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Abstrakt (Cesky)

Tato diplomova prace se zabyva problematikou role metajazyka a metalingvistické
terminologie ve vyuce angliCtiny jako ciziho jazyka na Ceskych gymnaziich. Na koncept
metajazyka a metalingvistické terminologie je v préaci nahlizeno jako na jeden z moznych
nastrojii pro studium a vyuku anglické gramatiky. Teoreticka Cast prace se zamétuje mimo
jiné na vyhody a nevyhody pouziti metajazyka a terminologie ve vyuce, a dale se zabyva tim,
za jakych podminek je vhodné metajazyk pouzit, tj. jaké proménné mohou vstoupit do
procesu vyuky. Tato Cast prace také poskytuje prehled vybranych ptistupt k vyuce anglické
gramatiky v souvislosti s pouzitim metajazyka a jeho terminologie v téchto piistupech, a
zaroven shrnuje poznatky ziskané ze studii zabyvajicich se znalosti metalingvistické
terminologie u studentl a u ucitelti. Empiricka ¢ast prace je zalozena na dotaznikovém Setieni,
které bylo provedeno mezi studenty a uciteli na ¢eskych gymnaziich. Vyzkum je zaméten na
nékolik oblasti, kterymi jsou: postoje a presvédéeni studentii a uciteld o studiu a vyuce
anglického jazyka a anglické gramatiky, pfistup studenti a uciteli k metalingvistické
terminologii, studenti a jejich znalost této terminologie, uclitelé a jejich povédomi o
metalingvistické znalosti studentd, a rovnéz tak i pouziti této terminologie uciteli v praxi.
Hlavnim cilem vyzkumu je vypozorovat, zda-li existuji podobnosti ¢i rozdily v odpovédich
studentl a uciteld, a zéaroven prozkoumat piipadné problematické aspekty vysledkl
dotaznikového Setieni a navrhnout mozna feSeni téchto problémtl.

Kli¢ova slova (Cesky)

Vyuka anglického jazyka, angli¢tina jako «cizi jazyk, metajazyk, metalingvisticka
terminologie, vyuka gramatiky, vyuka angli¢tiny jako ciziho jazyka, sekundarni vzdélavani,
studenti gymnazii, ucitelé gymnazii



Abstract (in English)

The thesis deals with the topic of the role of metalanguage and metalinguistic terminology in
English Language Teaching at Czech grammar schools. The concepts of metalanguage and
metalinguistic terminology are viewed as one of the potential educational tools in the field of
learning and teaching English grammar. The theoretical part of the thesis focuses, among
other things, on benefits and limitations of the use of metalanguage, and on the suitability of
conditions for the use of metalanguage, i.e. on the variables which may affect the educational
process are discussed in this part as well. Moreover, an overview of the approaches to
teaching grammar in relation to the use of metalanguage and metalinguistic terminology is
provided in this chapter together with the summary of findings obtained from the studies
concerned with learners or teachers knowledge of metalinguistic terminology. The empirical
part is based on the questionnaire survey among Czech grammar school students and teachers.
The main areas examined in the research are: learners’ and teachers’ attitudes to and beliefs
about learning and teaching English and English grammar, learners’ and teachers’ attitudes to
metalinguistic terminology as well as learners’ knowledge of the terminology and teachers’
awareness of the knowledge and use of the terminology in practice. The primary aim of the
research is to observe the similarities and differences in students’ and teachers’ responses and
to examine the possible problematic aspects of the results from the survey and to propose a
possible solution to the problem.

Key words (in English)

ELT, EFL, metalanguage, metalinguistic terminology, teaching grammar, TEFL, secondary
education, grammar school students, grammar school teachers
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1.

Introduction

Teaching and learning foreign languages has been one of the essential issues in the field
of education over the last decades. English, especially, has been given prominence as the
foreign language taught and learnt in schools as it is currently considered the lingua franca
of today’s world.

Languages represent extremely complex systems which consist of groups of interrelated
elements and units. Teaching and learning a (foreign) language is no less intricate as many
teacher-, learner- and other variables come into play in these processes. Therefore, the
language system components and their interplay have to be carefully explored (not only)
by teachers and learners to ensure effective and meaningful language teaching or learning.

One of the many variables which may be involved in foreign language teaching and
acquisition is metalanguage which is, simply put, a language about language.
Metalanguage is used to analyze and describe languages, which is an important part of
language teaching and learning. Therefore, endeavour has to be made in order to gain
insight into what the use of metalanguage can bring into the language classroom and to
attain deeper understanding of language teaching and learning in general.

Metaphorically said, teachers are gardeners who should be aware of and know all the
possible tools available to him and who ought to be able to select and use the tools
appropriate to the needs of the plants (students) he takes care of in order to cultivate them,
support their growth and provide them with various aids and abundant nourishment,
which will contribute to growing a flourishing plant.

Teachers and learners should be viewed as the caring gardeners and the plants in
blossom who cooperate with each other and strive for the elimination of the potentially
harmful outside influences, i.e. together they should create in classrooms a state of
synergy. But how such efficiency and positive approach of the teachers and learners to
each other can be ensured, and how the positive attitude to the language taught and
learned can be established?

The process of teaching and learning a language imposes the need of having a great deal
of courage, motivation, energy and effort on both groups of participants involved in this
process. This also implies the general ability to teach and to study, i.e. to deploy various
teaching methods and learning strategies, but most of all, the knowledge on teachers’ part

of when to apply what to whom and how is presupposed.

10



There exist many ways of teaching a language, in fact, there are as many teaching styles
as there are teachers. Each of them has its own way of approaching students and the
subject matter. In their teaching some may have been influenced by factors such as the
teaching styles of the teachers who actually taught them languages when they themselves
were students, pedagogical and teacher training courses they have participated in, teaching
manuals or official documents they can or should follow and many other phenomena that
may have had impact on the teachers’ contemporary practice.

As for learners, each of them has different language aptitude which can be defined as
“the natural ability to learn a language” (Richards and Schmidt, 2010: 313) and every
learner has his own learning style and learning strategy which should help him achieve
individual learning goals with more ease, and which Richards and Schmidt (2010: 331)
interpret as “a particular way of learning preferred by a learner” and as “the ways in which
learners attempt to work out the meanings and uses of words, grammatical rules, and other
aspects of the language they are learning”, respectively. Together with the learners’
previous language learning experience and motivation, these two appear to be the key
factors in their language learning. Nevertheless, many more individual differences among
learners can be found in the field of second language acquisition (SLA). According to
Larsen-Freeman (in Simpson, 2011: 161) there are more than one hundred learner
influencing factors nowadays and the number keeps growing.

In the context of SLA the process of teaching and learning a foreign (second) language
(henceforth referred to as L2) can be viewed as the acquisition of the phonology,
vocabulary, morphology and syntax, and pragmatics of the language, and also as the
development of specific language skills, or macroskills, i.e. reading and listening
(receptive skills) and writing and speaking (productive skills). It is, nevertheless, possible
to acquire L2 without developing reading and writing skills in L2. The level of the skills
can be measured by various language proficiency tests. The term proficiency is defined as
“the degree of skill with which a person can use a language, such as how well a person
can read, write, speak, or understand language” (Richards and Schmidt, 2010: 321).
Moreover, language aptitude can also be measured by testing, for instance, the following
abilities: oral mimicry ability, phonemic coding ability, grammatical sensitivity, the
ability to memorize language structures and the ability to infer language rules (Richards
and Schmidt, 2010: 313). Birdsong (2006: 11-12) adds one extra component of language
aptitude, and that is metalinguistic awareness. But is there any particular domain which is

considered to be the core of L2 learning? Which of the skills and abilities is believed to be
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the most significant one? And to which of these do teachers actually devote most of their
L2 classroom time?

There are no clear answers to these questions but the ideal answer would probably be
that all skills and abilities are given equal significance and amount of time in L2
classrooms. However, we would more likely solve this question by responding that what
seems to be most focused on in L2 teaching/learning is grammar or the grammatical
sensitivity mentioned above. To be grammatically sensitive means, according to Richards
and Schmidt (2010: 313), being able to recognize the different grammatical functions of
words in sentences, but not only that, it also means knowing what these words and
sentences mean and how they function in a language.

In this regard, a number of arguments for focusing on grammar in SLA can be
presented. For instance, in Andrews (1994: 508) learning or acquisition of grammar is
considered central to the study of language, likewise, Swan (in Simpson, 2011: 568)

13

maintains that “...the cluster of mechanisms that we call ‘grammar’ is central to
language...” and “the better we understand grammar, the better our grasp is likely to be of
the many human activities and concerns in which language is implicated”. In unison with
Andrews and Swan, Ortega (in Chapelle, 2012: 3439) points out that “teaching grammar
has always been a central focus of study”. In addition, to support this assertion, another
argument for significance of grammar can be found in Ellis (2004: 242) who states that
“[the fact that] discussion and studies have largely been focused on grammar, reflects the
centrality of grammar in such fields as linguistics and language teaching” and that “there
is ample evidence to support the claim that grammar is a central component of L2
proficiency” (Ellis, 2006: 440).

Given that, it can be argued that teachers are expected to devote a substantial part of
their lessons to teaching grammar, to master grammar and to transfer their knowledge of
grammar to students while adopting different strategies and employing various aids and
tools which are believed to lead to successful grammar learning. Similarly, learners in
many parts of the world are likely to expect, and even demand, that attention be given to
grammar (Larsen-Freeman in Simpson, 2011: 161) and require intelligible and efficient
instructions which would guide them through the process and enable them to grasp the
concept of L2 grammar.

One of the various tools which plays a role in SLA and which may help learners acquire

L2 grammar more effectively is the knowledge of metalanguage. However, metalinguistic
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knowledge as a pedagogical notion relevant to the process of L2 teaching and learning
plays a role which is ambivalent and needs to be further investigated.

The main issues discussed in the theoretical part of the thesis are, first, the overview of
several studies concerned with metalanguage and teachers’ and learners’ metalinguistic
knowledge which are discussed in more detail, secondly, the justification for the focus of
the present research, i.e. the focus on the secondary education and Czech grammar schools
is provided, and, thirdly, terms used in the thesis are defined. The next section of the
theoretical part deals with the description of metalinguistic terminology and with the
definition of the ‘right’ metalinguistic term. Moreover, the evaluation of possible benefits
or limitations of metalanguage in L2 learning is provided and the extent and source of
metalinguistic terminology are commented on as well. The next section is devoted to the
diachronically viewed approaches to grammar teaching and to metalanguage as a tool in
L2 grammar acquisition. The current situation of attitudes towards grammar teaching and
to metalanguage in SLA is commented on as well. Moreover, among the other individual
objectives of the thesis, metalanguage and its relationship to language acquisition, i.e. to
learner’s age, cognitive development and L1 is commented on. The last section of the
theoretical part discusses the relationship between teachers, learners and metalanguage.

In the practical part, quantitative research will be conducted in order to examine both
teachers’ and learners’ beliefs about the use of metalanguage in L2 classroom using
questionnaires. Along with the research on the perspectives on metalanguage, students’
knowledge of metalinguistic terminology will be tested by administering a metalinguistic
knowledge test based on several well-tried tests and questionnaires. More specifically, the
main issues to be addressed in the practical part of the thesis are, first, students’
knowledge of grammatical terminology (parts of speech, clause elements, verb tenses) and
their beliefs about their knowledge of it, secondly, students’ attitudes to the use of
metalinguistic terminology in class and to English and English grammar learning in
general, and, finally, students’ opinions on their teachers’ way of teaching grammar and
their use of grammatical terminology in lessons. As far as teachers are concerned, the
issues to be examined are, first, teachers’ estimate of students’ knowledge of grammatical
terminology and teachers’ actual use of these terms in practice, secondly, teachers’
attitudes to teaching English and English grammar and to the use of metalinguistic
terminology in classes, and thirdly, teachers’ beliefs about their students’ knowledge of

metalinguistic terminology and their attitudes to the terminology.
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The study hopes to reveal valuable findings and yield results beneficial for teachers’ and
students’ actual teaching and learning practice in Czech secondary schools. Similarly, the
aim of the thesis in general is to discover and discuss in a wider perspective the current
situation of the use of metalanguage and metalinguistic terminology and the current state
of attitudes toward and beliefs about metalanguage and metalinguistic terminology as well
as to make an attempt to understand the motives underlying teachers’ and learners’ beliefs

in the context of EFL (English as a Foreign Language) classrooms.
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2. Theoretical Background: Objective of the thesis or Why do we talk

about metalanguage?

The objective of this thesis is to investigate the concept of metalanguage in the context
of English Language Teaching (ELT) and learning. The focus will be on English as a
foreign language (L2) and on English grammar and its relationship with metalanguage as
an aid in L2 grammar teaching and learning.

The role of metalanguage and metalinguistic/metalingual knowledge (terms explained
further in section 2.5.) in L2 classroom as one of the tools to teach (not only) grammar has
been a focus of experts’ discussion and a matter of controversy in the field of second
language teaching and learning over the last three decades.

A significant amount of research has been conducted on metalanguage and its place in
L2 classrooms taking into account its positive and negative aspects while examining
metalinguistic/metalingual knowledge in relation to various learner variables such as L2
proficiency (Gutiérrez, 2013; L2=Spanish), language-learning aptitude, L1 working
memory and L2 working memory (Roehr and Gutiérrez, 2009; L2=Spanish and German),
or learner uptake (Basturkmen, Loewen and Ellis, 2002; L2=English). Moreover, the
differences in metalinguistic terminology in different EFL classrooms around the world
(Berry, 2009), learners’ knowledge of metalanguage (Berry, 1997) and their awareness of
metalanguage used by authors of English grammar publications such as Collins Cobuild
English Grammar and Comprehensive Grammar of the English Language (Berry, 2004),
teachers’ knowledge of metalanguage (Andrews, 1999) and their beliefs about using
metalanguage (Berry, 1997) have been investigated.

For the purpose of this thesis, Berry’s studies (1995, 1997) and several other studies are
of importance as they explore matters analogous to the research carried out in the practical
part of the thesis. The studies are discussed in more detail in the following paragraphs.

2.1. Learners and metalanguage — research overview

As far as the relationship between learners and their metalinguistic knowledge is
concerned, the two studies (Berry, 2009; Hu, 2010) mentioned in this section focused on
university-level students and examined their knowledge of metalinguistic (grammatical)
terminology in EFL; in each study a different methodology was used. Berry (2009)
investigated the knowledge of grammatical terminology in three different populations of

non-native speaking students (Austrian, Hong Kong and Polish; N=296) using a 50-item
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questionnaire. Students were asked to determine whether they knew the terms and, if they
did, to exemplify them by writing a word, phrase or clause which would contain a
‘representative’ of the given term in real language. The results of the survey indicate that
the three most popular terms (noun, verb, plural) were known to more than 90% of
respondents in each population and thus were regarded as unproblematic. The mean score
of Polish students was the highest (23.87 out of 50) of all the three groups. The most
homogenous group were Hong Kong students (with the lowest standard deviation of
5.32); however, within each group there was a “wide variation on the student scores”
(Berry, 2009: 124). Could a similar rate of success be expected in Czech learners as they
are also Slavic language speakers (as the Polish students are) and a similar cultural and
possibly teaching background may be expected? This could be the focus of future studies
on metalinguistic knowledge in the context of the Czech Republic; however, in line with
Berry’s suggestion that “students’ knowledge of terminology reflects pedagogic practice
at the secondary level [and] it is not just tertiary teachers who need greater awareness [of
metalinguistic terminology in general and of their learners’ knowledge of the terms]”
(Berry, 2009: 126), it is assumed that learners start to be deliberately exposed to a certain
amount of grammatical terminology as early as in secondary schools. With this in mind, it
IS necessary to gain insight into the use of terminology in practice as well as the rationale
behind it, i.e. teachers and students’ beliefs about and attitudes to grammatical
terminology and grammar in general. Therefore, the research conducted for the purpose of
this thesis is aimed at secondary-level students and teachers (see section 2.4.).

Hu (2010) carried out a slightly more complex research in that the students (N=76) were
asked to verbalize rules for six target structures (articles, verb tenses and aspects) in order
to “elicit the participants’ explicit knowledge of the target structures and their various
uses” (Hu, 2010: 65). In the learners' written explanations of the uses of the given
structures the number of correctly used metalinguistic terms was counted. Hu (2010: 66)
maintains that “in more than 70% of the cases, the participants explicitly knew the rules
underlying the target uses of the English structures in question” and that “the participants
in general had a fairly large repertoire of metalinguistic terms and were able to use them
correctly in most of the cases to express their metalinguistic knowledge” (Hu, 2010: 73).
It was concluded that there exists a relationship between appropriately used terms and the
metalinguistic knowledge of learners, or more precisely, the correctly explained rules, the

reason for this being the fact that “to understand and learn [metalinguistic] terms is a
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useful step to understanding and learning the patterns and relationships that they label”
(Hu, 2010: 74).

The knowledge of metalinguistic terminology was also studied in the context of
university studies of modern (foreign) languages in students whose L1 was English, for
instance by Bloor (1986). Despite the fact that the subject of the study was not
grammatical terminology in the sphere of English as L2, the study is mentioned in this
section as it has been of importance to the design of the questionnaire used in the research
conducted for the purpose of the thesis. Bloor (1986) examined university students’
(N=238) familiarity with grammatical terminology (parts of speech and grammatical
functions) using a questionnaire. Students were asked to find one example of, or underline
each of the nineteen terms in a sentence provided by the researcher. The results of the
research indicate that most of the terms (with the exception of noun, verb and subject)
were not very well-known by the students. Moreover, it was found that “75% claimed to
have acquired most of their knowledge of these matters in secondary school” (Bloor,
1986: 7). Logically, a question suggests itself: If it was revealed by the research that
students have rather poor knowledge of metalinguistic terms and if they claimed they had
acquired this knowledge in secondary schools, there must have existed a problem (if the
lack of the knowledge of metalinguistic terms can be considered a problem) at the level of
secondary education with teaching and learning the terms. What may possibly be the
problem? And is it a problem at all? These questions, among others, are going to be

addressed in the practical part of the thesis.
2.2. Teachers and metalanguage — research overview

Andrews (1999), on the other hand, examined the explicit knowledge of grammar and
grammatical terminology of 20 non-native teachers of English in secondary schools
compared with 20 non-native prospective L2 teachers and 20 native prospective L2
teachers. The subjects were tested on their ability (1) to recognise metalanguage and to
define grammatical functions, (2) to produce metalinguistic terms, (3) to identify and
correct grammatical errors and (4) to explain grammatical rules. It was found that non-
native speakers outperformed the other two groups in three (1, 2 and 4) of the four sub-
tests with a total mean score of around 70%. Andrews (1999: 155-156) concluded that
“teaching experience may have an impact upon the development of a teacher’s explicit

knowledge of grammar and grammar terminology (EKG)” and also that “being a non-
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native-speaker is likely to be a potential contributing factor rather than a determining
factor in the development of EKG”.

The aforementioned studies examined the learner and teacher knowledge of
metalinguistic terminology independently of each other; however, it seems more
reasonable and purposeful to study the knowledge in both groups of respondents, i.e. in
learners together with teachers. It is relevant to know what knowledge of grammatical
terminology students have and, at the same time, whether teachers are aware of this
knowledge and whether teachers’ desire to use, or the actual use of terminology in classes
Is consistent with their awareness of students’ metalinguistic knowledge. It is assumed
that an inconsistency in students’ knowledge and teachers’ awareness and the use of
terminology may lead to misunderstanding and confusion between a student and a teacher,
which, as a consequence, may result in reduced effectiveness or complete ineffectiveness
of the use of metalinguistic terms in lessons. Terminology would be neither to learners’
nor to teachers’ advantage, unless both parties come to agreement on which terms to use
(if any) and to what extent. The previous lines describe a learning/teaching situation in
theory, however, it is necessary to investigate the real-life situation that exists at
educational institutions to be able to propose possible measures for the improvement of
teachers’ and students’ rapport concerning (not only) ‘metatalk’ in the classroom. The

following studies were aimed at both learners as well as teachers.
2.3. Teachers, learners and metalanguage — research overview

Berry (1995) investigated university-level students’ knowledge of 50 metalinguistic
terms and their teachers’ awareness of their students’ metalinguistic knowledge. 149
students of the English for Academic Purposes course were asked to answer ‘yes’ or ‘no’
to whether they knew the given term and to exemplify the term in the case of a positive
answer. 7 teachers were asked to evaluate each item in terms of the learners’ knowledge
of the item and to indicate whether they would want to use the term in class. Berry found
that there was a “wide range in students’ knowledge of English grammatical terminology”
and “a wide variation among the individual teachers in their prediction of student
knowledge and in their desire to use grammatical terms” (Berry, 1995: 62-63). The results
implied that “there is a considerable potential for misunderstanding [between teachers and
students]” (Berry, 1995: 61) as for the six of the fifty terms (pronoun, clause, definite
article, agreement, indefinite article, possessive pronoun), as the teachers’ desire to use

them was greater (by more than 30%) than were the students’ actual scores for the
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knowledge of these terms. Nevertheless, it has to be taken into account that the number of
respondents (teachers) involved was limited and, thus, the data obtained provided only a
little insight into what teachers think of their students’ metalinguistic knowledge and their
hypothetical practice (this is not clear as the research question posed by Berry reads as
follows: ‘Would teachers want to use the given terms in class?’ (Berry, 1995: 54)).

A replication study was conducted by Berry (1997) — students’ knowledge of
terminology, teachers’ awareness of the knowledge and their desire to use the terms in
class were examined. A 50-item questionnaire was used to investigate the knowledge of
grammatical (metalinguistic) terminology of 372 undergraduate students and their 10
teachers’ estimation of that knowledge. The results of the study suggested that teachers
were generally not very much aware of and tend to overestimate their students’
metalinguistic knowledge (16 overestimated items as opposed to 1 underestimated item),
which may pose a problem when “the teachers’ desire to use [the terminology] in class is
included” (Berry, 1997: 143). As a result, teachers’ attention should be drawn to their
learners’ awareness and attitudes to grammatical terminology. Moreover, the influence of
secondary education on university-level learners is mentioned in Berry (1997) in terms of
the transition from a less academic environment to a more academic (intellectual and
analytic) environment where the use of metalinguistic terminology is expected. It is
argued that the difference in student scores for the knowledge of terms may stem from the
difference in the extent to which teachers in secondary schools use and rely on
terminology, or in other words, “the explanation [for the variation of student scores] must
be sought in different styles of teaching” (Berry, 1997: 138). The difference in teaching
styles goes hand in hand with different learners’ instructional backgrounds and together
with learning objectives they form what would seem to be “an important factor
contributing to the disparity in metalinguistic performance” (Hu, 2010: 71).

Nevertheless, it is legitimate to consider reasonable the fact that metalinguistic
knowledge may help learners acquire an L2 and, at the same time, it may serve as a useful
tool for L2 teachers in passing on their knowledge about the L2 to their learners.
Moreover, it is considered logical to investigate students’ metalinguistic knowledge in
connection with both teachers’ awareness of their students’ knowledge and the actual
teachers’ practice in the teaching process, i.e. teachers’ actual use of metalinguistic
terminology (by which their metalinguistic knowledge is demonstrated) in the classroom.
The studies mentioned above investigated metalinguistic knowledge only in university

students and the same applies to metalinguistic awareness of teachers — with the exception
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of Andrews (1999) who investigated language and metalinguistic awareness in both
university as well as secondary school teachers (but not learners) — mainly tertiary-level
educators’ awareness of their students’ metalinguistic knowledge was examined. Despite
the fact that researchers in the previously mentioned studies suggested that first year
university learners’ knowledge of metalinguistic terms may be substantially based on their
secondary-level knowledge of terminology, there appears to be a very limited number of
studies focused on secondary-level learners’ metalinguistic knowledge.

Steel and Alderson (1994: 3) indicated in their research of metalinguistic knowledge,
language aptitude and proficiency, that a possible solution to the problem of insufficient
metalinguistic knowledge of first-year university students may be that students need to be
taught metalanguage in secondary schools. And indeed, it seems that there is a place for
metalinguistic terminology also at the secondary level as teachers, in general, place a
considerable reliance on it, as has been pointed out by Berry (1995: 53).

For all the reasons mentioned above, a case can be made for metalinguistic terminology
at secondary-level education, and therefore, the main objective of the present thesis is to
investigate secondary-level students’ knowledge of selected metalinguistic terms and their
teachers’ awareness of this knowledge. The secondary-level area has received only
peripheral attention in research on metalinguistic knowledge as most of the studies, as has
been previously mentioned, are concerned with university-level students and their
teachers. It can be assumed that to improve the state of knowledge we have of secondary
students’ knowledge of metalinguistic terminology, a study aimed at secondary students
and teachers needs to be done to gain insight into the role metalinguistic terminology
plays in teaching and learning processes in secondary schools and thus, possibly, to be
able to offer a solution to the insufficient knowledge of terminology at the tertiary level

(especially in the first year of study).

2.4. Secondary education — grammar school teachers and learners and

metalanguage

The studies mentioned in the previous section form only a small part of the whole body
of research carried out in this area of SLA, which suggests that the experts concerned with
this topic have been constantly raising new questions. Together with these experts | would
like to address several issues concerning the use of metalinguistic terminology and its
knowledge in L2 teaching in the context of Czech secondary education since, as far as |
am aware, no academic work in the Czech Republic has dealt with this topic.
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The thesis focuses only on the general secondary schools which may be referred to as
gymnadzia (Sg. gymndzium), or they can be referred to as grammar schools which is a term
more commonly used in the British educational setting. Nevertheless, the term grammar
schools (hereafter referred to as GS) will be used in this thesis as it can be found in the
official document Framework Education Programme for Secondary General Education
(FEP SGE) which delimits the framework of the secondary educational stage. The aim of
the four-year GS and of the upper stage of six- or eight-year GS is primarily to prepare
their students especially for tertiary-level education at universities or for other types of
tertiary education (studied at other institutions). Therefore, they are, among other things,
expected to provide their students with solid foreign language background since “an active
knowledge of foreign languages is currently necessary both from a global standpoint...
and for the personal needs of the pupil” (FEP SGE (2007: 13).

The scheme below represents the individual levels of the Czech education system:

Figure 1: A simplified scheme of the education system in the Czech Republic (Masopustova, 2007: 148)
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The studies at secondary level may be accomplished by attending one of the four basic
types of schools, i.e. grammar schools (gymnazia), technical schools (stiedni odborné
Skoly), vocational schools (stfedni odborna ucilist€) or conservatoires (konzervatoie).
Despite the fact that secondary education is not compulsory in the Czech Republic, 100%
of 15-18 year old adolescents attended one of the four types of secondary institutions in
the school year of 2013/2014 (MSMT: 2014). Grammar schools were chosen by 23,250
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first-year students and, in total, 128,527 students attended GS in 2013/2014 (MSMT:
2014). Practically all graduates from grammar schools apply for tertiary-level studies at
universities or tertiary professional schools and more than 90% are accepted by the
tertiary education institutions (91,3% in 2013/2014) (Kuchat a kol., 2014: 10). Moreover,
according to Kuchat a kol. (2014: 10), the rate of successfully taken entrance exams is
higher for graduates from grammar schools than it is for graduates from other types of
secondary schools. This can be taken as a justification of the claim that the aim of
grammar schools is to prepare students for tertiary education and, for this reason, it is
important that the secondary education should be of interest with respect to (not only)
English language and English grammar teaching and learning.

Particular emphasis in most GS is given to the English language as the first foreign
language taught due to its status of lingua franca, the key tool for international
communication in today’s world. The educational field of English as a (First) Foreign
Language belongs to the education area of Language and Language Communication in the
FEP SGE which should form and develop students’ key competencies (learning, problem-
solving, communication, social and personal, civic and entrepreneurial competencies (FEP
SGE, 2007: 8-10) by trying to achieve the targeted objectives of the educational area.

For the purpose of the thesis, however, it is more useful to examine the educational
content of this area in order to ascertain whether there exists a mention of grammar and,
possibly, of grammatical terminology as well, or not. The educational content is divided
into three types of skills students should develop, i.e., receptive, productive and
interactive language skills (FEP SGE, 2007: 16) and into four subsections of the subject
matter, each of which defines language means and functions students should have
knowledge of. Apart from phonetics, orthography and lexicology, the field of grammar
and the knowledge of certain grammatical structures and functions is defined and,
according to this specification, students should be able to develop their knowledge of the
following grammatical structures and mechanisms: nominal and verbal phrases,
morphemes, prefixes, suffixes, further ways of expressing the past, present and future,
complex subordinate clauses, compound sentences, derivation, functional shift,
transformation, valency (FEP SGE, 2007: 17). No explicit mention of (the employment
of) grammatical terminology was found, however, it can be expected that a certain amount
of terminology is needed for teaching and learning the aforementioned grammatical
concepts. The grammatical phenomena and terms related to them which are of concern to

the thesis, i.e. parts of speech and clause elements, are, nevertheless, listed in the Czech
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Language and Literature educational field. It can be assumed that students should possess
the knowledge of these concepts and terms from the study of their mother tongue, and that
they should be able to transfer this knowledge from their L1 to the L2 as “the mastery of
foreign language builds on the knowledge of the Czech language” (FEP SGE, 2007: 13).

In a similar vein, it can be said that the use of grammatical terminology depends not
only on the theoretical learning objectives and desired outcomes of the Foreign Language
educational field, but also — to a considerable extent — on the educational and teaching
strategies of secondary schools and teachers, respectively. The strategies (approaches,
methods and techniques), i.e. all the components which form teachers’ individual teaching
styles, are adopted by teachers and employed in practice based on their own experience
and beliefs about what seems to be appropriate and relevant for achieving “the targeted
formation and development of the pupil’s key competencies [as well as for the acquisition
of the prescribed grammatical structures and mechanisms]” (FEP SGE, 2007: 11).

As has been already mentioned there exist many ways of approaching English teaching;
secondary school English teachers opt for the methods and tools which they deem
effective and suitable for their learners while consulting FEP SGE and various manuals,
guidebooks, and recommendations of ELT experts. In view of the fact that the
employment of metalanguage and metalinguistic knowledge is optional in L2 teaching
and its usage is rather a matter of degree (ranging from not used at all to used very
frequently, e.g. in every lesson) and complexity (from the use of completely non-technical
to technical metalanguage with semi-technical metalanguage between the two extremes),
various attitudes towards its use can be expected. Teachers may or may not avoid the use
of metalinguistic terms deliberately, may or may not use them consciously or
unconsciously, and, likewise, may find them either useful or useless for secondary-level
learners. Do both grammar school teachers and learners possess metalinguistic and
metalingual knowledge and if they do, to what extent is this tool employed and relied on
in L2 classrooms? Answers to these questions will hopefully be revealed in the empirical

part of the thesis.
2.5. Defining terms

The most important term to be defined is, of course, metalanguage. There exist many
definitions of metalanguage, but generally metalanguage in linguistics is characterized as
language used to talk about and to describe another (object/target) language. However, for

the purpose of the thesis the definitions need to be more specific, therefore, the key term
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metalinguistic knowledge has to be defined. The knowledge of metalanguage, i.e.
metalinguistic knowledge, needs to be distinguished from metalingual knowledge, a term
used in Berry (2005) or Hu (2010) and which is connected with metalinguistic
terminology, whereas the former is associated with “the knowledge of or awareness of
metalanguage” (Berry, 2005: 12) or, in general, with the knowledge about language (Steel
and Alderson, 1994: 92). The definition of the latter concept has been provided by Ellis
(1994: 714), i.e. “metalingual knowledge is the knowledge of the technical terminology
needed to describe language”, and it seems to be a more explicit and clarifying
interpretation of the concept. On the other hand, the former term can be viewed simply as
the knowledge about language (Berry, 2009: 114) or, according to Roehr (2008: 70), as
“an individual's explicit knowledge about language”. As a result, one has to bear in mind
that the knowledge of metalinguistic terminology and metalinguistic knowledge in general
are not the same thing (Berry, 2009: 114-115).

In this thesis, the term metalinguistic knowledge is used for the knowledge of
metalanguage, metalingual knowledge refers to the knowledge of metalinguistic
terminology and the technical terms are referred to as metalinguistic or grammatical
terminology. The terminology used in the thesis consists of specific terms used for
referring to parts of speech, clause elements and verb tenses, and does not consist of, for
instance, less specific, common classroom ‘metatalk’ expressions such as word, sentence,
or question (Basturkmen, Loewen and Ellis, 2002: 8).

As suggested by Berry (2005: 12) it is possible to demonstrate metalinguistic awareness
without metalanguage, and in a similar vein, “metalinguistic knowledge can exist without
any metalingual knowledge” (Berry, 2010: 206). On the contrary, it is believed that
metalinguistic knowledge (explicit knowledge about language) and metalanguage are
inextricably connected (Alderson et al., 1997: 97) and cannot exist without each other.
The stance of the author of the thesis on this issue is that being able to talk about language
requires (more or less) specific terminology, i.e. that the knowledge of metalanguage
presupposes the knowledge of metalinguistic terms.

In the context of English as an L2, metalinguistic knowledge can be defined broadly as
“a learner’s explicit or declarative knowledge about the syntactic, morphological, lexical,
pragmatic, and phonological features of the L2” (Roehr, 2008: 72), or its characterization
can be narrowed down to “explicit and verbalizable knowledge about L2 grammar” (Hu,
2002: 348). The latter is used throughout the thesis to refer to the concept of

metalinguistic knowledge and its examination in Czech GS. What has to be taken into
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account is the relationship between metalinguistic and metalingual knowledge and
grammatical knowledge. Metalinguistic knowledge is to be viewed as the ability to
articulate learners’ knowledge of grammar and should not be confused with the actual
grammatical knowledge, as the skill of verbalizing a rule is distinct from conscious
awareness of the rule (Ellis, 2004: 263). Moreover, it should be noted that the knowledge
of metalingual terminology is independent of grammatical knowledge per se (Elder, in
Berry 2010: 195).

Explicit rules or explicit knowledge about language, together with its implicit
counterpart, form part of linguistic competence and can be defined as “declarative
knowledge that can be brought into conscious awareness and that is potentially available
for verbal report, said to be learnable at any age, given sufficient cognitive maturity”
(Roehr, 2008: 69). Ellis (2006: 437) argues that L2 explicit knowledge consists of
analysed knowledge and metalinguistic knowledge, i.e. knowledge of lexis for labelling
features of linguistic structures (the term metalinguistic knowledge is interchangeable here
with metalingual knowledge). The depth of the knowledge and the ratio of the two in
relation to the language performance seems to be a matter of debate in the field of SLA.
The implicit or procedural knowledge, on the other hand, involves unconscious
awareness, i.e. it is learnt by learners without them being aware of what has been learnt
(Richards and Schmidt, 2010: 274), and cannot be articulated.

Metalanguage plays a significant role in the concept of language awareness or Language
Awareness Movement that developed in the 1980s in Britain. Awareness can be defined as
“an explicit knowledge about language and conscious perception and sensitivity in
language learning, language teaching and language use” (Garrett in Berns, 2010: 293). It
is believed to be advisable that learners be taught to develop their capacity to reflect on
language. Metalinguistic reflection can be considered to be “an observable product of
awareness” as mentioned by Simard and Wong (2004: 98). However, the role of
consciousness or conscious focus on form and knowledge about language is a relatively
controversial issue in the field of SLA — should a language be taught as “a static,
machine-like entity” (Carter in Nunan, 1995: 6) or as a living and changeable organism?

One more term — pedagogic grammar — needs to be mentioned. According to Richards
(1985: 210), it is “a grammatical description of a language which is intended for
pedagogical purposes, such as language teaching, syllabus design, or the preparation of

teaching materials”. The most important role of pedagogic grammar in the sense of
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language teaching aid is to ‘filter’ the redundant information of scientific nature which

could unnecessarily hinder the process of language acquisition.
2.6. Metalinguistic terminology

It would not be possible for the concepts of metalanguage and terminology to exist
without each other. However, it should be noted that metalanguage does not mean
terminology in its genuine sense and that it does not necessarily involve the use of
grammatical terms (Fortune, 2005: 22), as has been noted in the previous section.
Terminology, in general, can be defined as “the system of words or phrases relating to
concepts in particular technical field or discipline as used by the practitioners in that field”
(Berry, 2010: 29), thus terms refer to the concepts which can be defined as “the notions
that have to be learnt in order to access the knowledge base of an academic community”
(Berry, 2010: 21).

In the thesis the terminology in one of the fields of SLA, i.e. the grammatical
terminology, is viewed as a part of the lexis of metalanguage in its most obvious
manifestation, e.g. that of parts of speech, clause elements and verb tenses. The
relationship of terminology and metalanguage is illustrated in Figure 2 below:

Figure 2: The intersecting relationship of terminology and metalanguage according to Berry (2010:
27)

I E R M I N O L o0 G Y

metalinguistic
terminology
medicine law architecture etc.
linguistics language
teaching

b RGN R T IR - M

Metalinguistic terminology is a phenomenon to which teachers and learners may take
ambivalent attitudes — some may adopt a negative stance to it, considering the

terminology an additional burden, others may find it useful and helpful. However, it has to
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be noted that it is not just the discipline that defines its terminology; it is the users that do
so (Berry, 2010: 25). Each group of ELT terminology users — teachers, learners, and
grammarians — are not expected to demonstrate the same level of ability to use the terms
as well as to hold the same beliefs about it; what seems to be more valued than the actual
knowledge of the terms is the ability to treat them comprehensibly, appropriately and
consistently. Teachers should be aware of their learners’ factual metalinguistic knowledge
and attempt to adapt their own metalinguistic terminology not only according to the
pedagogic grammar found in textbooks and teaching manuals, but they should, in the first
place, make effort to tailor it to their learners’ needs. And, of course, metalinguistic
terminology should not be taught for its own sake but in meaningful contexts; excessive
use of terms would not prove useful neither for students nor for teachers. Indeed, students
should possess certain knowledge of terms (the extent of which will be discussed further
in section 2.6.2.) and, as Ellis (2004: 240) speculates, an increase in depth of explicit
knowledge goes hand in hand with the acquisition of (more) metalanguage since access to
linguistic labels may help sharpen the understanding of linguistic constructs.

The question of the extent and of the choice of terms which should be presented to
learners and in which situations they are crucial for L2 teachers has to be answered after a
consideration of the following two issues. First of all, the degree of technicality of the
terms has to be decided on. In general, three types of metalinguistic terminology may be
identified, i.e. technical, semi-technical and non-technical. Technical terms are to be
understood as the standard terminology — Standard ELT Grammatical Terminology
(Berry, 2010: 74) — which can be found in pedagogic grammars and whose establishment
dates back to the second half of the 20™ century when there was a ‘boom’ of English
taught as a foreign or second language. Fortune (2005) took a different approach to
technicality and in the study of non-native learners’ use of metalanguage he suggested a
division of metalinguistic terms into the three following categories:

A Technical terms fundamental to linguistic description
B  Non-technical terms frequently used in making generalizations about syntax and/or
meaning
C Non-technical terms frequently used in metalinguistic interactions
Fortune (2005: 26)

However, as Berry (2010: 24) suggests, “the frequent use of words in metalinguistic

description is not sufficient to qualify them as terms”, which means that the categories B

and C do not represent the proper use of metalanguage. In other words, expressions such
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as mean, sense, say, understand and other used in L2 classroom cannot be regarded as
those terms which are to be learnt and understood by learners as labels of certain linguistic
constructions such as grammatical or lexical categories used in the field of L2 grammar
acquisition, i.e. the technical terms. These non-technical words have no special meaning
or distinctive features to qualify them as terms (Berry, 2010: 105).

It is not only the level of technicality that plays a role in the choice of metalinguistic
terms. It is also the precision or consistency of the terms to be used in L2 classrooms. First
of all, teachers should be aware of the fact that there is a number of possibilities how to
refer to grammatical structures metalinguistically and, therefore, they should select the
most appropriate option for their learners, e.g. when there is a possibility of labelling a
grammatical feature by one of a synonymous pair of metalinguistic terms, e.g. agreement
and concord or continuous and progressive (tense or aspect), teachers should use only one
of them consistently. The precision of a term lies in the reference to its meaning — there
should be a one-to-one relationship between the term and its referent, or, as Pearson
(1998: 11) points out, “there is a one-to-one correspondence between the term as label and

the concept as mental construct”.
2.6.1. Why (not) to use metalanguage and metalinguistic terminology?
2.6.1.1. Benefits of metalanguage use

The explanatory precision of terms seems to be one of the positive aspects of the use of
metalinguistic terminology. Instead of using circumlocutory expressions, a shorthand — a
specific term — is made use of, and to save time is an important issue in 45-minute lessons
in Czech GS. One of the principal arguments for the use of metalanguage as a shorthand,
is that it allows for making a general statement that draws on learner’s previous
knowledge and relates it to the particular problem (Berry, 2010: 124). This implies that
both teachers and learners have to agree on the terms to be used in the classroom and
teachers should use them on a regular basis so that learners get used to them.
Consequently, such terms may effectively serve as a shorthand way of referring to
grammatical elements of the L2. Learners need to be able to communicate with teachers
about the target language economically and precisely. Teachers, on the other hand, need to
make sure that the terms used in the classroom are well-understood by the learners. In a
similar vein, if the use of terminology is agreed on by teachers and learners, then, “very
often a limited knowledge of linguistic terminology can make explanation easier”

(Woods, 1994: 89).
28



Another argument for the use of metalinguistic terminology in L2 classrooms is simply
the fact that the terms may be found in various pedagogical materials such as textbooks,
dictionaries or grammar books and other study or self-study materials. Learners need to be
taught such terms so that they are able not only to communicate with teachers about the
language but also to work independently of their teachers. As far as the body of terms
which can be found in textbooks is concerned, it should be pointed out that learners
should get acquainted with at least those terms which are of frequent use there and which
will prove useful during the learning process. Berry (2010: 178) supports this argument by
maintaining that “the knowledge of terminology is necessary because of its use in
[secondary-level education] materials”.

Moreover, as mentioned in the introductory part, students require being taught grammar,
in the first place, and for that reason some of them may “like and feel comfortable with
grammatical labels” (Borg, 1999b: 109). Apart from serving as a shortcut to unnecessary
circumlocutions, labels may serve as mnemonic devices as well as help students to
appropriately categorize grammatical elements. Moreover, as Berman argues (1979: 295-
296), “labels can and must be used in formulating [grammatical] rules of L2”.

Furthermore, metalingual knowledge may play a facilitative role in L2 (grammar)
acquisition and thus may ensure consistent and systematic performance on learners’ part.
For instance, studies conducted by Berry (1997, 2009) and Ellis (2006) have supported
this hypothesis by concluding that there exists a substantial correlation between learners’
explicit knowledge of various L2 grammatical structures, or to be more precise, between
the knowledge of metalinguistic terminology (Berry, 1997, 2009) or explicit grammatical
knowledge (Ellis, 2006) and their L2 proficiency. Moreover, it has been found that form-
focused instructions, which presuppose metalinguistic intervention, are more effective
than mere exposure to L2 input (Roehr, 2008: 77).

What has to be taken into account, nevertheless, is the fact that the relationship of
correlation does not mean a causative relationship. It means that the results cannot be
regarded as generally valid, or, to put it simply, one cannot assume that the link is to be
interpreted as causative. However, it can be hypothesized that “by teaching and using
more terms, learners’ proficiency [may] be improved, or that increased proficiency leads
to a greater knowledge of terms” (Berry, 2010: 132).

Another argument for the use of metalanguage in L2 learning is the fact that
metalanguage is a natural feature of language use as it is in L1 acquisition (Berry, 2005:

15). Talking about language with the use of more or less technical terms may help learners
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to be more aware of the language they are learning and to understand the underlying
structure of the language. In other words, metalanguage enables teachers and students to
communicate about language in classrooms.

On the whole, it can be said that terminology may be useful given the appropriate
circumstances (Berry, 2010: 121). Grammatical terminology may help teachers achieve
more effective communication with learners, if the terms are selected in compliance with
learners’ cognitive abilities, needs and preference, as well as their age, L1 background,
and L2 proficiency. Therefore, teachers’ knowledge of learners and their (learners’)

knowledge of language is indispensable in the teaching/learning process.
2.6.1.2. Limitations of metalanguage use

To further explore both sides of the usefulness of metalinguistic terminology, attention
now has to be turned to the possible drawbacks of its use.

Metalanguage may be seen as an additional and unnecessary burden or as “excess
baggage” as Carter (in Nunan, 1995: 6) calls it, which implies more learning effort on the
learners’ part and, of course, more time devoted to it. The usefulness of the learnt terms
outside the classroom is debatable, however, one should note that for linguistically
oriented learners being able to talk about a language using terms may not pose a problem.
On the other hand, what may cause problems in a L2 classroom is the hypothetical
situation when the knowledge of metalinguistic terms is given preference over the actual
knowledge of the language. When terminology becomes a substitute for language
proficiency and communication in the language, then its usage voids the effectiveness it
may have demonstrated in the classroom if used reasonably. Put simply, what must not be
forgotten is the fact that “the ultimate aim of L2 learning is an ability to communicate in
the target language” (Borg 1999b: 96).

Similarly, one of the strongest arguments against the use of metalanguage is the lack of
evidence that it supports language proficiency (Berry, 2005: 14-15), i.e. the relationship
of metalanguage and L2 proficiency cannot be regarded as a given fact. As suggested by
Roehr (2008: 83), the use of metalinguistic terminology by no means guarantees
successful L2 performance and may even be unhelpful in certain situations.

In addition, terminology creates a level of abstraction which adds to the burden of L2
learning and its complexity and technicality may cause grammar learning difficulties
(Borg, 1999b: 96-97). The knowledge of terms does not necessarily mean better

grammatical knowledge and comprehension on the students’ part, and, in a similar vein,
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terminology-free grammatical explanations may prove more effective than those presented
in formal pedagogical grammar (Mohammed, 1996: 228).

2.7. The extent of metalinguistic terminology

Similarly, the extent of metalingual knowledge is a matter of debate. How many terms
should constitute teachers’ and learners’ repertoire and which terms should they be? Of
course, teachers’ repertoire should be comprised of more terms as opposed to the extent of
the repertoire of the latter group. Berry (2010: 123) suggests that in order not to be an
excessive load for students, “between fifty and a hundred terms will suffice even for
advanced learners”. In contrast with this suggestion, Mohammed (in: Borg, 1999b: 97)
argues that “five basic terms may suffice for the teaching [and learning] of English as a
foreign language at secondary and university level: noun, verb, pronoun, subject, and
object”. While not providing any specific number of terms, Woods (1994: 89) advocates
that “[learners] understand the terminology that will be found in contents page of a
learner’s grammar or EFL course book™, and similarly, Lewis (Lewis in Berry, 2008: 19)
recommends that “[a] careful introduction and regular use of a few well-chosen terms can
be helpful and save a lot of time over the length of a course for both teacher and learner”.

On the other hand, teachers should have the knowledge of all available terms needed in
L2 classrooms and should select the appropriate ones according to their learners, e.g.
according to the length of their former exposure to L2 instructions and their level of L2
proficiency, according to the use of metalanguage in L2 or L1 classrooms, or according to
the appropriateness of the usage of metalinguistic terminology in particular learning
contexts. As mentioned previously, it can be argued that the more years of exposure to L2,
the more proficient learners should be and the more exposure to metalinguistic terms is
expected. Moreover, given that learners have been exposed to terminology not only in the
context of L2 learning but also in L1 classrooms, the use of metalanguage in the L2
classroom is “a useful way to tap the wealth of metalinguistic awareness that learners have
developed in the process of acquiring L1 literacy” (Hu, 2011: 181).

Metalanguage is expected to be used more frequently in learning situations where
explicit instructions are given to learners, and similarly, it is not expected to be employed
commonly in communicatively oriented classrooms. Nevertheless, even in a CLT-oriented
classroom, the employment of metalinguistic vocabulary may not be inappropriate as “it is
not difficult to imagine a situation where it is desirable to have an explicit discussion of

the structural and functional features of [more] complex structures” (Hu, 2011: 181).
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Even though teachers need to be familiar with terminology as part of their metalinguistic
awareness (Berry 2010: 151), there still exists the option of not deploying the terminology
at all or of employing it only as a limited set of terms. This limited amount of
metalinguistic terminology may, according to Berry (2001: 103), “help to facilitate
learning, provided that it does not become a substitute for it”. Such an approach to
terminology seems to be the golden mean between the two extremes of excluding it
altogether from language teaching and learning, and of relying on it completely,
considering the knowledge of metalinguistic terminology “essential to good mastery of a
language” (Berry, 2001: 103). It is primarily the teachers’ choice as to which approach
will be selected and which should be subsequently stuck to during the course of their

teaching a particular classes.
2.7.1. The source of metalinguistic terminology

A question arises as to who or what should be the source of the terms. Should it be
textbooks, grammar books, learners or the most expected source — teachers? Francis (in
Berry, 2010: 56), for instance, suggests learner-generated terminology which stems from
learners’ needs and forms itself when the need for the terms arises in the classroom
environment. This seems to be a logical proposition, however, such terms may not
correspond to those used by teachers and grammarians and this may cause confusion in
situations when learners want to consult grammar in various self-access materials
independently of their classroom environment. It can be expected that the majority of
textbooks or grammar books for secondary-level students include metalinguistic labels for
various grammatical categories and provide both teachers and students with an overview
of grammar to be studied. Whether they will remain only meaningless labels of the
grammatical concepts for learners or whether they will elicit more metalanguage and will
be helpful for learners so that they could picture the ‘content’ of the labels, depends
substantially on teachers and their attitude towards metalanguage and metalingual
knowledge. Evidently, textbooks play a role in the use of terminology in secondary
education and if terminology is used in textbooks, it would be difficult for teachers to
avoid it (Berry, 2010: 155).

One of the roles of teachers is that they are responsible for determining the content of
what is taught (Richards and Rodgers, 2001: 33) as well as the extent of the content. Thus,
teachers can be regarded as the primary source of grammar in L2 classrooms and,

according to the method they decide to follow, they become the primary source of
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metalinguistic terms (if they decide to employ any). What is important is that
metalinguistic terminology should be introduced to learners carefully, i.e. [teachers]
should not [use] terms without being sure that learners are familiar with them, and, if they
are not, then spending time on [introducing] them (Berry, 2010: 127). Therefore, the
introduction of a grammatical form and the term which refers to it is usually accompanied
by a description of its use (Berry, 2010: 211).

2.7.2. Which term is the ‘right’ term?

What are the desirable characteristics of an appropriate term to be used in L2
classrooms? In the framework of the Standard English Grammatical Terminology, which
should be viewed as “an array of potential terms from which teachers can choose as they
see fit’ (Berry, 2010: 213), there seems to be many factors which influence the choice of
terms.

First of all, we have to distinguish between pedagogic and scientific terminology. As
their names imply, the former denotes “terminology for teachers and learners” whereas the
latter, as anticipated, stands for “terminology for scientists or scholars”. Having the
definitions in mind, one has to arrive at a conclusion that in the environment of
(secondary) L2 classrooms, pedagogic terminology is the one that is recommended.
Nevertheless, it is not as simple as it may seem at first sight. The choice between the two
terminologies may cause problems in grammar teaching; for instance, when ‘“young
learners are presented with complicated linguistic rules and the accompanying
[(scientific)] terminology” (Berry, 1999: 33). Thus the first of the criteria for the choice of
terms may be labelled as the suitability for the needs of individual learners or language
users depending on their age and cognitive maturity.

Two additional qualities which a term should have and which usually go hand in hand
are distinctiveness and precision. The latter has been already mentioned, therefore, what
makes a term distinctive will be now commented on. Distinctive means recognizable —
terminology users should be able to distinguish a term from a non-term taking into
account the fact that some terms come from standard English, i.e. for instance article,
subject or object (Berry, 2010: 36) may not be recognizable as terms at first sight. More
frequently, distinctiveness manifests itself in scientific terms; pedagogic terms are usually
less distinctive and precise. However, this does not mean that pedagogic terms should be

condemned for it. The degree of distinctiveness and precision depends largely on the
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target group of learners, therefore, the use of pedagogic terms would be more
recommendable in the setting of secondary schools.

A whole range of factors which influence the choice of terms can be defined. They are
learnability, accuracy, familiarity, theoretical validity, systematicity, utility and
productivity (Berry, 2010: 207). Primarily, the form and more importantly the meaning of
terms should be easy to learn. Logically, learners should not spend more energy on the
mere learning of terms than on learning of the actual concepts they refer to. Similarly, to
save energy, the selection of terms should be based on those already known to learners,
i.e. on familiar terms, as well as it should be based on the expected frequency of use of the
terms in teaching.

2.8. Historical overview of approaches to grammar

Grammar and teaching grammar has been playing an important role in the theories of
language learning and teaching since the Middle Ages until the present time. A number of
approaches to grammar taken in the last several decades have varied in the degree of the
importance given to it in L2 classrooms.

Along with the development of approaches to teaching grammar the attitude to the use

of metalanguage and metalinguistic terminology has been developing as well.
2.8.1. Approaches to teaching grammar and to metalanguage

First of all, the question of what is the relationship between terminology and teaching
grammar has to be answered. Is metalinguistic terminology necessary for teaching
grammar and the other way round, can grammar teaching do without terminology? Berry
(2010: 128) suggests that “while grammar teaching is a prerequisite for the use of the
associated terminology, the reverse is not necessarily the case”. As previously mentioned,
the concept of grammatical terminology has sparked a controversial debate over its
necessity in grammar teaching. The overall ability to talk about language, i.e. the ability to
use metalanguage, does not need to include technical terminology. However, as
maintained by Bloor and Bloor (2013: 20) “ the fact remains that if you wish to talk about
language you must have a vocabulary for doing so”. Similarly, Alderson et al. (1997: 97)
conclude that “metalanguage must include words for grammatical categories and
functions”. The historical overview of the approaches to grammar teaching follows.

As indicated by its name, Grammar-Translation Method relied primarily on teaching

grammar through the comparison with the grammar of learner’s L1 and through the
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explicit focus on grammar, which was unavoidable in this approach. A typical GTM
lesson consisted of “the presentation of a grammatical rule, a study of lists of vocabulary,
and a translation exercise” (Richards and Schmidt, 2010: 253). As pointed out by Carter
(in Nunan, 1995: 6) this method involved a lot of conscious metalinguistic naming for
grammatical elements. The language in GTM was viewed as a system of structural
patterns and grammatical rules which were studied by explicit explanations of these using
language ‘segments’, i.e. parts of speech (nouns, verbs, adverbs, pronouns, articles,
participles, conjunctions and prepositions) (Nassaji and Fotos, 2011: 2). The overload of
explicit grammar instruction largely brought the method into discredit and this,
consequently, brought about the loss of the favour of terminology in L2 classrooms
(Berry, 2010: 129). One of the reasons for that is the belief that teaching an L2 on the
basis of GTM excessively accentuates linguistic or grammatical competence and leads
only to little or no communicative competence.

As a reaction to the dissatisfaction with this method a new, natural approach developed
at the turn of the nineteenth century and resulted in the so called Direct Method (DM). As
its name implies, natural methods were based on the belief that L2 should be learnt as
learners’ L1, i.e. L2 learning (acquisition) should “follow the natural principles of first
language learning” (Richards and Schmidt, 2010: 387). However, participants of the
learning process refrained from the use of L1 as a means of communication. The DM
continued to be affected by the notions of prescriptive grammar (Brown in Berns, 2010:
341) but to a lesser degree. As specified in Richards and Schmidt (2010: 172), in this
method “grammar should only be taught inductively i.e. grammar rules should not be
taught to the learners [explicitly]”, but rather, learners were expected to learn grammar
unconsciously by exercises in reading, writing, and speaking (Howatt, 1984: 40). In
contrast to the previous method, DM paid more attention to oral skills (speaking and
listening) than to written skills (writing and reading). In the 1980s, the term Natural
Approach (NA) was used by Krashen and Terrell to propose “natural communication
rather than formal grammar study” (Richards and Schmidt 2010: 388), and the learning
process within this approach was seen as “the step-by-step acquisition of grammatical
structures” (Berry 2010: 128). The place for focus on form in L2 classrooms was limited
and, likewise, the role of terminology in NA became less prominent as “an explicit
grammar rule may never be given [in NA classrooms]” (Larsen-Freeman, 2000: 28).

The natural order of L2 learning “progressing from listening comprehension and

speaking to reading and writing” (Hilgendorf in Chapelle, 2012: 2791) and the emphasis
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put on aural-oral skills formed a basis of another approach — the Audiolingual Method
(ALM). This method developed in the middle of the twentieth century as a by-product of
the US army foreign language training. ALM advocated learning through drill and
repetition of language patterns, which would lead to habit formation, i.e. to the
internalization of correct grammatical structures and rules. The purpose of the drill was to
develop the ability to provide grammatically accurate sentence structures (Mothejzikova,
1998: 97). Learners were drilled in the use of grammatical sentence patterns (Larsen-
Freeman, 2000: 35) and grammatical items were presented through implicit focus on
form. As mentioned by Berry (2010: 129) there was (or was supposed to be) no mention
of grammar or terminology in the classroom.

One of the relatively recent approaches whose central aim is communicative
competence and proficiency — Communicative Language Teaching (CLT), also referred to
as Communicative Approach — came onto the stage of L2 teaching in the 1980s as a next
step in shifting the status of the focus on grammar from moderately used to often
neglected or even avoided. In this approach communicative competence is seen as “the
ability to use the target language to engage in meaningful and effective communication”
(Hu, 2010: 64). Therefore, linguistic competence is downplayed and the traditional
explicit grammar teaching is rejected. Hand in hand with this belief goes the stance taken
on explicit knowledge of L2 grammar and metalanguage, i.e. that of no place for any
focus on grammar and, by implication, for any metalanguage. Both seemed to have been
discarded from CLT-oriented L2 classrooms as an unjustified tool in L2 learning, or to put
it more precisely, they have been discarded from the “strong” version (Howatt, 1984: 279)
of CLT where language was learnt by learning to communicate (Berry, 2010: 128) and
thus terminology was not given great importance. Nevertheless, the “weak” versions
allowed for and preserved the focus on grammar, even though in a limited form, and
under the conditions that L2 teaching “sought to maximise opportunities for
communication” (Berry 2010: 128).

The strong form of CLT is associated with a Task-Based Approach, referred to as Task-
Based Language Teaching, which is based on the use of communicative tasks that should
“enable the learners to acquire grammar as a result of engaging in authentic language use”
(Richards and Schmidt, 2010: 585). Thus the focus on grammatical forms would appear to
be somewhat neglected in this approach; however, as Richards and Rodgers (2001: 236)

mention “there is room for focus on form, though this can take many shapes”.
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In general, it seems that grammar teaching (or focus on form) is a prerequisite for the
use of metalinguistic terminology associated with the presented grammatical structures,
however, the opposite is not necessarily the case, i.e. terminology may not play a role in
grammar teaching but may be used, for instance, for presenting vocabulary or as a general
‘metatalk’ (terms for general linguistic units such as sentence, phrase, word, question etc.)

in a classroom.
2.8.2. Current situation

In the present time, CLT approach seems to be prevalent in L2 classrooms. This also
applies to the context of Czech secondary education, and particularly to foreign language
education in grammar schools, as “the emphasis in foreign-language instruction is
currently put on increasing the level of communication so that the pupil is able to
communicate effectively on common topics...” (FEP SGE, 2007: 13). However, the
balance between focus on communicative competence and linguistic (grammatical)
competence is being sought continually. It seems that the goal of today’s L2 teaching is to
find the way of integrating most effectively the focus on grammatical forms and the focus
on meaningful communication in L2 classrooms (Nassaji and Fotos, 2011: 2). It is not an
either-or relationship between the two; preferably, there should exist a relationship
between the teaching of forms and their meanings or uses of such forms, i.e. a form
should not be taught for the form’s sake (Berry, 2010: 129). In other words, teachers
should not teach grammar only for grammar’s sake, in order to fulfil the requirements of a
syllabus and to be able to evaluate their students’ proficiency by testing their knowledge
of grammar, but they should rather teach grammar in relation to the meaning of a
particular grammatical structure and to the actual use of the structure in real life and to the
pragmatic use of the grammatical item. It is believed that for effective learning to occur, it
IS necessary to contrive a focus-on-form, but in such a way that meaning is not
compromised or distorted (Skehan in: Berns, 2010: 350).

Similarly, metalanguage may be used to provide teachers and learners with an
economical and precise way of discussing particular functions and purposes, and is
introduced as needed, in context (Carter, 1990: 109). This approach to L2 teaching is
based on the principles of the Language Awareness movement which emerged in 1980s
out of dissatisfaction with certain aspects of CLT such as the fact that “a pure focus on
meaning in L2 learning does not lead to high levels of linguistic accuracy” (Simard and

Wong, 2004: 96). Therefore, the need for metalinguistic reflection in L2 (as well as L1)
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was emphasized as it was believed to enhance the acquisition of an L2 and to develop a
fuller understanding and appreciation for how sentence structure and form convey
meaning in an L2 (Simard and Wong, 2004: 102).

The overview of the relationship between particular approaches or methods and their
attitudes to focus on form and the use of terminology in L2 classrooms can be observed
more clearly in the table below:

Table 1: The role of terminology in various approaches according to Berry (2005: 130)

method/approach syllabus focus on form terminology
grammar-translation grammatical yes, explicit yes, extensive,
audiolingual grammatical pro-active, implicit no
— ‘grammatical’ no (except for the | no (except for the
S (learner-based) affective filter) affective filter)
communicative, : .
} not grammatical not permitted no
strong
DO not grammatical yes yes, limited
weak i
‘awareness’ not relevant yes yes, limited

2.9. When to use metalanguage?

When a decision is being made whether to employ metalanguage and metalinguistic
terminology in L2 acquisition or whether not to, several factors have to be taken into
account. First, learners’ age together with the related level of learner’s cognitive
development; secondly, the differences or similarities between learners’ L1 and L2
(acquisition and, possibly, cultural differences as well), and thirdly, the expected outcome
and the aim of the L2 learning situation have to be taken into consideration.

The last factor mentioned depends on the needs and expectations of the learners and on
the ‘type’ of the L2 acquisition. In other words, the use of metalanguage and terminology
would differ, in all probability, in a secondary school classroom, at a university course or
in an evening language course not only in terms of the amount of terminology applied but
also in the selection of terms (if any are selected). The terms should be selected according
to their characteristics, and, most importantly, according to the students, their needs and
on the desired short-term or long-term outcome of the lesson or the course. A limited use
of metalanguage would be expected in a language course, especially in one aimed at
developing communicative competences of the participants of the course, whereas at
universities students (especially students of languages) are expected to be exposed to
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metalanguage to a considerable extent. Metalinguistic terminology is one of the means by
which cognitive/academic proficiency is inculcated in language [study programmes at
universities] (Berry, 1997: 144). It seems that in secondary schools metalanguage falls
within neither limited nor extensive ‘category of use’ as the content of the syllabus for
secondary schools suggests; however, whether the actual practice of metalanguage use
corresponds with this view is debatable and an issue to be addressed.

2.9.1. Learner’s age and cognitive development

Most contemporary theories of linguistics view language and grammar as the properties
of the human mind (Richards and Schmidt, 2010: 93). Therefore, learners’ cognitive
development, which is closely associated with learners’ age, and their ability to think
analytically and abstractly influences the consideration of using metalanguage in
classrooms. It has to be taken into account that “each individual language learner brings
distinctive cognitive abilities and knowledge to the language-learning experience”
(Sternberg, 2011: 413).

In general, it is believed that unless L2 learning starts at a very young age, the learners
will have adopted “thinking-for-speaking” habits that are typical of their L1 (Verspoor
and Boers in: Chapelle, 2012: 829). In other words, the younger the learner of L2 is, the
higher degree of L2 proficiency may be acquired (especially in the field of pronunciation).
Insofar as the habits overlap with those of the L2 they may be helpful for the learners, but
if they diverge, it can present a hindrance, especially for older L2 learners whose L1
patterns are strongly entrenched in them and which may transfer to the L2 (Verspoor and
Boers in: Chapelle, 2012: 829).

It is believed that “explicit discussion of and metalinguistic reflection (the acts of
reflection about language that are under conscious control including learner’s intentional
planning of his linguistic processing (Gombert, 1996: 41)) on structural patterns and
properties contribute to L2 learners’ development of an essential knowledge of the
underlying regularities and relationships in the target linguistic system” (Hu, 2010: 73).
However, it is a matter of debate at what cognitive stage (or at what age) it is appropriate
to start using metalanguage. For instance, Ur (2004: 82) argues that older or more
analytically-minded learners will benefit more from the use of terminology and, in like
manner, Gower and Walters (1983: 26) believe that grammatical terminology is to be
avoided with students at lower levels unless there is a good reason not to. Similarly, it is

believed that “younger learners may not have sufficient knowledge of grammatical
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terminology or they may not be able to understand the concepts involved” (Thornbury,
1999: 30). Moreover, it has been shown that there exists a clear advantage for older
learners in mastery of L2 syntax as well as in the cognitive /academic types of L2 skills
(Cummins, 1980: 180). It has been found, in harmony with the previously mentioned
findings, that “most 4-year-olds probably cannot label the syntactical categories for any of
the words” (Sternberg, 2011: 381). However, this does not mean that small children are
not capable of producing grammatically correct utterance, the opposite is the case — most
4-year-olds demonstrate the ability to parse words into categories and to arrange them into
grammatical sentences (Sternberg, 2011: 381).

In contrast with the previous statements, Henriksen (in Celce-Murcia, 2011: 31)
maintains that an emphasis on the development of the metalinguistic terms needed to talk
about language and used from an early stage is justified. In a similar vein, it has been
concluded, based on a body of research, that children are capable of and do engage in
metalinguistic reflection (Simard and Wong, 2004: 98). Moreover, talk about language is
believed to occupy a considerable place in the verbal behaviour of preschool children
(Jakobson: in Berry, 2005: 14).

2.9.2. Learner’s L1 and L2

In general, it can be said that the typological difference between learner's mother tongue
and his first foreign language influences the acquisition of the L2. For instance, it is much
easier, on average, for a native speaker of English to acquire Spanish as a second
language than it is to acquire Russian (Sternberg, 2011: 414). For a native Czech speaker
Russian would be, in all probability, easier to learn than English, considering the
inflectional/inflectional and inflectional/isolating types of the languages, respectively.
Nevertheless, it has to be taken into account that in every foreign language there exist
grammatical phenomena and structures different from those in L1 (some of them are even
non-existent in mother tongue) and, therefore, their acquisition may be more difficult and
challenging regardless of L1 and L2 types. Moreover, if another factor — a long-term
exposure to L2 in the L2 environment — comes into play, then the influence of the
language types may be reduced or even eliminated as L2 learners may become native-like
in L2 processing and performance.

The acquisition of L1 takes place in social interaction, through exposure to and use of
the child’s mother tongue, and children’s L1 is gradually mastered through imitation,

analogy, hypothesis-testing, and generalization abilities (Verspoor and Boers in: Chapelle,
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2012: 829). However, L2 acquisition (learning) usually takes place in a more formal
setting (if L2 learning in the natural L2 environment is disregarded), i.e. at schools,
universities etc., where L2 is acquired through so called instructed learning when teacher
guides learners in the acquisition by providing them with formal instructions about the
language and L2 learning process. Instructions about L2 may serve as a useful tool for
distinguishing between the differences between learner’s L1 and L2 and may at least
partly compensate for the lack of unlimited exposure to the target language which is
typical of L1 acquisition.

When comparing L1 and L2 processing, we might be referring to the psychology of
cognition, e.g. automatic vs. controlled processes; implicit vs. explicit knowledge [and
with that related implicit vs. explicit learning] (Birdsong, 2006: 24). Implicit learning is a
process of acquisition of the knowledge about the underlying structure of a complex
stimulus environment by a process which takes place naturally, simply and without
conscious operations (Ellis in: Chapelle, 2012: 2293). Explicit learning, on the other
hand, is viewed as “conscious operation where the individual makes and tests hypotheses
in a search for structure” (Ellis in: Chapelle, 2012: 2293). Implicit learning is associated
with automatic processing (unconscious learning), whereas explicit learning is associated
with effortful and controlled processing which involves consciousness in learning. Both
implicit and explicit learning are involved in SLA as it seems that what has been
previously learned explicitly (a grammatical rule or structure) may become more and
more implicit, i.e. learner’s control over a new form, which, in the beginning, requires a
“slow, effortful, and attention-demanding performance, [and] which may also be error-
prone, is progressively replaced by less conscious, easier, automatic, and fast performance
settings” (Skehan in: Berns, 2010: 351). However, learning difficulty does not depend
merely on the type of knowledge — whether implicit or explicit — that is involved (Ellis,
2006: 456), it also depends on the grammatical structures to be learned, as each of the
structures requires a different degree and type of knowledge. Five criteria (frequency,
saliency, functional value, regularity, processability) are believed to have influence over
assessing learning difficulty as implicit knowledge, whereas explicit knowledge needs to
be understood in terms of how easy or difficult it is to verbalize a declarative rule, which
depends on two principal factors — the concepts involved and the labels (metalanguage)
needed to express them. (Ellis, 2006: 437).

The implicit/explicit dichotomy exists, naturally, also in L2 teaching, or more precisely,

teaching instruction — teachers may teach L2 (and especially L2 grammar) either
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implicitly (inductively) or explicitly (deductively). It has been suggested that there may
exist different degrees of usefulness of explicit teaching for different levels, i.e. the more
difficult it is to learn something through simple association, because it is too abstract, too
distant, too rare, too unreliable, or too hard to notice, the more important explicit learning
processes become (DeKeyser in: Chapelle, 2012: 2294). Moreover, it is believed that L2
instructions may be helpful, because learners may erroneously transfer [grammatical
constructions] available in their L1 to their use of the L2 or disregard the communicative
potential of [these constructions and their] extensions which happen to be missing from
their L1 (Verspoor and Boers in: Chapelle, 2012: 832). And indeed, it has been
demonstrated that “explicit instruction produced larger gains than an implicit approach”
(Skehan in: Berns, 2010: 353).

In contrast to implicit knowledge, explicit knowledge of L2 learners usually involves
verbalizing (especially grammar) rules or features, however, the verbalization may or may
not entail the use of metalanguage. However, from the reverse point of view, previously
acquired metalinguistic knowledge and metacognitive problem-solving strategies may
facilitate the use of explicit learning (Mufioz in: Chapelle, 2012: 2294).

As far as language awareness and the knowledge of metalanguage in L1 and L2 are
concerned, it is believed that the knowledge of metalanguage in L1 may help in and
enhance L2 learning; in other words, the ability to reflect on one’s L1 can be beneficial to
L2 development (Simard and Wong, 2004: 98). It would seem that metalanguage and
terminology may not have an important place in L1 acquisition, however, any process of
language learning, in particular child acquisition of the mother tongue, makes wide use of
metalingual functions (Jakobson in Berry, 2005: 14), if metalanguage is understood in its
broader sense. It is obvious that for the acquisition of their mother tongue, there is no
need for children to possess knowledge of metalinguistic terminology, however, at a later
stage, when they study their mother tongue in primary or secondary schools, pupils need
to become acquainted with the terms®. The formal study of L1 in schools presupposes the
knowledge of L1 terminology, which in turn may influence the knowledge of L2
terminology, i.e. it may help learners acquire and understand L2 terms similar to L1
terms. Nevertheless, one has to be careful in judging whether these terms refer to the
same concepts in both languages (for instance, the term predicate refers to two different

concepts; in English it refers to the part of the sentence that contains the verb and its

! Morpho-syntactic terminology forms part of the Czech grammar schools syllabus, viz. Ramcovy
vzdé¢lavaci program pro gymnazia, 2007: 14).
42


http://www.macmillandictionary.com/dictionary/british/sentence_1
http://www.macmillandictionary.com/dictionary/british/contain
http://www.macmillandictionary.com/dictionary/british/verb_1

object or complements, whereas in Czech it refers only to the verb), or whether the terms
label concepts existent in both languages (e.g. definite and indefinite articles do not exist

in the Czech language).

2.10. Teachers, learners and metalanguage

This chapter deals with teacher and learner beliefs about the use of metalanguage in the
classroom and provides an overview of the factors that may influence the use of
metalanguage in teaching and learning.

Teacher belief system consists of “ideas and theories that teachers hold about
themselves, teaching, language, learning and their students” (Richards and Schmidt, 2010:
586) and that are subject to change and to development in the course of time. However, it
may be difficult for teachers to change some of their beliefs (especially those formed
earlier) as the beliefs are derived from teachers’ prior experiences both as learners and as
teachers, from teacher training, observations, the context of teaching, and various sources
such as teaching manuals, and, moreover, are closely related to teachers’ emotions and
sense of self (Barcelos and Kajala in: Chapelle, 2012: 493). Teachers’ beliefs about their
subject, learners and about themselves are of no less importance in teaching, as all these
factors influence teachers’ actual practice, i.e. what and how he teaches in reality. The
influence is bidirectional, that is, beliefs influence practices but practices can also lead to
changes in beliefs (Borg, 2009: 3). However, the beliefs held by a teacher may not be in
line with his practice(s) because of clashing interests or ambiguities in the teaching
context, including large group sizes, low student motivation or proficiency, dull
textbooks, or too many administrative pressures (Barcelos and Kajala in: Chapelle, 2012:
493).

Not only does the store of beliefs influence what teachers do in the classroom, it is the
entire pedagogical system, which is, in addition to beliefs, composed of “stores of
knowledge, theories, assumptions and attitudes which play a significant role in shaping
teachers’ instructional decisions” (Borg, 1998: 9), and which each teacher develops and
adopts in the course of time. The components of teachers’ pedagogical systems are to a
greater or lesser extent reflected in and applied in teachers’ actual practice — they can exert
a persistent long-term influence on teachers’ instructional practices; however, they are, at

the same time, not always reflected in what teachers do in the classroom (Borg, 2009: 3).
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All components of the teachers’ pedagogical systems are also reflected in the central
field of L2 study, i.e., in teaching grammar and in the use of terminology in L2
classrooms. For instance, teachers’ perception of their knowledge about grammar plays an
important role in teachers’ instructional practices in that “the way teachers perceive their
knowledge about [grammar] will have impact on how they view and approach classroom
activities which focus the students’ attention on [L2 grammar]” (Borg, 2001: 28).

Teachers appear in the classroom as active decision-makers who, first, should have at
their disposal a well-thought-out plan of how they are going to approach important issues
regarding grammar teaching, i.e. they have to make decisions on various issues
concerning grammar teaching such as:

e whether to conduct formal instruction at all;
¢ what language points to focus on;
e how to structure grammar lessons;
e how to present and/or analyse grammar;
¢ how metalinguistically explicit to be;
e what kind of grammar practice activities to utilise;
e how to deal with students’ grammatical errors.
(Borg, 1999a: 26)

The fifth point in question — the use of metalanguage and metalinguistic explicitness — is
of a particular interest to this chapter. Teachers’ beliefs about grammar teaching, their
knowledge about language (KAL) and their knowledge of and about grammar (KAG) and
their students’ KAL and KAG play a significant role in making decisions about
grammatical terminology. Moreover, teachers’ decisions about terminology are not related
directly to beliefs they held about it but rather these decisions are influenced by the
interaction of a range of cognitions such as “beliefs about the best way to learn grammar,
the value of talk about language, contribution of terminology in L2 learning and students’
knowledge and experience of terminology” (Borg, 1999b: 120) and also by their
educational and professional experiences gained over a period of time.

Grammatical terminology (GT) may be viewed ambiguously (as a helpful tool or as a
hindrance in teaching/learning) by teachers whose beliefs about and actual use of
terminology are influenced by various factors such as previous or ongoing teachers’
training or their own knowledge of GT. However, two other factors should be taken into
account, i.e. the learners’ beliefs about and their knowledge of GT and the context and

aim of the teaching/learning situation. After proper consideration has been given to the
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factors mentioned in the two previous paragraphs, if teachers decide to use GT, it is
recommended that they have at their disposal “the various common terms that are used in
explanations of grammatical structures, such as terms for units of language, parts of the
sentence or parts of speech” (Ur, 2004: 79-80).

Nevertheless, teachers should be careful not to overload their students with grammatical
terms and work only with those terms which “they feel are useful for their learners to
know” (Thornbury, 2005: 14). Such an evaluation of the usefulness of grammatical terms
has been carried out by Berry (2010) who compiled a list of terms and assigned them one
(*) to three stars (***) according to their utility. Among the terms with three stars belong,
for instance, parts of speech such as adjective, adverb, noun, preposition, pronoun, and
verb; clause elements such as object and subject, and verb tenses and aspects such as past,
present, continuous and perfect (Berry, 2010: 226-236).

In summary, teachers should take GT as one of the many tools available to them and to
their learners which can facilitate mutual understanding between the teacher and the
learner, which leads to a greater effectiveness of teaching and learning, assuming that
students are already familiar with the terms used. On a more general note, as far as the
option of using a tool or a resource in grammar teaching is concerned, teachers need to
“evaluate [it] in terms of its relevance, appropriacy, and practicability on their particular
teaching context” (Thornbury, 2005: 7). The same, of course, applies to GT.

Teachers’ choice of how to teach grammar and whether to use GT is, hopefully, lead by
teachers’ intuition and their “access to unique knowledge about teaching” (Freeman,
2002: 8). However, to ensure that teachers’ practice and learners’ expectations are in
harmony, teachers’ awareness has to be developed in their training to make them aware of
the fact that their use of terminology may be problematic for learners under certain
conditions (Berry, 1997: 144).

In the context of L2 acquisition, it is important to study and be aware of not only teacher
belief system but also of the belief system of learners to be able to find out whether or not
and to what extent the beliefs influence language learning and whether the beliefs of the
two groups (learners and teachers) are the same or differ from each other and in which
aspects. A match in beliefs of the two parties is thought to be productive to learning, as it
increases motivation, whereas a mismatch in this respect [appears to be]
counterproductive (Barcelos and Kajala in: Chapelle, 2012: 494). As far as learner belief
system, which consists of “ideas learners have concerning different aspects of language,

language learning and language teaching, that may influence their attitudes and
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motivations in learning and have an effect on their learning strategies and learning
outcomes” (Richards and Schmidt, 2010: 326), is concerned, it is similar to the teacher
belief system in that it is composed of relatively stable ideas and attitudes about such
things as how to learn a language (learning strategies), effective teaching strategies,
appropriate classroom behaviour, [learners’] own abilities, and their goals in language
learning (Richards and Schmidt, 2010: 326). However, these ideas and attitudes may also
be subject to change or to transformation when the learner is faced with new experiences
of learning in other contexts (Barcelos and Kajala in: Chapelle, 2012: 488).

For successful learning, learners should be aware of their own beliefs about L2 and
about their knowledge of L2, but more importantly, awareness of the two phenomena
should be raised in teachers. It is necessary that teachers are aware of their students’
attitudes, opinions, feelings or personalities as well as their needs and the aim of their
language learning. Moreover, various learner variables and factors (such as those
mentioned in the paragraph below) which may influence language learning have to be
taken into consideration.

Each learner (as well as teacher) is a unique human being with unique characteristics
such as his age, past learning experience [and previous exposure to L2 and learner’s level
of L2 proficiency], learning (cognitive) style, motivation (Richards and Schmidt, 2010:
327), or learner’s L1 background which influences his learning. Other factors which may
affect learning are so called “cognitive” and “affective” variables. Cognitive variables
include learners’ general intelligence, language aptitude, memory, and the ability to
analyze and evaluate, whereas affective variables such as empathy, language attitudes and
language anxiety, are connected with the emotional aspect of learners (Richards and
Schmidt, 2010: 102). Moreover, the L2 learning environment, conditions and context may
have an impact on learners’ performance and on their learning achievements.

Similarly, the previously mentioned factors play a role in L2 grammar learning and in
the use of metalinguistic terminology in this domain. In addition to these factors, there
exist other learner variables such as learner maturity, sophistication, the (lack of)
metalinguistic knowledge and familiarity with the terms, or learner expressed willingness
to use the terminology (Borg, 1999b: 98-99). As far as the metalinguistic knowledge is
concerned, it seems that learners have differing levels of ability to talk or write about
language; the existence of a ‘metalingual competence’ is hypothesised, though there is no
claim that this is distinct from language proficiency in general (Berry, 2005: 15). Teachers

need to be aware of the differences in learners’ metalinguistic knowledge and awareness
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and, moreover, their attention should be drawn to their learners’ knowledge of and
attitudes toward grammatical terminology.

It has been found that attitudes towards terminology are closely related to attitudes
towards grammar teaching [and learning] in general and that [they] may be influenced by
previous learning experiences as well as by reflections on [teachers’ and learners’] own
teaching [and learning] experience (Berry, 2010: 160). Therefore, it is advisable that
teachers become familiar with learners’ attitudes to grammar and to the use of
terminology (not only) in grammar teaching so that there is no room for unnecessary
misunderstandings and possible frustration. Likewise, whenever terminology is to be
used, it is desirable that teachers check learners’ knowledge of the terms, and identify and
prepare learners who are weak in [using terminology] (Berry, 2009: 126) by teaching
them the unknown terms and, more importantly, by equipping them with strategies to help
them deal with unknown terms (Berry, 1997: 144).
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3. Methodology

The general aim of the empirical part of the thesis is to shed light on the issue of
metalinguistic terminology in Czech grammar schools. In order to elicit the desired, more
specific, responses from the participants in the research the main research question (RQ)
was further divided into several sub-questions regarding learners’ and teachers’ beliefs
about the use of the terminology in Czech GS. Therefore, two main groups of questions
were defined, i.e. the attitudinal and the knowledge-based questions, which were aimed at
students and teachers and which were further divided into four (RQs 1, 2, 4, 5) and three
(RQs 3, 6, 7) subgroups, respectively. The subgroups are constituted of the following
research questions:

1. What attitude towards English and English grammar do students have?

2. What attitude do students have to grammatical terminology? What are their beliefs
about their knowledge of grammatical terminology?

3. What knowledge of grammatical terminology do students have?

4. What attitude towards English and English grammar do teachers have?

5. What attitude do teachers have to grammatical terminology? What are their
beliefs about students * attitude to grammatical terminology?

6. How aware teachers are of students” knowledge of grammatical terminology?

7. Which terms do teachers use in practice and to what extent?

Two versions of questionnaires — the learner and the teacher questionnaire — were
designed to obtain answers to these questions. Furthermore, hypotheses about the
knowledge-based parts of the questionnaires were formulated in order to be able to more
meaningfully analyze the results obtained via students’ and teachers’ answers to questions
3.,6.and 7.

The null and the alternative hypotheses were formulated as follows:

1.2.1. Ho = No difference in student scores in their knowledge of grammatical terms
and in teacher estimate of this knowledge and his use of the terms in classrooms
will be found.

2.2.1. H; = A substantial difference in student scores in their knowledge of
grammatical terms and in teacher estimate of this knowledge and his use of the
terms in classrooms will be found.

Having said that, it has to be defined what is considered to be a substantial difference in

student scores and teacher estimates/use of the terms. The difference of 40% (and more)
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between the student/teacher scores has been determined as the cut-off point to indicate a
substantial difference between the individual scores.

It is also hypothesized that students will be more familiar with some terms and less
familiar with others and that teacher estimates of this familiarity (knowledge) will be,
likewise, different for certain terms, i.e. students’ knowledge of some terms may be over-
or underestimated by teachers. It is assumed that more specific or ‘refined’ terms for parts
of speech (Berry, 1995: 58) such as (un-)countable noun, (in-)definite article or relative
pronoun may cause problems to students who may not be very familiar with these terms
compared to, for instance, well-used and widely known terms such as noun, verb or
adjective. Similarly, it can be expected that students will demonstrate limited knowledge
of terms denoting clause elements, especially of the two which are, probably, used to a
lesser extent in secondary schools, i.e. direct and indirect object (when compared to the
other two terms, subject and verb). As far as labels for verb tenses are concerned, it is
assumed that students will have sound knowledge of them as they are part and parcel of

English language study and feature in most English course books.
3.1. Participants

The data for this research were collected from Czech grammar school students of
English as a foreign language and from Czech grammar school English teachers. 108
students (43 males, 65 females) participated in the research. The majority of students
(N=105) were native speakers of Czech, 2 participants indicated a combination of Czech
and another foreign language (German and Vietnamese) as their mother tongue and 1
participant provided the answer of Polish to this question. The age of the participants
ranged from 15 to 19, as the target population of this study were first-, second-, third- or
fourth-year grammar school students, i.e. only the students attending the classes in their
last four years of study at GS were involved in the study, regardless of the type of the
grammar school (4- or 8-year; state, private or church grammar schools). According to
students’ responses to their English proficiency level, most of them (N=78) assessed their
level of knowledge as intermediate, that is, according to the Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR), their level of proficiency corresponds to
B1 (N=46) or B2 (N=32) levels. Three students evaluated their level of English as A1,
nineteen students as A2, five as C1 and three as C2 level.

96 teachers (14 males, 82 females) participated in the research. Most of them (N=93)

were native speakers of Czech, only 3 participants indicated Slovak as their mother

49



tongue. Their age ranged from 25 to 61 with the mode of 38 years (6 participants). English
teachers involved in the research were grammar school teachers that teach first, second,
third or fourth-year GS students. Their self-reported English proficiency was mostly C1
(49) and C2 (46), only 1 teacher provided the response of B2 level. The self-report
method for the English level assessment was used as no results of proficiency tests or
certificates were at our disposal at the time of research, which would be a more valid way
of measuring students’ and teachers’ proficiency. However, according to FEP SGE,
education in the field of foreign language learning/teaching builds on the knowledge of L2
at A2 level and is aimed at attaining B2 level by the fourth year of study (FEP SGE, 2007:
13), which would suggest that students reported their level of English quite accurately. As
far as the proficiency level of teachers is concerned, with the exception of one teacher, all
of them consider themselves proficient users of English, and indeed, 71 teachers should
have attained at least C1 level as they indicated that they studied English at Czech
universities where the study programmes are aimed at attaining C1 level.

3.2. Research instrument

In order to obtain a satisfactory amount of data, a questionnaire survey was chosen as
the most suitable instrument for the purpose of this research. Moreover, it was felt that
this instrument would enable a wide range of information to be collected from a large
number of respondents (Andrews, 1994: 510).

Two versions of web-based questionnaires — the learner and the teacher online
questionnaire — were designed?. Originally, web-based questionnaires were thought to
provide sufficient amount of data, however, responses were obtained only from 46
students in the course of seven weeks (January — March) and, for this reason, pencil-and-
paper questionnaires were designed and used to investigate students’ attitudes and beliefs
as well as the knowledge of 20 grammatical terms. A sufficient amount of data was
collected from teachers during the seven weeks and, therefore, it was not necessary to
convert the online questionnaire into a pencil-and-paper form.

Teacher and learner online questionnaires (or links to the questionnaires) were
distributed via e-mails sent to GS English teachers who were kindly asked to forward the
learner questionnaire to their students. The grammar schools selected for the survey were

searched on the Internet on the website http://www.seznamskol.eu/typ/gymnazium/ that

> The questionnaire was created and published online through the questionnaire software
http://www.vyplnto.cz/.
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lists Czech grammar schools and their websites. Teachers were selected and contacted
according to the availability of their contacts (e-mail addresses) on the websites. In total,
1,206 teachers were addressed. However, as has been mentioned in the previous
paragraph, due to the insufficient number of responses from students (the sample size
[should exceed] the minimal number of 50 respondents generally required for a study with
statistically significant results, according to Dornyei, 2010: 62)) pencil-and-paper version
of the online questionnaire was administered to students by the researcher in March.
Students of Gymnazium Josefa Jungmanna (Litoméfice), Bankovni akademie -
gymnazium, a.S (Praha) and Stfedni odborna $kola pedagogicka a gymnazium Evropska
(Praha) participated in the research. These GS were selected on account of the convenient

accessibility and proximity to the researcher.
3.2.1. Pilot questionnaires
3.2.1.1. Learner questionnaire

A pilot study was conducted prior to administering the final version of the learner
questionnaire. After piloting the questionnaire by 10 3"-year students of Bankovni
akademie — gymnazium, a final (shorter) version of the questionnaire was developed.
Students were asked to comment on the length of the questionnaire, clarity of the
instructions and on the six-point Likert scale used for recording students’ answers.

The pilot questionnaire consisted of 74 questions (9 of these formed part of the bio-data
section). In general, students agreed on the fact that some of the questions overlapped and
were, in effect, aimed at examining the same or similar concepts. Therefore, the redundant
questions were eliminated and some of them were rephrased for better comprehension or
replaced by more relevant questions. Two items were excluded from the bio-data section
(students’ experience abroad and the evaluation of the study materials they used in
classes) as they were not considered important for the purpose of the research.

The instructions were found clear and comprehensible by the students, however,
instructions on one task in the knowledge-testing part of the questionnaire proved to be
slightly less clear than the instructions on other tasks, and they were, therefore,
reformulated to be more explicit and understandable for the students.

Finally students were asked to evaluate the two types of six-point Likert scales used in
the questionnaire (strongly disagree — strongly agree, not at all — absolutely). The scales
were found comprehensible and thus unproblematic, which was one of the reasons why

this type of scale was kept in the final form of the questionnaire. Another argument for
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choosing a six-point Likert scale with the responses ranging from strongly disagree to
strongly agree and for not including the neutral mid-point category is the fact that
“respondents might use the middle category to avoid making a real choice” (Dérnyei,
2010: 28), which was not desirable for the research. In a similar vein, it has been found
that respondents’ desire not to provide a socially unacceptable answer can be minimized
by eliminating the mid-point (Garland, 1991: 70), and, in addition, evidence exists that
reliability and validity of the measuring instrument are independent of the number of scale
points used for Likert-type items (Matell and Jacoby, 1971: 666). Moreover, this type of
Likert scale has been used in questionnaires in Dornyei (2010: 158-161) which have
served as an inspiration for the design of the attitudinal part of the learner and teacher
questionnaires used for the purpose of this thesis.

The learner questionnaire was also completed by five current university students of the
English language who have experience with teaching English and who provided the
researcher with a valuable feedback as far as the validity of the questionnaire items was
concerned. Moreover, the supervisor of the thesis was consulted about the questionnaire

used for obtaining the data.
3.2.1.2. Teacher questionnaire

The teacher questionnaire was completed by two experienced English teachers before
the final version of the questionnaire was produced. After a consultation with the two
teachers, three items in the attitudinal part of the questionnaire were excluded and a
section aimed at testing teachers’ knowledge of the terminology for verb tenses was
eliminated. Three items (experience abroad, the knowledge of other languages, teaching

materials) were excluded from the bio-data section.
3.2.2. Final form of the questionnaire
3.2.2.1. Learner questionnaire

The learner questionnaire® is comprised of 57 items and of three parts (Part I, Part I,
Part 111). The first, attitudinal part of the questionnaire, consists of 24 statements regarding
the English language, grammar and (the knowledge of) grammatical terminology, as well
as students’ English teacher practice as far as English grammar and GT are concerned.

Students were asked to evaluate the statements by selecting one of the six options on the

* See Appendix |
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Likert scale. In items 1-6 and 17-25 the categories of the scale were defined as strongly
disagree — disagree — slightly disagree — slightly agree — agree — strongly agree, in items
8-16 students were asked to choose one of the six following options: not at all — very little
— not so much — quite — very — absolutely. Items 26-29 were multiple-choice questions
where students chose one of the four options, and items 7 and 30 were designed as open-
ended questions.

In the second part of the questionnaire, in items 31-50 (tasks 1, 2 and 3 in the pencil-
and-paper questionnaire), students’ receptive as well as productive knowledge of 20
metalinguistic terms was tested. The first task in this section focused on learners’
knowledge of English parts of speech. Students were asked, first, to translate the eleven
given terms into Czech, and second, to find examples of the individual parts of speech in a
compound sentence” provided by the researcher (the sentence was borrowed from Bloor,
(1986: 3)). Secondly, students were asked to find and underline (or to type in online
questionnaires) examples of four clause elements (words or phrases performing the
required grammatical functions — subject, verb, direct object, indirect object) in four
simple sentences provided by the researcher. Furthermore, a section testing the knowledge
of verb tenses was devised and added to the two previously mentioned sections. In this
section students were required to supply the appropriate metalinguistic terms by, first,
identifying the given structure (verb tense) in five simple sentences and second, by
providing labels for the structures, i.e. both, Czech and English terms for the verb tenses
were required. Due to time constraints students were not asked to invent their own
sentences in which they would use an example of the given terms and which would
exemplify the use of the target term/structure, however, the questionnaire attempts to
replicate the way in which terminology is deployed in classroom situations, as when
teachers say, “You need to use an [adjective] here” (Berry, 2009: 116).

The third part — a bio-data section (items 51-57) has been included and placed at the end
of the questionnaire in order to collect information on potentially important variables such
as gender, age, mother tongue, experience of learning other foreign languages and length
of time spent on studying English as well as the level of English proficiency. This section

was placed at the end of the questionnaire as it is a good practice to put personal questions

* Materials are delivered to the factory by a supplier, who usually has no technical knowledge, but who
happens to have the right contacts.
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at the end as it can be annoying for some respondents to answer this type of questions and
it may discourage them from completing the questionnaire (Muijs, 2004: 50).

The terms selected for the purpose of the study were divided into the three following
categories: parts of speech — noun, countable noun, uncountable noun, definite article,
indefinite article, adjective, relative pronoun, verb, adverb, preposition and conjunction;
clause elements — subject, verb, direct object, indirect object; verb tenses — present
simple, present continuous, present perfect, past simple and future simple (tenses). The
present study is partly a replication of Bloor’s study (1983) of university students’
knowledge of grammar and grammatical terms (parts of speech and grammatical
functions) in that it adopted and altered Bloor’s SPAM questionnaire (Bloor, 1986: 3).
Terms such as passive verb, finite verb, auxiliary verb, past participle and infinitive were
omitted due to their inadequateness in terms of the probable (non-)use of these terms in
English language acquisition at the secondary level and due to the expected lower level of
students’ cognitive abilities as regards these (more) challenging terms. Similarly, the
clause element predicate was replaced by verb (functioning as a clause element) (Berry,
2010: 235). The term relative pronoun, however, was used in the study as it was the only
type of pronoun to form part of the compound sentence used for the test and, moreover, it
was assumed that students would be familiar with the term pronoun to some extent.

In addition, the terms were partly selected according to Berry’s list of metalinguistic
terms (Berry, 2010: 226) and their usefulness and frequency of use in English language
teaching (***or ** stars terms). The criteria for the selection of these terms were frequent
occurrence of the pedagogic and scientific terms in the higher positions in the surveys of
learner knowledge, or in grammars and textbooks, and utility and familiarity with the
terms based on research results (Berry, 2010: 224-225). Nevertheless, it has to be admitted
that “the judgement of how many stars to allocate to each term [was] subjective” (Berry,
2010: 226).

3.2.2.2. Teacher questionnaire

The teacher questionnaire® includes 80 items and consists of three parts. Teachers’
beliefs about and attitudes towards English teaching, grammar, grammatical terminology
as well as their beliefs about their students” knowledge of GT were investigated in the first
part of the questionnaire (closed-ended items 1-24). Teachers recorded their replies using

a six-point scale (strongly disagree — disagree — slightly disagree — slightly agree — agree

> See Appendix I
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— strongly agree) with the exception of one item, the open-ended question 15 which
required a brief written answer. Moreover, teachers were asked to answer questions 25-34
by choosing one of the two (item 32), four (items 25-30) or five possible answers (items
31, 33, 34). In questions 26 and 27 teachers could choose at least one and a maximum of
four of the four options and they had the possibility of providing their own answers.

In Part Il (items 35-74), teachers were asked to evaluate their students’ knowledge of
the 20 metalinguistic terms by choosing one of the Yes (if they thought their students were
likely to know the given term) or No (if they believed their students did not know the
term) options. Similarly, teachers recorded their answers (Yes or No) to the question
whether they, personally, actively used the 20 grammatical terms in teaching.

A bio-data section (items 75-80) was included as the final part of the questionnaire to
elicit responses to the questions concerning respondents’ gender, age, mother tongue,
experience with teaching (in secondary schools), formal education, and level of
proficiency in English.

Student questionnaire was written in Czech in order not to cognitively overload learners
(decoding the English text and thinking about the questionnaire items at the same time),
whereas in their teacher counterparts, English was used as the language of instruction as
high level of English proficiency is expected from the teachers. Anonymity of the
respondents was ensured in both versions of the questionnaire.

The completion of the aforementioned tasks (see section 3.2.2.1.) took students 25
minutes and 43 seconds on average and 15 minutes 45 seconds on average were needed to
complete the teacher questionnaire. The response rate of the student and teacher web-
based questionnaires was 25.8 % and 42.9 %, respectively. The response rate has been
counted as the ratio of completed questionnaires to displayed questionnaires, i.e. the
respondents who were addressed and did not display the questionnaire at all (they did not
click on the questionnaire link) were not taken into consideration. It has to be
acknowledged that the low return rate may have been caused by the fact that filling in the
teacher questionnaire and telling students about the learner questionnaire was done on a
completely voluntary basis.

Moreover, it has to be admitted that especially the knowledge-based part of the web-
based learner questionnaire may have been completed with the help of various sources
(Internet, textbooks etc.) as opposed to the process of the completion of the pencil-and-

paper questionnaires where the researcher was present. However, the results of the
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research indicate this was not the case as incorrect answers were obtained from students
who filled in the online questionnaire and, in addition, a considerable time was needed for

filling in the questionnaire, which suggests that students were trying to work the ‘test’ out

on their own.
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4. Data analysis

The following section presents the findings and results obtained in the survey of Czech
secondary-level learners’ and teachers’ attitudes toward, beliefs about, and knowledge and
awareness of metalinguistic terminology. Quantitative analysis of the data is carried out in
the sections below, however, first, typical respondents in the survey are introduced briefly
in the two following chapters.

4.1. Typical respondent
4.1.1. Student

The typical student was a 16-year-old Czech speaker who attended the second year of a
secondary school. He or she (more female students participated in the survey; see section
3.1) started to learn English at the age of nine. He has studied at least one other foreign
language; the most frequently studied foreign language was German (N=75). The level of
English proficiency of the typical student was B1.

4.1.2. Teacher

The typical teacher was a 38-year-old speaker of Czech. He or she (more female
teachers participated in the research; see 3.1) has ten years of teaching experience and has
been teaching English in secondary schools for the same period of time. The typical
teacher received his Master’s degree by the completion of a 5-year study programme at
the Pedagogical Faculty in Prague (even though practically the same number of teachers
completed their studies at the Faculty of Arts, i.e. 21 teachers compared to 20,

respectively). The level of proficiency of the typical teacher was C1.
4.2. Learner questionnaire — attitudes and beliefs

In this section results obtained in the attitudinal part of the questionnaire (items 1-30)
are discussed. The items as well as the findings from this part were divided into three
main groups based on the related topics which are dealt with in the statements or

questions.
4.2.1. Attitudes and beliefs regarding the study of English and English grammar

Items 1-8 dealt with students’ attitudes to more general issues, such as the study of
English language and English grammar. First, beliefs about students’ knowledge of
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English were investigated. Their responses to the statement | think 1’'m good at English
(1)° were on the whole positive — 39.81% of students indicated that they slightly agree
with the statement, and 25.93% of respondents agreed and 16.67% strongly agreed with
the statement. Moreover, students were asked to react to the question whether the
knowledge of English grammar is essential for the knowledge of English (8). 33.33% of
students slightly agreed, 28.7% agreed and 12.96% strongly agreed that it is essential to
have a good command of grammar to be able to say that you can speak English.

Students’ reactions to statements (2) and (4), which inquired about their attitudes toward
learning and toward the knowledge of English and English grammar and about the
importance of the phenomena to them, showed a strong positive tendency, i.e. altogether,
97.22% of student responses were located on the positive end of the scale (slightly agree —
agree — strongly agree). Those students who selected one of the three ‘positive’ options in
item (2) were asked to elaborate on their positive stance on the importance of learning
English in question (7) Why is learning and the knowledge of English important to
students. Their responses were grouped under the ten following categories: 1. future career
(60)', 2. travelling (56), 3. future studies, education and information (26), 4.
communication (abroad, with foreigners) (21), 5. norm, necessity (13), 6. utility (11), 7.
entertainment (9), 8. hobby (5), 9. more opportunities in the future (3) and 10. other —
interest in foreign cultures and languages (1), and moving to an English speaking country
(1). Students usually provided more than one answer to this question. The answers to
question (7) are discussed in more detail in chapter 5.

The respondents reactions to statement (3) suggested that almost 91% (90.74%) of
students enjoy learning English (the ‘positive’ answers slightly agree, agree and strongly
agree were added up). However, on the other hand, students’ replies to whether they enjoy
learning English grammar (5) were almost equally divided between the positive and
negative parts of the scale with 51.85% of positive answers in total and 48.15% negative
answers (slightly disagree, disagree, strongly disagree).

Statement (6) It is more useful to deal with grammar than to engage in conversation in
classes, in general, provoked in students negative reactions. 83.33% of them answered
negatively, i.e. 40.74% slightly disagreed, 31.48% disagreed and 11.11% strongly
disagreed with this statement.

® The original statement was Domnivdm se, Ze umim anglicky.
" The figures in brackets indicate the number of respondents.
58



4.2.2. Attitudes and beliefs regarding grammatical terminology

Questions (9), (11), (13) examined learners’ beliefs about the importance of knowing
grammatical terms for learning English grammar. The balanced results obtained from (9)
and (11) suggested that students have ambivalent attitude to the need of having the
knowledge of grammatical terminology. 49.07% of respondents think that it is not
important to know the English labels for parts of speech (their reactions to this question
were located on the negative side of the scale, i.e. their answers were either not so much,
very little, or not at all)® for learning grammar and, similarly, 50.93% of learners believe
that knowing terms for clause elements (grammatical functions) is not important for
studying English grammar. On the contrary, almost three quarters of students (72.22%)
find terms for English verb tenses important for learning grammar (their answers were
quite, very, or absolutely).

In questions (10), (12), (14) students were asked whether they believe that the
knowledge of metalinguistic terminology for parts of speech, clause elements and verb
tenses may facilitate their learning of English. The reactions of the respondents in (10)
and (12) showed a stronger tendency towards disagreement (67.59%; 66.67%) rather than
agreement (32.41%; 32.41% — one answer was missing) with the possible facilitative
effect of MT on learning. Despite the essentially negative answers to the first two
questions, a stronger positive tendency towards agreement (67.59%) with the fact that the
knowledge of terms for verb tenses may facilitate learning was revealed in (14). The most
frequent student response was quite (31.48%). Question (15) in essence overlaps with the
previous three questions in that it summarizes the content of the questions by asking
students whether the knowledge and the use of terms for parts of speech, clause elements
and verb tenses facilitate learning English. Quite surprisingly, the results obtained show a
relatively balanced spread of answers on the positive and the negative part of the scale —
not at all (3.70%), very little (15.74%), not so much (31.48%), i.e. 50.93% in total; quite
(32.41%), very (9.26%), absolutely (7.41%), i.e. 49.07% in total. The slight difference of
1.86% between the two extremes (negative and positive) and the fact that most of the
students’ answers were recorded on the more neutral points of the scale (not much and

quite) suggest an ambivalent attitude to terminology.

® The wording of the scale in Czech was as follows: viibec ne — velmi malo — moc ne — docela ano — velmi —
naprosto.
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Statements (17), (19), (20), (21) and (28) examined students’ beliefs about their
knowledge of grammatical terminology. In (17) students were asked whether they think
they have a sound knowledge of grammatical terms for parts of speech, clause elements
and verb tenses. Respondents’ reactions to this statement suggested that more than half of
the students (55.56%) think they do not possess a sound knowledge of the grammatical
terms and thus indicated that they felt not very confident and knowledgeable in this area.
However, when learners were asked to evaluate the statements concerning each category
of the terms individually, different results were obtained: first, 57.41% of students think
they are able to determine parts of speech in an English text (19), second, 50.93% of
respondents consider themselves capable of determining clause elements in an English
text (20), and, finally, 73.15% believe they are able to determine verb tenses in an English
text (21). Item (28) was concerned with students’ evaluation of their knowledge of
grammatical terminology. Students replied to the question How would you evaluate your
knowledge of English GT? by selecting one of the four given options. Most of the students
(44.44%) think they do not have a very good knowledge of GT; however, there exists only
a slight difference between the negative and positive reactions as 42.59% of students
think, on the other hand, they have quite a good knowledge of GT.

Items (18) and (27) investigated learners’ use of metalinguistic terminology in the
process of learning English. The reactions of students to the statement | use English
grammatical terms in my study of the English language were, to a considerable extent,
negative as 63.89% of responses were located on the negative part of the scale with the
most frequent answer of slightly disagree (28.70%). In addition, students were asked how
much attention they pay to grammatical terminology in their study of English. The most
frequently selected option out of the four given was ‘medium (attention)’ (51.85%), which
together with the score for the answer “close (attention)’® constitutes more than half of all
the answers, i.e. 57.41% of respondents chose a positive answer.

Question (29) asked students to evaluate how much useful and interesting grammatical
terminology is to them. The results indicate that the majority of learners (72.22%) regard
terminology as useful but boring. 13.89% of respondents think that GT is both useful and
interesting, 9.26% consider GT useless and boring and only 3.70% of learners think that

GT is interesting but useless.

° The options in Czech were: Zddnou — malou — stiedni — velkou.
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4.2.3. Attitudes and Dbeliefs regarding teachers, English grammar and

grammatical terminology

This group of statements (22), (23), (24), (25), (26) and questions (16), (30) examined
students’ beliefs about their English teachers and their practice in classes regarding the
use of grammatical terminology in explaining grammar. Statement (22) asked whether
teachers, in general, can explain grammar well. The majority of students (89.81%) think
their teachers are able to explain it well (23.15% answered slightly agree, 36.11% agree
and 30.56% strongly agree). In a similar vein, learners were asked how much attention
teachers pay to grammar in lessons (26). From the four options available (no, little,
medium, close) the majority of students opted for the third alternative, i.e. 68.52% think
that their teachers pay medium attention to grammar in classes. No student thought that
his or her teacher devoted no attention to grammar.

Further, statements (24) and (25) asked students whether they were happy with their
teachers’ explanation of grammar with English or Czech as the medium of instruction.
The results for English as the language used for explaining grammar were, on the whole,
positive as in total 63.89% of respondents selected one of the options located on the
positive side of the scale, i.e. slightly agree, agree, strongly agree. Most of the students
whose reaction were positive chose the answer of slightly agree (24.07%). Similarly, the
responses to the teachers’ use of Czech as the medium of instruction were, in essence,
positive as 64.81% of students were happy with grammar explanation in Czech. When
learners were asked to react to the statement whether their teachers use English
grammatical terminology while explaining grammar (23) more than three quarters of
students (78.70%) replied that their teachers do use it in grammar explanation (learners
answered either slightly agree (30.56%), agree (33.33%) or strongly agree (14.81%)). In
question (16) students were asked to evaluate to what extent their teachers use terms for
the three categories of GT (parts of speech, clause elements, verb tenses) in classes. The
results suggest that the majority of students (76.85%) think that their teachers use GT
quite a lot (35.19% answered quite) or to a considerable extent (41.67% replied very and
absolutely).

The second open-ended item in the Learner questionnaire (30) was a complex question
regarding the way teachers explain grammar (grammatical phenomenon) which consisted
of several sub-questions such as: Does your teacher use grammatical terminology while
explaining grammar or does he try to avoid it?, Does he/she explain grammar in his owns

words or does he make use of grammar rules that can be found in textbooks?, Does he
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explain grammar in English or in Czech?. Students’ answers™ were analyzed and divided
into four main categories, i.e. 1. the use GT, 2. the use of own words/textbooks, 3. the
language of instruction and 4. other (responses).

First, as far as grammatical terminology is concerned, 47.52% of students mentioned
that their teachers use GT (to a great extent, very often, sometimes, partly), whereas, on
the other hand, 7.56% of students replied that their teachers do not use it at all or not
much. Secondly, it was found that teachers tend to explain grammar in their own words
(66.96% of respondents) rather than to use ready-made textbook rules (19.44% of
students). Some students added evaluative comments about the use of GT and English or
Czech: [My English teacher] explains grammar in his own words, which is better for me.
[My English teacher] explains grammar in English, which is not good. [My English
teacher] uses GT and his own words to explain grammar, which I find very useful., For
full understanding it is better when the teacher explains it in English and in Czech at the
same time, | would appreciate if grammar was explained in English (rather than in
Czech).!

Moreover, 20.57% of students commented that their teachers make use of examples
(their own or from textbooks) to explain grammar to make it more comprehensible for the
students. Third, 74.52% of learners wrote that teachers use Czech for explaining grammar,
and 65.88% of respondents were of the opposite opinion, i.e. according to them, teachers
use English as the medium of instruction while they were explaining grammar. In
addition, as some students pointed out, there appears to exist a tendency on the part of the
teachers to explain grammatical phenomenon in English first and if students had problems
understanding it, teachers would explain it in Czech afterwards.

Several additional answers and reactions to the main question were provided by
students. For instance, 14.04% of students evaluated their teachers’ way of
teaching/explaining grammar by the following adjectives/adverbs: entertaining,
interesting, engaging (5 students), comprehensible (4), with ease (1), extensive (1), dull,
terse (1), well — he uses interesting examples which are easy to remember? (1). 11.88% of
students pointed out that their teachers explained grammar in a way so that the learners

would understand and comprehend it. The following comment provided by one of the

' Not all students replied to all questions.
W [Ucitel vysvétluje] svymi slovy, coz je pro mne lepsi.; [Ucitel vysvétluje] anglicky, co: neni dobry;
[pouziva] GT + svymi slovy — velmi uzitecné, Pro uplné pochopeni je lepsi vysvétlovat zarovern cCesky.,
Ocenila bych vysvétlovani gramatiky v AJ.

12 Ve v . , v .7 v v v . v , v v v
[Ucitel vysvétluje] zabavné, zajimavé, zazivne, srozumitelné, lehce, rozsahle, nezdzivné, stroze, dobre,
zajimavymi a zapamatovatelnymi priklady
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students specifies this stance: He uses all the possible tools so that everybody understands
it.'* 3.24% of respondents answered that the way teachers explained grammar depended
on the particular situation and grammatical phenomenon, 2.16% of students wrote that
they had already been taught by several different English teachers and that every teacher

had his own teaching style, and one learner commented that he did not know.
4.3. Learner questionnaire — knowledge of metalinguistic terminology

This part of the questionnaire investigated learners’ knowledge of twenty grammatical
terms (11 terms for parts of speech, 4 for clause elements and 5 for verb tenses). Students
were asked, first, to provide a Czech term for the English term for parts of speech (task
1a) and to locate within an English sentence provided by the researcher one example of
each of the eleven parts of speech (e.g. noun, countable noun, adjective etc.) (task 1b);
second, respondents were given four sentences and were asked to identify in each the
word or phrase performing a specified grammatical function (e.g. subject, indirect object)
(task 2) and, third, respondents’ task was to supply appropriate metalanguage themselves
by providing English (task 3a) and Czech labels (task 3b) for five different verb tenses
and aspects which they first had to identify in each of the five given sentences. It can be
seen from the description of the testing procedure, that two of the three main tasks (which
required either passive or active knowledge of the terms) were divided into two subtasks
(the section testing the knowledge of parts of speech and verb tenses). Therefore, the
assessment of the results was carried out for the five individual subtasks. Students could
obtain the maximum of 36 points for the correct completion of the five tasks (2 points for
each item in the part-of-speech section, i.e. 22 points, 1 point for each correctly
determined clause element, i.e. 4 points, and 2 points for each verb tense - 1 point for the
Czech term and 1 point for the English term, i.e. 10 points).

4.3.1. Student scores

The following figures (Figures 3—10) illustrate scores obtained by students in each of the
five subtasks mentioned in the previous section.

Figures 3 and 4, show the overall student scores in terms of the distribution of scores for
the parts of speech, i.e. for the correctly translated term from English into Czech and for

the correctly identified example in the sentence.

B Pouziva v§echny mozné varianty k tomu, abychom to pochopili.
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Figure 3: Student scores for parts of speech — Czech terms (n=108)

. Number of correctly provided Czech terms
25.00% 53 1E%
21.30%
20.00%
15.00%
11.11% \
10.00% - 5.26%
H0% 8.33%
5.56% 5.56% 5.56%
()
5.00% - 3.70%
0.00% -
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

As can be seen from Figure 3, there is a wide range of students’ knowledge of the Czech
terms for parts of speech, from as low as 0 (11.11%) terms known to students to the
maximum of 11 terms (out of 11) known to learners, with the mode of 10 and mean of
7.25 (SD=3.72). This means that most frequently students were able to provide ten correct
Czech equivalents to the eleven English terms and that the average students score was
7.25 correctly translated terms. 12 (12.96%) students out of 108 did not provide any
answer to this task (value 0). This result can be accounted for two main reasons, and these
are, the lack of knowledge of the English terms or their Czech equivalents, or the
unwillingness on students’ part to complete this part of the questionnaire. Students who
filled in the pencil-and-paper questionnaire were given a sufficient amount of time, thus
time constraints can be excluded from the factors that may have caused the omission of
this part.

Figure 4: Student scores for parts of speech — identification in sentential examples (n=108)
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Figure 4 shows how successful students were in locating the examples of the eleven
parts of speech in an English sentence. As can be deduced from the figures, this task
proved to be more difficult for students than the first one, i.e. in total 32.4% of
respondents were able to provide examples of at least 10 or 11 terms as opposed to 44.4%
of learners who provided 10 or 11 Czech terms. Moreover, there were more missing
responses in this task than in the first one (14.81% or 16 responses and 11.11% or 12
responses, respectively) and the mean score was lower than in the case of the first task
(6.34 and 7.25, respectively). Standard deviation equalled 3.96.

The scores for the two tasks (1a and 1b) for individual parts of speech are illustrated in
Figure 5 below:

Figure 5: Student scores for parts of speech — Czech terms and the identification in sentential
examples
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As far as the students’ knowledge of English clause elements is concerned, Figure 6 and
Figure 7 below provide an overview of the scores for these items and illustrate students’

results in task 2:

Figure 6: Student scores for clause elements — number of correctly identified terms
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Figure 7: Student scores for clause elements — individual terms
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It can be seen from Figure 6 above that student scores for the correctly identified clause
elements range from 0 (no identified clause element) to 4 (all clause elements correctly

identified). The tendency for the score, however, is to range between 2 and 3 correctly

identified items with the average score of 2.30 (SD=1.08).

Moreover, as is shown in Figure 7 above, students were happiest with the term verb

functioning as a clause element and they were more familiar with verb and noun than with

indirect and direct object.

Figures 8 and 9 summarize the results from the two tasks which dealt with determining

five verb tenses and with providing English and Czech terms for the tenses.

Figure 8: Student scores for verb tenses — English terms
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Figure 9: Student scores for verb tenses — Czech terms
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As can be seen from Figures 8 and 9 above, students were slightly more successful in
correctly identifying the verb tenses and providing Czech terms for them than in providing
English terms (the mean score for English terms was lower than for Czech terms, i.e. 2.84
and 2.88, respectively). Standard deviation was 2.00 in the first and 2.06 in the second
task. 35.19% of students were able to provide Czech terms for all five tenses, whereas
32.41% of respondents were able to supply all five English terms.

At the same time, it can be noted that most unanswered items occurred in these two
tasks. This result may be explained by the fact that the tasks may have been cognitively
too complex or demanding for some students as there was simply ‘too much to think about
and to answer’.

Figure 10 below summarizes the results from tasks 3a and 3b:

Figure 10: Student scores for verb tenses — English and Czech terms
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Table A included in Appendix Il shows student scores for all 20 terms expressed in
points. The maximum number of points respondents could obtain was 36 in total, the

minimum was, naturally, 0.
4.3.2. Item scores

Student scores'* for individual items can be seen in Table B which can be found in

Appendix IV. The items in the table were ranked according to their familiarity to students.

Figure 11: Scores for individual metalinguistic terms
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As is shown in Figure 11 above, the two most popular terms were noun and verb with
equally high scores (81.48%). This means that more than three quarters of students knew
these terms and were most happy with them. These results suggest not only that students
were very well familiar with the terms but also that these terms are very probably used in
classrooms on a common and regular basis. The third most familiar term to students was
verb functioning as a clause element (predicator) as three quarters of all respondents
identified it correctly in the sentence. 71.30% of respondents knew the term countable
noun, however, their score for uncountable noun was lower (by 12.97%) and therefore
ranked tenth among the 20 terms. Present continuous was the most popular term from the
category of verb tenses with 69.44% and the fifth most popular term from all the terms.

The score for this tense was closely followed by the score for another tense — 68.52% of

4 Only the scores for the productive knowledge of the 20 terms are presented in the study, i.e. only the
results from sections 1b), 2, and 3a) were taken into account.
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respondents knew the term past simple. The seventh place was taken by a part of speech
(adjective) with 67.59%, whereas the eight position was occupied by a clause element
(subject). More than half of the respondents were familiar with the following terms:
present simple (59.26%), uncountable noun (58.33%), preposition (57.41%), and future
simple (56.48%). Future (tense) is regarded as a highly familiar term (Berry, 2010: 229)
and even though it is a misleading term in a way, i.e. sometimes future is not considered
as a tense (Berry, 2010:33), students should be aware of this term, which they were to
some extent.

Less than 50% of learners were familiar with the eight remaining terms: definite article,
indefinite article, conjunction, indirect object, direct object, relative pronoun, present
perfect and adverb. Similarly to the pair countable-uncountable noun, the scores for
definite and indefinite articles were not equally high and differed by 1.85%, i.e. less
students were familiar with indefinite article. The same number of students who knew the
previous term also knew the term conjunction (46.30%). Indirect object which was the
sixteenth most popular term with students and was closely followed by direct object
which was known by 44.44% of respondents.

The score for the ‘refined’ part of speech — relative pronoun — was one of the lowest
from the list of items due to its higher degree of specificity (relative alone is considered a
less useful term in a classroom (Berry, 2010: 234)); the term ranked eighteenth. Present
perfect was the second least familiar term to students. The term least known to students
was adverb (only 35.19% of respondents knew this term), which was an unexpected
finding as adverb is considered one of the highly recommended and highly familiar terms
that are used in English teaching (Berry, 2010: 226). The deficiency in the knowledge of
these three terms may stem from various reasons, e.g. the actual lack of knowledge, the
difficulty of sentences in which students were supposed to identify the given part of
speech, clause element or verb tenses, or learner variables such as the year of study, the
overall experience with learning English, students’ frame of mind while filling in the
questionnaire or simply the fact that a student’s English teacher rarely uses (these)

metalinguistic terms may have affected students’ performances.
4.3.3. Categories of items

The tested metalinguistic terms were also analysed on the basis of their membership to
three grammatical categories (parts of speech, clause elements, and verb tenses) to see

whether any difference occurred in students’ performance in any of the categories. As can
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be seen from Table 2 below, students were, in effect, equally happy with the three
categories, nevertheless, parts of speech proved to be the category students were most
familiar with. Rather unexpectedly, the figures for the other two categories indicate that

students’ knowledge of clause elements was at the same level as their knowledge of verb

tenses.
Table 2: Item scores according to the categories of metalinguistic terms
Student
Number of
Rank Category ) knowledge of
items s
terms in %
1 Parts of speech (items 1 - 10) 11 61.78
2-3 Clause elements (items 12-15) 4 57.41
2-3 Verb tenses (items 16-20) 5 57.41

Figure 12: Mean scores for students’ knowledge of grammatical terms according to the
categories
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4.3.4. Learner variables and student scores

The relation of student scores for the knowledge of the twenty metalinguistic terms to
the gender, year of study and level of students’ proficiency in English was analysed using
the SPSS software. Chi-square tests (Pearson chi-square test and Linear-by-Linear
Association) were used for the data analysis. The aim of the analysis was, first, to find out
whose performance on the test (tasks 1a, 1b, 2, 3a and 3b in the knowledge-based part) —
whether girls’ or boys’ — was better, second, to examine whether there exists a relationship

between the year of study and the extent of students’ metalinguistic knowledge, and, third,

> In the case of parts of speech and verb tenses the percentage was calculated as the mean of the sum of
the scores for each term in both subtasks (1a and 1b, 3a and 3b) , i.e. Czech term and example in the
sentence for parts of speech and English and Czech term for verb tenses.
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to determine whether there is a connection between respondents’ level of proficiency and
their knowledge of grammatical terminology.

The data used for the analysis were the points obtained by students in all five tasks, i.e.
the maximum of 36 points which were further transformed into a three-point scale
consisting of hypothetical grades'® (first category = grades 1-2, second category = grades
3-4 and third category = grade 5) in order to fulfil the conditions of chi-square test used

for the data analysis.
4.3.4.1. Gender

As can be seen in Table 3 below, it was found that girls performed better on the ‘test’ on
metalinguistic terminology and obtained higher grades from the ‘test’. Hence it can be
stated that girls’ results from the test were significantly better (in terms of statistical
significance) than boys’ results. Obviously, the results are not significant as far as the
difference in the mean scores for the two groups is concerned — the mean score of
grammatical terms known for girls was only slightly higher than it was for boys. For a

more detailed analysis of the data see the contingency table in Appendix V.
Table 3: The relationship between gender and the knowledge of metalinguistic terminology

Number of respondents Mean

Boys 43 22.6
Girls 64 23.08
Total 107" v*(2,n=107)=7.01, p=0.030

4.3.4.2. Year of study

Table 4 below illustrates the comparison of mean scores for the first-, second-, third- and
fourth-year students.

Table 4: The relationship between year of study and the knowledge of metalinguistic terminology

Year of study Number of respondents  Mean

1 27 22.53
2 32 23.79
3 25 25.93

16 Grade 5 = 0-14 points, grades 3—4 = 15-25 points, grades 1-2 = 26-36 points.
17 One respondent (girl) did not complete the knowledge-based part of the questionnaire.
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4 23 26.05
Total 107 % (1, n=107) = 9.24, p = 0.002

It was shown that metalinguistic knowledge of students in their fourth year of study was
better than that of the students of the other three groups. Even though there is only a slight
difference between the mean scores for the individual years of study, there exists a
tendency for the values of the means to increase with the higher year of study. Therefore,
it can be assumed that the level of metalinguistic knowledge of first-year students is the
lowest from the four groups and that it is improving gradually. However, it has to be
admitted that the number of respondents in each of the four years of study is not equal,
and therefore, the data had to be analysed with the help of SPSS cross tabulation (see the
contingency table in Appendix V). It was found that fourth-year students had a better
knowledge of metalinguistic terms when compared with first-year students (p=0.003).
Moreover, it can be concluded that the knowledge of grammatical terms increases with the
higher grades of study as the p-value was lower than 0.05 (see the contingency table in
Appendix V).

Figure 13 below illustrates the distribution of points obtained in the knowledge-based

part of the questionnaire by students in the four years of study.

Figure 13: Distribution of points according to the year of study

401

.l U

Points in total

T
1 5

Year of study

As can be seen from Figure 13 above, students of the fourth year of study were the
most successful participants in the knowledge-based part of the survey with a considerably

higher mean score than were the mean scores of third-, second- and first-year students.
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Similarly, the minimum of points achieved by four-year students was higher than the
minimum of points obtained by students of third-, second- or first-year of study.

4.3.4.3. Level of proficiency
The last factor which was explored was the learners’ level of proficiency. The

calculation of the means for all six levels of proficiency is summarized in Table 5 below.

Table 5: The relationship between the level of students’ English proficiency and the knowledge of
metalinguistic terminology

Level of proficiency Number of respondents Mean

1 218 21.69
2 19 20.53
3 46 22.76
4 32 25.99
5 5 25.81
6 3 28.41
Total 107 ¥’ (1, n=99) =5.66, p = 0.017

As is demonstrated in the table above, generally, there exists an increasing tendency of
the mean scores for the levels of proficiency, however, it has to be acknowledged that
there exists no direct relationship between students’ proficiency and their results from the
five-task test. The mean score for A2 is lower than the mean score for Al and, similarly,
the mean score for C1 is slightly lower than the means score for B2 level.

Moreover, a contingency table (see Appendix V) was drawn up to analyse the data. Only
Al, A2, Bl and B2 levels were taken into account and the small number of C1 and C2
level students was discounted (n=99). It was found that students with higher level of

proficiency had better results on the ‘test’ of metalinguistic knowledge (p=0.017).

4.4. Teacher questionnaire — attitudes and beliefs

This section is constituted of a set of statements and questions which are concerned with
teachers’ attitudes toward and beliefs about teaching English, teaching English grammar,
using grammatical terminology as well as teachers’ beliefs about their students’ attitude

toward and knowledge of grammar and GT.

'8 In total 3 students reported the Al level, however, grades of one respondent were not available as she did
not complete any of the knowledge-based tasks.
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44.1. Attitudes and beliefs regarding teaching English and English grammar

Teachers were asked to react to the following statement: Teaching English language is
important to me (1). The results showed that almost every teacher who filled in the
questionnaire takes a positive stance to teaching the language as 97.92% of respondents
recorded their answers on the positive end of the scale (60.42% answered strongly agree,
36.46% agreed, and 1,04% slightly agreed with the statement). Only 2.04% of teachers
slightly disagreed with the statement. No negative answers (disagree or strongly disagree)
were observed. In question (15) teachers were asked to specify their stance indicated in (1) by
providing the answer to why they consider teaching English important. As obvious as the
answer may seem, i.e. that it is the respondents’ job and therefore it is important to them, the
researcher was interested in whether teachers would mention other reasons why they find it
important. Indeed, apart from the 24 teachers (23.04%) who wrote that teaching English is
important to them because it is their job and it earns them a living, other more or less
interesting responses occurred in the questionnaire. 26.88% of respondents were of the
opinion that it is a norm to know the English language, as it is the lingua franca, or the global
language of today’s world. An identical number of respondents reported that English and
teaching English is their hobby, that they devote their free time to teaching the language
because they enjoy it and because it has become a (integral) part of their life. 17.28% of
teachers viewed teaching as a useful, rewarding, satisfying, pleasing, or motivating activity.
Two respondents added that teaching is challenging and creative. 20.16% of teachers believe
that the importance of teaching English is related to their students’ future studies and career,
travelling, or communication in general. The respondents also thought that teaching English is
important for their students in order to gain easier access to information. Communication and
information (not related to students but to teachers) were mentioned by 12 teachers (11.52%).
Other reasons, which were given by respondents are enumerated on the following lines:
interaction with (young) people, students (7.68% of respondents); sharing and passing on
knowledge, experience, views (5.76%); getting to know the culture of English speaking
countries, positive attitude to the culture (3.84%); travelling, international friendship (2.88%);
entertainment (literature, music etc.) (2.88%); more opportunities and possibilities (2.88%);
deepening, brushing up teaching skills, communication skills (1.92%). Further, one teacher
indicated that Teaching enables you to influence younger generations with your own Self,
another teacher mentioned that he does not want to forget how to teach English, and one
respondent replied quite pessimistically that he thinks it is important to teach English as it is

demotivating to know Czech speakers have low level of English proficiency.
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Statements (2), (3) and (4) examined whether teachers find it important to continue studying
English (2), whether they enjoy teaching English (3) and whether they think they are good
English teachers (4). With the exception of one teacher (1.04%) who slightly disagreed with
all three statements, the majority of teachers (98.96%) think that it is important not to stop
learning English, likewise, they believe that they are good teachers of English and they enjoy
teaching it.

The next set of statements ((5), (6), (7)) dealt with teachers’ attitude toward teaching
English grammar. It is evident from the results that a considerable importance is placed on
teaching grammar (100% of respondents recorded their answers on the positive part of the
scale) and 96.88% of teachers reported that they enjoy teaching it. Nevertheless, 97.92%. of

respondents indicated that they enjoy teaching conversation lessons as well.

4.4.2. Attitudes and beliefs regarding teacher, grammar and grammatical

terminology

Teachers were asked to rate two statements (10), (11) which examined whether respondents
select grammatical terminology according to the age or grade of their students (10) or
according to the textbooks teachers use in classes (11). The results support the fact that
teachers take into consideration students’ age/grade and the textbooks they use as 93.75% and
86.46% of respondents, respectively, slightly agreed, agreed or strongly agreed with the
statements.

Statements (16) and (17) inquired whether teachers feel confident in their knowledge of
English grammar (16) and grammatical terminology (parts of speech, clause elements, verb
tenses) (17). Almost all of the respondents (98.96%) provided a positive answer to the first
inquiry, and only one teacher disagreed with the statement. Three teachers did not feel
confident in their knowledge of grammatical terms (two disagreed, one slightly disagreed),
however, the majority of respondents (96.88%) reported that they feel confident in their
familiarity with GT (59.38% of respondents agreed, 22.92% strongly agreed and 14.58%
slightly agreed with the statement).

Further, the use of grammatical terminology by teachers was investigated in statements
(18), (19) and (20). A tendency to agreement with the first statement — I like to use grammar
terminology when explaining grammar in lessons — was revealed and indicated by the results,
that is, 91.67% of teachers answered they like to use GT when they explain grammar. The

answers of seven respondents were located on the negative part of the scale, or in other words,
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8.33% of teachers did not like to use GT in lessons. As far as the language of grammatical
terminology is concerned, the majority of teachers (93.75%) stated that they actively use
English GT in lessons, while on the contrary, less than three quarters of teachers (67.71%)
maintained that they actively use Czech GT in lessons. It follows that 31 teachers disagreed
with the statement regarding the use of Czech terms as opposed to 6 teachers who
disapproved of the use of English terms in lessons.

Moreover, teachers’ beliefs about the role of grammatical terminology in students’ L2
acquisition were investigated. The next set of statements inquired whether teachers think
using grammatical terminology may facilitate students’ progress in acquiring English (12),
whether it may hinder students’ progress (13), or whether respondents think that the
knowledge of grammar terminology helps students acquire English (21). The results obtained
from the study show that more than three quarters of respondents have a positive attitude to
the fact that GT may perform a role in the acquisition of English. To be more specific,
86.46% (46.88% agreed) and 79.17% (42.71% slightly agreed) of teachers recorded their
answers on the positive end of the scales in statements (12) and (21), respectively. In line with
this finding, it has been revealed that teachers, on the whole, did not think that GT may hinder
students’ progress in learning English as nearly three quarters of the respondents (72.92%)
indicated that they (slightly or strongly) disagreed with the statement (13) (39.58%
disagreed). Nevertheless, it has to be acknowledged that GT was deemed to be a hindrance to
L2 acquisition by 27.08% of teachers, which is not an insignificant number.

Finally, teachers were asked to express their opinion on the matter of whether they believe
that the knowledge of grammatical terminology is important for their students (14). The
majority of teachers (79.17%) took a positive attitude to this matter, i.e. 42.71% of
respondents slightly agreed, 32.29% agreed and 4.17% strongly agreed with the statement.

In addition, a number of multiple-choice questions were designed to obtain various types of
information regarding teachers’ beliefs about using GT in practice and their actual practice of
using GT in teaching, and regarding teachers’ beliefs about their studies of grammar in
general. First question (32) dealt with teachers’ previous experience with studying English
grammar. Teachers replied either Yes or No to whether they took a formal course in English
grammar in their own studies. 87.50% of respondents indicated that they took the course,
12.50% did not.

Further, answers to questions concerning the frequency of use of GT (25), the relation of the
syllabus and textbooks and GT (28) and (29), the relation of teachers’ previous learning

experience and GT (30), and, finally, the importance of GT to teachers in their studies of
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English (31) were required from teachers. As far as the first question is concerned, 70.83% of
respondents stated that they use GT frequently, 26.04% replied that they use GT sometimes
and 3.13% use GT rarely. No teacher indicated never as the answer to this question. Question
(28) asked teachers how compatible is the use of grammar terminology with the teaching
approach/syllabus that is recommended. 45.83% of respondents think that it is partly
compatible with the syllabus/approach, 41.67% believe it is completely compatible, 4.17%
answered that is not really compatible with the syllabus, and 8.33% selected the rather
indefinite answer it is not clear. The next question (29) examined teachers’ opinions on
whether the textbooks they use generally have any grammatical terminology in them. Yes, a
lot was the most frequently selected answer (78.13% of teachers chose this option). The
second most frequent response was Yes, a little (21.88%). The other two options (No and |
don’t use textbooks) were not selected by any of the teachers. Moreover, teachers were asked
how much grammar terminology their English teachers at school generally used (30).
Respondents could select one of the five options absolutely — very — quite — not so — not at all.
52.08% of teachers selected the third option (quite), 27. 08% replied that their former teachers
did not use GT very much (fourth option - not so), 17.71% of teachers’ stated that their
former teachers used GT very much and 3.13% of respondents opted for the first answer
(absolutely). Similarly, teachers could select one of the five previously mentioned options in
question (31) which asked them how important grammar terminology was (or still is) in their
own studies of English. The results indicate that GT is very important for teachers’ own
studies of the language (51.04% of respondents chose the second option). Grammar
terminology is quite important for 26.04% of teachers and absolutely important for 16.67% of
respondents. Not so much importance is given to GT by 6.25% of teachers as the respondents
selected the fourth option not so.

Three ready-made answers were available to teachers, but the possibility to provide their
own answer to questions (26) and (27) was offered as well. Question (26) inquired what
reasons teachers think there are for using grammatical terminology. 73.72% of teachers think
that using grammar terminology makes explaining easier, 23.04% of respondents believe that
students cannot learn the grammar of a language without knowing the terms, and 4.8% of
teachers indicated that it enable them to demonstrate their knowledge. 24% of teachers
decided to give their own answer to this question. The answers were divided into six
categories according to the topics covered in the answers. The first reason pointed out by 8
teachers (7.68%) was that students may need GT for their future studies at universities, for

understanding various study materials, sources, instructions in examinations or tests.
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Comparison with other foreign languages or with students’ mother tongue was the second
most frequently mentioned reason stated by 7 teachers (6.72%). Six respondents (5.76%)
think that explaining and understanding is easier, faster, better when GT is used, while
knowing and understanding the logic of the language and how the language system works was
noted by 4.8% of respondents. Three teachers (2.88%) believe that using grammatical
terminology depends on student’s level of proficiency, on the possession of innate sense of
how the language works, and therefore, students may or may not profit from using GT. The
two following reasons were suggested by two individual teachers: It is a part of language
learning and cannot be omitted and Students should understand what their teacher is talking
about. In what teaching situations do you use grammar terminology? (27) was the second
question where teachers could provide their own answer or choose at least one answer from
the three given options. Most of the teachers (81.6%) answered that they use GT when
explaining new items, 69.12% of respondents use GT when they do exercises or tasks with
students and 61.44% teachers use it when giving information about mistakes, e.g. in marking
compositions. Twelve teachers (11.52%) replied in their own words and their responses were
divided into three categories: 1. presentation of new language (e.g. vocabulary) (3 teachers;
2.88%), 2. explanation of grammar (and grammar revision, practice) (3 respondents; 2.88%),
3. other — one teacher indicated that he uses GT in concept checking questions, and in giving
instructions, one respondent stated that he uses GT in correction, one teacher does so in

conversation and finally, one teacher pointed out that he does not use GT, if possible.

4.4.3. Attitudes and beliefs regarding students, grammar and grammatical

terminology

Statements (8), (9), (22), (23) and (24) investigated teachers’ beliefs about students’
attitudes toward grammar and grammatical terminology. More than half of the teachers
(59.38%) think that their students enjoy learning grammar (8). However, no teacher indicated
that he strongly agreed with this statement as all the positive responses were distributed
between the other two positive categories (slightly agree — 41.67% and agree — 17.71%).
28.13% of teachers slightly disagreed, 9.38% disagreed and 3.13% strongly disagreed with
the statement. Second statement | think my students are happy with using grammar
terminology in lessons (9) provoked negative reactions in 53.13% of teachers who think that
their students are not happy with using GT in classes. On the other hand, almost the same
number of teachers (45 compared to 51) indicated that they (slightly) agreed with the

statement and thus, were of the opposite opinion.
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Teachers were also asked whether they think that their students are able to identify
grammatical terms in an English text (22), (23), (24). As has been demonstrated by the
results, most of the teachers (96.88%) think their students are able to identify terms denoting
verb tenses (24), a slightly lower percentage of respondents (87.50%) believe that students are
able to identify English parts of speech (22), and clause elements are believed to be the most
difficult terms for identification in an English text (23) from the three categories as ‘only’ (in
comparison with the other two categories) 76.04% of teachers responded positively, i.e.
41.67% slightly agreed, 32.29% agreed and 2.08% strongly agreed with the statement.
However, it has to be taken into account that 23 teachers (22.08%) (slightly or strongly)
disagreed with the statement.

Two multiple-choice questions (33) and (34) examined teachers’ beliefs about the
importance (33) and usefulness (34) of the knowledge of GT to their students. More than half
of teachers (56.25%) believe that it is quite important to know GT for students, 22.92% of
respondents think that it is not so important, however, 19.79% believe that the knowledge of
GT is very important for students. One teacher believes that knowing GT is not important at
all and no respondents think that it is extremely important for students to know GT. In a
similar vein, there exists a tendency for teachers to believe that the knowledge of GT is quite
useful for their students (58.33% thought so). Almost one quarter of respondents (21.88%)
considered it very useful to know GT, whereas, 18.75% of teachers think that the knowledge
of GT is not so useful for students. Similarly to the previous question, one teacher believes
that knowing GT is not useful at all and no respondents think that it is extremely important for
students to know GT.

Moreover, four teachers made use of the opportunity to react to the questionnaire and to the
issue of grammatical terminology in general. Their observations are presented below (the

interesting opinions and suggestions are in bold):

(2) I find it important to teach students WHY they are learning certain things. Since I am a Czech
teacher as well | know which terminology they have already mastered and what | can rely on when
teaching them English. While teaching Czech, I always tell them how this terminology (and

understanding what it really means) will help them to learn (any) foreign language.

(2) While filling in the questionnaire | was irritated by the absence of differentiation between good
students with the innate sense of language, and weaker students who need to build their English upon
rules and therefore terms. When teaching students with the innate sense, you can use grammar
terminology only as a “bonus” because they somehow naturally understand how all the stuff works

together.
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(3) Your questionnaire is fine, but | was a little confused about the Part Il. Usually, I use Czech
grammar terminology and the English terminology is just complementary. Because when the students
don’t even know the meaning of the Czech term, teaching the English terms would be useless and

maybe counterproductive. So | wasn 't sure in the Part Il if you mean the Czech terms or the English

ones.

(4) I think gymnazium students should acquire the basics of the theory of the language. Knowledge
that is comparable to the approach they get in other academic subjects as well. (Can you imagine a
physics lesson doing experiments without extracting the formulas? Will the students be able to extract
AND apply the rules themselves?) In my opinion, learning English at a grammar school is not just a
survival course. | am determined students should broaden their knowledge of the language itself as the
organism and enjoy its beauties. | find the questionnaire itself showing slight disbelief in grammar

teaching.

4.5. Teacher questionnaire — awareness of students’ knowledge and teachers’
use of MT

This section discusses the question of whether secondary-school teachers are aware of their
students’ knowledge of the selected metalinguistic terms and whether teachers use the given

terms in teaching.
45.1. Teachers’ estimation of students’ knowledge of MT

Respondents were asked to answer either yes or no to whether they think their students are
likely to know the twenty given terms (noun, countable noun, subject, present simple, etc.).

Table 6 below summarizes the findings from the survey:

Table 6: Teachers’ estimates of students’ knowledge of grammatical terminology

Term Student score % | Teacher estimate % | Difference in %
noun 81.48 98.96 16.39
countable noun 71.30 98.96 27.66
uncountable noun 58.33 100 41.67
definite article 48.15 95.83 47.68
indefinite article 46.30 95.83 49.53
adjective 67.59 98.96 31.37
relative pronoun 40.74 66.67 25.93
verb (part of speech) 81.48 100 18.52

19 Some terms were not evaluated by all 96 teachers — the number of respondents ranged from 91 to 96. The
estimate scores provided in Table 6 are the local (and not global) scores.
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adverb 35.19 95.83 60.64
preposition 57.41 98.96 41.55
conjunction 46.30 53.13 6.83

subject 64.81 94.79 29.98
verb (clause element) 75 96.88 21.88
direct object 44.44 32.29 -12.15
indirect object 45.37 28.13 -17.24
present continuous 69.44 100 30.56
present simple 59.26 100 40.74
future simple 56.48 91.21 34.73
present perfect 39.81 98.96 59.15
past simple 68.52 100 31.48

As can be seen from the table, there exists a strong tendency on the part of teachers to be
very optimistic about students’ knowledge of metalinguistic terms. Except for four terms
(relative pronoun, conjunction, direct object and indirect object), respondents believe that
learners are likely to be familiar with grammatical terminology to a large extent as more than
90% of teachers provided the answer of yes to the sixteen remaining terms. Uncountable
noun, verb, present continuous, present simple and past simple were even regarded by
teachers as likely to be known by 100% of students.

Attention has to be turned now to the difference in teacher estimate scores and student
knowledge scores. As has been determined in section 3., more than 40% is considered to be a
substantial difference between the two scores. There occurred seven cases where teachers
were much more optimistic about students’ knowledge than was the actual learners’
knowledge — uncountable noun, definite article, indefinite article, adverb, preposition,
present simple and present perfect are the terms which were substantially overestimated by
teachers (highlighted in red in Table 6). The knowledge of two terms (direct and indirect
object) was underestimated by teachers (highlighted in blue) as students’ familiarity with
these terms was greater by more than 10% than was the teacher estimate. In addition,
respondents’ estimate of three terms (noun, verb, conjunction) may be regarded as nearly in
line with students’ knowledge of these terms as the difference in the two figures for each term
was the lowest of the twenty items (highlighted in green in the table above).

Therefore, the null hypothesis from section 3. has to be rejected and the alternative

hypothesis has to be accepted as valid for the seven grammatical terms. The difference in
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scores for the remaining terms was not substantial (the cut-off point was lower than 40%),
however, the inconsistency in the scores for these terms cannot be ignored.

45.2. Teachers’ use of MT

Second task assigned to teachers in the knowledge-based part of the questionnaire was to
determine whether they use the given terms in teaching. Similarly to the first task,
respondents were asked to select either the yes option if they use the term or no if they do not

use the term in classes. The results are shown in Table 7 below:

Table 7: Teachers’ use of grammatical terminology in teaching compared to students’ knowledge of GT

Term Student score % | Teacher use % | Difference in %
noun 81.48 97.87 16.39
countable noun 71.30 96.74 25.44
uncountable noun 58.33 96.74 38.41
definite article 48.15 95.83 47.68
indefinite article 46.30 95.83 49.53
adjective 67.59 97.87 30.28
relative pronoun 40.74 85.11 44.37
verb (part of speech) 81.48 98.94 17.46
adverb 35.19 97.83 62.64
preposition 57.41 98.91 41.50
conjunction 46.30 79.12 32.82
subject 64.81 97.85 33.04
verb (clause element) 75 100.00 25.00
direct object 44.44 47.83 3.39
indirect object 45.37 44,57 -0.80
present continuous 69.44 100.00 30.56
present simple 59.26 98.91 39.65
future simple 56.48 90.11 33.63
present perfect 39.81 98.94 59.13
past simple 68.52 100.00 31.48

As is demonstrated in Table 7, most of the terms (16) are used in practice by more than 90%
of teachers. Verb, present continuous and past simple are used by 100% of respondents. The
four remaining terms (relative pronoun, conjunction, direct object, indirect object) are used

by less than 90% of respondents. As can be seen from the fourth column of the table there are
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six terms (highlighted in red) whose scores differ substantially (by 40% and more) from
student scores. On the other hand, as far as the use and the knowledge of four terms
(highlighted in green) are concerned, it was found that teachers’ use and students’ knowledge

of the terms were balanced (as is suggested by the figures in green).
4.6. Problematic items

The overestimation (or underestimation) of some grammatical terms alone does not
necessarily pose a problem in the process of teaching (and learning). The real problem occurs
when teachers also want to use these terms in lessons. Therefore, terms were considered
problematic when a substantial difference between student scores and teacher scores for the
use of the items occurred. Teachers’ desire to use the six terms in red (definite article,
indefinite article, relative pronoun, adverb, preposition, present perfect) exceeds students’
collective knowledge of these terms. The scores for the problematic terms are shown in Table

8 below:

Table 8: Metalinguistic terms frequently used by teachers but not very well-known to students

Term Student score % Teacher estimate % Teacher use %
definite article 48.15 95.83 95.83
indefinite article 46.30 95.83 95.83
relative pronoun 40.74 66.67 85.11
adverb 35.19 95.83 97.83
preposition 57.41 98.96 98.91
present perfect 39.81 98.96 98.94

As is shown in Table 8 above, only one of the six terms can be considered less problematic
than the other five as the score for the use of the term relative pronoun is lower than the
remaining five and, moreover, the difference in the score for teacher estimate and for learner
knowledge is not so large (25.93%) as opposed to the difference between the scores for the
other five items. Moreover, as can been seen from the table, the difference in scores for
teacher estimate and teacher use of definite article, indefinite article, adverb, preposition and
present perfect is only slight, which suggests that teachers not only overestimated students’
knowledge of these terms but also that the teachers’ predilection to use the items is
considerably greater than students’ knowledge of the terms. For this reason, teachers should
pay more attention to the use of these terms and should check and review students’

knowledge of the items and possibly handle these terms more carefully.
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4.7. Limitations of the study

As far as the limitations of the study are concerned, it has to be admitted that some of the
teachers and learners who participated in the survey were not teachers and learners who share
the same classrooms. With the exception of three teachers who were addressed directly by the
researcher and who completed the Teacher questionnaire and distributed the pencil-and-paper
Learner questionnaire among their students, the teachers who participated in the research were
evaluating the knowledge of their own students, however, it is probable that the students who
completed the questionnaire were not these particular students. Thus the findings of the
survey may be less reliable than is desired. The reliability of the results could have been
increased by personally administering both questionnaires in schools to teachers and their
students. However, due to time constraints and due to the fact that the number of teachers who
would participate in the study would in all probability had to be lower (than 96), the
researcher decided to combine both possibilities, i.e. pencil-and-paper questionnaire as well as
questionnaires which could be accessed online.

Another drawback of the questionnaire may be seen in that teachers were asked, in general,
whether they thought their students knew the given terms. It was not specified whether the
knowledge in question should be receptive (students are able to recognize the given
metalinguistic term) or productive (students are able to identify examples of the given
metalinguistic terms and to produce the terms themselves).

In addition, teachers may have recorded different answers, if students’ level of proficiency
or the year of study had been specified, i.e. teachers’ reactions would depend on the students’

English knowledge level and experience in English learning.
4.8. Summary

The five previous chapters (4.2., 4.3., 4.4., 45. and 4.6.) presented the findings from the
Learner and Teacher questionnaires. Based on the results from the attitudinal parts of the two
questionnaires it can be suggested that there is a stronger tendency on the part of teachers than
on the part of students to react positively to the given statements and questions, i.e. most of
the statements and questions were answered by selecting one of the answers located on the
positive side of the scale (slightly agree — agree — strongly agree). Students’ reactions were
less positive, (mostly ranging between slightly disagree, slightly agree and agree) yet still

located on the positive side of the scale.
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The data yielded from the attitudinal part of the Learner questionnaire indicate a general
trend towards a very positive attitude to English and to English grammar. However, a less
positive attitude is held by students to grammatical terminology. A similar attitude is taken by
learners to their English teachers and grammar or teachers and grammatical terminology.

Furthermore, it has been found that students have a fairly good knowledge of the twenty
metalinguistic terms (the mean score for students’ knowledge of all terms was 57.87%). This
means that more than a half of the students knew all twenty terms.

The data obtained from the attitudinal part of the Teacher questionnaire indicated that
teachers have a strong positive attitude to teaching English and English grammar. Moreover,
it can be observed that teachers take an equally positive stance on grammatical terminology.
Teachers’ reactions to students’ relationship to terminology were slightly less positive than
the reactions to the two previous topics, however, the figures were still far from being ‘in the
red’.

The findings from the knowledge-based part of the questionnaires suggest that teachers tend
to overestimate students’ knowledge of metalinguistic terms and, moreover, they wish to use
the given terms in teaching, which may cause problems with mutual understanding between
teachers and students. Based on the results, it would appear that there is a considerable
potential for misunderstanding (Berry, 1995: 61).
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5. Discussion of findings

This section provides a deeper insight into the findings from the current research presented
in the previous chapters and an attempt is made to interpret the data by making comparisons
between the results obtained from Learner and Teacher questionnaires, i.e. the analysis is
based on the investigation of the consonant or contradictory tendencies on the students’ and
teachers’ part as well as on the exploration of possible relationships between individual
questionnaire items.

As has been mentioned in section 4.2.1., students have a very positive attitude to studying
English and English grammar. This may be related to the fact that teachers, likewise,
expressed their overall positive stance to teaching English and English grammar. It can be
suggested, therefore, that teachers’ positive attitude to their profession has a positive impact
on students’ view of English not only as one of the school subjects but also as a useful and
meaningful tool for learners’ lives. Moreover, as was reported by some students, teachers can
explain grammar well, engagingly, and in a comprehensible way so that everybody
understands. In other words, teachers seem to know how to engage their students’ attention
and motivate them to study the language. Alternatively, the credit may be also given to
students alone, as they seem to be interested in the language and seem to appreciate the
benefits of knowing the language, as English was found very important to learners
particularly in the professional (future career) and academic (future studies, education)
spheres as well as in the sphere of travelling. It can be inferred from the answers obtained
from students that they value English for the fact that it enables them to get information and
to communicate with today’s globalized world where the knowledge of English is very useful
and where it is a norm and a necessity, as was indicated by some students. Some learners feel
that English forms an important part of their lives due to the role that it plays in students’ free
time where English is either the source of entertainment for learners or the language alone is
regarded as a hobby by students.

Teachers’ responses overlapped, in effect, with those provided by students. The most
frequently cited reasons by teachers regarding the importance of English to their students
were students’ future studies and career, travelling, communication and access to information.
Moreover, a substantial number of teachers share a positive attitude toward students and they
are pleased to help the students, interact with them and to pass knowledge onto them.
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Everything that has been suggested so far suggests that teachers regard students’ needs as
well as learners’ relationship to English and to them it is important, which is one of the
essential aspects of a successful learner-teacher interaction.

As far as grammatical terminology is concerned, students’ attitude towards it was rather
ambivalent, i.e. the importance of the knowledge of the terminology differed, according to
students’ answers, for each category of the terms. Learners generally considered the
knowledge of labels for verb tenses more important and useful than the knowledge of terms
for parts of speech and clause elements. The predominant slightly negative attitude to
terminology may be related to students’ slightly negative beliefs about their own knowledge
of the terms and about the GT which was found (useful but) boring by the majority of
students.

On the other hand, teachers mostly found the knowledge of GT important for their students
and, at the same time, felt confident in their own knowledge of it. Possibly for this reason
teachers tend to use terminology in classes to a considerable extent as was revealed in the
knowledge-based part, which may be accounted for by the fact that they believe that GT may
facilitate students’ acquisition of English. In a similar vein, teachers thought that students
believe that GT is quite important and useful for the students. However, contrary to these
findings, more than half of the teachers admitted that students may not be happy with using
GT in classes. Furthermore, students’ ability to identify grammatical terms in an English text
was viewed very positively by teachers, whereas students’ themselves did not think so highly
of their ability to identify the terms in an English text. It has to be taken into consideration,
that problems may arise from these discrepancies between what teachers and students think
and do regarding the terminology. It seems that in order to avoid possible misunderstandings
between the two participants of the education process, it is advisable for teachers to become
more aware of learners’ beliefs about grammatical terminology and their knowledge of it.

In general, it can be recommended to both teachers and students, ideally, to communicate
with each other, share opinions on and thoughts about not only grammatical terminology or
grammar but also about the teaching/learning process as a whole to create a friendly
atmosphere where the fear of sharing an opinion or making a mistake does not exist or is at
least reduced. In other words, the human aspect of teaching should not be neglected in the
education process.

As far as the data collected in the knowledge-based part, the following observations were
made. In general, it was noted that students had a fairly good knowledge of the examined

grammatical terms. The terms were divided into three categories from which parts of speech
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were the most popular with students (61.78%). The other two categories were known to
learners to the same extent (57.41%). Noun and verb (part of speech), verb (clause element)
and present continuous were terms from each category students were most familiar with. The
most popular term with students was noun and verb (part of speech) (81.48% of learners knew
these terms) and the term least known to learners was adverb (35.19%). It was rather
surprising that learners should have such a poor knowledge of this term, as it is considered
highly familiar with students (Berry, 2010: 226). Moreover, as has been expected (see section
3.), learners demonstrated little knowledge of the labels for clause elements, i.e. for direct and
indirect object (compared to other two terms for clause elements, subject and verb). This may
be accounted for by the fact that these terms are regarded as scientific (and not pedagogic) by
Berry (2010: 22) and, therefore, are not, in all probability, used by teachers and in study
materials for secondary schools to a large extent. As far as the terms for verb tenses are
concerned, it was found that learners are familiar with the terms to some extent (on average
57.41% of respondents knew the five terms), however, one term — present perfect — was not
very well known to students. This was rather unexpected, as it was believed that this term is
used by teachers and in textbooks to a considerable extent. In addition, contrary to the
findings from the survey, present and perfect were evaluated as highly recommended and
indispensable by Berry (2010: 225).

When a comparison was made of the results obtained from the knowledge-based part of the
Learner questionnaire and those obtained from the Teacher questionnaire, it was found that
teachers held very optimistic beliefs about students” metalinguistic knowledge and, in general,
tended to overestimate learners’ knowledge of the terms. Moreover, it was revealed that
except for three terms (conjunction, direct object and indirect object), the seventeen
remaining terms were actively used by more than 80% of teachers in lessons. The
considerable disparity between student scores and teacher estimate of students’ knowledge of
GT and teacher use of GT in class suggests that inconsistencies may exist between teachers’
use of the terminology and teachers’ awareness of students’ familiarity with the terms. The
possible explanation for the fact that teachers were not very well acquainted with learners’
actual metalinguistic knowledge may lie in the insufficient examination and checking of the
knowledge by teachers when they start teaching students or in the course of the
teaching/learning process, at a point in time when teachers feel it would be convenient to
introduce the terminology to students.

The fact that students’ knowledge of GT was considerably misjudged (overestimated) by

teachers, may, in the end, have a more negative impact on the teaching/learning process than
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the underestimation of the knowledge would have. That is to say, if the knowledge of GT was
underestimated, teachers would probably pay more attention to it (than they would in the case
of the overestimation) and would take action to ensure that their students acquire the
knowledge of terms the particular teacher wants to use in the classroom.

Moreover, student scores were investigated in relation to three learner variables. Female
students in their fourth year of study and those with higher level of proficiency were found to
be more successful in the ‘test’ of metalinguistic knowledge (the results proved to be
statistically significant), as would perhaps be expected. In other words, the study showed a
significant correlation between the number of points students obtained in the knowledge-
based part of the questionnaire and students’ gender, year of study and English proficiency.

When the results from the present survey were compared with the results obtained in one of
the studies which were key to the design of the research conducted for the purpose of this
thesis, i.e. with Berry’s (1995) study whose major aim was to investigate the gap between
university-level learners’ knowledge of GT and teachers’ awareness of this knowledge and to
find out whether grammatical terms used by teachers correspond to those understood by
learners (Berry, 1995: 54). Even though more terms (50) were examined by Berry and the
methodology (as far as the student tasks are concerned) was different from the one employed
in the present study (i.e. students were supposed to answer yes or no whether they though they
know the given term and in case of ‘yes’ were asked to exemplify the item using a word or
sentence with the relevant part(s) underlined (Berry, 1995: 55), the outcome of the studies
was, in effect, similar, in that teachers misjudged students’ metalinguistic knowledge.
However, teachers’ expectations were generally lower than were actual student scores for that
knowledge. Thirteen terms were underestimated by teachers as opposed to ten underestimated
items. The difficulty teachers had with the estimation of students’ awareness and knowledge
of the terms deserves to be dealt with in order to be overcome.

Further, it has to be mentioned that Berry’s study had one indisputable advantage over the
present study, i.e. that of investigating students and the teachers that taught them in reality
(although it has to be acknowledged that the number of participants was not sufficient as only
seven teachers participated in the study and, thus, the reliability of the findings may be
questioned).

From the data obtained in the present survey, a tentative generalization can be made —
considering the relatively high number of respondents that participated in the study as well as

the fact that teachers®® and learners from different regions of the Czech Republic and

% In total, 1,206 grammar school teachers were sent the link to the questionnaires.
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attending different types of secondary schools were addressed and selected randomly — that
the population of grammar school teachers and students can be assumed to resemble our
sample. Of course, it has to be admitted that the teachers and learners who voluntarily
completed the lengthy questionnaires demonstrated their considerable interest in and positive
attitude toward the English language and, for this reason, may not be regarded as a very

representative sample of the whole grammar school teacher and learner population.
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6. Conclusion

The theoretical part of the thesis provided an insight into the role metalanguage and
metalinguistic terminology may play in grammar teaching and learning. Furthermore, quite a
detailed overview of research on learners, teachers and their knowledge of metalinguistic
terminology was presented in this section. Moreover, the concept of metalinguistic
terminology was defined and benefits and limitations of the use of it were briefly outlined.
The extent of the use of the terminology, the source of it and the characteristics of the ‘right’
term were speculated about. In addition, approaches to teaching grammar and the role
metalanguage plays in them as well as the relationship between the use of metalanguage and
learner’s age and mother tongue were commented on. Finally, an overview of the factors that
may influence the use of metalanguage in teaching and learning was provided, and teacher
and learner beliefs about the use of metalanguage in the classroom were discussed as well.

The empirical part dealt with the analysis of the data obtained in the questionnaire survey
among Czech grammar school teachers and learners. The questionnaires were completed by
96 teachers and 108 learners, which enabled the researcher to analyse a substantial number of
responses and reactions to statements, multiple-choice or open questions regarding, first,
learner beliefs about and attitudes toward English, English grammar, the use and the
knowledge of grammatical terminology, the teachers’ way of explaining grammar and using
the terminology, and second, teacher beliefs about and attitudes toward teaching English,
English grammar, the use of metalinguistic terminology and their beliefs about learner
attitudes toward terminology. Moreover, teachers’ estimation of students’ knowledge of
grammatical terminology as well as the use of it by teachers in classes were investigated and
compared with the results obtained in the part of the Learner questionnaire which tested
learners’ knowledge of the twenty metalinguistic terms selected by the researcher.

In view of the fact that the aim of the thesis was to provide a wider picture of the issue of
metalinguistic terminology, i.e. to view it from the perspective of both groups of participants
in the education process, the survey was conducted among both, teachers as well as learners.
Due to this procedure, valuable data were obtained whose interpretation may shed more light
upon the complex didactic issue of the way of teaching and the effectiveness of the tools used
in teaching.

As far as it could be observed, students’ attitude toward English as well as toward English
grammar is similar to teachers’ attitude toward teaching English and teaching English

grammar, i.e. both groups of participants have almost equally positive attitude toward the
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language and its grammar. Learners’ attitude toward grammatical terminology is, in general,
not as positive as it is toward grammar.

Students’ opinion on terminology in general is rather ambivalent, although terms for verb
tenses are considered more important for studying English by students than the terms from the
other two categories and are believed to facilitate learning of the language more than the
terms for parts of speech and clause elements. Furthermore, students generally tend to think
they do not possess a sound knowledge of grammatical terminology, and they find it useful
but boring and pay medium attention to the terminology in their studies. On the other hand,
learners generally think they are able to identify grammatical terms for parts of speech, clause
elements and verb tenses in an English text.

Teachers, on the contrary, feel very confident in their knowledge of metalinguistic
terminology and they like to use it in teaching grammar. Moreover, they believe that
grammatical terminology may facilitate and help students acquire English. However, teachers
do not generally think that learners are happy with using grammatical terminology in lessons.
As far as the students’ ability to identify terms for the three categories is concerned, teachers
believe (more strongly than students do) that students are able to identify them in an English
text. Generally speaking, teachers find the knowledge of grammatical terminology quite
important and quite useful for their students.

As regards the knowledge of grammatical terminology, learners are familiar with it to a
certain extent. To be more precise, it can be concluded that learners’ knowledge of the terms
IS, in general, fairly good, however, teachers’ expectations about it exceed the reality of what
students actually know to a considerable extent. This inconsistency between expectations and
reality together with the fact that teachers want to use grammatical terminology in the
classroom and they do so extensively may give rise to misunderstandings between the two
parties or may reduce the effectiveness of the employment of the terminology. Based on these
findings, it may also be suggested that students, in general, are behind their teachers’ use of
metalinguistic terminology, i.e. that, indeed, there exists a gap between students’ knowledge
of the terminology and teachers’ beliefs about how much terminology students know and how
much terminology teachers employ in lessons.

Bearing this in mind, teachers are recommended to become well aware of their students’
metalinguistic awareness, and to check their students’ knowledge, especially of the terms they
want to make use of to be able to use them reliably in the classroom. Moreover, teachers
should become familiar with learners’ metalinguistic awareness particularly after learners’

transition from primary to secondary school, i.e. in students’ first year of study at a grammar
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school and, further, they should examine learners’ metalinguistic knowledge before the
transition from secondary to tertiary education, especially if learners intend to focus on
languages in their future studies where the knowledge of metalinguistic terminology is
indispensable. However, metalanguage is likewise important at the secondary level as it
underlies not only the teaching of vocabulary but also the teaching of other aspects of the
English language (Berry, 1995: 63). Therefore, teachers should reconsider their attitude
toward grammatical terminology and should tailor its use to the needs of the students as well
as their age and level of proficiency. Moreover, more effective ways of checking on students’
knowledge of grammatical terminology and of teaching the terms less known to students
should be devised.

Naturally, an objection may be raised against the use of grammatical terminology as such.
Some students may not have natural aptitude for learning languages and, therefore, may find
metalinguistic terms not very helpful as they may represent a hindrance to their acquisition of
the language rather than a tool which may aid them in learning. Moreover, some teachers may
take a similarly negative stance to the use of terminology in teaching, especially if they are
advocates of communicative language teaching. Despite the emphasis on learners’
communicative abilities nowadays, it is of no less importance to be able to understand the
intricacies of the language system, to know how it functions and how the components of the
system are interrelated. The knowledge of the labels for the elements of the system
contributes to learning and, eventually, using the language in the desired communicative
situation with greater efficiency.

Similarly, the majority of teachers think that grammatical terminology used under
circumstances favourable to its employment (e.g. in the context of teaching grammar to a
more advanced group of students without the innate sense of language) may serve as a
powerful tool for gaining insight into how the language system works and may enable
students to explore the differences between Czech and English language systems. Teachers
play a significant role in introducing this tool to learners and in guiding and teaching them
how to use it efficiently and autonomously. Students’ autonomy in learning English should be
the common aim of teachers as well as students. Thus, learners are required to possess a
certain degree of knowledge of metalinguistic terminology, and their familiarity with the
terminological system will, in turn, lead to greater learner autonomy. A reasonable amount of
grammatical terminology may be, therefore, considered for the good of the learners as well as
teachers who may use it as one of the tools which may help their students understand the

message teachers want to get across to them.
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On the whole, this study revealed some interesting and valuable findings about the role
metalinguistic terminology plays in Czech secondary schools. Some of the data were not
analysed and interpreted (for instance, individual scores for teacher estimates or the mistakes
students made in the knowledge-based part of the questionnaire) due to space constraints.
Moreover, to make the findings more relevant to the population of Czech grammar school
teachers and students, a future survey would have to be conducted among learners and
teachers sharing the same classrooms. Nevertheless, it is hoped that the results the research
has yielded will prove to be beneficial to the community of Czech grammar school teachers

and students.

94



Résumé (Cesky)

Tato diplomova prace se zabyva roli metajazyka a metalingvistické (metajazykoveé)
terminologie ve vyuce angliCtiny jako ciziho jazyka. Cilem prace je poskytnout §irsi prehled
0 problematice metajazyka a metajazykové terminologie jako takové, a zaroven ziskat vhled
do soucasné situace pouzivani metajazykové terminologie na Ceskych gymnaziich. Daéle si
tato prace klade za cil zjistit, jaké postoje a presvédCeni maji ucitelé a studenti gymnazii nejen
0 metalingvistické terminologii, ale také o vyuce anglického jazyka a anglické gramatiky.
Prace se také zaméiuje na to, jakou znalost metajazykové terminologie soucasni studenti
gymndazii maji a zaroven se snazi vyzkoumat, jaké povédomi o této znalosti maji gymnazialni
ucitelé a do jaké miry pouzivaji dané metajazykové terminy.

Vyzkum v této oblasti se doposud vénoval této problematice pfevdzné na urovni tercidrniho
vzdélavani, a vétSina studii je tudiz zaméfena na univerzitni studenty a na ucitele pusobicich
na univerzitach. V nékolika studiich zabyvajicich se problematikou metajazykové znalosti se
objevil nazor, ze divodem nizsi znalosti metajazykovych terminti na terciarni Grovni mize
byt nedostate€na metajazykova priprava ze stiednich Skol. Z tohoto divodu je vyzkum pro
ucely této prace provadeén v oblasti sekundarniho a nikoliv tercidrniho vzdélavani. Vyzkum je
zam&fen na studenty a ulitele gymnazii (Ctyfletych i osmiletych, statnich, soukromych
i cirkevnich), jelikoZz gymnazia jsou povazovana za vzdélavaci instituce, které maji studenty
pfipravit pro pfipadné studium na vysokych Skolach, a z toho divodu maji poskytnout
studentlim vSeobecny rozhled, a zaroven je vybavit potiebnymi znalostmi a kompetencemi
v jednotlivych vzdélavacich oblastech.

Jednou z téchto oblasti je 1 oblast Jazyka a jazykové komunikace, do niZ spadd i vyuka
anglictiny jako ciziho jazyka. Aktivni znalost anglického jazyka je v soucasné dobé nezbytna
jak z hlediska globalniho, nebot’ pfispiva k u¢innéjsi mezinarodni komunikaci, tak i pro
osobni potfebu zaka, protoze usnadnuje piistup k informacim a k intenzivnéjSim osobnim
kontaktim (RVP G, 2007: 12).

V Ramcové vzdélavacim programu pro gymndzia je pro tuto oblast vymezen vzdélavaci
obsah, ktery studentim ukladd osvojeni si receptivnich, produktivnich a interaktivnich
feCovych dovednosti. U¢ivem jsou pak jednotlivé jazykové oblasti jako fonetika, pravopis,
lexikologie a gramatika. V ramci studia gramatiky si maji studenti osvojit jmenné a verbalni
fraze, morfémy, prefixy, sufixy, dalsi vyjadieni minulosti, pfitomnosti a budoucnosti, rozvité
véty vedlejsi, slozita souvéti, odvozovani, transpozici, transformaci a valenci (RVP G,

2007:17). Metajazykova ¢i také gramatickd terminologie neni ve vzdélavacim obsahu
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explicitné zminéna, ale ptedpoklada se, Ze je jeji znalost do ur¢ité miry nezbytnd, a to
z divodu pouziti metajazykové terminologie ve vyuce matetského jazyka a také kvuli
skutecnosti, ze terminy jsou do jist¢ miry pravdépodobné pouzivany pii studiu vyse
zminénych gramatickych konceptti, at’ uz v matetském ¢i v cizim jazyce.

Hovofime-li 0 metajazyku a metalingvistické terminologii, je nezbytné tyto dva koncepty
definovat. Metajazyk je jazyk, ktery je pouzivan pro popis jiného (cilového jazyka). Da se
také fici, ze je to jazyk, prostiednictvim kterého o cilovém jazyku hovotfime. Pro znalost
metajazyka je v této praci uzivan termin metalinguistic knowledge a pro znalost metajazykové
terminologie je pouzivan termin metalingual knowledge. Znalosti metajazykové (nebo také
gramatické) terminologie rozumime znalost technickych termint, které jsou pouzivany pro
popis cilového jazyka. Témi jsou naptiklad terminy, které oznacuji jednotlivé slovni druhy,
vétné Cleny ¢i slovesné Casy (podstatné jméno, podmét, pritomny cas prosty apod.). Za
terminy se v této praci nepovazuji vyrazy jako slovo, véta, otizka a podobné, ackoliv jsou
také soucasti metajazyka (metatalk) pouzivaného v jazykovych tfidach. Za dilezitou soucast
znalosti metajazyka je povazovéna pravé znalost metajazykovych termind, tj. autorka této
prace predpoklada, ze znalost metajazyka nemiiZe existovat bez urcité znalosti terminologie,
ackoliv jini autofi (Berry) jsou opa¢ného nazoru.

V kontextu angli¢tiny jako ciziho jazyka muze byt metajazykova znalost definovéana
zeSiroka jako =znalost syntaktickych, morfologickych, lexikologickych, pragmatickych
a fonologickych aspektii tohoto jazyka. V této praci se ale zamé&fime pouze na syntakticko-
morfologickou, neboli gramatickou stranku jazyka, a tudiz je zde metajazykova znalost
chapana jako explicitni znalost gramatiky anglického jazyka a schopnost tuto znalost slovné
formulovat (nejednd se tedy o samotnou znalost gramatiky, ale o schopnost tuto znalost
vyjadtit slovy).

Na metajazykovou terminologii je v oblasti osvojovani ciziho jazyka nahlizeno z riznych
uhlt pohledu. Nékteii teoretici ji povazuji za nadbytecnou pfitéz, jini za uzite¢nou pomucku
ve vyuce. Ucitelé a studenti mohou k terminologii také zaujimat ambivalentni postoje, které
se odviji od jejich presvédceni ohledné znalosti a vyuziti terminologie ve vyuce a pfi studiu
a od jejich samotné znalosti terminologie jako takové.

Nespornou vyhodou vyuziti metajazykoveé terminologie ve vzdélavacim procesu je uspora
Casu. Pokud se ucitel¢ a studenti dohodnou (v idedlnim ptipad€) na pouzivani termint ve
vyuce, urci si na zacatku vzajemné interakce terminy (nebo si v pribéhu vyuky a studia
vytvoii seznam terminil), které budou pouzivat. Tim ucitel ziska nejen piehled o terminech,

které studenti znaji nebo by méli znat, a mize je tak bez problému ve vyuce pouzivat, ale také
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tim uSetii cenny cas, ktery je na ¢eskych gymnéziich omezeny na Ctyficet pét minut na jednu
vyukovou hodinu. Dal§im argumentem pro vyuziti metajazykové terminologie je skutecnost,
ze studenti se s terminologii setkavaji v riznych ucebnich pomiickach (ucebnice, slovniky,
materidly pro samostudium). Cilem ucitelti by proto mélo byt seznamit studenty s potiebnou
terminologii, aby byli schopni samostatného studia i bez pomoci ucitele. Posledni vyhodou
terminologie je skute¢nost, ze jeji znalost umoznuje studentim snaze pochopit systém jazyka
a uchopit jazykové struktury, coz by bez terminologie bylo s nejvétsi pravdépodobnosti

Nevyhodu metajazykové terminologie miZzeme spatfit v piipadé, kdy je ucitelem
naduzivana a stdva se hlavnim cilem vyuky, kterym by ale mélo byt osvojeni si
komunikativnich dovednosti v anglickém jazyce, a také v ptipad¢, kdy ucitel nema povédomi
o znalosti danych terminl u studentl. V takovych situacich mliZe pouziti terminologie vyuku
a studium znacné¢ zkomplikovat. Stejné tak muize ucebni proces zkomplikovat komplexni
a technicka povaha termint, jelikoz svou abstraktnosti miize pro studenty piedstavovat zatéz
navic.

Z tohoto ditvodu by mélo byt vymezeno, do jaké miry metajazykové terminy pouzivat, za
jakych okolnosti je pouzivat, jaké charakteristiky by mély terminy mit a jaké proménné, které
mohou ovlivnit uditelovu volbu vyuziti terminologie, vstupuji do vzdélavaciho procesu.
Piesny pocet termintl, které ma ucitel vyuZivat neni jasné dany, ale jak jiz bylo feceno, ucitel
by nemél studenty pietézovat terminologii v situacich, kdy ji neni tolik zapotiebi (naptiklad
v konverzacnich Castech hodiny). Ucitel by mél zvolit vhodnou terminologii (pokud se tedy
rozhodne terminologii pouZivat) na zdkladé vyukového cile dané hodiny ¢i na zakladé
dlouhodobéjsiho cile vyuky, na zdklad¢ materialii pouzivanych ve vyuce, na zédklad€ kontextu
vyuky — studium ciziho jazyka na univerzité¢ vyZaduje jinou Uroven znalosti metajazykové
terminologie nez napiiklad studium jazyka v ramci vecerniho kurzu na jazykové Skole — ¢i na
zakladé potieb, ndzorl a piesvédceni studenti.

Zasadnim ukazatelem pro to, jakou terminologii zvolit, by vSak pro ucitele méely byt
faktory, které mohou ovlivnit pouziti terminologie i vyuku jako takovou. Témito faktory jsou
proménné u studentl jako naptiklad: doba ptfedchoziho studia ciziho jazyka, soucasna
jazykova uroven, vek studentl a jejich matetsky jazyk (a pfipadné zapojeni metajazykové
terminologie do vyuky rodného jazyka), ucebni styl a motivace, a v neposledni fad¢ také
predchozi znalost metajazykové terminologie a postoj, ktery k ni studenti zaujimaji (zde je
zahodné, aby ucitel, ktery chce terminologii pouZzivat, zkontroloval, do jaké miry s ni jsou

studenti seznameni a jaky nazor na ni maji).
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Obecné je doporuc¢ovano terminologii nepouzivat nebo pouzivat omezené u studentli s nizsi
jazykovou trovni a u mladsich studentt (naptiklad u déti na Grovni predskolniho vzdélavani
a prvniho stupn¢), ktefi prozatim nemaji natolik vyvinuté abstraktni a analytické mysleni jako
studenti starSi (dospivajici a dospéli). Podobn¢ je zahodno nahlizet na mateisky jazyk
studentli a na pfipadné rozdily mezi timto a cizim jazykem. Rozdilna typologie jazykd, ale
také i skutecnost, Zze se nckteré gramatické jevy nebo struktury v obou jazycich lisi nebo
v jednom z nich viibec neexistuji, se mize projevit i v pouziti metajazykové terminologie
(naptiklad koncept urcitych a neurcitych ¢lent, ktery v ¢eském jazyce neexistuje). VSeobecné
se ale veri, ze znalost metajazykové terminologie, kterou student ziska v ramci studia
matefského jazyka, mu mize byt ndpomocnou pfi studiu ciziho jazyka, tj. terminy, které
oznacuji stejné koncepty v obou jazycich mohou pomoci studentovi ciziho jazyka Iépe
porozumét dané mu cizimu jazyku a i terminologii, kterd je pouzivana v rdmci jeho vyuky.

Volba termind také zavisi na vlastnostech téchto termint. Pro gymnazialni studenty jsou
povazovany za vhodnéjsi terminy pedagogické, a nikoliv védecké, které jsou urceny spise pro
jazykové védce a akademiky (terminy jako naptiklad premodifier, suffix, transitive verb), dale
terminy pfesné a distinktivni (pokud je mozno pouzit vice terminli pro stejny koncept ¢i jev,
ucitel by mé¢l vybrat jeden termin a byt konzistentni v jeho uzivani), a v neposledni fad¢é by
mélo byt snadné¢ se dané terminy, které by mély byt vybirany také podle uzitecnosti
a frekvence pouziti ve vyuce, naucit a zapamatovat Si je.

Ucitelé mohou byt pii rozhodovani se, zda terminologii pouZivat (a jaké terminy vybrat)
¢i nikoliv, také ovlivnéni fadou faktord, kterymi jsou naptiklad jejich vlastni zkuSenosti ze
studii ¢i predchozi zkuSenosti z vyuky, jejich uroven znalosti anglické gramatiky
a terminologie a také presvédceni o tom, jak nejlépe ucit anglickou gramatiku (je soucasti
ucitelovy metodiky 1 pouZivani metajazykovych terminti?) a jak moc je terminologie uZite¢na
a prospésna pro studenty.

Presvédceni a postoje k vyuce gramatiky, gramatické terminologii a ke studentim byly také
mimo jiné soucasti vyzkumu, ktery byl proveden mezi uliteli a studenty na Ceskych
gymnaziich, a jez byl uskute¢nén prostfednictvim elektronickych i1 papirovych dotaznikd.
Dotaznik pro studenty se skldda z 57 polozek (uzavienych, polouzavienych i otevienych
otazek) a dotaznik pro ucitele sestava z 80 otazek. Oba dotazniky jsou tvofeny tfemi ¢astmi —
¢asti ndzorovou, kterd se zabyva postoji studenti a uciteld nejenom k anglickému jazyku,
anglické gramatice, ale predevSim i ke gramatické terminologii, ¢asti znalostni, ve které je
zkouména tirovenl znalosti metajazykové terminologie (terminy pro slovni druhy, vétné ¢leny

a slovesné Casy) u studentdl, a zaroven i povédomi uéitelt o této znalosti, tj. zda-li si ucitelé
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mysli, ze studenti dané terminy znaji ¢i nikoliv. V této ¢asti dotazniku byli také ucitelé
dot4zani, zda dané terminy pii vyuce pouzivaji ¢i nikoliv. V posledni ¢asti dotaznikll ucastnici
prizkumu vyplilovali udaje osobniho charakteru tykajici se vyuky a studia angliCtiny
(naptiklad uroven znalosti AJ). Pfi vytvafeni dotazniki se autorka této prace castecné
inspirovala dotazniky pouzitymi v ramci dvou dal$ich studii metalingvistické terminologie
(Berry, Bloor). Dotaznikového Setfeni se zucastnilo 108 studenti a 96 uciteld, kteti
vyplnénim dotazniku poskytli hodnotné data, kterd byla vzapéti vyhodnocena a analyzovana
vzhledem ke stanovenym vyzkumnym otazkam.

Po vyhodnoceni ndzorové ¢asti dotaznikli byla vypozorovana tendence u uciteld reagovat
a odpovidat velmi kladné na uvedend tvrzeni a otazky; velmi Casto se objevovala jedna
z téchto odpovédi: spiSe souhlasim — souhlasim — rozhodné souhlasim. Odpovédi studentil
nebyly zaznamendny v tak kladnych hodnotach jako u ucitelli, stidle se vSak pohybovaly
v kladn¢j$i ¢asti pouzité Likertovy Skaly (spise nesouhlasim — spise souhlasim — souhlasim).

Co se ty¢e prvni podoblasti otdzek, tj. vztahu k anglickému jazyku a anglické gramatice,
bylo zjisténo, Ze studenti i ucitelé gymnazii maji obecné ke studiu a vyuce anglického jazyka
a anglické gramatiky velmi kladny vztah, ackoliv kladnéjsi odpovédi mirn€ ptevazovaly
u uciteld. Mezi témito vysledky ze studentského a vysledky z ucitelského dotazniku mizeme
vypozorovat pravdépodobnou souvislost — kladny vztah studentti k tomuto jazyku a jeho
gramatice muze souviset s velice kladnym postojem ucitel k anglictiné a k anglické
gramatice. Tuto hypotézu podporuje i1 fakt, Ze ncktefi studenti uvedli, Ze se ucitelé snazi
vysvétlovat anglickou gramatiku co nejsrozumitelnéji, tedy tak, aby kazdy student pochopil
dany gramaticky jev, a zaroven ji prezentuji zabavnou a motivujici formou. Nicméné zasluhu
na kladném pfistupu k anglickému jazyku nelze upfit ani studentlim, ktefi uvedli, Ze je pro né
studium anglictiny velmi diilezité, a to pfevazné v oblasti vzdélavani ¢i budouciho kariérniho
uplatnéni, ale také v oblasti cestovani, komunikace a pfistupu k informacim, které jsou
v dnes$nim globalizovaném svété dostupné predevSim pravé v anglickém jazyce. Ucitelé
shledavaji angli¢tinu rovnéZ velmi duleZitou, a to nejen z toho divodu, Ze vyuka tohoto
jazyka je jejich povolanim. Ucitelé pfisuzuji anglickému jazyku dulezitost i z hlediska jejich
studenttl, tj. zastavaji ndzor, Ze anglictina je pro studenty dllezitd ze stejnych duvodd, jaké
uvedli studenti, tedy kviali budoucimu studiu a povolani, cestovani a dostupnosti informaci.
Vyzkum také naznacuje, ze ucitelé maji pozitivni vztah ke studentim, kterym radi pomahaji
osvojit si anglicky jazyk, jsou s nimi radi v interakci a tési je predavat jim své znalosti.

Dalsi podoblasti, kterd byla zkouména, byl postoj studentd a uciteli ke gramatické

terminologii. Podle obdrzenych odpovédi Ize usuzovat, Ze studenti maji k terminologii méné

99



kladny vztah nez ucitelé. Studenti si nejsou svou znalosti terminologie pfilis jisti, a domnivaji
se, ze znalost termintl jim obecné pii studiu mize i nemusi pomadhat, jelikoz jsou toho nézoru,
ze znalost terminu pro slovesné casy jim studium mtize usnadnit spiSe nez znalost termint pro
slovni druhy a vétné Cleny. Je vSak nutno uvést, ze vSeobecné se reakce studenti na
terminologii pohybovaly kolem stfednich hodnot, tj. spise nesouhlasim a spise souhlasim
nebo moc ne a docela, a tak mizeme povazovat jejich vztah k terminologii za ambivalentni.
Ucitelé¢ zaujimaji k metajazykové terminologii kladny postoj, jsou si v jeji znalosti jisti
a domnivaji se, ze je jeji znalost pro studenty dilezitd a uzitecna. Zaroven si ale uvédomuji,
ze pouziti terminologie jako pomucky ve vyuce nemusi byt pro nékteré studenty vhodnou
volbou. Déle bylo zjisténo, ze v urovani metajazykovych terminti v anglickém textu ucitelé
Vet studentiim vice nez si veéfi samotni studenti. Toto zjiSténi se ukazalo byt pravdivym po
provedeni analyzy dat ze znalostnich ¢asti obou dotaznikd.

V ramci prvni ulohy ve znalostni ¢asti méli studenti zaprvé, uvést Cesky ekvivalent
k anglickému terminu pro jedendct slovnich druhG a zadruhé, najit v souvéti prevzatém
¢eského ekvivalentu; nejzndméjsimi terminy pro né byly verb, noun a adjective. Ve druhé
uloze méli studenti identifikovat ¢tyfi vétné ¢leny (subject, verb, direct object, indirect object)
ve ¢tyfech riznych vétach. Studenti byli schopni identifikovat nej¢astéji dva terminy, pfi¢emz
nejpopularngjsi byly verb a subject. Ve tieti uloze méli studenti za ukol, zaprvé, identifikovat
dany slovesny ¢as a uvést anglicky i esky termin pro tento ¢as. Pro studenty bylo snazsi
uvest ¢eské terminy pro slovesné Casy a zaroven pro né bylo nejsnazsi z péti slovesnych casi
identifikovat pfitomny prib&hovy cas, tj. present continuous.

Dvanact terminli z dvaceti znalo vice jak 50% studentl; osm terminil bylo studentiim méné
znamych (znalo je méné nez 50% studentil). Nejpopularnéj$imi terminy byly pro studenty
noun a verb. Nejpopularngjsi kategorii termind byly slovni druhy, vétné ¢leny a slovesné Casy
se de€lily o druhé a tfeti misto.

Vysledky ze znalostni ¢asti studentského dotazniku byly porovnany s vysledky ze znalostni
¢asti dotazniku pro ucitele, kde byli ucitelé dotazani, zda si mysli, Ze studenti danych dvacet
terminG znaji ¢i nikoliv, a zda ucitelé tyto terminy ve vyuce sami aktivné pouZivaji.
S vyjimkou ¢tyf termint (indirect object, direct object, conjunction a relative pronoun) se
vice jak 90% uciteli domniva, ze studenti téch Sestnact zbylych termint zn4, a zaroven téchto
Sestnact terminl pouziva ve vyuce. Ctyfi vySe zminéné terminy pouzivd méné nez 90%

ucitelu.
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V navaznosti na analyzu vysledkil ze znalostnich ¢asti dotazniku jsme dosli k zavéru, ze
ucitelé pomérné vyrazné preceiiuji metajazykovou znalost studentli a maji nejasné povédomi
o tom, jakou znalost metajazykovych terminii studenti maji ve skuteCnosti. Tato tendence
ucitelit byt optimistiCti, co se tyce obeznamenosti studentl s terminy, spolu s faktem, Ze
vétSina uciteld terminy ve vyuce pouziva, mize vést pfi pouzivani metajazyka v hodinach
anglictiny k neporozuméni mezi studenty a uciteli, a tim i k mén¢ efektivni vyuce a studiu.

Bylo by proto vhodné, aby si ucitelé byli vice védomi toho, jaké terminy studenti znaji vice
a jaké mén¢ ¢i vibec, aby nasli zpisob, jak tuto znalost zkontrolovat (pfedevs§im u terminu,
které sami chtéji ve vyuce pouzivat), a pokud se rozhodnou metajazykovou terminologii
pouzivat, aby nasli vhodny zptisob, jak ji zapojit do vyuky, tak aby byla vyuzita efektivné
a smysluplné. Pfi rozhodovani by se méli — vedle svého tsudku — fidit také potiebami
studentli, vyukovymi cily a studijnimi materialy, které jsou ve vyuce pouZzivany. Cilem
ucitell by mélo byt vést studenty k autonomii a naucit je, jak se ucit efektivné a se zajmem.
Uziti metajazykové terminologie v rozumné mife muze splnéni tohoto cile napomoci,
a zaroveil mize usnadnit komunikaci a interakci mezi uciteli a studenty, coz je v oblasti

vzdélavani neméné dalezité.

101



Bibliography

Alderson, J.C, Clapham, C. and Steel, D. (1997) Metalinguistic knowledge, language aptitude
and language proficiency. Language Teaching Research 1, 93-121.

Andrews, S. (1994). The Grammatical Awareness and Knowledge of Hong Kong Teachers of
English. In: Bird, Norman, Ed., And Others. Language and Learning. 508-520.

Andrews, S. (1999). “All These Like Little Name Things”: A Comparative Study of
Language Teachers’ Explicit Knowledge of Grammar and Grammatical Terminology.

Language Awareness, 8(3-4), 143-159.

Autorsky kolektiv (2007). Framework Education Programme for Secondary General
Education (Grammar Schools). Praha: Vyzkumny ustav pedagogicky v Praze.

Autorsky kolektiv (2007). Ramcovy vzdélavaci program pro gymndzia. Praha: Vyzkumny
ustav pedagogicky v Praze.

Basturkmen, H., Loewen, S., & Ellis, R. (2002). Metalanguage in Focus on Form in the
Communicative Classroom. Language Awareness, 11(1), 1-13.

Berman, R. A. (1979). Rule of grammar or rule of thumb? International Review of Applied
Linguistics 17/4: 279-302.

Berns, M. (2010). Concise encyclopedia of applied linguistics. Boston, MA: Elsevier.

Berry, R. (1995). Grammatical terminology: Is there a student/teacher gap? In: Language
Awarness in Language Education. Hong Kong: The University of Hong Kong.

Berry, R. (1997). Teachers’ awareness of learners’ knowledge: The case of metalinguistic
terminology. Language Awareness, 6(2—-3), 136-146.

Berry, R. (1999). The seven sins of pedagogic grammar. In Berry, Roger / Asker, Barry /
Hyland, Ken / Lam, Martha (eds) Language Analysis, Description and Pedagogy. The Hong
Kong University of Science and Technology.

Berry, R. (2001) Hong Kong English teachers’ attitudes towards the use of metalinguistic
terminology. Asia Pacific Journal of Language in Education, 4/1: 101-121.

Berry, R. (2004). Awareness of Metalanguage. Language Awareness 13:1, 1-16.
Berry, R. (2005). Making the most of metalanguage. Language Awareness 14:1, 3-20.

Berry, R. (2008). Talking Terms: Choosing and Using Terminology for EFL Classrooms.
English Language Teaching 1/1, 19-24.

Berry, R. (2009). EFL majors’ knowledge of metalinguistic terminology: a comparative
study. Language Awareness, 18(2), 113-128.

102



Berry, R. (2010). Terminology in English language teaching nature and use. Bern; New
York: Peter Lang.

Birdsong, D. (2006). Age and Second Language Acquisition and Processing: A Selective
Overview. Language Learning 56/1, 9-49.

Bloor, T. (1986). What do language students know about grammar? British Journal of
Language Teaching, 24.3, 157-162.

Bloor, T. & Bloor, M. (2013) The Functional Analysis of English (3rd ed.). New York:
Routledge.

Borg, S. (1998). Teachers’ Pedagogical Systems and Grammar Teaching: A Qualitative
Study. Tesol Quarterly vol. 32, no. 1, 9-38.

Borg, S. (1999a). Studying teacher cognition in second language grammar teaching. System
03/1999; 27(1):19-31.

Borg, S. (1999b). The Use of Grammatical Terminology in Second Language Classroom: A
Qualitative Study of Teachers' Practices and Cognitions. Applied Linguistics 20/1: 95 — 126.
Borg, S. (2001). Self-perception and practice in teaching Grammar. ELT Journal vol. 55/1
January 2001, 21-29.

Borg, S. (2009). Introducing language teacher cognition. Retrieved [17" May 2016] from
http://www.education.leeds.ac.uk/research/files/145.pdf.

Carter, R. (1990). The new grammar teaching. In Carter, Ronald (ed.) Knowledge about
Language and the Curriculum. London: Hodder and Stoughton.

Carter, R. (1995). How aware should language aware teachers and learners be? In Nunan,
David / Berry, Roger / Berry, Vivien (eds) Language Awareness in Language Education.
University of Hong Kong.

Celce-Murcia, M. (2011). Teaching English as a second or foreign language. Boston: Heinle
& Heinle

Chapelle, C. (Ed.). (2012). The Encyclopedia of Applied Linguistics. Hoboken, NJ, USA:
Ellis, R. (2004). The Definition and Measurement of L2 Explicit Knowledge. Language
Learning 54:2, 227-275).

Cummins, J. (1980). The Cross-Lingual Dimensions of Language Proficiency: Implications
for Bilingual Education and the Optimal Age Issue. TESOL QUARTERLY. vol 14/2, 40-52.

Dornyei, Z. (2010). Questionnaires in Second Language Research: Construction,
Administration and Processing. New York: Routledge.

Ellis, R. (1994). The Study of Second Language Acquisition. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

103


https://www.researchgate.net/journal/0346-251X_System
http://www.education.leeds.ac.uk/research/files/145.pdf

Ellis, R. (2004). The Definition and Measurement of L2 Explicit Knowledge. Language
Learning 54:2, 227-275.

Ellis, R. (2006). Modelling Learning Difficulty and Second Language Proficiency: The
Differential Contributions of Implicit and Explicit Knowledge. Applied Linguistics, 27(3),
431-463.

Fortune, A. (2005). Learners’ Use of Metalanguage in Collaborative Form-focused L2 Output
Tasks. Language Awareness 14:1.

Freeman, D. (2002). The hidden side of the work: Teacher knowledge and learning to teach.
A perspective from north American educational research on teacher education in English
language teaching. Language Teaching, 35, 1-13.

Garland, R. (1991).The Mid-Point on a Rating Scale: Is it Desirable? Marketing Bulletin, 2,
66-70, Research Note 3.

Gombert, J.E. (1996). Metalinguistic activities and acquisition of a language. AILE, 8, 41-55.
Gower, R., Walters, S. (1983). Teaching practice handbook. Oxford : Heinemann

Gutiérrez, X. & Roehr, K. (2009). The status of metalinguistic knowledge in instructed adult
L2 learning. Language Awareness 18:2, 165 — 181.

Gutiérrez, X. (2013). Metalinguistic knowledge, metalingual knowledge, and proficiency in
L2 Spanish. Language Awareness, 22(2), 176-191.

Howatt, A. P. R. (1984). A History of English language teaching. Oxford: University press.

Hu, G. (2002). Psychological Constraints on the Utility of Metalinguistic Knowledge in
Second Language Production. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 24(03).

Hu, G. (2011). A place for metalanguage in the L2 classroom. ELT Journal, 65(2), 180-182.

Hu, G. (2010). Metalinguistic knowledge, metalanguage, and their relationship in L2 learners.
System, 39(1), 63-77.

International Language in Education Conference, & Nunan, D. (Eds.). (1994). Language
awareness in language education. Hong Kong: Dept. of Curriculum Studies, University of
Hong Kong. John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Kuchat, P. a kol. (2014). Prechod absolventii strednich skol do terciarniho vzdéldavani. Praha:
Narodni ustav pro vzdélavani, Skolské poradenské zatizeni a zatizeni pro dalsi vzdélavani

pedagogickych pracovnik.

Larsen-Freeman, D., & Anderson, M. (2000). Techniques and principles in language
teaching. Oxford ; New York: Oxford University Press.

Masopustova a kol. (2007). Jak zit ¢esky v Cesku. Praha: Step by Step CR.

104



Matell, M.S., and Jacoby, J. (1971). Is There an Optimal Number of Alternatives for Likert
Scale Items? Study I: Reliability and Validity. Educational and Psychological Measurement,
31, 657-674.

Mohammed, A. M. (1996). Informal Pedagogical Grammar. International Review of Applied
Linguistics 34/4: 284-91.

Mothejzikova, J. (1988). Methodology for TEFL Teachers. Statni pedagogické nakladatelstvi
Praha.

MSMT. Available online from: http://www.msmt.cz/vzdelavani/skolstvi-v-cr/statistika-
skolstvi/vykonova-data-o-skolach-a-skolskych-zarizenich-2003-04-2013 (accessed 8" June
2016).

Muijs, D. (2004). Doing Quantitative Research in Education with SPSS. London: Sage
Publications.

Nassaji, H., & Fotos, S. (2011). Teaching grammar in second language classrooms:
integrating form-focused instruction in communicative context. New York: Routledge.

Pearson, J. (1998). Terms in context. Amsterdam: Benjamins.

Ramcovy vzdélavaci program pro gymnazia (2007). Praha: Vyzkumny ustav pedagogicky v
Praze.

Richards, J. C. (1985). The context of language teaching. Cambridge [Cambridgeshire] ; New
York: Cambridge University Press.

Richards, J. C. and T. S. Rodgers (2001). Approaches and Methods in Language Teaching.
New York: Cambridge University Press.

Richards, J. C., & Schmidt, R. W. (2010). Longman dictionary of language teaching and
applied linguistics (4th ed). Harlow: Longman.

Roehr, K. (2008). Linguistic and metalinguistic categories in second language learning.
Cognitive Linguistics, 19(1).

Simard, D. & Wong, W. (2004). Language Awareness and Its Multiple Possibilities for the L2
Classroom. Foreign Language Annals 37:1, 96-110.

Simpson, J. (Ed.). (2011). The Routledge handbook of applied linguistics (1st ed). Milton
Park, Abingdon, [UK] ; New York: Routledge.

Steel, D., Alderson, J. C. (1994). Metalinguistic Knowledge, Language Aptitude and
Language Proficiency. Language Awareness Volume 5, Issue 2.

Sternberg, R. J., Sternberg, K. (2011). Cognitive Psychology. Belmont: Cengage Learning.

Thornbury, S. (1999). How to Teach Grammar. Harlow: Longman.

105


http://www.msmt.cz/vzdelavani/skolstvi-v-cr/statistika-skolstvi/vykonova-data-o-skolach-a-skolskych-zarizenich-2003–04–2013
http://www.msmt.cz/vzdelavani/skolstvi-v-cr/statistika-skolstvi/vykonova-data-o-skolach-a-skolskych-zarizenich-2003–04–2013
http://www.tandfonline.com/loi/rmla20?open=5&repitition=0#vol_5
http://www.tandfonline.com/toc/rmla20/5/2

Thornbury, S. (2005). Grammar. Oxford : Oxford University Press.

Ur, P. (2004). A Course in language teaching: practice and theory. Cambridge : Cambridge
University Press.

Woods, E. (1994). Introducing Grammar. London: Penguin.

106



Appendix I: Final form of the learner questionnaire

Metajazvk ve vvuce AJ — dotaznik pro studenty

Tento prizkum je provadén pod zaltitou Ustavu anglického jazyka a didaktiky Filozofické
fakulty Univerzity Karlovy za icelem lépe porozumét postojiim studentii na ¢eskych gymnaziich
k anglické gramatické terminologii a zarovei ziskat vhled do jejich znalosti této terminologie.

Dotaznik se sklada ze téi (Cast I - III). Pieététe si, prosim, pozorné instrukce u jednotlivych &asti
a vsouladu snimi vypliite své odpovédi. Dotaznik je anonymni, nebojte se tedy prosim
odpovidat pravdivé. Data ziskana v ramci prizkumu budou pouZita pouze pro akademické
ucely (diplomova prace). Mnohokrat Vam dékuji za Vasi pomoc a ¢as!

Cast 1

V této Casti zakrouZkujte vidy jedno Cislo od 1 do 6 podle toho, do jaké miry s uvedenymi vyroky
souhlasite &i nesouhlasite. Nevynechejte, prosim, Zdadné tvrzeni.

Rozhodn,e Nesouhlasim Spise , Splse’ Souhlasim Rozhodpe
nesouhlasim nesouhlasim souhlasim souhlasim
1 2 3 4 5 6

(Priklad) Pokud rozhodné souhlasite s timto vyrokem, vypliite kolonku nasledovné:

LN

Moc rad/rada lyzuju. 1 2 3 4 5(8)
1. Domnivam se, Ze umim anglicky. 1 3 456
2. Znalost AJ a jeho studium jsou pro mé dalezité. * 1 3 456
3. Uc¢it se AJ me bavi. 1 3 4 56
4. Znalost anglické gramatiky a jeji studium jsou pro mé dilezité. 1 3 4 56
5. Bavi m¢, kdyz se v hodinach AJ vénujeme gramatice. 1 3 4 56
6. Vénovat se v hodinach AJ gramatice mi pfijde uzite¢néjsi nez vénovat se 1 3 4 5 6
konverzaci.

* 7. Pokud Jjste zakrouZkovali 4, 5 &i 6, upiresnéte, prosim, PROC jsou pro Vs znalost a studium AJ
dilezité. Uved’te alespoii jeden ditvod. (napft. cestovani, budouci povolani, studium...)

Vibec ne Velmi malo Docela ano Naprosto

1 2 3 4 5 6

(Priklad) Pokud mate velmi radi svickovou, vypliite kolonku nésledovné.

Mate radi svickovou? 1 2 3 4 5(6
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8. Je znalost anglické gramatiky nezbytna pro to, abyste mohli fict: ,,Umim
anglicky.”?

9. Je ke studiu anglické gramatiky dulezité znat anglické nazvy slovnich
druht (napt. noun, adverb, preposition, atd.)?

10. Pomaha Vam pii studiu AJ znalost nazvi slovnich druhu? 1 2 3 456

11. Je ke studiu anglické gramatiky dilezité znat anglické nazvy vétnych
¢lenn (napf. subject, object atd.)?

12. Pomaha Vam pii studiu AJ znalost nazva vétnych ¢lenti? 1 2 3 456

13. Je ke studiu anglické gramatiky dulezité znat anglické nazvy slovesnych
¢asl (napf. present simple, past continuous atd.)?

14. Poméha Vam pfi studiu AJ znalost nazvii slovesnych ¢asii? 1 2 3 456

15. Usnadiiuje Vam znalost a pouzivani slovnich druhti, vétnych ¢lent a
slovesnych ¢asi studium AJ?

16. Jak moc vas ucitel AJ v hodinach pouziva anglické gramatické terminy
jako jsou slovni druhy (noun, adjective, verb...), vétné ¢leny (subject, object, |1 2 3 4 5 6
...), nazvy slovesnych Casu (present, tense, past tense, ...), atd.?

Rozhodn'e Nesouhlasim Spise , Splse’ Souhlasim Rozhod’n ©
nesouhlasim nesouhlasim souhlasim souhlasim
1 2 3 4 5 6

17. Myslim si, Ze moje znalost anglické gramatické terminologie (slovni
druhy, vétné Cleny, atd.) je velmi dobra.

18. Pfi studiu AJ pouzivadm anglické gramatické terminy. 1 2 3 456
19. Umim ur¢it slovni druhy v anglickém textu. 1 2 3 456
20. Umim ur¢it vétné ¢leny v anglickém textu. 1 2 3 456
21. Umim ur¢it slovesné ¢asy v anglickém textu. 1 2 3 456
22. Mgj ucitel AJ umi vysvétlit anglickou gramatiku. 1 2 3 4 56

23. Muj ucitel AJ vysvétluje gramatiku pomoci anglickych gramatickych 1 2 3 4 56

termind.

24. Jsem rad, kdyz mij ucitel AJ vysvétluje gramatiku anglicky. 1 2 3 456
25. Jsem rad/a, kdyz muj ucitel AJ vysvétluje gramatiku Cesky. 1 2 3 456
26. Miij ucitel AJ vénuje v hodinach gramatice ........cceeeerueene pozornost.

0 zadnou

1 malou

[ stiedni

O velkou
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27. Gramatické terminologii vénuji pri studiu AJ ......cccceevvervnrns pozornost.
1 zadnou

O malou
[ stiedni
O velkou

28. Jak byste ohodnotil/a svou znalost anglické gramatické terminologie (AGT)?

[0 Mam velmi dobrou znalost AGT a jsem si v ni jisty/a.

L1 Mam docela dobrou znalost AGT a jsem si v ni docela jisty/a.

[0 Nemam moc dobrou znalost AGT a nejsem si v ni moc jisty/a.

[0 Nemam dobrou znalost AGT a nejsem si v ni viibec jisty/a.

29. Jak byste ohodnotil/a uZite¢nost a zajimavost anglické gramatické terminologie ve vyuce?

[0 Je uziteGna a zajimava. [ Je uzite¢na, ale nudna.
L] Neni uziteéna, ale je zajimava. L] Neni uzite¢na a je nudna.

30. Predstavte si situaci, kdy Vas ucitel AJ vysvétluje néjaky gramaticky jev (nap¥. minuly cas,
stupiiovani adjektiv atd.). JAK ucitel tento jev vysvétluje? Pouziva gramatickou terminologii,
nebo se ji snazi vyhybat? Vysvétluje jev svymi slovy, nebo pouziva poucky z uc¢ebnice?
Vysvétluje gramatiku anglicky nebo cesky?

1. Nejprve preloite anglické terminy do_CeStiny (napi. interjection - citoslovce). Poté najdéte v
souvéti uvedeném nize JEDEN piiklad poZadovaného slovniho druhu (napi. interjection - \Wow!).
Slova mohou byt pouZita i vicekrat.

Materials are delivered to the factory by a supplier, who usually has no technical knowledge, but who
happens to have the right contacts.

Cesky termin Ptiklad ze souvéti

noun

countable noun

uncountable noun

definite article

indefinite article

adjective

relative pronoun

verb

adverb
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preposition

conjunction

2. V nasledujicich vétach naleznéte poZadovany vétny &len a podtrhnéte ho.

1. Poor little Joe stood out in the snow. (subject)

2. Joe had nowhere to shelter. (verb)

3. The policeman chased Joe down the street. (direct object)

4. The woman gave him some money. (indirect object)

3. Urcete slovesny Cas v nasledujicich vétach, uved’te anglicky i Cesky termin (napv. past perfect -
Dpiedminuly Cas).

a) The policeman is chasing Joe down the street.
b) Joe has nowhere to shelter.

¢) Joe won't come tomorrow.

d) The woman has given him some money.

e) Poor little Joe stood out in the snow.

Cast 111

Uved’te prosim ndasledujici informace zaSkrtnutim policka u odpovédi nebo napiste Vasi odpovéd’ na

Fadek vedle otazky.

Pohlavi: LI Muz O Zena

VEK:

Rodny jazyk: [ cesky LI jiny (uvedte): ..oovvvvvreniiiine

Roénik: O1 O2 O3 0O4 Ojiny (uvedte): .cccceerererennee,

Studium AJ: V kolika letech jste se zacal/a ucCit AJ?........ccooevcevieiinaieiieiiesinanenns

Dalsi cizi jazyky: Jaké dalsi cizi jazyky studujete nebo jste nekdy studoval/a?..........cccocovveviiiiinineninan,
Uroveii znalosti AJ: Prosim, ohodnotte vasi soucasnou uroven znalosti AJ.

1 A1 (zadateénik)

L1 A2 (pokrocily zadate¢nik)

1 B1 (sti‘edné pokrocily)

L] B2 (pokro¢ily)

[ C1 (velmi pokrodily)

L1 C2 (urovei rodilého mluvéiho)

Mnohokrat Vam dékuji za spolupraci! ©
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Appendix I1I: Final form of the teacher questionnaire

Metalanguage in EFL - English Teacher Questionnaire

Part |

In this part, we would like you to tell us how much you agree or disagree with the following
statements by simply circling a number from 1 to 6. Please do not leave out any of items.

3};23?2: Disagree c?ilsigg:gé Slightly agree Agree Strongly agree
1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Teaching English language is important to me. * 1 2 3 456
2. | find it important to continue studying English. 1 2 3 456
3. I enjoy teaching English. 1 2 3 456
4. | think I am a good English teacher. 1 2 3 4506
5. Teaching English grammar is important. 1 2 3 456
6. | enjoy teaching English grammar. 1 2 3 456
7. | enjoy teaching conversation lessons. 1 2 3 4 56
8. | think my students enjoy learning grammar. 1 2 3 456

9. I think my students are happy with using grammar terminology in lessons. 1 2 3 456

10. I select grammar terminology according to my students's age/grade. 1 2 3 456

11. I select grammar terminology according to textbooks I use in classes. 1 2 3 456

12. | think using terminology in class may facilitate students' progress in
acquiring English.

13. I think using terminology in class may hinder students' progress in
acquiring English.

14. | think it is important for my students to know grammar terminology. 1 2 3 4 56

* 15. If your answer was 4,5, or 6, please specify WHY you consider teaching English important.

16. | feel confident in my knowledge of English grammar. 1 2 3 456

17. | feel confident in my knowledge of English grammatical terms (word

classes, clause elements, verb tenses etc.). 123456
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18. I like to use grammar terminology when explaining grammar in lessons. 1 2 3 456

19. I actively use English grammar terminology in lessons. 1 2 3 456
20. | actively use Czech grammar terminology in lessons. 1 2 3 456
21. | think the knowledge of grammar terminology helps students acquire

. 1 2 3 4 56
English.
22. | think my students are able to identify word classes in an English text. 1 2 3 456

23. | think my students are able to identify clause elements in an English text. 1 2 3 456

24. | think my students are able to identify verb tenses in an English text. 1 2 3 456

Please choose one of the options below each question.

25. How often do you use grammar terminology in your teaching?
1 never O rarely [1 sometimes 1 frequently

26. What reasons do you think there are for using grammar terminology?
L] Students cannot learn the grammar of a language without knowing the terms.
[0 Using grammar terminology makes explaining easier.
L1 It enables teachers to demonstrate their knowledge
L1 Other (PIease SPECITY): w.oviiieiiiiii ettt e re b ae s

27. In what teaching situations do you use grammar terminology?
[J When giving information about mistakes, e.g. in marking compositions
1 When explaining new items
[J When doing exercises/tasks
L1 Other (PIASE SPECITY): ...vviveieieeeieieisieis ettt

28. How compatible is the use of grammar terminology with the teaching
approach/syllabus that is recommended?
L1 completely L1 partly L1 not really L1 it is not clear

29. Do the textbooks you use generally have any grammatical terminology in them?
[J Yes, a lot [J Yes, a little 1 No I 1 don't use textbooks

30. How much grammar terminology did your English teachers at school generally use?
LI none Lla little L1 some [lalot

31. How important grammar terminology was (or still is) in your own studies of
English?
L1 absolutely L1 very L quite L1 not so L1 not at all

32. In your own studies did you take a formal course in English grammar?
[J Yes 1 No
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33. How important do you think the knowledge of English grammar terminology is for
your students?

1 absolutely L1 very L1 quite L1 not so L1 not at all
34. How useful do you think is using grammar terminology for your students?
1 extremely O very I quite [J not so I not at all
Part 11

Please decide whether you think your students are likely to know the given terms (noun,
countable noun, etc.) and whether you actively use these terms when you teach. Answer
YES or NO.

Term Students are likely to know I use the term when | teach

noun

countable noun

uncountable noun

definite article

indefinite article

adjective

relative pronoun

verb (word class)

adverb

preposition

conjunction

subject

verb (clause element)

direct object

indirect object

present simple

present continuous

present perfect

past simple

future simple
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Part 111

Gender: ] Male ] Female
Age:
Mother tongue: 1 Czech L1 Other (please Specify): .....cccovevvrvevennenne.

Years of teaching: How long have you been teaching English? ...
How long have you been teaching at secondary schools? .........ccccccccivviiiiiiinenenn,

Teacher training: How long did you study for becoming a teacher of English? Where did you study?

English proficiency: Please rate your current overall proficiency in English by ticking one.
1 Al (beginner)

1 A2 (elementary)

1 B1 (intermediate)

1 B2 (upper intermediate)

1 C1 (advanced)

0 C2 (proficiency)

Thank you very much for completing the questionnaire! ©
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Appendix 11

Table A: Distribution of student scores for the 20 terms.

Number of points | Absolute frequency | Percentage
0 1 0.93%
1 1 0.93%
4 3 2.78%
5 2 1.85%
6 2 1.85%
7 2 1.85%
8 1 0.93%
9 1 0.93%
10 2 1.85%
11 4 3.70%
12 3 2.78%
13 3 2.78%
14 6 5.56%
15 6 5.56%
16 6 5.56%
17 1 0.93%
18 2 1.85%
20 3 2.78%
21 5 4.63%
22 4 3.70%
23 1 0.93%
24 2 1.85%
25 1 0.93%
27 5 4.63%
28 2 1.85%
29 4 3.70%
30 5 4.63%
31 6 5.56%
32 3 2.78%
33 7 6.48%
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34 6 5.56%

35 5 4.63%

36 3 2.78%
Total 108 100%
Mean 7.25

SD 3.72
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Appendix 1V

Table B: Scores for individual items (terms) in student questionnaire.

Rank Term Students %
1-2 | Noun 81.48
1-2 | verb 81.48

3 | Verb (clause element) 75

4 | Countable noun 71.3
5 | Present continuous 69.44
6 | pastsimple 68.52
7| Adjective 67.59
8 | subject 64.81
9 | Present simple 59.26
10| Uncountable noun 58.33
11 | preposition 57.41
12 | Future simple 56.48
13 | Definite article 48.15
14 | Indefinite article 46.3
15 | conjunction 46.3
16 | Indirect object 45.37
17 Direct object 44.44
18 | Relative pronoun 40.74
19 | present perfect 39.81
20 | Adverb 35.19

117



Appendix V: Contingency tables

Gender Total
Boys Girls
Grades (1-2), (3-4), 5 1-2 Count 14 32 46
% within Gender 32.6% 50.0% 43.0%
Std. Residual -1.0 .9
3-4 Count 11 20 31
% within Gender 25.6% 31.2% 29.0%
Std. Residual -4 3
5 Count 18 12 30
% within Gender 41.9% 18.8% 28.0%
Std. Residual 1.7 -1.4
Total Count 43 64 107
% within Grades (1-2), (3-4),
5 40.2% 59.8% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Value df Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 7.005% 2 030
.031
Likelihood Ratio 6.946 2
.014
Linear-by-Linear Association 6.091 1
N of Valid Cases 107

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum

expected count is 12.06.
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Year of study Total
1 4
Grades (1-2), (3-4),5 1-2 Count 8 16 24
% within Grades (1-2), (3-4), 5 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%
% within Year of study 29.6% 69.6% 48.0%
Std. Residual -1.4 15
3-4 Count 9 5 14
% within Grades (1-2), (3-4), 5 64.3% 35.7% 100.0%
% within Year of study 33.3% 21.7% 28.0%
Std. Residual 5 -.6
5 Count 10 2 12
% within Grades (1-2), (3-4), 5 83.3% 16.7% 100.0%
% within Year of study 37.0% 8.7% 24.0%
Std. Residual 14 -1.5
Total Count 27 23 50
% within Grades (1-2), (3-4), 5 54.0% 46.0% 100.0%
% within Year of study 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Value df Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 8.880° 2 012
.009
Likelihood Ratio 9.379 2
_ _ o .003
Linear-by-Linear Association 8.566 1
N of Valid Cases 50

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum

expected count is 6.15.




Year of study Total
1 2 3 4
Grades (1-2), (3-4),5 1-2 Count 8 10 12 16 46
% within Grades (1-2), (3-
17.4% 21.7% 26.1% 34.8% | 100.0%
4),5
% within Year of study 29.6% 31.2% 48.0% 69.6% 43.0%
Std. Residual -1.1 -1.0 4 1.9
3-4 Count 9 11 6 5 31
% within Grades (1-2), (3-
29.0% 35.5% 19.4% 16.1%| 100.0%
4),5
% within Year of study 33.3% 34.4% 24.0% 21.7% 29.0%
Std. Residual A4 .6 -5 -.6
5 Count 10 11 7 2 30
% within Grades (1-2), (3-
33.3% 36.7% 23.3% 6.7% | 100.0%
4), 5
% within Year of study 37.0% 34.4% 28.0% 8.7% 28.0%
Std. Residual .9 7 .0 -1.8
Total Count 27 32 25 23 107
% within Grades (1-2), (3-
25.2% 29.9% 23.4% 21.5%| 100.0%
4), 5
% within Year of study 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Value df Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 11.507° 6 074
.057
Likelihood Ratio 12.216 6
.002
Linear-by-Linear Association 9.238 1
N of Valid Cases 107

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum

expected count is 6.15.
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Level of proficiency Total
A B

Grades (1-2), (3-4), 5 1-2 Count 4 36 40
% within level of proficiency 19.0% 46.2% 40.4%

Std. Residual -1.5 .8
3-4 Count 7 22 29
% within level of proficiency 33.3% 28.2% 29.3%

Std. Residual 3 -2
5 Count 10 20 30
% within level of proficiency 47.6% 25.6% 30.3%

Std. Residual 14 -7
Total Count 21 78 99
% within Grades(1-2), (3-4), 5 21.2% 78.8% 100.0%
% within level of proficiency 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Chi-Square Tests

Value df Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 5.795° 055

.048
Likelihood Ratio 6.065

.017
Linear-by-Linear Association 5.662
N of Valid Cases 99

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum

expected count is 6.15.
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