THE INFLUENCE OF TEACHERS’ PRACTICES ON
ENGLISH GRAMMAR TEACHING AT FIRST AND SECOND
YEAR LEVELS IN YEMENI COLLEGES: AN
INVESTIGATION
BY
ADEL ABDULKHALIQ ABDULKAREEM DULUL
A THESIS SUBMITTED TO THE UNIVERSITY OF PUNE
FOR THE DEGREE OF DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY (Ph.D.)
IN ENGLISH
UNDER THE GUIDANCE OF
DR. (MRS.) SMITA S. PATIL
ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR & HEAD, DEPARTMENT OF
ENGLISH
ARTS, COMMERCE & SCIENCE COLLEGE
TRAMBAKESHWAR, 422212/ DIST. NASIK
UNIVERSITY OF PUNE
PLACE OF RESEARCH
INSTITUTE OF ADVANCED STUDIES IN ENGLISH (IASE)
AUNDH, PUNE- 411007
INDIA
OCTOBER 2012

Dedication

To the soul of my father
To my beloved mother
To my wife and children, Tuqa, Nama, Abdulkhaliq,
Abdulkareem, Aziz and Mohammed
To my sisters and dearest friends

i

Declaration
I declare that the thesis entitled “The Influence of Teachers’ Practices on English Grammar
Teaching at First and Second Year Levels in Yemeni Colleges: An Investigation” submitted
by me for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy is the record of work carried out by me under
the guidance of Dr. (Mrs.) Smita S. Patil and has not formed the basis for award of any degree,
diploma, associateship, fellowship, titles in this or any other university or other institution of
Higher Learning.
I further declare that the material obtained from other sources has been duly acknowledged in
the thesis.

Date

Adel Abdulkhaliq Abdulkareem Dulul
Researcher

ii

CERTIFICATE

This is to certify that the work incorporated in the thesis

“The

Influence of Teachers’

Practices on English Grammar Teaching at First and Second Year Levels in Yemeni
Colleges: An Investigation” by Mr. Adel Abdulkhaliq Abdulkareem Dulul was carried out
by the candidate under my guidance and supervision. Such material as has been obtained from
other sources has been duly acknowledged in the thesis.

Dr. (Mrs.) Smita S. Patil
Research Guide

iii

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Dedication…………………………………………………………………….……………...i
Declaration……………………………………………………………………….……….....ii
Certificate……………………………………………………………………………….…..iii
Table of Contents…………………………………………………………………….……..iv
List of Tables……………………………………………………………………………....xi
List of Figures……………………………………………………………………………..xii
List of Abbreviations…………………………………………………………………….. xv
Acknowledgement……………………………………………………………………….xvii
Abstract……………………………………………………………………………..........xviii
Chapter One: Introduction..…..…………………………………………………………..1
1.1Overview…………………………………………………………………………………1
1.2 The Status of English in Yemen………………………………………………………....1
1.3 English at Pre-university Education……………………………………………………..2
1.4 The Status of English at the Undergraduate level……………………………………….4
1.5 Colleges of Education in Yemen…………………………………………………….…..4
1.6 Teaching English in Departments of English……………………………………...........5
1.7 Profile of Grammar courses in the Departments of English……………………............7
1.8 Rationale of the Study………………………………………………………………..…9
1.9 Significance of the Study………………………………………………………………10
1.10 Research Hypotheses………………………………………………………………....10
1.11 Research Questions……………………………………………………………….......11
1.12 Objectives of the Study……………………………………………………………….11
1.13 Limitation of the Study………………………………………...……………………..12
1.14 Organization of the Study…………………………………………...………………..12
1.15 Conclusion………………………………………………………………...…………..12

iv

Chapter Two: Review of Literature…………………………………………………….14
2. 1 Introduction……………………………………………………………………..……..14
2.2 Overview of Grammar Teaching……………………………………..………………..14
2.3 Definition of Grammar Teaching………………………………………..……………17
2.4 Approaches to Foreign Language Teaching…………………………………..……….18
2.4.1 Structural Approach…………………………………………………..…..18
2.4.2 Communicative Approach………………………………………………..20
2.4.3 Eclectic Approach………………………………………………………...24
2. 5 Historical View about Grammar Teaching……………………………………………25
2.6 What Teachers Should Know to Teach Grammar……………………………………..29
2.7 Objectives of Grammar Teaching……………………………………………………...31
2.8 The Role of Grammar in Teaching English Language………………………………...32
2.9 Grammar and Types of grammar……………………………………………..………..34
2.9.1 Definition of Grammar…………………………………………...…….34
2.9.2 Types of Grammar……………………………………………………...36
2.9.2.1 Prescriptive and Descriptive Grammar………………...............37
2.9.2.2 Phrase Structure Grammar……………………………………...41
2.9.2.3 Transformational Generative Grammar………………………...41
2.9.2.4 Functional Systematic Grammar………………………...……...43
2.10 The Status of Grammar in Major Teaching Methods ……………………………..…47
2.10.1 Grammar Teaching by the Grammar- Translation Method…….….…....48
2.10.2 Grammar Teaching by the Direct Method………………………….......49
2.10.3 Grammar Teaching by the Audio-lingual Method………………….......49
2.10.4 Grammar Teaching by the Communicative Method………………......51

v

2.11 Teachers' Practices in Teaching Grammar..…………………………………………..53
2.11.1 Overview……………………………………………………………….….....53
2.11.2 Teacher-centered Approach in Teaching Grammar…………………………..55
2.11.3 Learner-centered Approach in Teaching Grammar…………………………..56
2.11.4 Teachers Teach Grammar Deductively….………………………………........58
2.11.5 Teachers Teach Grammar Inductively…..……………………………………61
2.11.6 Teachers Teach Grammar Focusing on Form or Focusing on Forms………...64
2.11.7 Teachers Teach Grammar Focusing on Meaning…….…………………........67
2.11.8 Teaching Grammar by Combining Forms and Meaning . . …….…….........69
2.11. 9 Teaching Grammar using Consciousness- raising Approach………..………..70
2.11.10 Teaching Grammar Using Task-based Approach………………...…..............72
2.12 Factors Influencing the Grammar Teachers' Choice of Teaching Practices…….........74
2.12.1 Teachers' Beliefs or Opinions……………………………………………........74
2.12.2 Teachers' Practical Knowledge………….……………………………………..76
2.12.3 Teachers' Personal Pedagogical Knowledge.....................................................78
2.13 Mode of Teaching……………………………………………………………….........78
2.13.1 Overview……………………………………………………………………....78
2.13.2 Lecture………………………………………………………………………....78
2.13.2.1 Guidelines for the Use of Lecture Method…………...…………………79
2.13.2.2 Advantages and Limitations of Lecture Method….................................81
2.13.3 Group Work………………………………………………………………..….82
2.13.4 Seminar……………………………………………………………………..…84
2.13.4.1 Seminar Strategies…………………………………………………..85
2.13.5 Pair Work……………………………………………………………………...85
2.14 Grammar Practices Activities………………………………………………………...86

vi

Chapter Three: Description of the Data Collection Methods………………………..90
3.0 Preliminaries…………………………………………………………………..……….90
3.1 Research Design…………………………………………………………………...…...90
3.2 The Target Group…………..……………………………………………………..……91
3.3 Sample of the Study……………..……………………………………………….….....92
3.4 Methods of Data Collection…………..…...…………………………………….……..92
3.4.1 Teachers’ Questionnaire……………………………....…………………………..92
3.4.1.1 Aims of the Teachers’ Questionnaire…….….……...………………………….93
3.4.1.2 Design of the Teachers’ Questionnaire…………………...……….……...........93
3.4.1.2.1 Section One: Background Information…...………….……….…….…94
3.4.1.2.2 Section Two: Teachers’ Practices and Opinions about Grammar
Teaching………………………………………………...……..……94
3.4.1.3 Respondents of the Teachers’ Questionnaire………………………..………..97
3.4.1.4 Pilot Study of the Teachers’ Questionnaire………………………….….…….97
3.4.1.5 Validity of the Teachers’ Questionnaire…………………………………..…...97
3.4.1.6 Reliability of the Teachers’ Questionnaire……………...……………………..98
3.4.1.7 Administration of the Teachers’ Questionnaire………………..…….………...99
3.4.1.8 Data Analysis of the Teachers’ Questionnaire……………………..….……….99
3.4.2 Classroom Observation Checklist…………………………………………………..100
3.4.2.1 Overview………………………………………………………………………..100
3.4.2.2 Aims of the Classroom Observation Checklist……………………………........100
3.4.2.3 Design of the Classroom Observation Checklist……….…………………..…..101
3.4.2.3.1 Section One: Background Information…………..…………………..….102
3.4.2.3.2 Section Two: The Teacher’s Practice in Grammar Teaching….....…..…102
3.4.2.3.3 Section Three: Teaching Style…………………………………..……....102
3.4.2.3.4 Section Four: Activities.…………………………………………..….....103
vii

3.4.2.4 Sample of the Classroom Observation Checklist………………………….…......104
3.4.2.5 Pilot Study of the Classroom Observation Checklist…………………..................104
3.4.2.6 Validity of the Classroom Observation Checklist……………………………….105
3.4.2.7 Reliability of the Classroom Observation Checklist…………………………..….105
3.4.2.8 Implementation of the Classroom Observation Checklist………………………..106
3.4.2.9 Data Analysis of the Classroom Observations Checklists………………………107
3.4.3 Students’ Tests…………………….………………………………………...……...107
3.4.3.1 Overview…………………………………………………………........................107
3.4.3.2 Aims of the Students’ Tests……………………………………………….……...108
3.4.3.3 Students’ Tests Design…………………………………………………………....108
3.4.3.3.1 Description of the Second Year Students’ Test Items….…………........109
3.4.3.3.2 Description of the First Year Students’ Test Items……………………110
3.4.3.4 Participants of the Students’ Tests…………………………………………..……111
3.4.3.5 Pilot Study of the Students’ Tests…………………………………………..….....111
3.4.3.6 Validity of the Students’ Tests……………………………………………………112
3.4.3.7 Reliability of the Students’ Tests…………………………………………………112
3.4.3.8 Final Draft of the Students’ Tests…………………………………………….......113
3.4.3.9 Conduct of the Two Students’ Tests………………………………………….......113
3.4.3.10 Data Analysis of the Students’ Tests………………………………………........113
3.5 Conclusion……………………………………………………………………….........114
Chapter Four: Analysis and Discussion of the Teachers’ Questionnaire and the
Observation Checklist. …………………………………………………..…….………..115

4.1Introduction………………………………………………………………………..…..115
4.2 Reliability of the Data Analysis……….…………………………………………..….115
4.3 Statistical Methods Used to Analyze the Data……………………………………..…116
4.4 Analysis and Discussion of the Teachers’ Questionnaire………...…………………..117
4.4.1 Overview……………………………………………………………………....117
viii

4.4.2 The Process of Analysis and Discussion of Section One of the Teachers’
Questionnaire……………………………………………………………….....117
4.4.3 The Process of Analysis and Discussion of Section Two of the Teachers’
Questionnaire……………………………………………………………...…..121
4.5 Analysis and Discussion of the Classroom Observation Checklist…………………163
4.5.1 Overview………………………………………………………………….........163
4.5.2 The Type of Implemented Observation……………………………………......164
4.5.3 Qualitative Analysis of the Classroom Observation Checklist…..……...……..164
4.5.4 Identification of the Participants of the Classroom Observation Sessions….....165
4.5.5 Data Analysis of the Classroom Observation Checklist…...………………...166
4.5.6 Discussion of the Findings of the Classroom Observation Checklist………..171
4.6 Conclusion…………………………………………………………………………….177
Chapter Five: Analysis and Interpretation of the Findings of Students’ Tests ……..178
5.1 Introduction……………………………………………………………………...……178
5.2 General Objectives of Tests…………………………………………………………..178
5.3 The Process of Marking……………………………………………………………....179
5.4 Data Analysis and Interpretation…………………………………………….………..180
5.5 Statistical Analysis of Results of the First Year Students’ Test………………..……..181
5.5.1 Results of the Participants of the Department of English, Aden………...…..181
5.5.1.1 Discussion of the Results of the Participants of the Department
of English, Aden……………………………………………………...183
5.5.2

Results of the Participants of the Department of English, Saber……….....183

5.5.2.1 Discussion of the Results of the Participants of the Department
of English, Saber……………………………………………………..185
5.5.3 Results of the Participants of the Department of English, Zingebar………..185
5.5.3.1 Discussion of the Results of the Participants of the Department
of English, Zingebar…………………………………………………..187

ix

5.5.4 Results of the Participants of the Department of English, Radffan………..…..…187
5.5.4.1 Discussion of the Results of the Participants of the Department
of English, Radffan……………………………………………..…….189
5.6 Statistical Analysis of the Results of the Second Year Students’ Test…...………......190
5.6.1 Results of the Participants of the Department of English, To-AlBaha...........190
5.6.1.1 Discussion of the Results of the Participants of the Department
of English, Tor Al-Baha………………………………………….…191
5.7 The Summary Sheet of the Students’ Percentages Scored in the Tests in the Five
Departments of English…………………………………………........192
5.7.1 Discussion of the Results of the First and Second Year Students’ Tests…….….193
5.8. Conclusion…………………………………………………………………………....195
Chapter Six: Conclusions……………………………………………………………….196

6.1Introduction………………………………………………………………………........196
6.2 Summary and Review of the Main Findings…………………………………….........196
6.3 Recommendations of the study………………………………………………….……204
6.4 Suggestions for Further Research….…………………………………………………207
Bibliography…………………………………………………………………………........208
Appendices………………………………………………………………………….…….226
Appendix 1: Teachers' Questionnaire…………………………………………………….226
Appendix 2: Classroom Observation Checklist…………………………………………..233
Appendix 3: The First Year Students' Test……….……………………………….…......236
Appendix 4: The Second Year Students' Test………………………….………….….....242
Appendix 5: Grammar 1 Course Plan…………………………………………………….245
Appendix 6: Grammar 2 Course Plan…………………………………………………….247
Appendix 7 Grammar 3 Course Plan………………………………………………….....249
Appendix 8 Reliability of The Classroom Observation Form………………………… ..252
Appendix 9 Answer Key for the First Year Students' Test………………………………257
Appendix 10 Answer Key for the Second Year Students' Test……………………...…..260

x

LIST OF TABLES
Table 4.1: The distribution of the participants with respect to their age………………………118
Table 4.2: The distribution of teachers by years of experience ...…………………………….120
Table 4.3: The distribution of the participants to the Colleges of Education..………………..121
Table 4.4: The quantitative analysis of the participants’ responses to the 20 open-ended items of
section two………………………………………………………………………………........ 122
Table 4.5: The distribution of the participants’ responses to item 16…………………………143
Table 4.6: The distribution of the participants’ responses to item 17……………………........144
Table 4.7 shows the quantitative analysis of the participants’ responses to item 21 which
consists of 20 sub-items……………………………………………………………………….150
Table 4.8 shows the identification of the participants who were observed in this study ……..165
Table 4.9 shows the occurrences of the participants' practices in classroom observation……167
Table 4.10 shows the occurrences of the participants' teaching styles, the materials used, and
impact of some pedagogical factors which affect on teachers’ practices…………………. 168
Table 4.11 shows to what extent teachers of grammar employ the various types of activities
in classroom…………………………………………………………………………………..170
Table 4.12 shows to what extent the students’ reaction to the activities, time allotted for
activities, and the teachers’ correction of the students’ errors………………………………..170
Table 5.1 shows the number of items, marks for each sub-item and the total marks for each
item in the 1st level students’ test……………………………………………………….……179
Table 5.2 shows the number of items, marks for each sub-item and the total marks for each item
in the 2nd level students’ test…………………………………………………………..……..179
Table 5.3 shows the number of students tested in the study, the name of the departments, the
participants’ level, and the name of grammar courses………………………………………...181

xi

Table 5.4 shows the results of the participants of the Department of English, Aden………...181
Table 5.5 shows the sum, the mean, the standard deviation, the minimum and maximum marks
obtained in the test by the participants of the Department of English, Aden…………………183
Table 5.6 shows the results of the participants of the Department of English, Saber…..…..184
Table 5.7 shows the sum, the mean, the standard deviation, the minimum and maximum marks
obtained in the test by the participants of the Department of English, Saber………………..185
Table 5.8 indicates the results of the participants of the Department of English, Zingebar...185
Table 5.9 shows the sum, the mean, the standard deviation, the minimum and maximum marks
obtained in the test by the participants of the Department of English, Zingibar……………..187
Table 5.10 displays the results of the participants of the Department of English, Radffan…188
Table 5.11 shows the sum, the mean, the standard deviation, the minimum and maximum marks
obtained in the test by the participants of the Department of English, Radffan……………..189
Table 5.12 displays the results of the participants of the Department of English, Tor AlBaha............................................................................................................................................190
Table 5.13 shows the sum, the mean, the standard deviation, the minimum and maximum marks
obtained in the test by the participants of the Department of English, Tor Al-Baha…………191
Table 5.14 shows the students’ percentages scored in the Students’ Tests

of the five

Departments of English………………………………………………………………….….....192
Table 5.15 displays the means of the participants’ results of the five Departments of
English…………………………………………………………………………………………194

xii

LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 4.1: The distribution of the participants by sex………………………………..118
Figure 4.2: The distribution of the participants with respect to their qualifications…..119
Figure 4.3: The distribution of the participants’ responses to item 1……………….....123
Figure 4.4: The distribution of the participants’ responses to item 2 …………………124
Figure 4.5: The distribution of the participants’ responses to item 3 ………………....125
Figure 4.6: The distribution of the participants’ responses to item 4 …………………127
Figure 4.7: The distribution of the participants’ responses to item 5 ……………...…128
Figure 4.8: The distribution of the participants’ responses to item 6 …………...…….129
Figure 4.9: The distribution of the participants’ responses to item 7………………….130
Figure 4.10: The distribution of the participants’ responses to item 8 ……………......132
Figure 4.11: The distribution of the participants’ responses to item 9…………...……134
Figure 4.12: The distribution of the participants’ responses to item 10…………...…..135
Figure 4.13: The distribution of the participants’ responses to item 11…………...…..137
Figure 4.14: The distribution of the participants’ responses to item 12…………...…..138
Figure 4.15: The distribution of the participants’ responses to item 13…………...….140
Figure 4.16: The distribution of the participants’ responses to item 14…………...…..141
Figure 4.17: The distribution of the participants’ responses to item 15...……………..142
Figure 4.18: The distribution of the participants’ responses to item 18…………...…..145
Figure 4.19: The distribution of the participants’ responses to item 19…………...…..147
Figure 4.20: The distribution of the participants’ responses to item 20…………...…..148
Figure 4.21 shows the participants’ responses to statements 1, 2, 7 and 13…………..152
Figure 4.22 shows the participants’ responses to statements 3 and 9…………………154
Figure 4.23 shows the participants’ responses to statements 4, 10 and 19…………..155

xiii

Figure 4.24 shows the participants’ responses to statements 8 and 12……………….156
Figure 4.25 represents participants’ responses to statements 5 and 11………………..158
Figure 4.26 represents participants’ responses to statements 6, 15 and 16…………...159
Figure 4.27 represents participants’ responses to statements 14 and 20…………….. 161
Figure 4.28 shows the participants’ responses to statements 17 and 18………………162

xiv

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS
ALM

Audio-lingual Method

B Ed

Bachelar of Education

BA

Bachelar of Arts

CLT

Communicative Language Teaching

C-R

Consciousness- raising

CUP

Cambridge University Press

Dept.

Department

e.g.

exampli gratia ‘for example

EFL

English as a Foreign Language

EL

English Language

ELT

English Language Teaching

ESL

English as a Second Language

et al

et alii ‘and others’

etc.

et cetera ‘and so forth’

Fre

Frequency

GTM

Grammar Translation Method

GW

Group Work

i.e.

idest ‘ that is’ in other words’

L1

First Language

L2

Second Language

MA

Master of Arts

Max.

Maximum

Min.

Minmum

NB

Nota Bene ‘note’

NP

Noun Phrase

xv

OUP

Oxford University Press

P

Page

Per

Percentage

Ph D

Doctor of Philosophy

PP

Pages

PPP

Presentation, Practice and Production

QCA

Qualifications and Curriculum Athority

Std. D.

Standard Deviation

TESOL

Teaching English to the Speakers of Other Languages

VP

Verb Phrase

SV

Subject + Verb

SVA

Subject + Verb + Adverb

SVO

Subject + Verb + Object

SVOA

Subject + Verb + Object + Adverb

xvi

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
First of all, praise be to Allah. This thesis would not have been possible without the support
and help of many persons. I would especially like to thank the following people.
I would like to thank Dr. (Mrs.) Smita S. Patil for being my supervisor. I acknowledge her
invaluable advice and continuous support, and for her work of reading and offering
suggestions to improve every chapter. Without her guidance through the study, this study
could not have been completed. I am also grateful for her comments and questions.
I am truly indebted to Dr. Ashok Thorat, the Director of the Institute of Advanced Studies in

English for his encouragement and intellectual contributions.
I am extremely grateful to teachers of Grammar in the Departments of English in the
Colleges of Education, Dr. Ali Badhrous, Dr. Khalid Alsubbay, Ms. Gamelah Affarah, Mr.
Nageeb Al-Humaidi, Mr. Ali Haidara, Mr. Abdo Saeed, Mr. Fadhel Muhsen, Mr. Fahmi
Almafalis, and Miss. Zuha Alsqaff, Mr. Nizr Ahmed , Mr. Mukhtar Hauash for their help
and participation during the process of data collection. I am thankful to Dr. S.M. Patil in
Nasik for his moral support and help.
I also wish to thank the students in the Departments of English in the Colleges of
Education: Aden, Saber, Zingebar, Radffan and Tor-Al-Baha for their participation to
answer the grammar tests of my research project.
My thanks are due to Dr. Gamal Mohammed, Dr. Munira Lokhandwala, Dr. Gokhale S. B.
(professor of English), and Dr. Supriya Sahasrabuddhe for their valuable suggestions and
remarks.
I am thankful to the members of the College of Education, Aden library and IASE Library,
Aund, Pune for extending their help in data collection. I am also very grateful to my friends
Dr. Mohammed Musaed, Mr. Abdunasser Alnaqeeb, Mr. Gozif Mohammaed, Mr. Hayman
Thabet and Dr. Nasr Abdulkawi for their help, cooperation and encouragement.
I am grateful to the University of Aden for sponsoring my Ph.D. study at the University of

Pune. I’d like to express my thanks to the Dean of the College of Education, Tor Al-Baha,
Dr. Abdullah Daghem for his encouragement and help.
Finally my deepest gratitude goes to my family who endured my absence for long years and
always encouraged and supported me during this study.
xvii

ABSTRACT
The history of language teaching is essentially the history of the claims and counter-claims
for and against the teaching of grammar. It has always been the central debate in foreign
language teaching for many decades. There is no well-defined approach to teaching
grammar because of the different views of teaching grammar in English language. The
choice of grammar as the focus of investigation in this research is triggered by the
controversies and paradoxes that surround the conflicting views about how grammar should
be taught. It is hoped that this study will be beneficial in many ways. First, teachers of
grammar, who are participants of this study, will benefit from the experience of the
reflection. Secondly, the study will try to investigate and contribute to a better
understanding of how teachers' practices influence the English grammar teaching by
identifying the practices that help students to acquire the knowledge of grammar or not . It
will also offer some insights to improve the current practices. Thirdly, the study will focus
attention on the importance of how some factors influence teachers' practices which in turn
affect the process of teaching grammar.
The study aims at investigating the influence of teachers' practices on English grammar
teaching at the First and Second Year levels in Yemeni Colleges.
It is hoped that this study will render research findings in a form that would help to improve
the current teachers' practices and to offer a clear vision of the teachers’ practices whether
they help students to acquire knowledge of grammar or not.
It is hypothesized that teachers' practices are influenced by various factors such as: their
opinions about teaching grammar approaches, their personal knowledge, their knowledge
about their students, and their experience etc. As a result of this influence, teachers'
practices are varied and they have an impact on English grammar teaching whether or not
they help students to acquire knowledge of grammar. It is also hypothesized that the
weakness of students at grammar in the Departments of English is due to the outdated
teaching methodology which was adopted by teachers of grammar and the insufficient
qualifications of these teachers.
Both qualitative and quantitative methods were adopted in this research based on reviewed
literature. The qualitative data was gathered by using the classroom observation and the
quantitative data was collected by using the teachers’ questionnaire and the students’ tests
xviii

which were administered to students based on their courses of grammar. By using the
teachers’ questionnaire, the classroom observation and the students’ tests, the researcher
has adopted a triangulation procedure to collect the required data to achieve the objectives
of the current research and answer the related questions.
Thirty teachers of grammar, (one female and 29 male), participated to answer the items of
the teachers’ questionnaire, distributed to them in the Departments of English in eight
Colleges of Education, University of Aden. The teachers’ questionnaire of this research is
designed in a semi-structured way with great degree of explicitness. The items of the
teachers’ questionnaire include short answers and simple phrasing to make them
understandable. The teachers’ questionnaire is divided into two sections. Section One is
designed to acquire background information about the respondents. Section Two is
designed to attain knowledge about the teachers’ practice and perspectives on grammar
teaching.
The second instrument used to collect the fundamental data is the classroom observation.
Ten observations were conducted with ten teachers of grammar in the field of the research
to check what is actually happening in teaching grammar classes. The classroom
observation checklist includes four sections. Section One is designed to obtain background
information, Section Two is designed to record the teacher’s practice in teaching grammar
in the observation session, Section Three is about the teaching style and Section Four is
prepared to observe the activities which are used by teachers in grammar classes. The same
procedures of designing the teachers’ questionnaire are followed in designing the classroom
observation checklist. The classroom observation checklist was developed based on the
relevant literature of the research and it is prepared to sustain the teachers’ questionnaire to
achieve valid information. In addition to this, the researcher has referred to several sources
in order to design an appropriate classroom observation checklist. In brief, it is planned to
account for objectives of the present research.
The third instrument used to collect the required data for this research is the students’ tests.
Two grammar tests were designed; one for the students of the first level of B. Ed.
programme, English major and the other is for the students of the second level of Diploma
programme, English major. The participants of the Second Year students' test were 50
students, in the second semester of the academic year 2009-2010, (i.e. 22 males and 28
females) of the Department of English in the College of Education, Tor Al-Baha,
xix

University of Aden, who were selected randomly to participate in the test. The participants
of the First Year students' test were 200 students, in the first semester of the academic year
2010- 2011, (i.e. 145 females and 55 males). 50 students from each first level of the four
Departments of English in the Colleges of Aden, Saber, Zingebar and Radfan were selected
randomly. The rationale behind implementing such tests on the grammar courses is to
investigate to what extent the students understand the different parts of their grammar
courses after being exposed to various teachers’ practices.
To check the validity and reliability of the above mentioned instruments, the instruments
passed through various steps of modifications for assessment at the construction stage
before their actual distribution to the respondents. After various procedures such as pilot
studies, ELT experts’ revisions in India and Yemen, and the research guide’s valuable
remarks etc., the validity and the reliability of the instruments have been granted.
In the design of this research, elements of qualitative and quantitative approaches were
combined. Thus, when selecting methods for data analysis and seeking for explanations of
the results, a variety of techniques were used. The data obtained by the teachers’
questionnaire and the students’ test were processed statistically and analyzed by using
SPSS programme. Descriptive statistics such as: means, standard deviations, percentages
and frequencies were used. The data obtained by the classroom observations were
identified to establish patterns, regularities and similarities. They were recorded based on
the number of their occurrences in various implemented observations. The data obtained by
the classroom observation checklists has been described qualitatively.
The chapterisation is as follows:
Chapter One aims at giving a broad overview of the study. It tries to give an explanation
of the status of English in Yemeni school system and the teaching of English at preuniversity education. It shows in detail the profile of English courses that are taught in the
Departments of English in the Colleges of Education. This chapter gives a clear idea about
the rationale and significance of the study. It also shows the hypotheses and questions
which the research investigates. It offers the objectives, the limitations and the organization
of the study.
Chapter Two presents an overview of the literature of the study. It is divided into four
parts. The first part concentrates on the different views regarding grammar teaching and
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provides a historical glance at the stages of grammar teaching. It explains the role of
grammar in teaching English language. The second part throws light on the status of
grammar in major methods of teaching English language such as the Grammar Translation
Method and the Direct Method etc. The third section focuses on the various methods of
teaching grammar or practices which are followed by the teachers when teaching grammar.
The last part of Chapter Two deals with some specific factors that influence teachers of
grammar in choosing their ways to teach.

It involves various modes of teaching in

classrooms such as lecture, group work etc. and also shows some grammar practice
activities.
Chapter Three explains the methodology adopted and summarizes the methods and
framework employed to conduct the study. It also includes the research design, the
population, the target subjects and the evidences of validity and reliability of the data
collection methods. It also presents the ways used to analyse the data obtained by various
statistical methods.
Chapter Four deals with the analysis and discussion of the data obtained through the data
collection procedures, i.e. the teachers’ questionnaire and the classroom observation
checklist. The qualitative and quantitative analyses and discussions are used to obtain
answers to the study questions which are constructed depending on the planned aims as
well as to attain the findings and conclusions of the current study.
Chapter Five offers a clear picture of the data analysis and interpretation of the results of
the students’ tests. It shows in detail the results obtained by the students in grammar tests.
Chapter Six offers the expected outcomes of this study and insights into the field of
English grammar teaching in the Yemeni context. It offers some recommendations that will
hopefully help to develop and improve teachers’ practices in teaching grammar in the
Departments of English in Yemeni Colleges of Education. This chapter also presents
pedagogical implications and suggestions for further research.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
1.1 Overview
The history of language teaching is essentially the history of the claims and counter-claims
for and against the teaching of grammar. It has always been the central debate in foreign
language teaching for many decades. The choice of grammar as the focus of investigation
in this study is triggered by the controversies and paradoxes that surround it. The current
study attempts to investigate the teachers' practices that influence grammar teaching
whether they help students to acquire the knowledge of grammar or not. It also tries to find
out to what extent some pedagogical factors influence teachers’ practices while teaching
grammar in Yemeni Colleges.
This introductory chapter tries to shed light on the English language teaching in Yemen. It
explains in detail the status of English as a foreign Language at Pre-university and at the
undergraduate levels, especially in the Departments of English in the colleges of Education.
It discusses the profile of English grammar courses in the Departments of English and
shows their objectives. Moreover, it deals with the objectives, rationale, significance,
limitation and organization of the current study.

1.2 The Status of English in Yemen
English is a global language and it is difficult to think of a country where English is not
being taught. In the Republic of Yemen the demand for English language has been growing
rapidly. Yemen desperately needs English for its development in all aspects of life. At
present, there is a great demand for English as it is seen as a key language to serve as a
medium of international communications. It is used to a considerable extent in education,
politics, science, trade, tourism, mass media and international relations.
For many Yemenis, knowledge of English is a way to gain prestige and a key to success. It
ensures a better career, an opportunity for higher education and access to contemporary
information and communication with the outside world. English is seen as the language that
provides better opportunities and brings about positive changes in the society. It can be
described it as the chief instrument of access to the world of science and technology.
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English is not the only foreign language taught in the country but there are other languages
such as French and German. But the eagerness to learn English is further motivated by job
opportunities. The government and private sectors want to have clerks and translators who
are proficient and qualified in English to meet their practical needs. All these factors
accelerate the spread of English in the country. In short, English enjoys a privileged
position in Yemen. This is clearly seen from the number of jobs opportunities which
require knowledge of English as an important qualification.
English occupies the position of compulsory subject for almost all types of curricula in
Yemen with as much importance attached to it as any of the domestic language. English is
taught at different levels of education for a number of years.
To understand more about the status of English in Yemen, we have to know the background
of the learners in the various stages of the educational process.

1.3 English at Pre-university Education
English language in Yemen is taught as a foreign language. In EFL situations the learners
learn English within the classroom but speak their own language outside. In Yemen,
English is taught as a compulsory school subject for three years at the basic education stage
and three years at the secondary education stage either in private or in government schools.
However, all the other subjects are taught in Arabic. Definitely, private schools are better
than the government schools, (see Al-Sohbani 1997: p. 32). In such private schools some
subjects are taught in English. Unfortunately, majority of the students join the government
schools due to their poor economic condition. Although the students have studied English
for six years at the basic and the secondary stages, their proficiency is not satisfactory.
The English courses in Yemen have been changed many times in the last two decades; this
indicates that the benefit of such courses is still not clear. Unfortunately, English is
introduced quite late at the age of thirteen i.e. grade seven of the basic level. This is not
pedagogical since the earlier the learners are exposed to the target language, the more they
acquire it.
The first English textbook introduced in the north of Yemen was in 1926 during the rule of
Imam Yahya Monarchy, and in the south of Yemen during the occupation of British in the
19th century. When the north of Yemen got rid of the monarchy in 1962, The English
Textbook from Egypt was taught at both the basic and secondary stages. Those courses
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involved the use of the Grammar Translation Method. After that, a new course called The
Progressive Living for the Arab World was conducted. This course was replaced by the
Egyptian Course The Nile Course of English for Use, in 1968-1969.This new course was in
use in all the Gulf States. In the eighties, another course was introduced in schools; it was
English for Yemen. Books 1 to 6 were taught from the seventh class of the basic level to the
third class of the secondary school level.
In the south of Yemen, three main stages can be traced from the 60s to the present. At the
first stage, i.e. in the 1960s and 1970s the schooling system consisted of three levels i.e.
basic, intermediate and secondary levels. The learner started the first class at the age of
seven. The basic level lasted for six years and at the end of the six years there was a final
examination. Successful learners were promoted to the intermediate level which was
followed by a secondary level. Each stage lasted for three years ending with a state
examination. English was introduced at the second stage. The curriculum was based on
literature and grammar. The Michael West Series syllabus was taught at these stages.
In the beginning of the 1980s The Michael West Series syllabus was replaced by a new
syllabus prepared by the Department of English, the College of Education, Aden. The new
syllabus was called The Yemeni Reader. The focus of this new syllabus was grammar,
sentence structures, reading comprehension drills and substitution tables.
The second stage was there in the eighties. The educational system consisted of two levels:
an elementary level and a secondary level. The duration of the former was eight years, and
the duration of the latter was four years. There was a final examination at the end of each
level. English was taught from class five of the elementary level. The syllabus was called
English for Yemen published to replace the previous course. The Yemeni Reader and
English for Yemen both focused on the content of the English language.
The third stage which started after the unification of Yemen in 1990 is still prevalent. The
current schooling system in Yemen is divided into two stages, i.e. the basic stage which
lasts for nine years and the secondary school stage which lasts for three years. English is
taught at level seven of the basic stage. The new syllabus is called Crescent English Course
for Yemen. It is a communication oriented course. The contents of the course are adopted to
practise all the four language skills, i.e. listening, speaking, writing and reading. The
selection of the language reflects some authentic uses of English in many real situations.
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Moreover, in contrast to the previous courses, this series of courses used in the government
schools at basic and secondary stages is the only one that involves tape-scripts of native
speakers of English.
The Crescent English Course for Yemen comprises of six levels distributed as follows:
Levels 1, 2 and 3 are designed to match seven, eight, and nine standards respectively at the
basic education. Levels 4, 5 and 6 match ten, eleven and twelve standards respectively.
They are the first, second, and third grades of the secondary school stage.
Unfortunately, even after many years of learning English at various stages, Yemeni learners
fail to express themselves and to communicate in English proficiently and confidently.

1.4 The Status of English at the Undergraduate Level
Arabic is not the sole medium of instruction in Yemeni colleges; English is used in most of
the Science Faculties involving Departments of Medicine, Engineering, Agriculture and
some sections in Arts. English is a required subject for graduation in most of the colleges
like Commerce, Law, etc.
In Yemeni colleges and other institutions for higher education, English has a significant
position. Most students after getting their secondary school leaving certificate join the state
universities or pursue their education abroad. All English courses in use, either in the
private institutions or in departments of state, focus on teaching English for general
purposes, i.e. the social language, one which is used in different situational contexts.
The Departments of English in the colleges of Education have been established to train
English language teachers. Graduates of such departments serve in both public and private
sectors. This study is concerned with the teaching of English grammar in the Departments
of English in the Colleges of Education in Yemen.

1.5 Colleges of Education in Yemen
The Colleges of Education in Yemen are co-educational institutes affiliated to universities
offering a four year bachelor degree in teaching various literary and scientific sections
including English. The number of universities has increased from two universities that
include thirty-five colleges into seven universities which include eighty-four colleges.
Seventy- six of these colleges award bachelors degrees and eight of them award diploma
degrees.
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The establishment of the Colleges of Education aims at training teachers for both basic and
secondary level schools. Currently in Yemen every College of Education in collaboration
with six academic departments carries out the secondary school teachers' programme. All
newly admitted students must pass through an entrance examination according to the kind
of specialization they aspire to study. This entrance examination recognition that the
general imbalance between the standards of secondary schools and the required academic
strengths for admission into different departments of the college has been one of the most
challenging problems that the universities have to face over the years.
The majority of the teaching staff of the specialized subjects in the urban Colleges of
Education is highly qualified having a doctorate from foreign or Arab universities.
Unfortunately, the majority of the teaching staff in the rural Colleges of Education have
B.A. degree and a few are M.A. teachers of all specializations.

1.6 Teaching English in the Departments of English
The Departments of English in the Colleges of Education are concerned with carrying out a
number of academic courses for those who study in English sections and join the teaching
profession after graduation. Other subjects are also taught as required subjects. English
Departments are run by Yemenis holding Ph.D., M.A., and B.A. degrees, and a few Indian
and Arab professors.
Two types of English Departments can be distinguished at Yemeni universities. They are
the Departments of English in the Colleges of Arts, and the Departments of English in the
Colleges of Education. However, this study focuses on the teaching of grammar in the
Departments of English in the Colleges of Education. Students who join these departments
are introduced to linguistics and language teaching courses, in addition to some literary
subjects.
The Departments of English in the Colleges of Education are concerned with providing
scientific orientation in Language Teaching Methodology, Essentials of English Grammar,
Communicative Grammar, Writing, Speaking, Listening and Reading, some selected
novels, Drama, Study Skills, Survey of English Literature, Short Stories, English Phonetics
and Phonology, General Linguistics, Curriculum Design, Teaching School Texts, Second
Language Learning Theory, Practice of Material Production, Translation and Non Fictional
Prose, etc.
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The time stipulated for each lecture depends on the content of the prescribed subject. It
ranges between three and six hours per week accordingly.
The contents of the syllabi in the Departments of English basically concentrate on the
formal and structural aspects rather than the communicative functions of the language. In
this regard, Alhmzi (1999: p. 16) suitably describes the situation as follows:
The communicative aspects are studied analytically as pieces of information rather
than method that can be employed to build up communicative competence in the
students. What eventually happens in a classroom is merely an introduction given to
the student to the speech activities and the typical sentences used in expressing these
acts regardless of the appropriateness of these forms in a given context.

(p. 16)
The English Departments were established as separate departments in the Colleges of
Education with the responsibility of training English teachers. The objectives of English
curriculum for the four year B.Ed. degree course English major are as follows:
1. To give students a good knowledge of English; it particularly aims at improving their
skills of listening, speaking, reading and writing
2. To train them in the art of pedagogy of English, especially at school level
3. To raise their awareness of what constitutes a principled approach to learning and
teaching a foreign language
4. To improve and extend their range of grammatical competence
5. To equip them with the knowledge and understanding of how a language works by
offering them relevant courses in linguistics
6. To sharpen their understanding of contrast between English and Arabic, particularly
with a view to helping them with the translation from one language to another
7. To foster literary appreciation to enable them to comprehend literary discourse in
English
8.

To promote an attitude that will enable them to appreciate the role of English as an
international language

Despite the huge number of students who join the Departments of English every year, the
number of teaching positions in government sectors have gradually dwindled. The
opportunities of getting jobs have shifted to the field of business and investments.
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However, graduates who finish their study in the Departments of English counter serious
problems of unemployment since they are trained only to be English teachers.

1.7 Profile of Grammar Courses in the Departments of English
The grammar course plans included in the syllabi of English in the Departments of English
define the course focus, its objectives, contents, modes of teaching, and evaluation of
students’ progress and prescribed and recommended readings. Three courses of grammar
are taught in the Departments of English in the Colleges of Education, i.e. Essentials of
English Grammar 1 at the first level in the first semester, Essentials of English Grammar 2
at the first level in the second semester and Communicative Grammar (or Grammar 3) in
the second semester of the second year of the diploma programme.
As it is shown in the curriculum, the objectives of teaching Grammar 1 at the first level
include:
1. To distinguish between different word classes
2. To relate each word class to its position in sentence structure
3. To form noun group and verb group
4. To use the noun group and the verb group in their respective manner
5. To use the grammatical forms required to express manner, place and time
The major aim of this course is to give students grounding in grammar of English. It
contains a description and understanding of word classes: nouns, pronouns, adjectives,
verbs, adverbs, etc. Grammar 1 also highlights the various grammatical forms and their
grammatical functions.
The content of the syllabus focuses on the structure of sentences and specific grammar
terminology forms. Some units of this syllabus are as follows:
Unit 1 & 2: The sentence: subject and predicate. Unit 3: The noun: countable and
uncountable. Unit 4: Articles: the definite article, indefinite article and zero article.
The teaching methodology which is recommended to adopt by teachers of Grammar 1
involves: lecture, group work and pair work. Grammar in Use, by Murphy (1991) is the
prescribed book. There are other recommended books such as: Longman English Grammar,
by Alexander (1990) and Cassell’s Students’ English Grammar, by Allsop (1983). (See
appendix 5).
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Grammar 2 is a continuation course of Essentials of English Grammar 1. The objectives
of this course are as follows:
1. To recognize elements of clause structure
2. To use clause elements in clause construction
3. To use coordinate and subordinate clauses in sentence structure
4. To report what people say or think: direct and reported speech
5. To exploit the resources of grammar in the making of a text
The content of the syllabus focuses on the sentence process. It includes units such as:
Units 1 & 2: Phrase types, Unit 3: Prepositions and prepositional phrase, Unit 4:
Subordination and coordination, etc.
The teaching methodology which is recommended to adopt by teachers of Grammar 2 is the
same like methods of teaching in Grammar 1. The teaching materials for this course which
are prescribed to adopt by the teachers: are Collins COBUILD English Grammar (1996),
and Current English Grammar, by Chalk (1989). (See appendix 6).
Communicative Grammar is the third course of grammar in the Departments of English,
diploma programme. As it is shown in the curriculum, the objectives of this course are as
follows:
1. To relate the patterns of language and the expression of meaning
2. To understand that the patterns of language are only a means of achieving
communication
3. To exploit the correspondence between each pattern and its potential for expressing
function
4. To communicate efficiently making use of grammatical resources of the language
5. To appreciate the communication tasks priority and so that it is possible to bend the
patterns of language in order to achieve effective communication
The major aim of this course is to help students to develop the skills that they will need in
coping with grammar requirements in their respective fields of study.
The focus of the content of this course is on the teaching of communication. Here are some
units of the content:
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Unit 1: Doing things with the language: comparing things (comparatives); indicating
different amounts of the quantity, indicating the degree of difference; talking about
amounts of things, quantifiers and partitives.
Unit 2: Doing things with the language: referring to things in a sequence (ordinal numbers);
referring to an exact part of something (fractions; talking about measurement; talking about
age; approximate amounts and measurements, etc.
The topics of the content of this course are based on selecting of grammatical points. The
prescribed reading books are Collins COBUILD English Grammar (1996), Current English
Grammar, by Chalk (1989) and A Communicative Grammar of English, by Leech and
Svartvik (1994). (See appendix 7). As far as the focus is concerned, it may be said that the
course is suited for needs of the students to communicate in real situations. However,
researchers like Dawood Mehdi (2004) and Al-Mukhlafi (1999) comment that until the
recent time, the second year courses had been irrelevant and inadequate for the purpose of
the students. As it seems from the objectives of the Communicative Grammar, they are fit
for the objectives of the secondary schools.
The teaching methodology which is recommended to adopt by teachers of Grammar 3 is the
same like methods of teaching of Grammar 1 and Grammar 2.

1.8 Rationale of the Study
There are various pedagogical issues that influence teachers’ practices while teaching
grammar and they play an important role in teaching English in general. Such issues are
teachers' opinions on their instructional practice, teachers' experiences and qualifications
and teachers’ opinions about approaches of English teaching as well as the context where
the teaching process is implemented. Such factors influence teachers’ choice of the ways of
teaching grammar. It may or may not help students to acquire the knowledge of grammar.
There is no well-defined approach to teaching grammar because of the different views of
teaching grammar in English. The conflicting views about how grammar should be taught
generally waver between language analysis and language use. When new teaching
approaches appear to rectify the inadequacy of the previous approaches, teachers of
grammar who are the implementers of new teaching approaches reserve their views and
practices in teaching grammar. Therefore, the absence of well-defined guidelines about
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how to teach grammar leads teachers of grammar to follow various practices in
implementing grammar courses in the Departments of English in general. It is also true
about the Departments of English in Yemeni Colleges of Education.
The present study has made an investigation regarding the influence of teachers’ practices
on grammar teaching. It has tried to see whether they help Yemeni students at the tertiary
level to acquire the knowledge of grammar or not.

1.9 Significance of the Study
It is hoped that this study will be beneficial in many ways. First, teachers of grammar, who
are participants of this study, will be benefited from the experience of the reflection.
Second, the study will try to investigate and contribute to a better understanding of how
teachers' practices influence the English grammar teaching by identifying the practices that
help students to acquire the knowledge of grammar or not. It will also offer some insights
to improve the current practices.
Thirdly, the study will focus attention on the importance of how some factors influence
teachers' practices which in turn affect the process of teaching grammar. Consequently, the
teachers’ education programmes in the Departments of English might benefit from the
insights of this study into English teaching in Yemeni Colleges of Education.

1.10 Research Hypotheses
It is hypothesized that teachers' practices are influenced by various factors such as: their
opinions about teaching grammar approaches, their personal knowledge, their knowledge
about their students, and their experience, etc. As a result of this influence, teachers'
practices of English grammar teaching whether they help students to acquire knowledge of
grammar, or they impede it has to be seen. The following hypotheses have been set for this
study to address:
1. Teachers’ practices, consciously or unconsciously, influence English grammar
teaching.
2. Teachers are influenced by various pedagogical factors that guide them in
determining their practices for teaching grammar.
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3. The weakness of students at grammar in the Departments of English is due to the
outdated teaching methodology which is adopted by teachers of grammar.

1.11 Research Questions
This study tries to answer the following questions:
1. What are actual teachers' practices of English grammar teaching in classroom?
2. Is there any relationship between teachers’ practices for teaching grammar and their
background context (teaching experience, and academic qualification)?
3. What kind of opinions do teachers have about grammar and its role?
4. Are there any general patterns in teachers’ personal pedagogical knowledge about
grammar teaching?
5. What theoretical backgrounds do teachers of grammar possess when teaching
grammar?
6. How do teachers’ practices influence students’ understandings whether practices help
students to acquire the knowledge of grammar or not?

1.12 Objectives of the Study
The study aims at investigating the influence of teachers' practices on English grammar
teaching at the first and second year levels in Yemeni Colleges. It aims:
1. To identify the actual practices followed by teachers in teaching grammar in Yemeni
colleges.
2. To identify to what extent teachers' practices influence the process of teaching
grammar whether they help students to acquire the knowledge of grammar or not.
3. To reveal how teachers of grammar are influenced by several factors that determine
their choice of various practices in teaching.
4. To investigate to what extent teachers' background influences teaching grammar.
5. To investigate the theoretical base that teachers of grammar use to implement the
grammar courses.
It is hoped that this study will render the research findings in a form that would help to
improve the current teachers' practices and to offer a clear vision of the teachers’ practices
and to know whether they help students to acquire knowledge of grammar or not.
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1.13 Limitation of the Study
This study will be conducted in the Departments of English in the Colleges of Education,
University of Aden. It is primarily concerned with the influence of the teachers' practices
on English grammar teaching at the 1st and 2nd year levels. It investigates how teachers'
practices that are implemented in the classroom to teach grammar to help students to
acquire the knowledge of grammar or not. So the study will be limited to the teaching of
grammar and its findings will not be generalized to the teachers' practices that influence
teaching skills of English i.e. writing, reading, listening and speaking. The study throws
light on some factors that influence the teachers' choice of their practices in grammar
teaching; however, it does not investigate all pedagogical factors that affect the process of
teaching in general.

1.14 Organization of the Study
The dissertation consists of six chapters. Chapter one introduces the topic, the aims and the
significance of the study. It also includes the hypotheses and the questions that have been
investigated, and the research plan. Chapter two presents an overview of the literature of
this study. Chapter three presents the methodology that has been used to collect the
required data. Chapter four comprises of the data analysis and discussion of the teachers’
questionnaire and the observation checklist. Chapter five has the data analysis and
interpretation of the students’ test results. It shows in detail the results obtained by the
students in grammar tests of the first level and the second level in the Departments of
English. Chapter six contains the expected outcomes of the present study and insights into
the field of English grammar in the Yemeni context. It introduces some recommendations
that will hopefully help to develop and improve teachers’ practices in teaching grammar in
the Departments of English in Yemeni Colleges of Education.

1.15 Conclusion
Chapter one aims at giving a broad overview of the study. It tries to give an explanation of
the status of English in Yemeni school system and the teaching of English at pre- university
education. It shows in detail the profile of English courses that are taught in the
12

Departments of English in the Colleges of Education. This chapter gives a clear idea about
the rationale and the significance of the study. It also shows the hypotheses, the questions
which the research investigates. It offers the objectives, the limitation and the organization
of this research.
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CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
2.1 Introduction
This chapter deals with the review of literature of the topic of the study. It is divided into
four parts. The first part concentrates on the different views about grammar teaching and
provides a historical glance at the stages of grammar teaching. It explains the role of
grammar in teaching English. The second part throws light on the status of grammar in
major methods of teaching English language such as the Grammar Translation Method, the
Direct Method etc. The third section focuses on the various methods of teaching grammar
or practices which are followed by the teachers when teaching grammar. The last part deals
with some specific factors that influence teachers of grammar in choosing their ways to
teach. It involves various modes of teaching in classrooms such as lecture, group work, etc.
and also shows some grammar practice activities.

2.2 Overview of Grammar Teaching
The teaching of grammar has been a vexing question for a very long time. There has been
an on-going debate about grammar teaching in ESL/EFL and in the studies of Second
Language Acquisition. The inconclusive debate about the best way to teach grammar has a
significant influence on the development of language teaching practices.
Different views, practices and methodologies of grammar teaching are there for teachers to
choose to suit their own learners and classroom environment. Corder (1988: p. 127) states
that “the methodological proposals in pedagogical grammar for teachers are often implicit
rather than explicit”. Nespor (1987: p. 324) points out that “the absence of clear guidelines
about grammar teaching particularly in situations when the context and environment within
which teachers work and the problems they face are ill-defined and deeply entangled. This
has led teachers creating their own personal practices about how to teach grammar”.
Teachers of adult English language learners vary in their views on how, to what extent, and
even whether to teach grammar or not. Researchers have contributed much to grammar
teaching especially during recent decades. More and more controversies or arguments on
grammar teaching have appeared. Some argue that if you want to learn English well, you
should never think about grammar. Because grammar is too complex and even if learners
have been given the rules, they will not be able to apply them in real situations. Newmark
14

(1979: p. 165) as cited in Ur (1991: p. 77) has reported that “the important point is that the
study of grammar as such is neither necessary nor sufficient for learning to use a language”.
However, other researchers reply by saying that grammar plays a very important role,
perhaps the central one, in teaching EFL. Thornbury (1999: p. 15) states that “teaching of
grammar offers the learner the means for potentially limitless linguistic creativity”.
The teaching of grammar has been the focus of language teachers and learners for many
years. The main goal of grammar teaching is to enable learners to achieve linguistic
competence; learners use grammar as a tool or resource for comprehension, and creation of
oral and written discourse efficiently, effectively, and appropriately depending on the
situations. McKay (1987) as cited in Nunan (1991: p. 154) suggests that there are three
different views on what it means to teach grammar. The first view is that teaching grammar
entails the formal explanation of grammar rules. While learners who receive a great deal of
grammatical explanation will not end up knowing quite a lot about the language, they will
not necessarily be able to put the language to communicative effect. The second view is
that teaching grammar is basically a matter of providing learners with practice in mastering
common grammatical patterns through a process of analogy rather than explanation. The
learner may become fluent in the structures they have been taught, but may not be able to
use them appropriately in genuine communication outside the classroom. The third view is
that teaching grammar is a matter of giving students an opportunity to use English in a
variety of realistic situations. The disadvantage of this approach is that learners will not be
able to provide explanations of grammatical rules of the target language.
Students who cannot understand how a sentence is structured also cannot readily see how
one sentence relates to another or how the sentences in a paragraph relate with each other.
In short, they have difficulty in seeing beneath the surface of the words and the complexity
of the ideas expressed in complex, interrelated language structures. Mulroy (2003: p. 118)
forwards some excellent arguments for the teaching of grammar to anyone who uses
language which is, of course of everyones. He (ibid) states that sentences always have and
always will consist of clauses with subjects and predicates and of words that fall into
classes fairly well described as verbs, nouns, adjectives, adverbs, pronouns, prepositions,
conjunctions, and interjections. Individuals who understand these concepts have a distinct
advantage over others where the use of language is involved—and that means everywhere.
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Grammar is often misunderstood in the language teaching field. The misconception lies in
the view that grammar is a collection of arbitrary rules about static structures in the
language. Further questionable claims are that the structures do not have to be taught,
learners will acquire them on their own, or if the structures are taught, the lessons that
ensue will be boring. In contrast to this point, Azar (2007: p. 9) has reported that the
teaching of grammar means teaching how English works through helping students to
understand grammatical concepts (i.e. the organizing principles of a linguistic
communication system) as well as particulars. Pennington (2002: p. 78) wants to bring
grammar “back from the margins and into the heart of language and the language teaching
profession where it belongs”.
According to Larsen-Freeman (2007: pp. 157-163), for someone to be able to speak and use
language accurately, meaningfully, and appropriately, all three dimensions of form,
meaning and use have to be learned. Instead of viewing grammar as a static system of
arbitrary rules, it should be seen as a rational, dynamic system that is comprised of
structures characterized by the three dimensions of form, meaning, and use. Here the word
dynamic, as Larsen-Freeman (2003: p.142) clarifies, refers to the understanding of grammar
as process and not only product.
Language proficiency consists of the interaction of several components of language, such
as (on a very simplified level) knowledge of language - competence, and the ability to use
language – performance. According to Larsen-Freeman (1991: pp. 279-295), form, function
and meaning are three interacting dimensions of language, and the classroom teacher must
decide in which dimension the students are experiencing the greatest learning challenge at
any given moment and should respond with appropriate instructions.
Celce-Murcia (1991: pp. 459- 476) indicates that grammar should be always taught with
reference to meaning, social factors, or discourse. Teachers must not go back to a situation
where grammar predominates and learners go through endless series of meaningless
exercises in order to learn correct forms.
In conclusion, due to the impact of linguistic research and work on language teaching,
grammar is now viewed as one component of communicative competence and is part of
language teaching. Grammar, including many aspects of linguistic knowledge-phonology,
morphology, syntax, semantics and lexis, is viewed as a tool or an instrument to create
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comprehension in oral and written discourse rather than something to be learned only at the
sentence level. Teaching grammar to ESL and EFL learners is aimed at helping them to
internalize rules and patterns that can be applied in language use. According to Nunan
(1991: p. 154), explicit treatment of grammar should be seen as a means to an end, rather
than an end in itself. Teachers should keep this end in view, regardless of the particular
pedagogical techniques and classroom activities they employ. It has become clear that
grammar is a tool or resource to be used in the comprehension and creation of oral and
written discourse rather than something to be learned as an end in itself.

2.3 Definition of Grammar Teaching
According to Ellis (2006) as cited in Chuan (2011: p. 13), broadly the definition of
grammar teaching is that it involves any instructional technique that draws learners’
attention to a specific grammatical form in such a way that it helps them either understand
it meta-linguistically and/or process it in comprehension and/or production so that they can
internalize it.
Singh (2008: p. 98) points out that the teaching of grammar is the teaching of the rules of
grammar as part of language education. In the context of second language instruction, the
teaching of grammar is generally aimed at imparting the knowledge and ability to use
language grammatically correctly.
Larsen-Freeman (1991: p. 280) also defines the teaching of grammar as "enabling language
students to use linguistic forms accurately, meaningfully, and appropriately". The grammar
and language teaching relationship in previous years was that far too much emphasis was
placed on accurate use of linguistic forms. Larsen-Freeman (ibid) provides a focus for
language teachers to move beyond the form to include meaning and pragmatics of language
structures. Celce-Murcia (1991: p. 466) stresses that “grammar is a tool resource to be used
in comprehension and creation of oral and written discourse rather than something to be
learned as an end in itself”.

By focusing learner’s attention on the aspects of form,

meaning, and pragmatics of language structures, language teachers can improve language
instruction.
According to Ur (1999) as cited in Widodo (2006: p. 122), in the case of the learners,
grammatical rules enable them to know how such sentence patterns should be put together.
The teaching of grammar should also ultimately centre attention on the way grammatical
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items or sentence patterns are correctly used. In other words, teaching grammar should
encompass language structures or sentence patterns, meaning and use. Azar (2007: p. 3)
has explained that one important aspect of grammar teaching is that it helps learners to
discover the nature of language, i.e. that language consists of predictable patterns that make
what we say, read, hear and write to be intelligible. Without grammar, we would have only
individual words or sounds, pictures, and body expressions to communicate meaning.
Grammar is the weaving that creates the fabric.

2.4 Approaches to Foreign Language Teaching
It is generally accepted that the central purpose of language teaching is to help learners to
enhance communicative competence, i.e. the knowledge the users of a language acquire
and posses that enables them to perform in language fully proficiently both in production
and comprehension of messages. To achieve this goal, different approaches are used by
different scholars. One cannot suggest an absolute and perfect approach to language
teaching. Each approach has its own impact on syllabus design, methods of teaching and
procedures in classroom implementation. In this section an attempt is made to discuss the
matter on the basis of three approaches, structural, communicative, and eclectic with
relation to theories about the nature of language and language learning that serves as the
source of practice in language teaching.

2.4.1 Structural Approach
The structural approach is the most traditional way of language teaching. It gives more
emphasis on the formal aspect of the language rather than function. Richards and Rodgers
(2001: p. 17) ascertain that language is like a system of structurally related elements for
coding of meaning. In structural approach, more attention is paid to structure and form of
language rather than the meaning conveyed by the language used. According to this
approach, communication in a foreign language is possible if learners have acquired the
basic sentence structures very well.
Stern (1983: p. 140) indicates that the main concern of this structure-centered approach is
to help students to know the language. It draws special attention to correct sentence
formation. This habit of formation can be developed during the repetition of grammatical
systems that have been set into pattern drills.
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According to Cook (2008: pp. 19-23), structural grammar concerns with how words go into
phrases, and phrases into sentences; how elements of the sentence fit together in an overall
structure built up from smaller structures. Wilkins (1976: p. 2) has also reported that parts
of the language are taught separately and step by step so that acquisition is a process of
gradual accumulation of parts until the whole structure of the language has been built up.
At any one time, the learner is being exposed to deliberately limited sample of language.
Brumfit (1986: p. 5) says that the main purpose of the structural approach is to provide a
coherent structural foundation on the basis of which genuinely spontaneous use of language
can be achieved. As a result, the learners need to be encouraged to practise the drills so that
they would master the language forms. Widdowson (1990) as cited in Nisrane (2008: p. 8)
also says that the assumption behind the emphasis on the mastery of language structure is
that once learners have achieved this semantic knowledge, then, they will be able to use it
pragmatically to do things, to converse, to read, to write and to engage in communicative
activity. It was assumed that the acquisition of these features will result in subsequent
communicative abilities. Most materials following the structural approach consisted of
mechanical drills, such as substitution and transformation drills. Such activities are
intended to enable the learners to solely internalize and memorize forms without requiring
them to use their knowledge of the forms meaningfully. Tarone and Yule (1989) as cited in
Nisrane, (2008: p. 8) write that the traditional language teaching methods and materials that
are based on structural approach are characterized by concentrating on the development of
grammatical competence. The students are expected to develop their grammatical
competence in the foreign language.
Carter and Nunan (2001: p. 39) explain that the structural approach calls for the teacher to
present students with an explicit description of grammatical structures or rules which are
subsequently practised, first in a mechanical or controlled manner and later in a freer,
communicative way. This is often called the ‘present, practice, produce’ approach to
grammar teaching (PPP). Richards and Renandya (2002: p. 154) quoted from ( Brumfit,
1979; Ellis, 1994; Skehan, 1996b) have summarized the characteristics of traditional
grammar-focused activities as follows:
•

Reflect typical classroom use of language

•

Focus on formation of correct examples of language

•

Produce language for display
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•

Call on explicit knowledge

•

Elicit a careful speech style

•

Reflect controlled performance

•

Practice language out of context

•

Practice small samples of language

•

Do not require authentic communication

Cunningsworth (1984: p. 32) and Widdowson (1978) as cited in Nisrane, (2008: p. 8)
argue that the acquisition of linguistic skills does not seem to guarantee the consequent
acquisition of communicative abilities in a language, which are appropriate to the context
of use, or to interpret the appropriacy of the utterance. The students may understand the
structure of the language, but they do not use this knowledge for actual communication in
real life situations.
Peterson (1986: p. 2) explains that in this traditional view teachers should always act as
'questioner and initiator'. The teachers model the target language, control the direction and
pace of learning, monitor and correct the learners’ performance. Peterson (ibid) says that
learners act the role of listeners, respondents or formal class students, while teachers most
of the time focus on accuracy. According to Thornbury (1999: p. 92), the classroom
activities traditionally are associated with accuracy such as drilling. The learners do not
have a chance to express their own feelings and desires as they want since their role is too
limited in structural approach. The inadequacy of structural approach is that it does not help
learners to comprehend and use the target language effectively. This causes the emergence
of other alternative approaches and methods in foreign language teaching to communicate
meanings.

2.4.2 Communicative Approach
The communicative approach concentrates on the message rather than on the form. It is
assumed in this approach that the language can be best learned through communication and
through the struggle of learners to convey the meaning.
Tudor (1996: p. 7) points out that the communicative approach is referred to as a recent
method of foreign language teaching that emphasizes the use and meaning of language
items. This could be the product of educators and linguists who had become dissatisfied
with the audio-lingual and the grammar translation methods of foreign language instruction.
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They felt that students were not learning enough realistic, about whole language. They also
believed that the previous language teaching methods did not help learners to communicate
using appropriate social language, gestures, or expressions.
Larsen-Freeman (1986: p. 26) indicates that these criticisms and counter-arguments against
the previous approaches lead to a new approach to language teaching which focuses on
language function and use rather than on the formal aspect of language. In the
communicative approach, authentic language use and classroom exchanges where students
are engaged in real communication with one another became quite popular. It has provided
a couple of developments in syllabus designing, implementation and evaluation. Richards
and Rodgers (2001), Hutchinson and Waters (1994) and Harmer (1991: p. 4) as cited in
Nisrane, (2008: p. 8) have stated that the communicative approach gives special attention to
the needs and interests of the learners. Tudor (1996: p. 8) describes that communicative
language teaching (henceforth CLT) provides a desire to develop course design structures
which are flexible and more responsive to students’ real world communicative needs.
Thompson (1996: p. 13) clarifies that students’ motivation to learn comes from their desire
to communicate in meaningful ways about meaningful topics.
Jones (1993: pp. 23-33) points out that the goal of communicative language teaching is to
acquaint students with the second language as it is used naturally in real contexts and to
provide those opportunities to use the language in these contexts.
The communicative approach to teaching second languages stresses the use of authentic
materials as input and stimuli for the completion of interactive tasks relevant to students’
interests, related with them and integrated in skills. Richards (2006: p. 2) states that
communicative language teaching can be understood as a set of principles about the goals
of language teaching, how learners learn a language, the kinds of classroom activities that
best facilitate learning, and the roles of teachers and learners in the classroom. He further
states that the goal of

communicative language teaching is to develop the learners'

communicative competence. According to him, (ibid: p. 3) communicative competence
includes the following aspects of language knowledge:
a. Knowing how to use language for a range of different purposes and functions
b. Knowing how to vary our use of language according to the setting and the
participants (e.g., knowing when to use formal and informal speech or when to use
language appropriately for written as opposed to spoken communication)
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c. Knowing how to produce and understand different types of text (e.g., narratives,
reports, interviews, conversations)
Vatpatten (1998: p. 926) states that “communicative language involves learners from skill
getting to skill using”. He suggests the functional nature of language and shows how
language teaching allows communication without a subsequent loss in grammatical
accuracy and other areas of discrete language knowledge. Communicative activities should
assist this process. The communication activities should invite students to interact.
Savignon (1997: p. 8) defines communication as a “continuous process of expression,
interpretation and negotiation of meaning”. Later she adds, “communicative competence
applies to both written and spoken language, as well as too many other symbolic systems”.
Since the ultimate aim of language teaching is to develop communicative competence, the
communicative language has to motivate them to express their own ideas and interests. It
can also promote the process through material preparations and task design. The materials
and the tasks can be designed to initiate learners for interaction.
Savignon (1991: p. 263) notes that the use of games, role plays, simulations, pair and small
group activities have gained acceptance and are widely recommended for inclusion in
language teaching programs. Learners’ communicative needs provide a framework for
elaborating the goal in terms of functional competence. As a result, learners are active
participants in the classroom tasks. They have freedom in the learning process. They
negotiate meanings, interact with their groups and solve problems by themselves.
According to Littlewood (1983: p. 17), communicative activities can have some
contributions to the process of language learning. First, they provide a whole task practice
which is distinguished from practicing language in parts. Second, they can improve
motivation because learners' needs and objectives are related to their classroom learning.
This way ensures the learners' success. Thirdly, they allow natural learning. Finally,
activities can create an environment, which enhance learning. Richards and Renandya
(2002: p. 154) quoted from (Brumfit, 1979; Ellis, 1994; Skehan, 1996b) have summarized
the characteristics of communicative task work as follows:
•

To reflect natural language use

•

To call on implicit knowledge

•

To elicit a vernacular speech style
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•

To reflect automatic performance

•

To require the use of improvising, paraphrasing, repair and reorganization

•

To produce language that is not always predictable

•

To allow students to select the language they use

•

To require real communication

In the structural approach of language teaching, the whole teaching learning process is
under the teacher’s control. There is no chance for students to practise the new language
items by themselves. However, in the communicative language teaching the role of the
teacher is limited. Littlewood (1981: p.19) states that “the CLT prevents teachers’
unnecessary intervention. They encourage students to enhance their communicative skills
and initiate their creativity. They have roles not necessarily dominant”. In supporting this
view, Littlewood (ibid: p. 19), however, explains that it does not mean that once a teaching
activity is in progress, teachers should become passive observers. It is the teacher’s
responsibility to manage the activities, facilitate communication process, guide students to
use the language appropriately and act as independent participants in the teaching learning
group without dominating it.
Brumfit (1986: pp. 5-61) comments on the communicative language teaching as it places
greater demands on the teachers than other widely-used approaches. This is because the
lessons tend to be less predictable. Teachers have to be ready to know what learners say
and just how they say it and to interact with them in a natural way. They have to use a
wider range of management skills than in the traditional teacher-dominated classroom.
Thompson (1996: p. 13) says that there are some misconceptions about communicative
language teaching regarding grammar teaching. There have been theorists and teachers who
point out that grammar is necessary for communication to take place efficiently. Thompson
(1996: p. 13) explains the importance of grammar teaching in communicative approach as
follows:
It is now fully accepted that an appropriate class time should be devoted to grammar,
this does not mean that a simple return to a traditional treatment of grammar rules.
They view that grammar is too complex to be taught in that over- simplifying way
from the teacher covering grammar to the learners discovering grammar.
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It is essential for learners to be exposed to new language with comprehensible context, so
that they can understand its function and meaning. It is clear that the communicative
approach to language teaching is relatively all around. It does not ignore the teaching of
structures and vocabulary. In the case of grammar, it plays an important role. It encourages
learners to use new items of language in a different context. Students are initiated to expose
the functional and structural parts of the language in use. Brumfit (1986: p. 61) and Brown
(1994) as cited in Nisrane, (2008: p. 8) indicate that the communicative approach is likely
to produce the four kinds of competence namely grammatical competence, sociological
competence, strategic competence and discourse competence. But other language teaching
methods concentrate on one or two competences.
Cunningsworth (1984: p. 32) and Harmer (1991: p. 4) suggest that to introduce a new piece
of grammar for a class, a teacher has to use various methods to teach forms, meanings, uses
and functions of grammatical items. The teachers should teach different aspects of grammar
items that help learners to communicate in the language. To accomplish this goal, it is
indispensable to use all possible options which can bring better results in language learning.

2.4.3 Eclectic Approach
Historically, language-teaching methods have alternated between two opposing approaches:
those that focus on analyzing the language and those that focus on using it. At one end of
the spectrum, students learn about the grammar, sounds, and vocabulary of the language,
but they may seldom or never be required to use it in meaningful communication. At the
other end, students begin using the language immediately in order to acquire it, (LarsenFreeman, 2001) as cited in Lynn Savage et al (2010: p. 5).
The eclectic approach for language teaching methodology is a theoretically well informed
global understanding of the process of learning and teaching. It is inspired by the
interconnection of all the reading, observing, discussing and teaching, and that
interconnection underlies everything that the teacher does in the classroom.
Mohammed Aslam (2008: p. 63) indicates that eclecticism refers to a teaching situation in
which the teacher does not use any one particular approach but includes a mixture of
different methods to suit the class. Rather than believe in any single way of teaching, the
teacher subscribes to moderate use of almost every style of teaching.
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Singh (2008: p. 72) has defined the Eclectic Approach as the approach that does not follow
any one system or method but chooses from different systems what is considered to be best
practical , or useful. The principle of choosing is according to one’s need, elements from
different approaches of thought and practising them as parts of matching method. A
teacher’s eclectic practice may be drawn from his/her knowledge and experience and
his/her perception of what good teaching should be.
There are two opposing groups in eclecticism, one is for and the other is against it.
According to Mohammed Aslam (2008: pp. 62-63), those who support eclecticism argue
that it has the potential of keeping the language teacher open to alternatives. An eclectic
teacher is supposed to be dynamic in using new techniques as they suit him so that learners
find the classroom interesting and motivating. Another argument in favour of eclecticism is
- no method is inclusive in itself. On the other hand, one of the critics of eclecticism has
said that eclecticism at the classroom level invariably degenerates into any unsystematic,
unprincipled one because teachers with very little professional preparation to be eclectic in
a principled way have little option but to randomly put together a package of techniques
from various methods and label it eclectic. Johnson and Johnson (1998, 1999: p. 104)
notes that “eclecticism’s strength is recognition of diversity, its weakness a tendency to
vagueness and lack of principle”.
The eclectic approach is supported by many researchers who recognize that language
instruction is context-dependent. In their chapter on the post-methods era, Richards and
Rodgers (2001: pp. 244–255) observe that “the choice of teaching method cannot . . . be
determined in isolation from other planning and implementation practices”.

2.5 Historical View about Grammar Teaching
This section talks about the history of grammar teaching and how this shapes teachers'
assumptions about how they teach it. Titone (1968: p. 2) indicates that the reason for
looking back is that “history gives us perspectives and past experiences give us the
opportunity to better perceive tendencies in today’s language teaching methodology”. In
order to fully understand the present picture of grammar teaching, it is useful to consider in
some detail the most important developments in its history. Ellis (1997) as cited in Nisrane
(2008: p. 2) explains that grammar teaching is one of the cornerstones in enabling learners
to communicate meaningfully and accurately and advance their communicative skills in
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second language proficiency. Ellis (1997: p. 52) discusses the importance of encouraging
language learners so that they are able to communicate in a foreign language and also feel
comfortable doing so.
Historically, grammar has played a central role in language teaching by often being the
only activity in language classrooms. Rutherford (1987: p. 27) indicates that “for most of
the 2,500-year history of language teaching …grammar teaching and language pedagogy
were ...virtually synonymous”.
According to Laimutis & Janina (2003: p. 7), the term grammar is derived from the Greek
word grammatikē, where gram meant something written. The part tikē derives from technē
and meant art. Hence, grammatikē is the art of writing. Since its appearance in ancient
Greece, the term has undergone considerable modifications. In ancient Greece and ancient
Rome the terms grammatikē and grammatica respectively denoted the whole apparatus of
literary study.
Scott et al (1968: p. 213) have reported that in the Middle Ages, Latin grammars were
widely used. A medieval concept dividing language into writing, speaking and thinking
caused a close association of the process of thought and grammar. And as logic –laws of
thought – appeared to be universal, it followed that grammar was universal too. One
grammar would do for all languages despite individual word variations. Thus, grammar was
a field of study for philosophers. Grammar, rhetoric and logic formed the trivium, the first
part of the usual university course. In England, this conception of grammar continued until
the end of the 16th century. Latin grammar was the only grammar learned in schools. Until
then there were no grammars of English Grammar. Scott et al (ibid: p. 214) point out that
the most influential grammar of English (published in 1762) was Robert Lowth’s A Short
Introduction to English Grammar, defining grammar as “the art of rightly expressing our
thought by words” started the age of prescriptive grammars. To a prescriptive grammarian,
grammar is rules of correct usage; its aim was to prescribe what is judged to be correct
rather than to describe actual usage.
Celce-Murcia (1991: p. 460) states that “prior to 1967 and for several years thereafter,
however, no one challenged the centrality of grammar either as content for language
teaching or as the organizing principle for curriculum or materials development”.
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A new, modern understanding of grammar appeared only by the end of the 19th century,
when the period of scientific (descriptive) grammar began. To descriptivists, grammar is a
systematic description of the structure of a language. With the appearance of structural
descriptive linguistics, grammar came to mean the system of word structures and word
arrangements of a given language at a given time. To transformational-generative
grammarians, who are an off-shoot of structural descriptive linguistics, grammar is a
mechanism for producing sentences. Stern (1992: p. 127) clarifies that “traditionally,
grammar has been the essential of language teaching”. According to Rutherford (1987: pp.
25-27), the current views on grammar teaching and learning can be traced back to
nineteenth-century thinking. There is, for instance, the assumption that a good knowledge
of grammar leads to clear thinking and aids intellectual discipline. Its central position in
language teaching has never been debated.
The word 'traditional' is often used in connection with grammar teaching when referring to
the beginning of the nineteenth century. 'Traditional' means a simple, straightforward and
systematic approach to grammar. This idea is rooted in the way as Latin grammar is taught
using a method called the Grammar Translation Method. Richards and Rodgers (1986: p. 3)
describe it by saying: “grammar translation approaches the language first through detailed
analysis of its grammar rules, followed by application of this knowledge to the task of
translating sentences and texts into and out of the target language. It, hence, views language
learning as consisting of little more than memorizing rules and facts in order to understand
and manipulate the morphology and syntax of the foreign language”, and an absence of
communicative activities.
One of the most important functions of language is communication. When we communicate
messages, we want the messages to be interpreted as effectively as possible. To reach this
goal, the messages we send to the hearer/ reader contain signals that guide him/her to a
proper interpretation and to avoid any misunderstanding or ambiguity. We send these
signals through grammar. Grammar is important and it is the stuff' with which we
communicate. Grammar operates not only at the simplest level within the sentence but also
beyond it.
In the development of grammar teaching, the communicative approach, which originated in
the mid-1970s, claims that the goal of the second or foreign language instruction and the
syllabus of a language course should not be organized around grammar but should be
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organized around subject matter, tasks, or semantic notions and pragmatic functions. By the
appearance of this approach, the focus has shifted to functions and social aim of language
rather than form, (Howatt 1984: p. 279).
Communicative approach has shifted the emphasis to language teaching, with the language
being perceived as a tool for communication to be used in a purposeful and controlled
manner. In other words, language instruction should be content-based, meaningful,
contextualized, and discourse-based (rather than sentence based). The new teaching
methodology requires teaching and learning in contextualized, meaningful ways, where the
students are interacting meaningfully in the target language. The teacher's role is primarily
to facilitate language use and communication; it is only secondary to provide feedback and
correct learner errors.
To conclude, during the last three decades grammar has moved from a position of central
importance in language teaching, to the status of an outcast, and back to a position of
renewed importance, but with some diminution when compared to the primacy it enjoyed in
the 1970s and had enjoyed for so long before that. Richards (2002) as cited in Furaidah
(2008: p. 80) points out that “in recent years grammar teaching has regained its rightful
place in language teaching”. Grammar is now viewed as one of the components of
communicative competence and thus it can no longer be viewed as a central, autonomous
system to be taught and learned independent of meaning, social function, and discourse
structure. Richards and Rodgers (2001: p. 154) have said that the communicative approach
to language teaching emphasizes meaning and how language is used; in other words, the
functional aspects of language. This emphasis leads to the implication that grammatical
accuracy is less important in communication. Palmer (1971: pp. 7-8) states that grammar is
the link to make our communications with other people meaningful and understandable.
According to Alexander (1990: p. 7), grammar is the support system of communication and
learning; it helps learners to communicate better using a language. He mentions that people
cannot learn a language without studying its grammar. Grammar along with lexis (and
phonology for spoken discourse) is the resources for creating meaning through text and for
negotiating socially motivated communication. These resources need to be learned and
taught. However, when taught, they must be taught in a manner that is in agreement with
grammar's new role. Finding effective ways to do this is the current challenge to ESL/EFL
teachers.
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2.6 What Teachers Should Know In Order to Teach Grammar
Teachers of grammar need to consider the following factors proposed by Celce-Murcia
(1991: p. 466). Firstly, each student has his or her own learning style. Some students have
an analytic learning style preference and feel completely adrift unless they are given
analytic grammar activities. Secondly, the age of the students helps teachers to determine
the extent to which they should focus on form. If EFL or ESL learners are children, they
should be given little explicit grammar instructions. By contrast, adult students need some
explicit focus on form. Thirdly, the proficiency level of learners is another factor to be
considered. For advanced ESL learners, the instruction becomes more individualized and
content-oriented. Teachers review those specific features that learners lack. Fourthly, the
learners' educational background is also influenced by culture. Some learners demand
grammar instruction because it meets cultural expectations. Fifthly, the educational
objectives assist the EFL or ESL teachers to decide what to focus on. Finally, there is the
consideration of the needs or goals of the learners in studying the language. If learners need
language to be a tool for further careers, teachers should put emphasis on formal accuracy.
Teachers focus on grammatical instruction and practice because these facilitate learners'
development of accuracy which they need. In presenting grammar, teachers should be
aware that they teach grammar but do not teach about grammar. Besides, the main goal in
grammar teaching is to enable learners to achieve linguistic competence and to be able to
use grammar as a tool or resource in the comprehension and creation of oral and written
discourse efficiently, effectively, and appropriately according to the situation. Celce-Murcia
and Hilles (1988) are in agreement with Larsen-Freeman (1991: pp. 279-295) that grammar
should never be taught as an end in itself but always with reference to meaning, social
function, or discourse or a combination of these factors. In other words, teachers are
required to have knowledge of linguistics, because teaching grammar as meaning and
discourse entails knowledge of syntax. Singh (2006: p. 183) points out some principles of
teaching grammar which teachers of grammar should be aware of. Here are some of them:
1. Students do not understand abstraction. Hence, teachers should not begin with
abstract statements of a grammatical principle.
2. A grammar lesson should begin with language. It must correlate speech, in which a
sentence is a unitary whole with reading. After the students have listened to it, try to
guide them to deduce the pattern that we want them to use.
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3. It is the meaning which matters most. So attention should be paid on the meaning of
the structure rather than on grammatical points unless they are interfering with the
communication of the meaning.
4. Encourage students to make up their own examples if we want them to use them so
that every student could listen to as many correct usages as possible.
5. Grammar should not be taught as intellectual exercise of the students, but the aim
should be to make them skilful users of the language. Teach the students to use the
structures of English correctly rather than teaching how to label them.
Carter and Nunan (2001: p. 40) indicate that since grammar is complex, and students
learning styles vary, learning grammar is not likely to be accomplished. So teachers of
grammar should know the following:
•

Lead students down the garden path, i.e. deliberately encourage learners to make
overgeneralization errors which are then corrected.

•

Provide explicit linguistic rules when errors are made.

•

Provide negative feedback by recasting (reformulating correctly learners' incorrect
utterances) or leading students to self –repair by elicitation.

•

It is pointless to teach everything the students need to know about a grammatical
category at once.

According to Qualifications and Curriculum Authority (henceforth QCA) (1998: p. 39),
that teachers should base their planning on a clear idea of pupils' prior grammatical
knowledge, to ensure that pupils are not taught the same aspects of grammar repeatedly and
to make full use of pupils' implicit knowledge of grammar. This is particularly important
with regard to the implicit knowledge that pupils gain from their reading, and their
understanding of language variety which they demonstrate in their adaptation to different
listeners and readers. Teachers should also consider the different needs and abilities of
pupils for whom English is an additional language. Teachers will need to decide the
contexts for grammar teaching, the resources needed to teach it, and the amount of time to
be spent on different aspects of grammar. According to QCA (1998: p. 39), effective
grammar teaching should:
•

involve teacher exposition;

•

encourage pupil investigation;
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•

focus on individual pupils' needs;

•

refer to previous grammar teaching;

•

include responses to, and assessment of, pupils' oral and written work.
(p. 39)

According to Tickoo (2003: pp. 186-187), some recent studies in language classrooms have
shown, that a) not all essential aspects of grammar are learnt without being deliberately
taught even in those SL classrooms where the target language serves as the medium; b)
intentional learning often works better than incidental learning and c) grammar teaching is
associated with meaningful use of language if time is well used in the classroom context.
He adds that grammar is best taught by methods and techniques that encourage the learner
for discovery of rules and which provide for both usage and use.
Thornbury (2001) as cited in Chuan (2011: p. 14) summarizes some rules regarding the
teaching of grammar: (1) the Rule of Context—teaching grammar in the context, i.e.
teaching grammatical forms in association with meanings. The choice of one grammatical
form over another is always determined by the meaning the speaker or writer wishes to
convey; (2) the Rule of Use—teaching grammar in order to facilitate the learners’
comprehension and production of real language, rather than as an end in itself; (3) the Rule
of Economy—to fulfill the rule of use, be economical , economizing on presentation time in
order to provide maximum practice time; (4) the Rule of Relevance-teach only the grammar
that students have problems with, starting off by finding out what students already know,
and don’t assume that the grammar of English is a wholly different system from the
learners’ mother tongue; (5) the Rule of Nurture—teaching doesn’t necessarily cause
learning, language learning is more often than not a process of gradual approximation.
Instead of teaching grammar, try to provide the right conditions for grammar learning; (6)
the Rule of Appropriacy—interpret all the above rules according to the levels, needs,
interests, expectations and learning styles of the students.

2.7 Objectives of Grammar Teaching
Teaching of formal grammar is part of both L1 and L2 curriculum though their objectives
may be different. In the context of FL instruction, the teaching of grammar is generally
aimed at learning the knowledge and ability to use the language (grammatically) correctly.
Swan’s (2002: pp. 148-152) assertion concerning grammar teaching must also be
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examined. He elaborates on the seven bad reasons for teaching grammar; these reasons are
as follows: grammar is taught because it is there; it is tidy as opposed to vocabulary; it is
testable; it is a security blanket for students; it is character forming; teachers have to teach
the whole system; it means power as it involves rules. In the same paper, Swan (ibid) also
argues for a moderate teaching of grammar for the sake of comprehensibility and
acceptability. The major aim of grammar teaching is that students should not only learn to
produce grammatical structure but also learn how to use them meaningfully, and
appropriately. Carter and Nunan (2001: p. 40) assert that grammar is best conceived as
encompassing three dimensions: form, meaning and use. Pahuja (1995: p. 220) explains
that grammar teaching aims to correct expression so it is a must. It is also behind the
language logic. Another objective is that it helps to provide insights into the structure of
language and to provide the criterion for judging the correctness of language. Grammar
provides the rationale of language. The main objectives of teaching grammar, as Singh
(2006: p. 179) indicates, are as follows:
1. To develop a scientific attitude about the language
2.

To develop students' insight into the structure of English language

3. To enable the pupils to express their ideas logically and correctly in speech and
writing
4. To teach grammar as a rule-governed behaviour and not as mere rote learning
5. To enable the pupils to develop their understanding about the rules of English
grammar through the use and practice of its structure
6. To develop their mental abilities of reasoning and correct observation
7. To enable the students to assimilate the correct patterns of the language without rote
memorization.

2.8 The Role of Grammar in Teaching English Language
Grammar gains its prominence in language teaching, particularly in English as a foreign
language (EFL) and English as a second language (ESL), in as much as without good
knowledge of grammar, learners’ language development will be severely constrained.
Practically, in teaching of grammar, learners are taught rules of language commonly known
as sentence patterns. According to Ur (1999: p. 3), in the case of the learners, grammatical
rules enable them to know and apply how such sentence patterns should be put together.
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Teaching of grammar should also ultimately centre attention on the way grammatical items
or sentence patterns are correctly used. In other words, teaching grammar should
encompass language structure or sentence patterns, meaning and use. Doff (2000: p. 4) says
that by learning grammar, students can express meanings in the form of phrases, clauses
and sentences. Long and Richards (1987: p. 26) add that it cannot be ignored that grammar
plays a central role in the four language skills and vocabulary to establish communicative
tasks.
Along the history of second language teaching, the role of grammar has been an issue of
controversy. According to Richards and Renandya (2002: p. 145), it has even been the most
controversial. Thornbury (1999: p. 14) asserts that in fact, no other issue has so preoccupied
theorists and practitioners as the grammar debate. Roughly, the debate has brought about an
extreme split of attitudes, namely, those who hold that grammar should receive central
attention in language teaching and those who hold that grammar should not be taught at all.
The former is reflected in the Grammar Translation Method and the Cognitive Code
Learning and the latter is applied in the Natural Approach and deep end or strong version of
Communicative Language Teaching. The other methods, fall somewhere in between.
Brown (2001) as cited in Furaidah (2008: p. 80) has clarified that today only a handful of
language teaching experts advocate the zero option of no form-focused instruction at all, as
recommended by Krashen and Terrel (1983) in the discussion of the Natural Approach in
language teaching. People have begun to realize that the debate has never really been about
whether grammatical competence is important but rather on how to teach grammar.
Grammar, according to Rutherford (1987: p. 9), is “a necessary component of any language
teaching programme” and thus, plays an important role in language teaching. However, the
focus on grammar in language teaching was challenged with the emergence of teaching
methodologies based on different learning theories, and such a challenge influenced not
only the content and the curriculum in language teaching, but also the implication for
teaching grammar. Thus, a fresh look at grammar was necessary causing linguists and
language educators to rethink the status of grammar in language teaching and learning. This
led to constant debate among language educators and linguists regarding the nature and
type of grammar instruction, which affected the understanding of how second languages
should be taught or learned.
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The advent of communicative language teaching has a tremendous impact on the way
language should be taught and learned. Celce-Murcia (1991: pp. 459-476) reveals that it is
a turning point for linguists and language educators to seriously review the role of grammar
in language teaching. The conflicting views about how grammar should be taught generally
vacillate between language analysis and language use. The Communicative Approach to
language teaching emphasizes the meaning and how language is used or the functional
aspects of language. This emphasis leads to the implication that grammatical accuracy is
less important in communication, (Garrett, 1986: pp. 133-148). However, communication
can generally be achieved most efficiently by means of a grammatical sentence or by a
series of such sentences logically related. In general, although researchers and language
educators differ in giving emphasis on grammatical competency, they all share the same
view that grammatical competency has an important role in the development of
communicative competence. Carter (1990: p. 117) points out that three issues emerged that
are related to the role of grammar in language teaching. Firstly, how teachers teach
grammar in the classrooms in ways which avoid formalism “without losing sight of the fact
that grammar is systematically organized”. Secondly, how teachers decide and find ways of
teaching grammar “which recognize that appropriate and strategic interventions by the
teacher are crucial to the process of making implicit knowledge explicit”, (Carter: ibid).
Lastly, Rutherford (1987: p. 9) adds how to cope with the incompatible relationship of
grammatical specification in a language syllabus with the nature of language acquisition.
Mohammed Salam (2008: p. 69) has explained that Krashen does not give much
importance to grammar. Krashen claims that the study of structure of the language may
have some educational value for high school and college level students, interested in
language appreciation or linguistic courses. However, it has little or no relevance in
teaching language to junior classes, where the focus is entirely on developing
comprehension and communication skills.

2.9 Grammar and Types of Grammar
2.9.1 Definition of Grammar
The problems researchers encountered in the process of trying to grasp the essence of
grammar and putting it into definitions are demonstrated in the following list of definitions
which provides an overview of grammar interpretations in a chronological order. These
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definitions seem to represent a development in the interpretation of grammar from a narrow
view to a broad one.
In everyday speech, the word 'grammar' is often used to refer to almost any feature of
language structure or usage, including spelling, punctuation and pronunciation, and is
frequently associated with notions of correctness in academic terms.
Leech, Deuchar, and Hoogenraad (1982: p. 51) point out that:
We shall use grammar in reference to the mechanism according to which language
works when it is used to communicate with other people. We cannot see this
mechanism concretely because it is represented rather abstractly in the human mind.
One way of describing this mechanism is a set of rules which allow us to put words
together in certain ways, but which do not allow others.
(p. 51)

Crystal (1987: p. 88) indicates that:
It is difficult to capture the central role played by grammar in the structure of language,
other than by using a metaphor such as 'frame work' or 'skeleton'…. Two steps can
usually be distinguished in the study of grammar. The first step is to identify units in
the stream of speech (or writing or signing) units such as 'word' and 'sentence'. The
second step is to analyse the patterns into which these units fall, and the relationships
of meaning that these patterns convey. Depending upon which units we recognize at
the beginning of the study, the definition of grammar alters. Most approaches begin by
recognizing the 'sentence', and grammar is thus most widely defined as “the study of
sentence structure”. A grammar of a language, from this point of view, is an account of
the language's possible sentence structures, organized according to certain general
principles.

(p. 88)
Richards et al (1992: p. 161) define grammar as:
a description of the structure of a language and the way in which linguistic units such
as words and phrases are combined to produce sentences in the language. It usually
takes into account the meanings and functions these sentences have in the overall
system of the language. It may or may not include the description of the sounds of a
language.
(p. 61)
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Batstone (1994b: p. 4) says that “at its heart, then, grammar consists of two fundamental
ingredients – syntax and morphology – and together they help us to identify grammatical
forms which serve to enhance and sharpen the expression of meaning”. In Addition, Brown
(1994b: p. 347) defines grammar as “a system of rules governing the conventional
arrangement and relationship of words in a sentence”.
Lock (1996: p. 4) says that grammar includes two aspects:
1. “the arrangement of words and
2. the internal structure of words”.
Ur (1996: p. 87) defines grammar as “a set of rules that define how words are combined or
changed to form acceptable units of meaning within language”.
Larsen-Freeman (2003: p. 142) points out that “…grammar is one of the dynamic linguistic
processes of pattern formulation in language, which can be used by humans for making
meaning in context-appropriate ways”.
For teaching purposes the broad conception of grammar is more appropriate, which is not
only a description of the rules for well-structured morphology and syntax but also rules
specifying the relationships between grammatical forms or structures and the real use. This
is termed communicative grammar by Leech (1994: p. 19):
I understand communicative grammar to mean an approach to grammar in which the
goal is to explore and to formulate the relations between the formal events of grammar
(words, phrases, sentences, and their categories and structures) and the conditions of
their meaning and use. In linguistic terminology, this means relating syntax and
morphology to semantics and pragmatics…. Grammar is acquired progressively as a
system …So grammatical knowledge evolves organically, rather than growing in
discrete steps.
(p. 19)

2.9. 2 Types of Grammar
There are various types of grammar such as prescriptive grammar and descriptive grammar,
phrase structure grammar, transformational generative grammar and functional systemic
grammar, etc.
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2.9.2.1 Prescriptive and Descriptive Grammar
Prescriptive, or traditional grammar, was the norm in the classroom up in the 1950s and
1960s. Prescriptive grammar emphasizes the memorization of the many rules of English
grammar and grammatical terms. Derewianka (2001: pp. 245-246) has explained that
traditional grammar divides sentences into parts labelling the parts as nouns, verbs,
pronouns, etc. He adds that traditional grammarians focus on the relationships of words in a
sentence such as subject, object, complement, adverbial, etc to show the different clause
types like SV (She was screaming), SVO (She eats ice-cream), SVA (He has been in the
room), SVOA (She keeps the books upstairs) etc. According to Williams (2005: p. 50),
‘traditional grammar is prescriptive because it focuses on the distinction between what
some people do with language and what they ought to do with it. The chief goal of
traditional grammar is perpetuating a historical model of what supposedly constitutes
proper language’.
Quirk et al. (1985: pp. 234-263) have described that in prescriptive grammar, the correct
use of language is prescribed by a set of rules. These rules are fixed. Unlike prescriptive
grammars, descriptive grammar recognizes that language is constantly changing. It is
argued that ‘correctness’ is associated with ‘prescriptive’ and ‘acceptable’ with
‘descriptive’. Woods (1995: P. 5) indicates grammar helps learners to express their
thoughts correctly either in speaking or writing. He (1995) further explains that certain
utterances that were considered incorrect grammatically at one time are now accepted as
correct. For example: the use of ‘a few’ and ‘a little’. In prescriptive grammar, ‘a few’
determines countable noun (a few students) and ‘a little’ is related to non-countable noun (a
little salt). Thus, we say ‘ few students’, ‘ fewer students’, ‘ fewest students’ and ‘ little
salt’, ‘ less salt, least salt’. But today, the use of less with countable noun as in less
students is also accepted.
Prescriptive grammar is a set of norms or rules governing how a language should or should
not be used rather than describing the ways in which a language is actually used.
According to Scott et al (1968: p. 214), the first grammar of English was prescriptive, not
descriptive. The most influential grammar of this period was R. Lowth’s Short Introduction
to English Grammar (1762). The aim of this grammar was “to teach us to express ourselves
with propriety... and to enable us to judge every phrase and form of construction, whether it
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be right or not”. Unfortunately, the criterion for the discrimination between right and wrong
constructions was Latin. As Latin appeared to conform best to their concept of ideal
grammar, they described English in terms of Latin forms and imposed the same
grammatical constraints. For instance, quoted in Laimutis & Janina (2003), a noun was
presented in the form of the Latin noun paradigm:
Nominative: the house
Genitive: of the house
Dative: to the house
Accusative: the house
Ablative: in, at, from the house
Vocative: house.
Laimutis & Janina (2003: p. 37) have reported that prescriptivists promoted those
grammatical variants which corresponded, in one way or another, to equivalents in Latin.
Anxious to do it, they prescribed and proscribed many of the constructions used in English
from time immemorial. They condemned the use of a preposition in sentence-final position,
e.g. who are you looking at? Or who are you talking to? The reason for the condemnation
was that sentences do not end with a preposition in Latin. But even in Old English we could
find sentences ending with prepositions. The rule, it is incorrect to end a sentence with a
preposition, was repeated in prestigious grammars towards the end of the eighteenth
century, and from the nineteenth century it was widely taught in schools. To quote Pullum
Geoffrey and Rodney Huddleston (2002: p. 627), “the result is that older people with
traditional educations and outlooks still tend to believe that stranding (i.e. the use of
prepositions in sentence-final position) is always some kind of mistake”.
Laimutis & Janina (2003: p. 7) explain that another restriction that the prescriptivists
applied to English was the Latin constraint on the use of the accusative form of a noun after
the verb (to be). Since 'me' is historically the accusative form of the first person 'I', it was
considered wrong to say: it’s me. Instead we must say: It’s I. The pattern, It’s me, which
had been common for centuries and still is, was thought incorrect since the Latin usage
made use of the nominative form of the pronoun. Another prescription was not to use the
construction, better than him. Writers of Lowth’s era used both, better than he, and, better
than him. Their preference is for the former, they explained by the fact that, better than
he, can be followed by the verb is and, better than him, cannot.
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Prescriptivists disliked variation and change. Correctness was associated with what used to
be the case. They disregarded English of their day: they would rather draw their examples
from the past. Even the English of the best writers of the past was sometimes regarded as
wrong if it did not correspond to their conception of correct English. Whitman (1975: p. 6)
points out that prescriptivists are conservative linguists: when there is a competition
between an older form and a more recent alternative, they dislike change which is identified
with corruption: the language of their ancestors had beauty, but the language of their
contemporaries is always diminished. Latinization of English grammar was also reflected in
the system of parts of speech. Patterning after Latin, prescriptivists set up a classification of
eight parts of speech: noun, pronoun, verb, adjective, adverb, preposition, conjunction, and
interjection. The English articles a(n) and the, having no Latin counterparts, were not given
the status of a part of speech, but merely referred to as signs before nouns to identify them
as nouns. Some prescriptivists treated the articles as a subclass of adjectives.
Prescriptivists, in defining word classes or syntactic structures, relied either on meaning or
function, e.g. a noun is the name of a person, place or thing; an adjective is a word that
modifies a noun; a sentence is a group of words expressing a complete thought; the subject
is that of which something is said; the predicate is that which is said of the subject.
To sum up, prescriptive grammar could be characterized by the following features:
1. Patterning after Latin in classifying words into word classes and establishing
grammatical categories
2. Reliance on meaning and function in definitions
3. Approach to correctness: the standards of correctness are logic, which was identified
with Latin, and the past.
4.

Emphasis on writing rather than speech

According to Bourke (2005: pp. 88-89), prescriptive grammar has been replaced by
modern descriptive grammar, which describes language as it is, not as it should be. Its
objective is based on a massive corpus of real English, spoken and written, and it considers
many structures that traditional grammar either ignored completely (e.g., determiners and
verb complementation) or discussed only briefly (e.g., aspect and adverbial clauses). The
descriptive grammar refers to the structure of a language as it is actually used by speakers
and writers. Odlin (1994: p. 3) reveals that descriptive grammar exists in large works such
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as Jesperson’s seven-volume Modern English Grammar on Historical Principles (19221942). Although he was a prescriptive grammarian in many ways, Jesperson (1942) had
elements that foreshadow a more modern approach.
Modern descriptive grammar came rather later with the much-quoted A Grammar of
Contemporary English, by Quirk et al. (1972), A comprehensive Grammar of the English
Language, by Quirk et al. (1985), The Oxford English Grammar, by Greenbaum (1996), the
Longman Grammar of Spoken and Written English, by Biber et al. (1999).
On the other hand, the purpose of descriptive grammar is to set out, in a systematic and
principled way, the rules that appear to govern how a language is used. The rules are
normally derived from the study of a wide ranging sample of spoken and written language
that has been systematically collected. The rules derived are descriptive rather than
prescriptive.
According to Bourke (2005: p. 89), descriptive grammar, and especially the corpus variety,
also exists in countless shorter volumes designed as reference grammars for advanced
learners and teachers of English such as the Collins COBUILD English Grammar, (1990),
Greenbaum and Quirk’s (1990) A Student’s Grammar of the English Language, CelceMurcia and Larsen-Freeman’s (1999) The Grammar Book, and Parrott’s (2000) Grammar
for English Language Teachers. It also appears as pedagogical grammars for learners of
English such as Willis and Wright’s (1995) Collins COBUILD Basic Grammar, Murphy’s
(1997) Essential Grammar in Use, Carter, Hughes and McCarthy’s (2000) Exploring
Grammar in Context, Swan and Walter’s (1997) How English works, Azar’s (1989)
Understanding and Using English Grammar, and Hewings’ (2001) Advanced Grammar in
Use.
Bourke (2005: p. 89) adds that descriptive grammar, like other kinds of grammar, relies on
structural analysis. It looks at syntax on many levels: morpheme, word, phrase, clause,
sentence, and text. For example, at the sentence level, each simple sentence is analysed into
its constituent sentence elements, i.e., subject, verb, object, etc. These high level units are
then analysed into their phrasal components, i.e., noun phrase, verb phrase, etc. Phrases in
turn are analysed into form classes .e.g. determiner, noun, etc. When it comes to
pedagogical grammar, most of the grammar can be conveniently packaged under the
headings NP (Noun Phrase) and VP (Verb Phrase). Corpus grammar claims to describe real
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English. In that the examples are taken from real contexts of English use and are not made
up as in traditional grammar. For instance, a traditional description of the future tense
focuses exclusively on ‘shall’ and ‘will’, and the many subtle distinctions that are supposed
to exist between them. An analysis of what people actually say shows that ‘shall’ and ‘will’
are seldom used in a purely predictive sense, however, they occur mainly as modal verbs,
indicating speaker attitudes such as willingness, determination, promise and refusal. Instead
of ‘will’ and ‘shall’, we find that other forms are used to express futurity.

2.9.2.2 Phrase Structure Grammar
Cook (2008: pp. 19-23) indicates that extending and developing the work of traditional
grammar, phrase- structure grammar highlights the relationship of words and phrases in a
sentence. It helps to understand how the structural relationships of words and phrases
support the meanings, which one attempts to convey through language. This relationship is
presented graphically using substitution tables or tree diagrams, which have been widely
used in basic grammar lessons. If traditional grammar emphasizes the written form, then
phrase structure grammar focuses on spoken form. Thus, the practice of drills using
substitution tables is an attempt to help learners to master the structure of the sentence.
Although it focuses on structure as it appears in language, the structure is presented without
consideration of meaning and communicative function. Phrase-structure grammars like
Transformational-generative grammar and traditional grammar also emphasizes syntax.
Phrase-structure grammar shifts the perspective from individual word to the sentence.

2.9.2.3 Transformational Generative Grammar
Transformational-generative grammar is a linguistic theory associated with Noam
Chomsky, particularly in his book Syntactic Structures (1957). Transformational generative
grammar does not teach us how to analyse sentences; it teaches us how sentences are
generated in a language. It attempts to define rules that can generate the infinite number of
grammatical sentences possible in a language. Derewianka (2001: p. 251) reveals that
Chomskyan generative grammar disagrees with structural grammar claiming that language
is not just a set of habits but ruled-governed behaviour based on universal grammar
structures common to all languages.
The starting point of Transformational-generative grammar is a rationalist assumption that
a deep structure underlies a language, and that a similar deep structure underlies all
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languages. These abstract deep structures are transformed into the surface structures that
characterize particular languages. Chomsky (1965: p. 4) claims that language has an innate
ability which is unique to the human species. Furthermore, he claims that language has
made in the mind, and hence grammar is the mirror of the mind. Odlin (1994: p. 4) notes
that “scholars have long recognized that grammatical patterning reflects, however
indirectly, a complex neurological system defined by the capabilities and limitations of the
human brain”.
Like traditional and phrase-structure grammar, transformational-generative grammar also
emphasizes syntax. In fact, it deals with syntax in greater details. Dirven (1990: p. 7) states
that “generative grammar focuses on study of syntax, which it considers the central
component, neglecting semantics”. If phrase-structure grammar shifts the perspective from
individual word to the sentence, transformational generative grammarians are interested in
explaining how our mind generates sentences, that is, from intent to utterance. Radford
(1988: p. 55) says that sentences are not just unstructured sequences of sounds but they
have constituent structure in which sounds are grouped together into words, words into
phrases and phrases into sentences.
Radford (1988: p. 401) describes transformation as, the process where deep structure and
surface structures are interrelated by a set of movement rules. The processes that transform
active voice to passive voice do not only depict the grammatical relationships between the
various constituents that make up the sentence, but also explain how individuals can
produce numerous sentences, which they have never produced or heard before.
Chomsky (1965: p. 4) considers language as a generative system not a close system; a
construct which accounts for understanding and producing infinite number of grammatical
sentences. To him, grammar should describe a native speakers’ intuitive understanding of
the language he or she uses. Chomsky (1965) establishes a system of formal rules known as
transformational rules that specify how ‘deep structure’ is to be transformed into ‘surface
structure’. For example, in sentences, the postman was bitten by the dog, and, the dog bit
the postman. The first sentence is a transformation from the second sentence. Although
both sentences have different grammatical structure, they essentially have the same
meaning. Chomsky’s transformational grammar offers insights into features of language,
which are important for language learning and useful for language teaching. Through
transformational generative grammar exercises which illustrate how the parts of a sentence
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can be rearranged, combined and substituted, learners can manipulate and play with
language at the sentence, phrase, and paragraph level.
Carter and Nunan (2001: p. 35) say that Chomsky’s primary concern was with grammatical
competence, i.e. the knowledge of a finite system of rules that enables ideal language
users in homogeneous speech communities to generate and understand an infinite variety of
sentences. Carter and Nunan (ibid: p. 35) add that Chomsky's transformational-generative
grammar posited the existence of a deep structure that determines the semantic
interpretation of a sentence and a surface structure that realizes the phonetic form of
sentences.
Transformational-generative grammar focuses on the speaker’s competence. This notion
was extended in the 1980s in what Hymes (1972: pp. 269-293) called communicative
competence. His model focuses more on appropriate use of language, i.e. on how language
functions in a discourse. Although not rejecting Chomsky’s model entirely, Hymes
extended it and gave greater emphasis to sociolinguistic and pragmatic factors. His concept
of communicative competence emphasizes language as meaningful communication,
including the appropriate use of language in particular social contexts.
A generative grammar is a set of rules that tries to include all examples of correct language
and predicts how these will be formed. The tree structure is important in the context-free
generative grammar model. It describes phrases in terms of constituent grammatical parts.
In the classroom, generative grammar is of limited use to learners and is not meant to be a
guide on how to use language. Learners looking for more information about grammar can
be supported by grammar usage books, which show how structures are used in a language.

2.9.2.4 Functional Systemic Grammar
Carter and Nunan (2001 p. 34) have explained that functional grammar conceives of
language as a large social interaction, seeking to explain why one linguistic form is more
appropriate than another in satisfying a particular communicative purpose in a particular
context.
Grammar started to have a more functional orientation and meaning in social contexts and
it became the centre of investigation. Functional approaches to grammar can be
differentiated from formal or generative approaches to grammar by their focus on the
communicative, as opposed to cognitive aspects of language. The most influential
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functional grammars are: Dik’s (1978) Functional Grammar and Halliday’s Systemic
Functional Grammar (1994). Their major contribution to the movement was to explore the
relationship between the forms of the language (the lexical and syntactic elements) and the
function of language in particular contexts.
In 1969, Simon Dik called his grammar approach “Functional Grammar”. Halliday
considered this unfair, since this is a generic name covering a wide range of grammars at
that time. To reclaim the title, Halliday started to use the name “Systemic Functional
grammar” for his approach, (quoted in Donnell, M. (2011-2012).
The roots of functional grammar lie in sociology and anthropology rather than in
psychology.

Functional-systemic grammar is concerned with making clear interaction

between syntax, semantics and pragmatics.
Dik (1991: p. 247) as cited in Carter and Nunan (2001: p. 35), has stated that:
the language system … is not considered as autonomous set of rules and principles, the
principles composing the language system can only be adequately understood when
they are analysed in terms of the conditions of use. In this sense, the study of language
use (pragmatic) precedes the study of formal and semantic properties of linguistic
expressions.
(p. 247)

Halliday (1994) approaches grammar from a social perspective. He is mainly interested in
pragmatic competence, i.e., knowing how to use language appropriately in order to achieve
certain communicative goals or intentions. According to Bourke (2005: p. 92), the basic
claim of Hallidayan systemic functional grammar is that every use (or function) of English
determines the form of the language that is used for that particular purpose. Grammar is
thus a tool for making meaning. For example, in expressing ‘certainty’, one may select
from a range of possible exponents, e.g.:
Ann broke the window. (Asserting)
I know that Ann broke the window. (Confirming)
It was Ann who broke the window. (Identifying)
Larsen-Freeman, as cited in Carter and Nunan (2001: p. 36), clarifies that in Halliday's
systematic-functional theory, three types of meaning in grammatical structure can be
identified:
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1. The ideational meta-function (experiential meaning) refers to the use of language to
represent the world and to how we experience it, (how our experience and inner
thoughts are represented) e.g.: to talk about the weather or to say what is going on.
2. The interpersonal meta-function refers to language as an exchange between people, as
in greetings, polite requests, giving instructions, etc. (how we interact with others
through language.
3. The textual meta-function refers to the ways language ‘holds together’ as a text, i.e.
how it forms a coherent message rather than just a collection of sentences. Textual
meaning (how coherence is created in spoken and written text).
The context in which the language occurs is also divided into three parts:
1. The field is basically what’s being talked about and relates to the ideational metafunction.
2. The tenor has to do with the role relations between the people in the exchange and
relates to the interpersonal meta-function.
3. The mode has to do with the nature of the exchange - whether it is spoken or written,
and the genre. It is related to the textual meta-function.
Halliday’s (1985) functional-systemic grammar, which focuses on the functional aspect,
attempts to account for how language is used. Utterances are viewed as some meaning
whose expression will vary depending on the situation. Thus, the semantics of the intended
utterances as well as the relationship between the speaker and listener influence the choice
of expressions. The linguistic forms and language functions are related through a network.
This network, which is called a system network, organizes co-occurrence potential of
grammatical types showing which types are mutually compatible, and which are
incompatible, (Halliday, 1985).
In simple terms, this system network consists of choices of expressions of various kinds
depending on the social context. For example, in greetings, there is a system network
consisting of a set of possibilities of which one is chosen, e.g.: How do you do? , Hello, Hi,
What’s up? And Good morning, Good afternoon, Good evening, depending on how the
speaker evaluates or assesses the whole context including the relationship with listeners and
their current state of feelings. He or she chooses one from these expressions. Likewise, the
sentences, To whom did you give this book? and Who did you give this book to? Both the
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sentences are grammatically correct but depending on the social context and the
relationship between speaker and listener both are used in different situations. We usually
use the former in a formal situation and the latter in an informal situation.
Functional systemic grammar approaches the language from the semantic point of view,
precisely the semantic functions of the linguistic forms. If transformational generative
linguists are interested in how the human mind distinguishes grammatical from nongrammatical structures, systemic functional

linguists are interested in how people use

language to communicate. It is about language in use where the purpose, situation, setting,
audience and cultural assumptions create context in the speakers’ mind. It not only deals
with how people use language but also looks at how language is structured for use, which is
constrained by the social context.
Lock (1996 : p. 1) and Derewianka (2001: pp. 261-262) explain that functional grammar
approaches language as a system of meanings rather than that of rules or structures and
analyse what people do through language; how they make and change meanings. Rather
than insisting on a clear distinction between grammatical and ungrammatical forms, the
focus is usually on the appropriateness of form for a particular communicative purpose in a
particular context. Functional grammar, according to Lock (1996: pp. 1-3) and Derewianka
(2001: pp. 261-262), emphasizes that language use varies according to the context, e.g. the
language used for chatting with a friend can be very different from the language used in a
formal letter. So it insists on the ability to use appropriate language in different situations.
Functional grammar is for use. It is a communicative grammar that learners can take out of
the classroom and use in the ordinary situations of their daily lives. It is not an unapplied
system in the head. Moreover, it is a semantic grammar, a grammar of meanings, in which
grammar is viewed not as a set of rules, but as a communicative resource. Its purpose is to
enable the user to make meaning, or to use the modern idiom of grammar. It applies to the
analysis of genres (text types), fields (domains of experience), tenors (who is saying what
to whom) and modes (oral and written). Thus, for instance, the narrative genre has a generic
structure or set of phases. Within each phase of this discourse setting, the grammatical
options are worked out, i.e., which narrative tenses to use, tense switching, discourse
markers, noun phrase modification, verb complementation, etc.
To conclude, functional grammar puts the emphasis not so much on correcting grammatical
errors or on syntax, but on extending the learners’ ability to use language effectively and
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appropriately in a variety of contexts. The key point is that taking text as a major unit of
analysis means that grammar is treated beyond the level of sentence syntax. The words and
structures that make up a text are known as the lexicon-grammar, which realizes the three
meta-functions, the ideational, interpersonal, and textual meanings of a text by patterning
words into phrases, clauses, or clause complexes. The impact of functional grammars on
the teaching of grammar includes the exploration of the context and the situation first, then
the specific genres are analysed and finally students are assisted to identify grammatical
patterns characterizing a particular genre. Undoubtedly, functional grammar brought a new
perspective into language teaching, which requires a pedagogical shift on the part of
teachers as well as learners.

2.10 The Status of Grammar in Major Teaching Methods
Understanding the status of grammar in language teaching has been influenced by recent
development in the fields of linguistics and psychology. In the field of linguistics, the
structural school with its emphasis on the description of observed verbal behaviour, surface
structure, performance, etc. gave way to generative transformation school of linguistics
with its emphasis on deep structure, explanation, etc. Similarly, in the field of psychology,
the school of behaviourism which emphasized stimulus-response, repetition and
reinforcement was seriously challenged by cognitive psychology which considers meaning,
understanding and knowing to be significant data for psychological study. Brown (1994: p.
4) indicates that “instead

of focusing rather mechanistically on stimulus-response

connections, cognitivists try to discover psychological principles of organization and
functioning…(and) by using a rationalistic approach instead of a strictly empirical approach
they have sought to discover underling motivations and deeper structures of human
behaviour”.
In this regard, a wide variety of methods of teaching have resulted from the influence of
these changes in the fields mentioned above. These methods were varied regarding explicit
grammar and its role in SL/FL teaching instruction in classroom. Thornbury (1999 : p. 21)
points out that in the last century the language teaching methods have been pre-occupied
with two basic design decisions concerning grammar. One of them is as follows: Should
the rules of grammar be made explicit?
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Here are the methods of teaching English language in the light of their approach to
grammar teaching:

2.10.1 Grammar Teaching by the Grammar Translation Method
The Grammar Translation Method (henceforth GTM) has its origins in the late 1700s.
However, the influence of the approach on ELT can be traced back to a period of
approximately hundred years, from the 1840s to the 1940s. Richards and Rodgers (2001:p.
5) reveals that the GTM was in fact first known in The United States as Prussian Method. A
book by B. Sears, an American teacher, published in 1945 was titled The Ciceronian or the
Prussian Method of Teaching the Elements of the Latin Language, (Kelly 1969). It is the
rule rather than the exception that ideas about language teaching and learning do not
replace each other over night, but have a tendency to coexist for some time and often the
future method takes up elements of interest from the previous method.
English was taught in the same way as the classical languages Greek and Latin, but of
course English as part of the European syllabuses was not accepted before the 1890s.
According to Richards and Rodgers (1986: p. 5), the GTM is “… a method for which there
is no theory”. Nonetheless, there are some typical characteristics of the GTM, some of
which have survived to this day. First and foremost, abstract grammar rules were taught
deductively, i.e. the rules were presented before practical examples. This method is also
referred to as explicit grammar teaching. Lists of words and grammar rules were typically
used in the classroom. The point of departure in grammar was the sentence. LarsenFreeman (2000: p. 20) has revealed that the GTM claimed that grammar rules are presented
with examples. Once students understand a rule, they are asked to apply it to some different
examples. Furthermore, the use of the L1 as the means of instruction was appreciated.
Communication in the L2, in our case English, was in fact not a goal at all. Accuracy as
opposed to fluency was the aim in language learning. Translation was emphasized, and thus
L2 sentences were frequently translated into L1 sentences, and vice versa. When it came to
language skills, the written skills (reading and writing) were of primary importance.
Richards and Rodgers (1986: p. 5) claim that the GTM is “… still widely practised, [but] it
has no advocates”. In today’s ELT, practices such as translation, using L1 in teaching L2,
and the teaching of abstract grammar and technical metalinguistic terms are evidently
derived from ideas developed during the period of the GTM. Thornbury (1999: p. 21)
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reveals that the GTM, as its name suggests, took grammar as the starting point for
instruction. The GTM courses followed a grammar syllabus and lessons typically began
with an explicit statement of the rule, followed by exercises involving translation into and
out of the mother tongue.
Yule (1996: p. 193) has described the Grammar Translation Method as a method where
many grammatical rules are to be learnt by heart. There is also a focus on written language
rather than on spoken language. However, it is often suggested that this method does not
give the second language learners a lot of knowledge of how the target language is actually
used for communication. According to Mohammed Aslam (2008: p. 23), the GTM was
replaced by structural theory through the Direct Method, the Audio- lingual Method and the
Situational Language Teaching, in addition to the Communicative Method. All of them
have different views of the GTM.

2.10.2 Grammar Teaching by the Direct Method
Thornbury (1999: p. 21) indicates that the Direct Method has emerged in the mid-to late
nineteenth century and challenged the way that GTM focused exclusively on the written
language. By claiming to be a natural method, the Direct Method gives priority to oral
skills and rejects explicit grammar. The learners, it was supposed, picked up the grammar
in much the same way as children pick up the grammar of their mother tongue, simply by
being immersed in the target language. Richards and Rodgers (1986: pp. 9-10) point out
that the Direct Method is unlike the GTM emphasises the spoken language instead of
written language and the acquisition of vocabulary through exposure to its use in
communicative situations.
Larsen-Freeman (2000: p. 28) indicates that one principle of the Direct Method is that
“grammar should be taught inductively. There may never be an explicit grammar rule
given”. In supporting this point of view, Mohammed Aslam (2008: p. 40) points out that
some objectives of the Direct Method are the use of every day vocabulary, structures and
grammar taught inductively.

2.10.3 Grammar Teaching by the Audio-lingual Method
Howatt and Widdowson’s (2004: pp. 1-361) book on the history of ELT explains the
various political and institutional aspects that have influenced ELT throughout the years.
Certainly, World War II played a decisive role in the development of the Oral Approach in
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America, known under the name audiolingualism, the dominant method from the midfifties to approximately 1970s. According to Richards and Rodgers (2001: p. 50 ), the war
made the world more global; American soldiers and personnel got to meet people from new
countries face-to-face and thus new languages such as German, Italian, and Japanese. The
Army Specialized Training Program, established in 1942, was to take care of the language
training needed. The program was extremely intensive and did in fact have impressive
results. Thus, an oral-based approach involving intensive drills was to become one of the
main pillars of Audiolingualism. Simultaneously, waves of immigrants coming to America
had to learn the target language, English. Language programs and institutions, and
specialization and research were to revolutionize ELT for years to come. The American
method had a lot in common with the British Oral Approach, but also differed from it in a
substantial way; it had strong links to structural linguistics and applied linguistics.
Bloomfield’s ideas about putting language into a system expressed in his book 'Language'
from 1933 had a strong impact on the development of structuralism. Nevertheless, Fries
(1945, 1952) and Lado (1957, 1964) were the most prominent proponents of the application
of structuralism, and the branch of applied linguistics called contrastive analysis, to ELT.
In structural linguistics, attention is paid to sentences and their constituents. According to
Larsen-Freeman (2000: p. 44), the major objective of language teaching should be for
students to acquire the structural patterns; students will learn vocabulary afterward.
Sentences were put into substitution tables and practised over and over again, preferably in
language laboratories, in order to let the learners listen to their own pronunciation as well.
In a substitution table, learners could easily observe the grammatical functions of words
after oral practice of the sentences. Dialogues were also a favored form of classroom
activity. Thus, the goal of this method, according to Larsen-Freeman (2000: p. 45), is to
learn how to use the language to communicate. The focus is not on accuracy, but on fluency
in the language. Language skills were ranked according to their importance: listening,
speaking, reading, and writing. Differences between L1 and L2 language systems were
predicted to make the process of learning difficult, whereas similarities between the two
language systems would simplify learning. In this context, when faced with a different
structure in the L2, the learner was likely to make errors (negative transfer or interference),
while otherwise the transfer from L1 to L2 would be unproblematic. Making errors was
negative and thus had to be avoided at all costs. Thornbury (1999: p. 21) reveals that
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audiolingualism derived its theoretical base from behaviourist psychology which
considered language simply as a form of behaviour to be learned through the formation of
correct habits.
According to Richards and Rodgers (2001: p. 56), Audiolingualism was influenced by
psychology, more specifically Skinner’s behaviourist psychology, where the concepts of
stimulus-response and reinforcement were central. In practice, this meant that a language
stimulus brought about a response from the learner, and the reinforcement could be positive
if the response was right and negative if it was wrong. This psychological basis laid a solid
foundation for habit formation through pattern practices and drills. Language was to be
practised until it was automated. Larsen-Freeman (2000: p. 45) has revealed that students
are not asked to memorise grammar rules but they are expected to induce them from
provided model sentences.

2.10.4 Grammar Teaching by the Communicative Method
Thornbury (1999: p. 22) explains that the development of the Communicative Language
Teaching in 1970s was motivated by developments in the new science and sociolinguistics,
and the belief that communication competence consists of more than simply the knowledge
of the rules of grammar. The CLT in the shallow –end version ( in a weak view) at least did
not reject grammar teaching out of hand. Thornbury (ibid) adds that in fact, grammar was
still the main component of the syllabus of the CLT courses, even if it was addressed up in
functional labels. Deed-end CLT rejected both the grammar- based syllabuses and grammar
instruction. A leading proponent of the latter view was Prabhu (1987), as cited in Carter
and Nunan (2001: p. 175), who headed a project in the schools in South India in which
learners were simply presented with a series of problems and information / opinion gap
activities which were solved under a teacher’s guidance through the medium of English. He
attempted to replicate natural acquisition process by having students work through a
syllabus of tasks for which no formal grammar instruction was supposedly needed nor
provided. The object was that the learner should succeed in completing the task, for
example, following a map, rather than they succeed to apply the rules of grammar.
On the other hand, Brown (1994b: p. 349 ) has described that the CLT does not mean a
rejection of grammar, but the adaptation of a different approach to the teaching of grammar.
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Reason, balance, and the experience of teachers in recent CLT tradition tell us that
judicious attention to

grammatical form in the adult classroom is not only helpful, if

appropriate techniques are used, but essential to a speedy learning process.
(p. 349)

Meaning, authenticity, context, communication, and fluency are some of the main values of
the CLT. According to Richards and Rodgers (1986: p. 66), “there is no single text or
authority on it, i.e. CLT, nor any single model that is universally accepted as authoritative”.
Teaching based on communicative goals has turned out to be very flexible and inclusive in
its methodology. One of the main characteristics of CLT is that it is learner-oriented. The
learner’s ultimate intention in learning the L2 is communicative competence, and how s/he
obtains such knowledge; it is dependent on different parameters like age, aptitude,
communicative need(s) etc.
In many parts of the world the most common way to teach languages nowadays is probably
the Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) which aims at giving the students a
communicative competence, as previously explained. Brown (2007: p. 18) suggests that the
CLT is many teachers’ catch-phrase when it comes to language teaching. The CLT is
mainly a reaction against the methodologies predominant in the 1960s, mainly the
Grammar Translation Method, and is to some extent a blend of previous language methods,
Howatt (1984: pp. 161-206).
Teachers nowadays do not use particular methods in their teaching to the same extent as
they did some 50-60 years ago. There is awareness amongst teachers that there is no
specific method one can use in order to achieve a specific result. However, many teachers
use different approaches. They are aware of the fact that both they and their students are
unique, and thus know that there is not only one way that works in every situation.
Furthermore, Brown (2007: p. 109) claims that many teachers confuse the CLT with the
exclusion of grammar teaching, whereas Cajkler and Addelman (2000: p. 110) suggest that
grammar teaching can be divided into formal and informal grammars. Formal grammar
means that the teaching is structured and the teacher explains rules and structures of the
language which helps motivated learners to plan their own learning. Informal grammar, on
the other hand, give the students an opportunity to use the language in authentic situations.
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Johnson and Morrow (1981: p. 64) have revealed that one of the criticisms of the CLT is
that the students are encouraged to communicate, even if it is not correctly done. This idea
can be regarded as a misinterpretation of communicative competence. Teachers may allow
their students to make mistakes thinking that these mistakes are, trivial, and that the
communication itself is the one thing that matters. However, Johnson and Morrow (ibid: p.
65) state that ‘trivial’ errors are not always trivial; if the students are allowed to make too
many mistakes their development will be slowed down. Moreover, students may be thrown
into activities that they are not prepared for and when they are trying to express themselves,
mistakes are made. However, the willingness to express oneself is a very important feature
of language learning, and it is important to remember that very few learners reach the
knowledge of a language where they can express themselves correctly in every situation.
Richards and Rodgers (1986: pp. 64-86) and Larsen-Freeman (2000: p. 121) explain that it
is based on the belief that a language is learned best when it is not treated as an object of
study but as a medium of communication. So the goal of the CLT is to learn the language
itself rather than learning about the language as was the case in traditional grammar. What
Johnson and Morrow (1981: pp. 61-65) suggest is that students should not be allowed to
make too many mistakes, but should not be corrected too much either. The allowance of
mistakes will slow down their learning development, and over-correction will make them
feel insecure and less willing to communicate.
To conclude, most of the methods of language teaching up to 1970s adhered to the
grammar syllabus; however, after 1970s the status of grammar teaching by the various
methods of teaching differed from one method to the other.

2.11 Teachers' Practices in Teaching Grammar
2.11.1 Overview
English Language Teaching enables students to acquire grammatical knowledge. The
teachers have the responsibility to develop the students' knowledge and skills of grammar
by using appropriate strategies and effective methods to teach grammar. But what is
considered appropriate and effective remains elusive as teachers are not given well-defined
guidelines to teach grammar. Therefore, the absence of any clear guidance on how to
approach grammar necessitates teachers to make their own interpretations and follow
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various methods in teaching grammar and different views of grammar in language teaching
methods.
Teachers’ practices in this study means the study of customary actions or ways of teaching
in a classroom. Singh (2008: p. 182) defines teaching practices as “a systematic organized
activity under the guidance of experienced monitors/supervisors”. 'Practice' means what
actually happens in a classroom rather than what should happen'. When new teaching
methods of grammar emerge to rectify the inadequacy of the previous approach, teachers
who are the implementers of the new teaching methods may reserve their views and
perceptions about teaching grammar according to the previous teaching methods. This is
especially so when teachers are advocates of the previous teaching methods either through
their experience as language learners or language teachers. These views and perceptions
play a crucial role in choosing the teachers' practices to teach grammar.
Celeste Kinginger (1998: p. 1) reveals that good teaching happens when competent teachers
with non-discouraging personalities use non-defensive approaches to language teaching and
learning, and cherish their students. In a summary of research, Blum (1984: pp. 3-6) as
cited in Richards and Renandya (2002: p. 21) identified twelve characteristics of effective
teaching. They are as follows:
1. Instruction is guided by preplanned curriculum.
2. There are high expectations for students’ learning.
3. Students are carefully oriented to lessons.
4. Instruction is clear and focused.
5. Learning progress is monitored closely.
6. When students do not understand, they are re-taught.
7. Class time is used for learning.
8. There are smooth and efficient classroom routines.
9. Instructional groups formed in the classroom fit instructional needs.
10. Standards for classroom behaviour are high.
11. Personal interactions between teachers and students are positive.
12. Incentives and rewards for students are used to promote excellence.
Here are some methods of teaching grammar adopted by teachers of grammar in their
practices of teaching in classrooms.
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2. 11.2 Teacher-centered Approach in Teaching Grammar
Teacher-centered approach in language teaching is the pedagogical model of instruction
which is the foremost instruction method used in delivering lectures. This mode of teaching
is also known as a teacher-directed approach. The traditional context teaching in this
approach is teacher-centered instruction in which teachers do most of the talking and give
instructions while students do a lot of passive listening and memorization.
Singh (2008: p. 284) indicates that it is an approach in which the teachers transmit or pass
on to the learners information and knowledge in the belief that receiving information and
knowledge, is learning the language. A teacher-centered approach, the transmission mode,
considers learners' minds empty vessels to be filled with transmitted information. This
approach does not conceive of learners’ minds playing any role in creating knowledge.
According to Rise (2008) (quoted in Yemen Times newspaper, p. 2), this type of teaching is
best characterized by the phrase, “the teacher is the sage on the stage”.
Celeste Kinginger (1998: p. 3) points out that the teacher-centered model views the teacher
as active and the student as fundamentally passive. The teacher is responsible for
transmitting all information to the students. The teacher talks; the students listen and absorb
(or take a nap). He adds that the teacher-centered model may be attractive to new language
instructors for several reasons:
•

It is the method by which they were taught.

•

It makes sense: The teacher should be the focus of the classroom, since the teacher
knows the language and the students do not.

•

It requires relatively little preparation: All the teacher needs to do is present the
material outlined in the appropriate chapter of the textbook.

•

It requires relatively little thought about students or student activities: All the students
listen to the teacher’s presentation, and then do related exercises.

Celeste Kinginger (1998: p. 3) has revealed that experienced language instructors have
observed that the teacher-centered model has two major drawbacks:
•

It involves only a minority of students in actual language learning.

•

It gives students knowledge about the language, but does not necessarily enable
them to use it for the purposes that interest them.
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Celeste Kinginger (1998: p. 3) has summarized the characteristics of the teacher–centered
approach as follows:
•

Focus is on language forms and structures (what the instructor knows about the
language).

•

The instructor talks; students listen.

•

Students work alone.

•

The instructor monitors and corrects every student’s utterance.

•

The instructor answers students’ questions about Language.

•

The instructor chooses topics.

•

The instructor evaluates student’s learning.

•

The classroom is quiet.

Richards and Renandya (2002: p. 46) indicate that the teacher of traditional grammar-based
class could be described as a tap pouring water into an empty vessel. The teacher has all the
knowledge about the new language and the empty vessels have to be filled with grammar
rules and the meaning of words. They (ibid: pp. 49-50) add that teacher-centered
methodology, which largely ignored individual differences and the contribution of learners
in the learning process, is, unfortunately, still ubiquitous in many ESL classrooms. The
interaction is dominated by the teacher, with the students mainly responding to the teacher's
initiatives. Ur (1996: p. 233) as cited in Richards and Renandya (2002: pp. 49-50) states
that “another familiar characteristic of teacher -centered approach is one in which every
student in the class is doing more or less the same thing, at the same time, and in the same
way”.

2.11. 3 Learner- centered Approach in Teaching Grammar
Singh (2008: pp. 131-132) points out that learner-centered teaching approach is “an
innovative model of approach to language pedagogy. It envisages a new culture of learning
and teaching”. To overcome the drawbacks of the teacher- centered teaching approach, this
model of teaching has been adopted.
Singh (ibid) adds that this newer model considers language learning as a process of
discovery. The learner develops the ability to use the language for specific communication
purposes. The teacher models language use and facilitates students' development of
language skills. Celeste Kinginger (1998: p. 3) has explained that in the student-centered
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model, both the student and teacher are active participants who share responsibility for the
student's learning. Instructors and students work together to identify how students expect to
use the language. The instructor models language use and students then use the language
themselves in practice activities that stimulate real communication situations. The active,
joint engagement of students and the teacher leads to a dynamic classroom environment in
which teaching and learning become rewarding and enjoyable.
According to Singh (2008: p. 132), the distinctive features of this model are as follows:
•

It is implicit from the beginning that the teachers' role is that of a facilitator.

•

Learning has to be done by the learner.

•

Learners are weaned off their dependent role;

•

Teaching aims at developing among learners: 1) cognitive structures to understand
and solve problems; and 2) enabling skills so that the learners may move towards
autonomy in learning.

•

Learners are encouraged to take responsibility of their learning.

•

Opportunities are made available for interaction and individual work.

•

Students are treated as individuals –as cognitive and affective entities (individual with
self-esteem and confidence in their ability to learn).

•

Students are encouraged to learn at their pace, according to their preferred styles and
needs for learning.

•

There are no strictly set procedures for teaching.

•

The mode of learning which is encouraged is the social, non competitive mode.
Collaborative learning and group work are part of this culture.
(p. 132)

Teachers in this model of teaching have a very different role. According to Rise (2008),
(quoted in Yemen Times newspaper, p. 2), this type of teaching can be characterized by the
phrase: “the teacher is the guide on the side”. Celeste Kinginger (1998: p. 3) has
summarized the characteristics of the learner –centered approach as follows:
•

The focus is on both students and the instructor.

•

The focus is on language use in typical situations (how students will use the
language).

•

The instructor models; students interact with the instructor.
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•

Students work in pairs, in groups, or alone depending on the purpose of the activity.

•

Students talk without constant monitoring of the instructor, the instructor provides
feedback/correction when questions arise.

•

Students answer each other’s questions using the instructor as an information
resource.

•

Students have some choice of topics.

•

Students evaluate their own learning; the instructor evaluates.

•

The classroom is often noisy and busy.

Celeste Kinginger (1998: pp. 3-4) has described that language instructors who have never
experienced learner-centered instruction can find it daunting in several ways:
•

It is mysterious: it is not clear what exactly an instructor does to make a classroom
learner centered.

•

It feels like it is not going to work: when students first move into small groups, they
may be slow to get started as they assess the assigned task and figure out group
dynamics.

•

It feels chaotic: once students start working in their groups, the classroom becomes
noisy and the instructor must be comfortable with the idea that students may make
mistakes that are not heard and corrected.

•

It sounds like a bad idea: The phrase 'learner-centered' makes it sound as though the
instructor is not in control of the classroom.

•

It requires more preparation time: instructors must consider students’ language
learning goals, identify classroom activities that will connect those with the material
presented in the textbook, and find appropriate real-world materials to accompany
them.

This final point is an important one. In fact, in an effective learner-centered classroom, the
instructor has planned the content of all activities, has set time limits on them, and has set
them in the context of instructor-modeled language use. The instructor is not the centre of
attention, but is still in control of students’ learning activities.

2.11.4 Teachers Teach Grammar Deductively
Thornburry (1999: p. 29) states that “deductive approach to grammar teaching, which is
often called rule-driven learning, starts with presentation of rules and is followed with
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examples”. This is the approach used in the Grammar Translation Method where teaching
begins with presentation of grammar rules and proceeds to practise of the rules involving
the translation into and out of the students' first language.
Dealing with the teaching of grammar, the deductive approach maintains that a teacher
teaches grammar by presenting grammatical rules, and then examples of sentences are
presented. Once learners understand rules, they are told to apply the rules to various
examples of given sentences. Giving the grammatical rules means no more than directing
learners’ attention to the problem that is discussed. Eisenstein (1987) as cited in Widodo
(2006: p. 129) suggests that with the deductive approach, learners are in control during
practice and have less fear of drawing an incorrect conclusion related to how the target
language is functioning. The deductive approach commences with the presentation of a rule
taught and then is followed by examples in which the rule is applied. In this regard, learners
are expected to be engaged with it through the study and manipulation of examples.
Brown (1972: p. 269) has stated that:
Since adults are capable of deductive reasoning and abstract formal operational
thought, grammatical explanations can also serve vital purpose if the grammar itself is
real, and the teacher is communicating meaningfully. Here, reference to existing
knowledge and motivating sets is of utmost importance, and the students must see
purposiveness in explanations.

(p. 269)
Larsen-Freeman (2001: pp. 251-266) reveals that it is obvious that adult learners appreciate
and benefit from direct instruction that allows them to apply critical thinking skills to
language learning. Teachers can take the advantage of this by providing students with
descriptive understanding of each point of grammar. In the case of the application of the
deductive approach, therefore, Michael Swan cited in Thornbury (1999: p. 32) outlines
some guidelines of what makes a rule a good rule. Here are some of them:
1. The rules should be true,
2. The rules should show clearly what limits are on the use of a given form,
3. The rules need to be clear,
4. The rules ought to be simple,
5. The rules need to make use of concepts already familiar to the learners, and
6. The rules ought to be relevant.
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Most importantly, when the rules are presented in the deductive approach, the presentation
should be illustrated with examples, be short, involve students’ comprehension and allow
learners to have a chance to personalize the rule. Nonetheless, Thornbury (1999: p. 30)
points out that the deductive approach has its own advantages and disadvantages. They are
as follows:
a. Advantages
1. The deductive approach goes straight to the point and can, therefore, be time-saving.
2. A number of rule aspects (for example, form) can be more simply and clearly
explained than elicited from examples.
3. A number of direct practice/application examples are immediately given.
4. The deductive approach respects the intelligence and maturity of many adult learners
in particular and acknowledges the role of cognitive processes in language
acquisition.
5. It confirms many learners’ expectations about classroom learning, particularly for
those who have an analytical style.
b. Disadvantages
1. Beginning the lesson with a grammar presentation may be demotivating for some
learners, especially younger ones.
2. Young learners may not able to understand the given concepts or grammar
terminology.
3. Grammar explanation encourages a teacher-fronted transmission-style classroom, so
it will hinder learner involvement and interaction immediately.
4. The explanation is seldom as memorable as other forms of presentation (for example,
demonstration).
5. The deductive approach encourages the belief that learning a language is simply a
case of knowing the rule.
The explicit rule presentation can enhance the learners’ confidence in doing certain tasks.
To be successful in applying the approach, the teacher needs to provide numerous
exercises.
Nunan (1991: p. 158) reveals that in dealing with any grammatical point in English, two
basic approaches are possible. One of them is a deductive approach in which teachers give
explicit attention to the differences in form. He (ibid) adds that it will depend on the age of
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the students, and the complexity of the grammar point which approach the teachers use.
According to Klein (1986) as cited in Widodo (2006: p. 126), it is useful to be aware that
there are two kinds of knowledge necessary to gain proficiency in a second language. These
are known as explicit (conscious learning) and implicit (subconscious acquisition)
knowledge.
According to Ellis (2004: pp. 227-275), in a practical definition, explicit knowledge deals
with language and the uses to which language can be put. This knowledge facilitates the
intake and development of implicit language and it is useful to monitor language output.
Explicit knowledge is generally accessible through controlled processing. In short, it is
conscious knowledge of grammatical rules learned through formal classroom instruction. In
this respect, Brown (2002: p. 285) explains that "a person with explicit knowledge knows
about language and the ability to articulate those facts in some way". Ur (1999: p. 83)
reveals that explicit rules are helpful to older or more analytically-minded learners.
Explicit knowledge is also obtained through the practice of error correction, which is
thought to help learners to come to the correct mental representation of a rule. Krashen
(1987: pp. 33-44) clarifies that this works if there is enough time to operate it; the speaker
is concerned with the correctness of her/his speech/written production; and s/he knows the
correct rules.
The deductive approach is often used with adult learners. Through the deductive approach,
a teacher tries to teach the rule explicitly to the learners so that they are ready to cope with
exercises given. Then, Nunan (1991: p. 158) clarifies that with adults, particularly
academically oriented adults, the students may expect and appreciate an explanation of the
grammar rule.
Krashen (2002) as cited in Widodo (2006: p. 130) explains that the deductive approach is
related to the conscious learning process. The deductive approach tries to place a great
emphasis on error correction and the presentation of explicit rules. Such an approach is
applied for the reason that it is an efficient and elegant way to organize and present the rule
that is already understood.

2.11.5 Teachers Teach Grammar Inductively
Singh (2008: p. 109) indicates that in this approach learners are exposed to a lot of
language data but are not given explicit rules. According to Thornbury (1999: p. 29), “this
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approach can be called a discovery learning approach since it starts with some examples
from which a rule is inferred”. “Direct Method is based on learning by induction”,
Thornbury (ibid: p. 49).
Felder & Henriques (1995: pp. 21-31) explain that an inductive approach comes from
inductive reasoning stating that a reasoning progression proceeds from particulars (that is,
observations, measurements, or data to generalities (for example, rules, laws, concepts or
theories). In short, Thornbury (1999: pp. 29-32) has revealed that when we use induction,
we observe a number of specific instances and from them infer a general

principle or

concept. In the case of pedagogical grammar, most experts argue that the inductive
approach can also be called rule-discovery learning. It suggests that a teacher teaches
grammar starting with presenting some examples of sentences. In this sense, learners
understand grammatical rules from the examples. The presentation of grammatical rules
can be spoken or written.
Eisenstein (1987) as cited in Long & Richards (1987: pp. 282-292) maintain that the
inductive approach tries to utilize the very strong reward value of bringing order, clarity
and meaning to experiences. This approach involves the learners’ active participation in
their own instruction. In addition, the approach encourages the learner to develop her/his
own mental set of strategies for dealing with tasks. In other words, this approach attempts
to highlight grammatical rules implicitly in which the learners are encouraged to conclude
the rules given by the teacher. Implicit knowledge is ‘information that is automatically and
spontaneously used in language tasks. Implicit processes enable a learner to perform
language but not necessarily to cite rules governing the performance,’ (Brown 2002: 285).
Implicit knowledge is unconscious, internalized knowledge of language that is easily
accessed during spontaneous language tasks, written or spoken. Implicit knowledge is
gained in the natural language learning process. It means that a person applies a certain
grammatical rule in the same way as a child who acquires her/his first language (for
example, mother tongue).
According to Brown (2000) as cited in Widodo (2006: p. 126), the child implicitly learns
aspects of language (for example, phonological, syntactical, semantic, pragmatic rules for
language), but does not have access to an explanation of those rules explicitly. As an
example: Jack speaks and writes English with good use of present tense, although he has no
idea about the grammatical rule behind it. Implicit knowledge is gained through a sub62

conscious learning process. According to Krashen (1987), this is illustrated by the fact that
native speakers of a certain language do not always 'know' (consciously) the rules of their
language. Thornbury (1999: p. 54) states that the inductive approach has advantages and
disadvantages, which are as follows:
a. Advantages
1. Learners are trained to be familiar with the rule discovery; this could enhance
learning autonomy and self-reliance.
2. Learners’ greater degree of cognitive depth is exploited.
3. The learners are more active in the learning process, rather than being simply
passive recipients. In this activity, they will be motivated.
4. The approach involves learners’ pattern-recognition and problem-solving abilities in
which particular learners are interested in this challenge.
5. If the problem-solving activity is done collaboratively, learners get an opportunity for
extra language practice.
b. Disadvantages
1. The approach is time consuming and energy-consuming as it teaches learners to have
the appropriate concept of the rule.
2. The time and energy spent in working out the rules may mislead students into
believing that rules are the objectives of language learning rather than as a means.
3. The concepts given implicitly may lead the learners to have the wrong concepts of the
rule taught.
4. The approach can place emphasis on teachers in planning a lesson.
5. It can place heavy demands on teachers in planning materials taught carefully and
systematically.
6. The approach may frustrate the learners, who by dint of their personal learning style
or their past learning experience (or both), would prefer simply to be told the rule.
Richards et al ( 1985: p. 73) as cited in Nunan (1991: p. 156) indicate that “with inductive
learning, learners are not taught grammatical or other types of rules directly but are left to
discover or induce rules from their experience of using language”.
Scholars and teachers investigated the advantages of inductive and deductive instructions.
For example, Tudor (1996: p. 211) says that there is not a single approach which is equally
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suited to all learners in all situations. In connection to this, Hammerely (1987: pp. 331-359)
cited in Girma (2005) indicates that some grammatical structures are amenable to
deductive, while others are better suited to an inductive approach. Cunningsworth (1987: p.
82) further states that “ it is useful to distinguish between those two learning strategies
although it would be wrong to suggest that an individual learner uses only one or the
other”.
To sum up, according to what has been mentioned above, when teachers teach grammar,
they should never hinder students’ learning by dogmatic attitude and exclusively sticking to
one strategy or the other. Teachers agree that it is very important to use a combination of
approaches. Teaching is a pragmatic process and teachers should use any methods to bring
the best results. It is not strange to use a combination of methods in solving problems. It is
necessary to choose the best element from deductive and inductive methods as conditions
demand for teaching grammar.
The deductive and inductive approaches to grammar teaching and learning have their own
strengths and weaknesses and teachers are left to decide within the two ends of the
continuum their stand on approaching grammar in a classroom. But in selecting or choosing
the appropriate approach to grammar teaching, teachers will draw on their opinions. Their
opinions related to English language teaching determine and justify what they choose to
teach, how they teach and why they teach the way they do. These opinions will take the
form of personal knowledge or personal theory. Larsen-freeman (2000: p. 1) quotes:
teacher of language, you have thoughts about your subject matter- what language is, what
culture is- and about your students – who they are as learners and how it is they learn. You
also have thoughts about yourself as a teacher and what you can do to help your students
learn. It is very important for you to become aware of the thoughts that guide your actions
in the classroom. With this awareness, you will be able to examine why you do what you
do and perhaps choose to think about or do things differently.

2.11.6 Teachers Teach Grammar Focusing on Form or Forms
It is necessary to define as clearly as possible exactly what these terms mean, form and
forms. Long and Robinson (1998: pp. 15-41) explain that focus on form as “an occasional
shift of attention to linguistic code features by the teacher and one or more students
triggered by perceived problems with comprehension or production”.
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Ellis (2001: pp. 1-2) defines focus on form as “any planned or incidental instructional
activity that is intended to induce language learners to pay attention to linguistic form. This
attention to form should take place within a meaningful communicative context”.
Long and Crookes (1992: p. 43) emphasize that focus on form “draws students' attention to
aspects of the target language code”. Doughty and Varela (1998: pp. 114-138) provide
three specific criteria for a focus on form approach:
1. The target of the focus on form should arise incidentally in the otherwise contentbased lesson.
2. The primary focus should be on meaning or communication.
3. The teacher should draw students' attention to form rather than leaving it to chance
that students will notice linguistic features without any pedagogical assistance.
Thus, it can be clarified that focus on form has a dual requirement to focus on a linguistic
feature without interrupting significantly a primarily communicative task.
Long (1991: pp. 45-46) asserts that, in focus on form, the instructor intentionally draws
attention to linguistic elements of the L2 but maintains an overriding focus on meaning and
communication. It is evident that a focus on form has two main features:
Firstly, focus on rules is less important than meaning. That is, the emphasis is on the
meaning of the language.
Secondly, focus on form sometimes shifts towards a focus on formal aspects, i.e. the
grammatical features of the language. This shift towards a focus on formal aspects. It
occurs only when meaning is not accurately conveyed or when the instructor suspects the
shift is necessary for comprehension.
Long (1991: pp. 45-46) indicates that a communicative task, with incidental focus on form
“overtly draws students' attention to linguistic elements as they arise incidentally in lessons
whose overriding focus is on meaning or communication”.
Carter & Nunan (2001: p. 37) point out that in focus on form instruction may enhance
learners' ability to notice aspects of English that might otherwise escape their attention
while engaged in communication. It helps students to notice the gap between new features
in target language's structure and how they differ from the learners' inter-language.
Another role of focus on form may be to fill in the gaps in the input since classroom
language will not necessarily be representative of all grammatical structures that students
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need to acquire.
On the other hand, Long and Crookes (1992: p. 43) define focus on forms as “the use of
some kind of synthetic syllabus and/or a linguistically isolating teaching methods such as
the GTM, the Audiolingualism, the Silent Way, or the Total Physical Response”. Focus on
forms involves more traditional approaches to grammar that consist of isolating individual
linguistic constructs out of context.
Long and Crookes (1992: p. 731 ) point out that a focus on forms involves ''treatment of
language as object, as the content of the syllabus and primary focus of instruction'',
whereas focus on form involves “treatment of language as object in context as an
incidental feature of task accomplishment”. Proponents of Focus on forms maintain that
FL should be taught on the basis of grammatical parts, and learners have to put each part
together by deductive learning and then apply these rules into real situations. The grammar
translation and the audiolingual methods are typical examples. Long (1991: pp. 45-46)
provides a more practical explanation of the difference between the two approaches:
Whereas the content of lessons with a focus on forms is the forms themselves, a syllabus
with a focus on form teaches something else, e.g. biology, mathematics, workshop
practice, automobile repair, the geography of a country where the foreign language is
spoken, the cultures of its speakers, and so on, and overtly draws students' attention to
linguistic elements as they arise incidentally in the lessons whose overriding focus is on
meaning or communication.
To compare focus on form and focus on forms, according to Long (1991: pp. 45-46),
focus on form refers only to those form-focused activities that arise during, and are
embedded in, meaning-based lessons; they are not scheduled in advance, as is the case with
focus on forms, but occur incidentally as a function of the interaction of learners with the
subject matter or tasks that constitute the learners' and their teacher's predominant focus.
Focus on form occurs just when the learner has a communication problem, and so is likely
already at least partially to understand the meaning or function of the new form, and when
he or she is attending to the input. Later, Doughty and Willams (1998: pp. 1-11) admit that
both planned focus on forms and incidental focus on form could work in classroom
teaching. But it should be a need for meaning-focused activity into which attention to form
is embedded. So the difference between focus-on-forms in traditional ways and the focuson-form is that the latter occurs in communication.
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In relation to the explicit-implicit distinction, two pedagogical approaches can be offered
emphasizing the differing degrees to which the teacher guides the learners’ language
processing. One is the implicit focus on form aiming at attracting learners’ attention and
avoiding meta-linguistic discussion. Helping learners pay attention to input features may
happen in different ways, such as consciousness-raising, noticing and input processing.
The other approach is explicit teaching, focus on forms, when teachers direct learners’
attention and exploit pedagogical grammar in this regard.
Consequently, it is entirely possible to combine explicit and implicit focus on form
techniques depending upon the particular acquisition circumstances. It is the teachers’
pedagogical decision how to integrate attention to form and meaning in their teaching.

2.11.7 Teachers Teach Grammar Focusing on Meaning
Focus on meaning is an approach where the main concern is the communication of meaning
without any attention given to the forms used to convey this. The Natural Approach of
Krashen and Terrell (1983) and other so-called non-interventionist approaches are
examples of this option. The idea is implicitly involved in Prahbu’s procedural syllabus and
in French immersion programmes in Canada, (Doughty and Williams 1998: pp. 1-11). The
starting point of focus on meaning is not the language, but the learner and the learning
processes. It is believed that second language acquisition is essentially similar to first
language acquisition; therefore, creating similar conditions should be necessary and
sufficient for second language acquisition. In ‘Focus on meaning’ approach classroom is
highly communicative, learners are presented with examples of communicative language
use and they are expected to analyse the language at a subconscious level and deduce
grammar rules simply from exposure to the input. Grammar is considered to be learnt
implicitly and incidentally.
The characteristics of this method maintain focus on meaning and natural communication
itself rather than on grammatical forms. In addition, teachers are able to be tolerant of
learners' linguistic errors. In fact that teacher accepts every inter-language form produced
by the learner.
However, there are some problems with a focus on meaning approach. Long (1991: pp. 4546) suggests that adolescents and adults fail to achieve native-like levels in a second
language because they have lost access to innate abilities they used in their early childhood.
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Consequently, it is insufficient to recreate the conditions of first language acquisition in the
classroom. Ellis (1994: p. 639) also claims that comprehensible input is necessary, but not
sufficient, so a pure focus on meaning is insufficient. Research in grammar teaching
suggests that some conscious attention to form is necessary for learning to take place.
Focus on meaning is a student-centered teaching method, which transfers the students’
attention from focus on the grammatical or linguistic forms to focus on meaning in output.
Focus on meaning, which is simply based on the notion of communicative competence,
asserts that the primary objective of a second or foreign language program must be to
provide language learners with information practice and much of the experience needed to
meet the communication needs in the second or foreign language. The past two decades
have witnessed a shift of emphasis in foreign language teaching and learning from
traditional focus on forms to focus on meaning. In contrast to traditional structural
approach, some studies (e.g., Maley 1986; Littlewood 1981) suggest that focus on meaning
is characterized by its concentration on language use and appropriateness, focus on fluency,
learner-centeredness and integration of language skills.
‘Focus on meaning’ views language as a tool for communication. It insists that inter-action
speaking activities in classrooms should be instances of real communication, and ensures
that students have sufficient exposure to the target language. All these would develop in
students an ability to use English for communication. This student-centered teaching
encourages active learning via student involvement. Students are encouraged to think about
an experiment with language, with the teacher providing guidance, supervision and
encouragement. While teachers direct and facilitate learning, students themselves have
ultimate responsibility for their own progress. Carter and Nunan (2001: p. 40) describe that
since it is important that students not only learn to produce grammatical structures
accurately, but also learn to use them meaningfully and appropriately. Larsen-Freeman
(1997a) as cited in Carter and Nunan (ibid) asserts that grammar is best conceived as
encompassing three dimensions: form, meaning and use.
Larsen-Freeman (2007: pp. 157-163) has explained that “for someone to be able to speak
and use language accurately, meaningfully and appropriately, all dimensions of form,
meaning and use have to be learned”. Larsen-Freeman (2007: pp. 157-163) adds that he
prefers “the tri-partitive view of form, meaning and use or function”.
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Ur (2009) states that awareness of grammatical forms and meanings may facilitate later
acquisition. So it is important to have occasional lessons where learners’ attention is drawn
to forms, often in the shape of an explicit rule, involving discussion of examples, and some
intellectual effort.

2.11.8 Teaching Grammar by Combining Forms and Meaning
There are clear advantages and disadvantages of the above mentioned approaches to focus
on either instruction, i.e. focusing on forms or meaning. According to Van Lier (1988: p.
276), the traditional grammatical pedagogy is out-of-date and teaching grammatical forms
in isolation does not lead to successful development in using forms communicatively. The
middle way, covering form and meaning, accuracy and fluency, would seem to be the most
sensible way to proceed, and indeed there currently appears to be a general consensus that it
is unwise to neglect either area.
To combine form and meaning instructions, Fotos (1998: p. 302) therefore proposes a new
syllabus in which communicative language instruction itself is important, but grammatical
instruction should be implemented in context. According to Fotos (1998: p. 302), early
communicative approaches to foreign language teaching for such instructions can be
conducted in two main ways: The first one is based on the fact that “… learners should be
able to notice, then process linguistic structures which have been introduced to them within
purely communicative contexts”. In other words, FL learners should attend to the target
language structures by exposure to numerous examples of communicative input. This is
called implicit grammatical instruction. The second approach is called explicit grammatical
instruction in conjunction with communicative activities.
Fotos (1998: p. 303) reports that such type of instruction has its own advantages because
after awareness of grammatical structures has been developed by formal instruction or
some type of implicit focus-on-form treatment, many learners tend to notice the target
structures in subsequent communicative input. Such repeated acts of noticing are suggested
to promote the learners’ comparison of the correct forms with their own inter-language
forms, triggering the cognitive processes, involved in restructuring the learners’ internal
linguistic system, and thus facilitating acquisition.
Where English is a foreign language, students have few opportunities for communicative
use outside the classroom. It is therefore nearly impossible to get implicit exposure for
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communicative input. As a result, explicit grammar-based instruction is still dominant.
Fotos (1998: p. 305) suggests that “if focus-on-form approaches are modified to permit
formal instruction before the communicative activity and feedback afterwards, they offer
considerable promise”. It is an important issue to find out how grammatical rules can be
explicitly taught in communicative activities. It is, however, a big challenge to focus on
accuracy and fluency, on form and meaning simultaneously. Ellis (1994: p. 639) proposes
two approaches to focus on accuracy and fluency: “First, activities can be devised that
require learners to communicate while also focusing their attention on specific formal
properties. Second, teachers can decide to provide feedback on learners’ errors during the
course of communicative grammar activities”.
Fotos (1998: p. 307) points out that it is believed that the grammar-based communicative
approach which combines both form and meaning can “significantly increase learner's
awareness of the target structure and improve accuracy in its use, as well as providing
opportunities for meaning-focused comprehension and production of the target language”.
To sum up, it is not sufficient for EFL learners to acquire accurate communication skills
only by input flooding, i.e. communicative activities, but also they need to acquire
grammatical forms. It is crucial to deal with both fluency and accuracy in foreign language
instruction. To achieve such objective, Nunan (1998: pp. 101-104) suggests that teachers
should keep an appropriate balance between formal instruction that helps learners to
acquire grammatical forms and communicative instruction that helps to facilitate
acquisition.

2.11.9 Teaching Grammar Using Consciousness-raising (C-R) Approach
Ellis (2002) as cited in Richards and Renandya (2002: p. 168) indicates that consciousnessraising involves “an attempt to equip learners with an understanding of a specific
grammatical feature, to develop declarative, i.e. describing a rule of grammar and applying
it in pattern practice drills rather than procedural, i.e. applying a rule of grammar in
communication, knowledge of it”. A C-R task is defined by Ellis (1997: p. 160) as “a
pedagogic activity where the learners are provided with L2 data in some form and required
to perform some operation on or with it, the purpose of which is to arrive at an explicit
understanding of some linguistic property or properties of the target language”.
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Richards et al (1992: p. 78) define consciousness-raising as follows: “It is an approach to
the teaching of grammar in which instruction in grammar (through drills, grammar
explanation, and other form-focused activities) is viewed as a way of raising learner’s
awareness of grammatical features of the language. This indirectly facilitates second
language acquisition”.
The main characteristics of consciousness-raising activities proposed by Ellis (2001) as
cited in Richards and Renandya (2002: p. 168) involve:
1. there should be an effort to isolate a specific linguistic feature for focused attention;
2.

the learners are provided with data which illustrates the targeted feature and an
explicit rule description or explanation;

3. the learners are expected to utilize intellectual effort to understand the targeted
feature;
4. misunderstanding or incomplete understanding of the grammatical structure by the
learners leads to clarification in the form of further data and description or
explanation;
5. learners are required (though it is not crucial) to articulate the rule describing the
grammatical feature.
In short, in consciousness-raising, learners are required to notice a certain feature of
language (that is, sentence patterns), but there is no requirement to produce or communicate
the certain sentence patterns that are taught.
Ellis (2002) as cited in Richards and Renandya (2002: pp. 168-169) adds that it is clear
from the list of characteristics mentioned above, that ''the main purpose of consciousnessraising is to develop the explicit knowledge of grammar''. Ellis (ibid) has stated that the aim
of this kind of teaching grammar is not to enable the learner to perform a structure correctly
but simply to help him/ her to know about it. Rutherford and Sharwood-Smith (1985) as
cited in Richards and Renandya (ibid: p. 169) put it that “C-R is considered as a potential
facilitator for the acquisition of linguistic competence and has nothing directly to do with
the use of competence for achievement of specific communicative objectives, or with the
achievements of fluency”.
To conclude, the theory underlying consciousness raising tasks has merits. Focused
instruction and communicative tasks may facilitate acquisition of the L2. Explicit
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grammatical knowledge and communicative tasks facilitate acquisition of the L2. Once learners
are aware of grammatical forms they will notice them in their input. Noticing structures in the
comprehensible input is a prerequisite to acquiring them.

A consciousness-raising approach is contrasted with traditional approaches to the teaching
of grammar in which the goal is to instill correct grammatical patterns and habits directly.
Nunan (1991: p. 149) stipulates that C-R contrasts with traditional grammar instruction in a
number of important respects:
1. There is much greater attention paid to form-function relationships.
2. C-R attempts to situate the grammar structures and elements in question with a
broader discoursal context.
3. It takes an organic rather than linear view of learning.
Nunan (ibid) adds that unlike traditional approach to teaching grammar, C-R fulfils a
process rather than a product role. It is a facilitator, a means to an end rather than an end in
itself. Carter and Nunan (2001: pp. 231-240) indicate that C-R emphasis is on the cognitive
process of noticing input or making explicit learners' intuitive knowledge about language,
in the belief that an awareness of form will contribute to more efficient acquisition.

2.11.10 Teaching Grammar Using Task-based Approach
Teaching grammar is influenced by the developments in the fields of linguistics and
psychology which resulted in the shift from structurally dominated English as foreign
language methodology to more communicatively oriented one. New methods have
prevailed in language teaching in general and grammar instruction in particular. Taskbased approach to grammar instruction is more meaning- focused than rule-focused.
According to Richards and Rodgers (2001: p. 151), “task- based teaching can be regarded
as a recent version of communicative methodology”.
This method has a learner centered approach. According to this approach, the need for
introducing a certain grammatical rule arises in the first place because of the need of the
learner to communicate. This model of teaching grammar, as Thornbury (1999: p. 129)
explains, adopts a fluency to accuracy sequence, in other words, the learning cycle begins
with the meanings that learners want to convey. They try to express these meanings using
their available resources. The get the guidance for using it better, which may include
explicit grammar instruction. Proponents of communicative approach proposed a fluency–
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first

model of instruction that is called task-based: first the learners perform

communicative tasks that the teacher has set them, the teacher then uses this to identify
language features that learners could have used in order to communicate their intentions
more effectively. These features are taught and practised before students re-perform the
original or similar tasks.
Nunan (1989: p. 10) defines a communicative task as “a piece of classroom work which
involves learners in comprehending, manipulating, producing or interacting in the target
language while their attention is principally focused on meaning rather than form”. Willis
(1996) as cited in Carter and Nunan (2001: p. 173) defines a task as “an activity where the
target language is used by the learners for a communicative purpose or goal in order to
achieve an outcome”. Here the notion of meaning is subsumed in the outcome.
Thornbury (1999: p. 129) opines that task- based approach has its own problems such as
the selection of tasks, the ordering of tasks and the evaluation of tasks. Due to these
problems, task-based teaching has had a mixed reception. Nevertheless many teachers are
finding ways of marrying elements of a task-based approach with traditional syllabus.
Larsen-Freeman (2007: pp. 157-163) has stated that “grammar is a dynamic system, which
needs to be taught as a fifth skill”. If teachers understand this, they have to get students to
use grammatical structures accurately, meaningfully and appropriately. Then the students
have to use grammar structures in meaningful and engaging activities. Carter and Nunan
(2001: p. 174) point out that in a task-based approach, language development is prompted
by language use, with the study of language form playing a secondary role. Skehan (1992)
as cited in Carter and Nunan (2001: p. 174) suggests that learning is prompted by the need
to communicate, but argues that learning will be more efficient if:
1. there is a need to focus on accuracy within a task-based methodology.
2. there is a critical focus on language form within the task-based cycle.
The major shift in language pedagogy received additional force from second language
acquisition researchers who sought to account for grammatical developments by examining
how meaning was negotiated in learners' interaction. Second Language researcher, Hatch
(1978: p. 409) as cited in Carter and Nunan (ibid) comments: “One learns how to do
conversation, one learns how to interact verbally and out of this interaction, syntactic
structures are developed”. Widdowson (1990) and Bygate et al (1994) as cited in Carter and
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Nunan (2001: pp. 36-37) point out that “to this day communicative language teaching
prevails, although concern has been expressed that newer approaches are practised at the
expense of language form”.
To conclude, several trends have emerged in the area of teaching grammar. Many
traditional approaches to language teaching are based on a focus on grammatical forms and
a cycle of activities that involves presentation of a new language item, practice of the item
under controlled conditions, and a production phase in which learners try out the form in a
more communication context. This has been referred to as the P-P-P approach. This
approach was gradually replaced in 1980s by teaching methods which focus on
communication rather than grammar as the key dimension of learning and teaching. Early
models of the CLT used functional units of organization and practice to replace
grammatical ones. More recently, however, the unit of 'task' has been proposed as an
alternative to other units of presentation or practice. A blend of deductive and inductive
grammar instruction has emerged for its possible effect on increasing interaction inside the
EFL class. More learner- centered approaches to grammar instruction (task-based model of
instruction) are attempting to integrate the specific linguistic needs of the learner into the
grammar component of the language in classrooms.

2.12 Factors Influencing the Grammar Teachers' Choice of Teaching
Practices
The researcher realizes that there are various pedagogical factors that affect actual teachers'
practices in the classroom. Such factors require more and more investigations and
researches. However, in order to understand how teachers of grammar deal with the
complexities of grammar teaching in the language classroom, it is necessary to shed light
on teachers' opinions, their practical experiences and their personal pedagogical knowledge
of grammar that underlie teachers' instructional practices and accordingly affect their
decision in choosing the method of teaching.

2.12.1 Teachers' Beliefs or Opinions
Borg (1998a: p. 19) says that teacher cognition includes “the store of beliefs, knowledge,
assumptions, theories, and attitudes about all aspects of their work which teachers hold and
which have a powerful impact on teachers’ classroom practices”. Studies of teacher
cognition have gained attention since 1980s as a result of the emergence of an alternative
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conception of teaching as a process of active decision making informed by teachers’ beliefs
and attitudes.
According to Borg (2003: p. 81), teacher beliefs constitute one of the dimensions of teacher
cognition, an inclusive concept for the complexity of teachers' mental lives, which has
become a well-established area of analysis in second language (L2) teaching and learning.
In particular, teacher cognition refers to the unobservable cognitive dimension of teaching
what teachers know, believe, and think. Connelly et al (1997: pp. 665-674) register that
knowledge about teaching may be influenced by personal experience (personal educational
and social background); with schooling and instruction; and experience with formal and
pedagogical knowledge.
Richards (1998: pp. 65-85) indicates that teachers' beliefs result from the relationship
between (a) the values, goals, and assumptions that teachers have about the content and
development of teaching, and (b) the understanding of the social, cultural, and institutional
context where teaching takes place. Breen et al (2001: pp. 470-501) have clarified that
teacher’s thinking involves the guiding principles or assumptions that teachers articulate in
relation to their classroom work.
Despite the increased interest in the area of teachers' beliefs and the influence of such
beliefs on the teachers' classroom practices, the area seems to be relatively unexplored in
connection with grammar teaching in the university context. According to Nespor (1987:
pp. 317-328) and Pajares (1992: p. 307), beliefs are defined as “personal constructs that can
provide an understanding of a teacher’s practice. Beliefs are part of our language, and are
signalled by different aspects of our language”.
Eisenhart et al (1988: p. 54) define a belief as: “an attitude consistently applied to an
activity”. They suggest that beliefs, by affecting the way in which we perceive reality,
guide both our thoughts and our behaviour. Richards and Lockhart (1996: p. 30) state that
“teachers' beliefs are founded on the goals, values, and beliefs that teachers hold in relation
to the context and process of teaching and their understanding of the systems in which they
work and their roles within it. These beliefs and values serve as the background to much of
teachers’ decision making in the classroom”.
Richards and Lockhart (1996: pp. 30-31) summarize that teachers’ beliefs systems are
derived from a number of different sources. They are as follows:
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1. Their own experience as language learners
2. Their experience of what works best
3. Established practices
4. Teachers' personality factors
5. Education- based or research-based principles
6. Principles derived from an approach or method of teaching

2.12.2 Teachers’ Practical Knowledge
Teachers’ practical knowledge has been interpreted differently in various studies although
they share some similarities. In Borg’s (2003: p. 81) study, teachers’ practical knowledge is
included in a general framework of teacher cognition and explained as “what teachers
know, believe, and think”.
Elbaz (1983: p. 5) argues that teacher’s practical knowledge “encompasses first-hand
experience of students’ learning styles, interests, needs, strengths and difficulties, and a
repertoire of instructional techniques and classroom management skills”. For Connelly &
Clandinin (1988: p. 25), “teacher’s personal practical knowledge is found in the teacher’s
practice. It is, for any teacher, a particular way of reconstructing the past and the intentions
of the future to deal with the exigencies of a present situation”.
Borg (2003: p. 81) and Grossman (1990) have explained that the teacher’s practical
knowledge is also shaped by various background sources, such as professional coursework,
teaching experience, disciplinary knowledge, apprenticeship of observation derived from
the time spent in school, personal characteristics, frequency, nature of reflection, and the
school context.
Fenstermacher (1994: pp. 3-56) argues that practical knowledge is the knowledge that
teachers generate as a result of their experiences as teachers and their reflection on their
experiences. In supporting this idea, Elbaz (1983: p. 45) identifies the content of practical
knowledge as knowledge of self, the milieu of teaching, subject matter, curriculum
development and instruction. She (ibid) also identifies the ways teachers hold and use their
knowledge as situational, theoretical, personal, social and experiential and she proposed
three interrelated levels of structure within that knowledge: rules of practice, practical
principles, and images.
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Ellis (1998: p. 40) states that practical knowledge is implicit and intuitive. Individuals
generally are not aware of what they particularly know. The great advantage of practical
knowledge is that it is proceduralized and thus, can be drawn on rapidly and efficiently to
handle practical cases. He further states that, practising professionals are primarily
concerned with actions and for this reason they depend extensively on practical knowledge.
Calderhead (1996) supports this explanation clarifying that teachers rely to a large extent
on their practical knowledge.
Meijer et al (1999: p. 60) identify the characteristics of practical knowledge as follows:
1. It is personal: every teacher's practical knowledge is to some extent unique.
2. It is contextual: defined in and adapted to the class room situation.
3. It is based on the reflection on experience, indicating that it originates in and
develops through experiences in teaching.
4. It is mainly tacit: teachers are often by definition not able to articulate their
knowledge.
5. It guides teachers’ practices.
6. It is content related: connected with the subject that is taught.
(p. 60)
Borg (2003: p. 88) states that “teachers’ prior language learning experiences establish
cognitions about learning and language learning which form the basis of their initial
conceptualizations of L2 teaching during teacher education, and which may continue to be
influential throughout their professional lives”.
Teachers’ knowledge is influenced by their experience as professionals. Nespor (1987), in
her study on the role of beliefs in the practice of teaching, gives a structured framework on
teachers’ beliefs. One of these categories, the episodic structure, was related to prior
experiences of teachers. Nespor (1987: p. 320) finds out that, “a number of teachers
suggested that critical episodes or experiences gained earlier in their teaching careers were
important on their present practices”.
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2.12.3 Teachers' Personal Pedagogical Knowledge
Personal pedagogical knowledge is another factor that affects teachers' practices on
teaching grammar. According to Singh (2008: p. 174) , pedagogical knowledge is known as
professional knowledge that consists of teachers' awareness of the dynamics of teaching
reflected in such abilities as the ability to organize the class, plan the lesson, conduct
classroom routines, employ appropriate audio-visual aids, and steer classroom
communication.
Gatbonton (1999: pp. 35-50) states that pedagogical knowledge is the teachers’
accumulated knowledge about the teaching act, e. g.: its goal, procedures, strategies, that
serve as the basis for their classroom behaviour and activities. Singh (2008: p. 174) adds
that in the case of SL teaching, it specially includes content knowledge and the ability to
administer pedagogical task, to provide input and general interactivity.

2.13 Modes of Teaching
2.13.1 Overview
All discussions regarding teaching procedures in different subjects are governed by the
objectives of teaching different subjects. Different modes of teaching are needed which
could expose the students to knowledge and experience which is helpful in development of
understanding, critical thinking, practical skills and interests.
Kochhar (1985: p. 343) says that there is no royal method to successful teaching. There are
many methods. Teachers are able to use permutation and combinations of methods and
techniques that suit particular needs and situations to make teaching more interesting, vital
and living.

Teaching methods, which teachers follow to teach grammar, vary; some

instructors lecture, others demonstrate or discuss; some use group work technique and some
follow pair work. How much a given student learns in a class is governed in part by the
student’s motivation and prior preparation and the compatibility of his or her characteristic
approach to learning, and the instructor’s characteristic approach to teach. Here is a detailed
discussion of each method (mode) of teaching:

2.13.2 Lecture
Lecture method can be considered as the oldest teaching method. It is based on the
philosophy of idealism. Lecturing is generally described as a teacher centered teaching
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method involving one way communication. Nowadays most of the teachers use the lecture
method. However, all lectures are not effective and interesting and a number of drawbacks
have been pointed out by educators. But ‘lecture’ continues to be one of the chief methods
of teaching as it has certain conveniences. The student-teacher ratio may be large, which in
turn helps to reduce financial commitment of an institution as well as to economize time
and effort. It is a flexible method as teachers can adapt themselves to the subject matter,
achievement level of students, time limit, etc. A competent teacher can make the lecture
meaningful and interesting by posing problematic situations and by using interesting and
illustrative mediators. Many strategies have been designed to make the lectures result in
thorough and meaningful verbal learning. Singh (2008: p. 136) defines ‘lecture’ as “a mode
of instruction that consists of extended teacher presentation in the transmission mode to a
large group of students”.
Lectures, usually for adult learners, but in many cases for teenagers also, are monologic in
nature and may employ the chalk and talk method. The teacher treats the subjects in detail;
the students are expected to listen to the lecturer and take down notes. Lectures can,
however, be made interactive with the members of the class participating and contributing.
According to Kochhar (1985: p. 344), ‘lecture’ is a method of exposition. James Michael
Lee (as cited in Kochhar (ibid) describes that lecture is “a pedagogical method whereby the
teacher formally delivers a carefully planned expository address on some particular topic or
problem”.
Lecture can be used to motivate, according to Kochhar (1985: p. 344). The teacher can
sometimes present outstanding aspects effectively in a lecture. It can also be used to clarify
when the situations call for review of a new synthesis, for an interpretation or for
establishment of unrecognized associations. A few minutes lecturing can help to clarify
matters. Lecture can be used to review and to give the main points and the important
significant details. A lecture can also be used to expand contents of the subjects by
presenting additional materials.

2.13.2.1 Guidelines for the Use of Lecture Method
Kochhar (1985: p. 346) and Elisa Carbone (1998) offer some guidelines to explain how
instructors should organize their lectures keeping the following techniques in mind. They
should:
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1. Maintain good eye contact. As they speak, they should shift their gaze about the
class, pausing momentarily to meet the gaze of each student.
2. Make the students feel that what they say is directed to each one personally.
Instructors' eyes as well as his/her voice communicate to them; and their eyes,
facial expressions and reactions communicate to the instructors.
3. Watch for indications of doubt, misunderstanding, a desire to participate, fatigue, or a
lack of interest. Observing facial expressions as an indication of doubt or
misunderstanding is not a sure way of checking students’ comprehension. Some
students may appear to comprehend the subject matter, however, in reality, they
are completely confused. Trainees who are in doubt often hesitate to make their
difficulty known. They may hesitate because of natural timidity, fear of being
classified as stupid, or failure to understand the subject matter well enough to
explain where their difficulty lies. Frequently instructors should ask if the class
has any questions, thus, giving the students an opportunity to express any doubts or
misunderstandings on their part. Based on their personal knowledge and past
experiences, ask specific questions about those areas which might give students
the most trouble. Some instructors make the mistake of waiting until the end
of the presentation to ask questions.
4.

Maintain a high degree of enthusiasm.

5. Speak in a natural, conversational voice. Enunciate words clearly and make sure that
students can hear every spoken word.
6. Emphasize important points by the use of gestures, repetition, and variation in
voice inflection.
7.

Instruct on the class level. Use words, explanations, visual illustrations, questions,
and the like, directed to the needs of the average students in the class.

8. Stimulate students to think. Encourage creative thinking rather than mere recall of
learned previously facts. Use a number of instructional devices for stimulating
students’ thinking. Among these devices are thought-provoking questions and class
discussions.
9. Achieve a variety by including lecture material that is not in the textbook, showing
pictures, photos, slides of other visual aids, changing topics, or giving students
different tasks to do.
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2.13.2.2 Advantages and Limitations of Lecture Method
Kochhar (1985: pp. 346-347) summarizes the benefits of the lecture method and its
limitations as follows:
The advantages of lecture are:
•

Lecture method vitalizes ideas which too often appear cold and impersonal when
printed in the pages of books. The spoken word is far more effective than the printed
one. Lecturers can indicate by gestures and facial expressions the exact shade of
meaning that they wish to convey.

•

Lecture method gives teachers a chance to be in direct contact with students. They
can gauge the students' appreciation; they can repeat the message or change the
approach and manage to carry the students along with them. Lectures give students
training in listening and taking rapid notes. Objectives of lecture given before lecture
enable students to listen effectively. It helps them to take concise, brief notes
concerning the objectives rather than writing feverishly through- out the lecture.

•

Lectures save time. Good lectures stimulate brighter students. They are prompted to
put in good work.

Limitations of the lecture method.
•

Lectures make the student a passive agent in the learning process. The lecture lessens
the opportunity for pupils to ‘learn by doing’, as readymade materials are presented in
the lecture. It is an inefficient teaching tool in the development of attitude formation
and process outcome.

•

Presenting a lecture without pausing for interaction with students can be ineffective
regardless of one's skill as a speaker. The use of pauses during the lecture for direct
oral questioning creates interaction between instructor and students. Unfortunately,
when classes are large, the instructor cannot possibly interact with all students on
each point.

•

The learning effectiveness of the lecture method has been questioned because of the
lack of interaction; but it continues as a means of reaching a large group at one
time with a condensed, organized body of information. The lecture method does
not guarantee that the students will understand its content. Being almost exclusively
teacher- centered, it offers little opportunity during the lesson to evaluate the amount
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and degree of students’ understanding. The attention span of all the students is not
always the same. Moreover, the pace of the lecture may not suit the majority of the
students.

2.13.3 Group Work
Nagaraj (1996: p. 45) points out that “group work (henceforth GW) forms an important
part of any communicative activity, for peer interaction it is an effective means of acquiring
some language features which are not available in a formal teacher-fronted class”.
Singh (2008: p. 101) defines group work as “a mode of instruction which departs from the
traditional whole class teacher fronted mode. In group work, learners work on their own in
peer groups under the supervision of perambulating teacher”. GW is considered to be
specially suited to task-based procedures. In task-based instructions, basic pair work and
group work are often used to increase students' interactions and collaboration. GW also
provides opportunities to learners to use strategies of communication when working in a
task. Learners apply themselves cognitively to negotiate solution. It has been argued that
participation in the learning process through meaningful interaction, negotiation of meaning
and frequent strategy deployment are all useful cognitive activities that facilitate language
acquisition.
Students learn best when they are actively involved in the process. Regardless of the
subject matter, students working in small groups tend to learn more of what is taught and
retain it longer than when the same content is presented in other instructional formats.
Students who work in collaborative groups also appear more satisfied with their classes.
Various names have been given to GW form of teaching, and there are some distinctions
among these: cooperative learning, collaborative learning, collective learning, learning
communities, peer teaching, peer learning, reciprocal learning, team learning, study circles,
study groups, and work groups. But all in all, there are three general types of group work:
informal learning groups, formal learning groups, and study teams.
Informal learning groups are ad hoc temporary clustering of students within a single class
session. Informal learning groups can be initiated, for example, by asking students to turn
to a neighbor and spend two minutes discussing a question the teacher has posed. Teachers
can also form groups of three to five to solve a problem or pose a question. Teachers can
organize informal groups at any time in a class of any size to check students' understanding
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of the material, to give students an opportunity to apply what they are learning, or to
provide a change of pace.
Formal learning groups are teams established to complete a specific task, such as to
perform a lab experiment, write a report, carry out a project, or prepare a composition
paper. These groups may complete their work in a single class session or over several
weeks. Typically, students work together until the task is finished, and their project is
graded.
Study teams are long-term groups (usually existing over the course of a semester) with
stable membership whose primary responsibility is to provide members with support,
encouragement, and assistance in completing course requirements and assignments. Study
teams also inform their members about lectures and assignments when someone has missed
a session. The larger the class and the more complex the subject matter, the more valuable
study teams can be.
Ur (1991: p. 232) says that in group work, learners perform a learning task through smallgroup interaction. It is a form of learner activation that is of particular value in the practice
of oral fluency. Learners in a class that is divided into five groups get five times as many
opportunities to talk as in full-class organization. Ur (ibid) adds that it also has other
advantages: it fosters learner responsibility and independence; it can improve motivation
and contribute to a feeling of cooperation and warmth in the class. Researches in this area
indicate that the use of group work improves learning outcomes. In supporting this point of
view, Davis (1993) explains that “research shows that students who work in groups develop
an increased ability to solve problems and evince greater understanding of the materials”.
Johnson et al (1993) and Slavin (1995) comment that students are assessed individually and
are also held responsible to the group for their participation. Effective cooperative practices
place a level of responsibility on the individuals and on the groups. The students are
responsible for each other’s success and learning to some degree and should hold peers
accountable for that responsibility
Richards and Renandya (2002: p. 49 ) have reported that when carefully planned and
executed cooperative learning can lead to a more dynamic classroom interaction that
promotes more learning. Benefits of cooperative learning are increased student talk, more
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varied talk, a more relaxed atmosphere, greater motivation, more negotiation of meaning,
and increased amount of comprehensible input.
Skehan (1997: p. 95) has said that the instruction in which learners are given tasks to
complete in the classroom makes the assumption that transacting tasks in this way will
engage naturalistic acquisitional mechanisms, cause the underlying inter-language system to be
stretched and drive development forward. But there is some evidence that small-group tasks
may not work like this, (Seedhouse 1999: pp. 149-156); and these proposals disregard
substantial evidence that explicit grammar teaching probably aids learning.
Ur (1991) has revealed that these advantages are not, however, realized. Teachers fear that
they may lose control, that there may be too much noise, that their students may over-use
their mother tongue, do a task badly or not at all. She adds that faculty members who
recognize the benefits of collaborative work still hesitate to use it, fearing that coverage of
materials will be sacrificed and possibility of noise will arise. The success of group work
depends to some extent on the surrounding social climate and in how habituated the class is
to using it; and also on the selection of an interesting and stimulating task whose
performance is well within the ability of the group. Ur (ibid) adds that it also depends on
effective and careful organization. Moreover, Forrester (1968b: p. 25) states that when
students work in groups, the actual work is done by only a few pupils and that the slower
members do nothing but copy down what the abler ones have dictated.

2.13.4 Seminar
Singh (2008: p. 209) defines seminar as “a theme- based paper reading and discussion
session ( or a series of them) in small groups in which the participants present written
papers, make oral presentation related to the theme”. Seminar is, generally, a form of
academic instruction. It has the function of bringing together small groups for recurring
meetings, focusing each time on some particular subject, in which everyone present is
requested to actively participate. This is often accomplished by a seminar leader or
instructor, or through a more formal presentation of research. The idea behind the seminar
system is to familiarize students more extensively with the methodology of their chosen
subject. It is also to allow them to interact with the practical problems that always occur
during research work. Seminar is essentially a place where assigned readings are discussed,
questions can be raised and debates can be conducted. It is relatively informal, at least

84

compared to the lecture system of academic instruction. Seminar group generally involves a
lecturer among a group of 15 to 30 students. It typically follows a larger lecture session
and meets at least once a week. The seminar may take the form of traditional classroom
teaching where the lecturer leads by delivering information and asks the students to work in
groups in the set tasks. It may take the form of a large discussion. In any event, students
should participate in an active way. This helps them to acquire confidence as students
sometimes find themselves unable to participate. Students find that working in groups with
their fellows on an assigned task in a seminar is their most preferred experience of learning.

2.13.4.1 Seminar Strategies
Singh (2008: p. 209) explains that the seminar strategies are skills that make one an
effective participant in the seminar discussion. One of them is listening. Some others are:
prefacing and introducing a topic, directness, brevity, clarity, relevance, and avoiding
circumlocution in making a point in asking and answering questions; asking for repetition
and clarification; and expressing agreement and disagreement.

2.13.5 Pair Work
Pair-work has long been evaluated to be more successful when compared to individual
work in many respects in foreign language learning contexts. Singh (2008: p. 171) indicates
that pair practice is a controlled classroom activity in which learners practise in pairs. They
may take on the roles of speakers A and B in a dialogue. They read out their portion from
the script dialogue. Pair practice is teacher- supervised, and can have a variety of formats.
The teacher may divide the whole class into pairs, and each pair practises separately but the
whole class practises together.
In pair work, according to Singh (ibid), pupils work interactively in pairs on a learning task.
The task may have a variety of forms, one of them being the information gap. Pair work
helps students to build positive interpersonal relationships

and create a high level of

academic solidarity and confidence. According to Richards and Rodgers (2005: p. 18),
when students carry out the classroom tasks in a pair work, they obtain several benefits, for
instance:
•

they can learn from hearing the language used by other members of the group.

85

•

they will produce a greater amount of language than they would use in teacherfronted activities and their motivational level is likely to increase.

•

they will have the chance to develop fluency.

2.14 Grammar Practice Activities
A variety of grammar practice activities are used by teachers to get students to learn the
structures thoroughly to produce them correctly on their own. Thornbury (1999: p. 91)
refers to two objectives of practice activities, they are precision at applying the system and
automisation of the system. These two objectives are called accuracy and fluency
respectively.
Thornbury (1999: p. 91) comments that the learners need to devote some attention to form
to achieve accuracy. Attention is a limited commodity, and speaking is a very demanding
skill. Learners have only limited attention resources and it is difficult for them to focus on
form and meaning at the same time. So learners will be able to devote attention to form, it
helps if they are not worrying too much about the meaning. That suggests that practice
activities focused on accuracy might work best if learners are already familiar with the
meaning they are expressing. This clarifies that expecting learners to be accurate with
newly presented grammar is something difficult to do. It may be the case that accuracy
practice should come later in the process, when learners have been thoroughly familiarized
with the new materials through different tasks.
Thornbury (1999: p.91) reveals that a practice activity which is good for improving
accuracy will have the following characteristics:
•

Attention to form: the practice activity should motivate learners to want to be
accurate.

•

Familiarity: learners need to be familiar with the language that they are trying to get
right.

•

Thinking time: monitoring for accuracy is easier and therefore more successful if
there is sufficient time available to think and reflect.

•

Feedback: learners need unambiguous messages as to how accurate they are; these
traditionally take the form of correction.
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Thornbury (1999: p. 91) defines fluency as a skill. According to him, it is the ability to
process language speedily and easily. Fluency develops as the learner learns to automise
knowledge. Too much attention to form may jeopardize fluency. So practice activities
aimed at developing fluency need to divert attention away from form. One way of doing
this is to design practice tasks where the focus is primarily on meaning. According to
Richards and Renandya (2002: p. 154), a core component of fluency-based pedagogy is
task work. They (ibid) add that successful language learning depends on immersing
students in tasks that require them to negotiate meaning and engage in naturalistic and
meaningful communication.
Thornbury (1999: pp. 93-94) reveals that where fluency is the goal, practice activities
should have these characteristics:
•

Attention to meaning: the practice activities should encourage learners to pay
attention to meaning not to form.

•

Authenticity: the activity should attempt to simulate the psychological condition of
language use in real life.

•

Communicative purpose: to help to meet these last two conditions, the activity should
have a communicative purpose. That means there should be a built-in need interact.

•

Chunking: at least some of the language the learners are practising should be in the
form of short memorisable chunks which can be automised.

•

Repetition: for automisation to occur, the practice activity should have an element of
built-in repetition, so that learners produce a high volume of the target form.

Few practice tasks, whether for objective accuracy or fluency, are likely to meet all of the
criteria listed above. On the other hand, tasks may incorporate features that suit them to
more than one objective, e. g. both fluency and accuracy. Ur (1999: p. 83) states that one
of our aims as teachers is to help our students to make 'leap' from form-focused accuracy
to fluent work, but acceptable production, by providing a bridge: a variety of practice
activities that familiarize them with the structures in the context, giving practice both in
form and communicative meaning.
Frank and Rinvolucri (1987) as cited in Nunan (1989: p. 155) attempt to provide a range of
classroom exercises and activities which, while providing learners with intensive practice in
a number of basic morphosyntactic items, do so within a context which stresses
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communicative rather than linguistic competence. Language is considered as an action
rather than as a set of symbols to manipulate, and ability rather than knowledge. Frank and
Rinvolucri (ibid) describe their approach in terms of awareness, suggesting that an
awareness activity provides control over students' response to the extent that it is not
possible to do the task without having understood the structure being practised, but not the
content, which is left up to the learners. In other words, the learners control what is said,
while the teacher provides direction on how it is said.
Ur (1988: p. 7) as cited in Richards and Renandya (2002: p. 168) points out that “the
practice stage consists of a series of exercises … whose aim is to cause the learners to
absorb the structure thoroughly; or to put it another way, to transfer what they know from
short- term to long term memory”.
Ur (1991: p. 84) has explained seven types of grammar practice activities. They are as
follows:
1. Awareness
After the learners have been introduced to the structure, they are given opportunities
to encounter it within some kind of discourse, and a task so that their attention turns
to its form and/or meaning.
2. Controlled drills
Learners produce examples of the structure: these examples are, however,
predetermined by the teacher or text book, and have to conform to very clear, closedended cues.
3. Meaningful drills
Again the responses are very controlled, but learners can make a limited choice.
4. Guided, meaningful practice
Learners form sentences of their own according to a set pattern, but exactly what
vocabulary they use is up to them.
5. (Structure-based) Free sentence composition
Learners are provided with visual or situational cue, and invited to compose their own
responses; they are directed to use the structure.
6. (Structure-based) Discourse composition
Learners hold a discussion or write a passage according to a given task; they are
directed to use at least some examples of the structure within the discourse.
88

7. Free discourse
Learners hold a discussion or write a passage according to a given task; the learners
are given no specific direction to use the structure.
(p. 84)
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CHAPTER THREE
DESCRIPTION OF THE DATA COLLECTION METHODS
3.0 Preliminaries
The aim of this study is to investigate the influence of teachers’ practices of teaching
grammar at the First and Second Year levels of the Departments of English in Yemeni
Colleges. This chapter explains the methodology adopted and summarizes the methods and
framework employed to conduct the study. The current chapter includes the research
design, the population, the target subjects and the evidences of validity and reliability of the
data collection methods. It also presents the ways used to analyse the data obtained by
various statistical methods.

3.1 Research Design
The methods used for data collection in this study are explained in this section. Both
qualitative and quantitative methods are adopted. The qualitative data was gathered by
classroom observation; the quantitative data was collected by using a teachers’
questionnaire, and students’ tests were administrated based on their course of grammar. By
using a questionnaire, classroom observation and students’ tests, the researcher has adopted
a triangulation procedure to collect the required data. Cohen and Manion (1980) as cited in
Gamal (2005: pp. 88 & 89) point out that “triangulation refers to the use of two or more
methods of data collection in an investigation of certain phenomenon”.
While preparing the instruments of this study, the researcher has designed a teachers’
questionnaire, a classroom observation checklist and students’ tests. The suggestions and
remarks of the research guide have been taken into consideration. After some
modifications, the modified versions of the instruments were given to some senior Readers
and Professors in India and Doctors in the field of ELT in Yemen for evaluation and to
obtain their critical opinions regarding the validity and the reliability of the instruments.
Thus, the teachers’ questionnaire, the classroom observation checklist and the students’
tests were revised and reconstructed once more based on the remarks, suggestions and
modifications of the Professors and the ELT experts.
Data collection was carried out over a period of four months (June, October, November and
December 2010) in two stages. At the first stage, at the end of the second semester, in June
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2010, the three instruments of data collection were conducted at the second level of the
Department of English in the College of Education, Tor Al-Baha, University of Aden, since
a Communicative Grammar Course is taught only in the second semester at the Second
Year level of the Diploma programme. In the first phase, the teachers’ questionnaire was
conducted. The focus of this instrument was to collect information about actual teachers’
practices at the time of teaching grammar and to what extent such practices influence
teaching of grammar. In the second phase, data was collected by using the classroom
observation checklist. The main focus of the classroom observation checklist was to record
the actual practices which were followed by teachers of grammar in the classroom. In the
third phase, the data was conducted by using the students’ test. The major aim of this test
was to investigate the students’ understanding of the different items of their grammar
course.
At the second stage, which was in October, November and December 2010, the same
procedure was followed to administrate the three instruments in the first semester at the
first level of the Departments of English, the B.Ed. programme in some colleges of
Education.

3.2 The Target Group
The target population comprises the Second Year students of the Department of English in
the College of Education, Tor Al-Baha, Lahj Governorate, and includes the First Year
students of the Departments of English in four Colleges of Education, University of Aden.
They are as follows:
1. The College of Education, Aden, Aden Governorate
2. The College of Education, Saber, Lahj Governorate
3. The College of Education, Zingebar, Abyan Governorate
4. The College of Education, Radfan, Lahj Governorate
The population of the study also consists of the teachers of grammar in the Departments of
English in the mentioned colleges and other Departments of English in the Colleges of
Education, University of Aden.
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3.3 Sample of the Study
Before selecting the samples for each instrument, the researcher made several visits to the
Colleges of Education at University of Aden. The aim of these visits was to arrange
meetings with the Deans of the Colleges, the Heads of the Departments of English and get
permission to implement the instruments of the current study. It was also to know the
teachers of grammar and their timetables. In addition to this, the researcher aimed to get
knowledge regarding the grammar reference books that the teachers of grammar use, the
number of the B. Ed. students of the First Year English major and the number of the
Diploma students of Second Year English major. Grammar is not taught at the second level
of the B. Ed. programme.
The samples were selected according to the objectives of this study and based on various
debates with the educational experts in the field of ELT. The samples of this study are
discussed in detail with the methods of data collection in the following section.

3.4 Methods of Data Collection
As stated earlier, the researcher has adopted a triangular procedure to collect the required
data to achieve the objectives and check the hypotheses of this study. The methods of data
collection of this study are the teachers’ questionnaire, the classroom observation checklist
and the students’ tests.

3.4.1 Teachers’ Questionnaire
Questionnaire is a major means, which is employed in data collection of this study because
of its immense virtues. According to Kothri (1990: p. 124),
a questionnaire consists of a number of questions printed or typed in a definite order in
a form or a set of forms. Questionnaires are quantitative based. A wide variety of
strategies can be measured through questionnaires within a short time and at low cost.
They are supposed to be the least threatening tool when they apply under a confidential
condition.

A questionnaire is an effective tool for collecting all kinds of data in order to fulfill the
objectives of the study. According to Sarantakos (1998: p. 224), questionnaires as methods
of data collection have many advantages and these include the following:
•

They produce quick results.
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•

The use of questionnaires promises a wide coverage, since researchers can approach
more easily than other methods.

•

Questionnaires are a stable, consistent and uniform measure.

Other advantages of questionnaires are that they are suitable for the respondents than any
other instrument. Respondents can say whatever they want without hesitance.

3.4.1.1 Aims of the Teachers’ Questionnaire
Regarding the designing of a questionnaire, Evans (1984: p. 47) has cited, “the first step in
drawing up a questionnaire is to decide its exact purpose and aims. Only when this has been
done it is possible to accomplish the purpose”. Thus, the teachers’ questionnaire used in
this study aims at the following:
a. To know how well-informed the teachers of grammar are about the various trends
in teaching grammar.
b. To know what the actual practices they follow in teaching grammar.
c. To find out the teachers’ opinions about teaching grammar and the factors that
determine their choice of various practices/ ways in teaching.
d. To identify the theoretical base teachers of grammar depend on to implement
grammar courses.

3.4.1.2 Design of the Teachers’ Questionnaire
The questionnaire can be structured, semi-structured, and unstructured. Seliger and
Shohamy (1989: pp. 172 &173) point out that “structured questionnaires may require the
subject to mark responses, to check agreement or disagreement, or to select among a
number of alternatives”. They (ibid) add that a structured questionnaire will elicit data in
the form of checks, numbers, or rating. It requires the respondents to mark responses, as the
responses to the structured questionnaire are more explicit. Selection of the specific type of
instrument depends on the kind of research and type of information required.
A Definition of a semi-structured questionnaire is “a questionnaire consisting of both openended and closed questions. It provides greater depth than is possible with a totally
structured questionnaire. It is often used when a combination of quantitative and qualitative
information is required”, (The Westburn Dictionary 2002). Seliger and Shohamy (1989: p.
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172) indicate that unstructured questionnaires include open questions to which the subject
will be expected to respond in a descriptive manner.
This study is a combination of quantitative and qualitative methods, therefore, the
teachers’ questionnaire of this study is designed in a semi-structured way, with great degree
of explicitness. The items of the teachers’ questionnaire are provided with multiple-choice
answers with simple phrasing for comprehension.
The teachers’ questionnaire is divided into two sections. Section one is designed to acquire
background information about the respondents. Section two is designed to attain knowledge
about the teachers’ practice and perspective about grammar teaching. The items in the
teachers’ questionnaire do not follow a specific arrangement in order to avoid the bias and
the favourable impression of the respondents to answer all items in a definite direction
without paying attention to the content of each item. A detailed description of the sections
of the teachers’ questionnaire is as follows:

3.4.1.2.1 Section One: Background Information
It is prepared with the aim of getting information with regard to the teachers’ age, sex,
academic qualifications, teaching experience and the name of the college and university
where they teach.

3.4.1.2.2 Section Two: Teachers’ Practices and Opinions about Grammar
Teaching
This section is designed to obtain knowledge about the teachers’ practices and opinions
about grammar teaching. This section of the teachers’ questionnaire consists of 21 question
items, running from 1 to 20. Each one of them have three possible alternatives from which
respondents can choose and the fourth alternative is provided to give the respondents an
opportunity to add suitable comments, information or reasons regarding certain issues.
These items involve open-ended questions. Item 21 consists of 20 sub-items/statements.
The responses of these sub-items are based on The Likert Scale, (Likert, 1932: pp. 44-53)
in which the statements are marked by a tick mark on the proper option.

In these

statements, respondents are required to show their agreement or disagreement in addition to
the degree of agreement or disagreement. An unsure alternative is also given. These 20 subitems represent closed- ended questions in this semi-structured questionnaire.
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A description of the items outlines as follows:
First: Open-ended items:
Item 1 investigates the teachers’ point of view of grammar.
Item 2 asks about the teachers’ opinion about the role of grammar in English language
teaching.
Item 3 tries to elicit information why students want to learn grammar.
Item 4 is about the characteristic of an effective teaching method of grammar from the
teachers’ point of view.
Item 5 investigates the goal of teaching grammar from the teachers’ point of view.
Item 6 is designed to elicit information about the strength they get in teaching grammar.
Item 7 asks about what influences the teachers’ choice of the method of grammar teaching.
Item 8 is designed to find out information about the teachers’ main role in grammar
teaching classes.
Item 9 tries to elicit information about how to make grammar teaching more interesting and
useful.
Item 10 enquires about the factors that hinder students' understanding of grammar
structures.
Item 11 asks about the method of teaching grammar that the teachers use to present
grammar structures.
Item 12 investigates the mode of teaching that the teachers follow in teaching grammar.
Item 13 is designed to get information about the reference book which teachers use in
teaching grammar subjects/topics.
Item 14 is about the teachers’ focus at the time of teaching grammar.
Item 15 enquires about the method of language teaching which teachers feel to be
influencing their practices in teaching grammar.
Item 16 aims at finding information about the proportion of time the teachers talk in a
grammar teaching class.
Item 17 tries to elicit information about the medium of instruction they use in teaching
grammar practices.
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Item 18 is about the grammar practice activities they use in their grammar classes.
Item 19 is about the aids of technology they use to teach grammar structures.
Item 20 investigates what affects students most in grammar teaching.
Second: Closed- ended items:
Item 21 puts questions to the respondents to show their agreement or disagreement in
addition to the degree of agreement or disagreement. An unsure alternative is also given.
This item consists of 20 sub-items/statements. They are as follows:
Statement 1 teaching grammar improves students' accuracy.
Statement 2 teaching grammar provides the means for using language.
Statement 3 grammar should be taught in a deductive way.
Statement 4 teachers of grammar should focus on forms for teaching grammar.
Statement 5 the awareness of grammar rules that make students able to communicate in real
situations.
Statement 6 teachers of grammar should use L1 to explain structures of language.
Statement 7 fluency is the major aim of teaching grammar.
Statement 8 teachers of grammar should motivate students to memorize the rules of
grammar to be able to produce correct language.
Statement 9 teaching grammar should be done in an implicit way.
Statement 10 teachers of grammar should focus on form and meaning for teaching
grammar.
Statement 11 students who are aware of grammar rules can use the language more
effectively than those who are not.
Statements 12 the teachers' main role in teaching grammar is to explain the rules.
Statement 13 it is necessary to teach grammar of an FL to enable students to use the
language accurately and fluently.
Statement 14 teachers of grammar should use a variety of grammar practice activities to
help students to internalize the language structures.
Statement 15 teachers of grammar should avoid using lecture as a mode of teaching
grammar.
Statement 16 teachers of grammar should emphasize group work in their teaching.
Statement 17 teachers' opinions about grammar affect their choice of methods of their
teaching.
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Statement 18 practical teaching experience of teachers of grammar plays a crucial role in
choosing the method of teaching.
Statement 19 teachers of grammar should focus on form, meaning and use of structures.
Statement 20 teachers of grammar should direct the grammar practice activities to help
students to be fluent.

3.4.1.3 Respondents of the Teachers’ Questionnaire
As this study investigates the influence of teachers’ practices on teaching grammar, the
teachers of grammar represent an important part regarding the intended objectives. 30
teachers of grammar have participated to answer the items of the teachers’ questionnaire
distributed to them in the Departments of English in the Colleges of Education, University
of Aden. They are: the College of Education, Aden, in Aden Governorate, the College of
Education, Saber, in Lahj Governorate, the College of Education, Zingebar, in Abyan
Governorate, the College of Education, Radfan, in Lahj Governorate, the College of
Education, Tor-Al-Baha, in Lahj Governorate, the College of Education, Yaffa, in Lahj
Governorate, the College of Education, Al-Dhala, in Al-Dhala Governorate, and the
College of Education, Shabwa in Shabow Governorate. The respondents were enthusiastic
enough to keenly participate as respondents of the questionnaire instrument.

3.4.1.4 Pilot Study of the Teachers’ Questionnaire
The pilot study is a necessary stage to elicit some opinions that help the researcher to
improve and modify the instruments of data collection. Reid (1998: p. 325) illustrates that
piloting means to try out the instrument to determine which items can be modified or
removed. The teachers’ questionnaire was tried out with four teachers of grammar who
were not a part of the sample of the teachers’ questionnaire. The respondents answered the
questionnaire and returned it to the researcher. The researcher considered their opinions and
took into account the comments made by them. Consequently, a few modifications were
made in the items of the teachers’ questionnaire in order to make them easy and
comprehensible.

3.4.1.5 Validity of the Teachers’ Questionnaire
Validity refers to the extent the questionnaire measures what it intends to measure. Cook
and Campbell (1979: p. 37) define validity as the “best available approximation to the truth
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or falsity of a given inference, proposition or conclusion”. The teachers’ questionnaire of
the study passed through various steps of modifications for assessment at the construction
stage before its actual distribution to the respondents. The first draft was given to the
researcher’s colleagues to comment upon and check the clarity of the items of the
questionnaire. Their opinions and helpful suggestions have been adopted by the researcher
adopted. Then, the second draft was given to some expert professors in India and Yemen to
check the suitability of the language of the various items of the questionnaire; they
evaluated it and gave their valuable suggestions which were considered by the researcher.
Modifications and suggestions made by the expert professors related to face validity, clarity
and relevance of the items of the teachers’ questionnaire were suitable for the objectives of
the study. Thus, the final version of the teachers’ questionnaire was modified, revised and
rewritten according to such modifications and suggestions made by the experts.

3.4.1.6 Reliability of the Teachers’ Questionnaire
Reliability is the consistency of a measurement or the degree to which an instrument
measures the same way each time it is used under the condition with the same subjects.
Carmines and Zeller (1991: p. 11) define reliability as the extent to which an experiment, test,
or any measuring procedure yields the same results on repeated trials.

Regarding this study, the reliability is verified whether the improved items in the teachers’
questionnaire are understood by the respondents in the same way or not. Therefore, the
questionnaire was tried out with sample subjects of four respondents in the same field of
the research. The four respondents were asked to answer the items of the teachers’
questionnaire. Two weeks later, the questionnaire was administrated to the same
respondents again. This type of reliability is called test- retest reliability. Seliger and
Shohamy (1989: p. 190) opine that test- retest reliability provides information whether the
scores are stable over time. The results attained in the two processes were compared. There
was no discrepancy in the responses and understanding of the items of the teachers’
questionnaire. Therefore, the pilot study of teachers’ questionnaire was an evidence of the
reliability of the research. It acquainted the researcher with necessary requirements of
executing the main study as well as avoiding mistakes and difficulties in order to perform
high-quality results. In addition, the reliability of this study is built up through the review
of the ELT experts in India and Yemen.
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3.4.1.7 Administration of the Teachers’ Questionnaire
The questionnaire was administered before the other two instruments, i.e. the classroom
observation and the students’ tests. The questionnaire was started by giving an explanation
of the researcher’s purpose of applying such a questionnaire. The respondents were also
assured that the information obtained from their responses will be confidential and will be
used only for the objectives of this research.
Twenty one copies of the teachers' questionnaire were distributed by the researcher
personally to teachers of grammar in five colleges of education:
1. The College of Education Aden

5 copies

2. The college of Education Saber

5 copies

3. The college of Education Zingebasr

5 copies

4. The college of Education Radfan

3 copies

5. The college of Education Tor Al-Baha

3 copies

Equal number, i.e. three copies of the teachers’ questionnaire, was sent to the Colleges of
Shabwa, Al-Dhala and Yaffa because of the distant location of these colleges.
The respondents answered the questionnaire and gave them back to the researcher. The
copies of the teachers’ questionnaire, i.e. (9 copies) which were sent to the far-off colleges
were collected and sent back. The response rate was 100%. Thus, the collected copies of
the teachers’ questionnaire were 30.

3.4.1.8 Data Analysis of the Teachers’ Questionnaire
In the design of this research, elements of qualitative and quantitative approaches are
combined. When selecting methods for data analysis, and seeking for explanations for the
teachers’ responses, a variety of techniques is used. The data is processed statistically and
analysed by using frequencies and percentages, means and standard deviations so that the
results could be judged. The data yielded by the teachers’ questionnaire has been entered
into a data base in the computer software SPSS programme (Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences). Thus, the interpretation and analysis of statistical results are implemented
according to sections of the questionnaire and the number of items. This has been discussed
in the next chapter.

99

3.4.2 Classroom Observation Checklist
The second instrument used to collect the fundamental data is a classroom observation.
Since the objectives of this study are to investigate the influence of teachers’ practices on
grammar teaching, observations were conducted in the field of the study to check what is
actually happening in the grammar classes. Allwright (1983: p. 10) says that “a classroom
observation is central to the data collection procedure”.

3.4.2.1 Overview
Observation is a procedure in which one or more persons observe what is taking place in a
number of real situations and they categorize and record relevant activities according to
some previous objectives.
Kothri, C., R. (1990: p. 118) describes an observation method as:
the most commonly used method specially in studies relating to behavioural sciences
…. Observation becomes a scientific tool and the method of data collection for the
researcher, when it serves a formulated research purpose, is systematically planned and
recorded and is subjected to check and control on validity and reliability.
(p. 118)

The observation method is independent of the respondents’ willingness to respond as it
happens in the questionnaire or the interview methods. It helps the researcher to observe
and record the behaviour at the time of its occurrence and is considered as an effective way
to gather data in a particular situation.
A structured observation, the method adopted in this study, is what the researcher has
determined in advance to look for in the observed context. Seliger and Shohamy (1989: p.
163) illustrate that in structured observations, the researcher utilizes tools which specify in
exact terms what the observer should focus on, and the specific data that should be
gathered. Accordingly, the type of a classroom observation checklist used in this study is of
a high degree of explicitness. It is important to remember that the value of a good
observation lies in obtaining objective data on what is happening in the classroom.

3.4.2.2 Aims of the Classroom Observation Checklist
Observing is the process of studying classroom activities to determine teaching practices
and strategies and student responsiveness. It can be used to gain insights into planning,
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organization, approaches, methods of presentation and behaviour management techniques.
Patton (1987) says that observation has several advantages as a data collection technique. It
can contribute to greater understanding of the context in which classroom events occur and
provide researchers with direct experience in the context, making available the information
that may be taken for granted by participants and researchers.
Observers also note methods that motivate students and keep them focused on the
instructional activity. Studying the personal qualities of the teacher that helped for
presentation of topics and his/her relationship with the students may help to construct
teacher’s personal teaching style. The aims of the classroom observation checklist used in
this study are as follows:
a. To identify the actual practices followed by teachers in teaching grammar
b. To identify to what extent teachers' practices influence the process of teaching
grammar whether they help students to acquire knowledge of grammar or not
c. To identify to what extent the various teaching strategies and techniques followed by
teachers in teaching grammar enable students to use grammatical structures
d. To note the activities the teachers use to enhance what they have presented in their
classes
e. To plan future strategies incorporating various techniques into a basic repertoire and
preparing approaches to grammatical problems

3.4.2.3 Design of the Classroom Observation Checklist
The same procedures of designing the teachers’ questionnaire are followed in designing the
classroom observation checklist. The classroom observation checklist was developed based
on the relevant literature of the study and it is prepared to sustain the teachers’
questionnaire to achieve valid information. In addition to this, the researcher has referred to
several sources in order to design an appropriate classroom observation checklist. In brief,
it is planned to account for all the necessary objectives of the present study. The classroom
observation checklist consists of four sections. Section one is about general background
information, while section two deals with recording the teacher’s practice in teaching
grammar in the observation session. Section three is designed to obtain information of
teaching style and section four is prepared to observe the activities which are used by the
teacher in grammar classes. A detailed description of the classroom observation checklist
sections is as follows:
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3.4.2.3.1 Section One: Background Information
This section is prepared to record some information about the observation sessions. It
involves the name of the college, teacher’s name, teacher’s qualification, and students’
level, number of students in the class, name of the course, date of the observation, name of
the subject that would be taught and teaching hours allotted to grammar per lecture.

3.4.2.3.2 Section Two: The Teacher’s Practices in Grammar Teaching
This section is designed to observe the various practices in teaching grammar. It consists of
eight items, running from 1 to 8. Each item refers to a teacher’s practice of presenting
grammar items and it has two options, i.e. yes or no. The researcher makes a tick such a
practice is followed or is not followed. A description of the items of Section Two of the
classroom observation checklist is as follows:
Item 1 whether a teacher presents grammar items inductively or deductively.
Item 2 whether a teacher presents grammar items by focusing on the form.
Item 3 whether a teacher presents grammar items by focusing on forms.
Item 4 whether a teacher presents grammar items by focusing on the form and meaning.
Item 5 whether a teacher presents grammar items by focusing on the form, meaning and
use.
Item 6 whether a teacher uses written tasks to teach grammar items.
Item 7 whether a teacher explains grammar structures at a sentence level.
Item 8 whether a teacher explains grammar structures in a meaningful context.

3.4.2.3.3 Section Three: Teaching Style
This section consists of thirteen items, running from 9 to 21. Each item identifies a specific
issue regarding the teaching style, and it has two options, i.e. yes or no. The researcher
follows the same procedures in Section One to select the right option on the basis of the
teacher’s practice. This section is prepared to take note of the teachers’ strategies, modes of
teaching, materials and medium of instructions used in grammar classrooms. The
researcher aims to observe up to what extent the culture context, the teachers’ personal
pedagogical knowledge and the teachers’ practical experience affect their choice of
particular techniques of teaching.

102

A description of the items of this section is as follows:
Item 9 is designed to identify the techniques of the method of teaching which a teacher
follows in grammar teaching, i.e. the Grammar Translation Method, the Communicative
Method or the Eclectic Method.
Item 10 points to a teacher’s mode of teaching used in the classroom.
Item 11 is designed to notice whether a teacher ensures that students understand the new
grammar items by giving them real communicative items and drills to apply them in
meaningful ways.
Item12 focuses on the materials of teaching which are used by a teacher and students.
Item 13 is about the medium of instruction a teacher uses at the time of teaching grammar.
Item 14 is designed to see whether a teacher uses techniques that reflect an awareness of
different teaching styles.
Item 15 points to aids of technology which are used in the classroom.
Item 16 is designed to observe whether a teacher works as a facilitator and monitors the
group’s work in the classroom.
Item 17 is prepared to observe whether a teacher motivates the students to participate in the
class discussion or not.
Item 18 is designed to record whether the amount of a teacher’s talk and a students’ talk is
appropriate.
Item 19 is designed to observe whether social and cultural context where teaching takes
place affects a teacher’s practice.
Item 20 is designed to record whether a teacher’s personal pedagogical knowledge affects
his practice of teaching grammar.
Item 21 indicates whether the effect of a teacher’s practical experience is clear on dealing
with students’ difficulties and classroom management skills.

3.4.2.3.4 Section Four: Activities
This section of the classroom observation checklist is used to provide information about
activities and to what extent the various types of them are practised. It consists of five
items, running from 22 to 26. Item 22 is intended to rate the activities practised under a
four point scale, i.e. very much, somewhat, minimally and not at all. Items 23 to 26 are
intended to rate the reaction of the students, the time allotted to the activities, the teachers’
feedback, and further activities assigned by the teachers under a numerical scale, i.e. 1,2, 3.
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Here ‘1’ refers to a high mark, ‘2’ refers to a middle mark and ‘3’ refers to a low mark. A
description of the items of Section Four is given below:
Item 22 is designed to observe to what extent the types of activities are used by a teacher.
They are: awareness, control drills, free discourse, guided meaningful practice, free
sentence composition and discourse composition.
Item 23 is planned to watch to what extent students react to the activities.
Item 24 indicates to what extent the time allotted to activities is appropriate.
Item 25 points to what extent a teacher corrects students’ errors and provides feedback.
Item 26 is designed to investigate to what extent a teacher assigns some activities for
further practice.

3.4.2.4 Sample of the Classroom Observation Checklist
Ten teachers of grammar from the five Departments of English in the Colleges of Tor AlBaha, Aden, Saber, Zingebar and Radffa who were engaged in responding to the teachers’
questionnaire have been chosen to be observed. The distribution of the observation sessions
has been discussed in detail in the next chapter.

3.4.2.5 Pilot Study of the Classroom Observation Checklist
A pilot or feasibility study is a small experiment designed to test logistics and gather
information prior to a larger study, in order to improve the latter’s quality and efficiency of
the method used to collect data. Administering a pilot study of the research instrument is
an important step because it shows the instrument’s inaccuracies and where it could be
unsuccessful. Similarly it also provides an advanced view of how the study will be
conducted. Thus, it notifies the researcher with necessary prerequisites of implementing the
main study as well as making him/her to be aware of weaknesses and difficulties.
Therefore, the researcher tried out the classroom observation checklist with sample
respondents of two grammar teachers. Each observation lasted for two hours. Then, the
researcher made a final revision of the observation checklist to be ready to use and collect
the relevant data.
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3.4.2.6 Validity of the Classroom Observation Checklist
Validity is important in data collection. It is important that observation is to be as objective
as possible and observers need to be aware of their own interests and biases so that the
information gained is valid and not selected to prove a point. Seliger and Shohamy (1989:
p. 95) state that “validity is one of the main concerns with the research”. Validity means
that your findings truly represent the phenomenon you are claiming to measure. Thus, it is
essential to assure that the instruments of this study, i.e. teachers’ questionnaire,
observation checklist, and students’ tests, investigate the teachers’ practices followed in
teaching grammar and assess their influence on grammar teaching and whether they help
students to develop their grammar knowledge or not.
The classroom observation checklist passed through various steps of modifications for
assessment at the formation stage before it was conducted by the researcher. The first draft
was given to the researcher’s colleagues for comments and to check the comprehensibility
of the observation checklist. They expressed important opinions and helpful suggestions
regarding various items of the checklist and methods and strategies adopted by the teachers
of grammar. Then, the second draft was given to expert professors in India and Yemen to
check the suitability and to what extent the checklist items are relevant to the teachers’
practices in teaching grammar.
ELT experts made their evaluation and gave their valuable suggestions that were noted by
the researcher. Modifications and suggestions made by the professors related to face
validity, clarity and relevance of the items of the checklist were suitable for the objectives
of this study. Then, the classroom observation checklist was modified, revised and
rewritten.

3.4.2.7 Reliability of the Classroom Observation Checklist
Reliability of observation comes from the observer’s consistency. Observers must ensure
that they make similar decisions about similar events on different occasions. They must
also make the same decisions about the same events if they see or hear them again. Ideally,
more than one observer should be involved in looking at the same events, at least in initial
practice sessions, so that there can be agreement on what is going on and how it is to be
coded. To obtain the reliability of the classroom observation checklist used in the current
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study, the researcher utilized two types of reliability. They are test -retest and inter- rater
reliability.
The researcher observed two teachers of grammar. Then, after two weeks he observed the
same teachers again. The results of the two different sessions were compared and it was
found that agreement between the two sessions of observations was a high percentage, i.e.
86. 36 %.

The researcher has used Cooper’s formula to find out the percentage of

agreements and differences between the two sessions of observations.
Cooper’s formula as indicated by Al-Mufti (1991), quoted in Gamal (2010: p. 186) is as
follows:
R% =

A___ Х 100

e.g. R% =

A +D

76

Х

100

= 86.36%

76 +12

R % = percentage of reliability
A = total agreement
D = total differences

(See Appendix 8)

The reliability surpassed 86.36 % which is considered to be a good sign of agreement
between the two sessions of observations.
The researcher also asked a colleague, a Ph.D. candidate in English, to use the classroom
observation checklist and to observe two classes with the researcher. Data obtained by the
two researchers were compared. It was found that the inter-rater reliability was 88% which
indicated a high criterion of reliability. Thus, it is considered as an adequate evidence for
the reliability of the instrument.

3.4.2.8 Implementation of the Classroom Observation Checklist
After collecting the copies of teachers’ questionnaires, observations were carried out by the
researcher in the English grammar classes with some teachers who are involved in
answering the questionnaire. The researcher intended to verify whether the responses
obtained through the teachers’ questionnaire were actually received in grammar classes.
The researcher arranged individual meetings with all participants before starting to collect
data. In the meetings, the goals of the observations were explained and participants were
not asked to perform differently in the classroom teaching on the days of observations. To
lessen the impact of the presence of the researcher in the class, the researcher explained to
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every participant that the observations would not be connected in any way with appraisal
and they should teach as they did normally.
Data for each teacher was collected through two hours of a structured observation. The
researcher entered the classroom with the teacher who would then introduce him to the
students as a Ph.D. researcher at the University of Pune in India. At first, the observations
were implemented at second level of Diploma programme in the Department of English in
the College of Education Tor Al- Baha. Then, they were implemented at the first level of
B.Ed. programme throughout the grammar teaching classes in the four Departments of
English in the Colleges of Aden, Saber, Zingebar and Radffan. The data was recorded in
the classroom observation checklist to be discussed and analysed. The observation sessions
have been discussed and analyzed in detail in the next chapter.

3.4.2.9 Data Analysis of the Classroom Observations Checklist
In this research, an observation method has been used in the scope of qualitative approach.
The data obtained from the classroom observation checklist has been noted down. The
findings related to the sections of the checklist have been recorded under their grouping/
categories and subjected to an analysis. Results obtained from the data were identified to
establish patterns, regularities and similarities. They were recorded based on the number of
their occurrences in various implemented observations. Findings obtained from this step are
used as the base that helped to discuss the data collected by the classroom observation
checklist qualitatively.

3.4.3 Students’ Tests
The third instrument used to collect the required data for this study is students’ tests. Two
grammar tests were designed; one for the students of the first level of B. Ed. programme,
English major and the other is for the students of the second level of Diploma programme,
English major. The students’ tests were conducted after the administration of the teachers’
questionnaire and the classroom observations at the same levels.

3.4.3.1 Overview
As is stated, the main objective of this study is to investigate the influence of teachers’
practices on teaching grammar, whether they help students to understand the topics of
grammar courses or not. Therefore, the rationale behind implementing such tests on the
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grammar courses is to investigate to what extent the students understand the different parts
of their grammar courses after being exposed to various teachers’ practices. Davies and
Pearse (2000: p. 181) explain that “learners’ tests are one way to evaluate teaching. Good
results should reflect good teaching”.

3.4.3.2 Aims of the Students’ Tests
A test is a device utilized to gather data for assessment and evaluation purposes. Davies and
Pearse (2000: p. 171) state that “tests continue to be the main instruments for evaluation of
learning in most teaching situations”. The main aim of the students’ tests is to assess the
students’ understanding of the various parts of their grammar courses at the first and second
levels after they have been exposed to the various teaching practices. Two achievement
tests were used to achieve this aim.
Davies and Pearse (2000: p. 172) indicate that “the purpose of achievement tests, (courses
tests), is to check how well learners have done over a whole course”. Lyman (1998: pp. 2126) offers classification taxonomy of various types of tests. One of his classifications is an
achievement test. He states that “achievement tests are used to measure examinees’ current
knowledge and intellectual skills”.

3.4.3.3 Students’ Tests Design
The students’ tests were designed based on the grammar courses to investigate the students’
knowledge of the different parts of grammar after being taught the grammar courses. Two
versions of students’ tests were prepared. One was for the first year students and the other
was for the second year students of the Departments of English at the tertiary level.
As mentioned earlier in Chapter One, Grammar І course is taught in the first semester at
the first level of B. Ed. English major and it consists of fourteen units. A Communicative
Grammar Course is taught only in the second semester at second level of Diploma, English
major and it consists of fourteen units.
At the end of the second semester, i.e. in June, of the academic year 2009-2010, the
researcher conducted the teachers’ questionnaire and the classroom observation with two
teachers of Communicative Grammar course in the Department of English, the College of
Education Tor Al-Baha. After that, he met them to know the topics which had been taught
during the three months of the second semester; they informed the researcher that they
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taught only eight units. Thus, the researcher designed the test for the 2nd year students based
on those eight units of their course. The construction of the students' test depends on the
suggestions stated by Seliger and Shohamy (1989: pp. 176-177) who argue that “the test
of high explicitness will give more isolated and discrete types of language such as short
sentences, structures or vocabulary items”.
The same procedure of designing the second year students’ test was followed in designing
the first year students’ test. The researcher met the teachers of Grammar І in the four
Departments of English in the Colleges of Aden, Saber, Zingebar and Radfan respectively,
after conducting the teachers’ questionnaire and the classroom observations in the
mentioned departments. The purpose of the meetings was to get information about the units
of the course which had been taught. The researcher found that two teachers of Grammar I
taught eight units and other two teachers taught only seven units during the three months of
the first semester of the academic year 2010-2011. Then, the researcher decided to design a
grammar test that would be directed for the students at the first level in the four
departments. The test was designed by the researcher based on the seven units which were
taught by the four teachers of Grammar I in the four departments.

3.4.3.3.1 Description of the Second Year Students’ Test Items
A general description of the second year students’ test items and the aim of each item is
illustrated below. The test consists of 50 sub-items contained in five items. Each item
comprises 10 sub-items, (see appendix No. 4). They are as follows:
Item 1 is divided into two parts. Part A is the correction part and part B is a multiple choice
one. This item is designed to investigate whether the participants can use the quantifiers
correctly with different types of nouns.
Item 2 deals with responses. It consists of two parts. This item is designed to check whether
the participants have the ability to write figures in words and vice- versa.
Item 3 deals with responses. It is designed to investigate whether the participants can
construct sentences to describe different aspects of communications similar to those which
are used in real situations.
Item 4 is divided into two parts. Part A is a multiple choice part. It is designed to
investigate to what extent participants can use the wh- question words asking for specific
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purposes. Part B is a supplied response item. It is designed to investigate whether
participants can form yes/no questions depending on the provided sentences.
Item 5 is divided into two parts. Part A is an elicitation part. It is designed to check
whether the participants can find out and differentiate among the various patterns of
grammar used in different sentences. Part B is a supplied response item. It is designed to
test the participants’ understanding of reported speech and whether they can form reported
speech from negative, imperative, affirmative etc sentences.

3.4.3.3.2 Description of the First Year Students’ Test Items
A general description of the first year students’ test items and the aim of each item is
explained below. The test consists of 85 sub-items distributed in six items, see appendix
No. 3. They are as follows:
Item 1 is divided into two parts which consist of 10 sub-items. Part A asks the participants
to recognise parts of speech, and part B is multiple choice. The basic aim of this item is to
test the participants' ability to divide the various types of sentences into subjects and
predicates. It also aims to check the participants’ understanding whether they can
differentiate between the structures of different types of sentences and types of phrases.
Item 2 is an elicitation item. It consists of 15 sub-items. It is designed to check the
participants’ understanding of different aspects of grammar taught in their course. A text is
given and the participants have to find out the required information.
Item 3 comprises 10 sub-items. It is divided into two parts. The item is designed to check
the participants’ understanding whether they can form plurals and feminine forms of some
nouns.
Item 4 is divided into three parts which comprise 20 sub-items. In part A students are asked
to correct the sentences to test their knowledge. Part B is for completion and part C is
multiple choice. This item is designed to investigate whether the participants can
differentiate and use the different types of adjectives correctly.
Item 5 is divided into three parts which comprise 20 sub-items. Part A is about participants'
responses, part B is multiple choice, and part C is again about participants' responses. This
item is designed to investigate whether the participants can form passive voice structures
and to check their knowledge about certain cases of agreement between subjects and verbs
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in sentences. It also tries to find out to what extent the participants can form sentences by
using definite grammatical patterns.
Item 6 contains 10 sub-items. It is designed to get knowledge whether the participants can
use proper prepositions in different situations of time, date and place.

3.4.3.4 Participants of the Students’ Tests
The participants for the second year students' test were 50 students, (i.e. 22 males and 28
females), of the academic year 2009-2010 of the Department of English in the College of
Education, Tor Al-Baha, Aden University who were selected randomly to participate in the
test.
The participants for the first year students' test were 200 students, (i.e. 145 females and 55
males) of the academic year 2010-2011. They were 50 students from each first level of the
four Departments of English in the Colleges of Aden, Saber, Zingebar and Radfan who
were selected randomly.

3.4.3.5 Pilot Study of the Students’ Tests
The two students’ tests were piloted before their actual distribution. Seliger and Shohamy
(1989: p. 184) have stated that ‘it is recommended that data collection procedures be tried
out in the pilot phase of the study. In this phase, the researcher examines the different data
collection procedures in order to avoid problems during the administration of the actual
research’.
Therefore, the second year students' test was tried out with a sample consisting of eight
students of the second year of the Department of English in the College of Education, Tor
Al-Baha, University of Aden. The first year students’ test was tried with twenty of the first
year students of the Department of English in the College of Education, Aden, University
of Aden. The students involved in the pilot stage, were not a part of the participants of the
tests.
As a result of the piloting stage, several changes have been done in both students' grammar
tests. Allowed time was also estimated so that the participants can get sufficient time to
accomplish the answers to the tests.

111

3.4.3.6 Validity of the Students’ Tests
Validity of measurement tool is considered to be the degree to which the tool measures
what it claims to measure.
Davies and Pearse (2000: p. 172) state that an achievement test can be considered to have
validity if:
•

it contains only forms and uses the learners have practised in the course.

•

it employs only exercises and items that correspond to the general objectives and
methodology of the course.

To validate the students’ tests that are used, the researcher considered such points in
designing them. All the items of the tests were selected similar to those structures in the
content of the grammar courses taught at the two levels. Copies of the students' grammar
tests were given to some experts of ELT in the University of Aden, and to some
experienced teachers of English in order to check the language, the content, the
arrangement, and the suitability of the tests. Then, their ideas and suggestions were
integrated and the tests were restructured.

3.4.3.7 Reliability of the Students’ Tests
Reliability is the consistency of measurements. Seliger and Shohamy (1989: p. 185) explain
that the criterion of reliability provides information on whether the data collection
procedure is consistent and accurate.
Davies and Pearse (2000: p. 172) define reliability as “a matter of how far we can believe
or trust the results”. They add that a specific test exercise or item is normally reliable
when:
•

the instructions are clear, concise and unambiguous for learners.

•

the exercise or item controls to some extent how learners respond.

•

there are no errors in a test.

•

reliability of a test also depends partly on how far it can be marked objectively.

•

reliability of a test also depends on its length and on how it is administered.

To construct reliable tests, the researcher took all the above mentioned indications of
reliability into his consideration. The instructions of all items of the tests are clear and
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concise. Each item investigates an aspect of students’ grammar knowledge regarding the
topics of their grammar courses.
The items of the tests ask students in a direct way whether to fill in, to construct or to
choose from provided options. The two tests were long enough. The first year students’ test
consists of eighty-five sub-items distributed in six items. The second year students’ test
consists of fifty sub-items distributed in five items. The tests were reliable since every subitem in the questioning items highlights a particular grammatical form; the correct response
for the relevant form receives the mark. This reflects the objectivity of the researcher in
marking the tests to get reliable results.

3.4.3.8 Final Draft of the Students’ Tests
The researcher took into account the considerable comments, opinions and suggestions of
research guide, the experts of ELT, teachers of grammar and the researcher’s colleagues.
Then he made all the necessary modifications and designed the final drafts of the students’
tests which were distributed to collect the needed data.

3.4.3.9 Conduct of the Two Students’ Tests
It took two days for the researcher to administer the students’ tests. At the end of the second
semester of the academic year 2009-2010, the researcher went to the College of Education,
Tor Al-Baha, University of Aden, on the first day with the help of the teachers of grammar
of the Department of English, the selection of students was done. On the second day, the
researcher asked them if there were any students unwilling to take the test. Other students
were randomly chosen to substitute the unwilling students. The researcher read the
instructions of each item to the participants. The invigilation was strict in order to get
genuine results. It took the participants about two hours to answer the test. The researcher
followed the same procedures to conduct the first year students’ test in the other four
Colleges, Aden, Saber, Zingebar and Radfan at the end of the first semester of the academic
year 2010-2011.

3.4.3.10 Data Analysis of the Students’ Tests
The researcher assessed the students’ tests and coded the results of each group and
organized them before analysing them. The selection of the statistical tools has been
determined in accordance with the objectives of the study. Seliger and Shohamy (1989: p.
113

211) indicate that “types of descriptive statistics such as frequencies, central tendencies and
variabilities and correlations may be used to analyze descriptive research data”. The
frequencies and percentages and other descriptive statistics such as mean and standard
deviation were used to describe the data gathered by the students’ tests, and to make a
comparison among the departments. Statistical analyses were performed by using SPSS
programme.

3.5 Conclusion
Chapter Three gives detail account of the research design and the methods employed to
collect the data pertaining to the objectives of this study. It has tried to expose the designs
of the methods of data collection and illustrated the principles that are utilized to assess the
effectiveness of each method such as piloting the study, validity and relicbility
verifications. This chapter deals with the classification of samples of every method as well
as full descriptions of the conducting process and the data analysis.
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CHAPTER FOUR
ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF THE TEACHERS’
QUESTIONNAIRE AND CLASSROOM OBSERVATION CHECKLIST
4.1 Introduction
The previous chapter offered a detailed description of the instruments which were used to
collect the required data. They are the teachers’ questionnaire, the classroom observation
checklist and the students’ tests. Both qualitative and quantitative methods were adopted to
gather the relevant data. The qualitative data was gathered by using a classroom
observation and the quantitative data was collected by using a teachers’ questionnaire and
students’ tests. The major aim of the study is to investigate the influence of teachers’
practices of grammar teaching at the First and Second Year levels students of the
Departments of English in Yemeni Colleges of Education.
To achieve the above mentioned investigation, this study tries to identify the actual
practices followed by teachers in teaching grammar and to what extent such practices
influence the process of teaching grammar; whether they help students to acquire
knowledge of grammar or not. It attempts to reveal how teachers of grammar are influenced
by several factors that determine their choice of various practices in teaching, for instance,
teachers' qualifications and their teaching experience. In addition to this, it investigates the
theoretical base teachers of grammar depend on to implement grammar courses.
This chapter analyses and discusses the data obtained through the data collection
procedures, i.e. the teachers’ questionnaire and the classroom observation checklist. The
qualitative and quantitative analysis and discussions are used to obtain answers to the study
questions which are constructed depending on the planned aims as well as to attain the
findings and conclusions of this study.

4.2 Reliability of the Data Analyses
To help to get assurance of the reliability of the data analyses, the researcher followed the
principles frequently adopted by some researchers (e.g., Borg, 1998a, 1998b, 2005a; Tsui,
2003) as shown below:
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•

Repeatedly examining the collected data and highlighting all the information relevant
to the research questions;

•

Re-examining relevant literature to modify the data analyses if necessary;

•

Extracting the most meaningful parts of the data and labeling them based on the
repeated matters, issues and topics;

•

Initially, establishing classifications after a careful reading of the data, and clustering
the data that have been analysed into these classifications;

•

Setting up new classifications when new arguments are detected and constantly
testing the applicability of the labels to the data.

Moreover, for the purposes of establishing inter-coding reliability, one Yemeni English
teacher, whose research interest was in EFL teaching approaches, was invited to work
together with me on data analysis. On the whole, to ascertain acceptable levels of intercoder reliability, the teacher was asked to code around 30% of the collected data. Before
the teacher coded the data, the researcher discussed with him how to code the data. During
data coding, the two coders needed to agree with each other for over 80% of the shared
coding data.

4.3 Statistical Methods Used to Analyze the Data
The process of analyzing and discussing the results obtained by the research instruments is
as follows: The three common procedures for obtaining descriptive information about the
data of the study, i.e. frequencies, central tendencies, mainly the mean, and variabilities,
mainly the standard deviation, are used. The teachers’ questionnaire and the classroom
observation checklist are analyzed and discussed in the following sequence:
Firstly, the results of the teachers’ questionnaire were specified and statistically analyzed
and discussed. For the process of statistical analysis of the data collected concerning the
results of section one of the teachers’ questionnaire, frequencies of the participants’
responses as well as their percentages (%) were reported. Then the findings of each item
were analyzed and discussed separately. Findings of section two of the teachers’
questionnaire with reference to the frequencies of the participants’ responses and
percentages of the open- ended questions were drawn and presented. The researcher was
also depended on percentages, means and standard deviations to analyse and discuss the
closed- ended questions. The researcher used SPSS for Windows (Statistical Package for
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Social Sciences for Windows) programme to analyse the data that is obtained. The way the
data was analyzed enables the researcher to emphasize correlations among different
answers to different question items. Thus, the correlations were used to highlight the
relationships among the items where necessary.
Secondly, the results of the observation checklist were reported and discussed qualitatively
in an effort to make comparison between what has been stated in the responses of teachers’
questionnaire and what is really happening in the classroom.

4.4 Analysis and Discussion of the Teachers’ Questionnaire
4.4.1 Overview
This section includes the analysis and the discussion of the teachers’ questionnaire. Data
collected by the teachers’ questionnaire was statistically analyzed, and the findings were
given and discussed in relation to the aims and the questions of the study.
The teachers’ questionnaire is divided into two sections. Section one is designed to acquire
background information about the participants. Section two is designed to attain knowledge
regarding the teachers’ practices and perspectives on grammar teaching. In brief, the
teachers’ questionnaire aims to answer the investigations about how well-informed the
teachers of grammar are about the trends in teaching grammar. What are the actual
practices they follow in teaching grammar? It also seeks to find out the teachers’ opinions
about teaching grammar and the factors that determine their choice of various practices in
teaching. The teachers’ questionnaire tries to identify the theoretical base which teachers of
grammar use to implement the grammar courses.
Thirty teachers of grammar, as mentioned in chapter Three, participated in responding to
the teachers’ questionnaire distributed to them in eight Yemeni Colleges of Education.

4.4.2 The Process of Analysis and Discussion of Section One of the
Teachers’ Questionnaire
This section is the introductory section to obtain some personal information about the
participants regarding their gender, age, teaching experience, and academic qualifications.
Evan (1984) has stated that it is very important to constitute a wide picture about the
background of the participants to investigate a certain issue. The participants were asked to
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state their age in thee first point in this section. The distribution of teachers’
teache age is given in
the following table:

Age

Responses

Percenta
ercentages %

30--- 35

14

47

36--- 40

10

33

41--- 45

3

10

46 and above

3

10

30

100
10

Total

Table 4.1: The distributio
ribution of the participants with respect to their age
As shown in table 4.1, tthe age of the participants ranged between 30 to 55, the majority of
them, i.e. 14 (47 %)) belon
belong to this group. 10 (33 %) participants belong
elong to
t the age group of
36 to 40. Table 4.1 also shows that 3 (10 %) participants belong to
o the age group of 41 to
45; and the age of 3 (10
10 %
%) participants belongs to 46 and above.
In the second point,
t, the participants were asked to indicate their sex. The
T distribution of
teachers according to thei
their sex is given in the following figure:
M =29;
97%

The participants' sex

30
25
20
15
10
5
0

F=1; 3%

Figur
Figure 4.1: The distribution of the participants by sex

Figure 4.1 shows that
at the vast majority of the participants, i.e. 29 (97 %) are male teachers
and only one female
ale te
teacher (3%) teaches grammar in the Departm
epartments of English.
Although female student
tudents surpass male students in the Departments
ents of English, Yemeni
Colleges of Education
on lac
lack enough qualified female teachers in English
glish major.
m
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The third point of this section explored the participants’ academic
mic qualifications.
q
The
distribution of the particip
articipants according to their academic qualifications
cations is clarified in the
following figure:

The participants' academic qualifications
Ph.D=2;
7%
MA=12;
40 %

B.Ed.=16;
53 %

he distribution of the participants with respect to their qualifications
Figure 4.2: The

It is obvious from figure
igure 44.2 that 16 (53%) of the participants have a B.Ed.
B.E degree major in
general English. This
his ind
indicates that the majority of teachers of grammar
gramm who hold the
responsibility of teachin
eaching grammar in Yemeni Colleges of Educatio
ucation are unqualified
teachers to teach att this ttertiary level. They have little theoretical background
backg
in teaching
grammar and English
ish lan
language. Thus, they lack the awareness of the various trends in
teaching grammar ass the B
B.Ed. degree in English does not qualify them
hem to teach grammar to
university students.
hat the participants who have M.A. degree are 12 (40
40 %). They are low
Figure 4.2 reveals that
in number in comparison
arison with the number of Departments of English
nglish and with the vast
number of English B.Ed.
.Ed. students who are in need for such teachers.
rs. The
Th Ph.D. holders of
the participants, as shown in figure 4.2, are 2 (7 %). This emphasizes
izes that
th the majority of
the Departments of Englis
English lack the expertise of professors who aree aware
awar of the theoretical
knowledge and styles
tyles of teaching English in general and grammar
gramm in particular.
Accordingly, such unqua
unqualified teachers, who are the greater part, canno
not help students to
acquire knowledge of gra
grammar.
The fourth point of this ssection asked the participants to state theirr years of experience for
the undergraduate and
nd po
postgraduate classes. The distribution of teachers
achers according to their
years of experience is giv
given in table 4. 2.
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Level

Years of teaching

Responses

Percentages %

Undergraduate classes

5 ---10

19

63

11—15

9

30

16 --- 20

0

0

21 and more years

2

7

1---2

0

0

30

100

Postgraduate classes
Total

Table 4.2: The distribution of teachers by years of experience

The participants were asked about their years of teaching experience in two categories in
order to report if there are professors who teach at the postgraduate classes. In fact, all the
participants teach at the undergraduate classes. Table 4.2 illustrates that the majority of the
participants, i.e. 19 (63 %) are inexperienced teachers as their experience ranges between 5
to 10 years only. The experience of 9 (30 %) of them, as shown in table 4.2, ranges between
11 to 15 years. On the other hand, only 2 (7 %) of the participants have a teaching
experience more than 21 years. What is clear from the participants’ responses is that most
teachers of grammar lack satisfactory teaching experience in teaching grammar. Borg
(1999b: pp. 157-166 & 2003: pp. 81-109 ) explained that the personality, educational
background, and professional experiences in the teacher’s life usually have a powerful
influence on the development of their teaching styles.
From the findings of the participants’ academic qualifications and their teaching
experience, one can conclude that most of the teachers who teach grammar are
inexperienced and unqualified. This affects grammar teaching and in turn influences the
students’ ability to acquire the grammatical knowledge and to utilize such knowledge to use
language correctly and appropriately.
In the last point of section one, the participants were asked to record the name of the
university and the colleges where they teach. The distribution of teachers in various
Colleges of Education is given below.
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University

The College of Education

Aden

Responses

Percentages %

Aden

5

17

Saber

5

17

Zingebar

5

17

Radfan

3

10

Yaffa

3

10

Al-Dhala

3

10

Shabwa

3

10

Tor Al-Baha

3

10

8 colleges

30

100

Total

Table 4.3: The distribution of the participants to the Colleges of Education

Table 4.3 shows that the teachers’ questionnaire was distributed to 30 teachers who have
taught grammar in eight Colleges of Education at University of Aden. The researcher has
tried to collect participants from different Colleges of Education in order to achieve the
intended investigations as well as the objectives of this study. Moreover, he aimed to have
varied data to check the hypotheses and answer the given questions.

4.4.3 The Process of Analysis and Discussion of Section Two of the
Teachers’ Questionnaire
This section of the teachers’ questionnaire consists of 21 questioning items, running from 1
to 20. Each one of them has three possible alternatives from which respondents can choose,
and the fourth alternative is provided to give the participants an opportunity to add suitable
comments, information or reasons regarding certain issues. Accordingly, the participants’
responses with their percentages (%) were reported, and then the findings of each item were
analyzed and discussed separately. The correlations were used to indicate the relations
among the items where necessary.
Table 4.4 below shows a quantitative analysis of the participants’ responses and their
percentages to each alternative in 20 question items. Participants’ responses to item 21
which consists of 20 sub-items/statements on the basis of a five-point scale will be reported
after the results and discussions of the 20 open-ended question items.
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No. of

Participants’ responses

Percentages %

items

A

B

C

D

A

B

C

D

1

18

10

2

0

60

33

7

0

2

22

8

0

0

73

27

0

0

3

24

0

6

0

80

0

20

0

4

10

6

14

0

33

20

47

0

5

2

6

22

0

7

20

73

0

6

5

0

25

0

17

0

83

0

7

6

18

4

2

20

60

13

7

8

15

3

12

0

50

10

40

0

9

16

4

10

0

54

13

33

0

10

4

0

8

18

13

0

27

60

11

19

8

0

3

63

27

0

10

12

17

5

0

8

56

17

0

27

13

0

25

5

0

0

83

17

0

14

18

0

10

2

60

0

33

7

15

2

3

25

0

0

83

10

7

16

22

0

8

0

73

0

27

0

17

5

0

25

0

17

0

83

0

18

22

0

5

3

73

0

17

10

19

0

0

0

30

0

0

0

100

20

2

2

3

23

7

7

10

76

Table 4.4: The quantitative analysis of the participants’ responses to the 20 open-ended items of
section two

Question item 1 is an open- ended question which asked the participants about their point
of view of grammar: Which of the following statements is closer to your point of view
of grammar? The participants were required to choose one of the three alternatives or add
their own opinion. The alternatives are given below:
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er to use the language
a. Grammar is a set of rules which we must follow in order
correctly.
b. Grammar is ann attem
attempt to present a systematic and principled way, the rules that
appear to govern
ern ho
how language is used.
c. Grammar is a collec
collection of rules about static structures in the language,
langua the structures
do not have to be ttaught, and students will acquire them on their
eir own.
ow
d.

Please specifyy if yo
you have some other opinion.

The distribution of the pparticipants’ responses with their percentages
tages is outlined in the
following figure.
The participants' responses to question item 1
c=2;
7%

d=0;
0%

b=10;
33 %
a=18;
60 %

Figure 4.3
4.3: The distribution of the participants’ responses to item 1

To start with, the way tthe question was phrased had a purpose to investigate
in
how the
participants consider
er gram
grammar as a term. Figure 4.3 indicates that 18 (60%) participants
looked at grammar as a set of rules which we must follow in order
rder to use the language
correctly. 10 (33 %)) parti
participants stated that grammar is an attemptt to present
pr
a systematic
and principled way,
y, the rules that appear to govern how language
uage is used. 2 (7 %)
participants, as shown inn ffigure 4.3, considered grammar as a collection
ction of
o rules about static
structures in the language
guage, the structures do not have to be taught, and students
stu
will acquire
them on their own. Al
Although this question item is an open-ended
ed question item, no
participant (0 %) specifie
ecified any other opinion. As stated earlier in Chapte
hapter Two, grammar is
a controversial term. Acc
According to Richards and Renandya (2002:
2: p. 145),
1
grammar has
even been the mostt contr
controversial. Thornbury (1999: p. 14) asserts
rts that
tha in fact, no other
issue has so preoccupied
cupied theorists and practitioners as the grammar
mmar debate. Thus, the
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participants’ responses
nses were distributed among the three different
ferent views related to
grammar. However,
r, the majority of them indicated the point of view
vie of prescriptive
grammar where by follow
following the rules strictly, we are able to use languag
nguage correctly.
The role of grammar
ar in E
English language teaching was investigated
d in question
q
item no. 2:
What do you think
k abo
about the role of grammar in English language
guage teaching? It was
required on the part of pa
participants to choose one of alternatives orr add their own opinion.
The alternatives are outlin
outlined as follows:
a. It is a necessary
ary co
component of any language teaching programme
amme and thus plays an
important rolee in lan
language teaching.
b. It plays a central
tral rol
role in the four skills of language.
c. It does not have
ve imp
importance or relevance in teaching language.
d. Please specify if you have any other opinion
The distribution off the participants’ responses with their percentage
entages is given in the
following figure:

Th
The participants' responses to the question item 2

b=8;
27 %

c=0;
0%
d=0;
0%

a=22;
73 %

Figure 4.4: T
The distribution of the participants’ responses to item 2

The majority of the partic
participants, i.e. 22 (73 %), as shown in figuree 4.4, thought of the role
of grammar as a necess
necessary component of any language teaching
g programme
pro
and thus
playing an important
nt role in language teaching. Rutherford (1987: p. 9) states that it is “a
necessary component
nt of any language teaching programme” and thus, plays
p
an important
role in language teachin
eaching. Thornbury (1999: p. 15) also emphasizes
asizes that “teaching of
grammar offers the learne
learner the means for potentially limitless linguistic
uistic creativity”. Figure
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27 %) participants think that grammar plays a central
centr role in the four
4.4 shows that 8 (27
skills of language. Eisens
Eisenstein (1987) as cited in Long and Richards (1987:
(19
pp. 282-292),
have illustrated thatt it ca
cannot be ignored that grammar plays a central
centra role in the four
language skills and voca
vocabulary to establish communicative tasks. Nunan
Nu
(1991: p.151)
strongly supports gramm
rammar teaching by saying that grammar helpss learners
lear
to perform in
their target languages
es bbetter. He also indicates that students cannot
ot communicate
co
well if
they do not have a fundam
fundamental level of grammar. Figure 4.4 reveals
als that
tha no participant (0
%) supposed that gramm
rammar does not have importance or relevance
ce in teaching
t
language;
and no participant (00 %) aadded any other point of view.
Question item 3 is phras
phrased as follows: What do you think why
y the students want to
know grammar? The
he pa
participants were asked to choose one of alternatives
altern
or add their
own opinion. The alternat
lternatives are given below:
a. To use language
ge acc
accurately
b. To use language
ge flu
fluently
c. Both, (i.e. a and b))
d. Please specify if any other view
The distribution of the pparticipants’ responses with their percentages
tages is outlined in the
following figure:

The participants' responses to question item 3
d=0;
0%

c=6;20 %
a=24;
80 %

b=0;
0%

Figure 4.5: The
he ddistribution of the participants’ responses to item
em 3

The purpose behindd askin
asking such an open-ended question was to find out
ou the participants’
opinion regarding the aim
aims of knowledge of grammar which is taught
ght by them and to what
extent their studentss will benefit by acquiring such knowledge of gramm
rammar. It is clear from
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the responses of the participants in figure 4.5 that the majority of them, i.e. 24 (80 %)
considered that students want to know grammar in order to use language accurately. On the
other hand, figure 4.5 also shows that 6 (20 %) participants’ responses showed that students
need grammar knowledge to use language accurately and fluently. Celce- Murcia (1991:
pp. 459-476) indicates that grammar should be always taught with reference to meaning,
social factors, or discourse. Canale & Swain (1980: pp. 1-47) state that as long as the
grammar teaching context is combined with meaningful communicative interaction,
learners can improve their accuracy and fluency of the second language. One can also
notice in figure 4.5 that none of the participants (0 %) stated that students want to obtain
grammar knowledge in order to use English fluently. Carter and Nunan (2001: p. 40) assert
that grammar is best conceived as encompassing three dimensions: form, meaning and use.
None of the participants (0 %), as shown in figure 4.5, specified any other opinion. Most of
the teachers of grammar, as one can infer from their responses to this question, focus on
accuracy as the main aim in teaching grammar topics.
The question item 4 was designed to investigate the most important characteristic of an
effective teaching method of grammar from teachers’ point of view. The question item 4 is
phrased as follows: Which is the most important characteristic of an effective teaching
method of grammar from your point of view? It is also an open-ended item where the
participants were asked to choose one of alternatives or add their own opinion. The
alternatives are illustrated below:
a. It should help students to acquire the rules of language.
b. It should help students to acquire the form and meaning of the structure of language.
c. It should help students to acquire the form, meaning and function of the structure of
language.
d. Please specify if you have any other view
The distribution of the participants’ responses with their percentages is outlined in the
following figure:
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The participants' responses to question item 4

a=10;
33 %

c=14;
47 %

b=6;
20 %

d=0;
0%

Figure 4.6: The distribution of the participants’ responses to item 4

In response to question item 4, figure 4.6 shows that 14 (47 %) participants stated that the
most important characteristic of an effective teaching method of grammar is to help
students to acquire the form, meaning and function of the structure of language. On the
other hand, 10 (33 %) indicated that it should help students to acquire the form and
meaning of the structure of language. Figure 4.6 also exposes that 6 (20 %) participants
considered that the most important characteristic of an effective teaching method of
grammar is to help students to acquire the rules of language. None of the participants (0
%), as shown in figure 4.6, specified any other opinion. Thus as stated earlier, there is not a
single well-defined approach to teaching grammar because there are different views of
teaching grammar in English language. The conflicting views about how grammar should
be taught generally vacillate between language analysis and language use. This clearly
appears in the teachers’ responses to question item 4 above. According to Larsen-Freeman
(2007: pp. 157-163), for someone to be able to speak and use language accurately,
meaningfully, and appropriately, all three dimensions of form, meaning and use have to be
learned. Instead of viewing grammar as a static system of arbitrary rules, it should be seen
as a rational, dynamic system that is comprised of structures characterized by the three
dimensions of form, meaning, and use.
In question item 5, the participants were asked to give their point of view regarding the goal
of teaching grammar. The question item is: What is the goal of teaching grammar from
your point of view? It was required of the participants to tick off one of the given
alternatives or express their own opinion. The given alternatives are as follows:
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a. To help students to communicate in real situations
b. To read and understand written texts
c. To gain information about the structures of language
d. Please specify if there is any other view
The distribution of the participants’ responses as well as their percentages is delineated in
the following figure:

The participants' responses to question item 5
d=0;
0%

a=2;
7%

b=6;
20 %

c=22
73 %

Figure 4.7: The distribution of the participants’ responses to item 5

In response to question item 5, 22 (73 %) participants, think that the goal of teaching
grammar is to help students to gain information about the structures of language. On the
other hand, 6 (20 %) of them said that the goal of teaching grammar is to enable students to
read and understand written texts. Moreover, figure 4.7 shows that 2 (7 %) participants
think

that the goal of teaching grammar is to help students to communicate in real

situations. The literature review related to this point, as illustrated in Chapter Two, is wide
since the different methods of teaching English comprise various aims and perspectives on
teaching grammar. The question item 5 is an open-ended item; however, no participant (0
%) specified any other point of view.
Most of the participants’ responses to this item emphasized what has been stated in item 3
where most of the participants focused on accuracy as the main aim which students want
from studying grammar. Similarly, in item 5, most of the participants pointed out that the
aim of teaching grammar is to let students gain information with regard to language
structures.
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Colleges. On the other hand, 5 (17 %) participants’ responses showed that they have the
knowledge of the subject matter of grammar. Figure 4.8 also clarifies that none of the
participants (0 %) indicated that they only have strength of the awareness of various
methods of grammar teaching. None of the participants (0 %), as shown in figure 4.8,
specified any other idea that they obtained in teaching grammar.
To investigate what influences teachers’ choice of the techniques of teaching grammar,
question item 7 was constructed as follows: What influences your choice of the
techniques of grammar teaching? The participants were asked to determine one of the
given alternatives or specify if there is any other. The alternatives are given as follows:
a. Opinions about grammar (e.g.: grammar plays an important or trivial role in language
teaching/ learning)
b. The ways you were taught grammar as a student
c.

Theoretical views of language teaching (e.g.: a. structural view, b. functional view, c.
interactional view)

d. Please specify if you have any other view
The distribution of the participants’ responses as well as their percentages is shown in the
following figure:
The participants' responses to question item 7
c=4;
13 %

d=2;
7%
a=6;
20 %

b=18;
60 %

Figure 4.9: The distribution of the participants’ responses to item 7

In response to question item 7, majority of the participants, i.e. 18 (60 %), as shown in
figure 4.9, stated that the ways they were taught grammar as students influence their choice
of the techniques of grammar teaching. Frankly, this clarifies that most of the teachers of
grammar in Yemeni Colleges still use the old techniques which their teachers were
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accustomed to use. They do not take into their account the various innovations and the aids
of technology which are introduced in the field of teaching. Breen et al (2001: pp. 470501) argue that teachers’ classroom work is highly influenced by their prior experiences as
learners starting from their early childhood. Supporting this argument, Johnston’s and
Goettsch’s (2000: pp. 437-468) study exploring the knowledge base of ESL teachers with a
focus on grammar teaching concluded that teachers have been primarily influenced by two
sources: their educational background, and their teaching experiences. That emphasizes
three background sources that affect language teachers’ practical knowledge and their
classroom practices: two of them are language teachers’ prior experiences as language
learners and their prior experiences as language teachers.
Results in figure 4.9 also reveal that 6 (20 %) participants stated that opinions about
grammar impact on their choice of the techniques of grammar teaching. The common issue
which has emerged from the theoretical and contextual background of this study is that
there are many approaches to teach grammar. This is due to the different views about
grammar in language teaching approaches.
The different language teaching approaches, which emerged over the years, have placed a
different emphasis on grammar in language teaching. When new teaching approaches
emerge to rectify the inadequacy of the previous approach, teachers who are the
implementers of the new teaching approach may reserve their views and perceptions about
teaching grammar according to the previous teaching approaches. Supporting this idea,
Nespor (1987: p. 324) explains that teachers rely on their opinions when they are
confronted with ‘ill-defined and deeply entangled situations’ within their work setting.
Figure 4.9 points out that 4 (13 %) participants’ responses declared that the theoretical
views of language teaching (e.g.: a. structural view, b. functional view, c. interactional
view) affect their choice of the techniques of grammar teaching. Figure 4.9 also shows that
2 (7 %) participants specified other factors that influence their choice of the techniques of
grammar teaching. They indicated the level of students and over-crowding of students in
the classrooms which make teachers think deeply when choosing the suitable technique to
teach grammatical structures.
The teachers’ main role in grammar teaching classes was investigated in question item 8:
What is the teacher's main role in grammar teaching classes? It was required on the
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The participants' responses to question item 8
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Figure 4.10
4.10: The distribution of the participants’ responsess to item
ite 8
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4.10, stated that the teacher's main role in grammar teaching classes is to help students to
internalize the structures which should be taught in such a way that enables students to use
them in every day communications. None of the participants (0 %) specified any other role
for teachers of grammar in teaching.
Considering the participants’ responses to this item, the teachers’ main role in teaching
grammar was indicated differently. This is anticipated as each approach of English
language teaching has its own views regarding the role of grammar in language teaching
and the role of teachers in teaching approaches. For instance, in the structural approach of
language teaching, the whole teaching / learning process is under the teacher’s control.
There is no chance for students to practise the new language items by themselves.
However, in communicative language teaching the role of the teacher is limited. Littlewood
(1981: p. 19) states that "the CLT prevents unnecessary teachers' intervention. They
encourage students to enhance their communicative skills and initiate their creativity”.
It is obvious that there is a correlation between the participants’ responses in question items
5 and 8 about the goal of teaching grammar and the role of the teachers of grammar
respectively. In response to question item 5, the majority of the participants, i.e. 22 (73 %)
indicated that the goal of teaching grammar is to gain information about the structures of
language. In response to question item 8, half of the participants’ responses, i.e. 15 (50 %)
suggested that the teacher's main role in grammar teaching classes is to explain the rules of
grammar and help students to understand them with examples. Moreover, there is a
correlation between the minority of the participants’ responses in items 5 & 8. In item 5, 2
(7 %) of them indicated that the goal of teaching grammar is to help students to
communicate in real situations. Similarly, in item 8, 3 (10 %) participants stated that the
teacher's main role in grammar teaching classes is to help students to internalize the
structures which should be taught in such a way that enables students to use them in every
day communications. Consequently, one can conclude that the majority of the teachers’
practices in Yemeni colleges do not pay attention to the importance of teaching grammar to
enable students to communicate. However, they focus only on teaching forms. Thus these
indications support what has been stated in item 3 and item 5.
Question item 9 asks the participants about certain practices they follow, which will make
grammar teaching more interesting and useful. It is phrased as: Based on your teaching
experience, what do you suggest to make grammar teaching more interesting and
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In response to question
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students cannot relate the grammar with whatt they want to convey in
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Figure 4.12
4.12: The distribution of the participants’ responsess to item
ite 10

The participants’ response
sponses to the open-ended item no. 10, as shown
n in figure
fi
4.12, showed
that most of them, i.e. 18 (60 %) specified that all the three factors, specifically,
spe
teachers'
practices that are used
ed in teaching grammar, the materials with which the teachers teach the
grammar topics, and the weakness of students create problems for students
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to understand
the new grammar topics
pics and hinder their understanding of grammarr structures.
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The absence
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about how to approach grammar necessitatess teachers
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to make their
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own interpretations and follow various methods in teaching grammar. In addition to this,
the old materials and teaching modes followed by most of the unqualified teachers, who
teach in the colleges, in turn affect the students’ understanding of grammar. Figure 4.12
states that 8 (27 %) participants’ responses pointed out that the students are weak so they
cannot understand the new grammar subjects. Abbad (1988: p. 15) admits the weakness of
Yemeni learners of English, and adds that “in spite of the low proficiency level in English
of most applicants they are accepted into the departments. This is what happens in most of
the Arab universities. English language departments accept high school graduates without
taking into consideration their proficiency level and do not consider whether or not they
will be able to manage a programme of English studies”. Mariam Yuosif (2009) has
emphasized that grammar is not given the importance it deserves in the syllabuses used to
teach English in the secondary schools. On the other hand, 4 (13 %) participants thought
that teachers' practices that are used in teaching grammar impede students’ understanding
of grammar structures. No participant (0 %), as shown in figure 4.12, pointed out that the
materials which teachers used to teach the grammar subjects only impede students’
understanding of grammar structures.
The methods of teaching grammar used in Yemeni colleges were investigated in question
item 11: Which method of teaching grammar do you use to present grammar
structures? It was required of the participants to choose one of alternatives or add their
own approach. The alternatives are are as following:
a. I teach grammar structures deductively.
b. I teach grammar structures inductively.
c. I teach grammar using the Task-based Approach.
d. Please specify if you use any other approach
To have a clear picture of the participants’ responses, figure 4.13 below gives specific
details.
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Figure 4.13
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In reply to questionn item 11, figure 4.13 reveals that the majority
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been confirmed, whereas
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Figure 4.14
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In reply to questionn item 12, figure 4.14 shows that the majority
rity of
o the participants’
responses, i.e. 17 (56
56 %
%) revealed that teachers of grammar usee lecture
lect
as a mode of
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teaching grammar in Yemeni Colleges of Education. This clarifies that most of the teachers
of grammar depend on the teacher-centered approach. Singh (2008: p. 284) indicates that it
is an approach in which the teachers transmit or pass on to the learners information and
knowledge in the belief that receiving information and knowledge is learning the language.
A teacher-centered approach, the transmission mode, considers learners' minds empty
vessels to be filled with transmitted information. On the other hand, 8 (27 %) participants
added that they use lecture and group work in teaching topics of grammar. Figure 4.14
reveals that 5 (17 %) participants’ responses indicated that they use group work as a mode
in teaching grammar. Although seminar is one of the prescribed modes of teaching
grammar in the prescribed course plan, none of the participants (0 %) stated that they use it
to deal with topics of grammar.
The researcher believes that most of the teachers of grammar still behave as if they are the
only individuals who have the knowledge of grammar and ignore the minds of students.
They define terms, give directions, explain problems, answer questions, and present
information to students. As a result of this, the majority of them teach in the way mentioned
above.
In question 13, the participants were investigated about the reference books on which they
depend to teach the prescribed grammar units. It is phrased as follows: What type of
references do you use in teaching grammar subjects? The participants were asked to
choose one of the three alternatives given or add whatever they want. The alternatives are
outlined as follows:
a. I limit students to the prescribed books in the syllabus only.
b. I use the prescribed books and some supplementary references.
c. I prepare notes for each subject from various references.
d. Please specify if you use any other references
The distribution of the participants’ responses as well as the percentages is represented in
the following figure:
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The participants' responses to question item 13
d=0
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Figure 4.15: The distribution of the participants’ responses to item 13

In response to question item 13, the majority of the participants’ responses, i.e. 25 (83 %),
as shown in figure 4.15, pointed out that they use the prescribed books and some
supplementary references to teach grammar courses. The prescribed book for the students
of the first level is: Murphy, Raymond (1991) English Grammar in Use. C.U. P. The
prescribed book for the students of the second year, diploma programme, is: Collins
COBUILD English Grammar (1990). Haper Collins Publishers. On the other hand, 5
(17 %) declared that they prepare notes for each subject of grammar from various
references. Figure 4.15 reveals that none of the participants (0 %) indicated that they only
limit students to the prescribed books in the syllabus. None of the participants (0 %), as
shown in figure 4.15, added any other reference book of grammar which they use to teach
grammar topics.
The focus of the grammar practice activities was investigated in item 14: What do you
focus on in the grammar practice activities? The participants were required to tick off
one of the given alternatives. Each alternative refers to a focus of an approach of teaching
grammar. The participants were also asked to denote other aims of grammar practice
activities. The alternatives are outlined as follows:
a. I focus on accuracy, i.e. to devote attention to forms.
b. I focus on fluency, i.e. the ability to process language speedily and easily.
c. Both, (i.e. a and b)
d. Please specify if you focus on anything else
To have a clear picture of the participants’ responses, figure 4.16 below gives specific
details.
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Figure 4.16
16: The distribution of the participants’ responsess to item
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In response to question
tion it
item 14, figure 4.16 exposes that the majority
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60 %
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On the other hand, 10 (33 %) stated that they
ey focus
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practice activities. This reflects what has been
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this open-ended question,
estion, figure 4.16 reveals that 2 (7 %) participants
nts added
add that their focus
of the grammar practice
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), as shown in figure 4.16, stated that focus on fluency,
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to process language speed
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pract activities.
It is clear that theree is a correlation among items 3, 5, 8, 11 and
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majority of the participants’ responses to these items stated that
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us, te
teaching structures of language is the aim of teaching
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141

accuracy is the teachers’ role. All in all, this
his emphasizes
em
that the
activities to check the ac
majority of teachers of gra
grammar ignore the communicative aspects of using
usi language.
The approach of langua
anguage teaching that influences the teachers’ practices
pra
in teaching
grammar was investigate
tigated in question item 15: Which method off language
lang
teaching do
you feel influences your practice in teaching grammar? The particip
articipants were asked to
choose one of the three
hree m
methods of teaching English language or add whatever
w
they want.
The alternatives are given as follows:
a. The Grammar Trans
ranslation Method
b. The Communicative
icative Language Teaching
c. The Eclectic method
d. Please specify if you use any other method.
To have a clear picture
icture of the participants’ responses, figure 4.17 below
bel
gives specific
details.
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Figure 4.17
17: The distribution of the participants’ responses to item 15

The aim of this question
stion iis to investigate what theoretical base teachers
hers of
o grammar depend
on. It is clear from figure 4.17 above that the majority of the participants’
ipants’ responses, i.e. 25
(83 %) identified that the Eclectic Method of language teaching influenc
fluences their practice in
teaching grammar.. The Eclectic Approach for language teaching
hing methodology
m
is a
theoretically well informe
nformed global understanding of the process off learning
learn
and teaching.
Mohammed (2008: p. 63) states that “the Eclectic Approach refers to a teaching
te
situation in
which the teacher does nnot use one particular method but includes
es a mixture
m
of different
methods to suit hiss class
class”. Figure 4.17 illustrates that 3 (10 %)) participants’
parti
responses
affirmed that the Commu
ommunicative Language Teaching influences their
heir practice
p
in teaching
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grammar. On the other hand, minority of the participants’ responses, i.e. 2 (7 %) confirmed
that the Grammar Translation Method influences their practice in teaching grammar. What
has been stated in item 11 contradicts the participants’ responses related to the Grammar
Translation Method in item 16. As the majority of the participants’ responses, i.e. 19 (63
%) in item 11 indicated that they have taught grammar structures deductively which is a
feature of the Grammar Translation Method. None of the participants (0 %), as shown in
figure 4.17, added a method which impacts his practice in teaching grammar.
In question item 16, the participants were asked to identify the proportion of time they talk
in a grammar teaching class. The question is designed as follows: What proportion of
time do you talk in grammar teaching class? The participants were asked to choose one
of the three alternatives given or identify whatever they want. The results that have been
obtained are as follows:
The alternatives

Participants’

Percentages %

responses
a. I talk more than the students because I have to present many

22

73

0

0

8

27

d. Please specify if there is any other answer.

0

0

Total

30

100

details about the new structures of language.
b. I talk less than the students because they have to work together
and make discussion among themselves.
c. I am the only person who talks in the class, as I have the
knowledge of these new points of grammar; students have to listen
and grasp the information.

Table 4.5: The distribution of the participants’ responses to item 16

In reply to question item 16, the majority of the participants’ responses, i.e. 22 (73 %), as
shown in table 4.5, stated that teachers of grammar talk more than the students because they
have to present many details about the new structures of language. It also exposes that 8 (27
%) participants’ responses indicated that a teacher of grammar is the only person who talks
in the class, as he/she has the knowledge of the new points of grammar and students have to
listen to and grasp the information. Broadly speaking, this is an influence of the Grammar
Translation Method where language learners are passive in language learning and teachers
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are regarded as an authority, i.e. a teacher-centered approach. Richards and Renandya
(2002: p. 46) illustrate that:
one way of considering a teacher’s role is in terms of metaphors. The teacher of
traditional grammar-based class could be described as a tap pouring water into an
empty vessel. The teacher has all the knowledge about the new language and the empty
vessels have to be filled with grammar rules.
(p. 46)

Table 4.5 shows that none of the participants (0 %) stated that he/she talks less than the
students because students have to work together and have discussions among themselves.
Table 4.5 also clarifies that none of the participants (0 %) specified a different proportion of
time of talking in a grammar teaching class than what has been given in the alternatives.
There is a correlation between question items 12 and 16. This can be inferred where the
majority of the participants, i.e. 17 (56 %) in item 12 revealed that teachers of grammar
employ lecture as a mode of teaching grammar in Yemeni Colleges of Education, and
where the majority of the participants, i.e. 22 (73 %) in item 16 stated that teachers of
grammar talk more than the students because they have to present many details about the
new structures of language. This highlights the teacher-centered model followed by most of
the teachers of grammar in the Departments of English in Yemeni Colleges of Education.
To investigate about the medium of instruction that participants use for teaching grammar
practices, question item 17, What is the medium of instruction you use for your
teaching grammar practices?, was formed. The participants were required to choose one
of the three alternatives and if they ticked off the alternative (c), they were asked to point
out which language is more used. The alternatives and the participants’ responses as well as
the percentages are outlined as follows:
The alternatives

Participants’
responses

Percentages
%

a) English

5

17

b) Students' L1

0

0

c) Both, (i.e. a and b)

25

83

-

-

30

100

d) If (c) which one of them is used more?
Total

Table 4.6: The distribution of the participants’ responses to item 17
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Figure 4.18 clarifies that, the majority of the participants’ responses, i.e. 22 (73 %)
confirmed that controlled drills are the activities which are used in grammar classes. In
contrast, none of the participants (0 %) indicated that they use free discourse activities in
grammar classes. From these responses, one can elaborate that most of the teachers of
grammar only have recourse to a type of activities and do not give any effort to add new
practices and expose students to varieties of activities that enable them to overcome
expected difficulties that they will face in using English. 5 (17 %) participants’ responses,
as revealed in figure 4.18, pointed out that authentic tasks focusing on form and meaning
are the activities which are used in grammar classes. Figure 4.18 also demonstrates that 3
(10 %) participants added their own ideas. They specified that they did not follow one type
of activities, but they employed different activities when they feel they are in need of them,
such as controlled drills, free discourse activities and authentic tasks with different
grammar topics.
There is a correlation between the participants’ responses to item 18 and item 14. As the
majority of the participants, i.e. 22 (73 %) have stated in item 18 that teachers of grammar
depend on controlled drills where students produce examples of the structures in their
grammar practice activities. Such activities in turn focus on accuracy. This shows a
relationship with what has been argued in item 14, where the majority of the participants’
responses, i.e. 18 (60 %) stated that the focus on accuracy, i.e. to devote attention to forms,
is what teachers of grammar focus on in grammar practice activities.
In question item 19, the participants were required to supply information about the aids of
technology which they employ to teach grammar structures: Which of the following aids
of technology do you use to teach grammar structures? The participants were asked to
identify one of the three aids of technology given or enumerate their own aids of
technology if they use others. The alternatives are outlined as follows:
a. PowerPoint
b. Overhead projector
c. Video
d. Please specify if you use any other aid
To have a clear picture of the participants’ responses, figure 4.19 below gives specific
details.
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T
The participants' responses to question item 19
d=30;
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0%
b=0;; 0 %

c=0; 0 %

ses to item 19
Figure 4.19:: The distribution of the participants’ responses
In reply to question item 19, figure 4.19 illustrates that 30 (100 %)) participants’
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The participants' responses to question item 20
b=2;
7%

a=2;
7%
c=3;
10 %

d=23;
76 %

Figure 4.20: The distribution of the participants’ responses to item 20

In response to question item 20, the majority of the participants’ responses, i.e. 23 (76 %),
as shown in figure 4.20, stated that all the three factors, i.e. a limited number of students in
the classroom, qualified teachers who implement grammar courses and the variety of
practices followed by teachers in teaching grammar play the most influential role in
grammar teaching. On the other hand, 3 (10 %) of them indicated that practices followed by
teachers in teaching grammar play the most significant role in grammar teaching. Figure
4.20 also clarifies that 2 (7 %) participants’ responses declared that qualified teachers who

implement grammar courses affect most in grammar teaching. Figure 4.20 reveals that 2
(7 %) of the participants stated that a limited number of students in the classroom plays the
most significant role in grammar teaching. It is obvious from the participants’ responses to
item 10 and item 20 that there is a correlation between them regarding the teachers’
practices that are used in teaching grammar, and the factors that play an influential role in
teaching grammar. Most of the participants assured that such factors play significant roles
in teaching grammar.
Item 21 consists of 20 statements. Each statement investigates the participants’ opinions
about grammar teaching. Five options to which the participants showed their reaction were
given to each statement. The options were ranging from strongly agree (5), to agree (4),
passing through ‘unsure’ (3), disagree (2) and strongly disagree (1). The statements cover
the main aspects of teachers’ practices in grammar teaching. The researcher tries to classify
the coverage of statements into eight classifications. Each classification consists of a
number of statements related to an aspect of teachers’ practices in teaching grammar. The
classifications are as follows:
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The first is about the aims of teaching grammar. It includes statements 1, 2, 7 and 13. The
second is about the methods of teaching grammar. It consists of statements 3 and 9. The
third is about the focus on teaching grammar regarding accuracy and fluency issues. It
consists of statements 4, 10, and 19. The fourth is about the role of teachers. It consists of
statements 8, 12. The fifth is concerned with the students’ benefits of awareness of
grammar rules. It consists of statements 5 and 11. The sixth is about the mode of teaching.
It consists of items statements 6, 15 and 16. The seventh is about the classroom activities. It
consists of statements 14 and 20. The eighth is to investigate factors affecting on the
teachers’ choice of the grammar teaching methods. It includes statements 17 and 18. The
collected data was analyzed and interpreted. All the data was tallied. The tallies were
counted and registered as a frequency that showed the number of participants’ responses.
Then, the percentages, the means score and standard deviations were calculated to illustrate
the participants’ reactions to each statement, by using SPSS programme. Then, each
statement was discussed separately and the correlations among statements were
highlighted.
To find out the Mean score for statement number 1, for instance, the formula is used as
follows:

The mean=

−

X =

Σx
N

Mean (x) = (20x 5) + (5 x 4) + (5 x 3) + (0 x 2) + (0 x 1)
= 100 + 20 + 15 + 0 + 0= 135
x= 4.5
The table on following page shows the quantitative analysis of the number of teachers’
responses to item 21 which consists of 20 statements, (i.e. closed- ended statements). The
frequencies, the percentages, the means, and the standard deviations of the statements are
reflected in table 4.7.
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Mean

Participants’ Responses (30)
No
Statements
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Teaching grammar improves
students' accuracy

Teaching grammar provides the
means for using language.

Grammar should be taught in a
deductive way

Teachers of grammar should
focus on forms for teaching
grammar.
Awareness of grammar rules
makes students able to
communicate in real situations.
Teachers of grammar should use
L1 to explain structures of
language.
Fluency is the major aim of
teaching grammar.

Teachers of grammar should
induce students to memorize the
rules of grammar to be able to
produce correct language
Teaching grammar should be
taught in an implicit way.

10

Teachers of grammar should
focus on form and meaning for
teaching grammar.

11

Students who are aware of
grammar rules can use the
language more effectively than
those who are not.

Fre

Strongly
agree

Agree

Unsure

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

--Х 5

-- Х 4

-- Х 3

--Х 2

--Х 1

20/100

5/20

5/15

0/0

0/0

Std.
D.

Total

135
4.5

Per
%
Fre

66

17

17

0

0

6/30

18/72

0/0

4/8

2/2

20

60

0

13

7

16/80

2/8

0/ 0

12/24

0/0

53

7

0

40

0

4/20

20/80

0/0

6/12

0/0

13

67

0

20

0

6/30

12/48

0/0

10/20

2/2

20

40

0

33

7

8/40

5/20

0/0

0/0

17/17

27

17

0

0

56

0/0

3/12

0/0

24/48

3/3

0

10

0

80

10

5/25

20/80

0/0

5/10

0/0

Per
%
Fre

17

66

0

17

0

2/10

3/12

0/0

12/24

13/13

Per
%

7

10

0

40

43

Fre

18/90
60

9/36
30

0/0
0

3/6
10

0/0
0

132

Fre

2/10

14/56

4/12

10/20

0/0

72

Per
%

7

47

13

33

0

Per
%
Fre
Per
%
Fre
Per
%
Fre
Per
%
Fre
Per
%
Fre
Per
%
Fre
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0.78
112

3.73

1.14

112

3.73

1.46

112

3.73

0.94

94

3.46

1.16

77

2.56

1.85

63

2.1

0.71

115

3.83

0.91

59

1.96

1.21

4.4

0.49

3.26

1.01

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

In teaching grammar, a teachers'
main role is to explain the rules.

It is necessary to teach grammar
of FL to enable students to use the
language accurately and fluently.
Teachers of grammar should use a
variety of grammar practice
activities to help students to
internalize the language
structures.
Teachers of grammar should
avoid using lecture as a mode of
teaching grammar.
Teachers of grammar should
emphasize group work in their
teaching.
Teachers' opinions about
grammar affect their choice of a
method of their teaching.
Practical teaching experience of
teachers of grammar plays a
crucial role in choosing the
method of teaching.
Teachers of grammar should
focus on form, meaning and use
of structures.
Teachers of grammar should
direct the grammar practice
activities to help students to be
fluent.

Fre

22/110

5/20

3/9

0/0

0/0

Per
%
Fre

73

17

10

0

0

12/60

0/0

8/24

10/20

0/0

40

0

27

33

0

9/45

17/68

0/0

4/8

0

30

57

0

13

0

0/0

0/0

0/0

27/54

3/3

Per
%
Fre
Per
%
Fre

139

4.63

0.66

104

3.4

1.33

121

4.03

0.92

57

1.9

0.30

Per
%
Fre

0

0

0

90

10

8/40

3/12

0/0

16/32

3/3

87

2.9

1.47

Per
Fre

27
16/80

10
5/20

0
8/24

53
1/ 2

10
0/0

126

4.2

0.96

Per
%
Fre

53

17

27

3

0

7/35

18/72

3/9

2/4

0/0

120

4

0.78

Per
%

23

60

10

7

0

Fre

6/30

20/80

0/0

4/8

0/0

118

3.93

0.86

Per
%
Fre

20

67

0

13

0

6/30

4/16

2/6

10/20

8/8

80

2.66

1.51

20

13

7

33

27

Per
%

Table 4.7 shows the quantitative analysis of the participants’ responses to item 21 which consists of
20 statements.

Fre= frequency

Per= percentage Std. D. = standard deviation

To start the analysis and discussion of the findings of these statements, as can be seen in
table 4.7, the participants’ responses to each statement were computed to notice the value
that the teachers scored for each part of the rating scale.
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Statements: 1, 2, 7 and 13 investigate the participants to rate their opinions about the aims
of grammar teaching. The participants’ responses to statements: 1, 2, 7 and 13 are clarified
in the following figure:
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Statement 1
Statement 2
Statement 7
Statement 13

Strongly
agree

Agree

Unsure Disagree Strongly
disagree

Figure 4.21 shows the participants’ responses to statements 1, 2, 7 and 13

.

Figure 4.21 shows that in response to statement 1, referring to teaching grammar improves
students’ accuracy, 20 (66 %) participants strongly agreed to this statement,
5 (17 %) participants simply agreed. On the other hand, 5 (17 %) participants rated ‘unsure’
and none of the participants (0%) ranked ‘disagree’ or ‘strongly disagree’. The mean of this
statement, as shown in table 4.7, is 4.5 with a standard deviation 0.78.
From the above mentioned results, the researcher concludes that the vast majority of
participants thought that teaching grammar improves students’ accuracy. The results
support what has been stated earlier in item 3, that students want to know grammar to use
language accurately.
In response to statement 2 which indicates that teaching grammar provides means for using
language, figure 4.21 reveals that 18 (60%) participants agreed that teaching grammar
provides means for using language, and 6 (20 %) participants considered it very strongly.
On the other hand, the other results are distributed as follows: 4 (13%) participants rated
‘disagree’, and 2 (7%) participants strongly disagreed that teaching grammar provides
means for using language. The mean of this statement, as shown in table 4.7, is 3.73 with a
standard deviation 1.14.
The results of this statement show clearly that the majority of participants believed that
teaching grammar offers the means for using the language. One can infer that teaching
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grammar should be coinciding with applying grammar structures in various functions and
aspects of using language.
In response to statement 7, referring to fluency as the major aim of teaching grammar,
figure 4.21 reveals that 24 (80%) participants disagreed to this statement and 3 (10%) of
them strongly disagreed. The other results are scattered: 3 (10%) rated ‘agree’ and none of
the participants (0%) rated ‘unsure’ or ‘strongly disagree’. The mean of this statement, as
shown in table 4.7, is 2.1 with a standard deviation 0.71.
From these results, it is obvious that most of the participants believed that fluency is not the
aim of teaching grammar; however, it has been declared in item 3 and in the previous
statement that the vast majority of the participants deemed accuracy as the aim of teaching
grammar.
Figure 4.21 shows that in replying to statement 13, 12 (40 %) participants strongly agreed
that it is necessary to teach grammar of FL to enable students to use the language accurately
and fluently. On the other hand, the other results are found as follows: none of the
participants (0 %) agreed, 8 (27 %) participants selected ‘unsure’, and 10 (33 %)
participants disagreed. None of the participants (0 %) strongly disagreed that it is necessary
to teach grammar of FL to enable students to use the language accurately and fluently. The
mean of this statement, as shown in table 4.7, is 3.4 with a standard deviation 1.33.
The results expose that most of the participants thought that the aim of teaching grammar is
not to enable the students to be fluent in using language. Thus, this supports most of the
participants’ views which have been stated thoroughly in this chapter.
In short, the statements 1, 2, 7, and 13 identify that most of the participants’ opinions about
the aim of teaching grammar indicated that teaching grammar aims to help students to be
accurate but not fluent. The standard deviations of the above mentioned statements are
lower than their means. This assures the homogeneous results.
Statements 3 and 9 require the participants to rate their opinions contributed to the methods
of teaching grammar. The participants’ responses to statements 3 and 9 are illustrated in the
following figure:
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60%
50%
40%

Statement 3
Statement 9

30%
20%
10%
0%
Strongly agree

Agree

Unsure

DisagreeStrongly disagree

Figure 4.22 shows the participants’ responses to statements 3 and 9.

Statement 3 asks the participants to rate their agreement or disagreement that teaching
grammar should be in a deductive way. The ‘unsure’ option is also given.
In response to statement 3, figure 4.22 shows that 16 (53 %) participants strongly agreed
that grammar should be taught in a deductive way, and 2 (7 %) participants agreed with this
statement. On the other hand, 12 (40 %) participants disagreed and none of the participants
(0 %) selected ‘strongly disagree’ or ‘unsure’. The mean of this statement, as shown in
table 4.7, is 3, 73 with a standard deviation 1.46.
From the results of this statement, it is obvious that the majority of participants’ opinions
think that grammar should be taught in a deductive method.
Statement 9 investigates the participants' opinions about teaching grammar inductively. It is
phrased as: Teaching grammar should be in an implicit way.
In response to statement 9, 13 (43 %) participants, as shown in figure 4.22, strongly
disagreed that teaching grammar should be in an implicit way and 12 (40 %) participants
disagreed with this statement. The other results are as follows: 2 (7 %) participants strongly
agreed and 3 (10 %) participants agreed that grammar should be taught in an implicit way.
Figure 4.22 shows that none of the participants (0 %) rated ‘unsure’. The mean of this
statement, as shown in table 4.7, is 1.96 with a standard deviation 1.21.
From the results, one can conclude that the vast majority of the participants reflected that
teaching grammar should not be in an implicit way. In brief, the results of the statements 3
and 9 correlate with the participants’ responses to item 11 where the participants have
stated that they use a deductive method to present grammar structures. The standard
deviations of the two statements 3 and 9 are lower than the means. This refers to the
homogenized findings.
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The focus of teachers’ practices in teaching grammar is investigated in statements 4, 10,
and 19. The participants’ responses to these statements are outlined in the following figure:
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%

statement 4

30%

Statement 10

20%

Statement 19

10%
0%
Strongly
agree

Agree

Unsure

Disagree Strongly
disagree

Figure 4.23 shows the participants’ responses to statements 4, 10 and 19.

Statement 4 states that teachers of grammar should focus on forms for teaching grammar.
In replying to this statement, as shown in figure 4.23, 20 (67 %) participants agreed and 4
(13 %) participants strongly agreed. On the other hand, 6 (20 %) participants disagreed and
none of the participants (0 %) rated ‘strongly disagree’ or ‘unsure’ that teachers of grammar
should focus on forms for teaching grammar. The mean of this statement, as shown in table
4.7, is 3.73 with a standard deviation 0.94.
From the results above, the researcher has indicated that the majority of the participants
considered that the focus of teachers’ practices in grammar teaching is to teach the forms of
grammar structures. This correlates with participants’ responses to item 5 where they stated
that the goal of teaching grammar is to help students to gain information about the
structures of language.
Statement 10 clarifies that teachers of grammar should focus on form and meaning for
teaching grammar. In response to this statement, as shown in figure 4.23, 18 (60 %)
participants strongly agreed and 9 (30 %) participants agreed with it. On the other hand, 3
(10 %) participants disagreed and not a single participant (0 %) rated ‘strongly disagree’ or
‘unsure’. The mean of the statement, as shown in table 4.7, is 4.4 with a standard deviation
0.49.
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From the above mentioned findings, one can be concluded that the vast majority of
participants believed that teachers of grammar should focus on form and meaning for
teaching grammar.
The other focus of teachers of grammar which is investigated in statement 19 is the focus
on form, meaning and use of grammar structures.
In replying to statement 19, as shown in figure 4.23, 20 (67 %) participants agreed that
teachers of grammar should focus on form, meaning and use of structures, and 6 (20 %)
participants strongly agreed with it. On the other hand, 4 (13 %) participants rated
‘disagree’ and none of them (0 %) rated ‘strongly disagree’ or ‘unsure’. The mean of this
statement, as shown in table 4.7, is 3.93 with a standard deviation 0.86.
From the findings of statement 19, it is obvious that the vast majority of participants
considered that teachers of grammar should focus on form, meaning and use of structures in
teaching grammar. This focus has been elaborated and discussed in the related literature
review of this study. Carter and Nunan (2001: p. 40) assert that grammar is best conceived
as encompassing three dimensions: form, meaning and use. In short, the findings of the
three statements 4, 10 and 19 indicate that the focus of the teachers’ practices in teaching
grammar should be on the form, meaning and use of grammar rules. The standard
deviations of the statements 4, 10 and 19 are lower than their means. This refers to the
regulated findings.
The role of teachers of grammar in the classroom is investigated in statements 8 and 12.
The participants’ responses to these statements are illustrated in the following figure:
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%

statement 8

30%

statement 12

20%
10%
0%
Strongly
Agree

Agree

Unsure Disagree Strongly
Disagree

Figure 4.24 shows the participants’ responses to statements 8 and 12.
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Statement 8 requires the participants to rate their opinions concerning the idea that teachers
of grammar should motivate students to memorize the rules of grammar that enable them to
produce correct language.
In response to statement 8, as shown in figure 4.24, 20 (66 %) participants agreed and 5
(17%) participants strongly agreed with it. In contrast, 5 (17 %) participants rated
‘disagree’ and none of the participants (0 %) rated ‘strongly disagree’. None of the
participants (0 %) selected ‘unsure’ that teachers of grammar should motivate students to
memorize the rules of grammar to be able to produce correct language. The mean of this
statement, as shown in table 4.7, is 3.83 with a standard deviation 0.91.
From the above mentioned findings, it is clear that most of the participants accepted that the
role of teachers of grammar should encourage students to memorize the rules of grammar to
be able to produce a correct language.
To probe the opinions of the participants about the main role of the teachers of grammar,
statement 12 is set up. In response to statement 12, which is phrased as: In teaching
grammar, a teachers' main role is to explain the rules, figure 4.24 shows that 22 (73 %)
participants strongly agreed, and 5 (17 %) of them agreed with it. On the other hand, 3
(10 %) participants rated ‘unsure’. No participant (0 %) disagreed or strongly disagreed that
in teaching grammar, teachers' main role is to explain the rules. The mean of this statement,
as shown in table 4.7, is 4.63 with a standard deviation 0.66.
The findings reveal that the vast majority of the participants believed that in teaching
grammar the main role of teachers is to explain the rules. The results of this statements
correlate with what has been stated in item 8 where the majority of the participants’
responses indicated that the teachers’ main role in grammar teaching is to explain the rules
and help students to understand them with examples.
The researcher has confirmed that most of the participants believed that the role of teachers
of grammar relates only to explain rules without paying attention to students’ requirement
to communicate in real situations. This has been evinced in the previous discussion in this
chapter, (e.g.: in item 5). The standard deviations of statement 8 and 12 are lower than
their means; this clarifies that there is no enormous inconsistency among the participants’
responses to these statements.
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Other area to be investigated is usefulness of the awareness of grammar rules. The
following statements are set to deal with this aim; statement 5 is: Awareness of grammar
rules makes students able to communicate in real situations; and statement 11 is: Students
who are aware of grammar rules can use the language more effectively than those who are
not. Figure 4.25 below represents participants’ responses to these statements.
50%
45%
40%
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0%

statement 5
statement 11

Strongly
agree

Agree

Unsure

Disagree Strongly
disagree

Figure 4.25 represents participants’ responses to statements 5 and 11.

In response to statement 5, figure 4.25 reveals that 12 (40 %) participants agreed that
awareness of grammar rules enables students to communicate in real situations, and 6
(20 %) participants strongly agreed with this idea. On the other hand, 10 (33 %)
participants disagreed, 2 (7 %) participants strongly disagreed, and none of the participants
(0 %) ranked ‘unsure’. The mean of this statement, as shown in table 4.7, is 3.46 with a
standard deviation 1.16.
From the above mentioned results, it is obvious that the majority of the participants
believed that awareness of grammar rules enables students to communicate in real
situations. Here, one can infer that the participants considered the rule as a clue to enable
students to communicate.
In response to statement 11, as shown in figure 4.25 above, 14 (47 %) participants agreed
that students who are aware of grammar rules can use the language more effectively than
those who are not, and 2 (7 %) participants strongly agreed. The other results are scattered
as follows: 10 (33 %) participants disagreed that students who are aware of grammar rules
can use the language more effectively than those who are not, and none of the participants
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(0 %) strongly disagreed with this idea. 4 (13 %) participants selected ‘unsure’. The mean
of this statement, as shown in table 4.7, is 3.26 with a standard deviation 1.01.
As it is clear from the results of the two statements, the majority of the participants
considered that the awareness of grammar rules makes students able to communicate in real
situations more effectively than those who are not. The means and standard deviations of
these statements are close. This indicates that there is no big variability among the
participants’ responses.
The teachers’ mode of teaching and using L1 in teaching grammar is another area to be
investigated. The analysis shown in the following figure is based on the participants’
responses to the statements 6, 15, 16.
100%
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statement 6
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Statement 15
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Statement 16
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Unsure Disagree Strongly
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Figure 4.26 represents participants’ responses to statements 6, 15 and 16.

Statement 6 requires participants to rank their opinions in relation to the idea that teachers
of grammar should use L1 to explain structures of language. In response to this statement,
as shown in figure 4.26, 17 (56 %) participants strongly disagreed, and none of the
participants (0 %) was ranked ‘disagree’ with it. On the other hand, 8 (27 %) participants
strongly agreed, and 5 (17 %) participants agreed that teachers of grammar should use L1 to
explain structures of language. None of the participants (0 %) rated ‘unsure’. The mean of
this statement, as shown in table 4.7, is 2.56 with a standard deviation 1.85.
As clear from the findings, the majority of participants did not believe that teachers of
grammar should use L1 to explain structures of language. Although, most of the
participants have stated that they use Arabic as a medium of instruction in teaching
grammar in item 17, they have confirmed that English is mostly used to explain in grammar
teaching.
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Statement 15 is phrased as follows: Teachers of grammar should avoid using lecture as a
mode of teaching grammar. In reply to this statement, figure 4.26 reveals that 27 (90 %)
participants disagreed that teachers of grammar should avoid using lecture as a mode of
teaching grammar, and 3 (10 %) participants strongly disagreed with it. On the other hand,
none of the participants (0 %) rated ‘strongly agree’, ‘agree’ or ‘unsure’ with this statement.
The mean of this statement, as shown in table 4.7, is 1.9 with a standard deviation 0.30.
The findings above assure that the vast majority of participants supported the use of lecture
as a mode of teaching for grammar teaching. This correlates with what has been stated in
item 12 where most of them indicated that they use lecture in grammar teaching.
Statement 16 asks the participants to rate their opinions in connection with group work as a
mode of teaching. It is phrased as: Teachers of grammar should emphasize group work in
their teaching. In response to this statement, figure 4.26 illustrates that 16 (53 %)
participants disagreed, and 3 (10 %) participants strongly disagreed with it. On the other
hand, 8 (27 %) participants strongly agreed that teachers of grammar should emphasize
group work in their teaching, and 3 (10 %) participants agreed with it. None of the
participants (0 %) rated ‘unsure’. The mean of this statement, as shown in table 4.7, is 2.9
with a standard deviation 1.47.
From the results mentioned above, it is obvious that the majority of the participants did not
believe that teachers of grammar should emphasize group work as a mode of teaching
grammar.
To sum up, the findings of the statements of this classification reveal that the majority of
the participants proved a high agreement with using lecture as a mode of teaching grammar.
A clear tendency against using group work mode can be inferred from the majority of the
participants’ responses. Similarly, the majority of the participants indicated their
disagreement with using L1 to explain grammar structures. The standard deviations of the
statements 6, 15 and 16 are close to the means of the statements; and this figures out that
there is no big variability among the participants’ responses in each statement.
The grammar practice activities that teachers follow are investigated in the following
statements: statement 14 is phrased as follows: Teachers of grammar should use a variety of
grammar practice activities to help students to internalize the language structures.
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Statement 20 is formed as: Teachers of grammar should direct the grammar practice
activities to help students to be fluent.
The analysis shown in the following figure is based on the participants’ responses to
statements 14 and 20.
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Figure 4.27 represents participants’ responses to statements 14 and 20.

In response to statement 14, figure 4.27 reveals that 17 (57 %) participants agreed that
teachers of grammar should use a variety of grammar practice activities to help students to
internalize the language structures, and 9 (30 %) participants strongly agreed with it. The
other results are spread as follows: 4 (13 %) participants disagreed and none of the
participants (0 %) rated ‘strongly disagree’ or ‘unsure’ that teachers of grammar should use
a variety of grammar practice activities to help students to internalize the language
structures. The mean of this statement, as shown in table 4.7, is 4.03 with a standard
deviation 0.92.
As is clear from the results, the majority of the participants believed that teachers of
grammar should use a variety of grammar practice activities to help students to internalize
the language structures.
In responses to statement 20, figure 4.27 shows that 10 (33%) participants disagreed that
teachers of grammar should direct the grammar practice activities to help students to be
fluent, and 8 (27 %) participants strongly disagreed with this idea. On the other hand, the
other findings are seen as follows: 6 (20 %) participants strongly agreed, 4 (13 %)
participants agreed and 2 (7 %) participants pointed to ‘unsure’ that teachers of grammar
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should direct the grammar practice activities to help students to be fluent. The mean of this
statement, as shown in table 4.7, is 2.66 with a standard deviation 1.51.
From the findings of this statement and findings of statement 14, it is observed that the
majority of the participants did not consider that grammar practice activities help students
to be fluent. This correlates with what has been emphasized earlier by the majority of the
participants that the aim of the teachers’ practices of grammar is to enhance accuracy, (i.e.
in item 12).
Statements 17 and 18 investigate the opinion of the participants about the influence of the
teachers’ opinions about grammar and teaching practical experience in connection with the
choice of the method of teaching grammar. The analysis shown in the following figure is
based on the participants’ responses to statements 17 and 18.
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Figure 4.28 shows the participants’ responses to statements 17 and 18.

In responses to statement 17, figure 4.28 shows that 16 (53 %) participants strongly agreed
that teachers’ opinions about grammar affect their choice of the method of their teaching,
and 5 (17 %) participants agreed with it. On the other hand, the other results are seen as
follows: 8 (27 %) participants ranked ‘unsure’ and 1 (3 %) of the participants rated
‘disagree’ that teachers’ opinions about grammar affect their choice of a method of their
teaching. None of the participants (0 %) rated ‘strongly disagree’. The mean of this
statement, as shown in table 4.7, is 4.2 with a standard deviation 0.96.
It is clear from the results that the majority of the participants thought that teachers’
opinions about grammar affect their choice of the method of their teaching.
In responses to statement 18, figure 4.28 reveals that 18 (60 %) participants agreed that
practical teaching experience of teachers of grammar plays a crucial role in choosing the
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method of teaching, and 7 (23 %) participants strongly agreed with it. On the other hand,
the other findings are as follows: 3 (10 %) ranked ‘unsure’, 2 (7%) participants disagreed,
and none of the participants (0%) ranked ‘strongly disagree’. The mean of this statement, as
shown in table 4.7, is 4 with a standard deviation 0.78.
From the results of statement 18 and statement 17, it is obvious that the majority of the
participants thought that teaching practical experience and teachers’ opinions about
grammar influence teachers’ choice of the method of teaching grammar. The means and
standard deviations of statements 17 and 18 are close. This reflects that there is no huge
variability among the participants’ responses to these statements. This correlates with what
has been stated earlier that teachers’ opinions about grammar and teaching practical
experience do influence the teachers’ choice of the method of teaching grammar, (i. e. in
item 7).

4.5 Analysis and Discussion of the Classroom Observation Checklist
4.5.1 Overview
In the previous section, the teachers’ questionnaire has been discussed and analysed in
connection with the intended objectives and the questions of the study. In this section, the
classroom observation checklist is discussed. As stated earlier, classroom observation is the
most appropriate means of getting information related to the aims of the study. The main
aims behind the implemented observations in the current study are:
•

to identify the teachers’ practices in grammar teaching.

•

to explore the extent to which the teachers’ responses to teachers’ questionnaire are
reflected in actual classroom practices.

•

to record the various teaching techniques which teachers of grammar apply in
presenting grammar topics.

•

to investigate closely the activities which teachers follow to enhance what they have
presented of grammar topics.

As mentioned in Chapter Three the researcher has used a structured observation as a data
collecting instrument. Here is an explanation and a justification why he intends to use this
type of observation in the study.
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4.5.2 The Type of Implemented Observation
Structured observation, the method adopted in this study, in which the researcher has
determined in advance what to look for in the classroom grammar teaching. The structured
observation is limited, its great advantage is its simplicity. As there is a schedule or
checklist being used, (usually with clearly defined phenomena to look for), the researcher
has ticked what the teachers’ practices occur in teaching grammar. During the observations
of classrooms, the researcher’s role was that of a non-participating observer. A nonparticipating observation, the method adopted in this study, occurs when the researcher
does not interact with the persons or events being observed. It was adopted for the
following reasons: being disengaged from the process of teaching allowed the researcher to
be more objective than being a participant would have done; as the researcher did not
interact with the subjects of the observation, allowable time would be available to focus on
the intended practices and other issues that would arise. The researcher desired to be as
obtrusive as possible so that the impact on the data collected would be least. The
engagement of the researcher in the process of teaching is firstly felt to be disruptive to
both the teacher and the students, and secondly it would not enable the researcher to
achieve the objectives of allowing the data to present itself as naturally as possible.

4.5.3 Qualitative Analysis of the Classroom Observation Checklist
Strauss & Corbin (1990: p. 57) explain that analysing qualitative data often involves coding
or categorizing, which is defined as “the operations by which data are broken down,
conceptualized, and put back together in new ways”.
The main objective of the qualitative analysis is to provide a brief outline of underlying
principles of the study. Creswell (1998: p. 18) defines a qualitative research as:
an inquiry process of understanding based on distinct methodological tradition of
inquiry that explore a social or human problem. The researcher builds a complex,
holistic picture, analysis words, reports, detailed views of informants, and conducts the
study in a natural setting.

(p.18)
The main purpose of the research questions is to investigate the influence of teachers’
practices on grammar teaching in the natural setting of the classroom, thus, it is a process of
an inquiry and explanation. The objectives of this research also are to record the techniques
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which teachers follow in teaching grammar; investigate the factors that influence the
choosing of methods of teaching; and probe the teachers’ theoretical base as well. Adopting
of qualitative analysis which focuses on describing what is going on in grammar teaching
classroom seems to be in keeping with the aims and questions of the research.

4.5.4 Identification of the Participants of the Classroom Observation
Sessions
As stated in Chapter Three, 30 teachers of grammar were engaged in responding to the
teachers’ questionnaire, 10 teachers of them were chosen to be observed. They were from
five Departments of English in the Colleges of Education: Aden, Zingebar, Saber, Radffan
and Tor Al- Baha. The following table shows the identification of the participants. It
involves the number, the gender, and the qualifications of the participants. It also reveals
the names of the colleges, the students’ levels and the number of students in classrooms
where the observation sessions were taking place. The names of subjects taught by the
participants and the courses as well as the time allotted for each observation session are
presented in the following table:
Participants

Gen
der

Participants’
qualification

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

F
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M

M.A.
Ph. D.
Ph. D.
B. Ed.
B. Ed.
B. Ed.
B. Ed.
B. Ed.
M.A.

10

M

B. Ed.

Names of
the colleges

Students’
levels

No. of
students

Time
allotted

Subjects
taught

Courses
names

Aden
Aden
Zingebar
Zingebar
Saber
Saber
Radffan
Radffan
Tor AlBaha
Tor AlBaha

1st level
1st level
1st level
1st level
1st level
1st level
1st level
1st level
2nd level

63
65
85
80
75
70
45
40
50

2 hrs
2 hrs
2 hrs
2 hrs
2 hrs
2 hrs
2 hrs
2 hrs
2 hrs

Grammar 1
Grammar 1
Grammar 1
Grammar 1
Grammar 1
Grammar 1
Grammar 1
Grammar 1
Grammar 3

2nd level

45

2 hrs

Nouns
Verbs
Sentence
Adverbs
Nouns
Nouns
Articles
Articles
Quantifie
rs
Aspects
of
communi
cations

Grammar 3

Table 4.8 shows the identification of the participants who were observed in this study.

Table 4.8 reveals that five Departments of English were involved in the conducted
observations on the basis that two teachers were observed from each department. The ten
teachers who were observed, (9 males and 1 female), have different academic
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qualifications, six of them are B. Ed. degree holders, four teachers hold M. A. degree, and
two teachers have Ph. D. degree in English. Table 4.8 shows that eight of the observations
were implemented at the first level where Grammar 1 is taught to the B. Ed. students, and
two observations were implemented at the second level where Grammar 3 is taught to the
second year diploma students. Due to time constraints, each teacher was observed once.
Though the time allotted for each grammar class is weekly three hours, the grammar classes
which had been attended, as table 4.8 shows, were only taught for two hours in each class.
The classes of grammar which were observed, as shown in table 4.8 above, were overcrowded with students; this has to be considered as one of the factors that affects the
teachers’ performance in teaching grammar.

4.5.5 Data Analysis of the Classroom Observation Checklist
The data analysis of the classroom observation checklist has been reviewed on the base of
the categories which were prepared before implementing the observations. The classroom
observation checklist includes the following categories:
•

Teachers’ practices in teaching grammar

•

Teaching styles and the role of teachers of grammar

•

Activities

After the observations were implemented, the researcher has tallied the frequencies of the
ten teachers of grammar to each category of the classroom observation checklist. To
explain the results in an easy and understandable way, the researcher has tabulated and
narrated them. Additionally, the researcher has compared the similarities and differences of
the participants’ responses to the teachers’ questionnaire with the findings of the
observations.
The first category of the classroom observation checklist is designed to investigate and
record the teachers’ practices in teaching grammar. It aims at collecting information
regarding the methods of teaching grammar and whether teachers of grammar present
grammar structure at the sentence level or at the meaningful context level. The following
table 4.9 shows the teachers’ practices that occurred while teaching various subjects of
grammar.
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Item Sr.

Teachers’ practices

Occurrences of teachers’ practices

No.
1

A

The teacher presents grammar

Yes

No

2

8

8

2

2

8

10

0

0

10

0

10

0

10

10

0

0

10

items inductively

B

The teacher presents grammar
items deductively.

2

The teacher presents grammar
items by focusing on form.

3

The teacher presents grammar
items by focusing on forms.

4

The teacher presents grammar
items by focusing on form and
meaning.

5

The teacher presents grammar
items by focusing on form,
meaning and use.

6

The teacher uses written tasks to
teach grammar items.

7

The teacher explains grammar
structures at a sentence level.

8

The teacher explains grammar
structures at a meaningful context.

Table 4.9 shows the occurrences of the participants’ practices in classroom observations.

The second category of the classroom observation checklist is prepared to observe the
teaching styles and strategies that teachers follow in teaching grammar. The following table
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4.10 reveals the occurrences of teaching techniques; and the impact of some pedagogical
factors which affects the teachers’ practices in grammar teaching.
Item Sr.

Teaching styles, materials used, and

No.

Occurrences of the observed phenomena

pedagogical factors

A

The method of teaching which the teacher

Yes

No

8

2

0

10

2

8

follows in grammar teaching is the grammar

9

translation method.

B

The method of teaching which the teacher
follows

in

grammar

teaching

is

the

communicative method.

C

The method of teaching which the teacher
follows in grammar teaching is the eclectic
method.

10

A

The teacher’s mode of teaching is lecture.

10

0

B

The teacher’s mode of teaching is group work.

0

10

C

The teacher’s mode of teaching is pair work.

2

8

D

The teacher’s mode of teaching is seminar.

0

10

The teacher ensures that the students understand

2

8

0

10

0

10

0

10

11

the new grammar items by giving real
communicative tasks and drills where the
students are asked to use the new items in
meaningful ways.

12

A

The materials of teaching which are used by the
teacher and the students depend on the
prescribed book of the syllabus.

B

The materials of teaching which are used by the
teacher and the students depend on materials
prepared by the teachers themselves.

C

The materials of teaching which are used by the
teacher and the students depend on the prescribed
book and additional materials prepared by the
teachers.
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D

The materials of teaching which are used by the

10

0

teacher and the students depend on a reference of
grammar which is not the prescribed reference.

13

A

The medium of instruction is English.

-

--

B

The medium of instruction is Arabic.

-

-

C

The medium of instruction is both

10

-

The teacher uses techniques that reflect an

2

8

0

10

0

10

0

10

0

10

6

4

0

10

10

0

10

0

8

2

14

awareness of different teaching styles

A

Aids of technology used in classroom are computer
and data show.

15

B

Aids of technology used in the classroom are
overhead projectors

C
16

Aids of technology used in classroom are videos

The teacher works as a facilitator and monitors the group
work in the classroom.

17

The teacher motivates the students to participate in the
class discussion.

18

The amount of teacher’s talk and students’ talk is
appropriate.

19

Social and cultural context where teaching takes place
impacts on the teacher’s practice.

20

The teacher’s personal pedagogical knowledge affects
his practice of teaching grammar.

21

The effect of teacher’s practical experience is clear on
dealing with the students’ difficulties and classroom
management skills.

Table 4.10 shows the occurrences of the participants’ teaching styles, the materials used,
and impact of some pedagogical factors which affect teachers’ practices.
The third category of the classroom observation checklist, as shown in the following table
4.11, is concerned with the activities which teachers of grammar utilize and to what extent
teachers use them to check the students' understanding whether or not they can employ
grammar structures in the activities given.
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Item 22. To what extent these types of activities are used by the teachers:
Type of activities:
Very much Somewhat
Minimally
Not at all
Awareness

-

-

-

10

controlled drills

10

-

-

-

free discourse

-

-

-

10

meaningful -

-

-

10

sentence -

-

--

10

-

-

-

`10

guided
practice
free

composition
discourse
composition

Table 4.11 shows to what extent teachers of grammar employ the various types of
activities.
In table 4.12, the researcher tries to explore to what extent students react to various types of
activities and the time allotted to answer them as well as further activities which teachers
ask students to answer in order to consolidate given information.
Item

The numerical scale

Phenomena observed

Sr.
No.

higher

Middle

lower

mark, 1

mark, 2

mark, 3

23

How do the students react to the activities?

√

24

The time allotted to activities is appropriate.

√

25

The teacher corrects the students’ errors and

√

provides feedback for most of the errors.
26

The teacher assigns some activities for further

√

practice.

Table 4.12 shows the extent of the students’ reaction to the activities, time allotted for
activities, and the teachers’ correction of the students’ errors.
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4.5.6 Discussion of the Findings of the Classroom Observation Checklist
The first category of the classroom observation checklist is concerned with teachers’
practices. Based on the implemented observations, it was observed, as shown in table 4.9
above, that eight teachers of grammar (80 %) presented grammar items by using the
deductive method, and two teachers of grammar (20 %) presented grammar items
inductively. The deductive route is at the core of much of traditional grammar teaching,
whereas the inductive route, in which students become aware of rules through their
interaction with language, is often favoured in more recent approaches. The researcher has
also recorded that teachers of grammar in the Departments of English presented grammar
structures by focusing on forms, i.e. equated with the traditional teaching of discrete points
of grammar in separate lectures. They did not present grammar items by focusing on form.
There is a distinct difference between forms (plural) and form even though they look
similar. Forms means pure linguistic elements which are taught purposely and
systematically; while form refers to linguistic elements which are focused on by teachers as
they occur incidentally during the communication-based or meaning-based lessons.
The above findings of the classroom observations support the participants’ responses
resulted in teachers’ questionnaire in item 11 where the majority of the participants (63 %)
stated that they teach grammar structures deductively.
Although the majority of the participants’ responses (47 %) of the teachers’ questionnaire
to item 4 stated that the most important characteristics of an effective teaching method are
to help students to acquire the form, meaning and use, none of the participants was
observed presenting grammar structures by focusing on these relevant features of teaching
grammar. The context in which teachers of grammar operate plays the most important role
in determining the extent to which they can put their opinions in actual practices. As
indicated above by the data from the teachers’ questionnaire, most of the participants
believed that a teacher of grammar should focus on form, meaning and use, but their actual
practices were observed only focused on presenting forms of grammatical structures. This
suggests that there is a gap between the teachers’ opinions about teaching grammar and
their actual practices. The significant reason why teachers, who may express enthusiasm
for alternative methods of grammar teaching, continue to employ the traditional approach
to grammar teaching, is the powerful emotions and attitudes attached to traditional
grammar teaching and learning, (Richards, Gallo, & Renandya, 2001: pp. 41-58).
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It was noticed that none of the teachers of grammar used written tasks to teach grammar
items. This result assures what all of participants have declared in their responses to the
teachers’ questionnaire in item 11 that they do not follow the Task-based Approach in
teaching grammar.
As shown in table 4.9, the researcher observed that teachers of grammar in the Departments
of English in Yemeni Colleges presented grammar structures at the sentence level. They did
not use a meaningful context to present grammar structures. This contradicts what has been
stated in their responses to item 9 where the majority of the participants (54%) stated that
they think that teaching grammar in a context makes grammar teaching more interesting
and useful. Celce-Murcia and Olshtain (2000: p. 61) have explained that “there is a
growing agreement that teaching grammar exclusively at the sentence level with
decontextualized and unrelated sentences, which has long been the traditional method to
teach grammar , is not likely to produce any real learning”.
The second category of the classroom observation checklist investigates the teaching
techniques, the teachers’ theoretical base, the materials used in teaching grammar, the
medium of instruction and the factors that impact on teachers’ practices. In addition to this,
it tries to explore the aids of technology used in the classrooms and to observe the role of
the teachers. The findings of classroom observations, as shown in table 4.10 above, evinced
that eight teachers of grammar (80 %) followed the principles of the Grammar Translation
Method. For instance, the deductive method which they followed in presenting grammar
items is a feature of the Grammar Translation Method. Among all the second-languageteaching methods, the Grammar Translation Method is the easiest for a teacher to employ.
It doesn't require a teacher to speak good English or to make good subject preparations.
Another reason for the dominance of the Grammar Translation Method, the researcher
thinks, is that participants are not enough qualified English teachers in the Departments of
English, as we have seen in section one of the teachers’ questionnaire where the majority of
teachers of grammar (53 %) in the Departments are B.Ed. degree holders who are not
qualified to teach at the tertiary level. The majority of the participants’ responses (60 %) to
item 7 of the teachers’ questionnaire have stated that the ways they were taught grammar as
students influence their choice of the techniques of teaching grammar. The most serious
fact is that this inefficient approach, the Grammar Translation Method, is continually
reinforced. In brief, one can infer that when the participants of the current study who have
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been taught with the Grammar Translation Method turn out to be English teachers and they
are most likely to use the same method in their teaching.
Two teachers of grammar (20 %) were observed employing the Eclectic Method
techniques, as shown in table 4.10 above. They presented grammar structures deductively
and inductively. However, the researcher observed that teachers of grammar did not use
any meaningful context to present grammar structures. This finding contrasts with what the
majority of the participants’ responses (83 %) to the teachers’ questionnaire, i.e. in item 15
where it is indicated that they use the Eclectic Method to present grammar structures.
It was observed that the ten teachers of grammar (100 %) adopted lecture as a mode of
teaching grammar in the Departments of English in Yemeni Colleges of Education, as
shown in table 4.10 above. This highlights that the teachers’ role in the class is taken to be
more important than the students. This suggests an obvious confirmation of the teachercentered approach which was employed in teaching English grammar. The observed
grammar classes were mainly teacher-centered, with both teachers providing explanations
and instructions, and asking questions and eliciting responses from the students on their
knowledge of grammar items. Passive lecturing is a mode of teaching used by many
instructors at the college level. This style of educating entails students playing a non-active
role in the classroom setting as they learn. In passive lecturing, the teacher presents the
material through lectures or presentations and the students listen and typically take notes on
the information given. Depending on the teachers, passive lectures may not be engaging
and some students have difficulty paying attention and keeping an interest. While this is in
no way the fault of the teacher, it does affect both the quantity and quality of teaching. This
finding of the observations supports what the majority of the participants (56 %) have
stated in their responses to the teachers’ questionnaire, i.e. in item 12, that they use lecture
as a mode of teaching.
The researcher observed that two teachers of grammar (20 %) occasionally used pair work
while teaching. However, none of them tried to use group work or seminar in teaching
grammar.
To investigate the materials employed by the teachers, table 4.10 reveals that the researcher
observed that the reference books which were used by teachers of grammar and students at
the first and second levels of the Departments of English were not the prescribed books at
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all. All the teachers either depended on The High School English Grammar and
Composition by Wren P.C. (1996) or English Grammar by Phythian, B. A. (1988) at the
first level; and the teachers of grammar at the second level in diploma programme
depended on collections of materials from various grammar reference books. They selected
the prescribed topics and dictated them to the students through separate handouts. What
was seen in grammar teaching classes is that all the materials used based on the structural
syllabus. The structural view of language considers grammatical structures as the
underlying units of the language system. These units of language are structurally rulegoverned. This finding contradicts with what the majority of participants (60 %) have stated
in their responses to item 10 in the teachers’ questionnaire that they use the prescribed
reference books and supplementary materials in teaching grammar subjects.
As shown in table 4.10 above, it is recorded that the ten teachers of grammar (100 %) used
L1 (Arabic) in their teaching of grammar. The literature of teaching EFL shows that there
are teaching methods, which use L1 deliberately. One of them is the Grammar Translation
Method which most of the participants of this study have been observed utilizing with its
techniques in their teaching. Concerning the use of L1 by teachers of grammar, it is
observed that teachers of grammar resorted to Arabic to introduce grammatical concepts
and to clarify the complicated rules. The teachers of grammar are also observed using
Arabic to review previous structures that were taught, to capture learners' attention and
praise them. This finding supports what has been stated in the participants’ responses to
item 17 in the teachers’ questionnaire where the majority of the participants (83 %)
emphasized that they use English more than Arabic as a means of instruction in teaching
grammar.
It is observed that most of the teachers have no awareness of the various techniques of
different methods of teaching grammar, as shown in table 4.10 above, since they have been
observed inclined only to read the lectures from the prepared notes or reference books and
students are listening passively. They were inclined to explain some examples on the board
and then gave the rules. Teachers of grammar did not ensure that the students understood
the new grammar items by giving real communicative tasks and drills where the students
are asked to use the new items in meaningful ways.
It is noticed that the ten teachers of grammar (100 %), as shown in table 4.10, do not use
any aids of technology in presenting grammar structures. This finding supports what has
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been elicited from the participants’ responses to item 19 in the teachers’ questionnaire
where all the participants have stated that they do not use aids of technology in teaching. As
they followed the teacher-centered approach, the role of the teacher of grammar was
observed as dominating who controls the class and transmits information. In addition to
this, the researcher observed that the teacher’s talk is more than the students’ talk. This
finding supports what has been established in the participants’ responses to item 16 in the
teachers’ questionnaire. The majority of the participants (73 %) declared that they talk more
than the students because they have to present many details about the new structures of
language. From the point of view of motivating the students to participate in classroom
discussion, as shown in table 4.10, it was recorded that most of the teachers of grammar
paid attention to this issue. However, the motivation does not go beyond to exemplifying
certain rules during the teachers’ explanation.
Classroom practice is interconnected with the socio-cultural reality in the environment
around it. In the Arabic teaching settings where external forces play a major role in
determining pedagogical practices, it was found that teachers’ practices were influenced by
such social and cultural factors, as shown in table 4.10 above. Richards (1998: p. 12)
indicates them as ‘socio-cultural factors, e.g. status of learners’ native language and cultural
values’. The researcher has found that most of the participants of the present study were
influenced by their previous learning experiences, native language, cultural values, etc.
They were observed teaching grammar in a traditional manner as a result of the influence of
their previous experiences as students. The use of L1, (i.e. Arabic), and the L1 interference
in L2 was observed and expressing social values in the grammatical explanation seemed
clear in the teachers’ behaviour while teaching grammar. In addition to these factors, there
is compulsion of the university that teachers must complete more than (75%) of the
prescribed syllabus. This is another social context that puts pressure on the teachers’
practices. All in all, they affect teachers’ practices and implementation of grammar
structures.
One of the many factors that impacts teachers’ practices is teachers’ pedagogical
knowledge. The Concise Oxford Dictionary (1990: p. 656) defines knowledge as
‘awareness or familiarity gained by experience (of a person, fact or thing), a person’s range
of information, a theoretical or practical understanding of a subject, language, etc, the sum
of what is known, true, justified belief, and certain understanding’. Regarding teachers’
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pedagogical knowledge, Richards (1998: p. 86) quoted from Shulman (1987: p. 15) says
that “the characteristics of pedagogical knowledge are as, for the most regularly taught
topics in one subject area, the most useful forms of representing of those ideas, the most
powerful analogies, illustrations, examples, and demonstrations- in a word, the ways of
representing and formulating the subject that make it comprehensible to others”.
Teachers’ pedagogical knowledge is known as professional knowledge that consists of
teachers' awareness of the dynamics of teaching reflected in such abilities as the ability to
organize the class, plan the lesson and conduct classroom routines. Based on the
implemented observations, table 4.10 suggests that it is noticed that the features of the
teachers’ personal pedagogical knowledge impacts on the settings of teaching where most
of the teachers of grammar observed did not pay attention to the organization of the classes.
The classes observed were over-crowded with students and seemed chaotic, i.e. lacking
visible order or organization.
Another factor that influences the teachers’ practices is the teachers’ practical knowledge. It
is reflected on what teachers know, believe, and think. Connelly & Clandinin (1988: p. 25)
have pointed out that “teacher’s personal practical knowledge is found in the teacher’s
practice. It is, for any teacher, a particular way of reconstructing the past and the intentions
of the future to deal with the exigencies of a present situation”. Table 4.10 shows that the
researcher observed that most of teachers of grammar were not able to deal with the
classroom management. This finding occurred as the majority of the teachers of grammar
(53 %), as stated in section one of the teachers’ questionnaire, are inexperienced teachers;
and this in turn affects their ability to manage such large classes.
The third category of the classroom observation checklist, as shown in tables 4.11 and 4.12,
is considered as the activities which teachers of grammar employ and to the extent they use
them to check the students' understanding. Teaching activities should demand achievement
of a particular task more than mere manipulation of language rules. Richards and Rodgers
(1986: p. 64) have explained that when grammar teaching is concerned, the CLT focuses on
“communicative proficiency rather than mere a mastery of structures”. The mastery of
structures is the focus of the GTM. In actual teaching practices, it was observed that there
were not any types of activities focusing on awareness, i.e. after the students have been
introduced to the structure they are given opportunities to encounter it within some kind of
discourse, and to do a task that focuses their attention on its form and meaning. As shown
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in table 4.11, the researcher recorded that teachers of grammar did not use free discourse
activities, a guided meaningful practice or a free sentence composition at all. They were
dedicated very much to the use of the controlled drill activities where students produce
examples of the structures: these examples are, however, predetermined by the teachers or
the reference books in use.
The further activities which teachers of grammar assign, as indicated in table 4.12, seemed
in a lower mark. The teachers of grammar used to assign some activities based on the
reference books for further practice.
The researcher noticed that the students’ participation or the students’ reaction to the
activities was limited or of a lower mark, as table 4.12 shows above. The activities revolved
around a specific number of students. It was clear that some students were at the centre of
attention of the teachers of grammar to deal with them to answer the questions given, while
others passively listened to what was going on. Table 4.12 shows that teachers of grammar
were observed on odd occasions correcting the students’ errors without providing feedback
for most of the errors. As observed in the actual teaching of grammar classes, table 4.12
shows that the time allotted for the activities was short and not sufficient. It was seen that
the teachers of grammar did not pay much attention to the practice of activities as if such a
practice is not important or it is the students’ responsibility.

4.6 Conclusion
Chapter Four is concerned with the analysis and discussion of the findings of the teachers’
questionnaire and the classroom observation checklist. The researcher has analyzed and
discussed the results of teachers’ questionnaire quantitatively. Then the results of the
classroom observation checklist were analyzed and discussed in a qualitative manner. The
researcher has compared the participants’ responses to the teachers’ questionnaire with
what actually happens in the classroom while teaching grammar. The findings of the
teachers’ questionnaire and the classroom observation checklist give the answers to most of
the research questions and verify the research hypotheses.
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CHAPTER FIVE
ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF THE FINDINGS OF
STUDENTS’ TESTS
5.1 Introduction
After a detailed description, analysis and interpretation of the teachers' questionnaire, and
the classroom observation checklist, the next task is to analyse and interpret the results of
the students’ tests which are the third technique of data collection of the current study.
Generally speaking, tests invite participants to display their knowledge or skills in a
concentrated issue, so that the results can be graded, and inferences can be drawn from the
students’ performance.
This study contains two grammar tests. One is designed for the first year students of the
B.Ed. programme, and the other is prepared for the second year students of the diploma
programme of the Departments of English at the tertiary level. Each test is divided into
several items. Each item investigates a separate focus of the courses of grammar which are
taught at these levels.

5.2 General Objectives of the Students’ Tests
As stated earlier, the main objective of the present study is to investigate the influence of
teachers’ practices on teaching grammar, whether they help students to understand the
topics of grammar courses or not. Therefore, to assess the students’ understanding of the
various parts of their grammar courses, two achievement tests were conducted. Davies and
Pearse (2000: p. 172) indicate that “the purpose of achievement tests, (courses tests), is to
check how well learners have done over a whole course”.
By implementing the students’ tests, the researcher also aims to give information regarding
students’ level to the teachers of grammar of Yemeni colleges to help them to decide how
and what to teach in future.
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5.3 The Process of Marking
Two students' tests which were conducted of one thousand marks for each to ease the
calculation process through each item. The first year students’ test consists of eighty-five
sub-items distributed in six items. Items one, three and six consist of thirty sub- items. Each
item consists of ten sub- items. The total marks for each item are one hundred fifty on the
basis that every sub-item in these items receives fifteen marks. Item two consists of fifteen
sub- items. The total marks for this item are one hundred fifty on the basis that every subitem receives ten marks. Items four and five consist of forty sub-items. Each item of them
consists of twenty sub-items. The total marks for each item of them are two hundred on the
basis that every sub-item in these items receives ten marks. The distribution of items and
marks of the first year students’ test are shown in the following table:
Items

No. of sub-items

Marks for each
sub-item

Total marks of each
item

1
2
3
4
5

10
15
10
20
20

15
10
15
10
10

150
150
150
200
200

6

10
85

15
-

150
1000

Total 6

Table 5.1 shows the number of items, marks for each sub-item and the total marks for each
item in the 1st level students’ test.

The second year students’ test consists of fifty sub-items distributed in five items. Each
item consists of ten sub-items. The total marks for each item is two hundred on the basis
that every sub-item receives twenty marks. The distribution of items and marks of the
second year students’ test is in the following table:
Items

No. of items
1

Marks for each sub- Total marks of each
item
item

10

20

2
3
4
5

200

10
20
200
10
20
200
10
20
200
10
20
200
Total 5
50
1000
Table 5.2 shows the number of items, marks for each sub-item and the total marks for each item
in the 2nd level students’ test.
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Table 5.2 shows that the process of marking every sub-item in all the items of the two tests
is conducted on the basis of the various structures and inquiries taught in the English
grammar courses at the two levels. Since every sub-item in these questioning items
demonstrates or highlights a particular grammatical form, the correct response for the
relevant form receives the mark. This reflects the objectivity of the researcher in marking
the tests to get reliable results.

5.4 Data Analysis and Interpretation
Descriptive statistics is used to describe the basic features of the data in the current study.
They provide simple summaries about the sample and the measures. They form the basis of
virtually every quantitative analysis of the data.
Before analyzing the data obtained by the students’ tests, the researcher has coded and
organized the results. The descriptive statistics such as frequencies, percentages, means and
standard deviations, which are usually used in carrying out the descriptive analysis, are
used to describe the data gathered by the students’ tests. The mean or average is probably
the most commonly used method of describing central tendency. Computing the mean is
done by adding up all the values and dividing them by the number of value. The standard
deviation shows the relation that set of scores has to the mean of the sample. It is a more
accurate and detailed estimate of dispersion which refers to the spread of the values around
the central tendency. The larger the standard deviation, the more is the variability from the
central point in the distribution referring to a heterogeneous group. The smaller the standard
deviation, the closer is the distribution to the central point, pointing to a homogenous
group.
Statistical analyses were performed by using the SPSS programme in its updated version.
The table below shows the number of students tested in the present study in each
Department of English in the Colleges of Education. The participants’ levels, the names of
grammar courses and name of the university are also given.
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Name
of
Department

the

Dept. of English,
Aden
Dept. of English,
Saber
Dept. of English,
Zingebar
Dept. of English,
Radffan
Dept. of English,
Tor-Al-Babha
Total

Level of the
participants

No.
participants

of

Course name

of

the

university

F

M

1 level

42

8

Grammar 1

1st level

38

12

Grammar 1

1st level

40

10

Grammar 1

1st level

25

25

Grammar 1

2nd level

28

22

Grammar 3

173

77

st

Name

Aden

Table 5.3 shows the number of students tested in the study, the name of the departments, the
participants’ level, and the name of grammar courses.

5.5 Statistical Analysis of Results of the First Year Students’ Test
To analyse and interpret the results of the first year students’ test, the researcher has
analysed and explained the results of each department separately. To start with, the result of
the participants of the Department of English, Aden is the first group which is analyesd and
discussed. Then, the results of the participants of the other Departments of English, i.e.
Saber, Zingebar, and Radffan are analysed and interpreted.

5.5.1 Results of the Participants of the Department of English, Aden
The following table shows the marks obtained by the participants of the Department of
English, Aden in each item of the test as well as the total marks and percentages.
No of the
Item
participants No.1
50
out of
(150)
1
75
2
135
3
90
4
60
5
90
6
105
7
75
8
90

Item
No.2
out of
(150)
75
90
90
60
75
90
60
60

Item
No.3
out of
(150)
90
105
105
30
90
90
75
45

Item
No.4
out of
(200)
80
120
160
80
120
120
60
80
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Item
No.5
out of
(200)
100
140
120
40
120
100
80
60

Item
No.6
out of
(150)
75
105
135
30
75
135
45
45

Total
marks
(1000)

Percentage
%

495.00
695.00
700.00
300.00
570.00
640.00
395.00
380.00

49.50
69.50
70.00
30.00
57.00
64.00
39.50
38.00

Percentage
Total
Item
Item
Item
Item
Item
Item
No of the
marks
No.6
No.5
No.4
No.3
No.2
participants No.1
%
out of (1000)
out of out of out of out of out of
50
(150)
(200)
(200)
(150)
(150)
(150)
9
120
90
90
140
120
105
665.00 66.50
10
135
90
105
140
120
90
680.00 68.00
11
90
75
105
100
80
75
525.00 52.50
12
120
105
105
160
140
120
750.00 75.00
13
45
45
60
80
80
75
385.00 38.50
14
90
75
90
120
120
90
585.00 58.50
15
120
90
135
160
100
120
725.00 72.50
16
90
105
90
100
100
105
590.00 59.00
17
120
90
90
100
120
105
625.00 62.50
18
90
75
105
120
140
135
665.00 66.50
19
135
105
120
120
140
105
725.00 72.50
20
45
30
30
60
40
45
250.00 25.00
21
90
105
105
160
120
120
700.00 70.00
22
90
90
135
140
120
90
665.00 66.50
23
120
90
90
100
120
105
625.00 62.50
24
120
135
120
160
140
120
795.00 79.50
25
75
75
75
100
80
60
465.00 46.50
26
90
75
90
100
100
90
545.00 54.50
27
135
105
120
120
100
105
685.00 68.50
28
60
45
60
40
40
30
275.00 27.50
29
75
60
75
100
100
60
470.00 47.00
30
90
90
105
140
140
120
685.00 68.50
31
90
60
75
80
80
60
445.00 44.50
32
90
60
60
100
80
75
465.00 46.50
33
120
120
105
160
120
105
730.00 73.00
34
105
90
90
120
100
75
580.00 58.00
35
90
90
105
100
100
90
575.00 57.50
36
30
45
30
60
40
15
220.00 22.00
37
60
45
30
80
60
15
290.00 29.00
38
75
45
60
120
60
45
405.00 40.50
39
135
135
120
160
140
105
795.00 79.50
40
105
75
75
120
80
75
530.00 53.00
41
90
75
75
120
100
105
565.00 56.50
42
60
90
75
60
60
45
390.00 39.00
43
120
75
90
160
120
105
670.00 67.00
44
30
60
45
80
40
30
285.00 28.50
45
120
135
90
120
120
75
660.00 66.00
46
75
45
60
100
100
60
440.00 44.00
47
105
90
75
100
120
120
610.00 61.00
48
60
45
45
100
80
60
390.00 39.00
49
75
90
90
140
120
90
605.00 60.50
50
120
135
120
140
140
105
760.00 76.00
Table 5.4 shows the results of the participants of the Department of English, Aden.
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5.5.1.1 Discussion of the Results of the Participants of the Department of
English, Aden
Table 5.4 shows the marks obtained by the participants of the Department of English, Aden
in each item, the total score sum and the percentage of each participant in the test as well.
The results in table 5.4 also reveal that 18 (36 %) participants have failed to get passing
marks and that most of them, i.e. 32 (64 %) have managed to get passing marks in the test.
Table 5.5 below reveals a summary of the statistical analysis of the marks obtained by the
participants of this group.

Dept. of English

No. of

Min.

Max.

participants

marks

marks

Std.
Sum

Mean

Deviation

50

220.00

795.00

27665.00

553.3000

155.77525

50

22.00 %

79.50 %

2766.50

55.3300

15.57753

Aden

Table 5.5 shows the sum, the mean, the standard deviation, the minimum and maximum marks
obtained in the test by the participants of the Department of English, Aden.

Table 5.5 shows that the minimum marks obtained by the participants are 220 (22 %) and
the maximum marks are 795 (79.5 %). The total score sum of the whole group is 27,665
out of 50,000. The mean of the group is 55.33, and the standard deviation is 15.577. The
result of the whole group is identified to be a more homogenous group, as the standard
deviation is smaller than the mean. From these statistical results, one can observe that the
level of the participants is not satisfactory. This indicates that the participants lack the
required knowledge of various grammar parts of their course, as the test was directed to
check the students’ understanding of the subjects which have been taught. This proves the
ineffectiveness of the teachers’ practices which were utilized to teach the subjects of
Grammar (I) course. Davies and Pearse (2000: p. 181) indicate that “learners’ tests are one
way to evaluate teaching. Good results should reflect good teaching”.

5.5.2 Results of the Participants of the Department of English, Saber
The following table shows the marks obtained by the participants of the Department of
English, Saber in each item of the test as well as the total marks and percentages.
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No of the
Item
participants No.1
50
out of
(150)

Item
No.2
out of
(150)

Item
No.3
out of
(150)

Item
No.4
out of
(200)

Item
No.5
out of
(200)

Item
No.6
out of
(150)

Total
marks
(1000)

Percentage
%

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50

75
90
60
75
90
105
135
105
45
60
75
120
90
135
75
105
45
45
120
60
60
135
30
75
60
105
90
90
105
90
60
30
90
135
105
60
60
30
105
15
45
90
30
60
90
120
15
45
90
120

90
105
135
120
75
105
90
90
45
75
105
135
120
90
90
75
75
30
75
30
90
100
15
75
90
120
135
60
75
45
75
30
75
105
120
45
90
30
90
15
45
75
15
60
105
105
15
60
120
90

140
140
160
100
120
120
140
120
80
60
120
160
140
80
120
120
100
60
60
40
80
140
60
80
100
140
120
100
100
100
120
80
120
160
160
60
80
60
160
40
40
80
40
40
120
140
60
80
100
140

120
160
100
80
140
80
120
60
80
80
120
120
160
120
120
80
100
40
80
40
40
140
40
100
120
120
80
100
80
80
100
40
100
120
160
80
40
80
120
20
20
100
40
20
100
160
60
100
120
120

90
75
135
90
90
120
75
90
75
45
90
90
75
90
90
90
90
00
45
15
15
45
15
75
105
135
75
60
120
60
75
30
105
120
105
30
45
00
135
15
15
90
45
15
75
120
30
45
60
105

620.00
660.00
680.00
585.00
620.00
605.00
680.00
540.00
400.00
395.00
570.00
760.00
690.00
605.00
615.00
575.00
500.00
250.00
440.00
230.00
330.00
665.00
190.00
495.00
580.00
695.00
635.00
485.00
585.00
435.00
520.00
255.00
580.00
775.00
770.00
320.00
390.00
215.00
745.00
135.00
270.00
525.00
200.00
240.00
585.00
765.00
210.00
420.00
595.00
710.00

62.00
66.00
68.50
58.50
62.00
60.50
68.00
54.00
40.00
39.50
57.00
76.00
69.00
60.50
61.50
57.50
50.00
25.00
44.00
23.00
33.00
66.50
19.00
49.50
58.00
69.50
63.50
48.50
58.50
43.50
52.00
25.50
58.00
77.50
77.00
32.00
39.00
21.50
74.50
13.50
27.00
52.50
20.00
24.00
58.50
76.50
21.00
42.00
59.50
71.00

105
90
90
120
105
75
120
75
75
75
60
135
105
90
120
105
90
75
60
45
45
105
30
90
105
75
135
75
105
60
90
45
90
135
120
45
75
15
135
30
105
90
30
45
105
120
30
90
105
135

Table 5.6 shows the results of the participants of the Department of English, Saber.
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5.5.2.1 Discussion of the Results of the Participants of the Department of
English, Saber
The above table 5.6 shows the marks obtained by the participants of the Department of
English, Saber in each item, the total score sum as well as the percentage of each
participant in the test. The results show that 20 (40 %) participants have failed to get
passing marks and that 30 (60 %) of them have managed to get passing marks in the test.
The following table contains the summary of the statistical analysis of the marks obtained
by the participants.

Dept. of English

No. of

Min.

Max.

participants

marks

marks

Std.
Sum

Mean

Deviation

50

135.00

775.00

25345.00

506.900

182.39308

50

13.50 %

77.50 %

2534.50

50.6900

18.23931

Saber

Table 5.7 shows the sum, the mean, the standard deviation, the minimum and maximum marks
obtained in the test by the participants of the Department of English, Saber.

The results in the above table 5.7 clarify that the minimum marks obtained by the
participants are 135 (13.5 %) and the maximum marks are 775 (77.5 %). The total score
sum of the whole group is 25,345 out of 50,000. The mean of the group is 50.69, and the
standard deviation is 18.239. The standard deviation is smaller than the mean; this suggests
that there is no big variability among the participants’ results of this group. The level of the
students at grammar, as the above statistical results have shown in table 5.7, is low; and this
confirms the hypotheses of the current study.

5.5.3 Results of the Participants of the Department of English, Zingebar
The following table shows the marks obtained by the participants of the Department of
English, Zingebar in each item of the test as well as the total marks and percentages.
No of the
Item
participants No.1
50
out of
150

Item
No.2
out of
(150

Item
No.3
out of
(150

Item
No.4
out of
(200)

Item
No.5
out of
(200)

Item
No.6
out of
(150

Total
marks

1
2
3
4

30
75
105
90

45
105
135
120

60
140
160
120

40
120
120
80

60
60
120
105

265.00
650.00
775.00
620.00

30
120
135
105
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Percentage
%

(1000)
26.50
65.00
77.50
62.00

No of the
Item
participants No.1
50
out of
150

Item
No.2
out of
(150

Item
No.3
out of
(150

Item
No.4
out of
(200)

Item
No.5
out of
(200)

Item
No.6
out of
(150

Total
marks

5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50

30
75
135
45
75
90
75
105
105
45
120
105
45
90
75
15
90
120
90
120
90
75
105
45
105
135
45
75
90
135
75
45
45
30
135
90
30
90
120
30
120
75
75
30
60
105

45
75
75
30
90
75
105
135
75
45
120
75
90
90
105
15
105
135
75
135
75
120
105
60
90
135
45
75
105
105
90
45
15
45
90
75
15
75
90
30
105
75
90
30
75
60

60
100
160
80
100
100
120
180
120
80
140
160
80
120
120
60
160
120
120
160
140
120
100
40
120
140
80
100
120
120
100
60
60
80
180
140
40
100
140
60
100
160
140
80
80
120

40
80
140
100
60
100
80
120
160
80
100
120
40
140
100
40
160
140
80
120
140
120
80
100
80
120
120
120
100
120
100
40
40
20
120
120
40
100
140
60
100
120
140
60
100
100

30
120
105
75
90
60
90
105
135
45
105
120
30
120
75
30
105
75
90
105
120
105
90
30
45
105
90
75
90
105
75
30
00
15
120
105
30
120
90
45
90
90
105
45
75
120

235.00
540.00
750.00
375.00
475.00
545.00
545.00
780.00
715.00
355.00
720.00
715.00
345.00
665.00
550.00
205.00
740.00
725.00
530.00
760.00
700.00
600.00
600.00
365.00
560.00
755.00
410.00
535.00
625.00
690.00
530.00
265.00
190.00
220.00
765.00
620.00
200.00
590.00
685.00
285.00
620.00
625.00
625.00
290.00
450.00
610.00

30
90
135
45
60
120
75
135
120
60
135
135
60
105
75
45
120
135
75
120
135
60
120
90
120
120
30
90
120
105
90
45
30
30
120
90
45
105
105
60
105
105
75
45
60
105

Percentage
%

(1000)
23.50
54.00
75.00
37.50
47.50
54.50
54.50
78.00
71.50
35.50
72.00
71.50
34.50
66.50
55.00
20.50
74.00
72.50
53.00
76.00
70.00
60.00
60.00
36.50
56.00
75.50
41.00
53.50
62.50
69.00
53.00
26.50
19.00
22.00
76.50
62.00
20.00
59.00
68.50
28.50
62.00
62.50
62.50
29.00
45.00
61.00

Table 5.8 indicates the results of the participants of the Department of English, Zingebar.
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5.5.3.1 Discussion of the Results of the Participants of the Department
of English, Zingebar
The above table shows the marks obtained by the participants of the Department of English,
Zingebar in each item, the total score sum and the percentage of each participant in the test
as well. The results, as given in table 5.8, also show that 16 (32 %) participants have failed
to get passing marks and that most of them 34 (68 %) have managed to get passing marks
in the test. The following table clarifies a summary of the statistical analysis of the marks
obtained by the participants of the whole group.
No. of
Dept. of English

participants

Min.

Max.

marks

marks

Std.
Sum

Mean

Deviation

50

190.00

780.00

26990.00

539.8000

181.0963

50

19.00 %

78.00 %

2699.00

53.9800

18.10963

Zingibar

Table 5.9 shows the sum, the mean, the standard deviation, the minimum and maximum marks
obtained in the test by the participants of the Department of English, Zingibar.

Table 5.9 shows that the minimum marks obtained by the participants are 190 (19%) and
the maximum marks are 780 (78 %). The total score sum of the whole group is 26,990 out
of 50,000. The mean of the group is 53.98, and the standard deviation is 18.10. The
standard deviation is smaller than the mean. This indicates that the results of this group are
homogenous. In short, from the above statistics, the level of performance of the participants
in the test after teaching the Grammar (I) course is low. This signifies the influence and
incompetence of the teaching practices followed by teachers to convey knowledge of
grammar to the students. This validates the hypotheses of the study.

5.5.4 Results of the Participants of the Department of English, Radffan
The following table shows the marks obtained by the participants of the Department of
English, Radffan in each item of the test as well as the total marks and percentages.
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No of the
participants
50

Item
No.1

Item
No.2

Item
No.3

Item
No.4

Item
No.5

Item
No.6

out of

out of
(150)

out of
(150

out of
(200)

out of
(200)

out of
(150

90
45
105
90
60
45
90
120
105
30
30
120
75
135
75
105
135
45
60
30
45
135
105
60
45
90
105
90
135
105
60
60
75
135
90
45
15
15
135
120
90
90
30
15
90

60
30
135
120
45
15
45
75
135
75
75
135
105
120
60
75
105
30
75
30
60
120
75
40
60
105
135
60
75
45
75
45
90
105
120
45
75
30
105
90
120
90
15
60
105

120
80
140
100
80
60
80
120
160
60
40
160
120
160
120
140
160
60
60
40
60
140
80
100
120
140
120
140
120
120
100
100
120
140
100
60
40
60
160
140
140
120
60
60
100

60
80
120
80
60
60
60
80
140
40
80
140
100
120
100
120
140
40
40
20
40
120
100
80
60
120
80
100
120
80
100
60
60
120
140
80
40
120
100
80
120
80
40
40
120

75
30
120
75
75
75
90
105
105
45
60
75
60
90
60
90
105
30
45
15
15
90
45
75
30
120
90
75
105
60
75
75
90
135
105
30
30
15
120
90
90
75
30
15
60

(150)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45

75
50
120
105
75
30
75
90
120
45
45
90
90
105
75
90
120
45
30
15
30
120
90
75
90
105
120
105
120
75
90
45
75
120
105
75
30
15
120
135
105
75
45
30
75
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Total
marks

Percentage
%

(1000)
480.00
315.00
740.00
570.00
395.00
285.00
440.00
590.00
765.00
295.00
330.00
720.00
550.00
730.00
490.00
620.00
765.00
250.00
310.00
150.00
250.00
725.00
495.00
430.00
405.00
680.00
650.00
570.00
675.00
485.00
500.00
385.00
510.00
755.00
660.00
335.00
230.00
255.00
740.00
655.00
655.00
530.00
220.00
220.00
550.00

48.00
31.50
74.00
57.00
39.50
28.50
44.00
59.00
76.50
29.50
33.00
72.00
55.00
73.00
49.00
62.00
76.50
25.00
31.00
15.00
25.00
72.50
49.50
43.00
40.50
68.00
65.00
57.00
67.50
48.50
50.00
38.50
51.00
75.50
66.00
33.50
23.00
25.50
74.00
65.50
65.50
53.00
22.00
22.00
55.00

No of the
participants
50

Item
No.1

Item
No.2

Item
No.3

Item
No.4

Item
No.5

Item
No.6

out of

out of
(150)

out of
(150

out of
(200)

out of
(200)

out of
(150

(150)

Total
marks

Percentage
%

(1000)

46
90
120
120
140
160
90
720.00 72.00
47
15
15
45
60
40
30
205.00 20.50
48
75
45
60
140
80
45
445.00 44.50
49
90
105
75
100
120
45
535.00 53.50
50
60
45
75
80
80
30
370.00 37.00
Table 5.10 shows the results of the participants of the Department of English, Radffan.

5.5.4.1 Discussion of the Results of the Participants of the Department of
English, Radffan
The above table 5.10 shows the marks obtained by the participants of the Department of
English, Radffan in each item, the total score sum and the percentage of each participant in
the test. The results, as appears in table 5.10, also shows that half of the participants 25
(50 %) have failed to get passing marks and that half of them 25 (50 %) have managed to
get passing marks in the test. The following table shows a summary of the statistical
analysis of the marks obtained by the participants of the whole group.

Dept. of English

No. of

Min.

Max.

participants

marks

marks

50

150.00

Std.
Sum

765.00 24630.00

Mean

Deviation

492.6000

181.73551

49.2600

18.17355

Radffan
50 15.00 %

76.50 %

2463.00

Table 5.11shows the sum, the mean, the standard deviation, the minimum and maximum marks
obtained in the test by the participants of the Department of English, Radffan.

Table 5.11 displays that the minimum marks obtained by the participants are 150 (15 %),
and the maximum marks are 765 (76.5%). The total score sum of the whole group is 24,630
out of 50,000. The mean of the group is 49.26, and the standard deviation is 18.17. The
standard deviation is smaller than the mean. This indicates that there is no discrepancy
among the students’ results of this group. The level of the accomplishment of the
participants in the test after teaching the Grammar (I) course is low, as the participants’
results shown in table 5.11 above. This exposes the influence of the incompetence of the
teaching practices followed by teachers to convey knowledge of the prescribed grammar
subjects on the students’ performance.
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5.6 Statistical Analysis of the Results of the Second Year Students’ Test
The same procedures of analyzing and interpreting the first year students’ test were
followed to analyze and interpret the second year students’ test. The results of the
participants in the Department of English, Tor Al-Baha, the Diploma programme, as shown
in table 5.12 below, show that the participants did not get high marks in the test as it was
expected. The participants are in the final year of their programme, therefore it was
supposed that they have good knowledge of grammar, better than what has been achieved
in the test.

5.6.1 Results of the Participants of the Department of English, To-Al-Baha
The following table shows the marks obtained by the participants of the Department of
English, Tor Al-Baha in each item of the test as well as the total marks and percentages.
No of the
Item
participants No.1
50
out of
(200)
1
140
2
180
3
60
4
100
5
180
6
80
7
140
8
160
9
100
10
80
11
120
12
80
13
140
14
180
15
120
16
140
17
120
18
140
19
180
20
60
21
120
22
140
23
120
24
140
25
100
26
80
27
140
28
120

Item
No.2
out of
(200)
120
160
80
100
140
80
140
120
120
100
140
80
160
160
180
100
80
100
160
80
140
80
100
140
120
80
80
60

Item
No.3
out of
(200)
160
120
80
80
160
120
120
120
100
120
100
120
160
180
180
160
80
120
120
60
140
120
100
120
120
120
100
60

Item
No.4
out of
(200)
80
140
120
160
160
60
100
80
140
80
100
100
100
140
120
100
60
160
160
100
120
100
60
100
100
100
140
80
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Item
No.5
out of
(200)
140
160
60
120
140
100
80
120
120
80
120
140
100
160
140
120
100
160
180
100
140
80
80
120
160
100
140
100

Total
marks

Percentage
%

(1000)
640.00
760.00
400.00
560.00
780.00
440.00
580.00
600.00
580.00
460.00
580.00
520.00
660.00
820.00
740.00
620.00
440.00
680.00
800.00
400.00
660.00
520.00
460.00
620.00
600.00
480.00
600.00
420.00

64.00
76.00
40.00
56.00
78.00
44.00
58.00
60.00
58.00
46.00
58.00
52.00
66.00
82.00
74.00
62.00
44.00
68.00
80.00
40.00
66.00
52.00
46.00
62.00
60.00
48.00
60.00
42.00

Percentage
No of the
Item
Item
Item
Item
Item
Total
%
marks
participants No.1
No.2
No.3
No.4
No.5
50
out of out of out of out of out of
(1000)
(200) (200)
(200)
(200)
(200)
29
160
140
100
100
120
620.00
62.00
30
120
100
160
180
120
680.00
68.00
31
100
80
120
80
80
460.00
46.00
32
100
100
80
40
40
360.00
36.00
33
80
60
80
60
80
360.00
36.00
34
80
120
160
120
120
600.00
60.00
35
80
60
60
40
60
300.00
30.00
36
100
80
120
60
60
420.00
42.00
37
120
80
80
80
120
480.00
48.00
38
180
160
180
180
160
860.00
86.00
39
40
40
60
80
80
300.00
30.00
40
60
40
80
60
60
300.00
30.00
41
100
100
120
140
100
560.00
56.00
42
120
80
60
120
60
440.00
44.00
43
100
60
80
80
100
420.00
42.00
44
80
40
40
100
40
300.00
30.00
45
80
40
60
60
20
260.00
26.00
46
120
120
140
140
120
640.00
64.00
47
100
60
40
40
80
320.00
32.00
48
60
60
40
80
40
280.00
28.00
49
60
100
80
40
20
300.00
30.00
50
120
180
140
160
100
700.00
70.00
Table 5.12 displays the results of the participants of the Department of English, Tor Al-Baha.

5.6.1.1 Discussion of the Results of the Participants of the Department of English,
Tor Al-Baha
Table 5.12

shows the marks obtained by the participants at the second level of the

Department of English, Tor Al-Baha in each item, the total score sum and the percentage of
each participant in the test. The results, as shown in table 5.12, also show that 23 (46 %)
participants have failed to get passing marks and that 27 (54 %) of them have managed to
get passing marks in the test. The following table indicates a summary of the statistical
analysis of the marks obtained by the participants of the whole group.
Dept. of
English

No. of

Min.

Max.

participants

marks

marks

50

260.00

50

26.00 %

Std.
Sum

860.00 26380.00

Mean

Deviation

527.6000

158.19853

52.7600

15.81985

Tor Al-Baha
86.00 %

2638.00

Table 5.13 shows the sum, the mean, the standard deviation, the minimum and maximum marks
obtained in the test by the participants of the Department of English, Tor Al-Baha.
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The results, as shown in table 5.13, demonstrate that the minimum marks obtained by the
participants are 260 (26 %) and the maximum marks are 860 (86 %). The total score sum of
the whole group is 26,380 out of 50,000. The mean of the group is 52.76, and the standard
deviation is 15.81. The standard deviation is smaller than the mean. This indicates that
there is no big variability among the results of the participants. Table 5.13 clarifies that the
level of the achievement of the participants in the test after teaching the Grammar (III)
course is low. This validates the stated hypotheses of this study.

5.7 The Summary Sheet of the Percentages Scored by the Participants of
the 1st and 2nd Year Levels
The following table reveals the percentages obtained by the participants of the first and
second year levels in Grammar (I) and Grammar (III) tests.
No. of
participants

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

Name of the Departments
Dept. of
English,
Aden
%
49.50
69.50
70.00
30.00
57.00
64.00
39.50
38.00
66.50
68.00
52.50
75.00
38.50
58.50
72.50
59.00
62.50
66.50
72.50
25.00
70.00
66.50
62.50
79.50
46.50
54.50

Dept. of
English,
Saber
%
62.00
66.00
68.50
58.50
62.00
60.50
68.00
54.00
40.00
39.50
57.00
76.00
69.00
60.50
61.50
57.50
50.00
25.00
44.00
23.00
33.00
66.50
19.00
49.50
58.00
69.50

Dept. of
English,
Zingebar
%
26.50
65.00
77.50
62.00
23.50
54.00
75.00
37.50
47.50
54.50
54.50
78.00
71.50
35.50
72.00
71.50
34.50
66.50
55.00
20.50
74.00
72.50
53.00
76.00
70.00
60.00
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Dept. of
English,
Radffan
%
48.00
31.50
74.00
57.00
39.50
28.50
44.00
59.00
76.50
29.50
33.00
72.00
55.00
73.00
49.00
62.00
76.50
25.00
31.00
15.00
25.00
72.50
49.50
43.00
40.50
68.00

Dept. of
English, TorAl-Baha
%
64.00
76.00
40.00
56.00
78.00
44.00
58.00
60.00
58.00
46.00
58.00
52.00
66.00
82.00
74.00
62.00
44.00
68.00
80.00
40.00
66.00
52.00
46.00
62.00
60.00
48.00

No. of
participants

Dept. of
English,
Aden
68.50
27.50
47.00
68.50
44.50
46.50
73.00
58.00
57.50
22.00
29.00
40.50
79.50
53.00
56.50
39.00
67.00
28.50
66.00
44.00
61.00
39.00
60.50
76.00

Dept. of
English,
Saber
63.50
48.50
58.50
43.50
52.00
25.50
58.00
77.50
77.00
32.00
39.00
21.50
74.50
13.50
27.00
52.50
20.00
24.00
58.50
76.50
21.00
42.00
59.50
71.00

Name of the Departments
Dept. of
Dept. of
English,
English,
Zingebar
Radffan
60.00
65.00
36.50
57.00
56.00
67.50
75.50
48.50
41.00
50.00
53.50
38.50
62.50
51.00
69.00
75.50
53.00
66.00
26.50
33.50
19.00
23.00
22.00
25.50
76.50
74.00
62.00
65.50
20.00
65.50
59.00
53.00
68.50
22.00
28.50
22.00
62.00
55.00
62.50
72.00
62.50
20.50
29.00
44.50
45.00
53.50
61.00
37.00

Dept. of
English, TorAl-Baha
27
60.00
28
42.00
29
62.00
30
68.00
31
46.00
32
36.00
33
36.00
34
60.00
35
30.00
36
42.00
37
48.00
38
86.00
39
30.00
40
30.00
41
56.00
42
44.00
43
42.00
44
30.00
45
26.00
46
64.00
47
32.00
48
28.00
49
30.00
50
70.00
Table 5.14 shows the students’ percentages scored in the Students’ Tests of the five
Departments.

5.7.1 Discussion of the Results of the First and Second Year Levels in the Tests
The results of the participants of the first and second year students in grammar tests, as
shown in table, 5.14 indicate that there is a large number of failed participants in the
Departments of English, Radffan, i.e. 25, in Tor Al Baha, i.e. 23, and in Saber, i.e. 20. The
failed participants are 18 and 16 in the Department of English, Aden, and in the Department
of English, Zingebar respectively. The following table shows the means of the participants’
results of the five Departments of English at the two levels.

193

Name of the Departments

The Mean

Dept. of English, Aden

55.3300

Dept. of English, Saber

50.690

Dept. of English, Zingebar

53.980

Dept. of English, Radffan

49.260

Dept. of English, Tor-Al Baha

52.7600

Table 5.15 displays the means of the participants’ results of the five Departments of English.

The above table shows the means of the results of the participants of the five Departments
of English. To compare the means of these results, the above statistics show that the mean
of the results of the participants of the Department of English, Aden, i.e. 55.33 is better
than the other means of the results of the participants in the other departments. The mean of
the results of the participants of the Department of English, Zingebar is 53.98, while the
mean of the results of the participants of the Department of English, Tor-Al Baha is 52.76.
Table 5.15 also specifies that the mean of the results of the participants of the Department
of English, Saber is 50.69, whereas the mean of the results of the participants of the
Department of English, Radffan is 49.26.
To discuss these results of the participants, in general, it appears that the means of the
results are low. The participants’ performance in the students’ tests suggests that the
participants have no good knowledge of grammar in relation to the subjects which have
been taught in their grammar courses. This finding is supported by the statistical analysis of
the results of the participants in each department where many students failed to get the
passing marks in the test, (as shown in table 5.14 ) The statistical analysis of the entire
results of each department also indicate that the mean is low, as shown in table 5.15.
Davies and Pearse (2000: p. 181) indicate that “learners’ tests are one way to evaluate
teaching. Good results should reflect good teaching”.
Since teachers play the most important role in the second language classroom, the way they
introduce grammar is an essential component of students’ success in language learning.
Thus, teachers’ practices play a crucial role to convey the knowledge of grammar. One can
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deduce that the weaknesses which are found in the students’ results is due to the teachers’
practices.
The results of the participants in the grammar tests demonstrate the students’ weakness at
grammar. This reflects the findings of the teachers’ questionnaire and the classroom
observations which validate the hypotheses of the present study that the weakness of
students at grammar in the Departments of English is due to the outdated teaching
methodology which is adopted by the teachers of grammar.

5.8 Conclusion
This chapter is concerned with the analysis and interpretation of the results of the students’
tests. It provides the general objectives of the students’ tests and gives a detailed
description of the process of marking. In Chapter Five, the researcher has analyzed and
discussed the participants’ results scored in the first year students’ test using the descriptive
statistics such as the mean, the standard deviation and the percentage by using the SPSS
programme. The researcher has also used the same procedures to analyze and interpret the
results of the second year students’ test. The results of the students’ tests at the first and
second year levels prove the hypotheses of the present study.
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CHAPTER SIX
CONCLUSIONS
6.1 Introduction
This chapter presents a summary and review of the main findings as they relate to the
research questions and objectives. It also offers recommendations and concludes the study
with some possible suggestions for further study.

6.2 Summary and Review of the Main Findings
The main objective of this descriptive research is to investigate the influence of teachers’
practices on grammar teaching in Yemeni colleges and whether they help students to
acquire the knowledge of grammar or not. Additionally, this study sought to identify the
actual practices followed by teachers in teaching grammar in Yemeni colleges and to show
how teachers of grammar are influenced by several factors that determine their choice of
various practices in teaching.
To investigate the objectives of this study, three instruments were used to collect the
required data. They are teachers’ questionnaire, classroom observations and students’ tests.
A total of thirty questionnaires were distributed to the teachers of grammar in the Colleges
of Education, University of Aden. All the thirty responses of teachers’ questionnaire were
collected, representing a response rate of 100 %. Ten observations of ten teachers of
grammar who have responded to the teachers’ questionnaire were implemented. Two
grammar tests, one for the first level students and the other for the second level students of
English in five Colleges of Education, have been conducted to measure the level of students
in the grammar courses which they have studied. The sample was 250 students, 200
students of the 1st level, and 50 students of the 2nd level in the Departments of English in
five Colleges of Education.
On the basis of the results obtained from the teachers’ questionnaires, the classroom
observations and the students’ tests, the hypotheses of the study have been confirmed. The
objectives of the study have been attained. Moreover, the major findings of the study have
answered the research questions. The following findings have been drawn as a result of the
analysis and interpretation of the data.
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1. The findings of the current study present that 53 % teachers of grammar in Yemeni
colleges have a B.Ed. degree major in General English. This indicates that the
majority of the teachers of grammar who hold the responsibilities of teaching
grammar in Yemeni colleges of Education have not enough and proper training and
qualifications. They have little theoretical background of teaching grammar and
English language teaching methods. Thus, they lack the awareness of the various
trends in teaching grammar, as the B.Ed. degree in English does not qualify them to
teach grammar to university students.
2. The findings of the teachers’ questionnaire also show that the majority of teachers of
grammar, i.e. 63% are inexperienced teachers as their experience only ranges
between 5 to 10 years. Findings from classroom observations support this fact
where it is observed that most of the teachers of grammar have no awareness of the
various techniques and methods of teaching grammar. They had only been observed
willing to read the lectures from prepared notes or reference books and students
listened passively. They are inclined to explain some rules and give examples on
board.
3. Concerning the teachers’ opinions about grammar, the findings of the present study
show that the majority of responses, i.e. 73 % to the teachers’ questionnaire bring to
light that teachers of grammar thought of the role of grammar as a necessary
component of any language teaching programme and thus it plays an important role
in language teaching.
4. The study indicates that the goal of teaching grammar, as the teachers considered, is
to help students to gain information about the structures of language. The findings
also show that 80% teachers of grammar believed that students want knowledge of
grammar in order to use language accurately.
5. Additionally, the research study reflects that most of the teachers of grammar, i.e.
60 % looked at grammar as a set of rules which one must follow in order to use the
language correctly. These opinions about grammar influence the choice of the
teachers’ practices in grammar teaching. The researcher observed that the majority
of teachers of grammar, i.e. 80 % in the Departments of English in Yemeni colleges
presented grammar structures at the sentence level focusing on forms. They did not
use a meaningful context to present grammar structures.
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6. The focus of teachers’ practices in teaching grammar is investigated and the
findings of the teachers’ questionnaires show that 47 % teachers of grammar
considered that the most important characteristic of an effective teaching method of
grammar is to help students to acquire the form, meaning and function of the
structure of language. However, responses of 63 % teachers of grammar stated that
they teach grammar structures deductively. Moreover, in actual teaching practices, it
was observed that most of teachers of grammar, i.e. 80 % presented grammar items
by using the deductive method. The deductive route is at the core of much of
traditional grammar teaching, whereas the inductive route, in which students
become aware of rules through their interaction with language, is often favoured in
more recent approaches.
7. As indicated by the data from the teachers’ questionnaire that teachers of grammar
believed that teachers of grammar should focus on form, meaning and use, but when
their actual practices were observed, it is noted that they teach only the forms of
grammatical structures. This reflects that there is a gap between the teachers’
opinions about teaching grammar and their actual practices.
8. The significant reason why teachers, who may express enthusiasm for alternative
methods of grammar teaching, continue to employ the traditional approach to
grammar teaching, is the powerful emotions and attitudes attached to traditional
grammar teaching and learning.
9. It is noted that 80 % teachers of grammar teach grammar structures taking into
consideration forms, i.e. equated with the traditional teaching of discrete points of
grammar in separate lectures. They did not present grammar items by focusing on
form. There is a distinct difference between forms (plural) and form even though
they look similar. Forms means pure linguistic elements which are taught purposely
and systematically; while form refers to linguistic elements which are focused on by
teachers as they occur incidentally during the communication-based or meaningbased lessons.
10. It is noticed that none of teachers of grammar used written tasks to teach grammar
items. This result supports what all teachers of grammar have declared in their
responses to the teachers’ questionnaire that they do not follow task-based approach
in teaching grammar.
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11. To investigate what is the theoretical base the teachers of grammar depend on, the
findings of the teachers’ questionnaire demonstrate that 83 % teachers of grammar
identified that the Eclectic Method of language teaching influences their practice in
teaching grammar. The Eclectic Approach for language teaching methodology is a
theoretically well informed global understanding of the process of learning and
teaching. On contrary to this, the findings of classroom observations evinced that
teachers of grammar followed the principles of the Grammar Translation Method.
For instance, the deductive method which they stated they follow in presenting
grammar items is a feature of the Grammar Translation Method. Among all the
second-language-teaching methods, the Grammar Translation Method is the easiest
for a teacher to employ. A teacher does not require good English speaking or good
subject preparation. Another reason for the dominance of the Grammar Translation
Method, the researcher thinks, is that there are not enough qualified English
teachers in these departments of English, as it was found that majority of the
teachers of grammar in the Departments of English are B.Ed. degree holders who
are not qualified to teach at the tertiary level.
12. The findings of the present study show that 60 % responses to the teachers’
questionnaire have stated that the ways they were taught grammar as students
influenced their choice of the techniques of teaching grammar. The most serious
fact is that this inefficient approach, the Grammar Translation Method is continually
reinforced. One can deduce that the teachers, who had been taught with the
Grammar Translation Method, when turning out to be English teachers, are most
likely to use the same method in their teaching.
13. The findings of the current study indicate that 57 % teachers of grammar use lecture
as a mode of teaching grammar, however, it was observed that all the teachers of
grammar adopted lecture as a mode of teaching grammar in the Departments of
English in Yemeni Colleges of Education. The lecture mode highlights the teachers’
role in the class more effectively than the students. This reflects an obvious
confirmation of the teacher-centered approach which was employed in teaching
English grammar. The observed grammar classes were all mainly teacher-centered,
with both teachers providing explanations and instructions, and asking questions
and eliciting responses from the students based on their knowledge of grammar
items.
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14. The results of the study indicate a continued tendency toward traditional teacherdominated classroom. The findings of the teachers’ questionnaire indicate that 73 %
teachers of grammar stated that teachers of grammar talk more than the students
because they have to present many details about the new structures of language.
This is supported by the findings from the classroom observations where it was
observed that all the teachers of grammar really talk more than the students. It is a
tradition in the Arab culture that teachers are seen as authoritative and students are
not in a position to argue, they are to be obedient.
15. A clear tendency against using a group work mode was found in most of the
responses to the teachers’ questionnaire. In real classroom practices, it was also
observed that hardly any teacher of grammar used a group work mode in teaching
grammatical structures.
16. To investigate the materials employed by the teachers of grammar, the findings of
the teachers’ questionnaire indicate that the majority of the responses, i.e. 83 %
pointed out that they use the prescribed books and some supplementary references.
However, the researcher observed that the reference books which were used by the
teachers of grammar and students at the first and second levels of Departments of
English were not the prescribed books at all. All the teachers of grammar at the first
level either depended on The High School English Grammar and Composition by
(Wren, P., C. 1996) or English Grammar by (Phythian, B., A. 1988); and the
teachers of grammar at the second level in diploma programme depended on
collections of materials from various grammar reference books. They selected the
prescribed topics and copied them for the students as separate handouts. All the
materials which were used by the teachers of grammar were based on structural
syllabus. The structural view of language considers grammatical structures as the
underlying units of the language system. These units of language are structurally
rule-governed.
17. The findings of the present study show that all the responses 100 % to the teachers’
questionnaire have made it clear that the aids of technology such as PowerPoint,
overhead projector and video are not used in teaching grammar in the Departments
of English in Yemeni Colleges of Education. This confirms that either teachers of
grammar lack the experience of teaching by using such aids, or they are not
qualified to deal with such aids of technology which become essential instruments
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in teaching environment. This supports what has been stated earlier that most
teachers of grammar do not have enough training and experience in teaching.
18. The findings of the present study indicate that 60 % responses to the teachers’
questionnaire stated that teachers of grammar focus on accuracy, i.e. devoting
attention to forms, in the grammar practice activities. This assures that 63 %
teachers of grammar followed the deductive approach which focuses on forms and
then practice, which is the major aim of the structural approach.
19. Teaching activities should demand achievement of a particular task more than mere
manipulation of language rules. Richards and Rodgers (1986: p. 64) have explained
that when grammar teaching is concerned, the CLT focuses on ‘communicative
proficiency rather than mere mastery of structures’. The mastery of structures is the
focus of the Grammar Translation Method. After the introduction to the structure,
students have opportunities to encounter it within some kind of discourse and to do
task related to form or meaning. In the classroom observations, the researcher has
recorded that all the teachers of grammar did not use free discourse activities, a
guided meaningful practice or free sentence compositions at all. It was found that
they most of the times used controlled drill activities where students produce
examples of structures: these examples are, however, predetermined by teachers or
taken from the reference books in use. The findings indicate that the responses of 73
% teachers of grammar to the teachers’ questionnaire confirmed that controlled
drills are the activities which were used in grammar teaching classes.
20. It was found that the further activities which teachers of grammar assigned to
students are of low level. These grammar activites are based on reference books.
21. The findings of the present study show that the students’ participation in the
activities was limited and the activities revolved around a specific number of
students. It was clear that some students were the center of attention of the teachers
of grammar to deal with them to answer the questions given, while others passively
listened to what was going on. It was observed that teachers of grammar
occasionally corrected the students’ errors without providing feedback for most
errors.
22. It was observed in the actual teaching of grammar classes, that the time allotted for
the activities was short and insufficient. It was seen that the teachers of grammar did
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not pay much attention to the activities and practices as if the activities and practices
are not important or it is the students’ responsibility.
23. The findings of the present study show that the majority of the responses of the
teachers of grammar, i.e. 83 % indicated that English and Arabic are used as the
medium of instruction for teaching grammar practices. All the participants have
emphasized that English is used more than Arabic. Concerning the use of L1 by
teachers of grammar, it was observed that all the teachers of grammar resorted to
Arabic to introduce grammatical concepts and clarify the complicated rules. The
teachers used Arabic to review previous structures taught, capture learners' attention
and praise learners.
24. The study shows that teachers of grammar try to motivate students to participate in
classroom discussions. However, the motivation does not go beyond exemplifying
certain rules during the teachers’ explanation.
25. Classroom practice is interconnected with the socio-cultural reality in the
environment around it. In the Arabic teaching settings where external forces play a
major role in determining pedagogical practices, it was found that teachers’
practices were affected by such social and cultural factors. Some socio-cultural
challenges have influenced teachers’ practices such as teachers’ previous learning
experiences. It was proved that most of the teachers of grammar in this study teach
as they were taught grammar as students, they themselves admitted this fact in their
responses to the teachers’ questionnaire. The use of L1, (i.e. Arabic), and the L1
interference in L2, and expressing social values in the grammatical explanation was
clearly seen in the teachers’ behaviour while teaching grammar. In addition to this,
in the prescribed plan of the university, it is compulsory for the teachers to complete
not less than 75% of the prescribed syllabus. This also puts pressure on the teachers’
practices. All in all they affect the teachers’ practices in presenting grammar
structures. What one can infer from such findings is that the context in which
teachers of grammar work plays the most important role in determining the extent to
which they can put their opinions in actual practice.
26. The findings of the present study specify that some factors, specifically, the
teachers' practices that are used in teaching grammar, the current materials which
teachers use to teach the grammar subjects and the teaching modes used by most of
the teachers of grammar to convey the grammatical information, and the low level
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of the students as a result of their previous study, from most of the teachers’ point of
view, hinder students’ understanding of grammar structures. On the other hand, the
findings indicate that most of the teachers of grammar considered that if factors
such as limited number of students in the classroom, qualified teachers who
implement grammar courses and the variety of practices followed by teachers in
teaching grammar are available in the context of teaching grammar, they can play an
influential and positive role in grammar teaching.
27. The review of the data gained through the analysis of the teachers’ questionnaire
indicates that teachers were not consciously aware of the different trends involved
in grammar teaching on account of their limited qualifications and the lack of up-to
date references as well as the influence of their previous experience as students.
This is further supported by evidences provided by the classroom observations. As a
result, the classroom reality is still characterized by traditional practices of the
Grammar Translation Method. Additionally, the findings of the present study show
that the features of the teachers’ personal pedagogical knowledge impact on the
settings of teaching. When the classes of English grammar were observed, it is
noted that teachers do not pay attention to the organization of classes. Classes are
over-crowded and there is lack of order.
28. The above findings confirm the hypothesis which specifies that teachers are
influenced by various pedagogical factors that guide them in determining their
practices for teaching grammar. It is also hypothesized that teachers’ practices,
consciously or unconsciously, influence English grammar teaching. Since teachers
play an important role in the second language classroom, the way they introduce
grammar is an essential component of students’ success in language learning. Thus,
teachers’ practices play a crucial role to convey the knowledge of grammar.
29. The results of grammar tests of students demonstrate that students are weak at
grammar. The statistical findings of the students’ tests show that the means and
standard deviations of the five groups of students are ranged between 49 % to 55%,
and 15 to 18 respectively. This shows that the students have not a thorough
knowledge of the subjects of their prescribed grammar courses. This supports the
findings of the teachers’ questionnaire and the findings of the classroom observation
which validate the hypothesis of this study that the weaknesses of students at
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grammar in the Departments of English are due to the influence of the outdated
teaching methodology which is adopted by the teachers of grammar.
The present study has made a significant contribution as it has sought to investigate
teachers’ practices in grammar teaching and how such practices affect students’
performance in the tests of grammar courses. The findings of the study have offered actual
evidence of the inconvenience of employing the traditional techniques, strategies and
activities in teaching grammar. The performance of the students’ tests is weak because of
such traditional teaching practices. Therefore, the teachers of grammar should reassess their
teaching practices and try utilizing up-to-date new methods that enable students to achieve
better results.
It is hoped that the results of the present study will inspire teachers of grammar to do their
best to develop their practices and create and use new and helpful methods in teaching
grammar in the future.

6.3 Recommendations of the Study
1.

The findings of this study have demonstrated that most of the teachers who are
responsible to teach grammar courses in Yemeni colleges have not the required
qualifications to implement such courses. Therefore, this study recommends that
teachers need to have specific training in grammar teaching, so as to be able to carry
out their responsibility as grammar instructors. This can be realized by giving them
a chance to carry on their higher studies.

2.

The study recommends that teachers of grammar should attend workshops,
seminars, and conferences that enable them to gain a new knowledge to develop
their teaching practices and may solve their difficulties in teaching grammar.
Effective means and methods of teaching grammar should be a major component of
such programmes. The teachers of grammar should be aware of the updated
methods, technologies and techniques in the field of teaching English in general and
English grammar in particular in order to allow students to enhance their
grammatical competence in addition to communicative competence.

3.

The present study shows that there is a discrepancy between teachers’ opinions
about teaching grammar and the actual teaching practices. Therefore, it is
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recommended that teachers of grammar should become sensitive to how their views
and experiences can shape their teaching practices.
4.

It is highly recommended that teachers of grammar should adopt the learner centred
approach while teaching grammar and shift from the traditional teacher centred
approach. In a learner centred approach, the student is at the centre and the teacher’s
role is indispensable, he is a facilitator, a person who manages the class and material
which would help the students to become self-sufficient.

5.

The findings of the present study show that most teachers of grammar in Yemeni
colleges follow the deductive approach while teaching grammar. It is true that it is
necessary for students to understand the rules in order to develop their grammatical
competence. However, it is also highly recommended that teachers of grammar
should follow the inductive approach for teaching grammar.

6.

It is recommended that teaching grammar rules should not be in isolation and by
giving examples. Context plays a very important role in the teaching of grammar. It
is recommended that students should get an opportunity to practise grammar
structures in the contexts that may help them to induce the rules themselves.

7.

The researcher advises teachers of grammar to achieve skills and abilities of using
the different types of up-to- date teaching aids such as computer, internet, overhead
projectors and other audio visual aids. Such aids have a lion's share in teaching.
These aids should be used in grammar teaching to maintain the students’ relevance
in the teaching process.

8.

The findings of this study show that most teachers of grammar only focused on one
type of activities and did not assign sufficient time to practise them. Therefore, it is
highly recommended that teachers of grammar should practise a range of activities
that help students to get sufficient knowledge about grammar items to manage the
use of such items in a productive manner. They should also assign sufficient time
for practising them.

9.

The researcher advises teachers of grammar to avoid the use of mother tongue in
grammar teaching. They should try to use it in limited situations. It is recommended
that teachers of grammar should provide a large exposure to students in the target
language.
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10.

It is highly recommended that a group work mode should be regularly used in
grammar teaching.

11.

It is recommended that teachers of grammar should use different types of newly
developed materials of grammar, since the materials of grammar which were used
by the teachers of grammar in the Department of English are outdated. This will
help to refresh their methods of approaching grammar. Teachers of grammar should
take into consideration the appropriateness of such materials for the students. The
materials of grammar should present grammar in the contexts that are meaningful
for the students. They should include grammar explanations not only from the point
of view of form of structures but also meaning and use. The materials should have a
clear sequence from presentation to guided practice to communicative practice.
They should provide opportunities for students to produce the target English
grammar forms in writing and speaking tasks so that they might encounter them
outside the classroom.

12.

The Departments of English should offer well equipped libraries and support
teachers to get access to internet to increase their awareness of various trends in
teaching grammar.

13.

The researcher advises teachers of grammar to pay attention to correct students’
errors of grammatical structures, as students will get benefits and be aware of their
faults.

14.

It is highly recommended that over-crowded classes should be avoided. The
university should build new classes to remove such an obstacle which encounters
teaching at the tertiary level in general.

15.

To make teachers’ practices more effective, changes should be implemented at the
level of teacher training. Teachers with a clear understanding of descriptions of
grammar, grammatical patterns and grammar acquisition processes and with an
awareness of a range of teaching methods and techniques can really help students to
improve their grammatical competence and communicative competence.

16.

The summary of the review of the findings of the present study is that most of the
teachers’ practices aim to develop sound knowledge of the rules of the language and
to provide techniques for explaining those rules. This approach is not appropriate
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any more. As a result of the shift to meaning focused communicative language
teaching, the old concepts, thoughts, and practices of grammar teaching have to be
questioned. Therefore, the Departments of English in Yemeni Colleges of Education
should help teachers of grammar to get rid of such practices. Sufficient awareness of
various modernized methods, techniques, and up-to-date materials should be the
aims of the teachers of grammar to help students to acquire knowledge of grammar.

6.4 Suggestions for Further Research
It is hoped that further studies as well as the present one will help to expand our knowledge
of grammar teaching of a foreign language. An experimental research can be made to
investigate the influence of the grammar teaching approaches such as deductive and
inductive one on students’ performance at the tertiary level. Furthermore, students’
preference, attitudes and motivations towards methods of teaching English in general and
teaching grammar in particular are areas for further research.
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APPENDIX 1
TEACHERS' QUESTIONNAIRE
Dear colleagues,
The purpose of this Questionnaire is to collect information about actual teachers' practice
when teaching grammar and to what extent such practices influence on teaching grammar.
It also seeks to find out the teachers' opinions about teaching English grammar as a foreign
language in Departments of English in Yemeni Colleges of Education.
I would be grateful if you carefully read each item and tick the appropriate choice and
provide the necessary information. The information will be kept strictly confidential, and
will not be used to assess you in any way. Thank you in advance.

Section One: Background Information
1. Age:
2. Sex:

Male

Female

3. Academic qualifications:
a) B. A.

b) M.A.

4. Teaching experience:
… years for undergraduate classes.
… years for postgraduate classes.
5. Name of university and college in which you work:
University of …

College of …
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c)

Ph.D.

Section Two: Teachers' Practices and Opinions about Grammar Teaching
In this section please go through the following questions carefully. Put a circle around the
answer that you find it closer to your point of view.
1. Which of the following statements is closer to your point of view of grammar?
a. Grammar is a set of rules which we must follow in order to use the language
correctly.
b. Grammar is an attempt to present a systematic and principled way, the rules that
appear to govern how language is used.
c. Grammar is a collection of rules about static structures in the language, the
structures do not have to be taught, and students will acquire them on their own.
d.

Please specify if you have some other opinion

2. What do you think about the role of grammar in English language teaching?
a. It is a necessary component of any language teaching programme and thus plays
an important role in language teaching.
b. It plays a central role in the four skills of language.
c. It does not have importance or relevance in teaching language.
d. Please specify if you have any other opinion
3. What do you think why students want to know grammar?
a. To use language accurately
b. To use language fluently
c. Both, a and b
d. Please specify if you have any other view
4. Which is the most important characteristic of an effective teaching method of
grammar from your point of view?
e. It should help students to acquire the rules of language.
f. It should help students to acquire the form and meaning of the structure of
language.
g. It should help students to acquire the form, meaning and function of the structure
of language.
h. Please specify if you have other view
5. What is the goal of teaching grammar from your point of view?
a. To help students to communicate in real situations
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b. To read and understand written texts
c. To gain information about the structures of language
d. Please specify if there is other view
6. What do you feel is the expertise you gain in teaching grammar?
a. The knowledge of the subject matter
b. The awareness of various methods of grammar teaching
c. Both, a and b
d. Please specify if you have any other view
7. What influences your choice of the method of grammar teaching?
a. Opinions about grammar (e.g.: grammar plays an important or trivial role in
language teaching/ learning)
b. The ways you were taught grammar as a student
c. Theoretical views of language teaching (e.g.: a. structural view, b. functional
view, c. interactional view)
d. Please specify if you have any other view
8. What is the teacher's main role in grammar teaching classes?
a. To explain the rules of grammar and help students to understand them with
examples
b. To

help students to internalize the structures which should be taught in such a

way that enables students to use them in every day communications
c.

To facilitate and guide students to discover the structures of language in contexts
by themselves.

d. Please specify if you have any other idea
9.

Based on your teaching experience, what do you suggest to make grammar
teaching more interesting and useful?
a. To teach grammar in contexts
b. To teach grammar rules directly
c.

To teach grammar inductively

d. Please specify if you have any other practice
10. Which of the following factors hinder students' understanding of grammar
structures?
a. Teachers' practices that are used in teaching grammar
b. The materials which teachers based on to teach the grammar subjects
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c. The students' level is weak so they cannot understand the new grammar subjects
as a result of their previous knowledge at secondary school level.
d. Please specify if you think of other factor
11. Which method of teaching grammar do you use to present grammar structures?
a. I teach grammar structures deductively.
b.

I teach grammar structures inductively.

c. I teach grammar using task-based approach.
d. Please specify if you use other approach
12. Which mode of teaching do you follow in teaching grammar?
a. Lecture
b. Group work
c. Seminar
d. Please specify if you use other mode
13. What type of references do you use in teaching grammar subjects?
a. I limit students to the prescribed books in the syllabus only.
b. I use the prescribed books and some supplementary references.
c. I prepare notes for each subject from various references.
d. Please specify if you use other references
14. What do you focus on in the grammar practice activities?
a. I focus on accuracy, i.e. to devote attention to form
b. I focus on fluency, i.e. the ability to process language speedily and easily
c. Both, a and b
d. Please specify if you focus on any thing else
15. Which method of language teaching do you feel influences on your practice in
teaching grammar?
a. Grammar translation method
b. Communicative language teaching
c. Eclectic method
d. Please specify if you use other method
16. What proportion of time do you talk in grammar teaching class?
a. I talk more than the students because I have to present many details about the new
structures of language.
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b. I talk less than the students because they have to work together and make
discussion among themselves.
c. I am the only person who talks in the class, as I have the knowledge of these new
points of grammar; students have to listen and grasp the information.
d. Please specify if there is any other answer
17.

What is the medium of instruction do you use for your teaching grammar
practices?
a. English
b. Students' L1
c. Both, a and b
d. If (c) which one of them is more used?

18. Which of the following grammar practice activities do you use in your grammar
classes?
a. Controlled drills
b. Free discourse
c. Authentic tasks focusing on form and meaning
d.

Please specify if you use other activities

19. Which of the following aids of technology do you use to teach grammar
structures?
a. PowerPoint
b. Overhead projector
c. Video and tape recorder
d. Please specify if you use other aid
20. What affects students most in grammar teaching?
a. A Limited number of students in classroom
b. Qualified teachers who implement grammar courses
c. A variety of practices followed by teachers in teaching grammar
d. Please specify if there is any other factor
21. Which of the following statements do you agree, strongly agree or disagree,
strongly disagree with it or unsure about it? Please read them and tick (√) the
appropriate box that best explains your views.
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No.

Statements

Agree

of

Strongly

Unsure

Disagree

agree

Strongly
disagree

Item
s
1

Teaching grammar improves students' accuracy.

2

Teaching grammar provides the means for using
language.

3

Grammar should be taught in a deductive way.

4

Teachers of grammar should focus on forms for
teaching grammar.

5

Awareness of grammar rules makes students
able to communicate in real situations.

6

Teachers of grammar should use L1 to explain
structures of language.

7

Fluency is the major aim of teaching grammar.

8

Teachers of grammar should induce students to
memorize the rules of grammar to be able to
produce correct language.

9

Teaching grammar should be in an implicit way.

10

Teachers of grammar should focus on form and
meaning for teaching grammar.

11

Students who are aware of grammar rules can
use the language more effectively than those
who are not.

12

In teaching grammar, a teachers' main role is to
explain the rules.

13

It is necessary to teach grammar of FL to enable
students to use the language accurately and
fluently.

14

Teachers of grammar should use a variety of
grammar practice activities to help students to
internalize the language structures.
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20

5

0

0

0

Agree

Strongly
agree

15

Teachers of grammar should avoid using lecture
as a mode of teaching grammar.

16

Teachers of grammar should emphasize a group
work in their teaching.

17

Teachers' opinions about grammar affect their
choice of a method of their teaching.

18

Practical teaching experience of teachers of
grammar plays a crucial role in choosing the
method of teaching.

19

Teachers of grammar should focus on form,
meaning and use of structures.

20

Teachers of grammar should direct the grammar
practice activities to help students to be fluent.

Thank you
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Unsure

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

APPENDIX 2
GRAMMAR TEACHING OBSERVATION CHECKLIST

Name of the college:

Name of the teacher:

Teacher’s qualification:

Level:

Number of students:

Course name:

Date of the observation:

Subject:

Teaching hours allocated to grammar:
The teacher’s practices in grammar teaching
Yes

No

1. The teacher presents grammar items:
a. inductively

____

___

b. deductively

____

___

2. The teacher presents grammar items by focusing on form.

___

___

3. The teacher presents grammar items by focusing on forms.

___

___

4. The teacher presents grammar items by focusing on form and meaning. ____

___

5. The teacher presents grammar items by focusing on form, meaning and use. ___
6. The teacher uses written tasks to teach grammar items.

____

7. The teacher explains grammar structures at a sentence level.

___

8. The teacher explains grammar structures at a meaningful context.

___

__
____
____
____

The Teaching Style
9. The method of teaching which the teacher follows in grammar teaching is:
a. grammar translation method

____

b. communicative method

____

c. eclectic method

____

____
____
___

10. The teacher’s mode of teaching is:
a. lecture

___

__

b. group work

__

__

c. pair work

__

__

d. seminar

____

___
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11. The teacher ensures that the students understand the new grammar items by giving real
communicative tasks and drills where the students are asked to use the new items in
meaningful ways.

____

____

12. The materials of teaching which are used by the teacher and the students depend on:
a. the prescribed book of the syllabus

____

b. materials prepared by the teachers themselves

____

----- -----

c. the prescribed book and additional materials prepared by the teachers

____

d. a reference of grammar which is not the prescribed reference

__

____

____

a. English

_____

____

b. Arabic

____

____

c. Both

____

____

13. The medium of instructions is:

14. The teacher uses techniques that reflect an awareness of different teaching styles.
____

____

15. Aids of technology used in classroom are:
a. computer and data show

____

b overhead projector

____

c. video

____

____
____
____

16. The teacher works as a facilitator and monitors the groups work in classroom.
____

____

17. The teacher motivates the students to participate in the class discussion.

18. The amount of teacher’s talk and students’ talk is appropriate.

____

___

____

____

19. Social and cultural context where teaching takes place impacts on the teacher’s practice.
___ ____
20. The teacher’s personal pedagogical knowledge affects his practice on teaching
grammar.

____ ____

21. The effect of teacher’s practical experience is clear on dealing with the students’
difficulties and classroom management skills.
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____

____

Activities
22. To what extent these types of activities are used by the teacher:
Very at all
a.

Very much

Somewhat

Minimally

Not at all

awareness

b. controlled drills
c. free discourse
d. guided meaningful practice
e. free sentence composition
f. discourse composition
23. How do the students react to the activities?
1

2

3

24. The time allotted to activities is appropriate.
1

2

3

25. The teacher corrects the students’ errors and provides feedback for most errors.
1

2

3

1

2

3

26. The teacher assigns some activities for further practice.

N.B. The numerical scale 1, 2, 3 is interpreted as:
1= higher mark
2= middle mark
3= lower mark
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APPENDIX 3
THE FIRST YEAR STUDENTS' TEST
University of Aden
Faculty of Education, Aden, Zingebar, Saber and Radfan
Department of English
Level: The First Year Students
Subject: A Grammar Test
Name: (optional)
Dear students,
You are kindly requested to respond to the following grammar items which are
intended to investigate to what extent you understand the different parts of your grammar
course.
Item no. 1
a. Please divide each of these sentences into its subject and predicate:
1. Things done by halves are never done.
Subject: --------------------------------------

Predicate: -------------------------------

2. Who has been elected?
Subject: --------------------------------------

Predicate: -------------------------------

3. Mind your steps.
Subject: --------------------------------------

Predicate: -------------------------------

4. Can anyone visit the castle?
Subject: --------------------------------------

Predicate: -------------------------------

5. The two prisoners had nothing in common.
Subject: --------------------------------------

Predicate: -------------------------------

b. Please choose the correct alternative in each of the following:
1. Don't worry
a. It is a command
b. It is a phrase
c. It is an exclamatory sentence
2. With a tremendous amount of fuss and bother
a. It is a statement
b. It is a phrase
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c. It is an adjectival clause
3. Good heavens, it's snowing!
a. It is a command sentence
b. It is an exclamatory sentence
c. It is an adjectival phrase
4. Please give the answer
a. It is an infinitive phrase
b.

It is a command/request

c. It is a statement
5. Is the photograph very blurred?
a. It is a question
b. It is a phrase
c. It is an adjectival clause
Item no. 2
Please Read the text
Pedestrian Accident
We are always taught in school that whenever we cross the street, we should look first to
the left and then to the right. It is true that people are more important than any other
vehicles on the road. That is why certain places are designated for people to cross the street
whenever they needed to. But why is it that pedestrian accidents are still significantly
increasing? It has always been annoying to deal with drivers who always try to beat the red
light without even minding the people crossing the street. Some drivers regard themselves
as the “masters of speed”, the “kings of the roads”, and think that they can always do
whatever they want even at the expense of others. Innocent pedestrians sustained different
injuries that they did not deserve. Thus and as a consequence, pedestrian accidents become
a normal occurrence on our streets and roads.
Hence, we should constantly remind ourselves that we are in a big battleground everyday
whenever we are on the road. And although much attention is given to pedestrians, keep in
mind that we should also play by the rules. Crossing the street on the right place and on the
right time is a pedestrian’s responsibility. We should always be careful. It is one but easy
task for pedestrians’ right? This is your armor out there on the road. So avoid pedestrian
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accidents. Obey the traffic rules and observe proper care and caution while crossing,
especially on the highways.
Now please find out the following from the text:
1. A simple sentence
-------------------------------------------------------------2. A compound sentence
-------------------------------------------- ----- -------------------3. A complex sentence
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------4.

a. A collective noun:

------------------------

b. A common noun:

-------------------------

c. An abstract noun:

------------------------

5. Two sentences in the passive voice
a. ----------------------------------------------------------------------------b. ---------------------------------------------------------------------------6. Two command/ request sentences.
a.

-------------------------------------------------

b.

------------------------------------------------

7. Two reflexive pronouns:

a.--------------------

b.------------------------

a. -----------------

b.----------------------

8. Two adverbs:

9. A Comparative form of an adjective:
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------10. A sentence containing a past simple tense:__________
11. A non-finite verb as an infinitive:

------------

12. A non-finite verb as a gerund:

-----------

13. A relative pronoun:

-----------

14. A noun in a possessive case:

---------

15. An adjectival phrase:

------------
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Item no. 3
a. Please give the plurals of the following nouns:
1. Valley: ------4. Essay: -------

2. Wife: --------5. Sheep:

3. Watch: ---------

-----------------

b. Please give the feminine of these nouns:
1. Actor: -------- 2. Teacher: ------------- 3.Policeman:
4. King: ---------------

-----------

5. Dog: ----------------

Item no. 4
a. Please correct the following sentences
1.

House prices are now the higher they have ever been.

2.

The United States has perhaps the most greatest natural resources of all countries.

3.

He asked Ali when he will arrive.

4.

I spent much days abroad.

5.

Those type of clothes are becoming very fashionable.

6.

Mary always dresses beautiful.

7.

He has painted it nice.

8.

Was the exercise easily?

9.

He could swim easy across the river.

10.

Yes, it was raining heavy for two hours.

b. Please fill in the gaps with the correct Article (a, an or the)
1.

He is not

------ honorable man.

2. She is ------ untidy girl.
3. Delhi is ------ capital of India.
4.

----- sun shines by day, and ----- moon by night.

5. He writes ---- essay.
c. Which of the underlined words are adjectives and which are adverbs?
Adjective

Adverb

1. He made me feel like a complete idiot.

-------

2. He was aware of the danger that faced him.

-------

------

3. They think, dress and live differently.

-------

-----
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------

4. You must be able to speak fluently.

-------

------

5. You don’t look very well. Are you ill?

-------

-------

Item no. 5
a. Please rewrite the following sentences in the passive voice
1. My uncle will probably take it.
It ----------------------------2. My daughter wrote the letter.
The letter -------------------------3. All the candidates should carefully study the instructions.
------------------------------------------4. The moon lights up the scene.
------------------------------------------5. A farmer showed us a short cut.
-----------------------------------b. Please encircle the correct verb form from those bracketed:
1. The book on political parties (is, are) interesting.
2. The police (have, has) been called.
3. Every member of these classes (speak, speaks) English well.
4. The professors and the student (agree, agrees) on this point.
5. (Do , Does) any of you know the answer?
6.

If either of them ( phone, phones) , please take a message.

7.

Each of the boys (were, was) hoping to be selected.

8.

(Is , Are) there any salt and pepper?

9.

The English (drink, drinks) tea.

10. Which sentence in the previous sections (contain, contains) the essential feature of
explanation?
c. Please write sentences using these grammatical patterns:
1. SV (subject + verb): -----------------2. SVO (subject +verb +object): ---------------------------------------------3. SVC ( subject+ verb + complement) : ----------------------------------------4. SV I.O D.O (subject + verb + indirect object + direct object) -----------------------5. SVA ( subject + verb + adverbial) : ------------------------------------
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Item no. 6
a. Please insert the correct prepositions.
1. The course begins … 7 January and ends ----- March.
2. I went to bed … midnight.
3. We arrived … 5 o’ clock … the morning.
4. Mozart was born in Salzburg … 1756.
5. Hurry up! We have to go ... five minutes.
6. I met Ann --- Tuesday.
7. The headquarters of the United Nations is --- New York.
8. In the most countries people drive … the right.
9. She spends most of the day sitting … the window.
10. I'll meet you … the corner of the street at 10.

Good luck
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APPENDIX 4
THE SECOND YEAR STUDENTS' TEST
University of Aden
Faculty of Education, Tor Al-Baha
Department of English
Level: Second Year Students
Subject: A Grammar III Test
Name: (optional)
Dear students,
You are kindly requested to respond to the following grammar items which are
intended to investigate to what extent you understand the different parts of your grammar
course.
Item no. 1
Section A: Please correct the use of quantifiers with the underlined nouns in the
following sentences.
1. He refused to eat few chess.
2. Please send me many information.
3. Do much people attend the meeting?
4.

Put a little pieces of butter on the top of the vegetable.

5. Jack has few homework.
Section B:: Please choose the correct quantifier from those bracketed.
1. Do (many, few, most) of the wine red.
2. ( Little, Less, Both) of the organizations survive for long.
3. ( Several, Much, both) of the snow has already melted.
4. She lost ( many, much, most) millions of US dollars.
5. (All, Every, both) good man tried to know the truth.
Item 2
Section A: Please write down the following words in figures and symbols
1.

Three and three over four six seven

2.

One and a tenth

3.

Three point naught four
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4.

Nine pounds ninety nine pence.

5.

Thirty Euros
Section B: Please write the following figures and symbols in words.

1.

$ 4.55

2.

102

3.

0.067

4.

£ 15

5.

30.06. 2010
Item 3
Please form sentences or expressions to exemplify the following aspects of
communications

1. Hope
2. Invitation
3. Permission
4. Approval
5. Suggestion
6. Request
7. Preference
8. Offer
9. Order
10. Seasonal greeting
Item 4
Section A: Please choose the correct ‘wh’ question word to form questions in the
following
1.

(Who, Whom) is speaking now?

2. (What, When) was he born?
3. (Whose, Whom) is that suitcase?
4. (Why, Where) don’t you join the party?
5. (What, Who) is the reason of the strike?
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Section B: Please form yes/no questions to the following statements.
1. You should at least give her a chance.
2. Show me how to do this.
3.

He will not have lunch with Liza.

4. We met her father at the station.
5. I didn’t have time to do my homework.
Item 5
Section A: Read the sentences and find out the following grammatical patterns
1. The whole issue seems irrelevant.
2. The beautician made Marlene’s hair short and curly.
3. We wish you a happy New Year.
4. He is a doctor.
5. This plant has thrived on the south window sill.
Section B: Please change the following sentences into reported speech
1. Andrew: “Clean the blue bike.”
2. Ali: “When did you come?”
3. Ahmed: “ Anne is at home.”
4. Susan: “I am watching TV.”
5. Anne: Must I do the shopping?

Good Luck
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APPENDIX 5
GRAMMAR 1 COURSE PLAN
Course Description
This course aims at giving students a grounding in the grammar of English. It will provide
them with a description of understanding of word classes: nouns, pronouns, adjectives,
verbs, adverbs, prepositions determiners and linking words. It will also introduce them to
the noun group and verb group and other grammatical functions. For example a noun group
can be the subject, object, or complement of a clause or the object of a preposition. A verb
group indicates what sort of action, process or state one is talking about. The verb group in
statements can quite often be a single word. In addition to dealing with verb tenses, modals
and auxilaires in the verb group, the course content will also highlight the grammatical
forms used to express manner, place and time.
Objectives
Students will learn:
1. to distinguish between different word classes.
2. to relate each word class to its position in sentence structure.
3. to form noun group and verb group structures.
4. to use the noun group and verb group in their respective functions.
5. to use the grammatical forms required to express manner, place and time.
Contents
Unit 1: The sentence: subject and predicate (verb group); kinds of sentences: simple,
complex, compound; sentence forms: statements, question, command,
excalmation; basic word order in an English sentence: subject group; verb
group, verb, object/ complement, adverbial (manner, place, time).
Unit 2: Continuation of unit one.
Unit 3: The noun; countable/uncountable ( mass) nouns; number, singular and plural;
gender, possessives ( the genitive); collective nouns.
Unit : Atricles: the indefinite article (a/ an), the definite article; the zero article.
Unit 5: Pronouns and determiners. Personal pronouns, demonstrative pronouns/
adjectives, reflexive pronouns, possessive pronouns/ adjectives, demonstrative
pronouns/ adjectives.
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Unit 6: Adjective: formation of adjectives; types of adjectives and their uses; the
comparison of adjectives; order of adjectives.
Unit 7: The verb transitive, intransitive, finite and non finite, mood; the passive- uses of
passive.
Unit 8: Continuation of unit 7.
Unit 9: Continuation of unit 7.
Unit 10: Verb tenses: simple present, present progressive, simple past, past progressive,
simple present perfect, simple past perfect, present/ past perfect progressive ;
simple future, future progressive, future perfect simple/ progressive; other
ways of expressing the future.
Unit 11: Continuation of unit 10.
Unit 12: Continuation of unit 10.
Unit 13: Modal auxiliaries and related verbs: ability, permission, certainty and
possibility, deduction, offers, requests, suggestions, wishes, preference, duty,
and necessity.
Unit 14: Adverbs: position of adverbs; types of adverbs: manner, place, time,
frequency, degree, comparison of adverbs.
Mode of Teaching
Lectures, seminars, group activity and discussion, pair work
Evalation of student progress and achievement: Class test, assignments, seminar,
presentation, end of the semester examination
Prescribed Reading
Murphy, R. (1991) English grammar in Use. Cambridge. CUP.
Recommended Reading
Alxender, G. (1990) Longman English Grammar. Longman.
Allsop, J. (1983) Cassell’s Students’ English Grammar. Cassell.
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APPENDIX 6
GRAMMAR 2 COURSE PLAN
Course Description
This course is a continuation of Essentials of English Grammar 1. The focus in this part
will be on clause constructions, subordination and coordination, and on sentence processes,
such as negation, questions, complementation. It will aslo discuss ways of reporting what
people say or think; direct and reported speech, reported questions, reported requests,
offers, suggestions. There will be a distinct focus or relating grammar to making of texts:
cohesion, ellipsis and the structure of information. The course will highlight areas of
grammar that cause difficulty for foreigner learners of English.
Objectives
Students will learn:
1. to recognize elements of clause structure.
2. to use clause elements in clause construction.
3. to use coordinate and subordinate clauses in sentence structure.
4. to report what people say or think; direct and reported speech.
5. to exploit the resourses of grammar in making of texts.
Contents
Unit 1: Phrase types: the infinitive phrase; the participle phrase; the adverbial phrase, a
review of the noun phrase and verb phrase; functions of phrase.
Unit 2: Continuation of unit one.
Unit 3: prepositions and the prepositional phrase; prepositions to express relationship in
space and time; prepositions to express other relationships.
Unit 4: Subordination and coordination: combining messages. Adverbial clauses, time
clauses, conditional clauses; purpose clauses.
Unit 5: Adverbial clauses continued: reason clauses, result clauses concessive clauses,
place clauses, clauses of manner, position of adverbial clause.
Unit 6: Relative clauses; kinds of relative clause; using relative pronouns in defining and
non-defining clauses; using relative pronouns with prepositions; nominal relative
clauses.

247

Unit 7: Non-finite clauses; using ‘whose’, using other relative pronouns; using nondefining clauses, using defining clauses; other structures used like non-finite
clauses.
Unit 8: Coordination: linking clauses; linking verbs; linking noun-groups, linking
adjectives and adverbs; linking other word groups; linking more than two clauses
or word groups.
Unit 9: Graphic analysis of sentence; analysis of simple sentence: analysis of statements, of
complements, of questions, of commands, or requests, of orders, of exclamination.
Unit 10: Continuation of unit 9.
Unit 11: Tabular analysis of sentence: analyzing simple and complex sentences.
Unit 12: The structure of information. Focusing on clause or clause elements using
adjuncts; commenting on your statement: sentence adjuncts; indicating your
attitude to what you are saying; showing connections: linking adjuncts.
Unit 13: Focusing on the thing affected: the passive voice; not mentioning the agent;
mentioning the agent with ‘by’; verbs usually used in the passive.
Unit 14: other information structure. Putting something first; making a statement into a
question: question tags.
Mode of Teaching
Lectures, seminars, group activity and discussion, pair work
Evalation of student progress and achievement: Class test, assignments, seminar,
presentation, end of the semester examination.
Prescribed Reading
Chalk, S, (1989) Current English Grammar. Macmillan.
Phythian, B., A. (1988) English Grammar. Hodder and Stoughton.
Recommended Reading
Collins COBUILD English Grammar ( 1996) Harper Collins Publishers.
Leech, G. and Svartvik, J. (1994) A Communicative Grammar of English. (2nd edition).
Longman.
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APPENDIX 7
GRAMMAR 3 COURSE PLAN
Course Discription
In this course the main patterns of English will be presented in order to show how they
work. The emphasis is on how learners can make meanings using the many different
patterns of the language. In this prespective, the grammatical structure of the language is a
means of getting things done. The approach to grammar that relates the patterns of the
language to the things users can do with them is called a communicative grammar. All the
grammar presented in various different units revolves around major functions of language.
There are some important correspondences between structure and function; for example,
the noun group is the structure used in talking about things. There are however occasions
when some other structures may have to be used; for example, to talk about an event or
idea it may be necessary to use a clause as the subject of another clause instead of a noun
group. The emphasis in the course is on the communication aspects of learning grammar.
Objectives
Students will learn:
1. to relate the patterns of language and expression of meaning.
2. to understand that the patterns of language are only a means to achieving
communication.
3. to exploit the correspondence between each pattern and its potential for expressing
function.
4. to communicate efficiently making use of grammartical resourses of the language.
5. to appreciate that communication tasks proirty and therefore it is possible to bend
the patterns of language in order to achieve effective communication.
Contents
Unit 1: Doing things with the language: comparing things (comparatives) indicating
different amounts of quantity; indicating the degree of difference; talking about
amounts of things, quantifiers and partitives.
Unit 2:

Doing things with the language: referring to things in a sequence (ordinal
numbers); referring to an exact part of something (fractions); talking about
measurements; talking about age; approximate amount and measurements.
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Unit 3: Doing things with the language: Adding further information about the person or
thing referred to; expanding the noun group (qualifiers); nouns with prepositional
phrase; nouns with adjectives; nouns with non-finite clauses.
Unit 4: Doing things with the language: making a message. Indicating how many
participants are involved; talking about events which involve only the subject;
involving someone or something other than the subject; verbs where the object
refers back to the subject.
Unit 5 : Contiuation of unit 4. Verbs with little meaning (delexical verbs); verbs which can
be used in both transitive and intransitive clauses; verbs which can take an object
or a prepositional phrase; changing the focus of the message by changing the
subject (ergative verbs).
Unit 6: Contiuation of unit 5. Verbs which can have two objects, extending or changing the
meaning of a verb ( phrasal verbs); describibg and identifying things
(complementation); adjectives as complements, noun groups as complements; ‘to’
infinitive clauses after complements (commenting).
Unit 7: Describing the object of a verb (object complements); describing something in other
ways, adjunctsinstead of complements; talking about two actions done by the same
person; talking about two actions done by different people.
Unit 8: Sentences can be used to do many different things: to give information, to obtain
information, to express an opinion, to ask a question: yes/ no questions and ‘wh’
questions.
Unite 9: telling someone to do something; explaining something; instructing; offers and
invitations, requests, orders and instructions; negation.
Unit 10: Giving information about place: prepositions, position of prepositional phrase,
indicating position: indicating direction; other ways of giving information about
place; other uses of prepositional phrase.
Unit 11: Reporting someone’s actual words: quote structures; reporting in your own words:
report structures; reporting statements and thoughts; reporting questions; reporting
orders; requiest, advice, and intentions.
Unit 12: Making texts: referring back; substituting for something already mentioned using
‘so’ and ‘not’ referring forward.
Unit 13: Making texts: leaving out words, ellipsis; ellipsis in conversation.
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Unit 14: Making texts: the structure of information . Focusing on the thing affected ( the
passive voice); selecting focus; commenting on an action, activity or experience,
showing connections ( linking adjuncts).
Mode of Teaching
Lectures, seminars, group activity and discussion, pair work
Evalation of student progress and achievement: Class test, assignments, seminar,
presentation, end of the semester examination
Prescribed Reading
Collins COBUILD English Grammar ( 1996) Harper Collins Publishers.
Recommended Reading
Chalk, S, (1989) Current English Grammar. Macmillan.
Phythian, B., A. (1988) English Grammar. Hodder and Stoughton.
Leech, G. and Svartvik, J. (1994) A Communicative Grammar of English. (2nd edition).
Longman.
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APPENDIX 8
RELIABILITY OF THE CLASSROOM OBSERVATION FORM
Observed items

Occurrences of the observed items
Observation 1
T. 1
yes

1

A

The teacher presents grammar items

Observation 2
T. 2

No

yes

•

T. 1

No

T. 2

yes

•

No

yes

•

No
•

inductively
B

The teacher presents grammar items

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

deductively.
2

The teacher presents grammar items
by focusing on form.

3

The teacher presents grammar items
by focusing on forms.

4

The teacher presents grammar items

•

by focusing on form and meaning.
5

The teacher presents grammar items

•

•

•

•

•

•

by focusing on form, meaning and
use.
6

The teacher uses written tasks to

•

•

teach grammar items.
7

The

teacher

explains

grammar

•

•

•

•

structures at a sentence level.
8

The teacher explains grammar

•

structures at a meaningful context.

T. 1 = Teacher 1

T. 2= Teacher 2

252

•

•

•

Observed items

Occurrences of the observed items
Observation 1
T.1
yes

A

The method of teaching which the teacher follows in

Observation 2

T. 2
no

yes

T. 1
no

yes

T. 2
no

yes

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

no

grammar teaching is the grammar translation method.
9

B

The method of teaching which the teacher follows in
grammar teaching is the communicative method.

C

The method of teaching which the teacher follows in
grammar teaching is the eclectic method.

10

A

The teacher’s mode of teaching is lecture.

B

The teacher’s mode of teaching is group work.

•

•

•

•

C

The teacher’s mode of teaching is pair work.

•

•

•

•

D

The teacher’s mode of teaching is seminar.

•

•

The teacher ensures that the students understand the

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

11

•

•

•

•

•

•

new grammar items by giving real communicative
tasks and drills where the students are asked to use
the new items in meaningful ways.
12

A

The materials of teaching which are used by the
teacher and the students depend on the prescribed
book of the syllabus.

B

The materials of teaching which are used by the
teacher and the students depend on materials
prepared by the teachers themselves.

C

The materials of teaching which are used by the
teacher and the students depend on the prescribed
book and additional materials prepared by the
teachers.

D

The materials of teaching which are used by the

•

•

•

•

teacher and the students depend on a reference of
grammar which is not the prescribed reference.
13
C

14

A

The medium of instruction is English.

•

•

•

•

B

The medium of instruction is Arabic.

•

•

•

•

The medium of instruction is both

•

The teacher uses techniques that reflect an awareness
of different teaching styles
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•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Observed items

Observation 1
T. 1
yes

Observation 2

T. 2
n

yes

T.1
no

yes

n

o
Aids of technology used in classroom are

T. 2
yes

no

o

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

computer and data show.
A
B
15

overhead projectors
C

16

Aids of technology used in the classroom are
Aids of technology used in classroom are videos

The teacher works as a facilitator and monitors the group

•

•

•

•

•

•

work in the classroom.
17

The teacher motivates the students to participate in the

•

•

class discussion.
18

The amount of teacher’s talk and students’ talk is

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

appropriate.
19

Social and cultural context where teaching takes place
impacts on the teacher’s practice.

20

The teacher’s personal pedagogical knowledge affects
his practice of teaching grammar.

21

The effect of teacher’s practical experience is clear on

•

•

•

•

dealing with the students’ difficulties and classroom
management skills.

Observation One
Item 22. To what extent these types of activities are used by the teachers:
Very much

Somewhat

Minimally

T. 1

T. 1

T. 1

T. 2

T. 2

Not at all

T.2

T. 1

T. 2

Type of activities:
Awareness
controlled drills

•
•

•

•

free discourse

•

•

guided meaningful practice

•

•

free sentence composition

•

discourse composition

•
•
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•

(Observation Two)
Item 22. To what extent these types of activities are used by the teachers:
Very much

Somewhat

Minimally

T. 1

T. 1

T. 1

T. 2

T. 2

Not at all

T.2

T.1

T. 2

Type of activities:
Awareness
controlled drills

•
•

•

•

free discourse

•

guided meaningful practice

•

free sentence composition

•

•

•

discourse composition

•

(Observation One)

•

•

The numerical scale

Observed items
higher

middle mark,

lower mark

2

3

mark, 1

T. 1
23

T. 2

T. 1

T. 2

T. 1

T. 2

•

•

How do the students react to the activities?

24

The time allotted to activities is appropriate.

25

The teacher corrects the students’ errors and

•
•

•
•

provides feedback for most of the errors.
26

The teacher assigns some activities for further
practice.
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•

•

( Observation Two)

The numerical scale
Observed items
higher

middle mark,

lower mark

2

3

mark, 1

T. 1
23

T. 2

T. 1

How do the students react to the activities?

T. 2

T. 1

•

24

The time allotted to activities is appropriate.

25

The teacher corrects the students’ errors and

T. 2

•
•

•

•
•

provides feedback for most of the errors.
26

The teacher assigns some activities for further

•

practice.

Cooper’s formula as indicated by Al-Mufti (1991) is as follows:
R% =

A___ Х 100
A +D

e.g. R% =

76
76 +12

R % = percentage of reliability
A = total agreement as indicated in the above tables = 76
D = total differences as indicated in the above tables =12
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Х

100

= 86.36%

•

APPENDIX 9
ANSWER KEY FOR THE FIRST YEAR STUDENTS' TEST
Item no. 1. A
Subjects
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Predicates

Things done by halves,
Who
You
Anyone
The two prisoners

are never done.
has been elected
mind your steps
visit the castle
had nothing in common

B.
1.a
2.b
3.b
4.b
5.a
Item 2
1.
2.

Pedestrian accidents become a normal occurrence on our streets and roads.
Obey the traffic rules and observe proper care and caution while crossing,
especially on the highways.

3.

Although much attention is given to pedestrians, keep in mind that we should
also play by the rules.

4.

a. people
b. pedestrian
c. attention

5.

1. We are always taught in school that whenever we cross the street, we should
look first to the left and then to the right
2. That is why certain places are designated for people to cross the street whenever
they needed to.

6.

a. Obey the traffic rules
b. avoid pedestrian accidents

7.

a. ourselves
b. themselves
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8.

a. always
b. thus

9. It is true that people are more important than any other vehicles on the road.
10. Innocent pedestrians sustained different injuries that they did not deserve.
11. to cross
12. Crossing
13. who
14. masters of speed
15. who always try to beat the red light
Item 3: A.
1. Valleys

2. Wives

3. Watches

4. Essays: -------

5. Sheep:

B:
1. Actress 2. Teacher: ------------- 3.Policewoman
4. Queen

5. Bitch

Item 4: a.
1. House prices are now the higher than they have ever been.
2. The United States has perhaps the greatest natural resources of all countries.
3. He asked Ali when he would arrive.
4. I spent many days abroad.
5. Those types of clothes are becoming very fashionable.
6. Mary always dresses beautifully.
7. He has painted it nicely.
8. Was the exercise easy?
9. He could swim easily across the river.
10. Yes, it has been raining heavy for two hours.
b. 1. an

2. an

3. the 4. the , the 5. an

c. 1. Adjective

2. Adjective

d. 3. Adverb

4. Adverb

5.

Adjective
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Item 5
a.
1. It will be probably taken by my uncle.
2. The letter was written by my daughter
3. The instructions should be carefully studied by all the candidate.
4. The scene is lighten up by the moon.
5. A short cut was shown to us by the farmer.
b.
1. Is
2. Have
3.

Speaks

4. Agree
5. Does
6. Phones
7. Was
8.

Is

9. Drink
10. Contains
C.
1. He laughs.
2. He played football.
3. Ali is a doctor.
4. We give her a gift.
5. She sat silently.
Item 6
1. On …in
6. On

2. At
7. In

3. At
8. On

4. In
9.in
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5. In
10. 0n

APPENDIX 10
ANSWER KEY FOR THE SECOND YEAR STUDENTS' TEST
Item 1
A.
1. less
2. much
3. many
4. many
5. much
B.
1. most
2. both
3.much
4. many
5. every
Item 2
A.
1.

3
467

2.

1 _1_
10

3.

3.04

4. £ 9.99
5. € 30
B.
1. USD four and fifty five cents
2. Ten to the power of two or ( ten square)
3. Naught point zero six seven
4. Fifteen pounds
5. The thirty of June of two thousand and ten
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Item 3
1. I hope that you can visit you country.
2. Would you like to come to the party?
3. May I come in?
4. He approves your request.
5. Why don’t we go to swim?
6. Can you lend me some money?
7. I prefer tea to coffee
8. Can I help you?
9. Do your duty.
10. Many happy returns.
Item four
A.
1. who
2. when
3. whose
4. why
5. what
B.
1. Should you at least give her a chance?
2. Can you show me how to do this?
3. Won't he have lunch with Liza?
4. Did you meet her father at the station?
5. Didn’t you have time to do my homework?
Item 5
A.
1. Subject +verb+ complement.
2. Subject +verb+ object+ object complement.
3. Subject +verb+ object + object complement.
4. Subject +verb+ complement.
5. Subject +verb+ adverbial.
B.
1. He ordered Andrew to clean the blue bike.
2. He asked Ali when he had come.
3. He told Ahmed that Ann was at home.
4. She told Suasan that she was watching TV.
5. She asked if she must do the shopping .
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