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Abstract 

This paper looks at teachers‟ cognition (knowledge, beliefs, principles and theories) about 

grammar pedagogy. Teacher cognition in grammar teaching is examined in terms of 

approaches to grammar teaching; whether teachers‟ lessons were influenced by their 

schooling experience, teacher education or classroom experience and whether the lesson 

plans subscribe to Shavelson and Stern‟s (1984) model of lesson planning through looking at 

a pre-course survey, self-evaluations of lesson planning and the grammar lesson plans of the 

teachers. 

Introduction 

As defined by Borg (2002), teacher cognition encompasses beliefs, knowledge, principles, 

theories, attitudes and thoughts. To unveil teacher cognition regarding grammar learning 

and teaching, teachers‟ answers to a pre-course survey, their lesson plans and their 

evaluations of the lesson planning procedure were analyzed to reveal the cognitive 

processes which influence what teachers do when they plan to teach grammar. Lesson 

plans are looked at because according to Shavelson and Stern (1984):  

Most teachers are trained to plan instruction by (a) specifying (behavioural) 

objectives, (b) specifying students‟ entry behaviour, (c) selecting and sequencing 

learning activities so as to move learners from entry behaviours to objectives and (d) 

evaluating the outcomes of instruction in order to improve planning. (p. 477) 

From 2000 to 2003, English Language teachers in Singapore were required to undergo 

training to enable them to implement the grammar components of the English Language 

Syllabus 2001. As part of the requirements for completing the course, teachers had to 

submit two lesson plans – one on grammar and another on the grammar of text types for 

grading. They also had to teach one of the two lessons planned and do self-evaluations of 

the lessons taught.   

Teachers in the current study were undergoing the 60-hour Grammar course. 

Throughout the course, they were taught the basic grammatical concepts or metalinguistic 

terms through lectures, but they also extended their understanding of the grammatical 

concepts through activities and group discussion. The teachers not only learnt grammatical 

concepts such as parts of speech and punctuation, they also had to deal with the practical 

aspects of imparting the concepts learnt to their students through planning lessons for their 

students. Because of the need to plan grammar-focused lessons, throughout the course 

they were exposed to both the inductive and deductive approaches to grammar through a 

variety of teaching strategies such as the explicit teaching of metalinguistic terms, the use 

of grammar games, as well as the idea of contextualizing grammar in suitable texts. 

Approaches to grammar learning and teaching 

According to Collins and Hollo (2010), grammar can be classified as descriptive and 

prescriptive where prescriptive is „concerned with prescribing the ways in which – 

according to the grammarian – language should be used‟ (p. 15) whereas descriptive is 
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concerned with „describing how language is used rather than prescribing how it should be 

used‟ (p. 15). Thus while descriptive grammar deals with the already existing rules which 

represent the unconscious linguistic knowledge or capacity of its speakers, prescriptive 

grammar tries to preserve what is assumed to be the standard language by telling people 

what rules they should know and how they should speak and write (Nachiengmai, 1997). 

For this paper, the terms „prescriptive grammar‟ and „descriptive grammar‟ are used 

interchangeably for the deductive approach to grammar teaching where there is explicit 

grammar instruction. 

Grammar can also be viewed as a tool or resource to be used in conveying meaning 

and comprehending other people's messages in the communicative approach, which was 

the prevalent approach in the 1980s and 1990s. Unlike the traditional repetitive grammar 

exercises of the past, which tended to focus only on the structures and where „the focus of 

instruction rarely moved beyond the sentence level‟ (Celce-Murcia, 1991, p. 460), teachers 

who subscribed to the communicative approach are aware of the significance of teaching 

grammar within context, using meaningful and purposeful communicative means 

(Nachiengmai, 1997). In the communicative approach, explicit grammar instruction is 

downplayed while the inductive approach is favoured. This is done in the belief that 

learners are capable of acquiring grammar through natural exposure to input rather than 

instruction (Krashen & Terrell, 1983). This means that grammar is viewed as one 

component of communicative competence aimed at helping learners‟ internalization of 

rules and patterns that can be applied in language use. Grammatical forms are no longer 

taught in isolation but in relation to meaning and social functions in context. In short, 

grammar instruction can be both inductive and deductive with concern for such factors as 

learners‟ needs, objectives, educational level, learning styles, the frequency and salience of 

input, error correction feedback, and the need for varied and meaningful communicative 

activities and authentic tasks. 

The above broad definitions are important as in the present study of the cognition of 

the teachers, at least one of the above views is pivotal to the teachers‟ conception of what 

constitutes grammar and grammar teaching. In order to draw out the teachers‟ beliefs, 

theories and thoughts regarding approaches to grammar teaching and learning, a pre-

course survey was administered.  

Teacher cognition regarding grammar teaching  

Borg (2003) defines teacher cognition as: 

the cognitive processes and structures which influence what teachers do. These 

include beliefs, knowledge, principles, theories, and attitudes, as well as the thoughts 

and reflections teachers have before, during, and after teaching. (p. 81)  

Borg (2006) further characterizes teacher cognition as: 

an often tacit, personally-held, practical system of mental constructs held by teachers 

which are dynamic – i.e. defined and refined on the basis of educational and 

professional experiences throughout teachers‟ lives. (p. 35)  

Borg (1999b) observed that teachers hold often-conflicting cognitions about language, 

learning in general, L2 learning, grammar teaching, students, and self, so grammar 

teaching reflects the resolution of conflicts among competing cognitions held by the 

teachers. According to Borg (1999a, p. 25), grammar teaching is a multi-faceted decision-

making process. When the teachers Borg worked with discussed their practices in teaching 

grammar, tacitly or overtly, they made decisions about: 

 whether to conduct formal instruction at all 
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 what language points to focus on 

 how to structure grammar lessons 

 how to present and/or analyse grammar 

 how metalinguistically explicit to be 

 what kind of grammar practice activities to utilise 

 how to deal with students' grammatical errors  

Borg (1999a) also highlighted how the underlying decisions on the type of formal 

instruction to be given to students were generated by key educational and professional 

experiences in the teachers‟ lives. According to Borg (1999a, p. 28), three categories of 

experience were particularly influential:  

 Schooling, particularly teachers‟ language education. For example, a teacher who 

had learnt foreign languages successfully through grammar-translation methods 

would be more willing to incorporate elements of such methods into a 

communicative approach to L2 teaching.  

 Teacher education also had a powerful influence on the development of teachers‟ 

cognition in grammar teaching. If the teachers had been exposed to teacher 

education programmes which encouraged them to adopt a communicative, 

meaning-oriented, and student-centred approach to L2 instruction, they shared the 

view that it was wrong to interrupt students to correct their grammatical errors 

during oral fluency work. However, not all the principles instilled by teacher 

education programmes had an enduring effect on the teachers.  

 Classroom experience also had a strong effect on teacher cognition in grammar 

teaching, because the cognitions and practices in teaching grammar held by 

teachers early in their careers were often modified, intuitively or through conscious 

reflection, on the basis of subsequent classroom experience. 

In summarizing his observations about research on L2 teaching and teaching, Borg 

(1999a, 1999b) concluded that teacher cognition research in the field of teaching of 

grammar had attracted meagre attention. He was of the view that there was little 

descriptive data about L2 teachers‟ practices in formal instruction of grammar and even 

less insight into the cognitions which underlie these practices.  

However, since the beginning of the 21
st
 century, more studies have emerged, and 

Borg (2006) has classified language teacher cognition in grammar teaching in terms of 

three major areas:  

1) teachers‟ declarative knowledge about grammar  

2) teachers‟ stated beliefs about grammar  

3) teachers‟ cognition as expressed through their grammar teaching practices  

Since my study focuses only on teachers‟ cognition in terms of grammar teaching 

practices, I will review only studies on this aspect. 

Farrell (1999) conducted a study on pre-service teachers‟ past experience of learning 

English and their personal views about teaching grammar especially with regards to the 

adoption of an inductive or deductive approach to grammar teaching. His findings 

revealed that the trainees‟ choices of approaches were influenced by their prior language 

learning experiences, so some teachers were inclined to approach grammar in the way they 

had been taught (inductively or deductively) because the approach was effective even 

though in some cases they considered it boring. 

Burgess and Etherington (2002) used a questionnaire to examine beliefs about 

grammar and grammar teaching held by 48 teachers of English for academic purposes 

(EAP) in UK universities. One of the conclusions they drew was that teachers were 
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inclined to favour an integrated, focus-on-form approach to teaching grammar, in which 

grammar was dealt with reactively as required. Another conclusion was that teachers‟ 

approaches to grammar were influenced by their awareness of student variables, such as 

their past experience of language learning. Chia (2003) also investigated beliefs about 

grammar teaching among 96 primary school teachers in Singapore using a short 

questionnaire, and he found that teachers reported a preference for formal instruction 

based on explicit, deductive teaching in which drilling played a central role. 

Ng and Farrell (2003) and Farrell and Lim (2005) examined the congruence between 

beliefs and practices in grammar teaching of English in Singapore. The first of these 

studies examined the beliefs of four Singapore secondary school teachers, and it found 

evidence to suggest that what they say and do in the classroom is governed by their 

beliefs, and furthermore that there was a lack of congruence between teachers‟ stated 

belief that explicit correction of all student errors should be minimized and the amount of 

explicit correction that teachers actually engaged in. Farrell and Lim (2005) conducted a 

qualitative case study to examine how practices converged with or diverged from beliefs 

related to the teaching of English grammar held by two experienced English language 

teachers in a primary school in Singapore. From the interviews, two non-participatory 

observations of each teacher and pre-and post-observation interviews, they found 

divergences between stated beliefs and actual classroom practices. They cited possible 

reasons for the divergences as time factors and teachers‟ reverence for traditional grammar 

instruction. For instance, one of the teachers specifically preferred a deductive approach 

rather than an inductive approach to teaching grammar because the deductive approach 

was more straightforward and so needed less time to implement (p. 10). 

Ong (2011) administered a questionnaire, adapted from Chia (2003), to 39 pre-service 

teachers in Singapore to reveal pre-service student teachers‟ beliefs about grammar 

teaching and learning. In terms of approaches to grammar teaching, he found that most of 

the respondents were willing to adopt various approaches to cater to the different needs of 

their students, as 87% of them agreed to a combination of the communicative and 

traditional approaches. In addition, he reported that 79% of the respondents saw the need 

to teach grammar in isolation depending on the contexts, while 74% of were open to 

incidental teaching of grammar (Ong, 2011, p. 36). In terms of the teaching of new 

grammatical items, he reported that most of the respondents preferred the inductive 

approach to the deductive approach, as 72% were in favour of developing activities that 

expose students to the language in use with the aim of discovery of rules by students 

themselves .  

Research focus 

The current study makes reference to Borg‟s (1999a, 1999b, 2003, 2006) work because he 

is one of the pioneers in researching teacher cognition in grammar teaching. This study 

represents an attempt to provide more descriptive data to uncover teachers‟ beliefs about 

grammar teaching and learning in terms of grammar teaching approaches – inductive or 

deductive – and the extent to which these beliefs are reflected in actual grammar lesson 

planning by teachers as well as factors that might influence the planning. The decision-

making process of teachers is examined in this study through analyzing their responses to 

a pre-course survey, the grammar lesson plans and the evaluations of the lesson planning 

process after they had completed their lesson plans. This study thus seeks to answer the 

following questions: 

1) What approaches to teaching grammar do the teachers believe in? 

2) Do teachers plan grammar lessons according to their preferred approaches?  

3) What are the factors that influence the way teachers plan grammar lessons? 
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Research methodology 

Overview of research design 

A pre-course survey was administered to 37 teachers to obtain an understanding of their 

language education background and their thinking about the dichotomous approaches to 

grammar teaching and learning prior the start of the course. Teachers were then asked to 

plan a 60-minute grammar-focused lesson on an individual basis and the lesson plans were 

analysed for grammar teaching approaches – deductive or inductive. After they had 

completed their lesson plans, they were asked to complete a brief questionnaire in terms of 

ranking the factors they had taken into account in planning the lesson. This lesson-

planning questionnaire is included in Appendix A. 

Questionnaires were used in the study as they have been used widely to study beliefs 

about grammar teaching (Burgess & Etherington, 2002; Chia, 2003; Eistein-Ensworth & 

Schweers, 1997; Ng & Farrell, 2003; Ong, 2011). Researchers use questionnaires to elicit 

beliefs, knowledge and attitudes in order to gain evidence of the respondents‟ cognitions 

(Borg, 2006, p. 169). However, questionnaire data are obviously limited in their ability to 

capture the complex nature of teachers‟ cognition in lesson planning, so the teachers‟ 

actual lesson plans were also examined for grammar teaching approaches. 

This study involved both qualitative and quantitative analyses. Quantitative analysis 

was done for the questionnaires while qualitative data were drawn from the lesson plans 

and open-ended responses to the questionnaire pertaining to the teachers‟ evaluation of the 

lesson planning procedure. The quantitative analysis reveals commonalities in the teacher 

cognition while the qualitative analysis shows specific variations which are important, as 

one would expect the cognition to vary from individual to individual as each teacher‟s 

beliefs, knowledge, principles, attitudes and thoughts are shaped by their schooling, 

teacher education and classroom experiences (Borg, 1999a, 1999b).  

Subjects  

There were 37 teachers involved in this study. They were all secondary school teachers 

involved in a range of classes from Secondary One to Secondary Five. The students they 

taught were from various streams – Special, Express, Normal (Academic) and Normal 

(Technical). There were 11 male teachers and 26 female teachers. 35 of them (94.5 %) 

were degree holders, though English Language was not one of their majors in university.  

Table 1 shows the teaching experience of the respondents (i.e. number of years they 

had taught English Language). It can be seen that 5 of them (13.5%) only started teaching 

English Language when they began the grammar course, so they had no experience. A 

further 17 had some experience, but only one year or less, so there is a cumulative total of 

22 (59%) with one year or less of experience teaching English. Overall, about 78% had 

taught for two years or less.  
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Number of 

years 

Number of teachers Percentage Cumulative 

percentage 

0 5 13.5 13.5 

0.5 13 35.1 48.6 

1 4 10.8 59.4 

1.5 2 5.4 64.8 

2 5 13.5 78.3 

2.5 1 2.7 81.0 

3 1 2.7 83.7 

4 2 5.4 89.1 

7 1 2.7 91.8 

12 1 2.7 94.5 

15 1 2.7 97.2 

25 1 2.7 100.0 

Table 1  English Language teaching experience 

Data Collection  

Pre-course survey 

At the start of the course, in the pre-course survey, in addition to providing information 

about their experience teaching English, the teachers responded to the following questions 

about their cognition i.e. their prior knowledge of grammar as well as their belief systems 

regarding the learning and teaching of grammar: 

1) In your opinion, is grammar „taught‟ or „caught‟? Please elaborate. 

2) Do your students need to learn grammar? What do they need to learn? 

3) Have you been taught grammar?  

4) How have you been taught grammar?    

In Question 1, teachers were asked if they believe grammar should be „caught‟ or 

„taught‟ as a way to elicit their beliefs regarding whether they would use the 

prescriptive/descriptive (deductive) or communicative approach (inductive). In phrasing 

the question, metalinguistic terms were avoided, on the assumption that the subjects might 

not understand the terms if the question was couched in terms of technical terms such as 

„deductive‟ and „inductive‟. 

The responses to Question 2 revealed the teachers‟ attitudes, theories, thoughts and 

principles regarding the teaching of grammar.  

Questions 3 and 4 were intended to draw out the teachers‟ prior knowledge and 

learning experiences, as the way they had learnt grammar might influence the way they 

would teach grammar. The responses of the 37 teachers are tabulated in Appendix A.  

Lesson plans 

The teachers were asked to plan a 60-minute grammar-focused lesson on an individual 

basis. They were given freedom of choice with regards to the grammar item, the type of 

students and the types of activities or materials. They were only told to include the 

following stages in their lesson: a) Pre-activity/Tuning-in b) Main Activity/Lesson 

development, c) Post Activity and d) Extension Activity. Teachers were not told to adopt 

any specific approach. Three kinds of lesson plan were examined: those of teachers who 

had not learnt grammar formally; those of teachers who had learnt grammar formally and 

who advocated the prescriptive/descriptive approach; and those of teachers who advocated 

the communicative approach. An attempt was made to assess if their beliefs had 

influenced their planning of grammar lessons. 
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Questionnaire – self-evaluation of lesson planning procedure 

After teachers had completed their lesson plans, they were asked to fill in a questionnaire 

(see Appendix B), ranking the factors they had taken into account in planning the lesson. 

These were factors that would reflect their beliefs, knowledge, principles, theories, 

attitudes and thoughts about grammar teaching. The list included a total of 17 factors, 

drawn mostly from those highlighted by Richards (1996). The teachers were also asked to 

list additional factors if they so desired. 

Results and discussion of findings 

Pre-course survey 

From analysis of the responses to the pre-course survey, in response to Question 1, 25 of 

the teachers (67.6 %) believed that grammar could be both „taught‟ and „caught‟. In terms 

of the teachers‟ cognition, the prescriptive/descriptive and communicative approaches 

could co-exist and most teachers in this study preferred an inclusive approach. as they saw 

value in integrating prescriptive/descriptive with communicative approaches to teaching 

grammar. 

From the responses summarised in Appendix A, when teachers talked about grammar 

being „caught‟, they were referring to the communicative approach. According to them, 

learning through this method means some of the following: 

 learning grammar incidentally through reading widely 

 learning unconsciously in context 

 hearing people use the language in natural setting such as spoken English and radio 

programs 

 learning to identify what is correct or incorrect over time; exposure to the language 

from young 

 learning by modeling or sub/unconscious; incidental learning or in the sense that 

one develops a natural feel for the language and how ideas are clearly expressed  

When the teachers talked about grammar being taught, they meant: 

 learning in a technical and structural setting e.g. explicitly taught in school or 

„formal lessons‟ 

 learning the rules , syntax, drills, and structure 

The rationale the teachers provided for believing that grammar should be „caught‟ 

provided insights as to why they advocated the communicative approach. The reasons 

provided had to do with the many opportunities for exposure to Standard English through 

the use of the language on an everyday basis, and exposure to the language (e.g. reading) 

which encourages understanding of exceptions to grammar rules. One teacher even used 

her personal/schooling experience to advocate the use of the communicative approach:  

Speaking from personal experience, I remember my English grammar lessons as 

boring and mundane. In fact, I believe people somehow “caught” their grammar thru' 

reading and hearing/listening to grammatically correct English (comment by Subject 

33). 

On the other hand, there were a few teachers who felt that grammar should be „taught‟ 

for the reasons below: 

 Since English is not our Mother Tongue or it is our second language, we have to be 

taught grammar rules for correct usage (e.g. especially when it comes to tenses, 
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you'll need to know what kind of tense to use in different situations) or to gain a 

good understanding of the language.  

 Teaching grammar will make catching it a little easier. 

 However, grammar can also be taught explicitly in order for students to learn 

'standard' ways of expression, as well as to facilitate their own comprehension of 

texts. 

There were also a number of teachers who advocated a mixed approach for the 

following reasons: 

 Caught then taught. Process learning 

 Grammar has to be taught, and subsequently reinforced by frequent reading, 

writing, listening and speaking. This is the best way to ensure a solid foundation in 

grammar. 

 It depends on many factors like the level of the class, the student profile and so 

on… I guess for grammar to be caught in context, students need to be taught the 

basics. 

The findings concur with Borg‟s (1999a, 1999b) key finding that, in teaching 

grammar, teachers do not necessarily adhere exclusively to one approach.  

In response to Question 2 regarding the need to teach grammar and what the students 

need to learn, there was unanimous agreement that some form of grammar had to be 

taught. As to the content, the teachers would like students to be taught parts of speech, 

sentence construction, punctuation, and proper usage.  

In response to Questions 3 and 4 asking whether they had been taught grammar while 

they were studying, only 16% had never been taught grammar while 82% had had some 

form of exposure to grammar (see Table 2). When asked about how they had learnt 

grammar, 62% were taught the rules through drilling or by completing worksheets, while 

19% learnt about grammar only through their pre-service training or when doing a module 

in university. (There was one subject who did not respond to this question.) The survey 

results revealed that more than half of the teachers had in fact been taught grammar rules 

explicitly while they were studying in school. 

Type of lesson plans by teachers  

According to Borg, the way teachers themselves learnt grammar might influence the way 

they teach grammar. Therefore, the lesson plans of the following categories of teachers 

were singled out for analysis to assess if their cognition influenced the way they shaped 

the lessons: teachers who had not learnt grammar formally; teachers who had learnt 

grammar formally; teachers who believed that grammar should be „taught‟ and teachers 

who believed that grammar could only be „caught‟ despite being taught grammar 

explicitly.  

The lesson plans of teachers who had never been taught grammar were centred round 

activities where students were actively engaged in listening to songs, drawing, filling in 

crossword puzzles, using the grammar items taught by writing short excerpts and 

discussion. Minimal time was spent on explaining the metalanguage for them.   

The lesson plans of three teachers who had been taught grammar using the 

prescriptive/descriptive approach and who had strongly advocated the 

prescriptive/descriptive method were analysed. The lesson plan of one such subject was 

more activity-based than prescriptive in nature. One subject focused more on explaining 

the metalanguage and completing worksheets – the prescriptive/deductive approach. The 

third subject had not taught grammar formally and yet he advocated using the prescriptive 

approach. He spent 50% of the time dealing with the metalinguistic aspects and 25% of 
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the time doing worksheets. These three subjects in fact adopted mixed approaches despite 

holding the belief that the prescriptive/descriptive method should be used.  

Another category of teachers were teachers who were taught grammar using the 

descriptive/prescriptive approach, but despite their schooling they expressed a preference 

for the communicative approach because in their view grammar had to be mostly „caught‟. 

The lesson plans of five subjects were examined. All of them lived up to their beliefs as 

they structured activities to enable the usage of the grammar item in focus. Grammar was 

taught in contextualized passages and students were required to use the grammar items 

highlighted in discussions, writing tasks, role play and games. In fact, one subject had no 

explicit explanation of the metalanguage at all.  

The above qualitative data seem to point to the fact that teachers who believed in 

using the communicative approach had contextualized the grammar item in focus and they 

used more tasks to engage the students in using the grammar item, whereas teachers who 

advocated the prescriptive/descriptive approach would tend to deal more with explicit 

teaching of the metalanguage. The teachers‟ beliefs strongly influenced the kind of lessons 

planned, and the types of lesson planned revealed the adoption of an eclectic approach.  

Self-evaluation of lesson planning procedure 

After the completion of their lesson plans, the teachers were asked to rank the factors they 

had taken into account in planning the lesson (Appendix B). The full analysis of this 

questionnaire is shown in Appendix C. In terms of mean scores the following were ranked 

the top four factors: 

 Students‟ learning styles / the type of students – 2.81 

 Objectives –type of grammar focus – 3.1 

 Students‟ learning needs or problem areas – 3.28 

 Methods for arousing interest – 3.5 

It can be surmised that teachers were very student-oriented, as catering to the learning 

styles or types of students appeared to be of utmost importance – 89.1% considered it as 

one of the ten factors to be considered while 56.8% ranked it as one of the top two factors 

to be taken into account. This student-centredness was also reiterated by 83.8% ranking 

the need to cater to students‟ learning needs as an important factor. This supports to a 

certain extent what Freeman (1996) has said in his summary of how teachers plan lessons:  

Teachers were much more likely to visualize lessons as clusters or sequences of 

activity; they would blend content with activity, and they would generally focus on 

their particular students. In other words, teachers tend to plan lessons as ways of doing 

things for given groups of students rather than to meet particular objectives. (p. 97). 

Therefore, it is not surprising that teachers also felt it was important to arouse the 

students‟ interest in the grammar item being taught. That this was considered an important 

factor could be due to teachers‟ perception that grammar learning was boring, so they had 

to arouse students‟ interest in learning.   

Besides the student factor, in terms of the mean score, another cluster of factors worth 

looking at is: objectives – type of grammar focus; extent of the teacher‟s knowledge of 

grammar; and skills to be taught and explanation of the grammar item to be taught. In 

planning the lessons, teachers strongly took into consideration the type of grammar focus 

in setting and meeting the objectives in the lesson, as 83.8% considered this to be one of 

the ten factors to be taken into account and 37.8% ranked this as one of the top two 

factors. In terms of mean score, this factor was ranked second too. This cluster of factors 

confirmed Borg‟s (1999a, 1999b) findings that in grammar teaching, teachers hold the 
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belief that they have to make decisions about what language points to focus on, how to 

structure grammar, and how metalinguistically explicit to be. 

The above results reflect Shavelson and Stern‟s (1984) view that most teachers are 

trained to plan instruction by a) specifying (behavioural) objectives, and b) specifying 

students‟ entry behaviour. However, the evaluations did not reflect c) selecting and 

sequencing activities so as to move learners from entry behaviours to objectives, as the 

teachers did not rank highly the types of activities to be used, suitability of teaching aids, 

planning introduction and summary, or the evaluation of learning outcomes. As for d) 

evaluating the outcomes of instruction in order to improve planning, this aspect could not 

be covered as this paper deals only with the planning process and not the implementation 

of the lesson plan.  

Conclusion, implications and recommendations 

The findings in the pre-course survey reinforce Borg‟s (1999a, 1999b) key finding that, in 

teaching grammar, teachers do not necessarily adhere exclusively to one approach, as 

67.6% of the teachers surveyed in this study believed that grammar could be both „taught‟ 

and „caught‟ i.e. using both the prescriptive/descriptive grammar and the communicative 

approach. It did not matter whether the teachers had undergone the prescriptive/descriptive 

approach or the communicative approach in their own education, because they preferred to 

use an eclectic mix of both approaches as indicated in the responses to the pre-course 

survey and reflected in the lessons planned. These findings reflect what Ong (2011) found 

– that most of the respondents are willing to adopt various approaches to cater to the 

different needs of their students – as well as the conclusion drawn by Burgess and 

Etherington (2002), that teachers are more inclined to favour an integrated, focus-on-form 

approach to teaching grammar, in which grammar is dealt with reactively as required. In 

fact, the communicative approach was more favoured than the purely prescriptive/ 

descriptive approach as only 8% advocated the prescriptive approach. 

The findings also confirmed to a certain extent the effect of what Borg (1999a, 1999b) 

called the influential three categories of experience – schooling, teacher education and 

classroom experience. Teachers seem to be largely influenced by the classroom experience 

and their beliefs, because in their evaluations of the lesson planning procedure, for 56.8% 

of the teachers, the type of students or the learning needs of the students ranked as the top 

two factors they would take into consideration in the planning of lessons.  

From the findings of teachers‟ self-evaluations of the lesson planning procedure, the 

fact that teachers ranked the type of lessons and the type of grammar focus or objectives 

high in their priorities confirmed to a certain extent what Shavelson and Stern (1984) 

stated regarding the planning of lessons, that most teachers are trained to plan instruction 

by specifying behavioural objectives and also by specifying students‟ entry behaviour.  

It should be noted that the sample size of this study means that the findings cannot be 

generalized. As the study was conducted on a group of graduate teachers who had not 

studied English Language as a major subject at university, the cognition of teachers who 

had studied linguistics as a major at university was not taken into consideration. Though it 

would be interesting to see if teachers‟ cognition varies with the number of years the 

teachers have taught English Language, this aspect could not be studied in this study as 

those who had taught more than three years formed a minority of just over 16%. Future 

research can include more participants from different educational backgrounds and years 

of teaching experience to assess if those who have majored in English Language at 

university and those with more teaching experience adopt vastly different approaches. 

The study investigated teachers‟ cognition during planning. Whether teachers depart 

from their initial conception when they carry out the lessons in practice cannot be verified 
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by this study. Future study can investigate the congruence between beliefs and practices in 

grammar teaching of teachers by conducting non-participatory observations (Ng and 

Farrell, 2003; Farrell and Lim, 2005) to see if what teachers say and do in the classroom 

are governed by their beliefs and how actual practices converge with or diverge from 

stated beliefs related to the teaching of English grammar. 
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 Appendix A  

Responses from the pre-course survey 

No Taught grammar 

formally? How? 

Is grammar ‘taught’ 

or ‘caught’? 

What students need to learn about grammar  

1 
 

No 
 

Both.   
 

The technical aspects of grammar like breaking down a 
sentence and point out what is a verb, noun, etc 

2 
 

Yes. Drills  Taught. 
 

So students can speak English which is grammatically 
correct. 

3 
 

Yes. Drills Both. Yes.  Basics like when to use certain forms. 

4 
 

 Both Parts of speech 

5 
 

Yes- teacher education  
- identify form and 
function  
 

Both.   
 

They need to learn how to construct a proper sentence 
with the usage of accurate words in their correct form.  
 

6 
 

Teacher education.  
Self discovery (child).  
Drill and Practice.  
Reading & Listening  

Caught then taught.  
Process learning. 
 

They need to know the rules and proper usage. 
 

7 
 

Yes. Drill,   
 

Taught.   
 

Tenses.  Sentence formation. 
 

8  
 

No 
 

Caught more often than 
taught.   
 

Yes. The importance of its use in daily life and the actual 
language.  Allows common communicative language 
between students and teachers. 
 

9 Yes.  Drill & practice  
 

Taught.  
 

They need to learn tenses, sentence construction 
structures, prepositions. 
 

10 Yes. Drilling exercises 
 

Both.   
 

Yes.  Better organisation skills in writing essays.  Better 
comprehension skills. 
 

11 
 

No. 
 

Both.  
 

Yes. Create awareness. 
 

12 
 

Yes. Drilling  
 

 

Both.   
 

Yes. 
 

13 
 

Yes. Teacher education 
- rules 
 

Caught.   
 

Yes. Tenses, prepositions, writing complete sentences, 
vary sentence structures, use a variety of punctuation. 
 

14 
 

Yes.  Rules.  
 

Both.   
 

Yes.  They need to know the rules, text types, etc. 
 

15 
 

Yes.  Through textbook 
 

Both.  However, the 
main emphasis should 
be teaching. 

Certainly.  The fundamentals of grammar, the rules, etc. 
 

16 
 

Yes. Sec sch - learnt 
parts of speech 
 

Both.  The basic needs 
to be taught, after that 
good reading habits. 

Sentence structure. 
 

17 
 

No 
 

 Tenses.  Sentence structure. 
 

18 
 

Not explicitly before 
university. 
 

Both.   
 

Grammar basics esp rules & applications 
 

19  Yes.  Rules (exercises) 
& contextual learning 
 

Both.   
 

They do need to learn grammar through contextual 
learning.  Grammar by itself is too dry to be taught alone. 
 

20 
 

Yes. Do WS 
 

Caught to a large 
extent.   
 

Yes.  Because they are seldom exposed to grammatically 
correct English and need a scaffold to back them up. 
 

21 
 

No 
 

Both.   
 

Yes. 

22 
 

Yes. Memorizing rules  
 

Grammar should be 
caught.  Forced 
injection is not as 
effective as infusion. 
 

To a certain extent. 
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No Taught grammar 

formally? How? 
Is grammar ‘taught’ 
or ‘caught’? 

What students need to learn about grammar  

23 
 

Yes.  Drilling / 
exercises. 

Both.   
 

Yes.  Tenses and correct sentence construction, etc 
 

24 
 

Yes. Rules 
 

Taught.  There's a need 
for deliberate effort.  
Theory and 
fundamentals are 
important foundations 

Yes - rules. 
 

25 
 

Yes. University - I 
Module 
 

Both.   
 

Yes. They need to construct sentences correctly.  
 

26 
 

No. Reading 
 

Both.   
 

Yes.  Everything. 
 

27 
 

Yes.  Drills  
 

Both. 
 

Grammar rules. Proper usage. 
 

28 
 

Yes -drilling 
 

Both.   
 

Yes.  Tenses, syntax of sentence. 
 

29 Yes-practice 
 

Caught.  Through 
practice. 

Yes.  Tenses 
 

30 Yes- drilling, exercises 
using assessment 
books 
 

Both. Grammar has to 
be taught, and 
subsequently reinforced 
by frequent reading, 
writing, listening and 
speaking.  This is the 
best way to ensure a 
solid foundation in 
grammar. 
 

Yes.  They need to learn grammar.   Everything from 
words to sentences to paragraphs to texts.  Eventual aim 
is so that they are able to use standard English. 
 

31 
 

Yes- rules 
 

Both.  
 

Yes.  Tenses, structure, how and when to use them. 
 

32 
 

Yes- teacher education 
 

A little of both.   
 

They need to learn basic grammar (e.g. nouns, verbs, 
etc)  and how they are appropriate to certain text types. 
 

33 
 

Yes. Practice 
exercises. Incidental 
reading 
 

Caught.   
 

Students need to learn grammar to do well in 
examinations. To speak and write grammatically correct 
language in a social setting. 
 

34 
 

Yes- drill & practice 
 

 

Caught.   Definitely.  They need to understand the importance of 
grammar in language use.  Applications, usage, concepts 
in grammar. 

35 
 

Yes- Drill & Practice 
 

It depends on many 
factors like the level of 
the class, the student 
profile and so on… I 
guess for grammar to 
be caught in context, 
students need to be 
taught the basics to 
appreciate. 
 

Yes.  They need to learn grammar to carry out daily 
conversations and written tasks depending on the PACC. 
 

36 
 

Yes- rote learning of 
rules and drills 
 

Both.   
 

Yes. Especially the weaker classes, whereby, without the 
advantage of an English-speaking background, grammar 
is the fastest way of mastering the language.  While most 
have the basic foundation of grammar, they lack the 
finesse to use the language for higher communication 
such as persuasion and argumentation. 
 

37 
 

Yes-teacher education-
don't really remember 
 

Both.   
 

Yes. Basics of grammar as most of them are very weak in 
this aspect. 
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Appendix B  

Questionnaire – teachers’ evaluations of the lesson planning process 

1. Now that you have completed your lesson plan, how did you feel?  Did you face 

any difficulties while planning the lesson?  If you did, what were the difficulties? 

2. The following are some of the factors you had probably taken into account in 

planning your lesson.  Can you please rank the following in terms of priority in 

your lesson planning? 

 

 Ranking 

Students‟ learning styles / the type of students  

Objectives – type of grammar focus  

Teachers‟ own knowledge of the grammar item to be taught  

Methods for arousing interest  

Worksheets / Handouts    

Suitability of teaching aids such as ppt, audio, video, etc  

Evaluation of the learning outcomes of students  

Time factor – timing for the different parts of the lessons  

Students‟ learning needs or problem areas  

Designing the homework or follow-up activities  

Teaching approach e.g. inductive or deductive  

Planning the introduction and summary  

Types of activities to be used  

Skills to be taught  

Explanation of the grammar item to be taught  

Textbook / syllabus requirements  

Students‟ interaction patterns  

Other considerations :  
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Appendix C  

The responses to the questionnaire shown in Appendix B. 

 
Item Type Ranking by teachers  TR NR  Mean 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Students‟ learning styles / the 

type of students 

9 12 3 2 2 1 1 1 1   32 5  2.81 

Objectives –type of grammar 

focus 

8 6 7 4 4    1 1  31 6  3.1 

Teachers‟ own knowledge of 

the grammar item to be taught 

3 2 2 5 2 4 3   3  24 13  4.92 

Methods for arousing interest 

 

4 7 3 7 5 3 1     30 7  3.5 

Worksheets / Handouts   

 

   1 3  3 1 3 7  18 19  8 

Suitability of teaching aids 

such as ppt, audio, video, etc 

  2 1 2 3 1 2 4 3  18 19  7 

Evaluation of the learning 

outcomes of students 

  1 1 1 2 4 5 5 5  24 13  7.79 

Time factor – timing for the 

different parts of the lessons 

  1 2 2 2 3 5 4 3  22 15  7.27 

Students‟ learning needs or 

problem areas 

10 5 4 4 4 1 1 3    32 5  3.28 

Designing the homework or 

follow-up activities 

  1   1  5 2 3  12 25  8 

Teaching approach e.g. 

inductive or deductive 

 1 1 2 4 3 5 1 3 2  22 15  6.4 

Planning the introduction and 

summary 

   2 1   1 4 2  10 27  7.7 

Types of activities to be used 

 

1  1  3 7 6 3 2 4  27 10  7.63 

Skills to be taught 

 

1 3 2 1 1 2 3 2 3   18 19  5.4 

Explanation of the grammar 

item to be taught 

1 1 3 1 3 7 2 5 1 1  25 12  5.84 

Textbook / syllabus 

requirements 

1  4 2  1 3 1 2 10  24 13  7.25 

Students‟ interaction patterns 

 

  2 1    2 2 2  9 28  7.1 

Other considerations  

 

 

               

 

TR : Total number responding to item.     NR : number who didn‟t respond. 

 

 


