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A Study of Preservice EFL Teachers’ Cognition and Practices toward
Grammar Instruction in Junior High Schools

ABSTRACT

Although researchers have investigated the essence of language teachers’
cognition in grammar teaching and its relationship to instructional practices, studies
regarding preservice EFL teachers’ grammar teaching cognition and practices are
conspicuously limited. This study hence aims to investigate preservice EFL teachers’
cognition and their instructional practices about grammar instruction in junior high
schools. This study in particular is concerned with these teacher subjects’ cognition
development, the relationship between their grammar teaching cognition and
classroom practices as well as the potential factors influencing these teacher subjects’
instructional practices.

Relying on triangulation mixed-method approach (Creswell, 2007), this study
collected multiple data from various stakeholders to explore preservice EFL teachers’
learning to teach grammar. The central participants were four preservice teachers who
conducted their practicum in three different junior high schools. Also included were
these teacher subjects’” mentors and their students. Multiple data collected from the
preservice teachers were a close-ended questionnaire, focus group interviews,
classroom observations with the researcher’s fieldnotes, and stimulated recall
interviews. In addition, semi-structured interviews were conducted with the preservice
teachers’ mentors, and these teacher subjects’ students were invited to fill in a
close-ended questionnaire. Data analysis contained two levels: (1) within-case level,
in which the data related to individual preservice teacher were analyzed as a separate
case, and (2) cross-case level, in which findings of four cases were compared to find

the similarities or differences, if any.



The major findings of this study were summarized as follows. First, the four
teacher subjects clearly recognized their own grammar teaching cognition concerning
the issues embedded in the role, approach, content, and time of grammar instruction
as well as grammatical error treatment. Second, around 40% obvious changes were
found in the preservice teachers’ grammar teaching cognition before and after the
practicum, although they kept 60% cognition unchanged. Among the changes, these
teacher subjects’ cognition regarding time issue of grammar instruction varied the
most. Third, the teacher subjects’ grammar teaching appeared traditional, as shown in
their employment of repetitive practices and deductive teaching approach as well as
their frequent use of Chinese and grammatical terms. Fourth, a great number of
inconsistencies were found between these teacher subjects’ grammar teaching
cognition and practices. Mostly, the divergences were found in the categories of
grammar teaching content and grammatical error treatment. Finally, these teacher
subjects’ grammar instruction was influenced by the factors in relation to student
learning issues, preservice teachers’ working environment, and personal prior learning
experiences.

Based on the above findings, several suggestions were proposed to foster
preservice teachers’ learning to teach. First, mentors and university supervisors may
build a communication channel in order to help preservice teachers put their cognition
into practices during their practicum. Second, practicum schools should improve the
contextual factors for the sake of providing preservice teachers a better learning
environment. Third, instructors of preservice training courses should help preservice
teachers acknowledge the possible factors influencing their classroom practices before
they start the practicum. Fourth, teacher education programs may take the following
measures to assist preservice teachers’ professional development: (1) holding regular

meetings to make student teachers aware of their teaching cognition, (2) educating

\Y



student teachers to attend teaching workshops regularly, (3) encouraging student
teachers to join teacher learning communities, and (4) requiring student teachers to

take part in reflection awakening.

Key words: grammar instruction, preservice teachers’ cognition, preservice teachers’

cognition development, preservice teachers’ classroom practices
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CHAPTER ONE INTRODUCTION

Learning to teach is a long-term, complex, developmental process that operates
through participation in the social practices and contexts associated with learning
and teaching. (Freeman & Johnson, 1998, p. 402)

The process of learning to teach is highly complex, which places heavy cognition
and performance demands on preservice teachers (Calderhead & Shorrock, 1997). As
Borko and Putnam (1996) indicated, preservice teachers have to acquire a wide range
of knowledge and skills before they are qualified to enter the teaching profession,
such as classroom management skills, students learning problems, subject matter
knowledge, and other issues of concern to teachers. To prepare preservice teachers to
tackle such complex tasks, researchers have investigated many issues regarding
teacher education and subsequent professional development, such as teacher cognition,
teachers’ knowledge growth, and teachers’ pedagogical development (e.g. Burn,
Hagger, & Mutton, 2003; Cabaroglu & Roberts, 2000; Mattheoudakis, 2007,
Schepens, Aelterman, & Keer, 2007; Shkedi & Laron, 2004). Among these issues, the
importance of teacher cognition has been highlighted (e.g. Clark & Peterson, 1986;
Peterson, Fennema, Carpenter, & Loef, 1989; Shavelson & Stern, 1981).

As scholars have perennially verified, teachers’ classroom practices are guided
by teacher cognition (e.g. Borg, 1999c; Clark & Peterson, 1986; Pajares, 1992;
Richards & Lockhart, 1994; Richardson, 1996; Woods, 1996). Pajares (1992), in
particular, argued that what teachers know, believe, and think may influence their
perceptions and judgments, which in turn affects their behavior in the classroom.
Therefore, understanding teachers’ and preservice teachers’ cognition is essential to
improve their professional preparation and teaching practices (Borg, 2006).

In the field of language education, a bank of studies have investigated teacher
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cognition in various instructional skills (e.g. Chou, 2008; EI-Okda, 2005; Hsu, 2005;
Johnson, 1992b; 1994; Liao, 2004; Peacock, 2001; Phipps & Borg, 2009; Wu, 2002).
Grammar instruction is one of the major topics being discussed (e.g. Andrews, 1999;
2001; 2003b; Borg, 1999b; 2003b; Burgess & Etherington, 2002; Farrell & Lim, 2005;
Hsieh, 2005; Hsu, 2007; Lai, 2004). As Borg (1999a) indicated, grammar instruction
clearly constitutes an ill-defined domain in English language teaching. That is, the
role of grammar teaching itself has generated considerable debate. For example,
research findings suggested that no consensus has been reached concerning whether
teachers’ grammar instruction facilitates students’ language learning (e.g. Brown,
2007; Celce-Murcia, 1991; Ellis, 2006; Nassaji & Fotos, 2004; Swan, 2002).
Moreover, more than twenty years of studies have failed to yield certain guidelines for
grammar instruction methodology (Borg, 1999a; Ellis, 1994). When, what and how to
implement grammar instruction have been argued by researchers (e.g. Doughty &
Williams, 1998; Ellis, 2002; 2004; 2006; Larsen-Freeman, 2001; 2002; Lightbown,
1998; Williams & Evans, 1998). With this concern, Borg (1999a) proposed that
investigating how teachers and preservice teachers resolve the many uncertainties that
surround their own grammar teaching can help us understand the nature of teachers’

theories in English teaching.

Background of the Study
To improve Taiwanese students’ English language proficiency, the Ministry of
Education of Taiwan (MOE) has promoted the Communicative Language Teaching
(CLT) approach in English classrooms in junior and senior high schools since the
English curriculum reform was promulgated in 2001. Contrasted with traditional
English teaching and learning which emphasize learners’ knowledge of grammatical

features, CLT focuses on developing students’ ability of using language appropriately
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in context (Savignon & Wang, 2003). As indicated by Brown (2007), activities in CLT
classrooms help students develop communicative competence, and students are
encouraged to interact with others. Under the CLT principles, linguistic features
should be taught in the context in which learners’ primary focus is on meaningful
communication (Canale & Swain, 1980).

Yet, the implementation of CLT has encountered certain challenges in Taiwan
because of the discrepancy between traditional English teaching and CLT (Cheng,
2002; Savignon & Wang, 2003). One of the central problems is that the inconsistency
between teachers’ perceptions of CLT and their actual in-class behaviors is revealed
due to the difficulties teachers have had in defining and redefining their roles in CLT
classrooms (Sato & Kileinsasser, 1999). To put it differently, English language
education in Taiwan has been dominated by textbook-oriented, teacher-centered, and
grammar-translation methods with great emphasis on rote memory in the past three
decades (Rao, 2002), which differs from the communicative teaching approach. It has
been found that while English teachers spoke highly of CLT, in their practices, they
resorted to traditional grammar teaching (Hsu, 2007). This stance echoed Thornbury’s
(1998) viewpoint, suggesting that many English teachers in ESL and EFL contexts
have never abandoned a grammar-driven approach though CLT has been promoted as
the mainstream in language education.

In addition to the above dilemmas and challenges, ESL/EFL English language
teachers may encounter other difficulties identified in previous literature when they
try to implement CLT approach in grammar instruction. Such difficulties can be
attributed to the influence of preservice teachers’ prior schooling experiences (e.g.
Freeman, 1992; Kennedy, 1990), students’ various learning needs (e.g. Graden, 1996;
Johnson, 1992a, Richards, 1996), teaching contexts (e.g. Andrews, 2003b; Farrell &

Lim, 2005), and mentors’ influence (e.g. Liu, 2005), among others. If language
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teachers’ primary duty is to educate the next generation, it is paramount for
researchers around the world to explore what ESL/EFL teachers’ grammar teaching

cognition is and how they actually teach grammar in CLT classrooms.

Statement of the Problem

Considering the potential connection between teacher cognition and practices,
researchers have explored the relationship between teacher cognition and practices
regarding grammar instruction (e.g. Borg, 1999b; 2003b; Hsieh, 2005; Hsu, 2007; Lali,
2004; Phipps & Borg, 2009). Although previous studies have investigated the essence
of language teachers’ cognition in grammar teaching and its relationship to
instructional practices, more complete descriptive studies are limited in ESL or EFL
contexts (Borg, 1999b). In Taiwan, despite the fact that some relevant studies have
been carried out (e.g. Hsieh, 2005; Hsu, 2007; Lai, 2004), participants in these studies
were inservice or experienced EFL teachers. Preservice EFL teachers’ cognition of
grammar instruction has heretofore been neglected, let alone how they develop that
cognition, and how they teach grammar in real classrooms.

In addition, a review of the literature on language teacher cognition and practices
regarding grammar instruction shows that most of the previous studies relied on
interview and observation data collected exclusively from language teachers to
construct the research findings (e.g. Borg, 1998b; 1999c; 2001; 2005; Farrell & Lim,
2005; Hsieh, 2005). That is, the extant research findings were concluded based on
limited data collection methods and a single data source (i.e. language teachers).

Therefore, this study attempts to investigate preservice EFL teachers’ cognition
and practices toward grammar instruction, which is conspicuously absent in the
literature. To enhance the validity as well as to remove the single voice from teachers’

perspectives, this study is designed to draw a more descriptive, if not complete,
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picture of preservice EFL teachers’ learning to teach grammar by employing multiple

data collection methods and involving multiple stakeholders’ perspectives.

Purpose of the Study and Research Questions
In broad terms, this study aims to investigate preservice EFL teachers’ cognition
and practices regarding grammar instruction in Taiwanese junior high schools. This
investigation in particular is concerned with these preservice teachers’ cognition
development, the relationship between their cognition and grammar teaching practices,
and the possible factors influencing these preservice teachers’ classroom practices as
well. It is expected that the findings of this study can contribute to a more descriptive
understanding of how these preservice teachers develop their cognition about
grammar instruction and how they teach grammar in real classrooms.
The present study hence begins to address the following research questions:
1. What is preservice EFL teachers’ cognition about grammar instruction before and
after their practicum in junior high schools?
2. What changes, if any, occur in preservice EFL teachers’ cognition about
grammar instruction over their practicum in junior high schools?
3. How do preservice EFL teachers conduct grammar instruction in real classroom
settings during their practicum in junior high schools?
4. To what extent does preservice EFL teachers’ cognition correspond to their
instructional practices on grammar instruction in junior high schools?
5.  What are the factors influencing the consistency of preservice EFL teachers’

cognition and their instructional practices on grammar instruction?



Definition of Terms

The terms used throughout this thesis are defined as follows:
1. Teacher cognition

Based on Kagan’s (1990) definition, teacher cognition in this study refers to
“pre- or inservice teachers’ self-reflections; beliefs and knowledge about teaching,
student, and content; and awareness of problem-solving strategies endemic to
classroom teaching” (p. 419).

2. Preservice teachers’ cognition development

According to Sendan and Roberts (1998), preservice teachers’ cognition
development is defined as “a process in which new information and new experiences
lead student teachers to add to, reflect upon and restructure their ideas in a progressive,
complex and non-linear way, leading towards clearer organization of their personal
theories into thematically distinct clusters of ideas” (p. 241). Therefore, preservice
teachers’ cognition development is not a simple process of compiling new ideas
(Sendan & Roberts, 1998).

3. Grammar teaching (i.e. form-focused instruction)

The definition of grammar teaching in this study is based on Ellis’ (2006)
definition. According to Ellis (2006), grammar teaching “involves any instructional
technique that draws learners’ attention to some specific grammatical forms in such a
way that it helps them either to understand it metalinguistically and/or process it in
comprehension and/or production so that they can internalize it” (p. 84).

4. Communicative Language Teaching (CLT)

Based on the principles proposed by Brown (2007), classroom goals for CLT
focus on all of the components (i.e. grammatical, discourse, functional, sociolinguistic,
and strategic) of communicative competence; hence, the purpose of classroom

activities is to help students develop the ability to communicate in real-life situations.
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Fluency and accuracy are the complementary principles underlying communicative
techniques. Besides, in the CLT classrooms, students are encouraged to construct
meaning through interaction with others and are given chances to focus on their own
learning process (Brown, 2007).
5. Instructional practices

In the current study, instructional practices mean preservice EFL teachers’
grammar instruction in real language classrooms over their semester-long practicum

in public or private junior high schools.

Significance of the Study

This study has great potential to provide a more descriptive investigation on
preservice EFL teachers’ cognition and instructional practices toward grammar
instruction in junior high schools. Also included are these preservice teachers’
cognition development, the relationship between these preservice teachers’ cognition
and their practices, and the possible factors influencing their practices. This study is
significant in both the pedagogical and research fields.

In the pedagogical field, this study contributes in two dimensions. First, it has
been suggested that research on teacher cognition can engage teachers in a form of
reflective learning, by making teachers aware of the psychological bases of their
classroom practices (Clark & Lampert, 1986). The preservice teachers participating in
this study were given the opportunities to examine their own grammar teaching
cognition and practices and further to probe the convergence and divergence between
their cognition and practices. In so doing, the preservice teachers had a chance to
reflect on both their cognition and their teaching and possibly to improve their
teaching profession. Second, the results of this study have the potential to reveal the

possible factors causing inconsistencies in or differences between preservice EFL
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teachers’ cognition and practices. If any discrepancies occur, it may suggest that
preservice EFL teachers encountered problems or difficulties as they were teaching
grammar in language classrooms. Hence, the present study can reflect the current state
of English teaching education courses in Taiwan and provide suggestions to the field.
Regarding the research field, this study may contribute to fill in the gap of extant
literature. As previously mentioned, studies on teacher cognition and practices relating
to grammar teaching in Taiwan have focused primarily on inservice teachers, and
preservice EFL teachers’ perspectives have been neglected. This study therefore can
serve as a reference in this field. Furthermore, this study employs multiple data
collection methods and gathers multiple perspectives derived from preservice EFL
teachers as well as their mentors and students. In so doing, the research results would
be more valid compared to previous studies which relied on observation and interview

data collected solely from language teachers.



CHAPTER TWO REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Teacher cognition has received much research attention in the field of general
education over the past three decades. By the beginning of the 1970s, researchers had
come to understand that teaching was a thoughtful behavior and teachers were active
thinking decision-makers who processed diverse information in the classroom (Borg,
2006). Following the notion that knowledge and beliefs exert a strong influence on
human action, it has been suggested that understanding the ways teachers think would
shed lights on the processes of teaching and learning (Borg, 2006; Calderhead, 1996;
Clark & Peterson, 1986). This perspective has attracted researchers’ attention in the
fields of teacher cognition and teacher instructional practice.

As mentioned in Chapter One (see p. 6), teacher cognition is defined as
preservice or inservice teachers’ beliefs, knowledge, and awareness about teaching,
students, and problem-solving strategies embedded in the teaching context (Kagan,
1990). It is commonly held that teacher cognition is an umbrella term which is
composed of teachers’ knowledge and teachers’ beliefs (Calderhead, 1996).
Respectively, teachers’ beliefs are *“teachers’ attitudes about education—about
schooling, teaching, learning, and students” (Pajares, 1992, p. 316), while teachers’
knowledge is taken to represent “factual propositions and the understandings that
inform skillful action” (Calderhead, 1996, p. 715).

The purpose of this chapter is to review the research conducted in the field of
teacher cognition. Previous literature in terms of teachers’ beliefs and teachers’
knowledge are parts of the review in order to contribute to a more complete overview
of this research area. Moreover, previous studies reviewed in this chapter are not
delimited in the aspect of preservice teachers. Pertinent studies related to inservice

teachers’ cognition and practices concerning grammar instruction are also included
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due to the limitation of the extant literature about what the preservice teachers thought
and how they taught grammar. The first section reviews research on teacher cognition
and teaching practices in various disciplines. The second section focuses more closely
on studies of language teachers’ cognition about grammar instruction. Finally, the
relationship between language teachers’ cognition and pedagogical practices of

grammar instruction is elaborated.

Research on Teacher Cognition and Teaching Practices
This section comprises four parts. The first part explores the nature of teacher
cognition from two perspectives: features of teacher cognition and the formation of
teacher cognition. The second part reviews the literature regarding the relationship
between teacher cognition and teaching practices. Empirical evidences of
convergence and divergence between teacher cognition and teaching practices are
addressed in the third part. Finally, an overview of the factors influencing the

consistency between teacher cognition and teaching practice is presented.

The Nature of Teacher Cognition

Features and Characteristics of Teacher Cognition

Scholars and researchers have made assumptions and propositions as to the
features and characteristics that teacher cognition encompasses in general (e.g. Borg,
2006; Nespor, 1987; Pajares, 1992). After analyzing the concepts revealed in teacher
cognition research, Borg (2006) suggested a number of characteristics to illustrate the
essence of teacher cognition, including personal, practical, tacit, systematic, and
dynamic systems. According to Borg (2006), teacher cognition can be characterized
as “an often tacit, personally-held, practical system of mental constructs held by

teachers and which are dynamic —i.e. defined and refined on the basis of educational
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and professional experiences throughout teachers’ lives” (p. 35).

In addition, Nespor (1987) identified four features concerning teachers’ beliefs: 1)
existential presumption, 2) alternativity, 3) affective and evaluated aspects, and 4)
episodic storage. According to Nespor, existential presumption represents that
teachers’ belief systems often contain assumptions about the existent or non-existent
entities. For instance, a teacher may believe that a student who does not study hard
will not perform well in his or her school works. Alternativity indicates that teachers’
belief systems sometimes involve a state which significantly differs from the reality.
Teachers, for example, sometimes tend to create an ideal teaching context they have
never encountered as pupils. Affective and evaluative aspects represent that teachers’
belief systems encompass the elements of feelings, emotions, and moods. A teacher’s
emotions and feelings may have an impact on his/her decisions about what part of the
content should be covered, how it should be covered, and how much time should be
expended on it. Finally, episodic storage refers to how teachers attempt to build their
belief systems based on their previous life experiences, both positive and negative.
For example, a teacher may try to build a friendly learning environment which he or
she experienced as a pupil. This feature was acknowledged by Pajares (1992) who
addressed that teachers’ prior experiences have a strong influence on their final
judgments. He further indicated that a belief formed earlier may subsequently affect
the perception and the processing of new information.

In sum, teacher cognition is a mental and dynamic construct. Teachers may
actively define and redefine their own cognition as they accumulate teaching
experience. It is also suggested that the formation of teacher cognition involves
various components, such as prior life experiences and professional experiences,
which may in turn affect teachers’ perceptions of new information and further

influence their classroom practices. In this study, these features were served as the
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basis of analyzing preservice EFL teachers’ grammar teaching cognition.

Formations of Teacher Cognition

Researchers have identified a number of issues influencing the formation of both
inservice and preservice teachers’ cognition (e.g. Cabaroglu & Roberts, 2000;
Calderhead & Shorrock, 1997; Knowlews, 1992; Lortie, 1975; Olson & Singer, 1994;
Richardson, 1996; Tillema, 2000; Wu, 2006). The first issue is teachers’ prior learning
experiences. As suggested by Lortie (1975), teachers’ learning experiences act as an
“apprenticeship of observation,” representing that teachers arrive in teacher education
programs with a set of deep-seated beliefs about the nature of teaching based on their
own experiences as students. Empirically, Olson and Singer (1994) examined two
inservice reading teachers’ beliefs in a secondary school and concluded that teachers’
beliefs were strongly influenced by their prior schooling experiences. For instance,
one of the teachers stated that what she did for students was a reflection of what she
had been taught as a pupil. Similarly, after conducting case studies of four preservice
teachers, Knowles (1992) found that previous learning experiences had an impact on
the preservice teachers’ conceptions about the role of teachers. Likewise, Johnson
(1994) discovered that preservice ESL teachers’ beliefs were based on their images of
their own formal and informal language learning experiences.

The second issue entails the formal knowledge that teachers acquire through
formal education in the subjects they teach. As indicated by Richardson (1996), this
knowledge encompasses teachers’ conceptions or beliefs regarding the subject matter
and how students learn it. The assumption that formal knowledge has an impact on
inservice and preservice teachers’ cognition has been supported by researchers (e.g.
John, 1991; Leinhardt, 1988; Richardson, 1996; Wu, 2006). For example, Wu (2006)

argued that inservice teachers with formal knowledge of their subject matter may have
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beliefs that differ from teachers without this knowledge. Moreover, after observing
the processes of five British preservice teachers’ learning to teach, John (1991) found
that these preservice teachers’ conception about their subject matter had a great
influence on their views of lesson planning.

The third issue is pedagogical knowledge teachers acquire from teacher training
programs. According to Richardson (1996), pedagogical knowledge “relates to the
practice of teaching and includes topics such as classroom management, models of
teaching, and classroom environment” (p. 106). Empirical studies have shown that
pedagogical knowledge and professional training provided by teacher training
programs are considered as a solid base for inservice and preservice teachers’
instructional belief systems (e.g. Cabaroglu & Roberts, 2000; Grossman, 1990;
Grossman & Richert, 1988; Halbach, 2000; Mattheoudakis, 2007; Richardson, 1996).
For example, in Grossman’s (1990) study, the findings revealed that three inservice
teachers who had attended professional courses shared similar views about language
teaching, whereas another three who had no professional training showed widely
different conceptions toward language teaching. In addition, Grossman suggested that
those who had received pedagogical instruction attributed their conceptions to the
input offered by the teacher education programs. Similar evidence was also found in
Mattheoudakis’ (2007) study, in which the major finding indicated that preservice
teachers’ beliefs about learning and teaching in Greece gradually developed after
participating in teacher training programs.

The fourth issue is teachers’ personalities and personal experiences. As indicated
by Richards and Lockhart (1994), a teacher’s personality contributed to the
development of teacher cognition. In their study, for example, one extroverted teacher
with an outgoing personality believed in the use of role play in teaching

conversational skill. According to Richardson (1996), personal experiences, such as
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the understanding of schooling, society, or culture, were believed to have an impact
on the accumulation of inservice and preservice teachers’ cognition. This view was
buttressed by Bullough and Knowles’ (1991) case study which showed that a
participating novice teacher’s metaphor for “teaching as nurturing” came from years
of parenting.

The fifth issue concerns personal reflections. As presented by Calderhead and
Shorrock (1997), regular personal reflection can help teachers to analyze, discuss,
evaluate and change their own practices, to make teachers aware of the contexts in
which they work, and to empower teachers to control over their own professional
development. Studies have shown that personal reflection influences preservice
teachers’ cognitive formation (e.g. Johnston, 1992; Stuart & Thurlow, 2000; Tillema,
2000). For example, to challenge preservice teachers’ long-held beliefs regarding the
nature of mathematics, Stuart and Thurlow (2000) offered various activities to prompt
preservice teacher to reflect on their teaching. A major finding of the study revealed
that the preservice teachers came to consciously understand and re-examine the
effects of their beliefs on the decisions they make about classroom practices.

In addition to the influence issues mentioned above, the formation of teachers’
cognition is also influenced by outside factors, such as school context and students’
expectations. Findings in Pennington and Richards’ study (1977) uncovered that
constricted teaching contexts, such as large class size and lack of classroom discipline,
made inservice and preservice teachers stray away from the beliefs they acquired from
their teacher education programs and adopt a more traditional way of instruction.
Furthermore, Eisenstein-Ebsworth and Schweers (1997) proposed that students’
expectations were viewed as a factor influencing teacher cognition toward grammar
instruction. That is, teachers might alter their instructional activities in reaction to

students’ expectations.
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Finally, specific to preservice teachers, the mentors’ effect has been considered
an important issue of influence in the development of preservice teachers’ cognition
during instructional practicum (e.g. Calderhead & Shorrock, 1997; Nettle, 1998;
Philippou & Charalambous, 2005). As claimed by Calderhead and Shorrock (1997),
mentors are often the primary teachers who offer advice and feedback to preservice
teachers’ teaching practices; furthermore, mentors are the teachers who guide
preservice teachers in identifying the weaknesses in their practices and directing their
teaching. An empirical study conducted by Nettle (1998) revealed that preservice
teachers’ beliefs about teaching changed after a period of practice teaching, and such
changes were influenced by mentors’ beliefs during the practicum. Likewise,
Philippou and Charalambous (2005) reached a similar conclusion, indicating that
mentors could influence the formation of preservice teachers’ cognition in teaching
mathematics through their own teaching style, the feedback they provided to
preservice teachers, and the potential messages they implicitly conveyed to preservice

teachers.

Relationship between Teacher Cognition and Practices

Teachers’ thought processes, knowledge, and beliefs are interrelated in the
process of teaching (Borg, 1999c; Clark & Peterson, 1986; Pajares, 1992; Richards &
Lockhart, 1994; Richardson, 1996; Woods, 1996). To wit, teacher cognition plays an
important role in their visible and observable behaviors. As Clark and Peterson (1986)
found, teacher behavior is influenced and determined by teachers’ thinking process.
Pajares (1992) also argued that the theories teachers hold “influence their perceptions
and judgments, which in turn, affect their behavior in the classroom” (p. 370). In the
field of language education, this notion was reiterated by Richards and Lockhart

(1994) with a more specific statement indicating that “what teachers do is a reflection
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of what they know and believe, and that teacher knowledge and ‘teacher thinking’
provide the underlying framework or schema which guides the teacher’s classroom
actions” (p. 29). Correspondingly, Woods (1996) noted that “teachers ‘interpret’ a
teaching situation in the light of their beliefs about the learning and teaching of what
they consider a second language to consist of; the result of this interpretation is what
the teacher plans for and attempts to create in the classroom” (p. 69). It appears that
teachers’ behaviors in the classrooms are products of their cognition.

Along with the increasing attention to the relationship between teacher cognition
and teaching practices, researchers have addressed the phenomena about how
teachers’ instructional decisions and classroom practices are certainly guided by their
cognition (e.g. Johnson, 1999; Pajares, 1992; Thompson, 1992). Thompson (1992)
claimed that “teachers beliefs appear to act as filters through which teachers interpret
and ascribe meanings to their experiences as they interact with learners and the
subject matter” (pp.138-139). Namely, teacher cognition acts as an important
mediator when teachers conduct their teaching practices (Kangan, 1992; Pajares,
1992). It was further suggested that as soon as teacher cognition is formed, teachers
tend to construct explanations to their cognitions, regardless of whether such
explanations are correct or not (Johnson, 1999; Pajares, 1992). Under this assumption,
teachers usually try to make their own teaching become congruent with their
cognition (Nisbett & Ross, 1980).

The relationship between cognition and teaching practices is neither linear nor
unidirectional though what teachers choose to do in their classroom practices could be
guided by their cognition (Borg, 2006; Clark & Peterson, 1986; Shavelson & Stern,
1981). After reviewing previous studies, Shavelson and Stern (1981) proposed a
conceptual model regarding the relationship between teachers’ thinking, judgments,

decisions, and behavior (see Figure 2.1). In their model, a two-way interaction
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between teacher cognition and classroom practices was revealed. It implied that
teacher cognition was a main source in shaping teachers’ behaviors in classrooms; at
the same time, classroom events were principal elements which shaped teachers’
subsequent cognition (Borg, 2006; Shavelson & Stern, 1981). The interactive
relationship between teacher cognition and practices was acknowledged by Clark and
Peterson (1986) who argued that what teachers think, know, and believe reciprocally
interact with teachers’ actions and behaviors. Borg (2006) further provided an

explanation of the relationship between teacher cognition and classroom practices,

It is not linear because cognitions and practices may not always concur, due to
the mediating influence of contextual factors; and it is not unidirectional because
teachers’ cognitions themselves are shaped in response to what happens in the
classroom. Teaching, then, can be seen as a process which is defined by dynamic
interactions among cognition, context and experience. (p. 275)

To summarize, it is significant to recognize the intimate connection between
teacher cognition and classroom practices if the proposition is true that teachers are
active agents and decision-makers with many techniques at their disposal to help
students reach some goals (Shavelson & Stern, 1981). Understanding both inservice
and preservice teachers’ cognition therefore appears essential to predict and improve

their teaching practices (Pajares, 1992).
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Figure 2.1 Overview of research on teachers’ judgments, decisions and behavior
(Shavelson and Stern, 1981, p. 461)

Convergence and Divergence between Teacher Cognition and Practices

Relying on the strong connection between teacher cognition and teaching
practices, teacher education research has made strides in exploring how teachers’
cognition interacts with their practices. Some researchers have suggested that teacher
cognition and practices can be always consistent (e.g. Johnson, 1992b; Richardson,
Anders, Tidwell, & Lloyd, 1991; Ryu & Spodek, 1996). In the field of general
education, Ryu and Spodek (1996) used interviews and observations to examine the
relationship between three inservice teachers’ beliefs of facilitating children’s peer
relationships and the actions these teachers took to encourage positive peer
interactions. Data analysis revealed that the teachers believed their most important
goal was to help students become socially autonomous. The results further showed a

consistency between what these teachers believed and how they behaved.
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Similar evidence was yielded by Richardson et al’s (1991) study. They employed
interviews and observations to elicit 39 elementary school teachers’ beliefs about the
teaching of reading comprehension and to identify those teachers’ practices toward
reading comprehension instruction. The findings suggested that these teachers’ beliefs
were related to their classroom practices and it was able to predict the teachers’
specific classroom behaviors on the basis of the analyses of their articulated beliefs.
For example, the teachers who believed that teaching vocabulary helped students
comprehend the reading passage inclined to teach vocabulary in classrooms, and those
who thought that oral reading was vital to students’ reading comprehension tended to
read the texts aloud for students in classrooms.

In the field of language education, Johnson’s (1992b) study echoed the above
findings. Employing an instructional protocol, a lesson plan analysis task, a belief
inventory, and classroom observations, Johnson investigated 30 ESL teachers’ beliefs
and practices about L2 learning and teaching which reflected the methodological
divisions of skill-based, rule-based, and function-based approaches toward L2
teaching. The results showed that the majority of participating teachers held clearly
defined beliefs which consistently reflected one of the methodological divisions.
Furthermore, the observation data depicted that the teachers’ classroom practices were
found to be congruent with what they believed. For instance, one of the teachers who
believed in skill-based approaches focused on decoding skills and depended on
fill-in-the-blank and short answer exercises in teaching reading and writing.

Despite the fact that the above studies suggested a consistent relationship
between teacher cognition and practices, other researchers have found discrepancies
between the two (e.g. Chen, 2005; Duffy & Anderson, 1984; Fang, 1996; Graden,
1996; Kennedy & Kennedy, 1996; Nien, 2002). In the field of general education,

Schon (1983) claimed that there is always a difference between what teachers say they
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believe and the ways they behave though the discrepancy between teachers’ beliefs
and practices is not expected. In a similar vein, Duffy and Anderson (1984) noted that
although teachers teaching reading could clearly articulate their cognition about
reading instruction, their teaching practices were actually guided by the nature of
teaching context and classroom environment.

Moreover, in language education, Graden (1996) investigated six experienced
ESL teachers’ beliefs about effective L2 reading instruction. After completing a
comparison between those teachers’ beliefs about reading instruction and their
instructional practices, the researchers found three areas of inconsistency. Specifically,
all six participating teachers believed that 1) reading proficiency was facilitated by
offering students frequent chances for reading practice, 2) the use of the target
language was preferable for reading instruction, and 3) oral reading interfered with
reading comprehension. Yet, in practices, these teachers compromised their beliefs
because of certain student factors. Because of students’ low motivation and
proficiency level, these teachers did not force students to read, and they also increased
the use of L1 and provided students chances for oral reading. This result revealed
strong evidence of the inconsistency between teacher cognition and classroom
practices.

In Taiwan, Chen (2005) and Nien (2002) also provided similar findings to
support the incongruent nature between teacher cognition and their teaching practices
in the EFL context. In Chen’s (2005) study, four EFL junior high teachers’ beliefs and
practices about vocabulary instruction were explored and the findings indicated that
several discrepancies were found between these teachers’ beliefs and their actual
teaching regarding vocabulary instruction. For instance, one of the teachers in the
study believed that students should be asked to look-up new words in the dictionary,

yet none dictionary look-up activity was found in the teacher’s practices. Nien (2002)
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explored an EFL senior high teacher’s beliefs and practices toward CLT and found
three inconsistencies: 1) the participant highly believed in CLT, yet she applied a
mixture of traditional methods in her practices, 2) the participant utilized an average
of 70-80% of English instead of using all English instruction, and 3) the participant
spent a large proportion of time developing students’ basic linguistic ability instead of
focusing on other competences, such as discourse and functional skills.

To sum up, how teachers’ knowledge and beliefs interact with their actual
teaching is a controversial issue in teacher cognition research. The empirical studies
mentioned above showed that the extent of the congruency or discrepancy between
teacher cognition and practices had not received a final conclusion. Yet, the above
studies suggested there is a certain degree of association between teacher cognition
and practices. Furthermore, previous studies which support the view of the
inconsistent nature between teacher cognition and practices have identified specific
factors that may influence teachers’ pedagogical practices. The possible factors

illustrated in previous studies are reviewed in the following section.

Factors Influencing the Convergence between Teacher Cognition and Practices
Due to the complex nature of teaching and teaching contexts, a considerable
number of factors restrict teachers’ instruction as teachers try to execute their
cognition in actual classroom teaching (see Table 2.1 for a summary). In total,
twenty-two factors identified by previous studies are classified into three major
categories, including 1) student learning issues, 2) teachers’ working environment,
and 3) teacher-related issues. The student learning issues are further divided into ten
sub-categories:  proficiency level, motivation/involvement, grade level,
comprehension, learning style, gender, reaction, affective need, special need, and

classroom management. Regarding teachers’ working environment, it can be divided
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into eight sub-categories: teaching schedule, limited instructional hours, limited
resources, large class size, institution expectation, teaching material, school exams,
and mentors’ effect. Teacher-related issues encompass the following sub-categories:
previous teachers’ instruction, prior teaching experience, prior learning experience,
and personality.

First of all, of the ten sub-categories in student learning issues, students’
proficiency levels and motivation were most frequently identified by previous studies.
It is often found that teachers usually teach in different ways to meet students’ diverse
proficiency levels. Teachers also adjust their instructional methods in order to
motivate students. Second, among the eight sub-categories embedded in teachers’
working environment, teaching syllabus, limited instructional hours, and school
exams were the three most often recognized in previous literature. Researchers
believed that teachers change their instructional decisions to promote the progress of
the lesson. Teachers also do not employ certain methods of instruction or perhaps
change their teaching methods in order to accommodate limited instructional hours.
Furthermore, previous research has shown that teachers spend a lot of time
developing students’ basic linguistic ability in order to prepare students for exams and
are unable to actualize their teaching ideal. Third, regarding teacher-related issues,
researchers have suggested that the instruction conducted by previous teachers of the
classes, teachers’ prior learning and teaching experiences, and teachers’ personalities
may create an incongruence between teacher cognition and practices. These four
sub-categories were more relevant to the teachers themselves than the teaching
context and classroom environment. To take one factor as an example, although a
teacher considers a certain teaching method good, he or she might not implement it in
the real class because of his or her personality.

All things considered, previous literature has recognized a variety of factors that
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may prevent teachers from carrying out their stated cognition. To some degree, those
factors reflect the difficulties or problems that teachers encounter in their classroom
practices (Hsu, 2007). ldentifying those difficulties therefore may help researchers
and policy makers recognize the problems embedded in current junior high English
education. Provided that researchers or policy makers acknowledge those difficulties,
they could propose further policies to cope with those problems and promote
educational reform (Fullan, 2007). The above perceived factors recognized by
previous literature were used as a reference to help the present researcher examine the

factors influencing preservice teachers’ practices in high school contexts.

Table 2.1
Factors Influencing the Consistency between Teacher Cognition and Practices
Factors Sources Major Findings

Student learning issues
1. Proficiency level Chang, 2003; Chen, 2005; Chen, Teachers would teach in different

2006; Graden, 1996; Johnson, ways to students with different
1992a; Liao, 2004; Nien, 2002; proficiency levels.
Wu, 2002
2. Motivation/ Bailey, 1996; Chang, 2002; Chen,  Teachers would adjust their teaching
Involvement 2005; Johnson, 1992a; Nien, 2002;  in order to promote students’
Richards, 1996 motivation and involvement.
3. Grade level Chang, 2003; Chen, 2005 Teachers’ perceptions of students’

grade level would make them
change their instruction.

4.  Comprehension Borg, 1998b; Johnson, 1992a Teachers’ considerations about
students’ understanding would make
them change their instructional
decisions.

5. Learning styles Bailey, 1996 Teachers utilize different ways to
teach in order to accommodating
students’ learning styles.

6.  Gender Chang, 2003; Chen, 2005; Teachers would make different
instructional manners as teaching
students with different genders.

7. Reaction Chang, 2003; Chen, 2005; Students’ different reactions make
teachers teach in different ways.
8.  Affective needs Chen, 2005; Johnson, 1992a Teachers’ perceptions of students’

mood would lead them make some
changes in their instruction.

9.  Special needs Feryok, 2008; Hsu, 2005 Teachers’ cognition and practices
might differ significantly because
they’d like to meet students’ needs.

10. Classroom Chen, 2005 Students’ discipline would cause the
management discrepancy between teachers’
cognition and their classroom
practices.
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Table 2.1
Factors Influencing the Consistency between Teacher Cognition and Practices
(Continue)

Factors

Sources

Major Findings

Teachers’ working
environment

1.  Teaching schedule  Andrews, 2003b; Bailey, 1996; Teachers would change their
Johnson, 19923; Lee, 2008; Nien, instructional decisions in order to
2002; Richards, 1996, Wu, 2002 match the progress of the lesson.
2. Limited Chang, 2003; Chen, 2004; Farrell &  Time constraints would distort
instructional hour Lim, 2005; Hsu, 2005; Hsu, 2007; teachers’ articulated cognition and
Liao, 2004; Liao, 2003; Nien, 2002 make them act contrary to their
idealized perspectives.

3. Limited resources  Chang, 2003; Feryok, 2008 Schools’ limited resources would
force teachers to change their
instructions.

4.  Large class size Chang, 2001; Hsu, 2005; Liao, 2004;  Large class size (more than 40

Liao, 2003; Nien, 2002 students) would prevent teachers
from carrying out their espoused
cognition.

5. Institution Feryok, 2008 Institutional expectations would

expectations lead teachers stray from their ideal
teaching.

6.  Teaching materials  Andrews, 2003b; Chen, 2005; Hsu, Teachers’ teaching practices would

2007 be deeply influenced by the
content and sequences of the
textbook used in the schools.

7. School exams/tests ~ Andrews, 2003b; Chang, 2001; Teachers had to spend a lot of time

Chang, 2003; Chen, 2005; Feryok, developing students’ basic

2008; Hsu, 2005; Liao, 2003; Nien, linguistic ability in order to

2002; Wu, 2002 prepare them to pass the entrance
exams, which prevented teachers
from carrying out their ideal
teaching.

8.  Mentors’ effect Rajuan, Beijaard, & Verloop, 2008; Mentors’ influence made student

Liu, 2005

teachers stray from their ideal
teaching.

Teacher-related issues

1.  Previous teachers”  Chang, 2003 Teachers’ practices may be
instruction influenced by previous teachers’
instruction of the classes.
2. Prior teaching Hsu, 2007 Teachers’ prior teaching
experience experiences would make teachers
enact from different orientations.
3. Prior learning Bailey et al., 1996; Freeman, 1992; Teachers’ practices would
experience Kennedy, 1990 influenced by the models they
have learned as pupils.
4.  Personality Chen, 2004 Teachers’ personality would

hinder teachers from carrying out
their cognition.
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Language Teachers’ Cognition in Grammar Instruction
In the field of language education, researchers have shown interest in teacher
cognition on grammar instruction (e.g. Borg, 1999a, 2003a; 2003b, 2006; Burgess &
Etherington, 2002; Chandler, 1988; Eisenstein-Wbsworth & Schweers, 1997). The
extant studies are reviewed in the following two sections. The first section describes
the research conducted outside Taiwan (see Table 2.2 for a summary). Then, studies
conducted in Taiwan are examined in the second section (see Table 2.3 for a

summary).

Studies Conducted outside Taiwan

An early study of teacher cognition about grammar instruction was conducted by
Chandler (1988) who used a questionnaire to investigate 50 English teachers’
cognition about grammar teaching. The results of the study showed that 84 percent of
the teachers taught grammar in classrooms and the majority of them claimed that the
formation of their grammatical knowledge was influenced by their language learning
experiences at schools. In addition, based on the teachers’ responses to questions
about the importance of knowing about grammar for their work, Chandler concluded
that these teachers have insufficient awareness toward the role that grammatical
knowledge plays in all aspects of their work.

Eisenstein-Ebsworth and Schweers (1997) used questionnaires to investigate 60
university ESL teachers’ grammar teaching cognition in New York and Puerto Rico.
Among those teachers, eight received the post-hoc interviews. Results of the study
revealed that the majority of teachers in both groups felt grammar should be taught. A
closer examination of the results showed that teachers from Puerto Rico were more in
favor of conscious grammar instruction than teachers in New York. Moreover,

teachers in Puerto Rico tended to use more traditional approaches in grammar
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instruction. Finally, teachers in the study recognized that both curriculum design and
students’ expectations could influence their attitudes towards grammar instruction.

In a case study, Borg (1999a) employed interviews to examine two EFL teachers’
cognition about grammar instruction in Malta. Similar to Eisenstein-Ebsworth and
Schweers’ (1997) study, teachers in this study appreciated the important role of
grammar instruction in language teaching because they believed that grammar
practices could consolidate students’ understanding of grammar and offer teachers
diagnostic information about students’ needs. Besides, students’ expectations and the
errors made by students were viewed as the two factors influencing these teachers’
decisions in the content of grammar teaching. Furthermore, the teachers thought that
learning grammar by discovery and exposition tasks was more effective than learning
by deductive approach.

Burgess and Etherington (2002) used a questionnaire to investigate 48 British
university teachers’ cognition towards the role of grammar and grammar teaching
within English for Academic Purpose (EAP) programs. Primary findings showed that
these teachers viewed grammar as an important role in language classrooms because
grammar instruction helped students produce grammatically correct language. In
contrast to Borg’s (1999a) study, over 90 percent of the teachers thought that their
students were fond of the explicit grammar instruction. In order to meet students’
expectations, the majority of teachers taught grammar explicitly. Moreover, student
variables were found to have certain influence on teachers’ cognition about
appropriate grammar teaching approaches.

In Singapore, Chia (2003) used questionnaires to investigate 96 primary school
teachers’ perspective toward grammar instruction. Similar to Burgess and
Etherington’s (2002) findings, the major result showed that the teachers preferred to

use formal instruction on the basis of explicit and deductive teaching. Furthermore,
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teachers in the study also thought that drilling played a central role when teachers
conducted grammar instruction.

To sum up, the above studies have exhibited several similarities. First,
questionnaires and interviews were the major instruments used to investigate language
teachers’ cognition about grammar instruction. Second, the majority of participating
teachers held positive attitudes toward grammar instruction because they believed that
grammar instruction could offer teachers the diagnostic information about students’
needs and help students produce grammatically correct language. Third, the teachers’
cognition about grammar teaching seemed to be influenced by certain factors,
including 1) students’ learning expectations, 2) curriculum design, 3) errors made by
students, and 4) students’ variables. In addition to the commonalities, yet, the
teachers’ cognition on the appropriate approaches to grammar instruction differed
widely. Some teachers in above studies said that discovery and implicit learning was
effective in learning grammar, while others believed that teachers should teach

grammar explicitly in order to meet students’ expectations.

Table 2.2

Summary of Previous Studies on Teacher Cognition Conducted outside Taiwan
Source Participants Major findings
Chandler (1988) 50 teachers of 1. 84% of the teachers taught grammar in
To investigate English in the UK schools.
teachers’ knowledge 2. The teachers’ main source of grammatical
about grammar knowledge was from their own language
teaching learning experiences at schools.

3. The teachers have insufficient awareness
toward the role that grammatical knowledge
plays in all aspects of their work.
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Table 2.2

Summary of Previous Studies on Teacher Cognition Conducted outside Taiwan

(Continue)

Source

Participants

Major findings

Eisenstein-Wbsworth
& Schweers (1997)
To explore teachers’
perspective on
conscious grammar
instruction

60 university teachers
of ESL in New York
and Puerto Rico

1. A majority of the teachers felt grammar
should be taught sometimes.

2. Puerto Rico teachers were more in favor of
grammar teaching than teachers from New
York.

3. Puerto Rico teachers tended to conduct more
traditional approaches in grammar teaching.

4.  Both curriculum design and students’
expectations influenced the teachers’
attitudes towards grammar instruction.

Borg (1999a)

To investigate
teachers’ theories in
grammar teaching and
based on the findings
to provide strategies
for teacher
development

2 EFL teachers in
Malta

1.  The teachers held positive attitudes toward
grammar instruction.

2. Students’ expectations and the errors made
by students were the factors influencing the
teachers’ decisions in the content of
grammar teaching.

3. The teachers believed that grammar should
be learned by discovery and exposition
tasks.

Burgess &
Etherington (2002)
To delve into teachers’
perspectives on
grammar teaching

48 teachers of
English for Academic
Purposes (EAP) in
the UK

1.  The teachers showed positive attitudes
toward grammar instruction.

2. The teachers felt grammar instruction helped
students produce grammatically correct
language.

3. The majority of teachers tended to teach
grammar explicitly in order to meet
students’ expectations.

4. The teachers’ awareness of student variables
was the main factor influencing their views
about appropriate grammar teaching
approaches.

Chia (2003)

To probe teachers’
beliefs about grammar
instruction

96 primary teachers
in Singapore

The teachers preferred to teach grammar based on
explicit and deductive teaching, and drilling was
the most used method.
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Studies Conducted in Taiwan

As to the critical role undertaken by teacher cognition in grammar instruction in
EFL context, Chen (2000) and Lai (2004) conducted similar studies in Taiwan. Chen
(2000) used a questionnaire to examine 20 senior high school English teachers’ beliefs
about grammar instruction. Teachers in the study acknowledged the importance of
grammatical rules in language learning, yet they did not agree with the view that
grammar instruction should be the center of English learning. These teachers also
thought that grammar rules should be illustrated and taught in a systematic way.
Moreover, the teachers tended to adopt both traditional grammar-translation method
and communicative language teaching approach reciprocally because they
emphasized both native-like grammatical accuracy and fluency in language use.
Regardless of the similarities among these teachers’ beliefs, the teachers held
disparate views about whether students should memorize grammatical rules. Chen
(2000) inferred that those who agreed with the memorization of grammar rules might
have considered the fact that students need to be prepared for the unified university
entrance exam.

Similarly, Lai (2004) adopted a four-point Likert scale questionnaire to explore
199 junior and senior high English teachers’ beliefs about grammar instruction.
Among the participants, ten were randomly selected to receive a semi-structured
telephone interview. Findings revealed that the teachers considered the crucial role
that grammar played in English classrooms, but they did not consider grammar
instruction as the sole focus in their classrooms. Moreover, those teachers were fond
of the traditional teaching methods, such as explicit, deductive, and repetitive
practices. Also, the teachers believed that the use of students’ mother tongue (i.e.
Chinese) in teaching grammar should depend on students’ proficiency levels. If

students’ language proficiency levels are low, the teachers will use Chinese as the
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main medium in their grammar instruction. Furthermore, these teachers have shown
differing views on the use of grammatical terminology in language classrooms. Junior
high teachers in the study disagreed with the use of grammatical terminology in
teaching grammar, while senior high teachers strong support for it. Those who favored
the use of grammatical terminology believed that using terminology could save time
by showing students what teachers were referring to. Finally, contextual factors, such
as preparing students for taking entrance exams and students’ expectations, were
found to be the factors influencing these teachers’ cognition in grammar teaching.
From the abovementioned studies, it can be found that most of the inservice
teachers in Taiwan held positive attitude toward the role that grammar instruction
played in English learning and teaching. Basically, they believed that teaching
grammar in classes could help students improve their English reading and writing
competences. However, they disagreed with the view of grammar instruction as
central to English learning. Entrance exams were considered as the major factor
influencing these teachers’ cognition in grammar instruction. With regard to how they
could prepare their students for unified entrance exams, the teachers possessed
different views on specific issues, such as the necessity of memorizing grammatical
rules. Finally, although the Ministry of Education (MOE) had advocated
communicative language teaching in English classrooms in Taiwan for many years,
the majority of English teachers still considered the traditional grammar translation

method as their priority of language instruction.
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Table 2.3

Summary of Previous Studies on Teacher Cognition Conducted in Taiwan

Source Participants Major findings

Chen (2000) 20 senior high school 1.  The teachers acknowledged the importance
To investigate English teachers of grammatical rules.

teachers’ beliefs 2. The teachers held conflicting views on

towards grammar
instruction

whether students should memorize grammar
rules.

The teachers adopted both traditional
grammar translation method and CLT
approach.

The teachers stressed both fluency and
accuracy in language use.

Lai (2004) 199 junior and senior 1.

To examine teachers’ high English teachers

beliefs about grammar 2.

teaching

The teachers held positive attitudes toward
grammar instruction.

Teachers in the study were fond of
traditional teaching approaches.

The teachers believed that the use of
students’ mother tongue in teaching
grammar should depend on students’
proficiency levels.

Junior high teachers in the study disagreed
with the use of grammatical terms as
teaching grammar, while senior high
teachers agreed with it.

Entrance exam pressure, students’
expectations and teaching materials were the
factors influencing the teachers’ cognition in
grammar teaching.

Relationship between Language Teachers’ Cognition and Practices in Grammar

Instruction

Researchers have explored the relationship between teacher cognition and

teaching practices regarding grammar

instruction on the basis of their

acknowledgment of the importance of grammar instruction in English teaching (e.g.

Borg, 1999b; 1999c; 2001; 2005; Chung, 2008; Farrell & Lim, 2005; Hsieh, 2005;

Hsu, 2007; Lee, 2008). The pertinent studies are reviewed in the following two

sections. The first section reviews the research conducted outside Taiwan (see Table

2.4 for a summary). Then, studies conducted in Taiwan are examined in the second

section (see Table 2.5 for a summary).
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Studies Conducted outside Taiwan

In the field of research on the relationship between teacher cognition and
pedagogical practices, Borg was one of the influential researchers who underscored
the importance of teacher cognition on grammar instruction (Chung, 2008; Hsieh,
2005). Borg (1999b) explored five EFL teachers’ cognition and teaching practices
regarding grammar teaching in Malta. Employing interviews and observations, Borg
discovered that grammar teaching was a “multi-faceted decision-making process” (p.
25). Teachers in the study needed to consider a variety of relevant issues with regard
to teaching grammar, such as the structure of grammar lessons, the presentation of
grammatical rules, and students’ error treatment. Another finding was that the teachers
blended inductive and deductive grammar teaching approaches based on specific
instructional factors. For instance, one teacher in the study was in favor of
encouraging students to discover the grammatical rules by themselves, yet sometimes
the teacher directly explained the rules when he felt students were unable to reach the
conclusions on their own. Moreover, results further indicated that the teachers’
decisions in grammar instruction were influenced by their conflicting cognition. One
of the teachers, for example, felt that grammar played a central role in students’
English learning; however, the teacher taught grammar rarely because he felt insecure
and perplexed at his own knowledge about grammar and was afraid he would not be
able to answer students’ questions.

In the same year, Borg (1999c) used unstructured classroom observations and
semi-structured interviews to examine teacher cognition and classroom practices in
the use of grammatical terminology. Findings in this study revealed that the teachers’
decisions and pedagogical practices about the use of grammatical terms were
influenced by the interaction among experiential, cognitive, and contextual factors.

Specifically, three main factors were found to influence the teachers’ use of

32



grammatical terms in classrooms, including 1) teachers’ educational and professional
experiences, 2) teachers’ cognition about students’ knowledge of the grammatical
terms, and 3) specific instructional contexts. To take one of the factors as an example,
students’ questions about grammar promoted the teachers to use grammatical
terminology; on the other hand, such terminology was avoided when the teachers
realized that students were confused by the explanation.

In two related studies, Borg (2001; 2005) further investigated the impact of
teachers’ knowledge about grammar® (KAG) on their classroom practices. Findings
from the two studies yielded a similarity: the teachers’ self-perception of their
knowledge about grammar had an impact on their instructional practices. For instance,
one of the teachers was consciously aware of her knowledge about grammar, and she
constantly engaged in developing it (Borg, 2005). Relying on this self-perception, the
teacher regularly involved students in open, analytical discussions of grammar. In
contrast, another teacher perceived the limitations of his knowledge about grammar,
so his grammar instruction was infrequent and always pre-planned.

In Singapore, Farrell and Lim (2005) employed interviews and observations in
exploring two primary school teachers’ beliefs and practices about grammar teaching.
Results revealed some divergences between teachers’ stated beliefs and their
pedagogical practices. Contextual factors and teachers’ preference for traditional
grammar instruction were the key factors influencing the convergence between these
teachers’ beliefs and practices. For example, both of the participants claimed that
many of their classroom instructional decisions were influenced not only by their
beliefs but also by limited instructional hours. Another example was that both teachers

indicated that they were enthusiastic about alternative methods of grammar instruction.

! Based on Borg (2005), teachers’ knowledge about grammar is defined as “the collection of attitudes
towards and knowledge about English grammar which teachers possess” (p. 235).
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However, because of their strong emotional attachment to traditional grammar
teaching and learning methods, the teachers continued to employ traditional grammar
teaching approaches in their English classrooms. Such findings echoed those in Borg
(1999c; 2001; 2005), which suggested that teachers’ instructional practices were
influenced by their cognition and instructional contexts.

Likewise, Lee (2008) employed a questionnaire to explore 35 inservice
secondary school ESL teachers’ beliefs toward grammar teaching in Hong Kong;
three of the teachers received post-hoc interviews and observations. Teachers in the
study thought form-focused instruction, form-focused feedback and grammar practice
were important to students’ linguistic development. To a large extent, the teachers’
beliefs about grammar teaching were reflected in their instructional practices. For
example, one of the teachers who believed that students could benefit more from
inductive learning introduced some discovery learning into his grammar teaching. In
spite of some consistencies, this study disclosed that sometimes the teachers might not
carry out their stated beliefs about grammar teaching in their practices due to the
restraints of contextual factors, such as teaching syllabus and learners’ preferences.

In a nutshell, observations and interviews were the two main instruments
employed by studies mentioned above. These studies suggested that the teachers’
classroom decisions and pedagogical practices regarding grammar teaching were
influenced by the following factors: 1) the interaction between teachers’ educational
and professional experiences, 2) teachers’ cognition toward students’ knowledge
about grammar, 3) teachers’ self-perception of their knowledge about grammar, and 4)

contextual factors, such as limited instructional hours and teaching syllabus.
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Table 2.4

Summary of Previous Studies on Relationship between Teacher Cognition and
Practices Conducted outside Taiwan

Source

Participants

Major findings

Borg (1999b)

To explore teachers’
cognition and teaching
practices about
grammar teaching

5 EFL teachers in
Malta

1.

Grammar teaching was a multi-faceted
decision-making process.

The participating teachers blended inductive
and deductive grammar teaching approaches
relying on specific instructional factors.

The teachers’ decisions in grammar
instruction were influenced by their
conflicting cognition.

Borg (1999c)

To examine teachers’
cognition and
classroom practices in
the use of grammatical
terminology

4 EFL teachers in
Malta

The teachers’ decisions and practices about the use
of grammatical terminology were influenced by an
interacting range of experiential, cognitive, and
contextual factors.

Borg (2001)

To delve into teachers’
self-perceptions and
practices in teaching
grammar

2 EFL teachers in
Malta

The teachers’ self-perception of their knowledge
about grammar had an impact on their
instructional practices.

Borg (2005)
To probe the impact of

2 EFL teachers in
Malta and Hungry

The teachers’ awareness of their own knowledge
about grammar had an impact on their classroom

teachers’ knowledge practices.

about grammar on

their classroom

practices

Farrell & Lim (2005) 2 experienced 1.  There were divergences between the

To examine teachers’
beliefs and practices

primary school
teachers in Singapore

teachers’ stated beliefs and their classroom
practices.

about grammar 2. Contextual factors and teachers’ preference
teaching for traditional grammar instruction were the
factors influencing these teachers’ practices.
Lee (2008) 35 inservice 1. The teachers thought form-focused
To investigate secondary school instruction, form-focused feedback and
teachers’ beliefs and ESL teachers in Hong grammar practice were important to
practices in terms of Kong; 3 of them students’ linguistic development.
grammar instruction received post-hoc 2. Most participating teachers’ beliefs about
interviews and grammar teaching were reflected in their
observations practices.
3. Contextual factors sometimes prevented the

teachers from carrying out their stated
beliefs in their practices.
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Studies Conducted in Taiwan

Following the trend of the above studies, a few researchers have started to
examine the relationship between teacher cognition and practices in Taiwan (e.g.
Chung, 2008; Hsieh, 2005; Hsu, 2007). Hsieh (2005) explored four junior high school
English teachers’ beliefs and practices about grammar instruction. Employing
classroom observations and in-depth interviews, Hsieh concluded that all the
participants believed in using self-made handouts and reference books to supplement
the grammatical concepts which were ignored in the textbooks. Furthermore, these
teachers believed that it would save teachers a lot of time and facilitate students’
grammar learning by teaching grammar deductively, combining grammar teaching
with other teaching activities, and providing students opportunities to use grammar.
The teachers also thought that making students familiar with grammatical terminology
could enhance students’ English learning and prompt them to analyze the target
language on their own. In pedagogical practices, six strategies used by these teachers
included: 1) deductive teaching, 2) combining teaching activities, 3) giving students
chances to use grammar, 4) mentioning grammatical terms, 5) comparing English and
Chinese grammar, and 6) cooperative learning. After comparing teachers’ beliefs and
their behaviors in classes, Hsieh claimed that teachers’ beliefs were highly consistent
with their classroom practices.

In her large-scale study, Chung (2008) used a questionnaire and post-hoc
interviews to investigate 142 senior high school EFL teachers’ beliefs about grammar
instruction, their classroom practices, and the relationship between the two. In
agreement with Hsieh (2005), the findings suggested that these teachers underscored
the importance of grammar instruction even though they did not fully agree with the
current grammar teaching (i.e. traditional grammar teaching approach). The teachers

had little choice but to accept the current grammar instruction because of the limited
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instructional hours and the pressure of preparing students for entrance exams. These
teachers also believed that grammar teaching should not occupy most of the
instructional hours and should be taught after students have read or listened to the
article in the lesson. Finally, these teachers thought the content of grammar teaching
should depend on students’ proficiency levels and materials. As for pedagogical
practices, the teachers employed an analytic approach, used grammatical terms and
Chinese most of the time in their grammar instruction. Comparing teachers’ beliefs
and their practices, Chung concluded that teachers’ practices in grammar teaching
tended to reflect their beliefs. To a large extent, findings of this study were in
agreement with those in Hsieh (2005).

A similar study was conducted by Hsu (2007) who examined two junior high
school English teachers’ beliefs and practices about grammar instruction and the
potential factors affecting the consistency between teachers’ beliefs and practices. The
major findings showed that these teachers held positive attitudes toward grammar
instruction. Distinct from Chung’s (2008) and Hsieh’s (2005) studies, divergences
were found between the teachers’ articulated beliefs and instructional practices. For
instance, one teacher in the study believed in the use of both inductive and deductive
teaching, yet the teacher used only inductive teaching when she was teaching spoken
and pronunciation instruction. Hsu further concluded that teaching materials, teachers’
teaching experiences, and the limited instructional hours were the three main factors
influencing the relationship between these teachers’ stated beliefs and their practices.

In general, participants in the studies mentioned above were all inservice English
teachers. Findings of the three studies revealed that most of the teachers in Taiwan
had positive attitudes toward grammar instruction in English classrooms, as reflected
in their use of additional materials to help students understand grammatical concepts

that were not covered in the textbook. Moreover, teachers in two of the above studies
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believed that grammar instruction should be taught in a traditional way. In spite of the
similarities, findings among the three studies uncovered a strong sense of difference.
Whereas Hsieh’s (2005) and Chung’s (2008) studies found that teachers’ beliefs were
highly consistent with their classroom practices, Hsu’s (2007) research revealed
divergences between teachers’ beliefs and practices. To recap, no definite conclusion

has been reached regarding how teacher cognition is reflected in their practices in the

extant studies conducted in Taiwan.

Table 2.5

Summary of Previous Studies on Relationship between Teacher Cognition and

Practices Conducted in Taiwan

Source Participants

Major findings

Hsieh (2005) 4 junior high school 1.  The teachers agreed with the use of
To investigate junior English teachers self-made handouts and reference books to
high school English supplement the grammatical concepts not
teachers’ beliefs about covered in their textbooks.
grammar teaching and 2. Teachers in the study held positive belief in
its relationship to their teaching grammar deductively.
practices 3. These teachers’ beliefs were highly
consistent with their classroom practices.
Hsu (2007) 2 junior high school 1. Teachers in the study held positive attitude
To explore junior high  English teachers to grammar instruction.
school English 2. Divergences between participating teachers’
teachers’ beliefs and cognition and practices existed.
practices concerning 3. Three factors were thought to influence the
grammar teaching and consistency between these teachers’ beliefs
the possible factors and practices: teaching materials, teaching
affecting the experiences, and limited instructional hour.
consistency between
teachers’ beliefs and
practices
Chung (2008) 146 senior high 1.  The participating teachers stressed the
To examine senior school EFL teachers importance of grammar instruction.
high school English from Taipei area 2. These teachers agreed that the content and
teachers’ beliefs and sequence of grammar teaching depended on
practices about students’ proficiency levels and materials.
grammar teaching, and 3. The teachers thought that grammar teaching
the relationship should not occupy most of the instructional
between teachers’ hours and should be taught after students
beliefs and practices have read or listened to the article in lesson.
4.  The teachers adopted explicit and analytic
approaches in their grammar instruction.
5. Teachers in the study used grammatical
terms and Chinese when teaching grammar.
6.  The teachers’ practices in grammar teaching

tended to reflect their beliefs.
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Summary

Based on the studies reviewed above, several conclusions can be drawn to reveal
the essence of teacher cognition, its relationship with teacher practices, and the
possible factors influencing the consistency between teacher cognition and practices.
First, as a mental construct, teacher cognition was believed to be dynamic in that
teachers actively define and redefine their cognition as they accumulate teaching
experiences. It was further suggested that the formation of cognition is a continuing
process for both inservice and preservice teachers. Seven issues seemed to be
influential to the formation of inservice and preservice teacher cognition, including 1)
teachers’ prior learning experiences, 2) teachers’ subject matter knowledge, 3)
teachers’ pedagogical knowledge, 4) teachers’ personality and personal experience, 5)
teachers’ personal reflection, 6) school contexts and students’ expectation, and 7)
mentors’ effect. Second, in step with the development of teacher cognition research,
researchers have identified a close but nonlinear relationship between teacher
cognition and teaching practices. However, the results are still not conclusive while
researchers have been exploring the convergence and divergence between teacher
cognition and practices. Third, a total of twenty-two factors that may prevent teachers
from carrying out their stated cognition in their practices have been recognized by
previous research. It was further suggested that these factors reflect the difficulties or
problems teachers may encounter in their classroom practices.

While the extant studies on teacher cognition and teaching practices about
grammar instruction have started to piece up a general picture, a more complete
descriptive analysis is still needed in EFL contexts (Borg, 1999b). In the previous
studies conducted in Taiwan, the participants were all inservice or experienced high
school teachers. Little attention has been paid to preservice EFL teachers’ cognition

and practices in grammar teaching. To fill the research gap, more relevant work on

39



preservice EFL teachers in Taiwan is essential. Moreover, most previous studies
constructed the research findings based on questionnaires, interviews, or observations
solely collected from language teachers, instead of collecting multiple-data sources
from multiple stakeholders. To remove the single voice from language teachers’
perspectives, this study is designed to employ multiple data collection methods
conducted with various participants who are involved in preservice EFL teachers’

learning to teach grammar in junior high schools.
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CHAPTER THREE METHODOLOGY

This chapter presents the research method applied in the current study. The first
section illustrates the research settings and participants. The mixed-method approach
employed in this study is described in the second section. Data collection methods,
data collection procedures, and data analysis are depicted in the subsequent sections.

Finally, issues regarding the validity of this study are elaborated.

Settings and Participants

The major participants in this study were four female preservice EFL teachers
enrolled in a teacher education program embedded in a private university in central
Taiwan. All of the four participants majored in English and had a Bachelor’s degree.
Their mother tongue is Mandarin Chinese. Within two-year preservice training, the
four participants had finished taking all the required pedagogical courses offered by
the teacher education program, such as educational philosophy, educational
psychology, curriculum design, and TEFL methodology. In particular, based on these
preservice teachers’ descriptions of what they had been taught in TEFL methodology,
these preservice teachers were mainly inculcated with innovative teaching methods,
such as Communicative Language Teaching approach, Whole Language Teaching
approach, Cooperative Learning, among others. During this study, these teacher
subjects were having their semester-long practicum in junior high schools which had a
contract with their teacher education program. Table 3.1 provides these participants’
demographic data in detail.

Of the four participants, two had English teaching experience as tutors or
teachers in cram schools. The duration of their teaching experience was more than six

months. The educational levels of their students ranged from 1% grade to 2" year of
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senior high school, and the students’ English proficiency levels were from basic to

intermediate.

Table 3.1
Demographic Data of the Four Central Participants
Angela Brenda Maggie Sandra
Gender Female Female Female Female
Mandarin Mandarin Mandarin Mandarin
Mother tongue . . . .
Chinese Chinese Chinese Chinese
Previous English teaching
. Yes No Yes No
experience
Duration of previous English  Six months to Six months to
teaching experience one year one year
Teaching experience
g . p Cram school Tutor
description
4™ ~ 6™ year
_ y 2" year of
Previous students’ year level  of Elementary . .
Senior High
school
Previous students’ English .
. Elementary Intermediate
proficiency level
Practicum institution School A School B School B School C

Note. The participants’ names are pseudonyms to protect their confidentiality.

The participants conducted their practicum in two public and one private junior

high schools. Maggie and Brenda were placed at the same school, and Angela and

Sandra were assigned to the different ones. Furthermore, this study recruited

preservice teacher’s four mentors as well as one hundred and thirty-five students

randomly selected from each class taught by the preservice teachers. The mentors

were all inservice teachers who had been teaching English as a foreign language in

different junior high schools in central Taiwan. Two of the mentors had a bachelor’s

degree and the others had a master’s degree. The years of their teaching experience

ranged from three to five years. As for the participating students, forty of them were

grade 9 students, ten were grade 8, and eighty-five were grade 7. Of the one hundred
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and thirty-five students, sixty-five were males and seventy were females. Table 3.2

depicts the number of participants and their participation in data collection.

Table 3.2
The Number of Participants and Their Participation in Data Collection
Preservice EFL Teacher Mentors Students
Number of 4 4 135+

participants

A questionnaire, focus group
Participation in interviews, observations with the Semi-structured
data collection researchers’ fieldnotes, and interviews
stimulated recall interviews
*135 students were recruited from the classes of Maggie (N=20), Angela (N=31), Sandra (N=45), and

Brenda (N=39)

A guestionnaire

Mixed-method Approach

In this study, a mixed-method approach was employed to investigate preservice
EFL teachers’ cognition in grammar teaching, document their instructional practices,
and explore the relationship between the two. According to Creswell (2007), a
mixed-method research design helps researchers understand a research problem by
collecting, analyzing, and mixing quantitative and qualitative methods in a single
study. Combining both quantitative and qualitative methods, the mixed-method
approach provides a better understanding of the research questions than the use of
either method alone (Creswell, 2003; 2007). In a similar vein, Wilson (2009) stated
that instead of using either the qualitative or quantitative methods to conduct
school-based research, researchers could adopt a middle stance to methodology,
namely, a mixed-method approach. The fundamental rationale for employing a
mixed-method approach is that this approach can offset the disadvantages that certain
of the methods have and provide the opportunity for revealing a greater diversity of

divergent views (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003).
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In the current study, multiple data collected from preservice EFL teachers
included a closed-ended questionnaire, focus group interviews, classroom
observations with the researcher’s fieldnotes, and stimulated recall interviews. Also
included were individual interviews conducted with these preservice teachers’
mentors and a survey with their students. To analyze the above multiple data sources,
Creswell’s (2007) triangulation mixed-method design was employed. On the basis of
this design, the results from quantitative and qualitative data were compared to see if
the two databases yield similar or dissimilar findings (Creswell, 2007). That is, the
analysis of the responses to the questionnaire revealing the preservice teachers’
cognition was synthesized or triangulated by the other data sources depicting how

these teacher subjects taught in real classroom settings.

Data Collection Methods
Relying on a mixed-method approach, the data collection methods included a
closed-ended questionnaire, focus group interviews, classroom observations with
researchers’ fieldnotes, and stimulated recall interviews conducted with preservice
EFL teachers. Furthermore, the teacher subjects’ mentors were interviewed
individually and their students were invited to fill in a closed-ended guestionnaire. In

the sections that follow, each data collection method is delineated.

Closed-ended Questionnaires

The advantages of using questionnaires have been identified by researchers (e.g.
Brown, 2007; Seliger & Shohamy, 1989). As Seliger and Shohamy (1989) stated, the
use of the questionnaires makes the data more uniform and standard. Further, because
the questionnaires are gathered in a standardized way, the data are more objective

(Seliger & Shohamy, 1989). Along with adequate development, piloting and
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validation procedures, questionnaires to some extent can be used in examining
language teachers’ cognition in various areas of language teaching (Borg, 2006). As
shown in previous studies, questionnaires have been employed as a direct method to
elicit teachers’ cognition toward grammar teaching (e.g. Borg, 2006; Burgess &
Etherington, 2002; Lai, 2004; Lee, 2008). For example, Burgess and Etherington
(2002) stated that the inclusion of different aspects to grammar instruction within one
closed-ended questionnaire can provide researchers a reasonably realistic view of
language teachers’ cognition in terms of grammar teaching.

In the questionnaire for the preservice EFL teachers, a five-point Likert-scale
was used to explore the preservice teachers’ grammar teaching cognition before and
after their practicum. For raising the accuracy of data description, the numbers in the
Likert-scale ranged from -2 to 2 (i.e. 2= strongly disagree, 1= agree, 0= neutral, -1=
disagree, -2= strongly disagree). Adapted from Lee (2008) and Lai (2004), this
questionnaire contained two parts (see Appendix A and B for details). The first part
documented the preservice teachers’ demographic information including English
teaching experience, duration of teaching experience, and the depiction of teaching
experience. In the second part, fifty statements related to preservice EFL teachers’
cognition of grammar instruction in junior high schools were provided. Five main
categories identified in this questionnaire included (a) role of grammar instruction
(items 1, 6, 11, 16, 21, 26, 31, 36, 41, 45, 49), (b) approach to grammar instruction
(items 2, 7, 12, 17, 22, 27, 32, 37, 42, 46, 48, 50), (c) content of grammar instruction
(items 3, 8, 13, 18, 23, 28, 33, 38, 43, 47), (d) time issue of grammar instruction
(items 4, 9, 14, 19, 24, 29, 34, 39, 44), and (e) grammatical error treatment (items 5,
10, 15, 20, 25, 30, 35, 40). In addition, a total of nineteen subcategories were
contained in these five main categories (see Table 3.3). The participants were asked to

self-rate each item according to how they perceived the statement. To help the
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participants have a better understanding of the descriptions of the items, the

questionnaire was written in Chinese.

Table 3.3
Subcategories Identified in the Questionnaire for Preservice EFL Teachers
Main categories Subcategories / Themes

The importance of grammar instruction in English learning

Role of grammar The importance of four skills (i.e. listening, speaking, reading, writing)

instruction . - .
in English learning
. The use of Chinese as the main medium
. The use of grammatical terms
Approach to . . .
. Applying proactive / reactive approach
grammar o . .
instruction . Providing students with oral practices
. Providing students with repetitive pattern exercises
. Applying deductive / inductive teaching approach
. The number of grammatical rules teachers should teach in a class
Content of session
grammar . The difficulty level of grammatical rules teachers should teach
instruction . Covering relevant rules while teaching a certain grammar
. The decision of the content and sequence in grammar instruction
S . The necessity of teaching grammar in elementary / junior high schools
Time issue of . . . . . . .
rammar . Timing of implementing grammar instruction in English learning
ir?struction . Timing of implementing grammar instruction in one lesson unit

The duration of grammar instruction in junior high schools

Attitude toward grammatical error correction
Timing of providing students with error correction
Applying explicit / implicit error correction

Grammatical error
treatment

The questionnaire conducted with students of the preservice EFL teachers was
also a five-point Likert-scale, ranging from -2 to 2 (i.e. 2= strongly disagree, 1= agree,
0= neutral, -1= disagree, -2= strongly disagree). Adapted from Lee (2008) and Lai
(2004), this questionnaire was used to investigate how the participating students
perceived their preservice teachers’ grammar instruction in classrooms (see Appendix
C and D for details). This questionnaire contained two parts, including students’ basic
demographic information and eighteen items related to preservice EFL teachers’
teaching practices. Four major categories were indentified in this questionnaire: ()
approach to grammar instruction (items 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15, 17), (b) content of
grammar instruction (items 2, 8, 14), (c) time issue of grammar instruction (items 4,

10, 16), and (d) grammatical error treatment (items 6, 12, 18). Moreover, ten

46



subcategories were included in these four categories (see Table 3.4).

Table 3.4

Subcategories ldentified in the Questionnaire for Preservice EFL Teachers’ Students

Main categories

Subcategories / Themes

Approach to grammar
instruction

The use of Chinese as the main medium

The use of grammatical terms

Providing students with oral practices

Providing students with repetitive pattern exercises
Applying deductive / inductive teaching approach

Content of grammar
instruction

The number of grammatical rules teachers should teach in a class
session
Covering relevant rules while teaching a certain grammar

Time issue of
grammar instruction

Timing of implementing grammar instruction in one lesson unit

Grammatical error
treatment

Timing of providing students with error correction
Applying explicit / implicit error correction

Focus Group Interviews

As a kind of interview methods, focus groups encourage participants to interact

with one another by raising questions, exchanging anecdotes, and commenting on

each others’ points of view (Kitzinger & Barbour, 1999). A great number of merits of

using focus group interviews have been recognized by researchers (e.g. Bogdan &

Biklen, 2003; Creswell, 2007; Finch & Lewis, 2003; Kitzinger & Barbour, 1999;

Madriz, 2000; Patton, 2002). Patton (2002) indicated that in focus groups

“[p]articipants tend to provide checks and balances on each other which weeds out

false or extreme views. The extent to which there is a relatively consistent, shared

view can be quickly assessed” (p. 386). Bogdan and Biklen (2003) also stated,

The purpose of using a focus group interview is to stimulate talk from multiple

perspectives from the group participants so that the researcher can learn what

the range of views are, or to promote talk on a topic that informants might not

be able to talk so thoughtfully about in individual interviews. Group

participants can stimulate each other to articulate their views or even to realize
what their own views are. (p. 101)

In responding to each other, participants therefore can reveal more of their own

perspectives on the subject of study (Finch & Lewis, 2003). Moreover, it has been
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claimed that focus groups provide researchers the flexibility to observe the interactive
processes occurring among participants, which usually include spontaneous responses
from the members of the group (Madriz, 2000).

Two focus group interviews were employed in this study in that they were ideal
for exploring people’s experiences, opinions, wishes and concerns (Kitzinger &
Barbour, 1999). In the current study, focus group interview had the potential to help
the present researcher gain a deeper understanding about what the preservice EFL
teachers thought about grammar instruction, how they taught grammar in real
classrooms, and what might be the possible factors influencing their classroom
practices. To help the preservice teachers interact with each other, the present
researcher provided them with five discussion questions during the interviews.
Questions discussed in the two focus group interviews were slightly different in order
to elicit appropriate conversation among the participants at different stages of their
practicum (see Appendices E and F for interview protocols).

Following Bogdan and Biklen’s (1999) suggestions, during the focus group
discussions, the present researcher first made a short introduction to help the
participants know what would be discussed. Then, in order to make participants feel
free to express their ideas, she informed the participants that there were no correct
answers to any of the questions in the group discussions. Furthermore, to encourage
all the participants to share their perspectives, she invited the participant who did not
share her own opinions on an issue to talk more. Basically, each participant had at
least one chance to share her own view on each issue. Both group interviews lasted
approximately thirty-five minutes. The focus group interviews were conducted in

Chinese and audio-recorded for further transcription.
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Non-participant Observations and Fieldnotes

Observation has been characterized as the fundamental and important method in
all qualitative inquiry (Angrosino & Mays de Pérez, 2000; Marshall & Rossman,
1999). By conducting observations, researchers can document and describe complex
actions and interactions in natural settings (Creswell, 2007; Glesne, 1999; Marshall &
Rossman, 1999; Merriam, 2001; Ritchie, 2003). As Creswell (2007) indicated,
observations can be used to record information as it occurring in a given setting and to
explore actual behavior. By the same token, Merriam (2001) concluded that
observation offers a firsthand account of the situation and allows researchers to
interpret the phenomenon being investigated holistically.

In teacher cognition research, the employment of observation has been prevalent.
As Borg (2006) suggested, observation plays a central role in the study of language
teacher cognition because it provides a concrete descriptive basis to what teachers
know, think and believe and evidence of what happens in classrooms. Judging from
previous studies on teacher cognition, non-participant observation has been used
broadly, where researchers typically sit at the back in the classroom that is being
observed, make notes and avoid interacting with the teachers or students as the
observation is carried out (Borg, 2006).

To understand how the four participants teach grammar in real classroom
contexts during their practicum, non-participant classroom observations were
employed in the study. Furthermore, an unstructured observation? was implemented
to document the participants’ grammar teaching in a holistic way. During the
observations, the researcher focused on making a full account of the events. All

observations were video-recorded to capture visual cues such as facial expressions,

2 Unstructured observation refers to an observation in which the observer examines all aspects of the
events that are relevant to the problems being investigated in a study (Borg, 2005).
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gestures, body language, movement, and nonverbal parts of interaction (Flick, 2006;
Wragg, 1999). To avoid disturbing the preservice teachers, the video camera was
placed in the back of the classrooms during observations, and the present researcher
sat at the back of the classrooms as well (see Appendix G for sample transcript of
classroom observation).

In this study, the four teacher subjects were observed four times except for
Maggie who was observed twice because of her mentor’s requirement (see Table 3.5
for further information of classroom observations). Usually, the length of the
observations lasted from thirty to forty-five minutes. In addition to Angela, the other
three teacher subjects conducted their grammar teaching practices in different classes
and their students’ grade levels ranged from first year to third year. Moreover, the
teacher subjects taught different grammatical features in different classes during their
learning to teach.

Along with video-taping classroom activities, the researcher took fieldnotes
during the lessons (see Appendix H for sample). As Bogdan and Biklen (2003)
mentioned, fieldnotes could be an important supplement to observations in case the
video recording misses any sights. Moreover, fieldnotes can “record smells, describe
impressions, and provide an opportunity for extra remarks” (Bogdan & Biklen, 2003,
p. 111). In this study, the researcher took records of the events, activities and people in
the fieldnotes on the basis of the suggestions provided by Creswell (2007) and

Bogdan and Biklen (2003). Specifically, several areas were encompassed as follows:

e Portraits of the subjects: including students and the preservice EFL
teachers’ physical appearance, and style of talking and acting
* Accounts of particular events: listing particular events including who was
involved in the event, in what manner, and the nature of the action
*  Depiction of activities: making descriptions of the teachers’ behaviors and
particular actions
(Bogdan & Biklen, 2003, pp. 113-114)
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Table 3.5

Detailed Information about Each Preservice EFL Teacher’s Classroom Observations

Times of Length of  Number of
observation observation students

Class  Main teaching content

Maggie 2 45 minutes 36 206 Past progressive tense
45 minutes 37 308 Relative clauses
30 minutes 34 116 Adjectives
Anaela 4 45 minutes 34 116 Causatives
g 45 minutes 33 116 Present progressive tense
30 minutes 34 116 Prepositional phrases
45 minutes 44 306 Relative clauses
40 minutes 36 118 Prepositional phrases
Sandra 4 . .
45 minutes 36 118 Prepositional phrases
45 minutes 36 118 The use of there is/there are
40 minutes 30 311 Present perfect tense
35 minutes 29 125 Adjectives
Brenda 4 . .
30 minutes 39 310 Prepositional phrases
45 minutes 29 125 Present progressive tense

Stimulated Recall Interviews

The importance of combining stimulated recall interviews with observations has
been mentioned by researchers (Borg, 2006; Calderhead, 1981; Shkedi, 2005). In the
study of language teacher cognition, observations are never the sole form of data, yet
are commonly combined with interviews which are usually implemented subsequent
to observations, either through stimulated recall or in semi-structured form (Borg,
2006). According to Calderhead (1981), it is assumed that in stimulated recall
interviews, “the cues provided by the audiotape or videotape will enable the
participant to relive the episode to the extent of being able to provide, in retrospect, an
accurate verbalized account of his original thought processes” (p. 212). Borg (2006)
also claimed that teachers cannot teach and talk about their thoughts simultaneously;
therefore, retrospective verbal accounts are required to explore teachers’ interactive
thinking and stimulated recall is seen to be an effective way to elicit these accounts.

In this study, a stimulated recall interview was conducted with each preservice
teacher after individual classroom observation was finished in order to understand
what factors might have influenced the preservice EFL teachers’ behaviors while they
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were teaching English grammar. The present researcher adopted the following five
steps in conducting each stimulated recall interview: (a) watching the videotape
before interview in order to identify which part of preservice teacher’s teaching,
especially those related to grammar instruction, could elicit useful data from the
participant’s verbal commentaries in the interview, (b) informing the interviewee that
the reason for conducting the stimulated recall interview is to understand what her
concerns were as she was teaching grammar (c) providing the participant a recall
interview protocol to make the participant have a basic idea of what she would be
asked during the interview, (d) watching the videotape with the participant and
pausing the tape in certain parts to ask the participant questions on the interview
protocol, and (e) asking the participant whether she has any comments she would like
to add regarding the tapes at the end of the interview. All of the interviews were

conducted in Chinese and were audio-recorded (see Appendix | for sample transcript).

Semi-structured Interviews with Mentors of the Preservice EFL Teachers
Semi-structured interviews are used in general education research and language
teacher cognition research as well (Borg, 2006). Researchers have made the
justification for using semi-structured interviews (e.g. Bogdan & Biklen, 2003; Borg,
2006; Glesne, 1999; Flick, 2006). As suggested by Borg (2006), semi-structured
interviews are based on a set of topics; they are flexible and respondents are
encouraged to talk in an open-ended manner about the topics being discussed.
Correspondingly, Flick (2006) indicated that the general merit of semi-structure
interviews is that the different types of questions allow researchers to deal explicitly
with the presuppositions they bring to the interview with regard to the characteristics
of the interviewee. Semi-structured interviews therefore allow researchers to explore

tacit and unobservable aspects of respondents’ lives (Glesne, 1999).
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In the present study, semi-structured interviews were conducted with mentors of
the preservice EFL teachers individually. The focus of the interviews was to explore
how the mentors perceived these preservice teachers’ grammar teaching in the
classrooms. The interview data were further synthesized and integrated with other
data sources, which could help reduce the bias and subjectivity of the research
findings (Yin, 2002). The interviews were conducted near the end of the practicum.
All interviews with participants were audio-taped, and each interview took about 25

to 30 minutes (see Appendix J for sample transcript).

Data Collection Procedures

Data collection procedures involved three stages: pre-practicum, practicum, and
post-practicum. At pre-practicum stage, a closed-ended questionnaire was employed
in order to document the preservice EFL teachers’ grammar teaching cognition before
their learning to teach at practicum schools.

During the preservice EFL teachers’ semester-long practicum, multiple data
collected from these participants were non-participant observations with the
researcher’s fieldnotes, and stimulated recall interviews. Also included were
semi-structured interviews employed with mentors and a survey conducted with
students of the four preservice EFL teachers. Stimulated recall interviews with
preservice EFL teachers were implemented a few days later after each observation
was carried out. Furthermore, near the end of the semester, preservice EFL teachers’
mentors were interviewed once and their students were invited to fill in a
questionnaire. Data collected at this stage kept track of how the four participants
taught grammar in the classrooms and what their concerns were during their grammar
instruction (i.e. approach, content, time issue of grammar instruction, and

grammatical error treatment).
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With regard to post-practicum stage, the closed-ended questionnaire was
conducted again with the preservice EFL teachers to reveal their grammar teaching
cognition after practicum. Moreover, focus group interviews were administered with
these preservice teachers near the end of their learning to teach. Table 3.6 describes
the stages of data collection, the data collection methods used at each stage and the

purposes of using each method.

Table 3.6
Data Collection Stages, Methods, and Purposes of Each Method
Stage Method Purpose
Document the preservice EFL teachers’
. 1. Closed-ended questionnaire grammar teaching cognition before the
Pre-practicum racticum
(2009.06) practieum. , -
. . Examine the preservice teachers’ cognition
2. Focus group interview . .
about grammar instruction.
1. Non-participant observations ~ Observe the preservice EFL teachers’
and fieldnotes instructional practices.
. . . Examine the possible factors influencing the
2. Stimulated recall interviews . , .
. preservice EFL teachers’ grammar teaching.
Practicum

3. Semi-structured interviews .
(2009.09~ . . Explore how the preservice EFL teachers
with mentors of preservice EFL

2010.01 taught grammar from mentors’ perspectives.
) teachers g persp
. . Explore how the preservice EFL teachers
4. Questionnaire for the P P ,
. , taught grammar through students
preservice teachers’ students .
perspectives.
Document the preservice EFL teachers’
1. Closed-ended questionnaire grammar teaching cognition after the
Post-practicum practicum.
(2010.02) Examine the preservice teachers’ cognition,
2. Focus group interviews practices, and the potential factors

influencing their practices.

Data Analysis
Data analysis was carried out at two levels (see Table 3.7 for data analysis
process at each level and the purpose for data analysis in each phase): the within-case
analysis and the cross-case analysis (Merriam, 2001). In within-case analysis, the data

related to individual preservice teacher were analyzed as a separate case. At this level,
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data were analyzed in four phases and the rudimentary findings of each case were
revealed. After within-case analysis, cross-case analysis was conducted to examine
the similarities or differences, if any, among the findings of the four cases. As Miles
and Huberman (1994) indicated, cross-case analysis can be used to strengthen the
precision, the validity, and the stability of the findings. They further stressed that
cross-case analysis helps researchers see the “processes and outcomes that occur
across many cases, to understand how they are qualified by local conditions, and thus
develop more sophisticated descriptions and more powerful explanations” (p. 172).
Therefore, cross-case analysis can result in constructing substantive theories which

offer an integrated framework covering multiple cases (Merriam, 2001).

Table 3.7

Data Analysis Process and the Purpose for Data Analysis in Each Phase

Data analysis level  Description Purpose
Phase 1 Investigate preservice EFL teachers’
Analyze closed-ended cognition toward grammar teaching before
questionnaires and focus and after the practicum (answer research
group interviews. question 1 and 2).
Phase 2
Analyze observation data, Investigate preservice EFL teachers’
fieldnotes, semi-structured instructional practices toward grammar

interviews, and questionnaire  instruction (answer research question 3).

Within-case
. for students.
analysis level - -
Phase 3 Examine to what extent preservice EFL
Compare analyzed data in teachers’ cognition correspond to their
phase 1 and phase 2. instructional practices (answer research
question 4).
Phase 4 Explore possible factors influencing the
Analyze the stimulated recall consistency of preservice EFL teachers’
interviews. cognition and their instructional practices
(answer research question 5)
Cross-case Compare the findings of four ~ Explore the similarities or differences, if any,
analysis level cases. among the four cases.
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Within-case Analysis Level

Four phases were included in the within-case analysis level. In the first phase,
the analysis of closed-ended questionnaires was conducted. The response patterns in
each preservice teacher’s questionnaire were depicted to show the tendency of the
participants’ agreement or disagreement with the items. Individual preservice
teacher’s response patterns in terms of the role, approach, content, and time issue of
grammar instruction as well as grammatical error treatment were revealed via figures.
Furthermore, in order to discover individual teacher subject’s cognition development
about grammar instruction, a comparison was made between each preservice teacher’s
cognition before and after the practicum. As for the focus group interview data®, the
present researcher labeled and coded the transcribed interview data to gain a deeper
understanding about these teacher subjects’ thoughts toward grammar teaching.

The second phase encompassed the analysis of observation data, fieldnotes, and
semi-structured interview data. To be more specific, the observation data were
analyzed in three stages. First, the researcher read the transcripts of the observations
carefully in order to build a basic understanding of the framework of individual
preservice teachers’ classroom practices. Then, the researcher identified instructional
episodes in terms of grammar teaching. Finally, those episodes were analyzed based
on the categories stemming from the preservice teachers’ questionnaire.

Further analysis was conducted with the data collected from individual
preservice EFL teachers’ mentors and students. Regarding the mentors’ interview data,
the transcripts were first read and labeled by the researcher carefully. Then, the data
were coded based on the categories stemmed from the preservice teachers’

questionnaire. As for the survey conducted with the recruited students, descriptive

® In addition to preservice EFL teachers’ grammar teaching cognition, the second focus group interview
data analyzed in this phase also revealed how these teacher subjects taught grammar in real classrooms
and the possible factors that influenced their practices.
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analysis was administered. Frequencies and percentage were computed to identify the
overall patterns of these participating students’ perspectives toward the preservice
EFL teachers’ grammar instruction in classroom settings. All of the data analyzed in
this phase were further synthesized or triangulated in order to examine the preservice
EFL teacher’s instructional practices in individual school contexts.

In the third phase, multiple data sources were compared and tabulated in such a
way that any convergence and divergence between the preservice teachers’ cognition
and classroom teaching could be revealed. As previously mentioned, the analysis of
questionnaire data which showed the preservice teachers’ cognition was described or
clarified by the other data sources that depicted how these preservice teachers taught
grammar during their learning to teach.

Finally, the analysis of stimulated recall interviews was the main focus in the
fourth phase. The present researcher adopted the following three steps in analyzing
the recall interviews: (a) reading the transcripts thoroughly to get a basic
understanding of the preservice EFL teachers’ responses, (b) labeling and coding the
transcribed interview data, and (c) comparing the analyzed data with preservice EFL
teachers’ cognition and their teaching practices. Potential factors influencing the
consistency of these preservice EFL teachers’ cognition with their practices, as well as

the problems they encountered during their instruction, were explored.

Cross-case Analysis Level

At the cross-case analysis level, a comparison was made of the findings of the
four cases. Similarities or differences, if any, among the four participants’ cognition
and their instructional practices were revealed. At this level, the multiple case study
analysis method adapted from Stake (2006) was used to help the researcher analyze

the data. Worksheets used for this analysis were designed as “matrixes” in order that
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major findings in each case could be quickly revealed. This also facilitated the
identification of similarities or differences among cases. Two worksheets were
employed to analyze different themes. Worksheet one was used to synthesize the
findings among all preservice EFL teachers’ grammar teaching cognition before and
after the practicum (see Appendix K for details). Worksheet two was employed to
examine the four participants’ instructional practices (see Appendix L for details).
Overall, three steps were used to construct the worksheets. First, the researcher
filled in the worksheets with the categories or factor clusters discovered at the
within-case analysis level. Second, the researcher read the findings of each case
carefully and then matched the findings with categories or factors listed on the
worksheets. Finally, to avoid making any mistakes, the researcher re-read and

re-checked the final results again after completing the worksheets.

Validity

To enhance the validity of the research findings, the researcher took the
following two measures. First, the present researcher constructed the research findings
based on multiple data sources collected form various participants. As previously
mentioned, with multiple data sources integrated and synthesized from multiple
stakeholders, the potential bias and subjectivity of the research findings could be
reduced, which in turn would improve the validity of the study (Yin, 2002). In
addition, during the process of data collection procedures, the present researcher took
the following two steps suggested by Calderhead and Shorrock (1997) and Yin

(2003).
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An information letter and a consent form (see Appendices M and N for
details) were provided to and signed by all of the preservice EFL teachers
and their mentors. In the information letter, explicit descriptions of the data
collection methods were provided to the participants.

To ensure the confidentiality, before the study all the participants were
informed that all interview and observation data collected were used only

in this research project and that the data would be reported anonymously.

Second, in order to avoid any bias that might influence the data interpretation,

the researcher adopted the following two recommendations provided by Calderhead

and Shorrock (1997) and Yin (2003) during the process of data analysis.

1.

To attain objectivity, the present researcher asked an external observer—the
researcher’s thesis advisor—to help re-examine the data collection and data
analysis procedures. Constant verification and elaboration of the
interpretations were conducted during the processes of data collection and
data analysis.

The four main participants were provided the data transcriptions in such a
way that they could comment on the accuracy of them. In the event that any
questions arose, the researcher consulted with the participants to ask for
clarification and verification. In this manner, misinterpretations could be

decreased.

With these data analysis strategies, the research findings will be reported in the

next chapter, including preservice EFL teachers’ grammar teaching cognition and

practices, the relationship between the two, and the potential factors influencing these

preservice teachers’ practices

59



CHAPTER FOUR RESULTS

In this chapter, the analysis of the collected data is presented. The first section
elucidates the context of the preservice teachers’ learning to teach grammar. The
second section depicts individual preservice EFL teacher’s grammar teaching
cognition before and after the practicum, as well as their cognition development*. The
third section reports the cross-case analysis of these teacher subjects’ cognition and
cognition development. An examination of the preservice teachers’ grammar teaching
in real classroom settings is presented in the fourth section. The relationship between
these teacher subjects’ cognition and practices is described in the fifth section. Finally,
possible factors causing the divergence between these preservice teachers’ cognition

and practices are investigated.

The Context in Which Preservice EFL Teachers Learn to Teach Grammar

In this study, the preservice EFL teachers experienced their teaching practicum at
three different junior high schools located in central Taiwan. During the semester-long
practicum, all the teacher subjects observed their mentors’ classroom instruction in the
first month. In the following months, the mentors started to allow these preservice
teachers to teach certain parts of lesson units. Basically, one-fourth of the time these
teacher subjects were requested to practice teaching grammar. Usually, each
classroom session lasted forty-five minutes, but sometimes they taught grammar for
around thirty minutes at their mentors’ request. The four teacher subjects’ tended to
discuss lesson plans with their mentors before the practicum. During the preservice

EFL teachers’ teaching, the mentors sat at the back of the classroom and observed

* In the present study, the preservice EFL teachers’ cognition development refers to the changes or
differences between their grammar teaching cognition before and after the practicum.
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their student teachers without making any interruptions. The mentors provided their
student teachers with some feedback toward their teaching in verbal or written form
after each class. All of the teacher subjects responded that they had tried to refine their

teaching according to the suggestions offered by their mentors.

Individual Preservice EFL Teachers’ Cognition and Cognition Development
toward Grammar Instruction

In this study, the preservice EFL teachers’ grammar teaching cognition was
analyzed based upon five categories identified in the questionnaire: 1) role of
grammar instruction, 2) approach to grammar instruction, 3) content of grammar
instruction, 4) time issue in grammar instruction, and 5) grammatical error treatment.
In the following sections, each teacher subject’s grammar teaching cognition is
described based on items showing consistency. Similarities between each preservice
teacher’s cognition before and after the practicum are depicted first. Then,
comparisons were made between individual teacher subject’s cognition before and
after the practicum in order to explore their cognition development. In the following
figures, items receiving the number 1 or 2 are those with which the participants agree;
on the other hand, items receiving the number -1 or -2 are those with which the
participants disagree. Items receiving the number O are those about which the

participants have a neutral opinion.

Angela’s Cognition and Cognition Development

1. Role of grammar instruction. Figure 4.1 depicts that throughout the study

Angela tended to agree that teachers in junior high schools should teach grammar
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(GRO05°) because grammar instruction helps students to learn English (GRO1), to use
English to communicate with others accurately and effectively (GR02 & GR04), and
to make grammatical sentences when speaking and writing in English (GRO3).
Despite the fact that she had a positive attitude toward the role of grammar instruction,
Angela thought English teaching should not solely focus on grammar instruction
(GRO7) and teachers should also provide reading, listening, and speaking exercises
for students (GRO06). Seemingly, throughout the study Angela’s cognition was
consistent except for item GR11, in which she originally agreed that students may not
be able to use English correctly in communication without any grammar instruction;

however, she showed her disagreement with this item at post-practicum stage.

The role of grammar instruction (Angela)

—&— Pre-questionnaire
—=— Post-guestionnaire

Likert scale
N - o [l N

GRO1 GRO02 GRO03 GRO04 GRO5 GR06 GRO07 GR08 GR09 GR10 GRI11

Items

Figure 4.1 The response patterns in Angela’s pre- and post-questionnaires toward the
role of grammar instruction

2. Approach to grammar instruction. In both pre- and post-questionnaires,
Angela agreed with applying proactive approach® (GA03), providing oral practices
(GA04), and offering students repetitive pattern practices (GA05) in grammar

instruction (see Figure 4.2). Moreover, she agreed with all the items concerning

® Following Lai’s study (2004), the survey items in this chapter are represented by code names (GR =
role of grammar instruction; GA = approach to grammar instruction; GC = content of grammar
instruction; GT= time issue of grammar instruction; ET = grammatical error treatment). See Appendix
O for detailed survey item.

® In this study, proactive approach refers to prepare the grammar instruction before each class session.
On the contrary, reactive approach (GA09) means that English teachers should not explain grammatical
features until students come across any difficulties or problems.
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deductive teaching approach during her practicum (GAO07 & GAOQ8) except for her
neutral attitude toward the description of GAQ6 at pre-practicum stage. Interestingly,
in addition to deductive teaching approach, she also agreed with applying inductive
teaching approach (GA10, GAll, & GA12), which may imply that she had no
particular preference for either of these two teaching approaches. In contrast, Angela
was negative toward using grammatical terminology (GA02) and applying reactive
approach (GAO09) in grammar instruction. The comparison between Angela’s
cognition before and after the teaching practicum did not show any obvious change
except for item GAO1, in which she initially agreed with using Chinese as the main

medium in grammar instruction but disagreed with its use after the practicum.

Approaches of grammar instruction (Angela)

—&— Pre-questionnaire
—=— Post-questionnaire

Likert scale
N [l o - N

GAO1 GAO2 GAO3 GAO04 GAO5 GAD6 GAO7 GAO8 GA0D9 GA10 GAll GA12

Items

Figure 4.2 The response patterns in Angela’s pre- and post-questionnaires toward
approach to grammar instruction

3. Content of grammar instruction. Figure 4.3 shows that throughout the study
Angela strongly agreed with teaching a single rule at one time (GCO1), but she
disagreed with providing related rules while teaching a given grammatical rule
(GCO04). In addition, she held a positive opinion about teaching simple grammatical
rules necessary to meet students’ current needs (GC02 & GCO03). She further agreed
that the content and sequence of grammar instruction should depend on the frequency
of a given structure occurring in daily conversation (GCO05), the difficulty level of a

structure (GCO08) and students’ proficiency levels (GCQ09). In contrast, she disagreed
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that the content and sequence of grammar teaching should be determined by the
frequent errors made by students (GC07) and the differences between the structures of
Chinese and English (GC10). Angela’s cognition between pre- and post-practicum
was consistent, with the exception of item GCO06, in which she did not know whether
teacher should rely on textbooks as the major teaching content at pre-practicum stage,

but she disagreed with this item after the practicum.

Content of grammar instruction (Angela)
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GCO01 GCO02 GC03 GC04 GCO05 GCO06 GCO7 GC08 GCO09 GcC10
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Figure 4.3 The response patterns in Angela’s pre- and post-questionnaires toward
content of grammar instruction

4. Time issue of grammar instruction. The results of both pre-and
post-questionnaires showed Angela’s positive attitude about teaching grammar in
junior high schools (GTO01) (see Figure 4.4). She also agreed with emphasizing
grammar teaching after students have obtained a certain level of communicative
competence (GTO7). Interestingly, while Angela disagreed with teaching grammar
before any other sections in a lesson (GT05), she believed grammar could be taught
before the reading section (GTQ09). In this category, Angela’s cognition before and
after the practicum revealed several changes. First, Angela was positive about
teaching grammar in elementary school (GT02) at pre-practicum stage, but she held a
neutral opinion toward this item in her post-questionnaire. Second, she originally
disagreed with spending the greater part of teaching hours in grammar instruction

(GTO03), yet she agreed with this item after the teaching practicum. Third, before the
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practicum she was positive toward teaching grammar after the reading section (GT06),
but she disagreed with this item after the practicum. Finally, she initially held negative
opinion about emphasizing grammar instruction at each stage of English learning

(GTO08); however, she agreed with this item after the practicum.

Time issues of grammar instruction (Angela)
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Figure 4.4 The response patterns in Angela’s pre- and post-questionnaires toward time
issue of grammar instruction

5. Grammatical error treatment. As shown in Figure 4.5, at both pre- and
post-practicum stages, Angela agreed that students’ grammar correctness level
represents students’ English proficiency level (ET02). In addition, although she
showed her agreement with applying implicit error correction (ET07) and correcting
students’ each error immediately (ETO05), she thought teachers’ corrective feedback
does not help students eliminate their errors (ET03). The comparison between
Angela’s cognition before and after the practicum indicated the following changes.
First, Angela originally disagreed that explicit error correction could not help students
improve their grammar ability (ETO04), yet she agreed with this description after the
practicum. Second, she disagreed with providing explicit error correction (ET08) at
pre-practicum stage; however, after the practicum she held a neutral attitude toward
this item. Third, before the teaching practicum she was positive toward giving
students correction only when the errors caused difficulty in understanding (ETO06);

however, she was negative about this item at post-practicum stage.
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Grammatical error treatments (Angela)
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Figure 4.5 The response patterns in Angela’s pre- and post-questionnaires toward
grammatical error treatment

Brenda’s Cognition and Cognition Development

1. Role of grammar instruction. Figure 4.6 reveals that Brenda strongly agreed
with teaching grammar in English classrooms (GRO05) in both pre- and
post-questionnaires. She further agreed that grammar instruction helps students to
learn English (GRO1), to communicate with others accurately (GR02 & GR11), and to
make grammatical sentences in speaking and writing English (GR03). Although
Brenda was positive toward the role of grammar instruction, she believed grammar
teaching should not be the only focus in English learning (GRO7) and teachers should
provide students with four-skill exercises (GR06) because students might not be
capable of speaking and writing in English after merely learning grammar (GR09).
The results further indicated that aside from item GRO04, the response patterns in
Brenda’s pre- and post- questionnaires were consistent. In item GR04, Brenda agreed
that grammar teaching helps students communicate with others effectively at
pre-practicum stage, but she had a negative attitude toward this item after the

practicum.
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The role of grammar instruction (Brenda)
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Figure 4.6 The response patterns in Brenda’s pre- and post-questionnaires toward the
role of grammar instruction

2. Approach to grammar instruction. As shown in her pre- and
post-questionnaires, Brenda agreed with using Chinese (GAOQ1), applying proactive
approach (GAO03), and providing oral and repetitive pattern exercises (GA04 & GAO05)
in grammar instruction (see Figure 4.7). She also agreed with all the items regarding
inductive teaching approach (GAll, & GA12) during her practicum, except for her
neutral opinion toward the description of item GA 10 at post-practicum stage.
Conversely, she showed her disagreement with applying reactive approach (GAQ9).
The comparison between Brenda’s cognition before and after the practicum indicated
that she was uncertain about the use of deductive teaching approach in grammar
teaching (GA06, GA07, & GAO08). That is, before the practicum, she was negative
toward two of the statements; however, she agreed with two of the items after the
practicum. Moreover, she showed negative opinion of the use of grammatical terms
while teaching grammar (GAQ2) at pre-practicum stage, but she was neutral about this

item after finishing her practicum.
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Approaches of grammar instruction (Brenda)
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Figure 4.7 The response patterns in Brenda’s pre- and post-questionnaires toward
approach to grammar instruction

3. Content of grammar instruction. Figure 4.8 reveals that throughout the study
Brenda strongly agreed with teaching single rule at one time (GCO01) but disagreed
with only teaching simple grammatical rules to students in junior high English
classrooms (GCO03). She further agreed that the content and sequence of grammar
instruction should be decided by the frequency of a given structure occurring in daily
conversation (GCO05), the textbooks (GCO06), the difficulty level of a structure (GC08),
and students’ proficiency levels (GC09). The survey results further showed Brenda’s
different response patterns in her pre- and post-questionnaires in the following aspects.
First, in her pre-questionnaire, Brenda disagreed with only teaching those rules which
can meet students’ current needs (GCO02), yet she showed her agreement with this item
after the practicum. Second, before the practicum Brenda was positive toward
providing related rules while teaching a given grammatical rule (GC04); however, she
disagreed with this item after the practicum. Third, she initially did not know whether
the content of grammar teaching should be decided by the frequent errors made by

students (GCO07), but she disagreed with this item after the practicum.
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Content of grammar instruction (Brenda)
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Figure 4.8 The response patterns in Brenda’s pre- and post-questionnaires toward
content of grammar instruction

4. Time issue of grammar instruction. Figure 4.9 shows Brenda’s positive
attitude toward teaching grammar in junior high schools (GT01) throughout the study.
She disagreed with emphasizing grammar teaching after students have achieved a
certain level of communicative competence (GTO07) or at each stage of English
learning (GT08). She further disagreed with spending the greater part of teaching
hours in teaching grammar (GT03) and teaching grammar before any other sections in
a lesson (GT05). Nonetheless, after the semester-long practicum Brenda’s cognition
underwent several changes in the following aspects. First, in items GT02 and GT04,
Brenda at first disagreed with teaching grammar in elementary schools and at an early
stage of English learning, but she agreed with these items after her practicum.
Moreover, the results of items GT06 and GT09 showed that Brenda initially agreed
with teaching grammar after the reading section, yet after her teaching practicum she

was positive toward teaching grammar before the reading section.

Time issues of grammar instruction (Brenda)
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Figure 4.9 The response patterns in Brenda’s pre- and post-questionnaires toward time
issue of grammar instruction
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5. Grammatical error treatment. In both pre- and post-questionnaires, Brenda
agreed that students’ grammar correctness level represent their English proficiency
level (ET02) (see Figure 4.10). She disagreed that teachers’ corrective feedback does
not help students eliminate their errors (ET03). While she was negative toward
employing explicit error correction (ETO08) in grammar instruction, she showed much
agreement with implicit error correction (ETO07). Finally, Brenda disagreed with
correcting students’ each error immediately (ETO05) and correcting students’ error
when they cause difficulties in understanding (ET06). In particular, two changes were
found in the comparison between Brenda’s cognition before and after the practicum.
First, the results showed her positive attitude with not correcting students’ errors in
grammar instruction (ETO1) at the beginning, but she disagreed with this item after
the practicum. Second, she initially agreed that explicit error correction could help
students improve their grammar ability, but she disagreed with this item at

post-practicum stage.

Grammatical error treatments (Brenda)
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Figure 4.10 The response patterns in Brenda’s pre- and post-questionnaires toward
grammatical error treatment

Maggie’s Cognition and Cognition Development
1. Role of grammar instruction. As shown in Figure 4.11, Maggie agreed that
grammar instruction helps students to learn English (GRO1), to communicate with

others accurately and effectively (GR02, GR04, & GR11), and to make grammatical
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sentences while speaking and writing in English (GR03). Despite that Maggie was
positive toward the role of grammar instruction, she agreed that grammar teaching is
not the main focus in English learning. She further thought that students might not be
capable of speaking and writing in English even though they have learned
grammatical rules (GR09). The data also revealed the changes in Maggie’s cognition
before and after the practicum. Specifically, she disagreed with teaching grammar in
junior high schools before the practicum (GRO05) and providing students with
four-skill exercises (GR06); however, she showed her agreement toward these two

items after her practicum.

The role of grammar instruction (Maggie)
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Figure 4.11 The response patterns in Maggie’s pre- and post-questionnaires toward
the role of grammar instruction

2. Approach to grammar instruction. As shown in Figure 4.12, Maggie held a
positive attitude toward applying proactive approach (GAO03), providing oral practices
(GAO04), and implementing inductive teaching approach (GA10, GA1l, & GA12) in
grammar instruction. In contrast, she disagreed with applying reactive approach
(GAQ09) and deductive teaching approach (GAO07, GA08, & GAQ9). She also
disagreed with using grammatical terms while teaching grammar (GAQ02). The
comparison between Maggie’s cognition before and after the practicum revealed two
changes. First, before the practicum she disagreed with using Chinese in grammar

instruction (GAO01), but she held a neutral attitude toward this item after the practicum.
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Second, she originally showed a strong agreement with providing students repetitive
pattern practices in grammar instruction (GAO05); however, she disagreed with this

item after the practicum.

Approaches of grammar instruction (Maggie)
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Figure 4.12 The response patterns in Maggie’s pre- and post-questionnaires toward
approach to grammar instruction

3. Content of grammar instruction. Figure 4.13 illustrates Maggie’s positive
attitude toward teaching a single rule at one time (GCO01) and simple grammatical
rules necessary to students’ current needs (GC02 & GCO03) throughout the study.
Moreover, she agreed that the content and sequence of grammar instruction should
depend on the frequency of a given structure occurring in daily conversation (GC05),
the textbooks (GCO06), and the difficulty level of a structure (GCO08). The results
further indicated three differences between her cognition before and after the
practicum. First, she was positive about providing related rules while teaching a given
grammatical rule (GC04) at the pre-practicum stage, but she had a neutral attitude
toward this item after the practicum. Second, the changes in items GCO7 and GCQ9
revealed that before the practicum Maggie was positive about basing the content of
grammar teaching on the frequent errors made by students. However, in
post-practicum she disagreed with this item and further agreed with relying on

students’ proficiency levels to decide the teaching content.
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Content of grammar instruction (Maggie)
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Figure 4.13 The response patterns in Maggie’s pre- and post-questionnaires toward
content of grammar instruction

4. Time issue of grammar instruction. In pre- and post-questionnaires, Maggie
was positive about teaching grammar in junior high schools (GT01) and elementary
schools (GT02) (see Figure 4.14). Maggie further agreed with teaching grammar after
the reading section (GT06), rather than before any other sections in a lesson (GT05).
Moreover, she tended to agree with emphasizing grammar instruction either at an
early stage of English learning or at each stage of English learning (GT04 & GTO08).
On the other hand, she disagreed with emphasizing grammar instruction only after
students have obtained a certain level of communicative competence (GT07). Two
changes were found in Maggie’s cognition before and after the practicum. Before her
practicum, Maggie disagreed with spending the greater part of teaching hours in
grammar instruction (GT03) and teaching grammar before the reading section of the

unit (GTQ09), but she was positive toward these two items after the practicum.

Time issues of grammar instruction (Maggie)
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Figure 4.14 The response patterns in Maggie’s pre- and post-questionnaires toward
time issue of grammar instruction
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5. Grammatical error treatment. As shown in Figure 4.15, throughout the study
Maggie inclined to agree that students’ grammatical correctness level represent their
English proficiency level (ET02). She strongly disagreed that teachers should not
correct students’ error in grammar instruction (ETO01) and teachers should correct
students’ errors only when they cause difficulty in understanding (ET06). Compared
with the descriptions related to explicit error correction (ET04 & ET08), Maggie
agreed more with implicit error correction (ET07). However, two changes were found
in Maggie’s cognition before and after the practicum in the following aspects. Before
the practicum, she agreed that teachers’ corrective feedback may not help students
eliminate their errors (ETO03) and teachers should correct students’ each error

immediately (ETO05); however, she was negative about these two items after the

practicum.
Grmmatical error treatments (Maggie)
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Figure 4.15 The response patterns in Maggie’s pre- and post-questionnaires toward
grammatical error treatment

Sandra’s Cognition and Cognition Development

1. Role of grammar instruction. Figure 4.16 reveals that throughout the study
Sandra had a positive attitude toward grammar instruction in English learning (GR01)
because grammar teaching helps students to communicate with others accurately and
effectively (GR02, GR04, & GR11), and to make grammatical sentences while

speaking and writing in English (GR03). While Sandra was positive toward the role of
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grammar instruction, she also perceived that grammar instruction should not be the
only focus in English learning (GR07) and teachers should provide students with
other exercises to help students develop their four skills (GR06). Yet, three differences
were discovered in Sandra’s response patterns between pre- and post-questionnaires.
First, before the practicum she agreed that teachers should teach grammar in junior
high schools (GR05) and students may not be capable of speaking and writing in
English although they have learned grammar (GR09), but she disagreed with these
items after the practicum. Moreover, she initially disagreed that teachers should make
students read, speak, listen or write English instead of only teaching grammar (GR10),

but she agreed with this description at post-practicum stage.

The role of grammar instruction (Sandra)
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Figure 4.16 The response patterns in Sandra’s pre- and post-questionnaires toward the
role of grammar instruction

2. Approach to grammar instruction. Figure 4.17 reveals that in both pre- and
post-questionnaires, Sandra agreed with applying proactive approach (GAO03),
providing oral practices (GA04), and implementing deductive teaching approach
(GA10, GA1l1, & GA12) in grammar instruction. On the other hand, she was negative
about applying reactive approach (GA09) and inductive teaching approach (GAO6,
GAO07, & GAO08). She further showed her disagreement with using grammatical terms
(GA02) and applying repetitive pattern exercises while teaching grammar (GAO05).

The only difference between Sandra’s pre- and post-questionnaires was that she
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originally disagreed with using Chinese in grammar instruction (GA01); however, she

tended to be positive toward this item after the practicum.

Approaches of grammar instruction (Sandra)
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Figure 4.17 The response patterns in Sandra’s pre- and post-questionnaires toward
approach to grammar instruction

3. Content of grammar instruction. As shown in Figure 4.18, Sandra’s pre- and
post-questionnaires showed her positive opinion of teaching a single rule or structure
at one time (GCO1) and providing related rules while teaching a given grammatical
rule (GCO04). Furthermore, she agreed that the content and sequence of grammar
instruction should be decided by the frequency of a given structure occurring in daily
conversation (GCO05), the difficulty level of a structure (GC08) and students’
proficiency levels (GC09). On the other hand, she disagreed that the difference
between the structures of Chinese and English (GC10) can be used to decide the
content of grammar instruction. Three changes were found in Sandra’s cognition
before and after the practicum. At pre-practicum stage, she agreed that teachers should
only teach those rules which can meet students’ current needs (GCO02) and the
frequent errors made by students should be used to decide the content of grammar
instruction (GCO7). However, she held a negative opinion about these two statements
after finishing the practicum. In addition, she originally disagreed with only teaching
simple grammatical rules (GCO03), yet she tended to be positive toward this item in her

post-questionnaire.
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Content of grammar instruction (Sandra)
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Figure 4.18 The response patterns in Sandra’s pre- and post-questionnaires toward
content of grammar instruction

4. Time issue of grammar teaching. In her both pre- and post-questionnaires,
Sandra was positive toward teaching grammar in junior high schools (GT01) and in
elementary schools (GT02) (see Figure 4.19). Furthermore, she agreed with
emphasizing grammar instruction only after students have achieved a certain level of
communicative competence (GTO07), rather than at an early stage (GT04) or at each
stage (GTO08) of English learning. She also agreed with teaching grammar after the
reading section (GTO06), instead of before any other sections of a lesson unit (GTO05)
or before the reading section (GT09). Finally, she held a negative attitude toward
spending the greater part of teaching hours in grammar instruction (GTO03). In this
category of teacher cognition, no change had been found between Brenda’s cognition

before and after the practicum.

Time issues of grammar instruction (Sandra)
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Figure 4.19 The response patterns in Sandra’s pre- and post-questionnaires toward
time issue of grammar instruction
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5. Grammatical error treatment. As shown in Figure 4.20, Sandra was positive
toward the role of teachers’ grammatical error corrections (ET03). She agreed that
students’ grammar correctness level represent their English proficiency level (ET02).
She further showed her positive attitude toward correcting students’ errors only when
the errors cause difficulties in understanding (ETO06). Yet, she disagreed with
correcting students’ each error immediately as soon as those errors were found (ET05).
In contrast to her negative attitude toward all the descriptions related to explicit error
correction (ET0O4 & ETO08), Sandra inclined to agree with implicit error correction
(ETO7). The only change in Sandra’s cognition before and after the practicum was
that she agreed with not correcting students’ errors in grammar instruction (ET01) at

pre-practicum stage; however, she was negative toward this item after the practicum.

Grammatical error treatments (Sandra)
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Figure 4.20 The response patterns in Sandra’s pre- and post-questionnaires toward
grammatical error treatment

The Cross-case Analysis of the Preservice EFL Teachers’ Cognition and
Cognition Development
In this section, cross-case analysis of the four participants’ grammar teaching
cognition and their cognition development were reported. Table 4.1 depicts the four
preservice EFL teachers’ cognition before and after the practicum and the changes of
their cognition as well (see p. 83). In pre- and post-questionnaires, the four teacher

subjects held positive attitudes toward the role of grammar instruction in English
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learning. They believed that grammar instruction helps students to communicate with
others accurately and effectively as well as to make grammatical sentences in
speaking and writing English. Yet, they disagreed that grammar instruction should be
the central focus in English teaching and perceived that teachers should provide
students with other practices, such as reading and writing, in order to help them
develop four skills.

In focus group interviews, the four preservice teachers also acknowledged the
importance of grammar instruction. In general, these participants believed that
grammar is the fundamental part of students’ English learning. If students do not learn
any grammatical rules, they may encounter difficulties as they develop four skills. For
example, Brenda reported that “[i]f students do not learn any grammatical rules, they
may encounter difficulties when they develop their four skills. Therefore, | believe
grammar is the fundamental part in students’ English learning” (2" focus group
interview). Maggie offered a similar comment, saying, “I think if teachers do not
explain grammatical rules to students well, students may encounter problems when
they develop their four skills” (2" focus group interview).

As for approach to grammar instruction, the four preservice EFL teachers’
cognition showed that they were positive toward applying proactive approach and
providing oral practices throughout the study. They also agreed with implementing
inductive teaching approach while teaching grammar. Conversely, they did not show
much agreement with using deductive teaching approach. These teacher subjects
further showed their disagreement with using grammatical terms while teaching
grammar. In particular, two differences were found in these preservice teachers'
cognition before and after the practicum. First, at pre-practicum stage, their opinions
about using Chinese as the main medium in grammar instruction were equally split;

nonetheless, after their practicum they held diverse ideas toward this issue. Second,

79



the four participants initially agreed with employing repetitive pattern exercises, but
their opinions toward this issue were equally split at post-practicum stage.

Additionally, these preservice teachers in the focus group interview mentioned
that grammar instruction should be connected with students’ real life and with what
students have learned. For instance, Brenda said, “I thought students would have a
deeper impression if teachers could make a connection between the grammatical rules
and their real life in grammar instruction” (1* focus group interview). Sandra further
added, “l will apply i+1 in my grammar instruction. That is, | will review what
students have learned in the beginning. Then I will make a connection between what
they have learned and what | am going to teach” (1* focus group interview).

With regard to grammar teaching content, the preservice teachers’ cognition
shown in both questionnaires revealed that they were positive toward teaching a
single rule at one time and in teaching grammar necessary to meet students’ current
needs. Moreover, they tended to agree that the content and sequence of grammar
instruction should be decided by 1) the frequency of a given rule occurring in daily
conversation, 2) the difficulty level of a structure, and 3) students’ proficiency levels.
Nonetheless, two changes were found in these participants’ cognition. First, before the
practicum the four participants were positive about covering related rules when
teaching a given grammatical structure, but they held diverse attitudes toward this
issue after the practicum. In addition, their opinions about teaching simple
grammatical rules were equally split at pre-practicum stage; however, they were all
positive about this issue after the practicum.

These four participants in the focus group interview further stated that in addition
to solely focusing on the textbooks, teachers could connect grammar instruction with
other materials (e.g. English songs, movies, animations, and games) in order to

motivate students. For example, Angela said, “[i]n addition to the textbooks, teachers
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should offer some interesting activities in order to let each student participate in the
class” (1% focus group interview). Similarly, Sandra mentioned:

If teachers are going to teach past tense, in addition to the textbooks, they could

offer an English song whose lyrics contain the past tense. They could make

students listen to it and then sing it together. In such a way, students might be
interested in learning grammar. Or, teachers could offer students some clips
extracted from animations or movies (1% focus group interview).

Concerning time issue of grammar instruction, both pre- and post-questionnaire
results revealed that the four teacher subjects held positive attitudes toward teaching
grammar to students in junior high and elementary schools. The results further
revealed their disagreement with teaching grammar before any other sections in a
lesson unit. Several changes were found in these preservice teachers’ cognition before
and after the practicum. To begin with, these participants originally were positive
toward teaching grammar after the reading instruction, but after their teaching
experience, they perceived that grammar should be taught before the reading section.
Second, before the practicum they had negative attitudes toward spending the greater
part of class hours on teaching grammar; however, their opinions toward this issue
were equally split after the practicum. Finally, at the pre-practicum stage, they had
diverse opinions about when to emphasize grammar instruction during English
learning, but after the practicum, their opinions toward this issue were equally split.

Throughout the study, the preservice teachers held positive attitudes toward the
role of error correction in grammar instruction. Compared with explicit error
correction, they tended to agree with implicit error correction more. In particular, two
changes were discovered between these preservice teachers’ cognition before and
after the practicum. First, originally their opinions toward correcting students’ each

error whenever the error were found were equally split, but they were negative toward
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this issue after the practicum. Second, these preservice teachers initially agreed with
correcting students’ errors only when those errors cause difficulty in understanding,
yet their opinions toward this issue were equally split after the practicum.

As mentioned in Chapter Two, teachers’ cognition is related to their teaching
practices (Borg, 1999c; Clark & Peterson, 1986; Pajares, 1992; Richards & Lockhart,
1994; Woods, 1996). Clark and Peterson (1986) stressed that teachers’ thinking
processes tend to have an impact on their teaching behaviors. Furthermore, Richards
and Lockhart (1994) indicated that “what teachers do is a reflection of what they
know and believe” (p. 29). Because teachers are active decision-makers (Shavelson &
Stern, 1981), there is a need for researchers to recognize the relationship between
teacher cognition and classroom practices. In the next section, the preservice EFL

teachers’ grammar instruction practices will be discussed.

Table 4.1
Summary of Four Preservice EFL Teachers’ Common Cognition before and after the

Practicum and the Changes of Their Cognition

Pre-practicum Post-practicum Change
Role of grammar instruction
. Positive toward the role of grammar Positive toward the role of grammar
instruction in English learning instruction in English learning
. Negative in focusing grammar Negative in focusing grammar
instruction as the central in English instruction as the central in English
learning learning
Approach to grammar instruction
. Positive in applying proactive Positive in applying proactive
approach approach
. Positive in providing oral practices Positive in providing oral practices
. Positive in providing repetitive Equally split toward providing v
pattern exercises repetitive pattern exercises
. Positive in providing inductive Positive in providing inductive
teaching approach teaching approach
. Negative in applying reactive Negative in applying reactive
approach approach
. Negative in applying deductive Negative in applying deductive
teaching approach teaching approach
. Negative in using grammatical terms Negative in using grammatical terms
. Equally split toward using Chinese Diverse opinions in using Chinese as v

as the main medium

the main medium
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Table 4.1

Summary of Four Preservice EFL Teachers’ Common Cognition before and after the
Practicum and the Changes of Their Cognition (Continue)

Pre-practicum Post-practicum Change
Content of grammar instruction
. Positive in teaching a single rule at Positive in teaching a single rule at
one time one time
. Positive in teaching grammar Positive in teaching grammar
necessary to meet student’ current necessary to meet student’ current
needs needs
. Diverse opinions in covering related Positive in covering related rules as v
rules as teaching certain grammar teaching certain grammar
. Positive in teaching simple Equally split toward teaching simple v
grammatical rules grammatical rules
. Positive in relying on following Positive in relying on following
criteria as the major teaching criteria as the major teaching
content: content:
1) the frequency of a given 1) the frequency of a given
structure occurring in daily structure occurring in daily
conversation conversation
2) the difficulty level of a structure 2) the difficulty level of a structure
3) students’ proficiency levels 3) students’ proficiency levels
Time issue of grammar instruction cont.
. Positive in teaching grammar in Positive in teaching grammar in
junior high and elementary schools junior high and elementary schools
. Negative in spending most of the Equally split toward spending most v
class hours on teaching grammar of class hours on teaching grammar
. Negative in teaching grammar Negative in teaching grammar
before any other sections before any other sections
. Timing for giving grammar Timing for giving grammar
instruction in a lesson unit: instruction in a lesson unit:
Positive in teaching grammar after Equally split toward teaching v
the reading section grammar after the reading section
Negative in teaching grammar Positive in teaching grammar before v
before the reading instruction the reading instruction
. Diverse opinions about when to Equally split toward when to v
emphasize grammar instruction emphasize grammar instruction
Grammatical error treatment
. Positive toward the role of error Positive toward the role of error
treatment in grammar instruction and treatment in grammar instruction and
in English learning in English learning
. Positive in providing implicit error Positive in providing implicit error
correction correction
. Negative in providing explicit error Negative in providing explicit error
correction correction
. Timing for providing students with Timing for providing students with
error corrections: error corrections:
Equally split toward correcting Negative in correcting students’ each v
students’ each error immediately error immediately whenever the
whenever the error were found error were found
Positive in correcting students’ Equally split toward correcting v

errors only when the errors cause
difficulty in understanding

students’ errors only when the errors
cause difficulty in understanding

Note. The tick v* represents the change between preservice EFL teachers’ cognition before and after the

practicum.
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Preservice EFL Teachers’ Grammar Instruction Practices

This section elucidates the cross-case analysis regarding the four preservice
teachers’ classroom grammar instruction practices. Multiple data collected from
teacher subjects and their mentors as well as their students were analyzed based on the
questionnaire categories’ in order to discover similarities or differences, if any,
between preservice EFL teachers’ cognition and their teaching practices. As shown in
the preceding section, several divergences were found in the four preservice EFL
teachers’ cognition about grammar instruction. Yet, as revealed in the multiple-source
data, their grammar instruction in real classrooms tended to be convergent. To
manifest the similarities and differences among the findings of the cases, the
preservice teachers’ grammar teaching practices are described as a whole in this
section. In order to reveal the preservice EFL teachers’ classroom teaching vividly, the
examples provided below were extracted directly from observation and interview
data.® The data collected in Chinese were translated into English and reviewed by a

native speaker for correctness.

Approach to Grammar Instruction

The teacher subjects’ practices regarding approach to grammar instruction can be
synthesized in the following five findings. First, all these preservice teachers were apt
to apply proactive approach in their grammar instruction. For example, Brenda
reported that “[b]asically, | designed the courses in advance and then discussed the
lesson plan with my mentor” (4" stimulated recall interview). Maggie also reiterated,

“[b]efore the lesson session, | always spent several days thinking about how to

" Regarding the category, “role of grammar”, the preservice EFL teachers’ practices are not presented in
this section because this category was designed to investigate these teacher subjects’ cognition rather
than their actual instruction practices.

® For more observation and interview data, please refer to Appendix P.
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implement grammar instruction” (2" stimulated recall interview). The above
utterances illustrate that these preservice teachers tended to prepare their grammar
instruction a couple of days before the class session and they would discuss their
lesson plans with their mentors, if possible.

Second, the preservice EFL teachers offered students a lot of oral practices and
repetitive pattern exercises to make students familiar with the grammatical rules. For
example, Angela asked students to do oral practices and repetitive exercises in order
that students might have a better understanding about the use of present progressive
tense. In the same way, Sandra provided students these kinds of practices while she
was teaching prepositional phrases. The episodes extracted from the classroom

observations of the above two examples are shown as follows.

T: What am | doing? Ss: You are watching TV.
T: What is Jolin doing? Ss: She is swimming.
T: What are they doing? Ss: They are roller-skating.

(Angela, 3" classroom observation)

T: | put this eraser in the box. Can Ss: The eraser is in the box.
you make a sentence in English?
T: Right. We use “in” to describe the  Ss: The eraser is on the box.
position of the eraser. What if | put
this eraser on the box, can you
make a sentence?
T: Ok. What is this? Ss: a pen
T: If | put this pen in front of the box, Ss: The pen is in front of the box.
can you make a sentence?
(Sandra, 2" classroom observation)

It appeared that the teacher subjects inclined to offer students repetitive pattern
exercises for the sake of helping students become familiar with the sentence patterns.
Such exercises were implemented through oral practices. Statistical data from the
questionnaire completed by students echoed such findings. Around 88% of students
agreed that their preservice teacher provided oral practice (see Table 4.2). Meanwhile,
about 75% of students agreed that their preservice teacher offered students repetitive
pattern exercises during their grammar instruction (see Table 4.3).
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Table 4.2
Frequencies of Students’ Responses to the Statement, “When the preservice EFL
teacher taught grammar, she offered students chances for oral practices.”

Item Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent
Strongly disagree 1 v i
Disagree 4 3.0 3.7
No opinion 12 8.9 12.6
Agree 49 36.3 48.9
Strongly agree 69 51.1 100.0
Total 135 100.0
Table 4.3

Frequencies of students’ responses to the statement, “When the preservice EFL
teacher taught grammar, she offered students chances for repetitive pattern
exercises.”

Item Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent
Strongly disagree 0 0 0

Disagree 7 52 52

No opinion 27 20.0 25.2

Agree 55 40.7 65.9
Strongly agree 46 34.1 100.0

Total 135 100.0

Furthermore, all the preservice EFL teachers sided with using deductive teaching
approach most of the time during their grammar instruction. For example, as shown in
the classroom observations, Angela taught students the structure of the present
progressive tense explicitly. By the same token, Maggie directly explained the
differences between past tense and past progressive tense to students. The following

vignettes illustrate this kind of practice.

... The structure of present progressive is ‘be verb plus v+ing’. Present
progressive is used to describe an action that is happening at the moment....
(Angela, 3" classroom observation)
...If the action that you emphasize is temporary, then you use past tense. If the
action is continuing, then you need to use past progressive....
(Maggie, 1% classroom observation)

The interview data from all of the preservice EFL teachers’ mentors supported this
finding. For instance, Brenda’s mentor said, “[m]ost of the time, my student teacher

taught grammar deductively. Then, she offered some examples and practices to
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students.” In a similar vein, Sandra’s mentor reiterated, “[b]asically, my student
teacher taught grammatical rules directly and then offer some practices to students.”
Statistical data from students’ survey further supported this finding. Table 4.4 shows
that around 64% of students agreed that their preservice teacher tended to apply

deductive teaching approach in their grammar instruction most of the time.

Table 4.4

Frequencies of Students’ Responses to the Statement, ““When the preservice EFL
teacher taught grammar, she directly told students the structure of the grammar being
taught most of the time.”

Item Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent
Strongly disagree 4 3.0 3.0
Disagree 22 16.3 19.3

No opinion 23 17.0 36.3

Agree 56 415 718
Strongly agree 30 22.2 100.0

Total 135 100.0

Additionally, all the teacher subjects used Chinese as a crucial medium to help
students learn grammatical rules. For instance, Angela told students that the structure
of the English sentence, “She is a girl” is equal to the structure in Chinese; students
could translate this sentence from Chinese to English word by word. Moreover,
Maggie called students’ attention to the Chinese meaning of the sentence “What was
she doing at 8:20 yesterday morning” and further asked students to translate this

sentence into Chinese. These two typical episodes are shown below.

... 1pSheflis— ffHa? & girl - 50 = E?{%HW ...
...She is a girl. You just translate this sentence from Chinese to English
directly....

(Angela, 1% classroom observation)
Q= F[Jﬁ:ﬁf@_ﬁ e el 2 ﬁﬁ'éﬁ’,l‘JﬁfSW?jE‘}H I ? What was she doing at 8:20
yesterday morning? #ppE= Rl 8:20% 7 " it ’}jfz ..
...What’s the meaning of this sentence? Who can help me translate this sentence
into Chinese? What was she doing at 8:20 yesterday morning?....

(Maggie, 1% classroom observation)
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The interview data conducted with all of the mentors supported this finding. For
instance, Brenda’s mentor stated, “[w]hen my student teacher was giving grammar
instruction, she used Chinese most of the time.” Sandra’s mentor also reported,
“Im]Jost of the time my student teacher spoke Chinese to teach grammar. The ratio for
her use of Chinese and English was 7:3.”

Finally, grammatical terms were usually employed by all the preservice teachers
in each grammar instruction session. For example, Angela used the grammatical terms,
preposition and nouns, to explain the structure of prepositional phrases to students. In
a similar vein, Sandra utilized grammatical terms to describe the differences between
the be verbs that should be used after plural nouns and singular nouns. Detailed

classroom observation episodes are shown as follows.

... Today we have learned how to add prepositions to sentences, which should be

put before nouns....
(Angela, 4™ classroom observation)

...IT you use a plural noun, the be verb that you should use is are. On the other
hand, if you use a singular noun, the be verb you should use is is....
(Sandra, 4™ classroom observation)

Statistical data from students’ questionnaire showed similar results. Approximately
90% of students reported that their preservice teacher used grammatical terminology

to explain the rules in their grammar instruction (see Table 4.5).

Table 4.5
Frequencies of Students’ Responses to the Statement, “When the preservice EFL
teacher taught grammar, she used grammatical terms in her explanation.”

Item Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent
Strongly disagree 0 0 0

Disagree 4 3.0 3.0

No opinion 7 5.2 8.1

Agree 54 40.0 48.1
Strongly agree 70 51.9 100.0

Total 135 100.0
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Content of Grammar Instruction

In terms of grammar teaching content, two findings revealed preservice EFL
teachers’ instructional practices. To start with, from mentors’ responses, it was found
that when the teacher subjects taught grammar, they often covered related rules not
contained in the textbooks. Three of the mentors mentioned their student teachers’
provision of relevant rules for students during their grammar teaching practices. For
example, Angela’s mentor related that, “[w]hen teaching present participles, my
student teacher usually listed extra verbs that cannot become present participles. The
textbook does not contain these exceptional examples.” Brenda’s mentor also reported
that, “[m]y student teacher provided students with some relevant rules which were not
mentioned in the textbook.” Sandra’s mentor further added, “[a]t one time my student
teacher taught students the usage of spend. But it was not the main focus listed in the
textbook. She made a comparison between take, spend, and cost.” The researcher’s

fieldnotes further coincide with these mentors’ statements. For example:

In Angela’s fourth grammar instruction, I discovered that her main focus was to
help student become familiar with the use of prepositional phrases. Yet, she also
explained the usage of proper nouns in prepositional phrases. To be more
specific, Angela first explained what prepositional phrases are and then told
students the differences among the prepositions in, under, on, in front of, in back
of, over, etc. Then, she gave each student a handout and told students that if the
noun in the prepositional phrase is a certain place, then it is unnecessary to add
the definite article in the prepositional phrase, for instance, in Japan (not in the
Japan).

(Fieldnotes of Angela’s 4™ classroom observation)

In Sandra’s first teaching practice, she talked some relevant rules while teaching
a certain grammar structure. While Sandra talked about the sentence pattern
too...to...in the conversation, she also covered related sentence pattern
so...that...and helped students distinguish the differences between these two
sentence patterns. For instance, she wrote down two sentences ‘I was too angry
to think clearly’ and ‘She is so friendly that everyone likes her’ on the board.
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Then, she asked students to compare these two sentences and tell her the

differences. Noticing that students were unable to tell the differences between

these two sentences, Sandra tried to explain the structures of the two sentences.
(Fieldnotes of Sandra’s 1% classroom observation)

In addition, all the teacher subjects followed the textbooks to teach grammar.
That is, the content and sequence of their grammar instruction was decided by the
textbooks. Maggie provided a typical explanation, saying, “[t]he textbook was my
main consideration when | designed the course, and | tried to make a connection
between what students have learned and what students are going to learn” (1%
stimulated recall interview). Brenda further added, “I would figure out the key point
of the lesson unit according to the textbook. Then | referred to some reference books
to organize the handouts | would like to offer to students” (4" stimulated recall
interview). As shown in the above interview data, the participants considered their
textbooks the basic structure while they were designing the grammar teaching
activities. Although the content of the grammar instruction depended on the textbooks,
Angela, Brenda, and Maggie often designed handouts to help their students’ learning.
The interview data conducted with all of the teacher subjects’ mentors echoed this
finding. For instance, “The textbook was the main consideration for my student
teacher when designing the grammar instruction because of the fixed teaching
schedule” (Interview with Maggie’s mentor). “During my student teacher’s practicum,
the content of grammar instruction in each lesson was decided by the textbook”

(Interview with Sandra’s mentor).

Time Issue of Grammar Instruction
With regard to time issue of grammar instruction, the results revealed that all of
the teacher subjects taught grammar after vocabulary instruction. Three of them also

taught grammar before students did the reading section in each unit. For example,
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Angela said, “I taught grammar after students had learned vocabulary. The final part
was reading instruction” (4™ stimulated recall interview). Brenda also offered a
similar statement, saying “[i]n each unit, | taught grammar after the vocabulary
section, but reading passage hadn’t been taught to students” (4" stimulated recall
interview). All of the mentors’ interview data supported such a finding. For instance,
Brenda’s mentor described, “[m]y student teacher taught grammar after the
vocabulary section and before the reading instruction. The reason she did this was
because | taught students in this way.” Maggie’s mentor also reported, “[t]he timing of
my student teacher’s implementation of grammar instruction is similar to mine. That
is, grammar is taught after the vocabulary section in each unit.”

Students’ responses concerning the time their preservice teachers implemented
grammar instruction disclosed similar results. As shown in Table 4.6, 63% of students
agreed that their preservice teacher did not begin the unit with grammar instruction

before doing other sections.

Table 4.6

Frequencies of Students’ Responses to the Statement, “The preservice EFL teacher
did not begin the unit with grammar instruction before doing other sections, such as
vocabulary, dialogue, reading, etc.”

Item Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent
Strongly disagree 2 1.5 1.5
Disagree 24 17.8 19.3
Uncertain 24 17.8 37.0

Agree 43 31.9 68.9
Strongly agree 42 31.1 100.0

Total 135 100.0

Grammatical Error Treatment
Concerning grammatical error treatment, two findings illustrated how the
preservice teachers handled error correction during their grammar instruction. First,

the four preservice teachers’ practices revealed that they corrected students’ errors
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whenever the errors were found. With one voice, all the mentors reported their student
teachers’ practice of immediate error correction to students’ each error. For example,
Maggie’s mentor reported that, “[m]y student teacher corrected students’ each error in
both written and oral practices whenever she found the error. Especially for written
practice, she always asked students to write down their answers on the board. If any
errors occurred, she corrected those errors immediately.” The teacher subjects’
students echoed this finding. According to Table 4.7, 93% of students agreed that their
preservice teacher corrected students’ each error immediately whenever the error was

found.

Table 4.7
Frequencies of Students’ Responses to the Statement, “Whenever students made
grammatical errors, the preservice EFL teacher corrected the errors immediately.”

Item Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent
Strongly disagree 0 0 0

Disagree 1 N v

No opinion 9 6.7 74

Agree 62 459 53.3
Strongly agree 63 46.7 100.0

Total 135 100.0

Second, the four participants corrected students’ grammatical errors in different
ways. Specifically, Brenda and Sandra tended to provide implicit error corrections for
students. Brenda asked a student question to clarify why the student made the error.
Sandra repeated a student’s error and adjusted her intonation in order to draw the
student’s attention to the error. The following episodes illustrate these two preservice

teachers’ implicit error correction.
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T: Is this sentence correct: You have
been to Canada.

T: Someone said no. Why is this
sentence not correct?

T: Well, the present perfect
emphasizes an action which has
happened so this sentence is
correct.

T: If the subject is ‘I’ and the verb is
‘spent’, then what should we do in
the following?

T: to buy this T-shirt?

T: Yes, | spent NT$1000 buying this
T-shirt.

Ss: (some students) Yes
(other students) No

Ss: Because we don’t know whether
this person wants to go to Canada
or not.

Ss: ...[silence]

(Brenda, 1% classroom observation)

Ss: | spent NT$1000 to buy this...

Ss: buying this T-shirt
Ss: ...[silence]

(Sandra, 1% classroom observation)

Unlike the above two teacher subjects, Angela and Maggie sided with offering

explicit error corrections. For instance, Angela corrected a student’s error by giving

the student the right answer explicitly. Similarly, Maggie corrected students’ errors

explicitly as she clearly indicated that the answers students offered were incorrect and

then provided the correct form. Detailed classroom observation episodes are as

follows.

T: What is your answer, Shin-yun?

T: Are you sure? You missed a word.
Which word? You missed the word

‘the’. Because you should specify
the box in this picture, the answer
is in front of the box.

T: What kind of phrase should I add
to modify this sentence?
T: You don’t need to put in here.

T: Yesterday night is not the correct
answer.
T: The correct answer is last night.
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Ss: in front of box
Ss: ...[silence]

(Angela, 4™ classroom observation)

Ss: (One student said...) in

Ss: (Another one said) yesterday
night
Ss: ...[silence]

Ss: ...[silence]
(Maggie, 1% classroom observation)



Relationship between Preservice EFL Teachers’ Cognition and Practices

The relationship between the four preservice teachers’ post-practicum cognition®
and their classroom practices with regard to approach, content, time issue of grammar
instruction, and grammatical error treatment are described. Moreover, possible factors
influencing the inconsistency, if any, between preservice EFL teachers’ cognition and

practices in grammar instruction are further revealed.

Approach to Grammar Instruction

After comparing the preservice EFL teachers’ cognition and practices in terms of
grammar teaching approaches, the findings revealed two consistencies and four
inconsistencies (see Table 4.8). In general, the teacher subjects followed their
cognition in employing proactive approach and offered oral practices to students in
their grammar instruction. On the other hand, although these teacher subjects held
diverse opinions about using Chinese as the major medium in grammar instruction,
they tended to use Chinese most of the time in their classroom practices. Additionally,
these preservice teachers were negative toward using grammatical terms but their
practices revealed their frequent use of grammatical terms while they were explaining
grammatical rules to students. Most of the time, the four preservice EFL teachers
applied deductive teaching approach in their practices, which was inconsistent with
their cognition (i.e. inductive teaching approach). Finally, all the teacher subjects
provided repetitive practices for their students while their opinions about whether to

provide such exercises to students were equally split.

® In this study, preservice EFL teachers’ cognition in post-practicum was used to compare with their
grammar teaching practices, for it could represent what these teacher subjects thought about grammar
instruction after they had experienced a semester-long teaching practicum and had a certain level of
cognition development.

94



Table 4.8
A Comparison of Four Preservice EFL Teachers’ Cognition and Practices in
Approach to Grammar Instruction

Preservice EFL teachers’ cognition Preservice EFL teachers’ practices Consistency
Positive in applying proactive approach  Applying proactive approach every time v
Positive in providing oral practices Providing oral practices every time 4
Diverse opinions in using Chinese as the  Using Chinese most of the time X
main medium
Negative in using grammatical terms Using grammatical terms during X
explanation
Positive in applying inductive approach  Applying deductive approach most of y
the time

Equally split toward providing repetitive  Providing repetitive practices every time
practices

After analyzing the data, several potential factors affecting the inconsistency
between these teacher subjects’ cognition and practices were identified. To begin with,
the factors influencing most preservice EFL teachers’ decisions to use Chinese as the
main medium to teach grammar were students’ proficiency levels, school exams, and

mentors’ previous instruction, as shown in the following examples:

...IT I use English to explain the grammatical rules, students might not be able to
understand what | am talking about. Because of students’ poor proficiency levels,
it was necessary for me to use Chinese while | was teaching grammar....

(Angela, 1* stimulated recall interview)
...When students take the school exams, they need to translate sentences from
Chinese to English, and this sentence pattern would be a main point in the exam.
I hope when students see the Chinese of this sentence pattern, they will realize
they should use too...to... to make sentences....

(Sandra, 1* stimulated recall interview)
...My mentor used Chinese to teach these students grammar before. If | had used
English to teach grammar, they wouldn’t understand it....

(Brenda, 1*' stimulated recall interview)

Second, the major reasons these preservice EFL teachers used terminology to
explain grammar rules were related to students’ proficiency levels and comprehension.

For example, Angela mentioned, “[s]tudents knew the abbreviation of prep before. Yet,
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at that time | thought based on their proficiency levels, they should learn the spelling
and meaning of prep so | explained this term to them” (4" stimulated recall interview).
Sandra reported, “[t]he grammatical terms | used in the class were those that students
could understand. If students understand those terms that | have used in the class, it’s
easier for them to grasp the rules” (1% stimulated recall interview). Other possible
factors affecting these preservice teachers’ use of terminology were school exams,
limited instructional hours and mentors’ influence. Typically, Sandra described, “[t]he
reason for me to use grammatical terms while | was teaching grammar was that these
terms will also be used on school exams” (2™ stimulated recall interview). “If I had
used another way to explain the structure of relative clauses at that time, | would have
spent much more time to explain the rule, and the instructional hour could be
extended. Therefore, | used grammatical terms to teach grammar” (Maggie, 4™
stimulated recall interview). “I think it’s not difficult for students to understand these
grammatical terms because my mentor frequently taught them these terms before”
(Brenda, 3" stimulated recall interview).

Third, the factors contributing to preservice EFL teachers’ inclination to apply
deductive teaching approach were students’ proficiency levels, reaction, motivation,
and comprehension. Typical statements offered by the teacher subjects are shown

below.

...In this class, students’ proficiency level was lower. If | told them the structures
of the rules directly, they would memorize the rule more easily....

(Brenda, 1% stimulated recall interview)
...Because students did not react to my questions, | directly told them the
structure of the rule being taught....

(Angela, 4™ stimulated recall interview)

... hadn’t taught this part before, and I thought if | could explain this rule
deductively, it would be easier for students to understand....

(Angela, 3" simulated recall interview)
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...Students in this class were at lower proficiency level and their learning
motivation was weak. If | had given students a lot of sentences and made them
figure out the differences, they would not have been able to concentrate on my
course; therefore, | directly told students the rule....

(Maggie, 1% stimulated recall interview)

Other factors influencing the preservice teachers’ decisions in applying deductive
teaching approach most of the time were their own learning experiences, limited
instructional hours, and mentor influence. For example, Brenda mentioned, “[w]hen |
was a student, my teacher directly told me the structure. At that time, my teacher did
not provide any extra explanation about this rule either for us. Therefore, here |
explained this rule to students directly” (3" stimulated recall interview). Maggie said,
“[i]f the instructional hours would have been extended, | would have given students a
lot of similar sentences and make them induce the rule by themselves. | believed this
would increase students’ long-term memory of the rule being taught. However, the
limited teaching hours didn’t allow me to apply inductive teaching approach” (1%
stimulated recall interview). Furthermore, Sandra indicated, “l used deductive
teaching approach here because my mentor wanted me to finish everything that I had
to teach on that day, and | had the pressure of having limited teaching hours” (1*
stimulated recall interview).

Finally, with the intention of reinforcing, if not improving, students’
comprehension of grammar rules, and thereby performing better on school exams, all
preservice teachers tended to employ repetitive practice in their classroom instruction.
Maggie provided a typical statement, saying, “l need to teach the grammar exercise
section again and again because my mentor tended to give students some quizzes in
which they would be tested on those structures” (4™ stimulated recall interview).
Brenda also indicated, “I think the reason | offered repetitive pattern practices to

students was because of the school exams” (4™ stimulated recall interview).
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Content of Grammar Instruction

The comparison between the teacher subjects’ cognition and practices in
grammar teaching content (see Table 4.9) revealed that three of the participants
covered related rules when teaching a given grammar structure although in their
cognition, they held diverse opinions toward this issue. Moreover, the content of these
preservice teachers’ grammar teaching depended on textbooks while they believed
that the sequence of grammar instruction should be decided by the frequency of a
given structure occurring in daily conversation, the difficulty level of a structure, or

students’ proficiency levels,.

Table 4.9
A Comparison of Four Preservice EFL Teachers’ Cognition and Practices in
Grammar Teaching Content

Preservice EFL teachers’ cognition Preservice EFL teachers’ practices Consistency
Diverse opinions in covering rules Three of the four covered related rules X
related to certain grammar while teaching a certain grammar

The content and sequence of grammar The content and sequence of grammar X
instruction should depend on 1) the instruction depended on textbooks.

frequency of a given structure occurring
in daily conversation, 2) the difficulty
level of a structure, or 3) students’
proficiency levels

The preservice teachers reported that their mentors’ expectations and the
influence of school exams were the major influences on whether these preservice

teachers covered relevant rules in their grammar instruction. For example,

...1 covered relevant rules while teaching grammar because my mentor taught
students not only the stuff on the textbook but also the related rules. It is too easy
for students if they only learn the stuff on the textbook....

(Brenda, 4" stimulated recall interview)
...When students take school exams, the questions in the exams would be more
difficult than those in the textbooks. Therefore, if I have time, | would like to
provide students as many related rules as I can....

(Angela, 4" stimulated recall interview)
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Another factor contributing to these teacher subjects’ decision to rely on the
textbooks as the teaching content was their teaching schedule. Sandra mentioned,
“[b]ecause the teaching schedule was designed based on the textbook, we need to
follow it; we might not be able to teach what we like in the classrooms” (4™
stimulated recall interview). Brenda also reported, “[t]he teaching content in my
grammar instruction was based on the textbook because we needed to follow the fixed

teaching schedule” (4™ stimulated recall interview).

Time Issue of Grammar Instruction

Table 4.10 shows a consistent relationship between preservice EFL teachers’
cognition and practices regarding time issue of grammar instruction. That is, in their
cognition, these preservice teachers showed a positive attitude toward teaching
grammar after any other sections in a lesson unit but before the reading section. In
their classroom practices, all of them taught grammar after vocabulary instruction and
three of them implemented grammar teaching before their students did the reading

section of the unit.

Table 4.10
A Comparison of Four Preservice EFL Teachers’ Cognition and Practices Regarding
Time Issue of Grammar Instruction

Preservice EFL teachers’ cognition Preservice EFL teachers’ practices Consistency
Positive in teaching grammar after other ~ Teaching grammar after vocabulary v
sections in a lesson instruction

Positive in teaching grammar before Three of the four taught grammar before v
students did the reading section students did the reading section

Although a consistent relationship was found in these preservice teachers'
cognition and practices, these teacher subjects reported that their mentors’ influence

was the major factor which reinforced their cognition and practices about when to
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implement grammar instruction. For instance, Maggie indicated, “[iJn my class,
grammar instruction was implemented after the vocabulary instruction but before the
reading instruction. In fact, this was the way my mentor taught the unit, and | just
followed her procedures” (4™ stimulated recall interview). Sandra also stated, “[i]t
was my mentor who decided the time scheduled for grammar instruction” (4™

stimulated recall interview).

Grammatical Error Treatment

Table 4.11 lists the divergence between preservice EFL teachers’ cognition
toward grammatical error treatment and their practices. In their post-practicum
cognition, all the participants agreed with providing implicit error correction.
However, two teacher subjects showed their inclination to apply explicit error
correction in their classrooms. In addition, the four participants all showed their
disagreement with applying immediate error correction to students’ each error, which
was inconsistent with their actual tendency to correct students’ each error immediately

in their classroom practices.

Table 4.11
A Comparison of Four Preservice EFL Teachers’ Cognition and Practices in
Grammatical Error Treatment

Preservice EFL teachers’ cognition Preservice EFL teachers’ practices Consistency
Positive in providing implicit error . Two of the four applying implicit v
correction error correction most of the time
. The other two applying explicit X
error correction most of the time
Negative in correcting students each Correcting students’ errors whenever X
error immediately they found the errors

According to the interview data, students’ proficiency levels and teaching

materials were the factors influencing the teacher subjects’ application of explicit
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error correction. Preservice EFL teachers’ typical statements are listed as below:

... corrected this student’s error directly because his English proficiency level
was lower. And I thought that few students would make the same error, and it
was this student’s problem....
(Angela, 4™ stimulated recall interview)
...Because | was teaching past progressive at that time, | did not want to deviate
from the subject being taught. Therefore, | corrected the error explicitly....
(Maggie, 1% stimulated recall interview)

The major reasons why these preservice EFL teachers corrected students’ each
error immediately were mainly related to students’ special learning needs and
proficiency levels. The following are the explanations provided by these preservice

teachers.

... corrected students’ each error immediately because | wanted to let the
student know his error and to cultivate his language intuition....

(Brenda, 2" stimulated recall interview)
...If 1 did not provide any error correction to the student who made the error at
that time, other students would be influenced by the error. Therefore, | corrected
the student’s error when | found it....

(Maggie, 1% stimulated recall interview)
... The reason why I told the students right answer immediately was because this
student’s English proficiency was lower and | thought he might not be able to
self-correct the error....

(Angela, 4™ stimulated recall interview)

Summary of the Factors Influencing the Consistency between Preservice EFL
Teachers’ Cognition and Practices

Table 4.12 depicts the factors contributing to the inconsistency between
preservice teachers’ cognition and their practices. A total of twelve possible factors
preventing the teacher subjects from carrying out their espoused cognition were
identified. These factors were further categorized into three main categories: student
learning issues, preservice teachers’ working environment, and personal prior learning

experiences. Subcategories of students learning issues included students’ proficiency
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levels, comprehension, reaction, motivation, special learning needs. Preservice
teachers’ working environment factors were related to teaching schedule, teaching
materials, limited instructional hours, mentors’ effect, and school exams. No
subcategories were identified for personal prior learning experience.

Interestingly, the teacher subjects’ practices in terms of approach, content, and
time issue of grammar instruction as well as grammatical error treatment seemed to be
affected by different categories. Specifically, it was found that subcategories within
the three main categories appeared to influence the preservice EFL teachers’ practices
concerning the approach to grammar instruction. Both students learning issues and
factors of preservice teachers’ working environment tended to have an impact on the
teacher subjects’ practices regarding grammatical error treatment. Finally, these
teacher subjects’ practices with regard to content and time of grammar instruction

were mainly influenced by their working environment.

Table 4.12
A Summary of the Factors Influencing the Consistency between Preservice EFL

Teachers’ Cognition and Practices in Grammar Instruction

Categories of grammar
instruction

Main categories of factors Sub-categories of factors

1. Students’ proficiency levels
2. Students’ comprehension

3. Students’ reaction

4. Students’ motivation

Preservice teacher’s working % I,\_/:(rarr\:ttg;js’lr;s%tfreuc(;tlonal hours
environment 3'

. School exams/Quizzes

Student learning issues

Approach to grammar
instruction

Personal prior learning
experiences

1. Teaching materials

Content of grammar instruction

Preservice teacher’s working
environment

2. Teaching schedule
3. Mentors’ effects
4. School exams/Quizzes

Time issue of grammar
instruction

Preservice teacher’s working
environment

Mentors’ effect

Grammatical error treatment

Student learning issues

Preservice teacher’s working
environment

1. Students’ proficiency levels
2. Students’ special learning
needs

Teaching materials
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CHAPTER FIVE DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In the previous chapter, the analysis of the collected data was presented to reveal
the four preservice EFL teachers’ grammar teaching cognition, the changes of their
cognition, their classroom practices, and the possible factors influencing their
practices. This chapter now attempts to summarize the findings according to the five
research questions proposed in Chapter One. Discussion of the major findings is
further raised based on previous literature'®. Next, the pedagogical implications are
reported. Finally, the limitations of this study are described and suggestions for future

research are made.

Summary and Discussion

In board terms, this study investigated preservice EFL teachers’ cognition
development and instructional practices regarding grammar instruction in Taiwanese
junior high schools. Employing multiple data sources and involving multiple
stakeholders’ perspectives, this study in particular attempted to draw a more
descriptive, if not complete, picture concerning the relationship between these
preservice teachers’ cognition and grammar teaching practices as well as the possible

factors influencing these teachers’ practices.

1.  What is preservice EFL teachers’ cognition about grammar instruction
before and after their practicum in junior high schools?

In general, the results in preservice EFL teachers’ pre- and post-questionnaires
disclosed that the four participants clearly recognized their own grammar teaching

cognition for most of the items. That is, these teacher subjects tended to show their

19 Owing to the conspicuous limitation of pertinent literature about preservice EFL teachers’ cognition
and practices about grammar instruction, previous studies related to inservice teachers’ beliefs and
practices were referred to in the discussion section.
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agreement or disagreement toward most of the themes identified in the questionnaire
during their learning to teach. The analyzed data also revealed that these teacher
subjects spread out more consistent cognition regarding the issues of the role and
approach to grammar instruction as well as grammatical error treatment. Relatively,
they showed more diverse attitudes toward content and time of grammar instruction.
In the sections that follow, the preservice teachers’ cognition at pre- and
post-practicum stages will be summarized.

Regarding the role of grammar instruction, throughout the teaching practicum
the four preservice teachers valued the importance of grammar instruction in English
learning because they believed that grammar instruction may help students
communicate with others accurately and effectively, as well as make grammatical
sentences when speaking and writing in English. In line with previous literature (e.g.
Borg, 1998a; Burgess & Etherington, 2002; Hsieh, 2005; Farrell & Lim, 2005; Lai,
2004; Lee, 2008; Mai, 2003), these teacher subjects on the one hand perceived the
importance of grammar instruction. Yet, on the other hand, they disagreed with
viewing grammar instruction as the central part in English teaching. Instead, they
expressed that teachers should try to help students develop four skills by providing
diverse modes of practices. This result echoed Lai’s (2004) study in which Taiwanese
high school English teachers believed that the emphasis on grammar should not
override the emphasis on meaning. Students should be provided with plentiful
exposure to English rather than only receive grammar instruction. Such a finding
could further be buttress Lee’s study (2008) conducted in Hong Kong where English
teachers in secondary schools not only appreciated the value of grammar instruction
but also acknowledged the fact that solely providing students with grammar teaching
is insufficient to nurture students’ communicative competence.

With regard to grammar teaching approaches, throughout the study these
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preservice teachers showed their agreement on relating students’ real life experience
and prior knowledge to classroom instruction, providing students with oral practices
of grammatical rules, and applying proactive approach (i.e. preparing the grammar
instruction before each class session). Furthermore, compared to deductive teaching
approach, these preservice teachers showed their agreement with employing inductive
instruction. As mentioned by these preservice teachers, inductive approach could
allow students to reason the rules actively and further construct deeper impression
toward the rules being taught. What these teacher subjects thought about inductive
teaching approach was backed up by the literature, indicating that inductive teaching
approach raises students’ consciousness on language forms and encourages students to
adopt a deeper processing of learning (Krashen, 1982; Norman & Schmidt, 1992;
Ramsden, 2003). Interestingly, this result differed from what most Taiwanese junior
high English teachers thought about grammar teaching approaches in previous studies
(e.g. Chung, 2008; Hsieh, 2005; Lai, 2004). Most inservice teachers in these studies
believed that teachers should directly analyze, explain, and discuss grammatical rules.
They strongly argued that deductive grammar teaching saved instructional hours and
was more efficient than the inductive one.

These preservice teachers further showed their disagreement with using
grammatical terms in grammar instruction during their learning to teach. As described
in Chapter Three, these teachers were trained in the Communicative Language
Teaching approach when taking preservice training courses (see the section of
Settings and Participants on p. 42). The reason why these teacher subjects held
negative attitudes toward using grammatical terms was because they had learned that
grammatical terminology is “the legacy of a grammar-translation approach to L2
teaching” and may become a burden interfering with students’ learning (Eisenstein,

1987). These teacher subjects’ cognition about the use of grammatical terms was in
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contrast to what was perceived by ESL and EFL teachers in previous literature (Borg,
1998a; 1999c; Burgess & Etherington, 2002; Chung, 2008; Hsieh, 2005; Lai, 2004;
Lee, 2008). Participating teachers in these studies believed that using grammatical
terms could help students investigate the target language by themselves and enable
students to understand more complicated sentences.

In particular, before the practicum the preservice EFL teachers were positive
toward applying repetitive pattern exercises and their opinions were equally split
toward using Chinese in their grammar instruction. Yet, they showed their neutral
attitudes toward these two issues after finishing their practicum. Such changes might
be influenced by their practicum experiences. As shown in the literature (e.g. Chung,
2008; Lai, 2004), the majority of English teachers in Taiwanese junior high schools
tended to believe in using Chinese and providing repetitive pattern practices for
students in their grammar instruction. In these studies, inservice teachers regarded
Chinese as a suitable medium to help students comprehend the rules. They believed in
the strength of applying repetitive exercises to make students become familiar with
what was being taught.

As for grammar teaching content, the preservice teachers were in favor of using
extra instructional materials, such as English songs and games, in addition to solely
focusing on the textbooks. Moreover, although these participating teachers had
different attitudes toward covering related rules in a unit, they tended to believe that
the content and sequence of grammar instruction should depend on 1) the frequency
of the given structure occurring in daily conversation, 2) the difficulty level of a
structure, and 3) students’ proficiency levels. Seemingly, these preservice teachers’
de-emphasis of the role of textbook content was different from the perceptions of
most Taiwanese inservice English teachers examined in Lai (2004) and Chung (2008).

The inservice teachers believed that teaching content should be decided by the
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textbooks on account that they were satisfied with the sequence of the grammatical
features in the textbooks.

Concerning time issue of grammar instruction, the four participants disagreed
with teaching grammar before any other sections in a lesson unit. However, they held
different opinions about whether to teach grammar before or after the reading sections,
whether to spend most instructional hours in grammar instruction, and when to
emphasize grammar teaching in students’ learning stages. It could be hypothesized
that these teacher subjects’ negative attitude with teaching grammar before any other
sections might be influenced by what they thought about the role of grammar
instruction. As previously mentioned, the four participants thought that the importance
of grammar should not override that of the four skills in English teaching and learning.
With this perception, these teachers tended to believe that it was not a priority to teach
grammar in a lesson unit.

When speaking of grammar error treatment, these preservice teachers were
positive with the importance of error correction in grammar instruction. Their positive
attitudes toward grammatical error treatment appeared to accord with the finding in
Lee’s study (2008), in which ESL teachers in Hong Kong believed that students’
grammatical errors should be corrected in order to help students eliminate their errors.
As highlighted by Allwright and Bailey (1991), the reason why ESL and EFL teachers
appreciated the value of grammatical error correction was due to the notion that
language learners modify their hypotheses and alter their output on the basis of
grammatical error correction offered by teachers. With teachers’ offer of corrective
feedback, students’ mistakenly modifying hypotheses can be effectively prevented
(Schmidt & Frota, 1986).

Moreover, although the preservice EFL teachers agreed with applying implicit

error corrections, they tended to have different opinions about the timing of providing
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error corrections throughout the study, which was dissimilar to the inservice English
teachers investigated in Lee (2008). Teachers in Lee’s study believed in using mixed
strategies (i.e. both implicit and explicit error treatments) to correct students’
grammatical errors rather than depending on single strategy. In addition, they further
argued that teachers should not correct students’ each error or mistake except for those
causing difficulty in understanding.

In summary, the above results showed that certain parts of the preservice
teachers’ grammar teaching cognition was not similar to inservice ESL or EFL
teachers’ cognition documented in previous literature. Such a finding may suggest the
conflict between the preservice teachers’ preliminary ideals and the realities of
teaching. Scholars and researchers have remarked that the differences between
preservice and inservice teachers’ cognition were on account of how they perceived
the realities of classroom instruction (Day, 1999; Gebhard & Oprandy, 1999; Richards,
1998). As indicated by Richards (1998), preservice teachers with limited teaching
experience may not be able to recognize the complexities embedded in teaching
environment and still carry their initial, if not idealistic, beliefs or cognition that could
not match the teaching contexts. Yet, inservice teachers may have to alter their
original beliefs or cognition in order to comply with the teaching difficulties, if not
problems, they encounter in classroom settings everyday (Day, 1999; Dreyfus &
Dreyfus, 1986; Fuller & Bown, 1975; Kagan, 1992; Sendan & Roberts, 1998). The
above discoveries promoted further questions that need to be explored in the future
studies. For example, how could preservice EFL teachers become aware of their own
grammar teaching cognition during their learning to teach? How would teacher
education programs help preservice EFL teachers recognize their teaching cognition?
How could teacher education programs prepare preservice teachers for facing the

realities of classroom practices? How would preservice EFL teachers perceive their

108



cognition dissimilar to those of inservice teachers? What will happen if preservice

teachers adjust their teaching cognition to match the teaching realities?

2. What changes, if any, occur in preservice EFL teachers’ cognition about
grammar instruction over their practicum in junior high schools?

With the semester-long practicum experience, around 40% obvious changes were
found in the preservice EFL teachers’ grammar teaching cognition before and after the
practicum, albeit they still keep 60% cognition unchanged. Of the five main
categories identified in the questionnaire, several changes in these participants’
cognition were found in four of them (i.e. approach, content, and time issue of
grammar instruction as well as grammatical error treatment). Among the changes,
their cognition regarding time issue varied the most. The changes of the preservice
teachers’ cognition mainly covered the following aspects: 1) providing repetitive
pattern practices, 2) using Chinese as the main medium, 3) teaching simple
grammatical rules only, 4) covering relevant rules while teaching a certain grammar, 5)
spending most instructional hours in grammar instruction, 6) timing for giving
grammar instruction in a lesson unit, 7) timing of emphasizing grammar teaching, and
8) timing of providing error correction to students.

The above findings may imply that to some extent these teacher subjects’
changed cognition could be attributed to their six-month long practicum experience.
As argued by researchers (e.g. Halbach, 2000; Mattheoudakis, 2007; Shkedi & Laron,
2004), after receiving a series of professional training in teacher education programs,
most preservice teachers would hold a set of beliefs or conceptions about teaching and
learning (Halbach, 2000; Mattheoudakis, 2007; Shkedi & Laron, 2004). Yet, when
preservice teachers enter the real classrooms and have chances to interact with pupils

during their fieldwork, they need to face more complex issues related to students’
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learning problems (Day, 1999; Richards, 1998; Shkedi & Laron, 2004). Under this
circumstance, sometimes preservice teachers should leave their ideological
conceptions aside and restructure their original cognition they perceived in teacher
education programs in order to cope with complex student learning problems and
reflect the needs of classroom realities (Buitink, 2009; Mattheoudakis, 2007; Shkedi
& Laron, 2004). Such a proposition could be linked with what had been discussed in
previous section, suggesting that teacher cognition is a mental and dynamic construct.
Both preservice and inservice teachers may define and redefine their cognition based
on their acknowledgement of the real teaching environment. Therefore, the changes of
these teacher subjects’ cognition indicate the result of their active attempts to balance
the pre-existing cognition and present reality (Nettle, 1998).

According to the above discussions, some possible queries and inquiries could be
raised. For example, how could preservice EFL teachers keep the original grammar
teaching cognition they perceived from taking teacher education programs? What will
happen to preservice EFL teachers’ grammar teaching cognition after they experience
longer terms of teaching experiences or after they become full-time teachers? What
changes, if any, occur in preservice EFL teachers’ cognition about grammar teaching

providing that they are placed in other school contexts?

3. How do preservice EFL teachers conduct grammar instruction in real
classroom settings during their practicum in junior high schools?
Based on the analysis of multiple-source data, these preservice EFL teachers’
grammar instruction in real classroom appeared traditional and inflexible, as shown in
their provision of repetitive pattern practices, application of deductive teaching
approach, and frequent use of Chinese and grammatical terms. Moreover, these

teachers’ grammar teaching was mainly textbook-oriented and their instruction would
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be confined into a specific “format.” In essence, the ways the preservice EFL teachers
taught grammar departed radically from what they believed to be true about grammar
instruction. It seemed that these preservice teachers could not carry their espoused
cognition into actual practices. Summary of the four teacher subjects’ classroom
instruction is described as follows.

In terms of grammar teaching approaches, the preservice EFL teachers were apt
to apply proactive and deductive approach, provide oral and repetitive pattern
practices, as well as use Chinese as the main medium and grammatical terms in their
instruction. Similar to inservice teachers investigated in previous studies, these
teacher subjects tended to employ deductive approach with the aim of saving
instructional hours and accommodating students’ proficiency levels. The underlying
causes of teachers’ reliance on deductive approach may be related to researchers’
statements, arguing that with its straightforwardness, deductive approach usually
needs less teaching hours (Robinson, 1996; Seliger, 1975) and is more suitable for
students with lower proficiency level (Brigham & Matins, 1999; Wang, 2002).

In addition, the finding that the preservice teachers conducted their grammar
teaching primarily in Chinese corresponded to the existing literature conducted in
Taiwan (e.g. Chung, 2008; Hsieh, 2005; Hsu, 2007). In these studies, Taiwanese
inservice teachers mentioned that they used Chinese in their grammar teaching mainly
because it could help students with low proficiency level understand the teaching
content. In the current study, similar comments were proposed by the teacher subjects.
To help students with limited ability to use English communicatively understand the
grammatical rules, these preservice EFL teachers eventually deviated from their
espoused cognition and used Chinese most of the time in their grammar instruction.

Moreover, the preservice teachers’ employment of grammatical terms in their

lecturing was in line with previous studies conducted in Taiwan and Singapore (e.g.
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Chung, 2008; Farrell & Lim, 2005; Hsieh, 2005; Hsu, 2007). In view of helping
students comprehend the rules being taught and finishing teaching content within the
limited teaching hours, it was necessary for these participants to use grammatical
terms to explain the rules (see Chapter Four for details). The reasons for these
teachers to use grammatical terms were coincided with those proposed by the
inservice EFL teachers in Chung’s (2008) study. Participating teachers in Chung’s
study reported that they used grammatical terms during their lectures because it could
not only increase the efficiency but also foster students’ quick understanding of the
rule.

With regard to grammar teaching content, teacher subjects in this study tended to
teach a single rule in each class session and provide relevant rules while teaching
certain grammar. In addition, the content of these teachers’ grammar teaching was
decided by the textbook. Such a finding echoed ESL and EFL teachers’ dependence
on textbooks to decide the content and sequence of the grammar instruction in
previous literature (Chung, 2008; Hsieh, 2005; Wu, 2006). The participating
preservice teachers in this study had no choice but to rely on the textbooks as the
major teaching content because they needed to follow the teaching schedule and they
were aware of students’ pressure of taking entrance exams (see Chapter Four for more
details). As explained by Chung (2008) in her conclusion, English teaching in high
schools is mainly test-driven and teachers usually teach the sentence patterns in the
textbooks for the sake of meeting the requirement of the entrance exam. Most of the
time, the reality did not allow the inservice teachers in her study to decide the content
and sequence of their grammar instruction because of the fixed teaching schedule.

When it comes to time issue of grammar instruction, the observation data
showed that these teacher subjects implemented grammar instruction after vocabulary

instruction but before reading instruction. According to the interview data, why these
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teacher subjects decided when to implement grammar instruction in a lesson unit was
influenced by their mentors’ guidance. This finding appeared consistent with previous
studies (e.g. Calderhead & Shorrock, 1997; Nettle, 1998; Philippou & Charalambous,
2005) where preservice teachers’ beliefs about teaching changed after a period of
practice under the influence of mentors’ teaching beliefs.

As for grammatical error treatment, the preservice teachers tended to correct
students’ each error immediately. The results also showed that two of these teachers
applied implicitly error corrections and the others corrected students’ errors explicitly
most of the time. As mentioned in Chapter Four, students’ proficiency levels appeared
to influence these teacher subjects’ decision in employing different types of error
corrections. This result echoed Lee’s study (2008) where ESL teachers in Hong Kong
inclined to correct students’ errors explicitly or implicitly according to students’
proficiency levels. These results gave evidence of the notion that English teachers
view students’ different proficiency levels as a significant influence on determining
the effectiveness of different types of error corrections (Ferris, 2006; Hong, 2004).
That is, teachers gave implicit error feedback to students with higher proficiency
levels, while teachers may correct students’ errors more explicitly if students do not
have adequate linguistic awareness to self-correct the mistakes (Ferris, 2006).

To sum up, the findings showed that although the preservice teachers’ grammar
teaching cognition differed from that of inservice teachers, the ways of how they
taught grammar were similar to those of inservice teachers. The results further
revealed the similarities among the four preservice teachers’ implementation of
grammar teaching. It is quite interesting to see that these preservice teachers taught
grammar in a similar way although they experienced their learning to teach in three
different public or private junior high schools located in central Taiwan. Such a

phenomenon may suggest the prevalence of relying on traditional grammar translation
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method in some, if not many, Taiwanese junior high schools. Although the Ministry of
Education (MOE) in Taiwan has advocated the use of the CLT approach since 2001, it
seems that traditional grammar translation method is still the mainstream in English
classrooms in current junior high schools. The above findings lead to further
questions to be investigated. How could mentors help student teachers put their
grammar teaching cognition into practices during their teaching practicum? What
kinds of assistance teacher education programs could offer to help preservice teachers
carry out their articulated grammar teaching cognition in real classrooms? How could
preservice EFL teachers be educated to apply CLT approach or innovative teaching
methods to their practices in current English classrooms? How could preservice EFL

teachers reflect on their own grammar teaching in order to refine their teaching skills?

4. To what extent does preservice EFL teachers’ cognition correspond to their

instructional practices on grammar instruction in junior high schools?

Overall, two-thirds of the themes identified in the questionnaire were found
divergent between the teacher subjects’ cognition and practices. To be more specific,
all the themes under the categories of grammar teaching content and grammatical
error treatment were divergent. Two-thirds of the themes related to grammar teaching
approaches were divergent, too. Yet, no divergence was discovered concerning the
time issue of grammar instruction.

Convergences and divergences between the four preservice teachers’ cognition
and practices toward the four categories are described as follows. First, two
discrepancies were discovered in terms of grammar teaching content, including
covering related rules and relying on textbook as the major teaching content. Second,
regarding grammatical error treatment, although all the participants claimed their

inclination to apply implicit error correction, two of them employed explicit error
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correction in classroom practices. In addition, these teacher subjects corrected
students’ each error immediately, albeit they had different attitudes toward this issue.
Third, two convergent results and four divergent ones were discovered in terms of
grammar teaching approach. The two convergent findings were applying proactive
approach and providing oral practices. On the contrary, the four divergent results
included 1) using Chinese as the main medium, 2) using grammatical terms, 3)
applying deductive approach, and 4) providing repetitive practices. Finally, the
research findings revealed the consistent relationship between the preservice EFL
teachers’ cognition and practices regarding time issue of grammar instruction. That is,
the preservice EFL teachers carried out their espoused cognition in their instructional
practices. They implemented grammar instruction after the vocabulary section and
before the reading section.

On the basis of the above findings, some aspects of convergences were found
between the participating preservice teachers’ cognition and their practices about
grammar instruction. Such a finding may match previous researchers’ expectation that
teachers’ cognition and practices should be consistent (e.g. Johnson, 1992b;
Richardson et al., 1991; Ryu & Spodek, 1996). It was claimed that the consistency
between teachers’ cognition and practices is crucially important to the aspect of
teaching effectiveness (Nien, 2002). Nien further stressed that if teachers could carry
out the approaches they decide to take into real practices, their instruction would
become more effective. If the discrepancy is large, it could be possible that teachers’
teaching effectiveness will decrease (Chen, 2005).

However, a large number of divergences were found between these teacher
subjects’ cognition and practices in the current study. This conclusion was in line with
previous literature which reminded us that what teachers say they believe may not be

the same as what they behave in classroom instruction (Duffy & Anderson, 1984;
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Nespor, 1987; Schon, 1986). Educational researchers strongly argued that with the
discrepancies emerging between a teacher’s espoused cognition and his/her practices,
the reasons or factors causing the inconsistencies should be elucidated (e.g. Borg,
1998a; 1999b; 2005; Chen, 2005; Farrell & Lim, 2005; Garden, 1996; Hsu, 2007;
Johnson, 1992b), which will be discussed in the next section. The above research
results promote further questions to be answered. For instance, how do preservice
EFL teachers balance their grammar teaching cognition and practices based on the
requirements proposed by their working place? What will happen if preservice EFL
teachers run into problems with balancing their cognition and the real teaching
realities? How could preservice EFL teachers adjust themselves to the inconsistencies
between their cognition and practice? How could teacher education programs help
preservice EFL teachers deal with the discrepancies occurring in their cognition and

practices?

5. What are the factors influencing the consistency of preservice EFL teachers’

cognition and their instructional practices on grammar instruction?

A total of twelve factors were identified to influence the consistency of the
preservice EFL teachers’ cognition and their practices on grammar instruction (see
details in Chapter Four). Referring to previous literature, those identified factors were
classified into three main categories, including 1) student learning issues, 2)
preservice teachers’ working environment, and 3) personal prior learning experiences.
Among these, eight of these factors embedded in the above three categories seemed to
influence the preservice teachers’ grammar teaching approaches. Furthermore, the
way these teacher subjects corrected students’ grammatical errors was affected by
student learning issues and working environment. Finally, the factors embedded in

these teacher subjects’ working environment appeared to mostly influence them when
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to teach what they should teach in grammar instruction.

The above findings supported the research in which the preservice teachers’
instructional practices were influenced by students in classroom settings (e.g.
Andrews, 2003a; Feryok, 2008; McNamara, 1995). Namely, teachers usually take
students’ various learning needs and learning processes into considerations in order to
offer the teaching methods which could fit with students’ learning situation. For
instance, it is often discovered that teachers usually teach in different ways to students
with diverse proficiency levels (e.g. Graden, 1996; Johnson, 1992a; Liao, 2004; Nien,
2002; Wu, 2002). Moreover, teachers’ perceptions about students’ understanding
toward the teaching content would make teachers’ practices deviate from their
espoused cognition (Borg, 1998b; Johnson, 1992a).

In addition to student learning issues, it seems that the preservice teachers’
working environment embedded in their practicum schools also influenced the
convergence between these teacher subjects’ cognition and practices. Researchers
have contended that why (preservice) teachers do what they do cannot be divorced
from the effects and dynamics of the school teaching contexts (e.g. Clement &
Vandenberghe, 2000; Day, 1999; Kleinsasser, 1993; Lortie, 1975; Rosenholz, 1989).
For example, teachers may exclude certain methods of instruction or perhaps change
their teaching methods due to the limited instructional hours (e.g. Farrell & Lim, 2005;
Hsu, 2005; Hsu, 2007; Liao, 2004; Nien, 2002). Teachers may also change the ways
how they usually teach students in order to match the teaching schedule (e.g. Andrews,
2003a; Bailey, 1996; Johnson, 1992a; Nien, 2002; Richards, 1996).

Finally, the present study supported previous studies in which the preservice
teachers’ prior learning experiences have a certain impact on their instructional
practices (e.g. Bailey et al., 1996; Freeman, 1992; Kennedy, 1990; Lortie, 1975). As

argued by Lortie (1975), student teachers arrive in teacher education programs with a
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set of beliefs or cognition about teaching and learning based on their own prior
learning experiences as students. Freeman (1992) further provided a typical statement,
indicating that “the memories of instruction gained through their *apprenticeship of
observation’ function as de facto guides for teachers as they approach what they do in
the classroom” (p. 3). If the assumption that teachers teach as they have been taught is
true, it might be possible that teachers stick to the models they have learned while
they are pupils (Bailey et al., 1996).

With the above discussions, further queries could be raised. For example, how
could teacher education programs educate preservice EFL teachers for coping with the
students’ learning issues during their learning to teach? What kinds of assistance that
mentors can offer to help preservice EFL teachers deal with teaching environment
during heir learning to teach? How can teacher education programs help preservice
teachers break the cycle of inheriting traditional language teaching from their

previous teachers?

Pedagogical Implications

The results of this study suggested that the preservice EFL teachers mostly did
not teach according to what they believed to be true, although they could identify their
own grammar teaching cognition. That is, after taking a two-year long training in
teacher education program, these participating preservice EFL teachers could
recognize their grammar teaching cognition. However, during their teaching
practicum, they encountered problems or difficulties in putting their articulated
cognition into classroom practices. Under the influences of students learning issues,
school working environment, and personal learning experiences, the preservice
teachers were forced to adjust their teaching approaches into traditional ones.

According to the above discussions, it appears that how to help preservice
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teachers put what they have learned in teacher education programs into practices
becomes an important issue. If the purpose of preservice teacher education is to
prepare qualified teachers for our next generation, student teachers at the very
beginning of their professional lifespan should learn how to “develop critique,
challenge common practices, and engage in inquiry intended to alter the life chances
of children” (Cochran-Smith, 2001, p. 3). With all these concerns, several suggestions
are offered to preservice teachers’ mentors, university supervisors, and practicum
schools as well as teacher educators at teacher training program.

First, during the practicum it is paramount for mentors and university
supervisors, the major stakeholders in the student teaching triad model, to foster
preservice teachers’ learning to teach in order to help preservice teachers carry out
their positive cognition (e.g. Chaliés, Bruno-Méard, Méard, & Bertone, 2010;
Ferrier-Kerr, 2009; Goodnough, Osmond, Dibbon, Glassman, & Stevens, 2010; Slick,
1997). Researchers have argued that more efforts should be made to educate mentors
regarding how to endow the interns with autonomy in designing teaching activities
(e.g. Abell, Dillon, Hopkin, Mclnerney, & O’Brien, 1995; Rowley, 1999). That is,
mentors should learn how to give preservice teachers a wider space for applying
alternative teaching approaches (e.g. McNamara, 1995; Orland-Barak & Hasin, 2010;
Rowley, 1999). In so doing, preservice teachers will have a better chance to approach
students and to learn how to cope with practical dilemmas emerging from the teaching
realities in their classes and/or schools. Rowley (1999) further suggested that a mentor
training program could be established to help mentors reflect on the ways of serving
as effective helpers through reading and discussing professional articles. By the same
token, the role of university supervisor is thought to be as important as what mentors
play during preservice teachers’ learning to teach (e.g. Borko & Mayfield, 1995;

Chaliés et al., 2010; Enz & Freeman, 1993; Goodnough et al., 2010; McNamara, 1995;
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Proctor, 1991; Slick, 1997). It was suggested that university supervisors in teacher
training programs could offer supportive assistance to help preservice teachers win
over a larger space for designing teaching activities. That is, university supervisors
should try to build a channel to negotiate with preservice teachers’ mentors for the
sake of helping their student teachers employ the teaching approaches they learned in
teacher education programs.

Second, practicum schools should try to improve the contextual factors that may
hinder preservice teachers’ learning to teach in order to provide preservice teachers
with a better teaching environment. Researchers have suggested that teaching contexts
have certain impact on student teachers’ practices (e.g. Buitink, 2009; Flores & Day,
2006). Hence, practicum schools have the responsibility to know whether the teaching
environment may foster or hinder preservice teachers’ professional development
(Mcnamara, 1995; Tang, 2003). To explore whether the teaching circumstances
negatively influence preservice teachers’ learning to teach, practicum schools, for
instance, could hold meetings with preservice teachers to talk about the problems the
student teachers encounter during the internship. Alternatively, practicum schools
could invite preservice teachers to offer feedback about how they perceive the
teaching context. As the contextual factors influencing preservice teachers’ practices
have been identified, the practicum schools could try to work on how to improve the
teaching circumstances. Taking the results of this study as an example, limited
instructional hours were found to be one of the major contextual factors determining,
if not affecting, preservice teachers’ practices. The curriculum committees should
discuss how to set up a more flexible teaching schedule to allow preservice teachers,
as well as other school teachers, to have enough teaching hours to carry out their
cognition into practices.

Third, instructors in preservice training courses should give preservice teachers a
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chance to acknowledge the possible factors which may hinder them from applying
innovative teaching methods to classroom instruction before they start their practicum.
Obviously, findings in this study and previous literature suggested that student
learning issues, teachers’ teaching environment, and teachers’ personal experiences
have a certain impact on teachers’ practices of employing alternative teaching
approaches (e.g. Chang, 2001; Chung, 2008; Hsieh, 2005; Hsu, 2007; Nien, 2002).
The above factors should be integrated and highlighted in related educational courses.
Along with recognizing these potential factors, preservice teachers would be aware of
the difficulties they will encounter while getting into the real classrooms in the future.
For instance, course instructors could provide preservice teachers with some teaching
scenarios which involve the possible factors. Then, preservice teachers could have
discussions with their instructors or peers to figure out how to employ alternative
teaching approaches under such factor-surrounded teaching environment. With such
brainstorming activities, it is hoped that preservice teachers could develop the ability
to avoid overusing the grammar translation method under the influence of traditional
teaching contexts prevalent in current junior high schools.

Finally, teacher education programs could further take the following measures
when preservice EFL teachers are experiencing their learning to teach in various
schools. To begin with, regular meetings could be held to make preservice teachers
aware of their own teaching cognition during the internship. As suggested by
researchers, if preservice teachers have any cognition that may not benefit their
students’ learning in the future, instructors in teacher education programs should
educate preservice teachers with positive conceptions of how to foster students’
learning (e.g. Cabaroglu & Roberts, 2000; Feiman-Nemser, McDiarmid, Melnick &
Parker, 1989; Peacock, 2001). In accordance with the finding of this study, certain

issues should be discussed among preservice EFL teachers in the regular meetings,
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such as “the place of grammar,” “to teach or not to teach grammar,” “how to present
grammar” and “grammar teaching techniques” (Brown, 2007). Based on preservice
teachers’ sharing and discussion of how they perceive grammar teaching, teacher
educators would have the opportunities to amend preservice teachers’ negative
cognition by giving them additional instruction, if necessary. For example, Peacock
(2001) suggested that instructors in teacher education programs could provide
preservice teachers with an “instructional package” in which preservice teachers are
required to read professional articles or books and have discussions with their peers.
After receiving such training, preservice teachers may adjust their teaching cognition
which is contradictory to what was promoted by professional scholars and
researchers.

Next, preservice teachers should be educated to attend workshops regularly
(Villegas-Reimers, 2003) in such a way that they could construct a better
understanding about how to deal with various student learning problems. By attending
workshops, preservice teachers would have more opportunities in learning how to
teach grammar appropriately to meet student learning needs.

Additionally, preservice teachers could be encouraged to join teacher learning
communities (McLaughlin & Talbert, 2006). Provided that preservice teachers are
involved in a learning community, they are offered a channel to share and learn new
pedagogies from others. In addition to traditional face-to-face conversation,
preservice teachers may join online learning communities which provide platforms for
preservice teachers to share and address perplexing dilemmas inherent in daily
practice without the constraints of time and space (Bulu & Yildirim, 2008; Lieberman,
2000; Olofsson, 2007).

Furthermore, preservice teachers should be required to take part in reflection

awakening activities (e.g. Calderhead & Shorrock, 1997; Day, 1999; Reiman &

122



Thies-Sprinthall, 1998; Richards, 1998; Zeichner & Tabachnick, 2001). If preservice
teachers could reflect on the origins and consequences of their actions, they would
have a chance to take greater control over their own professional growth and connect
their own teaching experience and theoretical knowledge together. As indicated by
educational researchers (e.g. Gebhard, 1999; Porter, Goldstein, Leatherman, &
Conrad, 1990, Richards & Lockhart, 1994; Trumbull, 2006), writing journals or
learning logs was regarded useful for student teachers to reflect on their own learning
to teach. Student teachers’ autonomous learning can be promoted in the writing

process and meanwhile they can take responsibility for their own learning.

Limitations of the Present Study

There are certain limitations that may narrow the scope of this study which
attempted to document preservice EFL teachers’ learning to teach grammar. First, a
closed-ended questionnaire was used as the major instrument to explore preservice
EFL teachers’ cognition in this study. Although questionnaires have been employed as
a direct method to elicit teachers’ cognition toward grammar teaching in previous
studies (e.g. Borg, 2006; Burgess & Etherington, 2002; Chung, 2008; Lai, 2004; Lee,
2008), it may be insufficient to use questionnaires as the major way to explore the
essence of preservice EFL teachers’ cognition. For this reason, the results of this study
only revealed part of preservice EFL teachers’ grammar cognition. Second, although
most of the preservice EFL teachers were observed four times, it may not be enough
to represent the entire state of their teaching. Due to the time constraint and limited
budget, the present researcher spent around six months to keep track of the four
teacher subjects’ cognition development and practices about grammar teaching. The
time period of the observations may not be long enough. Third, this qualitative study

recruited four teacher subjects; however, more teacher subjects should be included to
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document how preservice EFL teachers in various junior high schools develop their
grammar teaching cognition and how they conduct grammar teaching in their
practicum. Considering this limitation, the present researcher collected multiple data
from mentors and students of the preservice EFL teachers to draw a more descriptive
picture about these teacher subjects’ learning to teach grammar. Finally, all the four
preservice EFL teachers were from the same teacher education program embedded in
a private university. The research findings may not be generalized to those preservice

teachers receiving preservice training at different teacher education centers.

Suggestions for Further Research

As previously mentioned, research on preservice EFL teachers’ learning to teach
grammar in school teaching contexts is conspicuously absent in the pertinent literature.
The findings and limitations of this study recommend the following directions for
future research. First, to explore the essence of preservice EFL teachers’ cognition
about grammar teaching, there is a need for researchers to use multiple data collection
methods. In addition to the closed-ended questionnaire, the future study could include
in-depth interviews or follow-up questions at the same time to investigate preservice
teachers’ grammar teaching cognition.

Second, a long-term classroom observation is necessary for future research in
order to document how preservice EFL teachers teach grammar in real classrooms.
Provided that a large number of classroom observations could be conducted in future
studies, more details of preservice teachers’ grammar instruction might be revealed.

Third, to keep track of how preservice EFL teachers develop their grammar
teaching cognition and practices, it was suggested that researchers could conduct a
follow-up longitudinal study after preliminary findings were drawn from a short-term

investigation. With a long-term investigation, researchers may find more evidence
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regarding the development of preservice teachers’ cognition and practices after they
become inservice teachers.

Fourth, to reveal preservice teachers’ learning to teach in different contexts,
researchers could recruit more preservice EFL teachers from various teacher
education programs located in different geographical areas. Moreover, all the four
central participants in the current study experienced their learning to teach in junior
high schools. It was then recommended that further studies can be conducted in
various school contexts and researchers can recruit a larger number of preservice EFL
teachers to codify and discuss the complex situations they may encounter.

Fifth, for the sake of fostering preservice teachers’ learning to teach grammar,
researchers should investigate how mentors’ negative influences on preservice
teachers’ cognition and practices could be delimited. If mentors’ negative effect could
be minimized, it is possible that preservice teachers could teach students according to
what they have learned in the teacher education program, which is significant to their
continual professional development.

Sixth, researchers are expected to document effective ways to revise the
grammar sections in textbooks from discrete units to a more integrated illustration. It
appears that most textbooks prevalently used at junior high schools in Taiwan solely
highlight one or two grammatical rules in each lesson unit. Provided that preservice
teachers, following their mentors, mainly rely on the sequence of textbook contents in
their instructional practice, students’ grammar learning might become fragmentary.
With this concern, it is of great importance for future researchers to work out how to
assist textbook publishers to improve and make the content of grammar sections
systematic and coherent.

Finally, researchers could further investigate how to foster preservice teachers to

teach grammar in a more integrated and communicative approach instead of adhering
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to textbook-oriented grammar practices. As previously mentioned, preservice
teachers’ dependence on the textbooks might result in disconnected grammar teaching.
Therefore, it is crucial for researchers to discuss how to educate preservice teachers to
compile the grammatical rules together in order to deliver a well-organized instruction

to students in junior high schools.
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Appendix A

Questionnaire on Preservice EFL Teachers’ Cognition about
English Grammar Instruction in Junior High Schools --Chinese Version
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Appendix B

Questionnaire on Investigating Preservice EFL Teachers’ Cognition about
English Grammar Instruction in Junior High Schools --English Version

Dear Participants,

Firstly, thank you for helping with this research project. The aim of this questionnaire is to
investigate preservice EFL teachers’ cognition and practices about English grammar instruction in
junior high schools. After you read each statement carefully, please fill out this questionnaire based
on your first instinct and according to your own situation. The questionnaire is all anonyms and the
information collected is only for research purposes. For each question, there is no correct answer.
All of your responses will be kept confidential. Please do not discuss your answers with others
during the process.

Thank you for your help!

Tunghai University

Master Program for Department of Foreign Language & Literature
Graduate Student: Ching-Wei Sylvia Huang

Thesis Advisor: Dr. Mei-hui Liu

Part 1: Basic Personal Background Information
Direction: After you read each statement, please check (v) the one that fit in with your
personal background information.

1. Gender: [] Male [ ] Female

2. Mother tongue: [ ] Mandarin [] Taiwanese [ ] Hakka [ ] English
(multiple selections [] Others

accepted)

3. Have you had any English teaching experience?
[] Yes (Please continue to answer question 4 & 5.)
[] No (Please skip question 4 & 5 and start to answer Part 2.)
4. How long have you taught in English?
[ ] less than six months [] six months ~ 1 year [ ] 1year~2 years

[ ] 2 years ~ 3 years [ ] 3years~5 years [ ] more than 5 years
5. Please briefly describe your English teaching experience. (For example, students’ language
proficiency levels, content of the course.)
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Part 2: Preservice EFL Teachers’ Cognition about English Grammar Instruction
in Junior high Schools

Direction: In this questionnaire, all of the statements are related to the teaching
cognition about English grammar instruction. Please read each statement
carefully, and fill out this questionnaire based on your first instinct and
according to your own situation.

Answering Procedure: Please read each statement and tickv” the one that you think the

most appropriate.

Example: If you feel strongly disagree with one statement, please tick v* strongly

disagree.

salbesIq
[ed1naN
9210y

aalbesig Ajbuons
9046y A|buoans

1. Grammar instruction helps students learn
English.

2. Teachers could use Chinese when teaching
grammar in order to help students understand
the grammatical rules.

3. Teachers should focus on a single rule and
structure at one time when teaching grammar.

4. English teachers in junior high schools should
teach grammar.

5. Teachers should not correct students’ errors
when giving grammar instruction.

6. English grammar instruction helps students use
English to communicate with others accurately.

7. Teachers could use grammatical terminology,
such as pronoun and participial phrase, to explain
grammatical rules.

8. Teachers should stop teaching grammar once
students have been instructed what appears
necessary for the time being.

9. English teachers in elementary schools should

teach grammar in order to connect with the
English learning in junior high schools.

10. Students’ English grammatical correctness level
can be viewed as one of the criteria of their
English proficiency levels.
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gaabesiq AjBuoans

salbesIq

[ea1naN

9240y

9010y A|buons

11.

Grammar instruction helps students make
grammatical sentences in speaking or writing
English.

12.

Teachers should plan in advance what
grammatical features to teach and when to
teach them.

13.

Teachers only need to teach simple grammatical
rules; they don’t have to teach difficult ones.

14.

Grammar instruction should occupy the greater
part of teaching hours in the English classrooms
in junior high schools.

15.

Teachers’ corrective feedback does not help
students eliminate errors.

16.

Grammar instruction helps students
communicate with others in English effectively.

17.

Teachers should provide students with oral
practices when teaching grammar.

18.

Teachers should try to cover every related rule
when teaching a given grammatical rule.

19.

Grammar instruction should be emphasized at
an early stage of English learning.

20.

Teachers’ explicit error correction helps
students improve their grammatical
performance in speaking and writing English.

21.

Teachers should teach grammar because
students fail to learn some structures or patterns
after reading or hearing the structures for many
times.

22.

Teachers should provide repetitive patterns
exercises for students when teaching grammar.

23.

The content and sequence of grammar
instruction depends on the frequency of a given
structure occurring in daily life conversation.

24.

In a lesson unit, teachers should teach grammar
before any other sections, such as vocabulary,
conversation, reading, etc.

25.

Students should be corrected immediately
whenever they make spoken or written
grammatical errors.
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aaabesIq

[edlnNaN

9240y

9010y A|buons

26.

If one wants to learn English well, abundant reading
and listening is more important than doing
form-focused practices.

217.

Teachers should analyze grammatical rules directly
in order to ensure if students have learned the
grammatical rules or not.

28.

The content and sequence of grammar instruction
depends on the textbooks used in the classes.

29.

Grammar should be taught after students do the
reading passage in a lesson unit.

30.

Teachers should correct students’ spoken or written
grammatical errors only when the errors cause
difficulty in understanding.

31.

English teaching mainly involves the instruction
and practice on grammar; the meaning of the
language is subsidiary.

32.

Teachers should present grammar points
deductively when teaching grammar.

33.

The content and sequence of grammar instruction
depends on the frequent errors made by students.

34.

Grammar should be emphasized after students have
obtained a certain level of communicative
competence.

35.

Teachers should only inform or underline students’
spoken or written grammatical errors, but not tell
them the correct answers directly.

36.

Grammar instruction doesn’t help students gain
communicative competence because the
grammatical knowledge cannot be applied in real
communication.

37.

Teachers should directly analyze the structures of
the rules and let them do related exercises.

38.

The content and sequence of grammar instruction
depends on the difficulty level of a structure.

39.

Grammar instruction should be emphasized at every
stage of English learning.

40.

Teachers should correct students’ spoken or written
grammatical errors explicitly or provide them with
the correct answers directly.
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salbesig

[ea1naN

9a4by

9010y A|buons

41.

Even though students have learned English
grammatical rules, it does not mean they are
capable of speaking and writing in English.

42.

Teachers should not plan what grammatical features
to teach before the class; they should wait until
students have difficulties or problems with certain
features.

43.

The content and sequence of grammar instruction
depends on students’ proficiency levels.

44,

Grammar should be taught before students do the
reading passage in a lesson unit.

45.

Grammar instruction doesn’t help students in
English learning. Instead of spending time teaching
grammar, teachers should make students read,
speak, and listen to English more.

46.

Teachers should not explain the rules but let
students induce the rules by themselves when
teaching grammar.

47.

The content and sequence of grammar instruction
depends on the difference between the structures of
Chinese and English.

48.

Teachers can let students induce the grammatical
rules in order to make students impressive.

49.

Students may not be able to use English correctly in
communication if they just read, speak and listen to
English without giving any grammar instruction.

50.

Teachers can provide students with a lot of similar
sentences to make students induce the grammatical
rule when teaching grammar.

--END--

Thank you for your help with this project!
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Appendix C

Survey for Students of Preservice EFL Teachers--Chinese Version
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Appendix D

Survey for Students of Preservice EFL Teachers--English Version

Dear Students,

First of all, thank you for helping with this research project. The aim of this interview is to
investigate how the students view the preservice EFL teachers’ English grammar instruction in real
classrooms. All the information collected from this interview is only for research purposes. For each
question, there is no correct answer; therefore, you can feel free to share your opinions with the
researcher. With the aim of analyze the data conveniently, the interview will be tape recorded. All of
your responses will be kept confidential. Thank you for your help!

Tunghai University

Master Program for Department of Foreign Language & Literature
Graduate Student: Ching-Wei Sylvia Huang

Thesis Advisor: Dr. Mei-hui Liu

Part 1: Basic Personal Background Information
Direction: After you read each statement, please check (v) the one that fit in with your
personal background information.

1. Gender: [ ] Male [ Female

2. Who is the preservice EFL teachers in your class?

3. Mother tongue: [ ] Mandarin [ | Taiwanese [ | Hakka [ ] English

[ ] Others

4. How long have you been learning English?
[ ] less than 1 year [ ] 1year~ 2 years [ ] 2 years ~ 3 years

[] 3 years ~ 5 years [] 5years ~ 7 years [] more than 10 years
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Part 2: Students’ perceptions about preservice EFL teachers’ grammar
instruction

Direction: In this questionnaire, all of the statements are related to how the preservice
EFL teachers taught grammar in real classrooms. Please read each
statement carefully, and fill out this questionnaire based on your first
instinct and according to your own situation.

Answering Procedure: Please read each statement and tickv” the one that you think the

most appropriate.

Example: If you feel strongly disagree with one statement, please tick v* strongly

disagree.

aalbesig
ZZAEIN
9a4by

aalbesig Ajbuoas
9040y A|Buons

1. Inasession, the preservice EFL teacher usually
spent 30 minutes using Chinese to teach
grammar.

2. The preservice EFL teacher provided students
with some related rules while teaching a given
structure.

3. When the preservice EFL teacher taught
grammar, she used grammatical terms in her

explanation.

4. The preservice EFL teacher began the unit with
grammar instruction before doing other
sections, such as vocabulary, dialogue, reading,
etc.

5. When the preservice EFL teacher taught
grammar, she offered students chances for oral

practice.
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salbesiq Ajbuoans

aalbesig

|edlnaN

9a4by

9010y A|buoans

Whenever students made grammatical errors,
the preservice EFL teacher corrected the errors
immediately.

When the preservice EFL teacher taught
grammar, she offered students chances for
repetitive pattern exercises.

The preservice EFL teacher usually focused on
a single rule or structure at one time.

When the preservice EFL teacher taught
grammar, she directly told students the
structure of the grammar being taught most of
the time.

10.

The preservice EFL teacher did not begin the
unit with grammar instruction before doing
other sections, such as vocabulary, dialogue,
reading, etc.

11.

While the preservice EFL teacher taught a
given grammar, she did not analyze the rules
directly, rather she provided students a lot of
similar sentences to make students induce the
rule.

12.

The preservice EFL teacher tended to correct
students’ every error whenever the error was
found.

13.

The preservice EFL teacher taught more than
one rules or structures at one time.

14.

In a lesson unit, the preservice EFL teacher
analyzed grammatical rules or structures
during the reading or dialog section.

15.

The preservice EFL teacher informed or
underlined students’ spoken or written
grammatical errors and let students self-correct
the errors.

--END--

Thank you for your help with this project!
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Appendix E

Focus Group Interviewing Protocol (I) — Chinese Version

3 E m? ¥ Ew
FACEHER I $hdFmg d - ] epd - ADE LAY jh
BATY C LBV EEKEE A AP FRT R ARAT S BV E0 ¥
FHHE A PR R BRI E L RS G A e 50 R Y
- i R RIS AR Y B Jr%“*v PRREDORE R FEEHTAIRE
R o TATEE chE Y v R RF DR R AR < TGt Pb’év\‘ ° TR AL en
G HEBLS  FIEEE %ésom&m°%@? Q?“ﬁﬁﬁ’
AR R R O PR EROR FREFR > Gk w § oo
LR BBE g 2 et |
CEY EY-EAF BY ERits-217 5
TR Fek
W dp R Rl AL
1L AR SEERY > LW FRERIPFARDES PP AR?
2. BAKFVOME G4 ARE R PR S AKF2H 2 E 0 LR
B ?
3. BARRY GGG AR R PERH ARSI F e o L
B ?
4, EAKF VPG dok GOF AN E Y 2 G R e §
§HRI P AR s R TR R 9 5 PR
bR KR YRR Gins b BEAR S EEAPAFERES 22?2
HR?
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Focus Group Interviewing Protocol (1) — English Version

Dear preservice EFL teachers:

First of all, thank you for attending the first focus group discussion in this research project.
Before this discussion, you have taken the courses of SLA and TEFL. Therefore, you should have a
basic understanding about English grammar instruction. To understand how you view English
grammar instruction before the practicum, please try to share your own views and discuss the
following questions with others. For each question, there is no correct answer; hence, you can feel
free to share your own views. With the aim of analyze the data conveniently, the interview will be
tape recorded. All of your responses will be kept confidential. Thanks for your help!

Tunghai University

Master Program for Department of Foreign Language & Literature
Graduate Student: Ching-Wei Sylvia Huang

Thesis Advisor: Dr. Mei-hui Liu

How do you think the role of grammar instruction in the English language
classrooms in junior high schools? Why do you think so?

What kinds of teaching methods will you use in your grammar instruction during
the practicum? Why do you want to use those teaching methods in the
classrooms?

What kinds of teaching materials will you use in your grammar instruction
during the practicum? Why do you want to use those materials in the

classrooms?

4.  During your practicum, if your students have low motivation in learning English
grammar, what will you do to motivate them? Why do you think so?

5. During your practicum, when will you implement grammar instruction in a
lesson unit?

6. During your practicum, what are your expectations to the students’ learning of
grammar? Please briefly share your own perspectives.
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Appendix F

Focus Group Interviewing Protocol (I1) — Chinese Version
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Focus Group Interviewing Protocol (I1) — English Version

Dear preservice EFL teachers:

First of all, thank you for attending the second focus group discussion in this research project.
After the six-month instructional practices, you might have a profound understanding about English
grammar instruction. To understand how you view-English grammar instruction after the practicum
and how you implement grammar instruction, please try to share your own views and discuss the
following questions with others. For each-question, there is no correct answer; hence, you can feel
free to share your own views. With the aim of analyze the data conveniently, the interview will be

tape recorded. All of your responses will be kept confidential. Thanks for your help!
Tunghai University
Master Program for Department of Foreign Language & Literature
Graduate Student: Ching-Wei Sylvia Huang
Thesis Advisor: Dr. Mei-hui Liu

How do you think the role of grammar instruction in the English language
classrooms in junior high schools? Why do you think so?

What kinds of teaching methods and materials did you use to teach grammar in
the English classrooms during your practicum? Why did you use those materials
and teaching methods in the classrooms?

What kinds of teaching materials did you use to teach grammar in the English
classrooms during your practicum? Why did you use those materials in the
classrooms?

During your practicum, were there any students who did not have motivation in
learning English grammar? If yes, what did you do to raise their motivation?
How did you motivate them? What was the major reason for you to motivate
students in this way?

During your learning to teach, when did you implement grammar instruction in a
lesson unit (e.g. before or after reading instruction)?

What are the similarities and differences between the expectations you made to
students’ grammar learning before the practicum and the real situation of

students’ grammar learning during your practicum?
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Appendix G

Sample Transcript of Classroom Observation

Date: 10/13/2009
Observer: The researcher
Transcriber: The researcher
(T: Brenda; Ss: Students)

Content

Coding/Category

To S fRY Y B RL e
Ss: ...[silence]
To = G have g5 [t ?
Ss: has
(One student answered teacher’s question.)
T: Ripd 2 pp pLI e ?
Ss: ;Fg.jff I3 e
(One student answered teacher’s question.)
(Teacher wrote down “S+have/has+pp” on the board.)
T S o 3 SRR o HIE PRI AR 2 R 5T
fo A RSP [ e #laﬁ‘&ﬁﬁ'ﬁ—\@ﬁ“ : 19“'%“115@3*[4?“,[ faE/’J' ’
ﬁggﬂwam@eﬁ%ﬂpwﬂ? o ﬂ*‘?[{f\_iﬁﬂf/‘gl FijbaLE o SISk YRS
SO A o - 5V W EE °‘$§?liﬂﬁ933‘él
SEFOREER o PP R R o SE S e o B
P R PAlEcR SEER  ECIE gﬂi?ﬁi_ (S AL E S
AR o ST - OV R fEES b [ RIS [T RN -
HIAFE - N FRE A W for FEﬂjf Ik ?
(Teacher read the key points on the handout.)
...[silence]
(Teacher wrote down “for+Eﬁ iJfiuEl” on the board.)
TSI P S 2 1 2
Ss: ?J o
(One student answered teacher’s question.)
T for o1 HRETAIFVE! o #2597~ ApRipy i A-mei has practiced
the song for three hours. BE‘ZBF A I R e T R TTEIR
@?‘ SR Eﬁ W R F gﬁEwW%" CE R 7g1%:@;wgf » {!
iteb D HEIH ﬁ F‘th%ﬁﬁ R AR ETEIFIRT xR ok IS 2
...[silence]
T tl  HESIFIFE - e since M1 TR J*ﬁ‘[ﬁg
(Teacher wrote down “since-+{Fif IJ%I%JJ on the board.)
LHE S e I B IFEJﬁjﬁ'JlﬁﬁTUEﬂff’ “Jpi since g&j; for » BT | B il
B et P 12 VRO I gt = 025 T R fRIB e e 2
AP fi= | have learned English since | was ten years old. =5 [ 4 135 i
F[JQ‘ o

Approach to
grammar instruction
Deductive approach

Grammatical terms

Deductive approach

Deductive approach

Deductive approach
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Content

Coding/Category

(Teacher wrote down the sentence on the board.)

T: since [t RIS Ee G o R O R T o -
E[ilzf'l? = o

(Teacher circled the sentence “I was ten years old.”.)

T: ﬁ“ﬁﬁ‘,[‘lféﬁ‘&“xﬁlﬁ I R T kL S 7

Ss: was

(Some students answered teacher’s question.)

T. 2 - fewas {1 E R R LES A e b [ R RE - SR

BN

(Teacher gave students some time to finish the practices.)
(Teacher drew lots to choose someone to answer the questions.)
To BT R BNE e Y AR
Ss:B
Vf”;t’f\l_ B - Helen has been in Japan... » £} H’f_fg 1 B ? PNES
JF fi o May RUFRIOCIB (6 F IR oo 7 5B = 9y
f&g C IR 91 e
SstA
T: Efo ﬁif@_ Ao IS dE - R ﬁ*’tj{ﬁ_ A - Tom has been here..
R TR RLRLPR & Féﬁ‘?
Ss: &l e
(One student answered the question.)

T: Sfe FYIEOR PGP LI B IR0 for e iR B R
TRl Jt%ffﬂ since gy £l for i Lo St EE H:i'ﬁJIJEﬁJE%
& - ITEEIEOR- BRI AR +ﬁfﬁ°ﬂﬂ$ifi¢ €
- €* 5 'é‘f* Mt G55 By \_HJ o S iMTE- *Iﬁlﬁ*ﬁ*f “
DU ol e SIS R S kL T e
Ss: not
(Several students answered teacher’s question.)

To % 9 not o HIgrupy Ik 2
Ss: has F have v

(Several students answered teacher’s question.)

(Teacher wrote down “S+have not/has not+pp” on the board.)

To S o U o HITGEESE L have not [i'] )RS B 2 B L TRL
(AR 7 ST PR W SRR e 2

(Teacher drew a lot to ask someone to answer.)

Ss: haven’t

T: haven’t ﬁﬂ%ﬁfiﬁ]’[ﬁipﬁ ?

(Teacher wrote down “haven’t” below “have not”.)

Ss: hasn’t

T: %} > hasn’t F{”T,I‘}i‘f}j%?’iﬂi; ET}*KB'T%F\, Ep P 2ok ?

(Teacher wrote down “hasn’t” below “has not™.)

Deductive approach

Grammatical terms
Repetitive practices

Deductive approach
Grammatical terms

Deductive approach
Grammatical terms
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Content

Coding/Category

Ss: ...[silence]

LR 7

(Teacher gave students some time to finish the practices.)

ToBTR BRSNS [ e Y AR

Ss: We haven’t eaten dinner.

T: %} - We haven’t eaten dinner.

(Teacher wrote down the sentence on the board.)

T: H eat v = FEAR " RLI e 2 5T £ 2P -

Ss: eat, ate, eaten

To 8 - BT - N N SRS N SRR - g Y 1
Wi E PR © 41 (RS (P E Ei Eeig ?

Ss: has fiy have

T: %} - has 59 have

(Teacher wrote down “Have/Has+S+pp?” on the board.)

To focf [RI$*! have F L has FY2(if > %) AYRPPiER ] o~ - Have/Has
B SR SR PR R R ?

Ss: ...[silence]

T: M @ N T J I - He has already done the
homework. for S > BRI fr/ 2 -~ &

Ss: Has he already done the homework?

(Teacher wrote down the sentence.)

T: Has he already done the homework? #+ » #[J[I{IZ5 i r’ﬁ\*[’FEjﬁ?{g[p' FAT
P2 BRI - DL yes o R

Ss: he has...[silence]

T. %F > YU EL has #iEF | has [FI'FAT o HYMIPIZS 3 no rd 2

(Teacher wrote down “Yes, he has.” next to the interrogative sentence.)
Ss: he hasn’t...

(Teacher wrote down “No, he hasn’t.” next to the interrogative sentence.)
T: ﬂﬂfﬁl‘f}?ﬁhﬁ‘}iﬁ%‘;ﬂ% ? No, he has not.

(Teacher wrote down the sentence on the board.)

Sst [l e

T. frlJpERE 9 P SRS

(Students raised their hands according their answers.)

T Eﬁiﬂ—? EP{;FAJ o (Sl J\Iﬁ[ﬁj} F[U N ?’B FAT?T o TH:F@E& has not - PR E%,
3 A Rl 7 - R A A4 )] R i e
(Teacher gave students some time to finish the practices.)

Te BV B BT SV AL e

Ss: ...[silence]

T: (U141 have FEEi e« 2o EhRip «

Ss: Have they visited the museum?

T. %t

(Teacher wrote down the answer on the board.)

Repetitive exercises

Oral practices

Deductive approach

Oral exercises

Deductive approach
Repetitive exercises

Oral practices
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Content

Coding/Category

T ﬂ[{[HI'F&[]]EJ. ? 5T PRI o I AL yes i 2
Ss: Yes, they have.

£ Ejﬁ“ ] have i[LgPF ? S theyi?gglrpfﬂ #[I no P4 ? They haven’t.
(Teacher wrote down “Yes, they have.” and “No, they haven’t.” on the
board.)

T HES R E o A e WE}E G A SRR

R o 25 M= IREUEH o 5t MR EE S — [ FAE R
(L B g AR - S P~ 9 &l My
grandfather has died./5l. My grandfather has died for twenty years. iﬁﬁ‘xj I
PR R

...[silence]

T My grandfather has died.fL{ e il 2
S: ]*

T ‘77““ LG o F A s g W (B RS RS e HET [ i 2
S
-ﬁ~ﬁﬁg'ﬂ#o%M%ﬁﬁ*r%i£hJBﬁ

- ﬁlﬁn@*ﬂﬁ' 1] LRIV NS o H- W - F e ey —i

52 PR e T 2T oo RLEHOSRLRLS 2

Ss: ¥f e

T Y- e RLEY « PRRALIERE ] RS S A OB - 2

-

Ss: —ﬁ/%ﬁ °

(Some students answered teacher’s question.)

-n%%%@?

...[silence]
= Eliﬁgﬂjp&‘ o — ff kj ' E[T]»Tf T E e HE -
» | have gotten up.j=L | have gotten up for 3 hours. 57— Hii_ﬁ T

Fu ‘?
Ss: ...[silence]
(Teacher wrote down “get up” on the board.)

AERLEIRR U Rl o HET@eS i T 5) FlikL gotten up » FRTJ 2T

ilJrT_ﬁ'ﬁLF‘?
bI'T\—r‘ J;T\

(Some students answered teacher’s question.)
b il S iﬁl%‘gﬁltul‘_ﬁg& 3o BT (R ?
Ss: - Elﬂél o
(Some students answered teacher’s question.)
oo S RS TR R R 2 TR
Ef 2 HN) 5 i fURLERRLY 2
Ss: [§l e
T: HEEY {2
Ss: ¥ e

Oral practices

Deductive approach

Grammatical terms
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Content

Coding/Category

To Bl 25 (P e e Y Er e AR Ll o] > 7 gt FAE 5 FO
H] o [l ®S MY die 37| get up - T PIRYRLE| l’ﬂ?fif'ﬁﬁ!]éi start A
begln =~ {5 IR have been to =L have gone to | (/=T [l « &
AR flE F‘H » They have been to Canada =L They have gone to
Canada They have been to Canada.fL3% M «,%7 i!élr;[JJUﬁ_k » FA EH
ik 'bLF'f ALE EAVRE
(Teacher drew a table to |IIustrate the differences between “have been to”
and “have gone to”.)
T: HEZS{TH ﬁ%‘['ﬂﬁ%ﬁ» ’ xﬁéiﬂ 1 1?; AL l"‘J[F’EJﬁf A
mﬁ* A FE 3 e 2
s: ...[silence]

T: PYIEES s "5~‘['FEJ$'E?¢F AR o HIEGE T [T 2 3 R
T [ETE 2 Ss: *",?ﬁ o
T: ﬂ[&g oA |FEJ T‘Qf'ﬁ‘ i (ERLR 7 [ 27> 2] have been to-#[ have gone
to i P FRIRL (P TAEA upar A MR P S p e PRR 7
Ss: "JI:[ﬁJ\ o

To B e PPIRIREE s BRI S ST N TR T o
(44 1F[ 1< Hg -2 > They have been to Canada. f[ 1< fL /e ? [*‘J[Fﬁ@,q;,
g; Canada - [ Iy H3 > 55 ﬁ;l i JEﬁ 5%} [dg; #[ They have qone to
Canada.f¢ f Ji' el J[fﬁ B e | el L | BV e S
Y= ][ f=" > 1 have gone to Canada. lﬁ'ﬁ ey IS 2 d»i
w@f\_fzg f 9
Ss: ...[silence]
T: fl- N FSHIMIBHEAY have gone to L {1 el 2
Ss: %ﬁ °
(One student answered teacher’s question loudly.)
T ,E@HE;E%
Ss: [RELPIAY M S IRET a7 e
To B o PR SRR e B e g R S T
LA FrT'| have gone to 57— * HLT R B2 S AP 2 You have gone

to Canada.ll—j)ffji;:ﬂ,% ?
Ss: TEfe
(One student answered teacher’s question.)
To BB ? PSP SRS L PR - S0 A

T e F [HH | T»ij[”ﬂ b5 =it She has gone to Canada. He has gone
to Canada.;‘f They have gone to Canada.

(Teacher wrote down “~ ~ “f'ﬁj\ﬁg'mliﬁf'w{‘%ﬁ} ~F5” below “have
gone to”.)

T: #YpHULL have been to P ? I FS 35 | have been to Canada. lﬁﬁi‘ﬁ
s ?

Ss: Hf o

T: %} You have been to Canada.d ?

Ss: S/ 5

1fﬁ%w%oakﬂnﬁ’tnnnﬁv

Ss: (LR ARIEIRBID I -

Deductive approach

Use of Chinese

Use of Chinese

Grammatical terms

Grammatical terms

Implicit error
correction
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Content

Coding/Category

T RIPHEHEIREI PRI 2T p fL%F LR Jﬁmfjp% IRER Y Y
RLSIREAL 2 OV, © PP LI - 25 e i
T S e H;fe B Canada : ﬂﬁlﬂ YL B E e ﬂﬁ
FESLISE » 1502 3 SR 2
Ss: F[’ I'J o
T: XE% have been to fl% %,%\ZEJIQE‘J%\Z%’ BT Sl f i MF o
Er it~ ﬁﬁp PIZ g s - Bl ] 2 k‘fﬂfﬁlﬁ“ o {E'RL have gone to kL
U S B B )0 A
(Teacher wrote down “&J i * ﬂﬁﬁﬁf']” below “have been to”.)

T: T [rE] [ practices o i o f R (PR
PR o fma” > e 2T 0 33T PRI o Aiiﬁ“ﬂ;ﬁ”

Ss: B

T: %F - I have seen the movie three times. iﬁ%b‘? (PR =R A R L
% o PIEL have 1 pp » SRECRLE YT M seen o BT R BT IS
B o ARRLI i

Ss: A

T ‘rff:;tf;A > | have been to the US several times. [ﬂf'uﬁ?ﬂi% SREN
. IHQ\[ES«IEUF

(Practices continuing...)

TSV - OV BRI (e BROAL e ?

Ss:B

T kLBS ? T2 E H[JFIJAi ?

Ss:A

T BE VIR 2 %T:ﬁkii BiELRLA?

Ss: ...

T: B fVER= 2 AUER= 7

(Students raised their hands according to their answers.)

T AR RLAPE-F 1~ %> We have been at the bank since 20 minutes ago.
20 53 A1 R T £ RLR L o Bl 2

Ss: B’!]‘

T: $fo fgﬁﬁ Fé%]pﬁ%!ﬂlfgg o HYIHZY T twenty minutes i{&ﬁfgﬁ_ﬂi% ?
Ss: £l

T: $f < B i R RO ﬂﬁi/[lﬁ\liﬁz 20 73 EHPYE - Y
5% iﬁ'lﬁi_ﬁﬁf'ﬁ'%ﬁ”zo ZERRCIL T

(Practices continuing...)

(*Question 6 and 7 were examining students’ concept about past tense.)

T HET IR A BT 58 | e

(Teacher wrote down “S+has/have been+pp.” on the board.)

TSPt SR AR A ORI - 2 i) 5

f\_w;{@k?&;w [LJﬁ:F » PYIEL IR ET L
(The mentor interrupted the class. The mentor mentioned that [<J£325 4 [
el BT PRV T R R - PR T

Gy R )

Fa’

H

Repetitive exercises

Grammatical terms
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Content

Coding/Category

To B~ N SLEN = RIFRE- VIS 7 BLP el [ 4 el 4 7
Ss: @l}?}]’é‘ro

(Teacher gave students some time to finish the practices.)

To B SRR S @R BT RS o 5T AL e ?
Ss: Yes, he has. He has talked to American.

T B e R R 2

(Teacher wrote down the sentence.)

T: |FEJ =i E‘Jg,lj e beforeﬁ? P P RS - %IHFF'O G
57 5‘*[5
Ss: Yes, he has. He has visited the history museum.

(Teacher wrote down what student said on the board.)

To Sfe B N e visit AT talk HRLA AR (0 ed SRR e
il Bl L A e Yy I&lFEJ%T"i €1 B oo = S - Y
— FERLETS i
(Teacher gave students some time to practice.)

T BV PR (R - ﬁiﬂi'ﬂﬁﬁ?

Ss: Yes, she has. She has bought a cell phone.

(Teacher wrote down what student said on the board.)

T g T« P R e o PP TR ?
Ss: already

T: Sf - already © for e FFHE 2

Ss:has il -

(One student answered teacher’s question.)

T: SFTE has P e B ERLER 2

Ss: i e
T: B SERILIIRER 2
...[S|Ience]

(Practice continuing...)
T B Jﬁﬂj} TN gk g [H'%l'éﬁ%?‘ » ZME - C ﬁ[ﬁj} - C ﬁ‘}[ﬁj}
R B ER AR PR o PP F'EJ&‘IF [
(Teacher gave students some time to finish the practices.)
T: 57 1= [
Ss: Yes, they have. They have studied Chinese for a long time.
(Teacher wrote down what student said on the board.)
T: 35 o Study fei . y Y Fied pi o T - *lﬁf FERUA RLE for > B[S
YIS feiferd-dsny since fol EEEE 2 since i ifel B (e 2
Ss: L%’![‘
T: ﬂr%[ s e FH, V4
s: ...[silence]
(Teacher read the textbook for a while.)
T: iﬁ?ﬂﬂl@{ﬂ\t[ﬁé o H[IZG (i | for difg+ 1" o

(Practice continuing...)

Repetitive exercises

Oral practices

Oral practices

Grammatical terms
Repetitive practices

Oral practices

Oral practices

T ISP SR R N -
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Appendix H

Sample of the Researcher’s Fieldnotes

Observational Fieldnotes

Date: 12.11.2009

Time: 11:15~12:00

Observer: The researcher

Teacher: Maggie

Number of students: 37 (308)
Length of observation: 45 minutes

Teaching content: relative clauses

Descriptive notes

Event 1.

The teacher walks into the classroom and takes out a big photo. Most of the students look like
excited and eager to see the big photo. Some students ask the teacher what the photo is. The teacher
further explains that the photo was taken in her graduation ceremony and her boyfriend was in the
photo. Some students continue to ask the teacher who is her boyfriend. The teacher says, “[m]y
boyfriend is the one who has long hair.”

Event 2

The teacher tells students that the sentence My boyfriend is the one who has long hair is a relative
clauses. She translates the term “relative clauses” into Chinese. The teacher briefly introduces
today’s class to students and tells students that they are going to learn the relative clauses and there
will be some funny activities in today’s class.

Event 3

The teacher distributes the handouts to each student. She then asks students to looks at the first part,
which lists three ways to describe things in English. The teacher further explains, “[w]hen you are
describing something, the easiest way is to put an adjective before a noun. For example, you can say
‘a cute girl’. You just put the adjective before the noun.” After her explanation, the teacher asks two
students to provide other examples with the whole class.

Event 4

The teacher then explains the second way of describing things. She uses an example “a man with
long hair” to make students understand that they can use prepositional phrases to describe
something. She then asks two students to offer other examples with the whole class.

Event 5

Regarding the third one, relative clauses, the teacher offers students some strategies in order to help
them understand how to combine two sentences into a relative clauses. The teacher directly

explains, “[i]f you want to combine two sentences into a relative clause, the first step you need to do
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Descriptive notes

is to figure out what the antecedent is in the new sentence. She further tells students the meaning of
antecedents and the usage among who, which, and that. After that, the teacher provides some
examples of relative clauses for students to make them become familiar with this sentence pattern.
Event 6

After ensuring most of the students understand the sentence pattern of relative clauses, the teacher
provided two activities for students in order to give them some exercises. In the first exercise, the
teacher gives students some sentences and asks them to decide what kind of antecedent they should
use in each sentence. The teacher gives students three minutes to do the exercise and then she
randomly selects some students to share their answers.

Event 7

As for the second exercise, the teacher asks students to combine two sentences into a relative clause.
During the exercise, most of the students are able to answer the teacher’s questions successfully.
After the above two exercises, the teacher then provides an activity for students. In that activity, the
teacher divides students into several groups. She asks each group to select a group member to draw
a lot. On each lot, the teacher wrote a phrase (i.e., the phrase could be a subject, an object, an action,
a verb) before the class. After all of the groups draw lots, students are required to make those
phrases into a complete relative clause. Seemingly, students look like very exciting and they really
involve in this activity.

Event 8

After the activity, the teacher briefly reviews what have been taught today and then assigns the

homework.
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Appendix |

Sample Transcript of Stimulated Recall Interview

Date: 12/11/2010

Interviewee: Brenda
Interviewer: The researcher
Transcriber: The researcher
(Q: The researcher; A: Brenda)

Content

Coding/Category

‘L“l

Q: ﬁ%fﬁ"ﬁﬁ”kr * @,’%ﬁﬁm Po o AU RL B 2 ﬂ?fg |3
SRR

A SSTEEALE > PSS SRR AT S i
ol TR E | (A I AR PRI = AR PRI 25 WP g
FLRIE- g’m YH[- F oo

Qi HIac Mg EL [ e ) DLV T 2

A FS AU AR R EES ST IS R R A e I
PHREC - SRS E e T e R -
Q: Al IR RL B e VNS Ry A 5P pusse 2
A ST o ﬂtniy?rgi/p;p:gzgf i“Lhigh f ”ﬁfl sﬂ&ﬂ;fr—s«#wuﬂ[;r;; o

NN ETTHORHRRES - 522 L RARAIOR - R 1T -
Q: PGS mpuF=Es tﬁ%ﬂ Frriscf i ERRpVRE ?
A 25 BRI G E TR TSRS B B RERIETE P - SV E Tl
H PR fﬁ&*?fﬁﬁﬁb‘ﬂ%ifﬂ;h B RIS S A
R NG HIE > (iRl e (37T~ R

Qu Mg AN T IR LR R U
%fr;ﬂ@lﬁ:”ﬁ? 1o(i.e. S+have/has+pp) » = A URIEL{P » kLT RRL

A R R B 2
Ar [NERZS FRUENEISREL B ANAVSE Y o E S N R A iR e
Pl OGNS ) e BRI P R PR R (e 9 (7
LB A - ;;[ KRS g LG wmm: W2 45y
RO T TR S T A e TR
ﬁ%ﬁf R T Lt A N A e L
9‘ ZIFE R | Jr}ifﬂ};h ? Rz Rk _méﬁi Fle l;ﬁgiﬁjggﬁ ,E g&xj 51

lgfﬁ R AR e WA ’?%ﬁcﬁ'&#ﬂl@i o g E g
R ARSI oA ﬂﬂlﬁ%ﬂﬂ IR Ry RN - s
P URLAR R o [P35 o Bl l%:i

IR

Deductive approach
Students’ proficiency

levels
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Content

Coding/Category

Qi Hins b APy R U RLRY BRI R RS IR 7
A S o SRS PR TP 5 5 SRR e o I R R T
S UBLRLF e I T
Q: HeEh ~.uﬁﬁll§lﬁ|}§’ﬁjq'{$ ?

A 2RI R EE R AR > [y = ECREUE R o B A [
'Piiiﬂjnn ’ @ L A
Q: Pl RLPN EL R Fel AR 2

Eﬁﬁ? 1 R o i SRS P PR g DD M [l e

J[8I > PTG R - JNE B AR VSR IDG P TR
HIRL S5 > T‘EJE EREEE -

I
Q: AR PRI BT (LRI > 51 RS R
WA e Y
A RIS

Qi i N VT DA SIS
for A1 since i [{if] " 1 FRO IR - 20 [FAGSE - BT kLI RN
mﬁﬁ' SERUFEE

A [HEL smcei il J?fu ) FFFfH fi Jgﬂj e }ﬁ”%(ﬂgy%:[— #LJ_IH
since fVE 3% > HIFEZ] since J"yg—j‘f"{b:{-ﬁ* ™ for RLESERH | > 5 R H
=R o A B PR PR for forpi- f&gﬁﬁﬂ » since El}%’ﬁﬁﬁﬂ
e = FTRLH P -

Q: HpfA ﬁzlr, V) e O AL B 2

.Iy,uji_ﬁl 55 HEES LY f"gi&é;l' I—P]FIJ - [S’éfj%:Fi; E?BF "Fh,
e since It e > FHELE *ﬁlf%“ﬁfi o BUERY IR ORI E

BhBll~ o FURLESH L A - ﬂﬂwﬂlﬂ FUpS ﬁ——" RLPER 15 2
TR U P A EEJF‘F Selsl 1 Igl el PG > (1
ML RIS B e B R fIJIV?r%Jrf“Pﬁ
Q: HIEL{ et WFFE - [ o ?ﬁ{PLl*i Pl FREP 2
A NIRRT E T2 E 1 - 25 A i | R (RIS AP - T
¥ Eﬁ?ﬁﬂfﬁfﬁf fal =1 ﬂﬁ.&iﬁf i [REE > B PR RES - BIEVRE
M 3 B g o B R %&'v  SRET AT A
N SSR SR AR S Igﬁﬁf B FFE- e
Q: Yl rE Ijiﬁﬂ?ﬁjfhﬁmﬁéﬁ [T USSR 2
A ‘V?‘*rﬁﬁ“”{ 2eppe
Q: ﬂﬂ%fﬁ {* BT T A IR r@:ﬁlﬁtf[ﬁlé‘%é LU S B
oSG SR - R OB F RS LR
R R 2

Limited instructional

hours

Students’ proficiency

levels

Applying repetitive
pattern practices
Personal prior

learning experience
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Content

Coding/Category

Al [NEL S FY’J&FV F‘Uﬁjp@tﬂﬁ [ not > 25 ig a0 Sy qo BTH!
B ypf,\lg,m;rtvfl HJ%F’[&};J[H not » ATl) 19?{§1H|4 e 'JTZj
Edﬁf,’ﬁ:? 1 (SGE A FY (15T She is a teacher. g1l clrt"g}l\, L PURERLTE be R
P = i not > HEEER BRI kL o WERLIST be FURHFEE U -

Q: ﬂﬂ%'f’ T NI r&%fij@ﬂ[lfﬁ[F[I'VAT'EELI&%'EX}:CE?J U
I Rt L EJF”L[H“&%DFI \_[fl'ﬁ) e RO o
F"J[ﬂ'ﬁ%jﬁ PUE | RPE o RL R R SR liﬁ‘t”xﬂ’f%‘iﬁ U ?

A EUECE BIRLER A > RER A iRRL %ﬂmﬁx[ﬁ[g[l'};&?ﬁijﬁ ) 7#&?5{2[
i iERie Sl I? ; F[F e [HRLE RN ™ o ST
IJJ[FEJ“J7 ’fb | ?fﬁ‘i [[FIJ[HIA 2 =y v[l%\[rﬁ L
i ’T‘E'F"E ?fu BRI (110 - AL

:,1' }]E‘]

Q: p9t > rii?@ﬁ%%“sr%?ﬁﬂl ; féiﬁ'ﬁ‘%ﬁ}{%[ﬂl'F/Sf]élﬂﬁv*;j(?ﬂj%(i.e. No, he has
not. & No, he hasn’t.) » *Z%F}E%i iﬁ%ﬁ’[@ﬁjﬁiﬁ}ﬁe YR F”[i[l%’?»
&R > RLA RIS Lﬂfr;fipwsrﬁe;i ?

A '9?5@15ﬁ<f%?§tf‘%4fﬁi R
%ﬁ?{ YRTE - FARAVF R *&pﬁﬂi ¢ Eﬁl’%ﬁ 5 Yo ﬂg%ﬁ
REL e Y B HE No, he hasn’t.f P f= 9y 2 O © BT L 1
LTRSS PIRG4S LR -

Q: HP L[y T H Hﬂj‘ﬁ?&'ﬁ”ﬂ“ e » LB S %ﬁzﬁl[ﬁ‘ﬂfﬁ

Al Pl 2

AL YIS R L PR o = P I R AR ?ﬁﬁ o ZyHR Pkl

I TR AR SR SRR AR ] PR

?7’,1 ) |*5|Fﬁgum%\4rﬁ Py gy -

Qi i LA RS ?Hf : nz:&pﬁ% fit o= > i

S F T O I FORLER{E > ERLE e T f FI WORLER (T - R IR
mfuLFﬁLEIgV?J

A ZEEEES | U AR P PR T (s g (o ORRL > ZHHBA R g

50 - IR > HIE  PIELRLB AT o RS [ 0T e

RN 5 SN Ed & 8 a1 Fgwﬁ;ﬁ?@& o PP

Q: ML PTG » T ATRLY B RRLET S O RLE PR o e

IR ?

A: %> Z% - reading “Jil_iﬁﬁi B RS T @E[ BWE FJiL_rﬁ ﬁ jee

&IFLEH\%&%'JFT—&E YN e T RS MEER ERL 199*}:;D$lujlfﬁj |

Rl o

Teaching materials

Using Chinese as the

major medium

Students’

comprehension

171




Content

Coding/Category

Q: AT iR L P Fl 10 e Y2t S E"Ué’?*?? ?
Al S BRI Y s Sy T R o
Q: ﬁ%"'ﬂc{r YR U RS LS 3] have been to
F{have gone to V] T [fil » L ERL “igfulﬁﬁtle

Al RERFS Fie IR fHELE 'E’E;Z}"&Fﬁﬂ AU o> 5 R R E’*‘L;Z}"T*F“ﬁ
I S AR SRR S e S
g > PELEE % T30 have been to ﬁ;“ |57 ~ 7 > have gone to fiF2E) - 75
FLEREPI D ™ o N i F‘F' R T TR EJ%LF; P EpY
F.ra fir

Q: Tl e E B ‘fl{ﬁjlf‘J[ HH BRI - RS E -
I‘f Tt [l 2

A Z5 PR g > PR R o fOT I RS, 1 et
TN R FE RS %“HiRW | AR o DIIEIRERLTS Vi
IR o W 5 I fh ﬂzﬁﬁﬁl Ik - Tl I&ﬁxﬁﬁw (i [PERR TRl - RS
EREai fSEﬁJEﬁ[ » SR MR “g‘ TIELE) > A i PR S e AR
??'LE'EW' [ flst fr=" = = HRITELE - Z5 et IR iAo =¢ o

Q: METHM qg‘['%kg (1 et (Rt 2

A 19?@3giﬁq5aﬁf W RO e Ty 2 IS R W

F) SRR R R B f“ﬁf‘?ffﬁl*’j?ﬂﬁ = ,ELJ |y sp e [

FI&IFEHZHF R E‘ﬁ'Tﬁ%?ﬁ%‘[' ' [ A$5’&%i§[’[ﬁ%ﬂjﬁgﬁﬂj 5 > WERL
%fﬁxﬁﬁ P FYFEH S B AR @ 19@:2* ERRARR o BT ESRE
Q%'H&é)r (et pe I [P fpog= o) 33 lﬁfbﬂ HAL > By [kl

INVE: Jon - AU RN
Q: P TR > [EF R ‘IJi'ﬁéﬁﬁi?ﬁ have been to #! have
gone to Iiﬁ“é’miﬁﬁ' [z FURPNER[R 2
Ar EUEERSRREY 0 b R GE P PTG H] 5 > AR se o pre
£, l‘f}_p H F' r lﬂﬁi Hﬁf}_f;j H CPJHMEE ] pELESER S S R
iﬁ_lﬁﬁ B Yl R T Jit%“\gl'”ﬂ A~ «*E‘Jﬁfl » PR
BEFE -
Q: %fﬁ\»{r YR T SR IfFJr [ERrRkeE s (e fpg;%?? ,
(ERL v R o502 [l lé?”ﬂ?l??' FUNELTF 2

172




Content

Coding/Category

A: PRERFS R - handout fIV 5 r?/%ﬁfi?ﬂ%iﬁ_l' PRI PR
i e o BT IS~ N FHEEE LS o B ) ES ESER
PP B R E B ﬁ‘wﬂufﬁ?ﬁ? o HUHOGHIE RS
(25 R R %ﬁs*@ﬁﬁﬁiWiﬁ‘ﬁ*&%ﬁT®”%
T o 2R g (D SR PI BN T SR - S
@%»V?ﬁﬁ%wﬁﬁ’W%fWﬁ%%’y7HE&@7££¢ﬁﬁﬂﬁfW
HIES PR E I IR AR R SR R R RLIe
SRUPBNER S = Jo S AT b SR Wﬁﬁﬁ*@%%ﬁﬁ
C U uiﬂ\hf (PR S SR O o
fef] = AEE ) L
Q: %r”ﬂc{r YT T A IR S SRR TR Y
i FURIELfP 2
Ar PIELE P VA | PR © [0y 2 IR TS TR
O PR e R ) » G5 Ry - PP R i
[yl o E"If“ R T R kS R S TS D
5~ s j#  good afternoon - i = T~ [ -

RO By RE IR DY

A: ijj USRS ORI P - [ IERLTE TSR R Y X -
e WS SRLE [ 1 o
Q: el i aghl kLN EL R TR R Il 1 B R vl
AT ?

AL SRR e RIS SRR RE - RIRIPN RS T AR -

R SV BIRUIP P i ZS TSR i SO I kLS
IR FUEE -

Q: bi > 'hF* PR e R TS % grammatical terms > £ e 2

A: [ ’ﬂ«‘fﬁ‘ﬁ'?%ﬂmﬂg‘ﬂﬁk [y 22 T A et
)52 WG g term RLIT e - J[HNEE ] H\’%‘H’"Jﬁﬁﬁf e |
= FAImEE he/ShE/they:J =5 IR ﬁ%ﬁféﬁfﬁﬂ = W RE
ﬁf PR E - I FOAGEI S PP S R R S
4 G EEF "b
Q: fr &iﬁ LR F U~ [ TR S T ) T R
Gl F{Pﬂfﬁaﬁf#‘?

A:_[NERESRRA oG [ R o SRE R HPRTS o )]
%%éﬁﬁﬁﬁ% B R P L Y R T 58
T [ s

I
by

1_
I
Il

Limited instructional

hours

Using Chinese as the
major medium
Students’ proficiency
levels

Mentors’ effect

Using grammatical
terms

Mentors” effect

Students’

comprehension
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Content

Coding/Category

Qi i VA R T AR OO UL JE
PSR RLH @?LW%F?EAE%& A Elp J-T'{-'—W’% ?7! ?

A YRR S Y AVEVER | B4 - [NERRES T LiiriE e
ﬁﬁm%ﬂwW@fwwﬁﬂﬁ@wﬂﬁﬁﬂ%E
B S EESTVR L E) R R AR T L E

R 17 P PNERPY TR = o i RLBREY T BB - B /P&?fﬁfe@ﬂ%ﬁ’
?7/1%1 [ﬁpJ Y E Ef i—‘\pjréfﬁ Fo PP RLE e Ipfjfﬁﬁ  HIE ‘E’Eﬁ"ﬁﬁ‘&ﬁf}_’g
70 RS S P R ‘>?®‘>ﬁi%@ﬁ“#' N
bR e ST HAET 2 d e ORI P Sy Fpiﬁdﬁl
PO DN EN S T Rl e R Hﬁﬂl S E R TEIE | PR E s R
“EJﬁ RLIZE RIS -

Qi dobi » PR T T BT YR BE - R R (AR Y
IR e R EIPIPEEEL -

A 5T ES RO LRI F 1 LT R o EROIR b R 5
BErp i fom HUES RIS B F'@ri%%fﬁﬂj 0
FUARe! I 25 EUY R ET FRORL TR A
Q: RLFTe pUfF-— PRI 2
A B o LR 4[E'f;7i [ R Ol | R HEﬁl'%?ﬁ
T [ I T RS F'ﬂ"}tf fﬁzﬁﬂ“ RLTRLE | il
Q: ﬂ[{,’ﬁ\»ﬁl, E ﬂﬁgﬂﬁlﬂﬁf@fm
EO ‘/F'J%’B I N o O AR R W MRl
FWY b o SRR L% -

Q: SERIVHESRL A ARYRTE fa;gw e O

A SRR G PIEVE T AR T T I

ﬁf% ’“’“@Ewbbﬁ IR - 1 2 202 @ L B i T AL G
E RS A T R (o S T BB BSOS T A

Qi PHRL o= BHIIFCBUIEiRH i A » MR RIFTERIR 2

A: f%’[&} & J**i*ﬁ?&'”ﬁ'?ﬁiﬁﬁ'@? RS e o T fo

BIRLI e » 255 Tty = LIPS TP -

Q: ﬂﬂl"ﬂvﬁr“ FELME?

Ar SREHTIE S T RIS - A WL I - R
(S U “JEII;MQ‘ET;Sx“ AR
Q: Wb WIS ? P R WP R
ER PR E R R 2

Students’ reaction
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Content

Coding/Category

A ZYRER S R [EIERSI - DI o [ i sl
i SEEF F “&Fc‘r% YHE glu Y L E H'fj:dl EV
Pl i R o SR HS WIS P MR R S - TSR
PR ﬁﬁ“‘;ﬂfj?é S i o BT sy gl %\'%EL?NT*
e - e PFESEE RIS R R e Rk g [E s
*[URRY » BE S X T P SR - B ST R
JIEEES IR [HCRLNED -7 BRIV B Y [ L
fol o
Q: %FF B ?‘g‘ﬁ? [ﬁi— £+tf'ﬁ¢_c"4#1f| CEpE
EI 4

A SSRGS R PIRRLE RGP - PR T A
FRUEHTH A EEY SIS PRI - P 'f I YIRS
e P AR AR P Y P @ R A
B £ LSRRI S TSRS BISH e E SR

‘f%'m@?ﬁﬁfﬁp’ BRSO 0 T AR RS N SR
lFH D e N SR le’;ep?l o

Q: rsf?erg:gzﬂr«ﬂs\ [\jlf:l_gj“ﬁLEi s i I TR RLYT [[,? 2
AT Etﬁ%lﬂf 1T }1|?il7E| critical E{U%ﬁﬁi P F,\liﬁlﬁ[ﬁfﬁjpﬂwggz
‘jﬁxﬂ’r%‘i R AGFE F'ﬂ,[p' ?ﬁ ITHIZIR FHBAOHET 54 105
R (A AP ?’,‘ &pﬁZHFJ e B Nk
P RS R R HFF' SRR BT B RS
%B‘lﬁ?%’?’rﬁ e

Q ST FUF 2 B O R 2
A SRS = PHECEEY BT » SR TSy e P g
["‘J[’F’ﬁf?@%ﬁﬁﬁﬁhéﬁlw%?”@ [y = fafPgEy T %ZHFIEIEAEEW@@'EI&*T
[0 o SR P T o T B0 B tempo (L AL
B[RS RLEHREEYE V/?’r@ FUBY o PNZES I
fi f=" » SELEE R Jfﬂjl P 2T MG S TR R
FYHES PR e L R B T]E;,I_L’]jiﬁ‘jti_# WA

-0

13

Ss’ motivation

Providing repetitive
pattern exercises
Mentors’ effect
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Appendix J

Sample Transcript of Interview with A Mentor

Date: 01/19/2010
Interviewee: Angela’s mentor
Interviewer: The researcher
Transcriber: The researcher

(Q: The researcher; A: Angela’s mentor)

Content

Coding/Category

Q: it %Fﬁ SRR L I PSRN PR S S
9 %% B!
A ﬁ%%“fff?flfiﬂ FUH ?4’97#%@%?9%?&% T o B~ {5 warm
C SREF S - (A ORES. - REE - AR - R
- [[EfﬁeFﬂ?z?? s HERLITVT S S PUER o YL St 15 5Py
“ﬁéﬁﬁﬁﬂﬂﬁ By o Ml FRRA PV l’ﬁ}ﬁ’l@ﬁf, P E'ﬁil’ﬁw’[ﬁ'ﬁiﬁ‘f
Ui - BN REEER -
Q: ﬂfi&%ﬁﬂuﬁﬂjl » BHRLE | ep T R A o 2
éﬁ‘ Hﬂ’ﬁ’ﬂﬁ R FE P > SRR R A L%

iRl U Y [F’EJ;?TWS
Q: HRpRL Iy 1A e M SR iR U e PR S 9
A B“jti&ﬁlJr:c[I*a*Fﬂp[tzﬂ%\i S
Q: %ﬁf HIME R R RS B RL R 2
AL PERZS S U EDREETE i PR RS o ) R RIS
A TR L 15 538 - ﬂBﬁJTP PEFEPPOEIDT 25 Hk LR

#;‘oi&ﬂ Fl\fﬁﬁrﬁ: c IHIHI[—[_QY:":)I%')\/ » SR '&tsb‘i%%}ﬁ”%mﬂ
[ Eﬁ"ﬁi&?ﬁfj“ HR Y o B o PO

§g4?ﬂyg‘r |E85% 15 S8 F*;cﬂ,jgﬁ\w\ﬁ:;f‘ - fll o Bl | ZG L
PP o F&lé,wﬁ VE SIS R E a@?ﬂ;ﬂc Flifacp e ket
Hl T RPEE Y 9%“ A - M- Wpi{%ﬂ‘ [P R P o
el e 1 ~r/uzo FORL 25 53 o M A E A BIRER]
ERERE e §l¢ - WS AR5 [ AR
Qi IHIE FHE 2ROl AL BBV 2

Al [ - mﬂr IKIGE2=SE ﬂﬂ‘“&f TREIPE e HCEST RIS (i
H*ﬁ% MUT@#*# P EHRRY < - Jﬂﬂ%iﬁb{ ﬁ%ﬂt*%drﬁw

&g S AR A 7 {%E'Mﬁﬁb%iﬁbﬁwﬂﬂﬁ (b 3 o [NERE]
Eﬂjr Eﬁ“ui&sb&h EREES YR R LR
P~ flet ¥ 3

Approaches of

grammar instruction

Deductive approach

Content of grammar
instruction
Numbers of rules that

had been taught

Content of grammar
instruction

Relying on textbooks
as the main teaching

content
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Content

Coding/Category

Q: Al [ puERl LA ELRL! [ puiE 2
A B 2
Q: TN b
N
A B TORRURLAY RS I E A I »
OB > HOPN [eRLACTRE e PP - I&FﬁJJEﬂF Jﬁ"
AR B SR [y YR > B ORSIERL Y 15 S8 T
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rules while teaching a

given rule

177




Content

Coding/Category

Q: [ M Th TS50 2 o BURL )T O L ?
A *%ﬂ%ﬁwﬂ%ﬂ‘“Eﬁﬁﬁﬂfﬁﬂﬂ?ﬁﬁ““W%;%,ﬁfﬁ
VA o R 1&%@7{
Qi WRRLIJRA A B B 2
A: Efo
Q ¥FEAFUNWHEIT FA' #F”H“ [ 2 S ES I & Hr gﬁlﬁﬁ
F F,igy, F“J[Lﬁﬁ&kﬁwgﬁ, EL?
'f W@?éﬁﬁﬂﬁ%W?mﬁfﬂr ﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁﬁ@’ﬁﬁ
?M24F1m WH%W?W%@%&HWEW@Wﬁ%WU
? ik IBiE@D%J?$EIL.eL*HBJnn’ ?#j\ﬁﬁfﬁﬂiéW$HIL°

Q: ﬁ%&ﬁ?ﬁ gﬁlﬂﬂi“ IH*E‘V‘F“?”JIL—

A S RERE 2R AT RLE [ B W9 70 B (RO S~

ﬁfm

PRI o 4 PR ST - R B

ISP A SO PO PR L SR

Q: lfilkLe~ *»fﬁ AR ?

A mff

Q: Tt b TSR U PR ST S
Yk F‘Uéﬁfﬁﬁfﬂ ? R GIR -

AR e SRR PO R SE T HEY - SR g (SRR
kg ’IWEE'JZ CHIELR R o F o R A R ALY

P WP ORI TR ES IR o PR IR T

R I P € R PR IR = S R RL - BT (I

L AU e S T e e U

Q: EFERAFR I INES S Y L EOEpIs 2

A Ef o

Q: B gwﬂrj*»;"w R Lr%jti?i A 2 b(1-10

7)) °?

A ZHIUCAT S VSR T BRI © NERRITE R e E - S
(EAZ [R5 TIESE » P T P STRIR o = g it e
R o YA R g T RS S0 G FE = R A PR

PR PRI G A S SRR T R e

Q: HIpIYH RS RS * I FCBERLPNELE e 1 £k 2

A S RIS R IR R g e -

Grammatical error
treatment
Correcting Ss’ each
error immediately

Explicit error

correction

178




Content

Coding/Category

Q: M Jk e i L 0 S S 2 s SR e
7
A 19%% o :a((:y?ﬁﬁitﬁﬂw ?’H‘E{F%w"ﬁﬁﬁl{*mﬁﬁb e
v RO 15 ML RS 1 A O RLE TR
S, o AR EG gg%&wﬁ 15 55 g i o ’]ﬁai&gwﬁt{%ﬁﬂp
SRR I e PR Iﬁﬁﬁ% [T ISR Ay = MDA
o 9%‘* j~54ﬁ$lﬁﬁpu i fe] e Jgﬁf%ﬁj %‘iﬁb demo — Y

- M Jﬁﬂ?ﬂﬂ’?f Al £ feedback - ﬁﬁrézﬁ%wmm il
Q: ﬂﬂiﬁﬁf@%*ﬁﬂi} };ﬂiﬁ,‘ﬁ%iﬁfﬂj Ifl ?
A FSTEIR BRI Ukl A g Y - SEI R
o T IR i o PRSP P E OB I?‘&“ﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬁr’
ol o fifpl s ﬁ“?“? EIEIR S Eke 'EJE%F%%\{&WW“T
EIER 7#&%‘ PR « Mg PRI A -
AR e 25 I | T B‘f—iﬂ”&wimﬁﬂpt PEIEIIRE |
- ﬂ”{ﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂ Jﬁﬂ fol & xﬁ‘ SYRLg DY TR
(IR P & i e A e e
4 = focus fL - ir;zpj
Q: PRl B IVRIE - F5 145 ORI -

179




Appendix K

Cross-case Analysis of Preservice EFL teachers” Grammar Teaching Cognition
(pre-practicum stage)

Categories Angela | Brenda | Maggie | Sandra
Role of grammar instruction
The i_mportan_ce of grammar instruction in v v v v
English learning
The importance of other skills in English v v v v
learning
Approaches of grammar instruction
The use of Chinese as the main medium v v X X
The use of grammatical terms X X X X
Applying proactive approach v v v v
Applying reactive approach X X X X
Providing students with oral practices v v v v
Prowgimg students with repetitive pattern v v v
exercises
Applying deductive teaching approach v © X v
Applying inductive teaching approach v v 4 X
Content of grammar instruction
Teaching a single rule at one time v v v
Providing related rules while teaching a given v v
structure
Teaching only simple grammatical rules v X 4
Teaching grammar necessary to meet % v
students’ current needs
The con_tent and sequence of grammar A A A A
instruction
Time issues of grammar instruction
T.he necessity of teaching grammar in junior v v v v
high schools
Spending most of class hours on teaching % % % %
grammar
Teaching grammar before any other sections %
in a lesson unit
Teaching grammar after reading section X v v v
Teaching grammar before reading section 4 X X X
Grammatical error treatment
The impo.rtance of error t.reatmer?t in . % v v v
grammar instruction and in English learning
Correcting students’ each error immediately 4 X v X
Correcting students’ errors only when the v v v
errors cause difficulty in understand
Providing implicit error correction 4 v v v
Providing explicit error correction X X X X

v': Positive toward the issue X : Negative toward the issue ©): Neutral opinion toward the issue
/\: The preservice teachers thought the content of grammar instruction should be depend on 1) the
frequency of a given structure occurring in daily conversation, 2) students’ proficiency level, 3) the
difficulty level of a structure
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Cross-case Analysis of Preservice EFL Teachers’ Grammar Teaching Cognition
(post-practicum stage)

Categories Angela ‘ Brenda ‘ Maggie ‘ Sandra
Role of grammar instruction
The |_mportan_ce of grammar instruction in v v v v
English learning
The @portance of other skills in English v v v v
learning
Approaches of grammar instruction
The use of Chinese as the main medium X v © 4
The use of grammatical terms X © X X
Applying proactive approach v v v v
Applying reactive approach X X X X
Providing students with oral practices v v v v
Prov@ng students with repetitive pattern v v % %
eXercises
Applying deductive teaching approach v © X v
Applying inductive teaching approach 4 v v X
Content of grammar instruction
Teaching a single rule at one time v v v v
Providing related rules while teaching a given % © v
structure
Teaching only simple grammatical rules v X v v
Teaching grammar necessary to meet v v v N
students’ current needs
The content and sequence of grammar
Hnecon a J A A A A
instruction
Time issues of grammar instruction
T.he necessity of teaching grammar in junior v v v v
high schools
Spending most of class hours on teaching v % v %
grammar
?I'eachmg grammar before any other sections % % % %
in a lesson unit
Teaching grammar after reading section X X X v
Teaching grammar before reading section v v v X
Grammatical error treatment
The |mpo.rtance of error t.reatmer?t in . % v v v
grammar instruction and in English learning
Correcting students’ each error immediately v X X X
Correcting stu_de_nts er_rors only when the x % v v
errors cause difficulty in understand
Providing implicit error correction v v v v
Providing explicit error correction © X X X

v': Positive toward the issue  X: Negative toward the issue  ©: Neutral opinion toward the issue
/\: The preservice teachers thought the content of grammar instruction should be depend on 1) the
frequency of a given structure occurring in daily conversation, 2) students’ proficiency level, 3) the
difficulty level of a structure.
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Appendix L

Cross-case Analysis of Preservice EFL Teachers’ Grammar Teaching Practices

Categories Angela ‘ Brenda ‘ Maggie ‘ Sandra
Approaches of grammar instruction
The _use of Chinese as the main v v Y v
medium
The use of grammatical terms v v v v
Applying proactive approach v v v 4
Applying reactive approach X X X X
Providing students with oral practices v v v v
Providing stu_dents with repetitive v v v v
pattern exercises
Applying deductive teaching approach v 4 v v
Applying inductive teaching approach X X X X
Content of grammar instruction
Teaching a single rule at one time v 4 4 4
Pro_wdmg related rules while teaching v v v y
a given structure
Relylng.textbooks a§ the mz?m teaching v v v v
content in grammar instruction
Time issues of grammar instruction
Teaching grammar before any other
T . X X X X
sections in a lesson unit
Teaching grammar after readin
. 99 g X X X v
section
Tea<_:h|ng grammar before reading v v v y
section
Grammatical error treatment
_Correct_lng students’ each error v v v v
immediately
Providing implicit error correction X v X v
Providing explicit error correction v X v X

v’ Applying the item in the class X : Did not applying the item in the class
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Appendix M

Information Letter for Preservice EFL Teachers and Consent Form
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Appendix N

Information Letter for
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Appendix O

Code Names of the Survey Items in the Preservice EFL Teachers’ Questionnaire

Category Item  Statement
GRO1. Grammar instruction helps students learn English.
English grammar instruction helps students use English to communicate
GRO02. .
with others accurately.
Grammar instruction helps students make grammatical sentences in
GRO3. . - )
speaking or writing English.
Grammar instruction helps students communicate with others in English
GRO4. .
effectively.
Teachers should teach grammar because students fail to learn some
GRO5. : X .
structures or patterns after reading or hearing the structures for many times.
GRO6 If one wants to learn English well, abundant reading and listening is more
Role of " important than doing form-focused practices.
_grammar GRO7 English teaching mainly involves the instruction and practice on grammar;
Instruction " the meaning of the language is subsidiary.
Grammar instruction doesn’t help students gain communicative competence
GRO08. because the grammatical knowledge cannot be applied in real
communication.
Even though students have learned English grammatical rules, it does not
GRO09. . o .
mean they are capable of speaking and writing in English.
Grammar instruction doesn’t help students in English learning. Instead of
GR10. spending time teaching grammar, teachers should make students read,
speak, and listen to English more.
Students may not be able to use English correctly in communication if they
GR11. - . . . .
just read, speak and listen to English without any grammar instruction.
Teachers could use Chinese when teaching grammar in order to help
GAO01. )
students understand the grammatical rules.
GAO2 Teachers could use grammatical terminology, such as pronoun and
" participial phrase to explain grammatical rules.
Teachers should plan in advance what grammatical features to teach and
GAO03.
when to teach them.
GAO4 Teachers should provide students with oral practices when teaching
" grammar.
GAOS Teachers should provide repetitive patterns practices for students when
" teaching grammar.
GAOG Teachers should analyze grammatical rules directly when teaching grammar
Approach to " in order to ensure if students have learned the grammatical rules or not.
grammar Teachers should present grammar points deductively when teaching
: : GAO07.
instruction grammar.
GAO8 Teachers should directly tell students the structures of the rules and let them
" do related exercises.
Teachers should not plan what grammatical features to teach before the
GAQ09. class; they should wait until students have difficulties or problems with
certain features.
GAL0 Teachers should not explain rules but let students induce rules themselves
" when teaching grammar.
Teachers can let students induce grammatical rules when teaching grammar
GAll. . . .
in order to make students impressive.
GAL2 Teachers can provide students with a lot of similar sentences to make

students induce the grammatical rule when teaching grammar.
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Category Item Statement
GCol Teachers should focus on single rule and structure at one time when
" teaching grammar.
Teachers should stop teaching grammar once students have been instructed
GCo02. . .
what appears necessary for the time being.
Teachers only need to teach simple grammatical rules; they don’t have to
GCo3. -
teach difficult ones.
GCoa Teachers should try to cover every related rule when teaching a given
" grammatical rule.
Contentof  GCOS. The content and_sequences of grammar |r_15trugt|on depends} on the
grammar frequency of a given structure occurring in daily conversation.
: ; The content and sequences of grammar instruction depends on the
instruction  GCO06. :
textbooks used in the classes.
The content and sequences of grammar instruction depends on the frequent
GCO07.
errors made by students.
GCO8 The content and sequences of grammar instruction depends on the difficulty
" level of a structure.
GCO9 The content and sequences of grammar instruction depends on students’
" proficiency levels.
GC10 The content and sequences of grammar instruction depends on the
" difference between the structures of Chinese and English.
GTO01. English teachers in junior high schools should teach grammar.
English teachers in elementary schools should teach grammar in order to
GTO2. : : ST
connect with the English learning in junior high schools.
Grammar instruction should occupy the most part of teaching hours in the
GTO3. . Lo
English classrooms in junior high schools.
GTo4 Grammar instruction should be emphasized at an early stage of English
" learning.
Time issue of GTO5 In a lesson unit, teachers should teach grammar before any other sections,
grammar " such as vocabulary, conversation, reading, etc.
instruction GT06 Grammar should be taught after students do the reading passage in a lesson
" ounit.
GTo7 Grammar should be emphasized after students have obtained a certain level
" of communicative competence.
GT08 Grammar instruction should be emphasized at every stage of English
" learning.
GT09 Grammar should be taught before students do the reading passage in a
" lesson unit.
ET1 Teachers should not correct students’ errors when giving grammar
" instruction.
Students’ English grammatical correctness level can be viewed as one of the
ET2. oo . . -
criteria of their English proficiency levels.
ET3. Teachers’ corrective feedback does not help students eliminate errors.
ET4 Teachers’ explicit error corrections help students improve their grammatical
Grammatical " performance in speaking and writing English.
error ET5 Students should be corrected immediately whenever they make spoken or
treatment * written grammatical errors.
Teachers should correct students’ spoken or written grammatical errors only
ET6. e . .
when the errors cause difficulty in understanding.
Teachers should only inform or underline students’ spoken or written
ET7. . .
grammatical errors, but not tell them the correct answers directly.
ET8 Teachers should correct students’ spoken or written grammatical errors

explicitly or provide them with the correct answers directly.
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Appendix P

Further Samples of Observation and Interview Data

Focus group interview data of the preservice EFL teachers’ grammar
teaching cognition

A.

Role of grammar instruction
ISR R AR A p Y %?W T RL T IR P e ) 5 SR
szWﬂﬁc,J R ST

...1 think grammar is the fundamental part in students’ learning, especially in the four

skills. In addition, English teaching materials in junior high schools always contain
grammatical rules....
(Angela, 2" focus group interview)
YN BRI SR o VIS T T I%EJ%%’%?H‘L?B{* SR
B Bl | R L P ]% filgk. ...

...I1f students do not learn any grammatical rules, they may encounter difficulties when
they develop their four skills. Therefore, | believe grammar is the fundamental part in
students’ English learning....
(Brenda, 2" focus group interview)
S o0 N R P b G ik U E e ) ol

...1 think if teachers do not explain the grammatical rules to students well, students may
encounter problems when they develop the four skills....

(Maggie, 2™ focus group interview)

Approach of grammar instruction
IR FER S Y RO T el S P TR L PO 3R ol - 572

...1 think students might have a deeper impression if teachers can make a connection

between the grammatical rules being taught and their real life....
(Brenda, 1% focus group interview)

IR e R R PR A PO
qﬂ ,Fﬂng[r = FE I Jﬂ;,lFZ,IEI £ ] *J ) EJ;I%UEAL [ {2 iF [FF l...
... There are many animations which are related to English grammar on the internet. |
think teachers can let students watch those animations before the classes because those
animations are more interested and vivid than teachers’ solely explanations. Sometimes,
those animations are related to their real life....

(Maggie, 1% focus group interview)
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PPN Y y?@ﬂfﬂlpmﬁ/‘“j i+l U=t e :H‘EJ JFI 1% Iﬁlﬂj » IR
P | RS o MR- %IJ}JT loon

...1 think I will apply i+1 while | am teaching grammar. That is, | will review what

students have learned in the beginning. Then I will make a connection between what they
have learned and what | am going to teach....

(Sandra, 1% focus group interview)

. Content of grammar instruction

---fV??f%ﬂ?f@'iH gt > :VHFH%:Z%' — T R o TS B
RO YIS LT *%’*ﬁlﬁl&iﬁriﬁﬁuwi » PP ?xﬁl[ﬁ{t%«"
= »J_mﬁj:,FA [ i E?I

...1 think in addition to the textbooks, teachers should offer some interesting activities in

_-Elf '

order to let each student participate in the class. If students do not acquire the rule being
taught, they may not be able to participate the activity. | believe in this way, students can
be motivated....
(Angela, 1% focus group interview)
- PR [ d VO R P TJ P p R AR R
950 B R

Before the class, teachers could provide students with some little games instead of solely

focusing on the textbooks. By doing so, the learning environment would become well....
(Brenda, 1% focus group interview)
LRSS RIS 0 R ROR R S - TR E S SO AVEL >
AECKEARAIF o S A PR - SRR - EAR T
ARINIEE =T

...If teachers are going to teach past tense, in addition to the textbooks, they could offer

an English song whose lyrics contain the past tense. They could let students listen to it
and then sing it together. In such a way, students might be interested in learning grammar.
Or, teachers could offer students some clips extracted from animations or movies....

(Sandra, 1% focus group interview)
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. Observation and interview data of the preservice EFL teachers practices
toward grammar instruction

A. Approach of grammar instruction

...&Mﬁiﬁltﬁ%l ‘E’ﬁ'@ﬁjfﬁﬁé{%{ ’ 'Hi&ﬁgr,%?ﬁ Eﬁﬁéﬁ%&?ﬁi ;W?'
...1 figure out how to teach grammar before each class and then designed some
following activities in order to help students practice the rules being taught....

(Angela, 4" stimulated recall interview)
S ﬁ& LRV AR ol SR N ?71‘%?%’2%’??’96‘ RIS e
H E[ﬂﬁ:*jﬁ....
...Basically, | designed the courses in advance and then discussed the lesson plan with
my mentor-....

(Brenda, 4" Stimulated recall interview)
. .fﬁﬁéﬁ T EERAES AT R B A TR PSS
...Before the class session, | always spent several days thinking about how to
implement grammar instruction....

(Maggie, 2" stimulated recall interview)
" 'fF“ff DA o B R Ee*I F'Eﬂp@ﬁijﬂ I:F’ﬁ i E{ﬁﬁfjﬁﬁrﬁ. -
...1 thought about how to teach grammar in advance. If | had time, | would discuss the
lesson plan | designed with my mentor....

(Sandra, 4" stimulated recall interview)

T: What am | doing? Ss: You are watching TV.
T: What is Jolin doing? Ss: She is swimming.
T: What are they doing? Ss: They are roller-skating.

(Angela, 3" classroom observation)

To BT [l o 91 be PUEEIEVE U1l Sst s she thin?

‘E’f_ﬁtc'f ?
T FN AU &5 o Ss: Are they old?
T 57= (W ? Ss: Is this boy heavy?

T: What will the first sentence become if  Ss: Is she thin?
I move the be verb in the beginning of
the sentence?
T: Let’s read other sentences together. Ss: Are they old?
T: What about the third one? Ss: Is this boy heavy?
(Brenda, 2" classroom observation)
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T: You two fill in the blank and tell
everyone your answers. Speak loudly.

T: Next one. | want two volunteers. Ok,
you two stand up.

T: Next one. Is there any volunteers?

T HE - TN TSRng [ eraser B
ATRIE ﬁﬁ%l%ﬁ% ?

To 4o S5 R ] in fedpi nh
S5 2 U Z5 40 eraser HrE( £
AR lﬁﬁ%l%ﬁ%ﬁ ?

T AU o ﬂﬂﬂ%&iﬁf[ﬁ' What is this?

T: BG40 pen Hrit £ PO

T: | put this eraser in the box. Can you
make a sentence in English?

T: Right. We use in to describe the
position of the eraser. What if | put this
eraser on the box, can you make a
sentence?

T: Ok. What is this?

T: If | put this pen in front of the box, can
you make a sentence?

SsA: What was Jean doing at then this
morning?
SsB: She was writing a letter.
SsA: What were the students doing at
one yesterday afternoon? SsB: They
were taking a nap.

SsA: What were you doing at 3:30 this

afternoon?

SsB: I was checking e-mail.

SsA: What was Jean doing at then this

morning?

SsB: She was writing a letter.

SsA: What were the students doing at
one yesterday afternoon? SsB: They
were taking a nap.

SsA: What were you doing at 3:30 this

afternoon?

SsB: 1 was checking e-mail.

(Maggie, 1% classroom observation)

Ss: The eraser is in the box.

Ss: The eraser is on the box.

Ss: pen
Ss: The pen is in front of the box.
Ss: The eraser is in the box.

Ss: The eraser is on the box.

Ss: apen
Ss: The pen is in front of the box.

(Sandra, 2" classroom observation)

T E S R be FEE L Ving o SRRSO A e 7 ORI L

... The structure of present progressive is be verb plus v+ing. Present progressive is

used to describe an action that is happening at the moment....
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LA fa«g;[%’ffk[’ Tk fﬁ\'ﬁ}lﬁiﬁé/"l’gﬁ'u?ﬁ]}%'\ﬁfj LEIFE..
...If you want to modify a noun, you should put the adjective before the noun....

(Angela, 1% classroom observation)
PR T R L R [ TS« IO RSR[5
5?\:

...I1f the action that you describe is temporary, then you use past tense. If the action is

continuing, then you need to use past progressive....

(Maggie, 1% classroom observation)
...?irs}ra]'ﬁii‘ F]JHI ) WhoiLEljfi"EJF}fgjijé‘ MY ER P ORI AL B ARERLE
which ; that pL.2 |7 » AIZE* FRLLL

...In a relative clause, you use who when the antecedent is a human being. If the

antecedent is nonhuman, you use which. You can use that when the antecedent is
human or nonhuman.... (Maggie, 2" classroom observation)
i %‘ﬁ}*ﬂﬁ e o I Ul | i ST AR i Ay 2L l’[ﬁ"%}ﬁ?-ﬂé ESUENS s
T (SEFFVENE ...

...A prepositional phrase refers to the combination of a preposition and a noun. We

view the prepositional phrase as an adjective which can be used to modify the

sentence....

(Brenda, 3" classroom observation)

RSO T since L DTS EIR e YR il = O o sl
- ERELES A

...In present perfect tense, since is used to modify the start point of the time. If you

=+

would like to add a sentence after since, the sentence must be past tense....

(Brenda, 1% classroom observation)
...iF%F]JT‘EE'I the bus ?F“,El'vﬂf*\ il o YR RLEE Ewiﬁf[ﬁ* FIJQ'Eﬁ J P’ﬂ“d‘tﬁ}iifﬂj%' °
Here f‘%’éf&'lﬁ?}‘ﬁﬁ%@é ] JLEE]. ..

... The bus refers to the pronoun in this sentence. If you use the second sentence pattern,

you need to change the position of the pronoun. That is, you need to put subject and

verb after Here....
(Sandra, 1% classroom observation)

R LAAREY E'Jﬁ@‘?ﬁ?-ﬁ”@'%mﬁm be Fhgifkl are - YR e YR LETRE £ 5] - ﬁ%ﬁa
HY be Fhgn{iiERL is....
...I1f the noun is plural, the be verb you should use is are. If the noun is single in this

sentence, the be verb you should use is is....

(Classroom observation IV transcripts, p. 2)
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...E‘ﬁ’?ﬁ'iﬁfﬁmiﬁﬁfj’ﬁi L S A %n&?]@[%lﬁ o ?ﬁf’?é RS e !
...My student teacher usually analyzed the structure of the rule deductively. Then, she
gave students many examples in order to make them become familiar with the rule
being taught....
(Interview with Angela’s mentor)
A R (R R AR B AR - R R

...Most of the time, my student teacher taught grammar deductively. Then, she offered

some examples and practices to students....
(Interview with Brenda’s mentor)

o W TR R AR IR

...In my student teacher’s instruction, she told students the rule deductively and then
offered some additional examples to them....
(Interview with Maggie’s mentor)
S ] éﬁzﬁﬂ (STIE: kel | IR NE AR e g

...Basically, my student teacher taught grammatical rules directly and then offer some

practices to students....

(Interview with Sandra’s mentor)

.1 She klis— fla® & girl » 58 = FH I B2,
...She is a girl. You just translate this sentence from Chinese to English directly....
(Angela, 1% classroom observation)
...4\%}‘:’?"[5,‘fig’Iﬁ%ﬁl@i{[ﬁﬁ[#l%%‘?ﬁ]ﬁj&ﬁ@ s PRIETS *[[4 R S L = S

... You just know where to put the adjective in this sentence, because the structure of

this sentence is identical with the structure of Chinese....

(Angela, 1% classroom observation)
...They have been to Canada. L3 (M rﬁﬁ;ﬁj IH LA
... They have been to Canada means that they went to Canada before....

(Brenda, 1% classroom observation)
...The people in yellow shirts are his students. 2[S =2 = ?[I?QHEI’U MRERLPYRUESE L
...The people in yellow shirts are his students means those people who are wearing
yellow are his students....

(Brenda, 3™ classroom observation)
o3 UL Rl 2 i RS B8 |19 2 What was she doing at 8:20
yesterday morning? i{ﬁbE"‘m\%' b 8:20" ik v T . .
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...What’s the meaning of this sentence? Who can help me translate this sentence into
Chinese? What was she doing at 8:20 yesterday morning?....
(Maggie, 1% classroom observation)
LHEETPY F]Jﬁizﬂﬂ["f f}jrﬁiL [&l ? He was taking a nap at 1:30 yesterday afternoon....
...What’s the Chinese meaning of He was taking a nap at 1:30 yesterday afternoon....
(Maggie, 1% classroom observation)
...ig%ﬁlﬁi:ﬂﬂ@f[l_@fﬁ\'l'laﬁlwﬁﬂ'ﬁ | AR 7 R R R R L2 A o BT PR R R
STRVE L
...Did you hear the Chinese meaning of this sentence clearly? There is much food in
the kitchen. Therefore, we need to put “in the Kitchen’ at the end of this sentence....
(Sandra, 4™ classroom observation)

..I am too angry to think clearly. 35 p/Z5AVH ¥ T RELH FE? ...
| T | | U

...What’s the Chinese meaning in this sentence | am too angry to think clearly?....

(Sandra, 1% classroom observation)

o IR O
...When my student teacher taught grammar, she used Chinese most of the time....

(Interview with Angela’s mentor)
LY EIUE?J‘? ]"?{Ej"?’ﬁ%‘zﬁﬁi?ﬁﬂj} ?{B%ﬁ LE I S

...When my student teacher was giving grammar instruction, she used Chinese to make

explanations most of the time....
(Interview with Brenda’s mentor)
...E'ﬁ’?ﬁ'jﬁ/ﬂﬂ*?’ﬂfﬁﬁﬂ%%l LEJE[IY s B R 2 s L

...Mostly, my student teacher spoke Chinese to teach grammar in order to meet with

most students’ English proficiency levels....

(Interview with Maggie’s mentor)
APV B I - i LSS HERL 7090 (& AT 30%FUH Y ...

...Most of the time my student teacher spoke Chinese to teach grammar. The ratio for

her use of Chinese and English was 7:3....

(Interview with Sandra’s mentor)

S0 S SRS S

... Today we have learned how to add prepositions to sentences, which should be put

before nouns....
(Angela, 4" classroom observation)

U S S YRR be g Ving....

... The structure of present progressive is be verb+ Ving....

(Angela, 3™ classroom observation)
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ST EE SHF YT PR RIRL A (S0 5.
... The first kind of prepositional phrase is used to modify the subject....
(Brenda, 3™ classroom observation)
s e i F]Jgﬁgﬁ ’ﬁt ...
...What is the structure of present perfect....
(Brenda, 1% classroom observation)
DU SR T R S T2 = O 33 5

...I1f the action that you describe is temporary, then you use past tense. If the action is
continuing, then you need to use past progressive....
(Maggie 1% classroom observation)
HTZ RERLY AT R o CHBRLES Y S 2T, FL—rJF
... The second type is called adjective phrase, in which we use it as an adjective. We
have learned this before....
(Maggie, 2" classroom observation)
YP P B | BT f.s\,Tf;;,%gapg be FgAlL are o J[1A (50 |IORL TG ¢/ 50 - %pa
fiv be Fhg{iiRL is....
..If you use a plural noun, the be verb that you should use is are. On the other hand,
if you use a singular noun, the be verb you should use is is....
(Sandra, 4™ classroom observation)
...Here comes the bus. %ol {7 51 comes d3% [* £/,
..I want you to change comes into a pronoun in this sentence Here comes the bus....

(Sandra, 1% classroom observation)

B. Content of grammar instruction

DA AR 2 DR E - B - P YRR AR
i b@’?‘f%ﬁiuﬂﬂ@*ﬁﬂ ’ Lﬁlﬁjﬁ DI f=mi A AR

...My student teacher provided students with some relevant rules which were not

mentioned in the textbook. For instance, when teaching present participles, my student
teacher usually listed extra verbs that cannot become present participles. The textbook
does not contain these exceptional examples....

(Interview with Angela’s mentor)
- IERIIORA B T RTIIOY E © F I AR A B

...When teachlng a grammar, my student teacher provided students with some

relevant rules which did not mention in the textbook. Especially for students in higher
proficiency level, she would provide students as many related rules as she can....

(Interview with Brenda’s mentor)
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--?J* %J?J?;?U spend » SR E EF A ?Eﬂ;%ﬁfj% take E[ijlJEf;\ , ﬁq‘”ﬂm
FE{ spend AT cost 3y 197 i . pL 9 i A ERAZ] so that U [ 4
KR too to....

...At one time my student teacher taught students the usage of spend. But it was not

the main focus listed in the textbook. She made a comparison between take, spend,
and cost. Another time she talked about the usage of so that which was listed on the
textbook. She also offered the usage of too... to... to students and made a comparison
between these two phrases....
(Interview with Sandra’s mentor)

In Angela’s fourth grammar instruction, I discovered that her main focus was to help
student become familiar with the use of prepositional phrases. Yet, she also explained
the usage of proper nouns in prepositional phrases. To be more specific, Angela first
explained what prepositional phrases are and then told students the differences among
the prepositions in, under, on, in front of, in back of, over, etc. Then, she gave each
student a handout and told students that if the noun in the prepositional phrase is a
certain place, then it is unnecessary to add the definite article in the prepositional
phrase, for instance, in Japan (not in the Japan).

(Fieldnotes of Angela’s classroom observation)
In Angela’s first classroom teaching, | found that she not only talked about the
concept of present perfect, but also explained the restrictions of using present perfect.
For instance, ‘die’ and ‘get up’ can not be used in present perfect.

(Fieldnotes of Brenda’s classroom observation)
In Sandra’s first teaching practice, she talked some relevant rules while teaching a
certain grammar structure. While Sandra talked about the sentence pattern too...to...in
the conversation, she also covered related sentence pattern so...that...and helped
students distinguish the differences between these two sentence patterns. For instance,
she wrote down two sentences | was too angry to think clearly and She is so friendly
that everyone likes her on the board. Then, she asked students to compare these two
sentences and tell her the differences. Noticing that students were unable to tell the
differences between these two sentences, Sandra tried to explain the structures of the
two sentences.

(Fieldnotes of Sandra classroom observation)

- FEUGEGI AR » S A S L
] ERL E OBRLRLAL | FOH KR ...

...1 designed the courses based on the content of textbook. During the later period of

my teaching practicum, | provided handouts for students while teaching grammar. Yet,
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the design of the handouts was based on the textbook....
(Angela, 4" stimulated recall interview)
AU RO 2 BRI e SRS LR Y AR b
#I?Eﬂﬁ‘ﬂiyﬁ VRS 0 WRRLN EA BV RS

...Basically, | would figure out the key point of the lesson unit being taught in the

textbook. Then I referred to some reference books and internet reference to design the
handouts | wanted to offered to students. Textbook was the main consideration for me
while I was designing the courses....
(Brenda, 4" stimulated recall interview)
...f‘}?{ﬂﬂy A B SRELETS S PSR B ’*FHE‘[' RAE e
e M5t o P50 s ARt B P RIRO U RLRLT A 55
... The textbook was my main consideration when | designed the course, and I tried to
make a connection between what students have learned and what they are going to
learn. In addition, I designed handouts to help students’ learning. But strictly speaking,
I relied on the textbook as the major teaching content....
(Maggie, 1% stimulated recall interview)
CEERICR ER o (RIS @RIFIS 125 R U] - ] R IR ]
F[J....
... Textbook was the main consideration for me to design the course. Yet, I tried to find
out some sample sentences from other references. | wouldn’t use the sample sentences
listed on the textbook....
(Sandra, 4" stimulated recall interview)
LCH ?HZHF EEE A pyd T S i o ?@iﬁéﬁ....
...My student teacher designed her grammar instruction based on the content of the
textbook....
(Interview with Angela’s mentor)
B EIFJ?? Frelitm@ss  (HRLEL A HppuRshll JF4 SRR
...My student teacher designed handouts by herself while teaching grammar. Yet,
textbook was the main consideration for her while designing handouts....
(Interview with Brenda’s mentor)
MR RO I IRV AR [NERS TR s R
... The textbook was the main consideration for my student teacher when designing the
grammar instruction because of the fixed teaching schedule....

(Interview with Maggie’s mentor)
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BRI W PR - B SEAON R I
...During my student teacher’s practicum, the content of grammar instruction in each
lesson was decided by the textbook....

(Interview with Sandra’s mentor)

C. Time issue of grammar instruction

SEdl et e 3 IESEIRE - 5 (] i RNl RS T I A G SR

...We taught grammar after students had learned vocabulary. The final part was reading

instruction....
(Angela, 4" stimulated recall interview)
Lk p’:ﬁﬂj}ﬁﬂﬁ&éﬁé SIRE AV Y R EIUTJZ,{U} EREE

...In each unit, | taught grammar after the vocabulary section, but reading passage

hadn’t been taught to students....
(Brenda, 4" Stimulated recall interview)
TSR PR Y @A E G R

...In my class, vocabulary instruction was implemented before grammar instruction.

And reading instruction was implemented at the final part....
(Maggie, 2" stimulated recall interview)
LR PEHIRY  PEREY L
...Grammar instruction was implemented after the vocabulary instruction....
(Sandra, 4" stimulated recall interview)
AR T R S B SR PR
...In general, my student teacher taught grammar after the vocabulary instruction.

Reading instruction was implemented after the grammar instruction....

(Interview with Angela’s mentor)
BRI R S VA i ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁlﬁéﬁﬂﬁd ERFS g ..
...My student teacher taught grammar after the vocabulary section and before the

reading instruction. The reason she did this might be because | taught students in this
way....

(Interview with Brenda’s mentor)

... The timing of my student teacher’s implementation of grammar instruction is similar
to mine. That is, grammar is taught after the vocabulary section in each unit....

(Interview with Maggie’s mentor)
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POHIRLT Sk BT IR e
...My student teacher taught grammar after vocabulary and reading instructions....

(Interview with Sandra’s mentor)

D. Grammatical error treatment

T PN IS AR R | PR > B fivEs Ss:(One student said...) | spent

Tl ol gy spent ’ ﬂﬂ}%* Pefel B NT$1000 to buy this....
BE?

T: to buy this T-shirt? Ss: buying this T-shirt

T: Yes, | spent NT$1000 buying this Ss: ...[silence]
T-shirt.

w

T: If the subject is | and the verb is spent, S
then what should we do in the

: 1 spent NT$1000 to buy this...

following?
T: to buy this T-shirt? Ss: buying this T-shirt
T: Yes, | spent NT$1000 buying this Ss: ...[silence]
T-shirt.

(Sandra, 1* classroom observation)

T: #[ You have been to Canada.fid ? 1? Ss: *;'*:’\Jf/j\ E
fl [[?TPF ?
: ? @.'UT\ E I AR WT\%T‘? Ss: [RERY alj i[l UEBQFZ/IT fId o
T: mﬁ HIEL U“‘EE,IT felZ ? RLFTE  Sso ... [silence]
FRY R Uﬁ?%i_ﬁpg%f“'%ﬁ Y A RL
SIRER % puE) [‘FF Al i F,J;L;pr Jo
T: Is this sentence correct You have Ss: Yes/ No
been to Canada’?
T: Someone said no. Why this sentence Ss: Because we don’t know whether this
is incorrect? person wants to go to Canada or not.
T: Well, the present perfect emphasizes Ss: ...[silence]
an action which has happened so this
sentence is correct.

—

w

(Brenda, 1% classroom observation)

To MR e ? Ss: in front of box
T RS 2 b= W9 [ 2 the 35 Ss: .. [silence]
‘T\tj“? —’\Jt CAER ]‘E;,lﬁ i@* I[E{,E[I
=" Hrl'J kL in front of the box -
T: What is your answer, Shin-yun? Ss: in front of box
T: Are you sure? You missed a word. Ss: ...[silence]
Which word? You missed the word
‘the’. Because you should specify the
box in this picture, the answer is in
front of the box.
(Angela, 4" classroom observation)
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T:at s b 'J~E%l]“ [l % i Pifel 8~ Ss:(One student said...) in
(e R e B A U A R
T PHYpin e Ss: (Another one said) yesterday night
T: yesterday night 7% - Ss: ...[silence]
T: What kind of phrase should | add to Ss: (One student said...) in
modify this sentence?

T: You don’t need to put in here. Ss: (Another one said) yesterday night
T: Yesterday night is not the correct Ss: ...[silence]
answer.

(Maggie, 1% classroom observation)

IR TR BRIV ) l““‘“ W[ e ﬁ%?ﬁ PLS e F'T‘vfi »E SRR
?}*’5 AP R s e **?” BEHEUDRES F L SkatEs %L*Uﬂjnm A

ErgE kil Fnhy

..My student teacher corrected students’ each error in both written and oral practices

whenever she found the error. Especially for written practice, she always asked students
to write down their answers on the board. If any errors occurred, she corrected those
errors immediately. As for oral practices, if she discovered the errors, she provided
error correction for students at the moment....

(Interview with Angela’s mentor)
e xﬂ;f E FR-=dn stﬁﬁ i I%Ji_ﬁlg,u',gf;iig S| HH g Jﬁfl » PRl
igiﬁy HroW%ﬂ“W%ﬂwW4 BOTLRLE |1 RS
B

..My student teacher corrected students’ each error immediately. If students wrote

wrong sentences, she must correct the errors during the class time. If students’ spoken
sentences were ungrammatical and my student teacher discovered those errors, she
corrected those errors during the class time, too....
(Interview with Brenda’s mentor)
o B SRS 2 TS &ng i Dy
..My student teacher corrected students’ each error immediately whenever she found
the error....
(Interview with Maggie’s mentor)
BFA'[ g l%f]&’l@ﬁd[} g TR 2t T e
..My student teacher corrected students’ errors orally. That is, she corrected students’
grammatical errors immediately....

(Interview with Sandra’s mentor)
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Preservice EFL teachers’ detailed statements about the factors influencing
the consistency between their cognition and practices

A. Approach of grammar instruction

WOEEE S NG GT REclulE SN Lt L C e Ty
...

...1f I use English to teach grammar, students might not be able to understand what |

am talking about. Because of students’ poor English proficiency level, | needed to use
Chinese while | was teaching grammar ...

(Angela, 1% Stimulated recall interview)
PR S ER DY > VIR S L TR IS
R SR T T

we Y
iy £ < R PFER
...Students couldn’t understand what | was talking about if | spoke English while | was
teaching. Obviously, | have made several times of classroom observations, and | think

if | had used English to teach grammar, students probably couldn’t get with it,
especially for grammar instruction....

(Maggie, 1% stimulated recall interview)
o PURL I RO PSR HRLET SRR > 5P SR H Y T AR SRR RY - 0
B IR H T 22 Y BRI 2 @l - %’7 PR BT

...Students need to translate sentences from Chinese to English during the school

exams most of the time. If students can learn grammatical rules via Chinese, it will be
easier for them to comprehend the rule....

(Angela, 1% stimulated recall interview)
B YE PO R U] S B R ELE R )
FOFI Y iERLR 2] too. to. S5 FUE....

...When students take the school exams, they need to translate sentences from Chinese

to English, and this sentence pattern would be a main point in the exam. | hope when

students see the Chinese of this sentence pattern, they will realize they should use
too...to... to make sentences....

[ {PIERp f > JERLP I

Ll B~

(Sandra, 1% stimulated recall interview)
.F’?E'JHW o B E SR R PR lﬂ*EUFﬁéﬁfﬁ o

BN Es T A irza
R AT R PP T

...Because of students’ lower English proficiency level, | used Chinese as the major

medium while teaching grammar. Moreover, my mentor used Chinese to teach these

students grammar before. If | had used English to teach grammar, they wouldn’t get
with it....

(Brenda, 1% stimulated recall interview)
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DY ﬁ’f%&ﬁﬁ )y B fﬁJ?H‘/ o] r’ﬁcﬂ%’ﬁv @lu%ﬁw » Bl RIS f‘}ﬂ}lﬁiﬁ?
I« FgERLT P AT Gt P O P AL
...In my first teaching, | used English to explain the rules. Yet, students asked me why

| spoke English all the time. After that, | spoke Chinese to teach grammar. The reason
why | used Chinese to teach grammar was because students used to be taught by my
mentors in Chinese....

(Sandra, 1% stimulated recall interview)

o PUE SR U prep U RURL e (ELRLEBRI PRES ST S g PP
P15 prep. S RV RLA e o AT S L
...Students knew the abbreviation of prep before. Yet, at that time | thought based on
their proficiency levels, they should learn the spelling and meaning of prep so |
explained this term to them....

(Angela, 4" stimulated recall interview)
- F IR T MO AT ) PR LR R Pﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁg?ﬁiﬁ'o
U S SR B A SRR B T AL R

...Because students are at high proficiency level, they all understand those

grammatical terms. If students’ proficiency level is low, then it is necessary for me to
provide students with extra explanations about the meaning of preposition....

(Brenda 3" stimulated recall interview)
5 PR RRL A i JHO . S S B SRR e S
I'*HI’FW%‘QB%’RW%@?'----

...The grammatical terms | used in the class were those that students could understand.

If students understand those terms that | have used in the class, it’s easier for them to
grasp the rules....

(Sandra, 1% stimulated recall interview)
- PERES AR P P S TR iﬁfr%i%WFﬁEmi'%%ﬁf&ﬁ%%Em
...l used the grammatical terms because | am confident that students all have known
those terms. Using grammatical terms could help them to comprehend the rules being
taught....

(Angela, 2" stimulated recall interview)
e ﬁEéLé*?éf st O P RPN B 9 T SO I%rléﬁ%i

... The reason for me to use grammatical terms while | was teaching grammar was

because these terms will also be used on school exams....

(Sandra, 2™ stimulated recall interview)
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P TSRO P BT RLEYAS ) 2 A
ﬂﬁmfﬁﬁa

o believe students are familiar with these grammatical terms, such as preposition,

—v—v

lﬁép

prepositional phrase, and so on. In addition, | used grammatical terms to explain the
structures of the rules because it saved me a lot of instructional hours so that I could
catch up the progress....
(Brenda, 3™ stimulated recall interview)
TS R Sl s R “”ﬁlJ“‘FW»‘Pfi@ﬁ'JFH i e 7 L
’@géyw%\ﬁwﬁm,ﬁu¢gww#r T L

—El

...I1f I had used another way to explain the structure of relatlve clauses at that time, |
would have spent much more time to explain the rule, and the instructional hour could
be extended. Therefore, | used grammatical terms to teach grammar....

(Maggie, 2" stimulated recall interview)
PR 1 Y SR BRI > [ S IR O - )
’%[Ii‘ﬁiﬁﬂfterm FL{t Tj[ -

...1 think if I use some grammatical terms while | teach grammar, it would be easier for

students to understand the structures of rules. Moreover, it’s not difficult for students to
understand these grammatical terms because my mentor frequently taught them these
terms before....

(Brenda 1% stimulated recall interview)

,fé?iﬂ?f@lﬁﬁinfﬁ é1+ ’7 M%E'?@iﬁ’j {SEN F»’ﬂ ;IWJF I;H'LL% o,
...1 used grammatical terms while teaching grammar since my mentor inclined to use t
hose terms in classes. She thought the structure of a grammatical rule is so called a
“formula’. Even though I do not agree with this kind of teaching approach, after all this
is her class, so | just followed her teaching method....

(Sandra, 2™ stimulated recall interview)

o PRERT B AV Y AR I T F IF%I“J[FEJ%JE'UA&HW ' tTI“JIFEﬂ*%
TR ‘B?j‘i%‘ Fﬂ?ﬁfc[

...Based upon junior high school students’ current English proficiency, if | could tell

them the structure of the rule directly, it would be easier for them to memorize the
rule....
(Angela, 2" stimulated recall interview)
o PRELZES R &f;B“"EJ*i BT C TR A el o NS ET
e BRI R PRUET UL i P S
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...In this class, students’ proficiency level was lower. If | told them the structures of the
rules directly, they would memorize the rule more easily....

(Brenda, 1% stimulated recall interview)
o Z R g (ISR TR EU - 52 ATERS ) SGR A - YA SR - RV
o P PIF L B 2 T AR P
PIZTeaghy %’ﬁ@l%ﬁé@?é B

...Students in this class were at lower proficiency level and their learning motivation

was weak. If | had given students a lot of sentences and made them figure out the
differences, they wouldn’t have been able to concentrate on my course; therefore, |
directly told students the rule....
(Maggie, 1% stimulated recall interview)
RELFSAE 12 e s o BT JES U TEI..
o 4 et 25 b R

...Because students did not react to my questions, | directly told them the structure of

the rule being taught....
(Angela, 4" stimulated recall interview)
O ERES - B R [ R AL ELSRS T F ) £ SRS
,[‘)EI%T@";FJEJIJL, £ {5 ;’fl*ﬂf‘%%‘@tﬁlé pAREE. ...

...1 have ever considered letting students induce the rule by themselves. But | hadn’t

taught this part before, and I thought if | could explain this rule deductively, it would be
easier for students to understand....
(Angela, 3 stimulated recall interview)
ﬁﬁl}%ﬁ%—%ﬁi ¢ who/which/that fiv™ [ R LN ERZS 55 H 1 5 l:tﬁlfj‘[ 253

...The reason why | explained the usage among who, which, and that in the related

clause was because | thought students could understand this part easily if | told them the
rules directly....

(Maggie, 2" stimulated recall interview)

o[ TV EP A (R 15 SRR R G » (e E R . Pl 25
(=== 2131 P

...When | was a student, my teacher directly told me the structure. At that time, my

teacher did not provide any extra explanation about this rule either to us... Therefore,
here | explained this rule to students directly....
(Brenda, 3™ stimulated recall interview)
S T2 Nl i R el 515 Sy SR 2 e U DN g U 2l EER IR £ J
4 %F’EJ%}%’?EP' PO 7
...When | was a student, my teacher taught like this. They directly told students how to

make related clauses. Therefore, | taught in the same way....

(Maggie, 2" stimulated recall interview)
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... The reason for me to teach students the rule directly is that | want to save the

instructional hours....
(Angela, 2™ focus group interview)
YL R R IR - [y 2 B B A AR e P [ SRAT g 'lé"
E S E{L'a[l’\ FEIJ....

...1 think if I directly explain the structure of the rule to students, it would be easier for

them to comprehend. Also, | did not have much instructional hours. If I have used
inductive approach to teach them the rule, it would have spent me a lot of time....
(Brenda 1% stimulated recall interview)
o PRI IS0 e gt PR G RS LR RN TS ST - S
© I%?ﬁiﬁﬁéﬁ»% [ J‘;FEIEIFI’:J/ i 2 li'f;ﬁ%eﬁi‘f GENNERES 15 m LSS
..If the instructional hours had been extended, | would have given students a lot of

similar sentences and make them induce the rule by themselves. I believed this would
increase students’ long-term memory of the rule being taught. However, the limited
teaching hours didn’t allow me to apply inductive teaching approach....

(Maggie, 1% stimulated recall interview)
- PISEZY I VRS o SOOI IR

..1 used deductive teaching approach here because my mentor wanted me to finish

everything that | had to teach on that day, and | had the pressure of having limited
teaching hours....

(Sandra, 1% stimulated recall interview)
CCEVEEG fLEgLf&a YHERAY o i[ﬁbﬁ' Ts{fjfif Fle THR ‘Hilvxﬁl}% PRl % S Pﬂﬁﬂ*‘]@;l
Hipfudf) EJ[J. i

..1 learned this teaching method from my mentor. She usually sorted out some key

points in advance and then directly told students those points during class time....

(Brenda, 3" stimulated recall interview)
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...When students have Iearned a rule, they could be unfamiliar with it. If the teacher can
give them repetitive pattern exercise, they will become familiar with the rule. | think the
reason | offered repetitive pattern practices to students was because of the school
exams....

(Brenda, 4" stimulated recall interview)
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...1 need to teach the grammar exercise section again and again because my mentor
tended to give students some quizzes in which they would be tested on those
structures....

(Maggie, 4" stimulated recall interview)

B. Content of grammar instruction

SR R BRSPS T s LRSS PR R AR RO
B, ) |2 PSR

...As for the related rules | covered in the class, | think students may not understand all

of those things. But my mentor believed that providing students some relevant rules
while teaching grammar was a kind of “spiral course’. Therefore, | provided relevant
rules for students here....

(Angela, 2™ focus group interview)
SR PP T LSO RIEEET - P UE B ORI € e
SRR J?Sgﬁ%ﬁﬁc* %'Fﬁ%%f%ﬁ?é

...1 covered relevant rules while teaching grammar because my mentor taught students

not only the stuff on the textbook but also the related rules. It is too easy for students if
they only learn the stuff on the textbook....
(Brenda, 4" stimulated recall interview)
%%E@Eﬁ‘f f’%flé'? R BV o A A Eﬁ il e 675 ﬁﬁﬁ"ﬁ’ﬂ - i[ﬁ??ﬁf
o+

...When students take school exams, the questions in the exams would be more difficult
than those in the textbooks. Therefore, if | have time, | would like to provide students as
many related rules as | can....

(Angela, 4" stimulated recall interview)
- PORMe IR B F PO BEE SRR 25 G I AR sy
UIEN e L.

...Basically, | would provide as many relevant rules as | can in order to help students

cope with the school exams....

(Brenda, 4" stimulated recall interview)

PO R TR R » 5t SRR 1 R

...Because the teaching schedule was designed based on the textbook, we need to follow

it; we might not be able to teach what we like in the classrooms....

(Sandra, 4" stimulated recall interview)
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... The teaching content in my grammar instruction was based on the textbook because

we needed to follow the fixed teaching schedule....

(Brenda, 4™ stimulated recall interview)

C. Time issue of grammar instruction

- PETE IR I » S 25 AL follow f4....

...Because this was the way that my mentor gave the instructions, | think | just followed

her steps....

(Angela, 4" stimulated recall interview)
o PREDZS PV IR ORI R G R PRSI T IR 5 £ S U 1
BRAVAED.....

...It was my mentor who decided the time schedule for grammar instruction. | just

followed her procedures. It is impossible for me to change the sequence of grammar
instruction....

(Brenda, 4" stimulated recall interview)
- FYPEERL A PRI T A TR i Y gﬁf%'i‘/ MBI VR
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...In my class, grammar instruction was implemented after the vocabulary instruction
but before the reading instruction. In fact, this was the way my mentor taught the unit,
and I just followed her procedures....

(Maggie, 4™ stimulated recall interview)
LESpu E[ﬁ%”ﬂf?;‘?{l@/”‘gﬁcm}fﬂi?%‘;. -

...It was my mentor who decided the time scheduled for grammar instruction....

(Sandra, 4" stimulated recall interview)

D. Grammatical error treatment

- PURBE  R PEDA  FE IRRL D L WAL D ¢
(W05 + ST RLISOT ~ IR+ 0 |25 b £ 7.

...1 corrected this student’s error directly because his English proficiency level was

lower. And | thought that few students would make the same error, and it was this
student’s problem....

(Angela, 4" stimulated recall interview)
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...Because | was teaching past progressive at that time, | did not want to deviate from

the subject being taught. Therefore, | corrected the error explicitly....

(Maggie, 1% stimulated recall interview)

o TR TR R AR U SR EU R RTRE - Rk R
< el {67 5 ko AT vl ol o N SRS | ek AT N T )

...In interrogative sentence, students are confused about the sequences among article,
adjectives, and nouns. It is easy for them to make errors. My mentor said this student
made this error due to his weak language intuition. | corrected student’s error
immediately because that student was at lower proficiency level. | wanted to let the
student know there’s an error in his sentence and to cultivate his language intuition....

(Brenda, 2™ stimulated recall interview)
PN ESIRE I S - [ o E PR k“ﬁﬁ'&%%%ﬁm

...I1f I had not provided error correction for this student immediately, other students

would have made the same error....

(Maggie, 1% stimulated recall interview)
o P T OB I [ A PR SRR P I
P e BT ST SO A

... The reason why | told the students right answer immediately was because this
student’s English proficiency was lower and | thought he might not be able to
self-correct the error....

(Angela, 4" stimulated recall interview)
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