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Abstract

Introduction. So far the role of grammar instruction and error correction has been mainly
analyzed from the teachers’ perspectives. However, learners’ attitudes can also affect the ef-
fectiveness of any type of learning, especially language learning. Therefore, language learn-
ers’ attitudes and beliefs should also be considered as a determining factor in the success of
language teaching process. This study intended to explore the language learners’ attitudes

towards grammar instruction and error correction and see how they perceive them.

Method. The participants of this study were 214 high school female students, studying at the
third grade and aged around 17 years old. They were asked to respond to questionnaire inves-

tigating the students’ beliefs about grammar instruction and error correction.

Results. Based on the factor analysis and qualitative analysis procedures, it was concluded
that Iranian high school students had varied attitudes towards the role of grammar and the
manner of teaching grammar. Their ideas regarding the role of grammar ranged from its use
in communication to the mere use of grammar in learning English for academic purposes.
Also, the activities preferred by the students included a range of both mechanical and mea-

ningful drills.

Conclusion. It was concluded that to maintain the students’ interest and motivation, L2
teachers and practitioners must vary the type of activities and procedures to teach grammatical
points. Teachers should come to this understanding that students’ beliefs and attitudes have a

determining effect on the success or failure of their teaching enterprise.
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Instruccion sobre gramatica y correccion de errores:
cuestion de creencias de los alumnos iranies

Resumen

Introduccion. Hasta el momento, el papel de la ensefianza de la gramética y correccion de
errores ha sido analizada principalmente desde la perspectiva de los profesores. Sin embargo,
las actitudes de los alumnos también pueden afectar la efectividad de cualquier tipo de apren-
dizaje, especialmented el lenguaje. Por lo tanto, las actitudes de los estudiantes hacia el idio-
may las creencias también deben ser considerada como un factor determinante en el éxito del
proceso de ensefianza de idiomas. Este estudio pretende explorar las actitudes de los estudian-
tes de idiomas "para la gramatica en la construccién y correccién de errores y ver cdmo los

perciben.

Método. Los participantes de este estudio fueron 214 estudiantes de la escuela femenina que
estudiaban en el tercer grado y de 17 afios de edad. Se les pidi6 que respondieran al cuestiona-
rio de investigacion sobre las creencias de los estudiantes sobre la ensefianza de la gramatica y

correccion de errores.

Resultados. Basado en el andlisis de factores y procedimientos de analisis cualitativo, se con-
cluy6 que los estudiantes de secundaria habian variado sus actitudes hacia el papel de la
gramatica y la forma de ensefianza de la gramatica. Sus ideas sobre el papel de la gramatica
van desde su uso en la comunicacién hasta el mero uso de la gramaética y del aprendizaje de
Inglés para fines académicos. Ademas, las actividades preferidas por los estudiantes incluyen

toda una gama de ejercicios mecanicos y significativos.

Conclusion. Se concluy6 que, para mantener el interés de los estudiantes y la motivacion, los
profesores L2 y los profesionales deben variar el tipo de actividades y procedimientos para
ensefar a los puntos gramaticales. Los profesores deben llegar al entendimiento de que las
creencias de los estudiantes y las actitudes tienen un efecto determinante en el éxito o el fra-

caso de su empresa de ensefianza.

Palabras Clave: aprendizaje de segundas lenguas, ensefianza de la gramatica, la correccién

de errores, las creencias de los estudiantes
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Introduction

A review of language teaching history shows that formal instruction has received
much attention and many research studies have been done on how to teach grammar effective-
ly. “Yet not only has this area of research been largely inconclusive in identifying optimal
strategies for grammar learning, but also it has actually provided very little insight into the
actual processes of L2 grammar teaching as these are perceived by teachers” (Borg, 1999, p.
20-21). Also, from the early days of SLA life as an interdisciplinary field, grammar has re-
ceived much attention from different prominent researchers and scholars. For instance,
Chomsky in formulating his generative grammar posits that knowing a language involves
knowing grammar — “a domain-specific form of knowledge representation that allows the
language user to create a nearly infinite set of well-formed utterances and that grammar is a
characterization of the knowledge of an idealized speaker-hearer” (Chomsky, as cited in Sei-
denberg & MacDonald, 1999, p. 3-4).

According to Rutherford (1988), over the relatively long history of language teaching
“the teaching of grammar had often been synonymous with foreign language teaching”
(Celce-Murcia, 1991, p. 459). The foreign language teachers and researchers based on what
role they attributed to grammar have been classifed into three groups. First are those who be-
lieve that grammar instruction and error correction as a type of negative evidence are neces-
sary for post-puberty classroom language learning (Higgs & Clifford, 1982; Valette, 1991).
Second are those who believe that grammar instruction and corrective feedback can have a
positive effect on interlanguage development (Lalande, 1982; Lightbown, 1998; Long & Rob-
inson, 1998; Lyster, Lightbown & Spade, 1998). Finally, there are those who have no belief in
grammar instruction and error correction and believe that classroom time as the only place
where talk for learning or ‘learning talk’ (Van Lier 2001) happens should not be devoted to
such matters (Krashen, 1985, 1999; Semke, 1984; Terrel, 1977; Truscott, 1999). As Schulz
(2001) considers, the third group believes in Full Access to UG and the idea that the post-
puberty second language learning utilizes the same processes available in the pre-puberty
primary language acquisition and the available classroom time should be exploited in the best
possible way to provide learners with some opportunities to communicate meaningfully and
to receive comprehensible input. In other words, as noted by Ellis (1995), this position is mo-
tivated by research showing that learners progress along a natural acquisitional sequence for

grammatical structures which is resistant to interference from direct instruction.
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Recent publications emphasize rethinking the strong anti-grammar position advocated
by some proponents of CLT approaches. Indeed as Richards (as cited in Celce-Murcia, 1991)
points out, there is still no actual reliable evidence that proves communicative language class-
rooms in which teachers are advised to preclude any learner focus on form produce better
learning outcomes than do more traditional classrooms that are mainly acharactrized by focus
on form. Also, Widdowson (1990) characterized grammar as a ‘liberating force’ that is,
grammar is a resource which can play a liberating role to free language learner from an over-
dependency on lexicon and context for what they intend to express. In the same vein, Cullen
(2008) identified three key design features of the tasks that consider grammar as a liberating
force: “learner choice over which grammatical structures to use; a process of ‘grammaticiza-
tion’ where the learners apply grammar to lexis; and opportunities to make comparisons and

notice gaps in their use of grammar” (p. 221).

History of language teaching has witnessed several attempts to integrate grammar into
the language instruction courses. Schachter (1991) conjectured that the efficacy of grammar
instruction and corrective feedback may well depend on such factors as aspect of language
being taught, learner characteristics such as instance, age, aptitude, motivation, and learning
style, and instructional context. Lyster, Lightbown, and Spada (1999), reviewing several stud-
ies, came to the conclusion that “corrective feedback is pragmatically feasible, potentially
effective, and, in some cases, necessary” (p. 457). Fotos (1994) employed grammar con-
sciousness-raising tasks to investigate the possibility of integrating grammar instruction and
communicative language use and came to this conlusion that the tasks successfully promoted
both proficiency gains and L2 negotiated interaction in the participants. Thus, grammar con-
sciousness-raising tasks can be recommended as one way to integrate formal instruction
within a communicative framework. In the same vein, Ellis (1995) used interpretation tasks
for grammar teaching. This approach emphasized helping learners to notice grammatical fea-
tures in the input, comprehend their meanings, and compare the forms present in the input
with those occurring in learner output and finally leading to interlanguage development. Thus,
although we expect to find a solution for this dilemma of when and how to teach grammar, it
should be kept in mind that grammar instruction is an integral part of language teaching and
learning and no one can dismiss grammar instruction altogether because so far there is no
convincing evidence emphasizing that doing so would ultimately be beneficial to second or

foreign language learners (Celce-Murcia, 1991).
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So far, the role of grammar instruction and error correction has been mainly analyzed
from the teachers’ perspectives. But as Larsen-Freeman and Long (1991) point out, learners’
attitudes can affect the effectiveness of any type of learning, especially language learning.
Therefore, language learners’ attitudes and beliefs should also be considered as a determining
factor in the success of language teaching process. This study intended to explore the lan-
guage learners’ attitudes towards grammar instruction and error correction and see how they

perceive them.

Review of the literature

Over the past two decades, all the major language teaching methods have devoted dif-
fering importance to grammar and vary on whether explicit grammar instruction is necessary
to be included in the second or foreign language classroom (Celce-Murcia, 1991). To put it
another way, according to Loewen et al. (2009), the history of language teaching can be re-
viewed in terms of form-focused versus meaning-focused instruction. Meaning-focused in-
struction places emphasis on the primacy of meaning and content and assumes that the proc-
ess of L2 teaching should exemplify that of first language acquisition (Long 2001). According
to the proponents of primacy of meaning tradition, language is best acquired when it is ap-
proached implicitly and unconsciously. Any overt attention to language forms is seen as un-
necessary and unfruitful (Krashen, 1985, 1999; Long, 2001). Immersion Programs can be
considered as a good example of this tradition. These programs mainly revolved around the
notion that the only responsibility of language teachers is to provide learners with ample con-
tent-based input (Skehan, 2001). Although this tradition has been adopted by many language
teachers and practitioners all over the world, many studies have shown some counterevi-
dences to its effectiveness. According to Swain (as cited in Skehan, 2001), the mere provision
of comprehensible input cannot affect the interlanguage of learners. She believes that com-
prehension is mainly based on the use of schematic and contextual knowledge, and then it can
be regarded as a linguistic skill whose development will not have any effects on linguistic
system (as cited in Skehan, 2001). To draw meaning, the listener does not need to rely on the
systematic knowledge and due to the fact that systematic system is still underdeveloped, the
L2 learner mainly uses the schematic and contextual systems developed during the L1 acqui-

sition to understand the second language input (Gass & Selinker, 2008).
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On the other hand, form-focused instruction has been employed favourably by many
language practioners. The aim of early focus-on-form research studies was primarily con-
cerned with finding out whether this type of instruction enabled learners to effectively acquire
the structures they had been taught (Ellis 1984). These early studies did not distinguish differ-
ent kinds of form-focused instruction. Instead, they tended to treat focus on form as a generic
phenomenon to be contrasted with focus on meaning. According to Long (2001), the language
teaching approaches can be classified according to whether they focus on form or forms.
Long (2001) points out that focus on forms can affect language acquisition in three different
ways: rate of acquisition, process of language acquisition and ultimate level of achievement.
The main argument in support of form-focused instruction comes from the Schmidt’s Notic-
ing Hypothesis which states that attention is essential to learning; that is, that there is no
learning without attention (Schmidt, as cited in Gass & Selinker, 2008). Although the strong
version of this Hypothesis has been refuted, it is widely accepted that selective attention plays

a major role in learning.

Long (2001) makes a distinction between form-focused and forms-focused
instruction. Although the focus-on-forms explicitly draws learners attention to language
forms, the focus-on-form approach “overtly draws learners attention to linguistic elements as
they arise incidentally in lessons whose overriding focus is on meaning or communication”
(Long, 2001, p. 184). This is similar to what Sharwood-Smith (as cited in Gass & Selinker,
2008) refers to as enhanced input which is characterized by the input which is enhanced either
by an external source (e.g. teacher) or an internal source (learners relying on their own re-
sources). Although there is still considerable controversy around the effectiveness of each of
these two approaches, many studies have shown the effectiveness of the form-focused ap-
proach (Lightbown & Spada, 1990; Loewen, 2005; Long, 1983).

Different scholars have also developed different frameworks and approaches that be-
lieved to be the best for classroom grammar instruction. For example, Celce-Murcia (1985)
developed a framework about how grammar should be taught in language classes. Her
framework involves two types of variables: learner variables (i.e. learning style, learner profi-
ciency and the educational background of the learners) and instructional variables (i.e. educa-
tional objectives, medium and register, and finally learners’ immediate goals). Celce-Murcia
(1991) also proposed that three conceptions of teaching grammar are commonly found in lit-

erature: teaching grammar as meaning (e.g. teaching grammar in context using some fully
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illustrated and well-demonstrated examples); teaching grammar as social function (e.g.
grammar used in the service of socially appropriate messages), and teaching grammar as dis-
course (e.g. learning the link between grammar and discourse). In another framework, Bach-
man and Palmer (1996) made a distinction between two types of grammar activities: those
that treat grammar as an object to be studied and analyzed and those that treat grammar as a
communicative tool. Also, Batstone and Ellis (2009) developed a framework consisting of
three principles for more effective grammar teaching: the given-to-new principle (i.e. learning
a new grammatical item through the exploitation of what the learners already know about the
world), the awareness principle (i.e. making learners aware of how a particular meaning is
encoded by a particular grammatical form), and the real-operating conditions principle (i.e.

treating grammar a communicative tool).

To summarize, the grammar teaching research, as noted by Borg (1999), can be illus-
trated by three points: inconclusive in the sense that a consensus regarding the best way to
teach grammar has not been reached; experimental in the sense that researchers have set up
instructional contexts in which the effects on student achievement of different strategies can
be compared; and none of them have considered the role of teacher cognitions underlying

practices.

Furthermore, until recently the role of grammar instruction and error correction has
been mainly investigated from the teachers’ perspectives (Basturkmen, Loewn & Ellis, 2004;
Borg, 1999; Ellis, 2006; McCargar, 1993; Peacock, 2001; Phipps & Borg, 2009). According
to Burgess and Etherington (2002), the factor that teachers take into consideration when de-
ciding what aspects of grammar to present is students’ expectation and past experience of
grammar learning. Also, educational research has shown that to have a better picture of class-
room instruction, one should study the teacher cognition, that is, “the store of beliefs, knowl-
edge, assumptions, theories, and attitudes about all aspects of their work which teachers hold

and which have a powerful impact on teachers’ classroom practices” (Borg, 1999, p. 19).

In addition to teachers’ beliefs about grammar teaching, the learners’ beliefs as the key
determinant of the language teaching success should also be taken into account. Some schol-
ars have noted the difficulty of differentiating the terms learners’ beleifs and metacognitive
knowledge (Flavel, 1979; Wenden 1999). Flavell (1979) defines metacognitive knowledge as

“what learners know about learning, and to the extent a learner has made distinctions, lan-
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guage learning” (Ganjabi, 2011, p. 46). According to Wenden (1999), learner beliefs and
metacognitive knowledge have both similar and different meanings. On the one hand, they are
similar in that they can be described in terms of the features that identify metacognitive
knowledge. On the other hand, they are in that they are value-related and more persistent to
change. These learners’ beliefs are usually encountered by the teachers in the classroom. For
example, learners’ beliefs regarding learners’ and teacher’s roles can lead them to resist an

especific teaching technique (Ganjabi, 2011).

Brown’s (as cited in Larsen-Freeman & Long, 1991) research suggests that learners’
attitudes towards the learning situation affect their degree of success. In a review of diary
studies, Schumann (as cited in Larsen-Freeman & Long, 1991) came to this conclusion that
any difference between teacher’s and learner’s agendas can have negative effect on the learn-
ers’ attitudes towards the learning situation. Also, it has been reported that learners’ beliefs
and attitudes can influence the strategy that they use while learning a new language (Larsen-
Freeman & Long, 1991). For example, investigating the relationship between college EFL
(English as a foreign language) students’ beliefs about language learning and their use of
learning strategies, Yang (1999) found that language learners’ self-efficacy beliefs about
learning English were strongly related to their use of all types of learning strategies, espe-

cially functional practice strategies.

As it is clear from these studies, learners should be regarded as one of the most influ-
ential determiners of language instruction sucsess. The investigation of learners’ beliefs was
initiated by the Elaine Horwitz’s (1988) ten year research on the beliefs about language learn-
ing. Prior to her research model, no systematic studies had been done to analyse the students’
beliefs about foreign language learning (Ganjabi, 2011). To do so, he developed a 34-item
questionnaire called Beliefs About Language Learning Inventory (BALLI) to measure five
categories (nature of language learning, difficulty of language learning, foreign language apti-
tude, learning and communication strategies, and motivation and expectations) (Ganjabi,
2011). “Although the questionnaire primarily was designed to measure learners’ general be-
liefs, several of its items are related to the learners’ attitudes towards grammar instruction.
The results showed that learners generally had favourable attitudes towards grammar instruc-
tion and viewed it as an integral part of language learning” (Horwitz as cited in Ganjabi,
2011, p. 47).
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One of the recent and probably the most influential studies examining L2 learners’ be-
liefs about grammar instruction was conducted by Schulz (1996, 2001). In his 1996 study,
Schulz examined the beliefs of US postsecondary foreign language students and teachers
about grammar instruction and error correction. The results showed that the majority of the
students thought it vital to be corrected while speaking in class, whereas few teachers thought
this to be so. Despite this discrepancy, the majority of teachers and students reported that the
errors should be explicitly corrected. In 2001, he replicated the 1996 study with a large group
of Colombian and US foreign language learners. Data comparisons indicated relatively high
agreement between students as a group and teachers as a group across cultures on the majority
of questions. The teachers and learners also reported that the grammar instruction is not suffi-

cient but should be complemented with authentic communication.

In another study, Sakui and Gaies (1999) investigated the beliefs about language learn-
ing of almost 1300 Japanese university learners of English. One of the aims of this study was
to describe the beliefs about language learning of Japanese learners of English and to deter-
mine, through factor analysis, how those beliefs are organized. They found that teacher beliefs
and attitudes had direct impact upon learners’ beliefs. According to their study, many of the
respondents' beliefs about learning English correspond to the distinction which many teachers
would make between traditional and contemporary approaches to language teaching and

learning.

Hawkey (2006) conducted a study in Italy employing a combination of qualitative and
guantitative data collection methods. The study findings suggested interesting differences
between the perceptions of learners and teachers on some of the activities in their foreign lan-
guage classes. While both sides agreed in general on the virtues of communicative approaches
to language teaching, there were interesting differences in the perceptions of learners and
teachers on the prominence of grammar and pair works in their classes. He concluded that
these differences might indicate potential problem areas of lesson planning and implementa-

tion which could usefully be given attention on teacher support programs.

Loewen et al. (2009) investigated the beliefs of L2 learners regarding the controversial
role of grammar instruction and error correction. A total of 754 L2 students at an American
university completed a questionnaire consisting of 37 Likert-scale items and 4 open-ended

prompts. The quantitative items were submitted to a factor analysis, which identified 6 under-

-1294 - Electronic Journal of Research in Educational Psychology, 9(3), 1285-1308. ISSN: 1696-2095. 2011, no. 25



Grammar Instruction and Error Correction: A Matter of Iranian Students’ Beliefs

lying factors (efficacy of grammar, negative attitude toward error correction, priority of com-
munication, importance of grammar, importance of grammatical accuracy, and negative atti-
tude toward grammar instruction). These factors were then used to investigate differences in
beliefs among learners studying different target languages. In addition, themes emerging from
the qualitative data were identified. The results indicated that among learners studying Eng-
lish as a second language and those studying a foreign language, there were varied beliefs

about grammar instruction and error correction.

The Present Study

Considering the significant effects that students’ beliefs and attitudes can have on the
outcome of language teaching instruction and the scarcity of studies investigating grammar
teaching and error correction from the perspective of language learners (Batstone & Ellis,
2009; Loewen et al, 2009; Phipps & Borg, 2009), this study sought to bridge this gap by pos-

ing the following questions:

1. What underlying constructs are present in L2 learners’ responses to a questionnaire re-
garding their beliefs about grammar instruction and error correction?
2. What statements do L2 learners provide about grammar instructions based on four

open-ended statements?

Method

Participants

The participants of this study were 214 high school female students, studying at the
second and third grade and aged around 17 years old. They were studying at Refah high
school which is located in Tehran and is considered as a private school with high ranking
among the other high schools. The particiapnts were from six classes (three second grade
classes and three third grade classes). The rationale for conducting this research study at the
high school setting was that the Iranian high school students are still confronted with teacher-
fronted classrooms whose primary focus is on teaching grammar. Therefore, surveying the
attitudes of high school students was supposed to provide the researcher with a representative

sample of Iranian English language students’ perspectives.
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Measures

After reviewing the literature on the grammar instruction and error correction, the
questionnaire used by Loewen et al. (2009) was found suitable for the purpose of this study.
However, the original questionnaire consisting of three parts was reduced to two parts to
make it more suitable for the exiting participants: a) a Likert-scale response (quantitative)
section, and b) an open-ended question (qualitative) section. The quantitative section con-
tained 24 items surveying learners’ beliefs, 13 of which were adopted from Schulz (1996,
2001) and the remaining were created jointly by the Loewen and his team through intensive
group discussion and extensive onsite piloting with L2 learners and instructors. The items in
the gquantitative section covered a range of aspects of grammar instruction and error correc-
tion, including questions about grammar instruction as well as various aspects in relation to
the four skills. The number of items in the original questionnaire was 37 (24 grammar-related
items and 13 distracters). Following profound analysis of the context of the present study (i.e.
the learners’ and teachers’ classroom limitations), it was decided to omit the distracters while

keeping the grammar-related items (See Appendix A).

A qualitative section was also included in the questionnaire in order to deeply analyze
the learners’ attitudes and beliefs regarding grammar instruction and error correction. Accord-
ing to Genesee and Upshur (1996), the multiple-choice answer formats can be used only when
most or all of the responses are known in advance and grouped into non-overlapping catego-
ries. In contrast, “the open-ended repose format can be used when one does not know what
the response possibilities are or when they cannot be presented in discrete categories” (Gene-

see & Upshur, 1996, p. 132).

Procedure

As mentioned above, the data was collected from a group of high school students in
Tehran. Based on the qualitative nature of the study, the researcher made no intervention in
the routine order of the classroom such as intervention, randomization and data manipulation.
That is, an ex post facto design was chosen for the purpose of this study. The questionnaire
was distributed among the respondents and they were required to answer the closed-ended
and open-ended sections based on their past experiences of participating in the language

classes. The students were also told that they could ask any questions about whatever they felt
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ambiguous. In order to minimize the ambiguity inherent in language-related questionnaires,
the existing questionnaire was translated into the students’ mother tongue (e.g. Persian). The
rationale was to guarantee the students' understanding of questionnaire items. The translated
version was given to two highly proficient English-Persian bilinguals to review and to give
comments on the felicity, intelligibility, and faithfulness of the translated items. Based on
their comments, some minor changes were implemented and the translated instrument was
finalized for distribution among the intended participants of the study. Translating the original
questionnaire was supposed to be more helpful in the open-ended section because the students

could answer more precisely and the amount of their contribution was supposed to increase.

Dates analysis

The collected data was analysed at two phases: quantitative and qualitative. At the
guantitative phase, they data drawn from the Likert scale type of questions were put into
analysis. At the the qualitative phase, the responses the students the open-ended questions

were thematically analyzed.

Quantitative Analysis

Due to no agreed upon proposal regarding the number of factors underlying learners’
beliefs to date, the learners’ responses to Likert scale items underwent principle component
factor analysis (PCA) using SPSS version 17 . Factor loadings of .30 and greater on the
obliquely rotated factor matrix were considered significant. Also, the reliability of the ques-
tionnaire was determined to be significant (r =.80).

Qualitative Analysis

The respondents’ responses to the four open-ended questions were subjected to the
content analysis procedure. The content analysis consisted of two phases. First, the researcher
transferred the learners’ responses to an electronic file. In the coding phase, an attempt was
made to group the similar responses and identify the common themes underlying them. To
ensure the inter-rater reliability of the identified themes, another researcher was invited to
check them. The outcome showed that there was high degree of consensus between the two

researchers regarding the identified themes.
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Results and discussion

Quantitative Results

Prior to performing principle component factor analysis (PCA), the suitability of data
for factor analysis was assessed. Inspection of the correlation matrix revealed the presence of
many coefficients of 3 and above. The KMO value was .62, exceeding the recommended
value of .6 (Kaiser, as cited in Pallant, 2007) and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity reached the sta-
tistical significance (the Sig. value should be .05 or smaller) supporting the factorability of the

correlation matrix.

PCA revealed the presence of five factors with eigenvalues exceeding 1, explaining
23.86%, 16.68%, 9.39%, 8.31%, and 7.45% of the variance respectively. These nine compo-
nents explain a total of 65.69 per cent of the variance. An inspection of the screeplot revealed
a clear break after the third component. Using Catell’s (as cited in Pallant, 2007) scree test, it
was decided to retain three components for further investigation (See Figure 1). This was fur-
ther supported by the results of Parallel Analysis, which showed only two components with
eigenvalues exceeding the corresponding criterion values for a randomly generated data ma-

trix of the same size (24 variables x 214 participants).

Figure 1. The screeplot for the variables
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The two-component solution explained a total of 40.54% of the variance, with Com-

factor identified is called priority of communication.

Table 1: Rotated Factor Loadings for Learner Beliefs

ponent 1 contributing 23.86% and Component 2 contributing 16.68%. Table 1 displays the
factor loadings for the three factors. The first factor, labeled ‘efficacy of grammar’ based the
categorization of Loewen et al (2009) contains those items that address the usefulness of
learning grammar both for learning and using a second language. The second factor, e.g.
‘negative attitude to grammar instruction and error correction’ as it is clear from its name

involves all those items that focus on the grammar instruction and error correction. The last

Items Component
1 2 3

- Importance of Grammar
1.Studying a grammar formally is essential for mastering a second lan- .38
guage
2. | usually keep grammar rules in mind when I write in a second lan- .58
guage.
3. Knowing a lot about grammar helps my reading. 41 34
5. My second language improves most quickly if | study the grammar 50 .39
of the language.
8. I like studying grammar. .67
9. People will respect me if | use correct when speaking a second lan- 47 .39
guage.
11. Good learners of a second language usually know a lot of grammar .58 .34
rules.
12. Knowing grammar rules helps communication in a second lan- .62
guage.
14. The study of Grammar helps in learning a second language .62 -.30
17. Knowledge about grammar rules helps in understanding other peo- .42 40
ple’s speech.
19. When | read a sentence in a second language, | try to figure out the .41 .30
grammar.
22. | feel cheated if a teacher does not correct the written work | hand 39 -32 34
in.
20. Second language writing is not good if it has a lot of grammar mis- .40  -.45
takes.
21. One way to improve my reading ability is to increase my knowledge .56 .40 -.30
of grammar.
- Priority of Communication
6. | can communicate in a second language without knowing the gram- 41 -41
mar rules.
24. It is more important to practice a second language in real-life situa- -.32 .39 .34
tions than to practice grammar rules.
- Negative Attitudes To Grammar Instruction & Error Correction
4. When | make errors in speaking a second language, | like my teacher
to correct them. 43
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7. Teachers should not correct students when they make errors in class. -45 .60
10. I like to be corrected by my classmates in small group work. 41
13. | like it when my teacher explains grammar rules. -34 51
15. When | have problems during conversation activities, it helps me to -34 42
have my teacher explain grammar rules.

16. There should be more formal study of grammar in my second lan- 75
guage class.

23. | dislike it when | am corrected in class. -.35 51
18. When | make grammar errors in writing in a second language, | like

my teacher to correct them. -52 43

As it can be seen in table one, there are some differences between the Loewen et al
study factors and those identified in the current study. The factor analysis of the Loewen et
al’s (2009) study identified six factors but in the current research only three factors were iden-
tified. One possible reason for this is the high degree of similarity among the categories.
Loewen et al study’s identified factors were “efficacy of grammar, negative attitudes to error
correction, priority of communication, importance of grammar, importance of grammatical
accuracy and negative attitudes to grammar instruction”. But the factors identified in this re-
search were: importance of grammar, priority of communication, and negative attitudes to
grammar instruction and error correction”. As it is clear from Loewen et al’s (2009) study the
factors identified have some overlaps with each other. That is, it is very difficult for the stu-
dents to notice the differences between, say, efficacy of grammar and importance of grammar
or the negative attitudes to grammar instruction and negative attitudes to error correction due

to the fact that grammar instruction is usually accompanied by error correction.

Therefore, according to the Iranian students’ perspectives these three components can
be considered the most important benefits of grammar instruction and error correction. There-
fore, while instructing grammar, teachers should invest more time and energy to take into
consideration these factors. Results of the factor analysis showed that one of the main benefits
of teaching grammar is helping students to communicate more effectively. That is, according
to Iranian students’ perspectives, promoting accuracy is one of the main advantages derived
from teaching instruction. Also, the Iranian sample students believed that grammar instruction
and error correction are two inseparable aspects of language teaching. Therefore, these two
components were included in one factor. This idea is quietly tuned with the some researchers’
position that error correction is a type of focus on form and thus a type of grammatical focus
(Ellis, 2001).
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Qualitative Results

In addition to the quantitative items, learners were given four open-ended prompts.

The themes that were identified for each of the prompts will be presented in turn.

1. | like studying grammar because...

In response to this prompt, several themes emerged. Many learners felt that the study-
ing of grammar can help them in using English for communicative purposes. Some learners
commented that grammar constitutes the core of language and learning grammar should be
considered an integral part of language teaching and learning. Some other learners com-
mented that learning grammar can help them with specific aspects of language. For example,
they said: “learning grammar is useful in reading and writing”’; grammar helps me in commu-
nicating with other people. An interesting comment from one of the students referred to the
joy that she felt while studying grammar. From the learners’ responses, it seems that almost
all the learners have understood the importance of mastering grammar. This can be seen from
their comments: “I like grammar due to its relationships with other components of language,
that is, solely knows a bundle of words cannot help to derive the exact meaning of the texts.

To achieve this, grammar should come to help me”.

Based on what went on above, it can be seen that learners’ comments range from in-
trinsic to extrinsic reasons. Some relate the benefits of learning grammar to better understand-
ing a piece of text and some to using language for communicating purposes. To sum up, al-
most all students emphasized the importance of grammar instruction and its contribution to

other aspects of language.

2. | dislike studying grammar because...

Regarding the second prompt that investigated the negative attitude of the learners to-
wards grammar instruction, some learners just reported that the disliked the grammar without
any further elaboration. Some comments showed the misconceptions of some of the students
regarding the role that grammar play in all aspects of language use because some of them said
that grammar has no role in language use and as the main purpose of language acquisition is
to communicate with native speakers, learning grammar cannot help them in this matter. Few

students used the term ‘boring’ or its synonyms to describe their dislike to learn grammar and
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they believed that this was due to the teacher-fronted orientation of language classrooms and
the initiation-response-feedback (IRF) type of questions usually raised in the grammar in-
struction classes. According to the students’ responses, part of this dislike derives from the
nature of grammar itself, that is, it is full of rules, exception to rules and etc. Some students,
for example, said that they disliked grammar because they should memorize the rules and the
exceptions to them.

3. ldo not like to be taught in the following ways...

Regarding the preferred way of grammar instruction, the students expressed varied
views. Some of them reacted harshly to the out of context teaching of grammar without relat-
ing the rules to some sentence-based examples. They felt that this method of grammar instruc-
tion cannot help them in the real world context. One student commented in an interesting
way: “I do not like the teacher writing the grammatical one the board and making us to repeat
that particular grammatical rules. Some other students said that they did not like implicit ap-
proach to grammar instruction, that is, the teacher asks the students to infer the rules from
some presented examples. Among the idiosyncratic responses, some students said that they
did not like working on grammar in groups. Although the current students were usually taught
grammar using some traditional drills either specified in their books or preferred by their
teachers, some of them answered surprisingly that they like to be taught grammar using

games and communicative activities.

4. 1 like to be taught in the following way....

As it is clear from this last question, the students were asked about their attitudes re-
garding their preferences for the techniques of grammar instruction. Some students com-
mented that they liked the grammar to be presented to them in a formulaic manner, that is,
they are taught in an explicit way. Some other students said that the grammatical rule presen-
tation be followed by using those rules in sentences so that they can better understand the us-
age of those rules. The students also related the grammar instruction to the language skills,
that is, they commented that after grammar instruction by the teacher, the students should be

asked to use those rules while writing or speaking. Some other students commented in inter-
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esting ways for example they said that the grammar instruction should done via films or ani-

mation presentation.

Conclusion

This study investigated the importance of grammar instruction and error correction
from the students’ perspectives. This type of analysis is important because many studies have
emphasized the determining effect of students’ beliefs and attitudes on the success or failure
of language teaching program (Altan 2006; Hawkey 2006; Kern 1995; Peacock 2001; Sakui
& Gaies 1999;). In addition to the mere qualitative analysis of this effect, the present study
conducted PCA to determine the components underlying the learners’ attitudes towards

grammar instruction and error correction.

This study showed that Iranian high school students have varied attitudes towards the
role of grammar instruction and the way that grammar should be taught. Their ideas regarding
the role of grammar ranged from its use in communication to the mere use of grammar in
learning English for academic purposes. Also, the activities preferred by the students included

a range of both mechanical and meaningful drills.

The implication of this study for L2 teachers and practitioners is that to maintain the
students’ interest and motivation teachers must vary the type of activities and procedures to
teach grammatical points. Teachers should come to this understanding that students’ beliefs
and attitudes have a determining effect on the success or failure of their teaching enterprise.
This study intended to persuade L2 teachers to involve the students in process of teaching
language, and especially grammar, to create an authentic teaching environment. Of course, it
should be emphasized that students’ beliefs may be somehow inapplicable in the context of
language teaching due to some limitations such as management problems, lack of time, lack
of teacher experience and expertise and etc. But all these problems should not discourage L2

teacher not to consider students’ attitudes.

The study suffers from some limitations. First, the mere use of questionnaire cannot
give us a complete picture of such descriptive research in which learners’ attitudes and beliefs
are under investigation. To have a more comprehensive understanding of the students’ beliefs,

some other elicitation devices such as observation or diary journal seem to complement the
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obtained data. Second, students’ familiarity with language questionnaires especially those that
make use of Likert Scale seems vital to the outcome of study. To overcome this problem, the
researcher had some introduction hours with the subjects so as to minimize any effects of any
intervening variables. The last and not the least is the nature of open-ended questions that
asked the subjects to express their ideas in whatever way that they felt comfortable. Usually,
the subjects with limited language learning experience have some difficulties in expressing
their own views based on the open-ended questions. This is due to the fact that formulating
one’s sentences about what one believes about grammar instruction and error correction re-
quires high degree of consciousness. Therefore, when giving students, especially those of lim-
ited proficiency, some open-ended questions of this sort, they should be expected to answer

these questions completely and provide the researcher with illuminating questions.
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Appendix A. Grammar Instruction and error correction Questionnaire

Note: The questions below ask you what you think about studying grammar rules and about

your motivation for learning a second language. Read each statement and decide how
strongly you agree or disagree, circling the appropriate number. If a question doesn’t apply
to you, you can circle not applicable.

Quantitative section:
1. Studying grammar formally is essential for mastering a second language.
A. Strongly Agree B. Agree C. Disagree D. Strongly disagree D. Not applicable
2. lusually keep grammar rules in mind when | write in a second language.
3. Knowing a lot about grammar helps my reading.
4. When | make errors in speaking a second language, | like my teacher to correct them.
5. My second language improves most quickly if I study the grammar of the language.
6. | can communicate in a second language without knowing the grammar rules.
7. Teachers should not correct students when they make errors in class.
8. I like studying grammar.
. People will respect me if | use correct grammar when speaking a second language.
10. 1 like to be corrected by my classmates in small group work.
11. Good learners of a second language usually know a lot of grammar rules.
12. Knowing grammar rules helps communication in a second language.
13. I like it when my teacher explains grammar rules.
14. The study of grammar helps in learning a second language.
15. It is more important to practice a second language in real-life situations than to practice
grammar rules.
16. When | have a problem during conversation activities, it helps me to have my teacher ex-
plain grammar rules.
17. There should be more formal study of grammar in my second language class.
18. Knowledge about grammar rules helps in understanding other people’s speech.
19. | dislike it when | am corrected in class.
20. When | make grammar errors in writing in a second language, | like my teacher to correct
them.
21. When | read a sentence in a second language, I try to figure out the grammar.
22. | feel cheated if a teacher does not correct the written work | hand in.
23. Second language writing is not good if it has a lot of grammar mistakes.
24. One way to improve my reading ability is to increase my knowledge of grammar.

(o]

Quialitative section:

The following questions allow you to respond in your own words. You may write in whatever
language you are most comfortable.

I like studying grammar because...

I dislike studying grammar because...

I don’t like to be taught grammar in the following ways...

I like to be taught grammar in the following ways...
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