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Tezin Adi  : Ingilizce Dilbilgisi Osretimi Yaklasimlari Gelsimi Uzerine Bir

inceleme

Hazirlayan : Alper ASLAN

OZET

Son doénemlerde yapilan gahalar @retmen dgunceleri Uzerine
yogunlasmasina rgmen, ingilizce @retmenlerinin dilbilgisi @retimiyle ilgili
distnceleri ve bu diincelerin sinif icerisindeki uygulamaya etkileri etinde
durulmamstir. Bu calgmayla bu alandaki Btugun doldurulmasi planlangtir. Bu
calismanin temel amaci pedagojik dilbilgisi kapsamini dibilgisi 0Ogretimi
yaklasimlarini tanimlamak, yapilan gtama ve anket sonucunda stremanin
evrenini olyturan Trakya Universitesi binyesinde gorev yapamgilizce
okutmanlarininingilizce dilbilgisi @Gretim yaklgimlari Gzerine bilgilerini ve ne
Olcide bu vyaklgmlardan faydalandiklarini ortaya c¢ikarmaktir. Bumaga
ulasabilmek icin Trakya Universitesinde gérev yapan tokanlara (34 ki) (¢
bolimden olgan otuz sorulu bir anket uygulargtm. Anket sonuclari SPSS 10.0

istatistik programlariyla elde edilen verilere garealiz edilmgtir.

Calsmanin Girg Bolimunde argirma problemi tanitiing; calsmanin
amacina ve O6nemine glailerek calsmanin sinirliliklarina yer verilrgiir. ikinci
bolumde dilbilgisine, dilbilgisi cgtlerine, dilbilgisi &sretimine kisa tarihsel bir
baksa, dilbilgisi Gretimine yonelik yakl@mlara ve alan yazinda énemli isimlerin
dilbilgisi 6gretimindeki digiincelerine yer verilmektedir. Uciincii bélimdesarma
modeli, evren ve 6rneklem, veri toplama araclarvee analizleri hakkinda ayrintili
bilgi verilmektedir. Dordincu bolim, bulgular veryolar kismindan okmaktadir.
Bu bolimde problem ve alt problemlereskin argtirma sonuclarina istatistiksel
verilerle yer verilmektedir. Calmanin son bolumu, Baci Bolum ise ¢cakmanin

sonucuna ve Onerilere glamektedir.



Anahtar Kelimeler: Dilbilgisi, Dilbilgisi Ogretimi Yaklasimlari, Dilbilgisi Ogretimi
Uzerine @retmen Goréleri.



Name of Thesis ‘A Study on the Development of Approaches to Teaghi

English Grammar

Prepared by :Alper ASLAN

ABSTRACT

Despite a recent increased interest in the ardaamher belief systems in
mainstream education studies, the beliefs of EFlchers about grammar and the
influence of such beliefs on their intentions ardians in classroom practices
remain relatively unexplored. The present studksee fill the knowledge gap left
by a scarcity of research in this area. The airthefstudy is to redefine the scope of
pedagogical grammar and approaches to teachingisBngrammar at Trakya
University. This study explores the beliefs of tlmstructors regarding the
approaches to teaching English grammar and to vexétnt they use those
approaches in their classrooms. To reach this aiguestionnaire consisting of thirty
items with three parts was administered to 34 ucstrs who work at Trakya

University. The findings have been analyzed with lielp of SPSS 10.0 program.

In the Introduction, the problem; the purpose, slgnificance of the study
and the limitations of the study are presentedChapter IlI; grammar and typology
of grammar, a brief historical view of grammar teiag, approaches to teaching
English grammar and teachers’ beliefs in teachirsgngnar are dealt with. Chapter
Il includes research model, population and sangplidata collection and the
analysis of the data. In Chapter IV the findingsenbeen discussed. The last Chapter
of the study, Chapter V consists of the implicasiamd the results of the study.

Key Words: Grammar, Approaches to Teaching Grammar, Teacheligfs in

Grammar Teaching
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background of the Study

Grammar, according to Rutherford (1987: 9) is “aassary component of
any language teaching programme” and thus playsngortant role in language
teaching. However, the focus on grammar in languegehing has been challenged
with the emergence of teaching methodologies basedifferent learning theories.
Such a challenge has influenced not only the coraied the curriculum in language
teaching, but also the implications for teachingngmar. Thus, a fresh look at
grammar seems necessary to encourage linguisttaagdage educators to rethink

the role of grammar instruction.

There has been an on-going debate whether to teadhmot to teach
grammar. This is where teaching professionals dseem to agree. On the one hand
some consider grammar to be a necessity for thgubge teaching, on the other
hand others think that a meaning-based approaakicsbe adopted in the language

curriculum.

As a result of innovations in the teaching of Eslgli different views,
approaches and methodologies to grammar teachwregdraerged for ESL and EFL

teachers to choose from and to suit their learaedsclassroom environment.

The language teacher has to be aware of theseatiang and find ways of
conveying his knowledge into the learners’ headhss process is greatly influenced
by approaches to grammar teaching and teachergf mistems including their

feelings and understandings of approaches. As wtresderstanding how these



beliefs influence teachers’ decisions in the classr and when they teach grammar,

might give useful insights into how educationalgbie can be improved.

In this study an attempt is made to give a comprsive picture of grammar
teaching approaches and grammatical paradigmsdandeand foreign language
teaching. Finally, a small-scale research is ptesefocusing on English teachers’
belief systems on grammar teaching. The data, abtened, provides the basis for
drawing conclusions about grammar teaching in thgligh classrooms at Trakya

University.

1.2. Statement of the Problem

There are several approaches to teaching Englsimrgar. However, the
approaches the teachers adopt vary depending daableers’ beliefs as it was stated
by Williams and Burden (1997: 56).

In this perspective, this study was conducted nd but the belief systems
of instructors about approaches to grammar teadtiigakya University.

The research has been designed to answer the iiofj@uestions:

1. What are the instructors’ self-perceptions on thkimowledge of
grammar, grammar books and approaches to teachigigsk grammar?

2. Are the instructors for or against formal gramnmestiuction?

3. Which approach or approaches do the instructorgptado teaching
English grammar?

4. lIs there a relationship between instructors’ bslighout approaches to
teaching English grammar and their teaching expeei@



In order to find answers to the research questiansimall-scale research
involving 34 instructors of English was conduct&beir beliefs in grammar teaching
were examined by the application of a belief ineepguestionnaire. On the basis of
the collected data, suggestions were offered tarakwe current grammar teaching

practices at Trakya University.

1.3. Purpose of the Study

The common issue which has emerged from the theakdtackground of
this study is that there is no well-defined taxogyoof approaches to teaching
English grammar. This is due to the different viesisprofessionals in grammar
teaching. Different language teaching approachee paced different emphasis on
grammar in language teaching. When a new teaclpgpgbach emerges to rectify the
inadequacy of the previous approaches, teachersamahe implementers of the
new teaching approach may reserve their views ardeptions about teaching
grammar according to the previous teaching appemchilhese views and
perceptions will shape their beliefs about teaclinglish grammar.

This study is aimed to find out the beliefs of tinstructors in teaching
grammar at Trakya University and to what exteny thilize focus on formsfocus

on form grammaringandnon-interventionisapproaches to grammar teaching.

1.4. Significance of the Study

Nassaji and Fotos (2004: 126-145) in their artstlenmarize the importance

of reviewing the approaches to teaching gramméolksvs:

“With the rise of communicative methodology in taee 1970s,
the role of grammar instruction in second languaganing was
downplayed, and it was even suggested that teacfpiagimar



was not only unhelpful but might actually be deémtal.
However, recent research has demonstrated the fmetbrmal
instruction for learners to attain high levels afcairacy. This has
led to a resurgence of grammar teaching, and iie 1o second
language acquisition has become the focus of muahert

investigation.”

As previously stated, in this study the major depetents in the teaching of
English grammar over the past few decades will beflp reviewed; and by
investigating the background of English languagachég practice at Trakya
University, the belief systems of the instructdosat approaches to teaching English

grammar will also be revealed.

The findings of the study may be used as a comteahy inservice teacher
training course at Trakya University. In this wagaching English grammar may
become a discussed issue in which successful peacire adopted.

Another significance of the study is to integréte innovations in recent
research of grammar teaching into the curriculunthef ELT department at Trakya

University.

Such a descriptive study on approaches to tead¢higdjsh grammar hasn’t
been carried out at Trakya University so far, se 8tudy is believed to provide
significant contributions to English language iostors and may be a crucial

resource for them.



1.5. Limitations of the Study
This study is limited to:
1. 2009-2010 academic year

2. 34 instructors of English
3. Instructors working at Trakya University



1.6. Definitions

In this section, basic terms especially the oneslwmvere used commonly in

this study will be defined and explained.

Approach: the theory, philosophy and principles underlyangarticular set of
teaching practices (Richards and Schmidt, 2002: 29)

Belief: Mental acceptance of and conviction in the traittpality, or validity

of something _(http://education.yahoo.com/referéticBonary/entry/belief

Cognition: The store of beliefs, knowledge, assumptions, rteeoand
attitudes about all aspects of their work whiclcheais hold and which have a powerful

impact on teachers’ classroom practices (Borg, 1998

Grammar: The identification of systematic regularities amjuage (Batstone,
1994a: 136).



1.7. Abbreviations

GTM: Grammar Translation Method

DM: Direct Method

L2: Second Language

ALM : Audio Lingual Method

CLT: Communicative Language Teaching
SLA: Second Language Acquisition

TBL: Task-based Learning



CHAPTER Il

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

2.1. Grammar

Various definitions of the term ‘grammar’ have begiven in several
dictionaries, and the term has also been definedraynmarians and others who
work on language. Before starting the discussiongm@mmar, some of these

definitions are as follows:

1. “We shall use grammar in reference to the medran
according to which language works when it is usewm t
communicate with other people. We cannot see tleishamism
concretely because it is represented rather ab#irac the human
mind. One way of describing this mechanism is @friles which
allow us to put words together in certain ways, fich do not

allow others.” (Leech, Deuchar and Hoogenraad, 1832

2. “A description of the structure of a languagedatine way in
which linguistic units such as words and phrases @mbined to
produce sentences in the language. It usually takes account
the meanings and functions these sentences hattee ioverall
system of the language. It may or may not incligedescription
of the sounds of a language.” (Richards and Schm@®2:161)

3. “At its heart, then, grammar consists of two damental
ingredients- syntax and morphology- and togethew thelp us to
identify grammatical forms which serve to enhanoe aharpen

the expression of meaning.” (Batstone, 1994b: 224)



4. “Grammar is set of rules that define how woras aombined
or changed to form acceptable units of meaningiwikkinguage.”
(Ur, 1996: 87)

5. “...grammar(ing) is one of the dynamic linguispimocesses of
pattern formulation in language, which can be ubgchumans for

making meaning in context-appropriate ways.” (Lard&eeman,
2003: 142)

As observed in these definitions, the term ‘granimefiers to a common
idea related to the overall structure of languagel this idea has found explanations
in many different ways. In other words, they seekimally to explain the same

phenomena: how words are formed (morphology) and h@rds are combined
(syntax).

Instead of discussing all these definitions oneohg, an insight into the
nature of the topic is desired to be given. By agnio involve the purposes which
are searching for pedagogical grammar in the lagrenvironment and the real use
of structures in the communicative context, théof@ing interpretation of grammar
by Leech for this dissertation is used:

“I understand communicative grammar to mean an apgh to
grammar in which the goal is to explore and to falate the
relations between the formal events of grammar @spphrases,
sentences, and their categories and structures)thacconditions
of their meaning and use. In linguistic terminolpglgis means
relating syntax and morphology to semantics andgpratics...

‘Grammar acquired progressively as a system... Songratical
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knowledge evolves organically, rather than growingdiscrete
steps” (1994:19).

2.2. Types of Grammar

The discussion of grammar types in literature i$ clear and obvious.
Crystal (2003: 208) distinguishes six types of grean descriptive grammar,
prescriptive grammar, reference grammar, theoletigeammar, pedagogical
grammar, and traditional grammar. On the other haWdods (1995: 5-13) puts
forward another classification for grammar typesespriptive and descriptive
grammar, traditional grammar, phrase structure gram transformational-

generative grammar and functional-systematic gramma

However, Crystal's and Wood's lists are neither poghensive nor
adequate since they don’t provide a clear-cut dleason. In their interpretation of
grammar types, linguistic grammars are mixed withadtic grammars which have

an aim to teach and also reflect the importanggaimar in language teaching.

The differing classification of grammar types ahdit interpretations raise
questions of application for different purposese3dpurposes constitute typology of
grammars among which didactic grammar has a crugli@l Didactic considerations
have a great effect on instructional practices,ctvhare often referred to in the
teaching process. In short, didactic grammars @weoitant including descriptive

grammar, prescriptive grammar, theoretical gramamar pedagogical grammar.

2.2.1. Prescriptive Grammar

Till 16" century, Latin was the common language among mstias a
linguistics term, lingua franca. Latin language velsminant in the languages of
science and trade and especially literature. Irejtiih started to give place to the



11

English language. A rise in English language resuibh English’s becoming a lingua

franca of today.

One of the reasons that speeded up the usage b$lEmgs the Industrial
Revolution. Britain was the leading country in termof industry and trade in the
beginning of the 19th century. Most of the invensicof the Industrial Revolution
were of British origin. The developments in Englardched other countries and the
foreigners needed to learn English to follow thdeeelopments. The developments
spread to America after the World War Il. There wag way to reach knowledge:
English (Crystal, 1997:71-72).

In addition, Troike (1977, cited in Phillipson, 199 adds that this
remarkable development is ultimately the resultl@th, 18th, and 19th century
British successes in conquest, colonization, amdletr but it was enormously
accelerated by the emergence of the U.S.A as thernmmailitary power and

technological leader in the aftermath of World War

In the meantime, there emerged an indispensabtifoe@utting English in
a set of rules. While making English rule-governée, linguists adopted the rules of
Latin. Since Latin was highly rule-governed, theydho adopt the rules that weren't
in accordance with English itself. As a resultsthrought about prescriptivism.

Grammars with rules that make distinctions betweemect and incorrect
forms are defined as prescriptive grammars. Richardl Schmidt (2002: 415) add
that “prescriptive grammars are often based notl@scriptions of actual usage but
rather on the grammarian’s views of what is besanitraditional grammars are of
this kind.”
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This argument can be pursued in Crystal (1997ir¥8)ore detail:

“A manual that focuses on constructions where usaggivided,
and lays down rules governing the socially corracte of
language. These grammars were a formative influewoce
language attitudes in Europe and America during188 and 14"

centuries. Prescriptive grammar states rules foatik considered
the best or most correct usage. They are often coas® on
description of actual usage but rather on the gramnan’s view of
what is best. Most of the traditional grammars afé¢his kind.”

The view put forward above explains why many usaige style books for
native speakers were written in the light of prggore grammar. One of the earliest
and most influential prescriptive grammars is “Fesd Modern English Usage”
(1926). These kinds of books put forward a settahdard rules. These rules are
guidelines for a standard of English. From thisspective, the learners should learn
the prescriptive grammar but they should also lowiged with the information that

in some cases those rules may be violated.

2.2.2. Descriptive Grammar

The origins of descriptive grammar can be tracedkbi® descriptive
studies after Saussure’s views on language. Sauasgues that language should be
studied synchronically rather than diachronical¥ith his views, linguistics based

on descriptive studies came to light.

Akmajian et al. (1995: 7) state that “when lingsispeak of rules, they are
not referring to prescriptive rules. Rather, lirgjgitry to formulate descriptive rules
when they analyze language...”. Those descriptivdistuhad also great effect on

grammar by making it descriptive at the same time.
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Unlike prescriptive grammar, descriptive grammaestrto avoid making
judgments about correctness, and concentratessmniltiag and explaining the way

people actually use language. (Nunan, 2005: 3).

Partly for this reason, it is inevitable that dgstive grammar aims to
describe language as it is actually used and reptesspeakers’ unconscious

knowledge or mental grammar of the language.

2.2.3. Theoretical Grammar

Theoretical grammar has been dealt with by vareutfors. According to
Corder (1973: 324), theoretical grammars are gémergrammars that linguists use
to gain insight into human language. They are oftdled scholarly grammars trying
to validate a particular theoretical language model

The line of argument has been further develope@tygtal (1992: 36). He
has pointed out that “theoretical grammar, in ttoatext, goes beyond the study of
individual languages, using linguistic data as amnseof developing insights into the
nature of language as such, and into the categames processes needed for

linguistic analyses.”

The views put forward above shows that there isesommcertainty in the
literature about the allocation of grammar bookshi® types of grammar. A classic
illustration often cited is “A Comprehensive Grammnw the English Language”
(1985) by Quirk et al., being labeled as referegcammar by Crystal, but as

descriptive grammar by the authors themselves.

The confusion about the identification of the diffiet grammar types comes
from the fact that the writers have completely eliéint perspectives and target
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audience in mind. Linguists, applied linguists @adchers have different reasons,
perspectives and target audience when describengaime object, grammar.

2.2. 4. Pedagogical Grammar

“A grammar is expected to state rules in terms @figgal statements, to
describe how structures behave in a predictable;governed way” (DeCarrico and
Larsen-Freeman in Schmidt, 2002: 20).

It is important in this context to try to distinghi between those rules. In
defense of this view, three types of rules havenbseggested by Thornbury
(1999:11): prescriptive rules, descriptive ruled gmedagogic rules. He defines
pedagogic rules as “rules that make sense to Iesamwkile at the same time
providing them with the means and confidence toegme language with a
reasonable chance of success.” These rules thatittde a whole grammar are

sometimes referred as pedagogical grammar.

Cameron (2001:100) states that “pedagogical grasinmae explicit
descriptions of patterns, or rules, in a langupgesented in ways that are helpful to

teachers and to learners.”

Thornbury (2006:92) handles the same topic asdreiterpt below:

“Pedagogical grammar is more selective than a lirsgs
grammar and while it is not intentionally prescr, it will
probably be based on a standard form of the langudg will
therefore exclude usages that are considered ramdstrd (such
as | ain’t got none; Me and my sister went shoppirgen when

these are used by a large number of native spedkers
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In support of this argument, Thornbury describest tlnost pedagogical
grammars are formal rather than functional: they arganized around structural

categories, rather than functional ones.

Pedagogical grammar is beneficial for languageheacas well as students.

However, they apply it for different purposes.

As for pedagogical grammar for foreign languagecliees, Cameron
(2001:100) points to the fact that “teachers neea\aerview and description of the
whole of the language that is to be taught”. Aidcdton should be made between
native speaker teachers and non-native speakehetesac\While the aim of a
pedagogical grammar for native speakers is to misaeness of the mother tongue,
a pedagogical grammar for non-native teachers wnpsesent the facts of language

in a form which will help teachers to present graamto their own learners.

Grammar for learners is referred to as practicabgmnar. It helps learners to
learn a language and understand the rules of tgettianguage. It can serve them a
reference or course work, as Cameron (2001:10@sstaarners will encounter the

pedagogical grammar bit by bit, as parts of itiateduced in textbook units.

2.3. A Brief Historical View of Grammar Teaching

When the theoretical underpinnings of various apg@hes are analyzed, two
main streams of thought can be distinguished. Ri\{@B81:25) defines them as
formalists and activists. Formalists emphasizestuglanguage forms and learning
the rules of those forms while activists empha#iimeapprehension of those rules by
the students. It should also be noted that actipsefer students develop a rule or
generalization after they have heard certain fanduse them in a number of ways.
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The key point to note is that formalists are ugualbncerned with the
details of grammar. But, activists have consisgentijed a functional approach to
structure. Yet another important point to note lestwactivists and formalists is that
the formalists emphasize teaching of the languapdewthe activists are more
interested in providing opportunities for the stoideto learn the language (Rivers,
1981:26-27).

Whereas earlier accounts emphasized the mainstreanttsought under
language teaching over centuries, it remains tohask these tendencies took place

in the methods and approaches in teaching Englasinmar.

In Europe before the sixteenth century, the onhglege which people
wished to learn as a foreign language was Latimiise it was supposed to promote
learners intellectual ability. It was also thougtdt by learning Latin people became
scholarly (Keskil, 2000:7).

After Renaissance, people started to be interegtecbther European
Languages (Keskil, 2000: 7). When modern language® thought as part of the
curriculum in the early eighteenth century, theyeavgenerally taught using the same
method as Latin. Kitao and Kitao have stated thatdnalysis of the grammar and
rhetoric of Classical Latin was the model langusggeching between eighteenth and

twentieth centuries (http://www1.doshisha.ac.jpftaddlibrary/article/tesl-his.htm.

Late in the nineteenth century, the method caméedoknown as the
Grammar Translation Method (GTM). GTM was dominanEurope from the 1840s
to the 1940s. In GTM grammar is taught deductivSljudents are presented new
grammar rules and are made to practice them thrtnagislation exercises (Larsen-
Freeman, 1986:9-10).
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Since GTM didn’'t attach importance to speaking, deenand for ability to
speak a foreign language made many reformers bamimeconsider a new
methodology. The new methodology was essentialbgthan the way children learn

their native language.

Those ideas spread, and the Direct Method (DM).Hbseas developed as a
reaction to GTM. In contrast to GTM, grammar rudes not explicitly taught; rather,
they are assumed to be learned through practiceleSts are encouraged to form
their own generalizations about grammar throughucdtile method (Hadley,
2001:108-109).

In fairness to DM, yet the advocates of this metHmih't realize that DM
could be successful only if the students had higlounts of second language (L2)
exposure in second language learning settingsorigign language settings, where
the exposure is limited to the hours of instructianthe classroom, DM usually
resulted in fluency with no accuracy (Mojgan andtya, 2007: 36).

With the outbreak of the World War Il in 1939, Arwam Military
authorities discovered that there was inadequateplguof interpreters for
communication with their allies. In that war timetteng, understanding a native
speaker and speaking a language with near-natiwentavere the first priorities
(Rivers, 1981:38).

Related to these arguments, Rivers (1981:40) pourts

“The new emphasis on being able to communicate nather
language let to the coining of the term ‘aural-drédr a method
which aimed at developing listening and speakingssfrst, as
the foundation on which to build the skills of reggdand writing.

As ‘aural-oral’ was found to be confusing and difiit to
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pronounce, Brooks suggested the term ‘audio-lingdad this
method.”

As for grammar teaching in Audio Lingual Method (M), there is little or
no grammatical explanation; grammar is taught viairaluctive way rather than
deductive way. The application of this concept idVAtechniques took the form of

mimicry-memorization and structural pattern drijin

In the late 1950s, Noam Chomsky’s claim, that laggulearning is not
habituated behavior but an innate human capaeisylted in a reassessment of drill-
and-repeat type teaching practices (Thornbury, 499 The claim that we are
equipped at birth for language acquisition alsotedrashen’s belief, that formal
instruction was unnecessary. His Natural Approambscaway with both a grammar
syllabus and explicit rule-giving. However, the Kaof formal organization of

grammar can cause error fossilization in the largatrun (Thornbury, 1999:21).

In 1960s, the work of the Council of Europe prondptiee idea of grouping
language exponents according to their communicdtivetions like apologizing,
requesting, advising, etc. The studies led to #nekbpment of notional-functional
syllabus. At that time, Dell Hymes proposed ‘Comiative Competence’ against
Chomsky’s ‘Linguistic Competence’. According to Rards and Rodgers (2001:
153-154) communicative competence means what &epaeaeds to know in order
to be communicatively component in a speech sachyional-functional syllabus
together with communicative competence formed thekbone of Communicative

Language Teaching (CLT).

CLT is considered to consist of two versions putverd by Thornbury:
‘shallow-end CLT' and ‘deep-end CLT (1999: 22). darding to Thornbury,
shallow-end version of CLT didn’t reject grammastnuction, since this belief was

around at about the time when Chomsky claimed ldreguage was rule-governed.



19

During this period, grammar rules reappeared ins@books and grammar teaching

reemerged in classrooms.

Deep-end CLT, on the other hand rejected any tyggaonmar instruction.
A leading proponent of this view was N.S. Prabhwattempted to replicate natural
acquisition processes by getting students to wémough a syllabus of tasks
(Thornbury, 1999: 22).

2.4. New Trends in Teaching Grammar

With the rise of communicative methodology, theeraf grammar was
downplayed. The premise that the communicative atgttogy would help learners
develop both communicative and linguistic competertidn’t always happen
(Nassaji and Fotos, 2004:126). However, recentarekehas shown that there is a
need for formal instruction via attention to forin;other words, a focus on form.
This has led to the revival of grammar teaching] &s role in second language

acquisition has become the focus of current ingasbn.

The sense that we are experiencing a grammar tevagabeen underlined
by the emergence of two influential theoretical @gpts: noticing and consciousness-

raising.

2.4.1. Noticing

Noticing can be defined as a condition which isessary if the language a
student is exposed to is to become language that $iee intakes in (Doughty, 2003:
291). Harmer (2001: 73) also suggests that unleesstudent notices the new
language, he or she is unlikely to process it,taedefore the chances of learning are

slim.
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Noticing is considered to be a lower level of fowh consciousness.
Therefore, it plays an important role in convertimgput into intake in second

language learning.

Rather than teaching an item of language, teaci@yshould be raising the
noticeability of that item in the minds of the stmdls; in other words, helping the
students to notice it the next time and little ibye.

2.4.2. Consciousness-raising

Various definitions have been made for consciousnaising by the leading
professionals. However, these definitions have samaflicting ideas with one

another. This is because how the professionalsadhga term consciousness-raising.

The term consciousness-raising was first introdulbgdSharwood-Smith
(1981: 160). In their view of consciousness-raisitgefers to deliberate attempts on
the part of teachers to raise learners’ awarenéstheo formal features of the

language.

As a next step, Rutherford (1987: 189) definestén as “the drawing of
the learner’s attention to the features of thedal@nguage”. It is important to realize
that Rutherford’s consciousness-raising focusesaspects of grammar without
necessarily using explicit rules or technical jargti helps learners to discover the
rules of language for themselves by focusing ortdhget structures.

Ellis has also been among the supporters of the Veonsciousness-
raising” by suggesting that through consciousnagsmy, learners become aware of
particular features of the target language and fexplicit presentation of what they
are taught (1990: 15).
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As already noted, the essential difference betwiedis’ and Sharwood-
Smith’s consciousness-raising is that while Elhsay include the presentation of

explicit rules, it is unacceptable for Sharwood-®rsi

Partly for Ellis’ and some others’ views on secdadguage acquisition
(SLA), it is important to have occasional lessortere learners’ attention is drawn
to forms, often in the shape of an explicit rufejalving discussion of examples, and

some intellectual efforts (Ur, 2009: 4).

2.5. The Grammar Debate: To Teach or Not To Teach

The role of grammar instruction in the second oreifgn language
curriculum has been under debate in the past thetys. In order to find an answer
to this question, researchers have investigatedhehé.2 instruction promotes L2

acquisition.

Some professionals adopt a “zero position”. Theyntlthat L2 learning is
very similar to L1 acquisition; therefore the teichof grammar has only minimal
effect on the acquisition of linguistic competenoea second language (Fotos and
Ellis, 1991:605). However, the claim put forwardthgse professionals has not been

proved by empirical studies (Akar, 2005: 7).

Other professionals believe that instruction withattention to form may
lead to the development of a broken and an ungrdiwahdorm of language; thus,

learners may run the risk of fossilization (Akad03:7).

In support of formal instruction, the following fotheoretical arguments

from literature have been summarized by NassajiFatds (2004: 127-128):
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1. Some researchers, such as Schmidt (1990), proe¢dntbticing” is one

of the necessities for learning to take place.

2. Some researchers, such as Pienemann (1984), faowatdgtammar

instruction can accelerate the process of learsimge structures.

3. Swain (1985) and his colleagues concluded thattbst effective way
to improve the ability to use grammar accuratelytasuse formal

instruction.

4. During the last twenty years, considerable emgigtassroom teaching
research has demonstrated that grammar instructisrgreat effect on
SLA.

Besides the theoretical underpinnings stated alas/¢o why grammar
should be included in the curriculum, there areessvreasons put forward by the

other professionals:

5. Many EFL / ESL students are required to pass adatdized national
and international exam to proceed with their plass¢ch as being
accepted to a university, or progressing in theofessions (Celce-
Murcia and Hills, 1988: 4).

6. The study of a foreign language grammar will helpdents better

understand their own language structure (Weavé&6:1D).

7. Without knowing the rules of a language, it is idifft to make

comprehensible sentences (Swan, 2002: 151).
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8. A good knowledge of grammar enables learners to nuonicate
successfully (Swan, 2002: 152).

Apart from those stated above, in “How to Teachn@rear”, Thornbury
(1999: 15-17) has also listed the following items:

9. Knowledge of grammar provides the learner withrtieans to generate

a potentially enormous number of original sentences

10. The teaching of grammar serves as a correctivesigambiguity.

11. Learners who receive no instruction fossilize sodfan those who

receive instruction.

12. Since language is a gigantic mass for learnersnmia helps to reduce

the enormity of the task by organizing it into neagiegories.

13. Grammar lends itself to a view of teaching and desy known as
transmission by offering a structural system tfzat be taught and tested

in methodical steps.

14.Regardless of the theoretical and ideological aens for or against
grammar teaching, many learners come to languagseas with fairly

fixed expectations as to what they will do there.

Judged by the accounts above, it seems clear ttmavl&dge of grammar
rules is essential for the mastery of a languagd,iashould be used as a means of
discovering, comprehending and producing purposagdning within the context of

real life language use (Akar, 2005: 9).
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2.6. Form-focused vs. Meaning-focused Instruction

When the accounts stated above have been analywed,lie two poles as
to whether to teach grammar or not. While one iairegy any form of formal
instruction, the other is in favor of grammar instion. Just because of this reason,
there seems to be two types of instruction: foreufed instruction and meaning-

focused instruction.

A basic distinction has been drawn between fornuged and meaning
focused instruction. According to Ellis (1990: 1@}1in the case of form-focused
instruction, the learner is engaged in activitieast thave been specially designed to
teach specific grammatical features. In the cagbefatter, the learner is engaged in
communication where the primary effort involves tlechange of meaning and

where there is no conscious effort to achieve gratiwal correctness.

At the same time, it could be argued that the teform-focused
instruction” serves as a generic term for any fosmgrammar teaching even

“corrective feedback/ error correction”.

As for the application of form-focused instructiobong and Robinson
(1998: 15) suggest two types of form-focused imdtom: “focus on forms” and

“focus on form”, which will be discussed in detialthe following part.

2.7. Approaches to Teaching English Grammar

The last twenty years have seen a change in facusathodologies in the
field of grammar teaching and learning. Those ckaritave led to the reorganization

of taxonomies for grammar instruction.
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Four approaches to teaching English grammar wipdesented here: Focus
on forms, focus on form, grammaring, and non-irgationist approach that calls for
no explicit instruction. The taxonomy adopted frohe recent research has been

presented in Figure 1.



Types of Instruction

/ \

Form-Focused Instruction Meaning-Focused Instruction
Focus on Forms Approach Focus on Form Approach ~ Grammaring Approach Non-interventionist Approach

(Focus on Meaning)

1. Traditional Approaches 1. Task-based Instruction
A) Comprehension Tasks
2. The PPP Approach a) Enriched Input
1- Input Enhancement
2- Input Flooding
b) Input Processing
1- Interpretation Tasks
B) Grammar Consciousness-raising Tasks
C) Focused Communicative Tasks

2. Interactional Feedback
A) Corrective Feedback
B) The Garden Path

Figure 1: A Suggested Taxonomy of Approaches tefieg English Grammar

9¢
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2.7.1. Focus on Forms

The term “focus on forms” is used synonymously wilie traditional
approach to grammar teaching, which uses a syothpfroach to syllabus design
and is accompanied by synthetic methods such aGrd@mar Translation Method,
the Audio-lingual Method or the PPP Approach.

Harmer (2007: 53) argues that:

“Many language syllabuses and course books are csired
around a series of language forms. Teacher andestisdfocus on
them one by one because they are on the syllalhis.id called
“focus on forms” because one of the chief orgargzprinciples

behind a course is the learning of these forms.”

Ellis (1991: 609) points out that most traditiorzgdproaches to grammar
teaching are based on providing the learners wihodunities to use the target

structure first in controlled practice and therirge or communicative practice.

Related to this statement, lessons with traditiggraimmar instruction are
composed of three phases: presentation, practet@raaduction, often referred to the
“PPP” model. But nowadays it is also regarded aamproach since it takes a stand

against the “focus on form” approach.

A distinction should be made between “focus on ®r@nd “focus on
form”. The former starts with the presentation lod target structure and goes on to
practice or developmental skills activity; the datreverses the normal sequence,
putting communication or developmental skills aityiirst rather than selecting and
presenting a grammar structure in advance of iesinscontext (Larsen-Freeman,
2001: 256).
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Thefocus on forma approach is opposed by authorities for severaomsa
First, despite knowing the grammar rules, studefa$ to apply them in
communication (Larsen-Freeman, 2009: 523). Secdindgnores the language
learning process. Third, the idea that what yogatiéa what learners learn is simply

not true (Pienemann, 1989: 54).

However, focus on form is still the widely used grammar approach in

second or foreign language teaching.

2.7.2. Focus on Form

Different from thefocus on formm approach, “focus on form” approach
suggests drawing learners’ attention to linguistoms as they arise in activities

whose primary focus is on meaning (Cook, 2001: 39).

Harmer (2007: 53) points out that focus on form bappen at any stage of
a learning sequence as the result of interventiothe teacher, or because students

themselves notice a language feature.

Two means ofocus on formapproach have been proposed. These are as

follows:

> Task-based Instruction

> Interactional Feedback
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a. Task-based Instruction

Many methodologists have concentrated not so muttthe nature of
language input but on the output that is carrieubh tasks that students are

involved in.

In task-based learning (TBL) a task is defined ms&ivity which requires
learners to use language, with emphasis on meataraitain an objective (Rashtchi
and Keyvanfar, 2007: 109).

Based on this definition, TBL is goal-oriented,daay to a solution as a
product. Despite the emphasis on communicationimtedaction, it is important to
note that the TBL approach is concerned with aaguras well as fluency
(McDonough and Shaw, 2005: 48).

If a task is designed in a way that the learnéreis to convey their intended
meaning with any linguistic resources they wang thsk is considered to be
unfocused. However some other tasks are designeal way to elicit learners’
attention to particular linguistic forms in orderaccomplish the task. These types of
tasks are labeled as focused tasks (Rashtchi agpmbKfar, 2007: 111).

In the light of the above arguments, various fodusesks to grammar
instruction have been proposed. The ones that Wid@keimportance in the recent
literature and that will be presented in this stady as follows:

» Comprehension Tasks
» Grammar Consciousness-raising Tasks

» Focused Communicative Tasks
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a.1l.Comprehension Tasks

These tasks go under various names: compreherssss, tinterpretation
tasks and structured-input tasks. According tosERI003: 158) comprehension tasks

are based on the assumption that acquisition oesuasresult of input-processing.

In these types of tasks, the input is contrivedinduce noticing of
predetermined forms; that is, syntactic processngquired (Ellis, 2003: 158).

This syntactic processing happens in two ways:dBed Input and Input

Processing.

a.l.1.Enriched Input

It is believed that not all of the input that lears are exposed to is utilized
as “intake” for learning. Therefore recent researcBLA has examined the role of

attention in mediating input and learning.

Ellis (2001: 20) handles the idea by describingdime of enriched input, “to

induce noticing of the target form in the contektreeaning-focused activity”.

According to Larsen-Freeman (2001: 257) one ofwlags of promoting
students’ noticing a particular grammatical streetus to highlight it in some

fashion.

Highlighting (enriching) the input can be in therrfo of “input
enhancement” and “input flooding” (Ellis, 2001: 21)
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a.1.1.1Input Enhancement

Input enhancement is a method used for highlighthegy target form by
bold-facing, italicizing, underlining or capitaligy in order to draw students’

attention to it (Larsen-Freeman, 2009: 525).

In so doing, as DeCarrico and Larsen-Freeman stegethin features of the
input becomes more salient to the learners andrtbtice the form (2002: 31).

a.1.1.2.Input Flooding

A second means of drawing learners’ attention @ttrget form is input
flooding. According to DeCarrico and Larsen-Freemameans that increasing the
number of times that students encounter the tatgatture in a particular text (2002:
31). For example, talking about historical eventsuld give learners abundant

opportunities to notice the past tense.

This type of text adjustment is considered to lgerttost “unobtrusive” way

of focusing on form by Doughty and Williams (192%8).

a. 1.2.Input Processing

In a series of studies, Bill VanPatten and hiseaglues argued that L2
learners have difficulty in attending simultanegqusl meaning and form. To remedy
this problem, VanPatten has proposed “Input PrangsgLarsen-Freeman, 2009:
524).

Input processing is a process whereby learnergwaded to pay attention to

a feature in the target language input (Lightbowd Spada, 2003: 133).
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According to Ellis (2003: 159) processing instrantemploys interpretation
tasks.

a.l1.2.1linterpretation Tasks

Aiming to pay attention to specific grammatical &, some researchers
designed activities called either grammar integiret tasks or structured-input
tasks. According to Thornbury (1999: 105) such saskquire learners to process
input which has been specially structured so asetp them understand the target
item. There is no immediate necessity to produee itbm; or to use the meta-

language.

Ellis (2003:160) lists some general principles f@signing this kind of
focused tasks:

* An interpretation task consists of a stimulus taclwHearners

must make some kind of response.

* The stimulus can take the form of spoken or writtent.

* The response can take various forms, for exampldicate
true-false, check a box, select the correct pictueaw a
diagram, perform an action, but in each case trepomse will

be completely non verbal or minimally verbal.

« The activities in the task can be sequenced toimedirst
attention to meaning, then noticing the form anitfion of the

grammatical structure, and finally error identifigan.
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* Learners should have the opportunity to make some &f

personal response, i.e. relate the input to thamndives.

a. 2.Grammar Consciousness-raising Tasks

This approach has been dealt with by several asithile some use the
term “consciousness-raising tasks” (Ellis, 2001rsea-Freeman, 1991), the others
preferred to use the term “grammar consciousnassgaasks” (Nitta and Gardner,
2005) or “grammar tasks” (Ellis, 1991).

DeCarrico and Larsen-Freeman (2002: 30) define grantonsciousness-
raising tasks as:

“a pedagogical activity in which students are givéaita, such as
a set of grammatical and ungrammatical sentencex] are
encouraged to discover the grammatical generaloratifor
themselves.”

The definition stated above shows that grammara@ounsness-raising tasks
require learners to communicate with each othewakarget grammar structures;

thus the grammar forms are the task content (NaamsajFotos, 2004: 135).

To address this argument, Ellis (2002: 166-172)gesats the following

processes to take place in grammar consciousnisgsgréasks:

1. Noticing (the learner becomes conscious of thegmes of a
linguistic feature in the input, whereas previouslye had
ignored it)
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2. Comparing (the learner compares the linguistic featnoticed
in the input with her own mental grammar, regigtgrio what

extent there is a gap between the input and hemgrar)

3. Integrating or restructuring (the learner integrate a
representation of the new linguistic feature inter hmental

grammar)

Grammar consciousness-raising tasks also have lingtation, though.
Fotos and Ellis (1991: 623) state the followingitations:

1. Some learners may not wish to talk about grammbeyTmay
find it a boring topic or they may find it diffiduto discuss
because they lack the metalinguistic knowledge eteéd do

SO.

2. Learners may resort extensively to the use of tliest

language during a grammar task.

3. It is also possible that consciousness-raising sagke less
suitable for beginners, partly because such leanare not
able to talk in L2, and partly because grammar afiscussion

topic is less appropriate at this level.

a. 3.Focused Communicative Tasks

Focused communicative tasks are the type of tédskshtave become widely

used since the advent of the task-based approadttmd language teaching.
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According to Ellis (2001: 21) the aim with focusesmmunicative tasks is
to provide opportunities for learners to produgeadicular target form. This is done
by designing tasks around a communicative settidgch tasks have all the
characteristics of communicative tasks. That isammgy is primary and there is real-

world relationship.

Acquisition of target forms is considered incidéntnd not the intended
purpose is the case with functional language teagctlitllis (2001: 21) states that the
distinction between focused communicative tasks fandtional language teaching
lies in the perspective that with the former leasreee language as a tool which can
be used to communicate in a near real-world comoative situation. With
functional language teaching the perspective fallse heavily on the language on
the particular form or forms that need to be dedth in order to complete an

activity successfully.

b. Interactional Feedback

Feedback is also seen to be a necessary part mhgmainstruction. Some
have argued that feedback is not one-sided in Bthieg, and proposed the term

“interactional feedback”.

Interactional feedback refers to various negotreticand modification
strategies such as repetitions, clarification retgjeconfirmation checks, and the like
which are made by learners or directed to thematdifate understanding (Nassaji
and Fotos, 2004: 132).

Some researchers have made a distinction between tywes of
negotiations; negotiation of meaning and negotmatibform.



36

While negotiation of meaning refers to conversatlostrategies used to
signal or repair problems in communication; nedamta of form refers to
interactional strategies used mainly to respondnexously used forms (Nassaji and
Fotos, 2004: 133).

As for the application of negotiation of form in lc2asses, there are two

techniques: “Corrective Feedback” and “the Gardaim’P

b.1.Corrective Feedback

Corrective feedback is a technique which teachetsally apply in L2
classrooms. Lightbown and Spada (2003:172) poiatghat it is an indication to a
learner that his or her use of the target langusiggcorrect. This includes a variety
of responses that a language learner receives.

Corrective feedback can be explicit or implicitdamay or may not include

meta-language.

Recent research draws attention to one of the amgkedback, recasts.
Recasts involve the teacher’'s reformulation ofaallpart of a student’s utterance
(Lightbown and Spada, 2003:105).

Recasts are thought to be one way in which learaaggire new linguistic
structures or come to notice the ones they aregusia not correct (Richards and
Schmidt, 2002: 447).

b.2.The Garden Path

“The Garden Path” is another technique for negotiabf form by using
negative feedback. Larsen-Freeman (2001: 257)sstiaé¢ garden path means giving
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students information about structure without givitlgem the full picture, thus
making it easier than it is.

In doing so, learners are deliberately encouragetbitmulate their own
general grammatical rules for the target langudjeen they overgeneralize the

grammar rules, then they are overtly corrected.

The underlying assumption of this techniqgue made O®Carrico and

Larsen-Freeman is:

“When students overgeneralize the rule and commieaor, the
negative feedback they receive will be more sutidess their

acquiring the exceptions than if they were givdistaof exceptions
in advance.” (2002:31)

2.7.3. Grammaring Approach

In this approach grammar is regarded as a skilerathan an area of
knowledge (Larsen-Freeman, 2003: 143). Theref@atning grammar should be
much more than sorting knowledge about the ruleshould be a process of

acquiring how to use the rules.

Several professionals used different terms forajiygroach. Batstone (1994)
named it the “process approach” to grammar; Thayi§R001) calls the process
“grammaticization”; and Larsen-Freeman (2003) “gnaaning”.

According to Larsen-Freeman (2009:526) the additbfing’ to grammar
is meant to suggest a dynamic process of grammag.u¥his process can be

pursued in Batstone (1994a: 104). For him, learstag using the language with
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words in the early stages. Afterwards they appeahift gradually from words to
grammar. Thus, learners progressively learn to grafcize, that is to say, apply

grammar to their language.

Batstone (1994a:104) criticizes that while langudgarning may well
follow this route, language teaching certainly does. It starts from grammar to

lexis rather than from lexis to grammar.

As noted above, learners should be provided witihd&/onstead of fully
formed grammatical items, and should be allowedidothe grammaticizing for

themselves.

In order to realize this goal, it is suggested thedrners use their
grammatical resources to develop and expand infimma@resented in the form of

notes in which grammatical features are reducezen omitted (Cullen, 2008:225).

2.7.4. Non-Interventionist Approach

One of the most debated topics in SLA has beenlhoguage input should
be presented in the language classroom. Some Sigfamehers claim an approach
that includes a focus on the grammatical form.dntrast, others contest that there is
no place for a focus on grammar in L2. It is megfuhcommunication that should

be emphasized.

This debate has recently been discussed in termsowfinterventionist
(Johnson and Johnson, 1999: 150; Larsen-Freema@8; 8@4) or focus on meaning
(Ellis, 1994: 571).
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The underlying assumption of non-interventionissipon is that explicit
grammar instruction has very little impact on thatunal acquisition process;
therefore studying grammar rules can never leatidiw unconscious deployment in
fluent communication. The only way to acquire graannfior students is to get
exposure to comprehensible input in the targetdagg, where the input is finely-
tuned to the students’ level of proficiency (Lardeeeman, 2009: 524).

The assumption put forward above explains why augoon meaning
approach that holds a non interventionist posit®ooncerned with getting the L2

learner to concentrate solely on the understaniti@gnessage being conveyed.

A focus on meaning approach can be widely founcbimemporary English
language classrooms, in techniques such as Krasiekierrel’'s Natural Approach,

some content-based ESL instruction and immersiogrammes (Ellis, 1994: 571).

The language teacher has to be aware of the apm®atated above on
teaching English grammar. In addition to this, tfedief systems of teachers should

be closely examined in order to improve their fartaducational practices.

2.8. Teacher Cognition and Teachers’ Beliefs

The term “teacher cognition” is synonymously usedthwteachers’
pedagogical knowledge in literature. The area exlatb emerge in America in the
early 1970s with the aim of describing teachersutfhts, decisions and judgments.
Since then, the relationship between teachers'kitngn and the impact of their
knowledge and beliefs in instructional practicess hacreasingly attracted
educational researchers’ attention, first in Ameertben elsewhere (Barnard and
Scampton, 2008: 61).



40

According to Borg (1998:19) teacher cognition imds “the store of
beliefs, knowledge, assumptions, theories andud#& about all aspects of their
work which teachers hold and which have a powenfigdact on teachers’ classroom

practices.

Teachers and learners bring into the classroom tlwen views of the target
language, teaching methods and techniques. Theses \dgonstitute their beliefs in
language teaching. Borg (2001:186) defines teathet®fs as a term usually used

to refer to teachers’ pedagogic beliefs.

In their book, Psychology for Language Teacher8971 56), Williams and
Burden argue that teachers are highly influencedhbyr beliefs, which in turn are

closely linked to their values and to their vievwsre world.

2.8.1. Teachers’ Beliefs in Grammar Teaching

Another area of investigation within language tegiclognition is the
teachers’ beliefs in grammar teaching. These lselgly an important role in
influencing teachers’ instructional decisions iagmar teaching.

Many teachers conduct their classes as they havayalconducted them,
unaware of the fact that approaches and methodsdingly objectives in language

teaching may be changing around them (Rivers, 1BB1:

Weaver (1996: 26-25) surveyed participants in hesrkehops and
concluded that teachers teach grammar in traditioveys. Weaver states the

following reasons:
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. Teachers are unaware of or do not believe the r@dsea

. Teachers believe that grammar study at least doésm.

. Teachers believe that it worked for them when theyre students,

because they are proficient in the language now.

. Teachers feel that they have neither time nor tiekedge to create

lessons around more constructivist approachestthileg grammar.
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CHAPTER Il

METHODOLOGY

3.1. Introduction

This present study is an attempt to give a compr&ke picture of grammar
teaching approaches in foreign language teachingortler to understand how
instructors at Trakya University deal with the aggmhes to teaching English
grammar, it is necessary to examine the beliefsuhderlie instructors’ instructional
practices. Therefore, a questionnaire focusingrmtructors’ belief systems about
English grammar teaching was conducted. The infoamahus gained provides the
basis for drawing conclusions about grammar teachirthe English classrooms at

Trakya University.

3.2 Research Method

Despite the increased interest in the area of erabhkliefs, research in
literature has focused on two areas: teachers’ ledgye of grammar and teachers’
beliefs about grammar teaching. In this contexis gtudy is conducted with a
descriptive method by which quantitative data whtimed. To be more specific,
Ekmekgi asserts that the descriptive research rdetbgy is used “to describe
systematically the facts and characteristics oivargpopulation or area of interest,

factually and accurately” (Ekmekgi, 1997: 62).

3.3. Population and Sampling

There are 48 English instructors working at Trakyaiversity, The
questionnaire was sent to the instructors via enyal a total of 34 instructors

responded to the questionnaire. The participant& @bvarious departments within
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the university. Their ages vary from 22 to 50. A¢ time of data collection, all the
participants were in the middle of the second séan@909-2010 academic year.

Since the number of instructors who were adminestéhe questionnaire is
48 in total, there is no sampling from whom thevsyr findings are to be
generalized. In this respect, it is aimed to inigade the whole population in this

study.

3.4. Data Collection

The research was quantitative in design, and the fia this study was
collected via a belief inventory questionnaire (8eeAppendix A). The preparation

of the questionnaire will be described in detailha following section.

3.4.1. The Questionnaire

A belief inventory questionnaire was administere@4 instructors working
at Trakya University. The questionnaire was degsigte reveal what beliefs
instructors at Trakya University hold about teaghiknglish grammar. The
guestionnaire consists of three sections. Sectio& @&sks information about the
backgrounds of the participants. Section two fesusn what participants think
about their own knowledge of grammar and approadmegeaching English
grammar. In section three, there is a 22-item quasdire designed to reveal the

beliefs of participants in the role of grammar apgroaches to grammar teaching.

The majority of the statements in Section 3 of ¢juestionnaire can be
grouped into four thematic categories, which emgrge important issues in the
second chapteilhese categories investigated the theoretical lvaaokg of teaching

grammarAs mentioned on page 27, these are as follows:
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1. Beliefs in afocus on formapproach (5 items)
2. Beliefs in afocus on formapproach (10 items)
3. Beliefs in agrammaringapproach (4 items)

4. Beliefs in anon-interventionisapproach (3 items)

The items were placed in random order in the fonadstionnaire to avoid
choices which might make a favorable impressione Tandom order of the
statements was to see whether participants gava@stent answers to the four belief

categories stated above.

Development of the questionnaire took place in idvstages. Firstly,
background reading led to the identification of taer approaches to teaching
English grammar in literature. These approaches vieter incorporated into the
guestionnaire. In the preparation of the test itesnsne of them were adopted from
many previously tested questionnaires from liteat(Richards et al.; Burgess &
Etherington; Van Canh, L. & Barnard) Apart from thdopted ones, others were

prepared by the researcher.

As for the scale construction, the questionnaiok tihe form of a five-point
Likert-type scale with five choices (Strongly Agredgree - No Idea - Disagree -
Strongly Disagree), and it consisted of 25 teshge

Secondly, in order to increase the face validitythaf test, three experts at
the ELT department of Trakya University were asfadheir opinions about the test
before administering it to the pilot group. Accarglito the suggestions, two of the
test items were excluded, and five items were rdemiso as to eliminate ambiguous

phrasing.
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Thirdly, the first draft of the questionnaire wagofed to 5 lecturers who
teach at the Faculty of Education, Trakya Univgrsitheir ages were between 27
and 48. This group was asked to take the test deddministering it to the real
participant group. The feedback gathered fromdhisip was used to test the content

validity of the test.

Dornyei (2003: 74) states that “some multivariatatistical procedures
require more than 50 participants; for factor asislgspecially, we need a minimum
of 100 but preferably more subjects”. Thereforevits impossible to apply factor
analysis in this study. It was also impossible $e the split-half method, since the
guestionnaire cover four thematic areas of beliestead of it, test and retest method

was used to check reliability.

Lastly, the final draft was prepared and then aistered to 48 instructors
working at Trakya University, but the questionngirevere responded by 34
instructors. Nevertheless, the data collected lsalde indicating the beliefs of a
substantial portion of the population (48). Thisngte size exceeds the number 30
(70.83) which Cohen and Manion (1994: 77) descebehe minimum for useful

statistical analysis.

After the administration of the test to the reaitjggpant group, the scores
obtained from the questionnaire were evaluatechbyrésearchefwo months later,
the questionnaire was again administered to the gaoup (34 participants) in order
to check reliability. Coefficients of .696@nd .6784were reported for the test and
retest respectively. These reliability estimatesegally fall between .60 and .80.
Thus, a high level of reliability was achieved (Pgmpendix B).
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3.5. Data Analysis

The data gathered from 34 instructors were stedityi analyzed and
interpreted. The statistical analysis of the dats womputed through Windows
Office 2003 Excel and SPSS 10.0 programs. In melatdo the research questions
(See 1.2. Statement of the Problem), the followstafistical analysis types were

used:

To display the participants’ background (age, segender, teaching
experience and academic qualification), the resukse evaluated on the base of

frequency and percentile values.

To reveal instructors’ self-perceptions about theiowledge of grammar,
grammar books and approaches to teaching Englestmrgar, the results gathered

from Section Il were also evaluated on the badeeguency and percentile values.

To determine which approach or approaches theuictsits adopt in their
teaching English grammar, the results gathered fgattion 11l were evaluated on

the base of frequency and percentile values.

To determine whether there is any relationship betwinstructors’ beliefs
about approaches to teaching English grammar agid taching experience, the

results gathered from Section 11l were evaluatedisipng chi-square test.

To determine significance throughout the study, dtendard p < 0.05 was
used, which means that a result was consideregdtstally significant if it occurred
(by chance) fewer than 5 times out of 100. Whiledeg the statistical procedures,

an expert on statistics was consulted.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

4.1. Background Information about Instructors

The first section of the questionnaire included dgraphic items which
provide personal background of the participantse Tdllowing table summarizes

some background data from the 34 participants.

Frequency Percent
Female 23 % 67,6
Male 11 % 32,4
Age
20-25 10 % 29,4
26-30 9 % 26,5
31-35 5 % 14,7
36-40 4 % 11,8
41-45 2 % 5,9
46 and more 4 % 11,7
Experience
less than a year 6 % 17,6
1-4 7 % 20,6
5-8 8 % 23,5
9-12 7 % 20,6
13-16 1 % 2,9
17 + years 5 % 14,8
Academic
BA 19 % 55,9
MA 15 % 44,1
Teaching Level
Elementary 8 % 23,5
Pre-intermediate 11 % 32,4
Intermediate 5 % 14,7
Upper Intermediate 5 % 14,7
Advanced 5 % 14,7

Table 1: Background information about instructors
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The majority of the participants that respondedh® questionnaire were
female, and most of them were between 20 and 3@t ilfothe participants have a
bachelor’s degree. Their teaching experience rafges less than a year and a
couple of decades. The majority of them teacheptie-intermediate and elementary

level.

4.2. Self-perceptions of the Instructors

Section Il of the questionnaire focused on teachssié-perceptions about
their knowledge of grammar, grammar books and amtres to grammar. The

following figures give a summary of their answers.

Knowledge of Granmar

14% 4%

o Average
m Good
0O Extra Good

Figure 2: Instructors’ Self-perceptions on Knowledyf Grammar

Related to the instructors’ self-perceptions of tkiledge of Grammar”, it
is evident that 82 % of the instructors think thia¢y have a good knowledge of
grammar. However, 4 % of the instructors believat tthey have an average
knowledge of grammar. In addition, as observediguife 2, only a small percent (14

%) of the participants think that they are compeiergrammar.
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Knowledge of Grammar Books

1%

8% %

O Poor

3% 0 Not Very Good
O Awerage

m Good

| Extra Good

55%

Figure 3: Instructors’ Self-perceptions on Knowledyf Grammar Books

The data drawn from Figure 3 shows that 55% ofitls&uctors including
the ‘Extra good’ 8% of all the participants aretquionfident about their knowledge
of grammar books. However, it can be deduced fiwerfigure that 4% (Both ‘Poor’

and ‘Not very good’) of them are unsure about tkaowledge of grammar books.

Knowledge of Approaches
11% 4%
O Poor
m Not Very Good
O Awerage
0 Good
| Extra Good

45%

Figure 4: Instructors’ Self-perceptions on Knowledgf Approaches to
Grammar

According to Figure 4, when 4% (Poor) is combinegthv27% (Not very
good), it seems that 31% of the instructors areamaire of approaches to teaching
English grammar. While almost a quarter (Both ‘Bxgood’ and ‘Good’) of the
instructors think that they are quite confidentapproaches to teaching English
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grammar, 31% of the instructors together with 45#@wesponded with an average
knowledge of approaches show that a great majafityhe participants are not

competent in approaches to grammar.

4.3. Analyzing Instructors’ Beliefs in Approaches ¢ Teaching

English Grammar

The study explores the beliefs of the instructarsfour approaches to
teaching English grammar defined in the reviewitefature and to what extent they
use those approaches in their classrooms. To rathaim, a questionnaire with
three sections was administered to the instrucbrsrakya University. The third
section of the questionnaire consists of a Lykgretscale, where respondents had to
indicate their agreement or disagreement in comreavith different statements
about grammar. In the first step, frequencies wenaputed to identify teachers’
preferences concerningocus on Formg Focus on Form Grammaringand Non-

interventionist The results are shown in the following figures:

Focus on Forms

@ Frequency

o5 B888883

Strongly  Disagree No Idea Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree

Figure 5: Instructors’ Beliefs in Focus on Forms

Teachers’ beliefs abo#ocus on Formmapproach are presented in Figure 5.
Related to this approach, five items from sectibre¢ of the questionnaire were

analyzed:
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e Item 5 (Improvement in grammatical accuracy is @l result of drills

and practice)

* Item 6 (It is best to give the grammatical explasafirst and then
practice the rule)

* Item 13 (After grammar practice phase, communiegpiractice should

be done by the teacher)

* Item 18 (Controlled to free practice should be @gblto students after

the presentation phase) (rules presentation)

Item 20 (Accuracy is a primary aim in teaching)

Figure 5 shows the total frequency values of 34i@pants’ responses to
the five items ofFocus on Form It is deduced from the figure that most of the
instructors favour &ocus on Forraapproach. However, it is interesting that there is
a relatively great number of teachers that ‘disag(65%) in relation to the five

statements.

The second approach to be investigatdebisus on Form

Focus on Form
180 1 Ct‘
160
140
120
100
)
&),
40,
20,
o,
Strongly  Disagree No Idea Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree

Figure 6: Instructors’ Beliefs in Focus on Form



52

The following ten items from the questionnaire warelyzed in order to
reveal the instructors’ beliefs Focus on Fornapproach:

e Item 1 (Students should figure out grammar rulestlo@r own by

comparing contextual examples)

* Item 2 (Teachers should help learners to work aairgnar rules for

themselves)

* Item 3 (Teachers should devise focused commurecdtigks that
provide opportunities for learners to produce a fpaular target form

rather than communicative activities)

e Item 7 (Teachers should not plan what grammatieakures to cover
beforehand; they should wait until students havkcdities or problems

with certain features)

* Item 8 (By being given opportunities to pay conssiattention to target
forms, but not being told the rules first, learneen notice and benefit

from the input)

 Item 12 (Learners should be encouraged to creatggdage by a
process of trial and error) (Giving students infaton about structure
without giving them the full picture ) - (The Gandeath)

e Item 14 (The teacher should start the lesson wdmmaunicative or
developmental skills activity first, and then pdwithe form that have

taken place in the communicative activity)

* Item 17 (Consciousness-raising tasks are good fakimg learners

aware of target forms of L2)
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* Item 19 (Teachers should provide students withced texts that make

them notice the target language form)

e ltem 21 (Learners should be guided to pay attentmrsome specific
forms in the target structure)

Figure 6 shows the total frequency values of 34i@pants’ responses to
the ten items oFocus on FormRelated to the figure, it is clear that the migjyoof

the instructors agreed with the ideaFaicus on Form

For theGrammaringapproach, the following results were obtained fitbn

instructors:

Grammaring

O Frequency

0c5B888535838

Strongly Disagree  No ldea Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree

Figure 7: Instructors’ Beliefs in Grammaring

The following four items were analyzed in orderréweal the instructors’
beliefs inGrammaringapproach:

e Item 10 (Grammar should be taught as a proces<rdtian as a
product)
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e Item 11 (Learners should be provided with wordsead of fully formed

grammatical items)

* Item 15 (Teaching grammar means starting from lexisiles rather
than rules to lexis)

e Item 22 (Grammar is not a subskill but should bgareled as a fifth
skill)

Figure 7 shows the total frequency values of 34i@pants’ responses to
the four items ofGrammaring As clear from the figure, a great majority of the

instructors favour th&rammaringapproach.

The last approach to be investigated isNloa-interventionisapproach.

Non-Interventionist

O Frequency

cuB HBRBKS

Strongly Disagree  No ldea Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree

Figure 8: Instructors’ Beliefs in Non-interventiahiApproach

The following four items were analyzed in orderréweal the instructors’

beliefs inNon-interventionisapproach:
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e Item 4 (Grammar is learned implicitly through exposto language in

natural contexts)

e Item 9( Grammar explanations should be avoidechbyteéacher)

* Item 16 (If learners think about the rules whileytare talking, it

prevents them from communicating fluently)

Figure 8 shows the total frequency values of 34i@pants’ responses to
the four items ofGrammaring Grammaringis a common issue that has been
discussed in the last ten years, so more thanohditfe participants, that is 67%, are
in favour of theGrammaring approach. On the other hand, 31% indicated that

Grammaringis not the approach they apply when teaching.

4.4. Analyzing the Relationship between Approachego
Grammar Teaching and Teaching Experience

As a next step the chi-square tests were useddonvbether there were
statistically significant relationships between thgtructors’ teaching experience and

the approaches to grammar teaching.

ltem 111-1 i
Teaching i . Asmpy. Sig.
Experience | Students should figure out grammar rules on thei by 365

comparing contextual examples. '

) ltem 111-2 )
Teaching Asmpy. Sig.
Experience | Teachers should help learners to work out grammias ffor 756

themselves.
Item I1I-3 )

i . L i Asmpy. Sig.
Teaching | Teachers should devise focused communicative thskprovide
Experience | opportunities for learners to produce a partictdaget form rather 336

than communicative activities.
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ltem l1-4

. Asmpy. Sig.
Teaching _ o _
Experience | Grammar is learned implicitly through exposureanduage in
natural contexts. ,645
Item 111-5 i
Teaching . i . ) i Asmpy. Sig.
Experience | Improvement in grammatical accuracy is a direatltex drills
and practice. 251
Item IlI-6 i
Teaching i ) i o Asmpy. Sig.
Experience | It is best to give the grammatical explanationtf&sd then 202
practice the rule. ,
Item IlI-7
Teaching | Teachers should not plan what grammatical featoresver Asmpy. Sig.
Experience | peforehand; they should wait until students hatficdlties or 604
problems with certain features.
Item 111-8
; , : ” , . Asmpy. Sig.
Teach_lng By being given opportunities to pay conscious ditberto target
Experience | forms, but not being told the rules first, learneas notice and 401
benefit from the input.
Experience | Grammar explanations should be avoided by the &zach 368
Teaching | ltem IlI-10 Asmpy. Sig.
Experience | Grammar should be taught as a process rather thapeduct. | »340
ltem I11-11 i
Teaching i i ) Asmpy. Sig.
Experience | Léarners should be provided with words insteadityy formed -
grammatical items. 321
ltem 111-12 _
. Asmpy. Sig.
Teach_lng Learners should be encouraged to create languageincess of
Experience | trial and error. (Giving students information abstrticture 487
without giving them the full picture)
Item 111-13 i
Teaching ) . Asmpy. Sig.
Experience | After grammar practice phase, teachers should elevis
communicative practice. 728
ltem 111-14 .
. . o Asmpy. Sig.
Teaching | The teacher should start the lesson with commuisEat
Experience | developmental skills activity first, and then prdwithe form that | 752

have taken place in the communicative activity.
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ltem [lI-15

Teaching Asmpy. Sig.
Experience | T€aching grammar means starting from lexis to raéser than

rules to lexis. 628
Experience | If learners think about the rules while they atkitay, it prevents

them from communicating fluently. 142

_ ltem 111-17 _

Teaching . o i Asmpy. Sig.
Experience | Consciousness-raising tasks are good for makimgdesaware of 373

target forms of L2.
Experience | Controlled to free practice should be applied tstudents after

the presentation phase (rule presentation). 373
Experience | 1e€achers should provide students with enriched tixett make

them notice the target language form. ,804
Teaching | ltem111-20 Asmpy. Sig.
Experience | accuracy is a primary aim in teaching. 331
Experience | Learners should be guided to pay attention to sspeeific forms

in the target structure. 707
Experience | Grammar is not a subskill but should be regardeaifith skill. 715

Table 2: Teaching experience and approaches tchiegdnglish grammar

The findings in Table 2 indicate that the Pearsbisquare values under

"Asymp. Sig" are higher than 0.05. In this sengejsiclear that there is no

meaningful relationship between the instructorsacteng experience and their

beliefs about approaches to teaching English Grainma
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4.5. Discussion

From the results, it seems possible to make soammglabout the beliefs of
instructors, working at Trakya University regardifgpth their competence in

grammar, grammar books and approaches to teachigigsk grammar.

The first research question of this study sougheltait instructors’ self-
perceptions about grammar, grammar books and appmesao teaching grammar.
The findings of the study related to grammar knalgkerevealed that instructors at
Trakya University feel competent in grammar (Segufe 2). The underlying reason
why they feel competent is perhaps that they hgdaenmar-based learning during
their foreign language education.

The findings of the study showed that almost oivel thf the instructors are
not competent in grammar books, since some cettamks are imposed upon
teachers to use in English lessons as well as gangufficient training in grammar
materials. They are even unaware that they haveivext pedagogical grammar
instruction. As a matter of fact, during the higbhsol years and university
education, the instructors have somehow been edpospedagogical grammar. As
Celik (2007: 25) states, pedagogical grammar igythe of grammar that is designed
for language teaching purposes. In this respeaart be concluded that grammar
instruction that all foreign or second languageriees receive is pedagogical and the
grammar books are pedagogical as well. The poss#zlson underlying why the
instructors are unaware of receiving pedagogicaingnar is that, as a learner, they

are not explicitly stated what type of instructitvey learn grammar with.

As for the knowledge of approaches to teaching gram the findings
indicated that most instructors are slightly faarilith focus on formgrammaring
and non-interventionistapproaches. Since thoapproaches are recently discussed

among the ones used for more efficient teachings@raFreeman, 2009: 523-527),
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the instructors at Trakya University are not faarilvith them. Thus, they have some

confusion whether they utilize them while teaching.

The analysis of the data for the second reseaudstipn was aimed at
instructors’ beliefs as to whether to teach ortoakeach grammar. As already stated
by Ellis (1990: 14-16)., there are two types oftiastion. One is the form-focused
instruction, and the other is the meaning-focusedruction. Of those which give
place to grammar in the teaching process is thm-focused instruction which
consists ofocus on formsfocus on formand grammaringapproaches. On the other
hand, the instruction which avoids grammar in #eching process is the meaning-
focused instruction consisting of non-interventsanapproach. The results of this
study revealed that majority of the instructors wiasticipated in the questionnaire
favour form-focused instruction, since they mostbpreciatdocus on formfocus on
formsandgrammaringapproachesAs a result, it can be concluded that there should
be a place for grammar in the English coursHsis is compatible with the results of
a similar study conducted by Ebsworth and Scwestsd in Borg, 2003: 98). They
also circulated questionnaires to a total of 60versity teachers of ESL in New
York and Puerto Rico, and conducted informal intams on eight of these, in order
to explore their views about grammar instructiorccérding to this study, the

majority of the teachers felt grammar should bglduas well.

The analysis of the data for the third researchstjpe was aimed at
determining which approach or approaches instractmiopt in teaching English
grammar. When we examine what are the beliefs ef itistructors about the
approaches, the figures (See 5-6-7-8) suggesttliegt favor all four approaches.
However, this data is contradictory because on@aatake both sides at the same
time; either grammar should be taught or it shdvddavoided. Moreover, these
findings indicate that in some lessons grammarhb=amiewed as a primary goal; in
other lessons it can function only as reinforcemient promoting skills such as

speaking, writing, reading and listening. That's ywinstructors choose their
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priorities in accordance to their needs. This canthe explanation of why they

appreciated all the four approaches.

Overall, it can be argued thitcus on formandgrammaringhave recently
emerged in literature (Ellis, 2001). However, itingeresting to speculate about the
origins of the instructors’ preferences. Withoutmach more in-depth study, it is
difficult to determine the factors which influentgachers’ beliefs in this area. Their
beliefs may result from previous experiences. They have been instructed in a
class where grammar teaching is such a primaryoogcand this could stem from

teacher cognition about their previous experie@sestudents.

As for the fourth question, the question was whethere is a significant
relationship between teaching experience and appesato teaching grammar. In
order to find an answer to this question, twentp ftems in section three of the
questionnaire were analyzed with chi-square téldte. analysis of the twenty two
items, as already noted in section 4.4., indicaiedignificant relationship between
instructors’ beliefs regarding the approaches &sheng grammar and their teaching
experience. This reveals that no matter how expeei@ the instructors are, they

have similar beliefs about the approaches to tegasiammar.
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CHAPTER IV

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS

The research reported here has attempted to dissomeething about the
state of grammar teaching at Trakya Universityalation to approaches to teaching
English grammar. The results denoted the use ofoappes in teaching English

grammar.

The review part of this study started with typesgeghmmar and a brief
historical overview of grammar teaching. Afterwarttee grammar debate: “to teach
or not to teach” is dealt with. Section 2.7 hightigd the changing perspectives in

teaching grammar.

For twenty years, grammar teaching has been deéltinvaccordance with
the SLA research. Owing to contributions of SLAe&<h, the teaching of grammar
has become a complex issue and requires expantiseveral fields, accordingly. It
might be unrealistic to expect that every languageher will have the time to a full
understanding of different approaches to teachmagngiar. However, they should
become as familiar as possible with a variety gfrapches in order to evaluate their

usefulness in different teaching contexts.

The research into the instructors’ beliefs in apphes to grammar teaching
has contributed to our current understanding ofmgnar teaching at Trakya

University and has brought light to some significimdings.

As previously noted, the study was a very limitate.oOnly 34 of the

instructors completed the questionnaire. Despitg this felt that the results of the
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study are in the same direction with the finding€bsworth and Scweers (cited in
Borg, 2003: 98).

The first conclusion to draw from this study istthecent trends haven’t had
much influence on their beliefs. The approacheseamted in this study don’t exclude
each other. This shows that instructors apply &tsapf approaches unconsciously

without any critical examination.

The second conclusion to draw is that effectivadsein grammar teaching
should be implemented at Trakya University, as wHile instructors with a clear
understanding of new trends and approaches toitepémglish grammar can help

learners improve their grammatical competence.

On the assumption that conscious understanding rammar plays an
important role in teacher training programs, itsisggested that substantial time
should be dedicated to the development of instratctdeclarative knowledge of

grammar.

As the results of this study indicated, most indtsts are not prepared
methodologically for implementing any four of apaches mentioned already in
section 2.7.. Therefore, introducing an in-servicaning on how to implement
pedagogical grammar in foreign language teachinglavbe necessary to bridge the

existing gap between theory and practice.

The implication of the study is that professionadperience may be
unreliable; likewise, the SLA theories may be imaln this respect, it is necessary
to investigate the relationship between explicéates in published works and the

implicit theories developed from teachers’ profesai practice.
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It would be appropriate for further research insthrea to consider the
number of scales provided. Secondly, while the geatavided useful information
about teachers’ beliefs, it is clear that expresSeliefs or attitudes need to be
triangulated with observed activity (Dornyei, 208). Thus, more faithful research
would explore the divergence between the beliefdhefparticipants and their actual
practices. Lastly, further research is also needtxlthe instructors’ knowledge of
grammar and approaches to teaching grammar, usidgicmal data collecting

instruments such as interviews and classroom oasens.

To sum up, it can be concluded that in languagesob@ms grammar
teaching is taking place either in a form of a plkeeh activity or a supportive tool for
accuracy in language teaching. In this context trucial that we should alter our
approach to teaching grammar in order to meet ¢geirements of learners’ age,

interests and learning styles.
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APPENDIX A

Questionnaire on Grammar Teaching

Dear Colleagues,

This questionnaire aims to explore what belieftrirtdors at Trakya university hofd

towards grammar teaching. Your answers will contgbto grammar teaching at Tra i a
University. Please answer every guestion accorttingur truest thoughts. Your responges
will serve only as data in the current study andrfo other use. Thanks for your helpffin

advance!

Instructor Alper ASLAN

Section I Background

Please tick¥) the appropriate choices and provide the necessfmymation below.

1. Gender: [1 Female [1 Male
2. Age: [] 20-25 [] 26-30 [] 31-35
[] 36-40 [] 41-45 (146 +

3. Years of teaching experience:

[ less than a year [ 1-4years [J 5-8years

[J 9-12years [J 13-16years [J more than 17 years
4. Academic qualifications:

[0 BA 0 MA ' PhD

5. Level at which you are teaching: (Tick more tloae option if necessary)

[ elementary [] pre- intermediate  [] intermediate

[] upper-intermediate [ advanced



Section II: Self-evaluation
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In this section you are asked to evaluate yourseH scale by indicating your answer with a

tick (V) in the appropriate box.

Items Extraordinarily | Good | Average| Not Poor
good very
good

What do you think about you
own knowledge of grammar?

What do you think about you
own knowledge of grammar
books? (E.g. descriptive,

prescriptive, pedagogical etc

What do you think about you
own knowledge of approache
to grammar (focus on form,

focus on forms, grammaring,

non-interventionist approach

Section lll: Teachers’ beliefs in grammar teaching

Following are a number of statements with which egmeople agree and others

disagree. | would like you to indicate your opinionticking (/) the appropriate box next to

each statement that best indicates the extent tchwlou agree or disagree with it. If you

agree strongly mark a5 on the scale; if yostrongly disagree mark al on the scale.

1= strongly disagree
2= disagree
3=noidea

4= agree

5= strongly agree
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Nr

Items

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

No ldes

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Students should figure out grammar rules

on their own by comparing contextual
examples.

Teachers should help learners to work @
grammar rules for themselves.

ut

Teachers should devise focused
communicative tasks that provide
opportunities for learners to produce a
particular target form rather than
communicative activities.

Grammar is learned implicitly through
exposure to language in natural
contexts.

Improvement in grammatical accuracy is$ a

direct result of drills and practice.

It is best to give the grammatical
explanation first and then practice the ru

e.

Teachers should not plan what
grammatical features to cover beforehar
they should wait until students have
difficulties or problems with certain
features.

nd;

By being given opportunities to pay
conscious attention to target forms, but
being told the rules first, learners can
notice and benefit from the input.

not

Grammar explanations should be avoidé
by the teacher.

<D
o

10

Grammar should be taught as a process
rather than as a product.

D

11

Learners should be provided with wordsg
instead of fully formed grammatical item

2

12

Learners should be encouraged to creat
language by a process of trial and error|
(Giving students information about

structure without giving them the full

picture)
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Nr Items

Strongly
Disagree
Disagree
No Ides
Strongly
Agree

Agree

13 | After grammar practice phase, teachers
should devise a communicative practice.

14 | The teacher should start the lesson with
communicative or developmental skills
activity first, and then provide the form
that have taken place in the
communicative activity.

15 | Teaching grammar means starting from
lexis to rules rather than rules to lexis.

D

16 | If learners think about the rules while they
are talking, it prevents them from
communicating fluently.

17 | Consciousness-raising tasks are good for
making learners aware of target forms o
L2.

—h

18 | Controlled to free practice should be
applied to the students after the
presentation phase (rule presentation).

19 | Teachers should provide students with
enriched texts that make them notice th
target language form.

(D

20 | Accuracy is a primary aim in teaching.

21 | Learners should be guided to pay attention
to some specific forms in the target
structure.

22 | Grammar is not a subskill but should be
regarded as a fifth skill.

Thank you very much for your help!

If you have any questions about the questionnaipéease don’t hesitate to ask me.
(alperaslan2003@hotmail.com)

Alper ASLAN
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Test Reliability

**xx*%x* Method 2 (covariance matrix) will

76

be used for this analysis ******

ANALYSI S

Mean

. 0588
. 4706
. 6176
. 1176
. 3824
. 0588
. 8235
. 1765
. 6471
. 7353
. 0000
. 7059
. 9412
. 4118
. 7647
. 9706
. 2647
. 4412
. 2059
. 9412
. 7059
. 2059
. 7059
. 7059
. 4412

34.0

Vari ance
71.4091

M ni mum
2.6176

M ni mum
. 1783

Std Dev

. 4222
. 8252
1. 0155
. 9460
. 5513
.0714
. 0290
0580
1516
. 0242
. 8165
. 1423
. 6001
1.0185
. 9865
1.0867
1. 0242
. 9906
1. 2255
. 6937
. 9384
1. 0668
1. 2680
. 7600
1. 0785

PRPRPR

[

Std Dev
8. 4504

Maxi mum
4, 3824

Maxi mum
1.6078

- SCALE

N of
Vari abl es

25

Range
1.7647

Range
1. 4296

cNoloNoNoNoNoNoloNeolololoNoloNoloNoloNoloNoloNoNe]

Max/ M n
1.6742

Max/ M n
9. 0200

(AL PHA)

Vari ance
. 3200

Vari ance
. 1306
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RELI ABI LI TY ANALYSI S - SCALE (ALPHA

Iltemtotal Statistics

Scal e Scal e Corrected

Mean Vari ance Item Squar ed Al pha

if Item if ltem Tot al Ml tiple if ltem

Del et ed Del et ed Correl ation Correl ation Del et ed
11 85. 4412 70.7389 . 0693 . 7082 . 6966
112 86. 0294 68. 6355 . 1531 . 9524 . 6936
113 86. 8824 66. 6524 . 2247 . 8264 . 6887
i1 85. 3824 65. 8797 . 3018 . 8422 . 6824
1112 85.1176 66. 5312 . 5086 . 9243 . 6766
1113 86. 4412 74.1328 -.2098 . 8710 . 7261
114 85. 6765 61. 6194 . 5404 . 8050 . 6602
1115 86. 3235 63. 8012 . 3839 . 9270 . 6743
1116 86. 8529 72.4323 -. 1199 . 9232 . 7212
17 86. 7647 71. 4581 -.0634 . 8903 . 7128
1118 85. 5000 65. 0455 . 4326 . 9081 . 6741
1119 86. 7941 72. 8957 -.1431 . 9052 . 7230
11110 85. 5588 67.2237 . 3888 . 7342 . 6813
1111 86. 0882 66. 5071 . 2326 . 7003 . 6880
1112 85. 7353 63. 3520 . 4511 . 7457 . 6692
11113 85. 5294 62. 0749 . 4761 . 7629 . 6650
11114 85. 2353 59. 8217 . 6652 . 9011 . 6485
11115 86. 0588 70.1176 . 0187 . 7379 . 7055
11116 85. 2941 59. 3654 . 5582 . 8495 . 6534
11117 85. 5588 64.0116 . 6230 . 8992 . 6651
11118 85. 7941 65. 6836 . 3185 . 8466 . 6810
11119 85.2941 59. 4260 . 6593 . 9215 . 6474
11120 86. 7941 74. 4715 -.2134 . 9015 . 7340
11121 85.7941 67. 3200 . 2816 . 8432 . 6852
11122 86. 0588 66. 9055 . 1893 . 8054 . 6921
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Anal ysi s of Variance

Source of Variation Sum of Sq. DF Mean Square F Pr ob.
Bet ween Peopl e 94. 2600 33 2. 8564
W thin People 948. 8000 816 1.1627
Bet ween Measures 261. 1482 24 10. 8812 12. 5323 . 0000
Resi dual 687. 6518 792 . 8682
Tot al 1043. 0600 849 1.2286
Grand Mean 3. 5800
RELI ABI LI TY ANALYSI S - SCALE (AL PHA

Reliability Coefficients 25 itens

Al pha = . 6960 St andardi zed item al pha = . 7303
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be used for this analysis

ANALYSI S - SCALE (AL PHA
Mean Std Dev Cases

. 0588 L4222 34.0

. 4706 . 8252 34.0

. 6176 1. 0155 34.0

. 1176 . 8796 34.0

. 3824 . 5513 34.0

. 0882 1.1110 34.0

. 8529 1.0483 34.0

. 2353 1.1297 34.0

. 7059 1. 2439 34.0

. 8529 1.2094 34.0

. 0588 . 8507 34.0

. 7647 1.1297 34.0

. 0000 . 6513 34.0

.4118 1.0185 34.0

. 7647 . 9865 34.0

. 0294 1.1142 34.0

. 2353 1.0168 34.0

. 4706 1. 0220 34.0

. 1765 1.2178 34.0

. 9412 . 6937 34.0

. 6765 . 9119 34.0

. 2059 1. 0668 34.0

. 7059 1. 2439 34.0

. 7353 . 7904 34.0

.4118 1.0479 34.0

34.0

N of

Vari ance Std Dev Variables

70. 3930 8. 3901 25

M ni num Maxi mum Range Max/ M n Vari ance
2.6176 4. 3824 1.7647 1.6742 . 3041
M ni num Maxi mum Range Max/ M n Vari ance

.1783 1.5472 1. 3690 8. 6800 . 1462
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RELI ABILI' TY ANALYSI S - SCALE (ALPHA

Itemtotal Statistics

Scal e Scal e Corrected

Mean Vari ance Item Squar ed Al pha

if Iltem if ltem Tot al Mul tiple if ltem

Del et ed Del et ed Correl ation Correl ation Del et ed
11 85.9118 69. 5374 . 0962 . 6627 . 6778
112 86. 5000 68. 1364 . 1157 . 8821 . 6780
113 87. 3529 65. 2656 . 2497 . 8188 . 6675
i1 85. 8529 64. 7959 . 3406 . 8242 . 6606
1112 85. 5882 67. 8253 . 2493 . 8506 . 6705
1113 86. 8824 73.8039 -.2433 . 8526 . 7139
114 86.1176 63. 0160 . 3772 . 7953 . 6552
1115 86. 7353 61. 4127 . 4351 . 8184 . 6481
1116 87. 2647 70. 2005 -. 0650 . 8581 . 7016
17 87.1176 68. 0463 . 0443 . 8107 . 6895
1118 85.9118 63.1738 . 4803 . 9028 . 6500
1119 87. 2059 70. 6533 -. 0809 . 8918 . 6998
11110 85. 9706 66.5143 . 3252 . 8220 . 6650
1111 86. 5588 64. 8601 . 2740 . 7948 . 6653
1112 86. 2059 62. 7745 . 4251 . 7205 . 6516
11113 85. 9412 61. 4510 . 4408 . 8279 . 6477
11114 85. 7353 59. 7763 . 6095 . 8589 . 6330
11115 86. 5000 69. 2879 . 0036 . 6910 . 6895
11116 85.7941 58. 5927 . 5534 . 7428 . 6327
11117 86. 0294 63. 4234 . 5872 . 9017 . 6475
11118 86.2941 64. 8200 . 3229 . 8703 . 6617
11119 85. 7647 58. 7914 . 6396 . 9051 . 6280
11120 87. 2647 74.5642 -.2662 . 8929 . 7216
11121 86. 2353 66. 1248 . 2834 . 8379 . 6660
11122 86. 5588 66. 7389 . 1493 . 8160 . 6769
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Bet ween Peopl e
Wt hin People
Bet ween Measures
Resi dual

Tot al

G and Mean

RELI ABI

Reliability Coefficients

Al pha = .6784
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Anal ysi s of Variance

92.9188
965. 2800
248. 1694
717. 1106
1058. 1988
3. 5988

DF

33
816
24
792
849

LI'TY ANALYSI

25 itens

Mean Square F Pr ob.

2. 8157
1.1829
10. 3404 11. 4203 . 0000
. 9054
1. 2464

S - SCALE (ALPHA

St andardi zed item al pha = L7111



Years of teaching experience and item 1

APPENDIX C

Chi-Square Tests

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 16,2672 15 ,365
Likelihood Ratio 16,399 15 ,356
™| e | ] s
N of Valid Cases 34

a. 24 cells (100,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,03.

Years of teaching experience and item 2

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 6,9902 10 , 726
Likelihood Ratio 6,796 10 , 745
| e2| 1] e
N of Valid Cases 34

a. 18 cells (100,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,03.
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Years of teaching experience and item 3

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 22,0842 20 ,336
Likelihood Ratio 27,305 20 ,127
| s | 1] e
N of Valid Cases 34

a. 30 cells (100,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,03.

Years of teaching experience and item 4

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 6,0222 8 ,645
Likelihood Ratio 6,844 8 ,554
|| x| e
N of Valid Cases 27

a. 15 cells (100,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,44.

Years of teaching experience and item 5

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 23,8072 20 ,251
Likelihood Ratio 22,575 20 ,310
| a1 e
N of Valid Cases 34

a. 30 cells (100,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,03.
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Years of teaching experience and item 6

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 24,9952 20 ,202
Likelihood Ratio 26,721 20 ,143
| e | ]
N of Valid Cases 34

a. 30 cells (100,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,03.

Years of teaching experience and item 7

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 13,3972 16 ,644
Likelihood Ratio 13,244 16 ,655
Pl RS Y I
N of Valid Cases 27

a. 25 cells (100,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,15.

Years of teaching experience and item 8

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 12,5692 12 ,401
Likelihood Ratio 11,227 12 ,510
P BECCS IS I
N of Valid Cases 27

a. 20 cells (100,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,15.
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Years of teaching experience and item 9

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 13,0082 12 ,368
Likelihood Ratio 16,088 12 ,187
|| 1] e
N of Valid Cases 27

a. 20 cells (100,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,44.

Years of teaching experience and item 10

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 9,0272 8 ,340
Likelihood Ratio 10,381 8 ,239
™| e | ] m
N of Valid Cases 27

a. 14 cells (93,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,30.

Years of teaching experience and item 11

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 13,6832 12 ,321
Likelihood Ratio 17,519 12 ,131
|| 1] e
N of Valid Cases 27

a. 20 cells (100,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,59.
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Years of teaching experience and item 12

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 11,4902 12 ,487
Likelihood Ratio 13,614 12 ,326
P T Y B
N of Valid Cases 27

a. 20 cells (100,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,30.

Years of teaching experience and item 13

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 11,3372 15 , 728
Likelihood Ratio 13,113 15 594
st BN R
N of Valid Cases 34

a. 24 cells (100,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,06.

Years of teaching experience and item 14

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 8,4112 12 , 752
Likelihood Ratio 7,483 12 ,824
™| e | ] s
N of Valid Cases 27

a. 20 cells (100,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,15.
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Years of teaching experience and item 15

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 9,8622 12 ,628
Likelihood Ratio 12,738 12 ,388
P TS Y IR
N of Valid Cases 27

a. 20 cells (100,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,44.

Years of teaching experience and item 16

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 12,2102 8 ,142
Likelihood Ratio 14,312 8 ,074
sl U EE
N of Valid Cases 27

a. 15 cells (100,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,15.

Years of teaching experience and item 17

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 8,6522 8 373
Likelihood Ratio 10,381 8 ,239
Pl IC S R
N of Valid Cases 27

a. 14 cells (93,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,30.
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Years of teaching experience and item 18

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 21,4102 20 ,373
Likelihood Ratio 22,139 20 ,333
| e 1] s
N of Valid Cases 34

a. 29 cells (96,7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,03.

Years of teaching experience and item 19

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 45582 8 ,804
Likelihood Ratio 4,059 8 ,852
P TS Y B
N of Valid Cases 27

a. 15 cells (100,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,15.

Years of teaching experience and item 20

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 22,1862 20 ,331
Likelihood Ratio 23,460 20 ,267
| s 1] e
N of Valid Cases 34

a. 30 cells (100,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,06.
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Years of teaching experience and item 21

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 8,9462 12 , 707
Likelihood Ratio 11,128 12 ,518
| e | 1]
N of Valid Cases 27

a. 19 cells (95,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,30.

Years of teaching experience and item 22

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 12,4172 16 , 715
Likelihood Ratio 14,428 16 ,567
|| 1] s
N of Valid Cases 27

a. 25 cells (100,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,15.
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