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ABSTRACT

Teachers of English and other concerned educatoemnd to have students who never make grammatical
mistakes. Therefore, in order to prepare their teans to be fluent and accurate speakers, readestgnlers, and writers,
they have to make sure that students do not maémrgatical mistakes frequently. EFL learners shoséd the
difficulties, challenges, and rewards of using Estglaccurately in addition, they ought to gain d@teeunderstanding of
how language is structured and connected logicdlgre importantly, teachers and other educatorsuti@nhance the
idea of how they can use correct English in reé# s well as in their own classrooms. The mainppse of this
gualitative study is to investigate four EFL teachebeliefs of grammar teaching, correcting studergrammatical
mistakes and the challenges that they face whegntéaeh grammar in the Omani context. Also, thdystadvocated some
practical recommendations to EFL teachers, supergisand curriculum designers ascribed to grammaacteng and
learning. More significantly, by reading the foubserved lessons in this research, the readersobithin a myriad of
empirical, stimulating ideas, meaningful commentd aractical advice on how to teach grammar effetji. Therefore,
these readers interested in language learning aadhing will be able to distinguish between theg®d and discouraged

grammar teaching practices; and augment their thdsgertain to language grammar teaching in paréecu
KEYWORDS:Explicit Grammar Teaching, Implicit Instruction, dehers’ Beliefs

INTRODUCTION

The study of the role of grammar instruction isatalibecause teaching grammar has been an argsabks and
until now there is no clear-cut, a correct guidelithat EFL teachers can follow when they teaclEllis, 2005). In
addition, Borg (2003) asserts that studying teatmliefs is essential since these beliefs deterrtieir practices, which
in turns affect learners' engagement and learminguuge number of studies have investigated thecef® grammar
instruction on the second and foreign languageniegr process. Some of those researchers believegtaamar
instruction is significant to young learners andhbuld be taught explicitly (Giovanelli, 2015; iggg 1985; Richards &
Reppen, 2014; Valette, 1991). However, (Ellis, 2006ng and Robinson, 1998; Watson,2012) believeé gnammar
instruction to young learners should be taught icitp} as it is not important to be introduced ot the early stages.
In Oman, the Ministry of Education had followed theductive approach to teach grammar in the previextbook series
“Our World Through English”, but it was noticed thhe learners had a lack of basic English skilld they made many

grammatical mistakes in their writing and speakitigrances. Al-Barwani (2002) had a study on factbat negatively
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influence students' performance at Sultan Qabodgelsity as perceived by faculty members' and dnthe factors was
"low English language proficiency" which had a me@&r3.64 and standard deviation 1.30. The Omaniesits’ low level
of English was because the type of education tttaéd students received. Then, the Ministry of Edion has designed
new curriculua called "English For Me" for graded@ and “Engage with Englishfor grades 11-12n which it has
adopted using the inductive approach to improvdesits' grammar, but still a study was conducte2Di7 to evaluate the
learners' speaking skill and grammar learning (gradevealed that the learners showed plenty ahgratical mistakes.
Therefore, the only way to examine the problemgraimmar teaching and why learners are weak in gamsro elicit
the teachers' beliefs of teaching it and the cao$esuch weakness. In other words, it is importantnvestigate the
teachers' perceptions of why students can-not apipdy grammatical rules that they have learned igirtmeal
communication correctly. Students seem to undedstdrat their teachers want to stress when theywliglalgrammatical
items. However, they have not yet reached the lehelre they can use the language automaticallyowithaving to think

about grammar.
Statement of the Problem

Too many language learners including Omani studentdd label the tenses with their usages correctly
However, when they are asked to write acceptahlagpaphs or speak fluently, they will pause sevenads illogically
and will produce paragraphs or say utterances dilprammatical, unexplainable mistakes. Being ahea and a
supervisor of English in the ministry of educatifor eighteen years, one of the researchers hasedothat Omani
students understand the grammatical items when #éneyexplained, but they cannot use them corrantidifferent
contexts. Despite the constant changes in the Owamiculum of English as a foreign language, ,stillis problem

prevails.
The Purpose of the Study

Investigating EFL teachers’ beliefs about grammeaching and the challenges that EFL teachers faes they
teach grammar may give other EFL teachers, supgsyisurriculum designers and researchers a gaighinof the actual
problems that EFL teachers encounter. It is broaeltpgnized that understanding the challengesititeis tackling them
in an easier and more effective way. This studgrsfin opportunity to bring the challenges closehé teachers' minds
and reflect on them critically. Besides, the recanduations offered by the four experienced teachegspractical. In

addition, recommended and unadvisable grammar itgpphhactices are highlighted based on the folssctibservations.
Research Questions
The problem of this study can be formulated in ®eohthe following research questions:
* What are the four EFL teachers’ beliefs of teactyragnmar in Oman?
* What are the challenges that these four EFL teaamrounter when they teach grammar?
* What are the four teachers’ recommendations thadipeto teaching grammar?

» How do these four EFL teachers teach grammar?
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REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

The following review of literature concentrates two main parts that pertain to the study. The firatt deals
with different views of grammar instruction in ER¢arning and teaching. The second part reviewsieguoh teachers'
beliefs in grammar teaching.

Different Views of Grammar Instruction

The concept of grammar is viewed differently byioas schools of linguists. For example, accordioghte
traditionalists, it is a collection of rules andnmiples; whereas grammar to the structural Listghie study of how
sentences are arranged and formed. Yet, the tramsfion lists regard it as the rules that geneirdtaite sentences and
help speakers to understand utterances they haarel log while to some exponents of the communieatypproach,
grammar is the functions and notions of languageom®osed to structural patterns. (Al-Mutawa & Kailal989;
Giovanelli, 2015).

Whatsoever the concept that has been approvedodlodiéd, grammar is regarded as the central orginiz of
the language and it is the skeleton of each larguBlgat is because grammar is the element thatsmakaning and uses
in any language. Thornbury (2007) defines gramnsag alescription of the rules for forming sentendesluding an
account to the meanings that these forms conveygaahmar adds meanings that are not easily infer&bim the
immediate contextScrivener (2005) states that grammar is human beinternal database as to what are possible or
impossible sentences.

Many various grammar theories have emerged sired 9%0s when Chomasky started talking about thaténn
structure that everyone has, and which helps leatoegenerate a limitless number of new sentesioaitar to the learned
grammatical rule. Giovanelli (2015) believes thadre is a value of learning the structures andtfons of language and
their learning should be available to all. He fertlstates that language is not a separate, autarsogystem; however, it

operates very well with other intellectual procesttat are embedded in social activities.

Multifarious language teaching methods and theohiase emerged, followed, discussed, believed amnd/ o
rejected. They differ in terms of their emphasisteaching grammar. The first one was a Grammar-sfation method
that suggested heavy stress on teaching grammbeityx@nd deductively. Then, the direct methodjigh emerged in the
mid-to-late- nineteen century, rejected expliciirgmar teaching. It argued that learners would pigkhe language as
they hear it from their teachers because teachersupposed to use English all the time. A thirdhoe, which was
derived from behaviorist psychology called audmmlialism appeared. It claimed that language coeldelrned by
forming habits and given learners drills would be best way to learn its grammar. According to Bexrsand Schultz
(1980), the creativity of grammar instruction irethudio-lingual method is little since it totallgmknds on repeating
patterns. Communicative language teaching (CLT)ebbgped in the 1970s and suggested that learneis t@arn the
language without directly teaching them its gramnbait CLT did not reject grammar instruction at &kgardless of its
merits, it suffers from some shortcomings. Foranse, communicatively-taught grammar does not sggstematic or
coherent as it is restricted to the notions anattions of the language and teaching communicatinelgds competent
teachers that can create appropriate communicattuations to provide them with chances to practloe grammar

learned.
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Two approaches to teaching grammar are dominatindeductive approach and an inductive one. Thedbrm
commences with the presentation of a rule andlisvied by examples in which the rule is appliedeTatter begins with
some examples from which a rule is inferred. Madyaators and language specialists encourage tsatherse the
inductive approach because it calls for discoveaying and it challenges the learners’ abilittea more meaningful way
(French, & O’Brein, 2008; Holme, 2012; Steinlen,120 Tarone & Swierzbin, 2009; Wyse et al,2013). ifirty,
Kumaravadivelu (2001) points out that using theuitttve approach activates the learners’ intuitiearfstics largely. He
argues that regardless of the approach the teanbgradopt, s/he should create a rich linguisticirenment in the

classroom so that learners discover the lingusststem by themselves.

In recent years some research has led to the adoptia new classification of grammar teaching.eldasn the
distinction between a focus on forms and focus eamng approaches (Ellis,2005; Long and Robins888;1 Thompson,
2013).Burgess and Etherington (2002) claim thatfewld dispute that the teaching and learning aiflocus on form is
invaluable if not indispensable nowadays. Scrive(005) points out that teachers should followaiarsteps in order to
make their learners master grammatical items. ,Rinstly should expose them to the grammatical pa@intsthen design
tasks to make them notice and understand thoséfisgeems. After that, they should allow the leara to try them out
and provide them with chances to practice the kxhitems. Next, they should help their learnersthsenew language
when speaking and writing. Finally, the teachersusth assist learners in remembering those formsutiir revision.
Birch (2014) asserts that students need activeeuaag exposure through contextualized, interactiwveaningful and

motivating activities. Carter (1990) mentions srinpiples for contextualized and embedded grammedagogy:

» ltis situated in real text and explores languagese rather than being geared towards solelyreafotting, the

naming of parts and gap-filling activities.
» It constructs on what students already know atsnguage.
» It gives them exposure to exploring language bedmayzing its use and impacts in more attentivaite

» It leads spontaneously onto a functional and alittype of discourse analysis, looking at the naiton and

ideology behind language choices.
« It familiarizes meta-language in context and whenceptual learning has happened.
* Itis experimental, students-centered and motinalio

Then, Giovanelli (2015) adds a seventh principét th it promotes a way of thinking about langutge stresses

the connection between interaction in the physieald and linguistic realization.
Teachers' Beliefs of Grammar Instruction

As it has been mentioned that studying teachet®@fbas very vital They determine teachers' wiljiress to
experiment with new approaches and this would #&ffdee type of teaching they may provide (Borg, 2003
Although beliefs are individual propositions, y#itey are constructed socially. Beliefs have undeegthrough the
formation process right from the birth of the indival. They are affected and, with growing expereen
change as a result of the individual's worldviewsl gorofessional processes. Therefore, beliefs taféachers’ decision

making and filter their practices (Borg, 2013). A#&/atson (2012) puts it some teachers have anxiety
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towards teaching grammar so it affects their reathing practice negatively.

Research has compared between the experienceckitsabhliefs and attitudes and less experiencecheza’
ones. For instance, Richards (1998) found that ieepeed language teachers involved in more impatidsal teaching
than inexperienced ones. This is true as teacledrslder, they reflect upon their decisions andctica. As a result, they
become wiser and proactive in their teaching pecasti There is a paucity of studies on teachersepéons of grammar
instruction (Nurusus et al, 2015). Burgess and itgeon (2002) implemented a questionnaire to itigage the beliefs
about grammar and grammar teaching held by 48 ¢eschf English for academic purposes in Britishvarsities.
They stated that grammar is important and it shdedaught explicitly at least sometimes. Someaedealso suggests
that teachers should consider their learners’ peefees in their decision making around grammar hieac
Wenden (1986) suggests that teachers need to disedhat their students know in order to provide enoreaningful
activities. Schulz (2001) also points out thatigfig teachers' beliefs helps to gain a better tstdading of their practices
in the classrooms. Kumaravadivelu (1994) statessattéude is one of the potential sources of matgland mismatching

between the teachers’ intention and learners’ pmégations.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Population and Sample

As shown in the table (1): the population of thisdy consisted of four EFL teachers teaching grdde&2 at
two schools in Batinah North Governorate. Theichk#ag experiences range between 12-19 years. Tiny sipplied a
purely qualitative research method which adoptesk cstudies of these four EFL teachers. The researaised two

research instruments: semi-structured intervievdsadoservations.

Table 1: Characteristics of the Sample of the Study

Frequency
Gender E/learlr?me g
Teaching Experience iilgn):jeal%r(s)re 2
Level taught g::ggslﬁ-ﬂ 2
Nationality S(r)?igmani ;

INSTRUMENTS

Semi-Structured Interviews

Ahmad (2017) defines a semi-structured interviewaaonversion with a purpose, and it should be cotedl
spontaneously. He adds that its questions candssified into four dimensions: facts, attitudedjdf&, and behavior.
Also, he argues that semi-structured interviewddyieh data when used tactfully. Therefore, the t@searchers were
encouraged to use them as the main research iresttutm this study, these semi-structured intergidvad two major
sections. The first part was divided into two sitled: EFL teachers' beliefs which pertain to téaghgrammar and
correcting students' grammatical mistakes. The rebqmart of the interview questions sought to fintbwaers to the
challenges of teaching grammar in EFL classes &edrécommendations for other EFL teachers when thagh

grammar.
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Observations

Four observations were carried out to the four E€dchers to scrutinize their teaching of grammactize and
to observe how they vary their ways. Besides, these conducted to draw some statements that teanesers utilized in
developing semi-structured interviews later. Aldte observations were conducted before the int@svi@ order not to
give the four EFL teachers any clue of the reseagthinvestigation. The direct objective of the ehstions was to

answer the fourth research question. “How do the EFL teachers teach grammar?”
Ethical Considerations
e The four EFL teachers had the choice to be inghidy.

e They were told about the objectives of the prestatly and they agreed to be recorded while theythad

interviews.
» They were written under pseudonyms. Teacher A, fexaB, Teacher C, and Teacher D.
» All participants were informed that the given datauld be used for the research purposes only.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Introduction

In this chapter, the two researchers will presaetfindings from analyzing the interviews first. #lyzing the
interviews data, the researchers will be able t®nen first three research questions whichwahat are the four EFL
teachers’ beliefs of teaching grammar in Oman?, wdre the challenges that these four EFL teacheanter when
they teach grammar? And what are the four teachessbmmendations about teaching grammar to othdr fachers?
Then, the researchers will discuss the remainisgareh questiorHow do the four EFL teachers teach grammao?
answer this crucial question, both instruments vesi@yzed: the semi-structured interviews and thgscobservations. At
the end of this chapter, the researchers will desccompare, contrast and relate some body o&relseaccordingly. The
recommendations will be discussed further because éssential that readers have a vivid imagehendist of this

research.
EFL Teachers’ Beliefs on Grammar Teaching

To answer the first research questiamat are the four EFL teachers’ beliefs of teachgmgmmar in OmanThe
researchers asked various questions related topie of teaching grammar. The researchers diviledanswer into two
main sub-themes: EFL teachers’ beliefs on teachnagnmar instruction and the EFL teachers’ belidfsua grammar

assessment.
The Four EFL Teachers’ Beliefs on Grammar Instruction

All the four interviewed teachers think that gramrizaan essential element in language learningadinof them
stressed the significance of teaching it. Thishigious from their definitions of grammar or teachigrammar. To begin
with, Teacher a defined grammar is a law which taéms discipline in any country. Similarly, Teach@rlabeled
grammar as rules that help students use Englisteatty. Likewise, Teacher C described teaching gnamas having a

backbone for something. Also, Teacher D depictadhi;ng grammar as teaching structures that aressageto build the
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sentences. Moreover, Teacher A addd€sllammar is very verymportant. He repeated the word “very” to indicate that
he could not imagine teaching English without téaglits grammar overtly. In addition, Teacher Dds&rammar is one

of my favorite parts to express how much he loves teaching grammdactnall of them asserted that it should be taught
explicitly and not accidently. Besides, all of théiked teaching grammar, but two of them emphasitred it's more
interesting to teach grammar when they have bmillgudents as they can use their creativity méoe.instance, one of
them told the research&When | have good students, | like teaching it. lfave weak learners, | feel it's difficult to
teach”. Moreover, the four EFL teachers’ beliefs in usingbic while teaching grammar varied. Three of trsaw it as a
necessity; Teacher C viewed it as optional. He tedirout that he rarely used it. As an illustratibe, expressed his
opinion as'Rarely, especially with good students no need &Arabic at all. But sometimes with low studentssé it
once or twice in a lesson depends on the studémisl. Mostly | don't use It.Hence, he associated the usage of the

mother tongue with the students’ level. If they e weak, he uses it smartly and sparingly.

The four EFL teachers’ perspectives on using teldgyoin teaching grammar are alike, but two of fitver only
used it regularly in their classeBeacher B said, “Unfortunately, | don’'t use teclogy when | teach grammarThe
word “unfortunately” indicated that he had a straagviction of the essence and usefulness of dtetdogy in teaching
grammar, but he did not use it. Teachers, C andsd& ypower point slides, videos, CDs as forms dinetogy while

teaching grammar.
EFL Teachers’ Beliefs on Correcting Students’ Mistaes and Grammar in Exams

The four EFL teachers’ beliefs on grammar correctipproach are analogous. All of them stresseditietcy is
their main concern, so they don’t correct the leeshmistakes immediately and consistently. If tldypose to correct
them, they use peer-correction. Teacher A folloardnteresting correction technique which is héeots all the learners’
noticeable mistakes and then he asks the learberg them without mentioning the students who niakemistakes. As
he stated thatlt'is important to point out the mistakes afterd&nts finish the sentences, without naming thenkrarwho
make them.Teacher A thought that marks of grammatical qoestin the exams are not sufficient and the questare
not challengeable. He stressed that it should wrevbigher thinking level. He said; for exampl&he marks allocated for
grammar should be more and the questions shoulidre challengeable such as changing active senseinte passive,
and students need to rewrite the reported speexh fiirect to indirect. He claims that this would encourage the learners
to study more. However, Teacher B, Teacher C, asatcier D think that the weight of the marks in élssessment is

sufficient and the questions are good enough.

To answer the second research questfdthat are the challenges that these four EFL teacleacounter when
they teach grammarThe researchers analyzed all four teachers’ regsoihey noticed that Teacher A thinks that the
low level of the learner is the main challenge. tldger, Teacher B experienced that the complexitirglish grammar
especially its tenses is the foremost challengmasy students get confused when it comes to stgdginses. Teacher C
mentioned that learners’ motivation to study Ergligammar is the chief challenge. Teacher D agvatd Teachers A

and B, so he said thaThe students’ levels and aptitudes, we don’'t neachmar”.

The answers to the research questidfhat are the four teachers’ recommendations abeathing grammar to
other EFL teachers?are practical and showed those interviewed teatk&periences. Various answers to this question

were provided in order to cope up with the menttboballenges. For instance, Teacher A suggestédhbadollowing
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recommendation$Giving the learners the structures, using L1 if ymave weak learners, making more exercises and
examples, including the learners’ names in thosgases, approaching the learners without saying'have taught this
before, so preparation before going to teach gramimassential.”"Teacher B recommended that EFL teachers need to
“teach tenses together. | mean linking the tenses eompare them. Let students contrast and nokieedifferences.”
Teacher C suggested that EFL teachers sHaidd the inductive approach and competitions, trijric a way to motivate
the students and use various types of reinforcemigctt as using marks or cardsTeacher D advised EFL teachers to
teach interesting grammar lessons'diversifying their teaching environment: libranjasses, outside the class and labs,
diversifying the resources: such as providing thatemals to the learners”He further suggested th&EFL teachers
should not rely on the curriculum alone. They sdalgpend on online books, for examplalso, he added thahe EFL
teachers shoultexchange their grammar classes and perform peaching”. Besides, he recommended them tize
technology when they teach grammar and read toenaditadvanced grammatical pieces¥loreover, he advised them to
“Listen to native speakers and watch them how fagn the tenses; and integrate teaching grammah wther English

skills.”

To answer the fourth research question, the relseerdhave used both qualitative instruments: sémétsired
interviews and the observations. The questiofiHew do these four EFL teachers teach grammar®fialyzing the
answers of the participants’ interviews, the reslears could pinpoint the four EFL teachers’ prefdrapproaches to
teaching grammar. Teachers A; for example, likesngi structures first which means he uses the deguapproach.
However, Teachers B and C prefer using the indectipproach. Teacher D uses both approaches. Hendbdmgmve a
favorite approach, so he uses both of them equghis finding matches what has been recommendeath®r different
researchers in that the teacher should use theagpof teaching grammar that meet his or her statireeds, preference
and abilities (Al-Mahoogi & Troudi, 2014; Giovangl015; Afdaleni, 2018).

The four observations yielded richer data to ansthé& question, How do these four EFL teachers teach
grammar?” The researchers analyzed each teacher’s lessomiigisthen they summarized all answers togethsplee
this research question clearly. From the Teach&r&abserved lesson, the researchers can say thahd@reA had some
good practices in his lesson. For example, he atbatudents to use dictionaries in the class, iated grammar with
reading text, gave the students some chances dasdigheir opinions and summarize their points, lsmdjave feedback
when necessary. On the other hand, the reseanobiéced that he could not keep good time manageatime finished
and the learners couldn’t accomplish the last tB&lsides, the investigators observed that too neabher talking time
took place and the lesson seemed like a lecturerefdre, there was not sufficient students’ invaleait or motivation.
The teacher used the deductive approach. In addifieacher B performed recommended teaching pesgtior example,
he showed and discussed the intended learning metwvith the learners. Also, he revised the preshostudied words
and he made sure that the students understoodsdtradtions. Besides, he provided the learners thithfeedback and he
used peer-correction. Moreover, he activated tlmigrwork and elicited from the learners what thégaly knew.
However, the researchers did not notice that thehier used various techniques, reinforcement,uictitmal aids or
materials. Besides, he did not give more oppoiigsib the learners. It has been recommendedaaehérs should reduce
their presentations and increase the students’gemgant (Pengelley,2016; Zahin,2015). The teachss did not use
technology in teaching grammar or focus on theeeti students. Teacher C was observed to followd goactices such as

asking the learners to work in groups and givingutar feedback. Besides, he revised what studerdsstudied before
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and he used mind maps to clarify vague points. Hewethe researcher also noticed that the teaddenat have many
students to participate because he focused on daredmeach group to say the answers. Hence, noh rtime was given
for students’ practice. Research suggests thatutsgey learners need to be exposed to language ds asupossible
(Indrarathne, Ratajczak & Komos, 2017 ; Scivendr3®20Jr,1996 ) Also, he did not use any type of technology and the
class was monotonous as many students were pa€sieereason for this passivity was that the teadttenot bring any
realia or supplementary materials. He totally deleehon the book. By analyzing Teacher’'s D lessba,ihvestigators
could experience some laudable teaching practigels as applying the inductive approach and makiegstudents be
interested at the beginning of the lesson. Alscallmved them to compare their answers. Besidesgchieated the group
work and he discussed the lesson objectives wéHehrners. On the other hand, the researcherseddatiat although the
teacher used technology in teaching, it was toadtdiinto the objectives and one task. Also, mosetispent on the
presentation where the teacher was predominant ofoite time. In addition, time management was Ipafanced.
Moreover, many students were not given the chatwesurticipate as the excellent students in eaohmtook the whole

roles. What is more, no online extra materials weoright to the classroom.

By analyzing the four observations, the researcldeesv a conclusion that although the four EFL teash
introduced the language actively, they were takimgch time presenting it. Thus, the researchersdcobbkerve three
important elements were missing by all these feaclhers when they taught grammar. The first one expssing the
students to more practice of learned grammaticejuage is apparently insufficient. The second oas that they needed
to diversify their teaching techniques by usindghtemlogy effectively and adequately and /or askitglents to teach some
grammatical points to the class. Much researchmetends to use technology in teaching language arehtourage
students’ autonomy (Al-Mahoogi & Troudi, 2014; Mahdy 2018; Maszkowska, 2015; Parvin & Salam,20Thg third
component it was important to consider individu#fedences to meet all students’ learning stylesHaywing extra-
materials and exercises. Research indicates thiaatieg learner different styles is very recommeti@Harmer, 2007; Ur,
2016).

Summary

All four EFL teachers are highly motivated to tegrthmmar and they consider grammar is an imposaspect of
language that needed to be taught explicitly. Meeeothey believed that teaching grammar is exgitirhen you have
good students. Also, they believed that fluencyn@re important than accuracy. Saying that doesmesn neglecting
accuracy, but EFL teachers should find a mild wagdrrect their students’ mistakes. In additiorg four interviewed
EFL teachers believe in using both dedicative awdictive approaches and the teachers should uaddriteir learners’
needs, abilities, and preferences before they tgamhmar. In other words, EFL teachers are aduiséd eclectic in their
approaches and they should not depend entirelynerpedagogical approach. Besides, the findingsateste¢hat students’
low levels and motivation; and the difficulty of glish grammar tenses are the main challenges lieaetfour teachers
face when they teach grammar. They have propoundety practical recommendations for EFL teachetsatge fruitful
grammatical lessons such as using technology ichteg grammar, encouraging peer-teaching and dfyerg their
teaching environment, resources and methods. Theg hlso recommended EFL teachers to have exemskesclude
the learners’ names in these tasks so the leacaersensitize that they are privileged and becomtvated. Also, the
four teachers encouraged EFL teachers to perserthlizlesson when they teach grammar. Similarthigofinding, much

research also stresses the essence of persondlimnpssons and making them relate to the ledrmeas life and
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experiences (Goldenberg, 2013; Tseng & Tsai, 20@&@kington & Bernacki, 2014). Furthermore, they emaged other
EFL teachers to try to find a way to motivate thadents.For example, they suggested using competitionsksnand
cards as ways of reinforcing the students to lerésted in the grammar lessons. Also, they recordaeteBFL teachers to

lead the learners to notice the differences andagities in the grammar forms and patterns.
CONCLUSIONS

The analysis of the study has revealed some reconmtiens for EFL teachers, supervisors, curriculum
designers, and assessment officers and parentEFAlteachers should offer their learners many dppdies to practice
the new introduced grammatical features. They @athi$ by reducing the presentation phase timeirmeréasing the time
of practice and produce stages. Also, grammar ghioeiltaught in a context. Therefore, the role aficulum designers
and teachers is to introduce the grammar form(shéaningful, rich contexts. In addition, parentsugtd be informed
about the importance of letting their children pice what they have learned in order to be flueathers. Parents should
continue what the teachers have started with tbigidren. Besides, EFL teacher should analyze #aenkrs’ needs,
abilities, and interests in order to prepare tlskdahat match their levels. Moreover, EFL supengshould encourage
and help EFL teachers to use technology in teadiammar. They should help by providing useful graanprogrammes
to the teachers. Also, EFL supervisors should ladeserving time allotment carefully when EFL teashirach grammar
lessons. It should be spent on practice and pramustages not fully on presentation phase. Intamdi EFL teachers
should teach grammar using extra-materials andieénd on the textbooks only and encourage thesindes to use what
they learn. Furthermore, EFL teachers should us®us types of correction techniques such as sehection, peer-

correction and teacher’s correction

This research provides information that enhancebéu discussion and encourages additional resdarafd in

the development of innovative and practical idddsowv to teach and assess learners' grammar méaiyng
REFERENCES

1. Al-Barwani, T, Bridging the gap between secondadyoation, higher education and the world of workeT

International Conference on Secondary Educatiortlier21st Century, 2002, Muscat, Oman
2. Afdaleni, M, Students’ Interest Level in Learnimggish Grammar, The Asian EFL Journal, 20(4),2023,26.
3. Ahmad,l.Sh, (Doing Qualitative Research for BegisnErom Theory to Practice), 2017,Partridge, Sipgee.

4. Al-Mahrooqi,R & Troudi,S (Using Technology in Fagei Language Teachin), 2014, Cambridge University

Press.
5. Al-Mutawa, N & Kailani, T (Methods of teaching Eisgll to Arab students), 1989, Harlow, Longman.

6. Birch,B ( English Grammar Pedagogy: A Global Pexdpe ESL & Applied Linguistics Professional Seyies

2014, California State University, Fresno.
7. Borg,S, Teacher Cognition in Grammar Teachingteréiture review, Language Awareness,12(2),2003(35-1

8. Borg,S, Teacher Research in Language Teachingti&alranalysis, English Australia Journal, 29 (2)23,101-
105

NAAS Rating: 3.10- Articles can be sent¢alitor@impactjournals.us




[ Four EFL Teachers’ Beliefs and Practices of Grammar Tehing in Oman: An Exploratory Case Study 397

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

Burgess, J. & Etherington, S, Focus on the grameaaform: Explicit or implicit ?, System, 30(4),200133-458.
Carter,R, Knowledge about Language and the Curiyll900, The Linc Reader London: Hodder and Soumghto
Ellis, R, Introduction: Investigating Form-Focuskttruction, Language Learning, 51(1),2005, 1-46.

French, L., & O'Brein, |, Phonological memory antiildren’s second language grammar learning, Applied
Psycholinguistics, 29(3),2008,463-487.

GiovanelliM ( Teaching Grammar Structure and Meani National Association for the Teaching of
English),2015.

Goldenberg,C, Unlocking the research on Englishrdess: What we know- and don’t know —about effectiv
instruction, American Educator, 37(2),2013, 4-8.

Higgs,T, Teacher Grammar for Proficiency. Foreignduage Annals, 18, (4), 1985, 289-296.
Holme,R, Cognitive linguistics and the second lagguclassroom, TESOL Quarterly, 46(1),2012, 122-127

Indrarathne, B. Ratajczak, M & Komos,J, How mucposure needed for learners to pay attention?:Lesson

from an eye-tracking study. Conference Paper, 20&rcaster University.

Kumaravadivelu, B, The post- method condition: ejimgr strategies for second/ foreign language teaghi
TESOL Quarterly, 28 (1),1994, 27-48.

Kumaravadivelu, B (Beyond Methods: Macro & Microastgies for language Teaching), 2001,Yale Unitgrsi

Press.

Long, M & Robinson, P (Focus on form: Theory, re@shaand practice), 1998, Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.

Mahud, M, Technology and Language: What works aha@tvidoes Not: A Meta- analysis of Blended Learning
Research, The Journal of Asia TEFL,15(2),2018, 383-

Maszkowska, N (The Use of Technology in Englislguage Teaching. English in Interdisciplinary Cortek
Life-Long Education),2017.

Nurusus,E., Samad,A.,Adulrahman,S.,Noordin,N., &wahid,J, Exploring Teachers’ Beliefs in Teaching
Grammar, The English Teacher,44 (1),2015,23-32.

Parvin,R. H & Salam,S.F, The Effectiveness of Udieghnology in English Language Classroom Schaols i
Bangladesh. Forum for International Research in &ation,2(1),2015, 111-119.

Pengelley,J,How to Teach Grammar Creatively: Mowii®yond the Basics, English For Asia, 2(2),2016383

Richards,J.C., & Reppen,Roward a Pedagogy of Grammar Instruction. RELC dalirA Journal of Language
Teaching and Research,45(1),2014,5-25.

Schulz, R, Cultural differences in student and heagerceptions concerning the role of grammarrinsgion
corrective feedback: USA- Colombia, the Modern luegge Journal, 85(2), 2001, 244-258.

Impact Factor(JCC): 3.7985 - This article can be dowalbed fromwww.impactjournals.us




| 398 Yagoub Obaid Al-Quta&iSmail Sheikh Ahmad|

28. Scrivener, J (Learning Teaching: The Essential @uid English Language Teachers), second editiof520
Macmillan.

29. Steinlen,A, The development of English grammar aading comprehension by majority and minority laaagge
children in a bilingual primary school, Studieslianguage Learning and Teaching,7(2),2017, 419-442.

30. Tarone,E. & Swierzbin,B ( Exploring learner langeag2009,0xford, UK: Oxford, University Press.

31. Tseng,J & Tsai,C, Development of an adaptive lewyrsystem with two sources of personalizing infaiona
Science Direct, Computer & Education, 51(2),20085-786.

32. Thompson,G (Introducing Functional Grammar, 8ondon,2013, Routledge.

33. Thornobury, S( How to Teach Grammar),Pearson Edana2007,0xford, UK.

34. Ur,P ( A Course in Language Teaching: Practice arkory, Cambridge Teacher Training And Development)
1996, Cambridge Press.

35. Ur,P, Penny Ur's 100 teaching Tips (Cambridge hawults for Language Teachers), 2016, Cambridge
University Press.

36. Valette, R, Proficiency and the prevention of iossion, Modern Language Journal, 75 (3), 1991325
328.Walkington,C & Bernacki,M, Motivating StudehtsPersonalizing Learning around Individual InteisA
Consideration of Theory,Design, Implementationsudss Advanced in Motivation and Achievement,19(3),
2014,139-176.

37. Watson,H, ‘Navigating the pit of doom’: Affectiveesponses to teaching grammar, English in
Education,46(1),2012, 21-36.

38. Wenden, A, What do second language learners knooutatheir languagr learning? A second look at
retrospective accounts. Applied Linguistics, 7{836, 187-201.

39. Woods, D (Teachers Cognition in Language TeachiBgliefs, Decision-Making and Classroom
Practice),Cambridge Applied Linguistics,1996.

40. Wyse,D.,Jones,R.,Bradford,H. & Wolpert,M ( Gramniar Teaching English Language and Literacif),3
edition,London: Routledge, 2013, pp.257-2 66.

41. Zahin,A, Teacher Talk Time in EFL Classroom in Bangnd English Medium Schools, BRAC University,

2015,Dhaka.

NAAS Rating: 3.10- Articles can be sent¢alitor@impactjournals.us




