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ABSTRACT

The main purposes of this study were to explore high school EFL
teachers’ and learners’ perception of CLT and to examine the degree they
practice the CLT principles in their entire classes in Ethiopian High
School context.

The data were collected through questionnaires (for both teacher and
learner), classroom observation, and interviews (for both teachers and
learners). A questionnaire (consisting of seven thematic groups) of 75
items for 26 teachers and of 47 items for 100 learners (who were
randomly selected from three government high schools); classroom
observations on 10 teachers and interview with 10 teachers and 15
learners(out of the whole subjects of the questionnaires) were
administered in March and April 2008 .

The overall findings of this study showed that the majority of teachers
(80.41 %) and more than half (62.33 %) of learners under the study had
mildly high levels of perception about CLT tenets. However, the study
conversely reveals that there is a clear mismatch between what teachers
and learners perceive about CLT and what they actually practice in EFL
context.

VII



CHAPTER ONE

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

The teaching of English as a foreign language in Ethiopian educational settings can be
associated with the introduction of modern education in the country. In Ethiopia modern
education was introduced at the turn of the 20™ century and it officially commenced in
1908 with the opening of Menelik II School in Addis Ababa, after a long history of
church education in the country (Diribsa, et al 1999). The history of foreign language

teaching, therefore, is traced back to early 20" century.

It was French that was first taught as a foreign language by native teachers. During the
Italian occupation, the Italian government had attempted to introduce its own education
system and Italian was taught for a short period of time. Later on after the Italians left the
country in 1942, the British teachers started the school and English had come to the floor
(Ibid).

English is now a language that students learn in all levels of Ethiopian schools- from
elementary to university levels. It seems for this reason that ‘English’ is delivered as a
distinctive discipline in all levels of the schools and it is a medium of other subjects like
biology, physics, chemistry and the like in all secondary and tertiary levels and in some
regions of the country at elementary level. In addition to being a service language, it is
the language for international trade, commerce and communication, international and
some national organization.

Considering the amount English language contributes, “The present Ethiopian
government has placed teaching and learning of the English language high on the agenda
to ensure that Ethiopia will play active and important role in the world political and

economic activities’” (Yonas, 2003:23). In addition, greater consideration is being given



to English language teachers so as to qualify and make them efficient enough with regard
to the implementation of communicative language teaching principles. Therefore,
different types of training (pre-service and in service), seminars and workshops are being
given in the country. The fact this attention is given is that communicative language
teaching (CLT) is an effective approach to the second/foreign language instruction (Kim

1999).

However, when we see the teaching of English as a foreign language in Ethiopian
educational settings we can observe many problems. These problems could be related to
applying the principles of CLT (Hailom 1982) by teachers or lack of training and
retraining in CLT or misconceptions about CLT (Yonas 2003).Or it could be related, as
many teachers complain, to learners’ incompetence to communicate in English.
Therefore, it is important to study the perception and classroom practice of CLT by EFL

teachers and students to address the problems and to recommend possible solution.

1.2 Statement of the Problem

Language teaching has undergone a number of phases in using different approaches and
methods as a result of continuous development and change of knowledge in the world.
Among the many methods, CLT- whose origins are supposed to be found in the changes
that took place in the British language teaching tradition from the late 1960s, has
expanded throughout the world since the mid 1970s in a wider scope(Richards and

Rodgers 1986).Ethiopia is a country not out side this scope.

In recent years, global consideration is being given to teacher preparation on CLT in the
belief that the key to success (to respond to the needs for language teaching that is
appropriate for the communicative needs of the learners) is the education of classroom
teachers, and teachers of English in many countries have been encouraged to adopt an
approach known as CLT (Savignon, 2002). This is also true in Ethiopia and it seems for
this reason that teaching materials are meant to be designed on the principle of CLT. This

due attention is given because of the fact that CLT is a currently recognized approach that



is a generally accepted norm in the field (Brown 1994:77).However, since the concept of
CLT is a western idea and method, there might be a possibility for ‘CLT’ to be ill- suited
to Ethiopian contexts for some reasons- e.g. large class size, students’ incompetence to
communicate with the language. A lot about CLT and the problems seen in implementing
it has also been said by scholars particularly in educational contexts where English is a
foreign language (Widdowson 1979, Brumfit and Johnson 1979, Larsen-Freeman1986,
Byrne 1986). It should, therefore, be investigated if these ill-suiting circumstances prevail
in Ethiopian schools in line with the perception and practice of EFL teachers and students
of CLT. To address this problem, Hailom (1982) reveals that there exist a number of
problems in teaching English as a foreign language in applying the principles of CLT in
the actual classroom situation in Ethiopia. Furthermore, it is many teachers’ complaint
that many Ethiopian students are incapable of communicating in English in ‘language
teaching classrooms’ even at the higher level of education. But do these problems exist
by now? And what are some major causes of these problems (if they exist)? To find

answers for these and other related questions, certain investigations should be made.

In addition to Hailom (1982), certain other local studies were conducted on CLT and
related concepts. For example Yemane (2007), Berhanu (1999) and Lakachew (2003) can
be mentioned. Their studies focused either on English language teachers’ perception and
classroom practice of CLT or on areas related to teachers’ attitude and practice of
communicative language teaching or areas related to investigating the implementation of
CLT in the current ELT materials which none of them tried to incorporate learners aspect
which must not be neglected. However, Nunan (1986:1) argues that attention to learners
and their perceptions of learning process is of paramount importance in effecting an
educational innovation and says, “It is only through sensitivity to the learners and their
perception of the learning process along a willingness to consult and negotiate, that

curriculum innovations are likely to be effective.”’

Studying only teachers’ perception and classroom practice based on the notion of CLT
principles is, therefore, not much enough to say some about the implementation of CLT.

This is because the concept of teaching and learning and the practice of teachers and



learners are inseparable and two faces of a coin. In addition, the learners desire to
communicate something is a matter in their activities/practices (Harmer 2001:85).
Therefore, this study tries to investigate both teachers’ and learners’ perceptions about
CLT and their practical application CLT principles in EFL classroom with particular
reference to three government high schools in Addis Ababa namely Ginbot 20 Secondary
School, Lafto Secondary School and Firehiwot Secondary School —all of which practice
EFL teaching with out plasma television which in turn is convenient to observe the direct

teachers’ and learners’ classroom practice and interaction.

Therefore, the following research questions are posed.

1. How do high school EFL teachers and learners perceive CLT and its principles?
2. Do high school EFL teachers and students practice CLT in EFL classrooms in the

selected high schools?

1.3 Objectives of the Study

This study investigates the extent to which CLT and its main principles are welcomed by
high school English language teachers and learners and the degree they materialize the

principles in real classroom practice in Ethiopian context.

The objectives of the present study, therefore, are three-fold. Accordingly:-

1. It investigates the overall high school EFL teachers’ and learners’ perceptions of
CLT.

2. It examines how often they practice the CLT principles in their entire classes.

3. It tries to identify what gaps there might exist between CLT principles and actual

classroom practices employed by teachers and learners.



1.4 Significance of the Study

The findings of this study are expected to have the following significance:

1. Most importantly, this study is expected to provide methodological insights and
information to EFL teachers which are helpful for them to implement the
principles of communicative language teaching appropriately.

2. In addition, it is expected to provide pedagogical contributions and serve those
who wish to develop curriculum and design ELT materials as a reference to
incorporate CLT principles with the actual classroom practices.

3. It will also stimulate the possible other researchers to conduct similar or further

studies and serve as an initial work.

1.5 Scope of the Study

This study, as stated earlier, was delimited to address the perception and classroom
practice of CLT by high school EFL teachers and learners. Its conceptual scope was,
therefore, confined to assessing what kind of perception teachers and learners have about
CLT as an instructional method and if so how often they try to materialize the CLT
principles in their actual EFL classes. It is felt that demonstrating all aspects of CLT
method could not be carried out with in a short period of time so the study is delimited to

raise only some features of the communicative approach to language teaching



1.6 Limitations of the Study

This study is believed to have certain constraints. Primarily, it is worth keeping in mind
that the sample size of the study was limited to only 26 teachers and 100 students selected
from three schools. This could often create danger on the generalizability of the study. It
would have been better and more effective if a good number of schools and participants
were included in the study to gather sufficient information to obtain better results.
Moreover, being observed or investigated could be a stressful situation. In this regard, the
teachers as well as the students in each class are closely observed and recorded. Hence
the presence of the observer could cause a certain amount of limitation to the study. The
researcher also felt that demonstrating all aspects of CLT method could not be carried out
with in a short period of time and would require an intensive investigation to reflect all
aspects of CLT. Therefore, the instruments that were used to gather data were limited to

raise only some features of the communicative approach to language teaching.

1.7 Abbreviations Used

CLT- Communicative Language Teaching
CLL- Communicative Language Learning
EFL- English as a Foreign Language

ESL- English as a Second Language

ELT- English Language Teaching
NOE-National Organization for Examination

MOE-Ministry of Education



CHAPTER TWO

2. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

2.1 Trends in Language Teaching Methods

It is inevitably convincing that, among the many factors that can influence language
learning/teaching, teaching methods play a significant role. The methods language
teachers employ have some effect on motivation towards the learning of a particular

language (Harmer 1991:5).

It is to suit the students need, motivation or overall learners’ language learning process
that language educators have been in a great toil and agony to solve the problems of
language teaching by giving due attention to teaching methods(Stern 1983:452). To that
end , confirming the developmental change taking place in language teaching methods,
he states:

During the sixties and seventies several developments indicate a shift in
language pedagogy away from a single method concept as the main approach
to language teaching. These developments deserve our attention because they
indicate a valuable new direction of thought in language pedagogy: to
overcome the narrowness, rigidity, and imbalance which have resulted from
conceptualizing language teaching purely or mainly through the concept of
method. The scope of the developments to consider is varied (pp.477).

Regarding the changes language teaching has seen in line with ideas about syllabus
design and methodology in the past 50 years, Richards (ND: 6) groups trends in to three

phases as:

% Phase 1: Traditional approach (up to 1960s)
¢ Phase 2: Classical communicative language teaching(1970-1990)
% Phase 3: Current communicative language teaching (late 19s to  present)

In harmony with Richards (ND), Gatbonton and Segalowitz (2005) categorize the history

of language teaching in to two trends: the first trend sees grammatical rules (the



underlying language system) as primary, and the other sees utterances and texts as
primary. The very changes that happened in language teaching methods in the history of
language teaching are seen as a reflection of recognition of the kind of proficiency

learners need to develop (Richards and Rodgers, 1986).

Scholars like Harmer (1995) and Kumaravadivelu (1991) show that recent trends in
second language pedagogy lay greater emphasis on learners and shifting authority away
from the teacher and handing it to the students- which is the concern of communicative

language teaching(CLT).

2.2. Communicative Language Teaching

Communicative language teaching (CLT) has served the language teaching profession for
many years since 1970(Richards and Rodgers, 1986; Bax, 2003). However, despite the
wide use of CLT in schools for the last three decades, claims are still being made that
CLT method is not finding its full expression in schools (Richards, ND; Bax, 2003;

Thompson, 1996) in that practitioners perceive CLT in different ways.

Does CLT mean teaching conversation, neglecting the teaching of grammar or paying
much attention on open-ended discussion activities as the main feature of a course? This
question is posed because many language teachers consider CLT as if it were a method
that focuses only on speaking, role play, or drama and that neglects grammar; thus they
are uncertain about what CLT is and are unsure about how to implement it in language

classrooms (Thompson, 1996; Gatbonton and Segalowitz, 2005).

As the name implies, any versions of CLT possess that ‘meaning’ is primary and that
teaching should center on communicative function rather than mere linguistic knowledge
and structural patterns (Brown, 1994; Widdowson, 1979). In other words, social, cultural
and pragmatic features of the language should be taught alongside linguistic structures;
and knowledge of the target linguistic system must be matched by a practical ability to

use the linguistic resources to achieve communicative purpose. This is what is termed as



communicative competence (i.e. the acquisition of both knowledge and the ability for
language use) as a goal of language teaching which in turn the current understanding and
the central theoretical motto of CLT is (Richards and Rodgers, 2001; Savignon, 2002;
Alright, 1979).

It should, therefore, be clear that CLT is not only concerned with oral communication or
speaking tasks; rather it is based on the notion of amalgamating the knowledge and use of
language as mentioned earlier (or it is accuracy plus fluency to yield appropriacy).
Therefore, CLT does not neglect the teaching of grammar; nor has it the notion of
excluding language form. Accordingly, Savignon (2002) argues that attention to ‘form’ is
necessarily required while its involvement in communicative events is seen as central to
language development; and to make meaning clear (Widdowson,1979); language items
are presented in classrooms and practiced as formal structures to sustain the interests of
the learners and to establish the structures in the learners’ memory. So we should be clear
that communication can not take place without the involvement of grammar or language
forms; and grammar teaching has an important place in CLT. Supporting this idea,
Savignon (2002:7) says, “Communication can not take place in the absence of structure,
or grammar, a set of shared assumptions about how language works, along with
willingness of participants to cooperate in the negotiation of meanings.” Therefore, CLT
puts balanced treatment and pays systematic attention to functional as well as structural

aspects of language.

2.2.1 Theoretical Tenets of Communicative Language Teaching

The central theoretical concept, as many scholars (Hiep, 2007; Richards and Rodgers,
1986; Savignon, 2002) agree, can be traced back to Hymes (1972) who proposed that
knowing a language involves more than knowing a set of grammatical, lexical, and
phonological rules. Rather it requires the development of communicative competence. In
order to use the language effectively, learners need to develop communicative
competence- the ability to use the language appropriately in a given social context. This

can mean, as Savignon (2002) explains, that communicative language learning involves



the ability of classroom language learners to interact with other speakers to make
meanings as different from their ability to recite dialogues or excel on discrete point test
of grammatical knowledge. Besides, Richards and Rodgers (1986:71) describe
communicative language teaching as having rich and eclectic theoretical base at the level
of language theory. Accordingly, some of the characteristics of the communicative views
of language are:

Language is a system of expression of meaning.

The primary function of language is for interaction and communication.

The structure of language reflects its functional and communicative uses.

The primary units of language are not merely its grammatical and structural features,
but categories of functional and communicative meaning as exemplified in discourse.

Y VVYYVY

Regarding the theory of learning, Richards and Rodgers (1986:72) report that little has
been written. However, they forward some elements of underlying learning theories
which can be revealed in CLT practice. These elements, therefore, are:

» Activities that involve real communication promote learning.
» Activities in which language is used for carrying out meaningful tasks promote learning
(Johnson 1982).

» Language that is meaningful to the learner supports the learning process.

In line with the ideas raised above, Richards (ND: 23-24) in his work entitled
‘Communicative Language Teaching Today’ has mentioned several points as language
learning principles which are also associated with classroom practice in CLT. The core

assumptions are:

e Second language teaching is facilitated when learners are engaged in interaction and
meaningful communication.

e FEffective classroom learning tasks and exercises provide opportunities for students to
negotiate meaning, expand their language resources, notice how language is used, and
take part in meaningful intrapersonal exchange.

®  Meaningful communication results from students processing content that is relevant,
purposeful, interesting and engaging.

o Communication is a holistic process that often calls upon the use of several language
skills or modalities.

® Language learning is facilitated both by activities that involve inductive or discovery
learning of underlying rules of language use and organization, as well as by those
involving language analysis and reflection.

e Language learning is a gradual process that involves creative use of language and trial
and error. Although errors are a normal product of learning, the ultimate goal of
learning is to be able to use the new language both accurately and fluently.

10



e [Learners develop their own routs to language learning, progress at different rates, and
have different needs and motivations for language learning.

®  Successful language learning involves the use of effective learning and communication
strategies.

o The role of the teacher in the language classroom is that of a facilitator, who creates a
classroom climate conducive to language learning and provides opportunities for
students to use and practice the language and to reflect on language use and language
learning.

®  The classroom is a community where learners learn through collaboration and sharing.

From all what we have seen so far, CLT is framed by communicative theory of language
and language learning which in turn is based on the belief that language learning/teaching
should be based on real communication rather than simply learning the vocabulary,
grammar and structure of the language- which means the development of communicative

competence.

2.2.2 Communicative Competence

Communicative competence according to Hornburger (1989:127-8) is a concept that
“...describes the knowledge and ability of individuals for appropriate language use in the
communicative events...” which Spolsky(1989) and Romaine (1994) elaborate as
specific and varied language related functions i.e. the acquisition of language competence
as to when to speak and when not; and as to what to talk and about with whom; when and

where, in what manner- what Harmer(1991) termed it as ‘appropriacy’.

By appropriacy, Romaine (1994) explains that though anyone is grammatically
competent enough (knowing the underlying rules of grammar), he uses not all
grammatical sentences in the same situations. In different circumstances, he may say _
‘Close the window’, ‘Would you mind closing the window, please?’, ‘Do you think it is
cold here?’. Though these sentences are grammatical and convey similar meaning, they
differ in their appropriateness for use of particular situation. This is what the concept of

‘communicative competence’ basically is.
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Concerning ‘appropriacy’ Harmer (1991:15), when explaining it based on some of

governing features, puts the following variables. These are:-

Setting- Where are we when we use language? What situation we are in?

Participants- Who is taking part in the language exchange?

Purpose- What is the purpose of the speaker or writer? Is it to invite or to complain? To
apologies or to disagree? To explain or to demand?

Channel- Is the communication face to face or does it take place over the telephone?
Topic- What are the words? A wedding or particle physics? A child birth or the latest
film?

a >
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All these variables of ‘appropraicy’ in turn are some of the elements of communicative
competence which influence the communicators in their choice of words. Furthermore,
all the variables (factors) discussed so far would lay their references to the key
components of communicative competence (grammatical, sociolinguistic, discourse and

strategic competence) as shall be discussed as follows.

2.2.2.1 Grammatical Competence

It is the aspect of communicative competence which is concerned with a mastery of
grammatically correct language (Legutke and Thomas ,1991) or that encompasses
knowledge of lexical items and rules of morphology, syntax, sentence grammar
semantics, and phonology or a competence with a mastery of linguistic code of language

(Brown,1994) .

2.2.2.2 Sociolinguistic Competence

The knowledge of socio-cultural rules of language and of discourse that requires an
understanding of social context in which the language is used is termed as ‘socio-
linguistic competence’ (Brown, 1994). It is relatively more functional aspect of
communication requiring the learners to know the role of the participants, the information
they share and the function of the interaction. Furthermore, Brown (1994) explains such a
competency as a mastery of speech act conversations, norms of stylistic appropriateness,

and the use of language to establish and maintain social relation. The mastery of speech
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acts may entail, for example, encoding apology, gratitude, refusal, complement and by far
sensitivity to norms associated with turn-taking in conversational interaction, the ability
to use appropriate register of the language or the use of language variants to indicate
social group membership (pp.88). All these reflections of sociolinguistic competence,
according to Brown (1994) suggest that any approach or method the teacher employs
should aim at socio-linguistic competence that must then be integrative in nature which
the goal of language teaching is to sensitize learners to the social diversity of language

rather than to teach them long lists of discrete sentences.

2.2.2.3 Discourse Competence

Discourse competence is a mastery of how to combine grammatical forms and meanings/
encoding and decoding acts/to achieve coherent written and spoken texts in different
genres (Legutke and Thomas, 1991; Hornberger, 1989). Describing as a complement of
grammatical competence, Brown(1994) explains it as ‘the ability we have to connect
sentences in a stretch of discourse and to form a meaningful whole out of a series of
utterances’, and by discourse we mean everything from simpler spoken conversation to
lengthy written texts(articles, books and the like). In short discourse competence is
concerned with inter-sentential relationship while grammatical competence focuses on

sentence level grammar.

2.2.2.4 Strategic Competence

The verbal and non-verbal communication strategy, as described by Canale and
Swain(1980:30) cited in Brown (1994),is that which can be put in to action when needed
to compensate for breakdown at the time of communication caused by performance
variable or due to insufficient competence; or it is paraphrased by Savignon (1983:40) in
Brown (1994) as “The strategy that one uses to compensate for imperfect knowledge of
rules or limiting factors in their application such as fatigue, distraction, and inattention.”
Generally, strategic competence is kept as “the competence underlying our ability to

make repairs, to cope with, imperfect knowledge, and sustain communication through
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‘paraphrase, circumlocution, repetition, hesitation, avoidance and guessing as well as a

EA

shift register and style’ ” (Ibid). It is not only ‘compensatory function’ that strategic

competence has, according to Brown (1994), but is used to enhance the effectiveness of

communication.

2.2.3 Principles of Communicative Language Teaching

It is all agreeable that among the various variables language teachers should know, in
order to make curriculum innovation effective, is principles of certain methods. The
pedagogical principles of a communicative approach to language teaching are all related
in some ways to the theories of language learning as alluded by Richards and Rodgers
(1986:72). The summary of the underlying principles of CLT provided by Berns
(1990:104) cited in Savignon (2002:6) is listed below.

1. Language teaching is based on a view of language as communication. That is, language
is seen as a social tool that speakers use to make meaning; speakers communicate about
something to someone for some purpose, either orally or in writing.

2. Diversity is recognized and accepted as part of language development and use in second

language learners and users, as it is with first language users.

A learner’s competence is considered in relative, not in absolute, terms.

More than one variety of a language is recognized as a viable model for learning and

teaching.

5. Culture is recognized as instrumental in shaping speakers’ communicative competence,

in both their first and subsequent languages.

No single methodology or fixed set of techniques is prescribed.

Language use is recognized as serving ideational, interpersonal, and textual functions

and is related to the development of learners’ competence in each.

8. It is essential that learners be engaged in doing things with language-that is, that they
use language for a variety of purposes in all phases of learning.

N =
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In addition to Berns(1990:104), Finocchario and Brumfit’s (1983: 91-3) detailed
discussion summarized by Beale (2002:15) is presented as follows:

1. Teaching is learner-centered and responsive to learners’ need and interests.

2. The target language is acquired through interactive communicative use that encourages
the negotiation of meaning.

3. Genuinely meaningful language use is emphasized, along with unpredictability, risk —
taking, and choice-making.

4. There is exposure to examples of authentic language from the target language
community.
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5. The formal properties of language are never treated in isolation from use; language
forms are always addressed within a communicative context.

6. Learners are encouraged to discover the forms and structures of language for
themselves.

7. There is a whole- language approach in which the four traditional language skills
(speaking, listening, reading and writing) are integrated.

From all the above points, we can summarize that CLT puts much on the learners and
language learning (acquisition) is an unpredictable developmental process requiring a
communicatively interactive and cooperative negotiation of meanings on the part of the

learners.

2.3 Perception and Classroom Practice

Better understanding of a certain teaching method will lead to a kind of teaching/ learning
process shaped by that perceived and known method. The contemporary teaching
method, thus, widely accepted by many scholars, language teachers, curriculum
developers; and still working world wide is CLT (Richards and Rodgers, 1986;
Thompson, 1996; Nunan, 1986).Whatever the case is, different kinds of perceptions
inevitably prevail among different practitioners —language teachers, educators, material
developers etc. In spite of the existing wide acceptance, the varieties of interpretations of
CLT can be attributed to the fact that those practitioners who identify with CLT are from
different educational and traditional backgrounds (Richards and Rodgers, 1986; Nunan,

1986).

2.3.1 Teachers’ Perception of Communicative Language Teaching

Coming towards the reality of different understandings of communicative language
teaching method by teachers, different studies reveal different outcomes. Mangubhai, et
al. (2007:1) claim that CLT approach is not finding its full expression in elementary and
secondary classrooms and that many teachers remain uncertain about what CLT is and
are unsure about how to implement it in the classroom. In addition, Thompson

(1996:913) reveals that certain disparate misconception about CLT still continues to
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exist, and a large number of teachers he has spoken to were seen to criticize and reject
CLT for some reasons. He says that these teachers perceive CLT means not teaching
grammar which means teaching only speaking; CLT means pair work which means role
play and it means expecting too much from the teacher. It is also expressed by
Medgyes(1988) that language teaching professionals who are working where English is a
foreign(not a second) language most of the time complain that it is difficult or

inappropriate to teach the language communicatively.

Contrarily essence, Nunan(1986:18) in his study reveals that teachers have been
influenced by the current trends of teaching method- particularly the principles of
communicative language teaching/learning. In addition to Nunan, Hiep(2007:197) in his
study forwards that “... teachers highlighted the potential usefulness of CLT, stressing
that CLT primarily meant teaching students the language meaningfully for their future
life and helping to improve the classroom atmosphere.” Kim (2008), based on his study,

also agrees that teachers’ perception about the communicative approach is positive.

Generally, we can see from the above points that language teaching practitioners do
possess perceptual differences towards communicative language teaching, though a

number of language specialists advocate the implementation of CLT in EFL classrooms.

2.3.2 Learners’ Perception of Communicative Language Teaching

It is not only the teachers’ view about some teaching methods but the learners’ perception
about it that affects the teaching/learning process. So far we have seen that different
scholars reveal that teachers’ perception about CLT method differs based on a number of
reasons. It could hold true for students that they could bear different kinds of perceptions
about CLT and they might disparate from teachers in views they have. In line with this
idea, Nunan(1986) claims that there exist a clear mismatch between teachers’ and
learners’ perception of the current teaching method-CLT in that learners tend to adhere to
traditional views, while teachers are influenced by it. In addition, Peacock (1998) and

Nunan(1989) cited in Hewkey(2006) reveal that learners tend to appreciate and
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concentrate on the formal language learning or they perceive that language learning is

mostly a matter of learning a lot of grammar rules.

2.3.3 Classroom Practice in Communicative Language Teaching

We may hear from language teachers that they are following a communicative approach
to their EFL teaching. However, scholars like Savignon (2002) and Gatbonton and
Segalowitz (2005) point the fact that there is a low correlation between what teachers
state (say) and their accrual classroom practices (specially referring to CLT). The
paradoxical disparities that exist between what teachers believe and profess and what
they actually practise in the EFL classroom is noted by many scholars. Among them,
Karavas- Doukas (1996: 187) says:

Despite the widespread adoption of communicative approach by textbooks and
curricula around the world, research suggests that CLT principles in classrooms
are rare, with most teachers professing commitment to the communicative
approach but following more structural approach in classrooms.

In addition, Hiep (2007) criticizing the suggestion made by Bax (2003) - which favors the
potential teachers’ utilization of CLT principles in language classes; says,

However, when it comes to the level of practice, teachers often encounter many
difficulties. Their desire to implement CLT which is manifest through efforts to
promote common western CLT practice such as pair work and group work
conflicts with many contextual factors .

In general, a growing body of classroom based researches of actual communicative
language practices can lead to some inclined conclusion that there are few opportunities
for genuine communicative language use in foreign language classrooms and even those
teachers who are committed to communicative language teaching (CLT) fail to create
genuine communication in their classrooms (Kumaravadivelu, 1993; Seedhouse, 1990;
Nunan, 1987). We can mention a number of factors for CLT not to be practical or hard to
practice such as traditional examination, large class size, cultural constraints
characterized by beliefs about teachers’ and students’ role and classroom relationship,
personal constrain such as students’ low motivation and unequal ability to take part in

independent active learning practices and even teachers’ limited expertise in creating
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communicative activities like group work( Hiep,2003; Jin, Singh and Li, 2005; Bax,
2003; Widdowson, 1979, Medgyes,1988)

However, scholars in the field especially those advocates of CLT recommend that
teachers should know what communicative tasks to use and their role in teaching and
learning. In line with this idea, Hedge (2000:57) says, “The communicative approach to
language teaching is premised on the belief that, if the development of communicative
language ability is the call of classroom learning, then communicative practices must be
part of the process.” Communicative language practices are important because of their
contribution to ‘natural’ way of language learning. To that end, Littlewood (1981:17-18)
explains the effects communicative classroom activities have on language learning and

are summarized as follows:

. They provide whole task practices (practice in the part skill of which the
performance is composed, and practice in the total skill) to suit the learners’ level
of ability.

. They improve motivation.

. They allow natural language learning when the learners are involved in using the
language for communication.

. They create a context which supports learning by providing opportunities for

positive relationship to develop among learners, between learners and teachers.

As has been discussed so far, CLT theory proposes a focus on learning holding the
ground that learning is likely to occur when classroom practices are made real and
meaningful to the learners. To facilitate learning and to make it meaningful, Brown
(1994) suggests that a significant amount of pair work and group work should be
conducted, authentic language input in real life context should be provided and students
must be encouraged to produce language for genuine, meaningful communication as

some of the activities to be used in the communicative language classroom proceed.

Foreign language learning/teaching, as we have so far seen, is best fostered through
natural or genuine communicative activities. The language learning/teaching process has
made a paradigm shift and the focus on mastery of grammatical competence, mechanical
habit formation and rote memorization of dialogue and performing drills has left a place

to a more communicative language learning which embeds creating meaningful and
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purposeful interaction, collaborative work, interaction between the learners, and the like.
To put the purpose of language teaching (i.e. communicative competence) in to effect,
what language teachers should know is likely to implement some important classroom
activities in CLT which help learners to make genuine interaction. Possibly, the types of
classroom activities in CLT are numerous which enable learners to achieve the objective
of the curriculum by engaging them in real communication, and by making them use
communicative process as information sharing, negotiation of meanings and interaction

(Richards and Rodgers, 1986).

2.3.4 Classroom Activities in Communicative Language Teaching

Littlewood (1981:20-36) classifies the types of communicative activities into two major
categories as ‘Functional Communicative activities’ and ‘Social Interaction Activities’.
The functional aspect of communication includes activities like problem solving tasks as
identifying pictures (comparison of similarities and differences), discovering sequences
or locations, discovering missing information or feature, discovering secrete, following
direction etc. The social interaction aspect includes activities like dialogue, role plays,
conversation and discussion, simulation, improvisation and debates. Most of the activities
mentioned above are discussed in detail by Littlewood(1981:22-36) and are summarized

as follows.

2.3.4.1 Functional communicative Activities

» Identifying Pictures: Learner A has a set of five or six pictures which are very similar in
content, but contain a number of distinguishing features. Learner B has a duplicate of just
one of these pictures. Learner A must find out which of the pictures learner B is holding,
by asking him questions about it.

» Discovering Identical Pairs: a similar set of, say, four pictures is now distributed among
four learners, who thus have one picture each. A fifth learner in the group holds a
duplicate of one of the pictures. He must question the others in order to discover which
learner has the picture identical to his own.

» Discovering Sequences or Location: Learner A has a set of, say, six pictures or patterns.
These are arranged in to a sequence from one to six (either in advance or by A himself).
Learner B has the set of pictures, but these are not in sequence. Learner B must discover
the sequence of A’s picture and arrange his own in the same way.
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Discovering Missing Features: Learner A has a picture, for example, a street or a
country scene. Learner B has the same picture, except that various items have been
deleted from it. Learner A (i.e. the partner with a complete picture) must take the
initiative in asking questions. He must find out which details have not been reproduced in
B’s version of the picture.

Discovering Secretes: One learner has a piece of ‘secret’ information, which the other in
his class or group must discover by asking appropriate questions. The questions must be
restricted to a certain kind, such as Yes/No questions, in order to prevent the discoverer
from simply asking directly for a piece of information.

Discovering Differences: Learner A and learner B each have a picture (or a map, pattern
etc.). The pictures are identical except for a number of details. For example, two street
scenes may be identical except that one of the people is in a different position, one car is
in a different color and there is a different number of clouds in the sky. The learners must
discuss the picture in order to discover what the differences are.

Following direction: Learner A and learner b have identical maps. Only A knows the
exact location of some building or other feature (e.g. a ‘hidden treasure’). He must direct
B to the correct spot.

Reconstructing Story- sequence: A picture-strip story (without dialogue) is cut up into
its separate pictures. One picture is handed to each member of a group. Without seeing
each other’s pictures, the learners in the group must decide on the original sequence and
reconstruct the story.

In addition to Littlewood’s discussion, Richards (ND: 20) mentions and discusses some

important CLT classroom activities and are presented below.

0
0'0

®
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Task Completion activities: Puzzles, games, map-reading and other kinds of classroom
tasks in which the focus was on using one’s language resources to complete tasks.
Information Gathering Activities: Students conduct a survey, interview and search in
which students were required to use their linguistic resources to collect information.
Opinion-Sharing Activities: Activities where students compare values, opinions, beliefs
such as a ranking task in which students list six qualities in order of importance which
they might consider in choosing a date or spouse.

Information- Transfer activities: These activities require learner to take information that
is presented in one form, and represent it in a different form. For example they may read
instructions on how to get from A to B, and they may read information about a subject
and then represent it as a graph.

Reasoning- Gap Activities: These activities involve deriving some new information
from given information through the process of inference, practical reasoning etc. For
example, working out a teacher’s timetable on the bases of a given class timetable.

2.3.4.2 Social Interaction Activities

% Simulation and Role play: Students pretend the real life situation in the classroom

e.g. we might ask them to pretend that they are at the airport. We might ask them to take
part as themselves (simulate) or to pretend to be someone else (role play) — (Harmer,
1991).
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% Conversation and discussion: Students are given conversational proposition and are
then put into groups which have to prepare arguments either in favor of the proposition or
against it(Harmer, 1991).

% Drama: Activities like role play, simulation and mime are taken as part of the drama
(Byrne, 1986).

¢ Dialogue: For some advantages as argued by Byrne (1986:22-23) dialogue can be
practiced at the early stage of the language program. The reason why dialogue is
advantageous , as Byrne discusses;

A. They present the spoken language directly in situation in which it is most
commonly used.

B. They help learners to practice language in a similar way.

C. They promote active participation in the class.

In addition to Byrne (1986), Porter and Roberts (1981) discuss that in the typical ELT

dialogue, both speakers say approximately equal amount and neither say very much.

Most of the above activities are oral communicative activities. However, communication
does not only rely on oral but also on written activities, and the oral activities can go in
harmony with written ones. Relaying instruction (i.e. one student gives instruction and
the other writes it), exchanging letters, writing reports and advertisements, cooperative
writings are some of the activities considered to incorporate oral and/or written activities.
It should be clear that the activities mentioned in this section are meant to be practiced in

pair or small group (Harmer, 1991; Richards, ND).

2.3.5 Ways of Effecting Communicative Classroom Activities

It is important for the learner to be able to produce the language naturally and freely, as
we have already discussed in the previous sections, and the language teacher should
consider the needs to communicate and be able to provide situation and stimuli that will
get all the students to make active participation in communicative classrooms.
Particularly at the stage of freer production since there must be automatically less teacher
control and more learner- centeredness in any communicative tasks, communicative
activities are best practiced in pair or small groups (Harmer, 1991; Richards, ND;

Broughton, et al, 1978).
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2.3.5.1 Group Work

The classrooms as a social context puts paramount importance for second language
learning and hence group work which is the manifestation (a miniature) of and the way to
maintain certain social context, and enable learners to play social roles, is of great
benefit. As far as CLT puts the focus on the learners (Savignon, 2002) group work gives
far more chances for them to communicate in English (Doff, 1988). In addition, the
varieties of interaction and participation that provides for the students with in a typical

lesson framework (Lier, 1988) are accounts of group work.

Breaking the class into smaller units (groups) will have some advantages for foreign
language teaching. To that end, Broughton, et al (1978:180) and (Harmer, 1991:245)

forward the following points which are summarized as follows.

= [t is much easier to develop the necessary confidence in a comparatively private
situation than in the public gaze of the full class.

= The group provides much more intensive opportunities for practice than any full
class situation can and they are potentially much more flexible.

= People can learn from each other.

= [t increases in the amount of student talking time.

= Gives students opportunity really to use the language to communicate with each
other.

= Students will be teaching and learning in the group exhibiting a degree of self
reliance.

= [n some ways group work is more dynamic than pair work, there are more people
to react with and against in a group (than pair work) and therefore there is a
great possibility of discussion.

= There is a great chance at least one member of the group will be able to solve a
problem when it arises.

=  Working in group is potentially more relaxing than in pair.

2.3.5.2 Pair Work

Pair work is one of the ways in which we teach language or help learners practice

different language learning activities. In fact pair work is described as integral part of

group work (Doff, 1988), and it holds its own distinctive as well as overlapping
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importance to second language learning. Some of the possible advantages of pair work
described by Harmer (1991:244) and Byrne (1987:31) are summarized as follows.

e [timmediately increases the amount students practice.

® A number of students (e.g. 20 out of 40 students) are talking at once instead of
one.

® FEncourage students’ cooperation which is important for the atmosphere of the

class and the motivation it gives to learning with others.

Students can practice language use and joint learning.

Students can face and talk directly to one another.

The learners get chances to work independently.

Pair work provides some variety during the lesson.

In general, through pair work and group work, students can work together and help each
other to solve problems, prepare a presentation and makeup a story, do different kinds of
exercises. They can also learn knowledge and skills from each other which will lead them

to greater success by undertaking different tasks.

2.4 Teachers and Learners in CLT

Perhaps the role teachers and learners are supposed to play in language classrooms is
determined by the type and the nature of learning activities (Harmer, 1991:235) which are
in turn dependent up on the method the language teacher employ. To that end, the role
teachers and learners play in communicative classrooms are also dependent up on the
types of classroom activities proposed in CLT, and according to Richards (ND) new roles

are implied by activities in CLT.

2.4.1 The Role of the Teacher

The role the language teacher plays is of great importance as to help the learners master
the necessary skills and develop communicative competence. The teacher plays a variety
of roles which, Harmer (2001:57) claims may change from one activity to another or
from one stage of activity to another. However, Harmer (1991:235) classifies the variety

of roles that a language teacher plays in EFL classes into two categories: as controller and
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as facilitator. However, when defining the role language teachers play in communicative
classrooms, Larsen- Freeman (1986) says that teachers would find themselves talking
less, listening more and becoming active facilitator of their students. In addition, Breen
and Candlin( 1980:99) cited in Richards and Rodgers( 1986:77) describe the roles

language teachers play as follows.

The teacher has two main roles: the first role is to facilitate the communication
process between all participants in the classroom, and between these participants
and the various activities and texts. The second role is to act as an independent
participant within the learning-teaching group. The learner role is closely related
to the objectives of the first role and arises from it. These roles imply a set of
secondary roles for the teacher; first, as an organizer of resources and a resource
himself, second as a guide within the classroom procedures and activities.... A
third role for the teacher is that of researcher and learner, with much to contribute
in terms of appropriate knowledge and abilities, actual and observed experiences
of the nature of learning and organizational capacities.

In addition to the above explanation or in other ways round, scholars like Littlewood
(1981:19), Gatbonton and Segalowitz (2005: 340), Harmer (1991:235-242), Richards and
Rodgers (1986:77-78) have put the role the language teacher plays in communicative
classrooms as summarized as follows.

® Need analyst- take the responsibility for determining and responding to the
learners language needs.

e Counselor- exemplifies an effective communicator seeking to maximize
matching of speaker’s intention and hearer’s interpretation through the use of
paraphrase, confirmation and feedback.

e Group process manager- organizes the classroom as setting for communication
and communicative activity.

® Resource (knowledge provider) - offers help if it is needed (when the learners
are missing and they wish help).

Generally, we can see from the points raised about teacher’s role that teachers do not
have direct teaching role in the CLT activities i.e. teachers are not dominant as they could
be in the traditional (teacher-centered) classes. However, they would rather carry a
burden of very important roles of creating conducive learning environment and

enhancing learning by doing at least some of the above mentioned roles.

24



2.4.2 The Role of the Learner

It is inevitably true that learners are not empty vessels when coming to language
classrooms and are expected to play a number of roles in communicative language
classes. Legutke and Thomas (1991:267) confirming this idea state;

The learner does not come in to the project classroom knowing nothing. Rather
he brings with him a range of previous learning experiences, of values, views
and expectations ... not only have rather fixed idea about which activities are
most appropriate for them , but also how the teacher should go about her
teaching....
Learners are not merely passive listeners and Aston (1993) stresses that learners are not
limited to the consumption of services provided by the teacher. However, they can
become animator and creators of the self-access facilities, taking greater control of their
own learning. Breen and Candlin(1980:110) cited in Richards and Rodgers(1986:77)
describe the learners’ role in CLT as follows.

The role of the learner as negotiator- between the self, the learning process, and
the object of learning-emerges from and interacts with the role of joint negotiator
within the group and within the classroom procedure and activities which the
group undertakes. The implication for the learner is that he should contribute as
much as he gains, and thereby learn in an interdependent way.

To achieve the goal of foreign language learning/teaching i.e. the development of
potential communicative competence by learners (as far as learners are pivot), learners
should have positive attitude and motivation towards the learning activities triggered by
the teacher’s facilitative role in the class. If so, the students would hopefully conduct the
activities needed in the communicative classroom either in group or in pair. It is,
therefore, very important for the teachers to identify their roles, to integrate with that of
the learners, and to help the learners know their distinctive roles CLT puts on and work in

collaboration.
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CHAPTER THREE

3. METHODS OF THE STUDY

The main purpose of this study, as mentioned in chapter one, is to investigate teachers’
and learners’ perception and classroom practice of CLT in EFL context. This chapter
describes the research methods that were employed to achieve the main objective of the
study. It, therefore, discusses the participants of the study, the data collection instruments,
the development of research instruments, the data collection procedure and methods of

data analysis used in the entire study.

3.1 Participants

The participants of the formal questionnaire were 26 high school English teachers (all
male) and 100 randomly selected students (45 male and 55 female) from three
government high schools (Ginbot 20, Lafto and Firehowot Secondary Schools) which are
located in Nefas Silk Lafto Sub City in Addis Ababa. The 26 participant teachers’
experience in the teaching of English as a foreign language ranged from one to thirty-
three years where the majority of the teachers took courses and seminars related to CLT
method. The student participants were selected from grade 9 and 10 with some equal
proportion. As was reported by the students, their age ranged from 14-18. Because it was
difficult and inconvenient to observe all the classes and interview all the participants, 10
selected teachers out of the 26 participants were subject to the observation and the

interview while 15 selected students were the participants in the interview.

3.2 Sampling Design

The study took all English language teachers found in the mentioned three schools as
subjects for the questionnaire. However, students from these schools with equal
proportion (i.e. about 33 % of students from each school) were selected randomly as

subjects for the questionnaire since random sampling, according to Bailey (1994),
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delivers chances for everyone to be a member of the sample. Out of the 100 students
selected for the questionnaire, fifteen students were randomly chosen for the interview
giving equal proportion for each school. Of all the teachers involved in the questionnaire,
ten randomly selected teachers from each school were selected as subjects for the
observation and interview since it is believed that this much sample size could be enough
holding the idea forwarded by scholars that the sample size is determined by the purpose
of the study and the nature of the population (Cohen and Manion, 1994). Thus, since the
nature of the population is attributed to homogenous group, it is also believed that the

existing sample size is sufficient (Abebeyehu, et al, 1999).

3.3 Development of Research Instruments

The research instruments used in this study include:- questionnaire(for both teachers and

students), classroom observation and interview (for both teachers and students).

3.3.1 Questionnaire

A questionnaire for teachers including the major principles of communicative language
teaching (i.e. aspects of conceptual perspective, students learning perspective, perspective
on instructional activities, the importance of grammar, error correction and assessment,
the role of the teacher and the role and contribution of students) served as the major
instrument of the study. The questionnaire adapted from Karavas-Doukas(1996) and
Kim(1999) was composed of 75 Likert-type close-ended items. The questionnaire was
divided in to three sections. They are:

1. Personal information section-served to provide accurate description of the
respondents.

2. Communicative language teaching (CLT) dimension(aspects of perception)
section designed to measure the EFL teachers’ conditional perceptions
regarding knowledge of CLT in line with the principles of CLT and

3. CLT practical aspect- which is designed to measure the degree EFL teachers
practice CLT principles.

27



The questionnaire was developed primarily to meet the objectives of the study; and the
items were designed in line with the literature review- which deals with CLT principles.
Apart from adapting the questionnaire from scholars, the drafted items were given to two
TEFL graduate students and three high school experienced English teachers holding BA
degree in English in order that they could comment on the appropriateness of the items if
they are fit to measure the target objective of the study. Furthermore, after receiving their
comments and suggestions and after the advisor’s rigorous comment on the items, the
researcher reshaped the instrument. Eventually, some items were modified and some
were changed. Furthermore, to develop appropriate instrument for the study, in March
2008, the researcher administered a pilot study at Sedil Le Ethiopia Secondary School to
six English teachers who are teaching in grade 9 and 10. Based on the data gathered, the

reliability (which was computed using split-half method) was found to be 0.7724.

The learners’ questionnaire was developed by adapting the teachers’ questionnaire and
modifying it so that it would fit the learners’ level of understanding. To minimize the
potential misunderstanding, the students’ questionnaire was prepared in Ambharic
language (supposing that almost all the learners would understand it). Similarly, the
learners’ questionnaire was developed to meet the objectives of the study and was
designed in line with the literature. Almost all of the statements were translated from the
teachers’ questionnaire and adapted to fit the learners’ level of cognition. A pilot study
for the learners’ questionnaire, in March 2008, was also administered at Sedil Le Ethiopia

Secondary School to 40 grade 9 and 10 students and the reliability was found to be 0.768.

3.3.2 Classroom Observation

The classroom observation was conducted in order to check whether teachers and
students practiced the principles of CLT (beside what they professed in the responses to
the questionnaires) in EFL classroom while the actual class lesson was going on. The
observation was made based on a checklist which focused on ‘classroom instructional
activities or techniques employed by teachers’, the role teachers and learners played and

instructional materials used in the teaching learning process. The observation checklist
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was adapted from Yemane(2007) and Razmajoo and Riazi(2000). To avoid the potential
personal bias that might occur in the meaning to be given to what was being observed,

the observations were conducted by the researcher and an EFL teacher as a co-observer.

2.3.3 Interview

The purpose of the interview was to substantiate the results obtained from the
questionnaire and classroom observation and to obtain a greater depth of information,
free and flexible responses and to get information concerning feeling, attitude or emotion
to certain questions which is not possible through questionnaire and classroom
observation(Koul, 1984 and Selinger and Shohamy,1988). The interview questions were
prepared based on CLT principles in a similar fashion with that of the questionnaire: -
one for the teachers and one for the learners. The interview for the learners was prepared
in Ambharic for the same reason mentioned in the students’ questionnaire. The interview
for both teachers and students comprised of both structured and unstructured types.
Structured interview was prepared so that the same types of questions can be presented in
the same order and manner to every interviewee while unstructured type of interview was
prepared to get chances of flexibility to rephrase the questions, modify them and add

some new questions to the list on conditions (Koul, 1984 ).

3.4 Data Collection Procedure

The data collection session were arranged at times suggested by the high schools’
permission and the willingness of the participants. It took over two months period
beginning with administering the questionnaire, followed by the classroom observation of
lessons each about two sections(a total of 90 minutes) duration and then by interview. All
participants were encouraged to ask questions so that they did not have any problems

with respect to the content, the language, and the ways to deal with the questionnaire.

Therefore, a questionnaire (see Appendix- B) was distributed to 100 students (with the

presence of the researcher at the normal class time) and all were returned. During the
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administration of the questionnaire, students who needed explanations about the
questions or the way they should make their answers were given clarifications. Another

questionnaire (see appendix-A) was distributed to 33 EFL teachers and 26 were returned.

Concerning classroom observation, the researcher prepared a checklist (see Appendix-C).
Then the frequencies of the observed list of behavior were tabulated and prepared for the
analysis. Then interviews for both teachers (see Appendix-D) and the learners (see

Appendix-E) were conducted for the observed classes on the basis of random selection.

3.5 Methods of Data Analysis

To see the extent EFL teachers and learners understand CLT principles and the frequency
they practice it in EFL contexts, the data gathered through questionnaire, classroom

observation and interview were analyzed using the following procedures.

The data obtained from the questionnaires (of both teachers and learners) were first
tallied and tabulated and were registered as frequency that could show the number of
respondents for each item. The data analysis procedure consisted of Likert —type item
analysis. The Likert-type items, which were designed to identify teachers’ and learners’
understandings of CLT concepts and their views on CLT classroom implementation,
were given numerical scores (e.g. ‘Strongly Agree’ =5; ‘Agree’ = 4; ‘Undecided’ =3; *
Disagree’ =2 and ‘Strongly Disagree’ =1) As stated by Taylor (1973) cited in Lakachew
(2003), Likert assigned numerical values to responses and the numerical

representation(the coding ) of the items went through the following two ways:-

The favorable items (statements which directly address/consonant with/ the
communicative language teaching principles) were coded as: ‘Strongly Agree’(SA) =5;
‘Agree’ (A)=4; ‘Undecided’(U) =3; ‘ Disagree’(D) =2 and ‘Strongly Disagree’ (SD)=1.
The unfavorable items(those which are designed to crosscheck the teachers view and
address non-communicative aspects)were coded in the reverse manner as:- ‘Strongly

Agree’ =1; ‘Agree’ = 2; ‘Undecided’ =3; ‘ Disagree’ =4 and ‘Strongly Disagree’ =5.
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Similarly, the items of the questionnaire for ‘classroom practice’ were coded as:- * Nearly
Always’(NA) =5; ‘Often’(O) =4; ‘Sometimes’(ST) =3; ‘Rarely’(R)=2 and ‘Never’(N) =1
for favorable items; and the reverse ‘ Nearly Always’(NA) =1; ‘Often’(O) =2;

‘Sometimes’(ST) =3; ‘Rarely’(R)=4 and ‘Never’(N) =5 for unfavorable statements.

Meanwhile, the mean score of each item was computed in line with the coding numerals.
For instance, if the frequencies of 20 respondents for favorable item no.1 and unfavorable

item no. 2 were as:-

Items SA A U D SD Total Mean
1. 8 5 2 3 2 74 3.7
2. 2 3 1 7 7 74 3.7

The mean for favorable items was computed as:-

x=(8x5) + (5x4) + (2x3) + (3x2) + (2x1)
=40 +20+ 6+ 6+ 2
=74
20
=3.7 and

The mean for unfavorable item was computed as:-
x=(2x1) + (3x2) + (1x3) + (7x4) + (7x5)0
=24+6+3+28+35
=74
20
=37

Hence, a higher mean score indicates the respondents’ high perception or frequent
classroom practices (Karavas-Doukas, 1996) and vice-versa. Therefore, the analysis was
done relating the computed percentage and mean values and the results ranged between

mean scores S to 1.

To make the discussion easier, the items of the questionnaire were categorized in to seven

(7) thematic units as follow:-
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Conceptual Perspective (8 items)

Students’ Learning Perspective (8 items)

Perspectives on Instructional activities (11 items)
Perspectives on the Importance of Grammar (7 items)
Perspectives on Error corrections and Assessments (8 items)

Perspectives on the Teachers’ Role (6 items)

N o kR v

Perspectives on the Learners’ Role (4 items)

The data gathered by the observation scheme were analyzed descriptively determining
the amount of importance placed on to each principle of the communicative language
teaching. Similar to the analysis made for the questionnaire, the results obtained through
classroom observation with the help of observation checklist (see Appendix-C) were
categorized in to two domains- favorable and unfavorable. The coding of the items on the
scale was as:- Very Much(VM)=5, Much(M)=4, Average(A)=3, A Little(AL)=2, and
Very Little(VL)=1 for favorable statements and the reverse 5=1, 4=2, 3=3, 2=4 and 1=5
for unfavorable statements. The descriptive statistics was done in the light of the

observation checklist which is fully explained in section 4.5.
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CHAPTER FOUR

4. PRESENTATIONS AND DISCUSSION OF DATA

As noted earlier, the main purposes of this study are

1.

to investigate the overall high school English teachers’ and learners’ perception of
CLT,

to examine how often they practice CLT in their EFL classes and

to identify what gaps there might exist between CLT principles and the teachers’
and learners’ perception about CLT and actual classroom practice employed by

them.

The data, therefore, are discussed in the light of the objectives mentioned.

In this section, the collected data are presented, analyzed and discussed. This chapter

generally consists of presentation of the statistical results obtained, illustrated tables,

discussions of the results obtained from questionnaires, observations and interviews of

both teachers and learners.

4.1 Analysis of Teachers’ Perception of CLT

To make the analysis easier, the items of the teachers’ questionnaire, as mentioned in the

previous chapter, are categorized in to seven thematic units as follows:

1.

A R B

Conceptual perspective

Students’ learning perspective

Perspective on instructional activities
Perspective on the importance of grammar
Perspective on error correction and assessment
Perspective on teachers’ role and

Perspective on learners’ role.
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In line with the above thematic categories, the highest possible score that can be obtained
in the scale to measure the most favorable (the strongest) perception towards CLT
principles (either for the whole thematic category or individual item) is a mean value of
five (5) and the lowest mean value is one (1) which indicates the weakest perception in
the scale. In addition, since the questionnaire consists of favorable and unfavorable items,

the coding of the data was done as discussed in 3.5

Therefore, based on the results obtained from teachers’ questionnaire, teachers’
perception of CLT on conceptual, students’ learning, instructional activities, the
importance of grammar, error correction and assessment, teachers’ role and learners’ role
perspectives is discussed with reference to ‘Tables 4.1.1-4.1.7°. A brief description
followed by detailed presentation of each perspective (thematic category) will be made as

to meet the objectives of the study.

4.1.1 Analysis of Conceptual Perspective

Teachers’ perception towards CLT with regard to conceptual perspective was briefly
analyzed using descriptive statistics based on ‘Table 4.1.1°. In this area, 8 items (6
favorable and 2 unfavorable) were analyzed and it was found that a great majority of the
respondent teachers with a total mean value of 4.10 have favorable view (perception) of
CLT. Table 4.1.1 below presents teachers’ responses for the items on conceptual

perspective.
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Table 4.1.1: Frequency, Percentage and Mean of Responses for Conceptual

Perspective

Scale 5 4 3 2 1 Total Mean

Value 1 F 2* 3* 4* 5*

Items Statements fr&%

1 Good EFL instruction is virtually f|7 14 3 2 0 26 4
synonymous with communicative % | 26.9 53.8 11.5 7.7 0 100
language teaching (CLT) method.

2 A communicative perspective fl|o6 16 3 1 0 26 4.04
represents a very powerful view % | 23.1 61.5 11.5 3.8 0 100
of EFL curriculum.

3 A Communicative perspective is f|10 15 1 0 0 26 4.34
the most progressive instructional % | 38.8 57.7 3.8 0 0 100
approach in the field of EFL.

4 The communicative approach fl4 12 1 9 0 26 342
gives equal attention to all % | 154 | 46.2 3.8 346 |0 100
language skills rather than
attention only to productive skills.

5 CLT help learners to take f|18 8 0 0 0 26 4.69
responsibility of their learning % | 69.2 30.8 0 0 0 100
process more than teacher
centered approaches.

6% The focus of CLT is much on the fll 4 1 17 3 26 3.65
teaching of speaking, pair —work % | 3.8 15.4 3.8 654 | 11.5 | 100
and group-work and neglects
grammar teaching.

7 The learner-centered approach to F| 19 5 0 2 0 26 4.57
language teaching encourages % | 73.1 19.2 0 7.7 0 100
responsibility and self-discipline
and allows each student to
develop his/her full potential.

8* It is difficult to teach EFL F|3 5 0 14 4 26 4.12
communicatively where English % | 11.5 19.2 0 53.8 | 154 | 100
is only a school language.

Average fr. and % for favorable f|10.7 11.7 1.3 23 0 26 4.18

items % | 41.2 | 45 5 8.8 0 100

Average fr. and % for fl|2 4.5 0.5 15.5 3.5 26 3.89

Unfavorable items * % | 1.7 17.3 1.9 59.6 | 13.5 100

Average f and % for All f|6.35 8.1 0.9 8.9 1.75 | 26 4.10
% | 24.4 31.2 3.5 342 | 6.7 100

*= Unfavorable statements and their corresponding scale values

As can be seen from Table 4.1.1 above, with regard to the issue of “synonymy of good

EFL instruction with CLT”, a total of 87.7 %( with 26.9% ‘strongly agree’ and 53.8%

‘agree’ points) teachers agree and appreciate the principle of CLT. When this is described
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in terms of mean, the mean value of the responses for this item is 4.0 which is on the
point of agree with regard to the scale. When we look at the average percentage of
responses for positive (favorable) items, 41.2 % of the respondents are on ‘strongly
agree’ point and 45 % of them are on ‘agree’ point. A total score 86.2 % i.e. with a mean
value of 4.18 shows that a great majority of the teachers have high perception or view of
CLT. In addition, for the negative (unfavorable) items 6 and 7, 59.6 % and 13.5 % of the
respondents are on the ‘disagree’ and ‘strongly disagree’ points. This means a total of
73.1 %( with a mean value of 3.89) of the respondents rejected or disagreed the idea ‘the
focus of CLT is on speaking and neglects grammar’, and ‘the difficulty of teaching EFL

communicatively’.

From the above points, we can generalize that respondent teachers have positive degree

of perception of CLT in line with conceptual understanding of CLT.

4.1.2 Analysis of Students’ Learning Perspective

In the area of students’ learning perspective (see Table 4.1.2 below), the total score of the
responses illustrate that significantly high percent of the respondents testified that they
have positive degree of perception on the concept of students’ learning with regard to
CLT. In this area, seven favorable and one unfavorable item were computed as shown in

Table 4.1.2 below and analyzed.
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Table 4.1.2: Frequency, Percentage and Mean of Responses for Students’ Learning

Perspective

Scale 5 4 3 2 1 Total Mean

Value 1% 2% 3% 4% 5%

Items Statements fr&%

1 Students’ achievement of English | f 11 12 2 1 0 26 4.08
literacy is most productive in the | % 423 46.2 7.7 3.8 0 100
context of a communicative
approach.

2 Students” involvement is best | f 14 10 1 1 0 26 4.42
promoted in communicative EFL | % 53.8 38.5 3.8 3.8 0 100
classroom.

3 Students’ social development is f 13 10 0 3 0 26 4.27
best promoted in a % 50 38.5 0 115 |0 100
communicative EFL classroom.

4 Students’ responsibility to learn | f 10 11 1 4 0 26 4.04
is best promoted in a| % 38.5 423 3.8 154 |0 100
communicative EFL classroom.

5 Students’ power to persuade is | f 19 6 1 0 0 26 4.69
best promoted in a| % 73.1 23.1 3.8 0 0 100
communicative EFL classroom.

6 Students are more willing to take | f 8 15 2 1 0 26 4.15
risk in communicative EFL | % 30.8 57.69 | 7.7 3.8 0 100
classes than teacher fronted
(locksten) classes

7 Students become more proficient | F 16 8 2 0 0 26 4.54
in problem solving in | % 61.5 30.8 7.7 0 0 100
communicative EFL classes.

8% The communicative approach to F 6 8 4 6 2 26 2.62
language teaching produces % 23.1 30.8 15.4 23.1 | 7.7 | 100
fluent but inaccurate learners.

Average fr. and % for favorable f 13 10.3 1.3 1.4 0 26 4.31

items % 50 39.6 5 54 0 100

Average fr. and % for f 6 8 4 6 2 26 2.62

Unfavorable items * % 23.1 30.8 154 23.1 | 7.7 | 100

Average f and % for All f 9.5 9.15 2.65 3.7 1 26 4.10
% 36.5 35.2 10.2 14.2 | 3.85 | 100

*= Unfavorable statements and their corresponding scale values

The teachers’ responses in Table 4.1.2 above depict that a great number 89.6 % (i.e.50 %
and 39.6 % being on ‘strongly agree’ and ‘agree’ points respectively) of the teachers
show their agreement to the positive statement with regard to students’ learning
perspective of CLT. Only 5.4% of the teachers are on the point of ‘disagree’ and 5 % of

them are on ‘undecided’ point. This shows that the sum percentage of ‘strongly agree’
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and ‘agree’ (89.6 %) is greater than the sum percentage of ‘undecided’ and ‘disagree’

(10.4 %).

However, when we look at item number 8, i.e. ‘The communicative approach to language
teaching produces fluent but inaccurate learners’, some considerable number respondents
—with 23.1 % strong agreement and 30.8 % agreement yielded that a total of 53.8 % of
the teachers showed favorable view for the statement. The result of item 8 (with a mean
value 2.62) in this thematic group exceptionally shows that considerable number of
respondent teachers have some misconception of the effect of CLT which scholars like
Richards and Rodgers(1986) forward that CLT gives equal attention for both accuracy

and fluency.

In general, the above figures and statements imply that a great majority of the teachers
(with a total mean value of 4.10) have high perception of CLT with regard to the
concepts of students’ learning in CLT while a small minority of them have weak view of

the concept.

4.1.3 Analysis of Instructional Perspective

Table 4.1.3 presents the aspects of teachers’ position towards implementing CLT in their
language classrooms. As we can see from the table, a great majority of the teachers, with
mean value of 4.23, favorably agree with principles of CLT in line with its classroom

instructional activities
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Table 4.1.3: Frequency, Percentage and Mean of Responses for Instructional

Perspective

Scale 5 4 3 2 1 Total Mean

Value I o 3% e 5

Items Statements fr&%

1 Cooperative learning, discussion | f 18 8 0 0 0 26 4.69
groups, and functional activities are | % 69.2 30.8 0 0 0 100
easier to promote in a communicative
EFL classroom.

2 In EFL programs, content learning is | f 1 16 5 3 1 26 3.5
best accomplished with a| % 3.8 61.5 19.2 11.5 3.8 100
communicative approach.

3 Writing process steps of pre-writing; | f 4 10 4 7 1 26 3.35
drafting, revising, and editing are most | % 15.4 38.5 154 26.9 3.8 100
productively handled in a
communicative classroom.

4 English speaking proficiency is more | f 19 7 0 0 0 26 4.73
easily achieved in a communicative | % 73.1 26.9 0 0 0 100
class.

5 Learning skills are best developed in a | f 10 13 1 2 0 26 4.19
communicative EFL classroom. % 38.5 50 3.8 7.7 0 100

6 Group work activities are essential in f 21 5 0 0 0 26 4.81
providing opportunities for co- % 80.8 19.2 0 0 0 100
operative relationships to emerge and in
promoting genuine interaction among
students

7 Group work allows students to explore | F 15 6 4 0 1 26 4.31
problems for themselves and thus have % 57.7 23.1 154 0 3.8 100
some measure of control over their own
learning. It is therefore an invaluable
means of organizing classroom
experiences.

8* Group work activities take too long to F 2 6 5 8 5 26 3.31
organize and waste a lot of valuable % 7.7 23.1 19.2 30.78 | 19.2 100
teaching time.

9% Students do their best when taught as a | f 0 2 2 12 10 26 4.15
whole class by their teacher. % 0 7.7 7.7 46.15 100

10%* Group work activities have little use f 0 3 2 15 6 26 3.92
since it is very difficult for the teacher % 0 11.5 7.7 57.69 | 23.1 100
to monitor the students’ performance
and prevent them from using their
mother tongue.

11% Small group work may occasionally be f 1 7 4 8 6 26 342
useful to vary the routine, but it can % 3.8 26.9 154 30.8 23.1 100
never replace sound formal instruction
by a competent teacher.

Average fr. and % for favorable items F 12.6 9.3 2 1.7 0.4 26 4.23
% 48.5 35.8 7.7 6.5 1.5 100

Average fr. and % for Unfavorable f 0.8 4.5 3.2 10.8 6.8 26 3.70

items * % 3.0 17.3 12.3 415 | 26.1 100

Average f and % for All f 6.7 6.9 2.6 6.25 | 345 |26 4.03
% 25.77 36.53 10 24.04 | 13.27 | 100

*= Unfavorable statements and their corresponding scale values
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In response to items 1-7,(which all are positive statements), when the total mean value is
analyzed in terms of percentage, 48.5 % and 35.8 % of the respondents are on the point of
‘strongly agree’ and ‘agree’ scales. These results are summed up to yield 84.3 % which in
turn shows that those respondents with ‘strongly agree’ and ‘agree’ are greater than those
with ‘undecided’, ‘disagree’ and ‘strongly disagree’ with a total of 15.7 %. Meanwhile,
the mean value of the favorable statements (Items1-7) 4.23 depicts that the majority of
the teachers are between ‘agree’ and ‘strongly agree’ points which in turn implies that
that a great majority of teachers have high level of understanding of CLT with respect to

the entire perspective.

In addition to the favorable items, 41.5 % and 36.1 % of the teachers are on ‘disagree’
and ‘strongly disagree’ points for unfavorable statements. This much percent of the
response produces a mean value of 3.70 which reveals that the teachers’ response lies
between ‘undecided’ and ‘disagree’ continuum. This implies that 77.6 % of the
respondents have positive perception about CLT with regards to those negative

statements especially in comparison with those of the positive statements respondents.

However, in spite of the fact that respondents for some statements reveal their favorable
view on average(less than the mean value of 4) e.g. Item no. 2, 3, 8, 10, 11; the
cumulative result mean value 4.03 imply that the majority of the respondent teachers
have high level of understanding about implementing CLT principles in EFL classroom

practices with regard to different ways and activities.

4.1.4 Analysis of Perspective on the Importance of Grammar

For the group of items dealing with the importance of grammar, there were seven
statements —four of which (Item no. 1, 3, 4, 6) are favorable and three of them (Item no.
2, 5, 7) are unfavorable. The total score obtained (i.e. mean value 3.91) shows that a great

many of the teachers favorably agreed with the principle of CLT in line with the role and

40



the importance of grammar. Table 4.1.4 below thus reports that those respondents are in

between the scale points agree (4) and undecided (3).

Table 4.1.4: Frequency, Percentage and Mean of Responses for the Importance of Grammar

Scale 5 4 3 2 1 Total Mean

Value 1% i 3% 4% 5%

Items Statements fr&%

1 Grammar is best taught in a | f 2 6 4 9 5 26 2.65
communicative EFL class. % 7.7 23.1 15.4 34.62 | 19.23 | 100

2% Grammatical correctness is the most | f 0 4 2 14 6 26 3.85
important  criterion by  which | % 0 154 7.7 53.8 23.1 100
language performance should be
judged.

3 Grammar should be taughtonlyasa | f 16 8 2 0 0 26 4.54
means to an end and not as anend in | % 61.5 30.8 7.7 0 0 100
itself.

4 Knowledge of the rules of a | f 11 11 2 2 0 26 4.19
language does not guarantee the | % 423 423 7.7 7.7 0 100
ability to use the language.

5% Knowledge of the rules of a | f 0 1 5 14 6 26 3.96
language does not guarantee the | % 0 3.8 19.23 53.8 23.1 100
ability to use the language.

6 For most students language is f 11 11 2 2 0 26 4.19
acquired most effectively when it is % 423 423 7.7 7.7 0 100
used as a vehicle for doing
something else and not when it is
studied in a direct or explicit way.

7% Direct instruction in the rules and | F 2 8 3 7 6 26 3.27
terminology of grammar is essential | % 7.7 30.8 11.5 269 | 23.1 100
if students are to learn to
communicate effectively.
Average fr. and % for favorable f 10 9 2.5 33 1.3 26 3.89
items % 38.5 34.6 9.6 127 | 3 100
Average fr. and % for Unfavorable f 0.7 4.3 33 11.7 6 26 3.94
items * % 2.7 16.5 12.7 45 23.1 100
Average f and % for All f 5.35 6.65 29 7.5 3.65 |26 391

% 20.58 25.58 11.15 28.85 | 14.04 | 100

*= Unfavorable statements and their corresponding scale values

Meanwhile, in response to item 1 which raises the issue “ Grammar is best taught in a
communicative EFL classes”, 34.6% and 19.2% of the teachers are on ‘disagree’ and
‘strongly disagree’ points . The sum totals 53.8% of the respondents (with mean value of
2.65) show their negative view of the statement. This shows that those respondents have
weak view of the teaching of grammar communicatively and it may mean that they prefer
the traditional method of grammar teaching. However, contrary to the above essence,

considerable number of teachers’ responses (with mean value 3.94), imply that they do
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have strong perception of grammar teaching communicatively and its role in language
literacy with regard to those ‘negative’ statements. To this end, for the statement dealing
with ‘grammatical correctness as the most important criterion for language performance’
(Item 2), 53.8 % and 23.1 % of the respondents showed their ‘disagreement’ and ‘strong
disagreement’ which yields a mean of 3.85. This shows that the respondents have high
degree of understanding of CLT principle in line with the importance of grammar in
communication. Similarly, for the unfavorable statements (Items 5 & 7), the result reports
mean value 3.96 and 3.27 which means that respondents are in position above the average
mean value 3 and implies that the more than half(63.45 %) of the respondents have strong
perception about the teaching of grammar in line with the communicative principles of

grammar teaching.

Generally, concerning the importance and role of grammar in language teaching, the
teachers’ responses demonstrate that the average mean value of their response is 3.91;
and this implies that the majority of the respondent teachers (70.6 %) have strong
perception of the communicative teaching of grammar and its importance in language
teaching; hence they are aware that they may potentially employ the teaching of grammar

communicatively.

4.1.5 Analysis of Perspective on Error Correction and Assessment

In response to aspects of error correction and assessment, the teachers’ response to the
positive statements (Items 1,5,6,8) reports a mean value of 4.08; and 3.61 for the negative
statements(Items 2,3,4,7) — which gives a total mean value of 3.84 as shown in Table

4.1.5 below.
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Table 4.1.5: Frequency, Percentage and Mean of Responses for Perspective on Error Correction and

Assessment

Scale 5 4 3 2 1 | Total | Mean

Value 1% 2% 3k 4% 5%

Ttems Statements fr& %

1 Students should correct each other’s errors f 11 12 1 2 0 26 | 4.31
in pair or group. % | 42.3 | 46.2 3.8 7.7 0| 100

2% Paper and pencil test is a very effective f 1 1 4 14 6 26 | 3.88
way of evaluating students’ achievement % 3.8 38| 154 | 53.8 | 23.1 100
in EFL literacy.

3% Teachers are not likely to wuse f 2 8 2 12 2 26 | 3.15
communicative tests because it is difficult % 7.7 30.8 7.7 | 46.2 7.7 100
to construct and administer
communicative tests.

4% Good evaluation is carried out when the f 0 4 4 12 6 26 3.77
focus of the evaluation is on accuracy % 0| 154 | 154 | 46.2 | 23.1 100
(grammatical correctness).

5 Evaluation of students’ progress in f 12 12 1 1 0 26 | 435

language literacy should be carried out on % | 46.2 | 46.2 3.8 3.8 0| 100
the basis of their day to day classroom
communicative performance (e.g. role

play).

26 | 3.92
100

6 For students to become effective f 6 13 3 4
communicators in the foreign language, % | 23.1 50| 11.5| 154
the teacher’s feedback must be focused on
the appropriateness and not on the
linguistic form of the students’ responses.

oS O

7* The teacher should correct all the f 0 6 4 10 6 26 | 3.62
grammatical errors students make. If % 0| 23.1| 154 | 385 | 23.1 100
errors are ignored, this will result in
imperfect learning.

8 Since errors are normal (natural) part of f 7 14 2 2 1 26 | 3.92
learning, much correction is wasteful of % | 269 | 53.8 7.7 7.7 3.8 100
time.
Average fr. and % for favorable items f 9| 128 1.8 23 0.3 26 | 4.08
% | 34.6 | 49.2 6.9 8.8 1.2 | 100
Average fr. and % for Unfavorable items * f| o8 4.8 35 12 5 26 | 3.61
% 30| 185 135 462 | 192 | 100
Average f and % for All f 4.9 84 | 2.65 7.5 2.65 26 3.84

% | 18.85 | 32.3 | 10.19 | 28.85 | 10.19 100

*= Unfavorable statements and their corresponding scale values

As can be seen from Table 4.1.5 above, the mean value of all the favorable and
unfavorable statements is above 3.15 which is greater than the average mean value 3.
This implies that the respondent teachers generally have strong perception about error
correction and evaluation procedures. In response to Item no. 1 which states “students’
each other’s error correction in pair/ group”, 42.3 % and 46.2 % of the respondents were

on the point of ‘strongly agree’ and ‘agree’. This shows that a total of 88.5 % of
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respondents have strong view of correcting errors communicatively. In addition to the
favorable statement, the teachers’ response to those counter parts (unfavorable)
statements also show that error correction and assessment should be made
communicatively. In response to Item 2 which raises the issue of ‘effectiveness of paper
and pencil test in evaluating students’ achievement in EFL literacy’, for instance, a sum
total of 76.9 % of respondents rejected the idea with 53.8%of them disagreeing and
23.1% strongly disagreeing. Only a small portion of the teachers (3.8% strongly agree
and 3.8 agree) showed their agreement to the issue. This implies that the teachers
perceive that paper and pencil test is not an effective way evaluating students’
achievement in EFL literacy and they preferred a communicative way of evaluating
students’ progress on the basis of their day to day performance ( communicative
classroom activities) as can be seen from the responses given for item no. 5. Furthermore,
as the result of Item no. 3 (i.e. “Teachers are not likely to use communicative tests since it
is difficult to construct and administer communicative tests’) depicts that the respondent
teachers professed that they are able to construct and administer communicative tests
with a result 46.2 % and 7.7 % of the respondents disagree and strongly disagree with the
mentioned idea. However, about 38.5 % of the respondents believed that they could not

construct and administer communicative tests.

In general, in spite of the fact that there were some portion of the respondents who
misunderstood the concept of error correction and assessment employed through
communicative process (see Table 4.1.5) more than half of the respondents with mean
value of 3.84 reflected that they had good perception of CLT principles with regard to

error correction and assessment based on the eight items.

3.1.6 Analysis of Perspective on Teachers’ Role

Table 4.1.6 below presents results of responses for items which deal with the role of the
teacher and portrays Items 1, 3, 5, 6 as favorable (positive) and Items 2 and 4 as

unfavorable (negative) statements. The result of the items regarding the teachers’ role (as
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organizer of the teaching so as to fit the needs of the learner or as facilitator) reveal

nearly common feature as can be seen from Table 4.1.6 below.

Table 4.1.6: Frequency, Percentage and Mean of Responses for Perspective on Teachers’ Role

Scale 5 4 3 2 1 Total Mean

Value 1% 2% 3% 4% 5%

Items Statements fr&%

1 The teacher as ‘authority’ and | f 6 7 5 5 3 26 3.31
‘instructor’ is no longer adequate | % 23.1 26.9 19.2 192 | 11.5 | 100

to describe the teacher‘s role in
the language classroom.

2% Organizing the teaching so as to | f 6 6 2 6 6 26 3.00
suit the mneeds of all is | % 23.1 23.1 7.7 23.1 | 23.1 ] 100
impossible.

3 The teacher as transmitter of | f 6 13 3 3 1 26 3.77
knowledge is only one of the | % 23.1 50 11.5 11.5 | 3.8 | 100

many different roles he/she must
perform during the course of a

leccnn

4% The role of the teacher in the | f 5 4 1 16 0 26 3.08
language classroom is to impart | % 19.2 15.4 3.8 615 |0 100
(demonstrate) knowledge

through activities such as
explanation, writing and giving

examples.

5 The teacher should act as an | f 5 9 2 8 2 26 3.27
independent participant within | % 19.2 34.6 7.7 30.8 | 7.7 | 100
the learning-teaching group.

6 A textbook alone is not able to | f 21 5 0 0 0 26 4.81
cater for all the needs and | % 80.8 19.2 0 0 0 100

interests of the students. The
teacher must supplement the
textbook with other materials and
tasks so as to satisfy the widely
differing needs of the students.

Average fr. and % for favorable f 9.5 8.5 2.5 4 1.5 |26 3.79

items % 36.5 32.7 9.6 154 |58 | 100

Average fr. and % for f 5.5 5 1.5 11 3 26 3.04

Unfavorable items * % 21.2 19.2 5.8 423 | 11.5 | 100

Average f and % for All f 7.5 6.75 2 7.5 225 |26 3.54
% 28.85 | 25.96 | 7.69 28.85 | 8.65 | 100

*= Unfavorable statements and their corresponding scale values
The results obtained from the responses of all items depict that more than half of the

teachers (69.2 % with agreement for positive statements and 53.8 % with disagreement

for negative statements) believed that EFL teachers have a variety of roles in
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communicative language classes (as facilitator and organizer of the teaching). The
finding of Items 1 and 3(which explored the inadequacy of the role of the teacher as
authority, instructor, transmitter of knowledge) indicate that 50 % of the teachers
believed that the teacher as an ‘authority’ and ‘instructor’ is no longer adequate and 83.1
% of them believed that the teacher as a transmitter of knowledge is only one of the many
roles the teacher has to play to describe the role of the teacher in EFL classes. However,
significant number of teachers (30.7 %) also showed their disagreement for Item 1. This
result shows that about 66.55 % of the teachers have favorable view and strong
perception about the role EFL teachers have in language classes in line with the
mentioned statements. However, a few (30.7 %) of them still resisted the idea that
addresses the inadequacy of the role of the teacher as authority, instructor, and transmitter
of knowledge; and insisted on favoring the traditional view of language teaching which
puts the teacher as authority, instructor and sole provider of knowledge although
literature suggests that the teacher has a number of roles to play in a language classroom.

To that end, Hedge(2000: 26-27) mentions the teachers’ role and says :

......... it is possible to identify the teacher in a number of roles in his
lesson: as controller in eliciting nationality words; as assessor of accuracy
as students try to pronounce the words; as corrector of pronunciation; as
organizer in giving instructions for the pair work; initiating it monitoring
it, and organizing feed back; as promoter while students are working
together; and as resource if students need help with words and structures
during the pair work.

In general, even though a small portion of the respondents revealed their misconception
or weak perception about the teachers’ role in communicative EFL classes, more than
half of the respondents (with mean value of 3.54) testified that they have strong belief

and high level of understanding about what role the teacher should play in EFL classes.

3.1.7 Analysis of Perspective on Learners’ Role

The analysis for the learners’ role perspective is based on table 4.1.7 which contains 4

items (2 favorable-Items 1&2 and 2 unfavorable-Items 3&4).
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Table 4.1.7: Frequency, Percentage and Mean of Responses for Perspective on

Learners’ Role

Sca 5 4 3 2 1 Tot | Mea

le al n

ue

Ite Statements fr

ms &

%

1* Since the learner comes to the language | f 1 2 4 12 7 26 3.85
classroom with little or no knowledge of the | % | 3.8 7.7 15.4 46.2 26.9 100
language, he/she is in no position to suggest
what the content of the lesson should be or
what activities are useful for him/her.

2% | Training learners to take responsibility for their | f | 3 5 5 7 6 26 3.31
own learning is futile since learners are not | % | 11.5 19.2 19.2 26.9 23.1 100
used to such an approach.

3 Learners as negotiator between the self, the | f 6 14 0 5 1 26 3.73
learning process and the object of learning can | % | 23.1 53.8 0 19.2 3.8 100
learn independently.

4 Learners should interact primarily with each | f 8 12 3 3 0 26 3.96
other rather than with the teacher in EFL | % | 30.8 46.2 11.5 11.5 0 100
classroom.

Average fr. and % for favorable items f |7 13 1.5 4 0.5 26 3.85
% | 26.9 50 5.8 154 1.9 100

Average fr. and % for Unfavorable items * f |2 3.5 4.5 9.5 6.5 26 3.58
% | 7.7 13.5 17.3 36.5 25 100

Average f and % for All f |45 8.25 3 6.75 3.5 26 3.71
% | 17.3 31.73 | 11.54 | 2596 | 1346 | 100

*= Unfavorable statements and their corresponding scale values

The teachers’ response for aspects of learners’ role in Table 4.1.7 above shows that a
total of 73.1 %( with 46.2%disagreement and 26.9% strong disagreement) respondents
showed their disagreement for the point that states “learners come to class with little or
no knowledge and have no position to suggest any thing about the learning”, while the
remaining 11.5 % agreed for the idea. This result, with a mean value of 3.85 shows that
more than half of the respondents have strong view of CLT with regard to the role
learners play in communicative EFL classes. As we can see from Table 4.1.7, all the
results of the responses depict somewhat similar mean value i.e. 3.85, 3.31, 3.73, and
3.96 for Items 1, 2, 3 and 4 respectively. This shows that the respondent teachers have
more or less similar understanding on the issue or for all statements under learners’ role

perspective, more than half of the respondents have strong perception about each
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perspective (idea) raised. In general, regarding learners’ role, the majority of teachers
with a cumulative mean value of 3.7, proved that they have strong perception of CLT.
However, some portion of the respondents (16.3%) still resisted the fact related to
learners’ role and still insisted on the prevalence of the role of the teacher as a sole
provider of knowledge, the only responsible body of the learning and the main actor of

the classroom activities.

In general, the responses obtained from the whole CLT perspectives reveal a mean value
3.89. This computed mean value indicates that the majority of the respondents (77.8 %)
have strong view of communicative language teaching with regard to the principles of
CLT stated. Therefore, the result implies that it is possible to assume that teachers can put

CLT principles in to in their entire EFL classes in Ethiopian high school contexts.

4.2 Analysis of Teachers’ Responses to Classroom Practice

Table 4.2 below presents the results of teachers’ responses to aspects of frequencies of
their classroom practices with regard to CLT principles based on the results of the
teachers’ questionnaire. The questionnaire consists of 23 items. The items are categorized
in to communicative activities (Items 6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,19,&22) and non-
communicative activities (Items 1,2,3,4,5,20,21,23). In addition, similar to the
questionnaire for perception, the coding of the data followed a pattern:-

A. 5, 4, 3, 2, 1- for favorable (positive) items i.e. for communicative activities
representing scales Nearly Always(NA), Often(O), Sometimes(ST), Rarely(R),
and Never(N) respectively.

B. 1, 2, 3, 4 &5- for unfavorable (negative) items i.e. for non-communicative
activities representing scales Nearly Always(NA), Often(O), Sometimes(ST),
Rarely(R), and Never(N) respectively.
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Table 4.2: Frequency, Percentage and Mean of Responses for Classroom Practice

Scal 5 4 3 2 1 Tot | Mea
e 1
vl 1* 7% 3% 4% 5%
Ite Statements
1* Explain new grammatical terminologies or forms and patterns | f | 8 14 4 0 0 26 1.85
(rules) and let the learners be engaged in doing exercises % | 30.8 53.8 15.4 0 0 100
2% Explain new words and phrases and let the learners do the f |9 10 6 1 0 26 1.89
exercises in the textbook. % | 34.6 38.5 23.1 3.8 0 100
3% Use teacher led - classroom discussion. f |6 14 3 3 0 26 1.89
% | 23.1 53.8 11.5 11.5 0 100
4% Give students explanation of rules with model sentences to f |13 7 6 0 0 26 1.73
illustrate them. % | 50 26.9 23.1 0 0 100
5% Use individual —seat work. f |6 8 8 4 0 26 2.38
% | 23.1 30.8 30.8 154 0 100
6 Introduce the new language item in context and demonstrate the f |14 6 6 0 0 26 4.31
use and meaning of the new language and let the learners try to % | 53.8 23.1 23.1 0 0 100
produce, reproduce and communicate with the language.
7 Involve students in questioning and answering activities. f |18 8 0 0 0 26 4.69
% | 69.2 30.8 0 0 0 100
8 Involve learners in role play, simulation or any kind of drama. f |7 6 3 7 3 26 3.27
% | 26.9 23.1 11.5 26.9 11.5 100
9 Involve learners in problem- solving activities. f |6 9 5 6 0 26 3.58
% | 23.1 34.6 19.2 23.1 0 100
10 Involve learners in activities as identifying similarities and f |2 4 8 12 0 26 2.85
differences of pictures in group. P | 7.7 15.4 30.8 46.2 0 100
11 Involve learners in conversation and discussion on some issues. f |7 8 8 3 0 26 3.73
% | 26.9 30.8 30.8 11.5 0 100
12 Use different kinds of language games e.g. word dominoes. f |0 2 9 13 2 26 242
% | 0 7.7 34.6 50 7.7 100
13 Make learners relay instructions ( one learner gives instruction f |1 1 4 16 4 26 2.19
and the other writes it). % | 3.8 3.8 154 61.5 154 100
14 Make the learners exchange letters, write reports, advertisements f |1 3 6 12 4 26 242
etc. cooperatively. % | 3.8 11.5 23.1 46.2 154 100
15 Use audiovisual materials to support your lesson. f |0 1 1 4 20 26 1.35
% | 0 3.8 3.8 154 76.9 100
16 Use pictures and objects to convey the meaning of structure. f |3 4 5 8 6 26 2.62
% | 11.5 154 19.2 30.8 23.1 100
17 Use pair work in which two students work on a given task f |7 10 7 2 1 26 3.77
% | 26.9 38.5 26.9 7.7 3.8 100
18 Use group work in which more than two students workonagiven | f | 6 10 7 2 1 26 3.69
task % | 23.1 38.5 26.9 7.7 3.8 100
19 Help learners correct their error in their pair and group discussion. | f | 4 8 7 4 3 26 3.08
% | 154 30.8 26.9 154 11.5 100
20* | Evaluate students in paper and pencil test (on terms or semesters). | f | 8 16 1 1 0 26 1.73
% | 30.8 61.5 3.8 3.8 0 100
21* | Let learners do assignments at home and give feedback on other f |14 7 3 2 0 26 1.73
days for the whole class. % | 53.8 26.9 11.5 7.7 0 100
22 Evaluate students’ progress on the basis of their day to day f |3 6 4 11 2 26 2.88
communicative performance (e.g. after making dialogue). % | 11.5 23.1 154 423 7.7 100
23* | Correct learners’ error in controlled practice activities like f |6 12 4 3 1 26 1.88
question and answer. % | 23.1 46.2 154 11.5 3.8 100
Average fr. and % for favorable items f |527 5.73 5.2 6.8 3.0 26 3.12
% | 2027 | 22.04 20 26.15 11.54 | 100
Average fr. and % for Unfavorable items * f | 8.75 11 4.38 1.75 o.13 26 1.88
% | 33.65 | 423 16.8 6.73 0.5 100
Average f and % for All f |7 8..37 4.79 4.28 1..56 | 26 2.69
% | 2692 | 32.19 18.4 1646 | 6 100

*= Unfavorable statements and their corresponding scale values
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As can be seen from the table, we can deduce that teachers tend to practice more of non-
communicative activities than the communicative ones. The responses for Items 1 and 4,
for instance, depict that 40.4 % and 40.35 % of the respondents testified that they employ
“explanation of new grammatical terms, forms and rules” ‘nearly always’ and ‘often’
respectively. The result percentages are computed and yield an aggregate mean value
1.79 which is between ‘nearly always’ and ‘often’. This implies that a great majority of
the teachers employ non- communicative or traditional ways of grammar teaching.
Similarly, the result for Item no. 2, which states “explanation of new words or phrases”,
show that among the respondents, 34.6 % ‘nearly always’, 38.5 % ‘often” and 23.1
‘sometimes’ practice it. This means, about 73.1 % of the respondents believed that they
use ‘explanation of new words or phrases’ ‘nearly always’ and ‘often’ which gives a
mean value of 1.89. This result also indicates that great majority of teachers practice non-

communicative way of vocabulary teaching.

In a similar way, the results of Item 3 (use teacher led classroom discussion), shows that
23.1 % and 53.8 % of the respondents replied that they practiced teacher led classroom
discussions ‘nearly always’ and ‘often’. Though there is a little result progress in Item 5,
‘use individual seat work’, with mean value 2.38(which is between some times and
often), still 23.1 % and 30.8 % of the teachers employ such activity nearly ‘always’ and

‘often’ respectively.

Coming towards ways of error correction and mode of assessment, the results of Items
20, 21, and 23 illustrate that teachers utilize non- communicative classroom practices. For
instance, 30.8 % and 61.5 % of the teachers evaluate students’ language performance
using paper and pencil tests- on semesters or terms ‘nearly always’ and ‘often’

respectively.
In general, when we sum up the results of the responses for the non- communicative

(unfavorable) items, we can get that 33.6 % and 42.3 % (with a total of 75.9 %) of the

respondents believed that they practice the activities ‘nearly always’ and ‘often’.
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When we look at the results obtained form the responses for communicative activities, we
can have average mean value 3.12. Meanwhile, the higher rate of response is seen for
Item no. 7 in which 69.2 % and 30.8 % of the respondent teachers involve students in

questioning and answering activities ‘nearly always’ and ‘often’.

However, responses for the majority of items of communicative activities (i.e. Items
10,12 13, 14, 15, 16) show that their mean values are below 3.

This implies that the majority of teachers employ these communicative activities either
rarely or never (below sometimes). However, on contrary the teachers’ response for some
types of communicative activities(e.g. Items 6,7,8,9,11,17,18,19)demonstrates that more
than half of the respondents employ them with the range between ‘sometimes’ and
‘nearly always’ . For instance, concerning involvement of learners in role play and
simulation(see Item no.8), about 26.9 %, 23.1 % and 11.5 % of respondents responded
that they employ such activities ‘nearly always’, ‘often’ and ‘sometimes’ respectively.
Similarly, 76.9 % of the teachers responded that they involved their learners in problem
solving activities (Item no. 9) between ‘sometimes’ and ‘nearly always’. With regard to
involvement of learners in conversation and discussion 88.5 %; with regard to pair work
76.6 % , with regard to group work 88.5 % and with regard to helping learners to correct
their errors in pair or group 73.4 % of the respondent teachers responded that they

practiced these classroom activities between ‘sometimes’ and ‘nearly always’.

Generally, as has been said above, the results obtained from the teachers’ response for the
classroom activities imply that most teachers tend to favor employing non-
communicative (traditional) ways of EFL teaching contrary to what they perceive and

believe about the communicative approach to language teaching.

4.3 Analysis of Learners’ Perception of CLT

The learners’ questionnaire consists of 12 favorable (positive) and 12 unfavorable
(negative)-a total of 24 statements. The coding of the data was done similar to that of the

teachers’ questionnaire. Therefore, based on the results obtained from the students’
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questionnaire, the learners’ perception of CLT with regard to different principles of

communicative language teaching method is discussed with reference under table 4.3

below.

Table 4.3: Frequency, Percentage and Mean of Responses for Students’ Questionnaire

Scale 5 4 3 2 1 Total mea
Values 1* 2% 3* 4% 5% n
Items Fr % Fr % Fr % Fr % Fr % Fr %
1 78 78 18 18 1 1 2 2 1 1 100 100 4.70
2 47 47 45 45 4 4 3 3 1 1 100 100 4.34
3 62 62 25 25 4 4 7 7 2 2 100 100 4.38
4% 55 55 29 29 5 5 8 8 3 3 100 100 1.75
5% 21 21 27 27 12 12 19 19 21 21 100 100 2.92
6* 9 9 10 10 8 8 25 25 48 48 100 100 3.93
7* 23 23 23 23 14 14 23 23 17 17 100 100 3.50
8 3 3 9 9 2 2 26 26 60 60 100 100 1.69
* 46 46 31 31 4 4 13 13 6 6 100 100 2.02
10 13 13 9 9 7 7 24 24 | 47 47 100 100 2.17
11* 42 42 43 43 2 2 10 10 3 3 100 100 1.89
12 67 67 23 23 5 5 1 1 4 4 100 100 4.48
13* 69 69 16 16 1 1 6 6 8 8 100 100 1.68
14 38 38 24 24 19 19 10 10 9 9 100 100 3.72
15 9 9 17 17 10 10 35 35 29 29 100 100 2.25
16* 53 53 24 24 | 4 4 12 12 7 7 100 100 1.96
17 12 12 13 13 1 1 22 22 52 52 100 100 2.70
18* 14 14 23 23 6 6 28 28 29 29 100 100 3.35
19* 57 57 25 25 3 3 10 10 5 5 100 100 1.76
20 46 46 28 28 8 8 10 10 8 8 100 100 3.94
21* 10 10 27 27 14 14 25 25 34 34 100 100 3.56
22% 4 4 8 8 10 10 34 34 |44 | 44 100 100 4.06
23 43 43 31 31 5 5 17 17 4 4 100 100 3.92
24 59 59 29 29 2 2 6 6 4 4 100 100 4.33
Av.f.& % 39.8 3908 | 22.6 | 22.6 | 5.66 | 5.66 | 13.6 | 13.6 | 10.3 | 10.3 100 100 3.50
for
f&v f.gc % 33.6 33.6 | 23 23 691 | 691 | 17.8 | 17.8 | 18.6 | 18.6 | 100 100 2.69
for Unfav.
items(*)
Av.f.&% 36.7 36.8 | 22.8 | 22.8 | 6.28 | 6.28 | 157 | 15.7 | 18.6 | 18.6 | 100 100 3.09
for All

*= Unfavorable statements and their corresponding scale values

First, in response to Item 1, which deals with “the importance of cooperative learning,

discussion group to promote the development of learners’ communicative competence”,

78 % and 18 % of the respondents showed their ‘strong agreement’ and ‘agreement’

respectively. This means, a great majority of the learners i.e. 96 %( 4.7 mean value) are

between the continuum ‘strongly agree’ and ‘agree’ and implies that a almost all of the
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learners have strong perception and favorable view of CLT in line with the entire point
mentioned. In response to items 2, which deals with ‘the most productivity writing
process steps of pre- writing, drafting, revising and editing in communicative language
classrooms i.e. writing communicatively’, the result depicts that 47 % of the respondents
‘strongly agree’ and 45 % agree to the point while only a small portion 8 % of the
learners are between ‘undecided’” and ‘strongly disagree’ points. Hence we can see that a
total of 92 % of learners have strong view of the communicative learning of writing skill
favoring the idea of conducting writing activities in communicative EFL classes or

cooperatively.

Similarly, the response for Item 3, which deals with ‘the importance of group work as to
help learners to solve problems in common’, 87 % of the respondents showed their
favorable agreement (62% strongly agree and 25 % agree). This implies that a great
majority of learners (with mean of 4.38) held a conviction for the importance of group
work in helping the learners to solve their problems with in the group. However, though
the learners showed favorable view towards the importance of group work, they believed
that ‘working in group means wasting valuable time’ (see Item 4). Thereby, the response
to Item 4 (i.e. working in group means wasting valuable time) revealed that 84 % of the
respondents favored the idea with 55 % of ‘strong agreement’ and 29 % of ‘agreement’
decision. As can be seen from the table the mean value 1.75 is a signal to show only a
very small portion of the respondent learners (i.e.11 %) rejected the idea. This implies
that though learners know and perceive that working in group has its distinctive
importance, they still consider that group work wastes a lot of valuable learning time.
This may further imply that learners tend to prefer working alone (so as to save time) to

working in group in spite of their appreciation of its benefits.

The following statements (Items 5, 6, &7) are also dealing with group work in a similar
essence to Item no 4 (i.e. they all are negative statements). However, the result shows that
the learners showed a little progress in their response regarding the concept they had
about group work. Therefore, in response to Item 5 i.e. “Since learners lack the desire

and experience to work in group/pair and they give priority to other duties, they prefer to
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work individually”, only 48 % of the learners favored the idea. Hence, the remaining 40
% rejected the idea while 12 % of them remained undecided. This shows that still less
than half of the respondents rejected the idea. However, in response to Item 6, which
deals with the idea that “group work ruins the silence of class” 25 % of the respondents
disagreed and 48 % of them strongly disagreed with the idea. This shows that 73 % of the
learners rejected the idea and favored group work. This implies that, the majority of
learners believe that group work does not ruin the silence of the class if it is

systematically handled.

For a similar statement (Item no 7) that states “since learners do not potentially learn in
group, it is preferable that the teacher would rather explain/teach the lesson and the
learners listen to him/her”, 23 % of the learners ‘strongly agreed’ and 23 % of them
‘agreed’ to the point while 23 % and 17 % of them ‘disagreed’ and ‘strongly disagreed’
respectively. This shows that almost an equal number of respondents favored (46 %) and
rejected (40 %) the idea. Nevertheless, a little greater number of respondents were in
favor of the mentioned issue. Therefore, with regard to CLT instructional activities (Items
1-7), the learners’ response rate illustrates that on average about 73 % of the learners
have strong perception about cooperative learning although there exist some deviating

views as in Item no. 1.

Items 8-11 are dealing with the ways of grammar teaching and the role and importance of
grammar in the teaching of English as a foreign language. In response to the way
grammar should be taught (see Items 8 & 11), the majority of the respondents (85.5 %)
preferred the direct explanation of the rules of grammar by the teacher to learning
grammar cooperatively. This implies that the learners are still favoring the traditional
explicit (deductive) way of grammar teaching and they lack confidence to learn grammar

by themselves in cooperative group.
In addition, in response to Items 9 and 10 which state the relationship between the

knowledge of grammatical rules and communicative competence, the result depicts that a

great many of the respondents viewed ‘the role grammar plays in language’ negatively.
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Hence, 77 % of the learners believed that learners with good knowledge of grammar are
capable of communicating in English effectively. In a similar way, the response for
Item10, which states that ‘the knowledge of grammar does not guarantee good
communicative performance’, depicts that 24 % and 47 % of the respondents disagreed
and strongly disagreed with the notion respectively. This means that a total of 71 % of
learners favored that knowledge of grammar guarantees good communication. Therefore,
the results obtained from Items 8-11 imply that learners tend to favor the ideas that
knowledge of grammar is a base for communicative competence and prefer teachers’

direct grammatical explanation to involving them in communicative tasks.

For error correction and assessment group of items (Items 12-17) there are 6 items -4
favorable (Items 12,14,15&17) and 2 unfavorable(13&16). The highest rate of agreement
is seen for Item 12, (students learn best when they correct their errors one another in
group/pair), in which 67 % of the learners ‘strongly agreed’ and 23 % of them ‘agreed’
with a total of 90 %. This indicates that learners have a strong view of the benefit of
cooperative learning for correcting errors in group. However, with regard to the idea of
teachers’ tolerance to errors (see Items 13 &17), a great majority of the respondent
learners (85 %) agreed to the point of prominence of teachers’ direct and immediate error
correction. In addition, 74 % of the learners showed their disagreement for the statement
that states teachers should sometimes tolerate errors since errors are natural (see Item 17).
The results obtained from Items 13 and 17, therefore, imply that learners perceive that the
teachers should correct errors as soon as the learners commit them and s/he should not
tolerate any kinds of errors. However, literature (Richards, ND) suggests that the teacher
should be tolerant of learners’ errors as they indicate that the learner is building up
his/her competence and language learning involves creative uses of language and trial

and error.
In response to Item 14 which deals with ‘assessments on semesters or terms’, more than

half (62 %) of the learners believed that assessment should not be conducted on semesters

or terms and learners should be assessed or evaluated based on their continuous day to
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day performance. This implies that learners have strong perception of the way they

should be evaluated although about 19 % of them hesitated to decide.

In reply to Items 15 and 16 which deal with ‘the appropriacy or accuracy, which error
correction should deal with, 64 % of the learners agreed that the teachers feedback or
error correction should focus on the accuracy(grammatical correctness) and not on the
appropriate use of the language(see Item 15);and in the same manner, 77 % of the
learners(53 % ‘strong agreement’ and 24 % ‘agreement’) showed their agreement to the
idea that language teachers should correct every grammatical error that the learners
commit( Item 16). The results obtained from Items 15 and 16, therefore, imply that
learners have weak perception about the way errors should be corrected and their views

do not go in line with the principles of CLT with regard to error correction.

For the group of items dealing with the teachers’ role in communicative EFL classes (see
Items 18-21), the result reports that about half of respondent learners possessed strong
view about what the role of the language teacher should be. In response to Item number
18 which states the idea that ‘since English language teachers have better knowledge of
the language than the learners, the learners should remain listening to their teacher
passively when the teacher talks’, 57 % of the learners rejected the idea while 37 % of
them agreed up on it. This indicates that about half of the learners believed that the
teacher 1s not a sole provider of knowledge while the remaining portion (37%) still
perceive that the language teacher is the main source of knowledge. Item 19 states that
the role of the language teacher is imparting the knowledge s/he has. In reply to this
statement, 82 % of the respondents showed their favorable agreement which indicates
that learners understand that the language teacher is a source of knowledge and should act

as an authority or provider of knowledge.

However, with regard to the role the teacher plays as motivator of the learning groups and
facilitator of the learning (see Items 20 & 21), the results depict that 74 % of the learners
favored the idea that language teachers should interact with the learners being one of the
member of the group while only 18 % of them rejected it (Item 20). In addition, 59 % of

the learners believed that the language teacher is capable of addressing the needs of all so
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as to facilitate the learning. The results obtained imply that learners perceive that the
language teacher should play the role of motivator of the learners and facilitator of the

learning.

With regard to the role learners should play and contribute to the learning (see Items 22,
23, & 24), the results of the responses indicate that learners have favorable views of the
notion (learners’ role). Therefore, 78 % of the learners responded that learners are not
empty vessels and are able to comment on the learning process and are not passive
listeners (Item 22). In addition, 74 % of the respondent learners agreed to the point that
learners should interact primarily with each other rather than with the teacher (Item 23).In
response to Item 24, 88 % of the learners agreed (59 % strongly agree and 29 %
agree)that training learners to take responsibility for their own learning results in
productive learning. In general, the results obtained from Items 22-24( average mean
4.10) depict that 80 % of the respondents have strong perception about the role they
should play and they could learn by themselves and feel responsibility provided that

orientation about learner centered teaching/learning process is given to them.

4.4 Analysis of Learners’ Response to Classroom Practice

Table 4.4 below presents the results of learners’ responses for aspects of frequencies of
their EFL classroom practices with regard to CLT principles based on the responses of
the learners’ questionnaire. The learners’ questionnaire, with regard to classroom
activities, consists of equal number of statements to the teachers’ questionnaire. It
consists of 23 items that can be classified in to communicative and non-communicative
activities as can be seen under table 4.4 below. The coding of the data follows a pattern

discussed in 3.5
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Table 4.4: Frequency, Percentage and Mean of Learners’ Responses for Classroom

Practice
Scale 5 4 3 211 Total Mean
Values 1* 2% 3% 4% | 5%
Items Fr %0 Fr %0 Fr %0 Fr % | Fr ) Fr )
1% 38 38 38 38 10 10 8 816 6 100 | 100 | 2.06
2% 29 29 29 29 20 20 12 12 | 10 10 100 | 100 | 2.45
3* 6 6 25 25 31 31 32 3216 6 100 | 100 | 3.07
4% 27 27 40 40 10 10 13 13 | 10 10 100 | 100 | 2.39
5% 57 57 27 27 2 2 9 915 5 100 | 100 | 1.78
6 25 25 30 30 15 15 14 14 | 16 16 100 | 100 | 3.34
7 46 46 18 18 18 18 12 1216 6 100 | 100 | 3.86
8 5 5 10 10 4 4 20 20 | 61 61 100 | 100 | 1.78
9 12 12 12 12 5 5 25 25 | 46 46 100 | 100 | 2.19
10 10 10 13 13 19 19 21 21 | 37 37 100 | 100 | 1.81
11 27 27 17 17 14 14 17 17 | 25 25 100 | 100 | 3.04
12 9 9 19 19 9 9 13 13 | 50 50 100 | 100 | 2.24
13 17 17 11 11 21 21 12 12 | 39 39 100 | 100 | 2.55
14 00 00 15 15 15 15 18 18 | 42 42 100 | 100 | 2.33
15 5 5 2 2 3 3 6 6 | 84 84 100 | 100 | 1.38
16 4 4 7 7 12 12 8 8 | 69 69 100 | 100 | 1.69
17 26 26 21 21 17 17 16 16 | 20 20 100 | 100 | 3.17
18 22 22 22 22 22 22 12 12 | 22 22 100 | 100 | 3.10
19 24 24 22 22 8 8 15 15 | 31 31 100 | 100 | 2.93
20* 36 36 29 29 22 22 7 716 6 100 | 100 | 2.18
21* 34 34 26 26 17 17 11 11| 12 12 100 | 100 | 2.41
22 12 12 16 16 15 15 21 21 | 36 36 100 | 100 | 2.47
23%* 30 30 23 23 16 16 9 9122 22 100 | 100 | 2.70
Avtf& 169 | 169 | 157 | 157 | 13.2 | 13.2 | 153 | 153 | 38.93 38.9 | 100 | 100 | 2.53
% for
P
Av & 32.1 | 32.1 | 29.6 | 29.6 16 16 | 12.6 | 12.6 | 9.63 9.63 | 100 | 100 | 2.38
%
for(items
*)
Avt&% | 245 | 245 | 227 | 227 | 146 | 146 | 13.9 | 139 | 243 243 | 100 | 100 | 2.46
for All

*= Unfavorable statements and their corresponding scale values

If we look at Items 1 and 4 that deal with ‘the teachers’ explanation of grammatical
terminologies, rules or forms, a total of 71.5 % of the learners testified that the teachers
employed explanation of new grammatical terms, forms and rules ‘nearly always’ and
‘often’. Similarly, in response to Item 2, which states ‘teachers’ explanation of new
words or phrases’, the result depicts that more than half (58 %)of their teachers explained
new words and phrases and let the learners do the exercises of the text . The results
obtained (from Items 1, 2, &4), therefore, imply that the majority of EFL teachers employ
non- communicative or traditional ways of grammar and vocabulary teaching and

learners are kept away from practicing to learn by them selves cooperatively.
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The learners’ response for Item 3, which states ‘“the teachers’ use of teacher led
classroom discussion”, show that only 31 % of the learners replied that their teachers
used teacher led classroom discussion nearly always and often; the remaining 38 % of the
respondents said that the teachers employed such an activity rarely and never while the

rest 3 % said some times .

In response to Items 20, 21, 23 which deal with ways of error correction and mode of
assessments, 59.33 % of the respondent learners revealed that their teachers employed
non- communicative ways of error correction and mode of assessment ‘nearly always’
and ‘often’. For instance, 65 % of the learners proved that their teachers evaluated them
in paper and pencil tests on terms or semesters ‘nearly always’ and ‘often’. In addition,
60 % of the respondents testified that their teachers let them do assignments at home and
gave them feed back on other days for the whole class. The results, generally, imply that
more than half of EFL teachers employ non- communicative ways of error correction and
mode of assessment. Generally, the results obtained from all non- communicative
activities depict that 61.75 % of the respondent learners responded that their teachers

practiceed non- communicative activities ‘nearly always’ and ‘often’.

When we look at learners’ responses for statements of communicative activities, we can
get an aggregate mean score 2.56 which is below ‘sometimes’. However, the result on the
contrary rather depicts that the learners’ response for some statements (Items 6, 7, 11, 17,
& 18- See Appendix-B) displayed mean values greater than 3 (i.e. sometimes) which
means that 50.8 % of the learners indicated that their teachers introduced new language
in context and let them interact with it (e.g. Item 6); involved learners in questioning and
answering activities and conversation and discussion (e.g. Items 7 &11); and used pair
and group works (e.g. Items 17 & 18) ‘nearly always’ and ‘often’. This implies that
about half of the teachers employ some aspects of communicative activities (which are
mentioned above) ‘nearly always’ and ‘often’ while the remaining practiced ‘sometimes’,

‘rarely’ and ‘never’.
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Moreover, the results of the majority of communicative activity statements (Items 8, 9,
10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 19, & 22) depict that their mean values are below 3. This means
that the learners in their responses testified that their teachers implemented the mentioned
communicative classroom activities between the ranges of ‘sometimes’ to ‘never’ (but
below sometimes). For instance 20 % and 61 % ( a total of 81 %) of the respondents
answered that their teachers involved them in role play, simulation, or any kind of drama
( see Item 8) ‘rarely’ and ‘never’ respectively while only 15 % of the learners responded
to ‘nearly always’ and ‘often’ . Similarly, the learners’ response for Item 9 which
discusses the involvement of learners in problem solving activities, 71 % of the learners
replied that their teachers involved them in problem solving activities ‘rarely’ and
‘never’. In general, when we look at the results obtained for all communicative items, we
can get an aggregate mean value 2.34(below3) which means the learners response depict
that their teachers practiced the mentioned communicative activities between sometimes

and rarely.

To conclude, the results of the learners’ response for classroom practice generally reveal
that their teachers implemented communicative principles in a very limited ways between
the ranges of ‘sometimes’ and ‘rarely’ with a total mean score 2.46. This implies that a
mismatch between teachers’ perception about CLT principles and their classroom
practices prevails and learners are vulnerable to be involved in teacher fronted or

traditional ways of language learning.

4.5 Analysis of Classroom Observations and Interviews

Classroom observations were subjected to the descriptive statistics utilizing frequency,
percentage and mean score. To make discussion better, the patterns of different principles
in observed domains, the first two alternatives (Very Much and Much) and the last two
(A Little and Very Little) were combined in the discussion. In addition, similar to the
questionnaires used in this study, the statements used in the observation checklist are
categorized in to two domains —favorable and unfavorable items. Items 2.4, 3.1, 3.3, 3.5,

and 4.1 are unfavorable while the remaining are favorable statements. The descriptive
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statistics was done in the light of the observation checklist (See Appendix C) which is
divided in to nine (9) patterns of time interval out of the full fledged period i.e.45 minutes

in a way of 1-5, 6-10, 11-15, 16-20, 21-25, 26-30, 31-35, 36-40, and 41-45 minutes.
Therefore, based on this given time interval framework, the scales ‘Very Little’ to ‘Very

Much’ are labeled for the classroom activities employed in the form of the following

table

Table 4.5.1: Time Framework for Labeling Scales for Classroom Observation

Time Used in Minutes Percentage Scale Value
0:00-9:00 1-20 Very Little
9:01 -18:00 21-40 A Little
18:01 -27:00 41-60 Average
27:01 -36:00 61-80 Much
36:01 -45:00 81-100 Very Much

Therefore, based on the above time framework, Table 4.5.2 below presents the amount of
importance attached to the features of CLT in the schools observed. The interviews’

results were also discussed in line with the results of the observation.
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Table 4.5.2: Descriptive Statistics of Classroom Observation (Frequency, Percentage

and Mean)

Scal 5 4 |3 2 1 Tot | Me

e al an

Val 1% 2% | 3% | 4% | 5%

Ite Statements

1 Instructional Activities

1.1 | Classroom activities maximizing communication opportunity f | = 2 4 2 2 10 |26

e.g. (role play, drama, dialogue, simulation, problem solving| % 20 |40 |20 |20 | 100
etc.)

1.2 | Focus on language as a medium of communication f|= 2 4 2 2 10 2.6
% 20 40 20 20 100

1.3 | More pupil —oriented f|= = 2 10 1.5
% 20 10 |70 100

1.4 | Tolerating error correction f|= = 1 3 6 10 1.5
% 030 | a0 100

1.5 | More emphasis on group- work and pair- work f|= 2 2 3 10 24
% 20 30|20 |30 100

1.6 | Emphasis on meaning f |= 1 2 3 4 10 2.0
o7 10 o0 an | 4o 100

1.7 | Emphasis on both fluency and accuracy f|= 1 = 3 6 10 1.6
% 10 30 60 100

2 Teacher’s Role

2.1 | Independent participation in learners’ group f|= = = = 10 10 1.0
% 100 | 100

2.2 | Organizing group —work f|= 4 2 3 1 10 2.9
% 40 20 30 10 100

2.3 | Organizing pair-work f |= 4 2 3 1 10 29
% 40 20 30 10 100

2.4%* | Lecturing /L/ f |6 3 1 = = 10 1.5
% | 60 30 10 100

2.5 | Facilitating and monitoring class activities |1 2 5 = = 10 32
% | 10 20 50 100

3 Learners’ Role

3.1* | Listening to teacher’s explanation £ 17 3 = = = 10 1.3
% | 70 30 100

3.2 | Participating in group and pair work f|= 1 2 7 = 10 24
% 10 20 70 100

3.3*% | Taking note f |10 = = = = 10 1.0
% | 100 100

3.4 | Asking questions to teachers f|= 2 2 3 3 10 29
% 20 20 30 30 100

3.5* | Doing individual work f |8 = = 2 = 10 1.6
% | 80 20 100

4 Instructional Materials Used

4.1% | Textbook f |10 = = = = 10 1.0
OL. 10N 100

4.2. | Duplicated materials f|= = = 10 10 1.0
% 100 | 100

4.3 | Audio-visual material f|= = = = 10 10 1.0
% 100 | 100

4.4 | Magazines f|= = = = 10 10 1.0
% 100 | 100

4.5 | Newspaper f|= = = = 10 10 1.0
% 100 | 100

4.6 | Pictures, maps ,charts f | = = = = 10 10 1.0
% 100 | 100

*= Unfavorable statements and their corresponding scale values
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Table 4.5.2 presents the fact that in real practice the teachers attached the least amount of
importance to the representative tenets of CLT and gave much focus for the non-
communicative activities. When we look at the aggregate mean value of the observation
i.e. 1.78, it shows that the majority of teachers practiced the communicative classroom
activities a ‘little’ and ‘very little’. For instance, with regard to instructional activities
(Items 1.1-1.7), about 65.71 % of the teachers were seen to implement the mentioned
CLT activities ‘a little’ and ‘very little’. In addition, the result depicts that about 85 % of
the observed teachers based on the points ‘more pupil oriented’ (Item1.3) and ‘tolerating
error correction’ (Item 1.4) are on the points ‘a little’ and ‘very little’. The result obtained
from instructional activities, generally, implies that the majority of teachers are not giving
due attention for communicative activities and rather they focus on teacher based (led)
classroom practices. This result again indicates that there exists a discrepancy between

what teachers understand about CLT and what they really practice.

With regard to the teachers’ role, the result depicts that the observed teachers gave the
least amount of importance to the representative CLT tenets, that is ‘independent
participation in learners’ group’, ‘organizing group and pair work’ and ‘facilitating and
monitoring class activities’. Hence no teacher was seen to act as an independent
participant in the learners’ group. In addition, only 40 % of the teachers were active
enough to organize group and pair work (See 2.2 & 2.3). However, a great majority (90
%) of the teachers were observed to employ lecturing ‘very much’ and ‘much’. In a
similar manner we can deduce from the result that learners were devoted to the non-
communicative activities and were reluctant to involve in the communicative classroom
activities as in participation in group and pair work; rather they were highly devoted to
listening to teachers’ explanation (100 %), taking notes what teachers had written (100
%) doing individual work (80 %). Therefore, the result concerning teachers’ and learners’
role indicate that teachers are still reluctant to practice CLT principles in EFL classes and
emphasize on the traditional way of teaching and learners on the other hand are tuned to

be dictated by the teachers and not to involve in learner centered classroom activities.
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The results of the observation about the use of instructional materials indicate that all the
teachers were seen to utilize only the student’s text book in the language classrooms and
did not make use of other supportive materials like audiovisuals, magazines, newspaper,
pictures, maps, charts, and other duplicated materials. This implies that still the teachers
are in tune with practicing teacher led (traditional) views of classroom activities and
neglect the communicative ones despite their relative high degree of perception of CLT

principles.

Similar to the above ideas (the results of the observation), the results obtained from the
teachers’ interview convey similar views. Therefore, the responses for the interview
generally indicate that EFL teachers, in the entire contexts, have a number of problems to
implement the principles of CLT in EFL classrooms although they are aware of and
willing to employ CLT principles. The participants complained that the learners’ lack of
interest to participate in role play, drama, simulation, group and pair work was the main
obstacle to put CLT principles in to effect. Moreover, they pointed out that larger class
size, traditional examination (i.e. the negative wash back effect of the classroom as well
as the national examination), students’ low motivation and unequal ability to take part in
cooperative groups, noise, lack of supplementary materials (e.g. audio visuals), the
seating arrangements (which are problematic to employ group work in circular or other
ways) are those which hinder them from employing the CLT method. One of the
participant teachers, for instance, suggested,

“I have taught English for about 17 years. I have taken some courses about CLT.

I have read books. I am keen to implement CLT principles. However, there is no
conducive environment to practice communicative method. For example, the
number of students, which is 70-80 on average, is one problem. We don’t have at
least tape recorder to employ listening activities.”

Another teacher commented,

“By now, I know what roles I should play. However, the principles that are kept
in CLT method are impractical in our context. The learners lack potential to
communicate in English. They are not interested in cooperative learning i.e.
group and pair work, they rather tend to talk about other issues in Amharic. There
are a number of students who can not even write their names properly and how
can you get them write compositions in group at least the ones which are printed
in their text book? They expect every thing from the teacher.”
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The responses, therefore, imply that there are a number of obstacles that block teachers
from implementing principles of CLT despite the fact that they are aware of the
importance of teaching EFL. communicatively and the fact that they are interested with

the notions and principles CLT entails.

In addition to the teachers’ complaints, the participating learners suggested that they (the
learners) know the importance of cooperative learning so as to foster their communicative
competence and share ideas and experiences. However, there are problems to do that. For
instance, deficiency to speak and write in English is one of the obstacles. Most teachers
often teach them grammar and give less emphasis to (neglect) speaking, writing and
listening skills. Some students do not want to cooperate with others in group and pair

work.

With regard to the importance of CLT, the majority of learners responded that they
believe the principles are important and they wish to employ them if they are not
hindered by some contextual factors. Therefore, because of the prevailing obstacles
(mentioned earlier) that hinder learners from practicing CLT principles, the learners

revealed that prefer they should be taught by their teachers .

To summarize the findings of the study, the responses of the teachers as well as the
learner demonstrated that although they have favorable perception of the principles of the
communicative approach to language teaching, teaches are overcome by the
difficulties(obstacles) they have with in their contexts and students and do not try to adapt
CLT principles at least to some of the contexts; and learners are shaped and guided by the
dominant teacher led classroom practices although they understand the importance of

learning communicatively to some extent.
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CHAPTER FIVE

5 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter consists of the conclusions and recommendations of the research results.

After the conclusion, some possible recommendations are given.

The present study, as mentioned in previous chapters, was intended to investigate the
overall EFL teachers’ and learners’ perception and classroom practice of CLT. Therefore,
to reach at the overall purposes of the study, three types of data gathering instruments
(questionnaire, classroom observation and interview) were used. After a pilot study was
conducted, the data were gathered through the aforementioned instruments and were
presented, analyzed and discussed in chapter four. Based on the analysis and discussion,

the following conclusions and recommendations are made.

5.1 Conclusions

The overall findings of the study revealed that despite EFL teachers’ high and learners’
moderate understanding about tenets of CLT; many teachers retain some fear of adopting
or adapting CLT as an instructional method because of perceived disciplinary problems
related to classroom practices. Mean while, the findings revealed that almost all (96.15
%) of the results, in terms of mean score from the teachers’ questionnaire about CLT
perception ranged from 3- 4.81 and yielded a total mean score of 3.89 while most results
from the learners’ questionnaire about CLT perception ranged from 3-4.70 with a total
mean of 3.09. Therefore, with regard to teachers’ perception of CLT, the findings
revealed that the total mean score for conceptual perspective yielded 4.1, the students’
learning perspective- 4.1, instructional perspective- 4.03, perspective on the importance
of grammar- 3.91, perspective on error correction- 3.84, teachers’ role perspective- 3.54

and perspective on learners’ role- 3.71. Generally, from all the results (which yielded
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aggregate mean 3.89); we can conclude that EFL teachers have mildly high level of

perception of CLT with regard to its tenets.

The findings also revealed that more than half of the results (54.16 %), in terms of mean
score, from the learners’ questionnaire about CLT perception ranged from 3.0- 4.70 with
a total mean score 3.09. However, the mean value of some (45.83 %) of the results is less
than 3 which indicates learners’ mild disagreement to the statements. However, the
aggregate mean score 3.09 can be an indication of learners average understanding of the
communicative approach to language teaching while some portion of learners tend to

adhere what might be called ‘traditional view’.

Looking at the results about classroom practices (obtained from both teachers’ and
learners’ questionnaires), we can get a total mean score 2.69 for the teachers’ and 2.46 for
the learners’ responses- which means between the scale values sometimes and rarely. In
addition, the teachers’ response for the unfavorable statements depicting a mean value of
1.88 imply the fact that the majority of teachers tend to implement non-
communicative(traditional) ways of language teaching between ‘often’ ‘nearly always’.
Similarly, the results obtained from the learners’ response depict mean score 2.33 and
2.34 for unfavorable and favorable statements respectively. This implies that teachers are
often likely to implement non-communicative (traditional) ways of language teaching and
ignore the communicative ones and it shows a clear gap between what teachers as well as
learners advocate perceiving about CLT principles and what they practice in real EFL

classrooms.

The data obtained from the classroom observations and teachers’ and learners’ interviews
indicate that there is a clear mismatch between what teachers as well as learners perceive
about CLT and what they actually practice in EFL classes. As can be seen from the
results of the observation (Table 4.5.2), the total mean score 1.78 imply that teachers
failed to practice classroom communicative language activities and rather they tend to
practice non-communicative ones. This can be associated with a number of reasons that

teachers as well as learners proposed. The results obtained from the teachers’ interview
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revealed that the most common problems that hindered or blocked them from practicing
communicative language classroom activities were:- large class size, traditional
examination(i.e. the negative wash back effect of the class as well as the national exam),
students’ low motivation and unequal ability to take part in the cooperative group, noise
resulting from the group interaction, lack of supplementary materials (e.g. audiovisuals).
The results obtained from the learners’ interview response also substantiated the teachers’
complaints which state the obstacles that blocked CLT from being practiced in EFL
classes. Meanwhile, the respondent learners professed that although they knew that CLT
principles are important to develop one’s communicative competence and helps to share
ideas and experiences, it is difficult to make it effective because it wastes time and it
doesn’t go in harmony with the examination that they are accustomed to do; and they are

incapable of communicating (writing and speaking) in English.

To conclude, the overall findings of this study indicate that in spite of the fact that
teachers mildly have high level of understandings of CLT concepts, in reality they failed
to practice them in EFL classes in the entire contexts. Similarly, although learners have
somewhat considerable degree of perception of CLT tenets, the traditional types of
classroom practice employed are likely challenging for learners to adapt an alternate
learner centered learning approach and are forced to devote themselves to teacher led
classroom activities due to a number of reasons raised above. This generally indicates
that there is a clear mismatch between what teachers and learners perceive about CLT

and what they actually practice.

5.2 Recommendations

Based on the findings of the study and the conclusions drawn above, the following

recommendations are made.
» First, Literature (Hawkey, 2006) suggests that incongruence between belief and

practice is an issue that should be addressed by teacher educators, so that teachers

become better equipped to reconcile beliefs and practices in order to provide more
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effective instruction which is evident in this study. With the findings, this study
hopes to suggest that teachers can apply the most possible principles of CLT in
EFL contexts and it hopes to reveal the possible difficulties that EFL teachers
might face. These difficulties might not be the same in different contexts.
However, teachers should not hesitate to practice CLT in their career despite the
confronting problems facing them since as Nunan(1986) suggests the
appropriateness of the different types of communicative activity will depend not
only on the purpose for but also on the context of learning. Therefore, work
shops and other in-service programs should maximally be delivered to maximize

teachers’ views of CLT tenets and practical implementations.

Second, given this research findings that teachers lack practical application
knowledge (skill) of CLT principles and techniques, teachers should be given the
opportunity to acquire knowledge about CLT related to planning, implementing
and assessing. To this end, it is suggested that teacher education programs, which
aim at in-depth training about language teaching methodologies, should properly
deal with both the strength and weakness of CLT as an instructional method

ranging from basic principles to specific techniques.

Third, although CLT has increased the teaching options available to language
teachers, the real potential for them to practice CLT principles is tangible if only
learners themselves are convinced of their values (Razmjoo and Riazi, 2006).
Therefore, it is advisable that teachers and other concerned bodies ought to
deliver sorts of orientations to the learners about CLT principles and their

importance to maximize their views prior to trying to implementing the method.

Fourth, since one of the causes that makes learners lack interest and motivation to
involve in communicative classroom activities and adhere to grammar based
teaching/learning is the type of traditional (non-communicative) examination they

take, the National Organization for Examination (NOE) should at least modify the
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style of exam preparation and better try to make it as communicative language
test as possible. This will in turn motivate teachers to employ communicative

language teaching principles and prepare communicative language tests as well.

By and large, the research findings should help not only EFL teachers but also the
Ministry of Education (MOE) and other concerned bodies to start distancing
themselves from primary focus on the teacher fronted language teaching style and
it is recommended that teachers should begin implementation of the
communicative approach since it may prove to provide the most promising results

when it comes to learners’ communicative competence.

Finally, hopefully, the research findings in this paper will encourage an extension
of research (as mentioned Sectionl.4) in to teachers’ knowledge and
understanding of CLT. A range of conceptualization, rich in detail, is further
needed to provide EFL teachers with framework and models that they can follow
in their own practical classes. Therefore, this study is not intended to make any
generalization, so any concerned and interested body can make use of this study

as avenue for further studies and is suggested to contribute a lot.
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APPENDIX-A: TEACHERS’ QUESTIONNAIRE

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY
GRADUATE PROGRAM
INSTITUTE OF LANGUAGE STUDIES
DEPARTMENT OF FOREIGN LANGUAGES AND LITERATURE

Dear Teacher,

This questionnaire is designed to find out the perception and classroom practice of
English teachers about communicative language teaching (CLT) in the teaching of
English as a foreign language (EFL). It is one of the instruments which the researcher
uses to gather the necessary data for his MA Thesis in the teaching of English as a

foreign language (TEFL).

Thus, I kindly request you to give the required information provided. Your contribution is
highly important for the success of this study. The researcher would like to assure you
that all the responses you give will be kept confidential and used only for the research

purpose. As a further assurance, you don’t need to write your name.

Thank you in advance for your co-operation.

The researcher
PART 1: Personal Information

Direction 1: Please give information about yourself for each of the categories below. Put
a tick (\) mark in the appropriate box where necessary.

1. Name of the school

2. Age a)20-29[] b)30-39[] c¢)40-49]] d) 50 and above []
3. Sex a) Male [] b) Female []
4
5

. Field of study: Major Minor

. Qualification : a) diploma [] b) BA [] c) MA []
d) PhD [] e) other (specify) []
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6. Total years of teaching experience: a) five and less than five years []

b) 6-10 years [] c) 11-20 years [] d) more than 20 years []
7. Your teaching load in periods per week

a) 10 and less than 10 [] b) 11-20 []

c)21-30 [] d) above 30 []

8. Average number of students in one class

a)30 and less than 30 [] b)31-40[] c¢)41-50 [] d)51-60 [] e) above 60 []

Direction 2: Please read the following items carefully and put a tick (V) mark in the
appropriate box.
1. Have you taken any course concerned with communicative language teaching
(CLT) in college/university? a) Yes [] b) No []
2. If your answer to question No. 1 is ‘yes’, how useful have you found in your EFL
teaching communicatively?
a) Very useful [] b) Moderately useful [] c) Useful []
d) Not that much useful [] e) Not useful []
3. Have you ever participated in any seminar, workshop or orientations concerning
CLT? a) Yes [] b) No []
4. If your answer to question No. 3 is ‘yes', how useful have you found them to
implement language teaching based on the principles of CLT?
a) Very useful [] b) moderately useful [] ¢) useful []
d) Not that much useful [] e) not useful []

PART II: CLT Dimension
Direction 3: Please read each statement in this section and decide whether you agree or
disagree with the statement by putting a tick (\) mark against your choice.
For this questionnaire, the following five responses are prepared:

= Strongly Agree (SA) =5 Agree(A) =4

=  Undecided(U) =3 Disagree(D) =2 Strongly Disagree(SD) =1
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Item Statements SA SD

No.

I Conceptual Perspective 5 1

1 Good EFL instruction is virtually synonymous with
communicative language teaching (CLT) method.

2 A communicative perspective represents a very powerful view
of EFL curriculum.

3 A Communicative perspective is the most progressive
instructional approach in the field of EFL.

4 The communicative approach gives equal attention to all
language skills rather than attention only to productive skills.

5 CLT help learners to take responsibility of their learning
process more than teacher centered approaches.

6 The focus of CLT is much on the teaching of speaking, pair —
work and group-work and neglects grammar teaching.

7 The learner-centered approach to language teaching encourages
responsibility and self-discipline and allows each student to
develop his/her full potential.

8 It is difficult to teach EFL. communicatively where English is
only a school language.

I Students’ Learning Perspective

1 Students’ achievement of English literacy is most productive in
the context of a communicative approach.

2 Students’ involvement is best promoted in communicative EFL
classroom.

3 Students’ social development is best promoted in a
communicative EFL classroom.

4 Students’ responsibility to learn is best promoted in a

communicative EFL classroom.
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Statements SA SD

5 Students’ power to persuade is best promoted in a
communicative EFL classroom.

6 Students are more willing to take risk in communicative EFL
classes than teacher fronted (lockstep) classes.

7 Students become more proficient in problem solving in
communicative EFL classes.

8 The communicative approach to language teaching produces
fluent but inaccurate learners.

I Perspective on Instructional Activities

1 Cooperative learning, discussion groups, and functional
activities are easier to promote in a communicative EFL
classroom.

2 In EFL programs, content learning is best accomplished with a
communicative approach.

3 Writing process steps of pre-writing; drafting, revising, and
editing are most productively handled in a communicative
classroom.

4 English speaking proficiency is more easily achieved in a
communicative class.

5 Learning skills are best developed in a communicative EFL
classroom.

6 Group work activities are essential in providing opportunities
for co-operative relationships to emerge and in promoting
genuine interaction among students

7 Group work allows students to explore problems for
themselves and thus have some measure of control over their
own learning. It is therefore an invaluable means of organizing
classroom experiences.

8 Group work activities take too long to organize and waste a lot

of valuable teaching time.
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SA

SD

9 Students do their best when taught as a whole class by their
teacher.

10 Group work activities have little use since it is very difficult for
the teacher to monitor the students’ performance and prevent
them from using their mother tongue.

11 Small group work may occasionally be useful to vary the
routine, but it can never replace sound formal instruction by a
competent teacher.

v Perspective on the Importance of Grammar

1 Grammar is best taught in a communicative EFL class.

2 Grammatical correctness is the most important criterion by
which language performance should be judged.

3 Grammar should be taught only as a means to an end and not as
an end in itself.

4 Knowledge of the rules of a language does not guarantee the
ability to use the language.

5 Knowledge of the rules of a language does not guarantee the
ability to use the language.

6 For most students language is acquired most effectively when
it is used as a vehicle for doing something else and not when it
is studied in a direct or explicit way.

7 Direct instruction in the rules and terminology of grammar is
essential if students are to learn to communicate effectively.

A\ Perspective on Error Correction and Assessments

1 Students should correct each other’s errors in pair or group.

2 Paper and pencil test is a very effective way of evaluating
students’ achievement in EFL literacy.

3 Teachers are not likely to use communicative tests because it is

difficult to construct and administer communicative tests.
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SA

SD

4 Good evaluation is carried out when the focus of the evaluation
is on accuracy (grammatical correctness) .

5 Evaluation of students’ progress in language literacy should be
carried out on the basis of their day to day classroom
communicative performance (e.g. role play).

6 For students to become effective communicators in the foreign
language, the teacher’s feedback must be focused on the
appropriateness and not on the linguistic form of the students’
responses.

7 The teacher should correct all the grammatical errors students
make. If errors are ignored, this will result in imperfect learning

8 Since errors are normal (natural) part of learning, much
correction is wasteful of time.

VI Perspective on Teacher’s Role

1 The teacher as ‘authority’ and ‘instructor’ is no longer adequate
to describe the teacher‘s role in the language classroom.

2 Organizing the teaching so as to suit the needs of all is
impossible.

3 The teacher as transmitter of knowledge is only one of the
many different roles he/she must perform during the course of a
lesson.

4 The role of the teacher in the language classroom is to impart
(demonstrate) knowledge through activities such as
explanation, writing and giving examples.

5 The teacher should act as an independent participant within the
learning-teaching group.

6 A textbook alone is not able to cater for all the needs and

interests of the students. The teacher must supplement the
textbook with other materials and tasks so as to satisfy the

widely differing needs of the students.
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VII Perspective on Learners’ Role SAIA|U|D|SD
1 Since the learner comes to the language classroom with little or
no knowledge of the language, he/she is in no position to
suggest what the content of the lesson should be or what
activities are useful for him/her.
2 Training learners to take responsibility for their own learning is
futile since learners are not used to such an approach.
3 Learners as negotiator between the self, the learning process
and the object of learning can learn independently.
4 Learners should interact primarily with each other rather than
with the teacher in EFL classroom.
Direction 4: The following questions are posed to investigate teachers’ classroom
practice in the teaching of English as a foreign language. Please read the following items
carefully and put a tick (V) mark indicating the most appropriate alternative for each of
the given items based on your classroom practice.
The following alternatives are delivered as responses:
= Nearly Always(NA) =5
= Often (0)=4
=  Sometimes(ST)=3
= Rarely (R)=2
= Never(N)=1
No Statements Alternatives
NA|O |ST |R N
5 4 (3 |2 1
1 Explain new grammatical terminologies or forms and
patterns (rules) and let the learners be engaged in doing
exercises .
2 | Explain new words and phrases and let the learners do the

exercises in the textbook.
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3 | Use teacher led - classroom discussion.

4 | Give students explanation of rules with model sentences to
illustrate them.

5 | Use individual —seat work.

6 | Introduce the new language item in context and demonstrate
the use and meaning of the new language and let the learners
try to produce, reproduce and communicate with the language.

7 | Involve students in questioning and answering activities.

8 | Involve learners in role play, simulation or any kind of drama.

9 | Involve learners in problem- solving activities.

10 | Involve learners in activities as identifying similarities and
differences of pictures in group.

11 | Involve learners in conversation and discussion on some
issues.

12 | Use different kinds of language games e.g. word dominoes.

13 | Make learners to relay instructions ( one learner gives
instruction and the other writes it).

14 | Make the learners exchange letters, write reports,
advertisements etc. cooperatively.

15 | Use audiovisual materials to support your lesson.

16 | Use pictures and objects to convey the meaning of structure.

17 | Use pair work in which two students work on a given task.

18 | Use group work in which more than two students work on a
given task.

19 | Help learners correct their error in their pair and group
discussion.

20 | Evaluate students in paper and pencil test (on terms or
semesters).

21 | Let learners do assignments at home and give feedback on
other days for the whole class.

22 | Evaluate students’ progress on the basis of their day to day
communicative performance (e.g. after making dialogue).

23 | Correct learners’ error in controlled practice activities like

question and answer.

81




APPENDIX- B: STUDENTS’ QUESTIONNAIRE
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APPENDIX- C: CLASSROOM ACTIVITIES OBSERVATION

CHECKLIST

School Lesson
Grade and Section Date
Teacher Time

No Activities to be observed Class Time 45’

1-5 6-14 11-15| 16-20| 21-25] 26-3( 31-35 | 36-40] 41-45

1 Instructional Activities

1.1 | Classroom activities maximizing communication opportunity
e.g. (role play, drama, dialogue, simulation, problem solving
etc.)

1.2 | Focus on language as a medium of communication

1.3 | More pupil —oriented

1.4 | Tolerating error correction

1.5 | More emphasis on group- work and pair- work

1.6 | Emphasis on meaning

1.7 | Emphasis on both fluency and accuracy

2 Teacher’s Role

2.1 | Independent participation in learners’ group

2.2 | Organizing group —work

2.3 | Organizing pair-work

2.4 | Lecturing /L/

2.5 | Facilitating and monitoring class activities

3 Learners’ Role

3.1 | Listening to teacher’s explanation

3.2 | Participating in group and pair work

3.3 | Taking note

3.4 | Asking questions to teachers

3.5 | Doing individual work

4 Instructional Materials Used

4.1 | Textbook

4.2. | Duplicated materials

4.3 | Audio-visual material

4.4 | Magazines

4.5 | Newspaper

4.6 | Pictures, maps ,charts
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APPENDIX- D: INTERVIEW GUIDSE FOR TEACHERS

Good morning/afternoon: my name is . I came from the Department of

Foreign Language and Literature, Addis Ababa University to study English teachers

perceptions and classroom practice of communicative language teaching (CLT) in the

teaching of English as a foreign language (EFL).

I appreciate your cooperation and willingness to my interview. Your genuine opinion or

response has its own contribution to my study and I kindly request you to give me the

required information, therefore. I would like to thank you again for sparing your valuable

time and effort in this interview. I would like to let you know that any information will be

kept confidential and used only for this study.

A S A

What does communicative language teaching mean for you?

What, do you think, are the ways of teaching English language communicatively?
How do you relate communicative language teaching method to your teaching
experience?

How do, you think, learners should learn English language in the classroom
(meaning concerning with learner centered and /or teacher fronted teaching
ways)?

What, do you think, should the role of the teacher be in the language classroom?
What, do you think, should the role of the learner be in the language classroom?
What do you say about the importance of error correction in EFL learning?

How do you correct your students when committing errors?

How do you evaluate your students’ language progress or what evaluation

techniques do you employ?

10. What materials do you employ in the language classroom?
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APPENDIX~- E: A oom2P A+T1LPTF

mS LOTNT: ANAAU-:: CooMU-T haSn AN RLOCAA:
VL 9°LF FIE CAIIANHT £7R FIPVCT NG 1@ oo U-IR AL PTF QA
+003¢  eR3%  19°vCH/Communicative Language Leaming/ PAF@-7  77HMN,
AlOPG NAGA O-OT CATINHT %72 FI°UCT 0N9°7 oo ACTAM A78A ovl%
NaoANAN AZTITG |

NFAoomPE AOTE  QPLE  (looP /M NPLILE AcoATW/N ADSAU-::
I TAMTY/E FARAT 9°AT 0L9° At£eT ATSE he S ANTPRA DAAD: “IHGP
PAT/ANTELT AT/ 0 THU TS AmPPAU-: PP TN/ AdTEOT/I°AT
N7207TC  +mfif ATs+E om - NF PO o' APINThioL LHU/07
@M/l APA oot2d NA-FINCHTY/ T NL.297, hAN haoNT7SAU-::
1. 2032 ¢£7%  -I9°vC1/Communicative Language Learning/ a7&7T
TLSPAV/TLEPAT?
2. NATINHE ®32 -1/ b/l 0P7& @89° N-L7 hheA 18TV oC
Paol T av @O T MPoLS Al TIAMPAV?
3. APHAFE NATA @-0T ov9°uC NLLNLSY (MLLATIPCY) PAAYTA ®Lh ACH
NCH MALETV IC Nao@ £L1 N1-2779C?
4, 23%7 ao®IC N NVFE T N 102909 PRTRo7 OPo@-@
m7+e 10P 0L NLILO-Loo 0T nvA-T7 “150C?
5. ¢£7%7 v0TT hooIC LAY 1T NP i ATEPAT I NNANNAA OHT.
aoAn NHTIC 97 LavhiN1N?
6. Pood°vé 215 N2 M nAM 97 AR oo AN ANAV/T
A00AY/F0NLATI?
7. M4m0 ?
8. NATINNE 7% FUCT AP TN@ T/ EACTI®T ovfdN ATIDP oo9°VCV/T
N9°7 aoAn 0, 10079°V/0 FaoCNAY/TaoCaNT?
9. hav91lf avUeT NFen®14 oo9°VCV/M N9°7 (LLOHI°CY/TT mP9° 9°7%
ALY OIS avA L LT Nmdd° TavCNAY/TavCeh LATI?
10. 4994m ACH OCH NoolL8ST/Nao@fP T hood®vé. AH9° ALMNP Né-i
a1 2TAN NAV/T F00AV/F-00.CAT?
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