading categories 

 

Typical system explanation:  

what is gradation 

how to grade adjectives 

which adjectives do not grade 

orthography 

 

 

The use of the known category 

in your own text.  

 

Task: Describe what is shown in 

the picture. Use as many differ-

ent gradable adjectives as you 

can. 

 

The exercise refers to the ability 

to use knowledge in practice. At 

the same time the command in-

dicates the functions of adjec-

tives in the expression (plasticity 

of the image) plasticity – func-

tionality. 
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We have a sequence of steps typical for this model in the example presented: col-
lecting material representing the grammatical category―description of the gram-
matical category―using the known category in practice. The exercises presented 
above are found in a literature textbook. They are completed by tasks from the ex-
ercise book, which are related to the systemic model, e.g.: underline adjectives; lo-
cate the city of Babylos (the solution is indicated by masculine-type of the adjectives); 
underline the adjectives and then write over each one its grammatical form (case, 
singular/plural, grammatical gender) (Łuczak & Murdzek, 2017, p. 23-24). 

In the textocentric model (text in the center), the starting point for any work in 
the lesson is the text, understood broadly as any statement carrying meaning. The 
lesson’s context puts the student in the role of a participant in communication acts 
and allows for practicing various communication situations. However, in order for 
students to be able to consciously create/imitate the texts they encounter in the 
lesson, a stage focused on the tool―language―is also necessary. It must be remem-
bered while analysing language that “it is not about dealing with grammar, which is 
primarily aimed at showing the function of some element in the language system 
(like some small cog in the whole machine), but rather about observing and com-
menting on language phenomena that play a role in the existing or created expres-
sion” (Kłakówna & Wiatr, 2007, p. 34-35). For the average person, language is some-
thing unnoticeable, transparent. The language is used for the purpose of communi-
cation, words and especially structures are chosen automatically. To explain it more 
clearly, one can compare language used in everyday communication to the window 
glass: while watching the world through the window, the observer concentrates on 
what he or she sees (trees, buildings, other people, etc.) and he or she doesn’t even 
realize that the glass exists. The model presented is therefore about making “non-
transparent” language, showing that not only words, but also structures carry mean-
ing, and it is the text that tells you what category of grammar you will be talking 
about during the lesson. It means that at school, students learn how to “see” the 
language―the structures that they choose when they use them for communication. 
Therefore, the following steps may be distinguished: 

 

text / expression in context – execution / 
creation

observation – the function of the 
grammatical construction

text / expression in context – imitation / 
creation
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In textbook realizations, an example of the textocentric model is the following se-
quence of exercises (TL, grade 5): 

Figure 7. From Mrazek, H., & Steczko, I. (1998). Podręcznik do języka polskiego. To lubię! 
Ćwiczenia językowe. Klasa 5. [I like it! Workbook. Grade 5], p.45-46. Kraków: Wydawnictwo 

Edukacyjne. Copyright 2018 by Copyright Holder. Reprinted with permission. 

Figure 7. Grading of adjectives in the textocentric model 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
The example presented above implements the basic feature of the textocentric 
model, in which “texts determine the language categories that become the object of 
cognitive viewing, which is important from the perspective of the text, and later only 
from the grammar perspective (and only to a limited extent). Therefore, the key to 

Playing the “At the market” scene 
or the classroom reading (for ex-
ample, divided into roles). 
 
 
dialogues, phrases, construction 

typical for the situation “At the 
market”, e.g., grading of adjectives 
– different ways of persuasion 

 

Icon indicating observation of linguis-
tic determinants of persuasion with 
particular attention to the gradation of 
adjectives. 

 
Pupils use their language experience to 
complete the task. They follow the ex-
ample from the situation above. 

Using persuasive means in one’s 
own expression 

 
Task: Encourage someone to buy 
fruit and vegetables (write the 
text). 
Writing creates an opportunity to: 
use the known ways of persuasion 
(pupils);  
assess pupils’ skills (teacher);  
talk about the effectiveness of 
persuasion (pupils and teacher). 
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the textocentric model is reflection on the linguistic layer of a specific text chosen so 
that the ‘viewed’ language category is clearly present in it and fulfils an essential 
function” (Nocoń, 2014, p. 163). 

The models presented above show different perspectives on the goals of teach-
ing grammar, also different ways to achieve the goals set by the core curriculum. The 
observation of Polish education also shows the need for special teacher education 
to work with the communicative and functional models. But a lack of preparation is 
often an important barrier. In summarising, the general characteristics of these three 
main models is presented in Table 2. 

Table 2. Place and function of grammar in three main models. 

Model General characteristics 

systemic structured grammar topics,  
awareness of language structure,  
consistent terminology but unfunctional, isolated, not connected with language 
using, difficult issues 

communicative lack of systematic thinking about language but student and his/her needs in the 
centre, activity and engagement of pupils 
learning language from using it 

functional functional (unsystematic or systematic) knowledge,  
real texts 
reflection on grammar and language use, awareness of language and its role in 
texts 

 

Which model predominates in Polish textbooks? 

Even a brief review of textbook proposals shows the coexistence of different lan-
guage education models within one textbook. Some authors specify the concepts 
used in the textbook by adding subtitles, such as, ‘learning about language’, ‘lan-
guage training’, etc. However, the content does not always precisely match the 
cover’s titles. More systematic analyses prove that the communicative aspect is very 
rare, and that the structure of language is increasingly described in isolation in the 
latest textbooks for primary school (Szymańska, 2016a, pp. 201-207). Exercises fo-
cused on the communication aspect are only a supplementary element in the whole 
process of language teaching, which traditionally refers to a systemic model (Szy-
mańska, 2016b). Moreover, they are usually also unnaturally separated in the text-
book’s structure, which additionally emphasizes the lack of cohesion in the textbook 
concept. Unfunctional, the systemic model with some linguocentric elements pre-
dominates in Polish textbooks for primary schools (Nocoń, 2014, p. 172). On the 
other hand, studies on linguistic terminology in Polish textbooks show that the terms 
build an incoherent set rather than a system and each author implements the cur-
riculum in an almost random way (Podracki & Kwiatkowska, 2007; Trysińska, 2007). 
However, even if traditional aspects of teaching grammar in Polish schools are still 
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popular, it should be stressed that the last twenty years have brought more concen-
tration on real texts and the communicative approach (the role of grammatical forms 
in context and their communicative intentions, etc.).  

Mixing different concepts clearly shows that the question of how to teach gram-
mar in school still remains open. There is a gap between the objectives declared in 
the core curricula (CC 1999, 2008, 2017) and their implementation in Polish text-
books (Nocoń, 2014, 2015; Szymańska, 2016a; Nowak, 2016). This situation may be 
the result of, among others, understanding the terms usage, practice, function, func-
tionality by textbook authors and reviewers. Ideas of functional grammar teaching 
for the development of the students’ communicative competence has been present 
in Polish methodological reflection for many years (Dyduchowa, 1988; Nagajowa, 
1994), but it has not affected the construction of a coherent concept of teaching 
grammar, as reflected in the most commonly used textbooks. 

5. CONCLUSIONS 

Mother-tongue education in Poland during the last thirty years has evolved signifi-
cantly, but the discussion on grammar education (even more: on language educa-
tion) is still ongoing.  

The main change in language education in Poland is similar to what happened at 
the same time in Europe, and it concerns the shift in emphasis from language as a 
system to language as a tool which allows communication; from language as a code 
to the pragmatics of speech; from word and sentence to text and context; from 
knowledge to skills. But almost twenty years after the first core curriculum was in-
troduced, the lack of language awareness and the lack of consistent methodology on 
how to teach grammar can be observed. This could be connected with the specificity 
of the Polish educational system. During the last twenty years, the core curriculum 
was changed several times without any research, experiments, nor analysis based on 
practice showing its strengths and weaknesses. There isn’t any definite data that in-
dicates which teaching model is the most effective nor which enables the ability to 
achieve the goals indicated in the core curriculum.  

The present study illustrates how grammar education has been conceptualized 
in public debates and how theory and programmatic intentions are being trans-
formed into textbooks. A systemic model dominated before 1999. The communica-
tive model appeared in the 1990s and influenced the first core curriculum (CC 1999). 
In the 2008 CC special attention was paid to the importance of functionality in lan-
guage teaching. The awareness of the function was underlined at each language ca-
tegory in the curriculum. The functional theory which has been trying to connect the 
knowledge about language with communicative skills seems promising in the Polish 
context. However, its implementation in textbooks proves that the understanding of 
functionalization in language education is ambiguous. The linguocentric model can 
be very close to the systemic model when functions of language forms are observed 
using only the language system, whereas the textocentric model can approach the 
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communicative model when functions of language forms are observed in a dis-
course. Moreover, textbooks based on the systemic model have not disappeared 
from schools. 

Discrepancies between the official regulations and what is really found in teach-
ing materials can be seen as an effect of reinterpretation of the role of curricula (very 
general document with many possibilities to interpret it) and they are not only a 
Polish specialty (Castro, 2007; Criado & Sánchez, 2009; Kostouli, 2002). The presence 
of isolated grammar exercises in current textbooks (even in those declaring func-
tional grammar teaching and those with the certificate of MEN) could be the effect 
of the tradition of teaching grammar in Poland on the one hand, as well as an ambi-
guity of the term functionalization in grammar education. It should also be empha-
sized that grammar education is only one of many elements contributing to Polish 
language education. If a given textbook contains the exercises typical for the sys-
temic model it does not always mean that it is impossible to achieve the learning 
outcomes declared in the CC since the learning of languages is complex and results 
from multiple factors. However, the persistent presence of the systemic model 
shows that teachers are poorly prepared for new theories. Their habits and beliefs 
play an important role in the teaching process (Borg, 2001; Van Rijt et al., 2019). 

A separate issue is determining the potential discrepancy between textbooks and 
school practice. Grammar education in general and textbooks in particular are rarely 
investigated in classroom practice in a Polish context. This is certainly a topic for fu-
ture research. 

The main challenges faced by Poland in teaching grammar seems to be, on the 
one hand, preparing teachers for effective language education in the first language, 
and on the other, to conduct research into the efficiency of language instruction in 
school. Polish teachers are not taught functionally at universities and this is the rea-
son why they have many difficulties with teaching (Kowalikowa, 2004; Tambor, 
2014). We also need more scientific evidence about the advantages of functional 
grammar education and more research based on the observation of school practice. 
This type of research is not popular in the Polish tradition of educational research. 
Many thoughts and beliefs have been formulated without any experiments. Dealing 
with both challenges would be easier if Polish research contributed to the discussion 
conducted worldwide on the nature of grammar education in L1 teaching and the 
role of textbooks in fostering specific approaches to literacy learning. It is also im-
portant that the findings of researchers are considered by the educational authori-
ties. 
 

REFERENCES 

Andrejewicz, U. (2018). Jakiego rodzaju są rzeczowniki rodzaju żeńskiego, czyli kategoria rodzaju w 
kształceniu językowym [What gender are feminine nouns: the category of gender in language 
education]. In E. Awramiuk & A. Rozumko (Eds.), Z problematyki kształcenia językowego, vol. VII (pp. 
65-78). Białystok, Poland: Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu w Białymstoku. 



26 E. AWRAMIUK & M. SZYMAŃSKA 

Andrews, R., Torgerson, C., Beverton, S., Freeman, A., Locke, T., Low, G., Robinson, A., & Zhu, D. (2006). 
The effect of grammar teaching on writing development. British Educational Research Journal, 32(1), 
39–55. https://doi.org/10.1080/01411920500401997 

Apel, K. & Werfel, K. (2014). Using morphological awareness instruction to improve written language 
skills. Language, Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools, 45, 251-260. 
https://doi.org/10.1044/2014_LSHSS-14-0039 

Awramiuk, E. (2002). Mother-tongue teaching in Poland: the dynamics of change. L1-Educational Studies 
in Language and Literature, 2(2), 165-176. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021113206586 

Awramiuk, E. (2002). Lingwistyczne podstawy początkowej nauki czytania i pisania po polsku [Linguistic 
basics of the initial learning to read and write in Polish]. Białystok, Poland: Trans Humana.  

Bain, R., Fitzgerald B., & Taylor, M. (Eds.). (1992). Looking into language. Classroom approaches to 
knowledge about language. London, UK: Hodder & Stoughton. 

Bakuła, K. (1994). Szkolną naukę o języku trzeba zmienić [Teaching about language in schools must be 
changed]. Polonistyka, 5, 274-280.  

Bakuła, K. (1995). Przeciw gramatyce, przeciw martwej tradycji. [Against grammar, against the dead 
tradition]. Polonistyka, 4, 207-212. 

Bakuła, K. (1997). Kształcenie językowe w szkole podstawowej w świetle współczesnych teorii 
psychologicznych i lingwistycznych. Projekt nowej metodyki [Language teaching at school. A new 
methodological experiment]. Wrocław, Poland: Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu Wrocławskiego.  

Bartmiński, J. (2009). Nauka o języku w podstawie programowej [Knowledge about language in core 
curriculum]. In Podstawa programowa z komentarzami. T.2. Język polski w szkole podstawowej, 
gimnazjum i liceum (pp. 60-62). http://men.gov.pl/wp-content/uploads/2011/02/men_tom_2.pdf. 

Bartmiński, J. (2014). Czym w podstawie programowej jest świadomość językowa? [What language 
awareness means in core curriculum?]. In K. Biedrzycki, W. Bobiński, A. Janus-Sitarz & R. Przybylska 
(Eds.), Polonistyka dziś―kształcenie dla jutra. Vol. 3 (pp. 37-49). Kraków, Poland: Universitas. 

Boivin, M.-C. (2018). A review of the current empirical research on grammar instruction in the franco-
phone regions. Contribution to a special issue Working on Grammar at School in L1 Education: Em-
pirical Research across Linguistic Regions. L1-Educational Studies in Language and Literature, 18, 1-
47. https://doi.org/10.17239/L1ESLL-2018.18.04.03 

Boivin, M.-C., Fontich, X., Funke, R., García-Folgado, M.-J., & Myhill, D. (2018). Working on grammar at 
school in L1 education: Empirical research across linguistic regions. Introduction to the special issue. 
Special issue Working on grammar at school in L1 education: Empirical research across linguistic re-
gions. L1-Educational Studies in Language and Literature, 18, 1-6. https://doi.org/10.17239/L1ESLL-
2018.18.04.01 

Bonset, H., & Rijlaarsdam, G. (2004). Mother-tongue education (L1) in the learning to-learn paradigm: 
Creative redevelopment of learning materials. L1-Educational Studies in Language and Literature, 4, 
35-62. https://doi.org/10.1023/B:ESLL.0000033848.96679.e6 

Borg, M. (2001). Teachers' beliefs. ELT Journal, 55(2), 186-188. https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/55.2.186 
Bowers, P. N., Kirby, J. R. & Deacon, S. H. (2010). The effects of morphological instruction on literacy skills: 

A systematic review of the literature. Review of Educational Research, 80(2), 144-179. 
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654309359353 

Bruner. J. S. (1973). Beyond the information given. Studies in the psychology of knowing. New York, NY: 
W.W. Norton and Company Inc. 

Camps, A., Guasch, O., Milian, M., & Ribas, T. (2000). Metalinguistic activity: The link between writing and 
learning to write. In A. Camps & M. Milian (Eds.), Metalinguistic activity in learning to write (pp. 103-
124). Amsterdam, The Netherlands: Amsterdam University Press. 

Castro, R. V. de (2007). The Portuguese language area in secondary education curriculum: Contemporary 
processes of reconfiguration. L1-Educational Studies in Language and Literature, 7(1), 91-109. 
https://doi.org/10.17239/L1ESLL-2007.07.01.01 

CC (1999): Podstawa programowa kształcenia ogólnego dla sześcioletnich szkół podstawowych i 
gimnazjów [General education core curriculum for primary schools and gimnazja]. Appendix No. 1 to 
the Regulation of the Ministry of Science and Higher Education of 15 February 1999 on the general 
education core curriculum. Journal of Laws of 1999, No. 14, Item 129. 



 GRAMMAR EDUCATION AT THE TURN OF THE MILLENIUM 27 

CC (2008): Podstawa programowa kształcenia ogólnego dla szkół podstawowych [General education core 
curriculum for primary schools]. Appendix No. 2 to the Regulation of the Ministry of Science and 
Higher Education of 23 December 2008. Journal of Laws of 2009, No. 4, Item 17. 

CC (2017): Podstawa programowa kształcenia ogólnego dla szkół podstawowych [General education core 
curriculum for primary schools]. Appendix No. 2 to the Regulation of the Ministry of Science and 
Higher Education of 14 February 2017. Journal of Laws of 2017, Item 356. 

Cosson, R. (2007). Mother tongue education in Brazil: A battle of two worlds. L1-Educational Studies in 
Language and Literature, 7(1), 37-52. https://doi.org/10.17239/L1ESLL-2007.07.01.04 

Criado, R., Sánchez, A. (2009). English language teaching in Spain: Do textbooks comply with the official 
methodological regulations? A sample analysis. International Journal of English Studies, 9(1), 1-28. 

Derwojedowa, M., & Linde-Usiekniewicz, J. (2006). Po co uczyć gramatyki polskiej w szkole? [Why to teach 
grammar in school?]. In E. Bańkowska & A. Mikołajczuk (Eds.), Kompetencje nauczyciela polonisty we 
współczesnej szkole (pp. 153–160). Warszawa, Poland: Wydział.Polonistyki UW. 

Dufays, J.-L. (2007). What place for literature in the education of French-speaking countries? A compari-
son between Belgium, France, Quebec and Switzerland. L1-Educational Studies in Language and Lit-
erature, 7(1), 21-35. https://doi.org/10.17239/L1ESLL-2007.07.01.05 

Dyduch, B., Jędrychowska, M., Kłakówna, Z.A., Mrazek, H., & Steczko I. (1994). To lubię! Podręcznik do 
języka polskiego dla klasy czwartej. Książka nauczyciela. Kraków, Poland: Wydawnictwo Edukacyjne. 

Dyduchowa, A. (1988). Metody kształcenia sprawności językowej uczniów: projekt systemu, model 
podręcznika [Methods of teaching language skills to pupils: project of a system, model of a textbook]. 
Kraków, Poland: Wydawnictwo Naukowe WSP. 

Fontich, X., (2014). Grammar and language reflection at school: Checking out the whats and the hows of 
grammar instruction. In T. Ribas, X. Fontich & O. Guasch (Eds.), Grammar at school: Research on me-
talinguistic activity in language education (pp. 255-284). Brussels, Belgium: Peter Lang. 

Fontich, X. (2016). L1 grammar instruction and writing: Metalinguistic activity as a teaching and research 
focus. Language and Linguistics Compass, 10(5), 238-54. https://doi.org/10.1111/lnc3.12184 

Fontich, X., & Camps, A. (2014). Towards a rationale for research into grammar teaching at schools. Re-
search Papers in Education, 29(5), 598-625. https://doi.org/10.1080/02671522.2013.813579 

Fontich, X., & García-Folgado, M.J. (2018). Grammar instruction in the Hispanic area: The case of Spain 
with attention to empirical studies on metalinguistic activity. Contribution to a special issue Working 
on Grammar at School in L1 Education: Empirical Research across Linguistic Regions. L1-Educational 
Studies in Language and Literature, 18, 1-39. https://doi.org/10.17239/L1ESLL-2018.18.04.02 

Funke, R. (2018). Working on grammar at school: empirical research from German-speaking regions. Con-
tribution to a special issue Working on Grammar at School in L1-Education: Empirical Research across 
Linguistic Regions. L1-Educational Studies in Language and Literature, 18, 1-39. 
https://doi.org/10.17239/L1ESLL-2018.18.04.01 

Gajda, S. (1996). Trudne „upotrzebnienie” [Difficult to make needed]. Polonistyka, 4, 239-240. 
Gombert, J.E. (1992). Metalinguistic development. New York, NY: Harvester Wheatsheaf. 
Goodwin, A. P., & Ahn, S. (2013). A meta-analysis of morphological interventions in English: Effects on 

literacy outcomes for school-age children. Scientific Studies of Reading, 17(4), 257-285. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888438.2012.689791 

Graham, S., McKeown, D., Kiuhara, S., & Harris, K.R. (2012). A meta-analysis of writing instruction for stu-
dents in the elementary grades. Journal of Educational Psychology, 104(4), 879-896. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029185 

Halliday, M.A.K., & Mathiessen, C. (2004). An introduction to English grammar. London, UK: Routledge. 
Kłakówna Z.A., & Wiatr K., (2007). Nowe To lubię! Prezentacja koncepcji [New I like it!. Presentation of the 

koncept]. In Z.A. Kłakówna, K. Wiatr, & I. Steczko, Podręcznik do języka polskiego „Nowe To lubię!”. 
Książka dla nauczycieli i rodziców. Klasa 4, Kraków, Poland: Wydawnictwo Edukacyjne. 

Kostouli, T. (2002). Teaching Greek as L1: Curriculum and textbooks in Greek elementary education. L1 – 
Educational Studies in Language and Literature, 2(1), 5-23. 
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1015511803066 

Kowalikowa, J. (2004). Kształcenie językowe. Teoria dla praktyki [Language education. Theory for prac-
tice]. In A. Janus-Sitarz (Ed.), Polonista w szkole. Podstawy kształcenia nauczycieli (pp. 85-135). 
Kraków, Poland: Universitas. 



28 E. AWRAMIUK & M. SZYMAŃSKA 

Kowalikowa, J. (2014). Od słowa do zdania, od zdania do tekstu―od tekstu do zdania, od zdania do słowa 
[From word to sentence, from sentence do text―from text to sentence, from sentence to word]. In A. 
Janus-Sitarz & E. Nowak (Eds.), Szkolna polonistyka zanurzona w języku (pp. 17-43). Kraków, Poland: 
Universitas.  

Krogh, E. & Penne, S. (2015). Introduction to Languages, Literatures, and Literacies. Re-searching para-
doxes and negotiations in Scandinavian L1 subjects. A special issue Paradoxes and Negotiations in 
Scandinavian L1 Research in Languages, Literatures and Literacies, edited by Ellen Krogh and Sylvi 
Penne. L1-Educational Studies in Language and Literature, 15, 1-16. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.17239/L1ESLL-2015.15.01.12 

Liptáková, Ľ. et al. (2011). Integrovaná didaktika slovenského jazyka a literatúry pre primárne vzdelávanie 
[Integrated didactics of Slovak language and literature for primary education]. Prešov, Slovakia: 
Prešovská univerzita, Pedagogická fakulta. 

Locke, T. (Ed.). (2010). Beyond the grammar wars. A resource for teachers and students on developing 
language knowledge in the English/literacy classroom. New York, NY: Routledge. 
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203854358 

Macken-Horarik, M., Love, K., & Unsworth, L. (2011). A grammatics ‘good enough’ for school English in 
the 21st century: Four challenges in realising the potential. Australian Journal of Language and Liter-
acy, 34(1), 9-23. 

Martyniuk, W. (1999). Poststrukturalistyczny model uczenia się i nauczania języka obcego/drugiego [The 
poststructural model of learning and teaching first/second language]. Nowa Polszczyzna, 1, 41-48. 

Mikołajczuk, A., & Puzynina, J. (Eds.) (2002). Nauka o języku polskim w reformowanej szkole [Teaching 
about Polish language in the reformed school]. Warszawa, Poland: Wydawnictwo „Nowa Era”. 

Milian, M. (2005). Reformulation: a means of constructing knowledge in shared writing. L1-Educational 
Studies in Language and Literature, 5(3), 335-351. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10674-005-8560-9 

Milian, M. (2015). Working on grammar at school. In T. Ribas, X. Fontich & O. Guasch (Eds.), Grammar at 
School. Research on metalinguistic activity in language education (pp. 43-74). Brussels, Belgium: Peter 
Lang. 

Mrazek, H. (1998). Komunikacyjny model nauczania. Rozwijanie języka dziecka w klasach IV-VIII. 
Umiejętności i wiedza [Communicative model of teaching. Developing the child's language in grades 
4-8]. Nowa Polszczyzna 1, 3-8. 

Myhill, D.A., Jones, S.M., Lines, H., & Watson, A. (2012). Re-thinking grammar: the impact of embedded 
grammar teaching on students' writing and students' metalinguistic understanding. Research Papers 
in Education, 27(2), 139-166. https://doi.org/10.1080/02671522.2011.637640 

Myhill, D. (2018). Grammar as a meaning making resource for language development. L1- Educational 
studies in Language and Literature, 18, 1-21. https://doi.org/10.17239/L1ESLL-2018.18.04.04 

Nagajowa, M. (1990) ABC metodyki języka polskiego dla początkujących nauczycieli [ABC of the Polish 
language teaching for beginning teachers]. Warszawa, Poland: WSiP. 

Nagajowa, M. (1994). Nauka o języku dla nauki języka [Knowledge about language for language teaching]. 
Kielce, Poland: Wydawnictwo ZNP.  

Nieckula, F. (1995). Usunąć język polski z „języka polskiego”? [Remove Polish language from “Polish lan-
guage”?]. Polonistyka, 4, 214-220. 

Nocoń, J. (2009). Podręcznik szkolny w dyskursie dydaktycznym―tradycja i zmiana [A textbook on didactic 
discourse―tradition and change]. Opole, Poland: Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu Opolskiego. 

Nocoń, J. (2014). Świadomość językowa w podręcznikach szkolnych (teoria i praktyka) [Language 
awareness in school textbooks]. In J. Nocoń & A. Tabisz (Eds.), Świadomość językowa (pp. 159-174). 
Opole, Poland: Uniwersytet Opolski. 

Nocoń, J. (2015). Kształcenie świadomości językowej w gimnazjum―lekcje gramatyki [Shaping linguistic 
awareness in middle school―command of Polish grammar]. Edukacja, 1(132), 81–96. 

Nowak, E. (2016). Od słowa do znaczenia. Wykorzystanie wiedzy językowej w interpretacji tekstu [From 
word to meaning. The usage of linguistic knowledge in text interpretation]. In E. Jaskółowa, D. Krzyżyk, 
B. Niesporek-Szamburska & M. Wójcik-Dudek (Eds.), Edukacja polonistyczna jako zobowiązanie. 
Powszechność i elitarność polonistyki. Vol. 1 (pp. 357-367). Katowice, Poland: Wydawnictwo 
Uniwersytetu Śląskiego. 



 GRAMMAR EDUCATION AT THE TURN OF THE MILLENIUM 29 

Ongstad, S. (2007). The concepts of „language” and „discipline” on the move. A study of shifts in curricular 
goals for “Norwegian” (1940-2006). In W. Martyniuk (Ed.), Towards a common European framework 
of reference for languages of school education? (pp. 117-130). Kraków, Poland: Universitas. 

Oomen-Welke, I., & Schmitt, G. (1998). Teaching the mother tongue in Germany. In W. Tulasiewicz & A. 
Adams (Eds.), Teaching the mother tongue in a multilingual Europe (pp. 137-152). London, UK: Cassell. 

Patrzałek, T. (1992). Gramatyka na „cenzurowanym” [Grammar in the docket]. Polonistyka, 3, 23-31. 
Podracki, J., & Kwiatkowska, A. (2007). Składniowy system pojęciowo-terminologiczny w wybranych 

podręcznikach dla klas IV-VI szkoły podstawowej [Syntactic system concerning notions and 
terminology in sample course books for elementary schools]. In H. Synowiec (Ed.), Podręczniki do 
kształcenia polonistycznego w zreformowanej szkole―koncepcje, funkcje, język (pp. 231-243). 
Kraków, Poland: Wydawnictwo Edukacyjne.  

Potaś, M., & Wiatr, K. (2001). Jak i gdzie jest gramatyka w „To lubię!” w klasach IV-VI szkoły podstawowej 
[How and where is grammar in To lubię! in 4-6 grades of primary school]. Kraków, Poland: 
Wydawnictwo Edukacyjne.  

Puzynina, J. (1998). Zastanówmy się wspólnie [Let’s think together]. Polonistyka, 9, 593-597. 
Ribas, T., Fontich, X., & Guasch, O. (Eds.). (2015). Grammar at school. Research on metalinguistic activity 

in language education. Brussels, Belgium: Peter Lang. https://doi.org/10.3726/978-3-0352-6490-6 
Rypel, A. (2012). Ideologiczny wymiar dyskursu edukacyjnego na przykładzie podręczników języka pol-

skiego z lat 1918-2010 [Ideological dimension of educational discourse on the example of textbooks 
of the Polish language from 1918-2010]. Bydgoszcz, Poland: Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu Kazimierza 
Wielkiego. 

Sawyer, W., & Van den Ven, P.-H. (2007). Starting points. Paradigms in mother tongue education. L1-
Educational Studies in Language and Literature, 7(1), 5-20. https://doi.org/10.17239/L1ESLL-
2007.07.01.06 

Spolsky, B., & Hult, F. (Eds.). (2010). The handbook of educational linguistics. Sussex, UK: Wiley-Blackwell. 
Starc, S. (2004). Mother-tongue education in Slovenia. Mother-tongue education in specific regions. L1-

Educational Studies in Language and Literature, 4(1), 103-115.  
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:ESLL.0000033857.50595.57 

Strokowski, W. (2014). Gramatyka rudymentarna, czyli jak nauczać kompetencji, a nie gramatyki 
[Rudimentary grammar or how to teach competencies, and not grammar]. In A. Janus-Sitarz & 
E. Nowak (Eds.), Szkolna polonistyka zanurzona w języku (pp. 189-201). Kraków, Poland: Universitas. 

Svalberg, A. M. (2012). Language awareness in language learning and teaching: A research agenda. Lan-
guage Teaching, 45(3), 376-388. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0261444812000079 

Synowiec, H (Ed.). (2007). Podręczniki do kształcenia polonistycznego w zreformowanej szkole―kon-
cepcje, funkcje, język [Textbooks for Polish language teaching in the reformed school―conceptions, 
functions, language]. Kraków, Poland: Wydawnictwo Edukacyjne.  

Szymańska, M. (2015). Teaching language as communication in Polish primary school theory and practice. 
Journal of Language and Cultural Education, 3(1), 68-88. 

Szymańska, M. (2016a). Między nauką o języku a rozwijaniem języka. Koncepcje kształcenia językowego 
na przełomie XX i XXI wieku [Between teaching about language and developing language. Concepts 
of language education at the turn XX and XXI centuries]. Kraków, Poland: Wydawnictwo Naukowe 
Uniwersytetu Pedagogicznego. 

Szymańska, M. (2016b). Sociolinguistics in selected textbooks used for teaching Polish as a native language 
in a primary school. Journal of Language and Cultural Education, 4, 60-70.  

Šmejlakova, M., Štepanik, S. (2016). Teaching Czech language and literature in the Czech Republic. In M. 
Pieniążek, S. Štepanik (Eds.), Teaching of national languages in the V4 countries (pp. 31-62). Prague, 
The Czech Republic: Faculty of Education of Charles University. 

Tambor, J. (2014). Znajomość języka a wiedza o języku. Uwagi o uczeniu nauczania języka polskiego [Lan-
guage knowledge versus knowledge about language. Notes about teaching Polish language teaching]. 
In K. Biedrzycki, W. Bobiński, A. Janus-Sitarz & R. Przybylska (Eds.), Polonistyka dziś―kształcenie dla 
jutra. Vol. 3 (pp. 83-92). Kraków, Poland: Universitas. 

Tokarski, J. (1966). Gramatyka w szkole. Podstawowe zagadnienia metodyki [Grammar in school. Basic 
methodology issues]. Warszawa, Poland: PZWS. 



30 E. AWRAMIUK & M. SZYMAŃSKA 

Trysińska, M. (2007). Słowotwórstwo w podręcznikach gimnazjalnych (ocena komponentu 
informacyjnego) [Word-formation in textbooks for gymnasium (informative component evaluation)]. 
In H. Synowiec (Ed.), Podręczniki do kształcenia polonistycznego w zreformowanej szkole―koncepcje, 
funkcje, język (pp. 279-298). Kraków, Poland: Wydawnictwo Edukacyjne.  

Tulasiewicz, W. (1993). Knowledge about language/language awareness―A new dimension in school lan-
guage curriculum. Curriculum and Teaching, 8(1), 3-18. 

Unsworth, L. (2002). Reading grammatically: Exploring the 'constructiveness' of literary texts. L1-Educa-
tional Studies in Language and Literature, 2(2), 121-140. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1020847215689 

Uppstad, P.H. (2006). The dynamics of written language acquisition. L1-Educational Studies in Language 
and Literature, 6(3), 63-83. https://doi.org/10.17239/L1ESLL-2006.06.01.04  

Wiśniewska, H. (2005). Sprawność językowa i komunikacyjna w historii dydaktyki polonistycznej (1950-
2000) [Language and communication skills in the history of Polish didactics (1950-2000)]. In Z. Uryga 
& M. Sienko (Eds.), Kształcenie sprawności językowej i komunikacyjnej. Obraz badań i działań 
dydaktycznych (pp. 20-33). Kraków, Poland: Wydawnictwo Naukowe Akademii Pedagogicznej.  

Van der Aalsvoort, M., & Kroon, S. (2015). The contested introduction of linguistics in the Dutch exam; A 
historical curriculum study on the relationship between school subjects and academic disciplines. L1-
Educational Studies in Language and Literature, 15, 1-20. http://dx.doi.org/10.17239/L1ESLL-
2015.15.01.09 

Van Rijt, J. & Coppen, P.-A. (2017). Bridging the gap between linguistic theory and L1 grammar education: 
experts’ views on essential linguistic concepts. Language Awareness, 26(4), 360-80. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658416.2017.1410552 

Van Rijt, J., Wijnands, A. & Coppen, P.-A. (2019). Dutch teachers’ beliefs on linguistic concepts and 
reflective judgement in grammar teaching. L1-Educational Studies in Language and Literature, 19, 1-
28. 

Zbróg, P. (2005). Wojna o kształcenie językowe. Praktyczny model [The war about language education. 
Practical model]. Kielce: Mac Edukacja. 

Zbróg, P. (2007). Modele kształcenia językowego w podręcznikach do języka polskiego a potrzeby komu-
nikacyjne uczniów [Models of language teaching in textbook for Polish language and students’ com-
municative needs]. In H. Synowiec (Ed.), Podręczniki do kształcenia polonistycznego w zreformowanej 
szkole―koncepcje, funkcje, język (pp. 29-42). Kraków, Poland: Wydawnictwo Edukacyjne.  

Zgółka, T. (1995). Barbarzyńca (w szkolnym) ogrodzie [A barbarian in the (school’s) garden]. Polonistyka, 
4, 213-214. 

Żydek-Bednarczuk, U. (2009). Nowe aspekty kompetencji komunikacyjnej [New aspects of communicative 
competence]. In A. Janus-Sitarz (Ed.), W trosce o dobrą edukację (pp. 51-62). Kraków, Poland: 
Universitas. 

TEXTBOOKS 

TL:  Mrazek, H., & Steczko, I. (1994). Podręcznik do języka polskiego. To lubię! Ćwiczenia językowe. Klasa 
4 [Textbook for Polish language. I like it! Language exercises. Grade 4]. Kraków, Poland: Wydawnictwo 
Edukacyjne. 
Mrazek, H., & Steczko, I. (1998). Podręcznik do języka polskiego. To lubię! Ćwiczenia językowe. Klasa 
5 [Textbook for Polish language. I like it! Language exercises. Grade 5]. Kraków, Poland: Wydawnictwo 
Edukacyjne. 

SU:  Horwath E., & Żegleń A. (2017). Słowa z uśmiechem. Nauka o języku i ortografia. Język polski. Klasa 4 
[Words with a smile. Learning about language and spelling. Grade 4]. Warszawa, Poland: 
Wydawnictwa Szkolne i Pedagogiczne. 

MN: Łuczak, A., & Murdzek A. (2016). Między nami. Język polski 5 [Between us. Polish language 5]. Gdańsk: 
Gdańskie Wydawnictwo Oświatowe. 
Łuczak, A., & Murdzek A. (2017). Między nami. Ćwiczenia. Język polski 5 [Between us. Exercises. Polish 
language 5]. Gdańsk, Poland: Gdańskie Wydawnictwo Oświatowe. 


