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The purpose of thlS study was to explore the perceptzons of

'secondary mghsh educat1on sttjdents regardmg gramar learning and ' _/

N _lteachzng, in order to gam 1ns1ght mto the probable future status
‘--'of gramnar mstructmq. Forty—four respondents coupleted a questlon— e .
. na1re 1n wh1ch they recalled .and evaluated the gramnar and wrltmg
1nstruct10rl they recelved, descr1bed the1r granmar teachmg as student, \‘ L
' teachers, ﬁ'xd 1nd1cated their 1ntent10ns for teachmg* granmar. E ‘
. Nmety-rone percent. of respondents recalled formal grammar.._': s
: dr1lls durmg the1r schoollng.‘ The1r attltudes toward thls method
were gener'ally negatlve.' The 17 percent whose grammar 1nstruct1on.
‘»had been 1ntegrated w1th wr1t1ng regarded that approach as more ef— o

.fectlve than the dr1ll-and-exerc1se method

Twenty -two respondents taught grammar as student teachers.
. ,,,Of these, 86 percent used the dr1ll—and-exerc1se method primarlly'f R V
-'.v'or exclusmely. The1r evaluatlons of these lessons were mlxed but

E even those who were satlsfled noted students negat1ve attltudes to—- '

L ward gramrar. 8 :

-~

4

Seventy-four percent of respondents 1ntended to 1ntegrate o
__granmar w1th wr1t1ng, ) 26 percent 1ntended to teach some saptrate:-‘
"gramnar- lessons-, . 19 percent were uncertaln of their 1ntent10ns.

‘. | Respondents who had pos1t1ve experlences learnlng gram'nar ‘- '
‘:or who had taught granmar were more confzdent about ‘teachmg 1t.
rRespondentsQwere nervous about gramnar teachmg regardless of the1r: _

co ence about the1r wr1t1ng ab1l1t1es.

It was concluded that the. degree of respondents commtment

iv



/:/t_o,i.a-tégrated grammar "and’ wnting mstruct10n may be superflcial.

\ v
’ 'The1r intentlons regardmg mtegratmn accorded w1th cugent thmkmg

in English educatlon., However, they had llttle expenence to support

. ~thes'e.1ntent10ns-. There was also a lack bf understandmg of current
" L 2N .

RIEEA

thought about the nature of ranmar.. o .
. . The prospects for lcondary school granmar 1nstruct10n g1ve
\ cause for concern. leen mos.t resp9ndents' lack of texposure to an

‘mtegrated language program, thelr uncertamty about the meanmg of

-graxlnar, and then: vaguely-stated mtentlons,'theu ab111ty to 1mp1e-

<ment effectlve mtegrated 1nstruct10n is ques?wnable. Theyvse'em

Y

v

more llkely to perpetuate a negat1ve cycle, transmttmg thelr d15<:om—

oy

- fort to thelr students. L o '> R

)

grammar .

.

: courage students to broaden the1r background 1n language study, and e

to 1ncorporate expenence with, 1ntegra-ted wr1t1n‘g 1nstruct1_on into -

English education ‘programﬂs.

—~~

ruct1on among classroom teachers and the publ1c, to en-
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PURPOSEANDPLAN OF THE smwoy L

A. Inrtroductlm

’I'he controversy concernmg the teachmg and learnmg of gram—
~mar has become heated in the past: thlrty years, with researchers gener—
"'_f:.ally lining up agamst trad1t10nallst teachers, parents, and . more
recen'tly, the. so-called "back to ba51cs" movement in educat1on. Bﬂucé\-
© tiomal rsearchers Have focused their. attentlon upon the loglc, "teach—

_ .ab111ty," ‘and "learnablllty" of tradltlonal and transformatlonal gram—
mars, . fmdmg them lackmg in all cr1ter1a. Dozens of experlmental,' _

studles have unlformly fa11ed to estabhsh the value of: teachmg any.

fomel gram\atlcal system Rlchard Braddock , in hlS now—famous declar—: -

”"i‘.~"at1on, startled many conflrmed grammarlans by assertlng that "the

‘ ,' f‘teachlng of formal gramnar has a neghglble or, because 1t usually"'
4d15p1aces some 1nstruct10n and practlce in actual con1p051t10n, even
a harmful effect. oh the 1mprovement of wr1t1ng" (Braddock et al
1963, pp 37 38) However, other researchers have noted the flaws‘
.' of the stu?iles upon whlch Braddock and ot‘/e\rs based thelr clalms, "
as the complex of varlables known as "grammar teachmg" cannot be

- ’adequately controlled 1n any experlment (Newklrk 1978) Moreover,

Just as teachers and texts have comnonly m1sused and abused gramnar o

study, SO have researchers tended to focus upon the mlsuses angi abuses - s

rather than on well—presented 1nstruct10n. However, the cgnmstenc)g\
Iv]

--of the1r fmdmgs agamst formal grammar 1nstruct10n is 1mpre551ve,
4'.as» are the results of many non—gramnar-based wrltmg programs wh1ch

empha51ze extens1ve experlence and awareness of the processes of wr1t— o

2

_1. E




ing (Graves, 1983, Murray, 1986)._; - B
) R Y S «
WJ.th the acceptance in Enghsh educatlonal c1rcl&s of these .

. L

research fmdmgs, theor1sts have advocated that less classroom tu'ne‘ B

g ~.

'_ be devoted -to-the formal presentatmn of ‘gramnar. _ Many Enghsh educa- ;. b_
toxks however, acknowfedge the nece551ty of some’ formal grammar rn-—\»"'

"struction to fac111tate dlscussmn of pornts of language usage. They
adv1se the classroom teacher to m1n1mlze thls formal 1nstructlon,‘

L4

' enploymg only ‘the descrlptlve termlnology necessary for the student s:\
needs (Moffett and'vlvagner, 1983; Foster, 1983). 'I‘l'frs adv1ce leaves’
the'_tea‘cher to def‘i’ne the ml'%lmum instruction necessary for the stu-
 dents' needs. | " "

| 'I’he q.lestlon of the teachlng of formal tradltlonal grammar"
‘has come‘-mto the cqnscrousness .of the general publlc , which has been
quite defini‘te‘ir_ not very inf_orme'd in ;its opinion:. -%A consensus has
' __;f-ormed' among academics, business people, and the mass media that the h
.writ'ing skills of our high school and university g.raduat'es are declin—.
.ing. Parents usually want students to be taught’\t,he workmgs of the:.‘

“Enghsh language.- The pub11c outcry over the alleged declmer m wr1t- ‘

mg SklllS of umVer51ty students in general and of educatlon students-

in partlcular has led many certlfymg boards to requlre that prospé‘t—‘ .

't1ve teachers achleve suitable scores. on standardlzed tests and subm1t P

wr1t1ng sanples before they are granted certlficatlon to teach in -
elementary or secondary schools (Duke, 1985, ' Hodges and Nash 1982)
Student teachers are also aware of the v01ces in. academ1a>

"'-J.and 1n soc1ety which call for a return to formal 1nstruct10n in lan-

. _guage structure. At the Uruver51ty of Alberta, for example, a wrxt— »

1ng competency exammatlon has h1gh11ghted the poor performance of.

N




s a | B ¥
' ,language arts educatmn.. o ” , A

i

Secondary school classroom teachers, though mlddlepeop‘le in

“this controversy, are perhaps in closer prox1m1ty to parents than'

™

to. Engl1sh educatlon theorlsts. » 'I'hey are subject to the preSsures

that parents exert but they may be qu1te 1solated from ‘the adv1ce |

. of theorlsts.' Whether in response to pressure or to a belief in the

value of formal trad1t10nal grammar, many classroom teachers have,

r
by and large, contlnued ‘to use the 1solated drllls ahd exerc1ses of

formal tradlta.onal gramnar.

'»v

TheSe confllctlng messages present a d1lemma to fledglmg :
, A :

language arts teachers. They learn from recent research the fut111ty

of formal grammar 1nstruct10n, they are’ agvl\sed in sometlmes vague

terms to teach "Just enough "o If ‘on. one hand, these student teach-.

°lp B
ers have graduated f‘rom secondary schools in wh1ch the research has

,been taken serlously, then they have not been exposed to much tradl—,,

»

-~ -

S t__1ona1- grammar-; hence, the student teachers may not have recelved»

S suff1c1ent granmar 1nstruct10n to be capable of determlnlng how much ’

\
formal grammar 1nstruction and termmology are "enough " If .on the

other hand, they have been 1nstructed to any extent in- tradltlonal

grammar, they may have that experlence 1ocked into thelr minds as’
"the way 1t s done" ‘and be reluctant to abandon that aspect of thelr ‘

exper1ent1a1 base in the classroom At any rate, whatever thelr exper- N

1ence as students, they are aware of the pub11c outcry for a return
to educatlonal "ba51cs," a demand wh1ch most often 1ncludes an em-

pha51s upon formal tradltlonal grammar 1nstruct10n. .

e
3w

These_ confllctm_g» message&s confrontmg student teachers'-'_r'na'_y’v

many students and has sparked a pub11c debateXon secondary school

STw)
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be compounded when they begm the1r rounds of student teachmg. At,

: that tlme, they rk.\st attenpt to satlsfy the expectatlons of cgoperat- b‘
1ng teachers and faculty consultants, who - m.ay hold strong and confl1ct-
'. ing v1ews on ) the teachmg of gramhar 'I‘hey nust also begln to gathe:
: together'theSe co_ntrad1ctory 1deas 1nto a coherent teachmg lpractlce B

X

of their own.

The purpose of this study was ' to surveyala'nguage_ arts educa- -
tion students regarding their experience's of and beliefs about 1earn-

@

ing and teaching grarrmar in seh’ool wr1t1ng programs and to d1scover-

k ;.how the1r att1tudes werd formed. As teachers att1tudes strongly

v’affect their teachmg, this study attempted to, dlscover how these -
new. language arts teachers 1ntended to approach the teachmg of gram—‘
mar. ‘The survey 1nc1uded questlons concernlng their assessments of
'thelr experlences both as grarrmar learners dur1ng the1r own schoolmg' ‘
and as grammar teachers durmg their ‘student - teachlng experlences
'as» well as thelr.mtentlonsvfor teachmg grammar and wr1t1ng as pro—
fessional teachers. In surveymg thls group, the researcher also -

hoped ‘to learn about ‘their confldence in teachmg this controversml

f,corrponent of the language arts .course.

R&search Questmns

The quest\lons asked in th1s study focused: upon. three aspects -

~of the student teachers' percept;ons and experlenceg of gramnar and
- writing: ' ; ‘ ‘

A. Reflections upon their pasts”as learnezgs of grammar,

g . o o o » ' o
S ; : o .
. R S A . > LT o -

9A.



B;; Refl_eet._ions upon their experi'ences‘ bas" student teacher's' -

of grammar, and .o R
N C.i Thexr 1ntent10ns reg%rdmg the teachmg of granmar and
“wrltmg in the1r own classrooms ' ‘ ‘
| W1th1n theSe three broad areas, the study attenpted to answer ‘.

the following . spec1f1c questlons. o ' - ‘ , |

1. What educatmnal and 11ngulst1c backgrounds do these stu-’ '

" dent teachers bring to the teachmg of language arts? ) H

2. - How do the student teachers defme gramnar'> What do they a

con51der to be the proper focus of granmat1ca1 1nstruct1on’>

. 3._ What memorles do they have of granmar and wrltmd mstruc—
tion from the1r school days’> Have these experlences 1nf1uenced thelr‘
be’l1efs about grammar 1nstruct10n 1n the classroom, and if s\.c‘;,v in
what ways?. | |
4. How do they assess the grammar and lwr1t1ng instruction
they received durmg thelr school years”

5. What experlences have they already had in teachmg grams

mar? How do they assess these@experlences"

6. How do they intend to teach grammar in the future? .
7. How confident do they feelvahout teaching gran'mar'?"'

,__D.-Plan"

The plan of thlS study was to de51gn a quest1onna1re and admn—

.ister 1t to secondatymlanguage arts- students in curr1cu1um and 1nst:ruc—" ’

&
t1on classes ' 'I‘he quest1onna1re mcluded questlons both of a qual—,

itative and quantltatlve nature. Narrat:_v/e/_sectmns of the ques=

[

t10nna1re allowed the respondents to delve into the1r memones for_ L



L)

. .personal expenences and mpressxons of the,lr squolmg and to explore

- and explain 1n an md1v1dual style thelr current bel1efs and 1nten-, Lo

f-txons. The quant1f1ab1e sectmns of the quest1onna1re allowed for .

’sm\e conpanson of responses. Thus, both a broad and an 1n-—depth

| perspectwe of the expenences and attltudes of th1s group of prospec—

t1ve 1anguage arts teachers was obtaméd

1. Subjects

Two curr1culum and 1nstruct1on‘ classes of secondary language

arts student teachers, totallmg forty—four, were surveyed A survey - ’

quest1onna1re was 'admmlstered to these' student teachers, with-' the

cooperat1on of thelr language arts curnculum and mstructmn profes—

bsors, during, the period between the jumor -and semor h1gh school o

' rounds of their Phase III student teachmg in March, 1986‘/1/

The students . who were 1nc1uded in thls g}oup were in thlrd

a
,“‘\

'or fourth year of undergraduate stud1es or were 1n the after—degree ,-

progran'leadmg to the degree of Bachelor of Educatlon. ' They

' already completed four weeks of student teachlng in the1r mmor sub—' ‘
Ject durmg a prevm\Js term and two weeks prlor to part1c1pat1ng'f

in th1s research progect, had completed four weeks of s@ent teachmg | '

‘in 1anguage arts at the jumor hlgh school level.

»

v : 2. Collectlon of: ,Data

The data—collectmg 1nstrument was a questlonnalre which was*

dlstrlbuted in the two currlculum and 1nstruct1on classes. The pur-

pose ot the study was . explamedV questlons from the student teachersl

' 'regardmg the nature of the research prOJect were 1nv1ted and answer-

Ca

e

A



ed' ‘ and the student teachers were assured that the1r part1c1pat1on
‘ \77; was voluntary and that the1r anonym1ty would be safeguar’ded. They. ’

' were then asked to respong to the questlonnalre durmg class t1me..

‘ _"They took between 45 and 78 minutes to do so. ¢

. A

Reportmg and Dlscmssmn of tbe Data

L

‘I‘he responses to the questlonnalre were grouped 1nto the fol-
lowmg broad categones; | o
a; background mformatlon,
" b. definitions:;,of granmar and grarnnartstudy,
e, recollectlons and assessments of experlences as learners_,
| of gramrar, - e |
v‘d.‘ ‘d1scuss1on and assessments.of exper1ences as. student tead'x—‘-
| ers ‘of granmar (when appl1cable) , and v
. €. intentions regardlng the teachmg of grammar in the future

- as professmnal teachers

".The data were then analyzed in an attempt to d}scover what connec~

.tlons, 1f any, ex1sted among these categor1es. The quest10nna1re

contalned two types of data. narratlve and quant1tat1ve, w1th the

*-pr1mary~‘ emphas1s upon the former. It was des1gned to allow .as much
1nd1v1dua11ty of response as poss1ble within the obv1ous ~‘\constramts :
..of th1s type of data collect1on mstrument Therefore, the dlscussmn
of the data w111 focus upon the patterns revealed in the narratlve

"‘-'responses as well as upon a compar1son of the more quant1tat1ve re-

sponses. . ;, R o ;
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B Delimtations

The major de11m1tat10n of thls study was the selectmn of

the term 2 Phase III 1anguage arts educatmn students as the sanple‘

populatloma 'I‘he respondent,s from thede two classes catpnsed approx1—_

.

' mately bwo-thlrds of ‘the total number of Phase III 1anguage arts stu-'

dents m 1986. mls@electmn was mportant and tm\ely because these ,'

: students were in the1r final phase of student 11fe w1th1n .the Unmer&

sity of Alberta program in Secondary Educatlon before they entered _

the teachlng professmn. At th1s pomt, they were at a crossroad

in the1r experlences ‘of grammar in that they were functlonmg both

" as-. students and as teachers. It was a frultful t1me in the1r careers o

“to reflect upon thelr past experlences, current teachmg practlce,

and future 1ntent10ns.
{

F. L1m1tat1ons

‘The. 11m1tat10ns of thls study concern the relatively small '
sample populatlon for the survey and the fact that thlS populatlon.
were probab]jy atyplca econdary school Engllsh students. Those stu-’

dents who becoﬁ\e lan age arts majors w1th1n ‘the Educatlon Faculty'

“at unlvers ty are presumably one.s:_who‘ excelled' 1.n' lar(guage arts.

As such, :helr recollectlons of the1r experlences in 1earn1ng English

drammar p obably would not be representatlve of the general populatlon

'of-secon/dary students. However, as. these are the petc;ple who w111"_-

.{

are r}ot .always accurate. Respondents ‘may not recall what actually

)

Q .
teach gtammar in our secondary schools, thelr perceptlons mer1t

{

13
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AT p0551b1e 11m1tat10n of the study is that one's recollectlons.:"
<

.
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occurred m their classroms when they were students or student teach— :

v

y

‘ ers. /lﬁwever, \tms need not be cons1dered an undue lum.tatmn, as .

-the perceptlons that lmger in our memories are the perceptmns upon*;’:'_" o

2y

the student teachers may not have conpletely accurate: recall of thelr o

A3
learnmg experlences, the memor1es that they have may be 51gn1f1cant

in their own teachmg careers.‘

\ _
The t1me of data collectlon——near the respondents completmn

- of the teacher preparatlon program—-may have been s1gn1f1cant m terms

of the attltudes and intentions:of the respondents. The quest10nna1re ,

was admmstered to students who were on the threshold of thelr profes-

smnal careers. At that partlcular t1me, they may have been espec1al— '

ly vulnerable to 1nsecur1ty and anx1ety about their competence as .

-

teachers .

S1gn1f1cance of the Study

S Although the research on granmar 1nstruct1on has been . exten-' ;
. sive and complex, 1t has- focused upon experlmental stud1es and upon'

controllmg for many of the 1ncred1bly numerous and con'plex var1ab1es_

| 1nvolved in gramnar 1nstruct1on. ‘ It has not focusgd upon the percep—

t1ons and attltudes of the teaéhers and students who tea(;h and learn -

4

grammar. : Such a focus mlght prove valuable. Certamly, a teacher 's

attltude 1nf1uences hxs or her teachmg methOGOIOgy, and the success_”‘

KGN

of the teach1ng is 11kely to be affected An exploratlon of the att1—

tudes of people who are both students and teachers of grammar may'

prov1de some suggestlons for the structurmg of teacher preparatlon'

programs for language arts majors and for 1n-—service educatlon.

whlch we bu1ld -our behefs, att1tudes, and future pract;ces. Although ‘o



51gn1f1cantly affect one s bellefs and attitudes. A second and re-
lated assunptlon 1s that one s bel1efs and attitudes 51gn1f1cant1y

affect teachmg style and rq?thodology 1 |

Ky

I. Definif:ions of Terms.

' The term” f'language arts .educativ-:'n student". refers to, those

‘undergraduate or after-degree student vho were registered in the pro-

* fessional term of the integ'r'ated:\-pro‘gram as secondary language arts .

‘ maj'ors during 't_he January'—Apri-l - 1986, "term of .the'University of Al- -

2

, berta E‘ducatlon Faculty~. The 1ntegrated program 1nvolves curriculum

and mstructmn courses and a student teachmg practlcum
' v
In th1s study, the researcher uses the term "granmar" in refer—
_ence to (a) the study of the classes of words, the1r mflectmns,

(m

and thelr functloris and relatlons 1n the sentence, (b) a study of

.what 1s to be preferred and what avoided in lnflectlon and. syntax '

s (as in Webster S - Seventh New olleglate D1ct1onary) Howeve r ’ as

w1ll be dlscussed in Chapter III, respondents deflnltlons of “gram— |

S mar" varied con51derab1Y- Co \

The de51gnat10n of. "formal" or "1nformal"'1n reference to

€

. gramnar instuction w111 ref’er to the focus of the 1nformat10n con-

cerning grammar. "E‘ormal" grammar 1nstruct10n 1nvolves attentlon

to granmat1ca1 termmology as.a means of abstract or de-contextual o

‘dlscuss’ron about 1anguage. "Informal“ rammar 1nstruct10n mvolves ’
) 9

a focus upon granmar 1n reference to and 1n the context of. ,student

| compomtmns. Both ,types of -grammatglcal --mstruct-;wcan"be—aeeemf~-f~:?:~

4“\> . ‘ o ) . .. /

“The major assmmptim of this.tgtudy i.s that one's ‘exper'ience‘s‘;‘

e

c s
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pl1shed in md1v1dua1, smangroup, or full-class settmgé . o ’
o 'I‘he _term ”trad1t1onal gramnar refers éo the gr;a;rmatlcal sy,s—","
tem whlch has historlcally been taught in Engllsh-languag’e schools.‘
Its n'meteen descr1pt1ve elements, based upon ,; Eat1nate taxonomy, |
-1nclude both semant1c and syntactlc elements (M1tt1ns, 1982) The
 temm "tradltlonal gramnar" w111 here 1nclude modern tradrtlonal gram-
mar, which has a s11ght1y stronger enphasas upon 'word groups rather
. than upon single words. Instructlon in trad1tlona1\g@nar commonly '

involves a certain amount of drill _and exercise work from workbc@cs
. « - . s . -

or textbooks. f

@ _ The .term. "transformat1onal° granmar" refers to the system of
gran'mar whlch applles the lmgulstlc theor1es of Noam Chomsky Trans-
‘formatlonal grammar focuses upon the generatlon of sentences. Basm-_"" )
sentence patterns, called kernel sentences, are combmed and embedded ‘ "
"to produce more complex sentence patterns (Thomas and Kmtgen, 1974)

- 'I'he exercises in which students combme kernel s’entences ¥ not .in-
‘-volve any formal transformatlonal grammar 1nstruct1on, hence, the

term "sentence—comblnmg exerc1ses" will be used dlstlnctly from the'

' term "transformational grammar."

-

IS

J. Ethunl ;Consideratiorp

-’I‘he quc-stionnaire- was' a voluntary activity " The. student teach- -
: P v . ]
) ers. were adv1sed at the t1me~-of 1ts admmlstratlon that no conseqpence
v-'whatsoever would occur in the1r classes if they chose not to part1c1— , < -
-

' pate.' The1r hames were not mcluded ‘in any reportlng of thls study.

The study was g1ven the approval of the Depa ' nt of Secon_dary‘ Educa-

*———-«_~tlon~Ethl€S Rev&ew—eemmttee————wm“—
. B 14 .



CHAPTER n f

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Three strands of research pertain to this stud'y”. The _first :
concerns research studies of the teachmg of - grammar in secondary

schools. , The second concerns the presentatlon of those résearch con-.

- 'clus1ons in wldely—used textbooks for language arts educatlon on the

umver51ty and/or. professmnal level. The th1rd the most mn'ned1ate-

-4
©

' ly relevant, concerns the effects of these studles and theoret1cal-ﬂ_‘
approaq:hes ‘on the. language arts educatlon students as they prepare %
. to 1ntegrate a theoret1cal framework w1th practlcal strategles for :

the teachmg and learnmg of . gramnar -

A Researd:mGrammr'Beadnnngeco:ﬂarydeools

| Hlstorlcally, teachers have taught trad1t10na1 grammar w1th
an empha51s upon dr1 ll and exerc1se, the'debates over wh1ch gramnar
: to use: and whether to teach any formal grarm\ar system at all are fa1r- .
. ly recent developments. Tradltlonal granmar 1nstructlon, as the most
extens1vely used, has consequently also been the most abused approach.
‘A‘c_cordmvg to P_ostman andWemgartner (l966), for,years the ratlonale
 for its praninant rfol.e in .the. langulage grts curriculum" lncluded a ‘
varlety of 1llog1cal and 1ndefen51b1e tenets, such as that grartmar .
studj d1sc1p11nes the mind, helps one’ to learn forelgn 1anguages,~
helps 1mprove one's. Engl1sh, mproves readmg Sklll, and alds 1n the oy
E 1nterpr =tat1on of 11terature._" aA movement toward teachmg functlonal

‘ grammar for speech and wr1t1ng developed after a 1917 study“ exposed .

’_the weak. Lelatlonshlp between grammar and cop?omtlon (Holﬁrook,

.
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‘_ '1983) . S1nce then, through language research and changmg cultural

‘ valu&s, the rat1ona1e for granmar teachmg has been exposed to. close‘_‘ .

scrutmy and found 1ack1ng. The ultimate- defense for trad1t10nal

‘ gramnar--that it fostered correctness and effectlveness in speech

and wr1t1ngw—has been cﬁlenged by emp1r1ca1 research ‘'studies. ‘

f_"Iheorxsts such as: Moffett and ‘Wagner (1983) contend that basic correct-

' ness 1n llngu1st1c comnunlcatlon is elementary, most ch1ldren master
4

'. it before they enter school The harder task -using granmar' effective—

ly, requlres versat111ty in phrasing'. Th1s fluency w1ll improve w1th‘

growth and maturatlon, so Moffett and Wagner stated that the goal'

' of language study must be to enhance or accelerate thlS growth

-8

"To determine wh1ch methods of grammar 1nstruct1on, 1f any,

enhance or accelerate effect1ve and correct use’ of language, research—

ers have grappled w1th the descr1pt1ve element of language.’ Is deta11—

ed grammatlcal termlnology a help or a hindrance to 1anguage study"

Y

Most theorists agree that granmar instruction 1n the past has focused~

too' -narrowly upon knowledge of descr1pt1ve term1nology ? ’I‘hey dlsagree

"somewhat on the desuable amount of descr1pt1ve termlnology, wlth"

some argumg that 11ttle or no such termmology is needed (Hunt, 1965,"'_-.5

'Moffett and Wagner ’ 1983) Hunt found that sentence—comblnmg exer—',

o _c1ses w1thout any formal granmatlcal termmology mcrease the syntac- &

. 0

tic maturlty of students.‘ Moffett and Wagner reject termlnology as, '

r.,an a1d to dlscussmn of language,,bellevmg that teachers can help o

students more by 111ustrat1ng alternatlve sentence constructlons than
by 1ntroduc1ng new terms for. the1r students to learn.

Other theorlsts, however, argue that every dlsc1p11ne requ1res

v

. _a certaln vocabulary, 1t is awkward and 1neff1c1ent to attempt a d1s-> .



cussmn of concepts w1thout the access1b1l1ty of a sultable v0cabulary :

j““’ (Bassett, 1980- E‘oster, 1983) . Bassett pomts out that knowledge
o of usage rules alone does not necessarlly clarlfy meanmg, ‘he ,uses., “

" the examples “Cryl_ng, I heard him" and "I heard him cr'ying"' t‘o i‘l;

1u'strate two sentence's with ‘.different meanings though'both 'are. correct

'4 in usage and 1dent1ca1 1n vocabulary (Bassett 1980) Foster also

pomts to the n2ed for a common vocabulary to fac1l1tate dlSCUSSlOD

: S"E sentence structure, though he ‘advocates. the use of tradltlonalv

grammar for 1ts descnptors and sentence-combmmg exerc1ses for work

in sentence structure (Foster, 1983)
C ’ Although research has shaken the foundat1ons of many 1ong— -
standmg beliefs about effectlve grammar 1nstruct1on,.th3‘ research
1tse1f is weakened by the‘ tendency of researchers to condemn all gram— '
mar 1n$truct1on because of poor grat;tmar 1nstructlon._ As teachers
have mlsused and abused trad1t10na1 study——mOst notably in an over-
e’tphasm upon dnll and rote learnlng, in neglect of students conpom—’
tlons 1n favour of the "models" provlded by gramnar texts, perhaps‘
‘1n the use of granmar as -a relnforcement of the teacher' s power in B
the.-rclassroom, .and in an ’1ns~1stence upon teachlng gramnar' rules'to
chlldren who are too young to apply them——researchers have focused
upon these mlsuses and abuses -When -they have px;oven that such prac-—
| t1ces are, 1n fact, counter—productwe, they sometlmes conclude that_
all formal grarm\ar\ 1nstructlon 1s counter—productlve Newklrk (1978)
- 01tes the fallure to d1st1ngu1sh between cbntent and method as a~

. major problem in grammar research. He and ‘Fraser and Hodson (1978)

_____rregard_ms.t_nf_the,ear]_y_granmar;research as._. 1nvalld due to _the fall-

- ure- of researchers to agree upon a def1n1t1on of "granmar" as used
3



m theu stud1es, many researchers failed to mclude any def1n1t1on_

of it at all Newklrk touched the core of the granmar research prob-’

lem by not1ng that granmar teachmg 1s not a smgle varlable, but'

a conplex of varlables 1nvolv1ng teachers' attltudes and methods,

content, materlals, and students attltudes and learnmg readmess. o

4

One wonders whether such a complex of var1ab1es can be controlled
R

adequately in a s1ngle study, yet conclusmns have been drawn as

o 1f smgle-vanable studles ‘had actually been' done

After ‘many flawed gramnar studles, two complex and comprehen-

sive studles were done. The studles of Roland J Harrls and W B. El1-

_ley were landmarks in grammar research, effectlvely laymg to rest

?

a many of the long—held be11efs about granmar 1nstructlon.

o

. &, C e
volved twelve—to—fourteen-—year old chlldren in f1ve London schools.

‘ _ In each school -one group stud1ed formal grammar w1th an enphas1s

The two-year doctoral study of Roland J. Harrls (196{,1 in-

upon. the termlnology of tr,ad1t10nal grammar, and the other group'
3,

'studled comp081t10n by "dlrect method" with an- enphas1s ~upon example

- and 1m1tat1on, w1thout a grammar text or termlnology. Both groups

‘learned prescrlptlve elements of’ language, and both pract1ced ,composi- .

- tion. . 'I'he evaluatlon of the groups 1ncluded pre- and post -tests. of ‘

a short—answer gramnar test wh1ch requlred knowledge and appllcatlon "

' ,_of termmology, and a descr1pt1ve or narrat1ve corrpos1t10n. : The for- ’ o

mal grammar students scored hlgher on the formal grammar. test whlle.k

. the dlrect method students scored better on the 1ntr1cate evaluat1on

f'_of the/gomposnmn.» Thus, the formal grammar students learned to

N

-'fer to thelr cqrpos1t10ns. Th;s study.has been taken as a conclusive

& .
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demonstratlon of the madv1sab111ty of teachmg formal t‘rad1t1onal
. gramnar ‘to thlS age group . (Braddock et. al., 1963) |
' ) Harrls 1dentif1ed one. cr‘1t1cal .and ,o_ften overl‘ooked yaspvect
' _of research studles in granmar 1nstructlon' . the 'time'eleri\\ek\ Hils
two-year study drew many conclusmns, but Harr1s noted that t'hose. , ‘
conclusmns were not evident . after the jnitial nl_ne months of the
study; He_ cautloned agamst short-term udi’es’in this fbi'eld\ (Harris
) sunmarlzed in Braddock et.al., 1963) _ .
_The Harrls. study left seweral key questvlons unanswered how-
N euer. Earlier studles had "indicated that students younger than four—:‘
teen: years of age do not benefi:t from gramnar 1nstruct10n as readlly‘i'
' as do older students (Macauley, 1947) Perhaps the Harrls study would'_“
have been more 51gn1f1cant had 1t been dlrected to older students,ifj .'
who m1ght more capably apply the abstractlons of formal grammar ‘,
vstudy. In ne1ther the Harrls study nor t-he Elley study (dlscussed ‘
‘below) were students selected with" any regard for the1r attalnment.
-of the- Plagetlan stage of "formal operatlons.'_' Students nust achleve
“this level of cogn1t1ve development, it 1s commonly belleved to be~. ‘
able to transcend rote learnlng of grammar . rules and apply these con—.
cepts to the1r own comp051t1ons (Fraser and Hodson, 1978) Usmg
-this \loglc Sanborn argues for a postponement of formal gramnar untll .
-"‘,the fmal year or two of secondary educatlon, when more students are;'
able to reflect upon the1r use of language as langUage rather than:
merely upon the transactlve purpose of the language (Sanborn, 1986)

The. Harris study prov1ded some compos1t10n practlce for the' " .
—»fformal gr’?ammar— group .~'I'hlresultswmdlcawtﬂaat—'lel'—amunEef t-l% *—~

spent on conpos1t1on 1$Upr_ rable to "x" time spent on formal grammar o
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‘and "x" t1me on comp051t1on. From 'this,vHarrisv concluded that :'-the"j"‘.
formal granmar t1me was wasted. The. quest1on of the t1me ratlo re—

mams, however, perhaps w1th a dlfferent rat1o of formal graxm\ar"

ko coupos:ttmn tlme, supenor results mlght have been ev1dent Such R

4

o a jugglxng of" the t1me ratlo mlght best vary accordmg to group and

teqcher . ~ '

- .',,‘-f As descrlbed in Braddock the extra compos1t1on work a551gned

: to the d1rect method group was perhaps more motlvatmg than the gener—-

-._,al compos1t1on work.. . "Most teachers gave cohes1on and 1nterest to

| ‘ the work by engagmg in a varlety of longer progects such ‘as the com—‘l B
- v, vplet1on of a dlary,_a form- newsé\a—;i):,e\an adventure story...,‘ or a.l

' book of hobbles" (Harrls, quoted in Braddock et. al., 1963) He noted -

that the formal granmar classes dld not have much t1me for an’ attempt—' :

ed plece of contlnuous wr1tmg.

The 1mportance of thls dlst1nct1on between the groups cannot”‘
be overestlmated in- cons1der1ng the non-appllcatlon of the grammar
tra1n1ng to the students’ comp051t10ns. Donald Graves, Dogald Mur—'

ray, and other conp051t1on researchers have stressed the 1mportance-

.

of h1gh interest comp051t1on work Students who are encouraged to
‘.wrlte on personally-engagmg toplcs generally enjoy wr1t1ng more,
are ‘more motlvated to work hard on: wr1t1ng that they "own," and. con-

: sequently, wrlte better than students who are, a551gned more 1mpersonal

v

top1cs (Graves, 1983, Murray,1980)

: The three—year w B. Elley study in. New Zealand was des1gned
2 2

_ to avoid the shortcommgs of many shorter research stud1es (Elley,

'1976) . . Elley, un11ke Harris, controlled for teacher 1nfluence and

matched students carefully, inta each of three. 'groups. 'I'heevaluatlve

3
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cr1ter1a mcluded readmg comprehensmn, sentenCe structure, essay— o
wr1tmg skills, spellmg, vocabulary, 11terature, and attltudes (Petro-

{
' \sky, 1977) The study also controlled for s1m11ar port1ons of mornmg

and afte@on penods spent on each act1v1ty. Of ‘the three groups,

e the readmg and wr1t1ng students (RW) spent 49% of thelr time . on free

.

,readmg of . books, 42% on readmg ‘class sets w1th a few formal ass1gn-
ments, and 2@% on: creatlve wr1tmg A second group . ('I'G) studied tr;ns—.- |
formatlonal granmar during the RW group's free readmg and creative .
""‘"v,wrltlng timey The th1rd group {LLE) used P. R Smart's Let s Learn '.
El)gllsh ser12 (1969) emphasmmg trad1tlona1 granmatmal termmology
: ,and sentence analysis. Class sets" of flc:tron, poetry, and drama books.{
were used for teachmg 11terature to thls group. , The results were
' startllng. ne1ther the transformatlonal nor “the trad1.t1onal grammar .
_‘study enhanced the students language growth apprec1ably. The .readmg.
' and wr1t1ng group, whlch scored as well as the others, was also the
only group to react pos1t1ve1y to thelr English classes (Petrosky, _
1977).
o The Elley" stu‘dy leftb‘op’en’the»question’.of the time ratios,.
,for the two grarrmar grbups spent the ma]orlty of the1r t1me on formalb
' granmar study. The readmg and wr1t1ng ‘group had the h1ghest mterest
ma‘ter.‘iarl, much of it ta1lored 1nd1v1dually to the group members.
: F_inally, the .Validity' of 'j‘udg‘ing all 'trad’i.t‘ional.i granmar. programs

| : e
- ‘on the basis of one series of texts is questio‘nable at best.

\‘\Wlth the popular1zat1on of tran‘sformatlona”l gramnar and the
lmgul.st1c work of Noam Chomsky, atten’pts ‘were made to 1ntegrate pro- .
grams m transformatlonal granmar 1nto secondary schools. Transforma-

, t10na1 grarm\ar, w1th 1ts complex schematlc diagrams, .is no easier

I

e T
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to learn than the descr1pt1ve termmology of trad1t10nal gramnar,""

so 1t ‘was not surpnsing that studles such as Harris' and Elley sil

'd1d not support its use as ‘a teachmg tool of formai granmar in secon- '

dary classrooms. Kellogg Hunt (1965) also found that formal instruc-

:.tlon in transformatlonal gramnar d1d not, result in substant1a1 d1ffer-

,ences or. gams over a tradltlonal gramnar curr1culum. ,
Hunt's study d1d however, open a- door to a dlfferent concept

* - of granmar 1nstruct1on. He found that students who ‘worked through

1

V.thg exerc1ses accompanylng a transformatmnal gramnar course drama—_,

‘t1ca11y mproved then: writing ab111ty in terms of syntactlc matur—'

(3
ity. Followmg Hunt's work came a series of" other experlments in

‘.these sentence—combmmg exerc15es, most notably the work of Bateman
rand Z1da:%s and of. Frank o' Hare, whlch confirmed Hunt' s c1a1m that
the sentence-combmmg exerc1ses mcreased wr1t1ng ab111t1es. Various
) studles used age, 'ab111t¥ levels, and ‘some dlfferences in the exer-
c1ses (the "51gnalled" ones pf O Hare versus the "open" ones of Wil-
, 11am Strong) as varlables. The mmedlate post- -test results generar
showed remarkable gains (sometlmes as much asy four years' growth in

e1ght months) , but the delayed post-testmg showed a 51gnf1cant deﬁﬁ

cline (up to two years) during the delay per1od T'hlS ra1sed the

\quest10n~ of whether the growth exhibited was real or. forced Never—'

theless, sentence—comblnmg exerCJ.ses were widely adapted as a more

palatable and successful alternat1ve to tradltlonal gramnar. Sub-

sequent studies -somewhat undercut the -clalms of the initial research—

ers, with other researchers f1nd1ng that sentence—c:omblmng exercises

{, 'are best used for Junlor h1gh students rather than hlgh school stu-

- dents, whose syntactlc maturlty may have - surpassed that which could
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be . spurred on by the exerc1ses (MacNeill, 1981) . h

The experiments in sentence combinmg are based upon Kellogg »

Hunt's use of . "syntactic maturity as the measurement of writmg abil-

1ty, and in this use of a smgle measure 11es the problem w1th such

tic maturity, _a-doubtfullasswptlon, Syntactic maturity, though an

impor.t'_ant aspect of languageability-, is not the only important as-~

pect. ,'Sentence-combining -prog-rams- stress syntactic complexity re-

: ,studles. Hunt assumed that "good“ wr1t1ng can be equated with syntac—’

- gardless of 'the‘ overall effect upon the reader or'«u‘pon' the purpose’

of the writer. SChOIars such-as E ’D. H1rsch, Jr. (1977) stress the,

concept of readabillty, arguing "that good writmg ought to ‘make: for

good readmg, _conplexity. for its own ‘sake, w1thout. regard for_ com-

l be con51dered good

, mumcative purpose, variety, stylistic preferences, or content, cannot ‘

HAlthough it is relatively simple work to raise questions‘:about‘

.8

 the validity of some of the conclusions drawn from rex'perimental in- B

-quiries into instruction in formal grammar, the consistency of the

findings showing_'the"ineffectiveness of traditional»dril'_l—and-exercise.

'field of writing instruction have focused upon offering students bx:oad—

instruction is impressive and convincing. Current efforts in the

‘er, rlcher, and more meamngful experlences in language and writmg.

: .‘Succeﬁsful wr1t1ng programs of the past decade have focused upon offer—

ing students varled%pportunities for experlence and awareness of

l\ - v‘;

the proc&sses of writlng. They have encouraged students to have owner-

sh1p vf their .wr1t1ng, to write for real .and var1ed;aud1ences, to

. publish their writing, and to become Supportive'COmmnities of'_, readers

apd writers. Such programs (Cormack,‘198.4_; éraves, 1983; .Murray,
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V1986) have ach1eved real growth in terms of sens1b1e and 1nterest- =

‘k

wr1t1ng for self-—dxscovery and expressxon which exceeds the expecta- :

B tlons of the "ba51c J,1teracy adherents

" B. Profsmonal mterature on the Teaching of Grmr

’Wlth numerous expenmental studles conf1rm1ng the lack of
relatlonshlp between 1nstruct10n in formal gramnar and mprovement
in writing skills, authors of language arts educatlon textbooks and

‘:.artlcles have advised teachers to broaden thelr hor1zons beyond the '

'tlme-worn dr1ll—and—exerc1se 1nstruct1on in tradltlonal grammar and

mg (1.e., -"effect1ve") wntmg as well as fostermg an - 1nterest in

! _‘ | ‘o1 ‘v

| , adherence to doctrmes of absolute correctness" 1n language arts

;educatlon. ’I’hey have generally suggested that a broader understandlng V.
onv the part of the teacher of the various grammars of the | lish
‘. language, more practlce in wr1t1ng for ‘different purposes and aud-

'1ences, a concept of lmgulstlc approprlateness for purpose and 51tua-

tion, and an apprec1ation of the changing nature of. the Engllsh- lan—

vgu.age are all valuable attltudes and understandmgs to 1ncorporate

_1nto the teachmg of Emgllsh language arts._ Thls adv1ce is not new, :
nor 1sk it controversial among language arts education theoriSts;

1t has been repeated, ofter{ -in the same phrasmg (partlcularly in

: quotatlons from Robert Pooley and R1chatd Braddock) , in most popular.
: textbooks for decades.

- One often repeated quotatlon is from. Robert Pooley s 1946

Teachmg E:nghsh Usage, in wh1ch Pooley s def1n1t10n of good Engllsh
' ‘'set the tone for all those who advocate a focus upon appropnateness

‘of language to suit the soc1ab 51tuat10n and corrmunlcatlve purpose.

Y



S
22

Good Engllsh is that form of speech which is appropnate to..
the purposes of the speaker, true to the language as it is,
- and comfortable to spéaker and listener. It is the product -
of custom, ° ne1ther ‘cramped by rule nor freed from all re-
" 'gstraint; it is never fixed, but changes with the orgam.c

life of the language. : _ (Pooley, 1946, p.14)

» In a later text, Teachmg Engllsh Granmar (1957), Pooley focused uponf

a deta1led plan for. teachmg gramter in secondary schools. He stress-
wrltmg, and that such '1nstruct10n cannot substltute for »wr1t1ng.
' Contrary to the normal pract1ce of ],957, Pooley advocated no formal
.grammar instruction 1n the elementary school years. In grades l
_through 6, students would use language and write. Begmning in grade )

7, ‘students would be 1ntroduced to a few gr_ammatl.cal concepts eaCh
year; the’se concepts would be taught inductifvely,‘slowly, ah‘d with
much apphcatlon to the students' wr1t1ng. ‘Pooley cautioned‘that
'the concepts must be’ taught cumulat1vely and that teacher?must elimin-
ate both the . yearly repetition and the focus on concepts wh1ch the_,' '

students are too- immature to use in th_e1r own wr1t1ng. ane begun'

N
)

in grade 7,‘ ﬁooley!s program-progresse_d from ‘sinple- sentence 'struc.tur'e
_in the junior high years to complex and.‘:vari‘ed‘ sentence »strucjturesj
in the senior high years. iI'n'grades'“‘7 and 8, assuming a five;hou’r |
'per week 1anguage arts program, students would study granmar no more
than one hour spacez over two or three short lessons. Pooley felt |

that in, such a sequent1al program, students would ‘be exposed to. more:.

* ]

 mature concepts and structures as’ they matured, and the problem of
\ ‘9

over—saturatlon of grade 6 to 8 students w1th new gramnatlcal con- e
cepts would be eliminated Pooley S program, explamed in great de- -
_ta11, 1n\>olved a more spec1f1c and enphat1c gramnar course than many;

'later theor1sts would advocate. _
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Loban, Ryan, and Squlre s 1961 and 1969 Teachmg English Lan— B

ders of the 1nd1v1dua1 teacher, wbo must be fam111ar with several_
dlfferent gramnars and keep abreast of 11ngulst1c scholarshlp. G1ven

this knowledge, the teacher must be selectlve about what type*and

B
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o guage and L1terature.4 Grades Seven-’l‘welve placed the responszblhty :

o for the dec151on nak1ng in granmar 1nstruct1on squarely on the shoul—,'_ -

amount of grammar “to teach to whom, choosmg an "eclect1c synthe51s"'

of one or more grammars wh1ch strlke h1m or her as. the truest and
most 51gn1f1cant . The authors be11eved that the teacher ought to,

- understand d1fferent grammars so well that he“or she should need ‘only

plans and students (1969, pp.72-86). In terms of the t1m1ng of specif- ﬁ
%

ic programs, they suggested 1ntroduc1ng students to grammar in the
elementary years, concentratlng on 1t 1n the Junlor hlgh years, and

‘relnforcmg it in the sen1or hlgh years (a sequence whlch has certam-

ly been common p_ract1ce) Throughout the book, the authors stressed‘-'

' that language ability develops in active conmunlcatlon in social s1tua-'

tions and through pract1ce.

- J. N. Hook, in his textbook The Teachmg of ngh School Engllsh_

-(1972) , argued for a broader concept of language study than merely

gr@m‘ar and usage. Hook 11ke Loban, Ryan, and Squ1re, stressed rela-—\

t1ve rather than absolute correctness in language 1nstru’étlon. He.

_advocated teachmg abo&t\)language 1nduct1yely'and 1,llustrated his_.

model of 1nduct1ve teachmg'by transformational grarnnar."
: M '

In Teachmg Engllsh Today, (1975) R Dw1ght Burton, Kenneth

'Donelson, Bryant F1111on, and Beverly Haley emphas1zed the: role of '

the language arts teacher in selectmg from among. the gramnars of

: the language the materials and methods to use in hlS or her class—



room. Wh11e adv1smg teachers to teach 1nduct1ve1y and to use student

challenge the ab111t1&s of any experlenced teacher and would, almost

~without doubt, be beyond the capab111ty of fledgmg teacherS'

+An 1nqu1ry ‘into the structure of language should also include

24

' "1anguage, they offered guxdelmes for a program whose conple)uty wbuld* o

a discussion of questions of a general nature relatmg to -
grammar. Students need to understand what grammar is, what-

methods are used to develop grammars, and haw: complete and

_accurate existing grammars are. In short, they need to learn

-the processes, not memorize ‘a product. An 1nqu1ry ‘into pro-- -

-cess will help students realize that grammar is not .a static,

arbitrary system, but an open, changing one. These objectives

might be reached by several ‘approaches including having stu-
dents write their own grammar or askmg them to conpare exist-
ing granmat1ca1 descriptions. o o ‘ _(p. 234)

James Moffett and Betty Jane Wagner p 1n the1r popular Student-

Centéered Language Arts 'and 'Reading, K—13: 2 Handbook for Teachers,

v1ssued a strong attack upon the teachmg of any formal grammar by

PN

c1a1m1ng that nat“i“‘ve speakers do not make granmat1cal mlstakes--—that

A

dlalect or. meffectwe expressmn (1976, pP. 19) 'I‘hey advocated exten-
sive oral and wrltten experlence in language as the means to. 1mprove
students fac1l1ty of express1on. 'I‘hey dlsapproved of teachmg about

: language for the same. reason as they dlsmlssed teachmg 11terary cr1t—

whlch is often cOns1deré’d to be an error’is generally a result ‘of '

icism: ther’e 51mply is not enough ‘time to teach the '?sc,;ence" of

language and'literature when teachers must see their primary goal/

.as providing opportun1t1es for exper1ences 1n 1anguage and 11terature

want a, formal grammar component to their language arts prograns.,

(1976, p.18) However, recogn1zmg that many schools and educators .

 Moffett and Wagner suggested various ‘games. which woul'd provide lan-

o teach students something about the parts of speech and versat111ty

" guage practlce in an entertalmng manner and (almost mc1dentally)

v
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¥ «

ahing of ,E“ngl"i"gh o

5E “granmar 1nto ‘

(1981) ’ also, h1ghh.ghted zthe need tdnput

A b‘ g

s 3

' He offered three useful purposes fcg& T ranﬁnarﬁ as.
& . ’ Y e i .
a source of 1nformat10n abo\g,t language and 138 for teach-
. ers, as a. source of terms and tpols for talklng abou ":_;'age,' and -

. N .\"‘

4. SRR
as an electlve ‘fcourse for hl"yh Ec‘hocrl students (p

}suggestmg that. the’ second o '§e might ,be. achieved Ei‘\‘ : gEh'i.ng_' brigf .

umts to junior h1gh school‘ _A e‘ﬁﬁs, and not1ng that the high schocrl

elective course ought t‘c;ntnake clear‘%o the students that the couése
would not 1mprove thélr wr1t1ng skllls, Judy offered o spec1f1cs e
on the teachmg of gramnar, h1s focus was -on explormg the dlmensmns w :
.of 1anguage.‘ | ,
Wh11e the authors of language arts educatlon textbooks of
the past several decades have called conS1stent1y for the f0cus of’
. language educatlon to be broader than a mere enpha51s upon granmar

and prescrlptlve usage, the1r focus and enphas:ms for such 1nstruct10n

Ay

" has changed somewhat.. They all stress that wr1t1ng practuce is es- E
| sent1al to the. m’provement of wr1t1ng skllls, but through the years
the role of formal grammar 1nstruct1® has been de—enphasmed 'I‘he
: 'theorlsts hawve progressed from an assumption that some formal gram—
mar ought to be .taught in a structured, sequent1a1 program (whlch
1mpl1es grarm\aﬁ:aught in separate, discrete: lessons and unlts) to |
an assumpt1on that whatever granmar mstructlon occurs ought to occur

u
vonly in reference to student writing. Whlle they all advocate puttmg

- grammar 1nto a "proper" perspectlve, that fpersPectlve seems to have
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gone fu\rther toward one extreme or. the other. One extreme atpha512es"

‘a study of gramnat:tcal systems as an 1nvest1gat10n 1nto the human;"

. A

| behav1our of language, while the other extreme would see formal gram—

[}
_ mar 1nstruct1on de—enphasmed through 1ntegratmn w1th student writ-

}ing.' If language educat1on theonsts have changed as the years have .

passed, it is only by becommg more flrm in thelr cOnv1ct10ns and
< .
more; willing to follow these conv1ct1cms through to the1r‘1oglcal

l

«vconclusions.

ThlS change is ev1dent in- the Alberta Junior ngh School Lan- :

guage Arts Currlculum Gulde. ~In the 1978 edltlon, a .language- 1n-use‘

w

phllosophy was advocated but. a' recommended textbook, Patterns of

Cormunlcatlnl was not necessarlly cons1stent w1th this intent. In

the 1987 ed1t10n of the gu1de, however, this textbook was de-llsted, iy

thus makmg a more con51stent natch between ph1 1osophy and resources.

 The begmnmg language arts teacher, even when presented w1th

a comslstent phllosophy, may be somewhat at a los% for practlcal class-—-

. room strategles. " Those textbooks whlch advocate’ teachmg grammar

¥

/‘more or less for its own sake,»-as a study in human Alanguage behaviour,

'piace a ‘very"h‘eavy responsibility on the 'teacher for k'eeping abreast-

i F

of d'evelopments in linguistics. The teacher ‘must a551m11ate a very_

' '_complex and - changlng dlsclplme and then select from among the gram—"f

. mars and theorles he or she has learned those wh1ch are most sultable

to h s or her students. Lf'gtle guidance § offered to teachers in

these textbooks ‘in, terms.of methodology or materials. Other textbooks ‘

focus upon teachmg whatevex: amount of granmar w111 be "Just enough"
for the students to fac111tate dlscussmns of thelr wr1t1ng ' These

B texts also offer 11ttle 1n the way of pract1ca1 help for the fledglmg
, . . oy _
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.'tea'Chef, as ‘they focus upon games and puzzles to teach grmtiwl

p01nts.. ;' ' - : e c L

®. .
In language arts education textbooks, as well as in art1cles

1n professmnal Journals, there is an exp11c1t awareness of the d1s- h

' crepancy between the ph1losophy advocated and the contlnued practme
Y

ing in Amencan schools in the decade endmg in 1956 and found that,_ '

‘ while a progre551ve m1n&1ty of teachers were workmg for change,

the vast majorlty contmued to teach gramnar as they had Tn taught -

--by rule and formal exerc1ses w/zh an intention to 1mpro e usage.

' Students spent between 4% (1n rural schools) and 8% (m ‘urban. schools)

of class t1me in writing theiﬁ“own sentences tp apply ‘grammar rules,

while. spendmg the overwhelming bulk of thelr t1me wog‘kén_g on formal.

analysls and termmology Teachers surveyed ‘anked pe mance a'c—'

‘tivities in language as less mportant than knowledge about ]aenguage.

Thls 51tuat10n m the classrooms was’ 1n complete oppos1t10n to- the

art1cles about gramnar instruction in the Erghsh Journal dur1ng 1953- '

| 1956, all of whlch advocated functlonal, reallst1c uses of grammar

T and the use of stug'ent wrltlng.

< o
in the classroom, however' though teachers contmued to teach formal,

trad1t10na1 granmar, they began to spend less class tlme on 1t. James

Squlre and Roger K Applebee reportlng in 1968. on thelr four—year ,

survey of classroom Engllsh 1nstruct10n, noted that language was the

4

least taught and least well- ta\yht aspect of the language arts cur-

r1culum, compnsmg only 13. 5% of class time. I@the majorlty -of

the1r sanple populatmn of 158 schools, language 1nstruct1on fgcused'

T

of language arts teachers. Pooley surveyed the state of gramm teach-‘:'

: The controversy .over gramnar 1nstruct1on did have one effect .
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: .
rupon mechamcal dnll arC. error-based mstructmn 1n both graumar

'and usage., 'rhey recomnended that teachers ought to. learn about d1f—

ferent granmars -of “the Enghsh 1anguage, carmentmg that: many teachexs

T

'had md1cated ‘a desn:e to do S0 but were . unable to because of t1me

TR

constralnts. They found that the most successful programs ‘were those .

in whlch ﬂ% language arts facultles had had mtenswe 1nserv1ce tram—

\ -
. 1ng to become fzﬁnlllar with new developments in: gramnar and usage :

study as well as, in the practlcal problems of relatlng thlS study

-

to other areas of the language. arts curriculum (Squn:e and Applebee,
1968) . | A

! 'The decade of the 1988s has seen some progress as more class-

~ room téach_ers have reported 'SuCCesses with writing programs based

on w‘ritiﬁ_g '.proces'ses,,,f but the,btof&'ssional literature still provides

a forum for. commentary ‘about grammar .instruction. Articles by _.f'refo@}l

ed" vg‘r'ammarians are not uncommon, as teachers discuss their reali-.

, 'zationaof the futil‘i.ty of their grammar instruction (Mcb«zzt\ie, 1980;

. Srtiall, '1985). But the so-called "back to basics" movemen

red some defenders of t];aditioqal grammar to speak out as well (Davis,

1984) . ~ Others, perhaps in an attetfpt_to have it both waYS, deveiop

games and "tricks" for making grammar study palatable (Seay,_' 1987)

or repeat the call for integration of grammar and wtiting instruction

(Vavra, 1987).

(_:; The Issue of Grammar in Language Arts Bducation Programs:

13
LI

discrepancy between theory and practice? Studies focusing upon the

iattitudesfof student, teach_ers and first—year"profes’sioqal lariguage

has spur-

' Where does the neophyte teacher stand in relation to this -

“en

g NS

«

&
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- arts teachers often highhght the d1screpancy between the teacher

preparatmn programs offered in umversztles and the harsh rea11t1es :

and pres res—of the seconda-ry school classroom. In the language L

arts clas room, thlS dlscrepancy revolves around the 1ssue of gram—:'

_mar':-’ while teacher preparatlon programs spend relatlvely little t1me

teachmg granmar or teachmg about the teachlng of grammar, llfe in

:', the classroom carmot escape ‘a t tion to 1t " . _ '. -
. e A 1977 study conducted Annetﬁ%ﬂdwards Platt showed that

v'the secondary teacher educat1on prograns 1n Texas focused prmarlly

upon 11terature (s1xty percent of the req‘.ured Ehgllsh courses) ' w1th

language courses comprising thlrty percent, conp051tlon five percent, :

_and methods five percent._ The ma]orlty of the begmmng teachers

| part1c1pat1ng in Platt s survey beheved that t:hey were. 1nadequate y

prepared m\ thea.«r academ1c spec1ahzat10n and that there was an im-

balance in their preparation among the varlous d1v151ons of Engl1sh' ‘

(Lange, 1982) \

Waterfall reported %milar findings 'frorn'his' 1981. survey of.

. seventy—two h1gh school Ehgllsh ‘teachers™in. Utah m whlch the teachers

¢

ragﬁ varlous areas of theik teacher preparatmn program. 'I‘he teach— o

" ers f@t. undertramed in thlrteen areas, most of. wh1ch concerned writ-
1ng, tﬁ(ree of the five areas in whlch they Qt overtrained dealt

with literature (Lange, 1982). ‘
e a

McCaleb 1nvestlgated teacher attltudes t@ward prescnptlve

N

granmar 1nst:ruct10n. The Mary@nd teachers he surveyed spoke out

for a more realistic presentatlon of practlcal classroom 51tuat10ns
3

to prepare student teachers for the rea11t1es of language 1nstruct10n

v
in the classroom (McCaleb 1979)



o concepts of 1anguage study .

Begmnmg in the sprmg of 1978, each student teacher at Ten-

' 'nessee Tech evaluated the Enghsh and Educatmn courses, the methods

course,- and cooperat1on between the two departments.‘ More than one—_

half of the respondents in this survey suggested that mdre grammar_ o

—

courses be added at basm. and advanced leve]_.s ._.(My_ers_, -1983) .

Some teacher preparation'programslhave abtemptedto address

<

the dlscrepancy between‘ the phllosophy advocated by language arts

_ educators in the professmnal literature and the cont1nu1ng practlce
" ‘of classroom teachers. 'l‘hey have recogm.zed that, as Squire amd Apple- . ’
: bee' among others have: noted, we '-teach as we were, taught. .Therefore,

they attempt to break this cycle of tradltlonal granmar 1nstruct10n L

r"v

“by educatmg student teachersM more researc —based methods and by

prov1d1ng exper1ences by* whlci ireservme teagh/e:can broaden their

f ! . . .
An attempt was made at Ca11forn1a State Polytechmc Unlver51ty

-Pomona to mprove the educat1on ‘of student teachers regardmg their

preparation for teachmg 1anguage. In an experlmental program de-

vised by Katherme Brlggs Se1bert Engllsh majors were placed randomly

® -

1nt»o/”?e of three gramnar—model mstruct10n units which explored lan—

guage t‘heory Although none of the grammar teachlng models proved .
super1or to the others, the mstructlon was con51dered to have been

'benef1c1a1 to all three groups of students. Sezbert concluded that

the curriculum should place a heav}er enpha51s upon the geheral prm-
c1p1es of language and the grammars of Engllsh (Se1bert, 1975)
e
. - Jensen -reported on usage f1e1dwork in an undergraduate lan--

guage arts ,metho'_ds course for pre-service elementary teachers (1974) .

The course required investigation of 'language,v stressing the princi-,

R
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- ples that what constitutes "good" Engllsh is open to 1nvestlgat10n

31

' ‘and that a doctrme of appropnateness preva1ls m 1anguage usage. -

‘\.

'The goals of the course were to break prospectlve teachers ‘of the

~

) hab1t of r1g1d dogmat),sm prevalent in many schools and- to lead them |

A

’ 1nto an. 1nqu1ry-based approach whlch would carry over mto the1r
classrooms

‘"ers to determme areas needmg 1mprovement 1n teacher preparatlon
v

Jack Folsan, in both 1973 and 1981, conducted surveys of teach-.

| programs in Montana. After“the earlier usurvey results showed_ that

. teachers felt poerly orepared in 'lang'uagé and'composition, the 'ﬁontana

' teacher preparatlon programs 1nst1tu.ted new courses attenptmg to -

meet thls need In the follow-up survey, teachers rated the teachlng‘ '

of grammar as needlng the most )strengthenlng at: the undergraduate“

.‘level Foisom noted: | BT

\”‘"»That many teachers themselves lack’ conscious knowledge Of

‘English fundamentals, partlcularly of syntactic’ structures, :

-and*of how to explain in.grammatical terms. how'a senterce

operates, may be a disturbing revelation to some academics, |

'espec1a11y those who thought the new 11ngu15t1cs course re-

qulrements were taking care of the problem. It is clear from --

responses of teachers about themselves and others, as well»

as from assessments and- observat‘xorl/of prospective t ers

about- to go into the field, that" knowledg of grammar and
" usage, with training in appropriate ways to inCorporate gram-
. mar and usage into the curriculum, deservedly belongs at the
top of the list of further changes needed in English. teacher

preparatlon." . , _ - (Folsom, 1983, p. 27)

8111 o' Rourke, in his. taped conversatlons w1th flrst—year :

Ehgllsh teachers, hlghllghted the problem of the ph1losophlcal dlscrep-

ancy ‘between the unlversn:y a}gd. the secondary schools regardlng the :

role of granmar: , Lo gf}p

‘The mantra ‘of these . flrst—year teachers is d1sc1p11ne and

- : grammar, dlsc1p11ne and grammar, discipline and grammar. We
may be disenchanted“by this, but we should hardly be sur-

_, ,prlsed Anyone w@ reads about m1n1mum competency testlng,
€ - . o N . _
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‘back to bas1cs, declmmg test scores, should reallze that
the schools are a reflection of that ‘kind of thinking and
 that teachers are in that kind of an environment.. Leaving
aside the discipline issue for the moment-let us look at a
‘content issue -- grammar. I was nervous about this question-
should an English education staff be proud or ashamed of the
fact that; fifteen out of seventeen graduates, after one semes- .
“ ter of téacmng, tell us that the one thing they wish the -
university would have offered them is a course in how to teach
gramhar’? : R (0! Rourke, 1983, p. 21)
,_O'Rourke 1‘amented the lack of understanding at the‘umver51ty
level of the realltles of the soc1al and 1nstruct10na1 system that
the beglnnlng teacher faces. Although hlS goal in his 11ngu1st1cs
',j:hods course was to expand the concept of 1anguage study’ beyond
'»‘a solltary empha51s upon grammar teachmg, he recogmzed that that
’33" had llttle bearmg upon the 51tuat10ns in wh1ch the teachers found‘ ‘e\
| themselves. His' efforts to’ ref,o_rm,the teachl_ng of grammar had tod
_cﬁ\e to gnps with the’ world of secondary education.' ’
In the broader area of teachmg wr1t1ng r Janet Mlller conduct-~
ed thIEe case studles of student teachers who were teachlng wr1t1ng
to determme whether a connection could be estabhshed between the
: student teachers self—concepts a‘s writers and the1r teachmg of writ—
‘illg__(ﬁbu\ller, 1983) She asked the three part1c1pants to- record in-
- Journals their memories of thelr{)wn experlences as students 1earn1ng
. to write in school and theit current experlences as téachers learnmg
to»_teach writing. -She asked whether they could see connections be-
tween the ways 'in which their former teachers taught them to'write, -
-and the ways in whlch they were attemptmg to teach’ wrltlng. Mi'ller_
estabhshed the value of searchmg for the effects of one's own school—‘
1ng upon his or. her current attltudes and practlces. In thlS regard,

) her work 1s 51m11ar to the aim of thlS study, whlch 1s t6 dlscoverb

whether student teachers past experlences with grammar 1earn1ng are

B 32
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51gn1f1cant factors /in their pr&sent attltudes and 1ntent10ns regard—

ing the teaching of granmar

33

Resea’rch studies--during recent decades have unanimously failed

to estabhsh a pos1t1ve 11nk between 1nstructlon in formal' grammar
£

and mprovement in wntmg sk1lls Mlndful of these studles, 1anguage

arts theorlsts, w1th mcreasmg conv1ct10n, have called upon teachers

‘to reduce or -eliminate th_elr elrpha51s -upon formalgramnar -mstructmn '

in the clas'sroOm; " However, whether unaware of or unconVinced by these

research f1ndmgs, classroom teachers and socxety in general have

Ts

continued to support the teachmg of formal gramnar through the tradi- -

\ .
tional ,dr111-and—exerc1se method.

As they prepare for student teaching and the begmmng of

thelr professional careers, language arts educatlon students must

somehow reconcile these confllctmg reconmendatlons and expectatlons. ,

Surveys of" stuaent teachers and f1rst—-year d:eachers have shown thatA

these beginning’ profe551onals feel 1ll—prepared by their umver51ty~

.courses to teach language in general and granmar in. partlcular. Their

-~ university educatlon does. not prepare them to face the reality of

the classroom, where traditional grammar,.d.rrll is st111 quite com-

&

This study was conducted to dlscover the perceptlons of a

group of Un1ver51ty of Alberta 1anguage arts educatlon students regard—

e

mg thelr experlences as learners, student teachers, and future teach— _

ers of grammar and wrltlng._' They were asked to recall and assess .

Athelr educat1on 1n grammar and wrlting and to dlSClJSS their exper—f" '

1ences in and intentions for teachmg gram'nar.



. CHAPTER 111

- REPORTING DISCUSSION OF THE DATA =~

.

The dilemma concerning' th'e discrepancy between the f'indings
- of grammar researchers and the common pract1ce of formal trad1t1ona1

granmar 1nstruct10n in the classroom d1rect1y affects those educatlonr"

students who 1ntend to teach language arts. Durmg the1r teacher '

education progran, they must. prepare to resolve th1s dlscrepancy in -
their own classrooms A quest1onna1re (see Appendlx) was admmlstered B

‘to two classes of language arts educatlon students who were in the1r

e
final profe551on ’ term of the1r teacher educatlon program in March,

1986. The questlonnalre focused upon the respondents ideas about'

the meaning of: ‘the te "gramnar“ and "grarmar studyh," thelr exper- o

~ iences as 1earners and student teachers of granmar, and thelr 1nten—
,tions-for teaching grantmar withm their own classrooms.
.' v

' . Background of Resporﬂents

-

Respondents were asked to supply 1nformat10n regarding the1r
backgrounds 1n terms of age, natlve language(s) ,' and education. Their

responses contrlbuted to a descr1pt1ve prof1l'__‘A whlch 1s dlscussed

' below' o ' e o w v

1 Personal Informatlon
‘ 'I'he 44 respondents to the questlonnalre had varied cultural

and edL ‘atlonal backgrounds. They con51sted of 30 females and-14

H

’ males. 'I‘wenty-flve respondents were between 20 and 22 years old H

- ‘10 respondents were between the ages of 23 and 25, three were betWeen.

34




26 and 28;‘ ‘and the remaining six responden'ts were 3G'years or older..
The average age of the 44 was 23.8 years,. with a. range from 2G to
38 years. | | -

_ : v e v

The responses of the s1x respondents (three males, ,three fe—
males) who were 30 years old or older were compared to those of the1r

| ‘under 30 colleagues to deter@,ne whether age was a factor in people’ s-"

experlences or att1tude§; when these two groups d1ffered in thelr :

responses, kt‘heywlllbe vdlscussed in approprxate sectlonsof-__this
chapter. - ‘, . R o
' Th1rty-n1ne respondents had Enghsh as the1r f1rst language. .
’Iwo_-.people were b111ngua1 from early chlldhood. , One of these spoke '
Engli,sh and Polish as native langu‘ages.; the o‘ther spoke English and‘ ‘
. Italian. Three respondents had nat1ve languages other than English
‘,(Pol1sh‘, German, and Ukralman) | SR ’
The responses of the five respondents who were b111ngual or
had nat1ve languages other than Ehgllsh were compared with the group

of uni 11ngual natlve—E:ngllsh speakers. These- responses will be dis-

_ cussed 1n approprlate sectlons of thls chapter.

2. Educatmn

'I’h1rty-f1ve respondents attended elementary and secondary'
schoOls 1n_ Alberta. Of these, 29 were educated excluswely in Al-
berta. Six‘l'at-ten'ded schools both ‘in Alberta and one other place; :

- ,v'of these 51x, f1ve went to schools in other Canad1an provmces and_»‘f“ ‘

.one attended schools in England and France. Seven respondents receiv-

ed all the1r schoollng in Canad1an provinces other than Alberta.~

T™WO rece1ved.the1r elemenvtary and s_ec}ondary'v schooling compl_etely out—.
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side of Canada; one of these was educated" in the I'Jnited‘ States of
America and one was educated in Somalia and Italy.

T Thirty respondents received all of their umversn:y education

‘ - at the Uruver31ty of Alberta. - of these, one had already e,arned a
N e

-“Qachelor ‘of Arts degree. Thirteen people had attended other . umver-'
L.Q.v N e

‘sities as' k;ell’as the Univer51ty of Alberta;‘ of these 13, six had

’k

earned degrees eLsewhere and seven had not. The degrees 1nc1uded
# ,
’ three Bachelor of Arts, one Bachelor of Educa%on, one. Bachelor of

§%~1ence,§$§’and one Master of Arts. One person "had both a B.A. ad a -
R i ’ : ’ : C -

B.S.
. N
The responses of the seven students who had already earned

o

: degrees were corrpared with the pre-degree reSpondents. These respon- .

»

se? will be d15cussed 'm approprxate sections of this chapter. :

The respondents were asked to estimate the number of one- term‘.i-, a

"unlver51ty courses they had taken in literature, writmg, and lmgu s--»"- "
. t1cs/1anguage study. As might be expected, literature courses pre‘—
dominated. Forty—one people'noted specific numbers of _courses. The _
average number of literature courSes taken'was 9.6, with a range ex-
tending from four to 20 cour'ses.‘ Thirty nme people 1nd1cated the
number of wr1t1ng courses they had taken. The- average number was‘ :
1. 5 courses, w1th ‘a range extending from zero to mne courses. A
-v51m11ar average was found 1n the linguistics/language study area
Forty-one people responded to the question, producmg an average of
‘1.6 courses., In the 11ngulstics/1anguage study area, the range was
from ..ero to four courses, a much narrower range than was 1nd1,cated

in the other two areas. Overall, there were 1’3'people_»who had .’taken

'no writm_g courses, six people who had taken no linguistics/language




,,,,,

s ,.study courses, and three people who had taken neither a writmg nor

" a 11ngu1st1cs/1anguage 'study course durmg ‘their universn:y educa—

thl’lS. The 43 people who. noted the1r average grades in English cour's— o

o es prodmed an average grade for the group of 7. l, w1th a range extend-‘

mg from 6 to 8.5.

Respondents were asked to estimate the amount of | 1nstruct1on '.
they recexved in granmar in various types of courses by 1nd1cat1ng‘
"None " "Some " or "Extensrve." «:I'he results of‘thls questlon are

L

o reported 4n Table 1.

t

Table 1. -- Amount of Grammar Instruction Received in English Courses
(N=44) v o v ,
Type o0f Course , Amount of Grammar Instructiom No y
' 5 _None Some Extensive = ' Response

Literature . 27 15 1 1
Writing o } 7 16 . ‘10 - 11
Linguistics/Language 7 17 13 7

- Curriculum &.Instruction 21 . 19 -8 .4
Foreign Language ' 8* 8 17 } o1l

*RespondentS*Wefé‘asked to specify. whl\ch forelgn language(s) they

had studied. -aAll the respondents who ‘indicdated "None" did not in-
dlcate the foreign. language that they had studied. This may indicate
‘that these people misunderstood the question and may have meant to
’ 1nd1cate that they had not studied a foreign language. _

'I‘hlrty-nme people 1nd1cated the Unlver51ty of Alberta courses
‘A in which they had studled gramnar. The courses were 1n the Engl1sh
Llngulstlcs, Secondary Educatlon, French, and Itallan Departments.
'I'he most conmonly-mted courses were Engllsh 313 (12 01tat10ns) R Lin-
gu1st1cs 303 (16 citations), Engllsh 309 (8 c1tat10ns), Engllsh 288
(7 c1tat10ns), and Engllsh 307 and Engllsh 311 (each w1th 6 01ta— :

~ tions). Five people: indicated that they had not studled grammar in
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| any. Universi:_ty of Alberta course.

A ‘A3; Diécussim

'rhe over-3ﬂ age group had ,

38.

‘a heavier enpha51s upon 11terature ‘

courses in un1ver51ty, with an ~average of 14 courses, conpared to .

the 9.5 average of the under- 3@s, They had a lower average of writing

and lmgulstlcs/language stud;y courses than d1d the under 30s. The

average number of'wrltlng courses for the over-38s was 1.2, while

: the under- 305 had an average of 1.6; the over—3ﬂs averaged 1.2 lin- -

gu1st1cs/1anguage &tudy courses, whlle the under 38s averaged 1.7

courses. Two of the over- 30 group had already earned undergraduate
_degrees.‘

The seven post—degree respondents averaged 15.7 literature

courses (the non—degrees averaged 8.6 11terature courses), but had

fewer wr1t1ng and linguistics/language study courses than the pre—‘

degree respondents.. None of  the seven post-degree respondents had
'taken a Writing- course, and their average nurmber of 11ngulst1cs/lan-
guage study courses was .8, compared to an average for the pre—degree

respondents of ‘1.5 writing courses and 1. 8 11ngulst1cs/1anguage study

‘_courses. o

Def1n1t1ons of "Grammar and "Grannar Study“

Respondents were asked to deflne granmar and: =¥ 1nd1cate what

they beheved to be 1ncluded in grammar study. The 41 responses show—‘ |

4

ed a wide variety of ideas, whlch ranged from very spec1f1c to rather

vague or - amblvalent. ‘ - ' , T
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SentenoeStrmtureandPartsof’%paech
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-~ The most oom'non features of the defimtions were attention'

" to the study of sentence structure and parts of speech .with 21 and

19 c1tat10ns (51% and 46%) respectively. of these, some were Severely

11m1ted 1to one of - these areas, as in the cases of tl@two people who
‘

. wrote, "Grammar mvolves the method of sequencmg words and the forms

of those words 1n the comp051tion of sentences, the basxc units for
ordermg thought" (R22) and "'Gramnar study 1nd1cates the parts of
speech of a language. The word grammar' refers to these parts of

speech" (R17). -Most respondents however,. wroterbroader definitions

which also included attention to other concerns, such as punctuation

or corm'unicatlon.

2. Oorrectwss and Hastery of Rules

‘I‘he thn:d most common element mdicated in the defimtions,, :

cited by 34% ofﬁgpondents, was an overridlng concern for correctness

and mastery of rules (14 c1tat10ns) - Only a few of these respondents

r

1nc1uded correctness and mastery as one aspect among several compris—-

ing gxammar study, while most of the 14 used- correctness and ‘mastery

followmg' L . o . o . . :,: ‘

‘Grammar. all—encatpassing rules and regulatlons-for the cor-
rect use of a language in speech and wr1t1ng _ (R2)

Grammar is a system of language governed by a set of universal-

ly. accepted rules. Each: partlmnguage, therefore, has

its own grammatical system. ~G

fram which we build our language. Grammar study should culmin-
- ate in the mastery of the "system;" .and the ability to manipu-

- late one's env1ronment through the successful man1pu1at10n:.

of 1anguage. : S _ ‘ v (RS) -

o 5

- as the domlnant aspect. Responses 1nd1cat1-ng this view included the

r 1s the basi¢ framework

-Grammar study is” trymg to master the spec1f1c parts and func-_

“a
s




tions that make up a sehtence. Grammar is a set of rules -

- that are enforced to nake up a language. ‘ (R9)

J
O™~ Granmar study is the attempt to master all aspects of the

English language, whether it be readmg, wr1tmg, or speaking.

. (R10)

'To me, "grammar" means the Sum tota'l of underlying principles

or "laws" of language use, whether written or spoken. It
also includes the components of language that are subject
to rtampulatlon by the aforementloned principles. i (R37)

Although many respondents were concerned w1th corl;ectness

'fand mastery, only two respondents mentloned the idea. of approprlate..'

ness w1th regard to grammar Gtudy. Of these two, only cne actually
seemed to mean approprlateness rather thag correctness. ‘

Grammar 1nc1udes the study Of words and their use for various
purposes (e.g., colloquial/informal/formal), emphasizing cur-

rent "correct" usage (i.e., currently accepted). Specifical-

ly, it includes such things as sentence structure, tenses,
- and correct use of pronouns and mbdlflers. (R4O)

The second person who wrote of "approprlateness" may actually have -

been thmkmg more of "correctness, it is difficult ‘to JuTge from

the response: _

.Grammar means the appropriate use of words in oral and ‘writt'en

language. ~Included in "grammar study" are parts of speech,

. the approprlate use of these parts, and the meaning of these
. parts of speech. : . L ' (R38)

-

‘3.' Language' Structure and L‘anguage—in—l]se ' ! B

The next most conmonly-c1ted components of. deflmtlons of '

‘ grammar and study were the ideas of the sStructure of the language

at the paragraph or essay level (12 citations, or 29%) and.a concern

i

with the study of how a language actually. "works" in Writing and in
. usage - ’8 citations, or 2¢%). These responses tended to be broader

than tha responses which er!phasxzed correctness over everythmg else,;

though many also mcluded correctness as a feature. Suchsc‘oments .




‘as the followmg are typical of respondents who 1nc1uded 1deas of
beyond—sentence orgamzatmn or 1anguage-1n-use in their defuutmns.

Gramnar is the study of how a language works. Gramtar study

involves analyzing and defining the terms by whlch one looks

at the language and ‘then practicing the analy51s by writing.
. : (Rl)

Grammar involves word usage, sentence, paragraph and essay
or article construction. -Grammar study would include appropri-
ate word order, word cho1ce (tense, singular, plural, -etc.)
proper sentence construct1on and paragraph organization.
» (R32)
'43 .
Grammar is the study of the structure of a language. Granmar
study involves examining words, phrases, and sentences to
discover meaning and how our languagé contains uniqué struc-
tures (e.g., word order) that contribute to meanmg and under-
standmg, ‘and promotes better usage. ‘ - (R33) '

e
RS

0 :

4. Punctuatlon and Speumg
‘qunctuatlon was -the next most commonly—c1ted component of
grammar and grammar study (7 c1tat1ons, or 17%) . Punctuation was
‘never c1ted as the overrldmg cmcern of the respondent but was in-
cluded among other aspects of the def1n1t10n, such as spellmg (5
c1tat10ns, or 12%), as in the follow:.ng. "a system for, organ1z1_ng

T : ' :

and understandlng the structure of language. Included are spell‘ing’b,'

parts_of speech,. sentence structure, punctuation® (R23).

' ':",5;' Commmcatzon o
N\ :
An en'pha51s upon the cortmunlcatlve aspect of granmar and gram-

X

mar study was noted in fave responses (12%)’. The quotation from Re— '

. "The study of the parts of a language and how they f1 : ogether toi

o
prov1de meanmg, which is essential in comnunlcatlon“ (R3 =
A fi

; Several defmltlons 1nvolved more uncommon aspectis than th §

N

to i ;.Aspondent 33 above and the followmg are typical of these responses .,M =

u. (ORI

~

}‘"
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cited above. Three respondents identified the history of the lan-.
guage, one'cited phonetics, one'nwentioned language as a science, and

one cited the defmltlons of the words 1n a sentence as aspects of
granmar study
Y .
6. Aubwalence 1n Defm1t1ons

Four respondents 1nd1cated some confus:Lon or amblvalence abouj;,
,the meaning 'of gremma-r and ‘grammar study; 'I"l'us uncertamty dld‘not
,necessarily ‘indicate a definition which was inaddguate when compared
ko the def1n1t10ns of respondents who were more certam about their
def1n1t10ns. In one 1nstance - (R36), the confusmn of thought is
m1rrored by an equally amblvalent wrltten statement.x The comments
of these four respondents are as follows:

It doesn t mean a greatwdeal to me.. Words such- as mechanics

_.of written speech, organization of proper language use, study
aiid practlce of parts of speech, punctuatlon. o (Rl3)

4 When 1 th1nk of grammar,' I imagine the namlng of parts of
speech, dividing sentences into subjects and predicates, and
so on. Iny mind (heart) it is distinct from writing--rati-
onally, I know they are inextricably connected. -~ (R36)
Grammar refers:to labelling and ‘allegedlly understanding the
parts of written sentences and/or speech. Grammar study,
I magme, 1s undertaken. with the goal of imparting this abil-
ity in, mind. - ‘ (R43)

Grammar means the"study,lo‘f sentence parts and word classifica- .,
tions for the purpose of...clarification, I gquess. (R44)

Three respondents léft this question unanswered; of these, one in-
dicated in a later section of the qhestioimaire that he had no ideas
yet as to how he intended to teach grammar.

7. Discussion

e ., Vo > ’ -
The averridinag imnreccsion®rreated hv thecsa dAefinitinane nf
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granmar and granmar study was that many r/espondents were confused '

43

about the nature of the topic. Usage and punctuation, although strlct-' |

ly speakmg might not be mcluded in a lmgulst s def1nit10n of the

term "grammar," may - arguably be 1nc1uded in a dlscussbon by language‘

~’arts teachers for whom students punctuatxon and usade may be closely
connected to granmar study However, such topics -as»spelllng, hlS—
tory of the language, phonet1cs, and vocabulary ("def1n1t;bns of words
1n a sentence") should not in any way be. regarded as the prov1nce
of "grammar study." ‘'Eleven respondents, or 27%, included such in-

‘approprlate elements in the1r defmltlons.

Inapproprlate definitions were not the only troublmg aspect"*

of the grammar def1n1t10ns offered by the respondents.- Those whose

| complete empha51s focused upon absolute "correctness" and mastery

~of. rules also raise questlons about their . understandmg of grammar

as 1t~ 1s currently regarded. Current thinking among language theor--

1sts and currlculum wr1ters (Moffett and Wagner, 1976- Alberta -Lan-

guage Arts Jumor H1gh Currlculum Gui , 1987) emphasizes correctness

not ‘as an absolute but as a fum _1on of appropr1ateness for s1tuat1on

and purpose.}, Indeed the 1978 Alberta currlculum gulde for secondafy- |

language arts whlch was: 1n effect at the time of this survey also
took: thlS position. If the 1nappropr1ate def1n1t10ns and those am-
phasmmg absolute correctness are cons1dered in add1t1on to those
- which were amb1valent, then general mlsunderstandmgs of current or
even of general notions of grammar were certalnly in ev1dence.

Six respondents had no 11ngulst1cs or language study courses,
AFour of these six- offered definitions of groammar wh1ch were either

E am_blvalent,‘mcluded nonstandard aspects as a major focus, or focused




primarily upon correctness.

of the three respondents who had each taken four linguistns

" or language study courses (Rs 4, 14, 41) ’ one offered no defimtmn

'vof grammar, but the other two offered defmitions whlch were more

. - ; | sophisticated than those of most respondents. These two mentioned
| 'syntax and functlons [note plural] of parts of speech in Sentences.

C. Recollections and Assessments of Grammar and Writing Instruction

Respondents were asked to recall and assess the instruction

44

they received 1n grammar and wr1t1ng and to describe thenselves as

1earners of granmar and wr1t1 ng. This 1nformat10n was gathered in

two ways on the questlonnalre: from a deta1led narrative recollectlon o

1 ‘ ‘ ‘ : ’

- of "e-len\'entary and secondary school mstructmn in grammar and wrlting-

(Section C, Question 1) and from a series of questions which required
elther nurnencal—scale or short—written assessments (Section C, Ques-
‘tlons 2-10) . Thls latter part was more structured and less anecdotal
than the narrative. The information gathered in these two ways occa—

N
- sionally overlapped, depending upon the information offered in the

“memories of cartam teachers, methods, and attltudes.

: ‘narrative. Not surprisingly, the recollections varied widely, with -
ik two respondents reporting no or few clear memogies of their schooling:

""'f‘\?in these areas and 42 others offering occasionadly vivid and detailed

ALl 44 respondents 1ndlcated the varlous c1rcumstances in

which grammar was taught to them.” %, Table 2 surrmarlzes, these findings:



.

_"'I‘able 2 - cirmtﬁances of 'Gra’mag’ Insp:ruction '_ (N=44)

. Circumstances g o : Respondents
o . . ‘NO. %

Durmg penods of formal grammar mstructmn 46° - 91.
In reference to your con'pos1t1ons A - 29 66
. In regard to speech = : : 6 14
In regard to reading , .6 14

-In a foreign language class o 27 61

Respondents assessed how much they retained of the ‘grammar

learned in thei'r‘eleme‘gtar'y and secondary schooling., They were given -

- four options from which to choose. The results of »the 43 responses

are listed in Table 3 below.

Table 3. -- Amount of Grammar Retained (&#43)' o
Response - ‘ ‘ | Respondents

L ’ - No. 3

' A great deal, almost all that was tuught -3 7

A sound basic knowledge ; - 14 33

Some practical knowledge, o '

but not much analytic skill ~ 28 47

Little or no practical knowledge : :
or analytic skill ‘ ‘ 6 14

.

l 0verv1ew of the Elenentary School Years

Eleven of the respondents recalled- 1nstructlon in. ‘grammar

) 3
and/or wr1t1ng in elementary school. Several others noted that al-

ot

though they had no clear recollections, they believed that they had ,

received some such instruction.e Respondent 7's comment is typical
. 0 )

in this regard: "My clearest memories of formal grammar stud‘ies are -

L]

“ fromyelementary school, ~.t I cannot recall any specific_ s.k‘ills,."‘

a. Grammar Instructio.,

.

- Those respondents with fairly clear recollections of these
. . ] . - * " . . . - .



early school years remembered parts of speech study above all else
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- (R8 2, 13, 18 and 33). Others recalled studymg sentence structure

(Rs 3, 3@, and 37), phonlcs in grades 1 to 3 (R 18), orxspellmg (R

22). Only one respondent noted any deviation from a 'falrly tradition- -

al grounding. This occur‘red after several ‘years of 'tradit,i'onal study

of grammar dr1lls and exercises: o \

y Durmg my later elenentary years progresswe education became
the thrust of the schools that I attended. I remember being
very creative and writing as an expression of feelings, not

. as an exercise in exposition. Of course, then I coodn't
‘sppell reel wel for a few years. . ‘ : (RBG)

“b. 'writing' Programs or InstruCtion
Four réspondents recalled wrltlng programs or wr1t1ng instruc-
tion in the, elementary school years. These recollectlons tended to

be somewhat mpressmmstlc. One person remembered rudlmentary wrlt—

“ing 1nstruct1on in formmg letters, w1th an empha51s upon neatness.

and, in 1ater years, writing asmgnments.. She noted:.

Writing: cgpymg out the letters of the alphabet making. sure

that- capltal letters were 2 lines high and small letters 1

line.. Marked for neatness. Small writing assignments of

1 or 2 pages (Gr. 6) on "Safety in. and around Your Home."
. (R3)

. . \ . .

_ A second, quoted above, recalled being creative and writing expres-

ssively ~ (R36). A third recalled the 'ylinkiang of grammar and.wri'ting:

In- elementary school I particularly ‘remw\ber ‘that the focus

of grammar was based upon the identification of the basic
sentence elements (S V 0), and ‘instruction in writing was

hased upon this fundamental principal; [sic]. Identification

of parts of speech grew more complex with progression through
" the grades. Writing was then taught with the goal in ‘mind
that students' writing should reflect the, understandmg of
these. concepts. _ B : S «g}*‘ {R37)

. The fourth person s recollectlon of wr1t1ng in elementary schools
It

© was of a more personal nature, she was plac,' in a remed1al class

Sy
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o ' L

" written work (R38). .

4"‘2 Overvia'oftheJmiormghSdnoltears '

'Iwenty—one respondents (50%) had clear recollectlons of gram-

[V

- mar and/or wrltmg instruction 1n grades 7 to 9, the Jumor ‘high

'years. Elghteen of these (43% of total respondents for the narratlve)
wrote that grammar recelved more empha31s during these years than

at any other t1me in. the1r schoolmg. . g /

" 'a . Granmar Instructmn

o

o }.mstructmn had memories of separate, nonintegrated lessons of drill, '

o repet1t1ve workbook exerc1ses, and rote memonzatmn. Such' recollec—.

3

tlons from junlor high mstructmn account for 15 of the 26 c1tat ons
of- sucl:r grammar exerc1ses durmg all phases of schoohng. For a\

' students, there were also p051t1ve expenences 1nvolv1ng grammar in-

T
struction in conJunctlon w1th creative wr1t1ng, but for most who in-

<

"dlcated a personal respOnse to junior high grairjnmar 1nstruct1on, it

: wasf a bormg and occasmnally frustrating experlence.

B, o
. b. Wr1t1ng Programs or Instructlon :

13!

F1ve respondents recalled wr1t1ng programs or writing instruc-

R [,.:, ~

o tlon durmg the Jumor hlgh school years. Of the f1ve, Respondent

37, quoted previously, ’was the only one who saw a clear lmk between

'/ the wr1t1ng and ‘grammar 1nstruct10n but he saw a weakenlng of the

A]“l’.l

strong llnk”that had been establlshed in elementary $hool'

| ‘ﬁInémy secondary school experlence, the link’ between granmar
'9 and writing became far more tenuous. - An enpha31s upon grammar
L study to complement wr1t1ng was taught in grades 7 and 9.
2?} . - . (R37)

SR A - : -

Of the other four, one supp11ed no- deta1ls of the wr1t1ng

s

N
p

Those respondents who 'r'ecalled I’Specific'- aspects of granmar '

ew |

.o

]



1nstruct1on other than the grade level at wh1ch 1t occurred (RZG),
one prov1ded a basxc des1gnatlon of wr1t1ng mstructlon as bemg la-ﬁ-;‘. )
o
belled ‘e1ther "creat1ve wntmg or coupqs1tmn“ (RG), and Jwo re-
PR X - "
called that the‘wntmg was 1splated\ from the gramnar instruct‘ion.
B
"I had a great deal of mstructmn and practme in paragraph
wr1t1ng and creat1ve wr1t1ng, but granmar was never. connected .
to wr1t1ng.. : . T , S (RYY,

o In’ grade 9, eSpec1alLy, we had many excellent wr1t1ng assign-

ments: . Our teacher was more concerned with our ideas and
forming a "good™ paper rather than specif1ca11y 1dent1fy1ng

[parts of . speech] in each sentence. . ~ (R3)
P ' L :
L ) PR b A 4
i N o , o L . . ) ». .. A 0\‘ ¥ . ’
L o Lo v ' - L
3. Overview of the H1gh SChool Years S o "

r 2

P Seventeen respondents (4@%) recalled some aspect of grammar,

. wr1t1ng 1nstruct1on, or wr1t1ng programs durmg the1r h1gh school

/ s
years. N1ne of these spec1f1cally remembered studylng grammar in

4‘ -
some manner, whlle the others focused upon the wr1t1ng they dld.'

&

‘a. Grammar-. Instructlon v

Of the n1ne who re,called studymg granmar, seven noted that
‘it was taught as a separate entity;’ WO recalled 1t belng taught"' .
in conjunction‘with writing (R4, 38)'. :

,'.

b. Writing Programs or Instructlon

¢

of the’ twelve respondents who mentloned writing 1n the1r high
school careers, only two. dlscussed Wr1t1ng mstructmn (R20, 38) wh11e B
the others noted wr1t1ng assxgnments ot wr1t1ng practlce, sometmes '
specifically w1thout 1‘nstructlon. (Thel: react1ons to t_he__se fasmgn- .
. ments without 'inStructi'o'n. were quitenegati_ve,‘as' nil.‘lgvbé dlSCUSSed ) :
"in the "Methodolog1es" sectlon below.), | ‘ ‘ ‘ |
o As hlgh school students, the respondents felt that they were

ex_pected to know enough grammar to write ‘well; _ wr1t1ng problems due

8
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' to grammatical concerns were dealt with on an individual or occasional
basis. The fdllowing comments were typical of responses from igSponf
- dents in this situation: ' - "
’ ‘ L

In high 's?:hool, grammar was mostly mentioned in reference

- to paragraphs. or writing assignments that were handed back, N

and .we would sometimes go over "trouble spots." y (R2)

Grammar study in secondary school seemed to be conducted on

a trial and error basis in conjunction with writing essays..
By this I mean that errors were cited on my essays but no
 attempt was made to teach me how ‘to correct them. (R7)

-I'm not sure if I was taught grammar in high 'school but I

do know that my essays were marked for grammar quite harsh-
ly. : . L v (R27)

I don't remember grammar ‘ever being éxtensively taught. Mis~

takes were noted on assignments, but most people téssed those

. out without really looking at the corrections. (R40).

4. Instructors and Methodologies

1

a. Instructors . e

Thirﬁeen i:eSpondentS; cited individual teachers whom they recal--

led as being part‘ictﬂar,ly'helpful or:-harmful in teaching-gramnar and/

‘or .writing. ‘Seven of the respondents recalled positive memories of -

teachers, and seven récalled negative memories. One respondent cited
both positive and negative memories of two teachers.
In the overall questionnaire responses, reSpon’dent's &re criti-

‘cal of t'rad‘itio:)al grammar exercises which consisted of drill, repeti-

tion, and n\ernp_riZat'ion; however, three r&pondents_ reécalled with

approval t;eaché'x:is who employed such methods:

...in”gra'de 11 I was,taught by Mr. . First of-all, the’
‘system he used was not too unusual. I know it is a well-known.
traditional way of grammar teaching consisting of circling

different elements of sentences, labelling them with. arrows
pointing to modifiers, then underlining subjects and predi-
cates. The thing that made this otherwise tedious exercise
- memorable for me, and helped me to learn it more thoroughly,



.. was his manner. He was excitmg and flatboyant, his physxcal '
.appearance also helped, smce ‘he was six feet tall with a
flaming red face. : (RlG)

My most v1v1d recollectmn ‘of grammar 1nstruct10n 1s in a
grade 18 or 1l setting. .I recall that the teacher: taught
primarily language ‘grammar and that the method involved end-
less drills and exercises in what. was called "“parsing" -- -
the complete breaking down of all levels of sentences into
-every possible descriptive grammatic form from parts of speec
% .“to clauses, including how elipses operate with respect td
' .the latter. The teacher was a woman with a military. back-
g ‘'who drilled us in a very no-nonsense fashion accampany-
her verbal instruction with resoundmg thwacks of a yel-
: 1ow-t1pped wooden pointer across the words and phrases of -
sentences written on the board. I attribute my competence
1n large part to these exerc1ses... ‘ (R22)

-
.

In junior high, I recall a teacher who spent a multitude of
- lunch hours repeating the various aspects of English gramamr
to the entire class until we all understood. ‘I appreciate
~ her to this'day. I believe I was given some excellent grammar
instruction while going to school; repetition of key points
~comes to mind and attention to small mistakes like to and

too, its and it's. , - (R39)
- Several respondents' positive memories of teachers and of
learning grammar involved:met_hodologies which, though ’hot remarkably
novel, were at least mere creative than workbook drills and exer-
~cises. One recalled a grade 8 teacher who “"created a character and
- focused the entire granmar unit around this character“ (R9)' Another '
persor; g:emembered en]oylng grammar work in grades 5 and 6 because '

0° o
"I f&%?:d my teacher....she always had blg bulletin board displays
and posters about grarrmar.whlch seemed to make it more interesting"
(rR28) .

Two respondents pralsed English teachers who 1ntegrated gram- |
mar study w1th creatlve writing. One of these teachers cpmbmed gram-
mar and creative wr1t1ng a551gnments (R38) ; the other used a poem’
to teach parts of speech' "She managed to make it fun and practical.

‘at 'the same time" (R39).



negatlve rbsponses boﬁh @’ teachers' thodologles (always the boredom '

and fut111ty of the dnll and exercise method) and to certam teach-

ers apparent umullmgness or 1nab111ty to hﬁlp students to learn.
. Q“ﬁ
The followmg two quotatlons 111ustrate tﬁdse corrplamts, ‘with the
|) iy
fll’.’St presentmg an es%ei‘nﬁ;l*iy vivid indictment of the dnll and exer-
oo Ty %

o ;nxe recollect1ons of the respondents 1nc1uded '
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cise method oﬁ teachmg , and the second presentmg a bitter conplamt

about 1nconpetent teachers. , (An exanple of a complaint about teachers
who. seerned unwill‘ing to teach grammar and writing-is that of R7,
quoted p_reviously_‘.')

In grade 9 we were given a sheet of . 106 terms and 106 defini—

tions and we had to match them up. Some of the terms had
gone out of use 25 years previously and others were so minute

in importance that they were no longer relevant....l will
never forget that. grade 9 LA teacher who should have retired
‘10 years before I was in her class or else rev1sed and updated
her matenal. - . (R27)

The thlng 1 remember most about t study of grammar and writ-
ing instruction in &chool was that the teachers seemed to

dread it as much as the students. The school curriculum re-

quired that all English courses have one-third of the class
assigned to the study of grammar and writing. The teachers
‘never -did seem to reach that amount and tried to get away
with teacthing it as little as possible. Teachers seemed to

know almost as little about grammar as the students. did and. -

would often be found incorrectly marking grammar sheets.
' (R24)

b. Methddoiogies

rote memor/iz’ation and workbook drills isolated ﬁr'om writing exfer;

(1.) Rote Memorization and Workbook Drills

K

- .'In the narratives;- 26 ‘raspondents (62%) specifically cited
J ' . P

2

ally the individual teacher was a factor ‘in the respondent's evalua-

* .

. ences as prommant features of their 1nstruct10n in grarrmar and wrlt- :

1ng at ‘'some° phase of their. schoollng. As d;scussed above, occasion- B



tiog"o'f thi_s-'meth'odology, ih terns ‘Of both positwe a_nd negai_ti_ve-'re—
soon'ses. E Many other respondents discussed this instructional strat_-
egy without reference to 1nd,wdual teachers. o .

'I'he 1solated dr111-and-exerc1se approach was occas1onally
seen as bemg beneficial, but more often was dlscussed 1n negative
~terms, w1th-respondents citing boredom_, 1rreleya/hce, and lack of inte-
gratlon with writiwng as their major coﬁplai‘nts. Of the 26 respondents ,
who spec1f1cally recalled 1solated dr1ll-and—exerc1se 1nstruct10n,
18 (43% of total) offered negat1ve commen@bodt the. 1nstruct10n,
,flve (12%) offered comments whlch w?are p_osmlve ‘to some extent-; ) and
three (7%) offered neutral comnents' - -

» The negative statements often c1ted exanples of teachmg strat-
‘egles which were, bluntly stated, 1llog1cal and 111-conce1ved, such
as expectlng students to ly termmology w1thout understandmg the
terms. A sense of frustrgi or sarcasm is evident in many of the
comments about these strategles which were not ev1dent in comments
rconcernmg any othe-r teaching strategy. ‘Examples of the negative
statenents follow.

(In junior hlgh] ...I also remember being bogged, down and con-

fused because I did not know the definitions of the aspects
of grammar (e.g., dangling modifiers, appositives,. ‘gerunds,

52,

subjunctive mood, etc.). It seemed as if we were learning -

how these aspects applied to the sentence without first. know-
, ing what they neant. This, of course, caused confusion.
§ ‘ . ‘ : - (R31)

My one memory of "grammar" per se is. );Erom a grade ten class
(I think) where we were underlining, c1rc11ng, and dividing
sentences for reasons, whlch have long since dlsappeared, if
I ever knew them ‘ , , (R36)

My study of grammar in the secongary school stressed a rela-
' tionship between the English and Latin languages. Even though
English has many words which derive from the Latin language,
the two languages.do not have the same or similar structure.
'I‘hus, in hlgh school, I spent a great deal of tlme applying

2}



a ﬂthe rote *nzatmn and workbook gxerci
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i not un Y. 1;2 _?e R b

Four of the five people Awho' c ‘ 5

gramnar and writing method: ‘

Latin rules to 'f't’:hevwstructure Of.' the English sentence. (R42)

I remember alwaxs thinkmg that diagrammg sentences was’

a total waste of time and it must have been because .I do not
even remember how I. went about domg such a thing, much less
what 1t is exactly. . (R44)

The five statements which reflect.: a p051t1ve attltude toward

method of teachmg gramrar

al sa

Y

fadtlon with gus approach

s appr oach

™
quallfled the‘fr%statements’“ {One of th_

@&

;’,and exerc1ses were made mamorable only because of his teacher S manner

(R16) ; two others recalled the repetition as be1ng bormg "after

s

‘the 25th a551gnment unde}x?"f,mmg nouns in sentences" (quote from R21,

R19) ’ and one discussed the greater effect1veness of an 1ntegrated

&

'y

Grade nine was the only year in which T received extens1ve
grammar 1nstruct10n. It was taught primarily by rote memori-
zation. I learned a great deal but many students did not.
Some gramnar, with an emphasis on 1mprov1ng writing skills,
" was taught in grade 11. This was very beneficial. An import-
ant dlfference between the two grades was that one focused
on grammar as a separate unit while the other focused on gram-
mar within the context of writing. The last, I found, was
far more effectlve. : . - (R4)

The three respondents who made neutral comments about the

effect1veness of the dr111—and-exerc1se method accepted it as "Just

somethlng you d1d" (}RZB) .

(2.) Writing Programs and Instruction
Nlneteen respondents (45%) .cited some aspect of. wr1t1ng pro-

grams and/or wr1t1ng instruction durmg the1r schoolmg. When respon—

dents dlscussed these programs or 1nstruct10n, they were most often

referrmg to their high school education. -Four respondents mentloned

writing durmg thelr elementary school years, f1ve durmg the1r Jumor

hoted that the drllls -

ks



high years, and 12 durmg their high school years. o kel
Seven- respondents (17%) noted at some pomt during their
schpolmg that gratmar and writing were in some way mtegrm! Five‘

. respondents recalled thlS 1ntegrat10n as an explicit feature of the
1nstruct10n, w1th four of the five gmaking p051t1ve assessments of
this methodology (R4, 19, 37, 38). ([The fourth was neutralr -(Rl4) ]
r;‘wo respondents 1nd1cated that granmatical errors were noted on thell.@%‘

Iwritten asmgnmentéa‘nd-teachers would go ove’r ‘"troub-le spots" (R2,
33)._ ' . o o ' | |

Seven respondents (17%)° referred to writing instructionb,' if

' only, ‘in two cases, to lament that teachers did little .of‘ it (R24,

26). When’'they referred to actual instruction in writing, respondents
/ found the instruction to be benef1c1a1' one person referred p051t1ve—
ly to a teacher whose concern was w1th students' Adeas, not only with
proper gramnag?‘(RB) Another respondent noted with disapproval that.
although he d1d many gran'mar d)/]rs and exerc1ses, he. had no writing

N
1nstruct10n until he enrolied in uniyﬁrsu;y (R15)

Five respondents referred tp/writing a551grments w1thout dis-

| cussing writing instruction. Three of these five noted specifically
. . : r .

- and with disapproval that they received no instruction to accompany
writing assignments (R1l, 7, 46). The following comments illustrate
this pomt'

Although I started wr1t1ng essays 'in grade nine,. I did n

receive instruction in writing essays until grade eleve-x.
I thought the approach was a big mistake, because I did -ot
feel confident about writing essays until grade twelve I

. did not receive formal 1nstfuction in grade twelve, but I
. ~had- a great deal of practice. _ , (k-

One 1nterest1ng note about the narrative recollect10n< of

the respondents-' learning of granmar and writing -is that, while many



f‘“people offered v1vid recollections of the methods by which gramnar-,: A ‘

was presented to then, their recollect:.ons about the actual deta1ls~

g

of writmg‘tﬁnstructlon were extremely vague Mule some recpondents
recalled havmg enJoyed creatlve wr1tmg ass1gm\ents, wr1ting stories,
ar smiply excellent" wr1t1ng ass1gnments, no one offered spec1f1c
."deta1ls of methods of 1nstruct1on in this area.
| (3.) Graxm\ar Instructlon in l?‘ore1gn Language Classes

Four respondents (10%) c1ted grammar 1nstruct10n in forelgn
language classes, . none of these mentloned writing in thls connection

(R6, 21, 36, 43) Three

method employed, and one respondent h1ghllghted a frequent lament
of fore1gn language teachers.
. ..0Ur hlgh school French teacher would sigh and ‘shake his

head at the ignorance of the entire class when we failed to
~understand- grammatical terms EVEN when he translated them

into our mother tongue. T remember thinking that we were: .

taught more "Engllsh grammar" in French class than anything
' i,else. _ S (R36)

(4.) Reading :
'Though none of the respondents cited réading as a curri’culum—
based: method of learnmg grammar or wr1t1ng, «ﬂ'our respondents (10%)

'attrlbuted the1r writing skill to "voracmus“' readmg (R22). Two

. of the comments were espec1a11y strong and generahzed that readmg ‘

ougHt to be -a major factor m gramnar and wntmg 1nstruct10n.

I really feel that I learned how to wr1te through my extenswe_, _

'e four cited drill—and-exercise as the -

reading as a child and adolescent and my education must be’

.continuous as I continue to read avidly! I feel:I "learned"

my. grammar through an "osmosis" of sorts. While domg very '

- mediocrely (sp?!) on: grammar as such;, I was in the 99 or 97 -

_percentile in the reading and comprehension exams all grade

,e1ghts were given....I do hope to. emphasize reading and writ-
ing in the classroom as a means- of learnlng how to write
well. _ _ P - (Rl?)

1y
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£ ', 1 learned most of my. gramnar on my‘\own, through. readlng. ‘
. Exposure to good writing is probablg ‘the best way ta learn

how to write; that's how I leagnt. To this day, ‘I can't
. label granmatical constructlons, but 1 know when’ 'something
" looks' wrong o ot (R40)
(5.) Personal Influences ) , S _"”-“;f_,g

- TwWo respondents (5%) mchcated home c1rcunstances whlch influ-

enced them as 1earnexs of grammar and wrltlng. Onea'mted parental %

[

’ expec.tatlons about ‘correct speech' "My mother pomts out any gram—
matlcal mlstakes I make to th1s day" (R39) The - other wrote - that
an 1mportant factor for her was the lack of a telev151on set 1n the
house unt11 she was t:eni and her viewing yas seyenfely restr_lcted unti}
she was fifteen (R22). o S e
- Two other r&spondents (5%) cited ';ndependent study of grammar
handbooks after secondary school in attempts to make up for thelr'
‘perceived def1c1enc1es in grammat1ca1 knowledge and wrlting skill.
One of these believed ,that he had succeeded because he had ralsed

. his grades in unlver51ty Engllsh courses from Os to As (R3S). The

: o?:]?er felt that the effort was unsuccessful:

I have since [after secondary school] studled grammar on my .
.- own, from an exercise book, but. as before, I usually forget
-, it shortly after learnmg Lt. Strange, but grammar just

doesn't really seem to "take" mth me., (R23)

¢

5. _Relative leflaxlty or Ease of Learnmg Gramnr ‘
- ao,;: g . :
The respondents were\axsked to assess the relatlve diff 1cu1ty-
ot ’
or ease w;.tfh" wh1ch they 1earned gramnar. On a scale of 1 (very dlf—

f1cu].t) to 4 (very easy), the average of the responses was 3.8. The
£ R
results of the question are shown in Table 4.
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Table 4. - &ase or D1ff1cu1ty of Learning Granmar " (N=44) ‘

Category : . Respondénts

: : . No. L]
Very difficult (1) - 1 2 4 ,
Moderately difficult (2) 14 123 -
Moderately easy (3). 21 - 48 4
- Very easy (4). : 12 27 - ‘

When%sked to explaln why gLarmnar was a difficult or easy
subject to learn, the comnents frcm the ‘respondents who had difficulty
| were 1e$s varied than the conments *‘of those who had ilttle or no dif-
flculty. The onl; res,pondent who 1ndlcated havmg had a "very dif-
f1cu1t )" time learning grammar cited a phys1cal dzsablllty wh1ch
.'made mapplng and diagramming sentences a problem. of ‘the ten respon-
dents who answered "moderately d1ff1cu1t (2)," five atgributed th1s
to a d1ff1culty rememberlng termmology, rules, . the ngﬁmerous excep—

tions to rules, or the math—llke". log1c of grammar, all of which
. . AN .

imply that they were taught grammar in a dgill-and-exercise method.

\;‘)éispondents faulted tdachers or their n\ethodology, and_o'ne cited ‘

‘r;edon\‘as. the cause of her difficulty. fI‘no respondents left the
question unanswered | » |

% ' ' 'I‘he 33 respondents who felt that learnmg grammar was "moder-, .

?« ¥ ~atel§1 easy 3" or "very easy (4)" offered’ varied reasons for. this

w

? G a relatlve ease. Four respondents seemed not to have reasons; they
) ‘r.:‘ 4. : N )
wrote that it "was just easy."' Seven people attrlbuted thlS ease

of learnlng to good teachers, though some d1d not encounter thesev-
,«l.
: good teachers unt11 un1vers1ty or until they had suffered from other

teachers. Seven respondents 01ted thelr extenswe readlng as the’

,,a.

' major cause of themf e;nse in learning granmar. Five felt that grammar
ﬁt,\{‘ ‘ v : ' o

P

A
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to learn (unlike
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level(s), 1f any, should grammar be emphas1zed’>“

Category Respondents
. v " NO.’/ . %
Very. difficult (1) ') (")
. Moderately difficult (2) 32 - 76
Moderately easy (3) . ‘10 24
g

Very easy ' (4) .

L

0

6. mphasxs of Grammar Instmctlon at Various Grade Levels

Forty—two people responded to Questlon 4:

"At what grade

Table 5. — Assessments of How Easily Peers Learned Grammar  (N=42).

The respondents .

were offered )a selectlon of anary, Upper Elementary, Junlor ngh |

»

. and Semor H1gh

Thlrteen people checked off all four elementary

and secondary levels, 14 people checked three levels, 12 people check—

ed two levels, and three people checked one level

The results‘ are

| N sunmanzed by 1nd1v1dua1 levels in Table 6 and by groupmgs of levels., .

in Table 7.

#

R

(N=42)
Grade Level V ‘Respondents
No. %
’ Prlmary 19 45 -
Upper elenentary 37 88
Junior high 37 - 88 .
Senidffhigh - - 25 60

~—

De

: }L

Table 6. -- Grade Level(s) for Gramnar B’tphags (Ind1v1dual Levels)



Table 7. -- Grade Level (s) for Gramnar

(N=42)

‘ Grouping ‘of Levels

"All levels.

Prlmary, upper elenentary,
Junlor h1gh, senior hlgh

Three levels: -.}.'f

Primary, upper elementary, junior h1gh Tole 4 ms
Primary, junior high, genior high T lb.-_._“f' 2
Upper elementary, Jumor high, senior: hlgh 9 21

Two levels' : ot ' ‘ ; *
Primary, upper elementary . : 1 .2 ’
Upper elanentary, Jumor "high- ~ : 9 21
Jumor hlgh, senior hlgh , : 2 5

One level: S A C ,
Upper elementary o 12

Junior hlgh ‘ _ 2 5

In question 5, respondents i@icated whether they would -ha"_‘

.

preferred to have had more, ‘less, or the same amount of’ gramnar in- o

structlon in school £ they wanted more or 1ess Lnstructlon, they

.1nd1cated at whlch of the four . level(s) f Overall 32 responde_nts».

s

- wa_nted more grammar instruction at least at one levelbof their sc;hool-

ing; of °these, two respondents wanted to have had more grammar 1n—

‘ st-ruction at all four levels, one wanted more 'at.'thre'e levels, six '

RN

wanted more 4t two levels, and two wrote in "umver51ty," wh1ch had
not bEem,‘lncluded as an optlon. Two respondents would have preferred
less gxxarmar mstructmn at one level ' and five respondents were sat1s—

fied. w1th the amount of granmar 1nstruct1on _they recelved, although‘

one_ 1nd1catedhalat, while the overall amount of mstructmn was’ sat1s—‘:

factory, she would have llked to have had 1t at di frerent ages. One

of the f1ve also noted that he had been in schools durmg the 19505.

L
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“and 1968s, when there was’ a ‘much heav1er emphas1s mgrmr than

.Ptbere currently is (R39) One, respondent 1nd1cated that he would )
have preferred to have had a whole language approach to 1nstruct10n, :

-throughout his schoolmg.' A sum

e ofv the levels at'.'whlch respon—

_ [F/dent's wanted to have had mord Iss -grammar instruction follows'

| | Y
:in Table 8. - ‘ - o 3
- - : - ' b &
Table 8. —- Grade Levels of Respdndents Preferred Granmar Instructlon
‘ (N=40)
Amount of Grammar . Respondents -
Level _3pstruction Preferred N. $
Primary | . More” 4 10
. ) Less. : N @
‘ | , o _ o -
, - Upper elementary - 'More ' 9 23
s R : Less o 1 3
Junior-high " More | 14 35
| ‘Less 1 3
Senior high ' More . ‘; 14 35
. o Yless e o
*

7. Factors. Shaping, Attituaes
In Questlon 6, respondents were asked to c1te the factors .
\whlch have “shaped thelr attltudes toward gﬁrammar and writing. Of
the 41 responses to thls questlon, 22 respondents (54%) stated that
they enjoyed language arts -in various forms' 1@ of the 22 enjoyed' '
vfrltlng, e1ght apprec1ated language, lmgulstlcs, ‘or comunlcatlo;,
. and four enjoyed readmg.v Of the 14 references (34%) c1t1ng the qual-
3r‘ty of teachers, lﬂ noted teachers who encouraged ‘good wrltmg and/or
: good grammat1ca1 SklllS.‘ Other factors contrlbutlng to generally

positive attitudes were go’odexperienc'es in school (2 citations) and-



parents who encouraged good gramar and/or an interest 1n language

(3 c1tat1ons) . Y

Four reepondents noted a sp11t in their att1tudes toward gram—
mar- and writmg- three hagd a "natural" sense of the1r own good wr1t-

vmg*but were en%er unconfldent or unconcerned about the1r knowledge

)

of grammatical  terminology, and one respondent did not l1ke wr1t1ngv

but was quite confident about hlS knowledge of gramwar. Two other

’respo;xdents wrote that they rev1sed t:helr 1deas about the. 1mportance
of grammar mstructron in school after they~encountered students w1th _
extremely poor writing abilities in the university writing clinic‘
or in their student »teaching e_xperi.ence._ Thelr rev,’ilsed opinion was

that knowledge of grammar was tnore essential than they fhad previously
believed. |
. C1t1ng factors whlch contr1buted to negative attltudes ‘toward

learning grammar, four respondents noted ~teach\ers who seemed not to
T ) .
understand grammar or wh’o dlSllked teachlng it. '-Flve respondents

- [N ‘,.4

 felt the1r own lack of expertlse&,m grammar or wr1t1ng because they

had too 11tt1e 1nstruct10n,, theyewanted a greater eﬂphasm on these
i b

areas to save others from learnmg "thedhard way w o Confusmn), frus-
N :.$
trat1on5, and/or. boredom aCCOunted for three respondents negatlve-
e

attltudes toward: gramnar and wrltmg ' o

u’
. - -
. A '
-

Knowledge of, forelgn 1anguages was c1ted as a contributing '
_factor by three respindents, two '6f these felt that gramnat1cal know-
ledge is necessary for learnmg or téachmg & forelgn language, whlle.
the other person decl'ared' that granmar study can-interfere with com-

g

‘,p'rehension of second. language students.

62



. 8. nevision of Hriting

dvn rev1sing and editing to their writing.. .Of the 44 responses glven,

63

In Questlon 9 respondents were asked whether they do the1r

most (75%) md1cated that respondents rev1sed and ed1ted their own ',

work a].me or used a second reader only as a f1na1 double—check (33

citations). Elght respondents (18%) relied pnmarlly upon someone

else to do thelr rev151ons, and three (7%) relied equally upon them-‘ ‘

Se}ves an} another reader.

e

}ﬂbst respondents (68%) used a handbook for reference whlle

wrltmg’" (39 c1tat10ns). Ten respondents (23%) stated that they d1d'

not use -any reference handbook, “and four (9%) noted occasmnal use -

‘ of one. The most comnonly-c1ted reference books were Canadian Writ-—

.7
ers' Handbook (9 c1tat10ns) and The Bare Essentlals (2 c1tat10ns)

| Those who used handbooks most camnnly c1ted footnote and b1bllograph-

ic formats as the1r purpose (5 c1tatlons), with' punctuat1on (4. c1ta—‘,_

',tlons), granmar (4 c1tat1ons), and proper usage"* (4 01tat10ns) also

_mentloned S : L

‘9. Discussion

. }'I'he overall mpressmn created by the responses to thls sec-

tlon of the questlonnalre was one of dlssat1sfact10n and unease about :

" the grammar 1nstruct10n these respondents recelved durlng thelr

)‘schoolmg. They wanted to have had more of 1t, espec1ally at the.

Junlor hlgh and hlgh school levels, whlle stating approval of thex

wr1t1ng 1nstruct10n they received, they also be11eved that they had

not recelved enough of it. A certaln amount of thlS de51re to have

had more 1nstruct10n, at least 1n grammar, may be attnbutable to



 the immediate circumistances of these particular respondents:  they

4

were in the middle oii’- their professvional term of student teaching

) and were 11kely feehng in need of any addltlonal background that

mlght have been p0551b1e. Nevertheless, the dommance of this impres-

sion in their responses, coupled w1th the amb1va1ence and 1nappro—-

~ priate elements of their definitions of grammar, clearly »1nd1cated ,

a' feeling of inadeéuacj ut their backgrounds in grammar and wri-
ting instruction. |

The over-30 age’ ‘grc')up found grammar to have been: slightly_

 more difficult to learn v(2'.‘3)»than' d’idthe younger group (3.1), but

they felt that they had retafmed slightly more of the1r 1nstruct10n._

The post-degree respondents seemed to have learned grammar

more 1ndependent1y ‘than the pre—degree group, which was not always

- a p051t1ve experlence for them. Two noted thelr extensive. readmg' :
~as a major factor in the1r learnmg of gramnar, -r-four others noted
-vffaults in the instruction or lack of instruction- they received but

' learned grammar on their own, by trial and error or by a natural sense

in their writing.

D. Student 'readnng Expenences

Of the 44 respondents to the questlonnalre, 22 (SG%) taught

one or more grammat1ca1 concepts durmg the first -four-week round-
S ¥ -

of their student teaching exper1ences.’ The questionnaire was adminis-
- tered durmg‘ the three-week on—campus sessmn between the two rounds '

of student teactﬁng, S0 the expenences referred to by these student'

°

Ateachers would have been gamed 1n Junlor hlgh schools., The second

. four-week round of student teaching, which followed' the on-campus

€4
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sessxon, would have been spent at high schools.. All 22 responded

vto each questlon in this sectlon of the questionnalre. : i

Respondents were asked 1n two quest1ons (Sectlon D, Quest1ons
13 and 14) for thelr comments concernlng thlS grammar teachlng and
for deta1ls of these lessons (content, formats, materrals, structure,.
effect1veness) - The connents from the two quéstions tended to over— ;.t
lap, sa they will -be. reported together and dlscusséd 1n terms of com-d

~nents about the concepts they taught, the method%{and*maberlals they )

o Py g 4 .
RS S «-hr,,.:;~ N
- used, and assessments of thelr effectlveness.$4 ;.Gw;gr R U S
o : s T A Ly A T T
. . “r & P ‘r» j&l%‘: [
R . . .-'. ., .
Cbncepts Taught 8 ’-' . ‘7 .

'

Of those respondents who taught granuar lessons durlng the1r

student teachmg, most (12) taught lesson%concernmg the parts of -

speech. Table 9 detalls the’ concepts whlch were taught. _1.' .f

Table'9 - Gramnar Concepts Taught Durlng Student Teachlng (N=22)
Concept _ ' v o ' Respondentsi
o ) _ o No. - v%_
parts of speech - S ' B 12" "SS
Clauses . o e 523
Verbs, = - ~ S col
(Tense, Phrases, Tran51t1ve/Intran51t1ve) 51;«_’23 R
.. Agreement. : o
: (Subject-Verb, - Pronoun—Antecedent) 4 18
Misplaced Modifiers ‘ 3 14
" Active/Passive Voice 2 .9
French Grammar .
(Sub3unct1ve, Reflex1ve Verbs Negatlon) ‘{2 -9
" Possessives 2 . 9
Punctuation ' , '
" (Commas, Apostrophes) 2 9.
Appositives. 1 5
Phrases ,
(Noun, Adjectlve, Adverb) 1 -5
Synonyms ‘and Homonyms 1 5.
1 5

word Parrs (who/Whom)
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a. Methods |

In deta111ng the methods they atployed to teach granmar, 6e—

spondents reported an overwhelmmg rellance upon the drill-and-exer- '

cise method, w1th 19 (86%) of the 22 student teachers using it to

. some degree. (See 'I‘able.l.). Of the rema1n1ng three respondents,,

one did not indicate any method used, one. used sentence—combmmg
exerc1ses, and one taught E‘rench grammar from a textbook whlch had
exerc1ses requlrlng one—sentence answers. The respondents were not

‘asked whether they had chosen the formats for these grammar lessons.

y

Table 1@. -- Empha515 and Methods Used in Teaching Granmar Concepts ‘

(N=22)
' Emphasis and Method . Respondents °
; - S No. %
' " Exclusive-Use &eth‘ods' ,
Drill and Exercise ‘ 12 =~ 55
- Sentence-Combining Exercises 1 5
Primary-Use Methods :
Drill and Exercise. ‘ 4 18 ,
Student Writing as' Focus 2 9 oo
Supplementary—U e Methods : .
. ' Drill and Exercise 3 14
.+ gi. - Literature o 3 14
R - Original Exercises 1

Of the 19 respondents who v’ed the drill-and-exercise method,

S worksheet e(xermses 1& class or for homework correct their exercises,

" "-Vand take a/test or qmz. The followmg quotatlon typlfles these 12

responseS'

‘12 used 1t exc1u51vely. Students were expected to take notes from o

. the student teacher S, explanatlon and examples of the concept, do.



‘ 111ustrated in the followmg quoj:atuon. R

v ‘ : ) . .
) . B (A

using overheads compleffe with notes and examples.. ,L found

the notes to be very useful but I eventually used my - own exam- ;“r
ples on the board. - The pattern went somethmg l1ke this:
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‘Most of the mstruct:,op was for-a full class. I started out‘

e

I wouyld explam ‘the congept on the board. I»would ‘then pre-

sent the notes on the oveFrhead (these are not my own- notes).
I would do some analyt1cal examples with the students and
then they would dg their own exercises. We would correct
them ‘and then contmue WJ.th the next concept o (R1)

. )
/ J

4Of the seven others who used the drlll‘-and—exerc1se method

along w1th another method four rel1ed pr1mar1ly upon dr’111 and exer-

cise and used another strategy as a; supplement Th1s procedure is

2

a3 PR
I basmally followed the outline set ‘forth by the textbook
Patterns of Communicating.. = Most of: the time the exercises
‘'were either ‘done as a whole class. of as mdlv1duals. I also
devised my own wr1t1ng exerc1ses. ~ (R5)

" ;| y Three of the 19 respondents who used drill and exerc1se as
a method d1d not use 1t as thelr prlmary method. Two people used
vstudents wrltmg as a focus. |

After markmg a- set of paragraphs, I found the areas where
.~many students- (gr 7) were having probléms. Two of these areas
were apostrophes and homonyms I asked a class how and when
to use an apostrophe” and ‘after they explamed its use to me,
I re—exp1a1ned it to them. They were given a worksheet on
filling in ap/ostrophes ‘as a follow—up activity. For the les-
son-on homonyms, I used examples of students' incorrect work

and had:them correct the errors. Before doing this, we listed. -

exanples of homonyns and what they mean on the board. (R41) 7‘ )

I used the Conpomtlon Ser1es ?xtbook occasxonally, but mdin-
iy I der1ved ‘exercises from

. have to) see me 1nd1v1dually for further instruction on correct-
ing their own paragraphs as well, I avoided over-using terms

heir paragraphs. They would.

" such. as "appositive," "gerund ": or pﬁep051t1ona1 phrase when .
. possible, choosmg instead to stress Ioglc. Make sense, T

-told them. They tr1ed quite hard and the results were en-
_ {«couragmg. . 1 (R43)

~ ‘One respondent used worksheet exerc1ses as merely ‘one of many ‘

9.
strat%ms enployed This respondent was also the only one who could

be called creat1ve or 1nvent1ve in hlS approach to teachmg grammar,



“" I tried as much variety as I could I gave oral notes;ar;d
paper articles and pictures as examples. I used an apple
rts of the apple for adverb study. I lectured from the

Mot )erhead and the chalkboard. ' I gave a descriptive ‘writing
assignment and used a nonsense poem to clarify the limits

68

: :did exercises from the textbook and worksheets. I used new-"

en we diStussed adjectives and I had several students eat '

for identifying word classes. I gave a pre-test and a post-

" test and my conclusions are that those who did well on the
pre-test also did well on the post-test and those who didn't
do well on the pre-test didn't care to improve their marks
on the post-test. The use of the apple was very helpful for

adjective and adverbs. For the difference between transi- -

tive and intransitive verbs, I used a picture of Gretzky play-
ing hockey with the Oilers and they remembered that. But
I don't reallly think the entire umt was that helpful to
these grade 9 students. . - (R27)

UL\'

Other than the drill-and-exercise method, metheds used by'v

~the student teachers were the use of student writing for. identifica-

tion of ‘common writing weaknesses (4 citations), the use of literature

in some way (3 cit-ati'ons),A and sentence-combining exercises (1 cita-

t-ien) - The respondent who'did the sentence—-combining exercises was

counted among those who used 11terature, but the 11terature seemed -

merely a vehicle for the exercises:

['I‘he granmar was taught] quickly, in conjunction with a story,
to grade 8s who had previous experience. Students had sen-
tences in book. They had to combine two sentences as one,

as the second sentence modified the first and could be short-

ened and connected as an adj or adv clause. (R25)

The procedure estabhshed by the student teachers for teaching -

grammar lessons was almost invariably a full-.-class, teacher—centeredv

apptoach, used by all 22 respondents. In th,lS procedure, : the student :
) o e o .

teacher -introduced the topic, led discussion or recitation of that’

topic, assigned exercises, and presided over the correction of the



'.b.' Materials *

» “

exercises. 'I'wo of the teachers reported having glven 1nd1v1dua1 help

to students as they did the1r asmgned exerc1ses.
After hav1ng taught one granmtlcal concept in a full-class
structure, one student teacher also used a group-based procedure for

additional grammar instruction: . ' ‘

-«..The adjective lesson was done in groups. Each group had

‘a different handout to“do and then re and explain to the
reﬁf of the class. Before" groups e established, examples
given on the blackboard. : : (R29)

One student teacher belleved that group work was unsultable

in her 51tuat10n of t ch1ng French grammar: .
I taught the entire class, usmg textbooks. Students respond-
ed by completing exercises, nearly all of which required
one-sentence answers. Con51der1ng ‘that the grammatical aspect
of a foreign language ‘is a major part of language- ~learning,
it is necessary to teach the whole class at once. Small group
or individual instruction is almost pomtless since it would
be far too time-consuming. : v (R33)

-

Only two respondents evaluated the textbooks they were using.

~

One was hindered by a workbook which had ‘incorrect answers in it (R3);

the other. used .Patterns of Communlcatmg and was satasfled that it

offered good exerc1ses that the students found easy to complete.

of Communicating, wh1ch was later de-listed in the 1987 currlculum

gulde.

~

Of the 22 student teachers, only three could be said to have

devised any of their own material for teaching grammar. The most -

_‘- obviously 1nvent1ve was Respondent 27, quoted above, who used p1ctures

‘ and props. One respondent. dev1sed her own writing exerc1ses (R5)

Nt

s
RS

Several others ‘who taught by a drill-and-exercise method used Patterns

A

The third taught the concept of nouns to non—natlve Engllsh—speakers

~by 1dent1fy1ng common objects in ‘the classroom as nouns and progress—

aJ




ing\to exanples of ideas that‘are'nouns'(Rdﬂ).“ | ‘ o ";'i
3. 'Assessments of Their Effectiveness '

Although not specifically‘asked to do-so; sone respondents
commented upon‘their lessons in‘terms of their own'feelings of adeﬁ
quacy. The most common statement regarding'thetrespondents' assess-
ments of themselves. as grammar teachers was that they were not suf—‘
f1c1ently confident about the1r knowledge of grammar to teach it.
This lack of conf1dence was sometlmes due to a need to "brush up”
on materlal that they had once learned (3 c1tat1ons) This feellng
was ev1dent~1n the following connents:

- Some of them [the grammar concepts] were d1ff1cult because _

I had been away from sentence structure for so long. I had

to do a . bit of background readlng. » " (R3)

Although I found them [the concepts] easy to teach, I had

to make quite an effort to refamiliarize myself with the con- .

cepts in .the textbook : (R5)
For three respondents, the lack of confldence stewmed.from.a lack'
"of knowledge rather than justga-need to refresh preQiOOSly_learned |
vconcepts.‘ The following quotations‘illustrate this.point:

[Teaching the concepts was] fairly easy, but I lack confidence
in teaching them., My subject knowledge is notrgreat. (R8)

the concept. of linking verbs is not an easy one to grasp,
or I should say, that I have problems with them ' (R44)

Two respondentS’reported the1r.conf1dence in teaching the
grannar'concepts because of their subject knowledge: -
I found the concept easy to teach because I was confldent.
. in my knowledge of the adjective. The adjective is a very
straightforward term. - ' (R26)
-~ Two respondents noted the difficulty of dealingVWith students'

questions about exceptions to grammar rules:




" While the concept itself was easy to teach, I found'myself
unprepared for the "exceptions" to the rules I was teaching.
AP : : S ) - (R1)

[The concepts were] not difficult to explain or "teach," sim-

,‘.31

ply the answering of the thousand questions that came after-
ward, and trying to weed through questions that: are exceptions

to the "'rule.'f : (R2)

Eive réspondents felt 'g,hat the >stud‘en'ts., under:sﬁdod_ the .érannar
coﬁéepts well., All of 'thése were teachipg lessons on the par_ts of
speech, and‘. one increased the difficﬁlty c;f‘ her lessons after real-
,iiing that they were beneath tbe ievel Of the class (R19)';

. "“One .'r‘e'spondent-’ .was troubled by fhe "stuzient'S' lack of under-
standlng o_flparts of épeech and regardeduv her uncertainty al:;oﬁt their
backg_r"oﬁn‘d .in formal _granm’ai ins,tructyiori as a problem (RZZ) .

. ' Resp‘bhd”ents were 'concérried aboii'h_; their effecti&enesé in ‘terms

~of their students' iesponses and attitudes. Five student teachers,

‘three of whom relied exclusively or almost exclusf-{rely on the drill- -

and-exercise method, reported that their Students,were bored with

the.lessbns. Three respondents n'ot'ed the students' difficulty in
learning or r’et':aining‘t'h,e infbrmt;ion, and three cited the students'
intr_anéigént .attit\;d'eé as a’pr-ob'iex'nli The folloﬁing quotations il-
vluvstx.:a.te these p‘oints and indicate‘éome of the frustz‘:a,vt-ion‘fe'lt by

these student _teachers

I found 'adVerbé difficult to.i:éach because most of the stu-

dents had memorized the rule of the "ly" endings. The stu-
- dents could not go beyond that and learn their function....I

changing bad attitudes about-grammar. <. s« (RL5)

They [the concepts] were easy. because 1 unde}gsto'od"f them.

felt that the lesSons went "okay," but 1 had a hard'time .

They were:hard to teach because they seemed very boring. -

I think the students already knew most of it:ot they didn't
know any of it. They had already had their conceptions of
- grammar solidified. . T (R27)

I found these cohcépts difficult to teach for a number of




e

tively....I was constantly required to explam the "useful-
nees" of such concepts. . (R37)

Oné tespondent noted a difficulty pertaining to fOreign—lan_guage in-

4 struction: the students translated and .attenpted to ap‘ply‘ French con-
‘ cepts in English. - When the concepts did not have an Eng11sh equlvav
1ent, the students were’ baffled (R33). ‘ ‘
Overall, of the 22 student teachers, nine (41%) 1nd1cated
general sat1sfact10n w1th thelr effectlveness in teachmg grammar,
while seven (32%) were to some extent fruptrated or dlssatlsfled,

and six (27%) were either neutral or mlxed-evaluatlon (satlsfled w1t;h

thelr,teech g of one concept: and dissatified with their teaching ,

" of anot , ‘ fple). One of these six made the distinét‘i(m be-

gf’and attitude: her students understood the ma-

‘terial ca®@RPETIOUgGh but were bored and restless from the routine

(R28) .

reasons....l soon-learned: that same (many) students fmd gram- -
matical - concepts extremely difficult to learn and use. effec-r.

>

Of the nine respondents who were generally satisfied with’

the effectiveness of their grammar teaching, six relied exclusi-veiy'

or primarily upon a drill-and-exercise method‘;j . one used sentence-com-

A

bining exercises;» ‘on'e used a gtoup_ rather tﬁan‘ fu‘Il—class' procedure;
and one."' relied on exercises derived from the s‘tudents' writi.ng. .

Of the seven generally dlssatlsfled dx:espondents, f1ve relled
exclusively upon a dr111 and—exerc1se method' one used classroom
surroundmgs to teach her ESL students about nouns; and the other
was Respondent 27, who used a variety of app::oachec - His iadministra—

tion of a pre— and post—test gave him falrly concrete ev1dence that

his teachmg had not been espec1a11y effective, desplte hls w1111ng—

. S

R
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7 4. Dmmssion

.

Although the sm respondents who had taken no. 11ngulst1cs
or. langua study courses were shghtly less conf1dent (2.2, as com-—

pared to 2.6 on a 4-pomt scale for the rest of the respondents) about

teaching grammar, the three of the six who did same grartmar t:eachmgQ

.durmg the1r student teachmg were satisf1ed that the lessons. had
/
gone well. Two of the three relied excluswely on the text for the1r

'lessg’ns, w1th one notlng that the routine was. bormg for éhe stud— ,

< Y ali \
ents “d the third focused upon the students writing and d1d not

use’ tradltlonal gramnar termmology when it ‘was av01dab1e.

v

u“‘ . f‘n

< . .. = .

- B._ Intentions for Teaching Grammar

R4

ap “ In the f1nal sectlon of the questlonnalre (Sectlon E, Ques-

tpbns 15 to 18) ’ respondents were asked about thélr 1ntent10ns for
,and conf1dence in. teachmg gramnar w1th1n the1r own classrooms. ‘ They :

'1dent1f1ed aspects of grammatlcal knowledge wh1ch they considered '

]

' ;'tobe ess al des:.rable, .0r not 1mportant for s;,u(bents' to master

before the completlon of grade 12; rated their mtended enphas1s‘

. upon gramrar w1th1n the language arts program as hlgh medlum, or

low; - explamed in a short narratlve ‘how they 1nt nded to teach gram—_

<
mar » and rated and explalned their- conf1dence ‘or lack thereof in

: teachmg granmar o

L , S , aa ‘ e Y

. : mphasm upon Granmar Instrucl:lon

&

a. Ratmg of General Ehphasm

When asked to rate the emphas1s they 1ntended to place upon

grarmar mstruct:10n in the language arts program, glven optlons of

S ) '
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"high medium, or low," the majority of respondents placed themselves
in the "rtedn:m category. Three people created a fourth category
by wr1t1ng 1n "medlum h1gh " The results of these responses are- sum=

vmarlzed in Table 11.

~

»

Table 11. -- Intended Emphasis upon Grammar Instruction = (N=42)

Category : Respondents |
- NO.
" High | 9 2% ’
. Medium high 3 :
Medium : 28 ' : e -

Low . ._2 5

b, Ratmg of Essentlal Aspects of Grammar Masteg

When glven a list of 23 concepts in grammar study (plus’ an

"others" cate,gory) .and- asked to 1dent'1fy- each_as~e1ther,"essentlal_,

o

C desi'rable,- or not inportant“ for a student to master before "1eaving.

.74v

i

grade 12 bthe majo'ri‘ty of 'respondents ﬁgarded 16 of the 23“‘concepts “

as "essent1al " None of the 23 were rated -as be1ng “not 1mportant" g

<

by more than seven of the respondents. Table; ¥2 sumn_arlzes the re—.b

sponses. categories for each of the 23 concepts;- (For each® anept, '

‘?

the percentage 1s based upon the total number of respondents who in- |

‘\ [

dlcated a ratmg for that category )

- ]

o
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‘Table 12 - Concepts Regarded as "Essential " "Des1rab1e" or "Not kR

Iﬁportant" for Grade 12 Students to Have Mastered

- Concept =~ -~ - : "Fssentlal" "Des;rable". : "Not
' S R ‘ : ., Important"
’ . No. ._(3) No. (%) No. (%)
Parts of Speech : .30 (73) 18 (24) 1 (2)
Agreement of subjects/verbs 39 (95) 2 (@5) 8 (8)
. Predicate nominatives (nouns) 21 (55) . ‘15 (39) -2 (5)
\Coordlnatlon/subordmatmn 17 (50) 17 - (50) @ (@)
Writing complete sentences - 40 (98) -1 (82) %] (@)
Parallel structure = - - 18 (47) 20 (53) ] (@)
.‘Independent/dependent clauses 22 (55) . . 17 (43) 1 (3)
"Llnkmg verbs (copulatlve) 17 - (46) io - (51) 1 (3)
Possessives ¢ - 29 (71) 12 (29) e (9)
Types of conjunctions 28 (50) 19 (48) 1 (3)
Avoidance of double negatlves 27 (66) 14 (34) 8 (@)
Verb tenses 36 (88) ‘ 5 (12) g (9) -
_Parts of a sentence - 24 (60) - 14 (35) 2 (5
-Noun cases (declensmns) 16 (33) 15 (50) 5 - (17)
Agreement .of pronouns/ ) . ‘
~ antecedents - s 28 (79) 12, (30) -8 (@)

- Appositives ' T (24) 19.(66) - 3 (19) .
" Correct pronoun’ usage _ ) 34 (83) 7 (17) g (9)
Subjunctlve mood. : T (23) 17 - (57) . 6" (29)
Gerund, . part1_c1p1e, and . ‘ , ‘ _ -

infinitive phrases - 12, (32) 18  (49) .7 (19)
Dangling modifiers 247(62) - 12 (31) 3 (8)
Avoidance of split 1nf1n1t1ve 14 (38) © 17 (46) .6 (16)
Active/passive voice 23 .7(56) - 17 (41) ° 1. (2).

4 4

Y

Tran51t1ve/1ntrans1t1ve verbs 19 *('49) w17 (44). 3 (8)

. ,
e . ) . . . [

-

were added in. the "Others“ category.» "Semant:lcs" and "Word Usage"
were each rated as "essen,tlal" by one respondent (R33 P 34) ; . "Hlstory

of the language" was rated as "desirable" by one respondent (R6) .
’
- The responses were also tall-led accordmg to 1nd1v1dua1 respon—
" K

»

. dents, w1th a focus upon those who .rated themselves as 1ntendmg

| -

A

In add1t10n ‘to” the 23 concepts llsbed above, three others )

e

e1ther a "hxgh" or "Low“ euphas1s upon grammar 1nstruct10n 1n thelr

, classrooms. When only the "essentlal" category of grarrmar concepts

: together, the "hlgh" enphas1s respondents' totals -were very con51s-’ .

¢

was’ con51dered, there was 11tt1e con51stency among the respondents, -
. -8 .

but when the essentl‘al" and "de51rab1e" categorles -were. consadered

a
Py

’
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' tent with each other. Table 13 summarizes these profiles.

able 13. - 'I‘alhes of . "Essent1a1“ and "Des1rab1e" Categorxes
for Respondents w1th "High" and "Low" Grammar B!phas1s

~ Self-Rating for Respondent # nEssential” 3 "Des1rable"
Grammar Emphasis _ Number - - Concepts . Concepts
. High- : ¢4 : 23 , o
o s a7 2
18 . 23 ' ¢
! .12 . 1L
15 10 ) 12
16 o 13 o 8
22 23 ‘ ]
25 11 9
o - 42 , 14 - 7
Low - - 113 e ' ' 1]
_ 17 12 | 2
A L : .

2. Intentxons for 'neadnng Gramnr

rty—two respondents 1nd1cated w1th varymg degrees of spec1f-

1c1ty how they mtended to teach granmar wlthm the1r own classrooms

s

\A majonty (74%) planned to mtegrate qrarmar in some way w1th other‘

aspects of ty‘yj\ language arts programs (31 c1tat10ns) 7 Of these =

h‘ i
'31 18" elther stated that tbey would dntegrate grammar “completely" ,

2

ind §eatit

:w1th1n the1r programs or smply stated , ntentmn to 1ntegrate 1t.

' "I‘he followmg two quotatlons 1‘11ustrate each type of statement-‘:'

. . - oA :

L, oI would llke to teach‘ gra!m\ar in a whole language approach .
' and 1ntegrated in a whole program -

[ -~ .

...for the most part, 1 1ntend to teaGh gramnar thr UQhout
, the year, as’ problems arise and as 1t f1ts .into the Iesson.
s , SR (RG)
'IWenty respondents (48%) specifically stated thelr 1ntent1ons to mte-
grate gramnar w1th compos1t10n 1n then: classroons, four people tlﬂ%)
.1ntended _to'.mtegrate it mth 11terature; ~andtwo (5%) intended to .

w - e R
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integrate it with speaking s'k‘ills.l'

An 1ntent10n to teach graumar 1n separate lessons or unlts.:-'
was also a common response, w1th 26% favourmg 1t (ll c1tat1ons).'
All 11 of these respondents also 1ntended to- 1ntegrate it in some’

way in the1r 1anguage arts programs The quotatlons below 1llustr_ate .

‘/ ' » . ‘ .

- this 1ntent1on. ,

I th1nk at least one day a week should be set aside for gram— .
mar and tied in with the work we were doing that week. Many . -
. worksheets and practlce sheets shouid be - 1ncluded. (‘R29) e el ;
- . L
I would like to 1ntegrate grammar 1nto all areas of my L. A.
program as well as to spend tJ,me solely on it. . L (R38) .

Three other methods ors approaches to gnamnar teachmg were

also mentioned. A sentence-combmmg program, a. focus upon semantlcs, :

o

and peer edi’ting each receiv& one. cit’ation. . T
'. Elght respondents 1nd1cated some amb1va1ence or uncertalnty
about thelr mtenhons. Of these, two stated that theg had no 1deas

_q . T

' about how to teach granmar. Two 1nd1cated a desire to rely upon

@

d

; k)
"good" textbooks because of thelr Swn uncertamtyr '

‘. ~...hopefully w1th plenty of guldance and good texts since
. I.do not feel hlghly confident (I do feel that. practice is
essentlal as well as feédback for the Istudents ) (R19)

I hope to make use of some excellent grammar texts and keep }
in mind that the ac 3:1151t1on af good grammar skills takes -
a lot of time and muc¢h practice. - - - o (R39)

C One respo:pent dlscussed her search for an answer that she
s'ld trust' [ : L ;L
AR would l1ke to teach 1t as the students requlre 1t (1ntegral . selt
N approach, ip other wprds).. I have yet to find out for myself -~
e *  if this 1§ fea51ble.u 1 have seen@n 1nterest1ng sl1de/tape

. 'program ‘called Who's Afrald of Gramnar’?" that would be worth

.~_"'1nves»tlgat1ng. T o e ~{R36)
o In response to. the quest1on, -"How do you 1ntend to éeach

- ;gr_artinar, Lk:o other respondents ‘1ndllcated thelr at,t1tudes ~very '




_'dii:ectly: '
W1th fear and trenblmg. - _' o ‘ . (R8)

 Good quest1on. Often and cons1stently, smply and enthus1as—
tically, hopefully and__patlently. ‘ _ -, (R25}

The anbixial‘ence and uncertainty which was expressed explicitly

by these eight respondents was also echoed by other respondents who

78

. indicated at least a general intention for the1r gramnar mstruct10n. a

'Thls uncertamty was - often stated 1n other sectlons of the questfi’on-
KR

na‘lresh—m the narratlve recollectlons of the1r gramnar mstructmn .

. \ b4

S or- mgthe questlon whlch asked what factors contrlbuted toward the1r-

attltudes toy%d gramnarw ’

RN

puotatmns from two respondents

2

will alustrate this o®

L ;I don't know hé

1nstructxon could be geared to conpensate S

for this fact {[that grammar instruction doesn't seem to.
"stlck" in the minds of adolescents]. 'In reflecting upon

my own experience, I don' t think .that grammar has been. very
~ memorably presented to me. I am.at a loss to devise a very
' 11vel method of granmar presentatlon myself S - (RS)

[After commentlng upon the defAc1ts in" her own 1nstruct10n]
.«. I trust that there is more attention be1ng given to the
area of grammar in  school, ‘now _and that newer ways of teaching
it-are being used. ...I ‘dd: not know how to.teach it yet but
I w111 incorporate it g:ontmually ’Eh—'oughout the literature

v we study -- for repet1t1on which w111 help the students remem-
IR -=ber it and master it. S S ) (R34)
RO S o ) LA K

3. Confidence“ 3
, _

|
k .4\ )
grammar and to 1nd1cate aspects of grarrmar 1nstruct10n ’of whlch they
/' it
were-.-espec1ally -conf1deht and unconf 1dent. The responses to. these

Respondents were asked to rate their conf 1dence 1n teach1ng_}

: questlons are sunmanzed in, Tables 14 and 15 e BT e fi""‘ .

? Ov

. _'a.” Ratmg of Self-Conf1dence :

leen a scale of "1 (hlghly 1nsecure) " to "4 (h1gh1y confl-

L®




dent) " the respondents as a group rated 1n the m1ddle of the scale

" for confldence in teachmg grarmar, with an overall average of 2. 5.

Though g1ven only whole 1ntegers as optlons, several respondents m—-

d1cat,ed decmal flgures, as shown in Table }4.
< R A ) -

Table 14.. - Ratings. of Confidence in Teaching_Gr’axmar' (N=43)

Rating ' . . Respondents
: ‘ -, No. LI

Highly Insecure (1) .- - - 4 9
Somewhat Insecure (2) .14 33
(Mid-range write-in) .(2.5) 3 7

. Somewhat Confident (3) <17 40

. (Mid-range' wnte—m) (3:5) 2 5
Highly Confident (4) - 3 7

3]

b. Areas of Confidence and Insecurity

wh‘ich they were eSpec1ally conf1dent or 1nsecure teachlng, many. respon-

dents apparently referred back to an ear11er questlon (E15S) ,,m wh1ch

- hst of 24 gramnatlcal COncepts were l1sted Some used that earller

"questlon to detall co‘ncepts of which- they werF conf 1dent or 1nsecure

oo teachmg by notmg thati- they were msecure of all the concepts they

« )

’had‘ ear11er labelled "not mportant!' in QueStlon E15

e Some respondents were confldent about teachmg everythmq“v .

& i

. \.._
or almost everythmg" (5 c1tat10ns) ' whlle others were insecure about;
‘F k od B

: ev’erythmg or "almost everythmg" (8 c1tatlons) Four respondentsf'

]

declarea absolutely that they were%bnfident about "none. © The rnostf

o cormnnly—11sted concepts are surrmanzed in Table 15.

<

When asked to 1dent1fy aspects of gramnar 1nstruct10n about _

A3
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' 4. Discussion

o
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'l'able 15.,. -,- Commonly-—r_.mted Areas of Confidence -and Insecunty in

| ‘The—£ive respondents who were b-ilingual ‘or did not .have En-

gl1sh as a native language d1d not differ from their colleagues in

‘ terms of the methods by wh1ch they learned gramnar 1n school Or thelr

assessment of h&%w m&rh grammatlcal knowledge they retamed though'.

they found learnfng 1t to be sllghtly less d1ff1cu1t than d1d the '

more confldent (3 G, compared to »2 5) about teachmg grammar.

: un111ngual Engllsh group of respondents (3 2 for the non—Engllsh or

M -b111ngual group and 2.9'for the Ehgllsh group) . They were sllghtly- '

A

51gn1flcant dlfference between this sﬂbgroup and the umh\ngual respon-‘:._', -

dents was that four of the flve (80%) of. those th,h a non-Enghsh.'[ ’

language 1n the1r backgrounds mtended to g1ve grammar a. "hlgh" em—" |

v g

fphasls m the1r classroons, whlle only 12%_ of the \xn—lmgual Englxsh e .

speakers mtended[to.. 0verall 21% of all respondents 1ntended to‘ '

have a "hxgh" de,gree of empha51s on gramnar. 'I"ne 1ntent10ns of the

bilmgual and nonra)glish native speakers concerning methodology for‘

vteaching gramnar dui not dxffer from those of the group as a whole.




a subgroup of t,hree rospondents had taken ne1ther a. wr1t1ng

1.
nor a l1ngulst1cs/1anguage study course ‘at unlversuty. These three

respondents' confldent:re in teachmg granmar was somewhat lower th{-\

that of the entlre group (2 G, as compared to 2.6 for the others), .

o

/b\zt the1r 1ntent1ons for teachmg 1t were much the same as those of
the largen gnoup ' \

9

bt _ .
Based upon the overall tone and details of the1r narratlve

L)

or neutral expenences. The pos1t1ve

».fldence and -their 1ntent1ons w1th regard to enpha51s on granmar in-

, were ccmpared in terms of . the1r con— |

'structlon. Slx respondehts were co%dered to have had generally"

t

dents were con51dered to have

experiences group' was more

"'an the negatlve experlences

:

‘group (2. 3), as well as plannmg to enphasme 1t more 1n thelr class- .

: rooms (two h1gh empha51s and four medlum for the positlve group,' ‘

one higb; six medlum, one low, and one no- response for the negatlve‘

r

. experlences group) .

Respondents who taught grammar 1essor§ durmg thexr student

e v R

'fteachmg rounds were slzghtly more: confldent about teachlng it than'

- .were thelr colleagues who had had no experle teachmg it (2. 8 for:

those who taught gram'nar lessons, as, compared to 2 3 for those who

ot ._V . . Lol

K

. dld not)

-, wo .’

| In s‘tatmg thelr mtentwns for teachmg grammar m theu'

‘ own classrooms, elght respondents were to some extent ambivalent or.

uncertain and two . offered no answer. IOf Athaae- ten respondent_s, 918.".]‘ o

*
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" were. in the group which did not teach any grammar lessoy”s,‘ and four

: taught some - granmar during their student teaching. ,’f

' Only two reSpondents intended to place a "low euphas1s upon
granmar 1n their classrooms (Rs 13, 17). These two re dents had

;"P
similar backgrounds as. stmdents of gramnar. 'I‘l':gy both had very nega-

e

tive experiences learning 1t* in “school c1t1ng e1ther a physmal dis-
ab111ty (R13) o:I:7 a "mental block" (Rl7) as mpedments to then: com—.
prehensmn. .- .Both offered 11m1ted defm1ti‘ons of gramnar- one stated
that the word "grammar“ meant l'1ttle to her while the other l1m1ted
her def1n1t10n to the parts of speech. Both felt that thexr peers :
had had an easier t1me learnmg gu;ammar ‘than they d1d which was a~
hlghly unusual response among the nLr:espondents, and they had a “very>
_d1ff1cu1t" or "moderately d1ff1cu1t" t1me learnmg gramnar in school
Both reoe1ved grammar mstructwn in perlods of.formal granmar mstruc-
tlon but w1thout reference to. thelr writing, readmg, or speaking. ,

. One also recelved gramma.r 1nstructlon during forelgn language classes.

Both had already earned B A. degrees, with strong backgrounds in 11ter-‘_

Ju

o

..ature but o coursework in wr1t1ng. Nelther one had had very much e
g::ammar study at unlver51ty. Nelther respondent taught any gram'nar

lesssons durlng the ‘first stl:dent teachmg round, and both had "verﬁ

about teachmg mostv gxanmatlcal concepts. Both beheved thag g,ramman i1

‘Jought to be emphasmed throughout elementary and secondary schiog
m a whole language approach w1thout formal grammar lessons. A

- “0f the nme respondents who planned to place a "hlgh“ enph .
upon gramnar in the).r classroans, six had fairly negatlve, expenencesf‘: " S

- leaming graﬂma: durxng their own schooling. '!hese six seemed to [

“




c3

%,
be determmed to compensate thelr students for the\iack that they

perce1ved in their own schoollt_lg ’ but they seemed uncertun about

how to improve the 1nstruc°t10n. Whlle they felt that grammar . s%ay.im_

was boring, confusmg, or Just d1dn t "Stlck" with them, they were
»1nc11_ned to stressan 1ntegrat10n ',w1th compos1t1on in order to make
grammar relevant and Sensihle to Vstudents. | Of the three ‘respondents
who were.generally pleased. with their grammar instruction, two had
- had traditional drill-and-exercise instruCt_ion with teachers whom
they praised. The‘ third had had experience both. with isolated drills
and exerc1ses and w1th ‘an 1ntegrated grammar and writing program.
She favoured the 1atter. Ong respondent 1ntended to teach gramnar
with a drill- and exerc1se or1entat‘1on, as she felt that that hag

/worked well for her. The other two were more inclined to llnk{ grammar

with composition.

~In summary, the overwhelmlng majorlty of the 44 respondents

83

reported that they had been taught grammar by the traditional dr111- '

and—exerc1se method. Half of the respondents (22) had some experlence

in grammar 1nstruct10n durlng their jumor hlgh school round of stu-

dent teachmg Of these 22 respondents, most (19) re11ed excluswely '

or to some extent upon the dr111-—and-—exer01se method. When asked .

abOut their 1ntentlons for teachlng gramnar in the1r own classrooms

however, the major1ty of the respondents 1nd1cated an 1ntent10n to

1ntegrate grammar 1nstruct10n w1th thelr wr1t1ng programs. For most .

'of them, thxs inteptmn, 1f followed would represent a. complete or

near—complete break with their exper 1ences as students and student

teachers. S ‘ N ‘




. commg years.

n . . CHAPTER IV

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS'

1. The Stuay

A voluntary questlonnalre was d1str1buted to the Term 11 1986

'seqondary 1anguage arts: student teachers in order to survey thelr

experlences and att1tudes concérning the learning and teachlng of
| .
grammar_. ' They were asked for their recollections and evaluations

of the grammar and writ_ing' instruction they received" as students,
as well as their intentions for teaching grarfmar and wr‘iting as pro-. -
fessional*'teacher‘s. Those who had. already taught grammar lessor%s“

»as student teachers were also asked to describe and evaluate those

e . [\w

leSs'on's. The purpose -of thlS survey was to explore the’ experlences '

and 1ntent10ns of futuré- language arts ~teachers concernmg the1r learn—”

ing and teaching of gram’nar, and by {8 domg, to ga1n some 1ns1ght

1nto the probable trend of grammar 1nstruct10n in Alberta in. the

" The questmﬂnalre 1nc1uded questlons both of a narratlve and

a quantlflable nature, in ‘order to allow respondents to descrlbe their

experlences. in a personal manner as well as to allow some comparlsonv

and ‘groquing of ‘the responses.-' It also elicited baokg~round' informa-

R 4 -

tion, such as*age, nativeglanguage, and educatiOn, which may have

had some bearing upon their experiences. - ’

F 3
© 2. Respondents' Recollectmns of Grammar and ertmg Instruction -

Desplte a varlety of cultural and educat1ona1 backgrounds,

84 .
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the respondents were almost( all taught grammar by the trad1t1onal
\vdrill-and-exercme method The degree of emphaszs @aned but 4ﬂ_‘

of i:he 44 respondents (91%) had recollect1ons€of penods of formal |
- grammar drllls at some phase of their schoolmg. The1r att-1'tu_des
toward thlS 1nstruct1on were’ m1xed but generally negatlve. Most
remembered the tedlum, though some felt it was. ,u\rorthwmle, and many
wrote of 1nd1v1dual teachers who were memorable for various reasons..
The 17% of respondents whose gramnar 1nstruct1on had been integrated
w1t£1 wr1t1ng 1nstruct10n at some phase of thelr schoolmg regarded
'that as more effectlve instruction than the drill and exercise ‘meth- ’
vod ‘F_our respondents believed that they had learned grammar throUéh
':i‘reading;- these 1nd1v1duals 1ntended to focus upon teachmg grammar

through encouragmg readlng. -

ﬁé
@
o 3. Rspondents Expeneng:&s as St\ﬂent"r.eac’i;)e‘rs -

. 'Iwenty-two of the 44 respondents had taught grammar 1e'-ssons- '
as student "teachers. Of the 22, 86% taught grammar by the dr111—and
-exercise method, with most .relying upon it excluswely. A few focus—\'r__'.gl;

* e
ed upon student wr1t1ng or sentence-combmmg exercises for grarrmar
lessons, and, one tr1ed an impressive varlety of methods and strate-

-gies. The majorlty taught lessons concermng 1dent1f1cat1on of parts’
of speech 'I‘he1r ‘evaluations of these lessons were m1xed but even
those who were generally satlsf1ed with their lessons noted that stu-r

. A
“dent boredom or 1ngra1ned negatlve attltudes were problems. ’ Three '

of the 22 respondents dev1sed their own materlals for teachmg gram-
.mar, whlle the others rel1ed upon textbooks and)’or materlals fromv

thelr cooperat ing teachers.

- - . -




4, Respondmts Iny.an:ums for Teaching Grammar and Writing

Most respondents (67%) “chose the m1ddle ground of a "medmm"

empha51s upon grammar mstructmn in the1r own classrooms However,

86

80% of those res{aondents w1th -a b111ngua1 or non- Enghsh native lan-'_

guage planned to place a "h1gh" emphasis upon gramnar, compared wlth’

' , 12% 'of the un111ngua1 native E:ngllsh speakers.

The majority (74%) of the 'respondents indicated their inten-

t1on to teach grammar 1ntegrated with thelr wr1t1ng program, w1th

a sizable mlnorlty (26%) 1ntend1ng to teach gramnar ‘in separate un1ts

or lessons as we?l as 1ntegrat1ng it. Others (19%) were ambivalent

%01 uncertain’ about their 1ntent10ns.

Respondents whose overall experience of learnmg gramnar had

been p051t1vev were somewhat more confident about -_teachmg, it ahd,plan—

2

: ned to emphasize it more than did ‘those ‘whose overall experience of -
_ _ _ |

‘learnlng grartmar had been negatlve

Those respondents who had taught gramnar 1essons as student

: teachers were somewhat more confident and less amblvalent about thelr

1ntent10ns for teachmg grammar than were thelr peers ‘who had notv

taught gramnar lessons, but among those who stated their ideas for

'methods of grammar 1nstruct10n, there was no dlfferEYice in the two

gr oup_s .

. The experiences of the re'sp’ondent's as students and student

teachers of gramnar were over—whelmmgly trad1t1ona1 - to which their:

responses were mlxed—-from approval to grudg,mg acceptance, to bltter-“"-»

‘ness, to confusmn and anxlety There was a sense in their narratlves

that they wanted to do somethmg better for the1r students than they

Vhad expenenced in thelr o) schoollng Their vstated 1ntent10ns were -

3



generally 1n lme w1th current thlnklng. uthey‘wa'nteﬁovintegrate

~

gramnar‘ w1th wr1t1ng. Yet, vthere was 11tt1e 1f any ev1dence from

-,

their statements that they had a clear understandlng of what thls
.1ntegrat10n .means_ ‘or how to. go ut, ach1ev1ng 1t. »_ ‘ ,

' There,'.was 'also' a sizabl percentage (26%) of respondents whol
intended te teach separate 5:5, mmar lessons or un1ts in add1t1on to
the1r 1ntegrated work. The motlvatlons of these peoplevwer_e varleg;

Some had apprec1ated thls method of 1nstruct10n in the1r own education -
Q LN

and felt that{ it: would be of benef1t to the1r students. Some felt."'

deprlved because they had not recelved such 1nstrucmon, they wanted:

L]

to give their students "more" ‘than they’had had.' Since in thelr own

S . . . ’l - o . ¢ .

schooling 'and-student »teaching, this reference to "separate les,sons"“
e

meant dr111 and exerc1 e, one assume§ that* to be the form these les—-"'

q
sons would take 1n thelr teachmg. R [_ :

- Alonpg W1th a r_"uther vague sense of 1nterest m 1ntegrat10n

oﬁ granmar wlth other aspects of the language arts curr1culum, -a sense

*

of fear and nervousness about the teachmg of granmar was also evi-:

dent. Some respondents who felt competent as vfrlters felt very in-
secure about their knowledge of grammar,, 1ndeed this 1nsecur1ty
perhaps Berived from thelr competef)::e as wr1ters. These people -often

noted that thelr wrltmg was suff1c1ently competent for them to "getv N

by“ in the1r schoolmg w1thout much 1f any exp11c1t knowledYge of gram- .

‘mar. They were aware of the dlstmctlon between d01ng well om granmar ‘

~

- tests: and wr1t1ng well . As one respondent noted, “Although I've al—

ways felt ‘that I hav& no. knowledge of granmar, I seem to: get by on,

pmy natural sense of what is right or wrong about 1anguage usage..

I suppose that 1'11 never completely trust this - na_tural sense’_‘"




(RS) Thls respondentaalso d1scussed her d1ff1culty teachmg granmar PR
‘as a student teacher. although she could d1st1ngulsh &tween« two \

";types of, clauses ” she could not explam the d:.;ference to her Stu- :

dents. Her 'natural sense was sufmor her “own' wr1t1ng but
madequate for her teachmg. ' ’ SRR AR

Whlle thlS msecunty about grammatmal kpowledge affected

some. of the confldent, competent wrlters, A1t certa1hly was a more

. 1.

'd1ff1cult problem for those who lacked confldence in thexr own wr1t-~

.p' b

1ng One respondent who dlscussed her fear and en]oyment -of wrltmg '

as ,w_e_ll as’' her _‘lac,k of knowledge of gramnar,"wrofe abo"ut‘ her" m'secur-'

ity: v

e .Irreallze that other people are in the same . boat and have
ot had- grammar: 1nstructlon in un1verS1ty either. I know
that being a teacher wiill ‘help me improve greatly.... . L sup-
‘pose I should be prepareq 1deally to be%t myt best before

vstudy ‘there will always' be more room for:: 1mprovement and
growth . That' s somethmg to look forward to... R (R34)

How should thlS statement be 1nterp‘reted”_ Unquestlonably, thls respon -

o

' ""'_dent is correct in saylng that teachers 1mprove w1th exper1ence, L

by teachmg granmar, one’ can certamly learn more gramnar, or at least o

\ )

learn how to teach 1t more eff‘ectwcly. However:, one must quest1-on o

- -

,the notmn of teachers learnmg any mportant aspect of language arts -

- eqtlrely at the. expense of thelr students. : Surely, a teacher should '

have some degree of prof1C1ency before enterlng the classroom

T N

Thls respondent, hke RS. above, most llkely had more naturalv'r

: sense about grammar and wr1t1ng than she gave herself credlt for.

. A

"'But 1s her natural sense suff1c1ent°’ Would she (and her future

_'students) beneflt from mak1ng her 1mp11c1t knowledge exp11c1t‘> )A g

v ”

"1 go into teaching--but that is not the case.' ‘It's-like’ say—
- ing that someone should" ‘know how to be. an excellent te@cher__ ‘
: before one becomes a. teacher. " In both teachmg and gran'mar :



'-Sports anavlog‘y makes the point elearly':v an athlete is not necessar--f "

respondents' 1nd1v1dua11ty as much as p0551b1e, whlch resulted mo
. ‘narrat;wes that reflected the respondents attltudes—-of prld"e, anger,
’ ‘_'amb1valence, or conf1dence. . 'I‘hls nchness, however makes broad gen— -

“"'erahzatlons alffléﬂlt to draw from th1s data, the respondents may

8

v

o

11y a good teacher of a- sport. | If a conpetent writer cannot d1scuss‘ -

..the 1ntr1cac1es ‘of his wr1t1ng, he does not 1ose credlbllity as a

4

wrlter;. ‘but he is'not necessanly*—éompetent-as a teacher of writing.

" How, much more effective a teache'f’"the'“competent writer vu’rill_’be' if -
‘he can discuss hig writing in terms that others will 'under-stand and "
be able to incorporate into their own writing. = - R
e R .B.A. Conclusmns < e )

The qaestlorma;re was del).berately de51gﬁed to hQthlght the"."".:. ' ( K

e

.’-
“

‘ \

have been dlscussmg smular experlences or attltudes, but thelr wnt-

B . Wt
. -

1ng conveyed subtle dlfferences in tone or response.' ‘I‘he conc:lugmns W
. .' g . g 9

to be drawn from th1s study are discussed m. terms of the patterns

whlch are clearly enough drawn by the respondents to me‘rit considera—z__; ;

R TCIREECLET A

tlon.- L e
. “ol ‘_”' ' ,.’ ‘_*l- L . Lo e ST '?

One conclusmn 1s that the degree of the respondents‘ comnlt— e

z

ment to mtegrated granmar and wr1t1ng 1nstruct,10n ma)//be superfl-'.qé-

al Most of the_respondents reported negatlve experlences learnmg




'_,;;v

'n. e - "

-

an 1mportant goal of language arts educatmn. However, they had llt-_ L

A W

tle, if any, expenence to support thls’ behef Many had g Expen- o

enc;e/of an @gt'

-T:f dence to suggest.

a 'A“." : »u.‘

. 1n the schools durmg thelr practmxm experlences. Many student teadm-»

ers who taught a dr‘111—and-exerc1se method of grammar {mstrUCtlon

“were more or less satxsﬁed w,i‘th 1t. One wonders how. comn1tt_ed_ these

- "_;"teachers would be to 1ntegrat1on,

W

5
.t ;’

. ,,gramnatlcal termmology or 1nstruct10n was a dlsturbmg uncerta1n—-f

v

Tty about what gramnar Ls “and what is meant by grammar study. Amb1va-"-*‘

. lent def1r‘f1t1ons-, ‘as well -as: those whlch mcluded nonstandard elements

b

,ev1dent. An emphasm upon mastery of rules and correcths as an .

absolute were two features of many def1n1t10ns ‘which reveal a lack,

;,a . l

'of understandmg of current thought about the nature of grartrnar study,_ .

:(spelllng, homonyms, and hlstory of the language, for exanple) were' '

' ’1n whlch appropnateness of language for 51tuat1on and purpose 1s'

'

ER stressed above an absolute standard of "correctness.'!’ Rules were

“.:« | -

' often seen as,,absolutes to be appl1ed -as. ‘if the rules were pr1mary3

v

'r_vto expressg.on, rather than as an’ explanatlon of the system of words . -

‘\ R

in-a language. i )

Q‘ »

What c@ be concluded about the status of secondary—school o

granmar 1nstruet10n in. the 1mmed1ate future” The picture, g1ven

the r-esponses of these respondents, is Cause for concern.' The ov'erall _'

lzexpenences of the majonty of respondents, both as students and as

- a

, student teachers, had prov1ded no . pos1t1ve model of an 1ntegrated

,language pr fam in school Their expenences were neuvtral or ne}ga‘-,..

-

rated conpos1t1on program, and there was 11tt1e ev1-'.

at they were llkely to encounter such a Program' o

, .On a-more fundamental *Level than these uncertalntles about'-




oA

model of 1nstruct1m, thelr uncertamty about the meamng of granmar,

t1ve', Wlth occas1ona1 pos1t1ve h1gh11ghts for some students, but the

~

overall model of mstructmn was ne1ther 9051t1ve nor in accordance

[ q Kl

theorlsts. Given the1r lack of exper1ence of a’ workmg, 1ntegrated

-

and the1r vaguely—stated“ 1ntent10ns, one wonders about the1r abll;Lty

to 1ncorporate 1ntegrated 1nstruct10n effect1ve1y 1nto the1r class-

.v.‘

rooms 'I‘he 11ke11hood seems more that they are 1n danger of perpetu—

’;to consuier what the goals of a language arts educatlon program should

and second;ry school'> _'f.f,—"7 "\ T '::f”:'_'i

:3 atlng a negat1ve and confused 51tuatlon, in wh1ch then: nervousness,

dlscomfort, and amblvalence w111 be transmltted to the1r students./4

The max1m that "we teag:h as we were taught“ seems 1ron1cally and al-

most mescapably true even when we- dlsapprove of thls teachlng ’ _
/, .

e L4 -

- C. Iuphcatlons and Reconmerﬂaua:s

T In con51der1ng the 1mp11Cat10ns of thls study, one ought flrst ol

'.;oi: can be regardlng the educatlon of teachers of Engllsh 1anguage
"'-j._"*,_arts., What qualltles and att1tudes do we hope to. encourage and nur-
-."i-,-bl,ture 1n oun languarge arts’ teachers" . What qua11t1es and attltudes

f"l.‘j'. do we expect them, 1n turn, to fos‘ter m thelr students in eIementary

. .
o s
v

Two competmg models of language arts teachers ex1st ‘in our

soc1ety—-the model espouaed by language arts educators arid theor1sts o

'ownschoollng. :‘ﬁ :Af?:

e

1

and the trad1t10nal model fam111ar to the general publ1c from the1r
i ,,,-!-f,w . ¢ . . )~ .' o , @ .
Language arts educat1on specmllsts belleve that 1anguage
. 2 S
arts teachers at the1r most éffectlve create language r1ch env1ron—

. e
FIEES S



.’.

' ~nents 1n wlnch the vast couplexity of the mghsh language is apprec1~.,'i:7_._‘{i:‘-
' ated and ehcouraged.,. These teachers encourage the exploration and '

'examlnatmn of many forms of expressmn.. They speak of correctness o

ence,, They focus the1r currlcula On the students 1n the1r classtooms, L

(

kjnot as an absolute, but as a functlon of purpose, s1tuat/ion, and aud:\-— : ;_" B

prov1d1ng many and vaned opportumtles for the1r students to develop"jw"

language sk1lls through meanmgful conmumcatmn rather than 1n staged o ..

and stat1c exerc1ses. They celebrate language ‘as; a human phenomenon. "

l‘--changlng, developmg, defmmg, and 1n turn bemg changed develop—-! S

ed, and defmed by different cultures and t1mes - o

*_ N
In the spec1f1b realm of granmar 1nstruct1on, certam under—

standmgs or att1tudes are des1rab1e fo; language arts teachers to;
. model to the1r students. ) \:pbe{}:st have an apprec1at10n of the dls—’ T

t1nct1on between granmar and ugage, though both are w1th1n the pro{-'.,-‘_':"i'

Lt

descrlptlve, and therefo

’ . ”,

: poss1ble, and even de51rab1e, for a language. : Language descr1pt1on_fi,'-:f

¥
A
r - -

canpbe cons1dered in a)metaphor of a landscape One perSon seeing
the landscape may descrlbe the textures of physmaL objects 1n the.
v landscape, another may descrlbe the landscape 1n terms of 11ght and'- |

e shadow. Both descr1pt1ons may be equally acceptable and "true.'_"-:‘-:,:

,V v1nce of the language arts t acher.. The grammar of K language 1s i

: ’ the ex1stence .of multlple gra_-rr\unars 1s_';:*

'.I'he eSsent1a1 pomt is that both descr1ptlons, no matter how. accurgte,} SR

.0

are merely descrlptions and not the landscape 1tse1f They do mt , o

lmut, encompass, or deflne the landscape.‘ The landscape w,111 change ;‘,':-'{."- o

. with time; 1f the descr1pt1ons ate ‘to remain true, they\also mast

change.-'_' A desn:e to prevent the landscape from changmg or to ven- N

erate the descr1pt1on above the reallty, is mlsgulded and snnply fu-

-



The metaphor, though su1table for gramnar, does not deal w1th", o

'-‘.fﬁlgu—e;}lon of usage Is 1t stretchmg the pomt to: wonder whether:»‘. .

'__the landscape needs wardens tb ensure 1ts proper care” Does usage -

‘-then become the provtnce of the grammar polu;e," as. person1f1ed byu' L

the language arts teacher? Hopefully not. .;let there is a place for," .

a con51derat;Lon of usage. 'I'he ooncept of appropnateness of language

| N\

“is useful prov1ded that students are glven opportumt’ies 1n school‘

' accordmg to the 51tuatlon a.nd purpose ofa the speaker (or wnter) _‘

to become sens1t1ve to a var1ety of s1tuat10ns and purposes, not mere- -

ly those requ1r1ng the use of the standard forT'na*l dlalect. Students :

O
. /. ;

;must exper1ence a varlety of commumcat1ve 51t atlons and purposes
o~ v

1n school to develop the sen51t1v1ty to Judge approprlateness and

ko gevelop ~he clarlty and effect1veness of thelr language skllls. '

| To. return to and perhaps belabour) the metaphor, perhaps d1fferent

' '_-:areas of‘ the landscape are de51gnated for p1cnlcs, prlvate walkways,""':’:"

"'and formal ceremomes. People ought o be aware °f and understand"

: }.V'-why certaln act1v1t1es are acceptable 1n each area and be allowed E

‘(and 1ndeed encouraged) to move freely from one, area to another as,.

e the1r needs and purposes change.-:_i . ,’ ‘ ‘

o Although most language arts educators subscrlbe ‘to the goal :

-

f tf‘i%gof encouragmg language arts teachers who have. gome. of the att1tudes, _

,funderstandmgs, and qua11t1es dlscussed above, t‘rus goal is controver—
",-1"'51a1, as 1t 1s at varlance w1th an older concept of an Ehgll* teach—

S 'ber, a’ concept held by manykpeo\plcﬂm soc1ety.- The trad1t1onal model

of the Engllsh teacher has been the 1anguage—arb1trator , the guardlan

"of"_lm_gu1_‘st1c_.s‘tandard.s.. The teacher taught formal gramnar by the ‘

e




" s

g 1; RS

dr111—and-exerc1se method and "enforced" rules of correct speech and
»lwnting. Naturally, the\teacher c6uld only enforce these rules 1n'ﬂ
the classroom, but s‘t::ﬂenti learned that dev1at1ons fran the rulesbf.
were mcorrect {n\d s1gns of 1nfer10r1ty regardless of place or occa-
. .v.‘,szon. They were expected to '1nterna11ze thls adherelnce to the rules,'_
. and to be, 1n effect the1r own' "grarrmar pollce " Th1s model of the
: Engllsh teacher placed teachers in the mpossmle pos1t1on of r&stncte
mg and. regulatmg the language of the1r students, and resulted m"-
'-the "lego“ approach to language mstructmn. . after the students learn-
i ed the proper name of each grammatwal element, or: "lego block" in
-a sentence, the teacher doled out the blocks and expected the students
to "build" sentences and paragraphs. | It was a model doomed to fa1lure
because 1t SO completely reversed the process of communlcatlon
-“Rather than enrlchmg_ the_n: own language skllls, students spent their
time labelling someone else s language, dlvorced*frcm meanmg,. pur—

'POSG: and 51tuat10n. : " .

Language th ri.sts' and researchers agree that the modellof'

: the language—r1ch -envir nment that a good tea\}]er can create 1s far.‘
more effective in fosterlng language growth among our students than =
the trad1t10na1 model of drill and exerc1se., H0we ’ desplte be1ng '

, d1scred1ted in v1rtua11y all research on grammar mstructmn, the". a
| dr11].-and—exer01se approach has enjoyed a remarkably long 11fe\ in

~ the, classrooms of our soc1ety ' Indeed, 1t ‘has assumed a 11fe of its - :
own. It is the model wh1ch we know from our own schorolmg, 1t 1s,.1
. the model wh1ch student teachers use. (elther by the1r own ch01ce or -

~ someone else s) when they flrst attempt to teach grammar to thelr -

... OWn students. It 1s, for the most part, the quel expected by parents
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who, although perhaps not r1cher fram havmg rece1ved th1s mstructmn '

thetselves, feel that 1t should be passed along to the1r ch11dren.

Iron1cally, some of the respondents m thlS study were caught in thlS |

- same paradox—-they dlsapproved of the1r own schoolmg 1n grammar but

were not dlssatlsfled with - the1r performances when they moved- 1nto,

the role of the trad1t10na1 gram?ar teacher. S o -
A : ‘

+ SRR ey

1. mmtxon of the Pubhc -

Student teachers f1nd themselves 1n the m1dst of these com—"

®

petlng models of the language arts teacher. They are taught one model f

in-their educatlon classes but have experlence w1th the other model

i When they enter’ the1r own, classrooms as: 'profess1onal teachers, they. o

' ;may no. longer be subject to the pressures of educat1on spec1allsts,

'but they will certamly be subject to pressures from the’ general pub—_ '

- lic and "back to basms" movements wh1ch advocate empha31s upon. for—

mal, tradltlonal grarrmar 1nstructlon. One clear 1mp11cat1on of this .

conclus1on is that language arts educators must speak out to educate_”

the publlc and the classroom teacher more effect1vely about an inte-

‘grated model of gramnar mstructmn.- Unt11 and unless teacher educa-_;

tors become energet1c and artlculate about challengmg socd ty S view |

of grartmar mstructmn, the classroom teacher w111 contlnue to face .

. th1s pressure -a-lone. As the s1tuat1on stan\d?now, there 1s a cadre' '

: of the "enllghtened" who understand the fut111ty of trad1t1onal gram—

_mar 1nstruct10n, but thlS understandmg does not extend to the pub—f' ’

lic. Language-arts educators,' as well as prov1nc1al and dlstrlct

consultants, must: therefore work harder to educate ‘the public and

' support the classroom teacher 80 that those who want to change w1ll.‘ ‘



have less pressure on then to conform to an alleg1ance to an meffec-

tive approach Such foruns as. home and school meetings and the 1oca1

newspapers may be used to bring new concepts of gramnar and granmar

mstruction to the attentlon of. the publlc. :

In cons1derat10n of many respondents' mSecunty about teaoy-

‘,mg grammar, the1r de51re to have had more grammar mstructlon in
o =
j,._thei wn educatxon, and thelr lack of experlence of an 1ntegrated

wr‘ t1 g' program model one clear‘ 1mpllcat1on,,of tl)1s study is that

e

' the language arts educatlon program has a respon51b111ty to address

t%us double need and de51re by prov1d1ng students w1th mstructlon

: ‘both 1n gramnar and m methodologles of teachmg gramnar

Students 1n the program ought to be~made aware, if they are'_‘: _. .

not already, that granmar 1s descr1pt1Ve 1n nature, and that Engllsh_:"‘

.gramma(r may be dlscussed 1n terms other than those of trad;tlonal
. Ko

B

Latmate termmology a fam111_ar1t‘y: w1th transformatlonal or s.truc—. ,
tural grarm\ar, at least; would be helpful' to ‘mak.e this point 'and’hence";-’ -
to make exp11c1t that ‘the: termmology of . trad1t1onal grammar is not |
'the fmal arbltrator .oﬁ the Engllsh language. | o
' In: addltlon to an understandl,ng of the grammars ofvEngl1sh

Cprospectlve 1anguage arts teaéhers ought to understand clearly the
' ,-dlstmctlon between what is useful knowledge for them as language ’*‘-
: arts teachers and what is useful knowledge for thelr secondary- school
- ‘.»students. _ The teach1ng of l1terature has suffered because of the;

. many eager 11-terary a *holars who have attenpted to force—teed a uni-

~vers1ty—1eve1 English 1iterature course to the1r secondary school
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students. A sim1 lar abuse should be prevented in the realm of gram-

| mar. Just as our secondary school students should not be expected |

to become l1terary scholars ne1ther should they be expected to become v

_.grarmarians orxspec1allzed 1ingu1sts._

¢ ,
Two artlcles dlscussed in Chapter 11 prov1de valuable 1deas -

©

A

' ,' for;an mproved language arts educatlon -program. Se1bert (1975) and.

~ Jengen: (1974) reported on prJgram in teacher preparatmn which at-

tempted. to enr;c’:h students' knowledge and av’a’areness of the structu‘?e

‘of the Engllsh language. Selbert reported that Enghsh student teach-

o ers beneflted from studylng in one of three gram'nar—model 1nstruct;on

.' -umts Jensen reported on a "usage fleldwork" requ1rement for elemen- -

‘tary educatlon students. The course encouraged students to adopt

an 1nqu1ry—based approach to the teachmg of language by mvestlgatmg

‘ the Engllsh language and stressmg the pr1nc1ple of appropnatenessf

in language usage. ‘Both: programs prov1ded students w1t‘n models of - -

teachmg other than the tradltlonal grammar 1nstruct1on model, and

St

~'(by so dmng, presumably opened the ‘door to a w1der con51derat1on of

v 1anguage usage, study, and 1nstru7st10n.

If an mpllcatmn of the study is that 1anguage arts educat1on'

B students ought to expand their understandmg of the Engllsh lanwge,v

"then a recorm\endatmn might 1og1ca11y follow to 1nst1tute a mandatory

o course to’ ensure that students- are exposed to certam concepts. The”.-

' exlstlng program at ‘the Unlver51ty of Alberta requrres that under-
L.

graduates earn n1ne credlts in: language study and/or. comp051t1on. -

[ 4
, After—degree students have no such x 1rement. At the time of the1r

f.completlon of thlS \Questlonnalre and the1r Phase IIJ student teachmg '

-undergraduates may ngt have (and Indeed, some had not) conﬁIeted thls

~

e

.6

S O PRI




frequirement, as undergraduates may complete the1r student teachmg

durg}ng their thxrd year at umversity. Therefore, the 1nadequacy o

. -

'Y the1r fmal year of un1ver51ty study. Thls is by no means a cer-
r.'./. el

- tainty, however, as courses 1n langua‘ge study anp conpomtlon vary

at some undergraduate respondents felt may have been addréssed 1n ‘

I 98’,

\

A31gn1f1cantly, and many such, courses, wh1le fu1f1111ng the program

" requlrement do not deal w1th the nature of Engllsh granmar or w1th

granmar 1nstruct10n.

a varlety of language and‘coupos1t10n optlon rather-'than‘mandating

' courses w1thout any optlons 1s clea' nd valuable; students ought

to be allowed some flex1b111ty to ta1

. their 1nterests and needs. : Those undergraduates and after—degxf'ee

AR

students who are confident and competent in the1r understandlng of -

Engllsh granmars ought;not to be- requn:ed to take a redundant ,course. -

However,' the 'vi'rtue'ofrequir‘ing coukse selections from among

their educatlons to su1t/f EE

."I‘hose who need add1t10nal mstructmn in granmar may fmd that thelr .

needs can be met by eiustmg courses wlthm the Engllsh\ L1ngu1st1cs, '

and/or Secondary Educat1on Departments. If such courses are ava1lable.' )

but not mandatory, then program adv1sers must be exceedmgly careful' ‘

to counsel students 1nd1v;dua11y to help them assess thelr needs and

to gu1de them to take approprlate courses to br ﬁden the1r understand-

' v1ng of the Engllsh language. ‘ _ ..

Th1s 1ncreased awareness of the grammars of Bngllsh can be '

’ ,-of greater benefit to student teachers if it is developed before they,

do thelr practlcums and 1f they are allowed to ga1n useful- experle\nce

' ,"durlng the1r student teach1ng. If the practlcum experlence 1s to\

—x

work: 1nteract1vely w1th theoretlcal 1nstruct1on, 1t seems more useful

N



for student teachers to have th1s knowledge in the pract1cun 51tuat1on .

-

rather\than to do the practlcum before learning. ;he necess1t1es of

the curr1cula~ they w111 .teach. ,Therefore, ‘a recommendation is that

—

] .
students be requ1red to do the1r fmal practlcum in then: fourth yeam-

v

- when they w111 have completed mo‘st of the1r academlc trammg and

L T

I w111 enter the classroom as academlcally—prepared as poss1b1e. ¥ Most
1

language arts educat1oﬂ' students already fol,low thlS procedure, sO

thlS recomnendatlon would affect only those few students wl'-o prefer

to student teach during their thlrd year. * : I g o :

- If the umyersn:y program provides students with some ex_'posure—
to‘a -nont‘raditional g,rammar ~'ins'tr'uction model,' th1s kpoWledge'.ought
to ‘belconfirmed, -explored, arﬂ'extended in the practlcum."'exper.ience . .
ThlS x:ecomnendatlon dlrectly contradlcts the. exper1ence of the respon-,
dents of thls survey, whose experlence was predommantl‘y 1n teachmg

grammar by tradltlonal drill and exerc1se.- Its mglementatlon would
- . .

nece551tate a change in the selectlon of cooperatlng teachers to in+

ﬂ)clude only those individuals who teach granmar in an 1ntegrated wrlt—' .

-

1ng program and who would encourage thelf student teachers growth

- ¥

1n thls area. , Thls recommendatlon,‘ adm1ttedly, is_ rather utoplan,

as cooperatmg teachers are often . in short supply. ThlS dlfflculty '

)

'~ could be: overcome by offermg inservice and collaboratlve sés.smns

v

to encourage cooperatmg teachers to institute an 1ntegrated wr1t1ng"m

program into the1r classrooms ~The inservice sessmns ahd workshops
offered by prov1nc1a1 and d1str1ct language arts consultants can also e
.help to increase the number of cooperatmg teachers who teach 1nte-“.‘.._

a0 - A . - B Lo

‘ grated wr1t1ng: programs

."’
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owc1mi:gm§ghts | |

- The respondents m this study were: caught in the negatlve _
/‘ - o
cycle of gramar 1nstruct10n. As secondary students, they learned

granmar by the tradx—t1onal dr111—and-rexer.c1se m‘ethod which left mény~

of them d1ssat1sf1ed and uncertam about their knddledge of gramnar.

‘ As educatlon students, they learned that an 1ntegrated approach to

L 4

grammar and writing 1s encouraged by educatlon theorlsts. 'I'hls ap-
proach however, was not conf1rmed for those. who had the opportumty

to teach grammar durlng the1r ‘Student . teaching experlences, where,

r
‘ agam, the trad,lt1onal dr111—and-exerc1se approach was the norm.

-Although they 1nd1cated an 1ntent10n to teach grarrmar in an 1ntegrated

program as professmnal teachers, the 11ke11hood is. that these be-

ginning teachers, like many others before them, w111 eventually fall

back upon ‘the approach whlch is famlllar to,,them and supported by

the general publlc. '

P oa W

If thlS cycle of 1nstructron and nonlearnmg 1s to be broken, ‘
education theorlsts and language arts consuItants w111 have to become

,A . more act1ve 1n their efforts to promote other lapproaches to gramnar

§

1nstructlon by encouragmg the general pub11c -and the classroom teach-
er to support such approaches. Programs m language arts educatlon 4

"‘should 1nclude some focus upon 1nstruct1on 1n the gramnars of Engllsh

to broaderf{ the awareness of educatlon students about the nature and

Rl

scope of language study, as well as attent1on to. successful teachmg

methodologles for language study. Language_ arts educatlon programs

- muast also prov1de opportunltles for educatlon students to experlence

and work w1th successful programs of 1ntegrated wr1t1ng 1nstruct10n

durmg ‘their student teaching experiences. Teachers wlll" only be_
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able to break out of the "we teach as we were taught“ dependence upon

traditional granma§ study by actlvely expenencmg other models of
! : ' .

w

instruction. ' .

v
— . .
v
. A
s
-
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Grammar guestlonnalre for English Bd. CI Students

In an effort to determlne the state of grammar 1nstruct10n@

" in-our schools for the next few years, I am studying the attitudes -
that -cdrrent Englxsh major Bd. CI students hold toward the learn-. '

.ing and teaching of grammar and the experiences underlying these at-

" titud Please cooperate by answering the follow1ng voluntary ques- ;'_
txonnalre as ‘thoughtfully as possible. Some of the questions may . .

,1nvolve lengthy responses, so feel free to label the reverse side
“of, the page to continue your reply. Although I ask you to put your .

"name on this questlonnalre, I guarantee your anonymlty 1n the study
itself. '
8 - Thank you in advance for your a551stance.,
‘ : . : Jill McClay
A. Background information;_ |
. Rame: A , _
Age:.’ o 'Sex: Natlve Language.

In which prov1nce or country did you attend elementary/secondary
school?

Have you attended unlver51t1es other than the u. of A 2 - If

~ 'so, which? : - Degree : Year

. B. Definition: . - e .
What ‘does the word "grannar" mean to. you9 What is 1nc1uded in grannar

What ‘was your average grade in Engllsh courses’

»;Zgroxlmately how many one-term (or equlvalent) unzver51ty courses
v .

e you taken in the follow1ng areas: _
literature . o .w:rJ.t 1rxg - Py
11ngu1st1cs/language study S . '

Please c1rcle the approprlate number to indicate how much grammar
instruction you have reCelved 1n the follow1ng types of courses:.

T : None (O) - Some (1) . Extens1ve (2)

Literature S0 1 02
CWriting . 0 0 1 ’ 2

Lingu1stlcs < 0. " 1 2

‘BEd. C.I. : .0 1 2

,Forelgn language o 1 2

(Please specify thCh forelgn language(s)

-

fIn whlch U. of A. courses, 1f any, have you stud1ed grannar° .‘ o

"~
g

study?“
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C. Reflectmg upon yours f as a student and as a writer, please'} 3
answer the following questi ns.- : S

1 Please prov1de an overview of the grammar and writing 1nstruct1on
you received in elementary and secondary school. What do you par--
tlcularly ranenber about. studymg granmar and writing in school? o

t 7



.. If more or less, at what stage of you;: schoolmg‘>

. . . i i L - . aR oL ) B
" : : . y T . te : .
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2 ‘a. ‘How dlff1cu1t or easy a time did you have leaming gramnar? oo
Please circle the appropnate pumber. L , S
1 3__ . &
- .Very A Moderately o Moderately . ‘Very g \'\3’
D1fficult Difficult - - Easy (. Easy I
b. Why was it d1ff1cu1t or easy? b ek
- : . "%’?
‘3. How difficult or easy do you think your peers found gramnar to :
learn? Please circle the approprlate number. S
1 2 3 4
Very Moderately - Moderately - Yery
Difficult- leflcult oo Easy R ABasy _
" 4 At what grade level (s), if any, should granmar be emphasized?
_Primary Junior high
Upper elementary e .- Senior h1gh W
_— : T

5. Would you like to have received more, less, or the same amount
of grammatical instruction in school? ‘

L3

( 6. What factors have 'shaped your’ attltude toward gramnar and w1:1t1ng’>

.,

“7..1In your schoollng, how was grammar generally taught? (You may
wish to check more than one item.) . PR
-During periods of formal grammar 1nstruct10n
In references to your compo31t10ns -
In regard to speech: : i
In regard to reading

In a forelgn language class. Whlch 1anguage(s)’> '

it

8. Of the gramnar you léarned in elementary/secondary school how
= much have you retained? * . . \
‘ ‘A great deal, almost all that was taught S - <
A sound basic knowledge - | S
Some practical knowledge, but not much analytlc sklll . ‘
thtle or no pract1ca1 knowledge or analytlc skill

s



9. Are you able to rev1se and edit your oWn wntmg well ‘for gram-
“matical correctness, or do you prefer to have someone else. double-
check it for you? ) o , ‘ .

“ 10. Is a granmar text or handbook useful tp you when you wrlte" If
‘ so, which, one 'do you\use? 'For what purposes? ‘

I

D. Refléctmg upon your experience as a student teacher, please re— '
spond to the following questions. If you answer no to questlon K
11, please sk1p down to section E.-

- 11. Dpid you teach any grartmar lessons while student teachrng’

12 What grartmatlcal concepts did you teach” : - . T

' 13. Did you find these COocepts easy or hard to teach? In what ways?

14 Bnefly describe how you taught the lessons and how effectwe :
. they were. Include details of structure: (full class, small group,
or individual instruction; with text or handouts; wusing student

writing or exercises, etc.) 'Did this:structure help or hinder -

- your teaching? In what ways? (Please contmue on the reverse
: 51de of the page if necessary Y.

- e

e
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E. Considering yourself as a professional tead)er in your own class-

room, please respond to the following Questions.

S .15. ‘How 1mportant is it for students to master ‘each of- the following:

aspects of grammar in their writing before completion of grade _
127 Use the following numbers' 1-Essential; 2-Desirable;
3-Not mportant. S ' ) e 2 o

Parts of speech : ' _ parts of a sentence

Agreement of subjects/verbs ... Noun cases (declensions)
Predlcate nommat1ves (nouns) . - -Agreement of pronouns/
s . antecedents
Coordmatmn/subordmatmn ‘ - hppositives -
" - . Writing conplete sentences . —_ Correct pronoun usage ‘
- -Parallel ‘structure - ' - Subjunctive mood ‘
A Independent/dependent clauses - Gerund, participle, and
. Linking verbs (copulat1ve) infinitive phrases
y - Possessives . . o Dangling modifiers
' Types of conjunctlons. : Avoidance of split
o ‘ infinitives v
‘ Avmdance of double negatwes o Act1ve/passwe -voice
Verb tenses L g Tran51t1ve/1ntran51t1ve
- - ‘ .verbs »

Others. Please specify: :

‘16 How much enphams ‘do you 1ntend to place upon grammar mstructmn :
in the language arts program? Comment -if you w1sh. ' :
High - . Medlum o Low

P

'17.. How do you intend to-teach grammar?

~

18. (a) How confident do you feel teaching grammar?.

.7 'Highly ~ Somewhat . - Somewhat ., Highly

Insecure .--,'Insecure"' , : Confldent ; Conf1dent wo

(b) Wh1ch aspects of grammar, rf any, are you espec1a11y coq-
fldent teachmg" .

Wi . . S L ~

‘a

(c) Of which, if any, ere,ycu insecure?.

' 1107
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