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Abstract

This study aims to determine second year Licenagesits’ objectives for learning
grammar and the extent to which they achieve tladgectives. A questionnaire was
administered to a sample of 50 second year Licestadents at the University of
Mohammed Seddik Ben Yahia-Jijel. The findings shobweat students’ major objectives
for learning grammar are to become a successful maamcator, to construct
grammatically correct sentences and to write ctgredn addition to this, the results
revealed that a highest number of students didfulét the objectives of the course.
Consequently, the current study recommends teachiagimar in both speaking and

writing classes for students to master languag®a famd language use.
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General Introduction

Introduction

Learning objectives are brief statements that desevrhat students will be expected to
achieve as a result of instruction. In educaticedling, identifying learners’ objectives for
learning grammar is important because objectivésutaite the knowledge and skills we
want the learner to acquire by the end of the muBssides, evaluation attempts to gather
information about a specific program in order tojonats value, appropriateness or
whether it needs modification to improve that pesgr Therefore, EFL learners might
have different learning objectives for learningrgraar, because grammar is an essential
part of the language. It helps learners improveguage proficiency. This study looks at
the students’ objectives for learning grammar dreddéxtent to which they achieve these

objectives.

1. Background of the Study

Many studies have looked at the way grammar has liaeght. For example,
Bouyakoub (2005) conducted a study about an Irnyesdin into the Teaching of Grammar
at the University of Tlemcen. The results showed the majority of students reported that
grammar helps them write and speak correctly anénfly, improve their language
proficiency and overcome the difficulties encouaterwhen writing and speaking.
Likewise, Makhloufi and Hammam (2018) conductedtadyg about investigating the
importance of grammar rules in students’ writingquctions at the University of Bejaia.
The findings showed that most of students recogtinee importance of grammar in

developing their writing skills.



Another study conducted by Oumsalem and DjabafiZp about the effectiveness of
teaching EFL grammar showed that both teacherslearders consider grammar as an
important aspect of learning English as a foreignglage, and it insisted on relating

grammar instruction to its context to make it helbr developing learners’ proficiency.

Different language scholars all over the worldedathat it is important to identify the
learners’ objectives for learning grammar. Foranse, Ur (1999) stated that one of the
objectives of learning grammar is that grammatiabds enable learners to know and apply
how sentences are put together. Hinkel (2017) arthet “because the purpose of learning
grammar is to communicate successfully, the gramrs@uctures necessary for
communication should be indentified and taught3{®). According to Celce-Murcia
(2016) and Richards and Reppen (2016), the gogtashmar teaching and learning is to
enable learners to communicate effectively and gppately in context (cited in Hinkel

2017, p.369).

Insufficient studies have investigated the objexgiwf learning grammar; actually, at
the University of Jijel no study has evaluated wbetthe students are achieving these
objectives or not. This study will look at the stadls’ objectives for learning grammar and

the extent to which they achieve these objectives.

2. Statement of the Problem

In educational settings, EFL learners might havierint objectives for learning
grammar and it is important to identify their olijees for learning grammar in order to
know their points of views about different objeetvand their perspectives towards
learning grammar in general. Besides, finding dirt objectives might help teachers
guide their learning process to have a generalowisabout students’ expectations.

Determining learners’ objectives allow studentscteck the degree to which they are

2



meeting the learning objectives and whether theyaahieving the grammar objectives or

not.

3. Research Questions

The present study tackles the following ¢joes:

1) What are the second year Licence stgtiebjectives for learning grammar?

2) To what extents do second year Licenceéestis achieve the objectives of the

course?

4. Hypotheses

To conduct our research, we have posed the follgpWwypotheses:

- Students learn grammar to master language fodaarguage use.

-Students learn grammar to improve their writisgggaking, and reading skKills.

-Students learn grammar in order to get good markgams.

-Students are not achieving the objectives of these.

5. Aims of the Study
The study aims to determine second year Licenceents’ objectives for learning

grammar and the extent to which they achieve tbhbgectives.

6. Significance of the Study

Conducting this piece of research is significantawse it seeks, on the one hand, to
determine EFL students’ objectives for learninghgraar and it seeks on the other hand, to

identify the extent to which they achieve theseeotiyes. It also aims to shed light on



second year Licence students’ objectives for legrgrammar at the University of Jijel.
Moreover, it is significant because it is condudtedrder to help students determine their
objectives and to see whether they are achieviegetiobjectives or not. Furthermore, the
study might help students direct their learningoef appropriately and monitor their own

progress.

7. Research Procedure

To test the hypotheses, a quantitative approachopéed for gathering data and a
questionnaire is administered to a sample of S@rekcyear Licence students at the

department of English at Mohammed Seddik Ben Yhimizersity, Jijel.

8. Organization of the Study

The present study will be divided into two main pfess. The first chapter will be
about the theoretical part. It is divided into twections. The first section discusses
grammar key components; section two, however, dedlsthe grammar objectives and
evaluation. The second chapter consists of thetipagh@art of the study. It is split into
three sections: The first section is devoted tarésearch methodology; the second section
deals with the data analysis; and the third sedsatoncerned with the discussion of the

data gathered.



Chapter One
Theoretical Perspectives on Grammar Instrucbn: Objectives and Evaluations
Introduction

This chapter is devoted to the background of éhated literature, highlighting key
terms concerning grammar instruction objectives awnaluations. It is divided into two
sections: The first section deals with general asstelated to grammar; it provides a
definition of grammar, its types, and approachesaddition, it presents and explains
aspects influencing its teaching, its objectivesl &s importance. The second section
discusses the objectives of teaching, gives defmivf evaluation, and states its types as

well as the importance of evaluation.

Section One: Grammar Instruction

1.1. Definition of Grammar

Many linguists relate the term grammar to a setavhponents that are phonetics,
phonology, morphology, syntax, and semantics; théyocate the central role grammar

plays in the study of a language. Accordingly, Radlf(1997) defined grammar as

The study of the principles which govern the forimatand interpretation of words,
phrases and sentences. In terms of the traditidnasion of grammar into
morphology and syntax, we can say that morpholdggdiss the formation and
interpretation of words, whereas syntax is conatrmgth the formation and

interpretation of phrases and sentences (p.1).

Nelson and Greenbaum (2013) defined grammar asmpariant component of the
English language, which refers to a set of rules$ #lows us to combine words in English

into a large unit. Besides, Thorrnbury (1999) shat “grammar is partly the study of what



forms (or structures) are possible in a language”also stated that grammar is the study
of the rules that govern how sentences are fornmeddsa&ructured. Harmer (1987, p.1)
pointed out that “grammar is the way in which womsange themselves and group
together to make a sentence”. Moreover, Ur (19@8ndd grammar as “the way words

are put together to make correct sentences” (p.75).

According to many linguists (Al-Moutawa & Kailgnil989;Harmer, 2001;
Thornbury, 1999; Ur, 1988), grammar is the studgyftax and morphology; by syntax, it
is meant the study of word order or how words apenlined in a sentence while
morphology is the study of word formation; thattes say how sounds are related to
meaning. Therefore, Woods (1995, p.1) argued tfanhar is that “science which treats

the principles and the rules of spoken and wrikkaguage”.

1.2. Types of Grammar

1.2.1. Traditional Grammar

According to Purpura (2004), traditional grammaome of the oldest theories that
described the structures of languages, and it wasdon the study of Latin and Greek. He
stated that “traditional grammar drew on data fiderary texts to provide rich and length
descriptions of linguistic form. Traditional grammeso revealed the linguistic meanings

of these forms and provided information on theagesin a sentence» .

Radford (2009) argued that in traditional gramnibg syntax of a language is
described through a classification of differentemulof syntax found in the language.
Likewise, Purpura (2004) stated that traditiona@ngmar has been judged for its inability

to give descriptions of the language and for itk laf generalization to other languages.



1.2.2. Structural Grammar

According to Al-Moutawa and Kailani (1989), struclgrammar is descriptive; it
hypothesises that language has a set of grammp#ttalns in which words are arranged
to convey meaning which is determined by word fdiumgction words, word order and

intonation patterns such as stress, and junctions .

Purpura (2004) stated that structural grammarlee@ to linguists as Bloomfield
(1933) and Fries (1940), and it proposed differemthod for the description of a
language's structures in terms of methodology gmdag. In other word, in structural
grammar each word is classified according to itgcstire and patterns of use. Likewise,
Purpura (2004) argued structural grammar is noédas a set of rules; however, it seeks

to describe the grammatical form of the language.

1.2.3. Descriptive Grammar

According to Thornbury (2006), descriptive gramndescribes the rules that
govern how words are combined to form sentenceslanguage. A descriptive grammar
describes the way people speak. Besides, he pomtedhat descriptive grammars are
related to morphology and syntax. Similarly, Came(@998) argued that descriptive
grammar is related to theories. Moreover, Huddlreqtt®84) claimed that the aim of
descriptive grammar is to present and describgthemmar that focus on the usage of

speakers of the language.

1.2.4. Prescriptive Grammar

Nelsonand Greenbaum (2013) pointed out that prescrigiraenmar is concerned
with the rules that specify which usage of the laage should be adopted, it includes a

decision about the correct grammatical rules timmukl be take into consideration or



followed. Thornbury (2006) said that prescriptiveagmar is known as prescriptive
because it prescribes the correct usage of langutageovides both people and learners
with the correct way of speaking and writing, ardtalls us about the correct and
appropriate structures to use. Besides, Camer6a8jlpointed out that prescriptive
grammar is taught in the schools, and it has aeaofy social effects. Therefore,
Huddleston (1984) argued that the aim of preseptirammar is to inform people or
speakers what type of grammatical rules or stresttiey should follow to make a correct

usage of language.

1.2.5. Pedagogical Grammar

Newbey (2015) defined pedagogical grammar as “grancal descriptions,
materials and activities developed to facilitate tharning of a foreign language; it thus
includes both grammatical description and methagloldn other words, pedagogical
grammar used to describe the methodology of tegchimd it refers to the language
teaching system. Thornbury (2006) stated that pmglegl grammar is a type of
descriptive grammar designed for teaching and legrpurposes. It focuses on teaching
grammar as a part of improving and enhancing lagguproficiency, away from

vocabulary, phonology or discourse.

Likewise, Miliani (2003) drew attention to the fahat pedagogical grammar is not
only an appropriate term, but also it covers irdtamal events that happen in the
classroom context (p.59). Stern (1991) highlighted characteristics of pedagogical
grammar, saying that pedagogical grammar is basgetthe selection and description of
language teaching purposes; it is a broad termstdsychological and instructional criteria
not only linguistic one. Additionally, it includes range of language items, concepts and

suggestion related to language (Stern, 1991, oitdiliani, 2003, p.61).



1.3. Approaches to Teaching Grammar
1.3.1. Deductive Approach

Thornbury (1999) argued that the deductive appradalts with the presentation
and explanation of rules that are followed by ex@spn which the rules are applied
through these examples. Accordingly, it is alsovkinas rule-driven learning. Besides,

Thornbury (1999) stated some advantages of theatiediapproach:

It gets straight to the point, and can thereforérbe-saving. Many rules especially
rules of form can be more simply and quickly expal than elicited from examples. This
will allow more time for practice and applicatidhrespects the intelligence and maturity
of many especially adults’ students, and acknowdsdtpe role of cognitive processes in
language acquisition. It confirms many studentgeetations about classroom learning,
particularly for those learners who have an anedytiearning style. It allows the teacher to
deal with language points as they come up, rathan thaving to anticipate them and

prepare for them in advance (Thornbury, 1999, p.30)

In this approach, the teacher's role is “to prewigeaningful contexts to encourage
demonstration of the rule, while the students exdhe rules from the examples of its use
and continued practice” (Rivers & Temperley, 19783,10). In other words, the teacher is
the centre of the teachinigarning situation and is responsible for bothdkplanation and
presentation of the rules, and the learner ledmmsise of those rules and structures through

practice of the language in context.

Furthermore, some linguists argued that foreignglages are best learned
deductively; as Purpura (2004) pointed out thait this approach, the teaching of language

obviously involved the transmission of grammar sut®em teacher to student, and to know



a language meant the intricacies of its grammasigstiem and to recite its rules” (Purpura,

2004, p.1-2).

1.3.2. Inductive Approach

Thornbury (1999) said that “an inductive approatants with some examples from
which a rule is inferred”. It is known as a ruleschvery path. Likewise, Thornbury (1999)
stated that through this approach learners engadbkei rule on their own and so they
become more involved in the process of learningrthes, and thus, develop their own

learning experiences.

Moreover, other language educators have maintdlegdanguage learning is best
achieved inductively. Purpura (2004) stated thatthis approach, students are presented
with examples of the target language and led toodisr its underlying organizational
principles in order to be able to formulate a folrset of rules and prescriptions” (p.2). In
addition to this, Thornbury (1999) mentioned sordeamtages of the inductive approach;
he maintained that the rules learners discoverhgynselves help them develop their
mental structures effectively then rules receivestiuttively, it helps learners being

actively engaged in the learning process rather tigang passive recipients.

Shaffer (1989) saw the inductive approach as thil Ae stated that “an inductive
approach was equated with the Audio-Lingual Metloddhe sixties where learning is
defined as habit formation. Students learned by noimerous examples of a structure until
the use of that structure became automatic” (p.38)ther word, students started by a set

of examples followed by the rules.

To sum up, when teaching grammar deductively dudtively, teachers should
make a balance between the two approaches ancheseinterchangeably for different

situations. Gower (et al.1995, p.129) stated thtég Also important to remember that a

10



variety of approach is interesting and motivating $tudents; Hence, it is a good idea to

try to vary the ways you present and practice laggll (Gower et. al, 1995, p.129).

1.4. Grammar Learning in Language Teaching Methodsind Approaches

1.4.1. The Grammar Translation Method

Grammar translation method (GTM) is a metbbddeaching which was used in the
nineteenth century; it was based on the study thl.and had become the standard way of
studying foreign languages. This old method doneididEuropean and foreign language
teaching from the 1840's to 1940's. GTM was comgnknbwn as the traditional approach

to the teaching of grammar (Richards & Rodgers£)1.98

According to Richards & Rodgers (1986), the magrus of this method is on the
explicit analysis of grammatical rules and transhatof literary text. GTM is based on
memorization of rules in order to understand andipdate the morphology and syntax of
the foreign language. Thornbury (1999) pointed that the grammar translation courses
starts with an explicit presentation of grammaesulffollowed by activities and translation

from mother tongue to the target language.

In addition to this, reading and writing are thejondocus; little or no attention is
given to speaking or listening, vocabulary seleti® based on reading texts; and words
are taught through bilingual words lists, dictionatudy. In GTM, accuracy is emphasized
rather than fluency, and grammar is taught dedelgtjthat is to say, grammatical rules
are presented before the examples (Richards & Red®686). Moreover, these writers
stated that GTM creates frustration for learneeachers and students are passive

recipients (Richards & Rodgers, 2001).
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Prator and Celce-Murcia (1979, p.3, cited in Br&2@00, p.18-19) listed the major

characteristics of GTM:

1- Classes are taught in the mother tongue, witle lgtitive use of the target language.

2- Much vocabulary is taught in the form of lists sélated words.

3- Long elaborate explanations of the intricaciesrahgmar are given.

4- Grammar provides the rules for putting words togethnd instruction often
focuses on the form and inflection of words.

5- Reading of difficult classical texts is begun early

6- Little attention is paid to the content of textdigh are treated as exercises in
grammatical analysis.

7- Often the only drills are exercises in translatigconnected sentences from the
target language into the mother tongue

8- Little or no attention is given to pronunciation.

Figures 01: The Characteristics of the Grammar Trarslation Method (Prator &
Celce-Murcia, 1979, p.3 as cited in Brown 2000, [8119)

1.4.2. The Direct Method

According to Harmer (2007), the direct method (Dappeared at the end of the
nineteenth century as a result of the reform mowegnwhich was reacting to the
shortcomings of grammar translation method. Thom§i999, p.21) mentioned that the
direct method appeared to be natural method; thjernfacus is on oral skills in order to
reform GTM practices which focus on written skilllhn the DM grammar is taught

inductively, and rules are explained after practiceaddition to this, learners learn the

12



grammatical rules of the target language in theeseuaty as children pick up the grammar

rules of their mother tongue (Thornbury, 1999).

Richards & Rodgers (2001, p.12), explditiee basic principles and guidelines of

the direct method. They are shown in detail inrfep2.

1-Classroom instruction was conducted exclusivelthe target language.

2 -Only everyday vocabulary and sentences werétaug

3 -Oral communication skills were built up in aefaitly graded progression
organized around question-and-answer exchangegéeti®achers and studengs

in small, intensive classes.

4- Grammar was taught inductively.

5- New teaching points were introduced orally.

6- Concrete vocabulary was taught through demarstraobjects, and pictures

abstract vocabulary was taught by associationedsd

7- Both speech and listening comprehension weghtau

8- Correct pronunciation and grammar were emphdsize

Figure 02: The Principles of the Direct Method in he Classroom PracticgRichards

& Rodgers, 2001, p, 12)

1.4.3. The Oral Method

According to Richards & Rodgers (1986) thral method to language teaching
developed with the work of British applied ling@gi.e., Harold Palmer and Hornby) in
the 1920's and 1930's. These linguists attemptetbvelop an oral approach to teaching
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English and the result was a systematic studyeptinciples and procedures that could be

applied to the selection and organization of theteat.

Richards & Rodgers (2001, p.39) demotetirghe main characteristics of this

approach. They are shown in detail in figures "3":

1-Language teaching begins with the spoken langudgterial is taught orally before it is

presented in written form.

2- The target language is the language of therdass

3- New language points are introduced and practgadtionally.

4- Vocabulary selection procedures are followedrtsure that an essential general service

vocabulary is covered.

5- Items of grammar are graded following the ppheithat simple forms should be taught

before complex ones.

6- Reading and writing are introduced once a sifficlexical and grammatical basis is
established.

Figure 03: The Main Characteristics of the Oral Apgoach (Richards & Rodgers,

2001, p.39)

1.4.4. The Audio-lingual Method

According to Richards & Rodgers (1986), galio-lingual method (ALM) appeared
in the end of the 1950's; it resulted from the dedngiven to foreign language teaching in

the United States. Besides, Brown (2000) stated AlhdM was based on linguistic and
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psychological theories. Additionally, Richards & dRyers (1986) argued that this method

was selected especially for teaching foreign laggsan North America universities.

The characteristics of ALM are summarizedthe following points adopted from

Prator & Celce-Murcia (1979 -cited in Brown, 20p®3).

1- New material is presented in dialogue form.

2- There is dependence on mimicry, memorizatiosediphrases, and over-learning.

3- Structures are sequenced by means of contrastalgsis and taught one at a time.

4- Structural patterns are taught using repetudivis.

5- There is little or no grammatical explanatioma@mar is taught by inductive analogy rather

than by deductive explanation.

6- Vocabulary is strictly limited and learned imeext.

7- There is much use of tapes, language labs, isndhaids.

8- Great importance is attached to pronunciation.

9- Very little use of the mother tongue by teachesermitted

Figure 04: The Characteristics of the Audio-LingualMethod (Prator & Celce-

Murcia, 1979, p.23, as cited in Brown 2000, p.23)

1.4.5. The Communicative Language Teaching

In the late of 1980's the Communicative Languagachimg (CLT) emerged as a
result of the work of the council of Europe and thating of Wilkins and other applied

linguists (Richards & Rodgers, 1986). This approagks a response to the theory of
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Chomsky when he talked about competence and peafwren Later, the concept of
competence and performance was developed by Hymé&mmunicative competence’

(Richards & Rodgers, 1986).

Thornbury (1999) stated grammar remained the mammponent of the syllabus of
CLT courses; even it drew attention to functiorggexcts of the language, through making
meaning. Similarly, Littelwood (1981) affirmed thabmmunicative language teaching
gives attention to functional as well as structumapects of language (p.1l). Likewise,
Richards & Rodgers (1986) affirmed that the focusommunicative language teaching is
on meaning not form. That is to say, grammar isnke@ through communication and not
through explicit teaching of rules, as Thornbur¥9qQ) stated “explicit attention to

grammar rules was not incompatible with commumieagiractice” (p.22).

Furthermore, in CLT the learner has become a naotin the learning process
through interacting with the members within theug® and within classroom procedures,
and the teacher has the responsibility to determmerespond to learner’s language needs

(Richards & Rodgers, 1986).

1.4.6. The Competency Based Approach

The Competency-Based Language Teaching (CBLT) exdeby the end of the
1970's, as an approach to language teaching, itséscon the outcomes of learning,
addresses more what the learner are expectedrto lekewise, the CBLT seeks to teach
students and prepare them for situations in relabothe social contexts or everyday life.
In this approach, language occurs as a resulttefaotions and communication between
students in a social context for achieving suctppses. It is based on developing learners'
competence, skills, attitudes and behaviours ihwead tasks (Richards and Rodgers,

2001).
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According to Wong (2008), CBA focuses on develgpthe learner’s attitudes,
abilities and skills in the target language, byimgva great emphasis on the learners’
products or outputs rather than the learning pmoskat learners are expected to achieve
with the target language. Grammar is taught ingety it is integrated with teaching other
skills. In fact, both CLT and CBA shared some piptes and features regarded developing
functional communicative skills in learners, ashids & Rodgers (2001) argued “CBLT

thus shares some features with Communicative Lagggliaaching” (p.143).

1.5. Aspects Influencing Grammar Teaching

Grammar teaching is influenced by many aspects gmtirem: language

acquisition, rule presentation and explanationgmatics and discourse.

1.5.1. Language Acquisition

According to Harmer (2007), language acquisitionaioncept introduced by
Krashen in his input hypothesis 1984, in his digton between language acquisition
which is “that language we acquire subconsciouslys language we can use in
spontaneous conversation, because it is availabEnwve need to use it, and language
learning which is language that taught and studiedgrammar and vocabulary, is not
available for spontaneous use (Harmer, 2007). Atiogrto Harmer (2007), studying
grammar has no effect on communication becausdathguage learners learnt is not
available for use, it only serves to check and mooncommunication. A focus on
traditional forms of language teaching by the ukeepetition and controlled practiced;
however, studies show that it is impossible to slaoeonnection between drilling of any

particular grammatical item (Harmer, 2001).

Moreover, Pienemann (1985) stated “instructionnapts to promote the second

language development. Instruction can be adjustedtural acquisition by building up on
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the regularities entailed in natural second langudgvelopment” (p.23). In other words,
instruction can enhance language acquisition ags ssothe structures are going to be

taught and acquired in a natural development.

1.5.2. Rule Presentation and Explanation

Rule presentation and explanation is an importamhtpin grammar teaching,
because choosing the appropriate way of preseatidgexplaining grammatical features
has its effect on students' performance. Larsearra® (2001) shed light on the role
teacher plays in explaining and representing graticaiastructures. According to him,
teachers should have a general idea and comprebeksowledge to monitor important
students' learning process (p.255). Likewise,LarBezeman (2001
mentioned that teacher can represent grammatidak rinductively or deductively,

explicitly or implicitly.

In fact, research in the 1960's was directed eagtiestion of whether and when to
present explicit grammar rules to students. linfbthat the explicit or deductive approach
to grammar teaching instruction has no significaié and not consistently superior than
other approaches, and therefore the CLT methodngetasized the use of explicit
grammar rule presentation or the deductive apprbachuse an emphasized was directed

to the inductive approach (Crookes &Chaudron, 1991)

Indeed, while presenting and explaining grammatickds we need to be prepared
and take into account certain factors which aramgnatical description should be explicit
or not; whether a rule is isolated or not; whettier explanation need a deductive or
inductive approach; the person who gives the espian to teachers, text, or another
student; whether the language is abstract or mat;vehether the explanation is provided

orally or in writing. (Crookes & Chaudron, 1991)
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1.5.3. Pragmatics and Discourse

Larsen-Freeman (2001) pointed out that grammar hwego three interrelated
dimension of language which are structures, sewsmrdnd the pragmatics governing
appropriate usage. Besides, Brown (2000) statatl grammar gives us the form of
language, but those forms are related to semaraios,pragmatics. In fact, Nelson and
Greenbaum (2013) defined pragmatic as “the usedicplar utterances within particular
contexts”. Payne (2011) stated that semantics dako twith the meaning of linguistics

structures and pragmatics has to do with the us&ra€tures in contexts.

Keh (1991) stated that “we should be sure thaigtaenmar is always in a context
of coherent discourse where students analyse tfasgdistructures in a text”(p.18). Brown
& Yule (1984) point out that “the discourse anadyg@ a sentence grammarian and the

sentence grammarian must also pay attention toulise” (cited in Keh, 1991, p.17).

1.6. The Objectives of Grammar Learning

Ur (1999) stated one of the objectives of learngngmmar is that grammatical
rules enable learners enable learners to know pply &ow sentence patterns should be
put together. Hinkel (2017) argued that “becausepghrpose of learning grammar is to
communicate successfully, the grammar structuresssary for communication should be
indentified and taught” (p.375). According to CeMercia (2016) and Richards and
Reppen (2016), the goal of grammar teaching andhileg is to enable learners to

communicate effectively and appropriately in cobi{eited in Hinkel 2017, p.369).

Moreover, Ur (1988) saw that grammar learningrapartant for the acquisition
and mastery of the language, since learner nedshda how to combine correctly the
different units of language in order to use it eotly and effectively in order to master a

particular language.
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1.7. The Importance of Grammar Teaching and Learnig

Grammar is an important aspect of language ansl the fundamental organizing
principle of language. Yong (1984) argued that greanis a way to describe the system of
communication which member of the society posseasdsshared. Nunan (1991) stated
that grammar exists to enable us to make meanntgwéehout grammar it is impossible to

communicate.

According to Ur (1988), “learner who knows gramnsgaone who has mastered and
can apply these rules to express him or herselftiat would be considered acceptable
language forms”(p.4). In addition to this, a gratiéntion is given to grammar in language
teaching. Accordingly, Corder (1973) claimed tHa teaching of grammar is related to
the teaching of meaning, since understanding thenmg of grammatical structures help
to know how and when to use them successful. M@edzllis (2006) argued that teaching
grammar means to teach students different parspedch to make them use the language

correctly.

Therefore, grammar is the corner stone irguage teaching, it is an important
component of the language system; linguists segukege without grammar as incomplete,
they emphasize the importance of teaching grammsrBatstone (1994) stated that
“language without grammar is chaotic; countlessdsawithout indispensable guidelines

for how they can be ordered and modified” (p.4).

Conclusion

This section is concerned with a review of thkated literature by discussing key
issues related to grammar. It presented the diffeggammar definition, its types and
approaches. In addition, it discussed aspectseandiing its teaching, its objectives as well

as its importance.
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Section Two

1.8. Objectives of Teaching and Evaluation

1.8.1. Definition of Objectives

Richards (2001) defined objectives as “objectivieneto a statement of specific
changes a program seeks to bring about and refsaits an analysis of the aim into
different components” (p.122-123). In other wordhjextives are brief statements that
describes or indicate what the students will aghiev learn as a result of instruction.
Besides Nunan (1988) argued that objectives areifsgak before content and activities
given to students because their essential role igutde the selection of structures and

other elements in the curriculum.

1.8.1.1. Learners Objectives

Richards (2001) stated that students are essepdidicipants in curriculum
development and it is important to gather inform@atabout them before the project begins

(p.101). Brinddley (1984) stated that

Setting learning objectives serves a number of ulgefirposes: it enables the
teacher to evaluate what has been learned sino@ntdr behaviour is always

defined in terms which are measurable; it meanslé&aaners (provided they have
participated in the process of setting objectives)w what they are supposed to be
learning and what is expected of them; it providesonstant means of feedback
and on-going evaluation for both teacher and learaed it provides ‘a way of

beginning the individualisation of instruction’(8ter, 1975) since learners can set
their own standards of performance and evaluate WwelW these standards have

been attained (Cited in Nunan 1988, p.66).

21



According to Kerry (2002), learning objectives ammt always related to
knowledge, skills, and understanding that studewtpuire; however, they are related to
how the learning process is acquired. Moreover réla{2008) argued that well-organised
learning objectives are specific, observable, arehsurable. They describe what the
learners will do to learn and to monitor their l@ag process. Accordingly, Kerry (2008)
said that effective learning objectives are basedlentifying learners’ needs; they are not
based only on what the learners will learn as altred instructions but also why they
should care about training. Because learning dbgstdelineate how learners will
demonstrate what they have learned, they provideasis for their evaluation and

assessment.

1.8.1.2. Teachers Objectives

Carl (2009) stressed the importance of involving tteacher in curriculum
development that is teachers have to be empowearethe process of curriculum
development. He involved as an implementer or veceBesides Carl (2009) stated that
the teacher's involvement take the form of consaliaand feedback before and during the

design with participation during implementation.

Likewise, the teacher’s roles and responsibilitiesing his involvement in the
curriculum development take the form of providingality education for learners and
evaluating whether the instruction is meeting tearmers’ needs and the educational
system (Carl, 2009, p.201). Richards and LockH#94) stated that teachers made use of
different statements of course objectives to hékpnt plan and organize the teaching
process. Teachers were able to formulate whatebgoh was intended to accomplish and

how its goal was to be achieved.
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Therefore, Richards and Lockhart (1994) claimed tisachers expressed their roles
in terms of objectives as to develop learners'idente in speaking and listening skills, to

activate the learners' comprehension, to develmé autonomy.

1.8.1.3. Syllabus Objectives

Widdowson (1984) defined a syllabus as “syllabusimsply a framework within
which activities can be carried out: a teachingiceuvo facilitate learning” (p.26).
Besides, Afros & schryer (2009) mentioned that djiabus offers different theories and
strategies to describe the course, its goals ajettles, its structures and its correlation
with other courses within the program. It mediates interaction between students and
teachers. Yalden (1984) stated that the syllabusléged to the learners' needs and aims,
and should associated with the content and metbggoBrown (1995) said that a syllabus
provides a focus of what should be studied, how dbetent should be selected and

ordered.

Furthermore, Richards et al. (1985) stated thatsiilabus provides a variety of
different kinds of tasks and activities which tlearers are expected to do in the learning
process. Grunert et al. (2008) claimed that thectfan of a syllabus is to indicate to
students their responsibility, what they have to alud under what conditions. What they
will be able to do by the end of the course andtwhay have learned or experienced

during the learning process.

According to Parkes & Harris (2002), a syllabus ttage purposes: serving as a

contract, serving as a permanent and serving aglao students learning process.
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1.9. Evaluation

1.9.1. Definition of Evaluation

The term evaluation is defined by different reskars, Hutchinson and Waters
(1987) stated that “evaluation is the process dafgijug the suitability of particular
purpose” (p.96). Lynch (1996) defined evaluation“te systematic attempt to gather
information in order to make judgments or decisidps2). In addition to this, Mc Donald
(1973) pointed out that “evaluation is the procesfs conveying, obtaining and
communicating information for the guidance of edior®l decision making, with regard
to a specific program” (p.1-2). The term evaluatisndefined by Rea-dickens and

Germaine (1992) as “evaluation is an intrinsic pathe teaching learning” (p.3).

Cronbach (1963) defined it as “the collection arg® wf information to make
decisions about [an educational] program” (p.6EZ@vidson (2005) stated that evaluations
are conducted for two main reasons “to find areasrmprovement and/or to generate an

assessment of overall quality or value” (p.2).

To sum up, form the above definitions we conclude evaluation is the systematic
collection that attempts to gather and obtain imfation about a specific program in order
to measure its value, appropriateness or whethmareitls modifications or decision-making

to improve that program.

1.9.2. Types of Evaluation

1.9.2.1. Formative Evaluation

According to Nunan (1992), formative evaluation éskplace during the
preparation of the program and it provides a wayirigporoving the program. Richards

(2001) stated that formative evaluation carried asipart of the program development in
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order to find out what is working well and what plems need to be modified. It focuses
on the improvement of the program. According toharcs (2001), typical questions that

are related to formative evaluation are:

- Has enough time been spent on particular objes#v

- Have the placement tests placed students aighielevel in the program?

- Is the pacing of the material adequate?

Patton (2002) pointed out that formative evaluat@ams at improving a specific
program, policy, group of staff; it mainly focuses ways of improving the effectiveness

of a program.

1.9.2.2. Summative Evaluation

Nunan (1992) claimed that summative evaluatidtedaplace at the end of a
program that has been implemented, and it providfesmation for the modification of
program. According to Richards (2001), summatival@ation seeks to make decisions
about the effectiveness or value of different aspet the curriculum. It focuses on
determining the effectiveness of a program, it&ciefficy, and its acceptability. Richards

(2001) maintained that summative evaluation seeksmswer questions such as these:

- How effective was the course? Did it achievaitas?
- How well was the course received by studentstaachers?

- How appropriate were the teaching methods?

Asaad and Hailaya (2004) stated that the purposeimimative evaluation is “the
grading of students at the end of a broad unitakwisually by grading period, semester,

or course” (p.14).
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1.9.2.3. Process Evaluation

According to Gertler et.al (2011), pees evaluation focuses on how a program is
implemented and designed, whether it needs motditas its original design. Nunan
(1992) argued that the focus in process evaluasan the evaluator providing ongoing
feedback during and at the end of a program. Bssibadaus, Scriven & Stufflebeam
(1983) claimed that process evaluation involvegmeining whether planned activities are
carried out in which a program accepted and haeeettpected quality and efficiency.

According to Scriven (1967) process evaluation amswjuestions such as

- How external factors influence program delivery?

- Did your program continue to be met its goalsrémruitment of program participants?

1.9.3. The Importance of Evaluation

According to Rea-Dickins and Germaine (1992) eusbnais important for the
teachers because it provides essential informdtorclassroom practice, planning and
organization of courses, and management of leartasisks and activities. Borich (1974)
argued that evaluation provides ongoing feedbadkshwguide the revision, improvement
and modification of a program. Likewise, Patton Q2P pointed out that summative
evaluation serve the purpose of rendering an dveidgment and decision-making about
the effectiveness of a program, policy, or Prodivbreover, Asaad and Hailaya (2004)
stated that evaluation focuses of determining ffecveness and efficiency of teaching

methodologies, instructional materials and feedback

Weir and Roberts (1994) maintained that evaluatienves to gather information in
order to indicate the worth and merits of a progremand to inform decision making

(Cited in Jordan 1997, p.85)

26



Conclusion

This section was concerned with a review of thateel literature by discussing
some issues related to objectives of teaching aatuation. It first presented different
definitions of objectives. In addition, it discudséhe objectives of teaching, different

definitions of evaluation as well as its types &admportance.
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Chapter Two

Research Methodology and Data Analysis and Discues

Introduction

This chapter is devoted to the practical part efibsearch. It is divided into three
sections. The first section is for the researchhoutlogy which contains research
paradigm, setting, sample of the study, data-getfeinstrument, data collection
procedure, and data analysis. The subsequent seastaevoted to the analysis of results
obtained from students’ questionnaire. Finally, st section discusses the results

obtained from the students’ questionnaire, limmatof the study and recommendations.

2.1. The Research Methodology
2.1.1. Research Paradigm

This research work aims to determinesdcgyear Licence students’ objectives for
learning grammar and the extent to which they aehidese objectives. A quantitative
approach is used. In this regard, Phakiti (2014}est that “quantitative research is
primarily related to numerical data, measuremernt statistical analysis” (p.9). In other
word, quantitative data is presented in numerigahfand analyzed by statistical methods.
In the case of this study, numerical data came fitmuestionnaire that was administered
to second year Licence students to a sample ofBiripants. This type of research allows
the researchers to choose questionnaire as the twadi to gather data from a large
population. Hence, the questionnaire is the appatgprtool for answering the research

guestions.
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2.1.2. Setting

The current study was carried out to determineorsgécyear Licence students’
objectives for learning grammar and the extenthectvthey achieve these objectives. This
study was accomplished at the University of Mohaohn&eddik Ben Yahia, Jijel,
specifically, at the department of English languagéd literature. The students’ speciality
in Licence is English. Besides, in second year gnamis an essential module and it is
taught inductively. Students studied grammar twssiems a week in which every session

takes one hour and a half.

2.1.3. Research Design

The research design discusses such issues aartipesof the study, the data-

gathering instruments that involve the questiormaird the data collection procedure.

2.1.3.1. Sample of the Study

The population of this study consisted of secom@ryEFL students at the
University of Mohammed Seddik Ben Yahia, Jijel. Ceming the sample, 50 participants
were chosen randomly from the total number of sécpear EFL students; the reason
behind choosing second year Licence students istiiey have learned grammar as a
fundamental module in first year and they have Kedge about its instruction.dneyei
(2007) defined a sample as “the group of partidipamhom the researcher actually

examines in an empirical investigation” (p.96).

2.1.3.2. Data-Gathering Instrument: the Questionnae

The questionnaire is acknowledged as an importaunrice of information to obtain

data in a research. Wilson and Mc Lean (1994, citedohen et al., 2007) stated that “the
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questionnaire is a widely used and useful instrunfien collecting survey information,
providing structured, often numerical data, beiddeato be administered without the
presence of the researcher; and often being commyastraightforward to analyse”

(p-317).

Our questionnaire is built around 10 questions. Wéee used two types of
guestions which are open-ended questions and eluded questions. Closed questions are
Q1, Q3, Q4, Q5, Q6, Q7, Q8, Q9, and Q10, wheream@RQ4 are opened questions.
According to Nunan (1992), in questionnaires treme two types of questions which are
in-closed items in which the respondents are requio select answer determined by the
researcher and in-open items in which the respded=m decide and express their points

of view in their own ways (p.143).

2.1.3.3. Questionnaire Implementation Procedure

This study is based on quantitative data collectibhe researchers used the
guestionnaire as a tool to determine second yadests’ objectives for learning grammar

and the extent to which they achieve these objestiv

2.2. Data Analysis

In this section we are going to present the dataeged from the questionnaire in
form of tables followed by the students’ commeiitse main aim of the questionnaire is to
determine second year Licence students’ objectmelearning grammar and the extent to

which they achieve these objectives.
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2.2.1. Analysis of Students’ Questionnaire

Question1(How do you consider your level in grammar?)

Table 01

Students’ Evaluation of their Grammar Level

~

Options Numbers Percerfa %
Average 14 28,6

Good 32 65, 3

Very Good 3 6,1

Total 49 100

From the above table, we notice that the highesth®u of students (65,3%) have
rated their level to be good; on the other hantl % reported that they possess a very good
level; however, 28,6 % of learners rated their leage average. From these results, it is
noticeable that not all students have the samé tdy@oficiency.

Question 2 According to you, what are your objectives for leag grammar?)
Table 02

Students’ Objectives for Learning Grammar

Options Numbers Percentage %
To become a successful communicator 22 44

To construct grammatically correct sentences 16 32

To get good marks in exams 3 6

To write correctly 9 18

Total 50 100
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The aim of this question is to know students’ otiyes for learning grammar.
From the data shown above, the highest number uafests (44%) learn grammar to
become a successful communicator; however, 32% agficpants learn grammar to
construct grammatically correct sentences, 18% toflents learn grammar to write
correctly and only 6% of learners reported thaytlearn grammar to get good mark in
exams. Consequently, students major objectivedefimning grammar are: to become a
successful communicator, to construct grammaticallyrect sentences and to write
correctly..
Questions 3(How do you find the grammar lessons at second?year
Table 3

Students’ Views regarding the Grammar Lessons

Options Numbers Percentage %
Easy 32 85,
Difficult 17 34,

Total 49 100

According to the results obtained from the abovsetamore than half of the participants
(65, 3 %) found grammar lessons easy; however7 34 found them difficult. This means
that the majority of lessons of second year arg gaghem.

Question 4(Do grammar lessons in the syllabus help you dgvgtammar competence?)

Table4
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Students’ Views about the Lessons in the Syllabus

Options Numbers Percentage%
Yes 44 88

No 6 12

Total 50 100

The results from the above table show that thgomity of students (88 %)
answered with yes; however, 22 % answered with In@an be concluded that the
grammar lessons in the syllabus are appropriatetfatents. The students justified their
answers saying that grammar lessons help them staddrthe English language better and
avoid making mistakes.

Question 5 How do you find the activities proposed by yourctear?)
Table 5

Students’ View about the Proposed Activities

Options Numbers Percentage %
Interesting 12 24

Helpful 31 62

Boring 7 14

Total 50 100

As shown in the above results, it can be noted 2d4& of students said that the
activities are interesting; however, the majoritystudent (62 %) said they are helpful, and
only 14 % of participants said they are boring. é&erihe results reveal that the majority of

students are satisfied with the types of activiegposed by the teacher.
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Question 6 Po you think the scheduled grammar sessions entmgthe mastery of
grammar?)
Table 6

The Scheduled Grammar Sessions

Options Numbers Percentage %
Enough 26 46,9 %
Insufficient 23 53,1%
Total 49 100

As shown in the table, 46, 9 % of students anssvéhat grammar lessons are
enough, and 53, 1 % of learners said they arefiomift. Thus, we can conclude that the
majority of learners found the proposed activitresufficient for acquiring grammar.
Question 7(How do you find the methodology?)

Table 7

Students’ Opinion about the Teacher Methodologleaiching

Options Numbers Percentage%
Effective 20 40
Ineffective 10 20

Neutral 20 40

Total 50 oaL

The results from the above table show that 40 %twdents said that the teacher
methodology is effective; similarly, 40% of studehiave mixed feeling about it. However,

20 % of learners answered that it is ineffectivensequently, it seems that there is a
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balance between the number of students who thiakiths effective and the participants
who are undecided.

Question 8(How does your teacher teach grammar?)

Table8

The Way Grammar is taught

Options Numbers Percentage
Deductively 22 44
Inductively 28 56

Total 50 100

The aim of this question is to know how studeatsh grammar. From the results
shown above, it is noticeable that 44% of studksasn grammar deductively; however, 56
% of participants learn it inductively. Such peregye revealed that the teachers used the

inductive approach when teaching grammar.

Question 9(How does your teacher assess your grammatical e@mge?)

Table 9

Teachers’ Type of Assessment

Options Numbers Percentage %
Gap filling 9 18,4
Multiple choice 10 20,4

Error identification 2 4,1

Error correction 7 14, 3
Paragraph writing 10 20,4
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Grammatical games 5 10, 2

Sentence completion 3 6,1
Sentence combining 0 0
Transformation 3 6,1
Total 49 100

The results of the table illustrate tHet ainswers vary from one student to another.
Multiple choice and paragraph writing have the bgthpercentage 20, 4 %. Gap filling
has 18, 4 %, and error correction has 14, 3%. BesidGrammatical games get a
percentage of 10, 2 %. Both sentence completiontramdformation get the percentage of
6, 1%. The percentage of 0% and 4, 1% is giveneimence combining and error
identification. What it is salient from table Stisat the major assessments used by teachers

are multiple choice, paragraph writing, gap filliagd error correction.

Question 10: (Tick the extent to which you have achieved théofeing objectives of the

grammar course?)

Table 10

Achievementf LearningObjectives

Options Average A little Good
Communicate fluently 25% 41, 7% 33, 3%
Read easily 24, 5% 12, 2% 63, 3%
Write correctly 50% 22% 28%
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Get acceptable grades in grammar % 36 30% 34%

Gaining confidence when using English 44% 30% 26%

As it is shown in this table, the highest numberstfdents (41, 7%) failed to
communicate fluently. In the second options, thgonits of students (63, 3%) have a good
level in reading. In writing, 50% of students hareaverage level. Additionally, a highest
number of students (36%) do not get acceptableegramdgrammar. 44% of them have not
gain confidence when using English. What can bevdifaom the students’ answers to this
question is that students do not share the saneéitegrammar. The results revealed that a
highest number of students did not achieve thectibgs of the course.

2.3. Data Discussion

This section is devoted to the discussion andpné¢ation of the results obtained from
the students’ questionnaire. The results generfitted students’ questionnaire will be
discussed in relation to the research questiorishthae been posed in the introduction. As
a reminder; the research questions are as follow:

1. What are the second year Licence students’ obgfior learning grammar?

2. To what extents do second year Licence studente\achihe objectives of the

course?

2.3.1 Second Year Students’ Objectives for learning Gramrar

The first research question of the study is abmdlifig second year Licence students’
objectives for learning grammar. According to tesults obtained from the questionnaire,
the major objective of the students for learningngmar is to become a successful
communicator, because nowadays with the developrakréchnology many students
learn grammar to be more confident when they clitht foreigners. This idea is supported

by researchers such as Murcia, Richards & Reppeh6(2cited in Hinkel 2017, p.369)
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who stated that the goal of grammar teaching amdnieg is to enable learners to
communicate effectively and appropriately in cohte&dditionally, Purpura (2004)
claimed that the goal of grammar teaching nowaday$o achieve communicative
competence. Mart (2013) pointed out that learnakeho study grammar rules in order to
become an effective language user and it will tegm recognize speech and make it
meaningful.

Likewise, their second objective for learning graanns to construct grammatically
correct sentences. According to students, leargraghmar enables them to know how to
combine and frame grammatically correct sentenicethis regard, Ur (1999) argued that
one of the objectives of learning grammar is thengnatical rules enable and help
learners to apply how sentence patterns shouldibegether.

Moreover, the third objective for learning gramnmsato write correctly. According to
students, learning grammar helps them to be mareraie, to avoid making mistakes and
to understand the content of any piece of writing enake sense of sentences. Similarly,
Frodesen and Eyrin (cited in Ali Fatimi 2008) stateat a focus on form (grammar) in
writing can help writers develop rich linguisticesources needed to express ideas
effectively. In other word, a focus on grammatié@ams in writing help learners and
writers develop their writing proficiency, and heriacrease the grammatical competence.

Mart (2013) claimed that “language acquisition with grammar will be confusing.
Learners will fail to use the language correctlyhwut grammar skills (p.125). That is to
say that, a focuse on grammar rules in writing,riees will face difficulties in
understanding any piece of writing. Besides, Emetyal. (1978) argued that “the more
you know about the form and function of the pahattmake up the larger unit, the

sentence, the better equipped you are to recognidé¢o construct well-formed sentences
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(cited in Mart 2013).This means, the mastery ohgretical structures enable learenrs to
develop the wriithg competence.
2.3.2. Second Year Students Fulfilment of Learning Objectres

According to the results obtained from the questéore, the majority of students
did not fulfil the learning objectives and only yesmall percentages fulfil the objectives of
the course. Based on the results shown in que$@othe highest number of students (41,
7%) did not fulfil the objective of communicatioma a small percentage (33, 3%)
achieves the objective of communicating fluenthhisTmeans that students are faced by
different problems which affect their communicatidgccordingly, Ur (1996) stated that
there are four factors that affect studémsseaking skills which are inhibition, nothing to
say, low or uneven participation and mother- tongse. Similarly, Juhana (2012), in her
study found that there are some psychological factivat face the students when they
speak which are fear of mistakes, shyness, anxlatk of confidence and lack of
motivation.

According to the results obtained in question 1@, highest number of students
(63, 3%) fulfils the objectives of reading. It cha said that students have effective reading
comprehension strategies and material that helm thevelop their reading skills. This
idea is supported by the study of Khoirul (2020pwbund that the studentseeading skills
was only 50% because the students did not know thowse pronunciation, but after the
implementation of different techniques in the clabs students reading skills was 100 %.

According to Ruhul (2019), during the teaching msx of the reading skills
teachers can assist their students in improving tleading comprehension by giving
different reading strategies and techniques suchpmslicting, making affiliation,
envisaging, inferring, questioning and summariz{pg36). Duke and Pearson (2005)

argued that “ It is also important for the teach&rgeach the strategies by naming the
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strategy, clarify the implemented strategy, modgthrough the think aloud process, group
practice, partner practice, and autonomous usehef dstrategy” (as cited in Ruhul
Amin,2019,p.36).

Moreover, the findings in question 10 indicatedt thahighest number of students
(50 %) failed to write correctly. It is obvious thstudents have numerous errors in their
writing especially in grammar which prevents theonwirite correctly. In this regard,
Houranys study (2008) showed that students made gramrhaticars in their essays.
These included: verb tenses and form, passivatdigles, plurality and auxiliaries. In
addition to this, in question 10 a highest numbestodents (36%) failed to get acceptable
grades in grammatr; this is because of the diffycoft grammatical structures. Ur (1996)
stated that “it is surprisingly difficult to predesind explain foreign-language grammatical
structures to class of learners” (p.81).

Students failed in writing because grammar is fcdit aspect of the language that
students find it hard to master. Accordingly, Ded@yand Sokalski (1996) consider
grammar difficulties are related to comprehensiod production. They argued that some
grammar rules are easy to comprehend, but difftouttroduce; however, some other rules
are easy to produce, but difficult to comprehergldiged in Shiu, 2011, p. 2). Similarly,
this idea is supported by Berent (1985) considgradnmatical difficulties are related to
production and comprehension. (as cited in SH1,1%.2). In fact, in contrast to those
researchers Larsen freeman (2003) argued that gatioan difficulties are related to
linguistic form, semantic meaning, and pragmatie (s cited in Shiu 2011,p.2). Ellis
(2006) stated that grammar difficulties to expliciimplicit knowledge (as cited in Shiu,
2011, p.3).

Therefore, the findings in question 10 showed tmy 26% of students fulfil the

objective of gaining confidence when using Englisih.contrast, a highest number of
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students (44%) failed to achieve this objectiveisTineans that learners still have poor
communication skills and they do not have configeimcspeaking. This idea agrees with
the findings of a study made by Audina, Hasanah Bedvitasari (2021) about the
correlation between students’ self-confidence dradrtEnglish achievement. The results
indicated that there is no significant correlatiamd significant influence between self-
confidence of undergraduate EFL students and speiaking achievements.

Based on the obtained results from the questiognstudents’ major objectives for
learning grammar are to become a successful conwaiion to construct grammatically
correct sentences and to write correctly. In addjtithe findings revealed that a highest
numbers of students did not fulfil the objectivéshe course.

2.4. Limitation of the Study

When carrying on this research work, the reseaschare confronted by a number of

constraints that are as follow:

-The lack of relevant resources about the topicddnethe researchers when collecting

data.

-The students were not cooperative during thege®of the questionnaire because some

of them answered few questions and others weratevested.

2.5. Recommendations

Based on the results obtained from this sttidg researchers suggest the following

recommendation for both students and teachers.

For teachers

« It is important to teach grammar in speaking classecause according to students
grammar is important tool to become a good comnataic
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« Teachers should focus on teaching grammar in writlasses because according to
students learning grammar helps them to write adturacy.

* It is crucial toadd extra sessions of grammar in the schedule becaccording to

students two sessions are not enough for the atiqnief grammatical rules.

e In teaching grammar, teachers should focus on dpiwej language form and use
because according to students their major objectif@ learning grammar is to

communicate fluently and to write accurately.

» Teachers should sensitize the students to leammgea because it is important for both
accuracy and fluency.

For Student
« Students should pay more attention to grammanwihey learn communication.

» Grammar is the core of the language; students taee aware of the importance of

grammar when learning the language.

Conclusion

This chapter represented the practical part ofstiey; it presented the research
methodology and the interpretation of the dataiobthfrom the questionnaire. The results
showed that second year students’ major objecfwmelearning grammar are to become a
successful communicator, to construct grammaticallyrect sentences and to write
correctly. Additionally, the findings revealed thathighest number of students did not

achieve the objectives of the course.
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General Conclusion

The current piece of research was set up to datersgcond year Licence students’
objectives for learning grammar. This study aimsd&termine second year Licence
students’ objectives for learning grammar and theerdg to which they achieve these
objectives at the University of Mohammed Seddik B&hia, Jijel. It is based on the
following hypotheses: Students learn grammar totendanguage form and language use;
students learn grammar to improve their writingeapng and reading skills; students
learn grammar to get good marks in exams; and stsigge not achieving the objectives
of the course.

The present work consists of two chapters. The Glapter is devoted to the
theoretical part. It is divided into two sectiornise first section deals with general issues
related to grammar; it provides a definition of graar, its types, and approaches. In
addition, it presents and explains aspects influgnids teaching, its objectives, and its
importance. The second section discusses the olgeadf teaching, gives definition of
evaluation, and states its types as well as itorapce. The second chapter; on the other
hand, is devoted to the practical part of the stuidg divided into three sections. The first
section describes the research methodology usearty out this studySubsequently, the
second section presents the results obtained frengaestionnaire. The third section is
concerned with the interpretation and discussion tioé data. Ultimately, some
recommendations were suggested and some limitatierss stated.

The findings of this study showed that the studentgectives for learning
grammar are to become a successful communicatarpristruct grammatically correct
sentences and to write correctly. Furthermoreyesalts revealed that a highest number of

students did not achieve the objectives of thesmur
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Consequently, this study recommends teaching grammdboth speaking and
writing classes for students to master language fand language use because according
to students their major objectives for learningngmaar is to communicate fluently and to

write accurately.
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Appendices



Appendix A

Students’ Questionnaire
Dear students,

This questionnaire is designed to collect informratio our research study which
aims to determine second year Licence studentgctibags for learning grammar and the
extent to which they achieve these objectives.

You are kindly requested to answer the questioariayr putting a tick ) in the
box and justify your answers whenever it is neagsSdank you for your collaboration.

1-How do you consider your level in grammar?
Average:] GOOC] Very God:]
2-According to you, what are your objectives for larning grammar?
a-To become a successful communicator C]
b- To construct grammatically correct senterC]
e- To get good marks in exams )
g- To write correctly :]
Other objectives, please SPECITY .....c.cvii it e e e
3-How do you find the grammar lessons at second y&a

Easy( Diffieu )

4- Do grammar lessons in the syllabus help you ddee grammar competence?

Yes () N



ElabDOrate........coooviiiii e
5-How do you find the activities proposed by yourdgacher?

Interesting :] Helpful :] Boring:]

6-Do you think the scheduled grammar sessions endupr the mastery of grammar?

Enough C] Insufficie C]

7-How do you find the methodology of grammar teacimg?
Effective :] Ineffective[:] neutral C]
8-How does your teacher teach grammar?
Deductively (starts with the presentation of ridesl is followed by examples) :]
Inductively (starts with some examples before tres@ntation of rules) :]

9- How does your teacher assess your grammatical coetence?

a. Gap filling ) f. Grammatical games (|
b. Multiple choice (] g. Sentence combining C
c. Error correction C] h. Sentence completior[:]
d Error identification :] Tiransformation :]

e. Paragraph writing :]

Others please SPEeCIfY........ceeeeiiiiiiiiii e



10-Tick the extent to which you have achieved theollowing objectives of the

grammar course?

a. Communicate fluently Average( ] Alittle [ ]

b. Read easily Average ] Alitle( ]
c. Write correctly Averag{ ] Alittle[ ]

d. Get acceptable grades in grammar ragel ] Alittle )

e. Gaining confidence when using English  Aver ] Alittle( )

Good (]
Good ([ )
Good (]
Good [ )
Good ()



Résumeé

Cette étude vise a apprendre les objectifs dedia#tis en deuxieme année de Licence
d’Anglais en ce qui concerne l'apprentissage der@mmaire, ainsi que dans quelle

mesure les étudiants de deuxieme année de Licefdrigersité Mohammed Seddik Ben

Yahia-Jijel ont atteint ces objectifs d’apprentgesaDans cette optique, un questionnaire a
été administré a 50 étudiants du département die@in deuxiéme année de Licence.
Apres avoir analysé les données, la recherche atiadb@lusieurs résultats. Il en ressort
que l'objectif des étudiants en apprenant la gramamest de communiquer de maniere
fluide et de construire des phrases grammaticalencerrectes, ainsi que d’écrire

correctement. De plus, les résultats de I'étuderéwtlé I'échec du programme d’études,
car la majorité des étudiants de deuxieme annégcdace n’ont pas réussi a atteindre les

objectifs de ce programme d’études
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