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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter reviews the literature concerning grammar instruction and teachers’ 

beliefs. At first, this chapter focuses on topics that have been frequently discussed in 

the linguistic domain, respectively (1) the role of grammar instruction on second 

language acquisition (2) recent conceptions about grammar instruction (3) findings 

from empirical studies. Then, the second part reviews literature on (1) teachers’ 

beliefs and (2) teachers’ beliefs on grammar instruction. 

 

2.1 The Role of Grammar Instruction on Second Language Acquisition 

 The role of grammar teaching has been and continues to be an area of some 

controversy and debate. One of the most prominent issues is whether grammar 

teaching benefits the learning of a new language. The following sections discuss a 

series of academic perspectives for grammar instruction. 

 

2.1.1 Non-interface Position 

Krashen’s Monitor hypothesis (Krashen, 1982) claims that “learned” knowledge 

is completely separate and cannot be converted into “acquired” knowledge. This 

position has been designated as the non-interface position by Ellis (1986). Besides, 

Krashen also advocates that learners possess an “acquired system” and a “learned 

system” which are totally different. The former is developed by means of acquisition, 

a subconscious process which arises when learners are using language for 

communication. The latter is the result of learning, the process of paying conscious 

attention to language in an effort to understand and memorize rules. Finally, Krashen 

argues that “acquired knowledge” can only be developed when the learner’s attention 

is focused on message conveyance. Furthermore, he claims that utterances are 



 7

initiated by the “acquired” system, and that the “learned” system only comes into play 

when learners monitor the output from it. Monitoring is possible when learners focus 

on form rather than meaning and have sufficient time to access their “learned” 

knowledge. Learners can also modify their output by means of “feel”, using 

“acquired” knowledge. 

Although a number of Krashen’s hypotheses and assertions of second language 

acquisition have been challenged in the following years, he still asserts that studies 

attempted to demonstrate the efficacy of direct instruction in grammar showed only 

that grammar teaching has a “peripheral effect” (Krashen, 1992; 1993). Even after 

several years, when Krashen (1999) reviews studies that have appeared since that time, 

he still comes to exactly the same conclusion. 

Being a representative support of Krashen’s Input Hypothesis, Truscott (1996) 

argues that grammar correction in L2 writing classes should be abandoned, for the 

following reasons:  (1) Substantial research shows it to be ineffective and none show 

it to be helpful in any interesting sense; (2) for both theoretical and practical reasons, 

one can expect it to be ineffective; and (3) it has harmful effects. Because correction 

does not help students’ accuracy, and may well damage it, simply abandoning 

correction will not have harmful effects on accuracy and might improve it. Because 

the practice of oral grammar correction continues to receive wide acceptance in 

language classrooms, Truscott (1999) further argues that this acceptance is not 

justified. Teachers and students who take correction seriously face serious problems, 

both in making the corrections effective and in dealing with the destructive side 

effects of the practice. Research evidence points to the conclusion that oral correction 

does not improve learners’ ability to speak grammatically. No good reasons have been 

advanced for maintaining the practice. Therefore, language teachers should seriously 

consider the option of abandoning oral grammar correction altogether. 
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2.1.2 Interface Position 

In contrast to Krashen and Truscott, a group of linguists do not accept Krashen’s 

non-interface position (Long, 1983; Celce-Murcia, 1992; Ellis, 1993; 2001; Doughty 

& Williams, 1998; Fotos, 1998;). They claim that form-based instruction can facilitate 

acquisition (Long, 1983; Celce-Murcia, 1985; 1992; Ellis, 1986; 1990; Long, 1991; 

Doughty & Williams, 1998; Fotos, 1998). Besides, they indicate that conscious 

attention to form facilitates second language acquisition (Long, 1991; Doughty & 

Williams, 1998; Fotos, 1998) and that learned knowledge can become acquired 

knowledge through consistent practice of linguistic features (DeKeyer, 1998). For 

instance, Fotos (1998) advocate that much of the English language instruction in the 

world is not ESL-based, but takes place in the EFL environment. In the EFL 

environment, grammar instruction has never left the classroom. Therefore, he identify 

a role for form-focused instruction in EFL pedagogy. Besides, he also tries to blend 

communicative language use with the traditional language learning setting through a 

focus-on-form approach.    

 

2.2 Recent Conceptions about Grammar Instruction 

 Grammar teaching involves any instructional technique that draws learners’ 

attention to some specific grammatical form in such a way that it helps them either to 

understand it metalinguistically and/or process it in comprehension and /or production 

so that they can internalize it (Ellis, 2006). For some teachers, the teaching of 

grammar has come to be seen as “at best a minor part of the development of 

communicative competence and at worst downright inimical to it” (Lock, 2005).  

The type and place of grammar instruction in the language teaching and learning has 

been the main issue of language acquisition research for at least forty years (Ellis, 

2001). During this time, this research has developed in both its focus and 
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methodologies. The organization of the discussion about the treatment of grammar 

has been highlighted on comparison of teaching methodologies (e.g. 

Grammar-Translation vs. Audio-lingual) or on different classifications of approach 

(e.g. Analytic or Experiential distinction as described by Stern, 1992).  

 

2.2.1 Nature of Focus on FormS 

 Focus on FormS was first proposed by Long and Robinson (1998). It is generally 

accepted that it is a structuralist, synthetic approach to language, where the principal 

focus of classroom activity is on language forms rather than the meanings they convey. 

Moreover, the traditional concept of forms usually means the isolation or “extraction 

of linguistic features from context of communicative activity” (Doughty & Williams, 

1998, p.3). Therefore, the target language is divided into very trivial linguistic 

features, such as words, grammar rules, intonation and stress patterns, structures, or 

function. Then, these items are introduced to students straight and systematically, 

basing on these items’ frequency and difficulty. Besides, a syllabus designed 

according to the synthetic approach is a necessary aid contributing to lessons with a 

focus on forms (Long & Robinson, 1998).  

 

2.2.2 Nature of Focus on Meaning  

 The second option is Focus on Meaning. This is an approach where classroom 

task is wholly concerned with communication of meaning but with no attention given 

to the forms used to convey this (Doughty & Williams, 1998; Burgess & Etherington, 

2002; Long & Robinson, 1998). It is possible to combine Focus on FormS and Focus 

on Meaning approaches with the analytical and experiential options proposed by Stern 

(1992). However, Focus on Meaning does not feature as strongly in discussion 

concerning grammar teaching as it once did. The reason is that a great deal of 
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evidence from research in grammar learning SLA advocates that some conscious 

attention to form is necessary for language learning to take place (Ellis, 2001). It is 

questioned around the nature of that attention which currently occupies researchers 

and commentators in the field (Swain, 1998; Doughty and Varela, 1998) with a great 

deal of work concerned with the production of taxonomies of options for 

form-focused teaching. 

 For example, Ellis’ (2001) taxonomy of approaches within what he terms Form 

Focused instruction covers Focus on FormS, Planned Focus on Form, and Incidental 

Focus on Form. Similarly, Doughty and Williams (1998) have produced an extensive, 

detailed discussion of options within a Focus on Form approach and an analysis of 

classroom tasks in terms of those options. They too see choice between planned or 

incidental approach as significant but also discuss the options concerning the choice 

of linguistic form for focus, the extent of explicitness of focus on form, how Focus on 

Form should be incorporated into a lesson and its place within the curriculum as a 

whole. 

 

2.2.3 The Role of Accuracy and Fluency 

 Lennon (1990, p. 388) says that the term fluency is used in two different ways in 

the literature, what he calls its broad and narrow meanings. The broad definition 

operates "as a cover term for oral proficiency," which "represents the highest point on 

a scale that measures spoken command of a foreign language" (p. 389). The narrow 

definition of fluency is that it is "one, presumably isolatable, component of oral 

proficiency" (p. 389). Schmidt (1992) describes fluency as an automatic procedural 

skill. According to him, L2 fluency is a performance phenomenon which "depends on 

procedural knowledge, or knowing how to do something, rather than declarative 

knowledge, or knowledge about something."  
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Sometimes, fluency is defined in contrast to accuracy, "which refers to the ability 

to produce grammatically correct sentences but may not include the ability to speak or 

write fluently" (Richards et al, 1985, p. 109). Traditionally, accuracy has been taught 

not only in grammar but also in vocabulary and pronunciation. Of course, grammar, 

vocabulary, and pronunciation would be included in the notion of grammar if 

Richards et al were using the all-inclusive notion of big "G" Grammar. However, 

Brumfit (1984) phrased it, "In no sense is it [accuracy] meant to imply that fluent 

language may not also be accurate language."  

  

2.3 Findings from Empirical Studies 

 It is now generally accepted that grammar instruction foster the process of 

learning the target language (Doughty & Williams, 1998; Ellis, 2001; Long, 1991), 

while researchers have not reached an agreement on how best to teach grammar (Borg, 

1999a). Ellis (1994) even claimed, “It is probably premature to reach any firm 

conclusions regarding what type of formal instruction works best” (p.646). However, 

in attempting to understand how teachers approach grammar instruction, researchers 

have conducted various studies to explore the relationship between the use of 

grammar instruction and learners’ learning outcomes in terms of different issues 

(Doughty & Williams, 1998). 

 

2.3.1   Studies about the Strategies to Grammar Instructions 

 According to the literature of grammar instructions, different approaches and 

their effectiveness have been analyzed. The approaches include (1) Experiential 

Teaching Strategy (2) Analytic Teaching Strategy (3) Implicit-Explicit Dimension (4) 

Intralingual-Crosslingual Dimension. 
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2.3.1.1 Experiential Teaching Strategy 

This strategy is designed to provide an all-important focus on meaning and give 

exposure to authentic language use. As a type of task-oriented approach, an 

experiential teaching strategy may be particularly effective in promoting the 

incidental learning. In addition, the approach is thought to be characteristic of young 

children and in creating genuine task demands. (Schmidt, 1990, pp. 143) 

 

2.3.1.2 Analytic Teaching Strategy 

 From a learning perspective, the purpose of this strategy is to provide focused 

assistance in the development of both declarative knowledge and procedural 

knowledge or skills (McLaughlin, Rossman & Mcleod, 1983). Schmidt (1990) argued 

that to learn any feature in a second language it is necessary first to notice or become 

aware of it (not necessarily intentionally); a major function of analytic teaching can 

thus be seen as one of making features of the L2 more conspicuous for learners who 

might otherwise fail to notice them (Sharwood Smith, 1981). Analytic teaching may 

be designed to clarify form-function relationships in the L2 and, thus, where 

necessary prompt restructuring of learners’ internal representations (McLaughlin, 

1990). Arguing from a Universal Grammar perspective, it can also provide the 

negative input that L2 learners will otherwise construct on the basis of the L1 and that 

the positive input of an experiential approach fails to rule out (White, 1989). By 

providing focused opportunities for production of the L2, another purpose of analytic 

teaching is to assist in developing automaticity in the complex skills involved in 

language use (McLaughlin, Rossman & Mcleod, 1983). By providing guidance in the 

use of learning strategies, analytic teaching is also designed to help learners develop 

expertise in L2 learning and lessen their dependence on the teacher (O’Malley & 

Chamot, 1990; Stern, 1992). 
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2.3.1.3 Implicit-Explicit Dimension 

 The dimension is the most universal one, but it is by no means the only relevant 

one in considering the role of instruction in SLA. Analytic teaching may range from 

implicit to highly explicit in terms of the observations, explanations, and rules that are 

provided to students (Sharwood Smith, 1981; Stern, 1992). There are potential 

problems of course with either extreme. Explicit teaching may be too abstract and 

beyond the metalinguistic capacities of the learners, particularly if they are children. If 

the approach is overly implicit, on the other hand, it may fail to draw the learners’ 

attention, or it may fail to provide rigorous enough conditions to promote productive 

use of the distinctions that are intended to be part of the task demands. For example, 

in a study conducted by Harley, students and the teacher in one class were observed to 

focus exclusively on the content of the stories. In an oral narrative activity, they 

managed to tell in the present tense rather than in the past though practice in past 

tense use was the implicit object of the exercise. Perhaps because the students’ 

storytelling did not necessarily result in outright errors, the teacher did not appear to 

notice (Harley, 1989). Other studies have shown that when focused on content, 

immersion teachers pay only occasional attention to the students’ linguistic errors 

(Chaudron, 1977; Swain & Carroll, 1987). 

 

2.3.1.4 Intralingual-Crosslingual Dimension 

 In addition to the above strategies, Stern (1992) discussed a further major 

instructional option that he called intralingual-crosslingual. Experiential teaching is 

characteristically intralingual in that deliberate reference is not normally made to the 

learners’ L1. An analytic teaching strategy, on the other hand, can be either 

intralingual or crosslingual-translation exercises being the stereotypic example of a 

crosslingual teaching strategy. An obvious advantage of intralingual teaching is the 
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exposure it provides to the L2. In immersion classes it is interesting to note that there 

appears to be very little reference to the L1 by teachers as a teaching strategy. This is 

despite the fact that crosslinguistic influence is evident in the interlanguage of the 

learners (Harley, 1989, 1992), indicating that students are nonetheless making their 

own connections. It could be argued, however, that teacher-guided crosslingual 

comparisons could help clarify some L2 distinctions for immersion students, 

especially where partial similarities have encouraged an assumption of complete 

identity between L1 and L2 items. Lyster (1993), for example, used both L1 and L2 

activities in a classroom experiment designed to teach the notion of social register in 

French to Grade 8 immersion students. This study provides evidence that it is possible 

to undo so-called fossilized errors through analytic teaching with a crosslingual 

element. 

 

2.3.1.5  Inductive-Deductive Dimension 

 Inductive and deductive reasoning are two polar aspects of the generalization 

process. According to Brown (2000), in the case of inductive reasoning, one stores a 

number of specific instances and induces a general law or rule or conclusion that 

governs or subsumes the specific instances. On the contrary, deductive reasoning is a 

movement from a generalization to specific instances: specific subsumed facts are 

inferred or deduced from a general principle. Second language learning in the field of 

natural language learning, as well as first language learning, involves a largely 

inductive process, in which learners must infer certain rules and meanings from all the 

data around them. An inductive approach is a way where various language forms are 

practices but where the learners are left to discover or induce rules and generalizations 

on their own.  
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2.3.2 Studies about the Choices of Linguistic Forms 

 Harley (1993) indicates that the best approach to answer the question of what 

specific kinds of features of the L2 code would benefit from analytic support is to 

examine the L2 data collected over the years. The following are two principles for the 

“what” of analytic teaching. 

1. The compensatory salience principle. As a supplement to a principally 

experiential approach, analytic teaching in a school-based SLA context is needed for 

those features of the L2 system that (a) differ in nonobvious or, for the learner, 

unexpected ways from the L1, and/or (b) are irregular, infrequent, or otherwise 

lacking in perceptual salience in the L2 input, and/or (c) do not carry a heavy 

communicative load.  

2. The barrier-breaking principle. Of those features mentioned in Principle 1, major 

emphasis should be given (a) to problematic L2 features where misanalysis or lack of 

analysis by the learner blocks entry to a major subsystem of the L2 code, and (b) to 

those differences from the target language that tend to create confusion in 

interpretation or negative attitudes among native speakers. 

Finally, Harley (1993) advocates the issue as to what combination of teaching 

strategies will optimize SLA for young L2 classroom learners is still very much open. 

Therefore, he mentioned that there is room for much more observation and 

experimentation in other classroom contexts, and it will be crucial importance to 

provide information about the specific nature of the instruction involved. 

 

2.3.3 Studies about the Time Issue of Grammar Instructions  

 The issue concerns how much time it should take and to learners of what age and 

which level of proficiency it should be taught. 

 It has been confirmed that form-focused instruction and corrective feedback 
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provided within the context of communicative interaction can contribute positively to 

second language development in both the short and long term (Spada & 

Lightbown,1993; Trahey, 1996). Moreover, a series of studies shows that 

form-focused instruction and corrective feedback provided within the context of 

communicative interaction can contribute more positively to second language 

development in long term (Day & Shapson, 1991; Spada & Lightbown, 1993). 

Doughty & Varela, 1998).  

 The correct age for grammar instructions is another issue. Although many 

researches suggest that adults can benefit the best from learning syntax and 

morphology (Krashen, Long & Scarella, 1979; Collier, 1987), instructional support 

for second language acquisition can make a difference in their rate of acquisition 

(Long, 1983; Pienemann, 1984; Weslander & Stephany, 1983). 

 Another controversial issue is the relation between grammar instructions and 

learners’ level of proficiency. Some claim that learners should be taught linguistic 

features which fit their learning stage (Krashen, 1982; Pienemann, 1989); others 

propose that learners can be taught more advanced and complicated features (Doughty, 

1991; White, 1998). Finally, Lightbown (1998) justifies both claims, suggesting that it 

is beneficial to either match “instructional intervention to developmental readiness” or 

to push learners further by teaching more difficult linguistic features (pp.188).  

 

2.4  Teachers’ Beliefs 

 Teachers’ beliefs refer to teachers’ pedagogical beliefs, or those beliefs of 

relevance to an individual’s teaching (Borg, 2001), and teacher belief systems are 

originated from a number of various sources (Graves, 2000; Richardson, 1996). 

Teacher’s beliefs affect the way a teacher interprets teaching events and hence the 

teaching decisions that are made (Woods, 1996). Since 1980, influenced by the 
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advances in cognitive psychology and the popularity of qualitative methodology, 

teacher education researchers have demonstrated an exceptional interest in teacher 

cognition and pedagogical practices in the classroom (Ashton, 1990; Fang, 1995). 

This signals that research on teaching learning focuses on teachers’ thinking, beliefs, 

planning and decision-making processes (Fang, 1996) 

 Nespor (1987) drew on the work of Abelson (1979) to demonstrate that four 

features can be used to distinguish beliefs from knowledge. He defined those features 

existential presumptions, alternatively, affective and evaluate loading, and episodic 

structure. Beliefs, he argues, frequently assert the existence or nonexistence of entities. 

Teachers, for instance, were found to have beliefs concerning the results of children’s 

attainment, according to which they often attributed attainment to relatively stable or 

uncontrollable characteristics such as ability or maturity. Beliefs also often integrate a 

view of an ideal or alternative state that contrasts with reality and provides a means of 

summarizing goals and paths. Third, beliefs are strongly associated with affective and 

evaluative components. Beliefs among teachers about the nature of history, for 

example, were found to be connected with strong feelings about what children should 

learn. Finally, beliefs could be distinguished from knowledge by their episodic 

structure. Beliefs were often found to be associated with particular, well-remembered 

events. Nespor also suggested that beliefs tend to be organized in terms of larger 

belief systems. These systems are loosely bounded networks with highly variable and 

uncertain linage to events, situations, and knowledge systems. The larger belief 

systems may contain inconsistencies and may be quite idiosyncratic. Nespor 

suggested, however, that they have great value in dealing with complex, ill-defined 

situations. These systems help to interpret and simplify classroom life, to identify 

relevant goals, and to orient teachers to particular problem situations. Because of the 

complex and multidimensional nature of classroom life, knowledge alone would be 
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inadequate in making sense of classroom situations and prioritizing problems to be 

tackled and actions to be undertaken. 

 Pajares (1992) suggested that beliefs help individuals identify with one another 

and form mutually supportive social groups. Belief systems reduce disagreement and 

confusion; and teachersare able to gain confidence and clearer conceptions of 

themselves from belonging to groups that support their particular beliefs. 

 

2.4.1 Factors which Influence Teachers’ Beliefs 

 One often mentioned source is what Lortie (1975) referred to as an 

“apprenticeship of observation.” Lortie indicated all teachers have had the experience 

of being a student, and this experience often provides them with an image of what 

teaching is and, in some cases, what teaching should be like. This source of influence 

is particularly strong for teachers who join the profession without professional 

training and hence have nothing but their past experience to fall back on, even when 

the experience was unpleasant (Brookhart & Freeman, 1992; Calderhead & Robson, 

1991; Johnston, 1992). 

 Grossman (1990) pointed out that a further dimension of influence resulting from 

an apprenticeship of observation is that teachers’ memories of themselves as students 

often shape their expectations of students as well as their conceptions of how students 

learn. For example, teachers often compare what their students are like now with what 

they themselves were like when they were students and expect the former to behave 

the same. 

 Another source of influence is the academic background that teachers have. 

Studies on teachers’ subject matter knowledge have focused on how the quality of 

teaching was compromised when teachers were educated in subject disciplines other 

than the one that they are teaching. However, little has been said about how their own 
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disciplinary backgrounds affect their personal beliefs and values and how they in turn 

filter through to their conceptions of teaching and learning. 

 A third source of influence is teachers’ own teaching experience. It has been 

repeatedly pointed out in research on teacher education that teachers consider 

classroom experience the most important source of knowledge about teaching (Lanier 

& Little, 1986; Anning, 1988)  

 The fourth source of influence is the personal life experience of teachers which 

cultivates their “substantial self” (Nias, 1984), which is the person that they bring into 

the classroom context. Bullough, Knowles, and Crowe indicated that beginning 

teachers often enter preservice courses with partial but firmly held conceptions of 

themselves as teachers and a teaching schema that is developed over years of life 

experience. These conceptions not only influence the way they begin to teach, but 

also act as life-long references for their identity as teachers (Goodson, 1992a; 

Raymond, Butt, & Townsend, 1992; Bell & Gilbert, 1994). As Goodson (1991) 

pointed out, “Life experiences and background are obviously key ingredients of the 

person that we are, of our sense of self. To the degree that we invest our ‘self’ in our 

teaching, experience and background therefore shape our practice” (pp14). It is this 

personal dimension that is being emphasized in Connelly and Clandinin’s conception 

of teacher knowledge as personal practical knowledge. In recent years a number of 

studies have been conducted on teachers’ lives and biographies and their roles in 

teacher development (Goodson, 1992; Carter & Doyle, 1996). 

The final source of influence is the teacher education courses. Many studies of 

the interrelationship between teacher education courses and teachers’ beliefs and 

classroom practices have shown such sources to be a source of influence. For example, 

Borg (1998b) found that the initial teacher training course had a powerful impact on 

the personal pedagogical system of an experienced EFL teacher, so much so that even 
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negative classroom experience did not bring about change in his work. 

 

2.4.2 The Relationship between Teachers’ Beliefs and Practices 

Research on teacher learning has pointed out that the conceptions of teaching and 

learning held by teachers have a powerful influence on their classroom practices, what 

and how they learn (Calderhead & Robson, 1991; Richardson & Lockhart, 1994 ). 

Moreover, teachers’ knowledge shapes their classroom practices, but their classroom 

practices in turn shape their knowledge, as they reflect on their practices during and 

after the action, and they come to a new understanding of teaching. This kind of 

reframing teacher knowledge is particularly evident when teachers come across 

problems and puzzling situations (Tsui, 2003). 

 

2.5 Teachers’ Beliefs and Practices on Grammar Instructions 

 For the past decade, educational research has provided ample support for the 

assertion that teachers’ classroom practices are determined to a substantial degree by 

their personal pedagogical belief systems (Clark & Perterson, 1986; Kagan, 1992; 

Pajares, 1992). Accordingly, a great deal of researchers devote themselves to probing 

the relationship between beliefs and practices in the recent decades. 

 

2.5.1 Studies in ESL Countries 

 Among all the researchers who study teachers’ beliefs and their practices on 

grammar instruction, Borg is one of the most influential one (Borg, 1998a, 1998b, 

1999a, 1999b, 1999c, 2001, 2003). Many of his studies describe authentic classroom 

events and use these as the foundation of discussions with teachers through which 

teachers’ inner perspectives on the teaching of grammar are made explicit. 

 Borg studies five EFL teachers in Malta, and several new insights into teachers’ 
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cognitions and practices in formal instruction come from this project. The data 

indicates that the decision to conduct explicit formal instruction does not necessarily 

imply a belief on the teacher’s part that such instruction promotes language learning; 

the teacher in Borg’s (1998b) study just integrated some explicit work into his 

teaching because he felt the students expect and would respond actively to it. Also, his 

instructional decisions in teaching grammar were molded by the interaction of his 

pedagogical system, his educational and professional experiences, and the context of 

instruction. Another main finding is that in teaching grammar teachers do not 

necessarily stick exclusively to one particular approach. For instance, one of the 

teachers in Borg’ study adopted both deductive and inductive strategies in teaching 

grammar, justifying these with reference to interacting and sometimes conflicting 

beliefs in terms of her own teaching and learning experience (Borg, 1999b). 

 Borg (1998b) further explored the approaches to “meta talk” (instructional talk 

about language) adopted by two teachers. The teachers’ practices were analyzed based 

on five characteristics: how a focus for meta talk was defined, the modes of 

interaction used during such talk, the procedures followed in examining language, the 

occurrence of metalanguage, and the nature of the outcomes of meta talk. An analysis 

of these practices and of the psychological, pedagogical, and situational factors 

shaping them supported the theory that “meta talk in the FL classroom is absolutely a 

monolithic phenomenon” (Faerch, 1985). One specific aspect of meta talk, the use of 

grammatical terminology, another issue widely debated in the literature without any 

reference to teachers’ actual practices and cognitions, was investigated in more detail 

in Borg (1999c). A comparison of the role of terminology in the work of four teachers 

highlighted both variety in their practices as well as personalized stances towards the 

use of terminology shaped by their unique educational biographies. The teachers’ 

decisions about terminology were not related directly to beliefs they held about one 
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particular issue; rather, once again, instructional decisions in this aspect of L2 

teaching were influenced by the interaction of a range of cognitions, such as beliefs 

about the best way to learn grammar, about the value of talk about language, and 

about students’ knowledge of and experience of terminology. This study also provided 

some support for the possibility that teachers’ own knowledge of terminology was a 

factor shaping their instructional decisions. These connections between what teachers 

know about grammar and their approach to formal instruction were explored further 

in Borg (2001). The study was about two experienced EFL teachers were compared. 

One teacher was generally confident in his own knowledge about grammar, and this 

was reflected in his willingness to conduct impromptu grammar work and to use 

students’ questions as the springboard for unplanned class discussions of grammar. 

The second teacher rarely conducted grammar work and never did so unless he was 

prepared. A fear of not knowing the answer, triggered by a negative experience much 

earlier in his career, was the main influence behind this position. These data suggested 

that teachers’ self-perceptions of their knowledge of grammar can motivate their 

pedagogical decisions.  

 Johnston & Goettsch (2000) examined the knowledge base underlying the 

grammatical explanations of four experienced ESL teachers in the USA. Conceptually, 

this study is based on categories of teacher knowledge introduced by Shulman (1987), 

focusing specifically on teachers’ content knowledge, pedagogical content knowledge 

and knowledge of learners. Defining content knowledge in this study as teachers’ 

declarative knowledge of language, the authors found that education and experience 

were the two major influences on the development of the teachers’ content knowledge. 

The dynamic nature of the teachers’ knowledge about language was also highlighted; 

teachers’ understandings of language were constantly changing as they stored, 

processed, reflected on, added to, and modified what they already knew. 
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 Johnston and Goettsch also suggested the teachers placed much more emphasis 

on using examples during explanations and on “the importance of student input in 

facilitating their explanations”. Another characteristic of explanations shared by all 

teachers was encouraging student questions and devoting significant time to 

student-initiated discussions. This stance was based on the general belief that such 

active student involvement supported the processes of understanding language. 

 Although they discuss content knowledge, pedagogical knowledge, and 

knowledge of students separately, in reality, these categories are combined together in 

complex and indeed inextricable ways to produce multifaceted, holistic accounts of, 

and actions in, language teaching” (Johnston & Goettsch, 2000) 

 

2.5.2 Studies in EFL Countries 

As for teachers’ beliefs and practices in grammar instructions in Taiwan, only 

three researchers investigated this topic (Chen, 2000; Hsieh, 2004; Lai, 2004). All of 

them found that Taiwan English teachers hold a positive attitude toward formal 

grammar instruction in class. For example, Lai (2004) explored what beliefs high 

school English teachers in Taiwan have towards grammar instructions, including the 

role, approach, content, and time of grammar instructions by means of questionnaire 

survey and interview. Her research results from the questionnaire and the interview 

indicate that teachers in general hold positive views towards the incorporation of 

grammar teaching, under the premise that meaning and exposure to the target 

language receive primary focus. As to the teaching approach, most teachers adopt a 

deductive and explicit approach, and most of them focus on teaching only the most 

frequent and the most important rules. They think it is more important to contain 

grammar rules that students have to learn to satisfy current needs or carry out the 

tasks assigned. With regard to the time of grammar instruction, it is highly agreed that 
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high school students be taught grammar, but it should not occupy too much time.  

Chen (2000) explored 20 senior high school English teachers’ attitude towards 

grammar instruction by questionnaires. The results showed that these teachers 

appreciated the importance of grammar instruction, but they did not agree that 

grammar instruction should be the sole focus of English instruction. Moreover, these 

teachers held different views on whether to memorize the grammar rules. Chen (2000) 

thought that it might result from the pressure of college entrance examination. Finally, 

she made a conclusion that these teachers seemed to adopt both the traditional 

grammar-translation approach or the audiolingual approach and the communicative 

approach (Chen, 2000).   

     Apart from the above two researchers, Hsieh (2004) observed directly her 

subjects’ behaviors in classrooms, and obtained very authentic evidence to support her 

participants’ opinions and beliefs about grammar instruction. She selected four junior 

high school English teachers and collected the data through in-depth interviews and 

classroom observations. The results pointed that teachers’ deductive teaching in the 

classroom was composed of five subtypes: (1) teaching parts of speech, (2) defining 

grammatical terms, (3) teaching grammatical rules, (4) exemplifying, and (5) 

translating. As for giving students opportunities to use grammar, it included (1) asking 

students to translate into English, (2) asking students to translate into Chinese, (3) 

correcting grammatical mistakes, and (4) answering about grammatical rules. Despite 

that the four teachers’ beliefs in grammar teaching strategies did not correlate with 

their practices completely, according to the result, the four teachers’ beliefs indeed 

influenced their classroom practices profoundly.  

To be brief, through the above literature review, it is obvious that few existing 

studies were done to investigate Taipei’s senior high school grammar instructors’ 

beliefs and practices and no study was done to probe the level of consistency between 
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their beliefs and practices among large respondents with questionnaire. As reviewed 

before, conceptions of teaching and learning held by teachers have a powerful 

influence on their classroom practices. In addition, many factors relating to teachers’ 

background have been proved to influence teachers’ beliefs. As a result, in order to get 

a fuller picture and make a contribution toward grammar instruction of the senior high 

school level and further find out solutions to problems about grammar instruction, the 

researcher conducted this investigation.  

 


