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ENGLISH SPOKEN GRAMMAR ENHANCING STUDENTS’ COMMUNICATION

Summary. This article describes features of English spoken grammar that enhances communication of students
at senior years of study. Grammar has had a bad press for many years. To many people, it is the boring subject
done at school that consisted of learning parts of speech and parsing the fifteen types of adverbial clause.
To language teachers, it is associated with the despised use of formal’ grammar and the learning by heart
of paradigms and rules with innumerable exceptions. Questions as “what is the importance of grammar?”,
“should grammar be taught?” or “how grammar should be taught?” have been mentioned in many discussions
of language teaching method by linguists, educators and language teachers. Furthermore, grammar’s role has
been discussed in many language researches of linguists, and thesis and dissertations of linguistics and teaching
language. A large number of people have wondered how a language could absolutely exist without grammar.
Most of them thought that people might communicate with each other by a language without grammar rules or
forms. Even after communicative methodology appeared in the 1970s, researchers of grammar had indicated
that the grammar should be ignored in teaching language. However, recent studies showed that grammar
instruction within communicative contexts could let learners gain high proficiency level, both in accuracy and
fluency. Clearly, grammar plays an important role in the progress of language acquisition. In this paper, a
report on the application of some ways to teach English spoken grammar for communicative purposes will be
fully described. In the following article, I will note some grammar speaking activities associated with English
language teaching in general.

Keywords: Grammar Teaching, Grammar Instruction, Communicative Language Teaching, Interaction,
Communication.

Tumomyx 10.B.

XepcoHChbKA JiepskaBHA MOPCHKA aKa eMis

I'PAMATHKA AHTJIICbKOI MOBH JIJII CIIOHYKAHHS
MOBJIEHHEBOI KOMYHIKAIIIi CTYIEHTIB

Amnorania. B crarTi posriagaanTbes 0COOIUBOCTI IPaAMATHKY AHTJINMCHKOI MOBH, III0 CIIOHYKAE CTYIEHTIB CTap-
IIAX KYPCiB JI0 CHUIKYBAHHS 1HO3eMHOI MOBOW. J[71s 6araThox Jirojieil rpaMaTuka aHrIiichKOl MOBH 31 ITK1JIb-
HUX POKIB 3amam siTajacsa HyIHOO, 00 Ha 3aHSITTAX BUBYAJINCST YACTUHU MOBHU Ta II'SITHAIIATD YACOBUX (POPM.
A n1s GLIIBIITOCT] BUKJIAJAYIB AHTJIHACHKOI MOBH BOHA ACOIIOETHCSA 3 3HEBAYKINBUAM BUKOPUCTAHHAM «(OpMAaIIh-
HOI» TPaMaTUKY 1 HABYAHHAM 32 IIPUHIAIIOM [Iapa/{ATM Ta IPABUJI 13 He3IIYeHHUMH BUHATKamu. JIiHrBicTamu
Ta BUKJIAJAYaMU YaCTO 3aJAI0ThC IS JUCKYCl BUKJIAJAHHA 1HO3€MHOI MOBY TaKl MUTAHHA, K« Ka BamInBa
JacTuHa B rpamMaTuili?», «Uu moBMHHA BUBUYATHCS rpamMaTura, «fIk came IMOBMHHO HaBYaTH I'PAMATHIIl aH-
rIiiicbkoi MoBU?». Besmka KIJIBKICTH JIOAEH 3aJaBajiica MATAHHAM, K MOBA MOKe ICHYBaTU 0e3 rpaMaTHKH.
Bisbiricrs 3 HUX BBaskaJia, 10 JIFOIU MOKYTH CIILIKYBATHCS OJUH 3 OJHUM MOBOIO 0€3 rpaMaTUIHHUX ITPaBUJI 200
dopm. Hagits micist Toro, Sk KOMyHIKATHBHA MeTOM0JI0TiA 3'aBuyacd B 1970-x pokax, JOCTITHUKNA TPaMATHKH
BKA3aJIH, 110 TPAMAaTHUKY CJIL IrHOPYBATH B MOB1 HaBUYaHHA. [IpoTe HemmogaBH1 JOCITIKeHHA IOKAa3aJIH, 110 Tpa-
MaTUYHE HABUAHHSA B KOMYHIKATUBHUX KOHTEKCTaX MOJKe JIO3BOJIUTH CTYA€HTAM OTPUMATH BUCOKHUM PIBEHD KBa-
midikarii, K y IpaBAIbHOCTI BUCIOBIIOBAHHS, TAK 1 y BIAIBHOMY CIIJIKYBaHHI. 3po3yMLI0, FpaMaTHKA Bigirpae
BaKJIUBY POJIb y IIPOCYBaHHI MOBH. Y HaHiil poboTi Oysie OIUCaHO 3aCTOCYBaHHS [eSKUX CIIOCO0IB BUKJIATAHHS
AHIJIHCHKOI IPAMATHRH [ KOMYHIKATUBHUX Iinell. Ha BinMiHy Bif IHCBMOBOI aHIVIHCHKOI MOBH, PO3SMOBHA
aHITIACbKA MOBA 3a3BUYAll € CIOHTAHHOI, HE3AIJIAHOBAHOI 1 € B PEsKMMI PeasIbHOro Jacy 6e3 MOKJIMBOCTI
pemaryBauHs. L{s crioHTaHHICTE CTBOPIOE JesAKI 0COOIMBI PHCH, 00 CIIIKEPH MAIOTh CIIPABY 1 IPUCTOCOBYIOTHCS IO
THUCKY Yy PeaIbHOMY Yacl, II0 IIPU3BOJUTE JI0 «IIOKPOKOBOro 300py» MmoBu. Kpim Toro, MoBa 3a3Buyati BII0OyBAETh-
cs BlU-HA-BIY, B Pe3yJIbTATI YOT0 BUHHUKAIOTH 1HTEPAKTUBHI CUTYAIT] 3 «CIIJIBHUM KOHTEKCTOM». TaKuM YHHOM,
IIPUPOIA 1 0COOIUBOCTI CAMOTO PO3MOBHOIO CITIJIKYBAHHSA AHTIIHMCHKOI0 MOBOK IPU3BOIATE A0 JeKIJIHKOX YITKUX
rpaMaTHYHUX 0COOJIMBOCTEHM PO3MOBHOI aHTJIIMCHKOI MOBH, OCKLJIBKM OPATOPU HAMATAITHCSI BUKOHATH MIFKOCO-
OrcTicHl Ta IHTEepaKTUBHI PYHKITT pO3MOBHOI MOBH B peaIbHOMY Yaci.

Knrouori ciioBa: BuKIaJasHsa rpaMaTUKY 1HO3€MHOI MOBH, TPAMAaTHAYHI IHCTPYKITT, KOMyHIKATUBHE HABYAHHS
AHTUTICHKOI MOBHU, B3a€MO/Tis, KOMYHIKAITIS.

roblem statement. Language is useful as hu-
mans’ tool communicate to deliver opinion, idea
and all of their thinking to others. Language is the sys-
tem of sounds and words used by human to express
their thoughts and feelings, the particular language
system used by a people or nation, a particular way or
style of speaking or writing. In globalization era, Eng-
lish language is very important. So, mastering English
language skill is very important to explore the ability
in English as an international language.
Grammar teaching in the foreign language class-
room has constituted an important and debated is-
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sue for the last fifty years. In the history of language
teaching, the role of grammar has been addressed
by a number of linguistic theories, methodologies.
The way grammar is considered has a direct and de-
cisive influence on pedagogical grammars, learning
processes and many other areas involved in foreign
language teaching. Grammar, as a subsystem in
a network of other linguistic sub — systems and sub-
skills, has been attached different roles in the lan-
guage classroom, reaching little consensus, not only
about the particular items to be taught, but about
when, or how, or even where to teach or learn.
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Recent research and publications. In the
past, teaching grammar had been central to and
often synonymous with teaching foreign language
for the past 2500 years. However, with the advent
of communicative language teaching, the necessity
of grammar instruction has become the center of an
ongoing debate.

Although many grammatical features of every-
day, unplanned conversation are judged incorrect
by standards of written English, these features of
natural conversation should not be considered in-
correct deviations from standard English [2, p. 155;
3, p. 362]. Unlike written English, spoken English
is usually spontaneous, unplanned, and produced
in real time with no opportunity for editing. This
spontaneity produces some distinct features, as
speakers deal with and adapt to the pressures of
“real time processing,” resulting in a “step-by-step
assembly” of speech [3, p. 363]. In addition, speech
usually occurs face-to-face, resulting in high-
ly interactive situations with a “shared context”
[3, p. 363]. Thus, the nature and characteristics of
conversational English itself lead to several dis-
tinct grammatical features of spoken English as
speakers try to fulfill the interpersonal and inter-
active functions of spoken language in real time.
Not learning features of spoken grammar can im-
pede students’ ability to speak English fluently and
appropriately [8, p. 138].

The purpose of the article is to outline key
issues and considerations of English spoken gram-
mar for teachers wanting to incorporate spoken
grammar activities into their own teaching and
also focuses features of spoken grammar, with
practical activities and suggestions for teaching
them in the language classroom. It is hoped that
this discussion of spoken grammar and its place in
foreign language instruction, along with the activi-
ties, will encourage English-language teachers and
textbook writers to incorporate more elements of
spoken grammar into their own curricula.

Presentation of the main material. In the
history of language teaching, plenty of teaching
methods applied in grammar teaching are Pres-
entation-Practice-Production (PPP), Communica-
tive Language Teaching (CLT), etc. The term Com-
municative Language Teaching refers to classroom
language teaching for communicative goals in
which communicative competence in target lan-
guage is addressed. Communicative competence
1s in difference from grammatical competence.
Grammatical competence refers to utilization the
language knowledge learnt (tenses, parts of speech,
clauses, sentence patterns, etc.) to build sentences
or complete grammar tasks, whereas communica-
tive competence implies the ability of generating
aspects of language knowledge as follow: the ca-
pacity of use language knowledge for different pur-
poses and functions; diversifying language based
on different settings; comprehending many types
of language text in different contexts; producing
many types of language text; and especially the
ability of maintain communication in spite of lim-
itation of language knowledge. In accordance to
Chomsky’s, the term “communicative competence”
refers the ability of use language in social contexts,
and the speaker’s adjustment of language in such
a way that appropriates to social notions [4, p. 55].
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The most important thing of the Communicative
Language Teaching method is that learners are en-
couraged to speak in English as much as possible.
They may get stuck or mistakes while saying, but
it is not important even are fostered to make mis-
takes because the teacher as a supporter always
corrects mistakes by students during the progress
of teaching and learning.

With the advent of communicative language
teaching, the necessity of spoken grammar has be-
come the center of an ongoing debate. The role of
grammar in the classroom had moved from a posi-
tion of central importance to that of an “outcast”,
and is now being brought back into the classroom
to aid students’ communicative competence. In fact,
in any case, it’s clear that on one should dismiss
grammar altogether, because there is no empirical
evidence that to do so is ultimately more beneficia
Ito foreign language learning. Instead, by forcing
students into communication tasks beyond their
grammatical competence would encourage pidgini-
zation and premature fossilization in the process of
foreign language acquisition.

Although many grammatical features of every-
day, unplanned conversation are judged incorrect
by standards of written English, these features of
natural conversation should not be considered in-
correct deviations from standard English [2, p. 142].
Unlike written English, spoken English is usually
spontaneous and unplanned and produced in real
time with no opportunity for editing. This spontane-
ity produces some distinct features, as speakers deal
with and adapt to the pressures of “real time process-
ing,” resulting in a “step-by-step assembly” of speech
[3, p. 363]. In addition, speech usually occurs face-to-
face, resulting in highly interactive situations with
a “shared context” [3, p. 363]. Thus, the nature and
characteristics of conversational English itself lead
to several distinct grammatical features of spoken
English as speakers try to fulfill the interpersonal
and interactive functions of spoken language in real
time. Not learning features of spoken grammar can
impede students’ ability to speak English fluently
and appropriately [8, p. 139].

Pedagogical issues include:

1. Using Authentic Spoken Texts

Numerous researchers note the artificiality of text-
book dialogues and emphasize the need to develop and
analyze larger corpora of spoken data to be used in
the language classroom [6, p. 775, 9, p. 684]. Indeed,
Cullen and Kuo’s survey of 24 mainstream English
language teaching textbooks found that coverage of
spoken grammar was inadequate and incomplete, and
that there was an emphasis on phrasal chunks over
syntactic structures common to conversation, which
were either ignored or confined to advanced levels
[3, p. 372]. Ruhlemann echoes this sentiment, claim-
ing, “the type of ‘conversation’ most textbooks present
cannot serve as a reliable model for the teaching of
conversation” [9, p. 683—684]. It is clear that learners
must be exposed to spoken dialogues — whether they
are authentic or specially constructed — that include
common features of spoken grammar that are so often
missing in ELT textbooks. This means that teachers
assigned to teach inauthentic materials may need to
supplement textbook activities with authentic video,
radio, and other audio materials to expose students to
elements of spoken grammar.

(V)

(V)

PO3IA 3. JOCAIIXKEHHS Y COEPI AHT'AIMCBKOI MOBHU IMTPO®ECIMHOT'O

CITPAMYBAHHA: ATHI'BICTUYHI TA ITEJATOI'TYHI ACITEKTHU



(V)

(V)

PO3MIA 3. IOCAIIXKEHHS Y COEPI AHT'AIMCHKOI MOBU ITPO®ECIMHOTO

CITPAMYBAHHA: ATHI'BICTUYHI TA ITEJATOI'TYHI ACITEKTU

162

2. Identifying when to Teach Spoken Grammar

Because of spoken grammar’s function in conver-
sation and frequency in corpus data, a number of
researchers recommend teaching it in all language
classes. Indeed, McCarthy emphasizes the impor-
tance of teaching spoken grammar. Language peda-
gogy that claims to support the teaching and learning
of speaking skills does itself a disservice if it ignores
what we know about the spoken language. Whatever
else may be the result of imaginative methodologies
for eliciting spoken language in the second-language
classroom; there can be little hope for a natural spo-
ken output on the part of language learners if the
input is stubbornly rooted in models that owe their
origin and shape to the written language. Therefore,
we believe it is timely to consider some of the insights
a spoken corpus can offer, and to attempt to relate
them more globally to the overall problem of design-
ing a pedagogical spoken grammatr.

In other words, it does not make sense to em-
phasize spoken communication and communicative
language teaching while refusing to acknowledge
or teach important differences between spoken
and written language. This implies that spoken
grammar should be taught in all contexts in which
understanding and producing spoken language is
a goal of second language teaching.

Similarly, Mumford argues that all students, re-
gardless of likely interaction with native speakers,
can benefit from learning some spoken grammar
features. He identifies forms related to fluency, such
as fillers, heads, tails, ellipsis, and phrasal chunks,
which allow students to adapt to the pressures of
real-time communication and speak more fluently
and efficiently [8, p. 140]. Furthermore, surveys
show that teachers generally support instruction of
characteristics of spoken grammar, although this
support can vary depending on the specific feature.
For example, a survey by Timmis shows that teach-
ers feel students need to at least be exposed to fea-
tures of spoken grammar, and Goh’s survey shows
that teachers feel spoken grammar knowledge is
useful for raising students’ awareness of spoken
and written language [5, p. 305; 10, p. 240]. If the
ability for students to understand spoken English
is a goal of language teaching, spoken grammar
should be taught in the language classroom.

3. Noticing vs. Producing Spoken Grammar

Another consideration when teaching spoken
grammar is whether students should be required
only to notice spoken grammar characteristics or
whether they should be encouraged to incorporate
features of spoken grammar in their language pro-
duction. McCarthy and Carter advocate a “three
I's” methodology when teaching spoken grammar.
The “three I's” stand for illustration, interaction,
and induction, where spoken data is first present-
ed, spoken grammar is highlighted, and learners
are then encouraged to draw their own conclusions
about and develop their capacity to notice features
of spoken English [2, p. 147]. Timmis recommends
using four types of tasks when teaching character-
istics of spoken English: cultural access tasks, glob-
al understanding tasks, noticing tasks, and lan-
guage discussion tasks [10, p. 241]. Both of these
approaches to teaching spoken English emphasize
noticing and awareness-raising activities rather
than production activities.
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On the other hand, Cullen and Kuo and Mum-
ford emphasize the need for learners to not only no-
tice and analyze features of spoken grammar, but
also to produce these features in their own speech.
As Cullen and Kuo note, because features of spoken
grammar serve important communicative func-
tions “relating to the unplanned, interactive, and
interpersonal nature of conversation,” they “cannot
simply be covered by more conventional structures”
[3, p. 382]. It would seem that the most useful ap-
proach would be to select specific features of spoken
grammar for students to notice or produce depend-
ing on the students’ specific situation and needs.

Even among researchers who advocate teaching
specific characteristics of spoken English to Eng-
lish as foreign language students, there is no con-
sensus on the approach teachers should adopt or
the extent to which they should teach features of
spoken grammar.

We outline three pedagogical issues for teaching
spoken grammar:

1. the need for authentic materials,

2. the necessity of teaching spoken grammar for
developing students’ spoken communication skills
in all contexts,

3. the question of whether to teach production
or to focus on the recognition of spoken grammar
characteristics.

Teachers who want to incorporate spoken grammar
activities into their own classes must consider these is-
sues in light of their own specific teaching contexts.

Activities for Teaching Spoken Grammar

Since characteristics of spoken grammar serve
important interpersonal and communicative func-
tions that help speakers deal with the interactive
and real-time nature of conversation, it is critical
to incorporate their instruction in communicative
language class contain inauthentic texts lacking
many features of spoken grammar and usually do
not explicitly address numerous features of spoken
grammar, many language teachers struggle with
teaching them. The activities should focus on rais-
ing awareness of spoken grammar, practicing spo-
ken grammar features, utilizing authentic materi-
als, and using explicit instruction and discussion to
sensitize students to varying degrees of appropri-
ateness in different social contexts.

Here are some examples of grammar speaking
activities:

A. Picture Sentences

Procedure:

1. Divide the class into groups of three or four.
Give each group the same picture, or put it on an
overhead.

2. Instruct the groups to describe the picture in
as many sentences as possible in the time allowed,
using the proper Tense. The sentences must be
grammatically correct and accurately depict what
is happening in the picture.

3. Each group reads its sentences or writes them
on the board. The group with the most correct sen-
tences wins.

Variation: Give each group a different picture.

B. Short Answers

Procedure:

1. Divide the class into pairs or groups of three
or four. Have each group write five short answers
on a piece of paper.
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2. The groups exchange papers with another pair
or group and then create questions for their answers.

3. Return the papers to their originators and
have the group or pair that created the answers
now check that the questions written by the other
group or pair are good matches for their answers.

C. Error Analysis Draw

Procedure:

1. Divide the class into two teams. Have them
stand or sit on opposite sides of the room. If your class
1s large, you can divide the class into several teams.

2. A student from the first team comes to the front
of the class and selects a strip. He or she reads the
strip aloud and decides if the sentence is correct or
incorrect. If it is incorrect, the student must correct it.

Note: It is probably best not to let the team
help, but if you are using small teams or want more
interaction, you can have the team discuss the sen-
tence. For scoring purposes, accept only the answer
given by the student who selected the strip.

3. If the sentence is correct and the student says
so, the team receives a point. If the sentence is incor-
rect and the student correctly identifies it as such,
the team receives a point. The team receives one
more point for correcting it. If the student identifies
a sentence as incorrect but fails to provide an accu-
rate correction, the other team (or next team if you
have more than two) can “steal” a point by correcting
the sentence. That team then takes the next turn.

D. Question and Answer Practice

Procedure:

1. Before class, write one note card per student.
Each note card should have a subject (person) and
a time expression.

Examples:

2. Have students sit in a circle. Hand out the
note cards and give everyone a minute or two to
think about the question they will ask, using the in-
formation on their note card. For example, if a note
card says “Your friends / last night,” possible ques-
tions include What did your friends do last night?
And Did your friends do the homework last night?
Any grammatical question is acceptable as long as
it uses the words on the card.

3. After giving everyone a minute or two, choose
one student to begin. That student chooses any oth-
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er student in the class and asks his question. The
asker must address the answerer byname and ask
the question. The answerer replies in any logical
way, using the correct tense. The asker then ac-
cepts the answer if correct, or asks for clarification
if he detects an error. The answerer then becomes
the asker and chooses another student in the class
to direct his/her question to.

Variations: This activity can be used to practice
only one tense at a time, or it can be used as a re-
view of many tenses. It becomes a real listening ac-
tivity when students are reviewing several tenses
and must listen for clues to past, present, or future.
Students can also be given an answer card. On the
answer card is only a verb in the simple tense. The
student answering has to use that verb in his/her
answer 1n the appropriate tense.

Conclusion. A major goal of communicative
language teaching is to develop students’ abilities
to communicate in meaningful contexts. This arti-
cle has outlined specific features of spoken English
grammar and shown their usefulness in meeting
the demands of interactive, real-time conversation.
As Basturkmen points out, recent communication
methodologies often focus on “activities to get stu-
dents to speak, rather than on providing them with
the means to interact” [1, p. 5]. It only makes sense,
then, that in order for our students to communicate
effectively in spoken English, they need to both rec-
ognize and use these features of spoken grammar.
For teachers who find that ELT materials lack ac-
tivities for teaching spoken grammar, this article
outlines some activities for teaching features that
contribute to the development of fluency by allow-
ing students to adapt to the pressures of real-time
communication.

With English increasingly being used to commu-
nicate in international contexts, it is more impor-
tant than ever that students be taught conventions
and features of spoken English that will allow them
to become effective communicators. Any teacher
who advocates a communicative language teaching
approach should also support specific instruction
and practice of select features of spoken English,
which allow students to cope with the pressures
and interactive nature of English conversation.
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